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* Cycling needs significantly less resources than motorised transport [1]
* Cycling provides major health and financial benefits [2] )
* Cycling requires little space (esp. In comparison to cars) [3]

... AND WHY WE DON‘T

* Actual barriers (limited access to bikes, limited biking infrastructure)
* Perceived barriers (negative image, danger, inconvenience) [4]
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CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

 Cooperation and competition were the strongest motivational factors for
participants

 Companies used different strategies to motivate employees, in particular
towards the end of the tourney

* Public screens and online communication tools supported the conversation
and persuasion process

Currently the tourney design is prepared for implementation in other regions;

Evaluation methods

* Pre- and post-intervention online surveys for
participating employees (standardised
qguestionnaires)

* Analysis of reported biking mileage

* (Qualitative telephone interviews with company

representatives . . -
adaptations (e.g. addressing other forms of communities) are planned.
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