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Severd sudies and research projects dl over the world have consdered transport pricing
drategies as promising atempts to solve the urgent traffic problems in urban areas. However,
empirica findings have shown that public and politica acceptability of such drategies is very
low. Thisfact raises severd questions.

Introduction

1. How to explain the different levels of public acceptability of varioustravel demand
Mmanagement measures?

2. Which factors influence the degree of acceptability?

3. How should a phased approach ook like from the point of view of acceptability of
pricing strategies?

Firg am of the conference is a contribution to an interdisciplinary exchange which coversdl
relevant aspects of acceptance, integrating economic, psychological, sociologica and politica
points of views. One result should be a commonly agreed theoretica and methodologica
framework for acceptance studies in different transportation related fields.

Second aim isto ded withthe lack of public and politica acceptahility, to bring together the
most advanced state of the art and to propose forthcomings and possible solutions as basis for
a phased approach towards transport pricing.

Target audience: Policy makers, transport experts, academics, politicians, consultants

For MoreInformation

Jens Schade, Dresden University of Technology,
Web-gte: http://mww.mcicam.net/
E-mall: schade@verkehrspsychologie-dresden.de
Phone: +49 (0) 351 463 36682
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Day Two: Friday 24 May 2002

Moderator: Dr. Esko Niskanen, University of Leeds, Coordinator of MC ICAM

Session Three — Factors influencing acceptability

09:00 Factors influencing the effectiveness and Dr. Linda Steg
acceptability of pricing strategies (U Groningen)
09:20 Acceptability of road user charging influenced by Sittha Jaensirisak, Prof.

system characteristics and individuals’ perspectives  Anthony D. May, & Dr. Mark
R. Wardman (ITS Leeds)
09:40 The influence of asking order. Empirical findings from Olaf Holzer (U Heidelberg)
Germany

10:00 Transport infrastructure pricing in the past — Henning Tegner (TU Berlin)
lessons how to avoid user acceptance
10:20 Discussion

10:50 Coffee
11:20 What would you accept? Effectiveness, Equity and Daniel Rolle/Christoph
other factors explaining the acceptability of transport ~ Weber(U Stuttgart),

policies Sebastian Bamberg (TUD)
11:40 Public acceptability of traffic policy measures: The Dr.Heidi Ittner, Dr. Ralf
role of justice Becker & Dr. Elisabeth Kals
(U Trier)
12:00 Road user charging: Option generation and public Nazan Celikel,
acceptability (U Westminster)

12:20 Goal conflicts in political decision making: A survey of Prof. Tommy Garling
municipality politicians” views of road pricing (U Gothenburg)

12:50 Discussion

13:15 Lunch
Session Four - How to enhance acceptability
14:30 Summary / 1st conclusions Schlag/Schade
14:45 Round Table 5 min statements Frey, Jones, Niskanen

Schlag, Viegas
15:15 Round Table Discussion

16:15 Future European research directions Niskanen/Verhoef

16:30 Close/ Coffee
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1. Peter Jones: “Acceptability of Transport Pricing Strategies: Meeting the
Challenge”

Universty of Westminger, Transport Studies Group

KEYNOTE PAPER

We have now reached the Stuation where the mgor barriers to the successful implementation
of transport pricing strategies reate largely to lack of stakeholder and political acceptability,
rather than to technica or adminidrative problems. The chdlenge is to find meaningful ways
of engaging various stakeholder groupsin the policy process, and to design transport
packages that provide perceived benefits to awide range of interest groups while meeting key
policy objectives.

The paper first discusses the nature of the problem. It reviews findings from arange of sudies
in different European countries that have measured acceptance levelsin relation to road
pricing schemes and other travel demand management proposals, and seeks to identify the
kinds of factorsthat affect levels of acceptability. Next it explores various barriersto
increased acceptability and the specific issues that need to be addressed if acceptance levels
are to be maximised.

The emphads then shifts to exploring solutions. Fird, in relaion to devisng waysin which

the public and other stakeholder groups can be involved in the scheme design process,
covering both pricing and complementary measures. On-going work in Edinburgh will be
used as a case study example. Second, by broadening out the discussion of stakeholder
involvement into an gpproach based on a complete, co-ordinated communicetions Strategy,
that includes aspects such as marketing and public relaions. Thiswill in part draw on findings
from the EU TAPESTRY project.

Finally, the paper will draw out some key issues and propose a series of future research needs.
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2. Bruno Frey: “Why are efficient transport policy instruments so seldom
applied?”

