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Newspeak or Paradigm Shift? Interpreting Dutch Transition Discourse on Sustainable Mobility

Abstract

This paper reflects on transition discourse, as a now identifiable set of ideas around which actors and institutions explicitly orient themselves in the Netherlands. It contributes to the discussion on transition discourse both empirically, through recent observations on transition discourse as observed in the Dutch transport sector, as well as theoretically, by using insight from the literature on boundary work to interpret these empirical observations.  First, empirical observations are presented, distinguishing between three main setting in which actors use the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’: 1) national policy on mobility, 2) the Dutch ‘energy transition’ and 3) the research programme Transumo. For each of these cases, three main questions have been asked: 1) what do the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ refer to in the specific context, 2) how is this transition discourse used in the interaction between actors and 3) when and how does transition terminology appear, disappear or reappear in documents and meetings? After the case-study has been presented, the paper moves on to interpret these empirical observations with reference to concepts as provided by the literature on (ecological modernisation) discourse and boundary work. The paper concludes with a more general discussion on transition discourse and the extent to which it resembles newspeak or points to a paradigm shift. 
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I. Introduction: Dutch Transition Discourse

In 2001 the concepts of ‘transition’ and ‘transition management’ were introduced in the 4th Dutch National Environmental Policy Plan. ´Transition management` was presented as ‘a strategy to deal with environmental degradation by stimulating sustainable development as a specific aim of policy making’ (Loorbach, 2007, Kemp & Rotmans, 2008). Four transitions were identified as necessary: 1) to sustainable energy, 2) to sustainable use of biodiversity and natural resources, 3) to sustainable agriculture and 4) to sustainable mobility. Subsequently, ‘transition-to-sustainable-mobility` emerged as a combination of words that has been increasingly used throughout the Netherlands. A variety of policy-makers, researchers, business-representatives and NGO-representatives refer to this ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ in both written and spoken word. While some claim that the use of these terms points to a paradigm shift in the Dutch mobility sector - from short-term sub-optimisation of current transportation modalities to a long-term strategy to structurally change the mobility system as a whole - others argue that these words are most often applied as a mean to gain subsidies, covering up other interests or ‘window-dressing’. Some would even suggest that this discursive phenomenon resembles newspeak: old wine in new bottles and new labels for business as usual.
The use of the terms ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ is inextricably linked to the politics of ‘transition management’. The interpretation of what constitutes a ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ and who ‘contributes’ to it, is one of the decisive factors for who wins and looses during transition management processes in the transport sector. The recent literature on transitions and transition management (Rotmans et all. 2001, Loorbach, 2007, Kemp & Loorbach 2005) has received points of criticism, one of which addresses the issue of new labels. Shove & Walker point out that “language is not innocent”, that it is “therefore important to reflect on the politics of transition management, as a now identifiable set of ideas around which actors and institutions explicitly orient themselves”, subsequently asking: “what work does this label do?” (2008: 1013). It is this question that this paper aims to address by interpreting the way in which the label ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ is applied in a variety of contexts. By doing so we contribute to the ongoing theory development on transitions and transition management, as well as to discussion on discourse more generally. 

We refer to Smith & Kern (2008), who applied Hajer`s (1995) concepts of discourse-coalitions and story-lines to study the emergence and manifestation of transition discourse as observed in the Dutch energy sector. The authors position the transition story-line as “an attempt to reinvigorate ecological modernisation” (Smith & Kern, 2008: 3) and discuss the extent to which the transition discourse succeeds in shifting actual policy practices in the Dutch energy sector. This paper contributes to this discussion both empirically, through more recent observations on transition discourse as applied in the Dutch transport sector, as well as theoretically, by using insights from the literature on boundary work (Gieryn, 1983, Star et al, 1989, Hoppe, 2005 and Metze, 2007) to interpret these empirical observations.  

Our paper is structured as follows. We start off with empirical observations and distinguish between three main settings in which actors use the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’: 1) national policy on mobility, 2) the Dutch ‘energy transition’ and 3) the research programme Transumo. For each of these cases, three main questions will be asked: 1) what do the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ refer to in the specific context, 2) how is this transition discourse used in the interaction between actors and 3) when and how does transition terminology appear, disappear or reappear in documents and meetings? The research methods that have been used include document reviews, participant observation in both plenary and internal meetings, action research in specific projects (i.e. helping to prepare and evaluate meetings) and 25 interviews with policy-makers, NGOs, members, business representatives and researchers that participated in the various councils, platforms, programmes and projects under study. After having presented our case-study and the nine answers to the abovementioned questions, we move on to interpret our empirical observation with reference to concepts as provided by the literature on discourse (Hajer, 1995, Smith & Kern, 2008) and boundary work (Gieryn, 1983, Metze, 2007). We finally follow with a more general discussion on transition discourse and the extent to which it resembles newspeak or points to a paradigm shift.  

II. Sustainable Mobility in Transition Policy

The ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ was mentioned in the cabinet’s Mobility Policy Document (‘Nota Mobiliteit’, hereafter referred to as the Policy Document). This Policy Document was developed, presented, discussed, adapted and formalised between 2004 and 2006 in cooperation between the ministry for Transport and Water (V&W) and the ministry of Housing, Land-use Planning and Environmental Management (VROM). Reading and comparing the evolution of different versions of this Policy Document, and the comments on this document provided by the renowned Social-Economic Council (SER), provides us with some interesting insights on the use of the ‘transition’ concept in relation to ‘sustainable mobility’. 

In September 2004 the first version of the Mobility Policy Document mentioned the transition concept seven times, introducing it under the chapter on “quality of life and sustainable mobility” with the following text: 

This cabinet wants to let the economy grow, give space to traffic and transport and simultaneously limit the negative effects of traffic. This is not an easy task. A first requirement is to commit to (inter)national agreements on environment and quality of life. (…) For the long-term the cabinet envisions a move to sustainable mobility, a so-called transition, in which the environment no longer experiences hazardous effects as a result of traffic and transport. (p.117, emphasis added)

Long term strategy sustainable mobility: transition through innovation.

