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Foreword

Studies on infrastructure are one of the central themes in the research programme
of VATT. The reason for this is obvious: investments in infrastructure are
typically a responsibility of public sector. The discussions concerning costs and
benefits of the infrastructure investments are in the core of public economics.

This study is a part of the larger EU financed project called AFFORD. The
project has been co-ordinated by VATT under the leadership of research director,
Dr. Esko Niskanen. There are altogether eleven research European research
institutes participating in this project. This project is tackling the problems of
urban transportation. In large cities all over in the world, as well as in Europe the
increasing traffic creates problems of congestion and other environmental effects.
These problems are often considered as some of the main urban problems by
political decision makers, as this report clearly shows. In the project AFFORD
the main research question is whether by introducing road pricing one could
alleviate the problems created and improve the efficiency of the use of public
funds.

Pricing, though promising means to tackle the problem of urban transportation, is
not, however, readily accepted. People usually consider roads as freely available
public goods. Therefore one major aspect of the possible road pricing is the
public acceptability. This study concretely deals with the acceptability of the road
pricing as a means to improve the efficiency of the use of public infrastructure. It
develops clear criteria for the evaluation of the acceptability. I think that the
results are interesting and they are worth to be taken into account in further
discussions on this theme.

Helsinki, December 29, 2000

Reino Hjerppe

Director-General
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Abstract: Several studies all over the world have considered transport pricing
measures as promising attempts to solve urgent traffic problems in urban areas.
An important precondition for the successful implementation of pricing measures
is public and political acceptability. However, empirical findings show that the
acceptability of such measures is rather low. The general objectives of this report
are to assess acceptability of various urban transport pricing measures and policy
packages, to analyse the reasons for the lacking acceptability and how this may be
improved where appropriate. The relevant policy packages were derived from
AFFORD Deliverable 1 (Milne, Niskanen and Verhoef, 2000). A public
acceptability questionnaire survey was carried out in Athens, Como, Dresden and
Oslo. The political acceptability survey was carried out as a phone interview with
politicians in Como and Dresden.
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Tiivistelmé: Useat tutkimukset eri puolilla maailmaa ovat tarkastelleet liikenteen
hinnoittelua lupaavana keinona ratkaista polttavia liikenneongelmia kaupunki-
alueilla. Menestyksellisen hinnoittelun toimeenpanon tirked edellytys on julkinen
ja poliittinen hyvéksyttivyys. Empiiriset havainnot kuitenkin osoittavat, ettd hin-
noitteluinstrumenttien hyvaksyttivyys kaupunkiliikenteessd on alhainen. Tdmén
tutkimuksen yleiseni tavoitteena on arvioida erilaisten hinnoitteluinstrumenttien
ja politiikkapakettien hyviksyttavyyttd kaupunkiliikenteessd, selvittdd alhaisen
hyviksyttidvyyden syitd sekd kuinka sitd voitaisiin parantaa. Tarkasteltavat poli-
tiikkkapaketit on johdettu AFFORD Deliverable 1:sti (Milne, Niskanen ja
Verhoef, 2000). Julkista hyviksyttavyyttd selvittdvd kyselytutkimus késitti Atee-
nan, Comon, Dresdenin ja Oslon. Poliittista hyvaksyttivyyttd selvittivd puhelin-
haastattelu toteutettiin Comossa ja Dresdenissé.

Asiasanat: julkinen hyviksyttivyys, poliittinen hyviaksyttivyys, liikenteen
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Executive summary

General aspects

Several studies and research projects all over the world have considered transport
pricing measures and policies - including all kinds of road and parking pricing -
as promising attempts to solve the urgent traffic problems in urban areas. With its
green paper ‘Towards fair and efficient pricing in transport’ (1995) the
Commission of the European Communities advocates the introduction of road
pricing. An important precondition for the successful implementation of pricing
measures is public and political acceptability. However, empirical findings have
shown that the acceptability of such measures is rather low.

The general objectives of this report are to assess acceptability of various urban
transport pricing measures, to analyse the reasons for lacking acceptability and
how this may be improved where appropriate. The more detailed objectives of
this report are (i) to identify key issues, and different interest groups, related to
acceptability; (ii) to develop and use a framework for conceptual, theoretical and
empirical analysis of acceptability of transport pricing measures; (iii) to assess
public and political acceptability of the specified pricing measures; (iv) and to
analyse the prerequisites for acceptability.

Within the theoretical framework of urban transport pricing acceptability
various interest groups who influence the introduction of these measures can be
identified. Besides the affected motorists, these groups are above all the
politicians as the key decision-makers and the business community. The model of
road pricing acceptability (Schlag, 1997; Schlag & Teubel, 1997; Schlag, 1998)
defines the following essential issues determining the acceptability of the
proposed evolution:

(i)  problem perception: the perception of traffic related problems is a
necessary precondition for regarding problem-solving measures as
important;

(ii)  mobility related social norms as the perceived social pressure to accept
measures like road pricing;

(iii)  important aims to reach by the measures: these aims can compete with
certain mobility related aims of various interest groups. The potential
conflict that may arise between these perhaps different aims is crucial for
the question of acceptability;

(iv) information and awareness of options: people have to know and
understand projected measures. They have to be aware of the background,
the aims as well as the specific ways, in which the measures are
implemented in practice;
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(v)  perceived effectiveness and efficiency: the proposed measure have to be
perceived as an effective and efficient mean to control traffic problems;

(vi)  equity: first of all in the sense of a distribution of costs and benefits as
being fair. Here, equity is tentatively operationalized as personal outcome
expectations. An important distinction is made between intrapersonal,
interpersonal and alternatives on which the evaluation of outcome
expectations may be based;

(vii) revenue allocation: public acceptability strongly depends on how the
revenues are used. Hypothecating revenues increases public support
considerably;

(viii) attribution of responsibility for the solution of perceived traffic problems.
If people consider themselves as at least partly responsible for solving the
problems (internal as compared to external attribution), this should lead to
increased agreement with measures that raise the price of or restrict car
use.

Public acceptability

A public acceptability questionnaire survey was carried out in Athens, Como,
Dresden and Oslo (total N = 952 motorists exclusively). The pricing/policy
packages were derived from AFFORD Deliverable 1 (Milne, Niskanen &
Verhoef, 2000). Two packages (strategy A and strategy B) were applied in all
cities whereas the site specific strategy allows for local circumstances. Strategy
(A) is ‘best practice second best’, the so-called ‘strong’ package comprising time-
differentiated cordon pricing and an increase in parking charges and fuel taxes as
well as some way of revenue hypothecation. Strategy (B) is ‘acceptable’, the so-
called ‘weak’ package also - but to a lower extent - comprising cordon pricing as
well as an increase in parking charges and fuel taxes, and revenue hypothecation.
The main descriptive results are as follows:

The perception of traffic-related problems is a necessary precondition for
regarding problem-solving measures like road pricing as important. In general
there is a high perception of mobility related problems. In the four European
cities air pollution and traffic congestion are the problems which are perceived as
most pressing. Negative expectations about the development of the perceived
problems are predominant, which contributes to a rather pessimistic view of the
overall sitvation.

The direct evaluation of the two AFFORD strategies reveals the following results
(tab. 0-1): The subjective level of information for both strategies is very low.
This is no surprise because the measures are new. However, there are differences
between the sites. The knowledge about the measures is very low in Dresden and
Oslo and rather low in Athens and Como. This gap could be due to the following:
a) in Oslo the question referred to the objective knowledge because there already
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exists a specific pricing system; b) in Dresden as well as in all former socialist
countries knowledge about pricing instruments in general is low. On the other
hand in Athens and Como the respondents seem to feel slightly better informed
about the measures.

The perception of the effectiveness of the two strategies to reduce inner city
traffic is much higher than the information level. These overall higher scores for
effectiveness than for awareness may indicate that respondents believe that
demand management is to some extent capable of successfully addressing current
transport problems. Accordingly, the public seems prepared to trust these
measures 1o a certain degree, even where they are new and unknown. Concerning
the personal outcome (as a first and easy to communicate approximation to
equity) the majority of the respondents expects more disadvantages for
themselves following from the introduction of road pricing.

Table 0-1: Overall evaluations of strategies ‘best practice second best’ (A) and ‘acceptable’

(B).

Strategy | Information Perceived Personal  Social Acceptability
effectiveness outcome  norm
expectations

Total A LS50 239 21 1:80:
sample B 1.48 234 -.16 2.22
Athens | A S /1 AT 228 0, ST R,
B 1.69 .30 2.41 2.29

Como AL 92 T L 223 2:08 = 1.80:
B 1.72 2.38 2.21 2.17

Dresden A CO1.320 0 2AT LN ERVPE W A0 S
B 1.39 2.37 -37 1.98 2.07

Oslo A L2 TGS A8
B 1.27 2.15 - 11 237 2.38

All mean values can vary from 1 (e.g. know nothing at all, absolutely unacceptable) to 4 (know a lot,
totally acceptable) with the exception of personal outcome expectations (equity) where values can vary
from -1 (expected disadvantages) to +1 (expected advantages).

In general, the stated acceptability of both strategies, the ‘best practice second
best’ strategy and the one assumed as rather ‘acceptable’ is low. As expected,
rejection is stronger regarding the stronger strategy A. But there is a significant
increase of support from strategy A to strategy B. Nevertheless, the majority of
respondents does not accept the so-called ‘acceptable’ strategy B either. But,
there are still differences between the four sites (tab. 0-2).
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Table 0-2: Ranking of acceptability (% rating the strategy as rather or totally arceptable).

Strategies | Support in %
A Total - Athens Oslo Dresden Como
20 25 24 17 15
B Oslo Athens Como Dresden
-39, 48 43 34 31

In Dresden rejection of both strategies is very strong. Refusal is also very strong
in Como. In Oslo there is a strong rejection of strategy A but strategy B is rather
accepted. In Athens the attitudes towards both strategies are generally less
negative. Thus, even if a package solution with transparent revenue
hypothecation receives stronger support than single pricing measures (Jones,
1991b; Kerédnen, Schade, Schlag & Vougioukas, 1999; Schade, 1999; Schlag &
Teubel, 1997), the packages tested here find no majority among the motorists,
However, compared to the ‘strong’ strategy A the acceptability of the ‘weak’
strategy B pricing has nearly doubled.

The responsibility for the solution of the perceived problems is mainly attributed
to public entities like the municipality, the state or the public transport companies
whereas a majority of respondents denies to be personally (jointly) responsible
for the solution of problems. Furthermore the overall opinion concerning a
limitation of inner city traffic is clear. Almost three fourths of all respondents
support a limitation. But if it comes to a reduction of personal car trips the
opposite result appears. 65% of all respondents state that it would be difficult to
reduce car trips substantially. So, which car trips would the respondents be
willing to reduce? In general slight effects on shopping trips are expected and
also some effects on leisure trips. Work trips have the lowest self-reported price
elasticity.

Factors influencing the degree of acceptability

Multivariate statistical methods like factor and regression analyses were used to
investigate the questions how the low level of acceptability for the various
pricing measures can be explained and which factors influence the degree of
acceptability. The analyses show that in particular the variables ‘social norm’,
‘perceived effectiveness’, ‘personal outcome expectations’ and the ‘approval of
societal important aims’ are positively connected with the acceptability of pricing
strategies. That means, an individuals acceptability of a pricing strategy is
stronger (increases),

- the more social pressure to accept the respective strategy is perceived,

- the more pricing strategies are evaluated as effective,

- the more personal advantages following from the introduction of the measure
are expected and

- the more societal important aims are approved of.



In a more precise analysis two problem perception patterns have been found. The
first one comprises the perception of problems connected rather directly with the
road-use (congestion, lack of parking space etc.), while the second pattern refers
to the perception of rather indirect, more environmental problems resulting from
traffic (e.g. air pollution, noise). Surprisingly a rather contrary effect of the high
evaluation of direct traffic problems on the acceptability of pricing measures was
identified, whereas for the environmental problem awareness no or a rather
positive effect could be shown. On the other hand the results reveal that socio-
economic characteristics (e.g. income) of respondents influence the perceptions,
attitudes and evaluations towards the pricing strategies only to a low extent.
Furthermore, no indications were found that respondents justify their rejection of
painful policies by claiming that they perceive them as ineffective. Thus, the
hypothesis of a ‘strategic response’ on perceived effectiveness does not apply
(Rienstra, Rietveld & Verhoef, 1999).

Political acceptability

Without the support of politicians as the key decision-makers the introduction of
any road pricing scheme is impossible. Therefore the politicians’ opinions and the
acceptability regarding pricing measures are of great importance for the
implementation of road pricing. The political acceptability survey (here: on a
local level) focused on two important points:

- First on the politicians’ attitudes towards road pricing. This comprises the
central constructs of the acceptability model as outlined above.

- Secondly the politicians’ perception of public acceptability. Recent studies
report a significant difference between politicians’ views and the actual public
attitudes, which leads to the consequence politicians perceive the public
voting much more ‘pro-car’ than is the case.

The survey was carried out as a phone interview with politicians in Como and in
Dresden (N = 14). At least one politician of every party acting in the current city
council participated (mostly the ‘traffic speakers’).

Results

The politicians state a high awareness of traffic problems even compared to other
municipal problems like economic growth or city finances which are considered
as less important. In more detail, Como politicians perceive public transport,
congestion and air pollution as the most pressing, and Dresden politicians
consider congestion, traffic noise and air pollution as most pressing. Altogether,
the majority of the politicians agree with a limitation of inner city traffic.

The public problem awareness is estimated quite well by Como politicians,
whereas Dresden politicians underestimate considerable parts of public
awareness of problems like air pollution and traffic noise. In both cities the
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public’s opinion on traffic restrictions is rated only slightly lower than the
politicians’ own opinions,

The politicians’ evaluation of both the effectiveness and the personal
acceptability of the presented strategies is surprisingly positive. Although the
‘stronger’ strategy A is still mainly rejected, the majority of interviewed
politicians considers strategy B, which also contains cordon pricing, as at least
rather acceptable. So, the politicians’ acceptability of pricing policies is clearly
higher than expected. In the contrary, especially in Dresden, the public’s
acceptability is clearly underestimated. The politicians seem to fear an even
stronger rejection of pricing strategies by the public than actually is.

Considering an acceptability level of ca. 50% of the public being necessary for a
positive political decision, a well prepared introduction of a measure like strategy
B does not seem so unrealistic anymore.

However, besides the voters also other groups have a substantial influence on
political decisions, and so are able to hinder the introduction of pricing policies.
In particular, the influence of the media (and of interested pressure groups using
media) has not sufficiently been considered, vet.

Consequences - Some notes to enhance marginal cost based pricing
acceptability

Considering the introduction of transport pricing strategies to solve urban traffic
problems the decision-makers should take the following principles into account:

(6)] The objectives of the pricing strategy have to meet main public
concerns. Politicians and the public regard traffic problems in cities as a
very important and urgent issue. There is a search for solutions. Thus,
marginal cost pricing ought to give rise to ecological benefits and to
reduce congestion (and these have to be communicated); safety
contributions and other advantages must be perceived and it should meet
positive social norms.

(ii)  Pricing strategies have to be perceived as very effective solutions,
if not as the only effective solution for the perceived traffic problems.
People are used to regard public roads as ‘free’ goods, therefore there will
be strong emotional resistance to any attempt for charging their use. If
people shall accept charges for road use and for parking they have to be
given convincing reasons. Perhaps the best reason is, that pricing is the
best way of solving perceived urgent problems. The effectiveness of
transport pricing may be high, but it is not guaranteed and depends on the
definition of objectives. The efficiency will be comparatively very high,
but only from the cities’, not the motorists’ point of view. Thus, not only
the objectives of the intended measures must be highly valued by the
public, people must also believe that their behaviour contributes to reach
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these objectives. The values as well as the expectations (the perceived
probability to reach these objectives) ought to be made transparent and
first trials of a new behaviour must be successful so that the new
behaviour is perceived as effectively contributing to reach the shared
values, thus creating positive contingencies between the behaviour and its
consequences.

Revenues must be hypothecated and alternatives have to be provided.
People want to get something for their money. Thus, there must be a
package solution, combining traffic restraints and road charging with a set
of transport and environmental improvements.

Fairness issues have to be considered very carefully. The system must be
perceived as fair in particular relating to the personal cost-benefit-relation.
The benefits people see for themselves must balance the costs at least in an
immaterial way (e.g. by reaching other valuable objectives). In addition,
people should not feel to be treated unjust in comparison to others. An
important role in this context plays the use of the revenues. With the help
of the raised charges it is possible to influence the distributional impacts in
the desired direction. Hypothecation of revenues must result in
guaranteeing a desired level of mobility for all, even supporting mobility
chances for some groups, thus meeting equity issues on a population level.

Public acceptability can only be expected if people have confidence in
the effectiveness of the measure, the use of the revenues, the fairness and
anonymity of the system. One precondition to support confidence is
transparency of the intended measures at an early stage. In connection
with transparency people’s commitment towards the new ideas, perhaps
creating some identification with the proposed package of measures. This
commitment depends on early and credible communication, on positive
experiences (at least by models), on the conviction that this is an effective
solution, and on perceived chances of participation. People want to see
themselves as having at least some degree of control over the things they
are affected by. Thus, there is a connection between participation,
commitment, acceptability and later effectiveness. This points out the
importance of early information and participation of people even in
concept development. A second precondition for creating confidence is
defined responsibility; i.e. who will be responsible for the functioning of
the system, for charging and accounting, for revenue allocation, for
failures and undesired effects? This has to be defined clearly before
implementing the system. Responsibility issues are of particular relevance
in connection with the debate of privatisation. And finally, to meet the
above requirements it is necessary to design a strategy to communicate on
the measures.
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(vi) The necessary publicity calls for an intelligent communication
strategy. The communication strategy only works if it covers the whole
package. In order to build a successful communication strategy several
principles should be considered which are finally outlined.



Contents

Executive summary

1 Introduction 1
2 Theoretical Framework of Urban Transport Pricing Acceptability ............ 5
2.1 The Role of AcCeptability.....cocvviverierinieiiiienniinisiesienienesoniseesiesieseresnne 5
2.1.1 Definition of the Terms ‘Acceptance’ and ‘Acceptability’ ........c.ccoererervene 5

2.1.2 Key Stakeholder GrOUPS........cocvieriveeerieniimneiiierctinsieesissesseessisesssoessesesses 5

2.1.3 How to Measure Acceptability? ........ccccvcivvceiincnricninicnniinicccrneseieens 7

2.2 A Model of Road Pricing Acceptability .........ccccrreemuiciveisinririecireccronnins 7
2.2.1 Problenm PerCeption .......c.ccceveeeircererserientenereesessesensseseressesesessassassesessosesseses 9

2.2.2 Important Aims 10 Reach.....ccccovvevrmiciiiccininiiiinciiecnniiicneicneens 11

2.2.3 InfOrmation.......cvevinuenenniicninrninti ettt 12

2.2.4 Perceived Effectiveness and Efficiency........ccccvveevvecicninivieniinenineseonecnnes 13

2.2.5 EQUILY cvvveererieinietieniincnii it teniste st eeesaasee st neestasesssassntsesstsesassesiesesnssnens 13

2.2.6 Social Norms, Perceived Behavioural Control and Intentions................... 16

2.2.7 Attribution of ReSponsibility........ccceevvirvriiirnicriniinnincnirntieeessssessnen 17

2.2.8 Socio-Economic IMPactS.......ccoeveeriveereineinicniincnseiccocsmmensnnsessesssssesseees 17

2.3 Experience from an Existing Pricing System: The Oslo Toll Ring......... 18

3 Public Acceptability 21
3.1 INOQUCHION.....cetiieveeeireiieeeite ettt ettt r s sas bt ans 21

3.2 Survey Method.......coiiiiiiiiniiicciinininiiii e 21

3.3 The Marginal Cost Based Pricing Strategies ........cccevvevvvvmiiiniinecsinnennnnes 22

3.4 Sample DESCIIPHON . ...c..eeuiruierieiciietiecenenre ettt s sreesasens 24

3.5 Site-Specific ReSUIS ....ccovriiceeiecce ittt 26
351 ALRENS. ettt et 26

3.5.2 COMIO ceutiniirenririeree ettt eee s sasebesa e be st st st s tassaesbermserssabersesbentosansses 38

3.5.3 DIESAEMN...uccrieiriiiriccniicicnimrensie et s bn s 47

3514 O8I0 ..ottt et be e b e e ne b et 57

3.6 OVerall RESUIS...cocveeiiierinrecrrerniteceret e et e et s e s s b et s e snesns o 68
36,1 TOMAL vttt s ree st et es b s bbb n et sab e bbb bbbt n b s 68

3.6.2 Site for Site ReSULS ......cvvivievirieiiiniiirrcinne e 76

3.7 Factors Influencing the Degree of Acceptability........cocvvevvnririiininnnenne. 80
3.7.1 Factoranalytical ReSUS......cocceriveriicrniinnieniincinienenineess s 80

" 3.7.2 Regression AnNALYSIS .....cccveurrrrecriessersesressessescoesioresesmssensscsestsasessssensaenesone 85

3.8 Summary and DiSCUSSION......cc.ccccomeirrinininiininiiinrinieeen 93
3.8.1 Descriptive ReSultS.......coverivciinieiimciminneniinscse e ssnenenes 94

3.8.2 Predicting AcCeptability .....cceceiermsieciminniirininniiiniiseies e 95

4 Political Acceptability 99

4.1 INETOAUCTION. ..ceeceteereerrierreeermsinssssasssessissessassessssersseessssrsssstsasstesssssssnssasnsens 99




4.2 Survey Method.....cccoovvieviiiienieeieie ettt se e e sn e ennsasseesves 101

4.3 RESUILS .. veieeriiiereenieeersetaieseesiresasisesstssnssrescrsnesessranssessaessesssentasssessesns 101
4.3.1 Sample deSCIPHON ...ovvveiiniemriiierest e st rerssssnesesssesesssansaeseaes 101
4.3.2 Politicians own perceptions of problems and their perceptions of
PUDBLC VIEWPOINES ...viveveiesiinriirerie e ecenrerecninrestseseissesesesesesesssssseresens 102
4.3.3 Politicians attitudes and evaluations with regard to the three packages... 103
4.3.4 General evaluations of political deCiSIONS........everereerrevirenrevereecrerernsenians 107
4.4 Summary and DiSCUSSION.....c.c..ccvivuiriierririarecareneenanesresese s ssaseevenns 108
5 How to Enhance the Acceptability of Urban Transport Pricing? ............111
5.1 General RUIES......cocoirviiiieniereiereieeseeveesaes s sresnscesreresiessssressasssoreorssres 111
5.2 Some Communication Principles.......cvvvarimreinenienicioniieonnenone o 112
References

Appendix A: Public Acceptability Questionnaire
Appendix B: Political Acceptability Questionnaire



1 Introduction

The direct and indirect effects of the further growing motorised individual traffic
are very diverse. However, the large benefits of car traffic are opposed by
considerable negative consequences: Congestion - for instance - not only causes
(time-) costs but also environmental damage, land consumption, landscape
cutting, air pollution, noise, accident victims and the consumption of non-
renewable sources of energy (Commission of the European Communities, 1995).
To limit these negative consequences first of all technique-based modifications
were used. For instance:

reduction of vehicles’ energy consumption;

reduction of emissions produced by vehicles;

improvements in safety of cars and roads;

telematic applications which improve the effectiveness of traffic etc.

Whilst these technological options reduce the negative impacts of traffic (growth)
to some extent, they can not eliminate it completely. Therefore increasingly
behaviour-influencing measures, are being discussed (OECD, 1997).

An alternative definition of the ways in the impact of car usage can be reduced,
these are commonly called ‘the three E’s’ (Schiag, 1998), is described below:

o Enforcement: legal measures, mainly rules and bans, as behaviour-influencing
preconditions for a guarantee of a safe traffic and transport;

o Engineering: an altered arrangement of supply, affecting the routes for the
different means of transport as well as the means of transport themselves;

e FEducation: measures of education, instruction and information of - first and
foremost - the vehicle drivers.

As a further possibility for influencing mobility, a fourth ‘E’ is to be considered:
fiscal incentives, such as road user fees named ‘Encouragement’ or ‘Economy’.
Within other areas, e.g. telecommunications or energy use (Bell, Fisher, Baum &
Greene, 1990), pricing systems have proved to be very effective control means.
For road pricing the effects of prices on traffic demand are in the centre of
attention. With a spatial-temporal variation of transport costs the efficiency of
traffic in high-density areas shall be increased (Milne, Niskanen & Verhoef,
2000).

Transport policies have in the past focused largely on direct regulation
(enforcement). Whilst rules have brought significant improvements in some areas
(e.g. safety), they have not been able to unlock the full potential of response
options that can be triggered through price signals. Price based policies give
citizens and businesses incentives to find solutions for certain problems. The
objective of ensuring sustainable transport requires that prices reflect underlying
scarcities which otherwise would not be taken into account sufficiently.




2 Introduction

Decisions made by individuals with respect to their choice of mode, their location
and investments are at least partly based on prices. So prices have to be
reasonable to improve transport.

In general the following fiscal elements can be identified within the cost of
mobility (cp. Schlag, 1998, 309):

e Capital and vehicle taxes - purchase and sale’s taxes, value-added tax
(VAT), motorcar tax (annual), costs of the acquisition of the driving licence.

¢ indirect running taxes, which enable the access to the use of a road space
and which are not to be paid in direct connection with the traffic behaviour.
E.g. fuel tax, resident parking fees, monthly ticket for public transport,
motorway fees (for goods- and passenger-transport) cordon tolls, road and
bridge tolls - as long as not referred to single passages or drives (monthly
tickets etc.)

¢ direct taxes (referred to use), which are limited to the individual range of
use (spatial and/or temporal). E.g. taxi costs, parking fees (per time of use),
ticket for public transport (per trip), weight-distance-fees for lorries and
busses, cordon tolls, road and bridge tolls - referred to single passages and
drives, automatically measured road using fees.

Technological research has already resolved many of the practical requirements
for the introduction of sufficiently flexible pricing schemes. However, apart from
technological and legal problems the lack of public and political acceptability
turned out as one of the main obstacles to the implementation of road pricing
measures. Acceptability of systems is assumed to be of major influence on the
effectiveness of the implementation of a system (Van der Laan, 1998). Numerous
studies give evidence for the rejection of pricing measures by a majority of car
drivers (e.g. Bartley, 1995; Jones, 1991a,b; Kerdnen, Schade, Schlag &
Vougioukas, 1999; Luk & Chung, 1997, Schlag & Schade, 2000). For instance,
the results of the TransPrice-study’ show that - with only little variation between
the cities - improvement of public transport takes the first place in acceptability,
followed by propositions of access restriction for the inner cities, and - with a big
gap - a reduction of parking space. Least accepted are generally fees concerning
both the stationary traffic (parking fees) and the usage of roads (distance based
pricing), even if it is only at times with high volume of traffic (congestion
pricing/peak-load pricing). But here there are some clear differences between the
surveyed cities. In general, the people interviewed favour - as expected - such
interventions which broaden the people’s freedom of action. Still, it surprises that
even clear restrictions are more accepted than pricing measures. This may be put

! EU-project TransPrice: “Trans Modal Integrated Urban Transport Pricing for Optimum Modal
Split’.



Introduction 3

down to rules and bans already having been introduced to the traffic sector;
perhaps they are also felt as being fairer.

Thus, lacking acceptability was the main reason for the most planned road pricing
projects not leaving the field-trial stage (exceptions in Europe: Oslo, Bergen,
Trondheim)®. The question about the reasons for this almost unanimous refusal
arises in particular for the motorists concerned. Frequently mentioned arguments
against road pricing with regard to acceptability are fears of a violation of privacy
(e.g. Keuchel, 1992), insufficient transparency of revenue use, and discrimination
against socially weaker groups (Teubel, 1997). In the public there seems to be a
general information-deficit concerning price-based travel demand management
(TDM) measures. Public transport improvements and access restrictions are the
best known measures. But only 9% of more than 1400 interviewed car drivers of
the TransPrice study stated to know a lot about road pricing (Schlag & Schade,
2000). Last but not least it is to be assumed that the willingness to pay for
something which was previously regarded as more or less free might be small
(Jones, 1995).

