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In Milakis et al. (2015), we suggested that people likely consider an acceptable 
travel time in their travel and destination decision-making process.  

Introduction 

Evolutionary instincts (Marchetti, 1994), stress 
(Novaco et al., 1990; Wener et al., 2003; Evans and 
Wener, 2006), energy concerns (Young and Morris, 
1981), the need to return home (Hägerstrand, 
1985), the need to spend time on other activities 
(Hupkes, 1982) and other cognitive considerations 
(see Dijst and Vidakovic, 2000; Schwanen and Dijst, 
2002). 
 
Travel time budget (TTB) (Zahavi and Ryan, 1980; 
Zahavi and Talvitie, 1980), ideal travel time 
(Hupkes, 1982; Mokhtarian and Salomon, 2001), 
satisficing (Simon, 1955, 1956), consideration sets 
(Wright and Barbour, 1977)  
 
 
 

Milakis, D., Cervero, R., van Wee, B., Maat, K., 2015. Do people consider an acceptable travel time? Evidence from 
Berkeley, CA. Journal of Transport Geography 44: 76-86  
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We replicate the US study in Europe (Delft, The Netherlands) aiming to:  
 
(a) further test the acceptable travel time concept in European context,  

 
(b) compare results between Delft and Berkeley to gain more insights into this 

theoretical concept, and  
 

(c) enrich the discussion on acceptable travel times by providing a conceptual 
framework for factors influencing it, based on the findings from both 
cities, and our analytical thinking.  

Aim 

Berkeley, CA Delft, NL 
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 Mixed methods approach with concurrent triangulation. 
 

 Semi-structured interview protocol based on Wengraf’s (2001) 
pyramid model (hypothetical commute times, acceptable commute 
time). 
 

 Stratified random sample (car, public transport, cycling, walking) of 
32 individuals living in Berkeley, CA and Delft, NL.   

  
 

Methods 
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Results 
-Hypothetical commute times (closed-ended questions) 

Levels of satisfaction (%) for a range of hypothetical commute times. 
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Results 
-Hypothetical commute times (closed/open-ended questions) 

Positive and negative levels of satisfaction (%) for a range 
of hypothetical commute times. 

Closed-ended  

The average proportion of subjects with positive and 
negative responses (perceptions, feelings, attitudes, and 
experiences) for a range of hypothetical commute times. 

Open-ended  



7 

Results 
-Hypothetical commute times (open-ended questions) 



8 

Results 
-Hypothetical commute times (open-ended questions) 
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Results 
-Acceptable commute time (closed-ended questions) 
 

Actual, ideal and acceptable commute times by travel mode in Berkeley, CA and Delft, The Netherlands.  
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Results 
-Acceptable commute time (open-ended questions) 
 

Subjects’ descriptions of acceptable commute time based on their perceptions, feelings, 
attitudes and life experiences.  
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Conclusions 
 

(a) The results of this study confirm the validity of the acceptable travel time 
concept.  
 
Variation of intrinsic utility with travel time. 
Identification and definition of an acceptable travel time. 
 
(b) The average acceptable travel time was found lower in the case of Delft. 
(36.4 min vs 42.5 min in Berkeley).  

 
Differences in congestion levels, spatial structure, job accessibility, perceptions 
of travel time related to country size between the two cities could explain 
differences in acceptable travel time.  
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Conclusions 
 

(c) conceptual model for factors influencing derived and intrinsic utility, and 
next the acceptable travel time.  
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Future research on acceptable travel time 

(a) Theory 
 
Connections to behavioural economics:  
- modes of thinking: system 1: fast, instinctive, emotional and system 2: 

slower, deliberative, logical (Kahneman, 2011). 
- Reference points.  
 
(b) Validation and influencing factors 
 
- Large-scale stated and revealed preference surveys, (quasi) longitudinal 

empirical studies, mobility biographies.  
 

(c) Application of the concept 
 
- Land use transport models (see e.g. SILO, Moeckel, 2017). 
- Assessment of transport projects (non-linear valuation of travel time). 
- Urban planning.  
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