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Abstract

The introduction of a congestion tax was a sigaiitanoment in the management of mobility in
Stockholm. After several decades of lobbying anldipal conflict, the tax was introduced as a 12806,
consented to by citizens through a referendum tlaerd adopted permanently in the summer 2007.
Consensus on addressing the problems caused bgrtivethe city appeared to have been reached, and
the final scheme was introduced to internationelaam.

This paper critically examines this apparent cosgsmn confronting car based mobility by analysing
how mobility was framed at key stages in policy mgksince the 1970s through to the trial in 2008 an
subsequent implementation.

The analysis centres on the place of the car ioessive framings of mobility. Changing targets and
objectives for urban traffic management are conghaard an attempt is made to trace winners anddose
in relation to motility and environmental qualityverall the paper attempts to show how congestion
taxation was framed and reframed to produce draaitidifferent possible mobility interventions. i€h
analysis is used to argue that the framing of &utaobility changed fundamentally by the time timalffi
scheme was adopted, and that a moment of ambiveabbaut the car, during the trial, was not used to
confront car based mobility. Instead a persuasimegy ®f successful implementation has allowed a new
car oriented mobility regime to slip into place enthe veil of a progressive policy intervention.
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1. Introduction

One of the most difficult issues to be faced inamristrategy making concerns the consequencesidfyrap
increasing personal mobility, in the form of prieatar use. Congestion, pollution, accidents aneroth
problems related to private motorism has been empléinners and decision makers’ agendas for years —
but always proved difficult to turn into long lasgi schemes for implementation. In the city of Statin,
the discussion about how to “solve” the problentateel to private car use have been going on foemor
than four decades. However, agreements have diled f Therefore, the introduction of a congestian
was a significant moment in the management of mghi Stockholm. After several decades of lobbying
and political conflict, the tax was introduced dsi@ 2006, consented to by citizens through a
referendum, and then adopted permanently in ther&ur2007, to international acclaim. Except from a
few remaining opponents like the chamber of commeteere is now an apparent unity on congestion
taxation as an effective measure for addressingritidems caused by the car in the city.

This paper explores this apparent consensus onatimg car based mobility by analysing how moilit
was framed at key stages in planning and policyingain transportation infrastructure and mobility
management since the 1970s, including the proptlistrict charge” in the 1980s, the Dennis Packiage
the early 1990s, through to the trial in 2006 dmedurrent scheme from August 2007 and onwards. The
aim of this paper is to critically examine the @axf the car in successive framings of mobility ifested

in policy schemes to deal with congestion and otifséfic-related problems in the city of Stockholram
the 1970s up till now. The analysis focus on chaggargets and objectives for urban traffic managem
and also power-relations embedded in each schehiehwe explore through the tracing of winners and
losers in relation to motility and environmentahbtjty.

Measures to control the car, such as congestiatitan are at the leading edge of what has beemetta
sustainable transport paradigm (Banister, 2008k paper, however, begins with the concern that eve
such flagship policies for urban traffic managensmet often ambivalent about tackling car dependence
This despite the mounting evidence that curremdgeare resulting in damaging and increasingly
unacceptable environmental and social burdens.tAqmemn certain significant experiments, most urban
strategy making fails to seriously address these@ms. Counter-intuitively, even policies with the
strongest potential to control car use, and hereameentrate on urban congestion charging, have not
been designed to achieve environmental gains,fenchore radical possibilities of these intervergiare
often weakened during implementation (Banister, 3200

At a time when the future direction of strategicnagement of mobility is unclear, and where serious
moral and political questions exist about whethwet laow radical measures to control car use can or

should be introduced in different settings, it bees important to examine closely the ways in wisiath
controversial frames surface within strategy makinocesses, and how they are promoted, resisted,
reshaped and ultimately institutionalized or sikshc

This paper pursues this line of inquiry, focusingleitly on the dominant frames of mobility in poy
making in Stockholm over a period of four decadresusing on policy debates on policy measures for
congestion reduction, we explore how the diffefearthnes of mobility opened up new possibilities for
action in this complex urban governance settingut@éto the analysis is the question of how actors
sought to make the difficult choices and trade-ofiplicit in seeking to manage urban mobility. We
reflect on the potential consequences of diffefimings in terms of the associated patterns ofilitygb
motility (i.e “mobility potential”, see further balv) and environmental qualities. Thus what is icuis
how the narrative of personal mobility by the ptevaar shifted in successive dominant frames. \&fe al
seek to show how particular power-relations, dedint times, played a part in the production afhea
frame. Overall, we attempt to trace how the suceestebates over congestion taxation managed wliffic
guestions about future urban mobility, and howrtile of the car was treated in this.

