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Methodology and sample characteristics

Structured interviews
For identification of relevant actors: focus group + snowball sampling

FG: transport economist, politician, geographer, demographer, traffic
planner

Characteristics

City politicians 10
Municipal authority representatives

City-run public transport authority representatives
Ministry representatives

Consultants, transport experts, academia

Non-governmental organisation representatives

N R W R w oo

Representatives of companies offering mobility services
for cities

Journalist 1




Sample characteristics Il

Sex
Age
Education

Practice in the sector

Practice in the position and
institution

Size of city where active

Men: 31 Women: 5
45 on average
Secondary: 6 Tertiary: 30

14 years on average

9 years

25 Capital 7 mid-sized city, 4 national
City Prague institution



ldentification with the definition of
sustainable urban mobility

,| want a city that motivates people to change
their travel behavior to minimize environmental
and noise pollution.”

e 88% of stakeholders claimed full identification
with this vision.



Q method

* William Stephenson (The study of behavior; Q-
technique and its methodology, 1953)
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Shared viewpoints




Q method

Opinion reviews (research journals, newspapers,
blogs, youtube, etc.) = Q population

Development of a set of 42
statements = Q sample

Selection of participants = P sample
Sorting statements by participants = Q sorts
Factorial analysis

Interpretation — Shared viewpoints = Factors









Results

* PQ method programme (Peter Schmolck, 2015)

* 4 shared viewpoints (factors).

* They describe 65 % of varialibity.



Factors (shared viewpoints)

1 2 3 4
Participants

1 0.61 0.08 0.20 -0.13
2 0.68 -0.08 -0.33 0.33
3 0.72 -0.17 0.06 -0.14
4 0.77 -0.32 -0.22 -0.03
5 0.77 -0.17 0.07 0.22
6 0.79 -0.20 -0.27 -0.07
7 0.80 0.17 0.00 0.06
8 0.77 -0.21 0.09 -0.23
9 0.71 -0.19 -0.24 0.17
10 0.80 -0.08 -0.05 0.01
28 0.59 0.54 -0.19 -0.05
29 0.68 -0.08 0.41 -0.10
30 0.49 0.38 -0.05 0.10
31 0.80 -0.10 0.23 0.12
32 0.52 0.54 -0.32 0.03
33 0.29 0.64 -0.22 -0.11

% expl.Var. 47 9 5 5




Shared viewpoint I: Provide alternatives to individual car
transport and change travel behavior of people. Focus on
walking and cycling. Strong social feeling.

Agreement

*  Society should provide a quality alternative for those who do not own a car to enjoy comparable mobility
options.

*  We should promote denser development rather than urban sprawl.

*  We have to emphasise cooperation with neighbouring municipalities in provision of transport services
with maximum utilisation of public transport.

*  The city should take care that citizens need a car for private use as little as possible.
*  Bicycling enables people to move around the city freely and be independent.
*  Walking a cycling around the city are a health and pleasant alternative particularly for shorter trips.

Disagreement

* C(Cities do not need a change in the current transport behaviour to reduce environmental impacts of
transport.

e Cartrafficin cities is pointlessly restricted and slowed down.

*  The public does not need to be involved in transport decision-making, as it makes the decision-making
more complicated and lengthier.

*  Current urban transport problems cannot be solved by simply building sufficient infrastructure capacity.
*  Further growth in car traffic is essential for growing economies in advanced countries.
*  The current state of transport in the city is satisfactory and there is no need to change it fundamentally.



Shared viewpoint Il: Quality and infrastructure for cars as well
as alternative modes. Do not regulate and force.

Agreement

*  Everyone should start by themselves and use public transport more often.

*  We have to emphasise cooperation with neighbouring municipalities in provision of transport services
with maximum utilisation of public transport.

*  Current urban transport problems can be solved by simply building sufficient infrastructure capacity.
* Asecond carin a family should not be penalised.

Disagreement

*  The speed of traffic in the city is more important than environmental impacts.
*  Thecity should take care that citizens need a car for private use as little as possible.
*  The current state of transport in the city is satisfactory and there is no need to change it fundamentally.

*  Freight transport in cities should be subject to clear, simple and stable rules on which politicians would
agree with private sector representatives.

*  Cycling is a hobby more than anything else, so that cities do not have to support cyclists in everyday
commuting.

*  We should promote denser development rather than urban sprawl.

*  Motorway vignettes for cars have to be abolished. Drivers pay more than enough through excise duty and
VAT anyway.

*  Goods vehicles should be restricted depending on their environmental impacts.

*  Children under 12 years of age should not bicycle to school on their own, even if there is a safe cycling
trail.



Shared viewpoint Ill: Clean technologies, quality and
availability of alternatives.

Agreement

Electric cars or similar alternative drives should make up at least one half of all cars running in cities by
2030.

Cities should focus on building incentive parking facilities at their edges.
Let us take the path of public transport improvement, not price reduction.

We need to provide availability of public transport for all categories of citizens even at the costs of
significant regulatory interventions.

We have to emphasise cooperation with neighbouring municipalities in provision of transport services
with maximum utilisation of public transport.

Everyone should start by themselves and use public transport more often.

Disagreement

Car traffic in cities is pointlessly restricted and slowed down.

Motorway vignettes for cars have to be abolished. Drivers pay more than enough through excise duty and
VAT anyway.

The speed of traffic in the city is more important than environmental impacts.
Walking infrastructure does not need to be developed beyond its present extent.
Car ownership is indispensable.

Cities do not need a change in the current transport behaviour to reduce environmental impacts of
transport.



Shared viewpoint IV: Provide good public transport and
motivate to use it. Use also negative incentives.

Agreement

*  People have to be motivated, not forced, to reduce single car use.
*  Thecity has to develop through investment in new transport infrastructure.

*  We need to provide availability of public transport for all categories of citizens even at the costs of
significant regulatory interventions.

*  Thecity should take care that citizens need a car for private use as little as possible.
*  The costs of a car trip should be higher than those of the same trip by public transport.

Disagreement

*  We should promote denser development rather than urban sprawl.
*  Walking a cycling around the city are a health and pleasant alternative particularly for shorter trips.
*  The current state of transport in the city is satisfactory and there is no need to change it fundamentally.

*  Electric cars or similar alternative drives should make up at least one half of all cars running in cities by
2030.

*  Children under 12 years of age should not bicycle to school on their own, even if there is a safe cycling
trail.

*  Society should provide a quality alternative for those who do not own a car to enjoy comparable mobility
options.

*  Modern technologies will resolve the fundamental transport problems.

* Urban deliveries are purely a matter of private hauliers. The public sector should not try to influence
them.



Conclusions

,| want a city that motivates people to change their travel behavior to
minimize environmental and noise pollution.”

* Stakeholders agree, but differ in their opinions:

— What means ,to motivate”?
» Positive / negative incentives;
* Regulate or not regulate the car use?

— Which alternative mode to promote?
— Would modern technologies help us on our sustainable path?

— Social context: How strongly should we help the poor people / the
people without a car with their mobility?
— ..7°
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