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1 ABSTRACT

Information and communication technologies areaasmgly transforming our urban lives, giving rise
what is commonly referred to as the ‘smart citynddrstood as technologically enhanced urban serige
metered, networked, monitored and computed, maostig preferably in real-time), the ICT industry
showcases a full range of perfectly integrated r$rodly’ technologies in pilot projects around thverld.
While still focusing on the technological understizng of ‘smart’, this paper, however, explores thgs
advertised and seemingly more trivial transformeaidappening in our existing cities. By doing sweé
aspects of the process of becoming ‘smart’ aretiitkeoh highlighted and exemplified by a case int&jart,
Germany. First, the sector and often company cdadeand incremental approach make it unobtrusige an
hardly noticeable as an integrated ‘smart city’ aapt. Second, democratic and public debate is gbagn
the promised or envisioned results are on the @mal lseductive and desired and consequently (rightly
assumed to be a priori supported by majoritiesanthe other hand often designed and implementdtdoy
private sector. Third, although individual transfiations may not seem radical, their combined imagilbnis
and potential for urban governance and planning lmarprofound, especially in combination with the
renewed idea of rational, non-ideological decismaking through algorithmic data analysis. This pape
describes these aspects on the basis of the chgmpo Stuttgart, a recent effort to further dadise and
network public transport and private e-mobility \dees, effectively and incrementally implementing a
‘smart mobility’ concept throughout the Region efit|art.

2 INTRODUCTION

Increased computational power and networking, vgigieead data collection and automatic and algorghmi
data processing rapidly change the way we intesditt and make sense of the world. Data becomes big
data, which is often spatially and temporally atited and analysed in real-time (Kitchin 2013, 202 the
same time the city—despite earlier doubts—provebdaostill the single most important form of human
settlement, as Graham and Marvin (1999) alreadgitediout. In fact, a rising urban worldview attitibs
cities a much greater ability and efficiency invéiog today’s problems than nation states (seerfstance
Barber (2013) for a discussion about cities’ adages). The ‘smart city’ seeks to combine these two
developments—ubiquitous computing and the city—pmamises urban governments and businesses the
necessary technological infrastructure to becomestay—sustainable, resilient, innovative, compeiti
attractive, safe, transparent and responsive tialsoeeds like healthcare and education (Kitchih&Gee
also the IBM Smarter Cities website). In the ‘digiage’ urban areas are no longer just home tova ne
industry and culture (Graham and Marvin 1999),ibateasingly also a recipient of transformatioraatés
towards what Kitchin (2014) calls “technocratic gavance and city development”. The vision of
internationally operating technology firms, thagitilise and network urban services and process the
collected data in real-time, is to support whatrigisioned to be non-ideological, smarter and neffiective
decision-making (IBM 2011a; Kitchin 2015). The peimed ‘Internet age’ is also, it seems, an agguatk
technological solutions to all (urban) problemdofprojects of the Global North tech industry slase

and promote the ‘digital urban age’ around the djonthile often at the same time evading real proklén
existing cities by constructing new districts otiencities.

Although these ‘smart cities’ are receiving a totref advertisement and media attention, the audhgues

in this essay that most transformations in developmintries happen on the one hand in existingoaed
centuries grown cities, and on the other hand nmoete silently and pragmatically than suggestech@dlgh

not necessarily called ‘smart’, the changes neetrfis seem to qualify as ‘smart city’ concepts.|l@ser
look reveals the reason for the initial modestye tteployed solutions seem hardly new or profoundly
impacting the respective cities. However, the augtigues that profound changes do indeed happenpye

in expected or envisioned ways. For instance, wdeparately looking at the upgrading of urban sesvic
into ‘smart’ ones, these may not reveal anythimgfqund, but the combination of various such effattgir
networking, technological potential and underlyifdpologies suggest a profound change in urban
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development, planning and governance. Importanbte here is that “history shows that [technologyglre
generally reflects and mirrors the culture in whitlevolves rather than guiding and directing Ba¢ber
1998). In other words: to understand the ‘smast’ ¢itis vital to also understand the culture oéthery
technologies it is built on, i.e. “The Culture bEtinternet” (Breton 2011).