The environmental policy of the past 30 year showed good results on many fronts. Great environmental improvements have been initiated for motorised mobility. However, one cannot say that the bottlenecks will disappear for all environmental issues. The goal for the long-term (2030-2050) is that the harmful effects of mobility on its surroundings will be brought back to nearly zero. This cannot succeed if we keep holding on to the current state of the technology. Especially since traffic and transport will still increase considerably. The only way to bridge this gap is through a transition to a completely new concept for our traffic and transport system. That does not only involve large scale innovation in the field of fuel and motor technology, but also organisational and societal innovations, that together bring about a world-wide system innovation in the field of transport. This also offers solutions for the exhaustion of current natural resources. The cabinet commits to the quality levels that have been agreed upon internationally, and the cabinet is reluctant to impose new national obligations, extra administrative hazards or to give out subsidies, unless the international obligations give reasons to do so. Under these conditions the Dutch government will keep up what has been reached up till now, continue with actions that have already been initiated, and start new activities that resolve the persistent bottlenecks and realise a transition to sustainable mobility (p. 118, emphasis added).

This text explicitly states that the aim is to allow the economy and transport to grow, while limiting the negative effects thereof. Although the text admits that this is still not possible with the current technology, it suggests that it will be possible for the long-term (2030-2050) through ‘a transition to a completely new concept for our traffic and transport system’. The text reflects back on 30 years of environmental policy, admitting that not all bottlenecks have been solved and that in order to still do so we need a ‘transition to sustainable mobility’, which includes more then just technological innovation. Furthermore, this text shows that the concept of transition is introduced together with the distinction between a long-term perspective as separate from short-term obligations to comply with current international agreements. 

A few months later, in January 2005, the Socio-Economic Council (SER) published its criticisms on and recommendations for the Policy Document. One of the comments states that “the Policy Document on Mobility gives rise to concern in relation to enforcing the preconditions on the environment, quality of living and public health. A number of highly important preconditions (i.e., those for levels of emissions of CO2, NOx and fine particles) have not yet been established for 2020” (p.8). In that same paragraph, the SER stresses that: 

A related point is that the Policy Document on Mobility is insufficiently agenda-setting with regards to the transition to sustainable mobility. Although the document does set out an ultimate goal (i.e., to reduce the environmental footprint of mobility to almost zero), it fails to adequately show how the policy for the period ending in 2020 aims to achieve this goal. In addition, without further explanation, the Policy Document extends the deadline for achieving sustainable mobility from 2030 (the existing NMP4 policy) to some time between 2030 and 2050 (p.9, emphasis added)

Furthermore, the SER emphasises that “the transition to sustainable mobility is a tough one” because it involves “high demands with regard to the instruments and implementation of policy, and with regard to the integration of traditionally separated policy fields” (p.20). The rest of the advice document goes on to emphasise how important the transition to sustainable mobility is:

The council finds it of outmost importance that the Policy Document on Mobility remains focused on reaching sustainable mobility. This is one of the four transitions that the 4th Dutch National Environmental Policy Plan (NMP4) finds necessary to reach a sustainable society by 2030. It is therefore important that the [next version] of the Policy Document on Mobility clearly indicates in which way to start the move to sustainable mobility in the period until 2020. In this context the council wonders why the Policy Document on Mobility - in contradiction with the NMP4 – resets the horizon for reaching sustainability from 2030 to 2030-2050. That could namely mean that the transition period would almost double. The Policy Document on Mobility does not explain this shift. The societal costs of non-sustainable mobility (…) are considerable. Keeping 2030 as planning horizon is an important stimulus in order to encourage innovation during the duration of the Policy Document on Mobility, and to give all possible cost-effective environmental measures a chance (p.23)

The text shows how the SER-council ‘corrects’ the tendency in the Policy Document to use the ‘transition’ concept to postpone the operationalisation of its long-term ambitions. Furthermore, the text illustrates how the council refers to the 4th Dutch National Environmental Policy Plan (NMP4) as an authoritive source, using NMP4’s call for transitions to remind policy makers of the need to focus on the transition to sustainable mobility. The SER does not only use the concept of ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’ to criticise or give recommendations, but also to praise the Policy Document:

The council appreciates the large attention that the Policy Document on Mobility gives for the different sorts of innovation that (have to) play a role in the transition to sustainable mobility. It is indeed important that the attention does not only go to technological innovations, like the development and application of hybrid vehicles, cleaner fuels and quiet tires. Besides that process innovations (such as the provision of information via ICT), societal and organisational innovation (amongst which behavioural changes) cannot be missed. Above all the transition to sustainable mobility requires system innovations (p.30). 

This text illustrates why and when actors choose to refer to ‘transition’ rather then to ‘innovation’. The concept of ´transition` serves to emphasise that technological and product innovations do not suffice to reach sustainability, but that it is about a combination of different sorts of innovation that together can lead to a system innovation. 

In September 2005 the next version – also known as the ‘cabinet’s position’ (‘kabinetsstandpunt’) – of the Policy Document on Mobility was published. Therein the use of the ‘transition’ word almost doubled (from 7 to 13). This was mostly due to the addition of text boxes with several ‘future visions’ for 2030 (e.g. congestion policy in 2030, public transport in 2030, logistics in 2030 etc). In each future vision the ‘transition paths’ towards that future vision were specified. The language of ‘transition’ and ‘sustainability’ was mostly used in relation to energy and climate policy:

All national and international arrangements concerning emission reductions relating to transport by rail, road and water will be complied with. Innovation and measures at source are required to achieve this. For the longer term, a transition to more sustainable forms of transport is necessary to reduce all emissions, but above all CO2 (p.13)

In the long term (2030) the ongoing international policy will allow us to confine the air-polluting emissions of traffic and transport within the limits of sustainability. On the short-term however the Netherlands will not be able to comply with the EU-air pollution standards, not even with a maximum reasonable policy effort. The climate problem requires more than emission reduction of current motor technology: for this a transition to other traffic and transport system and behavioural changes are necessary  (p. 99)

Although the Policy Document was adapted to the criticism by the SER-council in the sense that this version consistently refers to 2030 as a long-term horizon (instead of 2030-2050), it still uses the ‘transition’ word in combination with its recurrent distinction between short-term obligations and long-term ambitions. This distinction between the short- and the long term is also made in the ‘implementation agenda’ (‘uitvoeringsagenda’) of the Policy Document, which was also published in September 2005 as a separate document and independently readable attachment. Therein, under chapter 3.10 on “quality of life and sustainable mobility”, ‘transition management’ is mentioned as “an innovation strategy for the long term”:

The government aims for a decoupling of economy and environment by stimulating that the harmful effects of infrastructure and transport for humans and environment keep decreasing.  The current urgent problems of air pollution and noise, but also the clearly aggravating climate changes, cannot be solved with an incremental improvement of the current technology and systems, apart from law and policy making or concrete measures on the short-term. In order to also enable a sustainable growth of the economy on the long term, a system jump is necessary, in which completely new technology and cooperation between government, consumers and business has to lead to clean, quiet and energy-efficient traffic and transport systems. Therefore the cabinet chooses transition management to achieve sustainable mobility for the long-term and in relation with that innovation programmes (e.g. for noise and air quality) for the short term, where cost-effective measures are used to deal with acute problems (p.65). 