Universty of Zurich, Ingitute for Empirica Economic Research

Economic theory convincingly shows that road pricing and, more generdly, margind cost
pricing schemes, are efficient compared to doing nothing at al and are dternative policy
insruments in the form of direct government interventions in the traffic flow. It is therefore
surprising that such pricing instruments are gpplied so seldom because efficiency means that
everyoneis potentidly better off and that the winners are able to compensate the losers.

In order to understand the reasons behind it, it is useful to congder the relevant decisons
makers:

A. The population
There are four mgjor reasons for acceptance mesting with resistance:
1. Misunderstandings

A seemingly free good is being charged; pricing is percelved to be a charge rather than an
incentive ingtrument affecting behaviour.

2. Price Averson

People find pricing unfair compared to eg. adminigtrative intervention; people are aware
that the controlling effect of introducing pricing tends to crowd out intrindc motivation,
thereby potentialy producing a bad overall effect.

3. Averson to Government Intervention
The public sector is aready considered to be too dominant; people are opposed to an
additiond “tax”.

4. Didributionad Concerns
The losars are more clearly identified than the winners; lossesloom larger than gains.

B. Politicians

In addition to some of the reasons aready mentioned, there are two other mgjor reasons
that are important:

5. Votersdo not sufficiently attribute the pogtive effects of awel-functioning transport
pricing policy to the politicians actions. The policy therefore has low redection benefits.

6. More power can be exerted by direct adminisirative interventions.

C. Public Officials

The following reasons dso goply:

7. Pricng palicies are not in the legdidtic tradition.

8. Public officids nurture the illuson that only direct intervention is redly effective.
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D. Interest Groups

9. Pricing ingruments offer less scope for influencing public decisions.

10. Theefficiency gains produced by pricing indruments are a public good insufficiently
provided in the political process.

What can be done?

(8 Theprovison of information to the actorsis a necessary, but certainly not adequate,
means and has limited effect.

(b) Therearefew posshilitiesin the current political process, because the limited acceptance
Is the result of a poalitico-economic equilibrium.

Condtitutiona changes— in particular decentrdization of political decisortmeking - are the

mogt effective way to change the politico-economic equilibrium of little acoeptance.
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3. Terje Tretvik: “Urban road pricing in Norway: Public acceptability and travel
behaviour”

SINTEF Civil and Environmentd Enginegring, Trondhem

In Norway, there is along tradition of financing sections of road infrastructure, especidly

bridges and tunndls, by combining road user tolls and public funds. These toll project are
usudly located outside built-up aress, typicaly replacing existing ferry crossings along the
coad,, or establishing new linksin the road network.

More recently urban toll rings were introduced in the three largest Norwegian cities. Bergen
was first (January 1986), followed by Odo (February 1990) and Trondheim (October 1991).
The focus of the argument for the Bergen toll ring was on raising extra private sector money,
to be matched by extra government money, for road building purposes. The emphasisfor the
other two tall rings widened in line with increasing environmenta awareness and

devel opments in technology. Percentages of the revenue were earmarked for public transport,
safety and environmental measures. The Trondheim scheme introduced time-differentiated
charges, as a secondary demand management objective to the main objective of revenue
rasng.

This paper will examine the avallable evidence on acceptability of urban road user charging in
Norway. Developments in attitudes and travel behaviour from after the introduction of the
schemes will be compared with acceptability and mobility measures from the before Situation.
The generd trend has been one of decreased public opposition over time, especidly when the
after Stuation is compared with the before Stuation.
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4. Stef Proost: “The efficiency costs of acceptability measures”

Katholieke Universteit Leuven, Centrum voor Economische Studién

One of the centrd measures in acceptability policy packages are chegp Public Transport
dternatives and am important tax refund to the car usng population. We test the economic

efficiency and distributiona effect of these measures usng amodd for the economy.
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5. Jens Schade: “European research results on acceptability of pricing and
other travel demand management measures”

Dresden University of Technology, Traffic and Transportation Psychology

The present paper recaptures and summarizes the main findings of recent EU studieson
acceptability of pricing schemes and other travel demand management dtrategies. Among
others, results of the projects TransPrice, AFFORD, CUPID and MC ICAM are outlined .

Research questions:

- How highis current public acceptability of pricing schemesin Europe?
- Which factors have been shown to influence acceptability?

