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SUMMARY

Studies of cyclists' involvement in road accidents have
tended to concentrate on the behaviour of those involved,
and the types of manoeuvers undertaken. This research
looks not at the behaviour of road users, but at their
attitudes towards each other and aspects of the road
network, The safety of cyclists deserves attention for two
reasons. First, because of the numbers killed and injured
each year, Secondly, because many of those measures which
seek to improve conditions for cyclists also benefit the
urban environment; by restricting vehicle speeds and
traffic access, thereby improving the quality of life for
local residents. Repertory grid analysis revealed
differences in attitude between those who drive, cycle or
both drive and cycle. Postal questionnaire returns from
1000 motorists and cyclists, a majority of whom were
members of a cycling organisation, indicate that there are
marked differences in attitudes towards cycling as a mode
of transport and a variety of measures which seek to
restrain traffic and encourage cycling. These are
dependent upon whether respondents drive, cycle, drive and
cycle, or use neither form of transport, and their age

group.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTERDISCIPLINARY HIGHER DEGREE SCHEME

The IHD Scheme was 1initliated at the University of Aston in
1968 as a means of offering a multidisciplinary approach to
postgraduate research. Viewed as a response to the Swann
Report of 1968 which called for mnew experiments with PhD
degrees, it was considered to be a fairly radical
initiative. In collaboration with dindustry, public
services or other organisations within which a student was
placed, a supervisory team was drawn from two different
academic faculties, and included a ‘member of the
participating organisation. Using Lthe techniques of
sclence and social science, the aim was Lo investigate the
topic al hand and contribute to knowledge in such a way as

to be useful to the collaborators.

To date, over 150 PhDs and 27 MPhils have been awarded
through the scheme covering a broad range of subjects.

These can be loosly classified as follows:

Chemical Industry, Commerce, Energy, Engineering
Design and Development, Food and Biological Processes,
Information, Management Planning, Manufacturing,

Personnel, Public and Independent Bodies.

During the course of this project, the ethos of the IHD
scheme has changed. It i1s no longer to provide a broad

base for research covering many differing collaborators,

from pressure groups to the armed forces, but 1is to
concentrate on issues arising within information
technology. This 1s largely as a result of changing

attitudes within the university and tinaucial pressures.

The collaborating organisation in Lhis project i1s Friends
of the Earth Ltd., London. The supervisory team 1s drawn
from both the university and sponsoring organisation, and
depending on the subject of +the research, students may

obtain supervisors from different disciplines. The

12



supervisory team tor this research originally consisted of

the following:

Mr M. Harris - Civil Engineering
Dr A, I. Glendon - Applied Psychology
Dr D. Van Rest - IHD
Mr A. Clarke - Friends of the Earth
The team has changed considerably over the years. First,

Mr Harris left to be replaced by Mr White, Drs Van Rest and
Glendon both took sabbaticals, and Mr Clarke left +to take
up a position in the United States. The final team which

was reassembled earlier this year (1990) consists of:

Mr J. White - Civil Engineering
Dr A. I. Glendon - Applied Psychology Division
Mr D. Mathew - [ransport and Environmental Consultant,

formally with FoE

1.2 FRIENDS OF THE EARTH

Friends of the Earth Limited (FoE), was established in 1971
as a campaigning organisation to promote policies which
protect the environment. Campaigns are pursued locally,
nationally and internationally +to influence policy and
decision makers at all levels, and thus lead to changes in

public opinion and ultimately, in the law.

There are 300 local FoE groups throughout England and Wales
(FoE Scotland is a separate organisation), and
approximately 180,000 registered supporters. The groups
are financially independent and whilst supporting national
campaigns, are free to decide their own policies and
priorites and to initiate local action. Financing 1is
through registered supporters, donations, grants, special
appeals and trading operations. In 1981, FoE Trust was
developed under charitable status to conduct non-political

educational and research work.
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A total of twelve people sit on the FoE Board of Directors,
Some members are elected by local groups whilst others are
appointed by the Board. It has a Strategy Committee which
considers specific matters relating to the campaigns, a
Personnel Committee and Finance Committee. Every day
running of the campaigns is left to a Management Committee,
consisting of senior staff at FoE. Apart from campaigners
and their assistants, the staff consists of those in
administration, finance and trading, plus a large number of
indispensible volunteers who are essential for the
operation of the organisation. Additionally, FoE i1s able
to call on a number of consultants with specialist

knowledge, 1f required.

FoE is now an important and widely respected pressure group
with supporters and friends in many areas. Direct
relations have been formed with government departments,
MPs, MEPs and other institutions who both offer and request
advice. The number of specific campaigns and campaign

areas change over the years, but are currently directed at:

Energy

Countryside and Agriculture

Air Pollution

Tropical Rain Forests

Cities For People (formerly Transport)
Water and Toxics

It is clear from the above list that campaigns operate from
the micro to macro level; from aiming to improve the
quality of 1life for urban citizens by reducing traffic
access, to halting the destruction of rainforests in Brazil
and Malaysia. There should be room for both types of
campaign within such an organisation. Whilst the grander
and often more appealing projects attract undoubted
support, the local, mundane lssues are of equal importance
to those affected and their environment, and might

otherwise be neglected.

Insofar as the interests of FoE appear many and varied,

they all reflect a common thread; a deep regard for the

14



environment 1in the widest sense, and concern over the
damage being caused daily through conflict between people

and their environment, whether city street or rain forest.

In 1984, +transport was still a recognised campaign area
with cycling an important component. It 1is only since 1987
that the campaign title changed to 'Cities for People', and
the areas of concern widened appropriately. Formally, the

mailn issues consisted of:

1. the promotion of cycling as a form of transport on

economic, social and environmental grounds,

2. campaigns to save rural bus services from further

cuts,

3. an integral public transport policy incorporating a

comprehensive network of British Rail and buses,

4. opposition to continuing large-scale trunk road
construction, and to a national transport policy
which favours the private motorist over and above

all other forms of transport.

FoE employed a full-time cycle campaigner to lobby local
authorities and central government to improve facilities
and to encourage cycling. Apart from providing information
and advice on all cycling matters, it also serviced the
Cycle Campaign Network, an affiliation of sixty groups
spread throughout the county who meet twice yearly.
Additionally, FoE used to publish 'Bicycles Bulletin', a
quarterly magazine distributed to all County and District
Council Surveyors and Planning Departments, Transport
Committees, MPs, and any individuals or organisations

expressing an interest, both here and abroad.

Since the early 1970s there had been a large increase in

bicycle ownership, accompanied by a somewhat smaller rise

15



in use and an increase in the number of cycling accidents.
FoE Birmingham (Pushbikes) was already sponsoring a PhD at
Aston on cycle planning in the West Midlands (Davies 1087),
and suggested Cthat a further study could be set up to
investigate cycle satety; FoE Limited proposed sponsoring
the research. It was from this background that the project

was initiated.

1.8 THE PROJECT

'Doctorate in Cycle Safety - Friends of the Earth step up
campaign to improve conditions for Britain's cyclists' was
the headline of a FoE press release +to publicise my
appointment <(FoE 1984). Seen as a complement to David
Davies' then current work at Aston, also in IHD (Davies
1987>, the original title of the project 'Ways Of Improving
Cycle Bafety' proved to be exceedingly broad. The original
brief:

1. assessing Lhe ettectiveness ot highway engineering

measures to protect Lhe cyclist, and

2. 1influencing the attitudes and perceptions of all

types of road user towards one another,

was at least two distinct pleces of work, and it took many
months before +the area of investigation was narrowed

sufficiently to render the research manageable.

An early exercise at Aston 1in coping with complex systems
(Checkland 1981) emphasised the enormity ot the task. A
root definition was formalised, but was so extensive as to
be unworkable. Appendix 1 illustrates the results of this
early work and myriad of differing directions in which it
led. Ihe root definition has since been abandoned for

obvious reasons, also because of the change in emphasis and
16



title ot the project. However, after minor alterations the

following remain pertinent:

Customers those trying to influence policy processes,

or policy makers themselves
Actors myseltf and other colleagues
Owners Friends of the Earth

Transtormation facts about road user attitudes into reports
for policy makers
Environment activities ot other organisations in

relevant areas.

1.4 ACTION RESEARCH

The type of research conducted by students at IHD is often
recognised as 'Action Research', since they are generally
brought iunlo an organisation to look at a specific problem.
Using detfinitions of research as supplied by Cherns (1979),
where he differentiates between pure basic, basic
objective, operational, and action, the latter would
certlalinly appear Lo be Lthe most appropriate description for
this study. However, many dittferent definitions of action
research abound, and within the type exist a number of

contexts.
Halsey (1972) suggests 1t is a:

small scale Iintervention 1in the functioning of the
real world, usually in administrative systems, and the
close examination of the effects of such
interventions(plé5)

In this way it brings together research and action or
administration, which have ditffering interests. Research
values precision, control, replication and attempts to

generalise from the observation of specific events, whereas
17



action or administration 1s concerned with operations in
the real world, moving from generalisations to specifics.
Action research brings together the two different

approaches, and five distinct torms are identified:

1. Ihe social planning model, which gives the central
planner the opportunity to obtain 'field tested’
information on the etfect of centrally directed change, the

action 1s a pilot ftor future etftort.

2. Research, or the development o0f theoretical
knowledge, where causal information can be added to

correlational study, undertaken with limited publicity.

3. The 'get something done' or political approach
which i1s in response to a recognised problem. The emphasis
is on action, the tactics are chosen to keep the issue in
the public eye and to enlist support for larger scale

action, or until funds become avallable.

4. The diversionary approach, which also aims to be
highly visible to act as a palliative, by placating
political pressure for more radical change and diverting

attention away ftrom the real problems.

5. lhe multiplier approach, which combines a number of
elements from the other tour, attempting to identify

outcomes that may occur.

The work of organisations like FoE fits neatly into the
'get something done' approach, whereas the work of their
adversaries, often governments or industry, belongs to the
diversionary model. Both are largely public relations
exercises; in the first case +to demonstrate +that the
proposed action is popular or necessary; in the second, to
pretend that serious enquiry is already under way.
However, because the issue with which I was involved at FoE
was neilther related Lo Lhe tuncltioning ot Lhe organisation

nor a problem specitic to 1L, Lhe most applicable model

18



although not the most compatible, was that of the research

approach.

As Marris and Rein (1967) recognised in their analysis of
the American community action programmes, the principles of
action and research are so different and mutually exclusive
that attempts to 1link the +two are 1likely to lead to
conflict and the domination of one over the other. This
theme was also discussed by Rapoport (1970) who identified
three particular difficulties for those engaged in action

research. The second 1s of particular interest.

Known as goal dilemmas, there is firstly the +time lag of
'good research' which may be too long for action orientated
customers to maintain. Pressure groups in particular,
often work on a rapid progression of events which require
an instant response. Additionally, if one becomes involved
in a helping situation in the organisation, a degree of
detachment and control may be sacrificed, in return for
gaining a sense of sympathy and identification with the
host. Certainly, working within an organsiation like FoE,
one has to be broadly sympathetic with the aims, but
attempt also to be removed sufficiently so that the
research 1s not compromised on the charge of bias. As
Rapoport recognised, one has to persuade the action
clients to wait longer than they deem necessary for
reports, whilst convincing other researchers that the work
one 1s doing does have academic merit, although it may

appear unconventional.
1.5 EVOLUTION OF THE PROJECT

In view of the above discussion and the broadness of the
original project title, many months were to pass before a
framework for the research began to take shape. Every
cyclist consulted had at least one proposal or area of
investigation which they felt, was vital to the study. The
subject of cycling had been received with renewed
enthusiasm during the past few years, and a large amount of

literature was available on this and related topics.
19



Much work appeared to have been carried out on cyclists'
behaviour, the efficacy of education programmes and
possible engineering measures. Indeed, the four Es of
education, engineering, enforcement and encouragement as
identified in the Geelong Bike Plan (1979) and by Hudson
(1979) became a very popular way of viewing cycling issues.
Discussions were frequent on which of these areas or
combinations of areas could be of most benefit to the

cyclist, and the integrated approach was heralded,

This explosion of information and interest merely served to
aggravate my problem; namely what +type of research on
cycling would be most useful and suitable given my
committment to both Aston and FoE. Work carried out for
FoE only serves to 1llustrate the wideness of the brief:
ranging from Children in Traffic, Women and Transport, an
assessment of driving tests in other countries, and ‘'The
Guide To Cycle Friendly Motoring', (FoE 1986) written with

Jan Fox.

Returning to the press release (FoE 1984), +two distinct
areas for investigation had been specified: engineeering
measures, and attitudes and ©perception. Given my
background in social sciences, the latter held far more
appeal. Additionally, work into engineering was under way
in the Netherlands where there was far more experience of
traffic restraint as 1llustrated by the 'woonerf' concept,
and in Germany with +the Cycle <friendly Towns project
centred around Detmold and Rosenheim. Thus 1t was to the
attitudes of road users the research turned, particularly
as a limited amount of work seemed to have been completed

in this area.
1.6 CONCLUSION

This chapter has introduced the IHD scheme at Aston, the
sponsoring body of FoE in London, and some of the issues
which arise out of +this type of research. It bhas
emphasised the extreme breadth of the project as originally

conceived, and shown briefly how the 'narrowing down'
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process determined that i1t was road user attitudes which

should be examined.

Chapter 2 looks at some of the relevent literature in this
field, whilst discussing the concept of safety for cyclists
and limitations of accident statistics, whether cycling
should be encouraged and an introduction +to attitude

studies.

A study into road user attitudes carried out with the
assistance of employees of the London Borough of Camden is
described in detail 1in Chapter 3. This includes the
methodologies used; both group discussion and questionnaire
which comprised of two distinct parts, the first of
traditional survey design, the second, a repertory grid
exercise,. Results from the first part are contained in
Chapter 3, whilst +the repertory grid results and a
discussion of the methodology can be found in Chapter 4.

From the results and experience of the Camden Study, the
main survey was planned. Chapter 5 examines the
methodology; including sampling technique, questionnaire
design and piloting of the document. Frequency counts for

the number of questionnaires returned are also given.

The main results of this survey are detailed in Chapter 6.
By dividing respondents into particular groupings; cyclist,
cyclist/driver, driver or those who use mneither form of
transport, differences in opinion towards cycling and

driving may be ascertained.

Chapter 7 summarises the results and discusses the
implications which arise from the findings.
Recommendations are made within the concept of the four Es,
whilst Chapter 8 briefly reiterates the main findings and

suggests areas for further research.
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2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In choosing the title 'Road User Attitudes And The Safety
Of Cyclists', a number of questions immediately arise.
What is meant by 'the safety of cyclists'? 1Is 1t something
which can be mneasured? Which road users are +to be
examined, and why? Why look at their attitudes but not
their behaviour, or +the education of cyclists, or the
effect of traffic engineering schemes? Because the title
itself is in need of explanation, what follows is not just
a literature review but more an analysis.of the research
subject, to provide the raison d'étre for the resulting
study.

To set the scene and in common with other documents on road
safety, some statistical detalil of accident and casualty
numbers and rates is provided, taken largely from Road
Accidents Great Britain 1988 (RAGB). Traditionally, road
safety research has approached the subject through in-depth
studies of accident statistics and if nothing else, they
provide the reader with some idea of the extent of the
problem. As a caveat, the drawbacks associated with
dependency on these figures, and their implicit philosophy
are examined, asking the vital question 'what is safety'?

A discussion of cycling as a form of transport follows,
questioning whether it should be encouraged and looking at
subsequent consequences from both a safety and
environmental view. Discussion next turnse to attitudes to
determine the influence which they may have onour relations
with the transport network, and to look at work to date
which has focused on the attitudes of cyclists and other

road users.
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e STATISTICAL DETAIL

In 1988, 227 cyclists died as a result of a road traffic
accident, 4652 were reported to be seriously injured and a
further 20970 slightly injured. As a percentage of all
deaths on the road, cyclists constituted 4.5 percent, and
7.3 percent of those reported to be seriously injured,
although accounting for only 1.36 percent of kilometres
travelled, Rates for fatal and serious injuries per 100
million kilometres travelled differ greatly depending on
the means of transport employed, as Table 2.1 illustrates.
This shows the level of danger faced by cyclists and two-
wheeled motorcycle riders compared with K users of other
types of vehicle since 1978, We have met the vulnerable

road user.

One might presume that cycling in Britain is more hazardous
than any other type of road travel except motorcycling.
The figures which follow certainly act to reinforce this
view but before continuing, two warnings concerning the use
of these statistics should be given. First, it 1s highly
unlikely that the roadside counts undertaken by the
Department of Transport (DTp) fully represent the amount of
cycling on minor roads, thus numbers of kilometres

travelled may be grossly underestimated.

Likewise, no consideration is taken of the level of under-
reporting of cycling casualties. Numbers of fatal injuries
are accurate, since by wvirtue of their severity these
become known to the police. And it is on the basis of the
police accident records, 'Stats 19', that the offical road
accident statistics are formulated. However, the picture
for serious and slight injuries is not so complete . A
number of studies have addressed this problem by comparing
Stats 19 data with that received from local hospitals and
the level of under-reporting has, in some cases, been put
alarmingly high at 73 percent overall; 25 percent for
serious injuries and 75 percent for slight injuries. (See

for example Bull & Roberts 1973, Pedder 1981, Mills 1987).
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Noting where these accidents are taking place, and to whom
is i1mportant. Looking at figures for killed/seriously
injured cyclists, since these are least affected by under-
reporting, the age split is shown in Table 2.2. The number
of casualties has been dropping although the casualty rate
has increased and one immediately obvious fact 1is the
alarming number of children aged 14 and under who are
represented 1in this table. Almost 24 percent of all
cyclists' deaths in 1988 were to children under the age of
14, and 80 percent of these were boys. Indeed, the
importance of traffic deaths to child pedestrians and
cyclists, as a percentage of all accidental deaths to
children can be seen in Table 2.3. Child, pedestrians are
included in these figures, because it it believed that many
of those features of the transport system which contribute
to cyclists' accidents are also of direct consequence to

pedestrians.

TABLE 2.2 Killed and seriously injured cyclists in 1988 by
age group

% of all rate per % of all

age group K cyclists K 100000 SI eyclist SI
0-9 iz 5.3 0.3 355 7.7
10-14 42 18.5 1.3 913 19.7
15-16 14 6.2 1.0 487 10.5
17=-19 12 5.3 0.5 410 8.9
20-29 33 14.5 0.4 866 18,7
30-39 20 8.8 0.3 472 10.2
40-49 21 9.2 0.3 386 8.3
50-59 30 13.2 0.5 328 7.1
60-69 22 9.7 0.4 233 . 5.0
70+ 2l 9.2 0.4 i 3.7

From RAGB 1988, Table 29 P.83
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For adults, casualty rates are very similar between the
ages ot 20 to 70 plus, of between 0.3 and 0.5 per 100,000
population, although those between 20 to 29 are
conspicuous by their level of over—involvement, probably as

a result of greater exposure.

TABLE 2.3 Child road deaths as a proportion of all deaths
to children in 1988

AGE GROUP 0-4 5-9 10-14
MALE

all accidental deaths 186 166 185

road deaths (registered) 47 t 106 128

road deaths (registered) as

a % of accidental deaths 25% 64% 68%
FEMALE

all accidental deaths 139 5% 57

road deaths (registered) 46 42 44

road deaths (registered) as
a % of accldental deaths 33% 74% T7%

ALL CHILDREN
all accidental deaths 325 223 242

road deaths (registered) 93 148 169

road deaths (registered) as
a % of accidental deaths 29% 66% 70%

% of road deaths which are
cyclists/pedestrians 7. 4% 83.8% 77%

From RAGB 1988, Table 11 p.69 and Table 29 p.83

Studies have looked in some detail at who is to 'blame' for
these accidents, and a report by the Metropolitan Police
(1975) suggested a distinct difference between children and
adults, 1in that 1t was the behaviour of the child which
predominantly caused accidents involving child cyclists.
An alternative which one may argue is that these represent
the tragic result of a complex road system designed by and

for adults. A majority of accidents involving adult
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cyclists could be attributed to the behaviour of the other
vehicle driver. More recent work by Henson (1988) who
has concentrated on accidents at T-junctions, substantiates
this approach. However, the whole question of blame is
problematic, and 1is discussed in greater detail later in

this chapter.

Of the cycling accidents reported in 1988, the great
majority involved one other wvehicle. This was
predominantly the car, and accounted for 51 percent of
cyclists killed. Yet HGVs, involved in a mere 3 percent of
two-vehicle accidents with a cyclist, were responsible for
16 percent of all deaths to cyclists, illustrating the
latters' vulnerablility and the inequality of different

transport modes.

76 percent of cycling accidents on built-up roads took
Place at or within 20 metres of a Junction. Approximately
57 percent of these occured at T or staggered junctions,
with a further 12 percent at roundabouts and 16 percent at
crossroads. Of actual manceuvers, 67.5 percent of cyclists
were recorded to be 'going ahead other', the next largest
category was 'turning right or waiting to', accounting for
12 percent of casualties. Interestingly this category of
‘going ahead other' accounts for 63 percent of all reported
two-wheel wvehicle accidents, whether motorised or not. For
vehicles other than two-wheel, the figure 1s only 48

percent.

On non-built up roads, these proportions change. Only 48
percent of reported accidents took place at or within 20
metres of a junction. Of these, 38 percent were at a T or
staggered junction, with 25 percent at roundabouts and a
further 10 percent at crossroads. Over 8 percent occurred
at a slip road, compared with 0.6 percent on built-up

roads.
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The rate of fatal accidents involving cyclists on non-
built up roads, at 10 per 100 million vehicle kilometres,
is far higher than the 3.8 recorded for built-up roads.
For all i1injury severities though, the rates are reversed
from 595 per 100 million vehicle kilometres in built up
areas to 304 d1in non-built up areas. It is not suprising
that an increased risk of collision exists in built-up
areas given the infinite number of possibilities for
accidents to occur. But they are of a less serious nature
due to the 1low speeds at which +traffic progresses,
especially when compared with the faster speeds encountered

on non-built up roads.

Hence, a vast proportion of accidents happen in built-up
areas and during the day. The peak hours for cycling
casualties during weekdays are from seven to nine in the
morning, and three +to eight 1in the evening, with a
particular surge between four and six, which clearly
reflects exposure times. At weekends the pattern differs,
with casualties distributed more evenly, midday to late

afternoon being the worst hours,.

Using statistical detail alone 1t is possible to give the
reader some idea of the importance of accidents involving
cyclists. Over twenty-five thousand people were reported
to be injured in 1988 as a result of a cycling accident,
227 of those fatally. And the true number of incidents and
injuries was probably much higher. Not only is this of
concern on the humanitarian grounds of pain and suffering
caused, 1t 1s also financially very expensive. The
following figures are taken from an article in RAGB 1988 by
K. McMahon, where the difficulty of putting an accurate cost

on an accident or casualty is discussed.
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TABLE 2.4 Average cost of road accidents and cost per
casualty 1988

COST &£ FATAL SERIOQUS SLIGHT ALL
per casualty 551,600 186, 720 340 12,210
per accident 810,820 21,410 2,010 17,670

built-up roads
per accident 576,490 19,800 1,720 12,720

non built-up roads
per accident 646,620 25, 020 2,940 32,290

2.3 SAFETY

For many years, road accident statistics like those above
have been used to illustrate how safe or unsafe the traffic
network or a specific road might be. Any reduction in the
number of injured is greeted with delight by those working
in the field, and pronouncements are made about the roads
becoming 'safer'. If the accident rate is low, then a road
is deemed to be safe. This is the traditional way in which
black spot treatment, for example, has worked. A section
of road or juction with a particularly bad accident rate
will have remedial work carried out upon it in an attempt
to rectify the situation. It is now argued that this may in
turn, lead to behavioural changes which obviate the
engineer's remedy (Wright and Boyle 1984, Adams 1985).
Statistics may provide a useful introduction to the extent
of road traffic accidents, but do they give a true picture

of whether or not a road is safe?

The accident record of motorways is a cogent example. They
are usually heralded to be the safest roads in Britain.
Currently 14 percent of motor vehicle traffic is undertaken
on motorways whilst they account for only 4.7 percent of
road traffic fatalities and 2.4 percent of serious
injuries. However, 1if one takes into account the absence

of pedestrians, cyclists, children playing, dogs,
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deliveries, shops, schools, hospitals etec., (the 1list is
endless) then it is hardly remarkable that the rate of
accidents per kilometre travelled is less than on all other
roads. It should be of great concern that the rate is not
much lower,. It does not mean the road 1s any safer, rather
that certain types of accidents are virtually impossible
given who or what is permitted to use the motorway. The
statistics do not make this obvious. And given the virtual
absence of pedestrians on motorways it is perhaps suprising
to discover that thirteen were killed and twentytwo

seriously injured on motorways in Britain in 1988.

Because of the 1level of under-reporting, and failure to
acknowledge +the vast amounts of cycling carried out on
minor roads especially by children, the statistics are
severely limited., But there also exist more covert reasons
for these limitations. A road may have an excellent
accident record with regard to cyclists; none or very few
accldents over a certain period. The automatic response is
to presume that there is no problem. The less obvious is
to look at the road and perceive it to be so dangerous that
few people will venture to cycle there, an approach adopted
by Adams 1n his 1987 paper on safety as an environmental

issue.

People compensate for the amount of risk they are prepared
to accept; 1f a road seems very dangerous with fast or
heavy traffic, they will take extra care when crossing that
road and not procede as they might on a quiet residential
street. This 1s known as risk compensation. An example
used by Adams is that 1f children played on the streets
today in the same way they did 50 years ago there would be
slaughter of unimaginable size. This slaughter does not
happen because children +today play in gardens, parks,
playgroups, their homes, not on the street. These are too
dangerous for such unrestricted access, thus children have
had to adjust for +the increased risk by loosing their

freedom. Likewise, safety measures introduced such as
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improved ©braking systems on cars, ultimately become
performance benefits, they allow one to brake later and

more violently than before.

Marsh and Collett (1986) identify this phenomenon, although
not naming it as such. But they point out that one of the
thrilling components of driving is the risk involved and
that drivers clearly balance the level of. risk they are
prepared to take. If roads are made safer to drive on -
add more lanes, improve the surface, reduce traffic density
- people are likely to drive faster,. It follows that to
achieve a real improvement in safety, it is necessary to

make people feel they are at risk, even if they are not.

One step from risk compensation and risk homeostasis is
encountered,. Wilde (1982) and more recently Adams (1985)
have detailed this theory which has been received with much
hostility by many of those concerned with road safety.
Basically it argues that people have an inbuilt tolerance
of risk which is likely to differ according to ones age,
personality, sex etc. The example used by Adams is that a
young male motorcyclist will have a far higher tolerance of
risk than a middle aged woman. And that if risk is removed
from one area of someones life, they may seek risk through
other activities. But this theory is notoriously difficult

to test, and arguments continue regarding its' acceptance.

One may hazard a guess that the majority of people are

unaware of the accident statistics for differing forms of

transport or particular roads. They do not measure safety
in this way. With all this discussion of safety it is
perhaps time for a definition of the word. The Oxford

Dictionary defines it as:

the state of being safe; exemption from hurt or
injury, freedom from danger.
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Now one may question, what i1is danger? From the same

source:

liability or exposure to harm or injury, risk, peril.

