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Abstract 

Congestion pricing concerns the right to travel during peak hours. Most proponents of 
pricing propose an impersonal and anonymous allocation mechanism based on the 
willingness-to-pay of the person who travels. This view builds on the concept of 
private property rights and we confront this view with a different conception of rights, 
one based on needs. Furthermore, we discuss the results of an illustrative 
experiment in which respondents allocate access rights to hypothetical travellers. We 
can conclude that replacing individual self-judgment by judgments of others offers a 
fresh perspective on congestion pricing. 
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1. Introduction 

The implementation of congestion charging is widely debated by academics, policy 
makers and the public. Most of the literature sees road space as a scarce good which 
should be distributed efficiently over the population and many scholars point to 
pricing as the preferred policy tool. This view is built on the premise that roads should 
be governed by market norms. This essay challenges the dominant approach and 
explores the question ‘who has the right to travel during peak hours’. 

Our basic premise is that congestion pricing can be seen as an answer to the 
question put forward in the title of this essay. In this question ‘peak hours’ refers to 
the concept of scarcity, which means in the context of transport that not everyone can 
travel at the same time. Consequently, in one way or another, a distinction is made 
between those having ‘the right to travel’ and those who have no such right. Please 
note that this distinction is not always made explicit. Section 2 starts with a 
description of the notion of rights adopted in the mainstream congestion pricing 
literature. Since the idea of pricing has generated considerable opposition, it is 
interesting to have a look at how the literature deals with counter-arguments, which is 
done in Section 3. 

The reader will notice that the discussion of the idea of congestion pricing in 
Sections 2 and 3 contains general descriptions as well as anecdotal quotes. These 
elements illustrate how arguments are developed and are, in line with the rhetoric of 
economics literature, seen as an integral part of the argument (McCloskey, 1998). 
This is not mere rhetoric, but acts, among other things, as a bridge between 
theoretical models and reality, and such statements show the inevitably normative 
and political nature of economics (see e.g. Zuidhof, 2014). 

Section 4 discusses alternative conceptions of rights. On the one hand, there is the 
notion of the right -or freedom- to move, and on the other hand, there are need-
based rights, which can be found in the accessibility discourse (Farrington, 2007). 
Most of the literature on justice and transport stresses that people need accessibility 
and that rights follow from these accessibility needs (Farrington and Farrington, 2005; 
Martens, 2012). In contrast, the market-based approach emphasises efficiency, 
consumer sovereignty and individual responsibility. It seeks justice in an institutional 
setting where agents can autonomously decide how much transport they consume. 
This reliance on market norms has been criticised for being too individualistic, and 
the application of political and democratic norms is put forward as an alternative, 
inspired by the ideas of Anderson (1993; see Vanoutrive, 2017). 

Anderson (1999, p.315) proposes a relational theory of justice and democracy which 
recognises ‘the fact that most of the things people want to do require participation in 
social activities’. A similar point has been made in the context of transport by Rajan 
(2007) who argues that driving requires considerable investments by others, and is 
hence ‘not a solo activity’ (p.83). Within such a context, the central question relates to 
what people owe one another, or more specifically, to whether others are obliged to 
provide road space. According to Anderson (1999, p.309–310) people's ‘market 
choices offer no guidance whatsoever to what citizens are obliged to provide one 
another on a collective basis.’ (italics in original). She argues in favour of democratic 
equality, which involves the creation of ‘a community in which people stand in 
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relations of equality to others’ (p.289) in order to guarantee ‘effective access to the 
social conditions of freedom to all citizens’ (p.326). In other words, when someone 
suffers from a lack of basic accessibility, the community is obliged to eliminate this 
injustice, however, without resorting to stigmatisation, since this would violate the 
principle of equality. In this way, freedom, justice and democracy are unified in the 
framework of democratic equality, thereby avoiding a too narrow focus on distributive 
aspects. Related ideas on the connection between justice and democracy can be 
found in the work of Sen (2009) who emphasises public reasoning, discussion and 
open impartiality. 

Moving from an individualistic market-based approach to a need-based or social 
justice paradigm, the discussion is no longer about the interpretation of individual 
preferences, but about publicly debating the allocation of road space and 
accessibility in general. To exemplify the discussion, Section 5 presents the results of 
a survey in which respondents were asked ‘who has the (most) right to travel on 
congested motorways?’, and given the central role of public transport in congestion 
pricing discourse, we conducted a second survey and asked ‘who has the (most) 
right to travel by train during peak hours’. A central feature of this experiment is the 
replacement of the traditional self-judgment by a judgment of others. By doing so, this 
approach offers a fresh perspective on the concept of congestion pricing. The 
discussion and concluding sections highlight the implications of this analysis. In the 
remainder of the text, we refer to congestion pricing since it can refer both to road 
and rail (cf. Vickrey, 1963), and because we do not discuss funding tolls or pricing for 
environmental externalities. 

 

2. Transport economics and its conception of rights 

The congestion pricing literature, as we know it today, emerged during the 1950s and 
1960s (Derycke, 1998; Rooney, 2014; Vanoutrive, 2017) and was from the beginning 
a reaction to the inefficient allocation of road space (Beckmann et al., 1956; Vickrey, 
1955; 1963; Walters, 1954; 1961). The stated problem, (hyper)congestion, has been 
formalised using diagrams showing the relationship between traffic flow, speed and 
density, and in the basic congestion pricing model which highlights that the marginal 
social cost curve is above the marginal private cost curve, where the latter intersects 
the demand curve. The solution that follows from this problem definition is marginal 
social cost pricing, the imposition of a tax that bridges the gap between the private 
and social marginal cost (Walters, 1961). This type of tax was famously discussed by 
Pigou, but was not applied to the case of congestion until after the Second World 
War (with the exception of the discussion of a metaphor of two roads by Pigou 
himself in 1920 and a discussion by Knight four years later; see McDonald, 2013). 

The definition of and the solution to congestion formulated in the 1960s is still the 
basis of mainstream transport economics and can be found in many papers 
(Morrison, 1986), textbooks (Blauwens et al., 2010; Button, 1993) and working 
papers (e.g. The World Bank; Hau, 1992) written since then. Since the second half of 
the 1990s, there has been an increase in academic interest in the topic fostered by, 
among other things, the European Commission, technological developments and ‘a 
broader ideological acceptance of market mechanisms’ (Lindsey, 2006, p.293). 
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Let us now turn to the concept of rights in the transport economics literature. We start 
with Buchanan, who was one of the first to imagine a market for road services, with 
‘the right to use the road’ as the service offered to drivers (Buchanan, 1956, p.308). 
Later, Coase's property rights approach (Coase, 1960) influenced many scholars, 
especially those who call for tradable rights (Buitelaar et al., 2007; Viegas, 2001; 
Raux, 2004; Verhoef et al., 1997a). Unlike the Pigouvian approach, which proposes 
to tax those who cause externalities, Coase proposed a reciprocal system in which 
the most optimal outcome is achieved when the producer of an externality negotiates 
with those who want to stop the externality causing activity. Within this framework, ill-
defined property rights are the main cause of externalities and market failures such 
as congestion (Hau, 1992; Buitelaar et al., 2007). Note that although the owner of a 
road is known in most cases, the right to use road space is often not commodified 
and is, as a consequence, ill-defined. 