At least since the commissioned White paper on “ Fair Payment for Infrastructure Use: A
phased approach to a common transport infrastructure charging framework in the EU” (1998)
guestions related to the actud implementation of the pricing principle have been gaining in
significance. In addition, the present paper aso discusses the necessary and second-best
optima implementation steps for urban transport and interurban road transport (as studied by,
for example MC ICAM) from the perspective of acceptability congtraints and issues.

TransPrice (1996-1999) “Trans Moda Integrated Urban Transport Pricing for Optimum
Moda Split" http:/gridlock.york.ac.uk/transprice/

AFFORD (1998-2000) “Acceptability of Fiscal and Financial Measures and Organisationd
Requirements for Demand Management” http://data.vatt.fi/afford/

CUPID (2000-2004) "Co-ordinating Urban Pricing Integrated Demongtrations'
http://trangport- pricing.net/cupid.html

MC ICAM (2001-2003) "Implementation of Margind Cost Pricing in Trangport - Integrated
Conceptua and Applied Modd Andyss™ hittp:/Amww.mcicam.net/
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6. José M Viegas and Rosario Macario: “Price acceptability in the transport
sector: Lessons from the PATS project

TIS.pt, consultores em Transportes, Inovacdo e Sisemas, s.a., Lishoa— Portugal

Based on the recognition tha the price dement is systemdicdly underused in transport
systems, and on some of the consequences of that deficit, the EC has been sressing the need
to include prices in the toolbox that has to be cdled into action for increesing efficiency of
those transport systems. However, those appeals have not been followed by red action, as
politicians most fear the consequences of those decisons for their own careers, following
popular regection of such pricing measures.

The PATS! research project was aimed a a deeper knowledge of the conditions needed for
improved acceptability of adoption of prices leading to more efficient transport systems,
through integration of those conditions in ther dructura context. This was to cover dl
trangport modes and pricing indruments. This paper presents the main findings of the project,
including the four empirical studies that have been conducted.

We gat by noting the man issues that have an influence on acceptability of pricing changes,
which go beyond the economic rationde and include items like functional convenience,
perceptions and beiefs, forceful adaptation of behaviour, magnitude of price hikes, legitimacy
of the authorities driving the change, etc., tius making it a very complex process. This is why
it was decided to develop a formd framework for the andyds of acceptability, addressng the
dimengons of effectiveness, equity and justice, as well asimplementation feagihility.

On the empiricd work, three different quditative and one quantitative methods of research
were used, out of which a set of clear indications, in the style of “do’s and don'ts’ has been
derived.

But the main result of the project is that acceptability is strongly enhanced if this issue is
integrated in the decison process, which must adopt a discursve format, insdead of the
traditional purely andyticd process. This means that decisons are consdered as the result of
a discusson process that involves a number of actors and ther interactions, and the paper
presents the main ideas about how to develop this type of process.

The paper concludes by recapping the main points that have to be observed for a more
acceptable evolution of transport prices, the desrable dlocation of roles in this respect among
the various political levels, and some criticd questions tha come up in mos concrete
examples that have been studied in the project.

! PATS was a research project in the 4™ Framework Program of the EC — Transport program
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7. Heike Link: “An empirical comparison of public and political acceptability:
what are the differences?”

German Inditute for Economic Research, Berlin

The theoreticd aspects of different pricing principles and the economic effects of specific
pricing measures have been examined extensvey in the scientific literature. However, most
debate revolves around the issue of the public and (linked to this) political acceptability of
pricing measures. Indeed concerns regarding acceptability now conditute the most sgnificant
sngle barier to implementation, especidly in the road transport sector where recent studies
suggest that pricing measures are regected by a mgority of car drivers (eg., Bartley 1995,
Jones 1998).

This paper explicitly examines the acceptability of different transport pricing messures and
the factors influencing acceptability. It summarises the results of empirical studies carried out
in the PATS-project, a project funded by the European Commission under the 4" framework
programme. This project dedt with user charging and taxation measures in the transport
sector, covered al modes of transport. The research used both quditative and quantitative
survey techniques. The quditaive surveys took the form of (i) structured interviews with key
transport operators and decison makers (key informants) in 9 European countries, (i) focus
groups with the generd public, in 3 European countries and (iii) a Dephi survey with key
informants, in 5 European countries. These quditative methods were complemented by an
extensve quantitetive survey of public attitudes, undertaken in 6 European countries. The
quaitative surveys conddered both edtablished pricing insruments such as fud and vehicle
taxation, paking chargess motorway tolling and urban road pricing and more nove
indruments such as environmenta charges, ecologica tax reform and a more differentiated
public trangport pricing. The results from the initid set of quantitative surveys were used to
inform the design of the subsequent public quantitative attitude surveys.