Therefore, safety 1s not something which can be simply
measured through numbers of accidents. In conversation
with cyclists, 1t is whether or not they feel safe; thelr
perception of safety or conversly, of danger that is of

importance. In other words subjective safety, defined as

the safety of a person or a group of persons 1IiIn
certain situations, caused by certalin factors, as
experienced by a person or group of persons. (Kraay,
Mathijssen & Wegman 1985 p25)

Cycle accidents are generally diverse and do not occur in
easily identifiable clusters, despite the large proportion
which take place at, or in close proximity to Jjunctions.
This would suggest that there are features common to the
entire traffic network which cause 1t to be unsafe or
dangerous for cyclists. This begs the question; i1s it the
road user who is predominately to blame for accildents, or
the design of the road system which 1s generally taken as
given? Is it not a philosophy which promotes the building
of roads and exhaustive use of the private motor vehicle
which is the culprit? This has produced a system which is
patently unsafe and unequitable for large numbers of
people, particularly +the most vulnerable; pedestrians,
cyclists and children. Friends of the Earth's response to
the Interdepartmental Review of Road Safety (1988) provides
an interesting account of the relevant theories, whilst

Pharoah (1983 p33) comments:

it makes 1little sense to describe the resulting
casualties as "accidents"”; they are the Iinevitable
product of street layouts where vehicles are
physically encouraged, and legally entitled, to travel
at speeds of 30mph within a few feet of people's front
doors.
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Whitelegg (1988) argues that any solutions to road traffic
accidents which unquestioningly accept the car as our
primary form of land based transport must create a paradox.
Accidents are themselves a basic disbenefit of the system,
(as lung cancer is to smokers), but the very design
features which create them are defended by an extremely
powerful road lobby, whose interests and all pervasive

influence have been admirably documented by Hamer (1987).

It was noted earlier how child cyclists are usually claimed
to be at fault in accidents in which they are involved. To
expect children to behave in a totally logical fashion when
faced with a potentially lethal traffic system, with which
many adults are unable to cope, is unrealistic as Sandels
(1975)> has long emphasised. Van Shagen (1984), Howarth
(1981>, Spencer and Blades (1985) and Wallin <1979 all
provide a varied introduction to the capabilities of
children in traffic, whilst Howarth and Lightburn (<(1981)
argue that in conflicts between child pedestrians and cars
it is the child who more often takes avoiding action.
Sabey and Taylor (1980) concluded that 95 percent of all
traffic accidents were at least partially the result of
road user behaviour. They did not consider the road system

per se.
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2.4 SHOULD CYCLING BE ENCOURAGED?

Many writers have emphasised the benefits which can accrue
by increasing cycle use (Hudson 1982, Otto 1984, Friends of
the Earth 1987a>). Cycles are non—-polluting both in fumes
and noise. They do not consume valuable resources such as
fuel, only the energy of the individual user, and the
person on a bicycle is the most efficient traveller in
energy consumption for the distance travelled.
Additionally, a bicycle consumes only one-sixteenth the
space of a car, thereby relileving traffic and parking
congestion. With the escalation of interest in ‘'green
issues', the cycle should be heralded as the ideal mode of
transport; the answer to urban congestion and pollution,

with provision made accordingly.

In some European States, this is already the case. The
Netherlands for example, are equipped with an efficient and
convenlient cycle network accompanied by a fatal and serious
injury rate for cyclists only half that of their British
counterparts (Plowden & Hillman 1984). Certainly when
cycling in Holland, one is aware of feeling safer and far

more at ease compared with cycling in this country.

In 1981, the 'Cycle Friendly Towns' project centred on the
cities of Detmold and Rosenheim was instigated in West
Germany. The main aim of the project was to initite a
shift in road users from car to bicycle, thereby improving
the urban environment <(Otto 1984). One necessity was to
create a 'cycle friendly atmosphere', recognising that
cycling 1is both safe and sensible as a means of short
distance transport, and to take into account the needs of
the cyclist at policy making levels. Results from the
project suggest a substantial increase in bicycle use, of
13 percent in Rosenheim plus a corresponding shift in the
modal split from 23 to 26 percent of all Jjourneys being
made by bicycle (Hulsmann 1987).

Brog and Erl (1984) questioned whether increased bicycle

use, sometimes accompanied by a fall in car use, would
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actually lead to a decrease 1in +the accident rate for
cyclists. Through a study of data covering road use and
accildents in the 'Cycle Friendly Towns' , analysis
concentrated on three factors: acclidents per road user, per
distance travelled and per unit of time. It was indeed
found that as cycling increased the number of accidents
involving cyclists rose, but that the accident rate

decreased.

Interestingly, RAGE 1988 charts the opposite side of this
equation in relation to Britain. Cyclist casualties fell
in that year compared with 1987 and the 1981-85 average.
Yet when taking into account the accompanying fall in cycle
traffic, the 1988 accident rate shows a marked increase.
Even allowing for under reporting and low estimates of
kilometres travelled, even perhaps that more cyclists are
reporting accidents 1in which they are involved, this is

noteworthy. Is 1t a verslion of Smeed's Law for bilcycles?

As an aside, some explanation is perhaps necessary. It was
in 1949 that Professor Smeed published his first paper
detailing the effect of increased motorised road traffic on
road accident fatality rates. He periodically retested the
data until his death in 1973, and his original formula
continued to give an accurate picture, namely, that as the
level of motorisation within a country increases, so the
death rate per vehicle decreases. Thus, 1if one looks at
data concerning the early stages of motorisation in Western
Europe and the United States, the death rates per wvehicle
are very similar to those now experienced in the Third
World where motorisation i1s a relatively new phenomena, and
the number of cars per head of population far lower. An
example of risk compensation, as a population becomes

accustomed to the motor vehicle?

In contrast +to the policies of many of our European
neighbours whereby cycle use is actively being encouraged,
the British Government has been reluctant to follow the
continental example, arguing that it is necessary to make

cycling safer before it should be encouraged. This would
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appear to be a chicken and egg situation: which comes
first? And as 1t has been shown above, how do we measure
safety, even 1f we can reach agreement on what safety is?
It was in 1987 with publication of DTp Traffic Advisory
Unit Leaflet 1/87 that there was some hint of change. The
then Junior Minister for Roads and Traffic Peter
Bottomley, appeared keen to champion the cause of the
vulnerable user, but whether +the official 1line 1is +to
encourage use or reduce the number of accidents is unclear,

Unfortunately, they are incompatible.

It is necessary to appreciate that i1if cycling becomes
'safer' in the perception of road users, and more people
are drawn to it as a mode of transport, cycling casualties
are bound to increase, In the Netherlands, although death
rates are lower for cyclists than in this country, the
percentages of cyclists killed and injured as a proportion
of all traffic casualties are much greater than in Britain,
reflecting the far higher rates of use (ECMT 1986).
Additionally, if subjective traffic safety is changed, the

phenomena of risk compensation may be in evidence:

a reduction in the fear of traffic could lead to an
increase 1in the number of accidents, because people
will be less careful in traffic. (Kraay, Mathijssen &
Vegman 1985)

Although cycling may appear hazardous for the cyclist, as a
form of transport it is inherently safe, particularly so
for other types of road users. For every bus or HGV driver
killed in an accident, there were over 18 other fatal
accidents 1involving buses or HGVs, whereas cyclists tend
only to kill themselves (ECMT 1986, Plowden & Hillman
19845 . As an example of this, 1in 1988, 115 cyclists were
killed and 3155 reported to be seriously i1injured as a
result of a two vehicle collision with a car. The
corresponding number of car drivers killed and seriously
injured were 1 and 23 respectively. The accident rates for
pedestrians are also a useful illustration of this point,

as shown in Table 2.5.
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TABLE 2.5 Casualty rates for pedestrians involved in road
accidents 1988

rate per 100 million vehicle
kilometres

VEHICLE TYPE FATAL SERIOUSLY INJURED
bicycle 0.1 2.6
two-wheel motor vehicle 19 17.0
car 0.4 4.4
bus or coach 1.8 11.0
light goods vehicle 0.5 3.6
heavy goods vehicle 0.6 , 1.5

From RAGB 1988, Table 26, p.80

It i1s clear that collison with a cycle enjoys the lowest
rate of fatal injury, additionally so, since nearly all

cycling is on those roads where pedestrians are likely to

be present. This contrasts with the rate for motorised
traffic, where motorways accomodate 14 percent of the
annual mileage and pedestrians are rarely present. Thus it

might be assumed following Brog and Erl's argument, that an
increase in cycle use at the expense of motorised transport
could be accompanied by a decrease in pedestrian

fatalities.

One note of warning on the reality of this comes from Vest
Germany where research in Nord Rhein Westphalia suggests
that an increase in cycle usage is more likely to be at the
expense of public transport than private (Holzapfel 1987).
Evidence from the Netherlands however, does point to a
reduction in car travel (Grotenhuis 1987) but a
prerequisite for this would appear to be a general

reduction in the speeds of motorised transport.

Many of those engineering measures which seek to improve
the safety of cyclists and certainly heighten the cyclists'

perception of safety, also contribute +to +the urban
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landscape as an environmental improvement. The experience
of woonerven in Holland, and traffic calming measures in
Japan are but two examples (SWOV 1985, IATSS 1982). A
report from the Road Data Laboratory in Denmark ¢1987) 1in
assessing traffic calming measures on a road in Vinderup

concludes as follows:

satisfaction at 1iving in Vinderup has increased,

the number and speed of the cars are far more
acceptable and the nuisance presented by parked cars
is smaller,

the feeling of safety has improved considerably for
all categories of road users, but most notably for
cyclists, :

fewer  people feel bothered by  ©noise and air
pollution. (pd8)

Urban planners (Buchanan 1963, PICC 1974) have long
discussed the negative consequences of the proliferation of
the private car, especially when used for commuting. Krell
(1981) argues that the car is in direct competition for
space with environmental requirements by intrusion into
city streets; creating hazards for children through parking
and maintenance in residential areas, speed and density,
the oil stains left on road and pavement, trapping litter,
the clutter of signs, bollards and signals, the effects of
vehicle emissions on people, plant 1life and buildings.
Appleyard and Lintell's article (1972> on social
interaction in +three differing streets serves as a
pertinent illustration of the devastating effects traffic
can have in severing a community. And in 1964, Ritter drew
up a caustic summary of the Man-Vehicle relationship (Table
2,67,

Untermann (1984) suggests the car becomes a temporary
'environment' when in use; supplying music, warmth, comfort
to the occupants. The road is not of importance since it
is the speed, efficiency and continuity of the trip which
are of consequence. In contrast, cyclists and pedestrians

are directly involved with the surrounding environment and
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can cope with highly complex visual messages in the form of

shop fronts,

TABLE 2.6 The Man—Vehicle Relationship;

Vehicle characteristics

SIZE

TACTILITY

SPEED & RANGE

MOMENTUM

MOVEMENT

RHYTHM

ROUTES

ECOLOGICAL

SOCIOLOGICAL

DAMAGE

MAN

Small (toddler to
adult variation).

Soft.

Slow and small.
Slight, safe.
Organic,

Organic patterns,

spontaneous.

No site lines,

suprise, sudden
changes.
Harmonious.

Needs security
conducilve to friend-
ship & co-operation
within narrow field
and as a general
characteristic.

Care increases with
damage. Injury and
death irrevocable &
therefore tragic.
Average life, long.

From Ritter (1964) p.10
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advertising and building design.

a summary of Man-

VEHICLE

Big (motor scooter to
bus variation).

Hard.
Fast and great.
Great,ldangeraus.

Organic tendencies
through driver only.

Mechanical patterns,
predetermined lines.

Site lines, curvature,
Junctions according to
speed & formulae.

Fuel disruptive to
life, poisonous,
destructive.

Allows meetings of
distant friends but
where present is
conducive to anti-
social behaviour and
disruptive of co-
operative tendencies,
particularly when
driven.

Care decreases with
damage. Injury and
death mean insurance,
scrap heap and a new
car. Average life,
short.



Architecture has changed to take account of the increasing
speed of traffic, so that new buildings tend to be larger,
smoother and more shallow 1in design <(Rapoport 1977).
Passing motorists can see and identify each building,
whilst the effect for the slower traveller on foot or
bicycle is one of long monotonous buildings and boredom.
Aesthetically, +the street designed for people i1is far
preferable to that designed for the car.

Yet desplite sentiments such as those above, the low status
commonly afforded the bicycle may be appreciated by
skimming the pages of text books on transport planning.
Wells (1975), Owen (1972) and most other mainstream books
on the subject make no mention of bicycles or cycling.
Some exceptions and their degree of interest are detailed
below; traditionally however, that interest would appear
limited.

Maltby and White (1982) speak of the decline in cycle use
and increased accident risk especially amongst children,
whereas Black (1981) went further, by quoting Hudson (1978)
and discussing the main considerations in the planing of
bicycle facilities. In ! Transport: Pelicy! , @'sSullivan
(1980) talks of the advantages of using the bicycle for
local travel, whilst the following observations require no

additional comment:

The antipathy of drivers presents an added danger.
Where bike riding 1s taken as an outward sign of
liberalism in a community with a lot of truck driving
rednecks, running bilkes off the road becomes a sport
and political gesture. Frustration with the low
speed, unsteady progress, arrogance and Iindifference
to traffic signals and rules of riders reinforces the
temptation. (p.301)

Efrat's paper (1981) directly addresses the issue of

planning for urban cyclists, covering requirements for use,

segregation or integration with other traffic, and
different levels of bicycle plans. In the same volume
Solomon (1981) discusses public acceptance of plans to

reduce traffic in residential streets.
40



From the above it may be surmised that it would indeed be
beneficial to encourage cycling, on a number of different
counts, But is there sufficient demand? Are there enough
people prepared +to ocycle if +the situation improves?
Research has shown this to be so, as suppressed demand for

cycling 1s known to be high. Many factors are thought to

affect ones decision of whether to cycle; including
topography, trip-length, rainfall, accident risk,
avallability of alternatives and 1life style. Waldman

(1977) showed that the items having the most effect on
cycling choice are danger and topography. He estimated
that a very dangerous town which is otherwise average in
regard to other factors would have only a 2 percent level

of cycling, compared with 20 percent if it were safe.

Waldman illustrated how cycle use is low when a town is
dangerous (6 percent), hilly (4 percent) or both, resulting
in nil cycling. Although it can only be a peripheral
transport mode therefore, in some regions, 1f a town is
flat and safe up to 483 percent of people will cycle to
work, Thus Birmingham and Salford, for example, could
enjoy up to 20 percent of their residents cycling to work
if it were perceived safe to do so. Similarly, planners in
the U.S.A. have estimated that 50 percent of trips are
under 3 miles in length, and could easily be undertaken by
bicycle by most people (Untermann 19845 . Yet
unfortunately, cycling 1in present conditions is often

neither safe nor enjoyable.

Evidence from the Continent supports this conclusion. In
the Netherlands, it 1s estimated that 26 percent of all
Journeys to work are made by bicycle compared with only 3
percent in Britain. In relation to educational journeys
the difference is even more dramatic; 61 percent i1in +the
Netherlands compared with only 5 percent i1in Britain
(Hillman 1984). In certain towns such as Groningen in
northern Holland, bicycles account for 50 percent of all

Journeys.

41



2.5 VWHY ATTITUDES?

Given the above discussion, one may question why attitudes
are of any interest. Should one not be concentrating on
the implementation of particular environmental schemes and
monitoring the effects of traffic restraint? This |is
undoubtably of importance, and i1s currently underway both
in this country and overseas; organised and financed by
local and central governments, development agencies and the

like.

However, 1t may be argued that unless such schemes are
recelved with some enthusiasm, they are Jlikely to be of
limited wvalue. A network of roads may be devised whereby
a vehicle is unable to travel at more than a few kilometres
per hour, but unless some element of awareness as to the
needs of other users 1is introduced, the scheme may be
abused and vociferous public opinion be directed at it's
removal. (For example, the removal of some traffic
restraining measures 1in Somers Town, London Borough of

Camden, as a result of local opposition from motorists).

Likewise, although flaws i1in the 'behaviour' approach
towards traffic accidents exist especially on the
theoretical level of who is to blame, it remains a fact
that we have to interact within the existing framework.
Major changes to the fundamental way in which we use
transport, however desirable, and challenges to our
expectations of particular modes, essentially the private

car, are unlikely in the forseeable future.

There 1s much controversy concerning the degree to which
attitudes may affect behaviour, or vice versa, and their
relation to the prevailing social structure (Lemon 1973).
But it 1s a familiar cry that attitudes 5hould_change, or
that attitudes are at fault in a particular situation.
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First, it 1is necessary to identify what 1is meant by
'attitude'. There are numerous definitions of the term and
the following discussion merely touches the surface of a
complex and difficult subject. In 1918, social psychology
was defined as the scientific study of attitudes; although
it 1is debatable whether study of attitudes can ever be
called 'sclientific'.

Allport regarded an attitude as:

a mental and neural state of readiness, organised
through experience, exerting a directive or dynamic
Influence upon the Individual's response to all
objects and situations with which ,1it 1s related.
(Triandils 1971)

Whilst Oppenheim (1976 pl05) suggests:

a state of readiness, a tendency to act or react in a
certain manner when confronted with certain stimuli.

Some psychologists argue for a multicomponent definition of
attitude, whereby it is thought to be reinforced by and
exert control through three components: beliefs or factual
knowledge of an object or person - the cognitive component,
the emotional response - 1linked to ones feelings and
evaluations, and the particular behaviour directed at a
person or object - +the action tendency approach <(Cohen
1966, Katz 1967, Oppenheim 1976, Zimbardo 1980, Kahle 1984)
Attitudes are seen as abstractions and may be held on
different levels, but their strength is manifested when an
attempt is made to change them.

There 1is opposition to the study of attitudes by those who
feel that behaviour is mainly determined through social
factors (Lemon 1973). It follows that attitudes do not
have an independent influence upon conduct, and- are thus
regarded as a product of the social system, something which
is learnt. Hence it becomes necessary to change the social

system so that a different set of attitudes become
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prevalent. But how 1s this carried out, and what is the

relationship between attitudes and behaviour?

An alternative approach is of particular interest.
Fishbein (1977) views an attitude as a relatively simple

unidimensional concept, referring to it as:

The amount of affect for or against a psychological
object.

Rather than attitudes having many different components as
mentioned above, he prefers to define ©beliefs and
behavioural intentions independently. Azjen and Fishbein
(1977) suggest that a person's attitude towards an object
influences his or her oaverall response, but does not
necessarily predict any given action. A single behaviour
is determined by the intention to perform that behaviour;
the intention i1s a function of his or her attitude towards
the behaviour and subjective norm. This may be defined as
the subjectively perceived influence of +the social
environment on the subject's behaviour and can bhe

illustrated schematically as shown below.

behavioural
beliefs |

attitude
|

evaluation

behavioural BEHAVIOUR

intention
normative
belief __] _J
subjective norm

motivation |
to comply

(Vogel 1984)

As an example, one may intend (have an attituded)to obey a
30 mile per hour speed limit on a built up road, but if the
majority of traffic is moving in excess of that speed, the

subjective norm dictates otherwise, and one exceeds the

limit. In this way, attitude and subjective norm combine
to form the behavioural intention, the only true
determinent of behaviour. So it 1is not necessarily
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inconsistent for an individual +to hold a favourable
attitude towards an object but at the same time, believe
that object to have some negative characteristics or
qualities. This would also account for +the changing
attitudes road users have at any given moment; depending
on whether the individual is cycling, driving, or a

pedestrian.

Likewise, a person's attitudes towards an object influences
the overall pattern of responses, but will not necessarily
predict any action. The link between attitudes and
behaviour has four different strands; the action, the
target at which the action 1s directed, , the context in
which the action 1s performed, and the time at which it is
performed. A person's attitude has a consistently high
relation with his or her behaviour when directed at a
specific target and specific action. But, demonstration of
attitudinal change 1s not sufficient evidence of one's
abiltiy to change behaviour. It is but one facet of those

required.

This model has been used by Vogel for a study of speed
choice on Dutch motorways using sophisticated technology.
Other types of attitude study have been carried out in the
road safety field however, using traditional attitudinal
surveys as discussion overleaf will testify. These often
relate to problem motorists and assess their opinions
towards  speeding, drink/driving and similar traffic
violations. A connection between attitudes and accident

involvement has been detected (eg. Whitlock 1971).

In view of thils, it 1s suggested that road user attitudes
will have some not i1nconsiderable influence upon their
ultimate behaviour be they cyclists, drivers or
pedestrians, tempered by the subjective norm, intentions
and the environment. And whether safety is regarded in
terms of accident statistics, or more realistically in the
subjective safety of the individual, those attitudes are

likely to be of at least some relevance.

45



2.6 REVIEW OF ATTITUDINAL STUDIES

Attitudinal research in road safety or 'human factors
accident research' of which 1t 18 @a =facet, has been
preoccupied with studying the relatively enduring
characteristics of road users, usually drivers. Although

the vast majority of serious road accildents are single
events in a person's life with the accident repeater being
a comparatively rare person, research i1into accident
involvement <(Whitlock 1971, Shinar 1978, Schulzinger and
Tillman as detaliled by Shaw and Sichel 1971) suggests that
age, sex and personality of the driver all play their part.

Thus, to quote Tillman, 'a man drives as he lives',

Other researchers (Shaw and Sichel 1971, and Parry in same)
conclude that driving offers almost unique opportunities
for delusions of grandeur and anti-social behaviour. Many
acclidents occur not only because people drive as they live
but as they would like to live. Perhaps there 1s more
truth than one would wish for in the well known American
cartoon of a mild-mannered character turning into a crazed

manlac once behind the wheel of a car.

In a very entertaining book on the psychology of the car,
Marsh and Collett (1986) approached the subject by stating
that 1t is wrong to see the car as primarily a form of
transport. Really, it 1s designed and perfectly fulfills
the expressive function of the 'driving passion'. Not only

do:

cars provide people with an opportunity to Impress
others, as well as themselves (p.l1l15)

but any frustrations or anger one may feel find clear
expression 1in the way we drive. They i1dentify the
'dominance driver'; speeding away at +traffic 1lights,
refusing to back-off in a narrow street, driving right on
ones back with blazing headlights, and through reference to
earlier research detail it's use not only as an object of

fantasy, but also a weapon (see also Spencer 1985).
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De Silva (Shaw and Sichel 1971) argued that an important
factor 1in accident susceptability was the attitude which
led the driver to either keep out of accidents, or almost

invite them. Defining this as 'safety mindedness':

a rerflection not only of specific driving knowledge
and experience, but also one's attitude towards 1ife
and one's fellow man,

it is pertinent to remember the theory of risk
compensation; how people often need an element of risk in
their lives, and will use safety benefits as consumer
benefits. Indeed, Pandrey (1981) found that accident
involved drivers held more unfavourable attitudes towards
traffic police, other road users and concern for safety,
and a more favourable attitude towards competitive speed,

compared with non-accident involved drivers.

Further areas of study have included attitudes towards
drinking and driving and various forms of correctional
programmes (Cameron 1982, Cook 1985, Dunbar 1985, Liban
19872 ; speeding offences (Hogg 1977, ©Peltonemi 1982,
Jenkins 1978) where 1t was found +that many motorists
displayed an ambivalent attitude towards speed 1limits
accepting that they can be and often are exceeded; and the
link between traffic offenders and other types of crime.
In Willett's (1964) sample of 653 traffic offenders, the
proportion of those with criminal records was three times

the average for the general public.

None of the above research mentions cyclists or their
safety although 1t 1s <c¢lear +that any driver who 1is
predisposed to commit traffic offences or +to be over-
involved 1in accidents 1s 1likely to cause a particular
problem for vulnerable users. However, limited attention
has been paid specifically to the attitudes of cyclists or
the bicycle as a form of transport, no doubt refelcting the

low status 1t enjoys.
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Finch and Morgan (1985) addressed the issue in some detail
by concentrating on the views of a small sample of cyclists
and non-cyclists 1n an assessment of +their attitudes

towards different aspects of cycling. They concluded:

that the low social status accorded to cycling by many
adult respondents is a major dissuassive factor, at
least as powerful as thelr expressed concerns about
danger from other traffic and the physical discomforts
involved.

thus emphasising the poor public image. Writing from the
perspective of an American cyclist, Forester (1983)

suggests that since Europeans regard:

bicycles not as real transportation vehicles but
merely as pedestrian accelerators suitable only for
short, low-speed trips that otherwise would be made by
walking,

the prevailing attitude towards cycling 1is to see it as a
second rate form of transport or childs amusement,
producing cyclists who ride ineffectually, unsure of their
role or position in the traffic network. The Highway Code
(DTp 1987)> would appear to reinforce this. The advice to

cyclists on approaching a roundabout reads as follows:

You may, 1f you wish, follow the procedure in Rules
110-115 for roundabouts. But 2L, because of
inexperience or for any other reason , you feel unable
to do so, you should either stay in the left-hand lane
of the roundabout and look out particularly for
vehicles crossing your path to leave the roundabout,
or get off your cycle and wall. (Para. 143, p37)

Gilman's survey of 'Bicycle' readers (1985) and the
'Driver' magazine's editorial on 'Bad Attitude Drivers'
(1983) illustrate some of the negative attitudes which the
cycling and driving public hold towards each other. Cross
and De Mille (1974) carried out a study of car-bicycle
collisions in Santa Barbara to determine what caused these
accidents, Suggesting that conflicting attitudes towards
the rights and responsibilities of +the cyclist may

predispose road users to act in an unsafe way and to take
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unnecessary risks, they assessed two types of attitude
using the ©bicycle-blaming test and unsafe practices
inventory; the latter relating to cyclists only. No
evidence was found to suggest that car drivers attitudes
contributed directly or indirectly to accidents, but in
contrast they concluded that cyclists attitudes did have

an effect.

However, +the age of the two samples involved differed
considerably, with a mean of 18.2 for cyclists and 39.7 for
motorists. Thus, the cycling sample contained a large
proportion of child cyclists, and it has already been shown
how their accident involvement is very different compared
with that of adults. Finding that many of the drivers and
cyclists in the sample had committed an offence which
contributed to the accident; that knowledge of road law
etc. was often lacking; that drivers were not actively
searching for cyclists or expecting them to be 1in the
traffic system or to carry out unpredictable actions;
suggests that a wider measure of attitudes might have
proved more useful. Certainly the 'unsafe practices
inventory' should have been extended to car drivers,
otherwise the suggestion that drivers attitudes' were not
contributing to accident involvement is highly

questionable.

Watkins (1984), Harland (1986> and Davies (1987) have all
assessed attitudes towards various aspects of cycling:
particularly hazards, weather conditions and the provision
of cycle facililites, Harland determined a high level of
disquiet concerning shared use of footways by pedestrians

and cyclists:

the cyclists on the footway consider the pedestrians
get iIn the way and pedestrians are concerned about
being knocked down by cyclists and feel that cyclists
don't give way,

although a majority of those questioned declared the

sharing arrangements to be satisfactory. Opinions towards

facilites have also varied, depending on the successful
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siting and maintenance of routes, traffic lights and other
features (McClintock 1983, Graham 1988),

In general, it would appear that cyclists are often keen on
the provision of cycle paths and environmental changes
(Department of Transport 1986a and 1986b)>; +the motorist
less enthusiastic. Assessing the affects of changes 1in

Vinderup, it was found that:

A little more than half the drivers felt negative and
slightly less than half positive towards the principle
of environmental adaption.