The theoretical and empirical findings so far raise several questions which will be
addressed in this report:

a) How high is the current acceptability level of various urban road pricing
strategies? Are there any changes or developments compared to earlier EU
research-projects like TransPrice?

b) Which factors influence the degree of acceptability?

¢) How can the low level of acceptability of pricing strategies be explained?

d) How can the acceptability of pricing strategies be increased?

The report is organized as follows:

In section 2 the theoretical framework for acceptability analysis is outlined. A
definition of used terms is provided in section 2.1.1. The different interest groups
influencing the introduction of pricing strategies are identified in section 2.1.2.
Section 2.2 reports in detail the main factors influencing the acceptability of
pricing strategies.

Section 3 deals with the public acceptability of marginal cost based pricing. After
an introduction (3.1) the method of the questionnaire surveys which were carried
out in Athens, Como, Dresden and Oslo is outlined (section 3.2). Then, the
marginal cost based pricing strategies which were to be evaluated by the
respondents and the examined sample (section 3.4) is described. Sections 3.5
(site-specific results) and 3.6 (overall results) mainly deal with the present
acceptability level of the different pricing strategies. The question which factors

% For a detailed description of the Oslo toll ring system and its public acceptability see section
2.3.
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influence the degree of acceptability is investigated in section 3.7 by using
multivariate statistical methods. Finally, against the background of the theoretical
considerations outlined in section 2, the results are discussed (section 3.8).

In section 4 the political acceptability analysis is presented. Section 4.1 outlines
the problem background of political decisions and the relation between attitudes
of the politicians and perceptions of the public opinion. Section 4.2 describes
shortly the used survey method and section 4.3 presents the results of the political
acceptability survey. After a description of the sample (section 4.3.1), the
politicians’ own perceptions of traffic problems and their perceptions of public
viewpoints (section 4.3.2), the politicians’ attitudes and evaluations towards the
pricing strategies (section 4.3.3) as well as the general evaluations of political
decisions are reported. In section 4.4 some general conclusions are drawn.

In section 5 some general rules are outlined about how to enhance the
acceptability of transport pricing.
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2 Theoretical Framework of Urban Transport
Pricing Acceptability

2.1 The Role of Acceptability

2,1.1 Definition of the Terms ‘Acceptance’ and ‘Acceptability’

The definitions of ‘acceptance’ are inconsistent. In some definitions the term ‘to
accept’ is described as ‘to receive willingly something given or offered’ or ‘to
give an affirmative reply to something’ (Hornby & Growther, 1995). Elsewhere it
is described as ‘to respond/react favourably to’. First of all, one has to distinguish
between attitudes on the one hand and behaviour on the other hand. In general,
attitudes are described as an evaluation of an object or of a behaviour in one way
or another. Eagly & Chaiken (1993, p.10) define an attitude as ‘a psychological
tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of
favor or disfavor’. In terms of attitudes ‘acceptance’ would be defined as an
affirmative attitude towards an specific object like road pricing. In terms of
behaviour ‘acceptance’ could be defined as a behaviour which corresponds with
the aims and objectives of the system to be implemented. Thus, the objectives and
the desirable behaviour patterns have to be defined in advance.

To prevent inaccuracy of terms like ‘behavioural acceptance’ and ‘attitudinal
acceptance’ the term ‘acceptability’ is introduced. ‘Acceptability’ refers to the
(affirmative) attitude towards a specific object. That’s why it is something more
hypothetical, whereas ‘acceptance’ is related to some kind of behaviour as an
(re-) action towards an object (here: road pricing).

Attitudes are, first of all relevant before the measure is introduced, i.e. when the
people are unfamiliar with the proposed concepts. When the measure is
introduced, there is the assumption that the previous attitudes, among other
things, guide the people’s behaviour (e.g. resistance, support, acting in
accordance with the measure etc.). A more pragmatic definition is given by Van
der Laan (1998, p. 39). She defines ‘acceptance’ behavioural ‘as the absence of
resistance to the implementation of a system’. In the case of this investigation we
mainly deal with attitudes (respectively ‘acceptability’) because with the
exception of Oslo in none of the surveyed cities road pricing has been introduced,
yet.

2.1.2 Key Stakeholder Groups

The Demand Management Paradox (Bartley, 1995, see fig. 2.1-1) illustrates the
complexity and interconnectedness of the general decision-making process when
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it comes to implementing potential demand management schemes. New strategies
as considered in AFFORD invariably have to satisfy a number of key groups
before they can be adopted:

i) the motorists as the main persons or group affected by the measure (Public
Acceptability),

(ii)  the politicians as the key decision-makers (Political Acceptability),

(iii) the business community,

(iv)  institutional agents (e.g. authorities).

POLITICAL
DECISION-
MAKERS

(local, regional, national)

4>

INFRASTRUCTURES

P BUSINESS
(local)

Figure 2.1-1: The Demand Management Paradox (Bartley, 1995, modified by the authors).

The measures to implement first of all address the users; in the case of road
pricing these are the motorists. According to Lucke (1995, p.118) the addressees’
acceptance is ,,the precondition for the putting-through, for the maintenance, and
for the spreading of techniques, policies [...] and laws.* An introduction of road
pricing without being accepted by the motorists is indeed impossible. However,
in this case the effectiveness and the functioning of road pricing during the
operating phase is to call into question (Schlag, 1998; Van der Laan, 1998). On
the other hand, the groups involved have different interests, but depend on each
other (Goodwin, 1989). Thus, the users, for instance, represent possible voters for
the politicians, whereas the authorities have to make their decisions within the
area of conflict between politics and business. So, a measure X to be introduced
might not meet the interests of all groups involved. This, in turn, makes an
introduction of the respective measure more difficult. In AFFORD the complete
decision-making process cannot be examined, but the demand management-
paradox makes the identification of the key stakeholder groups easier. Over and
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above that, other groups, who are at least indirectly involved in the discussion
about the introduction of road pricing, can be determined, i.e. lobbies of the
persons affected (e.g. automobile associations, employers’ federations), ecology
groups, other lobby-groups, and the media (press, broadcasting).

2.1.3 How to Measure Acceptability?

Rienstra, Rietveld, & Verhoef (1999) describe the various types of analyses
which can be applied to investigate the acceptability of transport policies. First,
the acceptability can be predicted by means of theoretical models which assume
rational behaviour of individuals. If one looks on other areas (e.g. nuclear
energy), research has shown that this solely rational approach does not cover all
important issues (see Pligt, 1995). Second, empirical studies can be applied, e.g.
by setting out questionnaires and interviewing people. Third, ex post studies can
be carried out by investigating behavioural changes of individuals due to the
measure. The way the behaviour changes may be an indication of the acceptance
of the measure. At the moment this type of research is less relevant (but in future
it will become more important) because transport pricing measures have not been
introduced yet. The AFFORD project adopts on both theoretical and empirical
_ investigation.

2.2 A Model of Road Pricing Acceptability

Since the late eighties / early nineties questions concerning the acceptability of
road pricing measures have become increasingly relevant. Giuliano (1992) puts
this down to the renewed interest in implementing pricing measures in urban
areas. At the same time significant barriers to road pricing are still to consider.
Examination of the public acceptability deficit therefore has concentrated on two
questions which, however, have been mixed up with each other rather frequently
(e.g. Giuliano, 1992; May, 1992). These two questions are:

) Why are road pricing schemes not accepted by the public?
(ii) How should publicly/politically acceptable pricing schemes be designed?

A variety of public concerns regarding electronic road pricing systems have
already been identified, for example: misunderstanding (complexity),
equity/fairness issues, privacy issues, or tax resistance (see e.g. Giuliano, 1992;
Jones, 1991ab, 1995, 1998; May, 1992; Goodwin, 1989). More recently public
opinions and reflections about road pricing have been studied with the help of
attitude surveys, in which more factors have been found (see first of all Jones,
1991, 1995ab). But statistical analyses of the interdependence of the investigated
factors with acceptability in particular have been missing so far.

Studies investigating prerequisites to acceptability of road pricing explicitly in an
empirical way have so far been rare. Bartley (1995) presents results of the EU-
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project MIRO that aimed to measure users’ awareness of urban traffic problems
on the one hand, and their awareness, perceived effectiveness and acceptability of
various policy measures on the other hand. The main conclusion is, that user
awareness is loosely related to user acceptance subject to belief in the
effectiveness of the relevant scheme, while he finds only few systematic inter-
relationships between socio-economic, location-based or mobility-related
variables on the one hand and acceptability of TDM-measures on the other hand.
A similar study was conducted by Rienstra et al. (1999) who found a relation
between problem perception, perceived effectiveness and acceptability. In
summary it can be said that present research has identified a lot of criteria and
conditions which may influence road pricing acceptability. The few studies that
tried to determine acceptability conditions empirically are lacking in a sufficient
theoretical basis to describe and explain the phenomena satisfactorily.

In other traffic-related fields the acceptability construct has been researched more
exactly, especially for the implementation of new technical systems like
automatic violation registration-systems or speed control-systems (e.g.
Rothengatter et al., 1991; Van der Laan, 1998). Here, the acceptability of the
respective system has been seen first of all as determined by attitudes and
influenced by additional system-specific characteristics. In many cases the social
psychological attitude-theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1988) that describes
the relation between attitudes and behaviour has been used as a theoretical basis.
Although at present a general acceptance theory does not exist, it is undisputed,
that attitudes are of great relevance for agreeing or disagreeing with something.
In this connection the theory of planned behavior (see section 2.2.6) constitutes a
well tested and economical framework.

The model by Schlag (Schade, 1999; Schlag, 1998; Schlag & Teubel, 1997)
attempts to integrate the single conditions first of all identified by Jones into a
heuristic model by means of the theory of planned behavior. The theory of
planned behavior differentiates the theory of reasoned action as one expectancy-
value theory® (e.g. Ajzen, 1988, 1991). Ajzen’s theory takes up and extends the
economic rational choice approach.

The model states several central variables being in connection with road pricing
acceptability (Schade, 1999; Schlag, 1997, 1998):

@ perception of traffic problems as pressing (problem perception),
(il)  important aims to reach,

(iif) information and awareness of options,

(iv) perceived effectiveness and efficiency of the measure,

* The basic assumptions of the expectancy-value-theory are: what behaviour is undertaken
depends on the perceived likelihood that the behaviour will lead to the goal and the subjective
value of that goal (cf. Weiner, 1992).



Theoretical Framework of Urban Transport Pricing Acceptability 9

(v)  the users’ specific relationship to the car, in this context especially
perceived privacy,

(vi) use of the revenues raised by road pricing (revenue allocation,
hypothecation),

(vii) equity, first of all in the sense of a distribution of costs and benefits
perceived as being fair,

(viil) social norms and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen).

In the following the key variables will be described in short (see also fig. 2.2-1).
After that, hypotheses will be derived from the variables®. Furthermore, a new but
possibly important variable of influence shall be discussed (cp. Schade, 1999):

- the attribution of the responsibility for causation and solving of traffic
problems.

2.2.1 Problem Perception

The perception of traffic-related problems is a necessary precondition for
regarding problem-solving measures as important (Steg & Vlek, 1997). That
means firstly, that consequences of traffic are perceived, and secondly, that these
consequences are judged to be problematic or damaging. Expected future changes
are also of importance: are these problems expected to get worse or better.

Thus, the perception of problems may influence the support for or rejection of
policy measures. This holds for the perception of two different aspects. On the
one hand it is to be assumed that people who feel personally affected by a
(severe) problem or threat would support measures to overcome this personal
problem. This assumption is supported by the theory of protection motivation
(Rogers, 1983). It postulates that individuals think about changing their
behaviour only when they believe that keeping to this behaviour (here: the actual
traffic situation) would sooner or later lead to severe negative consequences for
themselves, that is when they are, or feel to be personally affected. On the other
hand, there is empirical evidence that the evaluation of a perceived state as a
‘societal problem’ (the so-called general problem perception) without being
personally affected by the problem leads to an increase of support for measures to
overcome this problem (e.g. Kals, 1996a).

In the study here it has to be ascertained, whether the acceptability of road pricing
measures is connected with the perception of problems resulting from traffic. The
assumption is, that a high problem perception leads to an increased dealing with
options for solving the perceived problems. Thus, this is one precondition for
road pricing acceptability.

4 For a more detailed description see Schade, 1999; Schlag, 1998; Schiag & Teubel, 1997.
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Figure 2.2-1: Structure of acceptability issues (Schlag & Teubel, 1997, 136).
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2.2.2 Important Aims to Reach

There are different general aims that can be connected with road pricing
measures (e.g. financial aims, ecological aims, demand management etc.). On the
other hand, motorists as well as others pursue certain mobility aims. The potential
conflict that may arise between these perhaps different aims is crucial for the
question of acceptability. So, for instance the demand for restriction of car traffic
could be declined with the explanation, that this would set a limitation to personal
liberty. Car drivers often are convinced of a right to use their cars whenever they
want to. But the problem is, that in principle a big number of competitive aims
and interests is imaginable.

One possibility to deduce mobility aims in the context of road pricing is to apply
the ‘social ecological dilemma’ to traffic situations (Ernst & Spada, 1993). A
social ecological dilemma is characterised by two aspects which are closely
related. One is the use of a natural self-regenerative resource (e.g. fish
population) which is limited by its capacity to grow again and can seriously be
impeded by a too strong exploitation (over-fishing). In addition gains of the use
build up immediately, while losses by damaging occur only with considerable
delay. The negative short- and long-term consequences for a certain resource are
called ecological aspect. The other, the social aspect is that a gain of using the
resource is of benefit to each person in a very individual way, whereas a possible
damage by a too strong exploitation has a negative effect on the community as a
whole. The structure of the social ecological dilemma can be applied for example
to the formation of traffic congestion. In this context road pricing would
represent the attempt to restrict damages for the general public (less congestion)
by reducing the personal advantage (using the resource, i.e. the road, is to be
paid) and to limit negative long-term consequences to the community in a
perceivable short-term way to the individual itself. This is expected to have
strong impacts on the motivation to show the problematic behaviour.

Emnst & Spada (1993) investigated the question, what human behaviour in social
ecological conflicts essentially depends on. Apart from the knowledge of
ecological and social problems, personal aims proved as crucial determinants of
ecological behaviour. In numerous experiments two kinds of aims appeared as
particularly characteristic: orientation by resource or group versus orientation by
relative gain maximisation. In simulations of social ecological dilemmas
participants orientated by resource or group wish the resource to be as intact as
possible and try to keep a fair compensation within the group. In comparison,
gain orientated players are above all interested in high proceeds from using the
environment, combined with the aim to maximise the gain compared with the
competitors. Applying this knowledge to the sphere of mobility it can be
emphasised that resource and group orientated aims, like preference of bus and
 railway or air improvement, are in accord with those of road pricing. On the other

hand personal aims of gain maximisation, like ‘I would like to use my car,
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whenever I want’, compete with those of road pricing. It could be concluded, that
a higher valuation of common social aims might be positively connected with the
acceptability of road pricing, while pursuing personal and gain maximising aims
could lead to a refusal of road pricing, and that because of a threatening
restriction of personally important aims.

2.2.3 Information

From environmental awareness research it is known, that knowledge about the
right action is a necessary but not sufficient precondition for conservation-
conscious behaviour (e.g. Bell et al., 1990; Schahn, 1993). So, any new measure
that is to change the demand for traffic depends on a good user information.
Among other things, the background of the problem as well as the aims of the
measure, and the concrete realisation have to be clear (Schlag, 1998). Although
this causal connection could not be settled yet, investigations show that well-
known demand management measures meet with a higher rate of acceptability
then unknown measures (Franzen, 1997; MIRO, 1995; Keridnen, Schade, Schiag
& Vougioukas, 1999; Schlag & Schade, 2000). It is usually assumed, that a
higher effectiveness evaluation depends on how known the measure is and that
this effectiveness-judgement also has an influence on the acceptability. But
findings are inconsistent. Steg & Vlek (1997) found information having a
negative effect, in such way that a lot of information led to a higher assessment of
the effectiveness but, compared with a less informed control group, to a
significant lower acceptability of restrictive measures.

From a psychological viewpoint, the level of relevant knowledge has a specific
function for attitudes towards a particular object such as road pricing. Compared
with uninformed people, informed people are more aware of the advantages and
disadvantages of road pricing. They are aware of the problems associated with it
and how they are affected by them. In this case, psychologists speak of secondary
control: even if you cannot influence your environment (the decision on whether
or not road pricing is introduced), and if you have a sufficient level of
knowledge, you can at least come to terms with what is happening and ‘make the
best of a situation’. In this case, people can at least control the personal
consequences of the things which are actually beyond their own control.

In psychological terms, a distinction must be made between whether a person
feels well or badly informed or whether he is actually well or badly informed.
Hence, in our study, a differentiation is made between so-called objective
knowledge and the subjective assessment of the own knowledge.
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2.2.4 Perceived Effectiveness and Efficiency

If someone has realised traffic problems and their consequences (problem
perception), and has identified at least in part the aims of changing these
problems (reducing traffic congestion, declining environmental damage etc.), he
has to answer the crucial question, whether the proposed measures are of
appropriate effectiveness and efficiency. Effectiveness refers to the degree to
which the aims of the measure can be reached. Efficiency, on the other hand,
means the cost-benefit-relation of a concrete measure (e.g. road pricing)
compared to other possible measures (e.g. access restriction). Because the
efficiency criterion - due to its complexity - is difficult to investigate or to
communicate, up to now mostly perceived effectiveness has been examined
(Kerinen et al., 1999; MIRO, 1995; Steg & Vlek, 1997). The findings are not
surprising: A lower degree of reaching aims (e.g. to reduce traffic congestion) is
ascribed to road pricing than to restrictive measures, like closing inner city for car
traffic, or to measures which improve public transport (Luk & Chung, 1997;
MIRO, 1995). Here, lower scores in the perceived effectiveness usually go along
with a lower acceptability of the certain measure and vice versa. But facts
defining the direction of this relationship are missing so far (cf. Bartley, 1995).
Rienstra et al. (1999, 190) mention ‘that strategic responses on perceived
effectiveness may occur when respondents try to justify their rejection of painful
policy by claiming that they perceive them as ineffective’.

2.2.5 Equity

In the discussion about introducing road pricing measures often arguments arise,
which doubt the equity or fairness of such a system (Teubel, 1997). Here, equity
first of all is referred to the distribution of costs and benefits (Giuliano, 1994).
From a psychological point of view perceived justice - among others - is of major
concern as a basic requirement for acceptability. Justice, as people perceive it,
may differ from objective distribution of costs and benefits but surely depends on
it as one major parameter influencing personal perceptions. And, as with most
personally mediated perceptions, it differs not only between different situations
(intraindividual variance) but also between people in the same situation and even
between people with comparable objective costs and benefits (interindividual
variance). Therefore, besides rational cost-benefit-calculations additional
variables which also influence the personal cost-benefit-ratio, must be taken into
account (see fig. 2.2-1).

In social psychology as well as in sociology and in law is distinguished between:
a) Distributive Justice and Procedural Justice:

Whereas the term procedural justice is attempted to define principles of a just
procedure or policy how to come to just solutions (or at least solutions not
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leading to new or heavy conflicts), distributive justice is related to the outcome
of these procedures. One should bear in mind that procedural justice is a
necessary prerequisite when introducing new structures or new ideas with
distributional impacts in society. Sometimes perceived procedural justice may
even help to accept a solution which puts some burden on people because they
accepted the way to come to this end. What is perceived as a just procedure
may differ in different countries (e.g. Leung & Lind, 1986). But at least in
democratic societies with a big influence of mass media, one determinant of
perceived procedural justice seems to be an open discussion with an early
participation of all people concerned. Otherwise reactance will become
probable even hindering a rational discussion afterwards. Perceived procedural
justice is strongly related with the people’s perception of being treated fair and
of having at least a chance to influence the outcome, themselves.

b) Within distributive justice we distinguish 3 main principles of a just
distribution which under certain circumstances all can be perceived as just:

(i) FEquality: everyone gets the same share (‘one man — one vote’);

(ii) Equity: everyone gets an output (or benefit) reflecting his input (or
contribution or costs);

(iii) Needs or requirements: everyone gets a share according to his needs or
requirements.

Each of these principles may be just and perceived as just under different
conditions.

Equality is mostly perceived as just in social relations stressing solidarity,
similarity of members, common interests, e.g. in a good partnership or, more
general, in basic human rights. An egalitarian distribution also starts with an
equal treatment of all human beings but then adds the idea that unevenness in a
distribution should give more benefits to the less advantaged.

The needs or requirements principle sometimes is guiding distributions (and
then is perceived as just) where care and welfare are the most important aims,
e.g. in families or with respect to people in social care. In societies it is mostly
applied to guarantee some basic supply or subsistence.

Equity as distributional principle is generally preferred in economic relations
or relations where an exchange of products or contributions is the main
concern. This principle has become dominant in industrialised societies, and
some argue that educating people to believe in equity as the predominant
principle of distributional justice was of great relevance in growing
performance-oriented societies. In developmental psychology children’s belief
that they get what they deserve and that they are not treated unjust (Lerner,
1975) must develop before they orientate towards a further reaching personal
future and before they will be able to accept delay of gratification. In social
psychology the equity theory (e.g. Adams, 1965; Walster, Walster &
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Berscheid, 1978) is seen as a motivational theory, i.e. motivating people to
maintain equity and to avoid inequity. Perceived inequity may lead to feelings
of guilt (if favoured) or, above all, of anger (if others are perceived as
favoured) which in turn often leads to reactance (Brehm, 1966).

Nowadays most of the attempts to reach distributional justice start with the
idea of equity — except e.g. the purely utilitarian approach according to which
justice is done when the amount of utility is maximised regardless of its
distribution. In the final report of SPARTACUS (1998) some additional ideas
of justice are discussed, most of them combining utilitarian ideas with some of
the basic principles above. The ‘maximisation of average net benefits with a
minimum floor benefit’ again contains the idea that besides the objective of
benefit maximisation notably the less well-off should receive a minimum
amount. And the ‘maximisation of average net benefits with a benefit range’
puts some constraints to the widening of the differences in the welfare, above
all, between groups with higher and lower income.

One of the most sophisticated theories of justice stems from John Rawls
(1972). He postulates on the basis of (simplified) a) equal basic liberties and b)
offices and positions open to all, social and economic inequalities should be c)
to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged (the ‘difference principle’).

In AFFORD we are aiming at an operationalisation of Rawls’ difference
principle starting with equity considerations (and not with equality as Rawls
does).

The perception of equity has its basis in the comparison of at least 3 different

parameters:

®

An intrapersonal level of comparison refers to the personal input-output-
ratio before and after the treatment or the measure has been introduced.
Am I better off or worse afterwards? Here the intrapersonal level will be
called ‘personal outcome expectations’. This is a first approximation to
perceived equity, assuming that people have their (mostly social) points of
reference for comparison and evaluation. The advantage of using this
simple variable is that — as pre-tests have shown — all other definitions of
equity are rather difficult to communicate in a standardised questionnaire.

(ii)  Second the interpersonal comparison can be characterised as: Compared

to relevant others what is my relative personal input-output-ratio before
and after the introduction of the measure? Equity in this sense is most
prominent in social psychology and refers to interactive balance: own
output/own input = others’ output/others’ input?

(iii) Third, people reflect their comparison level for alternatives (Festinger,

1954): Have I alternatives (or am I simply forced to pay now for
something which was free before)? Are the alternatives more attractive
and more salient then before? Is it possible to engage in some kind of
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smart behaviour compensating for perceived disadvantages (perhaps
compensating is for me even better then for relevant others)?

All these reference points for comparisons and for evaluating personal outcomes
on an equity basis are not independent of each other. Moreover, people are often
not aware of the causes and motives of their decisions and feelings, but
nevertheless they look very thoroughly how they are treated before and after the
introduction of the measure, in comparison to others, and with respect to
alternatives.

2.2.6 Social Norms, Perceived Behavioural Control and Intentions

The three concepts social norms, perceived behavioural control and intentions are
derived from Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), which extends
the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). The Theory of Planned
Behavior (TOPB) is a social-psychology theory dealing with the relation between
attitudes and behaviour.

The TOPB states that an individual’s behaviour can be best predicted by his
intention to exhibit this behaviour. The intention in turn is influenced by three
variables: the attitude towards the behaviour, the subjective norm and the
perceived behavioural control. The latter can also directly influence behaviour.
The extent to which the respective variables have an effect on the intention or
behaviour varies between different situations and between different persons,
Also, attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control influence one
another reciprocally. In terms of the TOPB the three variables are defined as
follows:

“Attitude” towards a specific behaviour in a specific situation is defined as the
added products between expected behavioural consequences and the
subjective valuations of these consequences.

- “Subjective Norm” is the perceived social pressure, that is: perceived opinions
of others multiplied with the importance of the others’ opinions for the
individual. In more detail the subjective (or social) norm means the
respondent’s assumption about whether their closest (family, friends) would
think that they should accept the strategy. These normative beliefs are
concerned with the likelihood that important referent individuals or groups
approve of performing a given behaviour. The hypothesis is, the more
favourable the subjective norm is with respect to a presented pricing strategy,
the stronger should be an individuals acceptability of the strategy.

- “Perceived behavioural control” is considered as the ease or difficulty for the
person to exhibit a specific behaviour in a certain situation. This means, that
the more resources and opportunities individuals believe they possess, and the
fewer obstacles or impediments they anticipate, the greater should be their
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perceived control over the behaviour. Perceived behavioural control may, but
need not, be the same as actual behavioural control.

2.2.7 Attribution of Responsibility

The construct of responsibility attribution stems from the norm activation theory
by Schwarz (1970) and represents a central component for explaining altruistic
behaviour. In the last years this model has been used in studies which attempt to
explain environmental behaviour (Homburg & Matthies, 1998). It is assumed,
that environment- preserving behaviour becomes more likely if persons perceive
damaging consequences of their own acting on the environment and on others,
and at the same time ascribe the responsibility for the consequences to their own
person. In the context of acceptability of road pricing, ascription or attribution of
responsibility appears to be a precondition for perceiving problems caused by
traffic (problem awareness). It may be distinguished between the (attribution of)
responsibility for problem causation on the one hand and the responsibility for
problem solving on the other hand. It is also in question, whom the responsibility
to solve the problems is attributed to. On the one hand it can be ascribed to the
own person, i.e. internal. But responsibility may also be attributed externally (e.g.
to the state). If the own person is considered as at least partly responsible to solve
the probiems, this should lead to increased agreement with measures that raise the
price of or restrict the use of car. But if only external instances are regarded as
responsible for the solution of the traffic problems, a negative effect on the
support of road pricing measures can be expected. Because a lot of traffic
problems, like traffic congestion, often are integrated in a complex system of
interdependent relations and effects, it is to be assumed, that responsibility
attribution can be referred both to internal and external instances, which do not
exclude each other. I.e. someone who feels his own responsibility, may indeed
consider other (external) instances as responsible, too. Steg & Vlek (1997) report
first results that show a positive connection between responsibility attribution,
problem awareness and acceptability of demand management measures.

2.2.8 Socio-Economic Impacts

For the motorists road pricing as a management policy for traffic demand
represents a distinct change of the financial situation regarding mobility. Persons
who are not willing to adapt their mobility behaviour to the respective road
pricing structure have to reckon with an additional financial burden. But also in
general an increase in price for car traffic is to be expected. It may be assumed
that acceptability of road pricing depends on the socio-economic status of the
people. Following the economic theory, it is to be expected that low income
groups should oppose road pricing more often because of their higher marginal
utility of money, and their decreased willingness to pay to reduce externalities
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(Rienstra et al., 1999). Conversely, road pricing is supposed to receive more
support from higher income groups because their value of time is higher and their
marginal value of income generally is lower. In general it is assumed that the
advantages of road pricing will mainly be of benefit for the better-off
(Commission of the EBuropean Communities, 1995). Thus, for them higher
acceptability-levels are to be expected.