Trafikdage p& Aalborg Universitet 2008 ISSN 1603-9696 2


lilli
Rektangel

lilli
Linje


We continue by explaining in a little more detaMhwe understand ‘framing’ of mobility, and
introducing our analytical approach. This is foledhvby an analysis of frames of mobility, from early
political debates about how to control access byathe city of Stockholm in the 1970s and 19&0she
Dennis Package in the 1990s, the congestion &@xnr2006 and the adopted congestion tax scheme in
2007. This leads to a discussion of how controakesid contested aspects of urban mobility, iniq@aer
the role of the private car, were managed over.time

2. Framing mobilities

One way of exploring the role of the car in perdaonability, is to focus on how mobiliy — and espedty
future mobility — is framed at particular times andarticular governance settings. Governing nitybil
through the planning and management of urban dpredat and transport systems, involves the routine
creation of ideas, concepts, and language, thathegform a narrative of a new potential for midilA
new potential future is offered, that will, accargito the underlying logic of the narrative, leadctértain
changes in mobility, for certain people and in&@erplaces. Spatial plans and strategies, polanels
physical measures, are conduits of such narratageaiell as arenas for their contestation. These
narratives contain frames, which can be understmadistically as a coming together of a particular
language of mobility, grounded in an underlyingito@r rationality, and applied in a certain cont&he
frame contains a problem to be solved, a coursetisn to be followed, a more or less reasoned
justification for this, and a consideration of d@sequences of doing daa(trup Nielsen and
Gyldenlund Raby 2008Analysing frames allows identification of theslements. By analysing how a
single policy issue, policy measures to combafitrabngestion, was framed and reframed at differen
key moments in policy making over several decaitlégcomes possible to trace the shifting naturdef
problems, justifications, and consequences, andnyidg logics that formed the policy narrative.ih
allows us to analyse how the congestion tax, idifferent dominant formulations over time, engaged
with personal mobility by private car.

Policy-makers, planners and other actors who aategfically to manage mobility do so partly by
populating their imagined urban transport systeritis imagined mobile citizens. This practice - the
production of imagined mobile subjects - allowsgmbially persuasive stories to be crafted about
sustainable and juiiture mobilities, assuming that a range of spedifipatial interventions are carried
out (ibid.). It becomes interesting, then, to asaljtow certain forms of movement, for certain ertiz,
are put at the centre of policy. Here, we workloaltasis that mobility is unequal, and that thening of
movement, as part of the process of managing ntyplidi therefore an important locus of power
struggles:

‘Access to and control over physical movement isqually distributed.
However, so is access to and control over assessiindy activities can
meaningfully be given the label ‘movement’ in tlistfplace. Understanding
movement in this way leads us to ask how variotisiaes are given the status
of ‘movement’, as well as how they are given megrand importance, by
whom and with what consequences’. (Frello 2008: 25)

This approach leads to a focus on the existeneenofers and losers in all mobility frames. Idemion
of winners and losers might for example relatéhtodistribution of “mobility potential” +motility —
among different groups of travellers or inhabitdnta city or region. Motility has been defined by
Kaufmann as “the way in which an individual appraf@s what is possible in the domain of mobilitglan
puts this potential to use for his or her actigti@aufmann 2002:37, cited in Urry 2007:38).
Determinants for the mobility of people are thitige “physical aptitude, aspirations, accessibitity
transportation and communications, space-time caings, knowledge, licenses” (ibid). Also policy
measures might be added on to this list as onerftwt increases or enhance the mobility and ityotil
for different persons and groups of travellers.réhis thus a question of for whom, and on whosealbeh
certain mobilities or motilities are supported (ot!) as part of mobility framings in policy meaear
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It has been stated that “almost all mobilities pgmose large-scale immobile infrastructures [inicigh
paths, railway tracks, public roads, [...] pylonsyeeage systems, gas pipes, [...] and so on” (Urry
2007:19 referring to Graham and Marvin 2001, Sheliel Urry 2006). These infrastructures does not
only result in enforced fixity and coerced movemgirry 2007:37 referring to Ray 2002), but of caurs
also environmental, economic and social (etc) aqueseces on affected places and for mobile or
immobile subjects. Therefore, an analysis of wiarard losers should also take on board the disitvitbu
of possible and negative environmental consequearoesig residents and mobile subjects in affected
areas. The analysis thereby takes the environmjeistade framework (see e.g. Agyeman, 2005; Bullard
2000; Hofrichter, 1993) as a point of departurdsTéads us to the following questions which shige
analysis of each of the dominant frames, with stsogiated strategy for mobility management:

* What is the main objective of each mobility managatistrategy from 1970s and onwards?

* Who are the future “key mobile subjects” referrednteach mobility management strategy: whose
mobility is put at stake?

* How do the measures aim to change mobility prastidehese mobile subjects, and with what
justifications?

* Who are the winners and losers in each mobilityagament strategy — in terms of mobility,

motility and environmental qualities?

How “radical” is each measure in terms of confrogtcar-based automobility?

Through the analysis of the successive frames efeteeestablish the existence of continuities and
discontinuities in the framing of mobilities. Werato reveal whether a thread of policy rationality
continues, or whether different logics prevail otrere.

3. Successive framings of mobility in Stockholm

3.1 1970’s consensus on reducing car based-mobility by 20%

The late 1960s and early 1970s were years of ggpariticism against increasing motorism and related
schemes for investments in road infrastructureaci&olm. In the late 1970s, the political pariies
Stockholm agreed to reduce car use in the inngmdth 20 percent, mainly as a consequence of new
evolving standards for air quality. In the end, plagties failed to agree on the concrete policysuess
(Gullberg and Isaksson 2008Rut in general, a combination of several measwassbeing discussed —
such as restrictive parking policies, possible npacding schemes and even prohibited entrancegtaiti
by car. Worth to note is also that plans for extenaew road investments, which had been prepared i
the 1950s and 196bwere abandoned and the discussion was now mansddmn measures to make
more people chose public transportation (Gullbed) (998, Isaksson 2001). Both right-wing and left
wing parties were open to congestion charging ofessort but the idea did not develop into any concrete
proposal at the time. (Gullberg and Isaksson 2008).

As a result of a general economic decline andgdesple moving to Stockholm, car-use decreased
spontaneously at the beginning of the 1970s (Sks#001). Ironically, this meant that the discussio
about measures to reduce car-use in the city eayntan out of steam. When the 1970s eventually
changed to 1980s, there was no longer any strolitgcpbwill or momentum to go on with the measures
to reduce car-based mobility (ibid. C.f. Tengstrt®90.). One measure that was implemented in the

! The left party, the centre party and the stockhodmy even argued for a 50 percent reduction Gekberg and
Isaksson 2008).

2 One example is “Traffic route-plan 1960” which gagted a full ring road around the city of Stockinosee
Gullberg (ed) 1998, Isaksson 2001, p 5).

% With one exception: the left party was againstgemtion charging at this time because of distrileutiistice-
aspects, but was supporting other means to redotearism.
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1970s was however regulation of traffic in diffarearts of the inner city, where thoroughfare was
banned — except on a few main roads. This evocaileeld reactions and motorist protests led to some
mitigation. The result was some improvement inltival traffic situation but the influence on totedffic
volume was small and more of an increase thanttier avay around.

The most distinctive feature of the mobility framiim the 1970s is that is actually was based upon a
mutual understanding of the car as a problem fercity. Thus, there was a consensus on reducing
motorism, as a means to improve the environmeniality in the inner city. At the time, environmehta
issues — like air pollution and noise — were mangets, but also congestion (Gullberg and Isaksson
2008). The mobile subjects in focus were car-ddgyespecially those who used the car in the initgr-c
(ibid.).There was not any strong focus on other ilecdubjects, like pedestrians and cyclists, bilipu
transportation was one alternative transportatioderthat was explicitly referred to. The motoristse
the key mobile subjects in focus, as the ones angh behaviour. And it was when the discussiongcam
close to the more specific means to make peoplegehbehaviour that the political controversieststar
to show. So in spite of a political majority supiag the decision to abandon massive road invedsnen
planned in the 1950s and 1960s, the 1970s didemoa surn towards policy measures specifically
designed to change mobility practices.

