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A comparative assessment of eight city street experiments in Amsterdam 
and Munich 

 

This report presents the findings of a case study comparison featuring eight examples of city 
street experiments in Amsterdam, the Netherlands, and Munich, Germany1. Previous phases of the CLEAR 
(City LivEAbility by Redesign) project explored questions regarding the types of city street experiments 
currently being undertaken including their backgrounds, main characteristics, and reported impacts, and, 
perhaps most importantly, if such experiments can trigger systemic change in urban mobility. This 
research provides additional evidence on these points, as well as a new understanding of how city street 
experiments can begin to induce systemic change. Keeping in line with the conceptual framework of the 
previous research done in this project, we first provide an abbreviated introduction to the field of 
transition studies, framing city street experiments as transition experiments and outlining their five 
defining characteristics: radical, challenge-driven, feasible, strategic and communicative. Next, we outline 
the theory of systemic change and the hypothesized relationship between the five characteristics of 
street experiments and systemic change across three dimensions: individual, organizational, and 
institutional. We then present the methods used for this study, followed by an analysis of the eight cases. 
We conclude with an overview of the findings, ideas for improving the assessment framework, 
suggestions for future research and lessons for practitioners.  

   

Understanding transformative potential and defining systemic change 

 

The field of transition studies provides a relevant theoretical starting point for understanding the 
transformative potential of city street experiments. Because of their nature and based on evidence from 
practice, we consider city street experiments or “intentional and temporary change of the street use, 
regulation and or form, featuring a shift from motorized to non-motorized dominance and aimed at 
exploring systemic change in urban mobility and public space” (Bertolini, 2020) as ‘transition 
experiments’. Such experiments operate at a niche level and are capable of incurring “fundamental shifts 
in structures, cultures and practices” (Roorda et. al., 2014, p. 32) within regimes (see figure 1 for an 
illustration of this process). Within this model, activity which occurs on the regime level has, in turn, the 
potential to incur wider change in the urban mobility landscape.  

 

                                                                 
1 For a more detailed understanding of city street experiments the reader is advised to consult the project website and earlier 

reports in the CLEAR project: CLEAR Early Bird Report ( 2019), CLEAR City Club Case Study Dossiers (2020) and Bertolini, L. (2020) 
‘City street experiments to transform urban mobility: an overview of the state of the art, and policy and research implications for 
CLEAR’.  

http://www.streetexperiments.com/
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Figure 1. Multiple levels of the urban mobility landscape (adopted from Geel’s (2002) nested hierarchy).  

 

Five characteristics characterize transition experiments (Ibid, 2014; see also Nevens et al. 2013): 

 

1.  Radicality: the practices foregrounded by the experiment are fundamentally different 
from dominant practices 

2. Challenge-driven: the experiment makes a step toward a potentially long-term change 
pathway to address a societal challenge 

3. Feasibility: the experiment can be realized in the short-term and with readily available 
resources 

4. Strategy: the experiment generates lessons about how to reach the envisioned 
fundamental changes and the agents needed for such changes can access these lessons 

5. Communicative/mobilizing: the experiment reaches and possibly activates the broader 
public 

 

While past and current examples of city street experiments provide a sense of the type of 
change possible, the link between the five characteristics of city street experiments and systemic change 
has yet to be explored in detail. In order to further explore this link, this research followed the work of 
Bertolini (2020) exploring the presence of the five characteristics of transition experiments in different 
city street experiments and their potential relationships to systemic change in urban mobility. This 
hypothesized relationship borrows the multi-level perspective for mobility transitions (Geels, 2012; 
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Switzer, Bertolini, & Grin, 2013) in order to conceptualize the possible relationship between these 
characteristics and their capacity to influence the wider mobility regime.  

 

 

Figure 2. Hypothesized relationships between experiment characteristics and the three dimensions of 
systemic change.  

 

At the heart of the conceptual framework lies the hypothesis that the presence (or absence) of 
the five defining characteristics of ‘transition experiments’ (Nevens et al. 2013; Roorda, 2014) determines 
their ability to enable systemic change in urban mobility. The latter is in its turn conceived as entailing 
individual, organizational, and institutional dimensions (Switzer et al., 2013; see also Geels, 2012). 

In this exploratory study we use this framework to structure a qualitative, comparative analysis 
of eight cases, in order to identify any patterns of relationships between the variables. The following 
questions guided the research: 
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1. How are street experiments radical, challenge-driven, feasible, strategic, and 
communicative/mobilizing? 

2. To what degree do street experiments induce systemic change in urban mobility in 
terms of individual, organizational, and institutional dimensions?  

3. What are relationships between experiment characteristics and the abovementioned 
degrees of change?   

 

Research approach  

  

The research included two phases: first an extensive collection and assessment of city street 
experiments occurring in Amsterdam and Munich over the last four years. Experiments occuring before 
2016 were not included for data accessibility reasons. Sources for finding these experiments included 
print media, social media sources, observations, and informal conversations.  

The found experiments were categorized in terms of type, following and building upon 
Bertolini’s (2020) classification: (A) remarking streets, (B) repurposing parking spaces, (C) repurposing 
sections of streets, and (D) repurposing entire streets. A ‘new’ type ‘E’ was added: user-oriented (rather 
than location-oriented) experiments. A second classifying dimension was also added: the primary aim of 
the experiments: (1) mobility, wherein sustainable movement options (walking, cycling, etc.) and the 
changing of parking regimes are promoted; (2) the creation or recovering of public space in order to 
improve liveability, promote physical activity, increase safety, reduce air and noise pollution, and 
promote local economic activity; and (3) social cohesion, which aim to strengthen community ties and 
create new space for art and culture. 

While attention was given to selecting a diverse sample of initiatives in terms of type, aim and 
result (see table below), a similar selection based on type was made for each city for the sake of 
comparison (see Table 1). Two examples of type D ‘repurposing entire streets’ were chosen. Likewise, 
one example of ‘repurposing parking spaces’ and one example of a user-oriented experiment was chosen 
in each city.  While each case makes use of the urban space in very different ways, all examples fall under 
our definition of city street experiments in that they featured (initially) temporary, intentional changes of 
the street use, regulation and or form, aimed at exploring systemic change in urban mobility and public 
space use. We only chose experiments which matched the definition of city street experiment provided 
by Bertolini (2020): “intentional and temporary change of the street use, regulation and or form, 
featuring a shift from motorized to non-motorized dominance and aimed at exploring systemic change in 
urban mobility and public space (p. 735).” Following this definition, all experiments were initially intended 
as temporary with some becoming permanent following their success. 
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City Name Description Type2 Aim Duration  Project scope Status following 
experiment 

Amsterdam Leefstraat 
Hugo de 
Grootkade 

Removal of cars 
and total closure 
of street to car 
traffic for use as 
public space and 
the organization 
of social events 