Strikingly, in their empirical analysis Rienstra et al. (1999) found that the lowest
income group perceived pricing measures as most effective, and also, that the
income level had no significant impact on the support for pricing measures.
Further, they examined the relation between other socio-economic variables and
model variables like ‘problem awareness’, ‘perceived effectiveness’ and ‘support
of policies’. They summarised ‘that the support for policy measures is influenced
to a lesser extent by the personal features of respondents’ (Rienstra et al., 1999, p.
198).

All in all, there are only few hypotheses regarding the socio-economic effects on
the acceptability of road pricing. Also, one has to keep in mind that there are
further steps and possible gaps between attitudes and revealed behaviour. The
acceptability model was developed to describe the conditions and requisites of
public acceptability. However, with extensions and modifications it may also
valid for political acceptability. These will be mentioned in the respective section.

2.3 Experience from an Existing Pricing System: The Oslo Toll Ring®

In the mid-eighties, the city of Oslo was confronted with unsatisfactory traffic
flow with significant delays for all. Besides, there were local environmental
problems with traffic hold ups and pressure on local streets and residential roads.
The public funds for road construction were insufficient. To allow the financing
of a road investment program, authorities decided to seek the required additional
resources from users. The toll ring was to contribute to the implementation of
different projects within 15 years, as opposed to 35 years financed by public
grants.

Through the first part of the eighties there was an excited discussion. Different
ways of payment were considered like petrol tax, a local toll ring for the Oslo
tunnel, increased parking fees and an area based road tax. Two different motives
were proposed:

§)] To provide money for constructing roads and other transport
infrastructure.
(i)  To limit car traffic, completely or in rush hours only.

5 This section is based on a paper written by Gunnilla Ystrgm.,
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The political process towards implementation was difficult. Four years before the
implementation, Oslo City Council and Akershus County Council passed a
principle approval about tolls based on motivation 1. Two years later the toll ring
passed the formal political approval. Just before that the Norwegian Parliament
had changed the law. As a result of this law change, equivalent toll rings were
also established in Bergen and Trondheim. After the principal political agreement
followed a discussion about localisation. Here one had to combine fairness,
maximum of income and practicability (e.g. available land to build toll stations).
210,000 of Oslo’s inhabitants live outside the toll ring. In addition, approximately
200,000 of the region’s remaining population frequently go to Oslo city centre. A
discussion occurred of who would have to pay and who would not have to pay to
go to the city centre.

The local majority consisted of the two largest political parties, the social
democrats and the conservatives. Certain issues caused strong internal dissension.
For example, a considerable group of young people within the labour party
demanded that 30% of the revenues were to be allocated to public transport
investments. The conservative party considered this breaking the initial
agreement. This crisis was solved partly by a warning from the national
authorities about a possible termination of national road and railway investments.

Two different factors made the agreement possible at last:

» Opposite regards gave the same substantial solution. The supporters of
road construction were satisfied by the official arguments, while those
against road construction wanted the toll ring because it would make
an opportunity to limit the number of cars into the city when it was
established.

(ii) Local disagreement checked by public financial pressure. Fear of
losing national grants made municipal politicians willing to make a
compromise.

Political and public acceptability of tolls

Norway has a long tradition of using road tolls as a way of financing road
investments. It is politically accepted in all parties. Before the extensive toll
systems were implemented in the cities, there were tolls on bridges and tunnels
connecting the islands to the mainland. There is no general acceptability of road
pricing as a demand management measure.

In general it has to be noted that attitudes before the implementation of the toil
ring are based more on expectations and estimations rather than on real
experiences with the system (‘acceptability’). In contrast to the cross-sectioned
stated acceptability the revealed behaviour after the introduction of the system
(“acceptance’) can be seen as a process of dealing with the adaptation to the new
mobility situation.
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In the year before the implementation of the toll ring, 70% of the city’s
population were negative towards the toll ring (see fig. 2.3-1). When the system
had been operative for one year this opposition had been reduced to 64%. In 1998
this figure was 54%. The share being very negative has decreased from 40 to 17
percent during the same period. The share being positive to the toll system has
steadily increased during the period, from 30 percent before the toll system
opened to 46 percent in 1998.

The data show that public acceptance increases with successful implementation,
thus showing, that it is possible to raise acceptance by implementing a carefully
selected road pricing scheme.

O positive
M negative
t : - After tollin
1990 ———
T T
‘ 0 Before tolling
1989 70

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Figure 2.3-1: Development of attitudes towards the Oslo toll ring (Norwegian Public Roads
Administration et al. 1999, 9).



Public Acceptability 21

3 Public Acceptability

3.1 Introduction

An empirical survey on public acceptability of different pricing strategies, carried
out in the four European cities of Athens, Como, Dresden and Oslo, formed the
integral part of this study. Here, two questions were to the fore:

(i) How high is the current acceptability level of various pricing strategies?
(il)  Which factors influence the degree of acceptability?

In the following the method which this survey was based on will be described
(section 3.2). Then, the pricing strategies, which were to be evaluated (section
3.3), and the examined sample (section 3.4) will be described. In sections 3.5
(site-specific results) and 3.6 (overall results) mainly the present acceptability
level for the different pricing strategies shall be reported. In section 3.7 the
question about which factors influence the degree of acceptability will be dealt
with, using multivariate statistical methods. Finally, against the background of
the theoretical considerations as outlined in section 2, the results shall be
discussed (section 3.8).

3.2 Survey Method

The purpose of the present study is to perform an analysis of the social and
psychological factors (predictors) affecting attitudes towards and acceptability of
marginal cost based pricing strategies. Identification of these factors enables the
development of policies to overcome the barriers to the implementation of these
systems. The questionnaire which was used in the AFFORD public acceptability
survey reflects, above all, the different variables outlined in the acceptability
model (fig. 2.2-1). Earlier experiences with questionnaires in the EU-projects
MIRO (Vierth & Gothlin, 1995) and TransPrice (Kerdnen et al., 1999) have been
integrated. For a more detailed description of the background of the questionnaire
see Schade (1999). Most of the variables are operationalised by a four-graded
scale with the exception of the variable equity which is three-graded. The
questionnaire is added in the in the appendix. Only closed questions were used.

Table 3.2-1: Example for a used four-graded scale.

How effective do you think this strategy will be in reducing the amount of traffic in the city

centre of Athens?
will work very will have some effect ~ will have little effect will not work at all

effectively
O 0 0 0
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Sampling method

The sample consisted of motorists exclusively. A quota sampling was used
considering demographic criteria with regard to age, gender, occupation and
place of residence. The selection of the respondents was random corresponding to
the quota. In each of the four cities, the samples were drawn from the local
telephone directory. The subjects were contacted by phone and asked whether
they are in possession of a valid driving licence for private vehicles and willing to
take part in the survey. If this was the case, a questionnaire was sent to the
respondents. After they had filled them in, the respondents were invited to resend
the questionnaires (by free mail). The surveys were carried out from December
1998 to January 1999. Due to the local specific conditions the procedures for
selecting the sample in the four different cities differed slightly. In Athens, Como
and Dresden the surveys were conducted by the local AFFORD partner. In Oslo
the survey was carried out by the Norwegian Gallup Institute. There, motorists
were selected with the first upcoming birthday in the household. After 400 people
were contacted who were willing to participate the survey was stopped. 285
respondents returned the questionnaire in Oslo. In Athens personal interviews
were carried out for cultural reasons. The total sample of the four cities (Athens,
Como, Dresden, Oslo) is not representative,

3.3 The Marginal Cost Based Pricing Strategies

In the following the pricing strategies (policy packages) which were used in the
public and political acceptability surveys are presented. The strategies had been
developed within AFFORD Deliverable 1 (see for a detailed explanation Milne,
Niskanen & Verhoef, 2000, 76-77), where the economic rationale for designing
marginal cost based policy packaging, the general categories of policy packages
and also examples of actual packages are given and discussed. Two packages
(strategy A and B) were applied in all cities whereas the site specific strategy
allows for local circumstances (each site specific strategy is explained in section
3.5.1-3.54):

(A) ‘best practice second best’ the so-called ‘strong’ package,
(B) ‘acceptable’, the so-called ‘weak’ package,
(C) site specific strategy (see section 3.5.1 - 3.5.4).

There were minor differences in the packages between Oslo and the other cities.
This is due to the current toll ring in Oslo.
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Athens, Como, Dresden
‘Best practice second best’ - Strategy A

Charge motorists

o toll cordon with charges of 2 euro during the morning peak (7.00 - 9.00 a.m.) and 0.5 euro
thereafter

e parking charges increased with 0.5 euro/hr

s fuel taxes increased with 0.5 euro/litre

and use the revenues:

¢ two thirds to lower labour taxes

e one third to invest in capacity expansion of known road traffic bottlenecks

‘Acceptable’ - Strategy B

Charge motorists

¢ toll cordon charges of 1 euro at all times (including nights and weekends)

¢ parking charges increased with 0.25 euro/hr

o fuel taxes increased with 0.125 euro/litre

and use the revenues:

¢ one third to lower fixed vehicle taxes

e one third to invest in capacity expansion of known road traffic bottlenecks and/or to
improve parking facilities

o one third to improve the quality of public transport

Oslo
‘Best practice second best’ - Strategy A

Motorists pay

e NOK 16 to pass in the toll ring during the morning peak (7.00 - 9.00 a.m. Monday to
Friday) and NOK 4 at other times (without access to monthly or (semi)annual passes)

® an additional NOK 4 per hour for parking

e an additional NOK 4 per litre of fuel (petrol or diesel)

and use the revenues:

¢ two thirds to lower the income tax in Oslo

s one third to enhance capacity at known road traffic bottlenecks

‘Acceptable’ - Strategy B

Motorists pay
o toll cordon charges of NOK 8 per passenger at all times (i.e., less than today, but with no

access to monthly or (semi)annual passes)
o an additional NOK 2 per hour for parking
e an additional NOK 1 per litre fuel (petrol or diesel)
and use the revenues:
e one third to lower the annual vehicle tax in Oslo
e one third to enhance capacity at known road traffic bottlenecks and/or to improve parking

facilities
¢ one third to improve public transport
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3.4 Sample Description

The whole AFFORD sample contains 952 persons interviewed (tab. 3.4-1).

Table 3.4-1: Sample sizes.

Total Athens Como Dresden Oslo
sample size .o 952 150 238 281 285
female 381G 38.3% 35.1% 35.5% 43.1%
male 1 61.9% 61.7% 64.9% 64.5% 56.9%
mean age (years) 4473 36.5 45.6 454 46.3

The sex distribution of the sample reflects in good approximation the ratio of
active car drivers of women and men (but not their respective population share).
The mean age is 44.3 years by a standard deviation of 14.58 years. The yearly
kilometrage is 14,663 km on average. The next figure shows the distribution of
age groups in the four cities (fig. 3.4-1).

50%-
40%
30%1 M Oslo
M Dresden
20%] ot C0Como
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18-30 31-45 46-60 61-

Figure 3.4-1: Age distribution in %.

The median of the income distribution is 4 (2,001-3,000 euro).
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Figure 3.4-2: Household’s gross income (euro) in %.

Tables 3.4-2, 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 show the household size, the number of persons
under 17 per household and the employment status of the respondents.

Table 3.4-2: Household size.

__persons 1 2 3 4 5 more than 3
(%) 11.3 30.7 23.7 253 5.7 1.3
Table 3.4-3: Number of persons under 17 per household.
persons <17 0 1 2 3 more than 3
% 60.7 19.5 15.8 2.7 1.2

Table 3.4-4: Employment status.

%
self employed 12.8
employed (full time) 52.8
employed (part time) 4.4
student, trainee etc. 6.2
unemployed 2.6
pensioner 14.6
homemaker 2.6
other 1.6

missing 23
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The following question refers to the main mode of transport the respondent
normally use to go to work/school (tab. 3.4-5). More than two thirds of the
interviewees go mainly by car to work/school. However, 32.8% of the
respondents use mainly other modes than car.

Table 3.4-5: Usual moving modus to work.

car public transport bicycle walk

% 67.1 20.9 6.3 5.6

3.5 Site-Specific Results

In this section the descriptive results are shown separately for the different sites.
The presentation follows the theoretical considerations outlined in section 2.
First, frequency distributions and mean values of the variables regarding the
traffic situation in general are reported (problem perception, attribution of
responsibility etc.). Then, the variables which are directly connected with the
pricing packages (information, perceived effectiveness, personal outcome
expectations, acceptability and intentions) are presented for each strategy. First
for strategy A (best practice second best), then for strategy B (acceptable) and
finally for the site specific strategy. Afterwards, in section 3.6 the overall results
are presented.

3.5.1 Athens

The traffic problems of Athens have been considered as serious since the early
1960’s, when the first major traffic and transportation study was carried out in the
metropolitan area. However, it was not until the early 1980’s when traffic
restrictions were implemented. This was primarily in response to acute air
poliution (smog) problems, which were largely attributed to car traffic.

The Athens sample is the smallest (N=150) and youngest of the AFFORD
samples. The median of the income distribution is below the median of the total
sample. Compared to the other cities, there is the highest share of public transport
users (for trips to work) in Athens.

Two questions deal with the perception of problems caused by traffic. The first
question concerns the perception of problems as general problems for the society
as a whole. The second question concerns the perception if transport problems
affect the respondents themselves, i.e. the personal affectedness by the problem.
Six problems had to be evaluated: traffic congestion, not enough parking space,
inadequate public transport, air pollution from motor vehicles, traffic noise, and
unsafe roads. The general problem perception is very high and overall the highest
of all surveyed sites. On a scale of 1 to 4 the average rating of the six problems as
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a societal problem in general is at 3.48 ( % .45 standard deviation). This value is
only a little bit lower than found in the TransPrice acceptability survey (3.79)
which was carried out 1998 (Kerinen et al., 1999). The most pressing problem
was traffic congestion followed by air pollution from motor vehicles. But all
other items were seen at least as a major problem (see fig. 3.5-1).

trafficcongestion =200 = =

not enough parkingspace § = =

inadequate public transport £
air pollution from motor vehicies { =
traffic noise §=

unsaferoads g«

not a problem at all

minor problem major problem very serious
problem

Figure 3.5-1: General Problem perception: Mean values.

The next question refers to the perception in which way transport problems affect
the respondents themselves (tab. 3.5-1). Almost all of the respondents feel
personally affected by congestion, air pollution, not enough parking space and
unsafe roads. There seems to be no difference between the general and the
personal problem perception in the Athens sample. Both are ranked extremely

high.

Table 3.5-1: Personal problem perception (affectedness; in %).

% who feel personally affected by
traffic congestion 97.3
not enough parking space 85.3
inadequate public transport 68.7
air pollution 88.0
noise 70.7
unsafe roads 84.0

The negative perception of current transport problems continues for the
expectation regarding the development of the situation (tab. 3.5-2). In general,
this expectation tends to be negative. Except for inadequate public transport and
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unsafe roads the majority of the respondents expect the problems to deteriorate
over the next five years.

Table 3.5-2: Problem expectation (in %).

getting worse stay the same getting better
traffic congestion 833 15.3 1.3
not enough parking space 753 20.7 4.0
inadequate public transport 42.7 47.3 10.0
air pollution 61.3 28.0 10.7
noise 56.7 38.7 4.7
unsafe roads 40.9 48.3 10.7

In general, the persons interviewed are not certain about who should be
responsible for the solution of transport problems (see fig. 3.5-2). Some
responsibility is attributed to the automobile associations and the public transport
companies and also to the municipality. The term automobile associations in the
context of the Greek survey not only refers to automobile clubs but also to
association of professional drivers such as taxi and truck drivers.

motorists
municipality
state
scientists
me/myself

business community

automobile association

public transport companies

Ll L] L
1 2 3 4
certainly no little some large
responsibility responsibility

Figure 3.5-2: Attribution of responsibility for the solution of perceived problems (mean)

Surprisingly, almost all of the respondents indicated that car traffic should be
limited (tab. 3.5-3). However, this question does not consider how to obtain this
reduction,
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Table 3.5-3: A need to limit the traffic? (in %).

no, not at all not really 0 some extent certainly
N 8.8 37.8 52.7

The next question deals with the perceived (subjective) dependency on car use
(see section 2.2.6). The perceived behavioural control refers to people’s
perception of the ease or difficulty of performing the behaviour of interest (here:
to reduce personal car trips). The perceived control can be different from
objective control. E.g. in many cases motorists think that they would have no
opportunity to use public transport. In fact, often there is possibility to use public
transport, but the motorists are not informed about it. In the current case the
hypothesis is, that people who see an opportunity to reduce car use would accept
pricing strategies more easily. As reported in tab. 3.5-4 more than half of the
Athens respondents consider it difficult to reduce car trips substantially.

Table 3.5-4: Perceived difficulty to reduce car trips substantially (in %).

not at all difficult rather not difficult rather difficult very difficult
11.3 34.0 44.7 10.0

Figure 3.5-3 shows to what extent the respondents expect personal trips being
affected in the case of road pricing. In general the participants of the Athens
sample do not expect considerable changes in their leisure, shopping or work
trips. Only to some extent the interviewees are willing to reduce shopping and
leisure trips. However, this could be also an indicator that shopping trips may be
directed to other shopping places outside the pricing area.

leisure trips | & 1
shopping trips | Shmenaa

work/school trips [

4

no effect little effect some effect  substantial effect
Figure 3.5-3: Self-reported price elasticity (mean).

The answer to the question whether car driving will become more expensive in
the future serves as background information about general cost expectations
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related to car use (tab. 3.5-5). More than 90% of the Athens interviewees expect
an increase in car-related costs.

Table 3.5-5: Will car driving become more expensive? (in %).

no, not at all __probably no _probably yes almost certainly yes
. 9.3 60.7 30.0

In the following the results of the evaluation of the proposed AFFORD strategies
is presented (see section 3.2 for a detailed description of the strategies).

Evaluation of Strategy A ‘Best practice second-best’

Strategy A is the strong package. It contains the highest charges compared to the
other strategies. Furthermore the use of revenues focuses mainly on a reduction
of labour taxes.

It is not surprising that one half of the respondents indicate that they know
nothing at all about strategy A (tab. 3.5-6). However, the other half stated to
know at least little about the strategy. This is an indicator that pricing strategies in
general are not completely unknown to the persons interviewed in Athens.

Table 3.5-6: Information about strategy A (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot

51.3 28.0 19.3 1.3

The evaluation of the effectiveness plays a major role in the acceptability model.
It is hypothesised that the higher the perceived effectiveness of a problem solving
measure is, the more attractive and therefore accepted will it become (e.g.
Rienstra et al., 1999; Schlag, 1997). The rates of the effectiveness-evaluation in
the case of the Athens sample are well balanced (tab. 3.5-7). As a whole the
respondents are not completely sure about the effects of strategy A, only 15%
respectively rate the strategy as absolutely ineffective or absolutely effective.

Table 3.5-7: Perceived effectiveness of strategy A (in %).

will not work at all will have will have will work very
little effect some effect effectively
154 329 36.9 14.8

From a psychological point of view perceived justice is, among others, of major
concern as a basic requirement for acceptability. The hypothesis here is, that the
more the people expect advantages for themselves the more they are willing to
accept the measure,
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Tabie 3.5-8: Personal outcome expectation in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage

28.7 35.3 36.0

As it can be seen from table 3.5-8, around one third of the respondents would
expect advantages in the case of strategy A. The analysis does not reveal any
differences between the three groups of respondents in socio-economic
characteristics. Compared with the TransPrice public acceptability survey in
Athens there is a considerable increase in the expectation of personal
disadvantages. This could be due to the fact that in AFFORD more detailed
packages were presented. This relates in particular to the proposed charges which
make the packages more realistic and imaginable. In TransPrice, in the contrary,
only general measures like road pricing were presented without outlining
concrete prices. This could have led to a misconception about the personal
consequences of the scheme.

Table 3.5-9 shows the distribution of the directly measured acceptability of
strategy A. Only 2.7% of the respondents would accept strategy A totally, 22%
would at least to some extent accept the measure. As a whole strategy A is
rejected by the vast majority of the people interviewed in Athens. However,
rejection is not as strong as in the 1998 TransPrice acceptability survey where up
to 48% of the respondents rated isolated pricing strategies (without considering
revenue usage) as absolutely unacceptable. This could be due to the fact that the
AFFORD strategy A also indicates a way of revenue allocation.

Table 3.5-9.: Acceptability of strategy A (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable ‘
313 440 22.0 2.7

The subjective (or social) norm as presented in table 3.5-10 refers to the
respondents’ assumption about whether their closest (family, friends) would think
that they should accept the strategy (see section 2.2.6). This social factor refers to
the perceived social pressure. As a general rule, the more favourable the
subjective norm with respect to the presented pricing strategy, the stronger should
be an individuals acceptability of the strategy. Thus, the social norm as an
explaining predictor variable is important (see section 3.7). However, the
descriptive results (frequencies) of this variable can be neglected and shall be
reported only once (only for Athens, for strategy A).

Table 3.5-10: Social norm of strategy A (in %).

very unlikely rather unlikely rather likely very likely
20.7 39.3 34.7 53
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Which kind of behaviour do people intend to show in the case road pricing is
introduced (here: strategy A)? Do people intend to behave in according6 with the
measure? But what is supposed to be the right behaviour? This cannot be defined
in each case. However, expressed intentions, as found here, are an indicator of
what could happen after the introduction of a measure, at least to some extent.
Tentatively the opportunities to respond to the measure can be divided into two
subgroups, whose differentiation will be examined statistically in section 3.7.1.
The first group of intentions (from ‘drive less’ up to ‘use park & ride’, see table
3.5-11) can be characterised as intentions to reduce car use and/or to switch to
other modes. The second group can be described as intentions to maintain current
car use, at least in a modified manner (only changes in routes or times but not in
the total amount’).

Table 3.5-11: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy A is introduced (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 12.7 28.7 34.0 24.0
use public transport more often 12,7 22.7 313 333
use my bicycle or walk more often 22.8 29.5 24.2 23.5
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 18.0 33.3 40.0 8.7
use park & ride more often 10.0 14,7 37.3 38.0
pay the tolls and drive as before 20.8 36.9 33.6 8.7
not drive tolled routes 14.0 22.0 37.3 26.7
not drive at tolled times 16.8 24.8 37.6 20.8
support a movement to stop the strategy 32.0 29.3 233 15.3

In Athens, there generally seems to be a willingness to adapt behaviour to the
new mobility situation. There is the intention to reduce car traffic as well as the
intention to modify car use. A majority of the respondents would use park & ride
more often, drive less etc. In particular park & ride appears to be an alternative
possibility to paying the tolls for the respondents of the Athens sample. This is
confirmed by real life demonstrations in the TransPrice study (in prep.). There the
Athens results of the road use pricing trial indicated that 25% of car users
transferred to park & ride. The report (TransPrice, in prep., 8) follows that ‘these
results suggest that, on a network-wide basis, up to 15% of car drivers could
transfer to park & ride with a 5:1 pricing regime in favour of Park & Ride’. Also,
these results can be taken at least tentatively as some form of validation for the
present questionnaire. The respondents are not sure about the possibility to take
part in car sharing. This applies also for the maintenance of car use. The persons
interviewed would intend to drive uncharged routes or drive less at tolled times.

% In this case one would have to define some kind of ‘optimal’ behaviour.

7 Changes in route and time of car use are often main objectives of road pricing.
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The majority of the respondents is not willing to pay the tolls. Around one third
of the persons asked intend to support a movement to stop the strategy.

Thus it could be concluded tentatively, that even when the strategy described
seems rather unacceptable at an attitudinal response level, people nevertheless
mostly form intentions to behave in according with the strategy. Only a minority
intends to show concrete reactance or resistance against the system once it is
implemented.

Evaluation of Strategy B ‘Acceptable’

Strategy B is the so-called ‘acceptable’ package. This is due to the fact that the
charges are reduced about 50% and the revenues are allocated in the traffic sector
exclusively. The distribution of answers concerning the information or
knowledge about strategy B does not differ substantially from that of strategy A
(see tab. 3.5-12). Around one half of the Athens respondents believe they know at
least a little about strategy B.

Table 3.5-12: Information about strategy B (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot
53.3 26.7 18.0 2.0

The evaluation of the effectiveness of strategy B is rather positive (tab. 3.5-13).
Although less respondents are convinced about the absolute effectiveness, 50.7%
of those interviewed expect strategy B to have some effect.

Table 3.5-13.: Perceived effectiveness of strategy B (in %).

will not work at all will have will have will work very
little effect some effect effectively
12.0 28.7 50.7 8.7

Strategy B modifies the respondents’ personal outcome expectations considerably
(tab.3.5-14). In the case of strategy B more than 50% of interviewed would
expect personal advantages. Statistical analysis reveals that, both, people who
expect disadvantages and people who do not expect differences in the case of
strategy A change their mind and come to a more positive evaluation for strategy

B.

Table 3.5-14: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
21.3 26.7 52.0

The results for the directly measured acceptability of strategy B reveals that
around 43% of the respondents would (rather) accept strategy B (tab.3.5-15).
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Table 3.5-15: Acceptability of strategy B (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
14.7 42.7 413 1.3

This is a noticeable increase in support as compared to the acceptability of
strategy A, but in general the support can only be seen as moderate. However,
strong opposition has decreased substantially.

Concerning the intentions generated by strategy B there is no major difference to
the intentions generated by strategy A. It seems that the respondents do not
differentiate between these two rather abstract pricing strategies concerning the
intentions what to do.

Table 3.5-16: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy B ( in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 10.7 31.3 34.0 240
use public transport more often 73 273 34.0 31.3
use my bicycle or walk more often 18.7 273 30.0 23.3
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 18.7 34.0 38.0 9.3
use park & ride more often 7.3 12.7 373 427
pay the tolls and drive as before 18.1 36.9 34.9 94
not drive tolled routes 12.0 273 38.0 22.0
support a movement to stop the strategy 27.3 34.0 22.7 16.0

Athens Site Specific Strategy

In the following the results for the Athens site specific strategy are presented.
This strategy was used only in Athens and includes local conditions and
circumstances. The rational for the strategy see below is based on the fact that the
city of Athens has two cordons within its urban area: i) an external cordon and ii)
an internal cordon. Since congestion is very pronounced, the proposed strategy C
is planned to be implemented in both cordons and in morning and afternoon peak
hours.

Table 3.5-17: Site specific strategy.

Charge Motorists

e Toll of 1 euro for outbound cordon during 07:00-11:00 and 17:00-20:00,

¢ Toll of 2 euro for inbound cordon during 07:00-11:00 and 17:00-20:00,

¢ Parking fees increased 0.25 euro/hr,

and use the revenues:

¢ To half for investing in capacity expansion of known road traffic bottlenecks and to
improve parking facilities, and

e To half for improving the public transport service
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Because of different external costs the tolls to be charged differ between the two
cordons, i.e. the toll for the inner cordon is higher. The proposed increase in the
parking fees is not very high (0.25 euro). The proposed pricing strategy is
complemented with an improvement of: i) the service of the public transport and
ii) available infrastructure facilities e.g. parking facilities.

In the survey conducted the majority of Athens respondents stated to be totally
unfamiliar with the site specific strategy for their city (tab. 3.5-18). Around 40%
indicated to know at least little about this strategy. Therefore it is the least known
pricing strategy to the Athens respondents. This was a rather expected result since
similar measures had not been implemented in Athens or in any other city in
Greece before.

Table 3.5-18: Awareness of site specific strategy (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot
584 26.2 14.8 N

As shown in tab 3.5-19 the Athens-specific strategy is considered as rather
effective. More than 60% of the people interviewed believe that this strategy will
have at least some effect. In the contrary to strategy B, which to about the same
extent is evaluated as at Jeast having some effect, more persons are convinced
about the absolute effectiveness of the site specific strategy.