In both the Coasian and Pigouvian transport economics literature, the concept of 
rights employed is that of private property rights, which are considered necessary to 
obtain well-functioning markets. Although scholars disagree on the privatisation of 
road infrastructure (Lindsey, 2006), which is proposed by libertarian authors such as 
Roth (1996) and Block (1996), congestion pricing proponents agree to market or 
commercialise the right to access a particular road at a particular time. As is 
commonly assumed in neoclassical economics, markets are the best way to 
efficiently allocate scarce resources, like road space, and consumers reveal their 
preferences through their willingness-to-pay for goods and services. There seems to 
be a general conviction among a considerable number of (transport) economists that 
market-based solutions for governments are preferable in general (Zuidhof, 2014). 
For example, in a World Bank working paper Hau (1992, p.8) confesses ‘I am 
convinced of the advantages of market forces’, Anthony Downs (2004, p. 327) of the 
Brookings Institution states that ‘As an economist, I favor market-based approaches 
whenever possible’ (quoted in Lindsey, 2006, p.344) and Milton Friedman (Friedman 
and Boorstin, 1996, p.231) expresses his belief in a free-enterprise economy arguing 
that we should bring ‘to our highways the initiative, competition, efficiency and 
freedom from political manipulation that only free enterprise can provide’. 

The examples given in the previous paragraph indicate that, notwithstanding the 
rational stance of transport economists, the ‘question of who pays what, where and 
when is inevitably affected by normative reasoning’ (Langmyhr, 1997, p.28). Such 
reasoning can involve general principles, including formal equality, sustainability, 
social benefit and responsibility (Langmyhr, 1997; Banister, 1993; Taylor and Norton, 
2009). Principles which are associated with the preference for market mechanisms 
include the user-pays, freedom of choice, competition and efficiency. Market 
proponents differ in the weight they give to each of these aspects (Zuidhof, 2012), 
but the notion of private property rights is generally present, not only in the libertarian 
literature, but also in studies that promote market mechanisms to achieve other aims. 

 

3. Acceptability 

In order to obtain a better understanding of the congestion pricing discourse, it is 
necessary to look at the responses to counter-arguments and opposition (Hajer, 
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1995). For proponents of congestion pricing the efficiency gains and other 
advantages of market mechanisms are evident. However, in order to gain support in 
a hostile political, business and public environment more pragmatic proposals have 
been made (Gerrard et al., 2001; Johansson et al., 2003). The failure to convince the 
public and politicians continues to frustrate researchers (Verhoef, Nijkamp, and 
Rietveld, 1997b), leading to a large literature on the acceptability of road pricing 
(Gärling et al., 2008; Giuliano, 1992; Schade and Schlag, 2003), with typical titles 
including ‘Why are efficient transport policy instruments so seldom used?’ (Frey, 
2003), ‘How large is the gap between present and efficient transport prices in 
Europe?’ (Proost et al., 2001) and ‘Making urban road pricing acceptable and 
effective’ (Viegas, 2001). 

Acceptability concerns have fostered substantial research interest in the equity 
dimension of congestion pricing since the ‘supposedly regressive effects’ are a 
‘recurrent argument against congestion charges’ (Hamilton et al., 2014, p.10). As a 
consequence, a considerable amount of literature has been published on equity and 
road pricing; Levinson (2010) could find more than a hundred papers on this topic 
and his review revealed that the main question in this literature is whether pricing is 
progressive or regressive to income. The distribution of winners and losers is 
regularly used to explain opposition against the ‘rational’ idea of congestion pricing 
(Lave, 1994). Besides lack of familiarity, self-interest and individual preferences are 
considered main determinants of public opposition, especially by scholars inspired by 
the Public Choice School (Oberholzer-Gee and Weck-Hannemann, 2002), calls for a 
genuine public debate which might lead to a fundamental revision of the underlying 
ideas are less common. 

Revenue recycling is seen as a key instrument to deal with the equity issue and with 
opposition in general (Goodwin, 1990; Small, 1992). There is, however, no 
agreement on the allocation of these revenues (Lindsey, 2006; Johansson et al., 
2003). Some claim that revenues should be invested in road maintenance and 
construction (Roth, 1996), while others recommend to spend more on public 
transport (Eliasson, 2014). Evidence suggests that the introduction of road pricing 
schemes was only successful and acceptable when accompanied with investments in 
public transit (Chronopoulos, 2012). Such investments in public transport in 
combination with an emphasis on environmental externalities and the framing of road 
pricing as an anti-car measure might explain why road pricing is popular among 
environmentalists and ‘progressive’ politicians (Eliasson, 2014; Giuliano, 1992; 
Johansson et al., 2003). This suggests that road pricing's growing popularity is part of 
the ecological modernisation trend characterised by attempts to reconcile economic 
instruments and objectives (particularly efficiency and growth) and environmental 
goals (Hajer, 1995). 

The role of public transport is worth some further comment since public transport 
occupies an ambiguous position in work on congestion pricing. In the early work 
reference was made to the railways where pricing, although in a suboptimal way, was 
accepted (Derycke, 1998). Through the application of a suitable pricing system, one 
could ‘distribute traffic efficiently between road and rail’ (Walters, 1954, p.137). 
However, public transport is also seen as an alternative for ‘those too old, too young, 
or unable to drive cars because of handicap’ (Wachs, 1989, p.1 545). Button (1993, 
p.52), for example, acknowledges that ‘the normal market mechanism is inadequate’ 
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in the case of the ‘old, infirm and children’. In order to resolve the inconsistency he 
agrees that a subsidy can be given which reflects ‘the effective demand of society for 
the services’, or, in other words, ‘society's desire to purchase particular transport 
services for certain of its members' (ibid.). Note that in this quote transport services 
are described in market terms (i.e. demand, purchase), and that subsidised travellers 
have to accept an inferior status (Anderson, 1999). 

Furthermore, it is argued that transit is more efficient in high density environments 
since less road space is occupied per passenger (Vickrey, 1963), and many policy-
makers seem to believe that investments in public transport reduce congestion by 
causing a modal shift from driving to using public transport. Others have challenged 
this claim and have argued that making transit more attractive has proven to be an 
ineffective strategy to reduce congestion. The idea of investing in public transport to 
curb congestion has also led to strategies that favour middle income travellers at the 
expense of lower income captive riders (Giuliano, 1992; Taylor, 2004). 

This section highlighted that to deal with those who do not get the right to drive 
during peak hours, the congestion pricing literature emphasises the role of alternative 
travel options, in particular public transport, besides the standard peak spreading 
option. Furthermore, it is now clear that the literature, especially when dealing with 
the real world, employs a wide range of arguments to promote pricing, in addition to 
the theoretical model. 

 

4. Need-based rights and the right to be mobile 

Levine and Garb (2002) criticise mainstream congestion pricing rhetoric for its focus 
on mobility, and the popular focus on ease of movement. However, when 
accessibility is the primary goal, an alternative (pricing) framework might be more 
appropriate. Levine and Garb are especially concerned about the unequal distribution 
of accessibility among social groups, which places their work in the new narrative of 
accessibility (Farrington, 2007). In this context, the ‘right’ to use road space is derived 
from the accessibility needs of members of a community who need access to 
activities and facilities to participate fully in society (Farrington and Farrington, 2005; 
Preston and Raje, 2007; Hay, 1995 ;  Beyazit, 2011). Congestion pricing, as 
traditionally conceived, might be at odds with the objective of guaranteeing 
accessibility for all. Indeed, as Schönfelder et al. (2007) observed, road pricing can 
seriously impact the structure and size of activity spaces. The present paper 
addresses the question ‘who has the right to drive during peak hours?’, which can be 
considered the reverse of the question ‘who should be excluded from the motorway?’ 