More then a half year later, in April 2006, the last version the Policy Document on Mobility was published. The literal translation of this version would be ‘Essential Planning Decision established after parliamentary deliberation’ (‘na parlementaire behandeling vastgestelde Planologische Kernbeslissing’). The title of the official English translation (June 2006) is ‘Officially adopted Policy Document’. While the first two versions of the Policy Document consisted of 160 pages, this last ‘officially adopted’ version is significantly shorter with 40 pages (which also include the official letter to the parliament detailing amendments to the Mobility Policy Document). Interestingly, while the earlier versions explicitly mentioned the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’, this shorter ‘officially adopted’ Policy Document does not mention the words ‘transition’ nor ‘sustainable’, not one single time. 

Summary of Observations in the Context of Transition Policy

These empirical observations illustrate that in the context of governmental policy documents and reactive council-reports, the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ refer to a policy ambition and long-term sustainability strategy for the transport sector. Furthermore, we have seen how the SER-council used the transition discourse on transition mobility as an evaluative framework to discuss, praise and criticise the policy document presented by the government. Moreover, our findings lead to the observation that the words ‘transition’ and ‘sustainable mobility’ increasingly appeared in policy documents and council reports, but finally vanished from the ‘officially adopted’ policy document.

III. Sustainable Mobility in the Energy Transition

The ‘Platform for Sustainable Mobility’ is one amongst various other platforms that together realise the Dutch ‘energy transition’. This energy transition is overseen and coordinated by the ‘Interdepartmental Programme Directorate of the Energy Transition’ (consisting of six ministries) and a ‘Taskforce Energy Transition’ (composed of representatives from the top of business community, the government, research organisations, banking, and NGOs). In the ‘Implementation Agenda’ of the Policy Document on Mobility (published in September 2005, as discussed in the previous section) this Platform for Sustainable Mobility is mentioned as an example of the application of transition management: 

The platform will, in first instance, focus on forming strategic cooperation between companies, consumer-organisations and government. Moreover it will be studied which obstructions impede innovations while potential initiatives will be stimulated. Finally, it will also be studied how successful initiatives can be up-scaled. (Policy Document on Mobilty, p. 65) 

The platform itself is composed of representatives from government, one environmental NGO, the ANWB (Dutch organisation representing the interests of car drivers) and business representatives (including Shell, BP Netherlands, Peugot Netherlands and DaimlerChrysler). On the website of the energy transition, the purpose of the Platform for Sustainable Mobility is described as follows:

Transport is crucially important for our society, now and in the future. However, the current generation of motor fuels produces excessive emissions of CO2 and other hazardous substances, and we depend on the oil-producing countries for these fuels. During the transition to a sustainable energy supply, the Platform therefore aims to ensure affordable and independent mobility as well as sustainability (emphasis added).

It is interesting to see that in this description of its purpose, the Platform for Sustainable Mobility does not speak about ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’, but rather about ‘the transition to a sustainable energy supply’. Note also how the text states that the Platform aims to ensure ‘affordable and independent mobility’ as well as ‘sustainability’ as two separate things, rather then mentioning ‘sustainable mobility’ as one coherent goal. The Platform does however distinguish “four transition paths leading to sustainable mobility”, consisting of 1) “hybridizing the fleet”, 2) “using bio-fuels”, 3) “driving on hydrogen (including natural and biogas vehicles as precursor)” and 4) “intelligent transport systems”. 

Besides technological innovation in vehicles, fuels and ICT-applications, the members of the Platform for Sustainable Mobility are particularly enthusiastic about the idea of emission trading systems (ETS). Although this is not explicitly mentioned as a ‘transition path’ on the website, the Platform’s enthusiasm for ETS became apparent in interviews and participant observation of public and expert meetings on sustainable mobility. On more then one occasion, different members of the platform publicly declared the need to implement tradable emission quota, not only at an international and national level, but also at the level of sectors, companies and individuals. 

The members of the Platform for Sustainable Mobility are not alone in promoting the application of an emission trading system in the Dutch transport sector. In May 2007 the four largest Dutch environmental NGOs, in cooperation with three labour unions, published their “Green4Sure”plan
 in which they call for specific policies, amongst which an emission cap for the transport sector. This Green4Sure plan includes an entire chapter that comments on ‘the transition policy of the government’, thereby referring to the energy transition specifically: 

Until now the Energy transition is predominantly focused on the innovation process, new technologies for specific groups that are captured in transition paths. The attention is mostly supply driven and hardly geared at developing a demand for new technologies. Green4Sure distinguishes itself from the national Energy transition because it is geared at the instrumentation of the process of change and not only on the innovation of new technology.  (…) after 4 years is has become clear that the common process of government, market and research institutes misses out on the bigger picture, namely creating a necessary change of the market conditions that are necessary for clean and efficient technologies. (…) Green4Sure creates the market for the innovative technologies of which the development has been initiated by the Energy transition. This is why Green4Sure is complementary to the activities of the Energy transition. The expectation is that the new market context created by Green4Sure makes it easier for market players to develop new technologies and introduce them on the market, so that there is less need to push the innovations (p.68)

(…) in attachment there is an overview of economic and empirical literature about stimulating innovation. The conclusion is that there are three actions that are necessary:

1) Change the market context

2) Stimulate the development of new technology (innovation)

3) Stimulate the diffusion of new technology (diffusion)

All these forms of governmental measures are legitimised by the current market failures. Together these three actions have the potential to result in a system innovation and to cause a transition in the energy system (81). 