This paper will paticulaly atempt to compare the findings on politicd acceptability and
public acceptability dthough the survey techniques used and the range of pricing messures
explored differed. The man indrument to andyse politicad acceptability was the key
informant survey mentioned &ove. This survey conssted of dructured face-to-face
interviews caried out with 104 key informants, in 9 European countries. These key
informants comprised representatives from political  parties, minidries (trangport, economic
dfars, finance), land-use planing and environmentd auxthoriies and  municipdities,
infrastructure  providers and transport operators (from dl transport modes), interest
asociations  (touring  clubs, asociations of road hauliers,  consumer  associations,
organisations of opponents to trangport pricing and of supporters such as environmentdists).
The main issues addressed within this survey were the factors which matter for acceptability,
their importance and the reationship between them as wdl as identifying the supporters and
opponents of pricing measures and their main arguments. Furthermore, acceptable eements
of pricing and taxation measures were explored. Focus was placed on the fact that the views
expresed a that stage were the officia standpoint of the organisations represented by the
interviewees. The key informants were asked what — from the point of view of ther
organisation — would be acceptable for transport providers and transport users.

Citizen surveys in sgx European countries were the man indrument used to explore
individud’s acceptability of pricing and taxation. A variety of pricing measures was anaysed
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with respect to the degree of acceptability from citizens, with the emphasis on understanding
how the acceptability of a pricing policy measure is influenced by the vaiation in pricng
levels, the use of revenues generated, the design and combination of compensatory measures
and how these relationships vary across different countries. The survey design adopted for the
citizen surveys was that of a tiered gpproach, with a common core of questions to alow
comparability across the countries, but with different question sets for different indtitutiond
contexts and survey techniques. Questions on attitudes of citizens raised to dl respondents in
al countries surveyed were complemented by sated preference exercises performed in two
countries. A tota of just over 1300 individuas were interviewed in the Sx countries, with no
country contributing less than 100 persons. The survey was desgned as face-to-face
interviews  with  respondents on-street, a& home or in  an interviewing Kite
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8. Charles Raux & Stéphanie Souche: The acceptability of pricing changes in
road transport : how to reconcile efficiency and equity?

L aboratoire d'Economie des Transports, Lyon

One works out an andyticd framework of the acceptability of pricing changes in the transport
sector. The andytica framework is built upon the confrontation of economic efficiency
(efficient demand management), territoria equity (Quarantee of accessbility), horizontal

equity (user-pays principle), and vertical equity (wefare of those less favoured). This
framework in then applied to atolled Northern ring road scheme in the Lyons urban area this
road opened in 1997, in addition with free-flow capacity redtrictions on pardld roads. It
followed from this scheme an important protest and cancellation by severd courts, which lead
the authorities to partly suppress and decrease the toll on this road. The dimensions of
efficiency and equity at stake in this scheme are andysed and illugtrated with quantitative
results.

A comparison is dso made with some ongoing urban and suburban road toll schemesin
France and various countries. The analyss shows that these efficiency and equity dimensons
combine themselves, by most often reinforcing the ones the othersin their negative or

positive aspects. This andysis dso shows that these various dimensions of equity cannot be
ignored on pain of fallure. Moreover, it enables usto identify the ways according to which the
acceptability of urban road pricing could be improved, if not guaranteed.
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9. Peter Gueller: ,The Pricing Measures Acceptance (PRIMA) research project
of DG TREN”
Synergo, Zurich

1. Acceptance relates to perceived benefits by users, nonusers and potentid investors and
toll operators. The traffic problems of the city must be evident and it must be demonstrated
that road pricing is the best way to complement other measures and thus to handle the
problems for users as well as nonusars. Road pricing should rather be perceived as a
"fadlitating” ingrument and not a a kind of punisment. Furthermore potentia
concessionaires should fed convinced that it might be a good business.

2. Acceptance relates to availability of aternative modes of transport. Surveys show that road
pricing often works wel as pat of a comprehensve policy package of road and public
trangport invesments. This can include compensation for groups whose wefare will
decrease by the road-pricing scheme. However the package must be of managesble sze
and need not be implemented dl a once. The larger the package of policy measures, the
larger isthe risk that the political strings are not long enough to keep it together.