Hidden in their unobtrusiveness and allure, itifiadilt to notice the ‘smart city’ transformatiorand their
potentially profound impacts. But even when awafethem, “solutionism” (Morozov 2014) and the
prevailing ideas of and values attributed to “thtetnet” (cf. Breton 2011) seem to silence a a@itiebate
and hinder questioning the very ideas and valuesh Bolutions, it seems, transcend questions oth&he
we actually need them (i.e. whether they actuallyesa real problem) and whether we want them ffe.
preference to “old age” responses). Thus, muchuofoities’ future is determined by and dependent on
unquestioned beliefs and assumptions and the prigatmpanies transforming them into world-wide
deployable tech solutions.

Understanding how ‘smart city’ concepts (especiallyen not labelled as such) and underlying “Interne
values” and “solutionism” transform cities can héfpbecome aware of their potential profoundness an
start a political debate, similar to the ones weady have for example about privacy and data ciasie.
When aiming at becoming or staying ‘smart’, we needsk questions such as: do we want these lefels
interconnectedness, centrality and automation? Bevant to deploy ‘smartness’ on this scale and thigt
reach? Do we want what Pasquale (2015) calls “blkemies™? Are we confident markets, private partners
and entrepreneurs can solve the problems at hast@ Bbe case of Stuttgart shows that it is possible
design a ‘smart city’ concept while still answeriaigleast some of these questions negatively— adinoit
seems, solely motivated by and on the basis ofpyiand data protection regulations.

By describing and looking at the inconspicuous a#sgolygo the author identifies three aspectssaofidrt

city’ transformations in existing and grown citiesnobtrusiveness, seductiveness and (ostensible)
profoundness. After a brief overview of the terrmést city’, the essay is structured in two pariscdssing

the three aspects first on a general and laterspeeific level of the case of polygo in Stuttgart.

3 UNAMBIGUOUS AND UNPRECEDENTED?

The term “smart” seems to be as ambiguous asuged in both academia and the public and privat®ise
Moreover, depending on their perspective and iidast scholars, politicians and industry spokessiezss
or highlight specific aspects of what is commontyglerstood as the 'smart city’.

Vanolo, for instance, states that “the term smigytis basically an evocative slogan lacking a wdwfined
conceptual core” (2014:884). An international teafrscholars with technological and e-government foc
agrees that despite the term’s frequent use, “tleestill not a clear and consistent understandihghe
concept among practitioners and academia” (Chowhi. 2012:2289). Giffinger et al., in their effdo
rank European medium-sized cities, propose a wlistderstanding, in contrast to its current usaer “f
various [single] aspects which range from Smary @& an IT-district to a Smart City regarding ediora

(or smartness) of its inhabitants” (2007:10). Theiefinition encompasses the performance and
progressiveness of cities in six different sec{@sonomy, people, governance, mobility, environneaard
living) and stresses the aspect of ‘smart citizewbo act independently and decide for themsekishin
gives a similar definition: “Smart cities’ is arta [...] to describe cities that, on the one haadk
increasingly composed of and monitored by pervaaivé ubiquitous computing and, on the other, whose
economy and governance is being driven by innomatioeativity and entrepreneurship, enacted by smar
people” (2014:1). In this essay, the ‘smart cigyunderstood in Kitchin’s way, i.e. with its twalss.

3.1 Contextualising the ‘smart city’

Both concepts, the pervasive computing and monigodas well as the entrepreneurial, ‘smart’ cititens
(and urban governance respectively) build on idaash older than the ‘smart city’ discourse. It isig

important to put the ‘smart city’ into context taderstand its history, origin and overall ideaspsha it.

Two main influences stand out: first, neoliberaliamd a shift from managerialism to entreprenesralin

urban governance in the 1980s and second, thengisifocybernetics, born in the 1940s.