This was also the case in Rijswik, where' the creation of
woonerven 1in parts of the city were monitored and sone
degree of antagonism towards their implementation found.
Pharoah and Russell's paper (1989) on traffic calming also
addresses the perceived safety of residents in areas where

schemes have been undertaken.

2.7 CONCLUSION

The purpose of this review was to draw together the various
elements 1in the project title and show haow they
interrelate. Safety cannot simply be measured by accident
statistics, for it is freedom from danger which is of real
importance, or the subjective safety of +the individual.
Many of those measures designed to improve safety for the
cyclist and other vulnerable users (whether or not this is
achieved statistically) through traffic ‘calming and
restraint actually do much to improve the urban
environment, Such measures are now well documented and
have been lmplemented with varying degrees of success most

notably in Continental Europe, but in this country also.
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It would appear however, that little work has been carried
out to date on the attitudes of drivers towards cyclists
and the status of the cycle as a form of transport. Brooks
(1985) has studied +the lack of technical and social
awareness of motorists in relation to motoreycling and
found that differences certainly exist between +the two
groups. Thus, 1t seems highly probable that those who
drive may possess different attitudes towards the rights
and position of the cyclist 1in +the +traffic network,

compared with cyclists themselves.

It is highly unlikely in the present political and economic
climate that a revolutionary change to produce a transport
network which is equitable to all users will come about. A
research interest in developing knowledge in this area is
therefore, Jjustified. 57 is the identification of
attitudes towards cyclists which constitute the aim of this

research.
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25 CAMDEN STUDY

3.1 AIMS

The conclusion to the previous chapter discussed the need
for further study in this area. It was shown that cycling
appears to be regarded as an inferior mode of transport,
and that cyclists are particularly vulnerable to injury in
the traffic network. It seems likely that the attitudes of
others towards cyclists; in relation to +their rights and
responsibilities as road users, and the use of measures to
improve the situation for cyclists, whether on grounds of
the environment or safety, may differ from the attitudes of
cyclists themselves. If this is so, adverse attitudes
towards cyclists may influence the behaviour of other road
users; whether manifested as a general disregard and lack
of awareness, or as more blatent hostility and

intimidation.

The alm of the study therefore, was to isolate different
transport user groups, and to draw direct comparisons

between them. Areas of concern were:

a) to identify the way in which people view different
modes of transport,

b) to determine the significance placed on selected
traffic offences,

c) to identify what cyclists and others perceived to
be difficulties on the roads, and problems caused by
others,

d) attitudes towards driver and cyclist training,

e) attlitudes towards engineering and environmental
measures which seek to improve the environment and

cycle safety.
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3.2 METHODOLOGY

3.2,1 ROAD USERS

It was necessary to determine which road users were of most
interest to this study. Obviously 'cyclists' were to be
the prime group, but cycling accidents range from single
vehicle incidents to collisions with HGVs, cars, motorbikes
and pedestrians. The probabilility of a cyclist being killed
or seriously injured 1f involved in an accident with an HGV
are very high; 16 percent of fatalitles occured in this way
in 1988, although accounting for only 3 percent of
accidents. But it 1s with the private car that most
incidents occur, thus the general motorist was chosen as

the second category of road user.

Preliminary discussions were held with individuals and
those involved in the road safety field, plus meetings with
other researchers. The important issues for cyclists and
drivers began to emerge; how cyclists feel their position
1s misunderstood, allowances not given to provide a safety
margin, the excessive speed and aggressiveness of many
drivers. The latter complained of the unpredictability of
cyclists, their failure to indicate and apparent ignorance

of the Highway Code.

3.2.2 AN EXPLORATORY STUDY

A small study was first undertaken to explore the issues
and to draw together in some quantifiable form +the type of
comments uttered during general conversations. At that
time, a phrase heard repeatedly in connection with driver
behaviour was 'attitudes must change', thus 1t was also
important for this study +to ddentify such attitudes,
particularly those which may affect cyclist safety. In
view of this, 1t was felt that a combination of methods
providing in-depth and qualitative information, some of
which could also be quantified, would be most suitable.

Two methods were chosen; group discussions and self-
completion questionnaires. A, sample of drivers and

cyclists was required, who would be willing to participate
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in discussions and then complete a questionnaire at a later
date. An early decision concerning this study - that there

would be no attempt to make the sample representative of

the general public - was made. As only about forty
participants were planned for this study,
representativeness was not thought to be of importance. It

was not to be a definitive study of attitudes, but an
exploratory probe to test ideas and methodology, and to

provide interesting data on which to build a larger survey,

From transcriptions of the discussions, a questionnaire was
developed, using two distinct methods to look at attitudes.
First, a number of attitude statements scqred on a five-
peint semantic scale from agree strongly to disagree
strongly. The statements were taken from comments in the
discussions, with some rewording where necessary and
covering a variety of areas; issues relating specifically
to cyclists, environmental measures, enforcement of traffic
law, driver and cyclist training. Comparisons could then
be made between respondents' scores for individual items or
groups of questions, to determine differences and
similarities depending on a number of factors such as age,

sex, cyclist or driver.

3.2,8 REPERTORY GRIDS

For a more qualitative analysis, the repertory grid was
chosen as the second technique. Pioneered by George Kelly
as the methodology to use in conjunction with Personal
Construct Theory, i1t focuses on the individual subject by
involving them in the formation of +the grid and
interpretation of the results. It 1s a very flexible and
adaptable instrument; primarily used in clinical psychology
it is now also widely used in other fields of applied
psychology. Repertory grids do not seek to pigeonhole
people into categories, rather to look at the individual as
the irreducible unit, and their perception of specific
issues on any one day <(Bannister and Fransella 1980,

Sstewart 1981).
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There are three components in a repertory grid; 'elements'
which are the situations, events, people or objects upon
which the grid is based; 'constructs' which are the ways in
which the respondent differentiates and perceives the
elements; and a 'linking mechanism' or measurement scale,

to show how each element is assessed for each construct.

For their dimplementaion in this study, some variation was
proposed, Instead of each respondent drawing up their own
grid, a process which can take two or more hours, I decided

to provide both elements and constructs from the group

discussions. This enabled production of a standard grid,
permitting analysis of comparisons. . As this was
incorporated into the general self-completion
questionnaire, some alteration e design was also
necessary.

Using repertory grids in this way, however, introduced an
additional number of considerations as documented by Pope
and Keen (1981). If elements and/or constructs are
provided rather than elicited from each respondent, it is
vital to carry out an adequate amount of groundwork to
obtain, what one hopes, are representative itemns. Group
discussions are vital for their generation, and care has to
be taken to choose situations or objects and ways of
perceiving these, which the majority of the group will be
able to understand and identify with. Otherwise judgements
made about differences or similarities between responses

could be inaccurate, even non-sensical.

Extensive preliminary work to establish a reasonable
selection of elements and constructs had to be carried out.
The meanings that I, as the researcher, put to the words
describing these items may be completely different from
those of the respondent. This indeed proved to be the case
as later discussion will acknowledge; an I1nteresting
insight into +the 1limitations of working with grids,
especially for one who had no previous experience of the

method.
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It is essential for the elements to fall within the 'range
of convenience' for the constructs. Each construct can
only apply to or have meaning for a finite number of
elements at any one time. If a construct fails to have
meaning for a particular element, then it may produce a
distorted set of relationships after analysis. This is
particularly important when, as here, both constructs and
elements are supplied. The possibility of something lying
outside the range of convenience becomes far greater, thus

caution is also necessary during interpretation.

Traditionally, interviewees have been involved in the
interpretation process following completion of the grid.
In this way, feedback and discussion between respondent and
researcher can highlight many interesting issues and

generate feelings 1in the respondent about the need for

action. Additionally, one may claim that the study has
been free from observer bias. Since follow-up discussions
were not envisaged, these three factors were 1lost.

However, since the purpose of the exercise was to extract
information and opinions from the respondent, rather than
counselling or therapy where feedback is understandably

vital, this loss was not felt to be prohibitive.

3.2.4 SAMPLING

With the methodology determined, the first task was to
obtain a sample. With collaboration at Friends of the
Earth, it would have proved possible to recruit cyclists
from the Cycle Campaign Network, London Cycling Campaign or
FoE itself. This was felt to be undesirable, because
cyclists belonging to such organisations were more likely
to be aware of their position as cyclists and politically
active in campaigning for their rights.

Another possibility was to canvas local bicycle shops and
thus gather a selection of volunteers. Although providing
a greater cross—-section of the cycling public, the problem
of where to hold the discussions arose. Meeting rooms are
difficult to acquire locally, and at that time FoE had very

limited accomodation, then only available during evenings.
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Also, to persuade people to give up an hour or more of
their time to attend a group discussion, without providing
any type of inducement whether financial or otherwise (a
growing practice by market researchers) may well have

proved insurmountable.

A similar situation arose with obtaining a sample of
motorists. Although a number could have been found with
little difficulty; at car parks, accessories shops etc.,
organising +them into a coherent group at a mutually
convenient time to participate in a discussion, was less

easy.

In 1light of this, the Public Safety Department of the
London Borough of Camden was contacted, to discuss the
possibility of arranging a series of group discussions with
employees. Following an initial meeting in September 1986,
the response was favourable. The intention was to obtain
forty volunteers from selected departments within the

council consisting of twenty cyclists and twenty drivers.

Despite enthusiasm from the Public Safety Department, the
discussions took far longer to organise +than expected.
Early problems occurred in gaining access +to certain
departments, whilst permission from others was tardy in
arrival. Eventually volunteers were taken from Planning,

Finance, Meals on Wheels and Window Cleaners.

Obtaining the required number of cyclists proved to be the
next obstacle. Three departments returned twenty five
volunteers; all of whom drove but only two who also cycled.
Thus three dilscussion groups were held with between six and
twelve respondents in each. It 1s important to view the
term 'volunteer' somewhat loosely in this context. Because
of support for the discussions by their superiors, the
majority of those in two departments were 'volunteered' for
the research and their concern, or lack of it, is perhaps
more typical of the general public's attitude than the real

volunteers.
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The fourth department returned eleven cyclists available
for group discussion, and a further number who would take
part in the questionnaire alone. This meant that virtually
all the cyclists came from one department which has an
active policy to encourage cycling in the Borough. In
hindsight, participation in the questionnaire but not in
the discussions was unsuitable for the methods employed,
causing some difficulties and an interesting dimension to

later proceedings.

S. 2.5 DISCUSSIONS

Discussions were chaired by myself, and recorded on tape
with the permission of the participants. , After a brief
introduction to the research, volunteers were invited to
give their opinions and engage 1in conversation about a
variety of topics related to driving, cycling and road
safety. Subjects differed slightly between groups
depending on responses, but broadly the same issues were

covered in each, as indicated above in 3.1.2.

The cassettes were then transcribed (a transcription of one
of the discussions can be found in Appendix 2), and the
questionnaire compiled (Appendix 3). This had three parts:

a) factual information on age, sex, driving amd
cycling experience, accldent and violation
involvement,

b) a series of thirty-one attitude statements taken
from comments of participants covering a range of
related topics, scored on a five point scale,

c) a repertory grid with eleven elements and nine
constructs. For ease of completion, 1t was arranged
as mnine i1individual grids relating to the nine
constructs with a five point scale betweeen the

opposing poles of the constructs,
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Forty-six questionnaires were distributed in January 1987,

thirty-six to participants of the group discussions.

Thirty-six were returned. 0Of those who falled to return
the questionnaire, +two were 'long-term sick' and one
reported to have left the employment. This gave an overall

response rate of 78 percent,

3.3 GROUP DISCUSSIONS - RESULTS

3.8.1 DRIVING
Comments on why people drove were fairly predictable with

the same comments reoccuring:

Frivacy, convenience, independence.

For time really, we're all on tight schedules aren't
we, if you waited for London Transport you'd never get
anywhere.

Reliability. You can Jfust get 1n your car and go,
it's up to you to get to your destination.

People found driving generally enjoyable although
challenging, and often expressed pleasure at the skills
they had acquired +through driving in London. It was
recognised that because driving could be stressful, some
people did not 'have the nerve', and might choose other
forms of transport. The cost of motoring, from the expense
involved 1n learning to drive to the purchase and running

of a car were also thought to be prohibitive to somne.

3.3.2 CYCLING

Motorists tended to think that people cycled mainly for
reasons of fitness and finance, It was the cyclists, some
of whom also drove, who mentioned the convenience,

enjoyment, speed of travel and ease of parking, these
comments relating directly to the reasons they chose not to

drive. Some expressed ideological reasons for not using a
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car, commenting that bicycles are non-polluting and do not
kill and injure thousands on the roads each ' year.
Alongside the positive feelings by cyclists, some were very
aware of the threat of death or serious injury in a cycling

accident, 'You learn to live with the danger'.

Reasons for mnot cycling concentrated on the weather, the
impracticalities of carrying heavy groceries or young
children, and danger. Most motorists did not seem to
consider cycling as an alternative means of transort for
themselves. One group, the individuals in which nearly
all had bicycles as children, had made in,K their eyes, the
natural progression from the two wheels of childhood to

four wheels of an adult.

8.3.8 CYCLISTS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS MOTORISTS

In general, cyclists had a very poor opinion of motorists.
Numerous examples of aggressive drivers were cited, usually
when challenged on bad behaviour. It was felt that they
did not respect cycle lanes or care where they parked, and
often failed to indicate. Many were thought to be totally
unaware of the problems encountered by cyclists, leading to
irresponsible behaviour which could result in a cyclists'
injury, 1like opening car doors without checking first.
Cases of harrassment to both men and women were reported;
being sprayed with drinks, insulted and intimidated. Many
traffic offences 1like speeding, illegal @parking and
drink/driving were percelived tao be socially acceptable,
exacerbating the cyclists' situation. There was a belief
that the uneasy relationship between cyclist and motorist

could easily end in aggression.
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3.3.4 MOTORISTS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS CYCLISTS These were
more ambivalent, it appeared that cyclists were given

little thought. As one woman stated:

It's one of those things about driving a car, you feel
s0 shut off from the outside that 1f you don't see a
car there's nothing else big enough...unless there's a
lorry.

Cyclists were not always seen and thus, often overlooked.
Better safety precautioﬁs were suggested, using better
lights and brighter clothing. They were thought to have
poor road sense, and little or no knowledge of the rules of
the road. This exasperated many who were somewhat self-
righteous of the training they had gone through to obtain a
driving licence. Compulsory cycle training was mentioned,
plus compulsory insurance, whilst the idea of a road tax
was given an airing, with no consensus being reached. The
response of one driver was to say, 'I don't think the two

(cars and cycles) go together'.

Cyclists and motorists were also ready to criticise their
own kind. All admitted that some were highly irresponsible
and seemlngly ignorant of the Highway Code. However, as
the cyclists pointed out, an irresponsible cyclist usually
harms only themself, the irresponsible driver is apt to

harm others.

I personally find 1t frustrating because of this
aspect, because of people's behaviour, one always has
to assume the worst.
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3:3.5 CHILDREN

Children playing or cycling in the streets were mentioned
as a serlious hazard by motorists, to some of whom the fear
0of injuring a child was very real. With the view that many
children were far too young and unpredictible to be allowed

on a bicycle, the following comments all came from women:

I think it should be made an offence for parents to
allow their children out on the roads...and on certain
roads like that one, I mean, you've got no chance of

stopping.

My worst nightmare actually, 1s kids on bikes, or just
running Iinto the road.

Children shouldn't be allowed to go on the big roads.

3.3.6 TRAINING

This led onto training for cyclists, and all of those who
spoke on the subject were in favour. 'Training Tor
cyclists is essential' sald one member of the cycling
group, whilst there was a general feeling that it should be
promoted and possibly introduced as a compulsory part of
the school curriculum. How one trained adult cyclists was
less clear. One or two suggested it should be linked to a
licencing system, but the practicalities of this were felt
to be limited. Again, motorists tended to compare the ease
with which the cyclist could take to the road with their

own 'struggle':

A motorist has to go through hell and high water to
first of all get on the road. He's then got to pay
all the taxes; road tax, Iinsurance etc., and yet we
have some perverse way of allowing small children to
ride amongst us all.
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The British Driving Test was also criticised. Cyclists
believed it neither taught awareness nor the notion of
responsibility towards other road users, so that many
drivers felt they had the 'unalienable right to go where
they want'. They introduced the idea that some driving
lessons, or part of the driving test, should be taken on a

bicycle as a means of raising awareness.

This suggestion, though not overwhemingly supported by
motorists, received some advocates as dissatisfaction with

the driving test was widespread.

Hopeless., No night driving, no motorway driving.
No parking.

It doesn't teach you to drive, it teaches you to
handle the vehicle, after that the driving begins.

Comparisons were drawn with West Germany and Canada where
the test was felt to be more stringent, and Ireland where,
apparently, one has to carry a special plate on the car and
restrict speed for a set period after passing the test.
Special courses 1in specific driving situations were
suggested, alongside use of simulation techniques.
WVhatever was taught in the lessons however, some felt one
never drove again as one does for the test, and that

learning came with experience. As one man commented:

The first thing you're going to do when you pass your
test 1s bomb it, to see how fast your car goes.

With this type of attitude being freely expressed, perhaps

the whole ethos of driving instruction needs to be

examined.
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3.3.7 ENFORCEMENT

Attitudes towards the police differed remarkably, with a
range of views in all groups. In general, cyclists felt
the police spent too much time on trivial cycling offences
rather than dangerous motoring offences which could prove
life threatening. However, the following comments taken

from variouus groups illustrate the divergence of opinion:

The way the police can fine you on the spot 1s a
liberty. If they dislike your face. ..

They've got too much power now, use(d) to give you a
caution but the book's straight out now.

I think any devious method at all that they can come
up with (ls justified).

There was discussion in one group on the use of unmarked
cars, automatic cameras and speed sensors, all acknowledged
as commendable. The point was also made that more traffic
police were needed, and that if government felt strongly

enough about the issue, resources could be found.

Traffic Wardens were viewed with animosity when discussion
of their role arose, since parking is a particularly thorny
problem for London drivers. There was some feeling that as
taxes were already paid by motorists, they should be
permitted to park as they wished, within reason, facing
little restriction. The policy of charging i1nner city
residents for parking permits was also mentioned, a cause
of much comment and dissatisfaction since suburban
residents were not subject to +the same penalty. Not
suprisingly, the parking issue was of less consequence to
the cycling group, although irresponsible parking was

recognised as a problem.

3.3.8 SFEED

In built-up areas, speeding vehicles were graﬁely disliked

by cyclists. Regarded as a great hazard, the consensus was

that more effort should be put into slowing traffic down,

perhaps through the use of cobblestones and road humps. In

comparison, many drivers did not feel that speeding in
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residential areas was that hazardous. Most conceded that
they often drove over 30mph in town to 'keep up with the
traffic', justifying this by suggesting it could be just as

dangerous going slowly as it was to go fast. For whom, was
unspecified.
For most drivers, speeding was a phenomenon of the

motorways; perhaps because they were then threatened by
larger, faster cars, trucks and coaches. In effect, +the
driver in a small car on the motorway beomes the vulnerable
user, Again, extremes of opinion could be found to

illustrate the range of attitudes:

Speed limits are too low. They're making all these
faster cars but it's still only 70.

whilst in a discussion of the speeds that cars can attain:

It seems ludicrous to produce cars which can go at
that speed.

3.8.9 DRINK/DRIVING

Attitudes to this also differed widely. The cyclists were
very aware of the hazards posed to them by drunk drivers,
with several saying that if out in the evening, they would
try to ensure they were home before closing time, to avoid
cycling during the 'drinking hours'. One cyclist/driver
explained that 1f he were drinking during the evening, he
would take his bike rather than car knowing that i1f he had
an accident on the bike at least he would harm only

himself. Amongst drivers, comments ranged from:

You should never drink and drive, you might spill it!

hopefully said in jest, to the followling:

I don't think there's anything wrong with one. .

We know it's wrong but we all do 1t...
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The minute they're pulled up for drink/driving they
should have thelr licence taken off them, not wait
till they go to court and find out if they're guilty,
If you drink/drive, you deserve to lose it.

Disgust at the low level of penalty imposed for this

particular crime was also expressed, as illustrated:

You can kill someone on the roads for two hundred
quid!

3:8.10 ENVIRONMENTAL MEASURES

Cycle paths received support from all groups. Cyclists
wanted more on main roads which could offer the most direct
and quickest journey to ones destinatian, whereas their
personal security on some back street routes was thought to
be less than satisfactory. Drivers tended to prefer paths
which removed cyclists from the main carriageway
completely, advocating separation. They viewed the removal
of cyclists from the road as one less hazard to contend

with. Nevertheless, the following were expressed:

It's either the pedestrians or the car drivers. There
isn't a place for them (cyclists) really, not in
London traffic.

There's bus lanes already. There's not enough room to
put cyclist lanes.

Wider environmental and engineering measures found favour
with cyclists, particularly L they involved the
restriction of vehicle speeds. Although some drivers were
sympathetic, the overall feeling was that they would not
want any measures implemented which might cause
inconvenience or hinder ease of access, This was
especially so of those for whom driving was an integral

part of their employment.
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3.4 GROUP DISCUSSIONS — INTERPRETATION

Any interpretation of the discussions 1is necessarily
subjective as content analysis has not been carried out,
but this does not detract from their importance. Because
of their loose structure, they offered the one opportunity
in the Camden Study for people to freely voice their
opinions on a variety of topics related to driving and

cycling.

After initial reticence, the majority of respondents spoke
openly in three of the four groups, with some interesting
dialogue between those with opposing views. In only one
group did the discussion prove difficult to motivate, and
was thus concluded prematurly within three-quarters of an
hour; in contrast to the others which lasted a full hour

and could have continued had time been available.

The reasons for this lack of enthusiasm have been
speculated upon. Since those in the group were
'volunteered' rather than 'volunteers', it would appear
that the subject matter held little interest for them and
was rarely considered. Perhaps not suprising for a group
of men, predominately in their twenties. Additionally, it
should be remembered that I led the discussion groups. It
is probable that being a woman had some effect on the
reactions of those participating, especially in two of the
groups: that mentloned directly above, and one other where
the effect was felt to be favourable in eliciting frank and

open conversation,

Those who described themselves as cyclists but also drove,
were stongly allied to the cyclists' point of view, and all
came from one department. Motorists who also cycled, of
whom there were only two, participated in the motorists'
discussion groups, and were less outspoken 1in their
condemnation of drivers, This may have been because they
were not in a group sympathetic to their experiences as a

cyclist, and felt less free to air their grievences.
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It was interesting to witness the behaviour of those in the
groups. Some were quite domineering with strong opinions,
others who were less confident of talking in a group, but
would contribute 1f invited to join the discussion. At
times there was heated debate, at others great hilarity
over a certain comment. Two incidents in particular are

worthy of note.

During discussion of whether or not cyclists should pay
road tax, a very noisy and at times, personal argument
broke out between three participants. Since none of those
involved were cyclists and had shown limited enthusiasm for
the discussion, 1t seems 1likely that the argument took
place more +through personal animosity (one of whom had
already been baited on an earlier occassion), than through

a deepseated commitment to either view.

An example of the power of peer group pressure was also
observed in one group. Some respondents made very forceful
and constructive comments about drink/driving, whilst
implying that two of those present were guilty of the
offence; whether convicted or mnot being unclear. After
much laughter and giggling those in question, looking
extremely sheepish, acceptepted the necessity and right of
the law on this issue, to the obvious satisfaction of the
others. Whether this experience would prevent them from
drink/driving in future it is, of course, 1impossible to
say. But it is suggested that their discomfort at the
hands of their fellow employees will not be forgotten for

some tlime.

In general, the tone of the discussions suggested that
women were more concerned than men with road safety, being
more aware of the problems and hazards encountered.
Difficulties for pedestrians,the dangers posed for and by
children playing in the streets or on bicycles were all
mentioned, plus the aggressive stance of many drivers.
Vomen drivers were particularly outraged by aggressive men

who drove much too close to the car in front and toa fast
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for conditions, whilst female cyclists talked of the verbal

abuse and harrassment to which they were often subjected,.

One was left with +the impression that some young men,
whether driver or cyclist, were more reckless and perhaps
less caring for themselves. Unfortunately, this sample
contained only two men over the age of forty, both of whom
were interested in the subject. Thus comparisons between
them and their younger counterparts could not be made. it
was mainly those in their early twenties who displayed more
negative traits. It remained to be seen whether
differences in attitudes would be apparent according to

mode of transport, sex or age.

3.5 QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS -~ PARTS A AND B

The analysis of the first two sections of the questionnaire
was conducted manually, and confined to the calculation of
individual and group means for each item. As the sample
slze was so small and unrepresentative, a more detailed

analysis was not thought to be necessary.

The total number of respondents was 36, 22 women and 14
men. Table 3.1 shows the age distribution, with over 5O
percent of the sample under 30. It was d1mmediately evident
that cyclists and drivers are not discrete categories, as
the discussions had indicated.

TABLE 3.1 Age distribution of respondents
AGE Uuz2s 25-29 80-39 40-49 50+ U/K

NUMBER 5 14 215 3 2 1

TAREE 3.2 Cycling and driving frequency of respondents

Number 5 X or more 1 e T D less than once
per week per week per week
DRIVER 52 18 6 7
CYCLIST 20 8 6 (5]

N=36
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15 <42 percent) of respondents both drove and cycled,
whereas only 5 did not have a driving licence. Principal

forms of travel were as follows:

car or van 18
bicycle 8
public transport 10

Since half the sample drove in the course of their work,
this accounts for the very high car usership figures,
especially amongst women. 4 of the 5 unable to drive cited

public transport as their primary mode of transport.

3.5, 1 ACCIDENTS AND TRAFFIC OFFENCES

Few incidents of +traffic offences or accidents were
reported so they are dealt with individually. Two traffic
offences were recorded: one by a motorist with a bald tyre,
the other a cyclist who went through red traffic lights and
received a £10 fine. Accidents were more common with five
respondents, all cyclists, detailing nine incidents between
them. None were reported to be serious but serve to

highlight the vulnerability of the cyclist.

A London Transport bus forced me onto a high kerb and
I sprained my ankle in an attempt to stay on.

The driver of a parked car opened the driver's door
when I was passing. I went over the door into the
road and was just missed by other traffic.

I was knocked off my bike by cars entering side
streets and car drivers not looking where they were
going. (Cyclist involved in 4 accidents)

Car pulled out of turning without looking and I had to
swerve to avoid hitting another stationary vehicle.

From the above quotes it is clear where the cyclists
apportion the blame for their accidents. Anyone involved
in several 1incldents over a five year period however,

should also be examining their own behaviour.

70



3.5.2 ATTITUDE STATEMENTS

Turning to the attitude statements, many differences were
slight and varied in magnitude of agreement or disagreement
with a statement as shown in Table 3.3, i1e., all means for
that statement lying between 1 and 3 <(agree strongly and
unsure) or 3 and 5 (unsure and disagree strongly). Male
and female scores were very similar, but substantial
differences were apparent depending on mode of transport.
Because of the small number of respondents involved and
their unrepresentativeness, statistical analysis to
determine whether differences were significant were not

undertaken.

Cyclists do not belong on city streets
Drivers fell between 'mnot sure' and 'disagree', cyclists
and especially cyclist/drivers were extremely close to

'strongly disagree'.

If cyclists want more facilities, they ought to pay
road tax

A score of mild agreement from drivers, a vehement
rejection by the five cyclists and a 'disagree' from those
with dual transport.