3.2 District charges in the 1980s

The 1980’s was a decade of economic recovery, andwnership increased — as did the amount of car-
travels in totdl Thus traffic and congestion escalated in Stoakh@géaksson 2001). In the second half of
the 1980s, there was a reborn interest for enviestiah issues in Sweden, and the living conditions i
main city areas was a central theme in the pulgimte — not the least in relation to private mstarand
the negative consequences for health and enviran(ilbéa). In their role as an opposition party, the
social democrats in the city of Stockholm desigaguioposal according to which Stockholm motorists
would have to buy a SL-card (=card that allows B@e to go by public transportation in the whole
county of Stockholm) and put in the front windowtloé car when driving in the inner city. In the erid
the 1980s, this idea of “district charges” was fzhed by the then leading coalition of the Social
Democratic Party, the Left Party and the StockhBhrty. According to the proposal, the revenues
should go to investments in public transportation.

The district charge proposal was contested, noetds for legislative reasof€ritical voices were being
raised from parties from the right, who were stigragainst any idea to try to steer traffic in lwéh the
proposal. However, they did not show so much détasce to road tolls to finance new roads. But the
idea was challenged also within the Social DemacRarty, and in the end, the proposal was never
implemented, which later on has been explainedrimg of internal ambivalence towards the idea. In
addition, legislative concerns were being raisatithere was also a strong lobbying against theqzalp
from motorist organisations (ibid).

One main target of the “district charges” from 880s was, in a similar way as the decade before, t
improve the urban environment and reduce the nagaffects caused by car mobility. In additionhis
however, was also the idea to indirectly collectenmoney for public transportation, by demandirgy th
motorists to buy a SL-card. The idea was thus Igleaidressing private motorists as a problem aad th

4 Worth to note is perhaps that the early year@fl980s was a period of time when car-lobbyingvgong. See
Falkemark and Westdahl 1991 and Tengstrém 1990.

® The district charge was in essence the very furdiafior this coalition, since it was the main dethérom the
Stockholm party, i.e. their provision for coopeoatiwith the other two parties.

® According to a majority of Swedish lawyers, thstdct charge was in essence a tax, which resirttachumber of
legislative complications, not the least since ibnly the national parliament (riksdagen) thatthasauthority to
take tax decisions. See Gullberg and Isaksson 0Q@8full explanation.

" The result of this was eventually also a riftheé tocal coalition between the Social DemocratityPshe Left
Party and the Stockholm Party.
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ones to change their mobility practice. The motengould be forced to support public transportation
financially (by buying the SL-card) to be able tivd in the inner city. Thus, implicit in the desigf the
district charge was also the idea that once a pevams the SL-card, he or she might be more open to
choose public transportation. The district char@e thus be seen as a mobility management measire th
clearly attempts to change mobility patterns inag that means a prioritisation of public transpiota
instead of private motorism.

The winners in the proposed scheme would be tlvaseller groups who prefer public transportation
instead of going by car. Since the scheme woul@gga more funding for public transportation, itulb
also be a way to improve the public transportasiggstem and improved motility also for persons witho
a car. Residents in the inner city, who would biéfiefm a cleaner environment with less car auto
mobility in the city can be seen as another grdupioners, as well as motorists finding it worthypay
for a smoother mobility. However, since the schevas never agreed on nor implemented, these
potentially new relations between mobile subjectthe urban landscape did not come into force.

3.3 1990s: road tolls for new road investments int  he Dennis package

The idea to charge motorists for using certain saadurred in the 1990’s, as part of the “Dennis
package” that was a large scheme for infrastruchestments in the city and region of Stockholm
(Isaksson, 2001). The scheme, which consistedwfimeestments in roads and public transportatisn, a
well as the introduction of road tolls, was agreadyy the Social Democratic Party, the ModeratayPar
and the Liberal Party in the city and the regi@akksson 2001).

The main objectives with the Dennis package weimprove the environmental quality, improve
accessibility and strengthen the development ofghen of Stockholm (Swedish Government 1990).
The main part of the Dennis package, at least dgéuterms, was a revival of the extensive infrastire
plans from the 1950s and 1960s — i.e.the construcii a ring road and an outer bypass (ibid.).ddéht
kinds of charges were discussed in the politicgbtiation surrounding the design of the scheme. The
idea that finally prevailed was that the road teltenues would only be used to finance new road
investment$.One of the expected results of the proposed messnithe Dennis package was a reduction
of car-use in the inner city with 25-30%. This shidle seen in relation to the expected increasalifuse

in the larger Stockholm region with 5-20% until Z0@ansstyrelsen i Stockholms lan 1993:43).