The fundamental idea of liberalism is an econompatitical and societal organisation based on fie@iae,
taken rationally and in self-interest. The implioas are, in sum, economically the proliferationtbé
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market economy and politically a stripped down, imad state. Neoliberalism extends these ideas Higba
promoting privatisation and discouraging staterirgation. Or, as Jessop (2002) writes, “the stateretreat
to its proper, minimal role, acting only to sectine conditions for the continued expansion of iberéal
market economy and a self-organizing civil societytban areas are hereby increasingly relevanthiar
role as competitive nodes of the self-organisingety, especially on the path to the ‘informati@cisty’ as
innovation and learning hubs (cf. Jessop 2002).

Another development rises at around the same tsr@rasponse to the inflation crisis under the leeian
welfare state in the 1970s. In the 1980s a chamgeirban governance takes place: a shift from
managerialism to entrepreneurialism. Rising mapitif capital, goods, services and people, as veetha
nation state’s declining control over them, inchegly forces cities to negotiate directly with imational
capital to attract capitalist development. In tucities found themselves in competition with onether,
resulting in various efforts of place making eitbgractual construction or by enhancing conditidtervey
describes three developments of importance hens; the efforts to create a competitive environirten
attract global labour, consumption and command-ndrol functions, but also a larger share in matio
redistribution surpluses; second, the rise of eserforces affecting cities through the inter-urban
competition (see also Vanolo 2014); and third, gheference of isolated developments over compréfens
urban planning (cf. Harvey 1989).

About three decades earlier, in the 1940s, anoifirential idea emerged: cybernetics, an effort to
understand and design systems of communicatingsneeé-stabilised through the feedback of infoiorat
But cybernetics was not limited to technical systeatone (cf. Breton 2011). Rather, it was a visibra
‘new society’, a society of a new man and a newlligent machine, ‘living’ peacefully next to eaother.
And as cybernetics considered everything infornmatithe ‘new society’ was, unsurprisingly, a “global
information society”, where communication “betwaman and machines, between machines and man, and
between machine and machine, [...] play an eveeasing part.” (Wiener in: Breton 2011:44) Undentyi
this vision is the belief that politics is incapalaf governing on a global scale, which the mackoald not
only be capable of, but could also do so rationdtlyis a society without a State, founded uporabm
communities of life and on a global communicatigatem” (Breton 2011:44). In the words of poet Richa
Brautigan, it is a society—or rather everything—T}[watched over by machines of loving grace” (1967

However, the initial dream of artificial intelligea within a decade proved to be greatly too optimis
Furthermore, in the 1960s and 1970s the cybernetierstanding of the society was strongly critidiger

the ideological promotion of technology. But by tt880s and 1990s, the necessary technology—consputer
and computer networks—were fully developed and phwe=nough to rekindle cybernetic ideas: ‘the
Internet’ set out to reorganise all spheres ofedgciour thinking and culture (cf. Breton 2011; Mpov
2014).

4 TECHNOPHILE OR TECHNOPHOBE?

The ambiguity of the term ‘smart city’ results innaultiplicity of understandings and critiques ofth
concept. A binary view of technophiles versus tegnobes is thus far too limited and mainly reflabts
former’s dominance in the public discourse. In facholars have scrutinised and criticised the rsigy’
on many different levels.

The overarching vision of advocates, mostly techgists and what Morozov calls “solutionists”, muah
line with neoliberal and entrepreneurial ideas, aismore competitive and efficient economy and
administration of cities while at the same time ioypng their sustainability and resilience (Hollan2008;
IBM 2010, 2011a, 2015). Equally fundamental is ¢libernetic notion of rational, non-ideological dgon-
making through the use of data analytics: big deddlected through monitoring networked infrastruet
and tapping of social media, is either used fooutlgmic governance or analysed and visualisechfiarmn
and aid decision-making (IBM 2011a; Kitchin 201Bhe cybernetic idea is further stressed by IBM's/ne
advertisement effort to promote the ‘cognitive city

The critique to this technological and entreprer@umnderstanding of the city addresses a rangeatflems
and false claims. Both Kitchin (2015) and Sheltérale (2014) see nothing new about the ‘smart city’
Moreover, Kitchin (2013) regards the notion of rideelogical, apolitical decision-making and theadsf
self-speaking big data an illusion and Sheltonl.ep@int to a long history of the seemingly new aqgches
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like computational data analysis or rational plagniln addition, they highlight the fact that ‘staities’
are rarely built from scratch and as perfect ass@med or advertised. Thus, they promote the afédhe

‘actually existing smart city™.