Private cars should be banned from city centres
This produced mild agreement from driver/cyclists, strong
disagreement from drivers, and 'not sure' from cyclists.
WVomen tended towards stronger disagreement than men.

Cyclists are one of the biggest hazards on the road

Agreement to this statment by drivers, disagreement by the

other two groups.
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The driving test is not strict enough

Drivers, cyclists and women veered towards disagreement,

driver/cyclists and men towards agreement.

Cyclists should ride close to the kerb so as not to
get in the way of motor vehicles

Agreement from drivers and women, disagreement from

driver/cyclists and men, Cyclists unsure.

Where a cycle path is available, qyclksts should have
to use 1t

All 1in agreement with this statement, but whereas drivers
strongly agreed, those who also cycled were much closer to

the score of 'not sure'.

There should be more environmental measures to slow
down and restrict traffic

Drivers were unsure veering slightly towards disagreement.
Cyclists agreed, whilst driver/cyclists were i1n strong

agreement.
Adult cyclists cause most of the accidents they are in

Drivers tended to agree, cyclist/drivers disagreed and

cyclists were vehemently opposed.

The next two statements were greeted with a higher score of
disagreement by Lhose who both drove and cycled, than by

those who Jjust drove;

The traffic police have too much power

Speed limits are too low
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whereas they returned a higher score of agreement +than

‘drivers only' to the following four statements:

Half the time motorists just don't see cyclists

It's easy to feel really cut off from the rest of the
world when driving

There should be more cycle lanes on main roads

Drivers do not consider other road users enough.

Meanwhile, drivers agreed more than did other groups with

the next two statements

Cyclists should be trained before they are allowed on
the roads,

The car is one of lhe most dangerous weapons about

Because the cycling only group was so small, slight
variations in means compared with other groups have not
been noted. But for the following statements, differences
were more marked. For the first three, the two driving
groups were in virtual agreement; favouring the statement.
Cyclists were unsure but substantially more favourable than
other respondents towards the idea that prospective drivers

should have some of their driving lessons on a bicycle.

Random breath testing should be allowed
Cyclists should be Insured

It i1s up to the cyclist to ensure they can be clearly
seen

Feople should have some of their driving lessons on a
bicycle to see what it's like for the cyclist.
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Beveral attitude statements produced the type of result one
would expect, with fairly predictible scores given the
limitations of asking questions which have a socially
preferable answer. Two which received similar scores were
of particular interest, however, in view of current debates

concerning thelr subject maller.

Cyclists belong on the pavement with pedestrians

recelved widespread disagreement whilst:

The driving lest should include written guestions with
multiple choice answers

received a more ambivalent 'not sure' towards 'agree

It is probable Lhat differences between the mean scores for
men and women were due more Lo the distribution of
cyclist/drivers than sex, The proportion of drivers to
driver/cyclists was virtually reversed between the sexes;
thus female scores tended towards the 'driver only', and

wale scores towards 'driver/cyclists.

TABLE 2.4 Mode of transport by sex of respondent

Drivers Cyclists Cyclist/

only only Drivers Number
FEMALE 11 4 7 22
50% 18% B2%
MALE S 1 & 14
36% 7 57%
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3.6 QUESTIONNAIRE FARTS A & B - DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

It 1is necessary to clarify why the group containing those
with a dual transport mode was often more strongly opposed
to the driver only group than was that containing cyclists
alone. The small size of the latter has been stressed, and
in addition, 4 of the 5 cyclists used public transport as
their principal form. Only one cycled daily. In contrast,
the cyclist/driver group contained 7 respondents who cycled
daily, plus another 3 who cycled between 1 and 4 times a
weelk. Thus, they had greater experience and as a result,
stronger feelings about the subject under review. Perhaps
those who both drove and cycled were also more aware of the

dangers and problems encountered on the roads.

Attitude statements indicating the greatest difference
between drivers and +those who also cycled, were those
relating to the status of the cyclist and bicycle as a form
of transport, and the use of practical measures to limit
car use. Cyclists were seen as a hazard by many drivers;
untrained, responsible for their accidents and a danger to

themselves and others.

During discussions, traffic restraint was considered with
mixed feelings. This was bourne out in analysis, since
cyclists tended to be more sympathetic than drivers alone
towards such measures. It should be remembered that the
majority of cyclists i1in this study were drawn from a
department actively pursuing a policy of road closures and
traffic management. Yet given the ease of travel which
such schemes afford the urban cyclist, it seems probable
that widespread support from potential users would be
forthcoming. For the motorist, however, these schemes
place limitations on their previous freedom of movement,
possibly adding to journey times. The drivers imn this
study seemed reluctant to, or at best unsure about

rescinding their unresticted access to the road network for

the benefit of others.
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Drivers were unsure as Lo whether cyclists belonged on city
streets although opposing vehemently the idea that private
cars should be banned from city centres. They were in
strong agreement that cyclists should have to use cycle
paths when they are avallable. This has consequences for

cycle planning and is discussed later in the report.

WVhere traffic enforcement arose, some iIindividual scores
from drivers indicated strong opposition towards traffic
police. Interestingly +though, random K breath testing
received widespread support amongst drivers; a practice the
police have traditionally been reluctant to adopt for fear
of harming their public image. The Institute of Alcohol
Studies has since conducted a survey on the same issue and
found auch support throughout +the country for the
implementation of RBT (NOP Market Research Ltd. 1987).

All groups agreed that cyclists should be trained before
being allowed on the roads, but the magnitude of agreement
differed, with those who just cycled veering towards 'not
sure', Conversely, the two cyclist groups felt that the
driving test should be stricter and contain multiple choice
questions. Since  many of +these also drove, the
introductlion of a harder test, plus a theoretical section
may mnot prove unpopular. Likewise, a training programme
for all cyclists, not Just children, would not
automatically be rejected by the cycling public, although
the implementation might prove problematic.
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This would certainly be popular with drivers, some of whom
appeared to barely tolerate cyclists for using the roads
without being taxed, insured, trailned, or knowledgable of
the Highway Code. If facllities were to be installed for
the cyclist, this group of motorists believed cyclists
should pay road tax, to cover what they saw as additional

expenditure, rather than reallocation of resources.

Overall, the driving/cycling group were more sympathetic
than any other group to the issues under investigation. No
doubt their employment strongly influenced their interest
and opinions on the subject. However, it is also possible
that as both drivers and cyclists, they were more aware of
their shortcomings and the problems they posed to other
users,; although nearly all respondents had a very high

opinion of their cycling or driving ability.
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4. REPERTORY GRID - RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Results and interpretation of the data obtained from the
repertory grid section of the questionnaire are detailed in
this chapter, It was the first time that both I and the
respondents had encountered the technique, and 1t proved to
be an interesting exercise. The final part of the chapter
examines the use of the repertory grid as a methodology in
social research. The subsequent discussion considers
respondents’ reactions +to 1it, the problems faced, the

possible reasons for these and their future avoidance.

4.2 ANALYSIS OF THE GRIDS

All thirty-six respondents who returned their
questionnaires had made some attempt to complete the
repertory grid (Section C). Four had completed only two
or three of the nine constructs, whilst one other

respondent made various ommissions throughout +the grids
which rendered +them dinvalid. This left thirty-one

respondents' grids for analysis.

Construct 4, 'a challenge/not a challenge', caused
difficulties 1in interpretation for four respondents, who
left 1t incomplete, This construct was therefore omitted
from the computer analysis of their grids. Similarily, one
respondent falled to complete columns relating to the
element 'car advertising'. This element was also omitted
from this respondent's analysis. As a result, computer
analysls was carried out at the Management Centre at Aston

using Flexlgrid on a total of thirty-one grids:
26 consisting of 11 elements and 9 constructs,

4 consisting of 11 elements and 8 constructs,

1 consisting of 10 elements and 9 constructs,
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During discussion of the methodology it was noted how the
repertory grid is not a means of compartmentalising people
into speclfic categories. Nor is i1t a method for looking
at people 'en masse', but at considering the individual as
a discrete unit. Thus, averages and percentages are of
limited meaning, and generalizations to a wider population
cannot be made. But there 1s some virtue in looking at the
grids overall to identify certain patterns within the
responses. The discussion considers the group as a whole,
by transport mode; driver only, cyclist only and driver
cyclist, and also at individual scores within those groups
to ddentify extremes and contradictions, as well as

similaritlies.

Three types of analysis were carried out on the thirty-one

individual grids using Flexigrid.

1% Correlations betweeen constructs, showing the
number of times pairs of constructs correlated

significantly.

2, Principal Components Analysis (PCA), conducted on
the constructs, i1dentifying a number of different
factors in the responses, and describing relationships
between factors i1in mathematical terms. By carrying
out PCA on the constructs, the resulting factor scores
relate the elements to the principal components and

can be used as examples of the principal components.

3. Cluster Analysis (FOCUS), which 1looks for the
strongest groupings within the grids in view of the
similarity of responses, separately for both
constructs and elements, and thereby creates a 'tree',
drawing the various 1ltems together into i1dentifiable

clusters.

The following definitions of PCA and FOCUS are more

succinct:
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PCA searches out the greatest variation in the grid
and imposes mathematical axes on these.

FOCUS relies on building up a series of hierarchical
groups based on Uhe strongest assoclation of the
matrix. (Easterby—-Smith 1981)

It is necessary to state the maxlimum number of components
required 1in PCA. These are i1dentiflied in order of
lmportance, and those appearing later are generally of
limited significance. A maximum of three were requested in
this analysis, and a substantial variation in the size and

strength of components was apparent.

4.3 CORRELATION OF CONSTRUCTS

Correlation matrices for the thirty-one respondents are in
Appendix 4, whilst the range of correlations between pairs
of constructs can be seen 1in Table 4.1. For a correlation
coefficient to be significant at the 5 percent level, .549
or higher was required. To be significant at 1 percent, a
coefficient of .715 or above was necessary. A wilde
variation 1in response 1s apparent, with a number of
construct pailrings recording both significant positive and
negative correlations at the 5 percent level or above as

follaows:

necessary/unnecessary wilth:

soclally acceptable/soclally unacceptable +1.0 to -766
enjoyable/unenjoyable +858 ta =575
important to me/unimportant to me +911 to -589

always a hazard/not a hazard with:
soclally acceptable/socially unacceptable +711 to -939

important to me/unimportant to me +798 to —-868
a challenge to me/not a challenge to me with:
enjoyable/unenjoyable +638 to —-962
responsible/irresponsible +601 to —-836
important to me/unimportant to me +583 to -699
acceptable Lo me/unacceptable to me +782 to —8zz2
soclally acceptable/soclially unacceptable with:
responsible/irresponsible +983 to —581
acceptable to me/unacceptable to me +987 to —-638

responsible/irresponsible with:
important to me/unimportant to me +817 to-654

82



617- T0€- 0ee |E9- 2g8-
jelel; 000°'T 968 486 c8l
sm 03 juejzodumy

7G0- 90— 6vv- 660-

418 2.8 486 £8G

a1q1suodsax

49T 186- gce-

9Z6 £86 109

a1qehofua
7iv- 296-
g9ce 8€9
s1qeydasooe A11eioos

gge-

0.€
a8uarTeEyD
PiEZEY

gve-
491

898~
864

626-
4ST

264~
240~

6E6-
144

92~

968
v sfemie

LLT-
426

686-
116

8940
046

G456~
658

09.-
000°'1

£.8-
vog

£96-

oge
L iessaosu

180- Sm 03
0¥6 atqeadasow
0TG- W 03
G988 juejaodut
S6v-

506 a1q1suodsag

gel

GG6 a1qefofua
A A a1qejdsooe
8Y6 A11et00S
£98-

20% aBusiieyo ®

£16- piezey e
T.E shemTe
281~
0z6 Liessaozu
Ruixeraz
S1OoN¥ISHOD

fpnyg uspwes =243 up sjuedioyzsed suo-Lya1my

313 J0J S3UsIO]JIIS00 UOTIJR[AII02 IDNIFSUOD JO »Fuea ayl T°F TEVI

83



However, Table 4.2 shows the number of times pairs of
constructs correlate significantly at 5 percent or less.
Thus, despite the wide range of corrrelations for given
pairs of constructs 1t can be seen that although, for
example, the pailring 'soclally acceptable:responsible' has
a range from +987 to -638, the data from twenty-eight
respondents produced a significant positive correlation,
twenty-five of these at the 1 percent level. Only one

respondent produced a significant negative correlation.

Likewise with the construct pairings 'soclally
acceptable: acceptable to me' to whlich twenty-six responents
produced a significant positive correlation and only one
negative, and 'necessary:socially acceptable' to which the
data from twenty-four respondents produce& a correlation
coefficient positive at 5 percent, and only one a

significant negative correlation.

The constructs ' necessary’, ‘socially acceptable',
'responsible' and 'acceptable to me' were construed in a
very similar way by the majority of respondents; their data
returning very high positive correlations with many at the
1 percent level. 'Responsible: acceptable' returned the
highest number of positive correlations at 1 percent (26),
whilst the pairing 'socially acceptable: responsible’
returned the highest number of positive correlations

averall at the 5 percent level or abaove 28).

Data referring to the construct pairing '‘'relaxing:
enjoyable' also displayed a large number of positive
corrrelatlions, twenty-one significant at the 5 percent
level, seventeen of these at 1 percent. When in pairings
with the constructs 'necessary', 'soclally acceptable',
responsible' and 'acceptable to me', both 'relaxing' and
'enjoyable' showed a high incidence of significant positive
correlations. The occasilonal significant negative
correlations of pairings involving lLhese six constructs may
be regarded as extraordinary. They represent the data from

one respondent, a female 'drilver/cyclist' who did not
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perceive that what was 'soclally acceptable' was also

'responsible' or 'acceptable to her'.

Data <from the construct pairing 'a hazard:a challenge'

produced eleven significant positive correlations at S

percent; four at 1 percent. In pairings with other
canstructs, 'a hazard' was primarily negative: twenty-four
significant negative correlations with 'responsible’,
twenty wilth 'acceptable to me', nineteen with 'socially
acceptable' and eighteen with 'enjoyable'. Thus, practices
which were responsible, enjoyable, acceptable to the

individual and socially were not a hazard.

Paired with other constructs, data from 'a challenge'
produced few significant correlations, tﬁe majority of
these being negative. Similarly, 'important to me’
appeared as a particularly i1isolated construct. It tended
towards significant positive pairings but these were
limited in number; the most being with 'enjoyable' at the 5
percent level. It 1s 1interesting that 'i1important/not
important' should display a lack of either positive or
negative correlations significant at 5 percent, suggesting
that the issues under discussion were of limited
consequence +to respondents, perhaps issues which were

rarely considered.

As a result of the correlations, two disticnt groupings can

be observed. The strongest consists of the constructs
'necessary’', '‘'soclally acceptable', ‘responsible’,
‘acceptable to me', 'relaxing' and 'enjoyable'. The second

contains the constructs 'a hazard' and 'a challenge',

whilst 'important to me' is largely isolated.

4.4 PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS

The three tables which follow, Tables 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 show
the results of PCA on the contructs. Three principal
components were requested, but in the majority of cases

only two were provided as +the first proved to be a
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remarkably strong component, often comprising over 60

percent of the total varilance.

The factor scores provided by PCA were used to give
examples of those elements which load most heavily either
positively or negatively on each principal component.
Thus, 1in Table 4.3, the first respondent was a male aged
twenty-four, whose first principal component accounted for

52 percent of the variance and was made up of the

constructs; 'necessary/unnecessary', 'soclally acceptable/
soclally unacceptable', enjoyable/unenjoyable',
'‘responsible/irresponsible’, and 'acceptltable Lo me /
unacceptable to me'. This component is labelled 'pasitive

aspecls of the traffic network'.

Elements which loaded heavily on this component in a
positive way were 'driving a car' and 'cycle paths', those
loading heavily in a negative manner were 'to drink alcohol

before drilving' and 'children playing on the streets'.

Respondents have been split i1into three groups; drivers
only, cyclists only and driver/cyclists, and are listed in

order of age.

PaLterns 1in the responses can Iimmediately be seen. The
first principal component, labelled ‘posltive aspects of
the Lraffic nelwork' and common Lo all respondents, always
includes at least some of those constructs which were

ldentified 1n the correlation analysis earlier as being

slgnificantly positively correlated; i.e. constructs
'necessary/unnecessary’ , 'socially acceptable/socially
unacceptable', 'enjoyable/unenjoyable’, 'responsible/
Irresponsible’, and 'acceptable to me/unacceptable to me'.
Construct 'relaxing/stressful’ often appears 1n this
grouping, less frequenltly +the construct ‘'important to
me/unimportant to me'. 'A challenge to me/not a
challenge Lo me' ls id1ncluded only once, ‘always a

hazard/nolt a hazard' never,
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4.4.1 DRIVERS ONLY

There 1s considerable variation in the number of times
elements load heavily on the component 'positive aspects of
the traffic network'. First, positive loadings. Every one
of +the +twelve respondente in +this category i1included
'driving a car', seven included ‘cycle lanes', eight
' presence of the traffic police'’ and three 'car
advertising'. Elements 'driving fast' and 'riding a
bicycle' produced ambivalent responses, For two drivers
'riding a bicycle' scored positively high, for another two
negatively Thigh. Other bhigh negative loadings were
recorded for 'people failing to indicate' and 'to drive
after drinking alcohol', (eleven responses each) and

‘children playing in the streets' <(six respondents) .,

The second and, where available, third component in the
driver only group acounted for between eleven and twenty-
six percent of the total variance. These components were
diverse 1n character, sometimes containing a single
construct such as '"important to me', 'enjoyable' or
'acceptable to me'. Other components contained a number of
constructs, For example, the elements ‘heavy traffic' and
'riding a bicycle' were positively loaded whilst 'driving
fast' and 'not indicating' were negatively loaded against
the component ‘'right that we contend with'. 'Driving a
Qart 'heavy traffic', ‘driving fast' and ‘'drinking
alcohol' were positively loaded, with 'car advertising' and
‘cycle lanes' negatively loaded against 'dangerous but

important'.

4.4.2 CYCLISTS ONLY

There were only five respondents in this category but their
principal components closely matched those of +the previous
group. Data relating to elements was unavailable in two
cases, but in the remaining three the elements loading most
bheavily on the component 'positive aspects of the traffic
network' were 'riding a bicycle' and ‘cycle lanes' (three
cases) and 'driving a car' (two cases). For two cyclists

'riding a bicycle' and 'people failling to indicate' were
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loaded positively on the second principal component

labelled 'lmportant that I contend with'.

4.4.3 DRIVER/CYCLISTS

As Dbefore, +the component 'positive aspects of the traffic
network' was much i1n evidence. Main positive element
loadings on this component were 'riding a bicycle' and
‘cycle lanes' (nine respondents each?, 'driving a car' and
'presence of the traffic police' (six and four respondents
respectively). High negative loadings were illustrated by
'people falling to indicate' (eleven responses) and 'to

drive after drinking alcohol' (elght responses).

For each respondent, +the second and third principal

components were agailn charactersied by the inclusion of the

constructs 'dlmportant to me/unimportant to me' and 'a
challenge to me/not a challenge to me'. Hence, principal
components are labelled accordingly. '"Important that I

caontend wlth' was characterised by the elements 'driving a

car' and 'mot indicating' by one respondent, 'driving a
car' by one other. 'Car advertising' was negatively
construed in relation to the component. 'Cycle lanes' were

deemed 'indispensible to me' by two respondents, whilst the
'traffic police' were alternatively regarded as a 'positive
aspect of the +traffic network', '"important to me',

'unenjoyable' and 'a challenge'.

4.4.4 LOADING OF INDIVIDUAL ELEMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTS
Using PCA 1t was possible to determine how often each
elemenlt was significanltly loaded in either a positive

or negative direction against each of the nine constructs.
Taking the eleven elements individually, differences
between the three groups (drivers only, cyclists only and

driver/cyclists) can be identified.

Proportionately more respondents in the ‘'drivers only'
group perceived 'driving a car' to be relaxing, necessary,

socially acceptable, enjoyable, responsible, iﬂ?ortaut to
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them and acceptable to them than those in the other two

81"0Up:’:‘- .

More respondents i1in the 'driver/cyclist' category saw
' heavy traffic' as unnecessary, unenjoyable, unimportant
and unacceptable to them than respondents in the other two
groups. For cyclists only, it rarely appeared as a

significant element against any caonstruct.

More ‘'drivers only' recorded 'driving fast' as being always
a hazard and socially unacceptable than other respondents.
Proportionately many more 'driver/cyclists’ recorded it as
being unimportant to them; somewhat suprisingly given the
accepted danger cyclists {face from fast traffic. This
perhaps {llustrates the ambiguity of opinion many road
users face when they commonly use mare than one mode of
transport. What is of danger to the cyclist may become

acceptable to the driver.

Proportionately more respondents in the two cycling

categories saw cycling as relaxing, necessary, socially

acceptable, enjoyable, responsible, important and
acceptable to them. For three respondents in the ‘driver
only' group it was neither socially acceptable nor

necessary, whilst i1t was recorded as 'unacceptable to me'

by one driver.

The °'presence of the traffic police' recorded many more
responses from respondents who only drove compared with the
others, loaded both positively and negatively against the
constructs. This element was often included in the
component 'positive aspects of the traffic network',
although five drivers also regarded the traffic police as a
challenge. A limited response Was forthcoming from the
other groups. This could reflect the difference 1in age
between respondents; the ‘drivers only' group returned an
average age of 35.5, compared with 24.4 and 27 for
‘cyclists only' and ‘driver/cyclists'’ respectively.
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Very few significant responses of any kind were returned
for 'car advertising'. The highest number came from five
respondents who drove and another four who also cycled.
They negatively related 1t to the construct 'important to

me/ unimportant to me'.

Proportionately more respondents who cycled and more
'driver/cyclists' construed 'cycle lanes' as part of the
component 'positive aspects of the traffic network', but
only marginally so. This indicates drivers' acceptabiltiy
of c¢cycle paths, even though +they may appear less

enthusiastic about cycling itself.

Virtually all respondents, regardless of transport mode
construed 'people failling to indicate' negatively in
relation to the component 'positive aspects of the traffic
network'. This illustrates the perceilved anti-social
nature of the practice, although all vehicle users <(and
cyclists are included here) are guilty of it. Very few
respondents from the two groups containing drivers regarded
it as important to them, whilst two of the three cyclists
did. It 1s interesting to note the same response was not

forthcoming from those in the 'driver/cyclist' category.

All three cyclists and a very large proportion of those who
only drove recorded 'to drive after drinking alcohol' to be
significantly negatively loaded against +the component
'positive aspects of the traffic network'. '*Driver/
cyclists' recorded fewer significant responses to this
element; again perhaps a consequence of age difference and

resulting life style.

Although 'children playing in the streets' was perceilved to
be less contentious than the previous +two elements,
proportionatley more drivers recorded the element
negatively agalinst the main principal component. Ta, &a
cyclist, children playing on the road are not necessarily a
hazard or unacceptable, but to a driver in a vehicle which
can do fatal i1injury +to a «<¢child, the perception 1is
understandably different,. Additionally, since most of

96



those in the 'drivers only' category drove in the course of
their work, often around local autharity housing estates
and other residentlial areas, plus having children of theilir
own, they would be more aware of the dangers children faced

and posed to them as drivers.

'Parked cars' proved to be an issue of limited importance,
returning few significant responses of any kind.
Proportionately more respondents 1in the 'cyclists only'
group recorded this element 1n a negative manner +to the
main principal component, but given +the small number in
this group one can make no generalisatilions. It is perhaps
suprising that more respondents 1in the 'driver/cyclist'
category did not construe the element in this way since in
conversation with cyclists, parked cars and the associated

dangers are often mentioned.

One final item of note relating to PCA is that not one
element was significantly loaded either positively or
negatively against +the Construct 'always a hazard/not a
hazard' by dindividuals in both cycling groups. Even the
elements 'people falllng to indicate' and 'to drive after

drinking alcohol' were unrepresented.

4.5 FOCUS ANALYSIS

By analysing constructs and elements independently,
clusters of similar items can be ddentified and drawn
together. The primary, secondary and minor clusters of
both constructs and elements do not necessarily relate to
each other; therefore, the major construct cluster will not
always be i1llustrated by those elements in +Lthe major
element cluster. For example, 1t was seen earlier using
PCA how 'driving a car' loaded heavily i1in a positive
direction on +the main principal component for all
respondents 1in +the driver only group. Using the FOCUS
analysls, ‘'driving a car' Dbecame an isolated element

unrelated to any other element cluster for one half of the
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driver only respondents. Results obtained from +this
analysis can be found 1in Tables 4.6, 4.7 and 4.8, As
before, they are organised into the three transport modes

and llsted by age of respondent.

4.5.1 DRIVERS ONLY

If 'driving a car' was the most frequent element isolate,
'important to me / not important to me' emerged as the most
frequently isolated construct, by a total of nine
respondents. Constructs 'always a hazard/not a hazard'
and 'a challenge to me/not a challenge to me' were commonly
reversed by the programme in order to be incorporated in
groupings with other constructs. Using as an example the
first respondent 1in this group, his main cﬁnstruct cluster
consisted of 'relaxing', 'mot a hazard', 'not a challenge'
and 'enjoyable'. The second cluster contained 'necessary',
'soclally acceptable', ‘'responsible' and 'acceptable to

me', 'wilth important to me' as an isolate.

Since 'driving a car' 1s recorded as an 1solate by half
this category of respondents, 1t i1s i1interesting to note
into which category 'riding a bicycle' belongs. Viewed as
an 1lsolate by two respondents 1t 1is found 1n clusters
accompanied by 'heavy traffic' on seven grids, 'presence of
the traffic police' and 'car‘ advertising' on six, and
‘cycle paths' on five. Four respondents also produced
clusters linking this element to 'to drink alcohol before
driving' and 'children playing in the street'.

4.5.2 CYCLISTS ONLY

The 1isolation of the copstruet ‘dmportant to me/not
important to me' 1s immedlately apparent. 'A challenge/not
a challenge' also appears as an i1solate on three

occassions; i1indeed, the familiar groupings of constructs
are much i1in evidence. The element clusters produced a
slightly different pattern compared with that of the
‘drivers only' group. Looking 1in particular at the

elements 'driving a car', '‘'riding a bicycle' and 'cycle
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paths', in four out of five cases they were placed in the

same cluster, Cycling and driving were rarely linked to
the more hazardous elements, of 'people failling to
indicate', 'driving fast' or 'to drink alcohol before
driving'.

4.5.3 DRIVER/CYCLISTS

These respondents displayed the same lsolates and reversals
of constructs as discussed earlier. Thus, both the
constructs 'a challenge to me/not a challenge to me' and
'important to me/not important to me' were regarded as
isolates by seven respondents, whilst in every case 'always
a hazard/not a hazard' was reversed t©to enable i1t's

incorporation into a cluster,

With regard +to elements, +the majority of respondents
included 'driving a car', 'riding a bicycle' and 'cycle
paths' 1in one cluster, with 'people falling to indicate’
and 'to drink alcohol before driving' forming the basis of
another. These were often accompanied in the cluster by
'children playing in the street' and/or 'heavy traffic' and
'driving fast'.
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4.5.4 DISCUSSION
Before discussing the way in which the repertory grid was

used, 1t will be useful to briefly reiterate the results,

All Lhree analyses using Flexigrid: correlation of
constructs, PCA and FOCUS, illustrated the strong grouping
of a number of constructs which have been labelled
'positive aspects of the traffic network'. Other groupings
related more specifically to factors which are perceived to
be hazardous and/or challenging, and factors which are

important to the individual.