The Green4Sure plan moves on to claim how it can fill the ‘gaps’ in the energy transition by ‘creating’ the necessary market for new technologies. This advice on creating the market for new technologies resonates with a report on transport policy that was recently published (January 2008) by three advisory councils: the council for Transport and Water (“V&W Beraad”), the Council for of Housing, Land-use Planning and Environmental Management (“Vromraad”), and the General Energy Council (AER). In this report, which is called “Every Journey has its Price”
, the three councils also call for the implementation of a CO2 emission trading system at the level of the Dutch transport sector. In this specific report the term transition appear 43 times, introduced as follows: 

The final goal is to completely cover our energy demands with renewable resources. This is only possible by making consistent policy in that direction over a longer period of time, and periodically making serious steps on this transition path. Besides that it is of utmost importance that all societal sectors make their contribution. Only with the effort of all parties in society can sustainable energy system be realised (…) the starting point is that the transport sector also has to make its full contribution to the energy transition. (9-10)

This introduction to the report shows how the transport sector is called upon to ‘make its contribution’ to ‘the energy transition’. Similarly to the text on the website of the Platform for Sustainable Mobility, adaptations in the transport sector are viewed as one of the ´transition paths` to a sustainable energy system, mostly in the form of pricing mechanisms that are supposed to stimulate companies and consumers to be more energy efficient. At the same time however, the report “Every Journey has its Price” does also emphasise that there is a need for a ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ that is ‘broader’ then their focus on the reduction of CO2-emissions, and that this requires more than pricing mechanisms:

A transition to sustainable traffic and transport asks for a long term vision. Starting off from such a vision (…) a strategy has been developed in order to (be able to) achieve the reduction targets on the (long) term (…) although the focus of this advice is on the reduction of CO2 emission, the proposed measures should preferably synergistically contribute to a broader transition to sustainable traffic and transport. At play are also issues such as guaranteed supply, safety, air polluting emissions, noise, access to mobility services etc (36–37)

Despite of the fact that pricing mechanisms stimulate innovation, additional innovation policy is necessary for a transition to a sustainable traffic and transport. Pricing mechanisms predominantly stimulate incremental innovation, such as better combustion engines. The transition to a sustainable traffic and transport may require more radical (system) innovations, such as transport system on the basis of hydrogen, large scale electrical traffic and transport or automatically operated vehicles. The dominant position of existing technology forms an important barrier for such innovation (…) Working on radical (system) innovations carries large risk, which is way market players are less inclined to invest in it. This makes explicit innovation policy necessary (77). 

Besides emphasising the need for governmental policy, the councils also emphasise the important role of public private partnerships and platforms, such as the Platform for Sustainable mobility. The report also points out the limitations of the Platform for Sustainability, and explicitly calls for a broadening of thematic focus:

(...) the complexity and uncertainty that characterise transitions, require a close interaction with research institutes, companies, citizens and governmental institutions. The transition process is an iterative long-term process that is based on diverging perspectives on the future and different possible transition paths (…) the Energy transition Platform for Sustainable Mobility is still strongly focused on personal cars. It would be desirable to broaden the focus to innovations in the fields of organisation, logistics and spatial planning on the one hand, and a wider variety in terms of modalities on the other hand. The councils consider these type of platforms to be of utmost important to safeguard the continuity of the transition process, which takes much longer then the political term of a cabinet. Furthermore, these platforms play and important role in signalling the barriers at the system level (for example laws and regulations), in advising strategic developments and in creating political support (79). 

The texts in these sections show how the four environmental NGOs and the three advisory councils all criticise the Platform for Sustainable Mobility and ‘the Energy transition’ in general for focusing (too much) on supply driven technological innovation in personal mobility. Although the NGOs and councils partner with the Platform in proposing to introduce a CO2 emission trading system as one of the priorities for the transport sector, the councils emphasise in their report that ‘the transition to a sustainable traffic and transport sector’ is ‘broader’ then CO2 emissions.

On the 12th of March 2008 the Association for Environmental Professionals (VVM) organised a meeting where all of the above parties were invited to discuss and compare the abovementioned reports in front of an audience (including over 50 researchers, public officials, consultants, environmental activists, students and other individuals interested in the topic). The meeting consisted of several presentations, including a presentation on the report by the three councils,  a presentation on the transport aspects of the Green4Sure plan by the NGOs, and a commentary on ‘the role of business’ by one of the (Shell) representatives of the Platform for Sustainable Mobility. The meeting carried the following rhetorical question as its title: ‘are emission trading rights necessary for CO2 reduction in transport?’ The forum discussion mainly consisted of ‘yes, but’-answers to this question. During the meeting, the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ was hardly mentioned.

Summary of Observations in the Context of the Energy Transition

The selected texts in this section illustrate how, in the context of the energy transition, the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ mainly refer to a specific transition path towards sustainable energy, and are primarily associated with the ‘Platform for Sustainable Mobility’. At the same time we have seen that environmental NGOs and advisory councils use the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ to criticize the Platform, and to emphasise that even though they agree with the Platform’s ideas on emission trading, this is not enough to reach sustainable mobility. Finally, comparing the written reports to the public discussion of these reports, lead to the observation that the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ was frequently emphasised in various written reports, but hardly mentioned during a public discussion of these reports. 

IV. Sustainable Mobility in the Research Programme Transumo

At the end of 2003 the Dutch government decided to grant subsidies out of natural gas revenues to strengthen the Dutch knowledge economy in its innovative and societal needs, with the aim of improving the Dutch ‘knowledge infrastructure’ in fields that have a specific societal relevance, such as transport, water management, ICT, health care, agriculture, spatial planning, housing, construction etc.
 There are 37 research consortia that are funded through this so-called BSIK-subsidy-regulation, which consists of a total of 820 million Euros
. Many of these ‘BSIK-organizations’ apply transition language in their research programmes. One of these 37 ‘BSIK-organizations’ concerns the organization Transumo that is responsible for a research programme on sustainable mobility. Transumo is an abbreviation for ‘TRAnsition to SUstuainable Mobility’ and was founded in 2004. 150 organizations from the public, private and ‘knowledge’ sectors collaborate in applied research within dozen of innovation projects related to transport and traffic. On its website, Transumo describes its mission as follows: 

to accelerate/encourage the transition to sustainable mobility. This will be achieved by initiating, and establishing for the long term, a transition process that leads to the replacement of the current, supply driven, mono-disciplinary technology and knowledge infrastructure, with a demand driven, multidisciplinary and trans-disciplinary, participative knowledge infrastructure
. 