A rising critique is related to the neutrality aethics of algorithms or, more precisely, their auh
Naughton (2015) thus calls for a code of conductafgorithm writers and Pasquale (2015), in hislysiga

of the “black box society”, for new regulations ambre auditing. Sadowski and Pasquale (2015) furthe
argue that the ‘smart city’s’ data collection andbsequent processing in the private ‘cloud’ (IBML2D)
through little known algorithms, combined with theansition to entrepreneurialism, give rise to
“corporatized governance”. Consequently, they aslo Wws ultimately in charge. Hollands (2008) further
“explores to what extent labelled smart cities dam understood as a high-tech variation of the
‘entrepreneurial city’ (2008:303).

A related point of critique are rising inequaliti€&raham (2002) argues that ICT increases polaisabth

at a global (among cities) and local (within cijiegale, favouring and strengthening groups alréady
power and control and more generally whoever isneoted and “digitally literate”. Castells 1989
highlighted the move from an industrial to an imhational economy and society with its implicatidrttee
“rise of the dual city” 25 years ago and argued tthecision-making becomes increasingly centralised.
Furthermore, Vanolo calls attention to the usesafdrt city’ concepts as a disciplinary strategyational
governments or intergovernmental organisationsoin they “impress a new moral order on the city fa.
distinguish between the ‘good’ and ‘bad’ city” (20883). Finally, Schneier (2014, 2015), a prominent
security expert, argues that the ‘Internet of Thing “widely insecure” and that these vulneratgbtare not
easy to fix.

5 THE TRAITS OF BECOMING ‘SMART’

To add to the understanding and critique of ‘smiigs’, this article explores how the restructgriprocess

of existing and grown cities takes place and idiesstiand outlines three characteristics: unobtersgs,
seductiveness and profoundness. This section bescthese aspects in a general way; the next sectio
exemplifies them by the case of polygo in the RegibStuttgart.

5.1 Hidden in plain sight

Forty years into the era of personal computing,bteck box’ (Pasquale 2015) is ubiquitous and icalty a
well established normality expected by consumeis wgorously worked on by producers. As ‘black’
suggests, the inner mechanisms are hard, if naiseible to understand and access. Both is seldssilpe,
as access is often restricted (on trade secrehdsdwand skilled auditors rare (Kitchin 2015; Padg2015;
Sadowski and Pasquale 2015). Consequently, craamponents of the ‘smart city’ are hidden and wdrke
out inconspicuously, predominately by private teompanies.

In contrast to pilot projects that are built frororatch, existing cities are upgraded incrementalthygl
assembled piecemeal. The fragmented nature makasidh harder to see an actual ‘smart city’ being
implemented instead of isolated efforts to impreeagticular services or parts of the city. Oftent takso
means that these projects are not only commissibpélle public sector and implemented by privatedi
but, as a legacy of neoliberal privatisation efpdften also both commissioned and implementethém,

as contracted or privatised service providers eonistimprove their services to reduce costs asgoed to
customer demands.

The latter point is vital in itself: in an “Intertieentric” (Morozov 2014) world abundant of ‘smagevices
that are deeply embedded into our everyday livézens notice rather the absence of informatiod an
communication technology (ICT) than their preseiticis. not seeing the wood for the trees.