Table 3.5-19. Perceived effectiveness of site specific strategy (in %).

will not work at all ~ will have little effect  will have some effect will work very
effectively
20.1 19.5 45.6 14.8

Still, compared to strategy B there is a considerable decrease in the expectation of
advantages from the site specific strategy (tab. 3.5-20). A third of the Athens
respondents expects personal disadvantages following from this strategy, and
only a few people more expect advantages. Thus, of all three strategies the site
specific strategy receives the most negative outcome evaluation.

Table 3.5-20: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
34.0 28.0 38.0

The acceptability results for the site specific strategy are comparable to the results
for strategy A. They reveal a strong rejection of the strategy. Only 2.7% of the
respondents would accept the site specific strategy totally, a fourth would rather
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accept it, whereas more than 70% of the persons interviewed consider this
strategy as rather or absolutely unacceptable.

Table 3.5-21: Acceptability of site specific strategy (in %).

absolutely unacceptable  rather unacceptable  rather acceptable totally acceptable
27.3 44.7 253 2.7

Table 3.5-22 reports the intentions of respondents in case strategy C should be
implemented. The majority of the Athens respondents is not willing to pay the
charges. In general, there seems to be a readiness either to avoid the pricing
scheme or to adapt the own behaviour to the new mobility situation. Most of the
people interviewed would drive less or use public transport more often. The
respondents would also strongly consider using park and ride facilities more
often. But also a majority of the respondents state intentions not to drive tolled
routes or to drive at non-tolled times.

Table 3.5-22: Expressed intentions in the case of the site specific strategy (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not _yes certain

drive less 10.7 24.8 315 322
use public transport more often 10.1 18.1 34.9 36.9
use my bicycle or walk more often 17.6 29.7 25.0 27.7
take part in car-sharing 221 33.6 329 11.4
use park & ride more often 10.1 94 342 46.3
pay the tolls and drive as before 282 35.6 27.5 8.1
not drive tolled routes 154 215 36.9 26.2
not drive at tolled times 19.5 22.8 35.6 221
support a movement to stop the strategy 29.5 322 19.5 18.8

Further results

Public acceptability strongly depends on how the revenues are used.
Hypothecating revenues increases public support considerably (Jones, 1995).
When people were asked about road user charging there was the maximum
support by 30% of adults in the UK with a net support (i.e. supporters minus
opponents) of minus 27%. When the same respondents were asked whether they
would support a package of measures that includes road user charging, with
revenues generated from the theme being used to pay for the other elements, then
support doubled to 57% with a net support rate of +23% (Jones, 1991b). Similar
results were reported in TransPrice. Hence, in the AFFORD Public Acceptability
Survey we investigate the attitudes of the respondents regarding how to use the
revenues arising from road pricing. At the same time AFFORD introduces new
and progressive ways of revenue allocation following the ideas of green tax
reform like ‘lower income taxes’ or ‘lower vehicle taxes’. But there is a second
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aspect which is highly related to the use of revenues. One problem of
hypothecating revenues is that the promise of the reallocation must be credible.
There is some evidence (FAW, 1995) that at ledast some people are not convinced
about the expressed or published objectives of road pricing and thus do not
believe in the sincere use of revenues. E.g. 12.7% of the participants in the
MOBILPASS field-trial in Stuttgart indicated that road user charges are not a
practical decision but a political. They suspected that road pricing is just another
form of taxation (Jones, 1998).

First, the results of the AFFORD survey show clearly that the majority of the
Athens respondents want the money to be used in a more conventional manner
(see fig. 3.5-4). Around 90% of persons asked state that the money should be
used for traffic flow and public transport improvements. Interestingly, the use of
lowering vehicle taxes is favoured by 84% of the respondents. This is the highest
degree of support compared to all other AFFORD sites. With the exception of
state/municipal use (only 33% support) all other ways of using the revenues are
supported by the majority of the respondents. On the other hand, the expectations
about whether and how the authorities will use the money are rather negative.
Only for the unpopular purpose of supporting state/municipal budget the majority
expect the revenues to be used.

rﬁrevenues will be used... BIrevenues should be used... ,

state/municipal

traffic flow improvements 12
improve public transport [
lower income taxes EH

reduced public transport fares [EeEEE

lower vehicle taxes J

improve conditions for pedestrians & cyclists

T Y T T t —

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 3.5-4: Revenue allocation (Confirmative responses in %).

The most positive expectations are expressed in the case of traffic flow and
public transport improvements. Around one half of the respondents expect the
money to be used in this way. All other purposes are expected by only one third
of the persons asked.

The last question deals with the people’s expectations for themselves if they had
to pay more for driving their cars. This refers to the intrapersonal level of equity.
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But in a more detailed manner it concerns which outcomes the people expect. The
hypothesis is the more the people expect positive outcomes for themselves the
more they are willing to accept the measure.

shorter travel time

more travel costs

less environmenta! problems
unfairly restricted travel possibilities
more effort to plan trips

a nicer city centre

financially more affected than others

1 2 3 4

certainly not probably not probably yes certainly yes
Figure 3.5-5: Equity outcome expectations in the general case of road pricing.

As it can be seen in figure 3.5-5 the respondents of the Athens sample mostly
expects positive personal outcomes caused by road pricing. They expect shorter
travel times, less environmental problems and a nicer city centre for themselves.
About the negative personal impacts of road pricing the respondents are rather
irresolute. In the tendency financial disadvantages compared to others are
expected. In general the expectations about personal negative outcomes of road
pricing are rather moderate. So if it comes to concrete expectations (as well as it
was shown for concrete behavioural intentions) the image of road pricing seems
to shift to a more positive impression.

3.5.2 Como

Como is one the main towns in Lombardy with a population of 84,000 in 1995,
with about 50,000 employees (about 2/3 of them are commuters) and 59,000 cars
in 1991. Recently (1990s) Como has become an university town. It is reached by
motorways, the Italian National Railway (FS) and the local railway FNM. Public
transport in the city comprises bus, lake boat, and funicular. The complex
topography and the namesake lake form constraints to the urban mobility system.
The city of Como has a significant need to rationalise private transport in order to
reduce traffic congestion and atmospheric pollution. The Como sample contains
150 men (64.9%) and 81 women (35.1%). Again the median of the income
distribution is below the median of the total sample.
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The results of the AFFORD public acceptability survey in Como reveal
particularly a high general problem perception regarding air pollution from motor
vehicles (fig. 3.5.6). All other problems are evaluated as a major problem.
Compared to the other AFFORD cities, in Como the general problem perception
is second highest.

traffic congestion [ =
not enough parkingspace | = = 1|
inadequate public transport |
air pollution from motorvehicles | e
traffic noise ¢

unsaferoads |8 2 =

not a problem atall  minor problem major problem very serious
problem

Figure 3.5-6: General problem perception: Mean values.

The affectedness by the problems confirms the results above (see tab. 3.5-23).
Most of the Como interviewees feel personally affected by air pollution, followed
by congestion and lack of parking space. Surprisingly more than two thirds of the
respondents indicate that they are affected by an inadequate public transport.

Table 3.5-23: Personal problem perception (affectedness; in %).

% who feel personally affected
traffic congestion 79.1
not enough parking space 71.3
inadequate public transport 71.3
air pollution 85.3
noise 58.1
unsafe roads 68.6

Concerning the expectations about further development (see tab. 3.5-24) again
mainly air pollution, congestion and noise are evaluated negatively. Only in the
case of inadequate public transport and unsafe roads the expectations are more or
less neutral. However, in general a deterioration of the transport situation is

anticipated.
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Table 3.5-24: Problem expectation (in %).

getting worse stay the same getting better
traffic congestion 62.2 33.0 4.8
not enough parking space 48.3 34.3 17.4
inadequate public transport 18.4 67.1 14.5
air pollution 67.4 27.9 4.7
noise 51.1 45.0 35
unsafe roads 25.5 61.9 12.6

Compared to the Athens sample the respondents of the Como sample are sure
about who should be responsible for the solution of problems (fig. 3.5-7). Almost
all respondents attribute a large responsibility to the municipality of Como, i.e.
the City council. But a considerable responsibility is also attributed to the state
and the public transport companies. A moderate responsibility is attributed to the
general group of motorists.

motorists
municipality

state

scientists

me/myself

business community

automobile association

public transport companies

i Al T
1 2 3 4
certainly no little some large
responsibility responsibility

Figure 3.5-7: Attribution of responsibility for the solution of perceived problems (mean).

Concerning the question whether car traffic should be limited the vast majority
prefers a limitation at least to some extent (tab. 3.5-25).

Table 3.5-25: A need to limit the traffic? (in %).

no, not at all not really to some extent certainly
5.1 11.5 534 29.9

On the other hand, two thirds of the respondents state that it would be difficult to
reduce car trips substantially (tab. 3.5-26). Nevertheless, the majority tends to
state only a slight dependence on car use.
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Table 3.5-26: Perceived difficulty to reduce car trips substantially (in %).

not at all difficult rather not difficult rather difficult very difficult
12.2 23.1 46.3 18.3

Concerning the anticipation of personal effects on driving behaviour caused by
road pricing (drive more or less) the respondents report a rather low elasticity of
work trips (fig. 3.5-8). This means, that they do not expect a reduction of their
personal car use for work trips. However, for leisure and shopping trips they
anticipate a moderate reduction.

leisure trips

shopping trips

work/school trips |

1 2 3 4

no effect little effect some effect  substantial effect

Figure 3.5-8: Self reported price elasticity (mean).

Similar to Athens, the persons asked in Como expect that car driving will become
more expensive (tab. 3.5-27).

Table 3.5-27: Will car driving become more expensive? (in %).

10, not at all probably no probably yes almost certainly yes
9 7.4 52.6 39.1

Evaluation of Strategy A ‘Best practice second-best’

One fourth of the respondents indicate to know at least something about strategy
A. This result might be explained by the following reasons. The historical centre
of Como, called “Walled city”, is an Access Control Area. An automatic access
control system which includes gates with cameras for recognising the authorised
vehicles is now ready to be operated. Residents and authorised vehicles are
allowed to enter the area, which is mainly accessible only to pedestrians.
Furthermore, in Como studies and tests are carried out to replace the access
control policy with a cordon pricing, where a fixed toll will have to be paid by the
car users every time they pass through a toll point and enter the city centre.
Demonstration and pilot projects are the parking and road pricing area of “Villa
Geno” and the financing project of the “Borgovico” tunnel. Also, Como was a
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demonstration site of the TransPrice project for which acceptability surveys were
carried out as well. Thus, a number of the Como respondents might have been
familiar with pricing strategies.

Table 3.5-28: Information about strategy A (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot

37.0 374 21.7 3.8

As shown in table 3.5-29 more than one half of the respondents believe that
strategy A will not have any or only little effect. Only one third of the persons
asked perceive at least some effect. Thus, the evaluation of the effectiveness of
strategy A is rather pessimistic.

Table 3.5-29: Perceived effectiveness of strategy A (in %).

will not will have will have will work very
work at all little effect some effect effectively
30.0 279 313 10.7

Correspondingly the personal outcome expectations are rather negative as well.
54.5% of the respondents expect personal disadvantages if strategy A should be
introduced in Como.

Table 3.5-30: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
54.5 30.0 15.5

The rejection of strategy A is unanimous. 85% of the respondents would not
accept this pricing strategy.

Table 3.5-31: Acceptability of strategy A (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable  rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
36.8 48.3 12.0 2.6

In the Como sample the most accepted alternative behaviour to car use is the use
of park & ride (see tab. below). This measure could be very effective in Como
because of the geography of the area, as there are only few access ways to the
city, where parking lots could be built. Also people would use public transport
more often. With regard to the adaptation of car use the respondents tend to drive
non-tolled routes or at non-tolled times. To pay the tolls and drive as before is not
taken into consideration by the majority of people interviewed.
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Table 3.5-32: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy A (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 24.8 29.7 32.0 13.5
use public transport more often 19.0 27.1 37.1 16.7
use my bicycle or walk more often 271 19.5 27.6 25.8
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 25.0 29.5 37.3 8.2
use park & ride more often 13.7 23.9 39.8 22.1
pay the tolls and drive as before 37.1 28.1 27.1 7.7
not drive tolled routes 14.3 323 32.3 21.1
not drive at tolled times 19.4 203 39.6 20.7
support a movement to stop the strategy 323 27.8 18.8 21.1

Evaluation of strategy B ‘Acceptable’

Although it is similar to a conventional cordon pricing scheme, Strategy B is
surprisingly more unknown than strategy A (tab. 3.5-33). Probably the people
interviewed know the concept of pricing, but they are not able to distinguish
between two different pricing policies: in other words, they know pricing, but
they do not know the variations of such a policy.

Table 3.5-33: Information about strategy B (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot
44.8 409 11.7 2.6

Nevertheless, there is a considerable increase in positive evaluation of the
effectiveness of strategy B although, the overall evaluation of strategy B is only
moderate.

Table 3.5-34: Perceived effectiveness of strategy B (in %).

will not work at all ~ will have little effect  will have some effect will work very
effectively
21.0 27.5 43.2 8.3

This fact continues for the expectations about personal advantages and
disadvantages. Compared to strategy A there is a slight decrease in the
expectation of disadvantages following for strategy B.

Table 3.5-35: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance {0 me advantage
47.6 33.8 18.7
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The rather positive trend of the evaluation of strategy B also holds for the
expressed acceptability. Compared to strategy A, strong rejection (‘absolutely
unacceptable’) has decreased about one half and moderate support (‘rather
acceptable’) has increased about 20%. Nevertheless, compared to the other
AFFORD sites acceptability in Como is rather low.

Table 3.5-36: Acceptability of strategy B (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
18.4 474 32.5 1.8

Concerning the intentions generated by strategy B it is noteworthy that -
compared to the ones expressed for strategy A - there is a noticeable increase
(~9% points) in the respondents intention to pay the tolls and drive as before.

Table 3.5-37: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy B (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 29.5 313 31.3 7.8
use public transport more often 17.0 294 36.2 174
use my bicycle or walk more often 274 20.5 28.8 233
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 28.1 30.9 32.7 83
use park & ride more often 15.6 24.6 38.4 214
pay the tolls and drive as before 25.6 30.6 36.5 7.3
not drive tolled routes 14.7 35.5 34.1 15.7
support a movement to stop the strategy 33.8 274 19.6 19.2

Como Site Specific Strategy

The Como site specific strategy includes the measures which are being derived
from the present policies (see tab. 3.5-38). A road pricing measure is not to be
expected in the near future, except for the access to the more congested tourist
areas. The access control policy will be strengthened, including the automatic
detection of non-authorised cars. The present parking pricing policy will be
extended to also include the residents. In such a way for parking everywhere in
the city (the “Convalle”) a fee will be due.

Table 3.5-38: Como site specific strategy.

¢ A wider access control area with automatic access control by electronic devices
Parking pricing: 154.94 euro annual fee for the residents and 1.03 euro/hr for the others

e Charges to enter and park in some very congested areas, like the tourist areas during the
week ends and the summer season,

¢ and use the revenues to improve parking facilities.
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The information about the site specific strategy for Como is about as high as the
information about strategy A. The reason for this could be that most of the
measures have already been carried out in the city and the strategy aims only to
strengthen them. Again, a fourth of the respondents indicates to know at least
somewhat about this strategy.

Table 3.5-39: Awareness of site specific strategy (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot
37.1 37.1 21.0 4.8

Of all three strategies the site specific strategy is considered as most effective by
the Como respondents (tab. 3.5-40). The number of people evaluating the strategy
as very effective is highest. Altogether nearly 70% of the respondents believe that
the site specific strategy will have at least some effect.

Table 3.5-40: Perceived effectiveness of site specific strategy (in %).

will not work at all ~ will have little effect  will have some effect will work very
effectively
11.8 18.9 553 14.0

Compared to the other strategies the Como-specific strategy also receives the
most positive personal outcome evaluation, although still only less than a third of
the persons interviewed expect advantages following from this strategy.

Table 3.5-41: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
355 36.0 28.5

The positive trend in the evaluation of the Como-specific strategy further
continues for the acceptability-variable. More than half of Como respondents
state that this strategy is at least rather acceptable. Although - in the whole - this
means only moderate support for the site specific measure, it is again the highest
acceptability-score compared to the other two strategies in Como.

Table 3.5-42: Acceptability of site specific strategy (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
17.5 28.8 50.2 3.5

As regards the intentions generated by the strategy, less people reduce the use of
their car than in the strategies A and B.
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Table 3.5-43: Expressed intentions in the case of site specific strategy (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 29.1 33.2 28.2 9.5
use public transport more often 17.1 34.1 34.6 143
use my bicycle or walk more often 23.5 19.8 323 244
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 26.2 33.6 33.6 6.5
use park & ride more often 12.2 25.8 38.9 23.1
pay the charges and drive as before 30.8 32.7 30.4 5.6
not drive tolled routes 18.7 34.6 327 13.6
not drive at tolled times 18.1 25.5 42.1 144
support a movement to stop the strategy 36.7 353 13.3 14.7

There is also a reduction of the rate for the use of the public transport. Park &
ride is the more chosen alternative (62%).

Further results

Regarding the preferred use of revenues the following findings are revealed.

IErevenues will be used... lrevenues should be used..J

state/municipai §

traffic flow improvements J
improve public transport B
reduced public transport fares
lower vehicle taxes B

improve conditions for pedestrians & cyclists §

reduce pollution

improve traffic safety §

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

Figure 3.5-9: Revenue allocation (confirmative response in %).

Financial support for the general budget is widely rejected, but expected in fact
by around 80% of the respondents. Besides Oslo this is the highest percentage of
respondents who expect the use of revenues in such way. All other purposes are
considerably more favoured by the majority of the respondents. Although less
preferred than purposes like ‘improve public transport’ or ‘reduce pollution’, the
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uncommon use of revenues for lowering vehicle taxes was supported by 58.3% of
the persons interviewed.

shorter travel time
more travel costs § i 307
less environmental problems
unfairly restricted travel possibilities

more effort to plan trips

a nicer city centre

financially more affected than others

certainly not probably not probably yes certainly yes
Figure 3.5-10: Equity outcome expectations in the general case of road pricing.

In the Como sample negative equity outcome expectations in the general case of
road pricing are predominant although they are rather moderate (fig. 3.5-10).
However, positive consequences like less environmental problems and a nicer
city centre are expected from the introduction of a pricing strategy.

3.5.3 Dresden

The Dresden sample contains 282 persons, 64.5% men and 35.5% women.
Compared to the other cities the number of unemployed in the Dresden sample is
rather high (7.5%), although the real unemployment rate in Dresden is much
higher (ca. 18%).

The Dresden sample shows a differentiated perception of transport related
problems as societal problems. Traffic congestion is perceived as the main
general problem, followed by not enough parking space. Air pollution and traffic
noise are considered as rather major problems. Inadequate public transport and
unsafe roads are less seen as a problem (see fig. 3.5-11).
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traffic congestion 3.41
not enough parking space
inadequate public transport

air pollution from motor vehicles

traffic noise

unsafe roads

not a problem atall  minor problem major problem very serious
problem

Figure 3.5-11: General Problem perception. Mean values.

The personal problem perception does not differ substantially from the general
problem perception. More than % of the respondents feel personally affected by
congestion.

Table 3.5-44: Personal problem perception (affectedness; in %).

% who feel personally affected
traffic congestion 84.7
not enough parking space 61.6
inadequate public transport 34.8
air pollution 61.2
noise 524
unsafe roads 47.8

The Dresden expectations about further development of the perceived problems
differ considerably from the assumed expectations of the other city sites (tab. 3.5-
45). Unexpectedly the general problem expectation in Dresden is neutral and
compared to the other cities rather positive. With the exception of ‘traffic
congestion” which a considerable number of respondents expect to worsen, the
majority of the respondents expect no changes in the development of the
perceived problems over the next five years. Even 42% of the persons
interviewed believe that the public transport situation will get better.
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Table 3.5-45: Problem expectation (in %).

getting worse stay the same getting better
traffic congestion 44.0 47.6 8.4
not enough parking space 13.3 54.3 324
inadequate public transport 10.9 47.1 42.0
air pollution 18.1 52.7 202
noise 10.0 63.4 26.5
unsafe roads 24.6 61.8 13.6

Like the Como respondents, Dresden respondents are sure about who to be made
responsible for the solution of problems. The main responsibility is attributed to
the municipality of Dresden. Almost all of the respondents indicate a large
responsibility for the Dresden City Council, but also for the public transport
companies and the state. A moderate responsibility is attributed to the business
community.

motorists £

scientists [
me/myself 8
business community [ ¢

automobile association @i T =

public transport companies 2 = =

certainly no responsibility little some farge
responsibility

Figure 3.5-12: Attribution of responsibility for the solution of perceived problems (mean).

In Dresden the opinions about whether car traffic should be limited are split (tab.
3.5-46). Whereas merely 60% support at least to some extent a limitation of
traffic, 40% of the respondents decline the necessity of traffic reduction.
Compared to all other sites, in Dresden support for a limitation of traffic is

lowest.

Table 3.5-46: A need to limit the traffic? (in %).

no, not at all not really to some extent certainly
72 33.3 42.7 16.8
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More than two thirds of the respondents state that it would be difficult for them to
reduce car trips substantially. Nevertheless, the majority tends to state only a
slight dependence on car use, although, compared to the other cities, in Dresden
the number of respondents indicating a difficulty to reduce car trips is highest.

Table 3.5-47: Perceived difficulty to reduce car trips (in %).

not at all difficult rather not difficult rather difficult very difficult
6.1 237 414 28.8

As regards the anticipation of the personal effects of pricing strategies on driving
behaviour, the respondents report a low elasticity of leisure and work trips (fig.
3.5-13). They only expect some effects for the reduction of personal shopping
trips, which in turn could be problematic for the business of the inner city.

leisure trips .92
shopping trips 2.49
work/school trips 1.72
1 2 3 )
no effect little effect some effect substantial effect

Figure 3.5-13: Self reported price elasticity (mean).

Although the majority of persons asked expect that car driving will become more
expensive in the future, a considerable minority of roughly 25% does not expect
an increase in car costs. This is the highest number of people of all AFFORD city
sites.

Table 3.5-48: Will car driving become more expensive? (in %).

no, not at all probably no probably yes almost certainly yes

8.2 17.1 55.2 19.6

Evaluation of strategy A ‘Best practice second-best’

In Dresden a large majority of the respondents is not familiar with strategy A
(tab. 3.5-49). One fifth of the persons interviewed state to know at least little
about the measure. Compared to the other sites, in Dresden the subjective
knowledge level is lowest. These results give rise to the assumption that
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transport-related measures in general seem to be less well-known in Eastern-
Germany (see Schade, 1999). In particular price-based measures have been
unfamiliar in the former socialist countries.

Table 3.5-49: Information about strategy A (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot
77.8 13.6 7.5 1.1

The evaluation of the effectiveness of strategy A tends to be negative although
only a minority denies the effectiveness completely (tab. 3.5-50). However,
around 40% concede at least some effects on reducing the amount of traffic to
strategy A.

Table 3.5-50: Perceived effectiveness of strategy A (in %).

will not will have will have will work very
work at all little effect some effect effectively
14.6 46.3 26.7 12.5

The expressed personal outcome considerations reveal clearly that the majority of
the respondents expect personal disadvantages for themselves in the case strategy
A should be introduced. Only less than 10% would expect advantages.

Table 3.5-51: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
68.9 22.5 8.6

The negative cost/benefit-expectations as shown in table 3.5-51 are reflected in
the general acceptability of strategy A (see below). More than half of the
respondents state very clearly that they absolutely do not accept this measure.
This is the strongest opposition to strategy A of all AFFORD sites.

Table 3.5-52: Acceptability of strategy A (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
57.6 25.2 115 5.8

The strong opposition continues for the expression of intentions in the case
strategy A should be introduced (tab. 3.5-53). In general, all sustainable
modifications are rather denied. The majority of respondents is not willing to use
alternative modes more often, to drive less or to pay the tolls. The only accepted
adaptations would be to drive uncharged routes or to drive at non-charged times.
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On the other hand Dresden respondents state the highest degree of preparedness
to support a movement to stop the strategy. To sum up, the Dresden sample
generally expresses intentions which do not correspond to the objectives of the
pricing strategy. This reminds of the pragmatic definition of acceptance by Van
der Laan (1998) as the absence of resistance. However, these are only intentions
and not revealed behaviour. But intentions may still be a hint of possible contra-
induced behaviour.

Table 3.5-53: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy A (%).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 27.7 349 30.6 6.8
use public transport more often 24.1 36.7 30.2 9.0
use my bicycle or walk more often 264 26.7 34.3 12.6
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 38.2 36.7 20.7 4.4
use park & ride more often 22.3 40.1 31.8 5.8
pay the tolls and drive as before 34.8 38.8 23.2 33
not drive tolled routes 5.8 10.1 39.0 45.1
not drive at tolled times 16.1 22.6 42.3 19.0
support 2 movement to stop the strategy 19.1 26.0 25.6 29.2

Evaluation of strategy B ‘Acceptable’

The information or knowledge about strategy B does not differ from the one for
strategy A. The system is totally unfamiliar for the large majority of Dresden
interviewees.

Table 3.5-54: Information about strategy B (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot

77.1 11.4 7.1 4.3

There are also no major changes in the evaluation of the effectiveness of strategy
B. Like for strategy A the effectiveness-evaluation for strategy B is rather
negative,

Table 3.5-55: Perceived effectiveness of strategy B (in %).

will not will have will have will work very
work at all little effect some effect effectively
114 454 38.2 5.0
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However, the personal outcome expectations shift moderately from very negative
to rather negative, although the majority still expects disadvantages if strategy B
should be implemented.

Table 3.5-56: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
53.6 30.7 15.7

The slight improvement in the personal outcome expectations is also reflected in
the evaluation of acceptability (tab. 3.5-57). Strong opposition has decreased
about 26% points (‘absolutely unacceptable’) and moderate opposition as well as
moderate support has increased about 14% points each. Nevertheless, compared
to all other cities in Dresden the level of acceptability is lowest.

Table 3.5-57: Acceptability of strategy B (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
31.1 37.1 25.4 6.4

The intentions in response to strategy B do not show considerable changes
compared to the intentions generated by strategy A. In general the majority of the
respondents does not intend to adjust their behaviour in a sustainable manner. At
the same time they do not want to pay the tolls and to drive tolled routes.

Table 3.5-58: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy B(in %).

certainly = probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 30.6 36.3 27.8 53
use public transport more often 21.7 38.8 28.8 10.7
use my bicycle or walk more often 24.9 26.4 35.7 13.0
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 413 37.7 17.8 3.3
use park & ride more often 26.7 38.5 29.7 5.1
pay the tolls and drive as before 30.8 333 31.5 43
not drive tolled routes 7.6 15.6 37.5 39.3
support a movement to stop the strategy 25.1 26.2 22.9 25.8

It has to be noted that one fourth of the people asked are absolutely certain that
they would support a movement to stop the strategy if an introduction was
considered. Perhaps this reflects the positive experience of people’s force to
influence political decisions (German reunification). Further there are indications
that in Eastern-Germany the potential of resistance against new tolls is higher
than in Western-Germany. For instance, the introduction of reformed charges for
the water use was accompanied by a strong resistance against this measure,
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Dresden - Site Specific Strategy

Dresden is situated in the south-eastern part of the Free State of Saxony, which
borders to the Czech Republic and Poland. The total population is 490,947
inhabitants (1998). The total area comprises 273.22 km?. The location of Dresden
is characterised by the river Elbe, which flows from the south-east to the north-
west and divides the city in two areas. The length of river Elbe within the city
boundaries is 30 km. At the moment there are six bridges for the city traffic of
Dresden to cross the Elbe. These are not sufficient for the present growth of
traffic, and therefore a new, additional bridge is being planned (the so-called
Waldschldsschen bridge). This bridge is expected to contribute to a considerable
decrease of the present traffic problems, although this point of view is
controversial. The begin of building was planned for the middle of 1999 but has
been delayed a several times. This, above all, can be put down to the repeatedly
uncertain financing of the bridge, which is not surprising in the face of the tense
situation of public budgets.