3. Acceptance relates to the level of charges and to the use of toll revenues. Experiences from
the PRIMA case cities indicate that fairly low darting levels ae needed and tha the
charges can be increased successively to meet financid requirements.

4. Acceptance relates to equity effects. Notice should be taken of effects related to income as
well as to the location of housing, workplaces and service centres. Compensating measures
should be considered for groups whose welfare will decrease by the pricing scheme.

5. Acceptance relates to the design of the decison making process needed for the
introduction, discusson and implementation of a road pricing scheme. According to the
PRIMA interviews a stepwise procedure characterised by adaptive learning seems to be
best from the acceptability point of view. A financing toll sysem is more easly accepted
than an ambitious pricing scheme differentiated by time and area and thus dlowing for
influencing travel behaviour. Furthermore, a pure financing scheme can be deveoped
successively as more experience and knowledge is gained about the resulting effects The
complexities involved cdl for a widening of the classcad synoptic approach to an adaptive
learning process.

6. Acceptance rdaes to the negotiating abilities among the paliticians involved a  different
levels of government and among the experts and planners representing the various affected
governmental bodies. A bottomrup dSrategy where the initiative to introduce road pricing
comes from the urban area, is essentid but not enough. A supplementing top-down
drategy is needed as well. The natiiond legidation must be changed in many countries and
financid support from the nationd government will make it esder for the urban citizens
especialy car usersto accept increased persona expenses.

7. Acceptance relates to the communication efforts initisted in the very beginning of the
decison making process. The darting point for introducing road pricing must be a politica
and public discusson on the traffic problems and the generad objectives of the urban
transport policy. Representatives from the public should dso be invited to discusson and
assessment meetings and be given rich opportunities to suggest modifying dternatives.
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8. Acceptance of urban road pricing depends on earlier road pricing experiences. Hence, EU-
support for activities aming a dissemination of information experiences between dities is
vay important. In the long run it will dso be important to continuoudy assess the
coherence of urban deveopment and urban road pricing with exising interurban road
pricing sysgems dnce public acceptance can be negatively dffected if there ae
inconsstencies in the interface where these systems mest.

9. Acceptance from a mgority of the citizens can not be expected from the outset. It will
increase by an open communication process. Experiences from severa cities show that
acceptance tend to increase after the implementation. However, building acceptance is a
long process that must continue even after the scheme begins operation.
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10.Udo Kuckartz/ Heiko Grunenberg: “Environmental Awareness and
Acceptability of Pricing Policy in Germany”

Philipps-Universtaet Marburg, Inditut fuer Erziehungswissenschaft

The citizen’ swillingness to pay and the acceptance of the financid consequences of
governmenta ecopolitica steps are the fundamenta determination factors for the success of
environmenta policy.

This paper focuses on generad aspects of willingnessto pay and acceptability of pricing
drategies. The paper is mainly based on two surveys.
= the German nationd survey on environmenta awareness and environmentd attitudes
and behaviour that was conducted in 2000 (afollow up will be done in spring 2002)
* aninternationa study on Environment that was redlized as part of the Internationa
Socid Survey Program (ISSP) in 2000. This study took place in more than 20
countries (for instance US, Germany, Norway, Finland, France, Spain, Czech

Republic, Bulgaria)

The German nationd survey on environmenta awareness contains a couple of items
concerning the willingness to pay: We ask in amore generd way if people are willing to pay
higher prices for ecologica products, if they would accept higher prices for a better protection
of the environment and if they would accept cuts in their sandard of living in order to protect
the environment. Further we questioned the willingness to pay for energy and for specific
products as well asfor the acceptance to pay for higher gas prices. Further we questioned
their attitude towards the Ecological Tax Reform which was passed by the German
government since their assumption of office in 1998. The paper presents the results and tested
the determinants for the willingness to pay (income, education, way’s of life, age, children,
environmental awareness and values).

The second part anayses the acceptance of the Ecological Tax Reform. It will be seen that
especidly the perception of justice plays an important role for the governmenta steps. The
willingness to pay higher gas prices is determined by the income.

The third part of the paper focuses on some comparative internationa aspects. Isthere a
difference in the willingness to pay in selected European countries (Germany, Spain, Finland,
Norway) and isthat comparative higher or lower than to the USA?