The Transumo-organization is part of the abovementioned broader national programme to improve the ‘knowledge infrastructure’ by encouraging and subsidizing research programmes that specifically aim for applied, multidisciplinary science at the interface between knowledge and practice. On its website, Transumo describes this as “the transition to the new knowledge infrastructure” which is supposed to lead to “advances that help to strengthen the competitiveness of the Dutch transport sector (‘Profit’) and to preserve and improve spatial and ecological (‘Planet’), and social (‘People’) aspects of mobility”. ”.  In the Policy Document on Mobility, Transumo is described as: 

(…) a knowledge consortium of companies and research organisation that aims for innovations that lead to a more sustainable traffic and transport system: a better product for lower societal costs, meaning less traffic jams, less traffic accidents and less environmental hazard. Transumo is geared at personal mobility, freight transport and logistics, traffic management and infrastructure. Under each theme projects are carried out in so called experimental gardens in which diverging mobility challenges are combined (…) The aim of Transumo is to construct a knowledge network in the coming four years that can eventually lead to sustainable mobility and to a better position of the Netherlands on the international knowledge market. The ministry for Transport and Water is involved with the content through clusters and projects, and operates as the representative on behalf of the central government (2005, 44). 

The Transumo-programme consists of 22 projects that are categorized in seven transport themes, each project having one ‘theme-leader’, one ‘project- leader’ and dozens of participants. At the level of the programme as a whole the Transumo organization includes a ´council of participants`, a board, a management team and organizational and facilitative staff. It has a turnover of 60 million Euros, of which 50% is provided by Transumo through government subsidy and the other 50% by the participants, including businesses, research institutes, consultants, government officials and representatives of interest groups. Some Transumo-projects carry titles that include ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’. Examples are the project “Transition to Integrated Collective Personal Mobility” (ICP), the project “Transition to Sustainable Traffic Management” (TRADUVEM) and the project “Transition to Sustainable Mainport Development” (TransPorts). Besides this transition language within project titles, the project documents (proposals, plans and reports) are filled with the terms ‘sustainability’, ‘transition management’, ‘system innovation’ and ‘transition to sustainable mobility’. This is due to the fact that Transumo provides a ‘format’ in which project proposals and reports have to be delivered. In the “Format for the Year Report 2006” project managers are explicitly asked to:

· Identify whether the initiated project – according to expectations – makes a meaningful contribution to the transition to sustainable mobility

· Specify the chances for implementation, the possibilities to ‘scale up’ (contribute to a possible transition), the innovativeness in relation to the state-of-the-art, the extent to which it is demand driven,  and the interest of non-research oriented parties in the project

· Point out which contribution is made to the fundamental knowledge development towards sustainable mobility: fundamental scientific, applied scientific, technological and conceptuIal development of the programme towards ‘sustainable mobility’. 

· Specify to what extent the project contributes to the ‘people’ (quality of life, well being), ‘planet’ (environment) and ‘profit / prosperity’ (economic value, welfare) goals of the programme Transumo 

· Point out which contribution is given to the process of knowledge production, transition knowledge and embedment: the programme’s knowledge production about processes – with a special attention for transition knowledge and the complexity knowledge, applied to the field (of sustainable) mobility

 
(Transumo’s Format Jaarrapportage 2006: 2)

The purpose of the ‘Year Report’ is described as ‘formal accountability’ to the programme management about the financial investment in the project. In the introduction to the ‘Format Year Report’, the management explains that this year report is part of the “monitoring trajectories of the Transumo projects” and that “the information that Transumo asks in the form of year reports forms essential input for the obligatory BSIK (SenterNovem) monitoring that applies to the entire programme” (ibid). It is interesting to notice how project managers and participants deal with the formal requirement to specify how their project contributes to ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’. In order to comply with the ‘people-planet-profit-balance’, there is a tendency to emphasise the ‘side-effects’ of economic optimisation that are indirectly beneficial for planet and people. In the year reports of two projects, for instance, it is mostly emphasized how ‘increasing efficiency’ and ‘combining freight loads’ leads to cost reduction and speeding up traffic flows and how this was ‘good for profit’. Subsequently the authors mention how this also leads to ‘less transport’ (in terms of less kilometers), and therefore also ‘less noise’ (i.e. good for people) and ‘less emissions’ (i.e. good for planet). In this way the primary goal of economic optimization is framed in terms of sustainability.

Besides these formal reporting requirements, Transumo organizes various workshops and sessions on how to ‘learn’ and deal with the challenges of ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’ and the application of ‘transition management’. During these workshops managers and participants from different projects present their concrete challenges and dilemmas to each other, and ‘transition researchers’ are invited to help structure the discussion and offer suggestions on how to move on. While such plenary meetings at the programme-level are filled with ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ language, it is striking to notice that this language is hardly used in internal discussions within projects. Within many projects (that were studies through participant observation), internal discussions predominantly revolved around the respective specialized topics, without reference to ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’ or the application of ‘transition management’. Project participants explained in interviews that they basically ‘translated’ their project aims and proceedings into the transition terminology when writing proposals and reports required by Transumo. 

Summary of Observations in the Context of Transumo

Written texts on Transumo ambitions and discussions at plenary meetings organized by Transumo illustrate that in this context, the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ refers to a desirable development in the transport sector that needs to be studied, stimulated, accelerated, managed, guided, monitored and learned from, the coordination thereof being the task of Transumo. Furthermore, formal reporting standards show how the Transumo-organization uses the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ as an evaluative framework to require all 22 projects to specify how they are contributing to this transition. Participant observation of internal discussions within projects and comments made during interviews by project participants lead to the discovery that the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ appears as a dominant frame during Transumo meetings and in project reports, while hardly being referred to within internal project meetings. 

V. Interpreting Transition Discourse on Sustainable Mobility

In the previous three sections we have provided empirical observations on 1) what the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ refer to in a specific context, 2) how the transition discourse on mobility is used in the interaction between different actors and 3) how the transition discourse appears, vanishes and reappears in documents and meetings. In this section we discuss how to interpret these observations. We start with the different meanings that are attributed to the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’, which have been distilled in our empirical observations and can be summarised as follows:

· In the context of national policy, ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ refers to a policy ambition and long-term sustainability strategy for the transport sector.

· In the context of the energy transition, the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ mainly refer to a specific transition path towards sustainable energy, and are primarily associated with the ‘Platform for Sustainable Mobility’. 

· In the context of the research programme Transumo, ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ refers to a desirable development in the transport sector that needs to be studied, stimulated, accelerated, managed, guided, monitored and learned from, the coordination thereof being the task of Transumo. 