The funding-problem of the Waldschlosschen-bridge formed the starting point for
the development of the Dresden site-specific strategy. It was assumed that if the
building of the bridge was important to the Dresden motorists but unsure due to a
lack of public funds, the motorists would agree paying a toll for the crossing of
the bridge. This would guarantee the building of the bridge. The tolls to charge
would correspond to the actual fares of the Dresden public transport organisation
(DVB). It has to be noted that this strategy was not calculated in economic terms.
The aim of this developed strategy is to test if Dresden motorists are willing to
pay for the use of the bridge and so to help financing it.

Table 3.5-59: Dresden site specific strategy.

Within the next year the construction of the new Waldschlosschen-bridge should start in
Dresden. Imagine, that the financing of this construction could be supported by the following
measure:

Charge motorists

1.25 euro for each crossing of the bridge. There is the possibility to gain a monthly ticket (32.5
euro), a half year ticket (175 euro) or an annual ticket (317.5 euro).

And use the revenues:

For financing the construction of the Waldschlésschen - bridge

Like strategy A and B, the site specific strategy is also very unknown to most
Dresden respondents. This was to be expected, because until now a charge for
crossing the new bridge has not been discussed.

Table 3.5-60: Awareness of site specific strategy (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat a lot

78.6 8.9 6.4 6.0
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The majority of people interviewed perceive only little to no effectiveness at all
for the site specific strategy. Compared to the other two strategies, here the
number of people denying the effectiveness at all (that is more than a third of
respondents) is highest.

Table 3.5-61: Perceived effectiveness of site specific strategy (in %).

will not work at all  will have little effect will have some effect will work very
effectively
38.6 38.9 16.4 6.1

The personal outcome expectations for the Dresden-strategy are also rather
negative. Although - different from the other strategies - there are fewer persons
expecting disadvantages following from the site specific strategy, there is a large
increase of the number of persons expecting no differences at all. The small
number of people expecting advantages is comparable to strategy A, but it is only
nearly half as high as for strategy B.

Table 3.5-62: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
41,3 50.2 8.5

Correspondingly to the effectiveness- and outcome expectations the acceptability
of the site specific measure is very low. To the Dresden respondents it is slightly
more acceptable than strategy A, but less acceptable than strategy B. Still, nearly
80% of the people interviewed rather or strongly reject the site specific strategy.

Table 3.5-63: Acceptability of site specific strategy (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
54.4 24.9 13.9 6.8

The intentions as depicted in tab. 3.5-64 show clearly that a great majority of the
people interviewed does not accept the tolls for a crossing of the bridge. They are
neither willing to pay the tolls nor to drive less nor to use alternative means of
transport. Against that the interviewees state the intention of supporting a
movement to stop the strategy or of using one of the other bridges. This would

indeed be a very negative effect.

All in all the intentions of Dresden interviewees reflect a clear disapproval of the
site specific strategy. The unwelcome intentions are made easier by a multitude of
alternatives still being available for the motorists if the presented strategy should
be introduced.
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Table 3.5-64: Expressed intentions in the case of the site specific strategy (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 60.2 28.0 9.0 2.9
use public fransport more often 45.5 348 15.1 4.7
use my bicycle or walk more often 45.9 25.8 22.2 6.1
use car-sharing 46.9 39.0 13.0 1.1
pay the charges and drive as before 56.0 25.6 134 5.1
support a movement to stop the strategy 214 19.9 23.9 34.8
use not charged bridges 5.8 8.6 29.1 56.5
drive more 37.5 50.2 9.7 2.5

Further results

The results concerning the revenue allocation can be divided into three parts:
Firstly, the use of money for direct traffic related purposes like ‘traffic flow
improvements’ or ‘reduced public transport fares’ is accepted by the vast majority
(see fig. 3.5-14). The respondents also generally believe that the authorities will
spend the money for these purposes, but with one exception. 80% of the
respondents do not believe that the money will be used for reducing public
transport fares.

Secondly, public use (state or municipal) is refused by around three fourths of the
persons asked. However, this use is expected by 64%. Thirdly, the innovative use
of revenues for lowering taxes is also refused by a majority. Thus, in the whole, it
seems that the respondents do not believe in a direct money hypothecation by
reduced taxes or public transport fares.

E!revenues will be used... Brevenuss should bs used... I

state/municipal

traffic flow improvements 91.8

improve public transport [FE——————

lower income tax

reduced public transport fares
lower vehicle taxes

improve conditions for pedestrians & cyclists

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 3.5-14: Revenue allocation (Confirmative responses in %).



Public Acceptability 57

In the Dresden sample negative outcome expectations in the general case of road
pricing are predominant (see fig. 3.5-15). Additional travel costs, more effort to
plan trips and an unfair restriction of travel possibilities are expected to be most
likely. In the contrary, all possible positive outcomes are rather not expected to
arise.

shorter travel time
more travel costs |3 1342
less environmenital problems
unfairly restricted travel possibifities
more effort to plan trips

a nicer city centre

financially more affected than others

certainly not probably not probably yes certainly yes
Figure 3.5-15: Equity outcome expectations in the general case of road pricing (mean).

What could be the reason for the very low acceptability in Dresden? First, in the
Eastern part of Germany (‘Neue Lander’) there is a particular high concern about
income and money as well as about personal outcome expectations. People feel at
disadvantage compared to the Western part of Germany (‘Alte Linder’).
Secondly, influencing behaviour through prices has been most unfamiliar in
former socialist countries and is perceived as unfair (cp. Frey & Pommerehne,
1993). And thirdly, moving without further restrictions and above all driving
freely seems to be perceived as a very important achievement gained in the
peaceful revolution in 1989. One of the most predominant claims was the call for
‘Reisefreiheit’ (freedom of travel). On this basis there is a strong and general
refusal of pricing strategies. Thus, the people do not differentiate between the
three presented AFFORD pricing strategies.

3.54 Oslo

The Oslo sample contains 285 persons, 56.5% men and 43.1% women. It is
somewhat different from the other city samples. Also, it has to be taken into
account that the general income of the Oslo sample is considerably higher than in
the other cities as the amount of prices of the presented strategies were equal in
all cities.
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The evaluation of several states as a general problem is rather moderate (fig. 3.5-
16). Air pollution from motor vehicles is perceived as a major problem whereas
all other states are evaluated as a bit less serious. Compared to the other
AFFORD sites, in Oslo general problem perception is lowest.

traffic congestion

not enough parking space
inadequate public transport
3.25

air pollution from motor vehicles

traffic noise

unsafe roads

1 T

1 2 3 4

not a problem at all minor problem major problem very serious problem
Figure 3.5-16: General Problem perception: Mean values.

The findings concerning whether the respondents feel personally affected by
several problems correspond with the results above (tab. 3.5-65). In general, the
majority of respondents does not feel affected by the mentioned problems. More
than one third of the persons asked indicate that they feel personally affected by a
lack of public transport. Only 30% feel affected by congestion. Compared to the
other AFFORD cities, Oslo respondents perceive traffic related problems as less
serious and less urgent (maybe partly resolved).

Table 3.5-65: Personal problem perception (affectedness; in %).

% who feel personally affected
traffic congestion 30.2
not enough parking space 40.7
inadequate public transport 373
air pollution 372
noise 29.0
unsafe roads 25.8

But the respondents are not certain about further developments: Contrary to the
rather low level of problem perception the expectations about further
development of the perceived problems are surprisingly negative. A majority of
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the respondents expects a worsening of problems like congestion, lack of parking
space and air pollution. Positive developments are expected by only a very small

minority of 2 to 15%.

Table 3.5-66: Problem expectation (in %).

getting worse stay the same getting better
traffic congestion 62.4 31.6 6.0
not enough parking space 56.0 41.8 2.1
inadequate public transport 275 57.5 15.0
air pollution 520 324 15.7
noise 454 50.0 4.6
unsafe roads 26.8 60.4 12.9

The attribution of responsibility for the solution of problems is like in most of the
other cities (fig. 3.5-17). There is a clear attribution to public institutions like the
municipality, the state or the public transport companies (which are often
private). A certain responsibility is attributed to the group of motorists. It is
noteworthy that the internal attribution of responsibility (me/myself, motorists) is
the highest of all sites.
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motorists
municipality

state

scientists

me/myself

business community

automobile association

public transport companies

— T !
1 2 3 4
certainly no responsibility little some large responsibility

Figure 3.5-17: Attribution of responsibility for the solution of perceived problems (mean).

The vast majority of the Oslo sample (68.6%) states that car traffic should be
limited at least to some extent (see tab. 3.5-67). Still, around one third of the
respondents deny the necessity to reduce car traffic.

Table 3.5-67: A need to limit the traffic? (in %).

no, not at all not really to some extent certainly
124 19.1 40.3 28.3

Concerning the perceived dependency on car use 65.7% of the persons asked
report that it would be rather or very difficult for them to reduce car trips
substantially

Table 3.5-68: Perceived difficulty to reduce car trips substantially (in %).

not at all difficult rather not difficult rather difficult very difficult
10.7 23.6 40.7 25.0

Figure 3.5-18 refers to the expectations about what personal trips would be (more
or less) affected in the case of road pricing. Altogether, the people of the Oslo
sample state a very low elasticity concerning a reduction of personal car trips. For
leisure and shopping trips little effects are expected, but the respondents are not
willing to reduce work trips.
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leisure trips 2.13
shopping trips 1.99
work/school trips 1.7
1 é 3 4
no effect little effect some effect substantial effect

Figure 3.5-18: Self-reported price elasticity (mean).

Regarding the question whether car driving is getting more expensive the
response is very clear. Only the minority expects no changes in costs.

Table 3.5-69. Is car driving getting more expensive? (in %).

no, not at all _probably no probably yes almost certainly yes
1.1 15.2 65.6 18.1

Evaluation of strategy A ‘Best practice second-best’

Differently from the other AFFORD cities the people of Oslo have experience
with a road pricing scheme (here: cordon pricing) and some knowledge about it.
Thus, it can be assumed that the evaluation basis of the Oslo respondents for the
presented AFFORD pricing packages differs clearly from the evaluation basis in
the other cities.

The people of Athens, Como or Dresden have no experience with any pricing
scheme. Some may have heard something or may have an idea about road pricing.
However, nobody in these cities has experienced the real effects of a pricing
scheme in the own city. A more thorough evaluation based on personal
experience and knowledge can be expected for Oslo.

81.3% of the respondents in Oslo indicate to know nothing at all about the
presented AFFORD strategy A (tab. 3.5-70). This is not surprising. Firstly, the
strategy was designed in AFFORD and is thus new. Secondly, in Athens, Como
and Dresden this question has referred to some kind of subjective knowledge (as
an impression to know something) about road pricing in general, whereas in Oslo
it has rather addressed the objective personal knowledge about road pricing. To
find out the real objective knowledge about the pricing scheme in the Oslo
sample a knowledge test is needed.
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Table 3.5-70. Information about strategy A (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot

81.3 14.1 42 4

The perceived effectiveness of strategy A is rather high (compared to other
cities). A majority of the Oslo respondents perceive effects on a reduction of
traffic at least to some extent. However, in general the respondents are not very
sure about the effectiveness and indicate only little or some effects.

Table 3.5-71: Perceived effectiveness of strategy A (in %).

will not will have will have will work very
work at all little effect some effect effectively
15.7 30.2 42.3 11.7

The evaluation of the expected personal outcomes is neutral (tab. 3.5-72), The
majority of respondents would expect no changes, although the number of
interviewed people expecting advantages is higher than the one of people
expecting disadvantages following from strategy A.

Table 3.5-72: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
11.0 61.8 27.2

Nonetheless, in general strategy A is not accepted by the Oslo sample (tab. 3.5-
73). More than two thirds of the persons asked do not accept this measure.
Around one fifth could rather accept strategy A. Thus, in the whole, the
acceptability of strategy A does not differ substantially between the four sites.

Table 3.5-73: Acceptability of strategy A (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
42.0 34.3 19.4 4.2

Table 3.5-74 shows the results of the intentions called forth by strategy A. In
general around one third of the respondents would intend to modify their car
driving habits, e.g. to drive less or to use public transport more often. The
correlation between the first five items (from ‘to drive less’ up ‘to use park & ride
more often’) is very high. That means that mostly the same persons intend to
modify their behaviour in the mentioned ways. This leads to the assumption that
if somebody is willing to modify his behaviour in general then he intends to do it
in several ways. On the other hand, if somebody does not want to modify his
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behaviour all adaptive alternatives are rejected. The respondents of the Oslo
sample are rather decided to pay the tolls and drive as before or to drive at non-
or less-tolled times. Three fourths of the respondents are not willing to avoid

crossing the cordon.

Table 3.5-74: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy A (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 30.0 35.0 26.4 8.6
use public transport more often 259 41.0 234 9.7
use my bicycle or walk more often 354 35.0 22.7 6.9
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 344 453 17.0 33
use park & ride more often 52.4 29.1 13.1 55
pay the tolls and drive as before 19.7 28.5 40.1 11.7
avoid crossing the cordon 343 40.4 20.2 5.1
not drive at tolled times 17.4 272 435 12.0
support a movement to stop the strategy 20.3 33.7 29.0 17.0

Evaluation of strategy B ‘Acceptable’

The information level about strategy B has slightly increased compared to
strategy A, even if the overall level is lowest for all AFFORD sites.

Table 3.5-75: Information about strategy B (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat a lot
784 15.5 5.7 4

In contrast to this, the perceived effectiveness of strategy B is significantly lower
than of strategy A (tab. 3.5-76). This is somewhat surprising because in Athens
and Como strategy B was seen as more effective than strategy A (in Dresden
there was no difference). Perhaps the Oslo sample, who as the only AFFORD-
sample has gained experience with real effects of road pricing, perceives strategy
B as softer and weaker than strategy A.

Table 3.5-76: Perceived effectiveness of strategy B (in %).

will not will have will have will work very
work at all little effect some effect effectively
226 41.7 32.9 2.8

The evaluation of personal outcomes following from strategy B is shifted to a
more negative view. If strategy B should be introduced one third of the
respondents would expect disadvantages for themselves. Notwithstanding, the
overall evaluation seems to be neutral.
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Table 3.5-77: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
337 44.3 22,0

The acceptability level changed significantly from Strategy A to B. Strong
resistance (‘absolutely unacceptable’) decreased by about 26% points whereas
moderate support (‘rather acceptable’) increased considerably (+20% points).
This means that almost half of the Oslo respondents have (rather) positive
attitudes towards the introduction of strategy B. However, most of the support is
only moderate and could be provisional. And some of the arguments for a higher
acceptability may relate to a weak perceived effectiveness (thus putting weaker
constraints on own behaviour).

Table 3.5-78: Acceptability of strategy B (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
16.1 36.2 40.5 7.2

The weaker influence of the ‘acceptable’-strategy on travel behaviour can be seen
in the distribution of the expressed intentions. If strategy B should be introduced
fewer people would intend to drive less. This tendency significantly® holds for all
other cases of alternative behaviour. The weaker influence or power of strategy B
also shows in the contradictory behaviour of maintaining car use. More people
would intend to pay the tolls and drive as before as well as more respondents
would not intend to avoid crossing the cordon,

Table 3.5-79: Expressed intentions in the case of strategy B (%).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 45.4 414 12.5 7
use public transport more often 34.6 45.0 15.7 4.6
use my bicycle or walk more often 39.5 43.8 14.1 25
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 38.8 46.7 13.0 14
use park & ride more often 55.8 33.0 8.0 3.3
pay the tolls and drive as before 104 15.1 48.9 25.5
avoid crossing the cordon 40.1 422 137 4.0
support a movement to stop the strategy 22.0 43.3 24.5 10.1

¥ Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test (p<.01) for the comparison between strategy A and B.
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Oslo - Site Specific Strategy

In brief, the site specific strategy for Oslo corresponds to the objective of
marginal cost pricing. Today, most motorists have monthly or (semi) annual
passes, making it free on the margin to enter town. The idea of the site specific
strategy is to make annual passes so expensive that most people will prefer the
discount coupons, by which you pay on the margin, but at a discount compared to
single tickets. Recently congestion pricing has been discussed in Norway. The
new Minister of Transport has advocated it and suggested a rather stiff charge for
entering the city during the rush hour.

Table 3.5-80: Oslo site specific strategy.

Motorists pay
¢ NOK 5000 for an annual pass in the cordon toll ring and NOK 2500 for a semi annual

pass,
e NOK 500 for a monthly pass,
e NOK 30 per passing during the morning rush (7-9 a m),
e NOK 10 per passing between 9 a m and 5 p m from Mondays to Fridays,
¢ no charge after 5 p m or during weekends,

and use the revenues:

e lower the income tax in Oslo, by reducing the municipal tax rate.

For the Oslo respondents the site specific strategy is the most known of all three
presented strategies (tab. 3.5-81). More than 50% of them report to know at least
little about this measure.

Table 3.5-81: Awareness of site specific strategy (in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot
46.0 222 27.1 4.6

The extent of the perceived effectiveness for the Oslo-strategy is similar to the
one for strategy A; it is higher than for strategy B. More than half of the
respondents believe that the Oslo-strategy will at least have some effect. But in
comparison to strategy A fewer people are convinced about the absolute
effectiveness of the site specific measure.

Table 3.5-82: Perceived effectiveness of site specific strategy (in %).

will not will have will have will work very
work at all little effect some effect effectively

12.0 35.7 45.9 6.4
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The evaluation of personal outcomes for the site specific strategy reveals nearly
as negative results as for strategy B. Only slightly more than a fourth of the Oslo
sample expect advantages following from the site specific measure, whereas a
third expects personal disadvantages.

Table 3.5-83: Personal outcome expectations in general (in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
34.3 37.8 279

It is interesting that as many as 35% of respondents consider the site specific
strategy ‘rather’ or ‘totally acceptable’ although the overall acceptability of the
site specific strategy is rather low. It is more acceptable than strategy A, but less
acceptable than strategy B to the people interviewed. Maybe one reason for this is
that the revenues of the site specific strategy are used exclusively to lower the
Oslo income tax and no money is allocated to the transport sector. If people have
to pay for something they want to get something back. In this case there could be
the assumption that the motorists have to pay for an overall reduction of income
tax and also other people (non-motorists) gain although they did not pay for it
(see also fig. 3.5-19).

Another reason for the relatively low acceptability of the site specific strategy can
be found in the intentions of the Oslo respondents (tab. 3.5-85).

Table 3.5-84: Acceptability of site specific strategy (in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
333 323 30.1 4.3

Table 3.5-85: Expressed intentions in the case of the site specific strategy (in %).

certainly  probably  probably absolutely

not not yes certain

drive less 36.7 43.1 171 32
use public transport more often 30.6 45.9 16.7 6.8
use my bicycle or walk more often 36.7 41.6 16.7 5.0
take part in car-sharing or car-pooling 34.5 45.0 18.0 2.5
use park & ride more often 50.5 32.5 13.0 4.0
pay the tolls and drive as before 13.0 214 46.4 19.2
transfer from pass to single payments 31.0 22.8 27.6 18.7
avoid crossing cordon 353 32.7 24.4 7.6
cross cordon when cheap 15.7 25.7 41.1 17.5
support a movement to stop the strategy 19.2 35.5 29.3 15.9
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For the strong strategy A the acceptability rate is low whereas the effects on the
intentions to modify travel behaviour are very high. The acceptability of the
weaker strategy B is high but the effects on the intentions are rather low. Finally,
for the site specific strategy there is a medium level of acceptability compared to
the other strategies, and also the effects on intentions can be characterised as
modest. Therefore the cost of the measure has also an influence on the
acceptability of the schemes. The three strategies differ in many aspects, but the
price for a single pass within each strategy is as follows:

Table 3.5-86: Toll structure (single pass) of the three Oslo strategies.

Strategy Toll for a single pass acceptability {mean)
B 8§ NOK 2.38
C 10 NOK 2.05
A 16 NOK 1.85

Perhaps the surprisingly low acceptability for strategy C is mainly caused by the
price for a single crossing of the cordon.

Further results

The results concerning the revenue allocation do not differ substantially from the
other sites. The common purposes of money use like traffic flow and public
transport improvements are favoured by almost all of the respondents. ‘To lower
income taxes’ is not accepted by the majority but ‘to lower vehicle taxes’ is
supported by 62%.

[I revenues will be used... Mrevenues should be used... J

state/municipal [ R
traffic flow improvements }
improve public transport
lower income taxes FEEIEEIETAY

reduced public transport fares  FECEEREEE-.

lower vehicle taxes P

improve conditions for pedestrians & cyclists B

-+ y L T T Y L Ly T

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 3.5-19: Revenue allocation (Confirmative responses in %).
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On the other hand around 80% of the respondents expect the money to be used
for state or municipal purposes which, in turn, is not wanted. The expectations
about the use of money are very similar to the other cities. The use for traditional
aims like traffic flow and public transport improvements are widely expected
whereas a reduction of public transport fares or, in general, the reduction of other
taxes is expected by only a very small minority. The equity outcome
considerations are shown in the figure 3.5-20.

shorter travel time

more travel costs

less environmental problems
unfairly restricted travel possibilities
more effort to plan trips

a nicer city centre

financially more affected than others

a T

2 3 4
certainly not probably not probably yes certainly yes

Figure 3.5-20: Equity outcome expectations in the general case of road pricing (mean).

In general the results are rather indifferent. However, positive outcomes like a
nicer city centre or less environmental problems are expected to some extent, but
also negative outcomes like more travel costs.

3.6 Overall Results

In this chapter the overall resuits for all AFFORD sites are presented. This is
done in two ways:

i) Total, for each variable all site results are added up to one aggregated
result respectively.
(i)  Site for site; this allows comparisons between the different sites.

3.6.1 Total

When describing the results of the total sample it is be inappropriate to present
the mean values of the total sample. As a consequence of differences between the
four cities in the sample size, the combined results would base on disproportional
large amount of Dresden and Oslo subjects and an disproportional small amount
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of Athens subjects. Therefore, the four samples have been given an equal weight.
I.e., in describing the overall results the average of the four sample-means will be
presented and referred to as the overall mean.

Problem perception

All the mentioned traffic related items are regarded as major problems. The most
pressing problems in the four European cities are air pollution and traffic
congestion (see fig. 3.6-1). On average more than 80% of all respondents
perceive these as being problematic. However, all other items are perceived as a
major problem, as well. Compared to the TransPrice public acceptability survey
(Kerinen et al., 1999) the AFFORD findings confirm that - apart from problems
like traffic congestion and a lack of parking space air pollution is seen as a major
problem.

traffic congestion s 1328

not enough parking space
inadequate publiic transport

air pollution from motor vehicles 3.35

traffic noise

unsafe roads

4

not a problem at all minor problem major problem very serious
problem

Figure 3.6-1: General problem perception (overall mean).

Concerning the general (societal) problem perception and personal problem
perception the results are very consistent. In general the respective traffic
problems are more considered as a societal problems than as personal problems

(fig. 3.6-2).
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Figure 3.6-2: Evaluation as personal and societal problem (Confirmative response in %).

However, respondents who feel personally affected by a problem evaluate it
significantly’ higher as a societal problem than subjects who do not feel affected
by the problem.

The above mentioned tendency continues for the expectations about the
development of the perceived problems (tab. 3.6-1). Negative expectations refer
mainly to traffic congestion, air pollution and a lack of parking space. For all
other items the majority of the respondents does not expect changes. In general
less than one fifth of the persons asked state positive expectations. Together with
the high general problem perception this can be interpreted as a pessimistic view
of the overall situation.

Table 3.6-1. Problem expectation (total in round %). .

getting worse stay the same getting better
traffic congestion 60 34 6
lack of parking space 45 40 15
inadequate public transport 23 55 22
air pollution 47 37 16
noise 38 51 11
unsafe roads 28 59 13

Attribution of responsibility

Based on the finding that environmental and traffic related problems are
perceived by a vast majority of the respondents in the four surveyed cities, the

® p<.01 with Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test for two-related-samples.
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question is interesting to whom the respondents attribute the responsibility for the
solution of these perceived problems. The results are very clear. The
responsibility for the solution of the problems is mainly attributed to public
entities. For all other groups the attribution is rather neutral. Only, in the tendency
there is some attribution to the group of motorists.

[lAttribution of responsibility I

motorists
] 363

4

no responsibility little some large responsibility

Figure 3.6-3: Attribution of responsibility (overall means).

Revenue allocation

The overall results concerning the revenue allocation confirm the relative
homogeneous findings of the different sites. The common purposes of money use
like e.g. traffic flow and public transport improvements are favoured by a vast
majority of respondents. ‘To lower income taxes’ is not accepted by the majority
but ‘to lower vehicle taxes’ is supported by 65.4%. It is obvious that if people,
here motorists have to pay fees they want to get something back. In this sense it is
very interesting that the car drivers favour the hypothecation of their money to
public transport sector.

On the other hand there, around 70% of the respondents expect that the money
will be used for state or municipal purposes, which is not wanted. The
expectations about the use of money are very consistent between the cities. The
use for traditional aims like traffic flow and public transport improvements are
widely expected, whereas a reduction of public transport fares or in general the
reduction of other taxes is expected by only a very small minority.
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Figure 3.6-4: Revenue allocation (Confirmative responses in per cent).

Traffic limitation

The overall opinion about a limitation of inner city traffic is clear. Almost three
fourths of all respondents support a limitation and less than 10% deny a limitation
at all.

Table 3.6-2: A need to limit the traffic? (overall in %).

no, not at all not really to some extent certainly
7.2 19.8 43.9 29.1

Capability to reduce car trips

But, if it comes to a reduction of personal car trips, the opposite results to the
ones shown above reveal. 65% of all respondents state that it would be difficult
to reduce car trips substantially and only 9.8% of the respondents state no
dependency on car use. It has to be noted that in particular people who use the car
mainly for work trips report a car dependency. People who mainly use other
modes (bus, bike etc.) state a lower degree of dependency.

Table 3.6-3: Perceived difficulty to reduce car trips substantially (overall in %).

not at all difficult rather not difficult rather difficult very difficult
9.8 25.2 42.9 22.1
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Which car trips would the respondents be willing to reduce if road pricing should
be introduced? In general slight effects on shopping trips are expected and also
little effects on leisure trips. Work trips have got the lowest self-reported price
elasticity.

leisure trips 2.16
shopping trips 242
work/school trips 1189
1 2 3 4
no effect little effect some effect  substantial effect

Figure 3.6-5: Self-reported price elasticity (overall mean).

The expectations about the developments of costs in general are rather
unanimous. A vast majority expects an increase (tab. 3.6-4),

Table 3.6-4: Will car driving become more expensive? (overall in %).

10, not at all probably no probably yes almost certainly yes
2.9 12.9 58.5 25.6

In the following, the frequency distributions of the fotal sample for the two
evaluated pricing strategies A (best practice second best) and B (acceptable) are
reported.

Overall evaluation of strategy A (best practice second-best)

The subjective level of information about strategy A is very low. Only 13.5% of
all interviewees report to know at least somewhat about strategy A, the majority
states to know nothing at all.

Table 3.6-5: Information of strategy A (overall in %)

nothing at all little somewhat alot
64.5 220 11.9 1.6

The perceived effectiveness of strategy A is well balanced. 46.3% admit at least
some effects whereas 53.8% deny effects on a reduction of inner city traffic (tab.

3.6-6).
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Table 3.6-6: Perceived effectiveness of strategy A (overall in %).

will not work at all will have will have will work very
little effect some effect effectively
18.9 34.9 34.1 12.2

All in all, the expectations about personal consequences following from the
introduction of strategy A are rather negative, although 38.2% do not expect
considerable changes.

Table 3.6-7: Global personal outcome expectations for strategy A (overall in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
41.6 38.2 20.2

However, the refusal of strategy A is strong. Only 15.7% of all respondents rather
accept strategy A and only 4% accept it totally (tab. 3.6-8).

Table 3.6-8: Acceptability of strategy A (overall in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
43.6 36.7 15.7 4.0

The perception of social pressure to accept the strategy is a little bit higher.

Table 3.6-9: Perceived social norm to accept strategy A (overall in %).

very unlikely rather unlikely rather likely very likely
353 41.5 18.6 4.7

Overall evaluation of strategy B (acceptable)

The information level about strategy B is also very low, with no major changes
compared to strategy A.