Findly the paper discusses the dternatives of voluntary versus obligetion in the
environmenta policy. What are the peopl€ s opinions in different European countries
concerning these two poles of environmental policy? Should people decide for themselves
how to protect the environment or should the government pass laws to protect the
environment? Even if this interferes with peopl€ s rights to make their own decisons?
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11.Linda Steg: “ Factors influencing the effectiveness and acceptability of
pricing strategies”

Department of Psychology, University of Groningen

Pricing Strategies are very popular among policy makers for influencing transport behaviour.
In this paper, 1 will discuss when, how and why pricing can be effective. The assumptions
underlying pricing strategiesis that people behave rationdly and choose the options that
provide the highest quality againgt the lowest costs. However, thisis not dways the case.
Consequently, pricing strategies might be less effective than expected. Transport behaviour is
to alarge extent habitua and does often not result from weighting dl the pros and cons of
avalable behavioura options. People are often not fully aware of the costs of driving acar.
Moreover, severd studiesin travel psychology reved that travel costs do not dways play a
significant role when people make decisions on how, when and where to travel. Other factors,
like comfort, flexibility and trave time are often much more important.

Next, | will discuss factors influencing the acceptability of pricing srategies. Effective pricing
drategies are often not easily implemented, for such price changes evoke resistance among
the public. Severd socia and psychological conditions should be fulfilled for various pricing
strategies to be acceptable.
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12.Sittha Jaensirisak, Anthony D. May, and Mark R. Wardman: “ Acceptability of
Road User Charging Influenced by System Characteristics and Individuals’
Perspectives”

Univergty of Leeds, Inditute for Transport Studies

The acceptability of road user charging has been seen as one of the main barriersto its
implementation. In order to design acceptable schemes, we need to understand how the public
va ues the benefits of schemes and how acceptability varies according to system fegtures.
These have not been well explained in previous studies, which have addressed attitudes to
road user charging schemes.

Moreover, beyond the individua generd attitudes to a public policy, people may be not only
concerned solely about their own interest (selfish perspective), but aso with the public
interest (social perspective). Some people may not accept the policy because they lose
benefits even though the public gains. On the other hand, some people may accept it because
society asawholeis better off. In other words, people may il be willing to do something
that does not directly benefit them, but benefits their community. These lead to a hypothesis
that road user charging would not be acceptable to the public, especidly to car users who face
the charges, unless some benefits are perceived as either benefits to self or to community, or
both. Theindividuas perspectives may help to explain why road user charging, perceived as
an effective policy for reducing trangport problems, is acceptable to some people and
unacceptable to others.

This research amsto identify factors to improve acceptability. It investigates how the public
perceive and eval uate road pricing benefits and festures. It dso examines how the
acceptability is sengtive to system benefits (car and bustrave time reductions, environmental
improvement and revenue use) and system features (charging levels, charging methods,
charged times and charge areas). Moreover, it studies the effect of selfish and socid
perspectives, which are likely to influence individuas to accept the policy. Acceptability was
measured by whether respondents would vote for hypothetical charging schemesin a stated
preference (SP) experiment. Hence, we arrive at measures of different degrees of
acceptability, rather than asingle measure of acceptability or not.

In this paper, the results of voting behaviour based on the conventiond logit modd are
shown. The modd presented was estimated on the SP response of 830 respondents from
Leeds and London. The effects of personal characteristics (mode used, income, gender, age
and location) and perceptions (of the current travel Situation, congestion and pollution
problems, and the effectiveness of the schemesin reducing the problems) on voting are dso
investigated usng segmentation analyss. This explores the extent to which results differ
among groups of the public. Furthermore, the study examines taste variation among
individuas, which is from unobserved sources and unable to be captured by the segmentation
of respondents. Thisis achieved through the use of the random parameterslogit model.
Finally, the results of forecasts of acceptance levels for different groups of people and for
various road user charging schemes areillustrated.

In conclusion, the study shows that the acceptability of road user charging can vary
subgtantidly across different charging system characteristics. A key benefit to improve
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acceptability of the policy isthat the environment is substantidly improved. The study aso
demondtrates that acceptability depends highly on the individud’ s perceptions of benefits to
themsalves and to society asawhole.
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13.0laf Holzer: The Influence of Asking Order. Empirical Findings from
Germany

Universty of Heiddberg, Interdisciplinary Ingtitute for Environmenta Economics, Germany

In modern societies private cars play a very important role in satisfying existing mobility
demands. But current car traffic also causes serious problems like congestion, pollution, noise
and last not least accidents. Theory of transport economics detects the problem as one of
negative externdities dnce margind socid cods exceed the margind private costs, demand
is too high. The standard economic solution is to interndise these exterrd costs by raising the
price of the usage of the externdity. Since rasng any prices is generdly didiked by the
respective user group, the acceptance of pricing policies in the fied of trangport is low, as
expected. But raigng prices for externdities is not the end of the story. It generates revenues,
which one can use for alot of purposes.