The multi-interpretability of the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ should not surprise us. Hajer has emphasised that “coherence is not an essential feature of discourse” (1995: 44) and that “the political power of a text is not derived from its consistency (although that may enhance it credibility) but comes from its multi-interpretability” (1995: 61). In fact, this very multi-interpretability of the ‘transition-story-line’ helps to explain its appeal (Smith and Kern, 2008). However, this multi-interpretability also weakens the transition discourse as “the interpretative flexibilities valuable for recruitment to the discourse coalition simultaneously undermine its influence by permitting very elastic use of the language” (Smith & Kern, 2007: 15). Although Smith & Kern state that the transition discourse has the potential to ‘reinvigorate’ ecological modernisation, they conclude that the transition language still has to prove its impact on policy and that so far its manifestation “fails to induce institutional change with sufficient reach and depth” as existing institutions and interests are downgrading the discourse (Smith & Kern, 2008:14). 
Such worries are to a certain extent confirmed by our empirical observations. In the context of government policy, the transition concept was used to postpone the specification of long-term ambitions, as critically pointed out by the SER-council. In the energy transition the transition concept was used to promote technological innovation in car and fuel technology, and to promote the introduction of pricing mechanisms in the transport sector, such as a CO2 emission trading system (without much consideration of transformative change). In the context of Transumo, we see how economic efficiency was expected to foster ‘less transport’ and thereby ‘automatically’ lead to environmental and social improvement, thus framing primary economic project goals as contributing to ‘sustainability’. These observations confirm the worries expressed by Smith and Kern that the more radical components of the transition story-line “lose out to ones accordant with neo-liberal discourse” and are captured by “more powerful discourse associated with energy liberalisation and economic policy” (Smith & Kern, 2008:13-14)

While such remarks are relevant and interesting, we believe that it is too early to draw conclusions on the relative success or failure of ‘the transition discourse’ or its impact on policy. Transition ‘story-lines’, such as the one on sustainable mobility, are relatively new, and so are the different contexts, organisations and networks in which they are used. We see how different coalitions are forming around this story-line, each different coalition combining it with different story-lines. Some have already developed discourse-coalitions (such as the ‘energy transition-coalition’ and the Platform for Sustainable Mobility), while others are still struggling to find a shared narrative (such as the participants in Transumo). These coalition-formations are part of a ‘broader’ discourse-coalition that is currently ‘in development’ in the Netherlands; the discourse-coalition around the general ‘transition’ story-line. Various organisations and networks are attempting to use the ‘transition’ story-line in combination with other story-lines, in order to formulate a transition discourse and form a discourse-coalition. Both processes – that of developing a broad ‘transition discourse’, and that of context-specific story-lines such as the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ – occur simultaneously, both enforcing and weakening each other depending on their relative ‘success’. When interviewing users and witnesses of these story-lines, some claim the transition discourse has failed, others emphasise its success, some state that the use of transition language is decreasing, others believe this is only the beginning, and some just wonder how it will turn out. Although such disagreements make it even more interesting to measure the ‘success’ of the overall transition discourse in terms of its impact on policy and institutions, we choose another approach in this paper. We propose to focus our empirical observations on the way in which transition discourse on sustainable mobility was used by actors, and we propose insights on ‘boundary work’ to interpret these observations. 

The term ‘boundary work’ refers to the way in which actors construct a social boundary around ‘science’ (Gieryn, 1983: 782). In order to gain and keep credibility, legitimacy, and authority for the scientific practice, scientists demarcate science from other practices such as religion or politics. But such boundaries are frequently blurred deliberately to facilitate boundary crossing and bridge-building (Hoppe, 2005). Star et al (1989) expanded boundary work by studying the demarcations between different scientific disciplines as well as those between science and society, and to that end the authors introduced the concept of ‘boundary objects’ as “those objects that both inhabit several communities of practice and satisfy the informational requirements of each of them”, further specifying the concept as follows:
“Boundary objects are thus both plastic enough to adapt to local needs and constraints of the several parties employing them, yet robust enough to maintain a common identity across sites. They are weakly structured in common use and become strongly structured in individual-site use. These objects may be abstract or concrete [...] Such objects have different meanings in different social worlds but their structure is common enough to more than one world to make them recognizable, a means of translation. The creation and management of boundary objects is a key process in developing and maintaining coherence across intersecting communities." (Bowker & Star, 1999 p. 297, italics added).

These notions of boundary work help to discuss our empirical observations on how a transition discourse on sustainable mobility was used in the interaction by different actors. These observations can be summarized as follows:  

· Transition discourse on mobility was used by the SER-council as an evaluative framework to discuss, praise and criticise policy documents on mobility as presented by the government 

· Transition discourse on mobility was used by NGOs and advisory councils to team up with, but at the same time criticize the Platform for Sustainable Mobility, on the one hand agreeing with certain propositions on emission trading while still emphasising that energy-related policies are not enough to reach sustainable mobility 

· Transition discourse on mobility is used by the Transumo-organization as a framework to (formally and informally) require 22 projects to contribute to the transition to sustainable mobility