The road tolls in the Dennis package were muchesbed. Certain actors, like transport economists,
questioned the steering effects of the schemeaanded that if people would have to pay for ushey t

new roads, perhaps they would still prefer to dtiweugh the inner city, which was not at all areirded
outcome. Also environmental interest organisatigugstioned the idea to finance new motorways with
road tolls and were in general very negative tapllhes to construct these new roads which they
interpreted as a massive support of motorism (&&ak2001). The Dennis package was stopped in 1997,
and thus the idea to introduce road tolls was atwaed, as well as the plans to construct the measslycof
the new roads.

The target with the policy measures suggestedadmnis package was something different than the
measures discussed in the 1970s and 1980s. Ineteidpackage, the idea was not at all to reduce
motorism per se, but instead about managing auttityab a “more efficient” manner, by making car
users drive around or bypassing the city while simameously collecting money for new large scaledroa
investments. It was thus not at all an issue afjoastioning car-based mobility— quite the contrary:
certain amount of car traffic was needed to payternew roads.

® There were also investments in both roads andgtrhhsportation that would be paid by the staie the
municipalities in the greater Stockholm region. Bug most costly new roads were to be paid fordayrtoll
revenues.
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The winners in the Dennis package was the motasistsfound it worth to pay and also could afford th
new road tolls, and thus did not at all have tanggabehaviour. Other winners were people livinthia
inner city where the main environmental benefike better air quality, were expected. Losers weose
who could not afford to pay for getting a bettecessibility by car, whose motility would decredset

also those who were living in areas affected by meads and increased traffic but were themselves no
motorists, and thus not benefiting from the newfitrdnfrastructure. The Dennis package also ineldid
investments in public transportation. Still howevewould be doubtful to map out people using @bl
transportation as winners in general of the schameiost cases it was more a question if slightly
increased capacity and necessary renovationsthédthew tram line connecting some of the near sasbur
as an exception.

3.4 The congestion tax trial January — July 2006

The failed Dennis package was widely interpretedrasnd to the idea to add new charges on canuse i
the city — at least in the foreseeable future.@highly unexpected result of the election 2002hepeup a
window of opportunity for the Green Party to pusingestion charging into the negotiations with the
social democrats locally in Stockholm as well agh@nnational level. The result was a parliament
decision to implement a full scale congestion chdr@l in Stockholm, eventually renamed to the
congestion tax trial. The trial, which ran from&h2006 to 31 July the same year, was a result of
negotiations between the parties in the coalitiovegning Stockholm, i.e. the small Green Party ige
Social Democratic Party and the small Left Partye Tollaboration around the congestion tax trial
involved deep and difficult political tensions, ribe least between the Green Party and the Social
Democratic Party (see e.g Gullberg and IsakssoB,288ksson and Richardson 2008). In the triadxa t
varying between 10 and 20 SEK was put on carsngxdr entering the cordon that surrounded the inner
city of Stockholm, with an exemption for the masmamunication link Essingeleden that runs just algtsi
the west part of the inner citw{vw.stockholmsforsoket.se.f. Isaksson and Richardson 2008). The trial
also included increased capacity in the publicdpantation system, for example a number of extsa bu
lines and more subway-trains runnihuring the trial, tax revenues were earmarkedrfeestments in
public transportation.

The formal aim with the congestion tax was to dasedraffic and congestion, enhance accessibility a
improve the environmenf.The motorists were the key mobile subjects in $dauthe scheme — it was
their travel behaviour that was addressed mostlgld2ut also the current and future users of publi
transportation were key subjects — both in relatiotihe increased capacity in the existing systam,
also in relation to how the revenues would be used.