Evauding a pricing palicy is therefore a two-dimensond question: By what to raise money
and what to do with it?

An interesting question is what happens with the acceptability of a pricing policy when the
order of asking is changed: What to spend money for and how to finance? Both with a set of
possible trangport policy measures. The cash flow of both ways of asking is the same, and
therefore the efficiency. But one time there is a podtive objective of “supporting anything”
indead of “suppressing anything”. Are pricing policies, asked this way, more acceptable for
people?

To answver this quedtion, in a face-to face survey with about 1000 respondents throughout
Germany, which was conducted in November 2001, were asked two versions of the same
pars of measures, each given to one hdf of the respondents. The firgt haf was asked the
following way:

Given the generd drategy of making car driving more expendve is on the agenda, which
measures from a list of four are acceptable, which ones are not? In this case, what is best done
with the revenues?

The second haf of the respondents got the following questions.

Given the government decided to spend money to improve the traffic gStuation, which
concrete measures from a lig of five are preferred? In this case, how should the measures be
financed?

The firgt glance a the data indicates that the second way of asking generates better vaues, but
the difference seems not to be very big. When the tota andyss of the survey is finished in
February 2002, it might very wel be able to show ways how to overcome the current
deficiencies in trangport policy and give suggestions not only for the design of drategies and
measures, but aso for information and communication necessities.
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14.Henning Tegner: Transport Infrastructure Pricing in the past — lessons how
to avoid user acceptance
Technicd University of Berlin

According to world wide experiences, the mgority of transport infrastructure projects which
were based on user chargesfailed in economic terms, of which the Channel Tunnd project
may be one of the most popular examples

It is remarkable that pricing recommendations of economists were completely ignored by the
mekers of these projects. As aresult, most projects were redized without any systematic
market research, and pricing was based on average costs, not on two part-tariffs, and not on
optiona two part-tariffs as recommended by economists. Therefore losses in welfare to the
economy and in revenues to the operators should have been expected but were not. Asfar as
transport pricing projects are not initiated by private operators but by state authorities mistrust
and heavy resstance of usersis extremedy rationd: On the one hand, politicians usudly have
no discipline to spend revenues in the sense of the users (as recommended by the economic
principle of fiscal equivalence), on the other hand, confronted with user resistance, they have
to congder the next election. The Stuation is even worse, as— nationd or loca —

government’ s decisons towards infrastructure charging are made in a monopolistic, non-
competitive environment. Privatisation and elements of competition contribute to overcome
these barriers, as experienced in practise: Empirica results of the Tunne Prado Carenagein
Marsaille (F) and of the Herrentunnel in L tbeck (D) show that user acceptance can be
achieved by professond market research, good arguments and by the involvement of relevant
USer groups.
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15. Daniel Rolle*, Christoph Weber* & Sebastian Bamberg**: What would you
accept? Effectiveness, Equity and other factors explaining the acceptability
of transport policies

* Universty of Stuttgart
** TU Dresden

Besde the effectiveness of various transport policies o their acceptance by the citizensiis of
primordia importance. For example the discussions about the gasoline price and road pricing
have shown that policies considered as effective are sometimes not enforceable. At the end
the policy must be accepted by the citizens whom it concerns.

There are severd studies trying to differentiate between *acceptance’ and ‘ acceptability’. But
gill the qudity of the results depends on the acceptance object. In our studies we tried to find
an answer to the following questions:

How can the concept of acceptability be measured?
How do people accept different transport policies?
Which are the explaining factors for the acceptance of these policies?