D MPS 2016, 2017  
4 weeks 

Pilot project 
Leefstraten 

Repeated in 2017, 
copied elsewhere 
in Amsterdam 

Weesperzijde 
(ParkPlek) 

Removal of 
parking spaces for 
public space use 
and shared 
mobility options 

B MP June-July, 2019 
4 weeks 

Part of the eHubs 
mobility project 
(2019-2021) 

Temporary 

Sarphatistraat 
Zuid 

Street 
repurposed as 
shared car-cycling 
street 

D M 2016 Binnering Permanent 

Reisproef 
(MaaS 
bewonersaanp
ak)3 

100 citizens 
stopped using 
their car in order 
to experience 
other forms of 
mobility 

E M June-July 2019, 
2 months 

Project ‘Lijn 
Innovatieve 
mobiliteitsoplossin
gen’ 

Repeated in 
Amsterdam Zuid 

Munich Piazza Zenetti  Removal of 
parking spaces for 
public space and 
shared (e-
)mobility 

B MP Sept.-Nov. 2018, 
6 weeks  
 
June-Oct. 2019,  
4 months (full-size 
installation) later 
reduced to the half 
until July 2020 - 
Now (full-size) 

City2Share  Permanent  
(Plans currently 
being made) 

                                                                 
2 Experiment types include: (A) Remarking streets, (B) Repurposing parking spaces, (C) Repurposing sections of 
streets, (D) Repurposing entire streets (Bertolini, 2020; (E) User-oriented rather than location oriented 

3  The pilot project Reisproef is particularly unique, as it was user rather than location-oriented. While it does not 

strictly fit our definition, we included it because of its potentially large impact on street space allocation. 
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Summer 
Streets 

Repurposed 
streets by 
partially  or totally 
closing access to 
cars to create 
space for social 
interaction and 
play 

D MPS July-Nov.2019,  
4 months  
 
August-Sept.2020,  
two months 

City of Munich  

 initiative  

Temporary  
 

Umparken 
Schwabing-
West 

Eight households 
stopped using 
their car in order 
to experience 
other mobility 
options. 
Experiment was 
complemented by  
the repurposing 
of a a street for 
social interaction 
and a mobility 
station 

C,E MP 24 August - 21 Sept. 
2020, one month 

Digital Hub 
Mobility by 
UnternehmerTUM 
initiative  

Temporary  

100 Meter 
Zukunft 

100 meters of 
street were 
closed to cars and 
activities were 
organized 

D SP One day, 2020 TUM students in 
collaboration with 
Green City  

Temporary 

 

Table 1. Overview of selected cases.  

 

The second and largest data collection phase of the research involved semi-structured 
interviews with policy-makers, urban planners, experiment implementers and users from each of the 
eight case studies. In total, seven interviews with residents, policy-makers and urban planners were 
conducted from March to June 2020 in Amsterdam and eight interviews in Munich from September to 
December 2020. Interviews were structured around the five experiment characteristics, and their 
relationship to systemic change (see appendix 1 for an overview of interview questions). Answers to 
these questions revealed themes regarding governance, participation, communication, design and 
mobility. Respondents were recruited through contacts of the researchers and snowball sampling. 
Furthermore, a selection of policy documents and news articles were analyzed.  
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Larger context: Amsterdam and Munich  

While certainly differing in terms of urban mobility regime, experimentation with city streets 
occurs in both Amsterdam and Munich. The occurrence of a similar trend against two different local 
urban contexts, each with their own planning traditions, outlook on urban mobility and understanding of 
experimentation, allows for valuable inference concerning city street experiments. 

As the largest city in the Netherlands, a country world-renowned for its cycling culture and 
efficient spatial planning, Amsterdam is a proven leader in experimentation with mobility and public 
space use. In light of a steadily increasing population expected to reach 1 million in 2032, mixed with a 
dwindling availability of space, the Municipality of Amsterdam announced its ambitions to create a ‘car-
light’ (‘autoluw’) city, allowing “residents and visitors to choose for alternative transportation and to 
make optimal use of the limited public space” (Municipality of Amsterdam, 2020). With the motto 
‘Amsterdam is growing, but will stay liveable and accessible,’ the policy document and plan Amsterdam 
Maakt Ruimte - Agenda Amsterdam Autoluw (2020) features 27 measures aimed at improving the 
current situation and taking into account the expected population growth and increasing use of the city. 
These measures translate to concrete pilots, projects and experiments including increased and more 
affordable public transportation network, free travel for children on weekends and Wednesday 
afternoons, an expansion of the number of high-quality public transport lines and more shared car 
options, reducing the number of car journeys through smart logistics, removing parking spaces and 
redesigning some neighborhoods. Experimentation within the city’s streets, occurs in a number of ways. 
The policy document outlines a few “targeted and concrete measures aimed at the streets and for 
innovative experiments” (Ibid, 2020) led by the municipal department, Smart Mobility, which explicitly 
focuses on mobility and public space use. The municipality attempts to activate local networks, working 
together with residents, companies, organizations and other municipal departments including traffic and 
transportation and the central innovation office.  

Munich, as the third largest city in Germany, is comparable in size to Amsterdam with a 
population of … inhabitants and density of about 5,000 inhabitants per km² (LH München, 2020a). Its 
continued population and economic growth has led to housing shortages and conflicting uses of public 
space (LH München, 2020b). These developments, together with the need to meet environmental and 
climate protection targets, represent the greatest challenge for the city's transportation infrastructure 
and land use structure (LH München, 2020c). At the start of 2020, much like in Amsterdam, a resolution 
Autofreie Altstadt (`car-free city center´ in English) was passed by the local government to reduce car 
traffic in the historical center (Ibid., 2020c). The resolution mentioned achieving this goal by 
implementing temporary and short-term measures that would promote the benefits of a car-reduced city 
center (Referat für Stadtplanung und Bauordnung, 2020). The city also follows a long-term vision of 
sustainable urban development, defined by the urban development concept "Perspektive München" (LH 
München, 2020b). This mobility-focused plan seeks to create a `transport revolution´ through the 
prioritization and improvement of public transport, cycling, and walking, as well as the redistribution of 
public space in favor of these modes of transport (LH München, 2020d).  

After several years of stagnation in the planning and implementation of respective measures, 
however, change has proven to happen slowly in both cities (Interview policy-maker Munich, 2020; 
Interview policy-maker Amsterdam, 2020). Street experiments are primarily seen as pilots which show 
the potential of change for political approval and which need to be transferred after into an overall 
strategy (Ibid., 2020). In both cities, a current lack of communication between the relevant city 
departments and unclear allocation of responsibilities in public space planning however hinder successful 
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implementations. Nevertheless, in the last years both Munich and Amsterdam have become more open 
to experimenting and processes are being facilitated, most recently accelerated by the corona pandemic.4 

 In the following section we present eight cases, four from each of the cities. We first provide a 
general description of the experiments, followed by a description of to what degree and how the five 
characteristics appeared in each of the experiments. Second, we discuss any evidence of change caused 
by the experiment across individual, organizational, and institutional dimensions. In the analysis we 
present ideas concerning the relationship between the characteristics and the perceived change, 
supported by evidence from the cases. 