5.2 Smart is the new sexy

But it is not only about noticing. ICT is highlydgctive, both on the theoretical level of its prees and the
practical level of everyday life, both for citizeaad local governments. Whether managing or usibgru
services, governing a city or participating in tihe ‘smart city’ offerings seem irresistible (Haollis
2008:304f). Technological solutions are envisioried a whole range of urban challenges: IBM (2010,
2011a, 2012a) for instance promises long-term smatowth and improved services without increasing
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costs. To add to that, the ‘smart city’ is at tlagne time advertised as a vital response to envieotah
issues and citizen involvement (Giffinger et al020IBM 2012a).

The visions for consumers and citizens are simyillaalrd to resist: better integrated and runningises that
are also more easily and more comfortably accesdibim anywhere (given one is part of the ‘digytall
literates’) promise a streamlined urban experiefreed from constraints of time and space whersiples
‘Hack your city’ events and platforms, combinedhwibpen data’ efforts, speak directly to the 2lettary
entrepreneur—the hacker—aiming at nothing less thancybernetic dream of “Reinventing City Hall”
(Townsend 2013) and ultimately society. As Moro£2914) and Breton (2011) point out, ‘the Internst’
not seen as pure ICT, that is a collection of wand devices connecting them, but became a “citti &
particular “spirit” of an open, transparent, brigheaceful and, of course, smart future. Who waat
desire that?

As a consequence of the seductiveness of the ‘scitgttand its implementation and sometimes also
commissioning by private companies, public debateoften absent or is predominantly and one-
dimensionally concerned with data protection andagy issues.

5.3 Big data, big scope

The unobtrusive and seductive transformations istiexg cities are seldom profound, at least wheanse
isolated and individually. Although advertisemerimpaigns and ‘Internet’ advocates may disagree, an
improved service that now also comes with an Appdthing radical or far-reaching. In fact, Morozov
argues that nothing about ‘the Internet’ is anchf®tio a long technological history (see also Shedt al.
2014 and Townsend 2013).

However, the ‘smart city’ idea comprises more timproved services. Embedded and borrowing from more
overall ideas like the cybernetic, neoliberal amtrepreneurial ideas, it affects and targets egdbnall
urban sectors and services: government, safetynnilg, healthcare, education, energy, water and
transportation (IBM 2012b). Control and power beeancreasingly centralised, on the one hand loclly
the public sector in so called “urban control robdrfisitchin 2015), like IBM’'s “Intelligent Operatios
Center” (IBM 2011a), and on the other hand globatlyprivate ICT corporations and algorithm devetspe
often locked behind trade secrets (Pasquale 2&LB)hermore, Sadowski and Pasquale (2015) argue tha
‘smart cities’ exercise power not only in Foucautiforms of sovereign power (“to take life or leel') and
disciplinary biopower (“to administer and managéibs and populations”), but also in the Deleuziatiam

of “societies in control” (cf. Deleuze 1992). Saddivand Pasquale (2015) describe a “spectrum df@odn
that ranges from subtle to aggressive, from an ratmn of power that does not immediately affectatvh
humans can do—their potentiality—but rather thempotentiality,” that is, what they cannot do, atter,

can not do” (Agamben 2010, in: Sadowski and Pas2@15) to a “severe and militarized” (Balko 20ih3,
Sadowski and Pasquale 2015) and increasingly attohexecution of power (see also Morozov 2014:181 )

The scale and scope at which the ‘Internet of T$iingf which ‘smart cities’ are a part, is deployed
Schneier (2016) argues, also mark a change in Kione of these technologies are new, but theylre a
becoming more prevalent. | believe that we're a brink of a phase change around information and
networks. The difference in degree will becomefterince in kind.” (Schneier 2016)

Moreover, favouring particular societal groups,ezsally ‘hackers’ and the educated, informed arfildient,
intensifies existing polarisation. Take ‘smart’ @t to improve street conditions as an exampleiewh
driving, sensors of mobile devices collect datauatibe street condition without any human intecacti
While this is certainly a clever use of technolagycollect data, using this data, or collectingnithe first
place, might not be so ‘smart’, as the data terdgomreflect general societal needs and fixing gtreets
cannibalises other projects.