Thus far we have considered two interpretations of the right to travel: (1) a service 
which can be bought in a market, and (2) an entitlement based on the need to access 
certain places and activities. A third meaning of rights in the context of congestion 
pricing relates to freedom and autonomy, which is perhaps the most established 
interpretation of the right to mobility, although this is commonly interpreted as the 
right to move residence (Blomley, 1994; Cresswell, 2006; Wood, 2009). Above we 
referred to the role of public transport, and it is argued that the presence of an 
alternative travel option can have a value in itself, even if you seldom or never travel 
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by bus or train (Langmyhr, 1997; Martens, 2006; Sager, 2006; Flamm and Kaufmann, 
2006). This relates to the concept of freedom of choice and it is often mentioned that 
opponents feel that their right to travel would be restricted by the government when 
public facilities which could be used freely are to be tolled (Derycke, 1998; Eliasson, 
2014; Hamilton et al., 2014; Giuliano, 1992). In other words, congestion pricing is 
often seen as an additional constraint on liberty, as a restriction on the right to travel. 
Such critique is usually associated with liberal and libertarian ideas which emphasise 
freedom, autonomy and ease of movement as positive attributes of car driving 
(Cresswell, 2006; Rajan, 2007; Sager, 2006). Nevertheless, many right-wing 
libertarians favour congestion pricing, but reject the idea that government should 
manage roads (Friedman and Boorstin, 1996). The ‘right to travel’ can then be 
described as the right of road users ‘to buy the right to use road space’ from private 
road suppliers (Roth, 1996, p.207), which brings us back to the market-based 
interpretation of rights. Although issues related to negative freedom such as liberty, 
autonomy and surveillance are worth further attention, and are not necessarily linked 
to market thinking (see Anderson, 1999), this paper restricts the discussion on ‘rights’ 
to questions of inclusion. To maintain the focus of the paper on ‘access rights’, justice 
and equality-related concerns regarding the negative effects of transport (accidents, 
pollution) are not discussed in this article (for more on this topic, see e.g. Schweitzer 
and Valenzuela, 2004; Mullen et al., 2014). 

 

5. The right to travel during peak hours: an illustration 

The previous sections introduced (1) the concept of congestion pricing and the 
associated private property rights, (2) the connection between accessibility and need-
based rights, and (3) the notion of the right to travel freely. The results of a small 
experiment are presented and will be used to inform the discussion in Section 6. We 
chose to conduct a survey to make the discussion less abstract and to generate 
some possible answers to the question around which our paper is centred, who has 
the right to travel. To introduce the experiment, we recall the essence of the concept 
of congestion pricing: the marginal private cost is below the marginal social cost so 
an excess of traffic enters the road; pricing confronts drivers with the difference 
between marginal social and private cost. Because of this, the vehicles making the 
least valuable trips are priced off the road. An impersonal anonymous market 
mechanism based on willingness-to-pay is proposed to exclude the vehicles making 
the least valuable trips and ensure that the last trip yields a marginal social benefit 
equal to its marginal social cost, thus, ensuring optimal infrastructure use. Desirable 
road users are those ‘who would be willing to pay the additional (social) cost of [their] 
journey’, and this, according to Walters (1961, p.684) even if they fall ‘into the 
government's class of undesirable road users’. Contrary to the standard approach, 
where respondents indicate how much they are willing to pay for the right to travel 
during peak hours, our respondents had to choose the most desirable road user out 
of two hypothetical travellers. In other words, this experiment replaces the traditional 
self-judgment by a judgment of others in order to problematize the individualistic 
approach based on market norms. This is somewhat similar to the experiment of 
Mouter and Chorus (2016) who compared the choices of respondents in their role as 
consumers with the choices made in their role as citizens. 
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More specifically, the experiment takes further the idea of ‘desirable’ road users and 
makes the allocation mechanism less ‘blind’ by taking into account ‘value-laden’ 
characteristics at the trip level with, nevertheless, a sufficient degree of objectivity. 
Hence, ethnicity and gender are not taken into account, but trip purpose is. The 
experiment reported here thus focuses on a set of specific trip characteristics instead 
of general principles. As will become clear in the remainder of this paper, the 
discussion of trip characteristics will lead to more general questions of fairness and 
ethics. The following trip characteristics were taken into account: 

-First, regarding trip purpose, both business and commuting trips are generally 
valued higher than leisure trips. Although ‘objective‘ estimates of the 
willingness-to-pay generally conclude that leisure trips would be shifted to off-
peak hours, parking tariffs at popular tourist destinations suggest that the 
relation between willingness-to-pay and trip purpose is not univocal. We 
assume that many readers attach a moral value to trip purpose when reading 
sentences like, ‘if the generalised price is very low, then drivers will include 
those who do not strictly speaking have to be in Brussels at that hour, like 
tourists interested in visiting museums, or shoppers’ (De Borger and Proost, 
2001, p.12). In the field of rail transport, a remarkable event was the 
distribution by the French railway company SNCF of 150 000 ′priorité exams' 
(priority exams) stickers to students as a result of a railway strike in 2014. The 
idea was that fellow travellers would, out of courtesy, let students enter the 
trains first (RTL, 2014). This initiative illustrates how some trip purposes, i.e. 
taking an exam, are valued higher than others. 
 
-A second relevant characteristic might be the number of passengers. While 
the addition of passengers generally increases the value of a trip, the carpool 
literature also indicates that carpooling carries a positive normative 
connotation, despite the existence of questionable non-sustainable ways of 
ridesharing (Morency, 2007). 
 
-The third characteristic considered is travel distance, and it is regularly 
assumed that longer trips are made to activities which are, on average, valued 
higher compared to shorter trips (Schwanen and Dijst, 2002). Furthermore, the 
distances included in the experiment (10 km, 20 km and 30 km) indicate that 
both car and rail are reasonable alternatives. 
 
-The fourth attribute relates to who pays for the ticket. One of the recurrent 
statements in the road pricing literature is that ‘users of the transport system 
do not perceive the full marginal social costs of their travel decisions’, which 
‘leads to traffic volumes in excess of what is socially desirable’ (De Borger, 
Peirson, and Vickerman, 2001, p.37), as a consequence, prices should reflect 
‘the true economic cost of road use’ (Hau, 1992, p.4). Furthermore, calls for 
the application of marginal cost pricing in the railway sector are at least as old 
as the congestion pricing literature itself (Vickrey, 1955). Finally, when 
employers reimburse travel costs, they assess the benefits of the trip, which 
might be considered an independent judgement (Verhoef, Nijkamp, and 
Rietveld, 1997b). For these reasons, whether one has to pay for the trip might 
affect the judgment of the respondent. 
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-Finally, it is relevant to know what drivers would do if they could not make the 
trip as planned; i.e. the travel alternative. Besides not making the trip (this 
option was not included in our experiment for technical reasons), rescheduling 
is considered a common response and contributes to the purpose of 
congestion pricing to spread out peak demand. The alternative is that a driver 
switches to another mode of transport, preferably one with a more positive 
image such as transit or the bicycle (on the moral framing of ‘sustainable’ 
modes of transport, see e.g. Cupples and Ridley, 2008). 
 

The central question in our study is how the trip characteristics listed above affect 
‘who has the (most) right to travel during peak hours?’. Such questions may take the 
form of a dilemma, as in: who has the most right to travel: a commuter or a shopper? 
A suitable way to examine dilemmas is the application of a choice experiment. 
Although discrete choice modelling is the preferred tool of congestion pricing scholars 
to estimate the willingness-to-pay (Olszewski and Xie, 2005; Small et al., 2005; 
Washbrook et al., 2006), this type of model is also applied to ethical issues, for 
instance in studies on the prioritizing of health care interventions where respondents 
have to choose which of two medical interventions should be reimbursed (Luyten 
et al., 2013). 

Two choice experiments were conducted to investigate how respondents evaluate 
the two challenging questions raised above: (1) ‘who has the (most) right to drive 
during peak hours?’ and (2) ‘who has the (most) right to travel by train during peak 
hours?’. We refer the reader to the Appendix for technical details of the experiment, 
but before we move on, first a preliminary remark. The responses reported in the 
present study should not be regarded as the ‘right’ answer to the questions raised, 
even not if the sample would have been representative, although responses to 
questionnaires are an important source for e.g. the application of the capabilities 
approach (Beyazit, 2011), and are useful to inform debates. 