 

Case 1: ‘Leefstraat’ Hugo de Grootkade  

The Hugo de Grootkade, a typical street in Amsterdam West, was closed to motorized traffic for 
use as public space for a period of four weeks during the summer of 2016 (see Figure 3). The experiment 
originated as a citizen-led project supported by subsidy funding from the local government in the 
neighborhood of Amsterdam West. The main objective was to implement and test the leefstraat (‘living 
street’ in English) model, which shares but advances features of the ciclovías of Latin America (see 
Sarmiento et. al., 2017) and the open streets of North America (see Eyler et.al., 2015). This initiative is 
most directly inspired by the ‘leefstraat’ initiative in Ghent, Belgium5. Residents voluntarily formed a small 
committee consisting of five persons which was responsible for arranging an event permit, the materials, 
managing the communication surrounding the experiment, and organizing a schedule of social activities 
spanning the entire four week period (Interview with resident, 2020). All cars were removed and barriers 
were put up at the end of the street, which kept out normal traffic but could be easily removed with a key 
for emergency vehicles. A blue carpet was laid down the middle of the street to highlight the street’s 
convivial and play function, and various objects, including picnic tables, benches, a hot tub and a 
temporary beach were installed. In total, these preparations took four months, of which three were 
needed in order to receive approval for the plan from the local government. 

Considering the physical implementations and the fact that the Leefstraat was the first of its kind 
in Amsterdam, the experiment can be considered highly radical. The local government scrapped its initial, 
challenge-driven intention to use the experiment as a chance to explore the solutions for the larger 
problem of parking in the neighborhood in order to aid the initiators in their efforts to swiftly organize a 
lively program of activities for residents (Interview policy-maker, 2020). This choice represents an 
important trade-off between the two characteristics challenge-driven and feasibility as long-term goals 
were set aside for the quick realization of the experiment. However, because it was the first of its kind, 
the experiment was noted as being less feasible than hoped for, in regards to time, budget and access to 
resources. These factors were greatly underestimated. While the municipality provided some 
organizational and financial support, the bulk of the responsibility fell on the shoulders of a small group of 
residents. Regarding the communicative aspect of the initiative, the committee created a Facebook group 
in order to update residents on the program and made use of flyers and word of mouth to promote the 
event, which proved fruitful. They also made contact with local news outlets who had learned about the 
experiment quite early on, putting more pressure on the initiators to create a successful event (Interview 
with policy-maker, 2020). Furthermore, the communicative nature of the experiment’s full-packed 

                                                                 
4 COVID-19 street experiments: a vehicle of change in urban mobility? 

5 http://www.leefstraat.be/  

http://www.streetexperiments.com/Resources/Covid-19Report
http://www.leefstraat.be/
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program, which proved to be extremely successful, mobilized residents in the neighborhood to interact 
and participate.  

The beginnings of an organizational change appeared, as a new and still active Facebook group 
continues to bring residents together, a collaboration previously missing from the neighborhood. At the 
level of individual change, although the local government was unable to strategically assess the 
experiment in terms of its effect on mobility and car use in the neighborhood, follow-up meetings with 
residents revealed an increased feeling of social cohesion following the experiment. Prior to the initiative 
residents had little to no contact with their neighbors. Due to the length of the experiment, as compared 
to one-day events, residents were given more opportunities to come into contact with each other and 
build relationships. The success of the Hugo de Grootkade paved the way for a repetition of the 
experiment the following summer and the organization of other living streets in Amsterdam, such as the 
Filips van Almondestraat (Interview with policy-maker, 2020). In doing so, while not explicitly intended as 
strategic or challenge-driven, certain lessons were generated which proved useful to incurring at least 
potential institutional changes on a larger scale.  

 

 

 

Figure 3. The temporary closure of the Hugo de Grootkade to motorized vehicles. Source: Luca Bertolini 
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Case 2: Weesperzijde Proeftuin  

  Weesperzijde is a historic neighbourhood situated on the eastern bank of the Amstel river in 
Amsterdam. In comparison to other areas of Amsterdam, the Weesperzijde neighborhood is particularly 
well accessible by car, bike and public transport (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2015), yet hosts a common 
problem in the city: an unmet demand for space. The combination of small apartments and high rental 
prices has for instance prompted residents in this area to use second-hand cars as storage units on the 
parking spaces in front of their homes (Interview policy-maker, 2020), adding a new dimension to the 
question of street use in the area.  

This problem prompted residents in the area to initiate a mobility experiment in which 180 
parking places totaling 2000 m2 would be freed for other uses including Smart Mobility with bike racks, 
shared electric (cargo-)bikes, parklet-style urban gardens and green street furniture. The breadth of the 
experiment alone classified the Weesperzijde Proeftuin as radical. The efforts of residents were 
supported by the more challenge-driven stakeholder, the municipality of Amsterdam, who were 
concerned with the long-term effects of parking reduction and shared mobility.  

 

 

 

Figure 4. Communal lunch in the Gijsbrecht van Aemstelstraat. Photo: Pieter Boersma 
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In terms of feasibility, preparations for implementing the Weesperzijde experiment proved 
difficult. Residents increasingly began to experience the limits of municipal flexibility and they discovered 
the intricate practicalities of acquiring the appropriate permits needed to realize their ambitions 
(Interview policy-maker, 2020). For example, residents were encouraged by the municipality to apply for 
a permit allowing for the realization of a ‘leefstraat’ in the Gijsbrecht van Aemstelstraat, yet were denied 
on the grounds of insufficient funds, doubts about public support and the lateness of the application, 
which should be submitted ten weeks prior to the start as according to municipal requirements 
(Interview policy-maker, 2020). Furthermore, when residents organized a communal lunch attracting 
more than one hundred community members (see Figure 4), they were reprimanded by the Municipality 
of Amsterdam as the granted permit did not apply to free usage of the public thoroughfare. Inter-
departmental communication occurred very late in the process. While the Weesperzijde experiment 
could be considered strategic, as the local government intended to use the experiment to generate 
lessons for envisioned fundamental changes and use the site as a test for the city of the future, the 
lessons learned were more as a result of the above-mentioned struggles between residents and the local 
government as they revealed cracks in the municipal organization.  

As an event within the `We Make The City´ festival in June of 2019, the experiment was highly 
communicative, catching the attention of local media outlets and mobilizing a larger public. Internally, 
and prior to the start of the experiment, the initiators organized ‘mobility cafés’ in which residents were 
invited to discuss mobility-related topics and share their visions for the neighborhood. The results were 
communicated via a digital newsletter and shared on the resident organization website.  