In general, the ‘smart city’ has a great potentia¢asing and thus changing the planning and gawee of
urban areas. However, falling into technophile/tegfhobe extremes in its understanding or seeirg it
something completely new and segregated from atlesrs can lead to profound impacts on fundamental
issues for the democratic city, like social justicehesion and inclusion. Especially combined vtita
unobtrusiveness and seductiveness, the transfamsatian be profound in the way they transform our
societies without citizens noticing or deliberatomit.
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6 POLYGO—THE MODEST ‘SMART CITY’

polygo initially started in 2012 as ‘Suttgart Ses/iCard’. From 2013 to 2015 it was researched and
developed as ‘Stuttgart Services’ and partly funbgdhe German government as one of its “Schaufenst
Elekromobilitéat” (showcase e-mobility) projects.tiidugh its main goal, motivated by traffic conditiand

air quality in Stuttgart, is to promote e-mobiliyd car-sharing as one of the showcase projectSSah
(2012) presentation suggests the project aimee ® ‘bmart city’ concept early on. As such, thegonbwas
envisioned to be more than “only a mobility car8S8 2012) by integrating not only mobility servicbat
also targeting citizens as well as businesses andsts more broadly. However, it is very seldom
particularly labelled as a ‘smart city’ project.

The implementation happened incrementally: by the @ 2012, interested customers were able tohese t
so-called “Mobilpass” and in 2014, Verkehrsverb@tdttgart GmbH (VVS) ran a “friendly user field test”
(VVS 2014). In 2015 the public facing brand polygas created, which is operated by VVS. Currentlg, t
existing paper-based subscription passes are plwaseahd replaced by the new chip cards. VVS wemts
complete the transition throughout 2016.

Key development partners, both from the public pridate sector, are technology companies and refsear
institutions (see stuttgart-services.de/projektparhtml). Operating and service partners are atlyre
mostly mobility related, like VVS as public transpprovider and private car- and bike-sharing pilevs.
Other services already connected to polygo incthéeprovision of parking spaces and e-mobility ghvay
stations as well as (limited) payment services. gbal is to further extend the scope of the carchlsp
making public services like the library, sport daisure facilities and potentially also museumseasible
through it.

6.1 Unobtrusiveness: smartening up behind the scenes

polygo was initiated by the public sector as a stase project for e-mobility. However, one declagedl
was to gain “vital know-how” (Recklies 2013) in thegion through its development. Consequently, the
project is a public/private partnership.

The polygo card and platform is developed in a waynclude various services easily. However, afrarh
public transport subscriptions, the card is alwaysadditional possibility next to the existing dneaccess
services of other partners, which, moreover, havieet explicitly enabled first and are billed sepelya In
other words: polygo is currently not only mostlynoected to the mobility sector, but also limitedtgnways

to attract attention (car2go, the free-floating-slaaring service, for instance, so far does nottimefit on its
site).

This is also due to the strategy of an incrementabduction. Just like for instance an automagpdate of
applications on modern mobile devices, the tramsiis meant to be as frictionless and unobtruswe a
possible. After all, the connected services aréningt particularly new, neither is the effort to itdjse
mobility services. Private partners were mostlyeasihble via mobile phone apps for years, and a8 V
and public transport received various ICT improveteeover the last decade, most notably EFA, the
electronic journey planner. The changes are haraiiced, especially when (deliberately) implemerdéea
slow pace, or, like the new control devices atehtrance to busses, seen as ‘yet another electlenice’
that hardly strikes as unusual. In the end, all tnges noticeably is the transition of subsiomst to a
‘card with a chip’, a change many customers arg wauch familiar with from other parts of their lseA
considerable number of VVS customers even tragiedketter with the new card, as they were unawsae t
it is their renewed subscription.

The other part invisible to the public are the tehgical changes. Key infrastructure and softwiare
developed and implemented by private partners. patiection and privacy concerns played a strofgiro
the design of the card, yet the precise implememias unknown and for security reasons not dissdos
However, the operating company is mostly publickned and thus subject to democratic control.