Table 3.6-10: Information about strategy B (overall in %).

nothing at all little somewhat alot

65.9 22.3 9.5 2.3

The perceived effectiveness of strategy B does also not differ considerably from
the one of strategy A. 45.5% of all AFFORD respondents consider strategy B as
at least somewhat effective.
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Table 3.6-11: Perceived effectiveness of strategy B (overall in %).

will not work at all will have will have will work very
little effect some effect effectively
17.2 373 39.8 5.7

For the personal outcome expectations there is a slight shift to more positive
expectations (tab. 3.6-12). However, expectations about personal disadvantages
are still prevailing (41%).

Table 3.6-12: Global personal outcome expectations for strategy B (overall in %).

disadvantage no importance to me advantage
41.0 34.9 24.1

But, in contrast to strategy A, strategy B is rather well accepted. Strong refusal
has decreased by about a half and slight approval (‘rather acceptable’) has
doubled. There are no changes in strong support which remains around 5%.

Table 3.6-13: Acceptability of strategy B (overall in %).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
209 40.4 34.2 47

The shift to more positive attitudes towards strategy B as shown above continues
and is confirmed by the perception of social pressure to accept this strategy.

Table 3.6-14: Perceived social norm to accept strategy B (overall in %).

very unlikely rather unlikely rather likely very likely
21.8 40.7 31.0 6.5

Concerning the detailed equity outcome considerations the results are rather
indifferent (fig. 3.6-6).
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shorter travel time

more travel costs

less environmental problems
unfairly restricted travel possibilities
more effort to plan trips

a nicer city centre

financially more affected than others

T L
1 2 3 4
certainly not probably not probably yes certainly yes

Figure 3.6-6. Equity outcome expectations in the general case of road pricing (mean values).

However, beside the negative outcome of increased travel costs, positive
outcomes like a nicer city centre and less environmental problems are expected at
least to some extent. It is noteworthy that the expectation of shorter travel times
(lowering of congestion) is not a dominant expectation. The least expected
outcome is to be financially more affected than other people.

3.6.2 Site for Site Results

In the following the four AFFORD sites will be compared with respect to the
main measured variables of the public acceptability. Mainly frequency
distributions and mean values will be reported.

Table 3.6-15 shows the percentage of respondents by sites who rated the traffic
issues as a ‘major problem’ or ‘a very serious problem’. There are considerable
differences in general problem perception between the four sites. In Athens all
items are rated as a problem by nearly all respondents. This result confirms the
findings of the TransPrice survey (Keridnen et al., 1999) where also a very high
problem perception for Athens was found. There is also a high awareness of
problems in Como, with the exception of direct traffic related problems. In
particular these problems (‘congestion’ and ‘a lack of parking space’) are
perceived as very serious in Dresden, which may be due to the fact of the special
traffic situation in Eastern-Germany after the reunification. However, in Dresden
all other items are rated as less serious than in Athens and Como. The lowest
problem perception is found in Oslo where especially air pollution and an
inadequate public transport are perceived as problematic.
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Table 3.6-15: General problem perception - Confirmative response (%).

Problems erception
Athens Como Oslo Dresden
air pollution from motor vehicles 95 90 81 73
Athens  Dresden Como Oslo
traffic congestion 97 94 79 65
Athens  Dresden Como Oslo
not enough parking space 97 81 73 65
Athens Como Oslo Dresden
inadequate public transport 91 76 69 46
Athens Como Dresden Oslo
traffic noise 79 76 63 59
Athens Como Oslo Dresden
unsafe roads 88 74 54 46

In the whole, it can be said that the AFFORD results confirm earlier findings
about the problem perception (e.g. Bartley, 1995; Schlag & Schade, 2000). In
general there is a high perception of several problems caused by traffic. The three
main problems which are perceived by a vast majority of all respondents are air
pollution, congestion and a lack of parking space. Beside traffic related
problems the interviewed car drivers perceive traffic induced environmental
problems as well.

Responses to the question whether car traffic should be limited show the same
ranking. Further analysis reveals that there is a relationship between the
perception of rather environmental problems and the support of traffic
limitations. This means that respondents who evaluate e.g. air pollution as a
major problem state a more positive attitude towards traffic limitations than
people who do not perceive air pollution as a problem (r = .37, p<.01)

Table 3.6-16: A need to limit the traffic? (Confirmative responses in %).
Athens Como Oslo Dresden
89 82 68 59

The following table (see tab. 3.6-17) summarizes the descriptive results (mean
values) for the evaluation of the two AFFORD strategies. Strategy A is the so
called ‘best practice second-best’ strategy and strategy B is the so-called
‘acceptable’ strategy. As can be seen for the total sample, the subjective
information levels for both strategies are very low. This is not surprising because
the strategies are new. However, there are differences between the sites. There is
very little knowledge in Dresden and Oslo and rather little in Athens and Como.
This gap could be due to the fact that a) in Oslo the question referred to the
objective knowledge because of an already existing pricing system and that b) in
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Dresden as part of a former socialist country the knowledge about pricing
instruments is in general low. The Athens and Como respondents - on the other
hand - seem to feel to be better informed about the strategies.

Table 3.6-17: Overall evaluations of strategies A and B,

Strategy | Information Perceived  Personal outcome Acceptability
effectiveness expectations
(equity)
Total A S 150 L 239 - a2l T 180
sample B 1.48 2.34 -.16 222
Athens AT 170 . 251 07% 1.96%*
B ) 1.69 2.56 30 2.29
Como AT LT Lg2R L 23R T B0 T R0
B 172 238 -.28 2.17
Dresden EAT LELCR32e o0t 237 0 i ahabl s L 165w
B 1.39 237 -37 2.07
Oslo A 123 0 250 SRR (. B 1.85%*
B 1.27 2.15 -11 2.38

All mean values can vary from 1 (e.g. know nothing at all, absolutely unacceptable) to 4 (know a Iot, totally acceptable) with the
exception of personal outcome expectations (equity) where values can vary from -1 (expected disadvantages) to +1 (expected
advantages).

Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test:
* Difference between strategy A and B is significant at the 0.05 level.
** Difference between strategy A and B is significant at the 0.01 level.

The effectiveness-evaluation of the two strategies with respect to the reduction of
inner city traffic is much higher than the information level. Thus, respondents
may believe that demand management is to some extent capable of successfully
addressing current transport problems, and accordingly, that the public is
prepared to trust these measures even if they are new and unknown (Schlag &
Teubel, 1998). In Athens and Como the perceived effectiveness of strategy B is
higher than of strategy A (but only in Como slightly significant), in Dresden it is
at least the same, in Oslo the stronger strategy A is perceived as more effective
than strategy B. Again, this finding could be due to the fact that the respondents
of the Oslo sample have experience with an existing pricing scheme, allowing a
more realistic evaluation of the effects than in the other cities where the
evaluation may be very subjective.

Concerning the personal outcome expectations (equity) it can be said that for the
total sample there are no significant differences in the expectations about
personal (dis-) advantages between the two packages. All in all, the majority of
respondents rather expects disadvantages following from the introduction of the
two strategies. However, there are differences between the sites. In Athens, Como
and Dresden respondents expect more advantages of the strategy B than of
strategy A. In Athens the personal outcome expectations tend be generally rather
positive with even a majority expecting advantages of the “acceptable” strategy.
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Only the Oslo respondents expect more personal advantages of strategy A than of
strategy B, a finding which cannot be explained, yet.

In general, both strategies are rejected by the respondents (see tab. 3.6-18). As
expected, rejection is stronger regarding strategy A. But there is a significant
increase in support from strategy A to strategy B. Nevertheless, the so called
“acceptable” strategy B is still not accepted by a majority. In Dresden rejection of
both strategies is strongest. In Como the attitudes towards both pricing strategies
are also very negative. In Oslo there is a strong refusal of strategy A but strategy
B is rather accepted. In Athens the attitudes towards both strategies in general are
less negative.

Table 3.6-18. Acceptability (% who rate the strategy as rather or totally acceptable).

Strategies | Suppo

A e Athens Oslo Dresden Como
25 24 17 15

B Oslo Athens Como Dresden
48 43 34 31

Table 3.6-19 shows a cross-comparison of the responses towards the two
strategies A and B. 53% of all respondents reject both strategies. 27% accept the
weaker strategy B, but reject strategy A. Only 12% of the respondents accept
strategy B as well as strategy A. It is surprising that 8% of the people interviewed
accept the stronger and more expensive strategy A, but reject the softer and
cheaper strategy B (these are around 40% of all supporters for strategy A).

Table 3.6-19: How supporters and opponents of strategy B reacted to strategy A and vice
versa.

Strategy A %
not accepted accepted
Strategy B not accepted 53% 8% 61%
accepted 27% 12% 39%
80% 20% 100%

Based on the descriptive figures above the increase of acceptability from strategy
A to strategy B can not be explained. All variables do not vary significantly
between the two strategies on the overall level. However, there are some rather
unsystematic differences on the city level. To analyse the relations between the
different variables further statistical investigations on a multivariate basis are

necessary.
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3.7 Factors Influencing the Degree of Acceptability

In this section multivariate statistical methods like factor and regression analysis
are used to investigate - above all - the questions

1) how the low level of acceptability for the various pricing strategies can
be explained and
ii) which factors are influencing the degree of acceptability.

For this a two-step procedure has been chosen (cf. Schade, 1999): First, with a
factor analysis the extensive data are reduced to an appropriate minimum. Many
of the used variables (e.g. problem perception, important aims to reach, internal
attribution of responsibility, intentions etc.) base on a multitude of items, which
cannot all be examined with regard to their relation with acceptability. The factor
analysis allows the statistical reduction of data to prepare them for the use of a
regression analysis. Based on theory the regression analysis it applied to
investigate which variables contribute to the explanation of acceptability.

3.7.1 Factoranalytical Results

The use of factor analysis in this study was motivated by the following reasons:

a) to prove the theoretically assumed dimensions of certain scales like internal
vs. external attribution of responsibility, personal vs. social aims to reach,
positive vs. negative personal outcome expectations,

b) as a tool to reduce data and to generate further hypotheses, in particular for
variables for which no a priori assumptions about the structure have been put
up. This reduction will allow for an effective and economical analysis of the
influence of key variables on the acceptability of pricing strategies.

Factor analysis is a statistical method to reduce a comparatively large number of
variables to a limited number of factors, i.e. independent quantities of influence.
Variables correlating highly with each other are united to one factor and variables
of different factors at best correlate low. The first step of the analysis involves a
z-standardisation of scores, so that their mean is O and their standard deviation is
1. Then, Pearson product-moment correlation for all involved variables is
determined. On the basis of the resulting correlation matrix further calculations
are carried out.

If it has not already been specified at the beginning of the analysis, the number of
factors to be extracted depends on the eigenvalues of each factor. At first there
are as many factors as variables, but factors are only taken into further
consideration if their eigenvalue is at least 1, i.e. if they explain a certain share of
the whole variance of all variables.

After defining the number of factors a matrix is produced that shows the relations
between extracted factors and variables. Ideally variables should correlate highly
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especially with one of the factors and comparatively low with the others. To
crystallise just those relations the factor matrix usually has to be rotated. The
most common method here is the varimax rotation that maximises the number of
variables loading high on a factor.

The crucial purpose of a factor analysis is to find factors that can be interpreted
meaningfully in psychological content.

The factor analysis of the AFFORD variables was carried out for the total
sample. The principal components extraction method and varimax rotation were

used.

As it can be seen in table 3.7-1 for the variables ‘important aims to reach’,
‘personal outcome expectations’ and ‘attribution of responsibility’ the assumed
dimensions are confirmed. For instance, the different attribution of responsibility
for the solution of perceived problems is represented clearly by internal and
external entities. The reliabilities (Alpha Cronbach') of the scales are rather low,
which is not surprising because of both the heterogeneity of the underlying items
as well as of the four different city samples. However, all theoretically presumed
differentiations are corroborated.

Table 3.7-1: Some factors created by factor analysis and their descriptive values.

Scale Number of  Alpha  Mean Total

items Cronbach variance
explained

social aims 5 .60 3.30 44.97%

personal aims 4 58 2.84

Outcome expectation (expected advantages) 3 71 2,70 57.42%

Qutcome expectation (expected disadvantages) 4 .64 2.67

Internal attribution of responsibility 2 74 2.48 56.37%

External attribution of responsibility* 4 53 3.21

* The following variables had to be excluded: a) business community b) automobile association

Problem perception factors

For the variable ‘problem perception’ which is divided in general or societal vs.
personal problem perception'’ an analysis was done for both problem perception
parts separately. The results are shown in the tables below (tab 3.7-2/3).

For the general problem perception two factors have been created which can be
interpreted as useful. The first component refers to the perception of rather
environmental problems (from the car driver’s point of view) like air pollution or

10 Alpha (Cronbach). This is a model of internal consistency, based on the average inter-item
correlation.

1 personal affectedness.
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noise resulting from traffic, whereas the second factor comprises the perception
of direct traffic problems (congestion, lack of parking space).

Table 3.7-2: Factoranalytical results of the scale ‘general problem perception’.

Item 1. Factor loading 2. Factor loading  h? Communalities
traffic congestion 25 78 .67
parking space problems .10 87 75
inadequate public transport 67 .06 46
air pollution 81 04 .66
traffic noise 79 A1 .63
unsafe roads .63 31 49

1. Reliability (Alpha Cronbach) scale 1 r =,72, scale 2: r =.58
2. Total variance explained: 60.83%

This differentiation is confirmed also for the personal problem perception, where
a so-called environmental and a traffic related component are separated.

Table 3.7-3: Factoranalytical results of the scale ‘personal problem perception’.

Item 1. Factor loading 2. Factor loading  h? Communalities
traffic congestion A3 80 .66
parking space problems .07 81 .66
inadequate public transport 48 .02 .26
air pollution 79 14 .63
traffic noise 75 .08 57
unsafe roads 56 .39 47

1. Reliability (Alpha Cronbach) scale 1 r = .60, scale 2: r = .55
2. Total variance explained: 54.40%

Which further implications does the finding of two rather independent problem
perception patterns have? There is a slightly significant positive correlation
between both problem perception scales and the acceptability of strategy A and a
non-significant correlation between the perception scales and the acceptability of
strategy B (see tab. 3.7-4).

Table 3.7-4: Correlation of problem perception scales with acceptability of strategy. A/ B.

general personal | traffic environmenta] traffic |jenvironmenta
problem PP related | 1general pp | related |1 personal pp
perception (pp) general pp ersonal pp
Strategy A -07* O07* -04 Q0** -02 09**
IAcceptability
Strategy B -.00 -.05 - 12%% .06 - [3%* .00
Acceptability

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level.
*  Correlation is significant at the .05 level.



Public Acceptability 83

On the one side the correlations between the more differentiated traffic related
and environmental problem perception scales show that in the case of strategy A
only the environmental perception is in a significant relation with acceptability.
That means, that somebody who perceives environmental problems (e.g. air
pollution etc.) accepts strategy A more than somebody who perceives mainly
traffic related problems. It has no influence on the relationship whether the
perception is more personal or general based. On the other side the relationship
between the acceptability of strategy B and the more differentiated perception
scales is characterised by a significant negative relation between the perception of
traffic related problems, regardless whether the perception is general or personal,
and the acceptability of strategy B. That means, that a person who perceives
mainly traffic related problems rather does not accept strategy B. Summed up,
these results indicate that for explaining its impact on acceptability the construct
“problem perception” should not be used as a whole but divided into two
different parts. The perception of environmental problems rather has a positive
impact on acceptability whereas the perception of traffic related problems rather
has a negative impact. This may imply that people who perceive e.g. congestion
as a main problem oppose measures designed just to reduce congestion. In fact
statistical tests reveal that respondents who perceive congestion as a very serious
problem stronger oppose strategy A and B than respondents who perceive
congestion as a problem to a Jower extent'?.

Intention factors

Furthermore we examined the underlying structure of the indicated intentions, for
the case that a pricing strategy (A or B) would be introduced (see tables 3.7-5 &
3.7-6). Again, two factors which can be interpreted meaningfully have been
created. The first factor can be interpreted as intentions to reduce car use and/or
to switch to other modes. The second factor can be described, roughly spoken, as
intentions to maintain current car use, at least in a modified manner (so-calied
“opponents”). Though changes in routes or times are taken into consideration. It
has to be noted that the internal consistency of the second factor is very low. This
means, that the responses represented by the second factor are not very
homogenous. In particular the item ‘pay the tolls and drive as before’ was
answered diversely. Although factor 1 and 2 do not exclude each other, the
results reveal clearly that if someone states e.g. to drive less, he also intends to
use public transport or to use his bicycle more often (so-called ‘adapters’). Thus,
in general there seems to be a willingness to adapt behaviour to the new mobility
situation. However, these findings are only tentative.

12 Chi?=15.20, df=3, p<.01.
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Table 3.7-5: Factoranalytical results of the scale ‘Intention generated by strategy A’ .

Item 1. Factor 2. Factor h?
loading loading Communalities
drive less 80 .06 .64
use public transport more often .85 -13 73
use my bicycle more or walk more. 74 -.03 55
take part/join in car-sharing or car-pooling 50 .20 29
use park & ride more often .68 12 48
pay the tolls and drive as before -38 -12 .16
not drive tolled (charged) routes 26 76 .68
not/less drive at tolled times 45 53 48
support a movement to stop the strategy -30 .70 57

1. Reliability (Alpha Cronbach) scale 1 r =.79, scale 2: r = .23

2. Total variance explained: 50.63%

Table 3.7-6: Factoranalytical results of the scale ‘Intention generated by strategy B’ .

Item 1. Factor 2. Factor h?
loading loading Communalities
drive less 81 06 66
use public transport more often 84 -13 72
use my bicycle more or walk more. .76 -03 .58
take part/join in car-sharing or car-pooling 50 27 32
use park & ride more often g2 12 .53
pay the tolls and drive as before -43 -03 19
not drive tolled (charged) routes .30 714 .64
support a movement to stop the sirategy -21 81 70

1. Reliability (Alpha Cronbach) scale 11 = .80, scale 2: r=.15

2. Total variance explained: 54.05%

Again, the two factors are in a different relation to the acceptability of the two
AFFORD pricing strategies. Respondents who are willing to reduce car use
(‘adapters’) accept strategy A as well as strategy B significantly more often than
respondents who intend to maintain their current car use (‘opponents’).

Table 3.7-7: Correlation between acceptability and the two different intention factors.

Adapters Opponents  Adapters (Strategy ~ Opponents
(Strategy A) (Strategy A) B) (Strategy B)
Strategy A 7% -26%*
Acceptability
Strategy B JQ6%* - 21%%
Acceptability
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3.7.2 Regression Analysis

Regression analyses were conducted to examine the main research questions as
outlined in section 2.2. On a general level this is the question of how the low
level of acceptability for pricing strategies can be explained. Furthermore it is of
interest which factors influence the degree of acceptability.

In more detail it has to be ascertained (for instance):

- whether the acceptability of road pricing strategies is in connection with the
perception of problems resulting from traffic. The assumption is, that a high
problem perception leads to an increased dealing with options for solving the
perceived problems. Thus, this is one precondition for road pricing
acceptability.

- whether from a higher valuation of common social aims follows a higher level
of acceptability of road pricing and whether pursuing personal and gain
maximising aims could lead to a refusal of road pricing, because of a
threatening restriction of personally important aims?

- whether a higher level of subjective information (knowledge) leads to an
increase of acceptability for pricing strategies?

- whether lower scores in the perceived effectiveness go along with a lower
acceptability for a certain measure and vice versa. Or does a strategic
response on perceived effectiveness occur because respondents try to justify
their rejection of painful policy by claiming that they perceive them as
ineffective?

Multiple linear regression is a method for explaining relations between more than
two variables at a time. Independent variables are related not only to the
dependent variable but also to each other. Thus a redundancy of information of
every single variable results, and the extent to which a predictor explains the
variability of the dependent variable has to be traced. The objective of the method
is therefore to form a multiple regression equation by weighting and summing the
values of the independent variables in such way that the best possible prediction
of any individual’s score on the dependent variable is received. The multiple
regression has originally been designed for data at interval level, but according to
Hays (1994) it is also suitable for categorical or ordinal variables if an
appropriate transformation (e.g. dummy coding) has been carried out.

Table 3.7-8: Used symbols and abbreviations.

2 = Coefficient of determination (fit);

B = Estimate of the change in the dependent variable that can be attributed to a change
of one unit in the independent variable;

B = Beta coefficient, sometimes called standardised regression coefficient, is the

(beta) regression coefficient when all variables are expressed in standardised (z-score)
form;
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In this study stepwise analyses were carried out, which stop when no new
variable is able to improve the prediction of the dependent variable. Originally,
the analyses were done for both the whole sample and the separate city samples
because of the assumption that possible relations between the variables could
vary between the examined cities. However, here only the more important results
of the whole sample are reported. For more information about city site results
please see AFFORD Deliverable 2C (Schade et al., 2000).

First the predictive power of the independent variables which were examined in
direct relation to the two pricing strategies have been analysed. The variable to be
predicted is ‘Acceptability’, that is the degree of approval or disapproval of the
respective strategy (A or B). The independent variables are level of information,
perceived effectiveness, general personal outcome expectations outcomes and the
perceived social pressure to accept the strategy (social norm).

As can be seen in table 3.7-9, three variables qualified accounting for nearly 30
percent of the criterion variance. A high acceptability of strategy A is to be
expected if social pressure to accept such a strategy is regarded as high, if the
impact of strategy A to reduce inner city traffic is perceived as effective, and if
personal advantages following from the introduction of strategy A are expected.
The subjective level of information does not improve the equation, although it is
slightly significant. The surprising result is, that the social norm has the most
predictive value of all variables. Besides the influence of the social norm only
cost-benefit evaluations predict the acceptability of the strategy.

Table 3.7-9: Stepwise multiple regression analysis of the Acceptability of strategy A (total
data-set).

Predictor variables R? B B
social norm 215 J355%% 354
perceived effectiveness 262 189H* 207
personal outcome expectations global 299 227%% .203
information .303 .074% .066
constant 152

F total = 100.829*#; df = 4/926

*.01<p<05 **p< 0l

The regression analysis for strategy B as shown in table 3.7-10 confirms the
findings above. In the case of strategy B, the three variables account for 38
percent of the criterion variance, which is a slight improvement. Again, the social
norm, the perceived effectiveness and personal outcome expectations were
qualified, with the social norm having the most predictive power.
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Table 3.7-10: Stepwise multiple regression analysis of the Acceptability of strategy B (total
data-set).

Predictor variables R? B p
social norm 301 364%* 378
perceived effectiveness 347 206%* 207
personal outcome expectations global 381 224 %% 214
constant S522%%*

F total = 189.816**; df = 3/924
*0l<p<05 **p<.01

The interactions between the independent variables have not been taken into
account for the above-reported analyses. Although there is no multicollinearity'®
between the predictor variables, mediating relations are possible. A simple cross-
table of the variables ‘information’ and ‘personal outcome expectations’ in
strategy A reveals that with growing subjective knowledge both the expectation
of advantages and of disadvantages of the pricing strategy increases' (see tab.
3.7-11). Le. with an increasing knowledge people perceive both more advantages
and disadvantages. But when examining this effect for strategy B the Chi-square-
test slightly misses the 5% -limit.

Table 3.7-11: Cross-table for the variables ‘information’ and ‘personal outcome expectation’
of strategy A.

(A) - Personal outcome expectation global
disadvantage | no importance | advantage
nothing at all 247 259 103
40.6% 42.5% 16.9%
(Strategy A) little 86 67 54
Information 41.5% 32.4% 26.1%
somewhat 53 30 29
47.3% 26.8% 25.9%
alot 7 3 5
46.7% 20.0% 33.3%

In the following the remaining background variables, problem perception,
important mobility aims and responsibility-attribution have been examined in
regression analyses, and - together with other analyses - integrated-into-a-general
model. For this an arithmetic mean for the variables information, effectiveness,
personal outcome expectations, social norm and acceptability has been calculated
for the two strategies A and B. All analyses were carried out for the total sample.
First, for each bundle of variables (e.g. social vs. personal important aims;

B Collinearity (or multicollinearity) is the undesirable situation where the correlations among
the independent variables are strong.

' Chi2: 20,97; df = 6; p<.01.
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internal vs. external attribution etc.) regression analyses were carried out (not
reported here). Then, all variables which showed a significant impact on the
acceptability variable have been subjected to a total stepwise multiple regression,
of which the results are shown in table 3.7-12.

Table 3.7-12: Multiple stepwise regression analysis for the acceptability of strategy A and B.

Predictor variables R? B B
social norm 236 269%* 274
personal outcome expectations 317 296%* 270
perceived effectiveness .343 164%* 170
traffic related problem perception .359 -.179% -123
general (societal) important aims to reach 369 13w .083
internal attribution of responsibility .376 078** 088
information .380 .068* .065
constant 320

F total =80.34**; df =7/918

* 01<p<035 *p<.0l

The variables examined in direct connection with the two pricing strategies (like
social norm, perceived effectiveness, personal outcome expectations etc.) reveal
again the highest predictive power. The social norm, i.e. the perceived social
pressure to accept or not to accept the measure, shows to be the most influential
predictor. Against the background of a general information deficit about pricing
strategies this finding can be interpreted as follows:

If there is a lack of information and of social comparison possibilities for the
evaluation of the presented strategies, an approach to own tentative ideas and
valuations is to be expected. If so far only rather few norms have been perceived,
the evaluating person assumes that others share his opinion. This in turn clarifies
- although rather indirectly - the importance of social norms. Because if social
norms were changed in a favourable way towards road pricing, a respective
alignment of personal attitudes could be expected. Moreover, most of the people
strive for social integration and consonance (Festinger, 1957). The pressure
towards conformity exercised by relevant others is one of the strongest factors
which influence personal opinions, feelings and behavioural intentions, above all
in a situation with a rather uncertain physical basis for judgement. But these
influences may go into both directions, favouring or opposing pricing strategies.
Today, the latter tendency is more probable.

Besides the social norm especially the personal outcome expectations prove to be
an influential predictor of acceptability: the one who expects certain advantages
shows a significant higher acceptability for the specific measures. Subjects who
expect rather advantages and subjects who expect rather disadvantages from the
above-mentioned strategies were compared in a socio-economic check. It reveals
that mainly subjects who drive less kilometres on average a year (r= -.24, p<.01),
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who are not member of an automobile association (r= -.13, p<.01), and who tend
rather not to take the car to work (r= -.24, p=.01) expect advantages from road
pricing for themselves.

The effectiveness-evaluation of a strategy also shows to be a variable with high
predictive power. Here, it should be referred to Rienstra et al. (1999, 190), in
whose opinions ‘strategic responses on perceived effectiveness may occur when
respondents try to justify their rejection of painful policy by claiming that they
perceive them as ineffective.” A tentative test of this hypothesis may be carried
out when the variable personal outcome expectations is included. The assumption
is that persons who expect mainly disadvantages evaluate the measure as being
ineffective to justify their disapproval of road pricing. Table 3.7-13 shows the
correlations between the variables “effectiveness”, “acceptability” and “personal
outcome expectations”.

Table 3.7-13: Correlation of perceived effectiveness, personal outcome expectations and
acceptability.

Personal outcome expectations Acceptability
Effectiveness 182%* 3220%*
Personal outcome expectations A74%*

Though there is a relation between the expectation of disadvantages and an as
low evaluated effectiveness, this correlation is considerably lower than the
correlation between equity and acceptability and between effectiveness and
acceptability. If a partial correlation is carried out, with the impact of
acceptability excluded then for the correlation between outcome expectations
effectiveness, a coefficient of r = .05 (n.s.) is obtained. L.e., the relation between
the expectation of advantages or disadvantages from road pricing and the
acceptability of the strategies is not statistically related to the effectiveness-
evaluation of the strategies. Thus, these findings point out that in this study
strategic responses are not likely.