Because the Weesperzijde initiative was temporary, there was no evidence of individual change. 
The initiators are however continuing to seek options to clear the street of cars. While there was talk of 
conducting another EHubs initiative following the experiment, residents were still imagining creative ways 
to use their parking spaces: in November of 2019, residents applied for a parking permit in the street for 
the price of 265 euros, not to park a car but to use as public space (Het Parool, 2019). Whether the 
experiment will be repeated in another form and causes change remains to be seen.  

 

Case 3: The ‘cycling street’ Sarphatistraat Zuid 

  The Sarphatistraat Zuid is an important, two kilometer-long, multi-modal roadway featuring 
sidewalks, shared car and cycling paths, and a tramline. It is one of the five streets comprising 
Amsterdam’s Binnenring (‘inside ring’ in English) which wraps around the edge of the historical canal belt. 
Plans to redesign the street began with a top-down motion from the political party GroenLinks. The 
groene loper ( ‘green carpet’ in English) would stretch through the center of Amsterdam, featuring more 
greenery, wider cycling paths that were to be shared with by cars and an expanded public transportation 
network. Based on its strategic location, the Sarphatistraat Zuid was chosen as the first street to be 
experimented with. The asphalt would be changed from black to red, indicating a shared car-cycling 
street with a maximum speed of 30 km/hour and the traffic lights would be removed. As such, it was the 
first experiment of its kind in Amsterdam (see Figure 5).  
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Figure 5. TheSarphatistraat today. Source: Gemeente Amsterdam 

 

Stakeholders included policy-makers from the Municipality of Amsterdam, designers from the 
traffic department, and the engineering department. Preparations for the experiment, beginning with 
negotiations to accept the plan in 2014, lasted almost four years. This was due to two reasons: first, 
because the project fell under a larger policy plan with an end date of 2025, bureaucratic negotiations 
and political discussion delayed the process. Second, internal negotiations between project initiators and 
the traffic designers proved difficult because of the latter’s view of the experiment as ‘extremely radical’ 
(Ibid., 2020).  

The civil servants responsible for the project viewed and intentionally referred to the 
Sarphatistraat as an experiment from the start because it “appears less threatening, sounds feasible, and 
provides room for failure” (Ibid., 2020). This was the case in regards to both internal negotiations with 
other municipal departments and politicians, and in the external communication with residents. 
Interestingly, and in contrast to the other experiments, there was no public consultation for the 
Sarphatistraat experiment. Residents from surrounding neighborhoods were informed of the plans by 
way of a letter that emphasized the fact that the initiative was an experiment: if the new model proved 
unsuccessful, the municipality would change the street back to its original state (Ibid., 2020). 

Because the Sarphatistraat project was viewed as an experiment with little expectations of the 
outcome, it was not considered very strategic in the sense that it would generate lessons for fundamental 
change (Ibid., 2020). However, a civil servant responsible for the project noted that because it proved to 
be successful, the first steps towards institutional and organizational change were made. Specifically, a 
shift in opinion from the traffic advisors and the politicians who were originally opposed paved the way 
for the further application of the shared cycling path model. The performance of an assessment, which 
was done before and after the experiment and measured the number of accidents, monitored any 
increase in the number of cyclists, and polled opinions on user safety, provided evidence of positive 
individual change and aided in this shift in opinion (Ibid., 2020).   
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Case 4: Reisproef experiment  

  While the CTO team leading the Reisproef experiment did not consider it particularly radical, the 
initiative6 was only the second user-oriented experiment of its kind in Amsterdam and was considered by  
the other municipal departments, and the participants as ‘new and exciting’ (Interview policy-maker, 
2020). From June to July of 2019, 48 residents from across the city were asked to park their car in a 
municipal garage in exchange for access to a bank account holding €500 that could be used on other 
mobility options (including public transport, cycling and shared car services). The experiment was highly 
challenge-driven in that it aimed to elicit a shift from “transport as property” to “transport as service” 
(Geertman and van Brecht, 2019) and gain insight into the mobility choices of citizens (Interview policy-
maker, 2020). The project initiators, the municipality of Amsterdam’s Innovation Office (CTO), planned to 
use the experiment to generate intervention strategies leading more residents to trade in their private 
cars and make greater use of other transportation modes.  

In terms of feasibility, the project initiators noted spending half a year preparing and were not employed 
full-time on the project. In comparison to other projects, they considered the experiment as easily 
realized with the available resources, a direct result of the initiative’s non-physical nature. Interestingly 
enough, inter-municipal negotiations concerning the use of the municipal parking garage and the debit 
cards cost the greatest amount of time.  

The project initiators had a very specific goal in mind when designing the MaaS experiment - 
resulting in a thorough assessment of the project yet leaving little room for radicality and 
experimentation in the most open sense of the word. This strategic aspect of the MaaS experiment made 
a step toward a potentially long-term change pathway, however this occurred primarily on an individual 
change level. A clear shift in user behavior was observed: 30% sold their car after the experiment. While 
the experiment certainly mobilized participants to think about their mobility choices, the activation of 
other players via communication was lacking in comparison to other experiments. New collaborations 
however did develop between state and market forces, showing evidence of organizational change. 
Stakeholders included civil servants from the local government’s parking department, several mobility 
providers including the NS (trains); TCA, Uber (taxis); Car2Go, MyWheels, and Fetch (car sharing) Sixt, 
Tripmanager (rental cars); Urbee and OV-fiets (bicycle sharing; Felyx (scooters) and Viavan (ride-sharing) 
and the participants.7 Only residents in possession of a parking permit were allowed to register for the 
experiment and signed up on their own accord. Of the total number of participants, 95% lived within the 
city, with 29% of these being in the city center. The remaining 5% lived outside of the ring of Amsterdam. 

 

 

 

 

                                                                 
6 The MaaS concept was first introduced in Finland in 2014 and has since led to a number of projects (for an overview 
of well-known examples see Geertman and van Brecht, 2019) 

7 The traffic department of the municipality and the economic board were informed about the project 
but did not play an active role because the experiment was not location-based.  
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Case 5: Piazza Zenetti  

The `Piazza Zenetti´ experiment was a collaboration between citizens and the local government 
implemented for the first time during two months in 2018 during the European Mobility Week. Located in 
the Ludwigsvorstadt-Isarvorstadt district with high parking demand (Ibid., 2020), the experiment was 
highly challenge-driven as it aimed to address a larger challenge of traffic reduction and its negative 
impact on the livability of cities, while increasing mobility options (City2Share, 2020).  

The initial goal was a two-fold strategy: to test and evaluate sharing and e-mobility options as 
alternatives to the private car and to demonstrate the potential of the reclaimed public space towards a 
more environmentally- friendly city (Ibid., 2020). The square was previously occupied by 20 parking spots 
and it was transformed into a two-part plaza: A mobility hub with (e-)bike and (e-)car sharing services was 
installed in the south and the other side of the street, the north part was redesigned into a recreational 
space by the landscape architecture firm Raumzeug (see Figure 6) with a high degree of citizen 
participation (Interview urban planner, 2020). Although a follow-up from City2Share was not planned for 
next year, due to the positive feedback from residents and their pronouncement in favour of keeping the 
square, the experiment was repeated during the summer of 2019 financed by the council district 
(City2Share, 2020).  