1 VWS is a limited liability company (LLC, German Gatd), located in Stuttgart. Shareholders come mdstiy the
public, but also private sector: Stuttgarter Strdidgdnen AG, Stuttgart; DB Regio AG, Frankfurt amitvBerlin;
Gesellschaft burgerlichen Rechts der Kooperatiamspa des VRS, Stuttgart, VerbandRegionStuttgaRS$Y, Land
Baden-Wirttemberg; Landeshauptstadt Stuttgart; kisl Boblingen; Landkreis Esslingen; Landkreis wigkburg
and Rems-Murr-Kreis (VVS 2014)
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6.2 Seductiveness: the allure of ‘'smartness’

The vision presented in 2012 is certainly hardewist for citizens, the public and private secighile key
goals are mainly the improvement of environmentedtanability by strengthening environment friendly
mobility, stimulating growth and competitivenesgiud local economy, improving the “image of the eind
region” (SSB 2012) and economic feasibility (indhgl lower costs for the public sector), a variety o
alluring “side effects” are envisioned (SSB 201&mong them are the improvement of the quality t i
and more streamlined and networked mobility seeagith various discounts.

One of the key benefits advertised (and consideesgssary for the acceptance of the concept) i%otie
card for everything”, or, as Fritz Kuhn, the mayafr Stuttgart, put it, getting rid of the “Kartenatl
(Recklies 2013) (card tangle). It is the allurir@rdort of accessing all urban functions at one @laith a
single “password” (cf. Deleuze 1992), i.e. the golycard and platform—from everywhere with just & fe
finger taps. Although for the time being mainly rilibp services are available, this comfort is efimiged to
be extended to services like access to leisurespor facilities and the library, as well as to soaity hall
functions.

Public debate, however, is missing. The projedtiglemented ‘top-down’, by private companies, witho
public deliberation. While ‘top-down’ may not berpse problematic—although ‘the Internet’ and Sitico
Valley entrepreneurs may try to convince us othsewt, the potentially profound implications call for
public deliberation. However, due to the projectsductiveness, politicians can rightly assume broad
support from citizens for becoming ‘smart’. Ironlgathis fact seems to be in turn exploited byifgihns to

lure citizens into environment friendly mobilityp tlessen the particulate matter and dust pollution
Stuttgart.

For the local government another aspect is vit@:adompetition of the Region of Stuttgart with atregions
and cities. It is thus not surprising that the mrag@es polygo as a “product of innovation” (Reck2913)
and the SSB presentation explicitly mentions plkaeding goals like image improvements, flagship gcoj
status and “Smart Business” efforts, i.e. plachng Region as a strong economic location. In additiothe
inter-city competition, private online serviceseasfhig for instance electronic journey planning dadking

increasingly enter the market. The ‘smart city’hwills promises seems to be not only an alluringtswi for

cities to stay competitive, but also an imperativ&eep the ‘smart city’ at least partially public.

6.3 Profoundness: a “milestone” towards a new culture fomobility?

The unobtrusiveness and absence of public debgtgesua lack of profoundness of the polygo project—
despite claims of politicians of being a “milestdi@ecklies 2013). In fact, a cooperation on thekating
level between public transport and car-sharingisesvexisted previously for two decades. The newleho
extends this cooperation to other service providard to the sales level, a joint tariff howevernist
intended. Moreover, compared with public transploet capacity of car-sharing is minuscule and incidise

of free-floating services also comes without angrgatee of availability. As such, the tighter imeggn of
public transport and private car-sharing may rabesrefit existing public transport users in edgsesdlike,

for instance, at times of less frequent publicgpamt or when being late) than profoundly changirability
patterns, like giving up a second car. Yet, lumit@zens into switching modalities or at least tmebility is,

of course, the long-term vision. As this step idiwated by seduction rather conviction, its profdoess in
changing behavioural patterns is questionable. hEumore, although e-mobility may lessen the
environmental impact, it still produces particulat@tter and may even have rebound impacts due to
increased usage as it is supposed to be envirorfrierdly (cf. Graham and Marvin 1999 about theowid
effect of teleworking). And although bike-sharirengces are part of polygo: how safe and comfoetabit

in Stuttgart to use the bike or walk to work? palyd seems, takes the easy way and avoids toueiness
that could make a profound impact.