Of the background variables, besides problem awareness, especially the general
important aims to reach qualify as a predictor for acceptability. This means, the
one who perceives socially important aims like rights for cyclists or an
improvement of urban living conditions significantly clearer approves of the

strategies.

Concerning problem awareness, a perception of traffic-related problems like
traffic congestion or lack of parking space rather proves to hinder the
acceptability of road pricing.

Socio-economic impacts

In the following the socio-economic impact on the key variables of acceptability
(problem perception, information, effectiveness, personal outcome expectations,
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acceptability) is examined. As outlined in section 2.2 there are only few
reasonable hypotheses about socio-economic characteristics concerning road
pricing acceptability. The only assumption is that low income groups should
oppose road pricing more often because of their higher marginal utility of money
and their decreased willingness to pay to reduce externalities. Conversely, road
pricing should receive more support from higher income groups because their
value of time is higher and their marginal value of income is generally lower.

The following socio-economic variables were included in the stepwise regression
analyses: sex, age, persons living in the household, persons under 17 living in the
household, employment status, household income’, yearly driven kilometres by
car, member of an automobile association and usual mode of transport to work
(e.g. car or bike etc.)'S.

First we analyse the predictive power of the socio-economic variables on the
problem perception was analysed (see tab. 3.7-14).

Table 3.7-14: Stepwise multiple regression analysis of general problem perception.

Predictor variables R? B B
income 4501-6000 euro .020 - 234 % -.140
income 6001-8000 euro .038 -.290%* -123
income 1001-2000 euro .045 105% .094
persons per household .053 076%* 170
usual moving modus - car 061 -.088* -0.085
persons under 17 per household .068 -.059* -.109
sex .073 -075% -072
constant 2.951%*

F total = 8.158**; df = 7/726

*.01<p<05 **p<.0l

As can be seen above, particularly higher income groups perceive less general
and individual problems. Conversely lower income groups perceive more
problems. This finding seems to be confounded by the income distribution
between the cities. In Athens problem awareness is highest but income lowest
whereas in Oslo it is the opposite. Respondents who mainly go by car to work
encounter less general problems than respondents who use other (sustainable)
modes. This could be interpreted as an effect of cognitive dissonance. Those
respondents who mainly use their cars deny general problems to justify their use
of car. Strikingly, people living in households with two or more persons under 17
report a lower perception of general problems. As known from environmental

" It has to be noted that the highest income group consists mainly respondents from Oslo
because of the higher average level of income in Norway.

16 All categorical data was dummy- coded.
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awareness research (Bell et al., 1990), women perceive more general problems
than men.

The results concerning the influence on information (subjective knowledge)
about the pricing strategies are rather inconsistent (tab 3.7-15).

Table 3.7-15: Stepwise multiple regression analysis of information.

Predictor variables R? B B
household .008 123%* 211
household with persons under 17 .024 - 104k -.148
income 1001-2000 euro .033 1954 133
income 2001-3000 euro .040 .149* .095
profession other .047 463%* .093
sex .053 .108* .080
constant 913**

F total = 6.823**; df = 6/729
* 01<p<05 **p<.0l

Respondents living in bigger households report a higher degree of information
whereas people living in households with two or more persons under 17 state a
lower degree of knowledge. Surprisingly, rather lower income groups indicate to
know something about the presented pricing strategies. As also expected from
environmental research (see e.g. Franzen, 1997), men report a higher degree of
knowledge than women.

The socio-economic impacts on the perception of effectiveness again are very
small (2.7% explained variance). Yet, surprisingly full time employed
respondents report a lower degree of effectiveness. In contrast to the finding of
Rienstra et al. (1999) older people consider the effectiveness of strategies as
lower than young people. However, as found by Rienstra et al. (1999), lower
income groups tend to evaluate price strategies as more effective. Rienstra et al.
(1999, 195) state that ‘this result might be explained by the fact that they'’ expect
to be compensated or not to be harmed by these measures’. In the AFFORD
survey this interpretation cannot be maintained as shown by the results for the
personal outcome expectations variable (see tab. 3.7-17).

17 the lowest income group.
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Table 3.7-16: Stepwise multiple regression analysis of perceived effectiveness.

Predictor variables R2 B B
Employed full time .009 - 175%* -121
Age .016 -.004* -079
income 2001-3000 euro 021 .136% 078
usual moving modus - public transport 027 150% 077
constant 2.559%*

F total = 5.110%%*; df = 4/731

*0l<p<05 *p<.0l

As expected, the lower income group expect more individual disadvantages
whereas the higher income group expect personal advantages following from
pricing measures. Perhaps the income impact on the evaluation of the
effectiveness is influenced by a third variable which is unknown at the moment.
The above interpretation by Rienstra and colleagues seems to be motivated by
their ‘strategic response’ hypothesis saying that the perception of the
effectiveness is mediated by evaluations about personal outcomes following from
the measures.

Table 3.7-17: Stepwise multiple regression analysis of ‘personal outcome expectations’.

Predictor variables R2 B B
usual moving modus - car .068 -336%* -.263
profession - unemployed 079 -351%* -.099
income 6001-8000 euro 088 243% .084
income 501-1000 euro .094 - 178% -081
profession - other .099 -367* -.078
profession - homemaker .104 -259* -.070
constant 1.971**

Ftotal = 14.111**; df = 6/728

* 0l <p<05 **p< 0l

The ‘personal outcome expectations’-results as shown in tab. 3.7-17 again do not
confirm the strategic response assumption. Following this assumption the lower
income group who perceives a high effectiveness would have to expect
advantages which is not the case in this survey. Concerning the other variables
the results are as expected. People mainly going by car to work, unemployed
respondents and homemakers fear disadvantages following from the presented
pricing strategies.

Regarding the acceptability of pricing strategies only two dummies of the ‘usual
moving modus to work’-variable qualified (tab. 3.7-18). Respondents who mainly
use public transport or the bike accept the strategies more often than people who
mainly go by car. All other socio-economic variables (like sex, age, income etc.)
have no explanatory value concerning the acceptability variable. This means, that
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a prediction of acceptability of pricing strategies based only on socio-economic
variables is not possible. The explained criterion variance is again very low (2%).

Table 3.7-18: Stepwise multiple regression analysis of acceptability.

Predictor variables R? B B
usual moving modus ~ public transport 011 2213 116
usual moving modus - bike 019 267* .093
constant 1.957**

F total = 7.256**; df = 2/732
* 01 <p<.05 **p<.01

In conclusion, the results reveal clearly that the perceptions, attitudes and
evaluations towards the pricing strategies are influenced only to a low extent by
socio-economic characteristics of respondents. This confirms the findings of
Rienstra et al. (1999). Nevertheless, there are some interesting additional
findings. Although the hypothesis that higher income groups support pricing
strategies could not be confirmed, it could be shown that these groups rather
expect advantages from the strategies, whereas lower income groups rather
expect disadvantages. Still, not all income variables became significant. The
reason why this personal outcome expectations-mediated effect (the expectation
of advantages of higher income groups) does not influence acceptability remains
unclear for the present.

Furthermore, indications were found that the ‘strategic response’ hypothesis does
not apply. This means that it does not come to a mixture of effectiveness-
judgement for the strategies and of the weighing-up of personal consequences
resulting from the introduction of such strategies.

3.8 Summary and Discussion

Several studies and research projects all over the world have considered transport
pricing measures and policies - including all kinds of road and parking pricing -
as promising attempts to solve the urgent traffic problems in urban areas. One
important precondition for the successful implementation of pricing measures is
public acceptability. However, empirical findings have shown that the
acceptability of such measures is rather low (e.g. Bartley, 1995; Jones, 1991a;
Schlag & Schade, 2000). In this section the results of the AFFORD surveys will
be summarised and discussed with regard

@) to the descriptive results (section 3.8.1)
(ii)  to the theoretical basis as outlined in section 2 (section 3.8.2).

The practical relevance of this survey’s findings for a possible enhancement of
urban transport pricing acceptability shall be dealt with in section 5
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3.8.1 Descriptive Results

As expected, there is a high problem awareness, both general and personal.
Especially air pollution, congestion and parking problems are considered to be
very critical. But there are local differences in the problem perception. Negative
expectations about the development of the perceived problems are predominant,
which contributes to a rather pessimistic view of the overall situation.

The direct evaluation of the two AFFORD strategies reveals that the subjective
level of information for both strategies is very low. This is no surprise because
the measures are new. However, there are differences between the sites. The
knowledge about the measures is very low in Dresden and Oslo and rather low in
Athens and Como. This gap could be due to the following: a) in Oslo the question
referred to the objective knowledge because there already exists a specific pricing
system; b) in Dresden as well as in all former socialist countries knowledge about
pricing instruments in general is low. On the other hand in Athens and Como the
respondents seem to feel slightly better informed about the measures,

The perception of the effectiveness of the two strategies to reduce inner city
traffic is much higher than the information level. These overall higher scores for
effectiveness than for awareness may indicate that respondents believe that
demand management is to some extent capable of successfully addressing current
transport problems. Accordingly, the public seems prepared to trust these
measures to a certain degree, even where they are new and unknown. Concerning
the personal outcome (as a first and easy to communicate approximation to
equity) the majority of the respondents expects more disadvantages for
themselves following from the introduction of road pricing.

The responsibility for the solution of the perceived problems is mainly attributed
to public entities like the municipality, the state or the public transport companies
whereas a majority of respondents denies to be personally (jointly) responsible
for the solution of problems. Furthermore the overall opinion concerning a
limitation of inner city traffic is clear. Almost three fourths of all respondents
support a limitation. But if it comes to a reduction of personal car trips the
opposite result appears. 65% of all respondents state that it would be difficult to
reduce car trips substantially. So, which car trips would the respondents be
willing to reduce? In general slight effects on shopping trips are expected and
also some effects on leisure trips. Work trips have the lowest self-reported price
elasticity.

It has been found, as expected, that at present road pricing is not capable of
winning a majority among motorists. In general, the stated acceptability of both
strategies, the ‘best practice second best’ strategy and the one assumed as rather
‘acceptable’ is low. As expected, rejection is stronger regarding the stronger
strategy A. But there is a significant increase of support from strategy A to
strategy B. Nevertheless, the majority of respondents does not accept the so-
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called ‘acceptable’ strategy B either. But, there are still differences between the
four sites. In Dresden rejection of both strategies is very strong, which at least
partly could be put down to the socialist past. Although this finding should be
further examined it has to be considered when introducing road pricing in the
future EU-member states of Eastern Europe. Refusal is also very strong in Como.
In Oslo there is a strong rejection of strategy A but strategy B is rather accepted.
In Athens the attitudes towards both strategies are generally less negative. Thus,
even if a package solution with transparent revenue hypothecation receives
stronger support than single pricing measures (Jones, 1991b; Kerénen et al.,
1999; Schade, 1999; Schlag & Teubel, 1997), the packages tested here find no
majority among the motorists. However, compared to the ‘strong’ strategy A the
acceptability of the ‘weak’ strategy B pricing has nearly doubled.

3.8.2 Predicting Acceptability

Multivariate statistical methods like factor and regression analyses were used to
investigate the questions how the low level of acceptability for the various
pricing measures can be explained and which factors influence the degree of
acceptability. The analyses show that in particular the variables ‘social norm’,
‘perceived effectiveness’, ‘personal outcome expectations’ and the ‘approval of
societal important aims’ are positively connected with the acceptability of pricing
strategies. On the other hand the results reveal that socio-economic characteristics
(e.g. income) of respondents influence the perceptions, attitudes and evaluations
towards the pricing strategies only to a low extent. That means, an individuals
acceptability of a pricing strategy is stronger (increases),

- the more social pressure to accept the respective strategy is perceived,

- the more personal advantages following from the introduction of the measure
are expected,

- the more pricing strategies are evaluated as effective and

- the more societal important aims are approved of.

The surprising result is, that the social norm has the most predictive value of all
variables. As discussed in the previous section, we assume that, if there is a lack
of information and of social comparison possibilities for the evaluation of the
presented strategies, an approach to own tentative ideas and valuations is to be
expected. If so far only rather few norms have been perceived, the evaluating
person supposes that others share his opinion. This in turn clarifies - although
rather indirectly -~ the importance of social norms. Because if social norms were
changed in a favourable way towards road pricing, a respective alignment of
personal attitudes could be expected. Moreover, most of the people strive for
social integration and consonance (Festinger, 1957). The pressure towards
conformity exercised by relevant others is one of the strongest factors which
influence personal opinions, feelings and behavioural intentions, above all in a
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situation with a rather uncertain physical basis for judgement. But these
influences may go into both directions, favouring or opposing pricing strategies.
Today, the latter tendency is more probable.

Besides the social norm especially the personal outcome expectations prove to be
an influential predictor of acceptability. This is not surprising, but it points out,
that the advantages of the pricing packages have to be communicated in a very
credible and convincing manner. Also, the evaluation of the measures’
effectiveness predicts the acceptability of pricing strategies. No indications were
found that respondents justify their rejection of the policies by claiming that they
perceive them as ineffective. Thus, the hypothesis of a ‘strategic response’ on
perceived effectiveness could not be confirmed in this survey (Rienstra et al.,
1999). However, the authors recommend for future studies to check this
assumption more explicitly.

Furthermore, other psychological variables like mobility-related aims to reach
play a role when explaining pricing acceptability. But here only general, more
societal aims have shown to be of importance and not personal, in a broader sense
benefit-emphasizing aims.

As found in a more precise analysis, two problem perception patterns seems to
exist (cp. Schade, 1999). The first one comprises the perception of rather directly
with the road-use connected problems (congestion, lack of parking space etc.),
while the second pattern refers to the perception of rather indirect traffic
problems and environmental problems resulting from traffic (e.g. air pollution,
noise). Surprisingly a rather contrary effect of the perception of direct traffic
problems on the acceptability of pricing strategies have been detected, whereas
for the environmental problem awareness no or a more positive effect could be
shown. Only cautious assumptions may be put up for the causes of the different
patterns of problem perception. It seems plausible that the problem perception is
influenced by individual objectives concerning mobility. This is confirmed by the
data: persons who evaluate personal mobility-relevant aims as important perceive
traffic related problems more often, while persons who rate societal aims as
important rather perceive environmental problems. The rather moderate influence
of problem awareness on the acceptability of pricing strategies may be explained
with the existence of another, mediating variable. If - for instance - a road user
attributes congestion to inefficient traffic light sequences he would not consider
road pricing strategies but rather of technology-based changes. Kals (1996)
describes this variable as ‘attribution of cause for the perceived problems’. The
one who recognizes an own responsibility for the causation of the perceived
problems will also take some responsibility for the solution of the problems. This
confession of responsibility for the causes is clearly related to the own behaviour,
and it could increase the likelihood to accept behaviour-changing measures.
However, the one who internally attributes the responsibility for the solution of
the perceived problems, i.e. the one who includes himself, shows a higher
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acceptability of the strategies. In the contrary, external attribution (e.g. public
entities) has no effect on acceptability.

But the data also reveal that possibly important influences on acceptability have
not been considered so far. Influences like emotions (e.g. anger, rage), mobility-
concerning equity considerations beyond pure cost-benefit-calculations, or a lack
of credibility of - for instance - the proclaimed aims or of the use of revenues are
to be taken into account.

Of special practical interest is the finding that, despite the high problem
awareness most respondents have only little knowledge of the various TDM-
strategies for the improvement of the traffic situation. If road pricing strategies
are unknown, an appropriate effectiveness-evaluation or weighing-up of costs
and benefits by the motorists cannot be expected. Without the knowledge and the
understanding of the problem situation and the aims, an approval of the
introduction of road pricing cannot be expected. Therefore the problem-
background has to be made clear. For instance, the real costs of mobility
(‘external costs’) must be disclosed, but also the causes of the problems by car-
traffic have to be pointed out. Only when the car drivers at least partly see their
responsibility for the problems, there is a possibility that they consider strategies
which influence their mobility-behaviour as resolving options. Furthermore, the
intended and with road pricing reachable aims (environmental aims, reduction of
congestion etc.) have to be elucidated. The general and personal objectives of the
road-users are to be taken into account, here, and possibly to be integrated in the

concept.
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4 Political Acceptability

4.1 Introduction

Besides the views and intentions of the persons affected by the measure (public
acceptability), also the ones of the relevant political agencies as another key
group have to be taken into account. The viewpoints of the national politicians
are usually to ascertain through their stated policy and operational programmes.
But (marginal) road pricing schemes have to be adapted to the specific local
situation. Therefore the opinions and the acceptability on the local political level
is of great importance for the implementation of specific measures.

But until now only very few studies have examined the political decision process
in the traffic sector. Rienstra et al. (1999) cite Seale (1993) who investigated
London politicians’ attitudes towards road pricing, and found that there is a
positive correlation between the politicians’ knowledge of the concept and their
support for road pricing. In the EU-project TransPrice (Kerinen et al., 1999, p. 5)
the conclusion is drawn that the lack of political willingness to implement pricing
measures stems from a perceived low acceptability of the electorate for such
measures. However, it exists a lack of systematic studies about the political
acceptability of road pricing.

Generally, political decisions are made in the focus of different societal groups.
Figure 4.1-1 gives a static perspective of the relationship between the different
actors. It can be assumed that in reality a very complex and dynamic interaction
between the stakeholders takes place.

Voters (Public)

Media Political decisions Lobby

Civil Servants/
Authorities

Figure 4.4.1-1: Political decisions (based on PRIMA, 1998).
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Within the scope of AFFORD it is not feasible to consider the whole political
decision-making process of introducing and implementing road pricing in detail.
However, the opinions and attitudes of local politicians towards road pricing
schemes are an essential prerequisite for the investigation of acceptability. The
political acceptability survey focuses on two important points:

(1) The politicians attitudes towards road pricing. This compromises the central
constructs of the acceptability model (Schlag & Teubel, 1997) e.g. problem
awareness, perceived effectiveness, acceptability and expectations.

(i) The politicians’ perception of the public acceptability. Recent studies have
reported (e.g. Jones, 1995; Kerénen et al., 1999) that the views of politicians
and the views of the public concerning the necessity and the effectiveness of
restrictive measures agree in many points, But politicians’ perception is that
the public votes much more ‘pro-car’ than is the case. For instance, in the
UITP/EC-survey (Schlag & Teubel, 1997) 85% of adults gave priority to
public transport over the car, the estimate of the decision-makers was only
half of this level (43%). It is to be assumed that this gap has important
effects on the decision-making process.

According to the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1988, 1991) the politicians’
perceptions of the public opinion can be interpreted as a subjective (or social)
norm. This is the perceived social pressure, and means that the more the public is
perceived to be in favour of a presented pricing strategy, the stronger the
politicians’ willingness to accept the strategy should be. However, a ‘strategic
response’ on acceptability may occur when politicians try to justify their rejection
of pricing strategies by reporting that they perceive the public as being against
road pricing. Perhaps politicians who perceive stronger resistance against
proposed measures than is the case, refrain from introducing these measures and
even from being involved in the discussion about them. Thus a taboo develops
based on misperceptions of the public’s expectations and problems. To solve this,
one first step must than be to communicate the true perceptions and opinions of
people to the decision makers and thus to introduce a more thorough discussion.

Different questions have been addressed in the AFFORD political acceptability
survey:

(i) ~ What kind of traffic problems are perceived by the political decision-
makers?

(i) How do they rank traffic problems in comparison to other municipal
problems?

(iii) How do they evaluate different DM-schemes?

(iv) Do the politicians see the necessity for traffic reductions?

(v)  The politicians’ acceptability of the three AFFORD pricing strategies,

(vi)  The politicians’ perception of public viewpoints (e.g. problem awareness,
traffic reduction, acceptability),

(vii) General evaluations of political decisions.
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Because of the small sample size the analysis will be descriptive.

4.2 Survey Method

The political acceptability survey was carried out as a phone survey in spring
1999. Based on the developed questionnaire (see appendix) personal interviews
with the politicians were performed. It was aimed to interview 5 to 10 politicians
in the cities of Como and Dresden respectively. The interviewees had to be
member of one of the major local parties who act in the city council. The persons
interviewed should be experienced in traffic issues.

4.3 Results

4.3.1 Sample description

Como sample

All six interviewed politicians are male. The mean age is 48 years by a standard
deviation of 11.73 years. Table 4.3-1 shows the party membership of the

respondents.

Dresden sample

Seven of the politicians interviewed are male and one is female. The mean age of
the sample is 44.38 years by a standard deviation of 13.52 years.

Table 4.3-1: Membership of party.

Como
Political party N
DS - Democratici di Sinistra 1

FI - Forza Italia (one of the politicians is |2
the Assessor Chief of the Transport

Department

PPI - Partito Popolare Italiano 1
PRC - Partito della Rifondazione 1
Comunista

DemC. - Democratici di Centro 1

The main mode of the transport the politicians use to work is shown in table 4.3-
2.
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Table 4.3-2: Main mode of transport to work.

Main mode of transport to work Como Dresden
) ™)
car 4 4
public transport - 3
walk 2 -
missing - 1

4.3.2 Politicians own perceptions of problems and their perceptions
of public viewpoints

Table 4.3-3 shows that politicians in Como as well as in Dresden consider their
traffic-related problem awareness to be different from the public’s problem
awareness. All six interviewed Como politicians rate public transport as a
problem, followed by congestion and air pollution - each rated as a problem by
five interviewees. Only two politicians regard road safety as a problem. For air
pollution and traffic noise the politicians consider the public problem awareness
as being equally high as their own problem awareness. For public transport one
politician states a lower public problem perception than his own, whereas for all
the other traffic-related problems the public problem perception is rated higher -
mostly by one but for parking by two politicians.

In Dresden the politicians’ traffic related problem perception is very diverse.
Only congestion and traffic noise are seen as problems by all interviewed
politicians. It is noticeable that except for parking and for public transport, for
which they rate the public problem perception as equally high as their own, the
interviewees always consider the public perception to be lower than the own
problem awareness.

Table 4.3-3: Rated as a problem by N politicians.

Como Dresden

T Guessabout

Point of view: Politicians’ Guess about |  Politicians’ |-
perception of public traffic perception of | public traffic -
traffic related | related problem | - traffic related ' |- related problem
problems perception .. problems - | “° perception <
Congestion 5 6 Yo
Parking 4 6 5.
Public 6 5 SR
transport o
Air pollution 5 5 e 2
Traffic noise 4 4 Y R
Road safety 2 3 2 -
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Of special interest is the finding that the Dresden politicians do not regard the
public to perceive air pollution as a problem although 73% of the asked motorists
perceive air pollution as a major problem (see tab: 3.6-15). It can be assumed that
the problem perception of the whole public (and not only the motorists) is even

higher.

As shown in table 4.3-4 several political problems are of different importance for
the Como and Dresden politicians. While for the Como politicians traffic and
security problems are most urgent to be solved, it is unemployment and city
development for the Dresden politicians. But traffic problems are also very
important in Dresden.

Table 4.3-4. Ranking of problems.

Como
Item median
Traffic problems 1.0
Security 2.0
Unemployment 4.0
Economic growth 4.0
Environmental problems 4.0
Cultural and educational policy 5.5
City development (e.g. housing etc.) 6.0
City finances 6.0

All interviewed Como politicians and five of the eight interviewed Dresden
politicians agree a future traffic restriction. The public opinion on traffic
restriction is again rated slightly lower than their own opinion (see tab. 4.3-5).

Table 4.3-5.: Number of politicians who agree traffic restriction.

Como Dresden
Point of view N N
Politicians 6 5
Perception of public opinions 5 4

4.3.3 Politicians attitudes and evaluations with regard to the three
packages

Evaluation of Strategy A ‘Best practice second best’

In Como the opinions about the effectiveness of strategy A are very diverse,
whereas in Dresden the majority of the interviewed politicians perceives strategy
A as very effective (tab. 4.3-6). This indicates that the evaluation of the
effectiveness is done by politicians who are experienced in traffic issues.
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Table 4.3-6: Perceived effectiveness of strategy A (frequency distribution).

will not work at all  will have will have will work very
little effect some effect effectively
Como 2 1 1 2
Dresden 0 2 1 5

In tendency the measure is rather rejected in the two cities, although the rejection
is not as high as expected (tab. 4.3-7). So, three Dresden politicians could accept
strategy A.

Table 4.3-7: Acceptability of strategy A (frequency distribution).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather totally
unacceptable acceptable acceptable
Como 3 2 1 -
Dresden 2 3 2 1

The expectation concerning the car drivers’ acceptability is unanimous. Most
interviewed politicians in Como and all Dresden politicians expect at most 20%
of the car drivers - if not less - to accept measure A. This is consistent with the
results of the Public Acceptability survey, for in Como 15% of the interviewed
car drivers and in Dresden 17% accepted strategy A.

Table 4.3-8: Expectation about car drivers to accept strategy A (frequency distribution).

0-20% 21 -40% 41 - 60% 61 -80% 81 - 100%
Como 4 - 2 - -
Dresden 8 - - - -

Table 4.3-9 reports about the extent which the public (which in this case, besides
the car drivers, includes also all other people) have to accept strategy A, so that a
positive political decision for this strategy can be made. In Como the necessary
percentage is seen very diverse but in general only a low percentage of the public
has to accept the strategy for a positive political decision. In Dresden the majority
of the interviewed politicians is the opinion that at least 50% of the public should
have to accept strategy A.

Table 4.3-9:Rated necessary percentage of the public 10 accept strategy A as a basis for a
political decision pro strategy A (frequency distribution).

more than 75% more than 50% more than 25% of no influence

Como 1 1 2 2
Dresden - 6 2 -
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Evaluation of Strategy B ‘Acceptable’

In Como strategy B is perceived as clearly more effective than strategy A (tab.
4.3-10). Therefore, for the politicians as well as for the car drivers it is found that
the objectively less effective strategy B is evaluated as more effective than the
actual more effective strategy A. This is not the case in Dresden, because the
politicians here perceive strategy B to be less effective than strategy A.
Notwithstanding, the Dresden politicians perceive strategy B as rather effective.
However, the asked car drivers of the Dresden sample did not perceive any
differences in effectiveness between the two strategies A and B.

Table 4.3-10: Perceived effectiveness of strategy B (frequency distribution).

will not work at all will have will have will work very
little effect some effect effectively
Como - 1 4 1
Dresden - 2 5 1

The extent of perceived effectiveness also shows in the acceptability-scores,
especially for Dresden. There the majority of the politicians interviewed consider
strategy B as rather acceptable.

Table 4.3-11: Acceptability of strategy B (frequency distribution).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable  totally acceptable
unacceptable
Como 1 3 2 -
Dresden 2 - 5 1

That is why the rating of the assumed car drivers’ acceptability for strategy B is
also slightly higher, though - especially in Dresden - it is underestimated by the
politicians. In the public acceptability survey an acceptability-level of 31% in
Dresden and of 34% in Como accept revealed.

Table 4.3-12: Expectation about car drivers accepting strategy B (frequency distribution).

0-20% 21 -40% 41 - 60% 61 - 80% 81 - 100%
Como 2 2 2 - -
Dresden 6 2 - - -

In Como only one politician thinks that for political pro-strategy-B decision more
than 50% of public should support the strategy. The others are the opinion that
less support is sufficient, or that public support has no influence on the decision.
In Dresden - in the contrary - the opinion remains that more than 50% of the
public should accept strategy B, so that a positive political decision for this
strategy could be made.
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Table 4.3-13: Rated necessary percentage of the public to accept strategy B as a basis for a
political decision pro strategy B (frequency distribution).

more than 75%

more than 50%

more than 25%

of no influence

Como

1

2

3

Dresden

7

1

Evaluation of Strategy C ‘Site specific’

Because in Como and Dresden different site specific strategies were evaluated,
the data for the two cities cannot be compared.

The site specific strategy in Como comprises mainly the implementation of an
access restriction with a parallel improvement of parking facilities. In Dresden
the building of a bridge shall be financed with the imposition of tolls for its
crossing. The exact description of the site specific strategies can be found in
sections 3.5.2 and 3.5.3.

In Como the effectiveness-evaluation for the site specific strategy is rather
positive, but in Dresden rather negative (tab. 4.3-14). However, there are also
positive judgements for this strategy.