Nevertheless, the experiment did not challenge or disrupt the traffic order on streets which 
made the experiment less radical than it could have been but more feasible. Another factor in its 
feasibility was the temporary and low-cost design approach which made the design flexible for 
adjustments. It also enabled the citizens' initiative to continue the experiment without a large budget 
after the initial City2Share project ended (Interview citizens’ initiative, 2020). However, long and intensive 
mentoring by Green City was necessary until the residents took full responsibility. The lack of processes in 
the administration and regulations also hinder the implementation and perpetuation of such 
interventions (Interview policy-maker, 2020).  

As part of the `City2Share´ research project funded by the Federal Ministry for the Environment, 
the project was particularly strategic as the local government used the experiment in order to test a 
possible permanent redesign of the square (Interview citizen’s initiative, 2020).  

The experiment is also considered very communicative, especially on the local scale. Several 
information and feedback events have been organized throughout the project, such as `dialogue-bikes´, 
`neighbourhood tables´ and online dialogues in cooperation with different stakeholders like Zebralog and 
Green City e.V. This emphasis on participation and communication with neighbours is seen as key to the 
success and acceptance of the experiment (Interview urban planner, 2020). 

Even though most of the feedback was positive, during the first year there were some critics and 
concerns that diminished as the experiment progressed, such as loss of parking spaces, gentrification, 
noise and waste generation (City2Share, 2020). Aspects related to the design and citizen engagement 
were also criticized; hence the design of the square has been adapted year after year taking into account 
the space qualities and the needs of the user. During the construction and implementation of the 
experiment, some activities were assigned to residents e.g. planting, painting and carpentry works, as 
well as later maintenance which grew the sense of responsibility, community and stewardship. Further 
activities such as the kick-off event, the concerts or water games promoted get-togethers on the square, 
enabling opportunities to raise awareness and promote new interactions between neighbours, 
establishing discussions that would not normally occur through traditional participation formats (Ibid, 
2020).  
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Figure 6. Piazza Zenetti in the summer of 2019. Source: Benjamin Büttner.  

 

As a result of the experiment, the sojourn quality increased and a versatile mix of people used 
the space. Positive feedback was noted on the increased social interactions and the alternative uses such 
as the book shelter (Interview citizens’ initiative, 2020). During 2020, Piazza Zenetti was launched under 
the summer streets program (Interview urban planner, 2020).  

Individual changes were identified among the neighbours of Piazza Zenetti. Since the 
construction began, responsibilities were assigned and neighbours started to interact with each other. 
Since then, the public space has been used in a different way, engaging residents and creating a greater 
sense of community. Although no relationship has been identified between the users of the mobility 
station and the public space. In addition to that, some residents decided to create the citizen´s initiative 
in order to keep and implement the experiment the following year, leading to organizational change; 
being implemented for the first time in 2018 as a top-down initiative and in the following years, 2019 and 
2020, promoted by the citizens it turned into a bottom-up approach. Back to 2018, `Piazza Zenetti´ 
started as an independent project from City2Share. During 2020 it was considered part of the `Summer 
Streets´ program, which is working towards creating institutional change, since it has submitted a draft 
resolution to the city council mobility committee to create new policies (See case 6).  
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Case 6:  Summer Streets  

Drawing from inspiration gathered during a visit to Stockholm, the city of Munich implemented 
its first ‘Summer Street’ pilot in two locations during the summer of 2019. The first street, south of 
Alpenplatz in Giesing, was closed to car and bicycle traffic, giving priority to pedestrians. The second, 
Schwanthaler street, witnessed a widening of the sidewalks in order to make space for green space and 
sitting areas (Landeshauptstadt München, 2019). Due to the Coronavirus pandemic in June 2020, the 
`Summer Streets´ concept was employed in order to rearrange 14 streets and create more space for 
pedestrians’ usage (interview with policy-maker, 2020). The program was expanded to the entire city, 
giving 10 streets traffic restrictions and designating four streets as play streets. Most `Summer Streets´ 
were unveiled in mid-August 2020 and closed end-September 2020 (Muenchen.de, 2020). The project 
was implemented in cooperation with the district committees, who together with citizens, requested to 
have summer streets and parklets in their district.  

The main objective was to increase the quality of the public space in the neighborhoods for 
residents to play, exercise and enjoy the outdoors. For this reason, including commerce or event 
organization was not included in the planning (interview with policy-maker, 2020). The infrastructure was 
consistent in the 14 summer streets, parking spaces were removed, and the streets were adorned with 
individual metal chairs and concrete flower pots that had traffic regulations signs as seen in Figure 7. 
Additionally, traffic signs were incorporated, and each street had a poster which introduced the concept 
of summer streets, the classification of the street e.g. play street or traffic restricted street, as well as 
hygiene and safety considerations. The main objective of the design was to provide more space to 
citizens while avoiding crowding or gatherings in consideration of the pandemic measures (Ibid., 2020). 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Fröbelplatz (play street) as a summer street. Source:  Sophia Ruiz 
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Considering the scale of the project, the experiment can be considered highly radical. The 
project is also considered challenge-driven as the summer streets can be seen as a way to address the 
societal challenges triggered by the COVID-19 pandemic as well as prior challenges such as road safety 
issues. Furthermore, the summer streets project was strategic in that it explored the implications of 
reorganizing the space in a challenging densely populated city, such as Munich, during a difficult period. 
Although not all streets were the same size nor located in similar neighborhoods, the overall lessons 
learned of this short-term project promoted and incentivized the next steps that are part of the 
potentially long-term path of change. 

Likewise, the location of the multiple summer streets was distributed throughout the city of 
Munich, increasing the scope of the project, which impacted its feasibility. Nevertheless, the cooperation 
with the district committees and Building Department facilitated the availability of resources and 
smoothened the implementation. The project is considered highly communicative, as it mobilized a 
broader public. Project communication was primarily through district committees that were intended to 
collect information from residents and communicate it with the Planning Department (Ibid., 2020). 
Additionally, once the streets were selected, brochures advertising the summer streets were displayed on 
each street and newspapers and web portals announced and promoted the project. During the 
implementation of the project, students surveyed, counted, and tried to observe and document the 
atmosphere at the site. Although the contact restrictions might have also affected the evaluation results, 
in general, the feedback collected tended to be positive (Ibid., 2020).  

Since `Summer Streets´ were implemented for a short period of time and with strong physical 
restrictions due to the pandemic, individual change did not occur. Likewise, there was no change in the 
organizational level, as it was a project completely implemented and monitored by the local government 
without involving local residents or business owners. A change across the institutional dimension is 
beginning to appear. On December 9, 2020 a draft resolution outlining specific procedures to follow and 
scale-up parklets and Summer Streets for the coming years was submitted to the city council's mobility 
committee.  