To view these observations in the light of boundary work makes sense for several reasons. First, we see that the transition language is especially popular amongst actors that operate on the intersection between science, policy making and consultancy, as well as between different sectors or scientific disciplines: councils, network organisations and all sorts of ‘interdisciplinary’ and ‘transdisciplinary’ research organisations such as Transumo. Secondly, the ‘transition approach’ has been ‘co-produced’ by researchers and policy-makers (see Loorbach, 2007, and Rotmans & Kemp, 2008). It is therefore not surprising that a reference to the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ has a certain scientific ring to it that specifically appeals to those advising and trying to influence policy makers. The transition word seems to be used to demarcate ‘those who observe and monitor’ from those who ‘implement policy’. The SER-council uses the notion of a ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ as a framework and standard to ‘evaluate’ the Policy Document: it criticises the parts of the document that do not give sufficient attention to the ‘the transition’, and it celebrates those part that do. In so doing they are demarcating themselves from policy makers. Similarly, advisory councils used the transition discourse to emphasise that the energy policies proposed by the Platform for Sustainable Mobility are not ‘enough’ for the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’. Transumo and those who ‘monitor’ the programme, refer to ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’ as something real and observable which Transumo-projects ‘should contribute to’. 
Besides this use of transition discourse to demarcate those who monitor the contribution from those who are supposed to contribute, the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ can also be seen as a boundary object that actors use to maintain coherence and a common identity ‘across the different sites’ of science, policy making and consultancy. It provides a common language for communicating with those across the boundary, in which one can for example ask what people ‘on the other side’ are doing for ‘the transition’. As discussed in the previous section, Transumo (as well as many other BSIK-organisations) works with a so-called ‘tripartite’ format in which projects are subsidised and carried out by business, governments and research institutions. These participants have different backgrounds, different interests, different discourses and different practices. The thing that ‘unites’ them is that they all are part of a programme which is supposed to ‘contribute’ to ‘the transition to sustainable mobility’ by participating in a particular Transumo-project.
Besides the use of ‘boundary objects’ to cross boundaries, the literature also points out the use of certain ‘boundary concept’ to actually purposively blur boundaries. Metze has elaborated on boundary work as a mechanism of productive power; the way in which actors “enact or do not enact [discursive] boundaries routinely or strategically to enable or constrain change” (Metze, 2007: 6) The author refers to Jasanoff, who argued that “boundary-defining language not only serves the immediate interests of social and political groups, but, through the creation of new conceptual categories, opens the way for extending those interests in larger or new domains” (Jasanoff, 1987 in: Metze, 2007: 9) Metze defines ‘boundary concepts’ as “mixed metaphors, discursive devices [that] blur boundaries and with that align different and possibly conflicting discourses and practices” (2007: 10). An example of such a boundary concept is ‘innovation’. Metze explains the crucial role of the innovation concept in Dutch policy practices, as the various connotations with ‘innovation’ serve to unite a large group of different stakeholder with diverging interests: “they blurred the boundaries between their practices and implicitly attached a variety of meanings to innovation – technological innovation, system innovation, innovation in the supply-chain, product innovation, and even consumers innovation – in this boundary concept. An ideal type (in this case a vision for the region) coincided with the concept of ´innovation` and made several coalitions possible” (2007: 10). 
The notion of a ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ can also be regarded as such a ‘boundary concept’, i.e. a ‘discursive device that blurs boundaries and thereby aligns, or at least transcends, different and possible conflicting discourses and practices’. The use of the transition concept can be considered as a type of boundary work, in which actors are purposively blurring the boundaries between science, consultancy and business, between different academic disciplines, between ‘technology’ and ‘organisation’, and between the ‘long-term’ and the ‘short-term’. We see this happening in the energy transition, where the language of ‘transition to sustainability’ is used to blur the boundaries between mobility and energy, and to align the interests of different stakeholders. We see the same dynamic in the context of Transumo. The ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ is explicitly used as a discursive tool to nearly ‘force’ project participants to blur the boundaries between the different projects, backgrounds, disciplines and specialisations. For instance, the optimisation of safety technology in containers (one Transumo project) is a completely different issue from testing pricing mechanisms for congestion charging in a specific region (another Transumo project). Both projects are asked by Transumo to specify how they contribute to the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ and to the overall ‘knowledge development’. As discussed earlier, Transumo also organises various meetings and conferences in which project participants and interested outsiders are invited to discuss, compare and learn from their specific projects experiences in terms of a common challenges regarding the ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ and the application of ‘transition management’. 
Moreover, using the notion of ‘boundary concepts’ as provided by Metze, also serves to understand some of our more puzzling empirical observations on how transition discourse seemed to appear, multiply, diminish, vanish and reappear at different stages and levels of a deliberative process: 

· The words ‘transition’ and ‘sustainable mobility’ increasingly appeared in earlier versions of the government’s policy document on mobility and in council reports, but finally vanished from the ‘officially adopted’ policy document

· The ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ was frequently emphasised in various written reports on transport related energy issues, but hardly mentioned during a public meeting in which authors discussed these reports

· The ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ appears as a dominant frame during Transumo meetings and in project reports, while hardly referred to within internal project meetings 

A cynical interpretation of these observations would suggest that transition terminology is merely used as ‘window-dressing’ by policy-makers, platform members and project participants, with a prime focus of gaining government subsidies or quieting critical voices. While such cynicism may be realistic and justified in certain cases (as confirmed in some interviews) they are unrealistic and unjustified in other cases (as also confirmed in interviews). In the spirit of the interpretative research philosophy it is just as much a task to question cynical assumptions by exploring other explanations for a seemingly evasive use of language. Insights from the literature on boundary work and the notion of ‘boundary concepts’ help to do exactly that. Since the function of a boundary concept is, by definition, to blur boundaries and align different interests and discourses, then it makes perfect sense that the concept is used less to the extent that there are fewer boundaries to be blurred and less diverging interests and discourses to be aligned. This explains why the transition word may be used as a boundary concept in an earlier, preparatory or development stages of a deliberative process (with the purpose of blurring boundaries and aligning different interest and practices) and may disappear or at least significantly diminish at later stages, once that purpose has been met. It also helps to explain why transition discourse may be used primarily meeting or documents that concern external communication across boundaries, and that it is considerably less used for internal communication within boundaries.

This issue of boundary blurring brings us back to the concerns, as expressed by Smith and Kern, that the transition discourse is ‘colonised’ by more powerful discourses, thereby loosing its innovating potential. The ‘blurring of boundaries’ and the ‘alignment of interests and discourses’ may favour dominant forces and impede structural changes. However, our empirical observations demonstrate that the transition discourse on sustainable mobility was not just used to blur boundaries and align interests and discourses, but also to demarcate boundaries between critical observers and policy-makers, evaluators and project participants, council-members and business representatives. The use of transition discourse is a specific form of boundary work, in which the idea of ‘a transition to sustainable mobility’ serves multiple functions; to demarcate, to cross and to blur boundaries, thereby empowering individuals to be constructive participants while simultaneously maintaining a critical distance. The metaphor of ‘mirroring’ can be used to illustrate the need for such multiple functions. For one actor to ‘hold up’ a critical mirror to another actor, there needs to be a certain demarcation of boundaries (who holds up the mirror), a point of crossing boundaries (the one holding up the mirror needs to come near another that is willing to look in it) and finally a certain level of blurring boundaries (both individuals involved need to look in the mirror and discuss whether they are seeing the same thing). 