Table 4.3-14: Perceived effectiveness of strategy C (frequency distribution).

will not work at all will have will have will work very
little effect some effect effectively
Como - 1 4 1
Dresden 2 3 2 1

In Como the site specific strategy is unanimously rather accepted by the
politicians. This can be put down to the experience with access restrictions
already gained in Como (e.g. in the EU-project TransPrice). In Dresden the site
specific strategy is seen controversial by the politicians. Three do not accept the
strategy at all whereas also three politicians could rather accept this measure.
Summed up, in Dresden the overall political acceptability of the site specific
strategy is rather low.

Table 4.3-15: Acceptability of strategy C (frequency distribution).

absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable  totally acceptable
unacceptable
Como - - 6 -
Dresden 3 1 3 1

The car drivers’ acceptability for the site specific strategy is mostly estimated at
40% in Como, but one politician rates it at more than 60% (tab. 4.3-16). In the
whole the majority of the Como politicians underestimate the real level of car
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drivers’ support of 54%. In Dresden the real proportion of 21% of car drivers’
acceptability is estimated quite well.

Table 4.3-16: Expectation about car drivers to accept strategy C (frequency distribution).

0-20% 21 -40% 41 - 60% 61 - 80% 81 - 100%
Como - 4 1 1 R
Dresden 7 1 ~ - -

While in Dresden the ratings for the necessary level of public acceptability have
not changed, five of the six Como politicians state that only more than 25% of the
public would have to support the site specific strategy for making a positive
political decision possible (tab. 4.3-17).

Table 4.3-17: Rated necessary Percentage of the public to accept strategy C as a basis for a
political decision pro strategy C (frequency distribution).

of no influence

more than 75%

more than 50%

more than 25%

Como

1

5

6

2

Dresden -

Finally the politicians’ expectation concerning the future development of car
costs shall be reported in table 4.3-18. In general, the politicians consider car
driving to become more expensive in the future.

Table 4.3-18: Will car driving become more expensive? (frequency distribution,).

no, not at all probably no probably yes almost certainly
yes
Como - - 3 3
Dresden - 1 2 5

4.3.4 General evaluations of political decisions

The above reported results may be viewed against the background of the
evaluation concerning the general influence of different groups on local political
decisions.

In Dresden the media are seen as the most influential group for political
decisions. This indicates that the influence of the media on the acceptability of
road pricing has not sufficiently been considered, yet. The influence of the voters
as well as of the political parties is also rated high in Dresden, whereas only
medium influence is attributed to the lobby groups and to the local business
community.
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Table 4.3-19: Evaluation of the general influence of different groups on local political
decisions.

Como - -Dresden - -
Groups median ot median -
Media 35 20 :
Public / Voters 4.0 T (| AR
Political parties 4.0 S X
Lobby 2.0 S 45
Local business Lo S50
Civil servants / Authorities 7.0 .60
Friends / families of politicians 6.0 R

In Como the local business community is seen as the most influential group.
Great influence is also attributed to lobby groups, while the media, the
public/voters, and also the political parties are considered to have only medium
influence.

In Como as in Dresden the lowest influence on political decisions is attributed to
the authorities and to the friends/families of the politicians.

Cross tables show that politicians who rate the general influence of the
public/voters rather low also rate the public level of support necessary for a pro
pricing decision rather low. However, on the basis of the small sample this result
is only to be seen as a preliminary hint,

44 Summary and Discussion

Because of the very small sample only very careful conclusions can be drawn;
especially in Como, as there only six politicians agreed to be interviewed.

Perceptions

Generally it is found that the politicians’ personal traffic related problem
perception is rather high. Thus, it does not substantially differ from the car
drivers’ problem perception. While for Como no clear statements can be made,
for the Dresden politicians it can be said that they underestimate the public
problem perception. This especially refers to air pollution. However, for traffic
related problems like congestion and parking the perceptions correspond rather
well.

Compared to other municipal problems, traffic problems are generally given high
priority. This particularly holds for Como. In Dresden other problems like
unemployment or city development, which result from the special political
situation (German reunification), still overweigh the present traffic problems,

In general the majority of the interviewed politicians agrees a reduction of inner
city traffic.
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Evaluations

Both the politicians’ evaluation of the effectiveness and their personal
acceptability of the presented strategies is surprisingly positive. Although strategy
A is still mainly rejected, the majority of interviewed politicians considers
strategy B, which also contains cordon pricing, as at least rather acceptable. So,
the politicians’ acceptability of pricing policies is higher than expected. In the
contrary, especially in Dresden, the public’s acceptability is clearly
underestimated. This - as experience shows - should be higher than the 31%
acceptability as shown by the motorists in the public acceptability survey.

In a current statement the institution ‘Deutscher Stidtetag’, which is a lobby for
German cities, has rejected the introduction of road tolls in cities as a suitable
instrument for coping with urban traffic problems (Der Stédtetag, 1999, p. 7).
Especially the involved negative effects on city development would be a reason
against road tolls. Instead of this it is proposed that for influencing and financing
traffic already existing instruments should be used more intensively before new
taxes would be introduced. Above all, the ‘Deutsche Stidtetag’ fears immense
shifts of traffic towards the toll-free roads in the city-outskirts, and - as a
consequence - negative effects on the local economy (retail trade).

Considering the findings that an acceptability level of ca. 50% of the public is
seen as necessary for a positive political decision, the introduction of a measure
like strategy B does not seem so unrealistic anymore. However, besides the voters
also other groups show to have a substantial influence on political decisions, and
thus are able to hinder the introduction of pricing policies. Especially the
influence of the media in relation to the (lacking) acceptability of road pricing has
not sufficiently been considered yet.
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5 How to Enhance the Acceptability of Urban
Transport Pricing?

There are no simple solutions for obtaining acceptability for road pricing
measures. However, based on this survey findings at least some general rules
should be considered in order to make an implementation of a transport pricing
measure more likely. (cp. Schlag & Teubel, 1997; Schlag & Schade, 2000). More
specific a communication strategy as one of the main pillars of the introduction
procedure should to be designed which “sell” the measures. Furthermore, some
communication pricinciples shall be presented.

5.1 General Rules

The objectives of the pricing strategy have to meet main public concerns.
Politicians and the public regard traffic problems in cities as a very important and
urgent issue. There is a search for solutions. Thus, marginal cost pricing should
give rise to environmental benefits and congestion reduction (and these have to
be communicated), safety contributions and other advantages should be perceived
and it should meet positive social norms (Goodwin, 1989). A number of
guidelines to successful implementation can, therefore, be suggested.

e Pricing strategies have to be perceived as very effective solutions,
if not as the only effective solution for the perceived traffic problems. People
are used to regard public roads as “free” goods, therefore there will be strong
emotional resistance to any attempt to charge for them. If you want people to
accept charging for road use or parking there must be very good and
convincing reasons. Perhaps the best reason is, that this is the best way of
solving perceived urgent problems. The effectiveness of transport pricing may
be high but this is not guaranteed and depends on the definition of objectives.
The efficiency will be comparatively very high - from the cities’, but not from
the motorists’ point of view. Thus, not only the objectives of the intended
measures must be valued highly by the public, people must also believe that
their behaviour contributes to reach these objectives. The values as well as the
expectations (the perceived probability to reach these objectives) should be
made transparent and first trials of a new behaviour must be successful so that
the new behaviour is perceived as effectively contributing to reach the shared
values, thus creating positive contingencies between the behaviour and its
consequences.

¢ Revenues must be hypothecated and alternatives have to be provided. People
want to get something for their money. Thus, there must be a package
solution, combining traffic restraints and road charging with a set of transport
and environmental improvements (cp. Jones, 1998; Schlag & Schade, 2000).
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e Fairness issues have to be considered very carefully. The system must be
perceived as fair in particular relating to the personal cost-benefit-relation.
The benefits people see for themselves must balance their costs at least in an
immaterial way (e.g. by reaching other valuable objectives). In addition
people should not feel to be treated unjust in comparison to others. An
important role plays in this context the use of the revenues. With the help of
the raised charges it is possible to influence the distributional impacts in the
desired direction. Hypothecation of the revenues must result in guaranteeing a
desired level of mobility for all, even supporting mobility chances for some
groups thus meeting equity issues on a population level (Bannister, 1994;
Giuliano, 1994; Langmyhr, 1997; Schade et al., 2000)

e Charging only new facilities can be a rather easy way to introduce road
pricing. Using road pricing only for new infrastructure has a better chance of
acceptance, as there is a net benefit form the new investment.

» Public acceptability can only be expected if people have confidence among
others in the effectiveness of the measure, the use of the revenues, the fairness
and anonymity of the system. One precondition to support confidence is
transparency of the intended measures at an early stage. Connected to
transparency, for the acceptability of any change you have to create some
commitment of people to the new ideas, perhaps creating some identification
with the proposed package of measures. This commitment depends on early
and credible communication, on positive experiences (at least by models), on
the conviction that this is an effective solution, and on perceived chances of
participation. People want to see themselves as having at least some degree of
control over the things they are affected by. Thus there is a connection
between participation, commitment, acceptability and later effectiveness. This
points out the importance of early information and participation of people
even in concept development. A second precondition for creating confidence
is defined responsibility. Who will be responsible for the functioning of the
system, for charging and accounting, for revenue allocation, for failures and
undesired effects? This has to be defined clearly before implementing the
system. Responsibility issues are of particular relevance in connection with
the debate of privatisation. And finally, to meet the above requirements it is
necessary to design a strategy to communicate the measures.

e The necessary publicity calls for an intelligent communication strategy.

5.2 Some Communication Principles

The communication strategy only works if it covers the whole package. From a
psychological point of view a successful communication strategy should - among
others - reflect the following principles:
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All the externalities have to be discussed in advance: creating awareness for
the problem, then presenting a package of credible solutions.

Positive objectives must be connected with most effective solutions to reach
them. Thus transport pricing has to be communicated as a very effective
means to reach commonly shared goals. This can make private costs more
acceptable.

There must be personally positive experiences in first trials changing the
transport mode, e.g. time savings, less parking problems, ecological
advantages, the possibility to participate in solving traffic problems, attraction
of inner-cities etc. Positive experiences on first trials help to get used to the
new behaviour. If the first experiences with a newly implemented system have
to be positive to hold them, then investments in public transport must go
ahead before pricing is introduced to reduce painful first experiences and to
have the capacities available.

The communication has to point out the positive sides of the package, ie the
uses for which the road charges are used. This connection between push and
pull - measures (see hypothecation) was not given in a sufficient way in
former road pricing strategies (e.g. in Stuttgart, Germany) or it was not
communicated transparently enough. (FAW, 1995).

People must feel to have a choice, even if the choice alternatives are restricted
and the inputs of their decisions have changed. If they only feel to be forced to
compliance, some of them will show reluctance, a strong motive to change the
situation for themselves and to restore former perceived possibilities to
choose between alternatives. Crucial is the perceived freedom of choice
(Weiner, 1993).

If you can not convince people, external control to enforce the desired
measures has to be very strong. But this external control will only work if a
great majority of people generally agree with the measures and accept that
people offending against these measures are enforced and punished. This will
certainly work if no more than 20 or 30 per cent of all the people targeted
oppose the measure. Thus you have to convince a great majority of road users
and even of car drivers. The conviction of a great majority is not only a
precondition for the acceptance of the measure, but also a precondition for the
acceptance of the control against offenders.

In addition positive information should be disseminated which corresponds
with the desired attitudes and behaviour and negative information for
undesired.

Achieving changes in normative values is another strong element for

establishing the new behaviour. Creating new norms on a collective and new
intentions on a personal level may motivate to behave in a new manner to
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meet these new beliefs. But that must be experienced as valuable in a material
and in an immaterial sense. Generally, the perception of the situation has to be
changed - and this will influence the behaviour of people.

¢ The pricing scheme, and supporting measures must develop a new transport
system, offering real alternatives (bus, tram, shared modes of transport),
which are well known (information) and attractive in terms of price,
convenience, availability and accessibility etc. Constraints to changes in
behaviour must be identified and eliminated. Thereby mobility should not
been diminished by transport pricing. Such a favourable situation is a
precondition to break old habits and to realise new intentions. Thus positive
first experiences with alternatives (in mode, time, route choice) can be
understood as a learning exercise which demonstrated what can be gained
from changed behaviour. In the first instance, positive expectations, positive
values and positive ontcomes may be partly communicated by models which
explain the scheme, and get vicarious rewards.

¢ The pricing message has to be communicated by very credible communicators
(credible from the point of view of car drivers and other users).
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Appendix A: Public Acceptability Questionnaire

Good Morning/Afternoon

We are carrying out a survey about transport and traffic issues in ....as part of a
research project for the European Commission. Your name came up in a random
drawing. Your help would be very valuable for the success of this research-project.

The project is investigating public attitudes to potential transport policies in four
European Cities: Athens (Greece), Como (Italy), Dresden (Germany) and Oslo
(Norway). By answering this questionnaire you help us to make sure that all pertinent
viewpoints get a fair representation in the research.

Your answers will be treated with utmost confidentiality. The collected data will be
used for research purposes only, no single respondent can be identified from the

results.
If you have any questions about this survey, or the AFFORD project in general please
confact ...

Internet: hitp://www.vatt.fifafford/
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1. What do you think about transport problems in Oslo? In the white cells, we ask you to evaluate
the various items as general problems (for the society as a whole). In the grey cells we want you
to state whether you are personally affected by the problem or not.

e Traffic jam

* Notenough parking
spaces

¢ Inadequate public
transport

*  Air pollution from motor
vehicles

¢ Traffic noise

e  Unsafe roads

nota a minor
general  general
problem  problem

at all
(0] 0
O 0
(o) (6]
(e} O
(@) (0]
O O

a major
general
problem

o
0]

avery
serious
general
problem

2. Do you think these problems become better or worse or stay the same in ... over the next 5

years?

e Traffic jam
¢ Not enough parking spaces

¢ Inadequate public transport

e Air pollution from motor vehicles

e Traffic noise

e Unsafe roads

getting worse
O

© O O O O

stay the same  getting better

0]

© 0 O O O

0]

© o 0 O ©

3. Do you personally think there is a need to limit the amount of traffic in ... or do you think there is

no need for a limit?

1o, not at not really to some certainly
all extent
0 0] O o]




4. 'Who is responsible for resolving the transport problems in Oslo?
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large
responsibility

o

© O O O ©

© O

certainly no little some
responsibility ~ responsibility  responsibility
¢ the motorists O o o
¢ the municipality O 0] O
e the state 0] O (0]
o the scientists O O o)
e you (yourself) (6] O 0
e the business community (e.g. 0 o o
trade, shops, shopping malls)

o the automobile association 0] 0 (0]
o the public transport companies 0 o) 0]
e others:

5. Please tell us which of your mobility interests are important for you and which are less important.

1 want to use my car whenever I like.

The air in Oslo should become better.

I would like to go by car to every place I want.
Travelling should be cheap.

All should be treated equal.

1 would like to be by myself if I go by car.
The city centre should be pedestrianised
There should be more bicycle routes.

Traffic safety should be improved.

I would to like to go to every place 1 want
(in the city) no matter which transport mode
(bus, tram, bicycle etc.) I use

unimportant

©C 0 O O O O o 0 O 0

less
important

o

© O C 0 0 o0 0O 0O 0

important

rather

o

© O 0O 0 O O 0O O o

very
important

o)

©C 0 O 0 0 O 0o 0 o©
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There exists different ways to improve the traffic situation in Oslo. We now present three possible
strategies. Please, answer a few questions related to each of these strategies.

Strategy A

”Charge motorists
.. ;’toll cprdon with charges af 2 euro. dunng the mommg peak § 7.00 9 00 a. m) and 0. 5 euro

d us¢ the revenues

¢ third to inves n uact& e:_cpansion qf knawn road trafﬁc battlenecks” "

6. Have you heard of the above mentioned strategy before?

nothing at all little somewhat alot

0 0 0 0

7. How effective do you think this strategy will be in reducing the amount of traffic in the city centre
of Athens/Como/Dresden?

will work very will have some effect will have little effect will not work at all
effectively
0 0 0] (0]

8. How acceptable would you say that this strategy would be for the city of Athens/ Como/ Dresden?

absolutely unacceptable rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable

0 0 o O

9. Compared to the present situation and all things considered, do you think this would be,

O to your advantage O to your disadvantage O of no importance to you.

190. Do you think that your closest (family, friends) would think that you should accept the strategy?

very likely rather likely rather unlikely very unlikely

O 0 0] 0
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11. If the above mentioned policy strategy would be introduced how would this affect your travel-

behaviour?

Iwould ....

e drive less

¢ use public transport more often

¢ use my bicycle more or walk more.

¢ pay the tolls and drive as before

s not drive tolled (charged) routes

s take part/join in car-sharing or car-pooling

¢ not drive at tolled (charged) times or less

tolled times

¢ support a movement to stop the strategy

¢ use park & ride more often

certainly probably probably absolutely

not not yes certain
o o 0 0
O 0 o
O 0] o O
0 o 0O 0
0 o) 0 o
0} O O O
0O o o 0]
o) O 0] O

o 0

Strategy B

12. Have you heard of the this strategy before?

alot

somewhat

little

nothing at all

0]

o)

o

0]

13. How effective do you think this strategy will be in reducing the amount of traffic in the city centre
of Athens/Como/Dresden etc.?

will not work at all will have little effect will have some effect will work very
effectively
0] o 0} ¢
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14. How acceptable would you say that this strategy would be for_the city of Athens/Como/Dresden?

absolutely acceptable

rather acceptable

rather unacceptable

totally unacceptable

0]

0

0]

0]

15. Compared to the present situation and all things considered, do you think this would be,

O to your disadvantage

O to your advantage

O of no importance to you.

16. Do you think that your closest (family, friends) would think that you should accept the strategy?

very unlikely

rather unlikely

rather likely

very likely

O

o)

0]

0]

17. If the above mentioned policy strategy would be introduced how would this affect your travel-

behaviour?

Iwould ...

o driveless

¢ use public transport more often

¢ use my bicycle more or walk more,

e pay the tolls and drive as before

e qot drive tolled (charged) routes

¢ take part/join in car-sharing or car-pooling

e not drive at tolled (charged) times or less

tolled times

® support a movement to stop the strategy

® use park & ride more often

certainly probably
not not

© © O O O O O
© 0O 0 O O O ©

o
e}

probably absolutely
yes certain

0]

© 0O O O & O ©
c © 0o © O O

o
o]
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SITE SPECIFIC STRATEGY (ATHENS COMO DRESDEN OSLO)

18. Have you heard of this

strategy before?

nothing at all

little

somewhat

alot

0O

0]

0

19. How effective do you think this strategy will be in reducing the amount of traffic in the city centre

of Athens/Como/Dresden?
will work very will have some effect will have little effect will not work at all
effectively
0 0] 0] 0

20. How acceptable would you say that this strategy would be for the city of Athens/Como/Dresden?

absolutely acceptable

rather acceptable

rather unacceptable

totally unacceptable

0]

0

0

o)

21. Compared to the present situation and all things considered, do you think this would be,

O to your advantage

O to your disadvantage

O of no importance to you.

22. Do you think that your closest (family, friends) would think that you should accept the strategy?

very likely

rather likely

rather unlikely

very unlikely

0}

O

0]

O
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23. If the above mentioned policy strategy would be introduced how would this affect your travel-

behaviour?

I'would ...

drive less

use public transport more often

use my bicycle more or walk more.

pay the charges and drive as before

take part/join in car-sharing or car-pooling

suppoit a movement to stop the strategy

use park & ride more often

certainly probably
not not

o O O 0O 0 o ©o
©O O O O O O ©

probably
yes

© © 0O 0 0 0o ¢

certainly
yes

©C O O 0O 0 O ©O

24. Some of the strategies that have been mentioned will help to raise public money. This money may
be spent in a number of different ways. In the white column, we ask you to indicate how you
think the money should be used. In the grey columns, we ask you to state how you think that the

authorities will use the money.

for supporting
state/municipal budget in
general

for traffic flow
improvements (new roads,
signalisation, etc.)

for improving public
transport quality

to lower labour (income)
taxes

for reducing public transport
fares

for lowering fixed vehicle
taxes

to improve the conditions for
pedestrians and cyclists

Revenues should be used...

absolutely
disagree

0

rather rather agree
disagree
(0] 0]
0] 0]
(6] O
O O
O (0]
(0] 0
O O

absolutely
agree

0




25. Qverall, if you had to pay more to drive your car, would you - compared to the present situation

expect...?

I would expect...... not
e shorter travel time to the city centre
¢ additional travel costs
¢ less environmental problems
e to have my travel possibilities unfairly restricted
¢ more effort to plan trips

e anicer city centre

©C 0 0 0O o0 0 ©

e to be more strongly affected than most other
people by the increased cost

not

© O O O © O ©°

cerfainly  probably  probably
yes

© O O O 0 O ©

certainly
yes

O © O O © 0o ©°

26. To what extent do you agree with the following statement?

.1 would find it very difficult to reduce my car trips substantially.

strongly rather rather agree strongly
disagree disagree agree
0] 0O 0 0

27. Do you think that car driving in future will become considerably more expensive?

No, not at all | Probably no | Probably yes Almost
certainly yes
0 O 0 0

28. If driving became more expensive, in one of the ways mentioned above), how would this affect
your use of car for different activities?

Your work or school journey
Your shopping trip

Your leisure trip

It would not It would have It would have It would make
affect my use  little effect some effect me drive
of car at all substantially
less
(6] O o 0}
O O O O
O 0 0 0]
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29, You are O female O male

30. Your age is: years
31. You live: O within ... Ooutof...
or (postal code: ]
32. You work or go to school: O within ... Ooutof ...
or (postal code: ]

33. How many persons live in your household, including yourself:
34. How many persons in your household are 17 years old or younger:
35. Employment status:

self employed

employed (full time wage / salary earner)
employed (part time wage / salary earner)
student, trainee etc.

unemployed

pensioner

homemaker

other:

ooooopogaa

36. What is your household’s gross income per month (including pension, government child benefit,
unemployment, family and housing allowances, financial aid for students etc.)?

O - 500 or less euro’s per month
0o 501 - 1,000 euro’s per month
0 1,001 - 2,000 euro’s per month
O 2,001 - 3,000 euro’s per month
0 3,001 - 4,500 euro’s per month
0] 4,501 - 6,000 euro’s per month
0 6,001 - 8,000 euro’s per month
0 over 8,000 - euro’s per month
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37. How many kilometres did you drive by car last year (during the last 365 days)?

__km/pa,
38. Are you member in an automobile association? (e.g. Oyes Ono
ADAC, RAC)
39. How do you usually go to work/school? O car
(state main mode only) O public transport
O bicycle
O walk

Thank you for your co-operation.
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Appendix B: Political Acceptability Questionnaire

1. What do you think about My opinion |2. Please indicate your perceived by  perceived by
transport problems in Como? Al guess whether the the public as  the public as
Please tell us whether you think nota al a gebr;er public* perceive the noproblem  « problem
each situation mentioned in the genglr problem mentioned situations as a
following is a gereral problem problem problem or not.
or not.

Traffic jam 0] (0] Traffic jam O 0}

Not enough parking spaces (0] (0] Not enough parking spaces O O

Inadequate public transport (0] 0] Inadequate public transport (0] O

Air pollution from motor vehicles O O Air pollution from motor 0 (0]

vehicles

Traffic noise O O Traffic noise O 0

Unsafe roads (6] (8] Unsafe roads (0] O

*public (on request: all people of the city)

3. How important are in your opinion fraffic problems compared to other problems in your city?
Please rank from 1 to 7 (rank 1 means most important , 7 least important)

e unemployment

® security

* economic growth

» ity development (e.g. housing etc.)

¢ cultural and educational policy

* city finances

* environmental problems

O] O O} O O O] ©] ©

s ftraffic problems

I personally think there is a

4. | Do you personally think

I personally think there is

there is a need to limit the no need for limit need for limit

amount of traffic in ... or do o o

you think there is no need

for a limit?

Do the (majority of the) public think there is no need  public think there is a need for
public think there is (or not) for limit limit

a need for a limit? o 0
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There exist different possibilities to improve the traffic situation in Oslo. In the following three policy
strategies are presented. Please answer a few questions related to each transport strategy.

Strategy A
"'Charge motorists . DR

90 ’, m.) and 05 eum

o purkmg charges mcreased with 0 5 euro/hr
' fuel taxes mcreased wuth 0.5 euroflitre .
i and use the revenues
. two thzrds to lower labour taxes
o one third to invest in capacity expansion aflmown road. trajﬁc bottlenecks” U

4. Think about this strategy 1 and tell me how effective you think it will be in reducing the amount
of traffic in the city centre of ... etc.?

will not work at all will have little effect will have some effect will work very
effectively
0] 0 o 0

5. Thinking about strategy 1 again, could you please indicate how acceptable it is to you for the city
of .7

absolutely unacceptable rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable

o) 0 0 0

6. What do you think how many percent of the car drivers would accept the measure?
0-20% 21- 40% 41- 60% 61- 80% 81- 100%
0] 0] o 0O ¢}

7. Political decisions reflect public opinion, at least to some extent, But sometimes politicians have
to make unpopular decisions too. What do you personaily think: As a basis for a political decision
pro strategy 1, how many percent of the public must accept strategy 1?7

More than 75% More than 50% more than 25% of no influence

o 0 o O




Strategy B

135

8. Think about this strategy 2 and tell me how effective you think it will be in reducing the amount
of traffic in the city centre of ...?

will not work at all will have little effect will have some effect will work very
effectively
O O 0O 0]

9. Thinking about strategy 2 again, could you please indicate how acceptable it is to you for the city

of .7
absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
0] 0 0 0}

10. What do you think how many percent of the car drivers would accept the measure?

0-20%

21- 40%

41- 60%

61- 80%

81- 100%

0

0]

0]

O

11. Political decisions reflect public opinion, at least to some extent. But sometimes politicians have
to make unpopular decisions too. What do you (personally?) think: As a basis for a political
decision pro strategy 1, how many percent of the public must accept strategy 1?

More than 75%

More than 50%

more than 25%

of no influence

0O

0}

0]

0]
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Strategy 3

Strategy 3 “Site specific strategy”’.

This strategy should be related to each site specific situation and has to be specified by the site leader.

-

12. Think about this strategy 3 and tell me how effective you think it will be in reducing the amount
of traffic in the city centre of ...?

will not work at all will have little effect | will have some effect will work very
effectively
0 O o) 0]

13. Thinking about strategy 3 again, could you please indicate how acceptable it is to you for the city

of .7
absolutely rather unacceptable rather acceptable totally acceptable
unacceptable
0O 0] o) 0]

14. What do you think how many percent of the car drivers would accept the measure?

0-20%

21- 40%

41- 60%

61- 80%

81- 100%

O

0

0]

0]

0

15. Political decisions reflect public opinion, at least to some extent. But sometimes politicians have
to make unpopular decisions too. What do you (personally?) think: As a basis for a political
decision pro strategy 1, how many percent of the public must accept strategy 1?

More than 75% More than 50% more than 25% of no influence
0 o 0 0
16. Do you expect that car driving becomes in future considerably more expensive?
No, not at all Probably no Probably yes Almost certainly yes
0 0 0O o
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17. Based on your experiences to what extent are local political decisions in general influenced by the
following groups. Please rank from 1 to 7 (rank 1 means strongest influence, 7 weakest influence)

¢ Political parties O
e Public / Voters 9]
¢ Media 0
e Lobby 0
¢  Civil Servants 0
¢ Local business 0
e Friends/families of 0
politicians
18. You are O female O male
19. Your age is: years
20. Member of the following party: O CDhU the different
Or Affiliated/supporter O SPD local parties
O  Griine
O FDP
O PDS
O  none
21. How do you usually go to work/business? O car
(state main mode only) O public transport
O bicycle
O walk

Open question:

22. Which solution would you prefer to solve the urban transport problems in Dresden?

23, How to finance it (and by whom)?

THANK YOU.
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