 

Case 7: Umparken Schwabing-West 

The “Umparken Schwabing-West” experiment took place from August 24th until September 
21st, 2020 in the district of Schwabing-West (UnternehmerTUM GmbH, 2020). It was embedded in an 
interdisciplinary project led by UnternehmerTUM, a start-up hub, in cooperation with the City of Munich, 
the Universität der Bundeswehr München, several mobility providers and start-ups (Interview with 
implementer, 2020). The overarching objective of the project was to analyze car dependency, transform 
public space currently occupied by cars, and develop car reduction measures by way of experimentation 
(Digital Hub Mobility by UnternehmerTUM GmbH, 2020).  

The experiment featured two parts. First, similar to the Reisproef experiment in Amsterdam, 
eight households from Schwabing-West parked their car in a garage outside the city in exchange for a 300 
euro mobility package including public transport, sharing and rental services. The second part of the 
experiment focused on the alternative use of the freed-up parking spaces (see Figure 8), a physical 
dimension that the Reisproef experiment lacked. During these four weeks, a section of 
Hiltenspergerstraße was closed to motorized traffic and four parking spots were transformed into a 
mobility station to improve alternative mobility services in the area (Ibid., 2020).  
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Figure 8. Mobility station implemented on site. Foto credits: UnternehmerTUM/ Digital Hub Mobility 

 

 Since the user-oriented approach represents a new way to actively understand and reduce car 
ownership, the experiment is considered radical. As the project´s initiators do not completely belong to 
the local government and it is not fully embedded to a political framework, it makes the experiment less 
challenge-driven. The short time frame was noted as limiting the feasibility (Interview with implementer, 
2020), although the support of several project partners, especially of the district committee, helped to 
realize the experiment despite the tight schedule. The budget provided by the industrial partners, BMW 
and Aisin also contributed to the experiment’s feasibility (Ibid., 2020). 

 The experiment is also considered strategic in the sense that the mobility behavior and user 
experience of the participants was closely monitored, showing that participants were very satisfied 
experiencing alternative mobility options to cars, such as their own bikes (Ibid., 2020). Their main concern 
in order to give-up their private car are the little mobility services offered on weekends and its high price, 
if this would change, they would consider selling their private car. Furthermore, good communication has 
shown to be key in this experiment to promote acceptance and a better understanding of the 
experiment. The project initiators noted that engaging and mobilizing users was difficult, making the 
physical part of the experiment less communicative. Interviews were conducted, a website was created, 
flyers were distributed and a one-day event was held with pin-up boards for residents to contribute ideas 
for the experiment and for improving the district (Ibid., 2020). At the start of the experiment, the 
transformed space was underused; most likely because users did not understand how to use the mobility 
station (Ibid., 2020). Moreover, the small scale of both the user-oriented did not aid in its 
communicativity, limiting the experiment’s reach and capacity to mobilize a larger public.  

As for the user-oriented part of the experiment, some long-term change was observed on an 
individual level: three of the eight households sold their car after the experiment (Ibid., 2020). On the 
organizational level, the experiment brought new cooperations between different types of stakeholders 
that normally do not work together on a common project, especially talking about startups and the 
municipality. Although the experiment did not show institutional changes, the project initiators intend to 
repeat the experiment in Munich and in other cities or combine the idea of a mobility budget with other 
interventions like the summer streets in Munich (Ibid., 2020).  
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Case 8: 100 Meter Zukunft  

On August 23, 2020, 100 meters of the Schwanthalerstraße, a main road leading to Munich's city 
center, were transformed into a car free zone for one day (Referat für Stadtverbesserung, 2020) in order 
to help users visualize the street without traffic and experience its potential qualities as public space 
(Green City e.V., 2020).  

The project began as a cooperation between students of the Urban Design and Architectural 
Informatics departments at the Technical University of Munich (TUM). Later, various sponsors and 
stakeholders joined the project, such as Green City e.V. and local government. During the 
implementation, car access was denied and a movable parklet was added that served as an open place to 
gather, communicate and inform. Complementary physical and cultural activities were carried out on site, 
attracting more than 2,500 visitors during the experiment (Ibid., 2020). One of the project's main 
objectives was to establish a discussion with the local residents and generate new ideas for urban 
improvement and to develop them further in a co-creative process (interview with implementer, 2020).  
The design included temporary asphalt paint to show the new road layout and use the street as a 
pinboard, where visitors could leave their ideas and feedback (Ibid.,2020). Also pop-up trees, lights, art 
installations, and playful graphics were part of the design (see Figure 9). A new sense of space was 
simulated in the street and visitors were invited to start a dialogue with the help of built and digital 
interventions, (Ibid., 2020). 

 

     

 

Figure 9. Schwanthalerstraße street experiment layout. Foto credits:  Elif Simge Fettahoğlu 

 

Although it lasted just one day and resembles other street experiments, like open streets, the 
`100 Meter Zukunft´ initiative is considered radical as it transformed a street normally dominated by car 
traffic. Because the city was not a dominant partner in this project and it was not embedded in a city wide 
political framework, the experiment is not considered challenge-driven. Furthermore, because of its short 
duration, it was not connected to any long-term pathways of change. The project's real life size was a way 
to be called into question by actions and served to discuss future visions raising awareness of the local 
community. The elements and the street experiment's developed activities were low-cost materials done 



20 

by students, making the project feasible. While the project wanted to show what the future could look 
like, it did not generate any lessons regarding the process of change and is therefore considered 
minimally strategic.  

The experiment continues to gain attention via social media and local news outlets, making it 
highly communicative. This communicativity was aided by its attractive design and activation of a popular 
roadway. Additionally, public and private stakeholders' involvement during the planning and 
implementation process can contribute to the exposure of the project outcomes of the project and 
potentially influence the development of the district. 

Due to the scope and scale of the experiment and short implementation, it did not generate 
changes on the individual level of the user or institutional change. However, the new cooperation 
between different stakeholders such as students, local government and non-governmental organizations 
was a surprising organizational change.  

 

Analysis             

Albeit in different ‘strengths’, all of the cases could be classified as radical. The second most 
prominent characteristic was feasibility, with only the Weesperzijde experiment in Amsterdam (Case 2) 
proving more difficult to organize in the short term with readily available resources. This was mainly due 
to a lack of clarity concerning roles and responsibility, the attempt to do too many things in one project 
and bureaucratic challenges. The two characteristics which proved less prominent were challenge-driven 
and strategic, which could be attributed to the structuring of these experiments as temporary initiatives 
meeting a short-term goal.  

Those cases which were highly challenge-driven, Sarphatistraat Zuid (Case 3), Reisproef (Case 4), 
Piazza Zenetti (Case 5) and Summer Streets (Case 6) all revealed change on an institutional level with the 
exception of Reisproef. While the Reisproef experiment proved successful in its effect on individual 
behavior and car use, follow-up plans including the expansion of the project to a larger scale instantly 
posed a political discussion (Interview policy-maker, 2020). This fact leads us to believe that even if city 
street experiments feature the ‘necessary’ characteristics, they are not immune to their context and the 
politics surrounding them. 