° Exemption clauses for emergency vehicles, vehielgistered in foreign countries, diplomat carditary

vehicles, buses with a weight of minimum 14 tonsage called "environmental vehicles” (accordingtte rules:
cars driven by electricity, alcohol, or some othas than liquefied petroleum gas, taxi cars, trariapion service for
old or disabled (after application), motorcyclesd &ars with special permission (for example carsea by
physically disabled) (after application). There w0 an exemption for vehicles going from or te thunicipality

of Liding®, which is an island to the east of Stezlkn inner city, and who can't be reached withcagging the inner
city and the congestion tax cordon. Vechicles gdiam (or to) Lidingd, and who only passed the cordn its way
out from the city did not have to pay the tax. Mor® at www.stockholmsforsoket.se.

2 The increased capacity in the system of publicspartation was started already 22 of August 20@bc@ntinued
until the end of December 2006 (www.stockholmsfketcse).
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Figure 1. The congestion tax trial cordon and admioints (marked as red dots).
Source: The Swedish Road Administration 2006.

Even though the congestion tax trial clearly adsdscar-users as the ones to change, it did not erea
radical change. In essence, the trial expresskesaaambivalence rather than a challenge towands ca
based mobility. This is manifested for example gy fact that the tax had to be paid by entering the
cordon around the city whereas there was no tagd driving in the inner city, in combination tthe
with main communication link Essingeleden not bdirgjuded in the cordon. In addition, the tax was n
that high — in the peak hour 20 SEK which is lé&sstl/5 of the price for entering the congesticargh
zone in Londort! Also the exemption for so called “environmentaistas a sign of the ambivalence
towards private motorism. Thus, the political négtans around the trial had eventually resulted in
scheme that did not in essence challenge motohistead, the main logic was about more cost-effecti
mobility management, where the differentiated tadmtravellers use travel mode and timing in rehati
to the tax at each hour of the day.

One specific group of winners of the congestiontta was therefore those who could afford to fay
their car-based urban mobility and who also thotlgat the benefits actually exceeded the cost yihpa
the tax. Among motorists, those living in the inogy who did not need to pass the cordon had an
especially privileged position in this scheme, sitravel speed and accessibility by car was imptdoe
motorists in the inner city during the trial (Tr@ks2006a). Altogether, most inner city inhabitanese
benefiting strongly by congestion reduction androwed environmental quality such as less pollutiod
particles in the air (SLB 2006). Also specific nef business, such as transportation firms, taxets

etc should be mentioned as winners. They bendiiteatly from a generally improved mobility poteihtia
in essence they could get more jobs done — to &dsiv Another group of winners was high-consumers
of public transportation, especially those whodive areas benefiting from new extra bus-lines or

1 The congestion charge in London was in 2007 £&@ifivering the zone, which at the time correspondedound
110 SEK.
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improved capacity, whose motility also was enhanteders were those living in areas where congestio
and thus also emissions actually increased (fomel&in semi-central areas in south-west and seas;
just outside the cordon) (ibid.). Evaluation repdrave also identified certain professional grospsh as
bus drivers both in the inner city and in semi-caldistricts in suburbs to Stockholm suffered from
higher exposure to NO2-emmissions during the thiah before (Plato, Carlsson, Alderling, Gustavsson
2006). It is however very uncertain to what exthig is a direct consequence of the congestion tax
scheme or not. Anyhow, it illustrates the fact thiatpollution is a complex matter, and that a gehe
picture of emission reductions still might implycieased exposure at specific locations and grolups o
residents or travellers.

3.5 Congestion taxation supporting new roads: Augus t 2007 and onwards

The congestion tax trial was closed in the endubf 2006. A local referendum was held in mid-
September, resulting in a small majority for thegestion taxes. Simultaneously however, the public
election resulted in new political majorities. Thagight/liberal government took over both in &toalim
and nationally. The situation was complicated:tthe main right/liberal parties in the city (i.eeth
Moderate Party and the Liberal Party) had investadh credibility in opposing the congestion taaltr
but the national party organisations had a cleadye ambivalent position, and also the other twtigza
forming majority coalitions (the Centre Party ahd Christian Democrats) were positive. In addition,
there was a proven majority for the congestioridaally in Stockholm. So how would they go on with
the issue?