We performed apostd survey (N=1178) in three cities of Baden-Wurttemberg. These cities
differ in sze and public trangport infrastructure. We proposed severa policy scenarios to the
respondents in order to andyse the explaining factors for acceptability. Among the multiple
factors analysed, mostly the perceived equity and the perceived effectiveness were found to
explain the acceptance of a policy. Furthermore we compared the perceived effectiveness to
the impact the respondents expected on their own travel mode choice.
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16.Heidi Ittner, Ralf Becker & Elisabeth Kals: , The role of justice: public
acceptability of traffic policy measures”

Universty of Trier, Germany

There is no doubt about the urgency of traffic problemsin urban areas. Therefore, attemptsto
solve these problems are necessary on two different levels Fire, on the— classca —
individua level that addresses the impact of the choice of transportation of the citizens.
Second, on aless classicd, but maybe more important politica level that emphasisesthe
importance of various structural measures to reduce traffic. But, in modern democracies their
successful and sugtainable redlization is only possible if people do accept and support these
measures.

Therefore, from a psychologica perspective the first crucia question is; Which factors
determine whether an individual accepts or rejects redtrictive policy measures? In our own
research with salf-report questionnaires we found consistent lines of empiricd findings. In
accordance with the internationa work on "green justice”, our findings show that itis
especidly the individud gppraisa of the judtice of various measures that plays adecisive role.
For example, in arecent empirical study concerning the reduction of the traffic in the city of
Trier, it was exactly this gppraisal that was the most powerful predictor for explaining the
willingness to actively support restrictive measures (N1 = 369; R? = .54).

Consequently, the second question is: Which factors influence thisindividuad appraisa of the
justice of (redtrictive) traffic policy measures? In line with other research findings (N2 = 313;
N3 = 81) this study showed a very strong correlation between the appraisal of different
measures as just and the perceived efficiency of these measures. In addition, there are two
more points which are important to explain gopraisds of justice: the possbility and
probability to punish the ones who disregard the measures (like bans); and the fairness of the
digtribution of profits and costs owing to the measures (N, = 313; R° = .53).

All these findings underline the importance of the gppraisa of justice in order to promote the
public acceptability aswdl asthe individud willingnessto actively engagein
proenvironmenta, politica commitments. Furthermore, they have crucid implications for the
planning and successful communication of (restrictive) traffic policy measures.
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17.Nazan Celekel: “Road user charging: Option generation and public
acceptability”

University of Westminster, Transport Studies Group

In the development of Road User Charging (RUC) schemes to date, reatively little atention
has been paid to exploring how to maximise the acceptability of RUC in urban aress, by
desgning locd options that draw on the full range of potentid desgn combinaions and the
wide range of supporting or complementary measures that could be funded from the net
revenue. There are many dedgn parameters, including: varying area of coverage, type, time
and leve of charge, discounts, exemptions and the technology which is used for operation and
enforcement. Combinations of different levels of these parameters dlow a very large number
of possible options to be generated.

The paper describes a new methodology for generating options to assst in designing road user
charging (RUC) schemes that best meet the objectives of loca authorities and the concerns of
various stakeholder groups. It is based on an ‘option generation’ framework that sets out the
key paameters of an RUC scheme and the various options available in each case. The
methodology incorporates a smple spreadsheet modd that gives a broad indication of the
amount of revenue rased and the levd of traffic reduction likdy to result from different
configurations of scheme. However pricing is not the only means by which a reduction in car
use can be achieved. The framework aso includes an ‘objectives-measures matrix, based on
a st of causd chans, tha hdps to identify measures that can subgitute for RUC or
complement itsintroduction.

In the framework, consultation/participation is used as a mechanism for addressng locd
needs and concerns and a means of devisng solutions for addressng them in designing RUC
options. The framework is being applied in two urban areas in the UK to demondrate its
goplicability, through a serious of meetings with locad professonds, the public and other
stakeholder groups.
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18.Tommy Garling: “Goal Conflicts in Political Decision Making: A Survey of
Municipality Politicians” Views of Road Pricing”

Univergty of Gotheborg

An ongoing discussion concerns road-pricing schemes as measures to counter traffic
congestion and air pollution in metropolitan aress. If such measures are to be effective, road-
pricing fees mugt be set sufficiently high. However, municipdities are likely to have other
gods besides reducing car use such as upholding fairness among ditizens and financid gods
such as creating revenues. If conflicts prove to exist between different goals, road-pricing
schemes are not likely to fully attain the environmenta god. To investigate the degree to
which these god conflicts exist, members of the locd governmentsin the three mgor cities of
Sweden responded to a survey questionnaire. They rated a number of principles guiding the
setting of road-pricing fees hypothesized to correspond to the three gods. The results showed
that, for the political mgority, the hypothesized god conflicts existed in that no single god
was optimized. It is concluded that especially fairness may prevent that road pricing will
achieve the environmenta god.
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