Furthermore, the only experiment that lasted one day, 100 Meter Zukunft (Case 8) was also the 
least effective in terms of individual and institutional change, although organizational change occurred via 
the cooperations between students and the local government. The three cases that were repeated, Hugo 
de Grootkade (Case 1), Piazza Zenetti (Case 5) and the Summer Streets (Case 6) all featured at least the 
beginning of institutional change, most likely due to their success which was also reason to repeat the 
following years.  
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 Presence of five characteristics across case studies 

 Amsterdam Munich 

 Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Case 5 Case 6 Case 7 Case 8 

Radical High High Medium High Medium High High Very High 

Challenge-driven Low Medium High High High High Medium Medium 

Feasible High Low High High Medium Medium Medium High 

Strategic Low High High High High High Medium Low  

Communicative High High Very low Medium High  High  Low  Very High 

Individual None None Yes Yes 
(albeit 

minimal) 

Yes  None Yes 
(albeit 

minimal) 

None 

Organizational Civic None None State - 
market 

Yes None State -
market 

Civic - 
state 

Institutional Semi  Starting Yes None Yes Starting None None 

 

The research further revealed trade-offs between the different characteristics, which holds an 
important lesson for future experiments. The most notable being that of feasibility. The Hugo de 
Grootkade (Case 1) revealed a trade-off between the characteristics challenge-driven and feasibility. The 
local government swapped their original aim to solve the issue of long-term parking, including plans to 
monitor (Interview policy-maker, 2020), in order to help residents create a lively program and in turn, a 
successful initiative. Conversely, in the case of Weesperzijde Proeftuin, feasibility suffered as a result of 
the ambitious efforts on both the part of the residents and the local government to use the street as a 
place to reuse the street in the short term and address long-term challenges. The choice to leave the 
original traffic order of the streets in the Piazza Zenetti experiment (Case 5) meant a trade-off between 
radicality and feasibility.  

Another trade-off of characteristics is related to whether an experiment is citizen-led or initiated 
by the local government. In general, it can be concluded that city street experiments which are citizen-led 
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are more radical and communicative, while those that are initiated by local governments are more 
strategic and challenge-driven. This is an interesting finding as it relates to perhaps the most explicit 
relationship observed: that between the communicative nature of these experiments and the consequent 
organizational change. In the Hugo de Grootkade, for example, beginnings of an organizational change 
appeared, as a new and still active Facebook group continues to bring residents together, a collaboration 
previously missing from the neighborhood. In the Piazza Zenetti experiment (Case 5) similar civic 
collaborations resulted as a result of the communicaitivity of the project. The least communicative case 
was the Sarphatistraat Zuid (Case 3) which did not result in any new collaborations and networks of 
players. There is however an important nuance to be mentioned. In the examples of Reisproef (Case 4) 
and 100 Meter Zukunft experiment (Case 7), new cooperations between state and market developed as 
commercial companies and the municipality began to work together as a result of the experiment type, 
however the lack of communicativity in these experiments kept new networks emerging in a civic arena. 
This may be also due to the fact that non-physical experiments, because they are not visible to the 
broader public, are therefore less communicative (Bertolini, 2020). These results lead us to hypothesize 
that because solely government-led experiments are less likely to be communicative they are therefore 
less likely to lead to (civic) organizational change.  

Only in one of the eight cases, Piazza Zenetti, which was repeated three years in a row and is 
intended to be permanent, was individual, organizational and institutional change observed. Interestingly, 
it is also the only case other than Summer Streets (Case 6) and Reisproef (Case 4) which featured all five 
characteristics in a medium or high degree. These results should be analyzed in further detail in order to 
discover which factors exactly led to the change across all three dimensions.  

  

Recommendations for research and practice 

This study aimed to serve two purposes. First, as a follow-up to earlier studies in the CLEAR 
project, it confirmed the classification of city street experiments as transition experiments, capable of 
triggering larger systemic change in urban mobility. Second, it began to explore the potential causal 
relationship between these five characteristics and systemic change. While by no means complete, this 
research represents a solid start for uncovering the relationship between the five characteristics, the 
three dimensions of change, offering important lessons for research and practice.  

 

Lessons for research  

 

It should be noted that comparing street experiments is demanding, simply because of the range 
of diversity of cases even within the same urban context. This represents both a challenge and 
opportunity posed by city street experiments. The exact quality which allows them to incur change and 
alter the status quo (adapting to the context), also makes them difficult to objectively compare. For this 
reason, the theoretical framework offered by transition experiments and the multi-level perspective were 
employed in order to offer some kind of common ground. These frameworks however proved incomplete 
in some regards.  

First, the multi-level perspective and three dimensions of change lacked certain specifications. 
The first regards the permanence of any observed change. Is change reached when an experiment 
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becomes permanent? Can the repetition of an experiment (either the same one or a copy elsewhere) be 
seen as change and if so, which dimension does it fall under? The second is concerned with organizational 
change, which proves to be a too general term. In many of the cases organizational change was 
witnessed, although it only occurred between certain parties (civic: among users themselves; state-
market: government and start-ups; or civic-state: uses and government). None of the cases featured 
organizational change including all three parties, although this is not necessarily required in order to 
achieve change. It would be useful for future research to take more rigorous steps in defining and 
operationalizing this term. Third, we recommend those researching city street experiments to include a 
fourth dimension: material change. Based on these findings, we realized this gap in our theoretical 
framework which cannot be ignored when researching initiatives which are intended to cause physical 
alterations to city streetscapes. In fact, even non-physical experiments such as the Reisproef initiative in 
Amsterdam, have the potential to change user behavior, which ultimately has a physical consequence for 
the appearance of a city. 

Related to this point is the discovery that the different dimensions of change vary in difficulty to 
achieve, with some being more short-term than long-term. For instance, changing the physical 
appearance of public space is arguably easier than shifting the individual behavior of users or incurring 
changes to city-wide policies. The dimensions are therefore not equal, and may even fall in a sequence, 
raising questions about their relationships: is, for instance material change first necessary in order to 
achieve behavioral change? Can temporary street experiments incur institutional change, which in turn 
trickles down to elicit behavioral and material change? These questions prompt a necessary and 
intriguing follow-up.  

Lastly, an extension of the analysis to more experiments and better understanding of the 
contexts in which they occur is recommended. This research did not take into account any possible 
external factors, for example, contextual or political influences, but rather focused on the internal 
workings of the experiments and how these influenced change from the inside-out. This fact represents a 
potential limitation to this method of study, as external factors (i.e. the local urban planning system, 
political trends, financial regulations) have the potential to limit change from the outside-in, despite the 
presence of the five characteristics. A city street initiative could, then, be classified as the ‘perfect’ 
transition experiment featuring all five characteristics and yet fail to incur change due to outside forces.  