Soon after the election, the new national goverrirdeaided that a regular congestion tax would be
introduced 1 Aug 2007, but with several changelation to the trial. For example, the tax was now
made deductible. The fine for unpaid congestiontag reduced. The exemption for “environmental
cars” was limited to five years, and now also tais and transportation service for old and dishb&el

to pay the tax (Swedish government 2007). And, mosdbly, the tax was now made part of a larger
infrastructure plan that included large scale ibmesits in new roads and railways in the city amome
Instead of using the revenues for investments bliptransportation, which had been the case dutiag
trial, the money would now be earmarked for “thecBholm Bypass”, a large road project reaching from
south-west to north-west in the outskirts of thg oégion, very similar to parts of the old plansm the
1950s, 1960s and 1990s (Reinfeldt, Olofsson, Legog, Hagglund 2006). The Stockholm Bypass and
the congestion tax are today intimately conneatatié multi-nodal development strategy for Stockiol
region (Stockholmsférhandlingen 2007).

The main targets of the new system for congestiamgsng is now said to be about improving the
environment, the accessibility and to contributaficially to new road investments in the Stockholm
region’? From these formal aims it is clear that the tatlisttime is not about changing mobility patterns.
Rather, it is about “effective” mobility managemenwhich in turn is supposed to have positive efféot
environment and accessibility, and also about fumdiew infrastructure in itself.

The mobile subjects in focus are again the carsyséro obviously are the ones to change — howester n
necessarily by travelling less but by using thedregstem in a more efficient way. The regular saéon
congestion taxation is currently not connectedipmassive efforts for improving public transpaddat

in the city or region. This also changes the pattéiwinners and losers radically in relation tdhe trial.
Motorists who can afford to pay for their car-bassability form an even stronger group of winnerarth
before; the new regulations for tax deduction haagle the price effectively lower. Just as in tred,tr
residents in the inner city, who use the car favetling within the inner city, are also winnersnéw
group of losers is however appearing — for examplaple who live in areas where new roads will be

12 hitp://www.vv.se/filer/28704/Trangselskatt_foretagg.pdf 25 July 2008
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constructed without benefiting from the new infrasture, or (like in the trial) those who live ireas
where congestion actually increases.

4. Concluding discussion: frame shifts

The empirical analysis above is a clear illustratid continuous struggles over the place of thdarcéne
city. In this final section, based on our analysisuccessive framings of urban mobility, we reffiggon
the overall picture: how have the controversialéssof the place of the car, and of urban mohitity
general, been managed over time in Stockholm, dralase the winners and losers?

4.1 A general ambivalence about the role of the car  in the city

There is one striking characteristic coming outrfrilnis historical exposé, namely the fundamental
ambivalence over the place of the car in the €ityer time, private car use is constantly appeasithe
main problem to tackle, but still only very fewtbe policy measures described above challengetpriva
car use in any radical sense. Motorism was moatlgleinder attack in the policy debates of the 5970
and to some extent also in the 1980s, but no ctsnpdicy measures were implemented. The Dennis
package from the 1990s was not at all about clgithgrthe role of the car, quite the contrary. The
congestion tax trial carried a seed for questionirgan motorism, but in the end it still didn’t dauch
about automobility per se. The main evaluation regiates that congestion was noticeably reduced (o
average 22% reduction on entrance roads to the amyg (Stockholms stad 2006, p 5). Meanwhile
however, the total reduction in terms of amourntra¥els in the region is much less — around 3%d-itan
is not known if there was any loss at all in tatalel length (travelled kilometres by car) in tiegion
(ibid., p 66). The current system for congestiotaten is even less clearly targeted towards carnmshe
city. It aims for congestion reduction, yes, busimultaneously serving as a direct financial supfoy

the construction of new motorways. In the curremtgestion tax system, motorism is thus even less
confronted than before.

4.2 Mobility norms

What are then, altogether, the mobility norms beapifested in the different mobility framings teakin
this article? One main result is of course the tadly increased valorisation of the private cartblit
transportation were explicitly valorised in theipglmeasures discussed in the 1970s, 1980s and also
partly in the trial — but eventually, with the pement system, it is not treated as an as imposietém as
private motorism, only a complement of subordiniateortance for the general urban and regional
development. Mobility in itself is not questionéa any of the policy measures in focus here — eximp
the very marginal suggestions for entrance prabibithat was part of the policy debate in the 1970s
Whereas a number of specific traffic modes has lpeestioned and challenged, the existing trends and
tendencies of ever increasing mobility are takergfanted as essentially “good”. Moreover, the idka
frictionless mobility is more and more valoriseceotime, and is now clearly an essential part efltmg-
term development strategies for Stockholm. Lessilitwls thus not even an issue on the agenda.