Three groups were sampled during each experiment. Both experiments used a 
sample of transport experts and a control group of Belgian federal civil servants. In 
the ‘road’ experiment, a third sample consisted of administrative university staff while 
in the ‘rail’ experiment, the third sample was recruited at a conference on sustainable 
mobility attended mainly by (Flemish) non-expert civil society actors. Although the 
analysis is not based on a representative sample of the population of a region or a 
country, three different samples were used to gain some insight in the possible 
variability of opinions. There was a special focus on transport professionals since 
they are better informed and can hold distinct views on transport-related topics. It 
goes without saying that the results give no information on what is right or good. 

 

6. Insights from the experiments 

The results for the first question, ‘who has the (most) right to drive during peak 
hours?’, are provided in Figure 1 (and Table A3 in annex). In the first experiment, 
carpoolers and commuters are seen as having more right(s) to drive on a congested 
road during peak periods in contrast to single drivers and shoppers. The strongest 
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effect was related to the alternative: one is seen as having more right(s) to road 
space if the same trip by train would take twice as long (compared to a situation with 
road and rail having the same trip duration). The importance of public transport, the 
attribute with the highest χ2 score, confirms the relevance of the second question: 
‘who has the (most) right to travel by train during peak hours?’ (Figure 2 and 
Table A4 in annex). 

 

 
Figure 1. Means and standard errors per group and per attribute level for Experiment 1: ‘who 
has the (most) right to drive during peak hours?’ (Note: TT by PT: Travel Time by Public 
Transport). 

 
 

 
Figure 2. Means and standard errors per group and per attribute level for Experiment 2: ‘who 
has the (most) right to travel by train during peak hours?’ 
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The results from the second experiment, where we asked 'who has the (most) right to 
travel by train during peak hours', show that transport alternative is the most 
important attribute. This is in line with the results from the first experiment on 
congestion pricing. Those who would otherwise travel by car as a solo driver are 
more entitled to travel by train during rush hours than those who would take the train 
1 h earlier or would carpool to their destination. Regarding trip purpose, we observe 
that those who are on the way to visit a sick person have the least right to travel by 
train, while commuters and students en route to take an examination might deserve 
priority. Finally, those who pay for their own trip are more entitled to travel by train 
than those who do not; however, this attribute contributes little to the model as the 
likelihood ratio test (χ2) indicates. 

 

7. Discussion 

Who has the most right(s) to travel? Both the literature review and the outcomes of 
the choice experiments highlight the importance of trip purpose and travel alternative. 
Regarding trip purpose, our results do not seem to be fundamentally different from 
standard willingness-to-pay studies, and the distribution of access rights seems to 
reflect the distinction between essential and non-essential (or discretionary) trips, 
where non-essential ones are to be shifted to off-peak periods. However, can we 
consider grocery shopping and social visits non-essential and easily shiftable in time? 
The ‘Final Report on Transport and Social Exclusion’ by the Social Exclusion Unit 
(2003) seems to suggest otherwise. Qualitative research by Rajé et al. (2004, p.21) 
suggests that: 

‘[i]ndividuals from ethnic minorities, amongst other social groups such as 
women, the young and elderly, may be particularly affected by congestion 
charging due to a number of factors such as low income, working patterns, 
current high rates of social exclusion, high reliance on car-based-travel for 
some journeys and the non-feasibility of public transport for some journeys.’ 

Both pricing as well as discrimination based on the classification of trips can 
disproportionally affect the most vulnerable members of society. On the other hand, 
the current transport system and the congestion therein have adverse consequences 
from an equity or inclusion perspective too. 

Relatedly, commuters are seen as more entitled to travel by train than students, 
except students travelling to exams. But also students who travel to class are a group 
with, presumably, more captive users and fixed schedules. This brings us back to the 
critique that public transport policy tends to favour so-called choice riders over transit 
dependents (Garrett and Taylor, 1999). The finding that those who would otherwise 
travel alone by car have the most right to enter the train corroborates the idea held by 
many policy makers that public transit will, and has to, attract (former) car drivers 
(Eliasson, 2014; Giuliano, 1992; Taylor, 2004). Since drivers are hard to convince, 
considerable effort by means of giving priority is required to induce a modal shift 
towards public transport. However, this might be at the expense of captive rail-
travellers who, as the estimates suggest, would have to take a train 1 h earlier. In 
other words, the logic is that rail travellers make way for newcomers who previously 
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travelled by car. A similar ethical issue is discussed in the context of the Dutch peak 
avoidance (‘Spitsmijden’) project where ‘those already travelling outside the peak or 
by non-auto modes will not be able to earn the reward, whereas those who shift to 
these travel options are rewarded’ (Ben-Elia and Ettema, 2009, p.75). In its fiercest 
form, this is a kind of moral blackmail, i.e. if a claimed right is not granted, the 
claimant will do -what is perceived to be- a ‘wrongful’ act (car driving). 

The opinions of respondents are, however, more heterogeneous than the model 
results suggest. We found that participants were often reluctant to make a choice 
between the two options in the second experiment. Several respondents remarked 
that everyone has equal rights or that it is not for them to decide. Contrary, we did not 
observe much abstention in the first experiment. This observation suggests that 
participants belief that public transport should be regarded as a public service that 
should not exclude anyone. This is reminiscent of other surveys where respondents 
refused to give a response since they considered the way of valuing inappropriate 
(Anderson, 1993). The question is whether the impersonal, anonymous market 
mechanism is more acceptable, and if so, whether this is due to the invisibility of the 
consequences. 

Furthermore, a closer look at the individual level estimates of the rail choice model 
reveals that 14 participants (out of 88) value ‘visiting a sick person’ higher than other 
trip purposes. Likewise, 16 participants did not value solo driving highest, but, among 
others, those who would take a train 1 h earlier. The significant differences across 
samples in their valuation of carpooling might be another indication of ambivalence. 
Although the questionnaire explicitly asked respondents to give their personal 
opinion, we cannot eliminate the possibility that they displayed strategic behaviour 
and had higher level goals in mind. 

 

A wide variety of opinions exist regarding the fair distribution of access(ibility) and 
mobility, and several, potentially competing, ethical principles are involved such as 
responsibility, sustainability and formal equality. Such diversity is a regular feature of 
an ethical debate and in this paper we applied a technique commonly used to explore 
ethical issues, namely a survey in which respondents are confronted with dilemmas. 
But what can we conclude about congestion pricing from our analysis? 

First, normative reasoning could be taken more seriously than in the conventional 
account of congestion pricing. According to Eliasson (2014, p.22), the congestion 
charging debate in Stockholm ‘moved from the technical-rational domain to the moral 
domain and back again’. The move to the moral domain was instrumental to gain 
political support, and he portrays normative reasoning as emotional, politicized and 
characterised by negative sentiments, which stands in contrast to the rationality and 
efficiency of expert knowledge. However, the implementation of congestion pricing is 
a question of justice. Moreover, it is a question of surveillance, freedom and control. 
Such questions require public reasoning, debate and discussion which are deemed 
essential for ‘real’ democracy (see e.g. Anderson, 1993; Sen, 2009), and as a 
consequence, experts cannot asses the quality of debate solely by how well the 
outcome corresponds to their ideal of marginal social cost pricing, neither can they 
determine what is ‘right’ on the basis of a survey. 
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Second, while respondents in traditional willingness-to-pay studies evaluate their own 
situation, we can also learn from people's judgements of others. In our experiments 
participants were not ignorant about their current position in the transport system, i.e. 
they were not behind a Rawlsian ‘veil of ignorance’, but were less directly involved in 
the choice situations than in willingness-to-pay surveys. It would be interesting to 
devote more attention to tools based on the idea of an ‘independent’ and ‘impartial’ 
observer in studies on the allocation of mobility and accessibility. 