A first step in tackling this challenge would be a better definition and understanding of the 
regimes in which city street experiments are operating before attempting to recognize any change (i.e. 
mobility, public space). Only then can researchers explore the question of whether or not these 
experiments stop at the regime or have the potential to go even further and cause change to the entire 
urban mobility landscape. This is a crucial step on the way to understanding how systemic change occurs 
by means of discovering why the relationship between the characteristics and change exists. Why do 
some experiments feature a relationship and others do not? What enables or hampers the 
transformative potential of street experiments? How could their impact on systemic change be 
increased? Such an inquiry would benefit from a comparison of successful and unsuccessful cases in 
order to single out possible factors for their respective success and failure. Here, a more focused 
exploration of the relationship(s) between characteristics and the dimensions of change, singling out the 
causal relationship would be necessary. 
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Lessons for practice  

 

The experiments examined in this research, while not conclusive, already offer certain concrete 
lessons for practice. How can practitioners concretely make city street experiments (more) radical, 
challenge-driven, feasible, strategic and/or communicative, unlocking their potential for change?  

 

● Combine goals but focus experiment activities aimed at solving them. The Umparken Schwabing-
West experiment (Case 7) represents an example of strategically combining mobility and public 
space goals into one project. Unlike its Dutch counterpart, the Reisproef experiment (Case 4), 
the Umparken Schwabing-West initiative aimed to remove cars and at the same time, imagined 
new uses for the freed up parking spaces, opening up to potential synergy between the two. 
Combining goals should be done with care however and should not require too many activities 
or different parties. As the Weesperzijde experiment (Case 2) revealed, trying to do too much in 
one project can lead to confusion and difficulties with stakeholder involvement (in terms of 
communication, efforts). 

● Consider the length of the experiment. As was the case in the Leefstraat experiment and Piazza 
Zenetti, the length of the experiment as compared to one-day events, provided participants 
more opportunities to come into contact with each other and build relationships. 

● Make experimenting easier. It is recommended to accelerate the bureaucratic process for 
permits. Especially during the pandemic, as many local districts have the resources to implement 
experiments, yet time-related issues stand in the way of ideas and initiatives moving forward. 

● Establish cross-departmental teams with certain decision-making power. The greatest lesson in 
this regard is a better understanding of the bureaucratic barriers city street experiments face, 
and ironically, even those that are initiatives by the municipality themselves. In Amsterdam, the 
lack of feasibility of certain experiments including the Weesperzijde Proeftuin (Case 2) was a 
direct result of inter-departmental negotiations and bureaucratic processes like arranging 
permits. Ironically, what could be considered the simplest experiment, the cycling street 
Sarphatistraat Zuid (case 3), required the longest preparation time as a result of its inclusion in a 
larger municipal plan. The culture surrounding the bureaucratic decision-making process of 
cycling streets is now less toxic, simply because the Sarphatistraat experiment proved that such 
a physical change is possible and most importantly, works.  

● Harness the fact that city street experiments are there for testing ideas and suitability. Viewing 
these projects as experiments and more importantly communicating these projects as such 
lowers expectations and leaves room for failure and allows them to be better accepted by 
citizens.  

● Visualize these experiments as a proper means of citizen engagement. Involving citizens from the 
conceptual phase to the physical implementation generates a sense of ownership within 
residents and encourages new interactions among them. This helps to create a better 
understanding of the project allowing them to participate and communicate actively.  

● Establish a common vision. In Munich, street experiments were implemented faster with the 
help of a strong political and an overarching vision towards sustainable urban mobility. 

● Learning from doing. While learning by doing, it is important to identify important criteria to 
consider for the second phase, up-scale or permanent remodeling of the experiment. Taking into 
account observed behaviour on-site, users and expert’s feedback.  
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Appendix 1: Operationalization of variables + related questions for semi-structured interviews 

Five characteristics of 
transition 
experiments 
(independent 
variables) 

Variables Interview questions 

Radicality How were the practices foregrounded by the experiment fundamentally different from 
dominant practices in terms of prefigured behavioral, organizational, and/or institutional 
change? 

Communicative/ 

Mobilizing 

How did the experiment reach and mobilize individual citizens, organized stakeholders, and 
governmental actors not directly involved in the experiment?  

How was communication managed during the project both internally and externally? To 
whom was it directed? Which were the main information channels? 

What was the degree of participant involvement (frequency, type) and at what phase during 
the project were they involved (conceptual, design, execution, day of the event)? 

How willing were participants to participate before, during and after the experiment?  

How did the city street experiment awaken or increase a sense of community?   

Challenge-driven How did the experiment make a step toward a potentially long-term change pathway to 
address a societal challenge in terms of realized behavioral, organizational, and/or 
institutional change? 

What was the level of planned programme curation vs. spontaneous use? 

Feasibility How could the experiment be realized in the short-term and with readily available resources 
with respect to behavioral, organizational, and institutional constraints?  

What financial resources were available and by whom?  

Which other resources were mobilized and by whom? 

Strategic How did the experiment generate lessons for reaching envisioned fundamental changes and 
how could the agents needed for such changes access these lessons towards the 
achievement of behavioral, organizational, and/or institutional change? 
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Did the experiment happen within a larger policy framework/plan?  

Was the experiment monitored and assessed and if so, who performed the monitoring, 
what methods were used and how often did it occur?  

What were the reported environmental, economic, social, public space and mobility-related 
impacts?  

How are the results of the monitoring and assessment being used (e.g. to design a new 
experiment, to change policies, to make permanent changes in public space)? 

Systemic change 
(dependent variables) 

Individual change  
(a change in the 
mobility behavior 
and public space use 
of individual users) 

What is the evidence that the experiment has enabled an individual change in the mobility 
behavior and public space use of users?  

Which drivers and barriers of individual change has the experiment highlighted? 

Did user behavior change throughout the process? 

Organization change 
(a change in the 
network of players, 
including the 
creation of new 
organizations and 
collaborations in the 
state, market, and 
civic spheres) 

How did responsibility/ownership shift throughout the process?  

Did any new organizations or collaborations grow as a result of this experiment and if so, 
which ones? 

Did the city street experiment awaken or increase a sense of community and if so, how?   

Which drivers and barriers of organizational change has the experiment highlighted? 

Institutional change 
(a change in city-
wide mobility and 
public space 
policies, legal and 
financial 
frameworks, 
cultural/social 
norms) 

What is the evidence that the experiment has enabled an institutional change in city-wide 
mobility and public space policies, legal and financial frameworks?  

Were any legal arrangements (e.g. special regulations, suspension of regulations) made? 

Which drivers and barriers of institutional change has the experiment highlighted? 

 

[1] For a more detailed understanding of city street experiments the reader is advised to consult earlier 
reports in the CLEAR project (Resources). 

http://www.streetexperiments.com/Resources