Elements relating to these combinations of constructs vary
consliderably belween individuals and in some cases, between
the +three +Lransport groups, although structures can be
identified. For example, proportionately more respondents
in the 'dridvers only' group load 'driving a car' positively
against the component 'positive aspects of +the raffic
network!'. Proportionately more respondents who cycle
including those who also drive, load 'riding a bicycle' in
this way. Responses to several items, such as 'heavy
traffic' ; 'driving fast', ‘car advertising', 'children
playing in Lthe streets' and 'parked cars' are very mixed in
both PCA and FOCUS. This would suggest that many features
which are present in the traffic network are treated in a
fairly ambiguous way by road uéers. Even the vulnerable
cyclist does not necessarily see 'driving fast' as a hazard
to them. It would appear that other varilables, such as the
age of the respondent, are a great influence i1n their

perception of traffic situatilions.

Using PCA, 'the presence of the traffic police' was
significantly positively correlated at the 5 percent level
or above to the coumponent 'positive aspects of the traffic
network' by eight respondents in the ‘'driver only' group,

three 1n the ‘'cyclist/driver'category and none 1in the

'cyclist only' group. Significance tests between the
groups were not carried out because the numbers involved in
the collection of the data were s0 small and
unrepresentative of a wider population. However, by
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categorising respondents into age bands of 29 years and
under, and 30 years and over, data from proportionately
more older respondents than younger respondents positively
correlated this element against the primary principal
component. This suggests that age group may have an
important role to play in determining responses on this

subject.

4.6 THE USE OF REPERTORY GRIDS AS A METHODOLOGY

The majority of respondents in this study coped well with
the repertory grid section of the questionnaire. But as in
any form of self-completion questionnaire, the respondents
will usually find some way of commenting on the questions,
8iving responses which fall outside the required range of
answers, and providing information which they feel the
researcher should want. One section of this sample were
very antagonistic towards +the grid and critical of the

content.

It was noted earlier how the method was originally used in
clinical psychology and 1is thought to be most successful
when the client devises his or her own elements and
constructs, so that the grid has real meaning for that
person, In this study, both elements and constructs were
provided. Thus, there was an increased possibility that
items chosen for inclusion on either matrix on the grid
would fall outside +the range of convenience; 1in other
words, fail to have meaning when used in a certain context.
This was a particular problem, given +that a single
questionnalre was constructed from the results of four

group discussions.

It was shown above how the construct 'a challenge /not a
challenge' and the element 'car advertising' both caused
problems for respondents, who could not relate them to
other statements. The latter referred to the advertising

of cars on television, 1n newspapers and magazines as
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highly desirable and prized commodities, sold on their
performance and speed. This was one of the issues railsed
during discussions. In later talks with the representative
of one group, it +transpired that some respondents were
confused as to what 'car advertising' meant, reading it

instead, as the advertising on cars during motor sports.

In hindsight, 1t would have been possible to eliminate
these problems by constructing the grid to exclude or
explain such items. Yet to other respondents they did have

meaning and could be assoclated with other variables.

A further consideration 1is that not all of those who
answered the questionnaire took part in the discussions.
For them, Sections A and B would have been straightforward
and acceptable, Section C possibly ambiguous.
Unfortunately, although the return envelopes were marked
individually so that it could later be identified whether
or not the respondent had also taken part in the
discusslons, some respondents went to great pains to
obliterate the markings, so that i1dentification was
impossible. This, despite confidentiality etc., belng
stressed 1in an earlier letter to all those participating.
Thus, it was not possible to determine whether those
experiencing difficulty had participated in the discussion

groups, or were new to the exercise.

Apart from the wording of the grid and confusion of those
not present at discussions, there may have been other
reasons for the antagonlsm. Those critical of the method
were employed in work related to the subject of the
questionnaire. They knew something of the issues raised
and, 1t seems, were unwilling to give a quick and ready
answer to the gquestions. By looking too deeply into the
constructs, they could not provide an instant decision
based on their own feelings as they knew 'too much'

professionally about the subject.
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Similarly, since the majority of these respondents both
drove and cycled, the feedback suggests that they had an
amblvalent attitude towards the grids because of their dual

transport use. Although they were asked to:

Flace a tick In the box you reel 1s the closest to
your opinion for each phrase on the scale

in reality, giving one's opinion was a difficult task to
perform,. This perhaps 1llustrates our attitudes as road
users tltowards others. Depending on +the mode of travel
employed at any one time - be it car, bicycle, or as a
pedestrian - expectations, and what dis regarded as
permissible behaviour can alter for +the 'dndividual. To
state an opinion can be problematic, because that opinion

will change relative to the situatilion.

To those who have some knowledge of survey research and
questionnalire design, the appearance of the repertory grid
when laid out for self completion can be daunting, whilst
what the research 1s attempting +to determine remains
unclear. In the standard format for attitude statements
it 1s falrly easy Lo monitor ones response and give the
type of answer one feels may be required. This 1is

especially so 1in questions which have soclally acceptable

answers, where certain respondents may Dbe inclined <o
answer statements 1n a particular way, rather than
providing thelr personal opinion. When answering the

repertory grid, the respondent 1s unable to Judge the
outcome of the analysis. The exercise 1may prove
disconcerting as control over Lthe output by the respondent
is lost. It is possible that this aspect of the repertory

grid caused some disquiet.

It 1s felt that the repertory grid proved a useful
methodology for looking at issues concerned with attitudes.
It may appear rather devious when used i1in this fashion,

because 1in a self-completion format the researcher is
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unable to explain fully +the processes at work during
completion of the grid. An alternative would have been to
hold a second series of group discussions after analysis,
to talk +through the issues arising and explain how i1t
worked in comparison with Section B. Yet 1t did provide
information of a quantifiable nature on the perception of
respondents towards the acceptability and responsibility of
certain traffic situations, beyond +that obtained from

attltude statements alone.

4.7 CONCLUSION

This study did not aim to be representative of the driving
and cycling public, and no generalisaticné will be made.
As an exploratlory study, a number of factors have emerged
which d1ndicate a divergence of i1nterest between cyclists
and motorists, particularly in relation to the possible use
of engineering measures Lo slow down and restrict traffic
access, and perceptions of cycling in terms of acceptabilty

and responsibllty.

These early dilfferences suggested that a further study
exploring some of the issues would be of interest. Using a
larger and more representative sample, a wider survey was

planned for the following reasons:

a) to test for levels of signlificance where

differences in attitude seem to be apparent,

b) to determine whether differences are due to mode of

travel, age, sex, or a combination of variables,
c) to take special notice of +the divergence in
attitudes Dbetween driver only and driver/cyclist

respondents,

d) to identify similarities in attitudes.
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Such a study should indicate areas of agreement and
disagreement between two groups which would appear to have
conflicting interests. It should identify where important
differences in opinion occur so that methods for narrowing
the gulf may be suggested, and signify areas of agreement
which may be used as a base on which to build greater

acceptance.
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B, METHODOLOGY OF THE MAIN SURVEY
5.1 CHOICE OF METHOD

The Camden Study produced some interesting results,
suggesting that there were measurable differences in
opinion between cyclists, driver/cyclists and drivers.
These differences were not confined to the attitude
statements alone; indeed, the repertory grid exercise
highlighted certain issues which the more straightforward
approach was unable to detect. Hence the use of repertory
grids as a validating methodology in this research proved

very useful,

To continue this 1nvestigation into drivers and cyclists
there were two obvious paths which could be taken. First,
to continue with the group discussions and repertory grids
concentrating on the in depth and unrepresentative views of
various small samples. Or second, to enlarge the study by
obtalining a larger sample and opting for information of a

more quantitative nature,

Both approaches had a number of factors for and against
their choice. Repertory grids are time consuming in their
construction, application and analysis. One cannot
generalise from the results in the way that one may with

traditional survey methods, and the practicalities of

finding samples can be problematic. Other drawbacks have
been discussed 1n some detall above. Whilst dispensing
with din depth interviews, Lhey provide a degree of

qualitative information not usually obtained through large
scale survey melthodology. Additionally, the group
discussions provided a wealth of detall, remarkably rich in
comparison with the statistical techniques used Lo analyse

large numbers of questionnaires.

The alternative direction would involve the design and
piloting of a questionnaire that could be administered to
large numbers of people in order to obtain quantitative

information which could be readily analysed by computer,
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using one of the statistical packages avallable. This type
of survey has some obvious disadvantages, notably in the
depth of information which can be gleaned from given
questions, the problems of blas etc., which will be dealt
wlith d4in more detail below. However, +their greatest
advantage is that they may be used to provide
generalisations as to the attitudes and experiences of
certain groups of respondents, which may be chosen on any

number of criteria.

This final point was the deciding factor in choosing the
ultimate direction of the project. However interesting the
views of various individuals regarding the question of road
safety and their attitudes towards cycling and driving, the
sponsoring organisation required figurés with which a
particular case may be presented to Lhe numerous bodies
concerned 1iun the Ifield, Large scale survey methodology
permitted this; at least +to the extent that some
generalisations to a wider population could be made. This
was not the case with the highly interesting but totally
subjective repertory grid.

Thus the decision was made to obtain a large sample and to
carry out a quantitative survey using a questionnaire.
Again, a choice had to be made regarding the type of
questionnalre and how it was to be administered. Self
completion or interview, semi—-structured or structured,
postal or some other method of distribution? For reasons
of time, limitations on financial and other resources, and
the sheer practicalities of reaching the greatest number of
people; a fully structured self-completion postal

questionnaire was the final result.

5.2 BSAMPLING

As with the earlier study, the target population was
identified as cyclists and motorists, while acknowledging
that there would be a large overlap of respondents who used

bolth modes of transport. Since it was intended to carry
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out a postal questionnaire, a large sample was required to
ensure a correspondingly high return. It was unlikely that
the resources available would permit following-up those who
failed to respond to the initial approach, thus maximum

response was necessary.

It is generally accepted that the response rate from postal
questionnalres is in the region of 10 to 20 percent. These
figures can be improved upon by use of follow-up, or if the
sample is chosen from membership lists of organisations or
those who are known to be interested in the subject of the
survey; rather than for example, the electoral register or

other data base of the general public,

As the survey was concerned with cyclisté' and drivers'
attitudes, it made sense to approach organisations for a
sample who catered for the needs of these groups, or held
data on the target population. It was felt that a sample
of 2000 people, consisting of 1000 cyclists, and 1000
motorists, <(although in reality, many of those cycling
would also drive and vice versa), should provide a useful
response on which some meaningful results could be

obtained.

5.2.1 CYCLISTS

Obtaining the co-operation of éyclists in the survey was
not a difficulty, the problem lay in finding a large and
representative group. The latest figures for bicycle
ownershlp sugggest there are 11.2 million bicycles in the
country (Morgan 1987). However, identifying the owners is
not easy, and owning a bicycle does not automatically make
one a cyclist, as Morgan discovered. One may also question
whether 1t is correct to class someone who cycles just once
or twice a year as a cyclisl, when they are generally to be
found in a car? Their attitudes are more than likely to be

predominantly those of Lhe driver.

It would have been possible to use the Cycle Campaign
Network of which Friliends of +the Earth 1s a member and,

until recently, organised. Yet 1t was felt that a sample
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obtained from +this source would provide people who were
heavlly motivated in their commitment to cycling, very
aware of Lthe i1ssues, and unrepresentative of cyclists in

general on a number of issues.

Other possibilities were considered; such as using CCN
contacts to distribute questionnaires through their local
bicycle shops, or Jjust using electoral registers. The
first was discounted because of the lack of control it
would bring into the sampling procedure, the second because
Lhe return was likely to be negligible and the
practicalities of obtaining a nationwide sample from such a

vaslt data base highly complex.

5.2.2 CYCLISTS' TOURING CLUB

Instead, the Cyclists' Touring Club (CTC) was approached.
Based in Godalming Surrey, 1t has existed for over 100
years as an organisation to promote cycling. It currently
aoffers free third party insurance and legal aid to
cyclists, protection of cyclists' rights in both town and
country, organises rallies, tours and other events whilst
producing a bi-monthly magazine, and has over two hundred

local groups.

It was recognised that the average CTC member i1is not
representative of the general cyclist. The members are
averwhelmingly male, on thedr 1last analysis oaver 80
percent, and there i1s a high proportion of older members.
They are more likely to use their bicycles for leisure than
for commuting, and as with Cycle Campaign Neltwork members,
will have at least some iIinterest in the toplc of cycling,
and be aware of some of +Lhe iIssues. But a suitable
alternative to the CTC was difficult to comprehend since no
other cycling organisation exists on such a scale or covers

such a wide geographical area.

The CTC proved more than willing to assist, and my thanks
go to Alan Leng for the assistance he provided. With a
membership list of 80000 held on computer and constantly

updated, a random sample of 1000 members was taken from the
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lists by randomly stopping the computer on a run of the
full 1list and printing out the appropriate details onto
address labels. These were then sent by second class mail

from Central Landon.

5. 2.8 DRIVERS

WVhilst this was belng organised, attempts were made to
secure a sample of 1000 motorists. Approaches were made to
the Driver Vehicle Licensing Centre, Swansea, the
Automoblile Assoicalion (of which I am an Associate Member)
and General Accident Life Assurance, which had been engaged
in extensive publicity regarding road safety. On each
occasion I wrote Dbriefly explaining the project, my
connections with Aston University, SERC and Friends of the
Earth, requesting a sample from their daﬁa banks to balance
against +the sample of cyclists. Unfortunately, each
organisation refused +to co-operate, desplte assurances
regarding confidentiality etc. It is belleved that FoE's

involvement in the research may have been at issue here.

For reasons stated above, I was unwilling to attempt a
sample of 1000 from the electoral register or telephone
directories; instead going to a commercial market research
company, details of which were obltained from the Journal of
the Market Research Soclety. For a fee, they distributed
throughout the country as. part of their Dbi-monthly
Programnme of surveys, envelopes cantaining the
questlonnalre, reply paid envelope and covering letter
which explained the purpose of the research. Since their
survey was conducted with 1500 people, interviewers were
requested to hand the said envelopes to 2 in every 3

respondents.

The sample chosen by this company was carried out in two
phases. In the first stage, the 629 constituencies in
Great Britain were stratified by the Registrar General's
Sltandard regions, by area type and by order of
Conservative/Labour/Liberal-SDP voting ratios at the 1983

general election.
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In the second stage, respondents were selected using quota
sampling. They applied an interlocking quota on 'Men’',
'Housewives' and 'Other Women', together with controls on
Social Class (ABC1,C2,DE) and age (15-34,35-64,65+). There

was also a control on the working status of women.

Obviously, ¢there were a number of disadvantages in using
this method of distribution, not least +Lhat unlike CTC
members who would have some interest in the project, it was
most likely that many of those approached wvia the market
research company would be totally disinterested in the
research, neither drive nor cycle, or have no intention of
participating. Thus, response rates could be expected to

reflect this Iinbalance, which indeed they did.

5.3 THE QUESTIONNAIRE

To encourage the maximum response from a single mailing of
the questionnaire, plus limitations on resources, the
questionnaire was kept as short as possible. Because of
this it was necessary to be very aware of the information
required; hence ruthless in the cholice of questions, amount
of factual detail obtained, and number of attitude
statements Lo be included. The questionnaire was to cover

the followlng items, and can be found in Appendix 5:

1> factual - age, sex, county, CTC member/quota
sample,
2) does respondent cycle or drive - frequency of use,

type of use, reasons for use or non-use of vehicle,

3) what would do most to a) encourage more cycling,

and b> make cycling safer,
4) attitude statements concerned with opinions towards

cycling and issues which may influence cycling, with

reference to traffic calming etc.
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Since there was to be no follow-up and I had no means of
knowing to whom the questionnaires were distributed, serial
numbers were only allocated on return o the
questionnaires, The envelopes used for this differed
between the CTC and non-CTC samples, thereby enabling them
to be classlified as elther CTC or nan—-CTC, without the need
for an additional questilon. The answers were coded on the
form, thus enabling easy transferal of information to the

compu ter for analysis.

Respondents were asked to give thelr age group, their sex
and the county in which they lived. The country was later
split into ten regions, listed below.

London

South East England

South West England

East Anglia & Lincolnshire
East Midlands

WVest Midlands

North East England

North West England
Scotland

WVales, Northern Ireland and Eire
Next came a series of questions on cycling.
4. Do you own or ever ride a bicycle?
with a 'Yes' 'No' answer.
5. How often do you cycle?
Four possible answers were offered here from, 'not al all'
to 'S times or more per week'. Those answering 'less

frequently' or 'not at all' were directed to Question 8,

others continuved in numerical order.
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6. Please tick up to 3 items on the following list
which most accurately explain why you cycle.

The items were | 'inexpensive form of transport'.
'enjoyment', 'health reasons', 'door to door convenience',
'speed of travel', 'poor public transport', 'independence'’
and 'ease of parking'; leaving space by 'other' for any
alternatives +to be written in. These categories were

chosen following extensive preliminary work to determine
the answers most frequently glven by cyclists to this
question.

~

V. For what purpose do you use your bicycle?

Respondents were asked to rank order from 1 to 4, 1 being

the most frequent use of the bicycle, +the following

cholces; 'Journey to work', 'work or Tbusiness use',
‘shopping/school run etc.', 'lelsure sporting or social
activities'. It was already known that CTC members largely

used thelr cycles for recreational purposes and this
question was iIntended to indicate how they might differ

from other cyclists 1in the sample.

8. Flease tick up to 8 items from the following list
which most accurately explain why you do not cycle or
why you cycle less frequently.

The iltems offered for inclusion were as follows; 'danger
from other traffic', 'polluted atmosphere', 'have long
distances +to Lravel', 'hilliness of local area or bad
weather', 'lack of carrying capacity', ‘'cycling does mnot
appeal to me', 'am physically unable to cycle', 'aggressive
behaviour of motorists', 'do not have a bicycle', 'other'.

These items, 1in common with all others offered i1in the
questionnaire, arose oul of preliminary research; the
Camden Study and conversations/discussions with cyclists

and drivers.
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9. Which of the following items do you think would
encourage more people to cycle?

Given the choice of 'encourage', 'have no effect' and
'*discourage', the items were: 'more cycle paths', 'increase
in cost of travel by car or public transport', 'better road
surfaces’, 'compuleory helmet wearing for cyclists',
'slower vehicle speeds', 'if cyclists could use pavements
and other pedestrian facilities', '1f cycling had a better
public image' , 'bettler traffic law enforcement',
'restricting traffic in residential areas'. The above have
been suggested at various times as a means to encourage
cycling or make it 'safer'. Thus questions 10 and 11 asked

respectively:

Can you please rank order from 1 to 3, 1 being the
most important the 3 suggestions from Question 9 above
which you feel would do most to encourage cycling
(make cycling safer),

I wished to determine how far Lhose measures which might be
deemed Lo encourage more people to cycle, could also be
viewed as a means of improving safety for cyclists.
Obviously, there exists here an implicit notion of what
'safety' is. The meaning I put to the word may not be that
understood by the respondents, as discussed earlier in the
literature review, However, this was a risk that had to be
taken, indeed 1t was possible Lo ascertain respondents'
perceptions o©of what constituted safety by +the answers

given.
The next series of questions were indentical in construct
to Questions 4 to 8 above, differing only in their content.
Thus:

12. Do you have a full driving licence?

13. How often do you drive?

respondents answering 'less frequently' or ' not at all’

being dircted to Question 16.
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14, FPlease tick up to 5 items on the following 1list
which most accurately explain why you drive.

These included 'enjoyment', ‘carrying capacity of the
vehlicle', 'work needs', 'door to door convenience', 'poor
public transport', 'independence', 'family obligations',

'speed of travel' and 'other'.

15. For what purpose do you drive?

offered the same responses as Question 7 whilst Question 16

asked respondents to:

Please tick up 3 items on the following list which
most accurately explain why you do not drive or why
you drive less frequently.

Paossible responses consisted of the following: 'prefer an
alternative form of transport', 'too expensive', 'good
public transport', 'problems with parking', 'dislike
driving conditlons', ‘have only limlted access to a
vehicle', 'bad driving behaviour of others', 'am physically
unable to drive', 'have been disqualified from driving',
'do not have a vehicle', and 'other'.

Finally, nine attitude statements were offered for

consideration, scored on a five point scale from 'agree
strongly', ‘'agree', 'not sure', 'disagree' to 'disagree
strongly'. The statements were taken from those in the
Camden Study which returned +the greatest difference in
opinion between cyclists and motorists. They were as

follows:

all cyclists should be trained,
cyclists do not belong on city streets,

the police should enforce road traffic law far more
rigorously,

adult cyclists cause most of the accidents they are
in,

the driving test should be more difficult,
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cyclists are one of the biggest hazards on the road,

more engineering methods should be used to slow down
and restrict traffic,

where a cycle path is availilable, cyclists should have
to use 1t,

private cars should be banned from city centres.

(]
&

FPILOTING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

After initlial compilation and discussions with various
others 1involved 1n +the research, the questionnaire was
fully piloted on thirty people. These consisted of ten
associales, and twenty employees of a local organisation of
which the manager was a personal acqualntance. No one
reported difficulty in wunderstanding or completing the
questionnailre, although one complaint was received
regarding the size of the print. It is recognised that
this was rather small, being the standard ten characters to
the inch available on the Amstrad PCW8256, reduced by a
half to enable the full questionnalre Lo be printed on one
sheet of A4 paper. As resources were limited however, this
particular complaint was not acted upon, as any enlargement
of the typeface would automatically lead to a corresponding

increase in costs.

Three i1tems were added to the final draft as a result of
the pilot. The first was the question asking which county
the respondent lived in. The other two were very similar

ltems which arose as a result of questions 8 and 16. On

belng asked:

why you do not cycle or why you cycle less frequently?

and:

why you do not drive or why you drive less frequently?
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a sizeable proportion of respondents wrote in the

‘other (please state)' section:

'don't own/have a bicycle/car’.

Although this dnformation would have already been obtained
from an earlier question, many respondents required this
particular clause as a possible choice in their answer to

these questions, Thus,

do not own a bicycle/car

was added to questions 8 and 16, so +that the 'other’
section could be left free for more interesting comments

which might be forthcoming.

5.5 RESPONSE RATES

Of the 2000 questionnaires distributed, a total of 1020
were returned. As expected, the response rates of the two
groups in +the survey differed mnoticeably. As a result,
almost three quarters of the questionnalires analysed came

from CTC menbers.

TABLE 5.1 Frequency count of returns, by CTC membership

CTC Member frequency percent

YES 762 T4.7

NO 258 25.3
n=1020 100%

Given the large discrepancy in returns for the two groups,
1t must be emphasised that no attempt was made to weight
the figures in order to balance out the CTC bias. It was
considered more prudent to analyse the data as two distinct

calegories wherever possible, except where some other
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varlable was considered +to have had an overwhelming

influence on the result.

CTC  membership was further crosstabulated by the
independent variables of sex of respondent, age group and
region to produce Tables 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4, so illustrating
where the greatest levels of bilas lay. Responses by region
and age group were well balanced, However, dividing the
data by the sex of the respondent shows clearly the level
of male predominance in the CTC. The ratlo of female/male
returns by CTC members is 1:3.9, for non-CTC members the

ratio is 1:1.17, a far more even distribution.

TAELE S5.2 Crosstabulation of returns, sex of respondent by
CTC membership

all respondents el b non—-CTC n=
% A A
male i (i) 744
row % 81.3 18,7
column % 79.6 54.0
female 26.8 273
row % 56,8 43. 2
column % 20.4 46. 0
n= 760 257 1017
TABLE 5.8 Crosstabulation of returns, age group by CTC
membership
all respondents CTC non—-CTC
% % %
under 29 272 27 28
30-59 49.5 48 53
60+ 28.3 259 19
100 100 100
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TABLE ©.4 Crosstabulation of returns, region by CTC
membership

all respondents CTC non—CTC
% % %

London TS T 8.9
South East 14.4 14.8 13.4
South West 12.8 14.2 | 8. 7
East Anglia 7.6 Wit 7.5
East Midlands 6.4 5.0 9.4
Veslt Midlands 12.6 1207 1202
North East 1. 7 12.3 13.8
North Vest 8.2 8,1 8,7
Scotland 12.6 12.% 1=2.2
Northern

Ireland/VWVales 5.4 03 5.9
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6. RESULTS OF THE MAIN SURVEY

6.1 INTRODUCTION

Since the frequency counts for the number of respondents
who drive, cycle, do both or neither, crosstabulated by age
group, sex of respondent, geographical region and CTC

membership are to be found in the previous section on

methodology , this chapter concentrates on the differences
between respondents as identified through the
questionnaire.

Some discussion of the CTC bias is undertaken, additionally
questionning what constitutes a driver or cyclist. Why
people choose to, or not to cycle or drive is examined,
using the independent variables of age group, sex of
responent, region and CTC membership. Next, an analysis of
the responses received to a series of questions asking how

to encourage cycling and make cycling safer is undertaken.

Last, responses to the series of attitude statements
appearing at the end of the questionnaire, using the same
independent variables plus those of driver, cyclist, both
and neither are analysed. Where suitable, Chi-square
analysis (x=) was carried out on the data, and results of
this analysis are indicated throughout the text.
Additional results are in Appendix 6.

6.2 CYCLING AND DRIVING

6.2,1 CYCLISTS

The first series of questions examined cycling; looking at
cycle ownership, cycling frequency and the principal cycle
use. Table 6.1 shows sex of respondent by cycle ownership
and that significantly more men than women owned a cycle.
Table 6.2, crosstabulating sex of respondent with cycling
frequency shows that men cycled more frequently than women.

50 percent of male respondents claimed to cycle five times
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a week or more, compared with 36 percent of female

respondents (x* significant at 0,01 percent).

Crosstabulating cycling frequency by age group also
revealed significant x= results, with respondents under 30
years of age cycling more frequently than all others, and
those aged 30 to 59 years cycling more frequently than
elderly respondents. CTC members also claimed to cycle far
more often than non-CTC cyclists; nearly 87 percent of CTC
cyclists cycled at least once a week compared with 49

percent of non-CTC respondents.

CTC membership was also associated with the principal use
to which the bicycle was put (Table 6.3> 54 percent of CTC
cyclists chose 'pleasure' compared with 39 percent of non-
CTC cyclists. A little over one third of each sample chose
the option 'commuting'; the other major difference being in
responses to 'duties' which substantially more respondents
from the non-CTC sample chose. These differences were
largely mirrored using sex of respondent as an independent
variable. Thus, the same numbers of men and women used
their bicycle for commuting, with proportionately more

wonmen choosing 'duties' and more men nominating 'pleasure'.