Third, by focusing on the desirability of a trip, the emphasis was on the outcome of 
the allocation mechanism and thus not on the perceived fairness of the mechanism 
itself. The latter was the subject of a study in Zurich reported in Frey (2003) which 
indicates that the current ‘first come, first served’ allocation system was preferred 
over government intervention and pricing. In contrast, respondents in a survey in 
Stockholm, Helsinki and Lyon viewed pricing and queuing as fair, and they 
considered a lottery and a system in which an authority determines ‘needs’ as unfair 
(Hamilton et al., 2014). As the literature review shows, congestion pricing arguments 
are permeated with moral values and concepts. Choice, freedom and competition are 
seen as virtues of market mechanisms in general (Zuidhof, 2012) and work-related 
‘essential’ trips are considered more desirable than shopping journeys. Hence, it is 
interesting to discuss how the outcome of a ‘blind’ allocation mechanism corresponds 
to the desired outcome, and whether pricing is seen as a means rather than an end 
(Owens, 1995). 

Fourth, one of the attributes in the second experiment was whether or not someone 
has to pay the travel expenses, and this seems to be a minor issue. One can only 
speculate about the underlying reasoning of respondents, nevertheless, one might 
have expected a stronger effect in a context where it is often assumed that users 
should pay and should be confronted with the true cost. It is up to further research to 
determine in how far market norms are considered an acceptable basis for transport 
policy, and to what extent transport is seen as a political good, which does not 
involve the evaluation of individual market choices, but democratic dialogue about 
what we owe each other (Anderson, 1993). 

Finally, the current study has approached fairness and congestion pricing 
predominantly from an individual perspective, although the emphasis was on 
judgments about others. However, travel can be a highly social activity (Goodman 
et al., 2014) and congestion pricing is also a political project (Chronopoulos, 2012; 
2015; Rooney, 2014; Vanoutrive, 2017). The history of the concept shows that it can 
be understood as an example of ‘the active construction of markets, both real and 
imagined, as a means of governing social affairs’ (Zuidhof, 2014, p.160). This 
creation of a new political reality also involves the construction of congestion as a 
problem (Weinstein, 2006) and the production of a particular type of automobile (or 
transit) subject (Paterson, 2007): well-informed mobile persons who, when 
confronted with the ‘true cost’ of travel, make deliberate choices between various 
travel options on the basis of their willingness-to-pay. The relationship between ethics 
and the political projects of congestion pricing is worth further investigation, but is 
outside the scope of the present paper. 
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8. Conclusion 

Congestion pricing discourse is permeated with normative issues. More specifically, 
some trips are considered more essential than others, and what you would do when 
priced off the road seems to affect your right(s) to travel during peak hours. 
Congestion pricing, as commonly conceived, distributes road space through an 
impersonal and anonymous allocation mechanism based on the willingness-to-pay of 
the person who travels. This view builds on the concept of private property rights, and 
this paper challenges the traditional framework by raising the question ‘Who has the 
most right to travel during peak hours?’. To make the allocation mechanism less 
blind, respondents in a survey were confronted with dilemmas about who should be 
granted the right to travel during peak hours. This approach offers a new perspective 
on the allocation of mobility since a self-judgment based on individual preferences is 
replaced by judgments of others. 

Our discussion suggests the following policy implications. Debates on congestion and 
accessibility need to be broadened to add other perspectives to the individualistic 
market-inspired approach that dominates the literature and policy documents. In 
particular, a relational, more social perspective on transport seems more valid given 
the social nature of mobility. As a consequence, transport might be considered a 
political good and a genuine democratic debate is the best way to deal with 
accessibility-related issues. We cannot predict the outcome of such a debate, but we 
believe that it is logical to adopt a relational/social perspective, which involves a 
change in discourse as well. For example, we can replace the adage that people 
should be confronted with the true costs of their travel, with the statement that people 
should be confronted in a respectful manner with the other people involved in their 
travel. 

Finally, we offer some suggestions for future research. It would be interesting to ask 
participants of a focus group or survey their opinion on the outcome of willingness-to-
pay studies or real-life traffic situations with and without congestion charging. Further 
research can also shed light on the underlying reasoning of respondents in surveys 
such as those discussed in this paper. Furthermore, a more detailed analysis of the 
different definitions and notions of rights employed in both the academic literature 
and policy documents might be interesting. 
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Appendix.  

We conducted two choice experiments and three groups were sampled during each 
experiment. A list of email addresses of experts was compiled using public websites were, 
among others, experts certified to carry out transport analyses in environmental impact 
assessments are listed. These experts (n = 178) were invited by a personalised email to fill in 
the questionnaire online (there were four and a half months between the ‘road’ and the ‘rail’ 
questionnaire and in the first questionnaire eight experts asked not to be contacted again). A 
paper version of the ‘rail’ survey was distributed at a conference attended mainly by (Dutch) 
transport professionals. Participants in the other samples received the questionnaire on 
paper from the authors or a colleague. Data collection took place during the summer of 2014 
for the experiment on roads and during the last quarter of 2014 for the experiment on rail. A 
summary of sample characteristics can be found in Table A1. 

Table A.1. Sample characteristics. 

Experiment 1: ‘who has the (most) right to drive during peak hours?’ 

 

 
adm. staff civil servants transport experts 

Method paper paper online 

Period Jul/14 Aug/14 Aug/14 

Sample size n = 20 n = 19 n = 53 

Gender 
male 0.35 0.42 0.75 

female 0.65 0.58 0.25 

Age (yr) average 42.7 42.7 38.2 

Car use 

low 0.15 0.11 0.21 

medium 0.60 0.79 0.75 

high 0.25 0.11 0.04 

Train use 

low 0.40 0.11 0.45 

medium 0.35 0.89 0.47 

high 0.25 0.00 0.08 

 
Experiment 2: ‘who has the (most) right to travel by train during peak hours?’ 

 

 civil servants civil society transport experts 

Method paper paper online + paper 

Period Nov/14 Dec/14 Nov–Dec/14 

Sample size n = 19 n = 26 n = 49 

Gender 
male 0.32 0.69 0.78 

female 0.68 0.31 0.22 

Age (yr) average 38.2 50.7 42.0 

Car use 

low 0.05 0.00 0.00 

medium 0.37 0.69 0.72 

high 0.58 0.31 0.28 

Train use 

low 0.05 0.48 0.14 

medium 0.21 0.44 0.59 

high 0.74 0.08 0.27 
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In our experiments, participants were shown respectively 12 or 8 choice situations with 2 
options (see below). In the first experiment, they were asked which of the two cars had the 
most right to travel during peak hours. In the second experiment, the same question was 
asked for a train passenger. For each experiment, one example of a choice situation is 
shown in Table A2 (original in Dutch), together with an overview of the different possible 
levels of the attributes. An escape option was not included, though depending on the survey 
mode participants were able to skip choice situations or add comments. 

 

Table A.2. Structure, attributes and levels of the experiments 
 

Experiment 1: example: 

 

Who has the most right to travel during peak hours? 

 

Two persons travel by car to visit 
customers. 

Three persons travel by car to go shopping. 

Trip distance is 20 km and trip duration would 
be twice as long by train. 

Trip distance is 30 km and trip duration would be 
similar by train. 

 
Experiment 1: Attributes and levels 

 

Vehicle ridership Trip purpose Travel distance Trip duration by train 

1 person Commute 10 km Just as long 

2 persons Visiting customers 20 km Twice as long 

3 persons Shopping 30 km – 

 
 

Experiment 2: example: 

 

Which person has the most right to travel by train? 

 

A person will visit a sick person and does not 
have to pay the travel expenses. 

A person will take an examination and has to 
pay the travel expenses. 

Alternatively, the person would take a train 1 h 
earlier. 

Alternatively, the person would carpool. 