VI. Conclusion: Beyond Newspeak 

In this paper we reflect on “the politics of transition management, as a now identifiable set of ideas around which actors and institutions explicitly orient themselves” (Shove and Walker, 2008). Drawing on textual analysis, participatory observation and interviews, we contend that it is premature to draw general conclusions on an overall transition discourse in terms of its relative success or failure to impact institutions and foster structural change. Transition story-lines, such as the one on sustainable mobility, are relatively new. While in some contexts one can speak of the existence of discourse-coalitions, in other contexts actors are still struggling to develop a story-line in the first place. Instead of attempting to measure the success or failure of transition discourse, this paper has focused on specific empirical observations on the various ways in which the notion of a ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ was applied in documents and meetings. We described how the words ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ referred to specifically different things in each of the three contexts, how these notions of ‘transition’ and ‘sustainable mobility’ were used in deliberation and evaluation between actors, and how these words appeared, multiplied, vanished and reappeared again depending on different phases and levels in deliberative and evaluative processes. 
We introduced insights from literature on boundary work to interpret these observations and proposed to approach transition discourse as a specific form of boundary work. Therein the notion of transition serves multiple functions of demarcating, crossing and blurring boundaries between policy-makers, researchers, commissioners, consultants, environmental NGOs and business representatives. When the purpose is to blur boundaries and align different interests, it makes sense that the concept is used less to the extent that there are fewer boundaries to be blurred and less diverging interests to be aligned. This can explain why transition discourse is sometimes used in meetings or documents that concern external communication across boundaries, while it remains absent in internal communication within boundaries. It can also explain why in certain cases transition language is used in earlier and preparatory or development stages of a deliberative process, and disappears in more final stages of decision-making once the purpose of blurring boundaries have been met. The transition words reappear when actors wish to demarcate, cross or blur the boundaries between science, policy and business. These multiple functions of transition discourse can empower individuals to be willing and cooperative participants while simultaneously maintaining a critical distance. Interpreting transition discourse as such a specific form of boundary-work offers an alternative to more cynical interpretations of the contradictions of transition language (e.g. ‘window-dressing’ or ‘subsidy-hunting’). 
While rational consistency is one of the many luxuries bestowed upon academics, the use of language in practice exceeds such requirements, especially in the case of boundary work between science and policy-making. This relates to Hajer’s argument on extending discourse-analysis with a dramaturgical perspective, in which attention is given to more emotional aspects of the ‘performances’ that surround the use of a certain discourse (2005). In these performances, the creation of a collective language can be compared to a ‘leitmotiv’; “a universally recognizable musical theme that triggers a variety of listeners through associations with social phenomena that are known to all listeners” (Hajer, 2005: 21-22). While a symbolic and ceremonial application of transition concepts is typically regarded as an evasive use of language without significant implications, the function of collectively creating meaningful associations and a common identity might be one of the more important contributions of transition discourse. 
The story line ‘the transition-to-sustainable-mobility’ was used by councils and NGOs in debates on long-term change and ways to achieve that. One of the advisory council was originally deeply divided over the usefulness of the transition concept, but later on supported it in a joint report with another advisory council, which is considered by some as one of the most influential reports (interview). The NGOs held different views about it, some liked it, others found it too vague (Smith and Kern, 2007). One NGO (The Foundation for Nature and Environment, “Stichting Natuur & Milieu”) actively committed itself to the transition story-line by participating in several ‘transition platforms’ (ibid). And as shown in this paper, the Transumo organization used the transition storyline to evaluate its projects. The ‘transition to sustainable mobility’ seems to have served as a boundary object in the above cases, drawing various actors with different concerns into the process. Interestingly, whereas the notion of ecological modernisation is predominantly used by scientists, the notion of transition is used as a boundary concept by policy makers and practitioners alike. According to the ‘co-developers’ of the transition story-line, it was explicitly designed to operate as a boundary concept as they aimed to make it a concept ‘for all’, to align different interests and ideas for transformative change (Loorbach, 2007; Rotmans and Kemp, 2008, Kemp and Rotmans, 2008).

The title of this paper suggested as question: is transition language merely newspeak or does it point to a paradigm shift? Without wanting to elaborate on literary classics, it does seem appropriate to specify what we mean by ‘newspeak’. It its original form, as introduced in George Orwell’s Nineteen Eight-Four, newspeak has an inherently negative association as it refers to the deliberate removal of all words that can be used to question or criticize the fictional totalitarian regime featuring in the novel. The transition discourse does the opposite as its introduction quite literally served to question and overcome existing regimes, not only by specifically speaking in terms of resistance to and deviance from dominant regime structures, but specially by providing a language that conceptualises system innovation, non-linear structural change and long-term dynamics (Rotmans & Kemp, 2008). This new transition language serves to enable a paradigm shift, by blurring those boundaries that currently shape dominant paradigms, and by aligning existing discourses on innovation and change that have remained fragmented so far. In this respect, the use of transition language by actors throughout society does indeed point to a ‘paradigm shift’ in the sense that the very language itself revolves around overcoming current dominant paradigms. The complicating and confusing factor is however, that actors belonging to these dominant structures seem to be happily joining in on this transition language. When a language that is inherently meant to overthrow a regime, is spoken by this very regime, it turns matters slightly paradoxical. 
In this regard, the notion of ‘doublethink’ - another concept introduced in Orwell’s novel – may be more appropriate to discuss transition discourse than ‘newspeak’. Doublethink refers to “the power of holding two contradictory beliefs in one’s mind simultaneously, and accepting both of them” (Orwell, 1949: 220). Again this notion has extremely negative connotations in the novel as it refers to ‘telling deliberate lies’ that enforce the power of the regime and ‘forgetting any fact that has become inconvenient’ to this regime. While transition discourse – like most other discourses – does include a certain level of ‘doublethink’ in the sense of encompassing contradictions, it is used to remind actors of inconvenient matters rather than forgetting them. In interviews and participant observation we perceived that many individuals experience ‘exhaustion’ with regard to transition terminology, partly because it continuously demands critical reflection on the status quo and a systematic discussion on the challenges of sustainability. Such discussions can be exhausting, especially because of the many contradictions and dilemmas inherent to the notion of sustainable development. In this regard ‘doublethink’ can also be positively viewed as a necessary and welcomed skill. While Orwell stresses the negative connotation of doublethink, F. Scott Fitzgerald highlighted the opposite with his famous words that “the test of a first-rate intelligence is the ability to hold two opposed ideas in the mind at the same time, and still maintain the ability to function” (in The Crack-Up, 1936). Although the transition discourse has been ‘blamed’ for such contradictory elements and ‘shape shifting’ (Shove & Walker, 2008), this may well be one of its more empowering dimensions. If one considers a positive interpretation of doublethink, ‘newspeak’ and ‘paradigm shifts’ are not mutually exclusive; they can both foster the human capability to act, even in the face of paradoxes.
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� � HYPERLINK "http://www.senternovem.nl/bsik/"��http://www.senternovem.nl/bsik/�


�  ´BSIK` is an abbreviation that stands for ´Decision Subsidies Investments Knowledge Infrastructure`


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.transumo.nl/Nl/Organisatie/Missie.aspx"��http://www.transumo.nl/Nl/Organisatie/Missie.aspx� 


� Boundary objects were initially formulated in response to Latour, Callon, and Law’s concept of ‘intéressement’ where entrepreneurs gradually recruit allies to stabilize their ideas or inventions. 
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