Crosstabulating cycle use with age group, 'commuting'
returned more responses than 'pleasure' for the 20 to 29
age group, whilst for those aged 30 to 389 years, the two
options returned very similar numbers of responses. For
all other age groups; particularly those under 20 years and
respondents aged over 60, 'pleasure' was obviously the

prime reason for cycling.
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IABLE 6.1 Ownership of cycle crosstabulated with sex of respondent

CYCLIST
SEX OF RESPONDENT YES NO TOTALS
N % N %
male 646 (87.1) 95 (12.8) 741
female 203 (74.6) 69 (25.4) 272

CHI-SQUARE = 23.47 (p<0.0001)

TABLE 6.2 Cycling frequency: crosstabulated with a) sex of
respondent b) age group and ¢) CTC membership

a) sex of respondent
CYCLING FREQUENCY

5 TIMES S LESS NOT AT
SEX OF A WEEK TIMES ‘OFTEN ALL TOTALS
RESPONDENT N % N % N Yo N %
male 323 <50.0) 227 (385.1) 81 (12.5) 15 (2.3) 646
female 72 (85.6) 72 (35.6) 48 (23.8) 10 (5.0 202

CHI-SQUARE = 23.17 (p<0.0001)

b) age group
CYCLING FREQUENCY

5 TIMES 1 TO 4 LESS NOT AT

A WEEK TIMES OFTEN ALL TOTALS
AGE GROUP N % N % N % N %
under 830 years 133 (53.4) 72 (28,9) 40 (16.1) 4 (1.6) 249
30-59 years 195 <46.0) 163 (88.4) 58 (13.7) & (1.9 424
over 60 years 67 ¢38.1) G4 (36.4) 31 (17.6) 14 (8.02 176

CHI-SQUARE = 28.23 (p<0.0001)

c¢) CTC membership

CYCLING FREQUENCY

5 TIMES 1 TO 4 LESS NOT AT

A WEEK TIMES OFTEN ALL TOTALS
CTC MEMBER N % N % N % N %
yes 368 (49.9) 272 (36.9) 87 (11.85 LER YD) 738
no 27 24.3) 27 (24.3) 42 (37.8) 180135 5) 111
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TABLE 6.3 Principal use of cycle crosstabulated by a) CTC membership
L) sex of respondent and ¢) age group

a) CTC mewbership
PRINCIPAL CYCLE USE

COMMUTE WORK USE DUTIES PLEASURE  TOTALS
CTC MEMBER N % N ) N % N %
yes 225 (54.7) 13 1.7 60 (9.2) 3852 (54.2) 648
no 19 (385.2) L G, 12 (22.2) 21 (38.9) 54

b) sex of respondent

PRINCIPAL CYCLE USE

SEX OF COMMUTE WORK USE DUTIES PLEASURE  TOTALS
RESPONDENT N % N % N % N %

male 192 (34.6) 120 (2.2) 45 «(8.1) 305 (55.0) 554
female 52 (35.4) 1 007 27 (18.4) 67 (45.6) 147

C) age group
PRINCIPAL CYCLE USE

AGE GROUP COMMUTE WORK USE DUTIES PLEASURE ROV =

under 20 n= 21 2 i/ 38 68
row % 30.9 2.9 10,38 55.9 9.7
column % 8.6 154 9.7 10.2

20 - 29 n= 65 1 19 59 136
row % 47.4 (4 8.0 43.1 19.5
column % 26.6 7.7 15. 8 19,8

30 - 39 n= 56 3 15 59 133
row % 42,1 AL <l e 44.4 186.8
colunm % 23.0 23.1 20.8 15,8

40 = 49 n= 45 3 3] 57 118
row % 39.8 R i | 50.4 16.1
column % 18. 4 23..1 bl S 15.8

50 - 59 n= 42 4 & 63 117
row % 35,8 3.4 6.8 53.8 16.6
column % 17.2 50.8 U i & 16. 9

60 - 69 n= T3 0 11 53 77
row % 16.9 0 14,8 68.8 2 i e
column % 5.8 0 183 14.2

70 + n= 2 0 12 44 58
row % 3.4 0 20.F 75.9 8.3
column % 0.8 0 38,7 11.8

column n= 244 13 72 373 702
column % 4.7 1.8 10. 2 B3
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0 it DRTVERS

Table 6.4 shows driving status crosstabulated with sex of
respondent. In keeping wlth national statistics in
general, more men than women in the sample reported being
able Lo drive. No differences in driving frequency were
found between the sexes (Table 6.5a) although
crosstabulations with age group indicated that the elderly
drove significantly less frequently compared with those
under sixty years of age - presumably Dbecause few
respondents of that age would be using a vehicle for
commuting or in the course of their work. Nearly twice as
many non—-CTC drivers drove al least five Limes a week
compared wilith CTC drivers (70 percent énd 39 percent

e I T y" g

CTC members were significanlly more likely to use a vehicle
for 'pleasure' compared with non-CTC members, who were more
likely to choose the options 'commuting' or 'work use'
(Table 6.6). Using sex as the independent variable,
responses resembled those referring to cycle use, with more
men than women citing 'pleasure'’ as the principal use for
their motor vehicle, and more women than men choosing
‘duties'. Since this option 1included, for example,
shopping and the school run, it reflects the greater role

of women in household and family life.

Analysis by age group also returned responses simlilar to
those above, with tLhe option 'pleasure' of particular
impor tance to the under 20 and over 60 age groups. Only 12
percent of respondents aged 40 to 49 years chose Lhis as
the primary use for a vehicle, by far the most important
uses for them were 'commuting' and 'work use' 41 and 36

percent respectively).
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TABLE 6.4 Ability to drive crosstabulated with sex of respondent

SEX OF RESFONDENT

nale

fenale

CHI-SQUARE = 13.0 (p<0.0005)

TABLE 6.5 Driving frequency:

respondent b) age group and c¢) CTC membership

a) sex of respondent

5 TIHMES
SEX OF A WEEK
RESPONDENT N %
male 257 (45.6)
female 81 (46.6)

CHI-SQUARE = 2,19 N3

b) age group

5 TIMES

A WEEK

AGE GROUP N %
under 30 years 76 (46.1)
30-59 years 220 (62.4)
over 60 years 42 (27.6)

CHI-SQUARE = 44.24 (p<0.0001)

¢) CTC membership

5 TIMES

A WEEK

CTC MEMBER N %
yes 217 (38.5)
no 122 (70.1)

DRIVER
YES NO TOTALS
n % N %
563 (76.0) 178 (24,0 741
173 (64.3) 06 (35.7) 269
crosstabulated with a) sex of
DRIVING FREQUENCY
r TQ & LESS NOT AT
TIMES OFTEN ALL TOTALS
N % n % N %

185 (82.93° 75 (13.3) 46 (8.2) 563
49 (28.2) 25 (14.4) 19 (10.9) 174
DRIVING FREQUENCY
1 TO 4 LESS NOT AT

TIMES OFTEN ALL TOTALS
N % n % N %
47'¢28.5F B33 (20.09) 9 (5.5 165

115 &va4) 51 ie2it) 34 <(8.1) 420
72 47.4) 16 10.5) 22 €14.5) 152
DRIVING FREQUENCY
IR TOEE LESS NOT AT

TIMES OFTEN ALL TOTALS
N % N % N %

209 37.1) 83 (14.7) 55 (9.8) 564

226¢14.4) 17 (9,8) 16 5.0 174
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TABLE 6.6 Principal use of motor vehicle crosstabulated by
a) CTC membership b) sex of respondent and c) age group

a) CTC membership
PRINCIPAL USE OF MOTOR VEHICLE

COMMUTE WORK USE DUTIES PLEASURE
CTC MEMBER N % N Y N % N %
yes 120 (28.2) 88 (20.7) G2 (14.6) 156 (36.6)
1o 52 (35.6) 37 (25.3) 2f (18.5) 30 (20.5)

CHI-SQUARE = 12.82 (p<0.0005)

b) sex of respondent
PRINCIPAL USE OF MOTOR VEHICLE

SEX OF COMMUTE WORK USE DUTIES PLEASURE
RESPONDENT N % N % N % N %
male 129 (29.2) 98 (22.2) 56 (12.4) 160 (36,2)
female 42 (82.6) 27 (20.9) 34 (26l4) 26 (20.2)

CHI-SQUARE = 20.74 (p<0,0001)

c) age group of respondent
PRINCIPAL USE OF MOTOR VEHICLE

AGE GROUP COMMUTE WORK USE DUTIES PLEASURE
under 20 n= 5 3 2 14
row % 20.8 1208 8.8 58.3
column % 2.9 2.4 2 o
20 - 29 n= 31 21 10 35
row % 32.0 216 10.3 36. 1
column % 18. 1 16.8 T 35 e 18.8
30 - 39 n= 44 26 22 27
row % 37.0 21.8 18.5 2250
column % 28,7 20.8 24,7 14.5
40 - 49 n= 46 40 13 13
row % 41.1 BRI 11.6 11.6
column % =26.9 32. 0 14.6 700
50 - 59 n= 35 27 19 26
row % BB 256.2 3 B i 24,3
column % 20.5 S g 4] 273 14.0
60 - 69 n= 10 6 11 37
Tow % 15,6 9.4 17,2 57.8
column % 5.8 4.8 12.4 16. 6
70 + n= 0 2 12 34
row % 0 4.2 £25..0 70.8
column % 0 1.6 13.5 1855
column n= 171 125 89 186
column % 29. 9 21.9 15,86 32.6

CHI-SQUARE = 116.93 p<0.0001)
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TABLE 6.7 Crosstabulation of driving frequency by cycling frequency:
numbers and percentage responses

DRIVING FREQUENCY

5 TIMES 3 TORa LESS NOT AT ROV
cycling frequency A VWEEK TIMES OFTEN ALL TOTAL
5 times per week N= 64 101 67 37 269
row % 23.8 3D 24.9 13.8 43,3
column % 25, 0 45. 9 77, 0 63. 8

1 to 4 times N= 120 a7 16 11 - 234
row % 51,8 372 6.8 4.7 BT
column % 46, 9 39,5 18. 4 19, 0

less often N= 64 25 4 9 102
row % 62.7 24.5 3.9 8.8 16. 4
column % 25,0 v U 4.6 I15.5

not at all N= 8 4 0 1 16
row % 50.0 43.8 0 6.9 2.6
column % Bt 3.2 0 b i

column total N= 256 220 87 58 621
column % 41,2 55,4 14.0 9.8

CHI-SQUARE = 93,86 (p<0.0001)

Crosstabulating driving frequency with cycling frequency
of those respondents who were both able to drive and owned
a bicycle (Table 6.7>, shows that the largest group of
respondents drove at least five times a week and cycled
between one and four times a week (120 out of 621
respondents) . This probably reflects the recreational
cyclist: commuting to work by car during the week and
cycling for pleasure at weekends. The second highest
number (101  out of 621 respondents) was  that for
respondents who cycled at least five times a week and who
drove belween one and four times: possibly the commuting

cyclistl and recreational/weekend driver.
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5.3 DRIVER OR GYCLIST?

What constitutes a driver or a cyclist? Through data
obtained in the survey, this could be measured in two ways.
First, whelther or not a person owned or ever rode a bicycle
and whether or nolt they could drive. Second, whether
respondents drove or cycled at least once a week, tlermed
frequency of use. Thus, an individual was classified as a
driver or cyclist 1f they cycled or drove once or more a
waek. Depending on the combinations used, differing

resulls were produced.

Table 6.8 illustrates how respondents were grouped when the
data were classified in the two ways described abaove. By
ability to drive/ownership of cycle the majority of
respondents were 'cyclist/drivers' (62 percent), When
classifled according to frequency of use ide., that the
respondent drove or cycled at least once a week,; this

figure dropped to 8387 percent, despite 'driver only' and

‘cyclist only' figures remaining fairly constant. The
‘neither' group grew dramatically from 5 percent to 34
percent.

TABLE 6.8 Alternative classifications of respondents into
‘cyclist/driver', 'cyclist only', ‘driver only' and 'neither'

cyclist/
Classification driver cyclist driver neither
N e N % N % N %
ability to drive/
ownership of cycle 621 (62) 228 (22) 112110 B (8)

frequency of use/
cycle and/or drive
at leasl once a week 370 (37) 1866 (19) 104 <100 346 (34)
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Further divisions of these classifications were made using
CTC membership (Table 6.9, sex of respondent (Table 6.10)
and age group (Table 6.12) as 1independent variables. Chi—
square results were in each case significant at the 0.01

percent level when analysed by both ability to

drive/ownership of cycle and frequency of use. Comparisons
of the results from the +two classifications were
particularly interesting. To look first at CTC members,

analysis by ability to drive/ownership of cycle resulted in
73 percent of respondents being classified as
'driver/cyclists'. When analysed by frequency of use, this
dropped to 46 percent, 23 percent of CTC respondents

nelther driving nor cycling a minimum of once a week.

28 percent ol non-CTC members werel classlified as
'driver/cyclists' by ability to drive/ownership of cycle
and 40 percent ‘'drivers only'. Analysis by frequency of
use produced a suprising 68 percent who neither drove nor
cycled a minimum of once a week. 'Driver only' and
‘driver/cyclists' were reduced to 14 percent and 10 percent
of respondents respectively. The 'cyclist only' figures
for both CTC and non-CTC were the only ones to remain

relatively constant.

Crosstabulating by sex of respondent showed a similar
redistribution of respondents from +the 'driver/cyclist'
calegory to the 'meither' group when +the data were
subjected to alternate classifications of mode of
transport. Whether analysed by ability to drive/ownership
of cycle or by frequency of use, proportionately more men
than women were classiflied as ‘'driver/cyclists', and more
women than wmen as 'neither’'. Cross checking with Table
6.9, it would also appear that some driver/cyclists were
becouwing ‘'drivers', and some ‘'drivers' were becoming
'neither’, In order to analyse further the transport
differences of men and women, categorisation by ability to
drive/ownership of cycle was crosstabulated by CTC
membership Lo produce Table 6.11. Looking at mnon-CTC
respondents, since Lhese are likely Lo be more typical of

Lhe general population than CTC members; proportionately
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more women than men cycled, more men Lhan women drove, with

the same proportion claiming to be driver/cyclists.

TABLE 6.9 CTC membership crosstabulated by mode of transport
classlfled according to a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle and
b) frequency of use.

a) abllity to drive/ownership of cycle

USER GROUP

DRIVER/ ROW
CTC MEMBERSHIP CYCLIST CYCLIST DRIVER NONE TOTAL

N % N % )} % N % %
yes 561 (73.0) 183 (24.2) 10 (1.3 24 - Q.5 755
no 70 (27.8) 40 (15.9) 102 (40.4) 40 (15.9) 252
CHI-SQUARE = 406.49 (p<0.0001)
b) frequency of use USER GROUP

DRIVER/ ROW
CTC MEMBERSHIP CYCLIST CYCLIST DRIVER NONE TOTAL

N % I % N % i % N

yes 346 (45.9) 164 (21.8) 68 (9.0) 175 (23.2) 758
no 24 (9.5 22 (8.7) 36 14.2) 171 (©67.7> 253

CHI-SQUARE = 199.24 (p<0.0001>
TABLE 6.10 8ex of respondent crosstabulated by mode of transport:
based on alability to drive/ownership of cycle and b) frequency of use

a) abllity Lo drive/ownership of cycle
USER GROUP

DRIVER/ ROW
SEX OF CYCLIST CYCLIST DRIVER NONE TOTAL
RESPONDENT N o N % N % N % N
male 491 (66.6) 152 (20.6) 69 (9,3 26 (8.5) 738
female 130 <48.5) 70 K28.1) 483 £156.1) 25 (9.3 268

CHI-SQUARE = 34.05 (p<0.0001)

b) frequency of use
USER GRQOUP

DRIVER/ ROW
SEX OF CYCLIST CYCLIST DRIVER NONE TOTAL
RESPONDENT N % N % N % N % N
male 316 (42.9) 132 (17.9) 66 (9.0) 223 (30.3) 737
female 54 (20.1) 54 (20.1) 388 4.28) 122 (45,5) 268

CHI-SQUARE = 46.63 (p<0.0001)
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TABLE 6.11 ©Sex of respondent crosstabulated by
based on ability to drive/ownership of cycle a) uon-CTC sample only

and b) CTC sample only.

a) Nou-CTC saumple

SEX OF
RESPONDENT
male n=
row %
column 7%
female n=
row %
column %

Column total n=
column #%

b) CTC sample

SEX OF
RESPONDENT
male n=
row %
column %
female n=
row %
column %

Column total n=
column %

DRIVER
CYCLIST

by U1
& O ©
G~

31
44.3
0

70
27.8

DRIVER
CYCLIST

452
82.0
.2

99
18.0
64.7

6551
73. 1

134

USER GROUP

CYCLIST DRIVER

17 62
42,5 60,
12.5 45,
28 40
55 39.
20,0 34.
40 102
15.9 40.

USER GROUP

CYCLIST DRIVER

135 7
4.2 70,
22,4 1,
47 3
25.8 30.
30.7 2

182 10
24,1 Lo

(on]

o

ta ©

oy

NEITHER

19
47,5
14.0

21
52.5
18.2

40
15.9

NEITHER

o
b p -1
o O

w
O~
oy B

mode of transport,

ROW
TOTAL

137
54.4

45,6

252

ROW
TOTAL

601
7oL

153
20.8

764



Table 6.12 shows Lhe alternative classifications of mode of
transport crosstabulated by age group. Both analyses
produced highly significant Chi-square figures, suggesting

that there is an assoclalion between age and the choice of

transport mode. A redistribution of 'driver/cyclists' to
the 'uneither' group was agaln obvious depending on the
classification used. Age group had little effect on the

scale of this redistribution.

6.3.1 THE 'NEITHER' CATEGORY

It is obvious from Lhese results that a great many people
in the sample either owned, had access Lo or were able to
use a blcycle or drive a car, but did so only infrequently.
For the non-CTC group, 'neither’ became Lthe largest
category (68 percent), whilst almost one quarter of CTC
uembers also belonged in this category. Despite this, it
may be argued Lhat however iunfrequently a respondent drove
or cycled, the facl that they had in the past, used either
or both forms of btransporl should be enough to qualify them
as a cyeclist or driver, It is worth returning to this
definition in the future though; to observe the stirength of
feeling the 'neither' group articulated when answering the
attitude statenents. Likely to be predominately
pedestrians and/or users of public transport, they would be
certain to hold fairly slrong views on +the actions of

drivers and cyclists alike.
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TABLE 6.12 Age group of respondenls crosstabulated by mode of
transport based on: a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle and
L) frequency of use

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle
USER GROUP

DRIVER ROW
AGE GROUP CYCLIST CYCLIST DRIVER NEITHER TOTAL
under 20 n= 26 48 % 1 7a
row % 33 62.0 4.0 1.0 Tt
column % 4.2 21.5 o 2. 0
20 - 29 n= 116 56 18 5] 165
row % 59,0 29.0 9.0 3.0 19.4
column % 18,7 251 16,1 9.8
30 - 39 n= 134 22 19 4 179
row % 75. 0 12.0 T4%0 2.0 17.8
column % 12.6 9.9 17,0 7.8
40 - 49 n= 116 18 22 6 162
row % e, 0 11,0 14.0 4.0 16,1
calumn % 18, 7 8.1 16.6 31.8
50 - 59 n= 108 26 20 7 161
row % 67.0 16.0 1850 4.0 16.0
column % Tl Td.7 17.9 Fs
60 — 69 n= 72 20 13 9 114
row % 63.0 18.0 11.0 8.0 i
column % 11,6 a,0 11,6 17.6
70 + n= 49 83 17 19 118
row % 42.0 28.0 14.0 16.0 5 4 S
column % 7.9 14.8 5.2 B3
column n= 621 228 112 51 1007
column % 5. 7 22,2 1151 . d

CHI-SQUARE = 152.29 ( p<0,0001)
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IABLE 6.12 contd. Age group of respondents crosstabulated by mode of

Lransport based on:

L) frequency of use

AGE GROUP

under 20 n=
row %
column %

20 - 29 n=
row %
column %

30 - 39 n=
row %
column %

40 - 49 n=
TOW %
column %

50 - 59 n=
row %
column %

60 - 69 n=
row %
column

L

70 + n=
row %
column %

column n=
column %

DRIVER
CYCLIST

L7
21,
4.

oy &

21
29,
15.4

38}

80
44.7
21.6

74
45.7
20.0

22
18.
o,

o O

370
36. 8

CHI-SQUARE = 134.04 ( p<0.,0001)
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USER GROUP
CYCLIST DRIVER NONE
44 4 13
56.4 5.1 16.7
28. 7 3.8 3.8
47 24 67
24.1 12:3 34.4
25,38 23.1 19. 4
19 23 57
10.6 12.8 31.8
10.2 22, 1 16.5
17 18 53
10.5 13.1 32,7
9.1 17.3 15. 3
23 12 50
14.3 =) 31.1
12. 4 12.5 14.5
14 9 46
12.4 8.0 40,7
7.5 8.7 18.8
22 14 60
'18.6 11,9 50,8
115 15,5 178
186 104 346
18.5 10.3 54. 4

ROW
TOTAL

195
19.4

179
17.8

162
16.1

161
16.0

113
1l.2

118
11.7

1006



6.4 WHY DO YOU CYCLE? WHY DO YQU DRIVE?

Four questions asked why people chose to drive, cycle or
use neither form of transport; a choice of three responses
out of nine or ten categories could be made. Respondents
answered the 'why cycle/why drive' questions if they used
the mode of transport specified at least once a week.
Otherwise the 'why do you not cycle/cycle infrequently’,

('not drive/drive infrequently') question was answered.

For each category ie., 'Why do you cycle?', 'Why do you
drive?', Why do you not cycle?' and 'Why do you not
drive?', crosstabulations of the data using the independent
variables of CTC membership, sex of respondent, age group
and region were carried out, although the SPSS programme
used was unable to calculate x* statistics from multiple
response questions. A brief discussion will be useful to

emphasise certain points.

6.4.1 REASONS FOR CYCLING

Tables 6.13, 6.14 and 6.15 show that the overwhelming
reason chosen by respondents was 'enjoyment' (70 to 95
percent depending on independent variable), followed by
'health reasons', 'independence' and 'cheapness'. By CTC
membership, substantial differences could be seen in
responses to 'independence' which is of greater importance
to CTC cyclists (45 percent) than to non-CTC cyclists (19
percent); 'cheapness' and 'convenience' which both scored
higher with the non-CTC group (57 and 32 percent) than the
CTC cyclists (41 percent and 22 percent). This i1s 1n
keeping with the image of the CTC recreational cyclist,
whereas non-CTC respondents were more likely to cycle for

less aesthetlic reasons.
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Vhen reasons for cycling is crosstabulated with sex of
respondent, the CTC bias becomes evident, due +to the
predominance of male respondents in the CTC member group.
Men were more likely than women to cite 'enjoyment' (90
percent compared with 78 percent) and 'health reasons' (58
percent compared with 43 percent), whilst proportionately
more women chose the options of 'cheapness' (54 compared
with 40 percent) and 'convenience' (28 compared with 22

percent) .

By age group, 'cheapness' was 0f greater issue to the
under 30s and 'speed' of importance to the under 20s.
'Cheapness' indicated a strong negative relation to age -—
the older the respondent the less likelihood that this was
chosen as an option. Over 50 percent of respondents aged
20 years and over chose 'health reasons', peaking at two-
thirds of those aged 40 to 49 years, whilst only one-third
of younger cyclists under 20 years responded 1in this way.
'Independence' was a popular cholce for those aged 50 years

and over, particularly for the 60 to 69 age group.

Compared with other regions, cyclists from London showed
greater preferences for the options 'cheapness' (52
percent), 'speed' (27 percent) and 'poor public transport'
(14 percent); but less for 'enjoyment' (75 percent) and
'health reasons' (39 percent). This compares with between
86 and 95 percent responses for 'enjoyment' throughout all
other regions excluding the South East, and between a
little under one half and two-thirds for 'health reasons'.
OQutside London, +the South East and East Anglia, 'poor
public transport' and 'speed' were generally negligible

issues.
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IABLE 6.13 'Why do you cycle'?

Percentage responses

crosstabulated by CTC membership and sex of respondent,

REASON

cheapness

enjoyment

health reasons
convenlence

speed

poor public transport
independence

ease of parking
other

number of cases

CTC MEMBERSHIP

YES % NO %
41.4 57.4
89.0 72.2
54.5 59.3
22,7 31.5
8.5 13.0
5.5 3.7
44.7 18.5
10.1 16.7
5.0 3.7
655 64

IABLE 6.14 'Why do you cycle'? Percentage
crosstabulated by age group

REASON
cheapness 7%
enjoyment %
health reasons %
convenience %

speed %

poor public transport %

independence %
ease of parking %
other %

number of cases

valid cases

U 20 20-29 30-39

51.5 61.6 47.4

83.8 84.8 85.0

35.3 5B0.7 55.6

25.0 22.95 19.5

20.6 10.1 15.0

4.4 8.7 6.0

44.1 8.5 35.3

11.8 8.7 11.8

2.9 0.7 8.3

68 138 133

709

140

SEX OF RESPONDENT

MALE %  FEMALE %
39.6 54.1
90.4 7T
58.0 42.6
22,1 28.4
8.9 12.8
5.0 6.8
42.1 44.6
11.3 8.1
5.7 2.0
560 148
responses
40-49 50-59 60-69 + 70
35.7 38.8 26.9 30.0
89.6 91.5 91.0 90.0
67.00 b58.1 55.1 55.0
24.83 21.4 24.4 38,3
8.7 6.8 0.0 5.0
2.6 4.3 5.1 5.0
37.4 47.9 59.0 53.3
6.1 sl 19.2 8.8
6.1 6.8 B.1 3.3
115 117 78 60



IAELE 6.15 'Why do you cycle'? Percentage responses
crosstabulated by region

REASON L SE SV EA EM
cheapness % 52.3 49.5 48.9 338.8 39.0
enjoyment % 75.0 79.6 90.0 86.0 87.8
health reasons % 38.6 49.5 46.7 50.9 B63.7
convenience % 27.8 35.5 22.2 29.8 18.5
speed % 27.3 14.0 5.6 7.0 7.8
poor public transport % 13.6 9.7 4.4 7.0 0.0
independence % 43.2 29.0 I33.3 47.4 48.8
ease of parking % 6.8 12.9 16.7 19.3 2.4
other % 6.8 5.4 8.9 5.3 4.9
number of cases 44 93 90 57 41
REASON 4. NE Nv S W/NI
cheapness % 38.4 40.0 39.0 43.4 39.5
enjoyment % 91.9 92.5 88.1 94.7 94.7
health reasons % 58.1 61.3 64.4 61.8 60.5
convenlent % 26.7 20.0 18.6 14,5 10.5
speed % 9.3 8.8 6.8 11.8 0.0
poor public transport % 3.5 1,3 3.4 2.6 5.8
independence % 45.3 51.3 44.1 42.1 60.5
ease of parking % 8.1 7.5 13.6 5.3 5.3
other % 5.8 5.0 3.4 2.6 0.0
number of cases 86 80 59 76 38
valid cases 664

KEY: L London, SE South East, SW South West, EA East Anglia,
EM East Midlands, WM West Midlands, NE North East, NV North West,
S Bcotland, W/NI Wales and Northern Ireland
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6.4.2 REASONS FOR NOT CYCLING OR CYCLING LESS FREQUENTLY
Tables 6.16, 6.17 and 6.18 show that apart from the large
numbers of responses to 'no cycle', the principal reason
for not cycling was 'danger'. CTC members were more likely
to respondto the options 'air pollution' and 'unable/too
ald'. Rather strangely, nearly 18 percent of CTC members
who did not cycle or cycled less frequently did not own a
cycle, and 3.3 percent chose the option cycling 'does not
appeal'. Conversely, over one quarter of non-CTC
respondents chose 'does not appeal' and ‘'distance' as
reasons for not cycling. Responses by sex of respondent
were very evenly matched; the only differences being
slightly more men than women citing 'distance' and more

women than men claiming it 'does not appeal'.