 
Experiment 2: Attributes and levels 

 

Alternative Pay Trip purpose 

Carpooling Ticket paid by the traveller Commuting 

Solo driver Ticket not paid by the traveller Taking classes 

Train, 1 h earlier – Taking an exam 

– – Visiting a sick person 

 

The attributes and levels were chosen based on the factors discussed in the main text and 
on the technical constraints imposed by discrete choice experiments. The most important 
constraint is related to the independence between the individual attributes and their levels, 
i.e. all combinations of levels from the attributes in the experiment should be meaningful. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X1630169X#dtblA2


The aim was to design an experiment with a limited number of choice situations and suitable 
for small samples. In order to improve the efficiency of the experiment, we used a D-optimal 
design with prior expectation about the preferences of our respondents (Rose and Bliemer, 
2009). In the D-optimal design we added assumptions on the means of the posteriors. For 
instance, we assumed that the trip purposes ‘commuting’ and ‘exam’ would be more 
important than ‘visiting a sick person’ and ‘taking classes’. The design has a local optimum, 
as the prior covariance matrix was neglected. The designs were generated in JMP Pro 11® 
using 500 random start values. In order to obtain stable results we used 24 and 16 choice 
situations respectively. These choice situations were divided in two blocks, as a 
consequence, we offered only 12 or 8 situations to a single respondent. 

For both experiments we estimated a mixed multinomial logit model (Table A3 and 
Table A4), which incorporates the fact that multiple choice observations come from a single 
individual. The models are estimated using a hierarchical Bayesian estimation procedure in 
ChoiceModelR ( Rossi et al., 2005; Sermas, 2015 ;  Train, 2009). Because of the small 
sample sizes we did not ran the models for the different samples separately, instead we 
combined the samples in one pool while adding dummy variables for sample membership 
(evidently, the data from the two experiments were estimated separately). In total we used 
10 000 iterations per model, though only the last 2500 draws were used for the actual 
estimates (7500 burn-in iterations). The outcome of these models is often called ‘(marginal) 
utility’, or when a monetary attribute is included, ‘willingness-to-pay’. In our case, the 
outcomes are interpreted as ‘access rights’. Like marginal utility these access right are 
relative, and only meaningful in comparison to other estimates of the same model. 

The overall model performance is excellent. In about 92% of the choice situations the model 
estimates of the first experiment offer a correct prediction of the actual choice made in the 
experiment. This is 94% for the second experiment. The estimates for the different levels of 
the attributes stabilised after only a few hundred iterations. In Experiment 1 we observe one 
exception to this rule, namely for ‘trip distance’. No reliable results could be obtained for this 
attribute (with 10 000 iterations) and is therefore not included in Fig. 1. 

 

  

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X1630169X#bib63
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X1630169X#bib63
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Table A.3. Model results for Experiment 1: ‘who has the (most) right to drive 
during peak hours?’ 
 

 
  

Civil servants Adm. Staff Experts 

N.obs. 
 

n (situations) 19 (228) 20 (240) 53 (636) 

Attribute χ
2
 level mean s.d. mean s.d. mean s.d. 

Number of persons 1683 

1 person −6.46 7.3 −4.55 8.4 −0.46 6.0 

2 persons 0.50 4.0 2.69 3.4 −0.97 3.6 

3 persons 5.96 6.9 1.86 6.8 1.43 4.4 

Trip purpose 2 434 

commute 3.89 8.0 2.12 8.2 0.76 6.0 

business 2.97 5.2 4.84 4.5 5.00 5.1 

shopping −6.86 8.5 −6.95 8.5 −5.76 7.9 

Travel distance 27 

10 km 1.78 1.9 −0.69 2.1 1.11 1.6 

20 km 3.20 3.1 2.66 3.3 2.56 3.2 

30 km −4.98 4.9 −1.98 5.3 −3.67 4.3 

Public transport 3 212 
just as long −7.86 5.2 −8.85 4.1 −8.88 4.7 

twice as long 7.86 5.2 8.85 4.1 8.88 4.7 

 
 

Table A.4. Model results for Experiment 2: ‘who has the (most) right to travel 
by train during peak hours?’ 
 

   
Civil servants Civil society Experts 

N. obs. 
 

n (situations) 19 (152) 22 (169) 47 (372) 

Attribute χ
2
 level mean s.d. mean s.d. mean s.d. 

Transport alternative 1 014 

early train −0.44 5.4 −6.26 3.9 −2.76 4.3 

solo car 5.35 7.2 5.05 6.5 5.05 7.1 

carpool −4.90 6.9 1.21 5.3 −2.29 6.1 

Pay 45 
does not pay −4.53 2.9 −3.83 2.4 −0.77 2.9 

does pay 4.53 2.9 3.83 2.4 0.77 2.9 

Trip Purpose 1 560 

visit sick person −7.77 7.5 −5.82 6.2 −4.01 6.8 

exam 6.29 6.1 3.88 8.2 2.07 7.2 

commute 3.34 5.2 6.02 4.0 1.52 5.3 

taking class −1.86 5.8 −4.09 6.2 0.42 5.8 

  



References 

E. Anderson. Value in Ethics and Economics. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass (1993). 

E.S. Anderson. What is the point of equality? Ethics, 109 (2) (1999), pp. 287–337 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/233897 

D. Banister. Equity and Acceptability Questions in Internalising the Social Costs of Transport, 
OECD/ECMT Seminar 'Internalising the Social Costs of Transport', Paris (1993). 

M. Beckmann, C.B. McGuire, C.B. Winsten. Studies in the Economics of Transportation. Published for 
the Cowles Commission for Research in Economics by Yale University Press, New Haven (1956). 

E. Ben-Elia, D. Ettema. Carrots versus sticks: rewarding commuters for avoiding the rush-hour-a study 
of willingness to participate. Transport Pol., 16 (2) (2009), pp. 68–76 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2009.03.005 

E. Beyazit. Evaluating social justice in transport: lessons to be learned from the capability approach. 
Transport Rev., 31 (1) (2011), pp. 117–134 https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2010.504900 

G. Blauwens, P. De Baere, E. Van de Voorde. Transport Economics - Fourth Edition (4 ed.). Uitgeverij 
De Boeck, Antwerp (2010). 

W. Block. Road socialism. Int. J. Value Base. Manag., 9 (1996), pp. 195–207 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00440154 

N.K. Blomley. Mobility, empowerment and the rights revolution. Polit. Geogr., 13 (5) (1994), pp. 407–
422 https://doi.org/10.1016/0962-6298(94)90048-5 

J.M. Buchanan. Private ownership and common usage - the road case Re-Examined. South. Econ. J., 
22 (3) (1956), pp. 305–316 https://doi.org/10.2307/1054842 

E. Buitelaar, R. Van der Heijden, R. Argiolu. Managing traffic by privatization of road capacity: a 
property rights approach. Transport Rev., 27 (6) (2007), pp. 699–713 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441640701262949 

K.J. Button. Transport Economics (second ed.). Edward Elgar, Aldershot (1993). 

T. Chronopoulos. Congestion pricing: the political viability of a neoliberal spatial mobility proposal in 
London, Stockholm, and New York City. Urban Research & Practice, 5 (2) (2012), pp. 187–208 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2012.691617 

T. Chronopoulos. Urban spatial mobility in the age of sustainability. In: S. Zavestoski, J. Agyeman 
(Eds.), Incomplete Streets: Processes, Practices, and Possibilities, Routledge, Abingdon (2015), pp. 
54–76. 

R.H. Coase. The problem of social cost. J. Law Econ., 3 (Oct) (1960), pp. 1–44 
https://doi.org/10.1086/466560 

T. Cresswell. The right to mobility: the production of mobility in the courtroom. Antipode, 38 (4) (2006), 
pp. 735–754 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2006.00474.x 

J. Cupples, E. Ridley. Towards a heterogeneous environmental responsibility: sustainability and 
cycling fundamentalism. Area, 40 (2) (2008), pp. 254–264. 

B. De Borger, J. Peirson, R. Vickerman. An overview of policy instruments. In: B. De Borger, S. Proost 
(Eds.), Reforming Transport Pricing in the European Union: a Modelling Approach, Edward Elgar, 
Cheltenham (2001), pp. 37–50. 