The project at its current state still lacks therayl ‘smart city’ idea of connecting various sestdHowever,
the platform and card are developed in a way thabus other services can be integrated. In fhes, is
already planned or even partially implemented, atiffely using the existing spread of public trangpo
subscriptions to push forward the transition to caed for all services. Consequently, polygo cdisea
various scales and sectors in one place (SSB 20i®)makes opting out difficult as it involves heslior
financial disadvantages, or is even impossiblestdoscription users. Yet, as the cooperation ohpaststays
on a marketing and sales level, the power that somith this centralisation is limited.
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Other profound changes may happen in unexpectedraintended ways. Especially in combination wité th
unobtrusiveness and seductiveness, urban planmidg gavernance is changed without much public
deliberation. The ‘quick fix’, for instance, repts struggles to make more streets bike- and péatestr
friendly—or even -only. Similarly, technical tickebntrol devices in busses replace human (selfyralon
While this is certainly alluring to the operator,oMzov 2014 argues that technology replaces myralit
through so called situational crime prevention (StbRt is making crimes impossible by design). thse

in Stuttgart is not clear-cut, trains for instamaek the ticket control system, instead still retyion random
human ticket inspection. However, the risk of timelerlying point of “moral disability” (Kerr, in: M@zov
2014:195) still remains. These risks are rarelgwlsed, most public debate or concerns focusesa@rou
privacy and data protection. In fact, privacy regign seems to be the only limiting factor—and ase& of
polygo a strong one.

7 CONCLUSION: STAYING DUMB, THE SMART THING TO DO?

The case of polygo in Stuttgart shows three asddtge transition of mobility into ‘smart mobilityFirstly,

the transformations are alluring and seductive,tlesy promise improved services at lower costs,
environmental benefits, a more direct access tarurpolitics and management, and thus increased
participation possibilities for citizens as well asigher quality of life. Secondly, they are umabive: ICT

is hardly noticed anymore and large parts of th@ayed technologies are developed in closed anduapa
ways by private tech companies, predominantly fribra Global North. Thirdly, the restructuring is
profound, affecting multiple sectors and scales a@sd increasingly centralising power and contndijch

limit not only the potentiality, but also the ‘imggmtiality’ of citizens.

It is important to note that the technological aspé the ‘smart city’ is not only shaped by ovérdeas it is
embedded in, but also seems to magnify them. tetervalues’, ‘solutionism’, and greater '-isms'elik
neoliberalism, entrepreneurialism, or cybernetiosturn play a stronger role in urban planning and
governance. The rise of the ‘smart city’ thus cétls a debate beyond the extremes of a technophile
technophobe perception. This is particularly véalthe ‘Internet’ rapidly becomes the ‘InternefTaings’
and as such extends its reach substantially, spgedid “cult” (cf. Breton 2011) as well as cultucd
“amelioration” (cf. Morozov 2014) and quick techagical fixes.

Undoubtedly, ‘smartness’ has its rightful place dmhefits citizens in many vital ways, for instarine
forecasting and responding to crises. Yet, itsvidteon to a pervasive cult is risky. The pursuitgmart’
order and certainties by replacing democratic ectntruggle and debate with seductive technology be
alluring, but ultimately also leading to dumb o#tis (cf. Sennett 2012). Paradoxically, especiiy dity
has the potential to be a home for democratic gtesgand a place for “cultivating a common citizép$
(cf. Sandel 2012). A not completely ‘smartened itg’ avith its occasionally chaotic and messy urban
experience and random encounters of differencaps @hfferent opinions) may seem ‘dumb’, but may
ultimately also turn out to be a smart thing tddrea democratic society.
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