Although 'danger' was again the principal reason chosen by
most respondents for not cycling (excepting 'no cycle') for
those under 30 years a different picture emerged. Thus,
for the under 20s, 'hills and weather' became +the main

reason (58 percent) followed by one-third nominating 'lack

of carrying' and 'does not appeal'. The number of cases in
this group were particularly small, only twelve
respondents, but the results were still of interest. For

the 20 to 29 age group 'distance' (47 percent) became the
principal stumbling block towards cycling, followed by
'danger’ and 'lack of carrjing capacity’'. 'Driver
behaviour' (30 percent) was of particular importance to

those aged 60 to 69 years.

By region, 'danger' was a particular issue in London (65
percent), Scotland (53 percent) and the West Midlands (50
percent). Additionally, 'air pollution' was also of
importance to London respondents (13 percent), whilst the
numbers of respondents choosing hills and weather were
especlally high from the East Midlands (47 percent, despite
not being known as one of the wetter, hillier parts of the
country), Wales and Northern Ireland (57 percent) and
Scotland (36 percent). About 30 percent of East Anglian,
East Midland and Scottish respondents chose the option that
cycling 'does not appeal'.
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TABLE 6.16

'Why do you not cycle/cycle infrequently'?

Percentage

responses crosstabulated by CTC membership and sex of respondent

REASON

danger

air pollution
distance

hills and weather
lack of carrying
does not appeal
unable, too old
driver behaviour
no cycle

other

number of cases

TABLE ©6.17

CTC MEMBERSHIP

YES

44.

13.

%

4

3

15.6

26.7

14.

3.

25,

18.

17.

22,

90

4

3

6

9

2

NO %

43.4

4.1

26,5

23.0

17.38

27.0

10.7

17.3

65.8

6.6

196

responses crosstabulated by age group

REASON

danger %

air pollution %
distance %

hills and weather %
lack of carrying %
does not appeal %
unable, too old %
driver behaviour %
no cycle %

other %

number of cases
valid cases

U 20

25.0

0.

25.

58,

33.

33.

50.

12
285

0

0

20-29 30-39
35.8 46,5
9.4 70
47.2 25,6
18.9 41.9
30.2 18.6
1571 18.6
00 4.7
11.3 16.3
50,9 37.2
11.3 16.3
53 43

143

40-49

44.7

6.

27.

25,

19.

29.

8.

19,

48.

23,

47

4

7

SEX OF RESPONDENT

MALE %  FEMALE %
42.5 44.9
8.4 4.2
25,7 19.5
24.6 25.7
15.6 17.8
16.2 24.6
19.2 10.2
18.6 16.1
47.9 55,1
11.4 11.9
167 118

'Why do you not cycle/cycle infrequently'? Percentage

50-59 60-69 + 70
56.1 51.5 37.5
4.9 9.1 5.4
24.4 9.1 1.8
24.4 6.1 1749
7.3 9.1 7.1
17 24.2 12.5
120221t 46.4
19.5 30.3 16.1
61.0 60.6 50.0
7.3 6.1 5.4
41 33 56



TABLE ©.18 ' Why do you not cycle/cycle infrequently'?
Percentage responses crosstabulated by region

REASON L SE SW EA EM
danger % 65.2 42.5 38.7 43.8 36.8
air pollution % 13.0 7.5 6.5 6.3 10.5
distance % 30.4 25.0 19.4 31.8 47.4
hills and weather % 8.7 22.5 19.4 31.3 47.4
lack of carrying % 13.0 30.0 16,1 18.8 10.5
does not appeal % 17.4 15.0 19.4 31.3 31.6
unable, too old % 17.4 10.0 19.4 18.8 10.5
driver behaviour % 21,7 i ] 22.6 31.3 21.1
no cycle % 39.1 40.0 48.4 31.3 73.7
other % 8.7 10.0 6.5 25.0 5.3
number of cases 23 40 31 16 19
REASON WM NE nw S W/NI
danger % 50.0 33.9 36.8 53.8 28.6
alr pollution % 2.9 9.5 5.3 4.4 0.0
distance % 26.5 19.0 211 8.9 21.4
hills and weather % 17.6 23.8 21,1 35.6 57.1
lack of carrying % 11.8 16.7 21.1 6.7 28.6
does not appeal % 11.8 19.0 21.1 28.9 0.0
unable, too old % 14,7 14.3 19.8 20.0 14.3
driver behaviour % 23.5 14,3 21.1 15.6 Tk
no cycle % 58.8 59.5 83,2 48.9 50.0
other % 14.7 14.3 5.3 215 14.3
number of cases 34 42 19 45 14

KEY: L London, SE South East, SW South West, EA East Anglia,
EM East Midlands, WM West Midlands, NE North East, NW North Vest,
S Scotland, W/NI Vales and Northern Ireland
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6.4.3 REASONS FOR DRIVING

Tables 6.19, 6.20 and 6.21 show that unlike cycling, there
was no one option which commanded a majority of responses.
Non-CTC respondents were more likely to choose 'enjoyment'
(32 percent), 'convenience' (49 percent) and 'independence’
(56 percent), whilst proportionately more CTC members chose
‘carrying capacity' (57 percent) and 'speed' (39 percent).
The sexes were very evenly matched, although
prapnrtinnately more men than women = chose ‘family

commitments' and 'carrying capacity'.

Crosstabulating by age group produced some interesting
results. 58 percent of the under 20s chose 'enjoyment'
compared with a low of 13 percent for the 30 to 49 year
olds. The other group which expressed a greater element of
enjoyment in driving was the over-70s (39 percent). Not
suprisingly 'work needs' were of particular importance to
those aged 20 to 59 years, whilst over one half of those
aged over 50 yearsgcited 'convenience', compared with about

one—third below that age.

‘ Independence' was a major option for the under 20s and
over 60s (over 60 percent), with the response rate for
'family commitments' showing little variation for those
aged 80 years and above (about one-third). 'Speed' was
inversly related to age: the older the respondent the less
important °'speed' became, producing extremes of 54 percent
for the youngest age group and 8 percent for those over 70

years.

By region, 'enjoyment' was lowest in the North West (14
percent) and highest in the East Midlands <39 percent).
'Poor public transport' and 'speed' were highest in
Scotland (27 percent and 48 percent respectively) and
Wales/Northern Ireland (29 percent and - 40 percent
respectively). The number of respondents choosing the
options 'family commitments' and 'speed' were lowest iI1n

London (27 percent) and the South East (21 percent).
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TABLE 6,19 'Why do you drive'? Percentage responses
crosstabulated by CTC membership and sex of respondent

REASON

enjoyment

carrying capacitly
work needs
convenience

poor public transport
independence

family commitments
speed

other

number of cases

TABLE 6.20 'Why do you drive'?

CTC MEMBERSHIP

YES

18.

57.

39.

37.

19,

39.

27,

38.

5,

425

crosstabulated by age group

REASON

enjoyment %
carrying capacity %
work needs %

convenlence %

poor public transport %

independence %
family commitments %
speed %

other %

number of cases

%

6

U 20

58.

3

37.5

20.8

33.

16.

66.

3

7

7

NO

32.

24.

46.

49,

19.

55.

31.

27.

%

0

2.0

147

20-29

26.8

46.4

46.4

2D

17.95

41.2

10.8

51.5

9.3

97

146

3

.

Percentage

0-39

12.6

57.1

43.7

34.5

16.8

31.9

34.5

43.7

4,2

19

SEX OF RESPONDENT

MALE %

22.4

51.4

41.0

38.7

17. 4

42.5

30.5

35.5

442

responses

FEMALE %

40-49 50-59 60-69

12.5

48.2

58.0

36.6

24.1

338.0

33.9

29.5

4.5

112

19.0

41.0

45.7

51.4

21.0

47.6

31.4

36.2

1.0

105

27.7

50.8

24.6

52.3

13.8

60.0

36.9

21.5

6.2

65

20.9

40.3

41.1

45.7

25.6

48.1

20.2

36.4

129

+ 70

38.8

55.1

55.1

22.4

61.2

28.6

4.1

49



IABLE 6,21 'Why do you drive'? Percentage responses
crosstabulated by region

REASON L SE SV EA EM
enjoyment % 16,7 28.1 21.4 17,1 38.9
carrying capacity % 50.0 49.4 61.4 54.3 41.7
work needs % 36.7 48,3 32.9 40.0 33.3
convenlence % 53.3 43.8 37.1 54,3 36.1
poor public tramnsport % 16.7 24.7 12.9 17.1 22.2
independence % 63.3 32.6 45.7 48.6 55.6
family commitments % 26.7 21.3 28.6 34.3 22.2
speed % 26,7 21.3 28.6 34.3 22.2
other % 10.0 1.1 12.9 8.7 5.6
number of cases 30 89 70 35 36
REASON Wi NE NW S W/NI
enjoyment % 23.6 21.7 14.0 16.9 26.3
carrying capacity % 56.9 36.7 54.0 39.4 36.8
work needs % 31.9 48.3 38.0 46.5 42.1
convenlence % 30.6 53.3 36.0 33.8 39.5
poor public transport % 15.3 10.0 18.0 26.8 28.9
independence % 48.6 43.3 52.0 3b.2 47.4
family commitments % 30.6 35.0 34.0 26.8 26.3
speed % 36.1 28.3 36.0 47.9 39.5
other % 4,2 il 0.0 7.0 0.0
number of cases 72 60 50 71 38

KEY: L London, SE South East, SW South West, EA East Anglia,
EM East Midlands, WM West Midlands, NE North East, NW North West,
S Scotland, W/NI Wales and Northern Ireland
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6.4.4 REASONS FOR NOT DRIVING OR DRIVING LESS FREQUENTLY
Tables 6.22, 6.23 and 6.24 show that excluding the 'no car'
category, no one reason predominated. By CTC membership,
'prefer other transport' and 'expense' were most popular
(44 percent each) followed by ‘'dislike driving' 21
percent) . The non—-CTC sample returned different results.
Although ‘'expense' was of d1mportance to 483 percent of
respon&mta, 31 percent chose 'bad driving by others' and 29
percent cited 'dislike driving'. When reasons for not
driving were crosstabulated with sex of respondent the
pattern of responses closely mirrored the CTC/non-CTC
structure, with the same differences apparent, but
percentages slightly altered, Thus, men responded closely
in line with the CTC sample and women with the non-CTC

sample.

'Prefer other transport', 'expense', 'dislike driving' and
'bad driving by others' were of greater importance to the
mid-range age groups than to eilither extreme. The option
'no car' provided a very high response rate overall,
particularly for those aged 50 years and above (between 67
percent and 82 percent), The youngest respondents
obviously fell into the 'too young' category, and by the
comments recorded in the 'other' option 1t was clear that
many of these were eilther awaiting a driving test, taking
lessons or intending to commence lessons as soon as

possible.

By region, 1t was interesting to note that the responses
'prefer other transport' and 'good public transport' appear
to be unrelated. As the majority of respondents were CTC
members, evidently it was the bicycle they preferred, not
the train or bus etc, Only in Wales/Northern Ireland were
the response rates fairly similar for the two options (31

percent and 23 percent respectively).
'No parking' and 'limited access to a car' were relatively

negligible 1in their response rates; likewise, only one

respondent from the whole sample admitted +to being
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disqualified. A further two options which might have been
expected to return simllar response rates were 'dislike

driving' and 'bad driving by others'. Apart from Scotland
(15 percent), WVest Midlands (23 percent and 25 percent),
the South East (26 percent and 22 percent) and London (15
percent and 10 percent), response rates were fairly
dissimilar. A maximum of 15 percentage points between the
two options was returned by the North Vest and

Wales/Northern Ireland.

TABLE 6,22 'Why do you not drive/drive infrequently'?
Percentage responses crosstabulated by CTC membership and sex of

respondent
REASON CTC MEMBERSHIP SEX OF RESPONDENT
YES % NO % MALE %  FEMALE %
prefer other transport 44.1 17.5 42.2 29.4
expense 44.1 43.83 44.0 44,1
good public transport 10,9 8.2 10.3 10.3
no parking 7.8 13.4 7.8 11.0
dislike driving 20.8 28.9 19.5 29.4
limited access to car 7.5 7.2 6.0 10.83
bad driving by others 14.0 30.9 15.6 22.8
unable, too old 4.3 8.8 5.7 4.4
disqualified 0.0 1.0 0.4 0.0
no car 60.9 67.0 63.1 60.3
too young 7.8 1.0 7.4 3.7
other 8.7 10.3 7.8 11.8
number of cases 322 a7 282 136
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TABLE 6.23 'Why do you not drive/drive infrequently'?
Percentage responses crosstabulated by age group

REASON

U 20 20-29 30-39 40-49

prefer other transport % 18.9

expense %

good public transport %
no parking %

dislike driving %
limited access to car %
bad driving by others %
unable, too old %
disqualified %

no car %

too young %

other %

number of cases

22.6

3.8

9.4

0.0

9.4

Byr

1‘9

1.9

43.4

49.1

7.5

53

39.

8

56.1

8.

5.

14.

14.

10.

60.

13.

98-

150

2

1

49.2

39.0

8.5

8.5

27.1

23.7

87.6

18.6

59

50.0

20.8

6.3

0.0

47.9

0.0

8.3

48

50-59 60-69

42,6

44 .4

7.4

20.4

40.7

7.4

29.6

5.6

0.0

66.7

0.0

5.6

54

35.6

48.9

15.6

11.1

26.7

0.0

22.2

0.0

82.2

0.0

45

70

29.

33.

16.

24.

19.

16.

79.
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IABLE 6.24 'Why do you not drive/drive infrequently'?
Percentage responses crosstabulated by region

REASON L SE SW EA EM
prefer other transport % 46.2 39.1 45.1 44.4 32.0
expense % 51.3 41.3 45.1 33.3 40.0
good public transport % 15.4 17.4 3.9 5.6 4.0
no parking % 10.3 8.7 7.8 11.1 12.0
dislike driving % 15.4 26.1 33.3 30.6 20.0
limited access to car % 7.7 10.9 8.8 2.8 4.0
bad driving by others % 10.3 21.7 21.6 16.7 32.0
unable, too old % 2.6 4.8 9.8 2.8 4.0
disqualified % 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
no car % 61,5 50.0 58.8 66,7 56.0
too young % 0.0 6.5 7.8 5.6 8.0
other % 10.3 8.7 3.9 8.3 8.0
number of cases 39 46 51 36 25
REASON WK NE NW S W/NI
Prefer other transport % 29.2 39.3 42.3 29.2 30.8
expense % 35.4 47.5 53.8 43.8 53.8
good public transport % 6.3 13.1 11.5 8.3 23.1
no parking % 12.5 0.0 3.8 12.5 0.0
dislike driving % 22.9 27.9 19,2 14.6 0.0
limited access to car %4 8.3 6.6 3.8 6.3 Tul
bad driving by others % 25.0 18.0 3.8 14.6 15.4
unable, too old % 2.4 4,9 3.8 8.3 23. 1
disqualified % 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0
no car % 60.4 65.6 80.8 68,8 69.2
too young % 2.1 4.9 11.5 4.2 Tiaal
other % 12.5 11.5 0.0 12.5 e
number of cases 48 61 26 48 13

KEY: L London, SE South East, SV South West, EA East Anglia,
EM East Midlands, WM West Midlands, NE North East, NW North Vest,
3 Scotland, W/NI Wales and Northern Ireland
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6.4.5 It was also possible for respondents to give
alternative answers to those provided by writing comments
in the space beside 'other'. The most frequently given
'other' reasons are listed ©below with the number of
responses following each category, plus a selection of

quotes.

WHY CYCLE?

environmental 10, sport/racing 9, companionship 6,
touring/enjoy countryside 5, exercise 4, relaxation 2,

drink/driving laws 2

Safety — as a woman I feel less vulnerable cycling
than waiting at bus stops at night etc. I also cycle
because it 1Is ecologically sound, doling nothing to
pollute or waste energy.

Carefree absorption of the environment as compared
with the cares and blinkered driving of a car.

Can consume excesslve amounts of alcohol without risk
of loss of driving licence.

NOT CYCLE?

have a car/motorbike 8, lack of time 5, young family
3, lazy 38, Jjourneys are within walking distance 3, do

not want to 3.

Police attitude to traffic law enforcment
Paranoila in face of grossly inconsiderate motorists.

I have two young children and do not feel sarle.
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WHY DRIVE?

bad weather 7, for holidays and cycle transport 5,

laziness 3.
To prevent danger of using public transport late at
night.

Social prowess of bicycle 1s exceeded by car.

NOT DRIVE?

taking lessons/awaiting test/not yet taken test 18,

environmental 7, scared/nervous 3, husband/wife drives

me everywhere 2.

Too many young people driving.

Private motoring 1s very wasteful of energy and
resources and increases environmental damage.

Never had a car so don't miss 1it.

Do not wish to take part in mass murder and torture.
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6.5 ENCOURAGE CYCLING? MAKE CYCLING SAFER?

The next series of questions was concerned with ways of
encouraging cycling and making cycling safer. Question 8
asked respondents to identify which of a number of items
would encourage more people to cycle. Using ownership of

a vehicle or ability to drive as criteria for classifying

respondents as drivers or cyclists etc., the results
detailed in Table 6.25 were obtained. Several of the
questions returned significant Chi-square results,

suggesting a relationship between mode of transport and

opinion towards the measures specified.

Cycle paths received overwhelming support from
respondents, regardless of their method of travel.
Increasing the cost of motoring was fairly evenly split
between those who felt that it would encourage cycling,
and those who felt that 1t would bhave no effect.
Interestingly, proportionately more non-drivers than
drivers thought that increasing driving costs would
encourage cycling, a similar response obtained to the
question asking about the introduction of better road

surfaces.

Compulsory helmet wearing for cyclists was the one item
negatively received by the vast majority. This also
returned a high Chi-square, since the difference 1in
magnitude of disagreement varied noticably, especially
between 'cyclist/driver' and 'neither', indicating Jjust

how unpopular any move towards such a measure might prove.

Slower vehicle speeds were identified as a way of
encouraging cycling by all except the ‘driver' group. A
large difference in opinion between them and the 'neither'
group existed (x= significant at 0.01 percent), thought
largely to be the result of self interest by car drivers,
and the predominately older respondents. who constituted

the 'neither' group.
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In comparison, cyclist use of pavements was disliked by
this last group, whilst most favourably received by those
who cycled. Again, the age of those 1in the 'neither'
group is felt to have contributed to this result. The
elderly in particular, do not treat the possibility of
cyclists legitimately using the pavements with enthusiasm.

Over 71 percent of respondents who cycled and 86 percent
of the 'neither' category agreed that a better public
image was necessary to encourage cycling. Those who did
not cycle, and whom one might wish to attract to using a
bicycle were less convinced by the argument. Nearly half
of the 'driver only' group felt that this would have no
effect on encouraging cycling; this may be interpreted as

having no effect on them as individuals.

Similar figures were returned for the item on better
traffic law enforcement. At 1least 70 percent of
respondents who cycled, and 86 percent of the 'neither'’
group agreed that this would encourage cycling, compared
with only 49 percent of respondents who only drove. This
result produced a Chi-square significant at 0.01 percent.
Although differences between the groups were less apparent
than for the item above, the question concerning traffic
restraint also showed comparative levels of support which
such a measure might expect from particular users, with

drivers only less enthusiastic than other groups.
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TABLE 6.25 Response rates for factors likely to encourage

or discourage cycling

CYCLIST/ CYCLIST
DRIVER
N % N %
CYCLE PATHS
encourage 531 (86.8) 190 (88.0)
no effect 77 (12.6) 24 (11.D
discourage 4 (0.7 2 (0.9
Chi-square = 3.27 NS
INCREASED COST OF MOTORING
encourage 279 (47.4) 110 (54.5)
no effect 304 (51.6) 89 (44.1)
discourage 6 (1.0) 3 (.9
Chi-square = 13.42 (p<0.05)
BETTER ROAD SURFACES
encourage 412 (68.4) 161 (74.9)
no effect 188 (31.2) 54 (25.1)
discourage 2 (0.3 0 (<0.0
Chi-square = 5.75 NS
COMPULSORY HELMET WEARING
encourage 11 1.9 10 4.9
no effect 128 (21.6) 47 (22.8)
discourage 454 (76.6) 149 (72.3)
Chi-square = 70.66 (p<0.0001)

SLOVER VEHICLE SPEEDS

encourage 357 (59.7) 131 (62.4)
no effect 240 (40.1) 78 (37.1)
discourage 1. €0.2) 1 <€0.5)

Chi-square = 27.06 (p<0.0001)

CYCLIST USE OF PAVEMENTS

encourage 274 (46.6)
no effect 249 (42.3) 73 (35.4)
discourage 65 (11.1) 24 <11.7)

Chi-square = 30.93 (p<0.0001)

BETTER PUBLIC IMAGE

encourage 442 (74.7) 156 (75.4)
no effect 150 (25.3) 51 (24.6)
Chi-square = 14.8 (p<0.002)

BETTER LAW ENFORCEMENT

encourage 435 (72.5) 148 (71.2)

no effect 161 (26.8) 59 (28.4)

discourage 4 (0.7 1 <0.5)
Chi-square = 30.93 (p<0.0001)

TRAFFIC RESTRAINT

encourage 428 (71.6) 157 (74.1)

no effect 167 (27.9) 53 (25.0)

discourage 3 ¢0.5) 2 0.9
Chi-square = 10.11 NS
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DRIVER

N

95
10
2

41
53

65
36

14
28
57

37
58

40
30
26

56
42

49
50

64
36
2

%

(88.8)
(9.3
(1.9)

(41.8)
(54.1)
4.1

(64.4)
(35.6)
(0.0

(14. 1D
(28.3)
(67.6)

(38.5)
(60.4)
(1.0

41.7)
(31.3)
27.1

67,1
(42.9)

(49, 0)
(50.0)
(1.0

(62,7
(35,8
2.0

NEITHER TOTALS

N % %
43 (86,0) 859
7 €14.0) 118

0 <0.0) 8

25 (62.3) 455
14 (35.0) 460
1 «2.5) 14

29 (72.5) 667
11 27.5) 289
0 0.0 2

10 (25.0) 45
6 (15.0> 209
24 (60.0) 684

35 (79.5) 560
9 (20.5) 385
0 ¢0.0 3

14 (34.1)
15 (36.6)
12 (29.3)

437
367
127

31 (79.5)
8 (20.5)

685
251

37 (86.0) 669
5 (11.6) 275
i 2.3 7

35 (81.4) 684
7 (16.6) 263
1 @2.3) 8



The next two questions used the same variables but asked

respondents to:

L. rank order using only three of the above items,
those they felt would do +the most to encourage

cyecling, and

2. rank order using only three of the above items,
those they felt would do +the most to make

cycling safer.

6.6.1 RANK ORDERING OF MEASURES TO ENCOURAGE CYCLING

The next series of tables show the results of these two
questions. In Tables 6.27 and 6.31 the percentages for
all +three possible responses are combined, hence the

column percentages total is in excess of 100 percent.

The single most important item deemed to encourage cycling
by the respondents was undoubtedly provision of more cycle
paths. It is apparent that these are exceedingly popular
amongst drivers, to the extent that no other i1tem even
received percentage support in double figures from this

category of road users.

Amongst cyclists themselves, although still the most
popular choice, others were also recognised to be a means
of encouraging cycling; namely slower vehicle speeds, a

better public image and improved road surfaces.

When the rank ordering is combined to give a percentage
figure, the importance which respondents place on cycle
paths can really be identified. 84 percent of those in
the 'driver only' group rank ordered cycle paths as either
their first, second or third option. Interestingly, over
one quarter of this group placed 'increased cost of
motoring' amongst their three options, over ten percent
more than cyclists who saw less possibility here for
encouragement. This suggests that some motorists might be
more vulnerable to rising costs than perceived Dby

cyclists.
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' Improved road surfaces' received much support, cyclists
and drivers being in virtual agreement on this topic; the
'driver/cyclist’ group and 'neithers' lagging behind.
However, with regard to 'compulsory helmet wearing', it
was only the 'neither' group which showed any degree of
enthusiasm for a such a scheme, the majority of
respondents acknowledging that it would not be

instrumental in encouraging cycling.

'Slower vehicle speeds' presented an interesting picture.
In the two groups containing cyclists, just over one third
cited this option. Amongst drivers, only 26 percent were
willing to nominate this, compared with 54 percent of

respondents who used neither form of transport.

Receiving only mediocre support from all, 'pavement use'
was followed on the questionnaire by a 'better public
image for cycling'. As before, it was those already
cycling who felt +that an improvement in this was an
important way of encouraging more people to take to the
bicycle. A change in the public perception of the bicycle
would be required before those currently unprepared to
cycle but disclaiming the need for an improvement in
image, would be prepared to do so. Doubtless it would not
be recognised that the <change 1in attitude of the
individual came about as a result of the changing public
image, particularly true of the young and more 'style’
conscious. Especially note the changing consciousness of
the public to 'green issues' now that +they have been

discovered by the media.
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Improved traffic law enforcement was not perceived to be
of great dimportance by ‘'drivers', whereas 'cyclist/

drivers' and the 'neither' group placed far more emphasis

on this as a way of encouraging cycling. Those in the
cyclists only group fell between the two extremnes. As a
‘cyclist/driver', one 1s perhaps more aware of the

misdemeanors of motorists and low level of traffic crime
detection; thus knowing the short comings of the systemn,
one feels particularly wvulnerable as a cyclist. This
could also be an effect of age group, as respondents who
only cycled were more likely to ©be younger and

consequently, less positive towards law enforcement.

The last item on this list, and one also receiving similar
support from all groups was that concerned with traffic
restraint, recognised by a sizable percentage as an

effective means of encouraging increased cycle use.