B. De Borger, S. Proost. Transport problems: the economic diagnosis. In: B. De Borger, S. Proost 
(Eds.), Reforming Transport Pricing in the European Union: a Modelling Approach, Edward Elgar, 
Cheltenham, UK (2001), pp. 9–36. 

P.-H. Derycke. Road pricing - analysis and policies (A historical perspective). Rech. Écon. 
Louvain/Louvain Econ. Rev., 64 (1) (1998), pp. 63–74 http://www.jstor.org/stable/40724226 

A. Downs. Still Stuck in Traffic: Coping with Peak-hour Traffic Congestion. Brookings Institution Press, 
Washington D.C (2004). 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/233897
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2009.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2010.504900
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00440154
https://doi.org/10.1016/0962-6298(94)90048-5
https://doi.org/10.2307/1054842
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441640701262949
https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2012.691617
https://doi.org/10.1086/466560
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2006.00474.x
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40724226


J. Eliasson. The Stockholm Congestion Charges: An Overview. Stockholm: Centre for Transport 
Studies CTS Working Paper 2014:7  (2014). 

J. Farrington, C. Farrington. "Rural accessibility, social inclusion and social justice: towards 
conceptualisation. J. Transport Geogr., 13 (2005), pp. 1–12 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2004.10.002 

J.H. Farrington. The new narrative of accessibility: its potential contribution to discourses in (transport) 
geography. J. Transport Geogr., 15 (5) (2007), pp. 319–330 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2006.11.007 

M. Flamm, V. Kaufmann. Operationalising the concept of motility: a qualitative study. Mobilities, 1 (2) 
(2006), pp. 167–189 https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100600726563 

B.S. Frey. Why are efficient transport policy instruments so seldom used? In: J. Schade, B. Schlag 
(Eds.), Acceptability of Transport Pricing Strategies, Elsevier, Amsterdam (2003), pp. 63–75. 

M. Friedman, D.J. Boorstin. Epilogue: 'How to plan and pay for the safe and adequate highways we 
need'. In: G. Roth (Ed.), Roads in a Market Economy, Avebury Technical, Aldershot (1996), pp. 223–
245. 

T. Gärling, C. Jakobsson, P. Loukopoulos, S. Fujii. Acceptability of road pricing. In: E. Verhoef, M. 
Bliemer, L. Steg, B. Van Wee (Eds.), Pricing in Road Transport: a Multi-disciplinary Perspective, 
Edward Elgar, Cheltenham (2008), pp. 193–208. 

M. Garrett, B. Taylor. Reconsidering social equity in public transit. Berk. Plann. J., 13 (1999), pp. 6–27. 

B. Gerrard, B. Still, A. Jopson. The impact of road pricing and workplace parking levies on the urban 
economy: results from a survey of business attitudes. Environ. Plann., 33 (11) (2001), pp. 1985–2002 
https://doi.org/10.1068/A3412 

G. Giuliano. An assessment of the political acceptability of congestion pricing. Transportation, 19 (4) 
(1992), pp. 335–358 https://doi.org/10.1007/Bf01098638 

A. Goodman, A. Jones, H. Roberts, R. Steinbach, J. Green. We can all just get on a bus and go': 
rethinking independent mobility in the context of the universal provision of free bus travel to young 
londoners. Mobilities, 9 (2) (2014), pp. 275–293 https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2013.782848 

P.B. Goodwin. Which way for road Pricing? How to make road pricing popular. Econ. Aff. (1990) 
June/July, pp. 6–7 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0270.1990.tb01939.x  

M.A. Hajer. The Politics of Environmental Discourse: Ecological Modernization and the Policy Process. 
Clarendon, Oxford (1995). 

C.J. Hamilton, J. Eliasson, K. Brundell-Freij, C. Raux, S. Souche, K. Kiiskilää, J. Tervonen. 
Determinants of Congestion Pricing Acceptability. Centre for Transport Studies, CTS Working Paper 
2014, Stockholm (2014). 

T.D. Hau. Economic Fundamentals of Road Pricing: a Diagrammatic Analysis. The World Bank, 
Washington DC (1992). 

A.M. Hay. Concepts of equity, fairness and justice in geographical studies. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr., 20 
(4) (1995), pp. 500–508 https://doi.org/10.2307/622979 

L.O. Johansson, M. Gustafsson, G. Falkemark, T. Garling, O. Johansson-Stenman. Goal conflicts in 
political decisionmaking: a survey of municipality politicians' views of road pricing. Environ. Plann., 21 
(4) (2003), pp. 615–624 https://doi.org/10.1068/C19s 

T. Langmyhr. Managing equity: the case of road pricing. Transport Pol., 4 (1) (1997), pp. 25–39 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-070X(96)00031-5 

C. Lave. The demand curve under road pricing and the problem of political feasibility. Transport. Res. 
Pol. Pract., 28 (2) (1994), pp. 83–91 https://doi.org/10.1016/0965-8564(94)90030-2 

J. Levine, Y. Garb. Congestion pricing's conditional promise: promotion of accessibility or mobility? 
Transport Pol., 9 (2002), pp. 179–188 https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-070X(02)00007-0 

D. Levinson. Equity effects of road pricing: a review. Transport Rev., 30 (1) (2010), pp. 33–57 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441640903189304 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2004.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2006.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100600726563
https://doi.org/10.1068/A3412
https://doi.org/10.1007/Bf01098638
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2013.782848
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0270.1990.tb01939.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/622979
https://doi.org/10.1068/C19s
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-070X(96)00031-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0965-8564(94)90030-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-070X(02)00007-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441640903189304


R. Lindsey. Do economists reach a conclusion on road pricing? The intellectual history of an idea. 
Econ J. Watch, 3 (2) (2006), pp. 292–379. 

J. Luyten, R. Kessels, P. Goos, P. Beutels. Public Preferences for Prioritizing Preventive and Curative 
Health Care Interventions: a Discrete Choice Experiment. University of Antwerp: Faculty of Applied 
Economics, research paper, Antwerp (2013), 2013–2032. 

K. Martens. Basing transport planning on principles of social justice. Berk. Plann. J., 19 (1) (2006), pp. 
1–17. 

K. Martens. Justice in transport as justice in accessibility: applying Walzer's ‘Spheres of Justice’ to the 
transport sector. Transportation, 39 (6) (2012), pp. 1035–1053 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-012-
9388-7 

D.N. McCloskey. The Rhetoric of Economics. University of Wisconsin Press, Madison, Wis (1998). 

J.F. McDonald. Pigou, Knight, diminishing returns, and optimal pigouvian congestion tolls. J. Hist. 
Econ. Thought JHET, 35 (3) (2013), pp. 353–371 https://doi.org/10.1017/S1053837213000217 

C. Morency. The ambivalence of ridesharing. Transportation, 34 (2) (2007), pp. 239–253 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-006-9101-9 

S.A. Morrison. A survey of road pricing. Transport. Res. Pol. Pract., 20 (2) (1986), pp. 87–97 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-2607(86)90035-X 

N. Mouter, C. Chorus. Value of time – a citizen perspective. Transport. Res. Part A, 91 (2016), pp. 
317–329 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2016.02.014 

C. Mullen, M. Tight, A. Whiteing, A. Jopson. Knowing their place on the roads: what would equality 
mean for walking and cycling? Transport. Res. Part A, 61 (2014), pp. 238–248 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2014.01.009 

F. Oberholzer-Gee, H. Weck-Hannemann. Pricing road use: politico-economic and fairness 
considerations. Transport. Res. Transport Environ., 7 (5) (2002), pp. 357–371 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1361-9209(02)00005-6 

P. Olszewski, L.T. Xie. Modelling the effects of road pricing on traffic in Singapore. Transport. Res. 
Pol. Pract., 39 (7–9) (2005), pp. 755–772 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2005.02.015 

S. Owens. From 'predict and provide' to 'predict and prevent'?: pricing and planning in transport policy. 
Transport Pol., 2 (1) (1995), pp. 43–49. 