4.3 Winners and losers

The empirical examples above clearly illustrate hiogvprevailing support for car-based mobility tisat
manifested through the policy measures result itepss of uneven distribution of both mobility, riiby

and environmental benefits such as cleaner (orcless) air, more (or less) noise, safer (or ungafe
environments in terms of accidents and generalpraved (or reduced) accessibility. As stated abthes,
congestion tax have meant different consequencesfferent businesses branches and professional
groups etc. Over time however, the policy meassinesv a general tendency to benefit motorists wimo ca
afford (and find it worthwhile) to pay for theirchased mobility, and also residents in the iniitgt who
will benefit from less congestion and improveddiyienvironment in several respects. Meanwhile gther
are new groups of losers— in general people whd trawel by car but live in areas where new roadbs
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be constructed, or in areas where congestion &cinateases in the short or long run due to the
congestion tax and/or new infrastructure investmantd the new patterns of car-based mobility euglvi
in relation to these.

4.4 Stockholm — a ‘two speed city’

The evolving pattern of winners and losers is diosglated to the idea of the ‘two speed city’ eancept
referring to the idea of a city with two layersmbbility — one layer of smooth, quick and easy righi
and another layer where travelling is slow, withamdriction and disruptions. In a ‘two speed city’,
different groups have different motility potentialspending on for example income, class, technical
equipment, location etc and the concept also inglitaat the motility is unevenly distributed. Ofucse,
the ‘two speed city’ has to some extent been gdetieosituation in Stockholm since the idea of ‘tber
city” was established as norm in Swedish city plagric.f. Lundin 2008). What we can see in the@oli
measures analysed above however, is that thisaditip appears stronger and stronger over time in
Stockholm mobility planning. Also, it seems to besely connected to an uneven distribution of esit
and negative environmental consequences of eatdnsyk trial as well as in the the permanent syste
enhanced mobility and improved environmental quadita stronger result for inhabitants in the incigy
than for residents in semi-central or peripheraigaf the region. Thus there are obviously envirental
injustice aspects of the current congestion tagpeeially if the planned infrastructure investmeares
actually implemented — but more research is netwlathp out the complex picture more in detail.

4.5 Stockholm congestion taxation supporting the st atus quo?

The analysis carried out in this article has foduse policy measures designed to combat congeistion
Stockholm from the last four decades. Even thohgheikamples are diverging, and thus all appear as
specific products of a certain historical, poli@ald social context, they also show a consisteaathof
policy rationality. All in all, even though the poy measures involves certain attempts to queston
based mobility (at least in the 1970s, 1980s amdpie extent, in the congestion tax trial), theia the
end no radical confrontation of private motorisrheTconsistent rationality is thus one of fundamenta
ambivalence about the car, but still — in the erdstrong(er) support for its strong position asidran
travel mode.

The analysis also illustrates how measures likgestion taxation as an instrument might be franmed a
reframed to produce dramatically different possihtebility interventions. In Stockholm, the framiog
future mobility changed between the congestiortriakand the adoption of the final scheme. The
decision 2002 to implement the trial was as a mawere the car was challenged to some extent — at
least in the early political discussions — buthie &nd, the trial was still not designed to radiyoabnfront
car based mobility. Still however, the Stockholmgestion tax has in several ways meant a radidal sh
for mobility management in Sweden as well as ireotiountries, not the least by showing the potettia
not only reduce congestion but also win public supfor such measures. But — as shown in this aisaly
— the result is in itself ambiguous. In essence,'success story” of the Stockholm congestion i@k ¢an
also be interpreted as a policy process that eadiptailowed for a new car oriented mobility regirtae
slip into place under the veil of a progressiveqyointervention (c.f. Isaksson and Richardson 2008

This is also a direct input to the ongoing intelorzdl debate about congestion charging, where some
writers recently have defined it as a sustainablesportation policy measure (c.f Banister 2008 T
result of this analysis gives input to questiongistic attitudes towards congestion charging as
essentially sustainable. The current congestioint&tockholm is a clear example showing that raduc
congestion might very well be part of policy schertteat support, rather than challenge car-based
mobility. Congestion taxes and congestion chargiight very well be measures to support a
transformation to other, less unsustainable madslitout not necessarily and certainly not autaradyi.

It all depends on what power relations and whahé&s of mobility that is built into each specifihisme
for mobility management.
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