M. Paterson. Automobile Politics : Ecology and Cultural Political Economy. Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge (2007). 

J. Preston, F. Raje. Accessibility, mobility and transport-related social exclusion. J. Transport Geogr., 
15 (3) (2007), pp. 151–160 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2006.05.002 

S. Proost, K. Van Dender, C. Courcelle, B. De Borger, J. Peirson, D. Sharp, R. Vickerman, et al. How 
large is the gap between present and efficient transport prices in Europe? In: B. De Borger, S. Proost 
(Eds.), Reforming Transport Pricing in the European Union: a Modelling Approach, Edward Elgar, 
Cheltenham (2001), pp. 389–412. 

S.C. Rajan. Automobility, liberalism, and the ethics of driving. Environ. Ethics, 29 (1) (2007), pp. 77–
90. 

F. Raje, M. Grieco, J. Hine, J. Preston. Transport, Demand Management and Social Inclusion: the 
Need for Ethnic Perspectives. Ashgate, Aldershot (2004). 

C. Raux. The use of transferable permits in transport policy. Transport. Res. Transport Environ., 9 (3) 
(2004), pp. 185–197 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2004.01.001 

D. Rooney. The political economy of congestion: road pricing and the neoliberal project, 1952-2003. 
Twentieth Century Br. Hist., 25 (4) (2014), pp. 628–650 https://doi.org/10.1093/tcbh/hwt038 

J.M. Rose, M.C.J. Bliemer. Constructing efficient stated choice experimental designs. Transport Rev., 
29 (5) (2009), pp. 587–617 https://doi.org/10.1080/01441640902827623 

P.E. Rossi, G.M. Allenby, R.E. McCulloch. Bayesian Statistics and Marketing. Wiley, Hoboken, NJ 
(2005). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-012-9388-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-012-9388-7
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1053837213000217
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-006-9101-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-2607(86)90035-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2016.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2014.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1361-9209(02)00005-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2005.02.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2006.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2004.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/tcbh/hwt038
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441640902827623


G. Roth. Roads in a Market Economy. Avebury Technical, Aldershot (1996). 

RTL. Grève à la SNCF: un badge "priorité exams" pour les bacheliers et étudiants (2014) 
http://www.rtl.fr/actu/societe-faits-divers/greve-a-la-sncf-un-badge-priorite-exams-pour-les-bacheliers-
et-etudiants-7772636116 

T. Sager. Freedom as mobility: implications of the distinction between actual and potential travelling. 
Mobilities, 1 (3) (2006), pp. 465–488 https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100600902420 

J. Schade, B. Schlag. , Acceptability of Transport Pricing Strategies, Elsevier, Amsterdam (2003). 

S. Schönfelder, J. Rich, O.A. Nielsen, C.J. Würtz, K.W. Axhausen. Road pricing and its consequences 
for individual travel patterns. Mobilities, 2 (1) (2007), pp. 75–98 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100601106401 

T. Schwanen, M. Dijst. Travel-time ratios for visits to the workplace: the relationship between 
commuting time and work duration. Transport. Res. Pol. Pract., 36 (7) (2002), pp. 573–592 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0965-8564(01)00023-4 

T. Schweitzer, A. Valenzuela. Environmental injustice and transportation: the claims and the evidence. 
J. Plann. Lit., 18 (4) (2004), pp. 383–398 https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412204262958 

A. Sen. The Idea of Justice. Allen Lane, London (2009). 

R. Sermas. Package “ChoiceModelR” for “R” (Version 1.2), DecisionAnalyst (2015). 

K.A. Small. Using the revenues from congestion pricing. Transportation, 19 (4) (1992), pp. 359–381 
https://doi.org/10.1007/Bf01098639 

K.A. Small, C. Winston, J. Yan. Uncovering the distribution of motorists' preferences for travel time 
and reliability. Econometrica, 73 (4) (2005), pp. 1367–1382 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
0262.2005.00619.x 

Social Exclusion Unit. Making the Connections: Final Report on Transport and Social Exclusion. Social 
Exclusion Unit, London (2003). 

B.D. Taylor. The politics of congestion mitigation. Transport Pol., 11 (2004), pp. 299–302 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2004.04.001 

B.D. Taylor, A.T. Norton. Paying for transportation What's a fair price?. J. Plann. Lit., 24 (1) (2009), pp. 
22–36 https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412209347156 

K. Train. Discrete Choice Methods with Simulation (second ed.). Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge; New York (2009). 

T. Vanoutrive. Don't think of them as roads. Think of them as road transport markets. Prog. Plann, 117 
(2017), pp. 1–21 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2016.04.001 

E. Verhoef, P. Nijkamp, P. Rietveld. Tradeable permits: their potential in the regulation of road 
transport externalities. Environ. Plann. Plann. Des., 24 (4) (1997a), pp. 527–548 
https://doi.org/10.1068/B240527 

E.T. Verhoef, P. Nijkamp, P. Rietveld. The social feasibility of road pricing - a case study for the 
Randstad area. J. Transport Econ. Pol., 31 (3) (1997b), pp. 255–276 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20053739 

W. Vickrey. Pricing in Transportation and Public Utilities: some implications of marginal cost pricing for 
public utilities. Am. Econ. Rev., 45 (2) (1955), pp. 605–620 http://www.jstor.org/stable/1823588 

W.S. Vickrey. Pricing and resource-allocation in transportation and public utilities - pricing in urban and 
suburban transport. Am. Econ. Rev., 53 (2) (1963), pp. 452–465 http://www.jstor.org/stable/1823886 

J.M. Viegas. Making urban road pricing acceptable and effective: searching for quality and equity in 
urban mobility. Transport Pol., 8 (2001), pp. 289–294 https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-070X(01)00024-5 

M. Wachs. U.S. Transit subsidy policy: in need of reform. Science, 244 (4912) (1989), pp. 1545–1549 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.244.4912.1545 

A.A. Walters. Track costs and motor taxation. J. Ind. Econ., 2 (2) (1954), pp. 135–146 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2097758 

http://www.rtl.fr/actu/societe-faits-divers/greve-a-la-sncf-un-badge-priorite-exams-pour-les-bacheliers-et-etudiants-7772636116
http://www.rtl.fr/actu/societe-faits-divers/greve-a-la-sncf-un-badge-priorite-exams-pour-les-bacheliers-et-etudiants-7772636116
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100600902420
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100601106401
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0965-8564(01)00023-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412204262958
https://doi.org/10.1007/Bf01098639
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2005.00619.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2005.00619.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2004.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412209347156
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1068/B240527
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20053739
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1823588
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1823886
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-070X(01)00024-5
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.244.4912.1545
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2097758


A.A. Walters. The theory and measurement of private and social cost of highway congestion. 
Econometrica, 29 (4) (1961), pp. 676–699 https://doi.org/10.2307/1911814 

K. Washbrook, W. Haider, M. Jaccard. Estimating commuter mode choice: a discrete choice analysis 
of the impact of road pricing and parking charges. Transportation, 33 (6) (2006), pp. 621–639 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-005-5711-x 

A. Weinstein. Congestion as a cultural construct: the 'congestion evil' in Boston in the 1890s and 
1920s. J. Transport Hist., 27 (2) (2006), pp. 97–115. 

C. Wood. The ‘right’ to travel: seeing the world in a globalised, climate-vulnerable era. Proceedings of 
the Seventh Transport Practitioners' Meeting, PTRC, London (2009). 

P.W. Zuidhof. Imagining Markets: the Discursive Politics of Neoliberalism, Ph.D. thesis Erasmus 
Universiteit Rotterdam, Rotterdam (2012). 

P.W. Zuidhof. Thinking like an economist: the neoliberal politics of the economics textbook. Rev. Soc. 
Econ., 72 (2) (2014), pp. 157–185 https://doi.org/10.1080/00346764.2013.872952 

 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1911814
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-005-5711-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00346764.2013.872952