Tables 6.28 and 6.29 are further crosstabulations of the
first choice in the rank order question. That concerned
with CTC membership corresponds closely with those
previously discussed. Vith reference +to age, clear
differences can be identified: most noticeably in those
items relating to slower speed limits and improved law
enforcement which respondents over 60 years of age were
more enthusiastic about +than younger respondents, and
cycle paths which were chosen by one-third of respondents

over 60 years compared with one half under that age.
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TABLE 6.26 Measures Lo encourage cycling: first choice by
mode of transport, percentage responses

USER GROUP
Driver/ Cyclist Driver Neilther

OPTIONS Cyclist

% % % %
Cycle Paths 46.8 38.2 67.9 54.5
Increase cost B.4 Bu 5 S 6.8
Road surfaces 9.0 10. 8 6.8 11.4
Helmets 0.0 0.0 048 0.0
Slower speeds L0 12.9 6.6 11.4
Pavement use 2.0 B 0.9 0.0
Bettler image 12.4 12.4 AT RS O
Enforce Law 8.2 9.2 0.8 11.4
Restrict traffic 6,2 4.6 6,6 4.5
Column total n= 613 217 106 44

TABLE 6.27 Measures to encourage cycling: options 1,2 and
53 combined to show order of preference by mode of
transport, percentage responses

USER GROUP
Driver/ Cyclist Driver Neither

OFTIONS Cyclist
% % % %

Cycle Paths il 8 73.4 84.6 73.5
Increase cost 19.9 14.4 26.4 21. 0
Road surfaces 38.4 47.6 553.8 28, 1
Helmetls 1.0 1.5 2.0 9.5
Slower speeds 86,1 37.3 26.2 G4.2
Pavemenlt use 3164 182 16.6 LS s
Better image 36.7 36,5 24.5 15 07
Enforce Law 41.8 35.0 2307 44.7
Restrict traffic 35.5 36,5 42. 1 42.6
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TABLE 6.28  Measures to encourage cycling: first choice
crosstabulated with CTC membership, percentage responses

CTC MEMBERSHIP

OPTIONS YES % NO %
Cycle Paths 41.8 66.9
Increase cost 5,5 5.4
Road surfaces 9.1 9.5
Helmets 0.0 0.4
Slower speeds 12.6 3.7
Pavement use 247 2.1
Better image 13.4 3.3
Enforce Law 9.2 ralg
Restrict traffic 5.8 5.8
Column total n= 747 242

TABLE 6.29 Measures to encourage cycling: first choice
crosstabulated with agegroup, percentage responses

AGEGROUP
UNDER 30 TO G0 AND
29 59 OVER

OPTIONS % % %
Cycle Paths 58,5 50.5 35.2
Increase cost 5.8 5.6 4.6
Road surfaces 10.5 7.4 1.6
Helmets 0.0 0.2 0.0
Slower speeds 8.8 9.5 18.5
Pavement use 4.4 L& S8
Better image 10.9 4 T 9.7
Enforce Law 4.7 Tt 13.6
Restrict traffic 4.4 Te 4.2
Column total n= 275 497 216
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6.5.2 RANK ORDERING OF MEASURES TO MAKE CYCLING SAFER

Turning next to the rank ordering of items to make cycling
safer, it was agaln cycle paths which received
overwhelming support, primarily from drivers (Table 6.30).
Improved road surfaces and law enforcement received double
figure support from the two cyclist groups (between 11.7
and 13.4 percent) along with lower vehicle speeds, which
about 20 percent of all respondents chose, except drivers
only (16 ©percent). 'Compulsory use of helmets by
cyclists' was chosen as a safety measure by almost 12
percent of the 'neither' group, other respondents were

less impressed with this option.

Vhen combined percentages were analysed in Table 6.31;
apart from cycle paths, 1t was 'road surfaces', 'slower
speed limits' and 'improved law enforcment' which appeared
strongest. The figures are largely similar to those in
the 'encourage' section, so they will not be itemised or
their merits discussed i1individually. It is of greater
interest to note those differences in responses between

the 'encourage' and 'safer' questions.

Thus, 'improved road surfaces', 'traffic law enforcement',
'slower vehicle speeds' and 'compulsory helmet wuse' were
all recognised as contributing more +to the safety of
cycling than encouraging its use. Somewhat suprisingly,
the 'restraint of traffic' was not included here, instead
the results show that it is regarded more as a means of

encouraging cycling than contributing to cyclists' safety.

Although of some importance when considering measures to
encourage cycling, with regard to safety 'increased cost
of motoring' and a 'better public image' for cycling were
negligible issues. It may be ventured that even these
items contribute in a secondary manner to the safety of
cyclists; if a changing public image of the bicycle brings
with it a greater awareness of cyclists' needs, and by
increasing the cost of motoring drivers are dissuaded from

making journeys they might otherwise have taken.
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6.5.83 SELF INTEREST

For the sake of stating the obvious it should also be
noted that all responses are governed by a large measure
of self interest. Thus, one should not be suprised to
find identifiable differences 1n the responses to
particular questions, especially when those respondents

often have opposing views towards their rights on the road

network. This i1is also true of +the last section of the
questionnaire to be discussed, the nine attitude
statements.
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TABPLE 6.30 Measures to make cycling safer: first choice by
mode of transport, percentage responses

U3SER GROUP
Driver/ Cyclist Driver Neither

OPTIONS Cyclist

% % % %
Cycle Paths 45,1 39.8 61.0 Band
Increase cost 8 0.9 0.0 2
Road surfaces 12,7 12.5 [N < it
Helmets 3.8 6.9 BT 1149
Slower speeds 19.7 20.4 16.2 19.0
Pavement use e 2.8 0.0 0.0
Better i1mage 0.5 Q. 5 0.0 0.0
Enforce Law i By L 13.4 e 4.8
Restrict traffic 5.0 Bag 1520 2.4
Column total n= 605 216 105 42z

TABLE 6.31 Measures to make cycling safer: options 1,2 and
3 combined to show order of preference by mode of
transport, percentage responses

USER GROUP
Driver/ Cyclist Driver Neilther

OPTIONS Cyclist
% % % Y

Cycle Paths 68.0 65,9 78T 69.5
Increase cost 105 2.8 2.0 5100
Road surfaces 556..0 56. 2 627 1.8
Helmets 22.5 15.8 29.8 31.4
Slower speeds 52,7 B58. 5 45.8 60.5
Pavement use 16.8 14,8 21.7T e
Better image Bz 4.7 6.0 NG
Enforce Law 46.9 49.3 28.3 36,6
Restrict traffic 29.4 Ha2n 5 26.7 86.5

164



TABLE 6,32 Measures to make cycling safer: first cholce
crosstabulated with CTC membership, percentage responses

CTC MEMBERSHIF

OPTIONS YES % NO %
Cycle Paths 411 62,6
Increase cost Q.3 0.8
Road surfaces 12.6 9.2
Helmets 4.5 o &
Slower speeds 22.4 10:1
Pavement use 1.8 0.4
Better image 0.0 0.0
Enforce Law 13.0 5.9
Restrict traffic 3.9 L
Column total n= 738 238

TARLE 6.33 Measures Lo make cycling safer: first choice
crosstabulated with agegroup, percentage responses

AGEGROUP
UNDER 30 TO 60 AND
a9 59 OVER

OPTIONS % % %
Cycle Paths 46.9 50.0 36.5
Increase cost 0.4 0.0 1.4
Road surfaces 18.5 132 el el
Helmnets 5.8 b, 5 3.4
Slower speeds 17,5 1517 28.4
Pavemenl use s G 2.4
Betlter Image 0.4 0.6 0.0
Enforce Law 10.5 10.6 13.9°
Restrict traffic 3.6 4.5 2.9
Colunn total n= 275 492 208
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6.6 ATTITUDE STATEMENTS

A total of nine attitude statements were answered by
respondents on a five polnt scale from 'agree strongly' to
'disagree strongly'. For analysis, these were collapsed
into three groups consisting of 'agree';, 'mot sure' and
'disagree', primarily because when subdivided by CTC
membershlp, mode of transport etc., the small number of
respondents 1in the 'agree strongly/disagree strongly'

categories had an adverse effect on the x* calculation.

The statements will be examined individuélly using the
categories of ‘'cyclist/driver', ‘cyclist'; ‘'driver', or
'neither’', analysed by ownership of a car or
bicycle/ability to drive, and frequency of use (that
respondents were classified as drivers or cyclists if they
drove or cycled a minimum of once a week). These are sub-
divided depending on CTC membership so that it is possible
to examine +the non-CTC sample alone. Although the
analyslis was also carried out using sex as an independent

variable 1t was found to have 1little influence.

'Agegroup' was also used as an Iindependent variable. This
proved to have limited influence on the answers to some
statements, but returned highly significant x« results for
olhers. Where applicable, tLables have been included in

the text; frequency counltls have been appended.
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GhGLa Cyclists do not belong on city streets
Table 6.34

Highly significant differences can be iddentified when
respondents are classified according to mode of transport,
Xz being significant at 0.01 percent. When divided by
ablility to drive/ownership of cycle, the opinions of the
two groups containing cyclists showed a marked difference
compared with the 'driver only' and 'neither’ group. Over
one quarter of those in the latter categories agreed with
the statemenlt, whereas over 90 percent of those in the
cycling groups disagreed. When split by frequency of use
it was the neither group which agreed most readily with
the statement (16 percent),

If neither a regular cyclist nor driver, this would imply
that these particular respondents were often pedestrians.
Likely to be affected by cyclists' behaviour in town which
could prove hazardous or aggravating +to them, their
response probably illustrates the pedestrians' dislike of
cyclists. It should be remembered that analysis by
frequency of use results in a large number of CTC members
being incorporated into the 'driver only' and 'neither'

groups, differences are more temperate.

Crosstabulating ability to drive/ownership of cycle with
CTC membership so that the non-CTC sample could be
observed, resulted in a non-significant y= wvalue, although
differences could still be observed depending on mode of
transport. By frequency of use, x2 was significant at the
0.5 percent level, indicating that regular cyclists felt
particularly strongly. Despite CTC menbership having a
great effect upon the opinions of the cyclists 1in the
sample, non-CTC cyclists and driver/cyclists largely

disagreed with this statement.

167



TABLE 6,34 'Cyclists do not belong on city streets'.

Responses crosstabulaled by a) ability Lo drive/ownership of cycle

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only ¢) frequency
of use and d) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

a) ability Lo drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 15 «2.5) b e TR o 1 1) 6571 (94.4) 605

cyclist 12 s e 7 KSNS) 194 (91.1) 213

driver 28 (26.4) 12 (11,3) 66 (62.3) 106

neither 12 €(29.3) 5 12,27 24 (58.5) 47

CHI-SQUARE = 139.84 (p<0.0001)

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 10 €14.7) 6 (&.8) 52" (76.8) 68

cyclist B (13.2) 3 (7.9) 30 (78.9) 38

driver 28 (28.6) 11 (11.2) 59 (60.2) 98

nelther 11 (85.%) 3, 49, 7) 17 (54,8) 31

CHI-SQUARE = 10.54 NS

c) frequency of use

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 48 S 11" 3509 349 (95.9) 364

cyclist S e 3 A.6 174 (95,6) 182

driver O 6 (€6.1) 85 (86.7) 98

neither 61 (15.9 28 ((7.2) 246 76.9) 320

CHI-SQUARE = 78,8 (p<0.0001>

d) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % jij %

driver cyclist 2 BT 0 (0.0 21 (91.3) 23

cyclist 1 4.8 0 (0.0 20 (95.2) 21

driver 6 (17, 1) 5 (14, 3) 24 (68.6) 35

neither 45 (28.8) 18 C1105) 93 (59.6) 156

CHI-SQUARE = 19.24 (p<0.005)
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6.6.2 Cyclists are one of the biggest hazards on the
road Table 6.35

This statement returned highly significant x= responses,
signlficant at 0.01 percent, regardless of the criteria by
whlch mode of +transport was classified. Those groups
containing cyclists overwhelmingly disagreed with +the
statement, although more non-CTC cylists were inclined to
agree or be unsure 1in thelr response compared with CTC

members,

By ability to drive/ownership of cycle +the 'drivers only'
were cquite evenly divided between agreeing and disagreeing
with the statement, with only 11 percent unsure. By
frequency of use however, the situation changed because a
large proportion of CTC members then became categorised as
'‘driver only' and 'neither'. As with the previous
statement, the effect of this was to diminish the scale of
differences, despite remaining highly significant at 0.01
percent. Crosstabulating frequency of use with non-CTC
respondents produced a drop in the significance level to 3
percent, with one—-third of the 'neither’ category and
slightly fewer 'drivers only' agreeing with the statement,

compared with only 5 percent of 'cyclists only'.

The fact thalt cyclists are regarded as a bhazard may not
necessarily be bad news for themn. The driver who views
cyclists as a hazard may be more careful when in their
vicinity for example, allowing plenty of room when
overtaking. When regarded 1in such a mnegative manner
however, i1t 1s but one step to see cyclists as a problem
that would be better removed from the streets, and to be
antagonistic towards measures which could encourage more

peaple to cycle.
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TABLE 6€.35

'Cyclists are one of the biggest hazards on the road'

Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle
b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

¢) frequency of use and d) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver
nelther

CHI-SQUARE = 143.8

DISAGREE

N

528

192

52

29

%

(86.6)

(90. 1)

(47.7)

(64.4)

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sampie only
DISAGREE

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver

neither

CHI-SQUARE = 28,95

c) frequency of use

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver
neither

CHI-SQUARE = 54,14

d) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver
neither

CHI-SQUARE = 14,38

AGREE UNSURE
v % ¥ %
43 (7.0 30 (6.4)
9 (4.2 12 (5.6
45 (41.3) 12 (11.0)
8 (17.8) 3 (17.8)
(p<0.0001)
AGREE UNSURE
% N %
18 (19.1) 7 (10.3)
g' 15.3) 7 €18.4)
44 (44.0) 12 (12.0)
7 ¢20.6) 7 (20.6)
(p<0.0001)
AGREE UNSURE
N % %
21 (5.8) 28 (7.7
7 (3.9) 7 (3.9)
15 (15.0) 4 4.0
63 (19.1) 32 (9.7
(p<0.0001)
AGREE UNSURE
S N %
2 BT 3 €13.0)
1 (4.8) 3 (14.3)
10 (28.6) 3 (8.6)
54 (¢33.3) 24 (14.8)
(p<0. 05)

170

N

48

29

44

20

%

(70.6)

(76.3)

(44.0)

(58.8)

DISAGREE

N

316

167

81

285

%

(86.6)

(92.3)

(81.0)

(71,2

DISAGREE

N

18

17

22

84

Yo
(7833)
(81.0)
(62.9)

(61.9)

TOTAL

610

213

109

45

TOTAL

68

38

100

34

TOTAL

365

181

100

330

TOTAL

23

21
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6.6.3 Where a cycle path is available, cyclists should
have to use it Table 6.36

There were very significant differences in opinion towards
this stalement between those groups containing cyclists
and the ‘'driver only' and ‘'neither' groups by all
analyses. A large divergence appeared in the split
between CTC and non-CTC cyclists, particularly when the:
ownership/ability to drive clause was used, with a large
majority of the non-CTC sample advocating the compulsory
use of c¢cycle paths, The non-CTC ‘driver only' and
'neither' groups were extremely enthusiastic: respectively
96 percent and 100 percent of respondents in these two

categories agreed with the statement.

Di fferences were also apparent by frequency of use. Both
the CTC and non-CTC samples returned significant x*
results at the 0.5 and 0,01 percent levels respectively,
with proportionately more respondents in the 'driver only'

groups advocating the compulsory use of cycle paths.

To the casual observer, cycle paths appear to be an
excellent idea. They remove cyélists from direct conflict
with other forms of wvehicle traffic and were obviously
very popular with drivers in this sample. Yet due to
their planning and implementation the finished result is
not always what one would wish. One needs to be a regular
cyclist and 1n touch with current technologies to
appreciate tLthis, and recognize that the cycle path is not
merely a device to remove cyclists from mainstream
traffic, CTC members, receiving regular magazines
containing articles about such measures are more likely to
be conversant with the arguments than many others in the

cycling population.
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TABLE 6.36 ‘'Where a cycle path is available cyclists should have to use
it'. Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle
b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only
¢) frequency of use, entlre sample d) frequency of use, CTC sample only

and e) frequency of use,

non-CTC sample only

a) ability Lo drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver

nelther

AGREE
N %

301 <48.5)

117 ¢B63.2)

108 ¢92.8)

45 (93.8)

CHI-SQUARE = 107.31 (p<0.0001)>

UNSURE
N %
62 (10.0)
13 (5.9
o (082
2 4.2)

DISAGREE
N %

258 (41.5)
.90 (40.9)
6 (5.4)

1. @1

L) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver

neither

AGREE
N %

63 (90.0)

32 ¢80.0

98 (96.0)

37(100.0)

CHI-SQUARE = 21.23 (p<0.002)

UNSURE
N Y
2 (2.9
0 <0.0
2 2.0
0 0.

172

DISAGREE
n %
5 7.1
8 (20.0)
2 (2,00
0 <0.0

TOTAL

621

220

114

48

TOTAL

70

40

102

37



TABLE 6.36 contd., 'Where a cycle path is available cycllsts should

have Lo use iL'. Responses crosslabulated by a) ability to
drive/ownership of cycle b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC
sample only c) frequency of use, enlire sample d) frequency of use, CIC
gample only and e) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

) frequency of use

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
¥ % ¥ % N %

driver cyclist 159 (43.0) 39 (10.5) 172 (46,5) 370

cyclist o1 (49.2) 12 (6.5) 82 (44.3) 185

driver 79 (76.0) 9 &.M 16 (15.4) 104

neither 237 (69.7) 19 (5.6) 84 (24.7) 340

CHI-SQUARE = 76.93 (p<0.0001)

d)> frequency of use, CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 140 ¢40.5) 37 ¢10.7) 169 (48.8) 346

cyclist 76 (46.6) 12 T 75 (46,00 163

driver 44 (64.7) 9 (13.2) 15 22,19 68

neither 75 (43.6) 17 K9.9) 80 (46.5) 172

CHI-SQUARE = 18.82 (p<0.005)

e) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % ) % N %

driver cyclist 19 €79.2) 2 (6.3 3 1208 24

cyclist 15 (68.2) 0 (0.0) 7T (31.8) 22

driver 35 (97,2) 0 (0.0 1 @8 36

neither 162 (96.4) 2 (12> 4 (2.4 168

CHI-SQUARE = 40.56 (p<0.0001)
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™

5.4 FPrivate cars should be banned from city centres

Table 6.37

Depending upon whether responses to this statement were
crosstabulated by ability to drive/ownership of cycle or
frequency of use, a very different picture emerged.
Analysed by ability and ownership, a x=z result slgnificant
at 0.01 percent was obtained, with those in the two
cycling groups more likely than respondents who just drove
to agree. The most enthusiastic group proved to be the
'neither' category, 51 percent as opposed to the 'drivers
only' at 25 percent, agaln reflecting pedestrians'

continual conflict with all forms of vehicular transport.

Similar results were obtained from the non-CTC sample with
a x2 bheing significant at the 1 percent level. By
frequency of use, slgnificant results were only obtained
when analysing CTC members alone. The 'neither' category
agreed most readlily with the statementls, with
‘driver/cyclists' and ‘cyclist only' responding Dbetween

the Lwo extrenes.

A significant y= result was also returned when analysing
the data by age group. Respondents aged under 30 years
were more likely to oppose the statement compared with
those over tLhis age. Thus, approximately one half of the
under-30 respondents disagreed with the statement whilst
one third agreed, whereas for respondents over 30 years
the results were reversed; one third disagreed and one

half agreed.
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TABLE 6.37 'Private cars should be banned from city centres'.
Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

b) abllity to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

c) frequency of use, entire sample d) frequency of use, CTC sample only
and e) age group

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 290 (47.3) 96 (15.7) 227 (87.0) 613

cyclist 99 (45.4) 42 (19.3) 77 (35.3) 218

driver 27 (24.8) 11 ¢10.1) 71 €65.15 109

neither 24 (51.1) 6 (12.8) 17 (36.2) 47

CHI-SQUARE = 35.36 (p<0.0001)

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 26 (38.2) 9 (13.2) 33 (48.5) 68

cyclist 12 (30.8) é (23. 1) 18 (46.2) 39

driver 238 «23.0) 10 (10,00 67 (67.0) 100

neither 18 (50.0) ' S D) 14 (38.9) 36

CHI-SQUARE = 16.11 (p<0.01)
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TABLE 6.37 contd.

'Private cars should be banned from city centres'.

Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle
b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only c) frequency

of use, entire sample d) frequency of use, CTC sample only and

e) age group

c) frequency of use, entire sample

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE

N %
driver cyclist 168 (45.9)
cyclist 86 (46.7)
driver 38 (37.3)
neither 147 <(44.1)

CHI-SQUARE = 7.11 NS

d) frequency of use, CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE

n %
driver cyclist 157 (45.8)
cyclist 80 49.1)
driver 26 (38.8)
nelther 97 (57.4)

CHI-SQUARE = 12.58 (p<0.05)

d) age group

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE

N %
29 years and under 93 (33.6)
30 - 59 years 238 47.4)
over 60 years 111 <51.4)

CHI-SQUARE = 24.16 (p<0.0001)

176

UNSURE
N Yo

57 15.6)
34 (18.5)
13 €12.7)

51 €15.3)

UNSURE
N %

54 15,73
29 (17.8>
11 (16.4)

29 (17.2)

UNSURE
N %

42 (15.2)
T 18,39

36 (16.7)

DISAGREE
N o

141 (38.5)

64 (34.8)

51 (50.0)

135 (40.5)

DISAGREE
N %

132 (38.5)
54 (33.1)
30 (44.8)

43 (25.4)

DISAGREE
N %

142 (51.3)
187 (37.8)

69 (31.9)

TOTAL

366

184

102

333

TOTAL

163

67

169

TOTAL

277

502

216



6,645 Adult cyclists cause most of the accidents they
are Iin Table 6.38

At an initial glance, it would appear that few respondents
were willing to endorse this statement. A true picture
only emerges however, when the 'unsure' category is taken
into account. Over 40 percent of those in the 'driver
only' groups analysed by ability to drive/ownership of
cycle would not commit themselves to a firm opinion; even
the 'driver/cyclist' and 'cyclist only' groups indicated
an element of indecision. The 'nelther' category were

much closer to the drivers' attitude in their response.

The statement purposfully used the words 'adult cyclist'
sa that respondents would not be confused 1in their
response by what 1is commonly regarded as the faulty
behaviour of child cyclists (see p.26 above). It shows
moreaover, that a large degree of uncertainty regarding the
causes of cycle accidents exists, which could well benefit

from an educational programme to highlight the issues.
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TABLE ©.38

'Adull cyclists cause most of the accidents they are in'.

Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only and

c) frequency of

use

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver

nelther

CHI-SQUARE = 54,

AGREE

N %
10 160
3 .4
8 ks
4 (10,00

5 (p<0.000L)>

UNSURE
N %

124 (20.3)

38 (17.9)

43 (40.6)

14 (35.0>

DISAGREE
N %

476 (78.0)
171 (80.7)
55 (Dl D

22 (55, 0)

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver
neither

CHI-SQUARE = 16

¢} frequency of

CATEGORY LABEL

driver cyclist
cyclist
driver
neither

CHI-SQUARE = 22

AGREE
N %
3 “.4
1 «2.6)
8 (8.2
3 (10.0)
.04 (p<0.01)
use
AGREE
N %
4o (. 13
3 T
2 2.0
16 (5.0)

.65 (p<0.001)

UNSURE
N %

20 (29.4)
6 (15.8)
42 (43.3)

13 (43.3)

UNSURE
N %

71 (19.4)
33 (18.3)
28 (27.2)

87 (27.3)

178

DISAGREE
N %

45 (G66.2)
31 (81.6)
47 (48.5)

14 (46.7)

DISAGREE
N %

291 (79.5)
144 (80.0)
71 (70.3)

216 (67.7>

TOTAL

610

212

106

40

TOTAL

68

38

97

30

TOTAL

366

180

101

319



6. 8.8 The police should enforce road traffic law Tar

more rigorously Table 6.39

This statement provoked little disagreement between the
vast majority of respondents, regardless of transport
mode , Drivers were slightly less likely to agree whilst
the 'meither' group was more inclined to agree; the two

categories containing cyclists lay bLetween.

Primarily however, differences were the prerogative of age
group, returning a x=z result signiflcant at 0.01 percent.
The older the respondent, the keener they were to see the
stricter enforcement of traffic law and more certain of
their opinion on the matter, returning the lowest

proportion of 'unsure' responses.
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TAELE 6.39 'The police should enforce road traffic law far more
rigorously'. Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to
drive/ownership of cycle b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC
sample only c) frequency of use and d) age group

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist | 488 (80.5) 70 (11.6) 48, KT.02 606

cyclist 175 (79.5) 38 ¢15.0) 12 (5.5) 220

driver 74 (67.9) 19 17.4) 16 (14.7) 109

neither 39 (88.7) 3 (6.8) 2) .59 44

CHI-SQUARE = 15.58 (p<0.02)

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sampie only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % n %

driver cyclist 47 (69.1) & (11.8) 1301505 68

cyclist 26 68.4) 7 (18.4) B €13.2) 38

driver 65 (65.0) 19 <19, 16 (16.0) 100

neither 29 (85.83) 3 (6.8 2 (5.9) 34

CHI-SQUARE = 6.98 NS

c) frequency of use

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 289 (79.6) 45 (12.4) 29 (8.0 363

cyclist 147 (79.5) 28 (15,1 10 <5.4) 185

driver 74 (74.7) 16 (16.2) 9 (9.1) 99

neither 265 (80.3) 36 (10.9) 20 (8.8 330

CHI-SQUARE = 4.91 NS

d) age group

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

29 years and under 191 ¢69.7) 47 (17.2) 36 (18.1) 274

30 — 59 years 395 (79.6) 66 (13,3 35 (1) 4906

over 60 years 195 (89.9) 14 (8.59) & (G0 217

CHI-SQUARE = 31,81 (p<0.0001>
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6.6.7 More engineering measures should be used to slow

down and restrict traffic Table 6.40

When analysed according to abllity to drive/ownershlip of
cycle, the 'cyclist only' and 'neither' groups were very
enthusiastlic regarding lhis statement, 65 and 74 percent
respectively being in agreement. Thie is in contrast to
the 'driver only' and non-CTC 'cyclist/drivers' who were
ambivalent, veering towards disagreement with such
nmeasures. When respondents were classified according to
frequency of use, differences were less a?parent since a
large number of infrequent drivers and cyclists were
redistributed to the ‘driver only’ and 'neither’

categories, although still significant at 0.1 percent.

A x® result significant at the 0.1 percent level was
returned by Llhe CTC sample crosstabulated by frequency of
use. Proportionately more respondents in the neither' and
'‘cyclist only' categories wished to see 1increased use of
engineering measures. '‘Drivers only' were less keen,

again 'driver/cyclists' respondéd between the two paoles.

Using the 1ndependent variable of age group indicated that
those over Lhe age of 60 were greatly in favour of traffic
restraint; more llkely to be pedestrians they would have

the most to galn.
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TABLE 6.40 'More engineering measures should be used to slow down and
restrict traffic'. Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to
drive/ownership of cycle b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC
sample only ¢) frequency of use d) frequency of use, CTC sample only and
e) age group

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % | % N %

driver cyclist 340 (55.7) 135 (22,1) 135 «22.1) 610

cyclist 141 (65.3) 46 (21.3) .29 (13.4) 216

driver 43 (39.8) 15 €13.9) 50 (46.3) 108

neither 32 (74.4) 5 (11.6) 6 (14.0) 43

CHI-SQUARE = 51.95 (p<0.0001)

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 23 (33.3) 17 (24.6) 29 2.0 69

cyclist 19 50.0) 13 (34.2> B (15.8) 38

driver 38 (38.4) 18 €18, 1> 48 (48.5) 99

nelther 22 (68.8) 4 (12.5) 6 (18.8) 32

CHI-SQUARE = 26.66 (p<0,0002)
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TABLE 6.40 contd. 'More engineering measures should be used to slow
down and restrict traffic'. Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to
drive/ownership of cycle b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC
sample only c¢) frequency of use d) frequency of use, CTC sample only and

e) age group

¢) frequency of use

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE
N % N % N %
driver cyclist 203 (55.6) 80 (21.9) 82 (22.9)
cyclist 120 (66.7) 35 (19.4) 25 (18.9
driver 41 ¢40.6) 30 (29,7 30 (29.7)
neither 192 (68.0) 56 (16.9) .88 (25,13

CHI-SQUARE = 23.82 (p<0.001)

d) frequency of use, CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE
il % N % N %
driver cyclist 165 (57.2) 74 (21.7) 72 21,1
cyclist 108 (67.9) 29 (18.2) 22 (18.8)
driver 28 42.4) 21 «81.8> 17 C25.8)
nelther 122 (70.9) 30 (17.4) 20 €11.86)

CHI-SQUARE = 23.47 (p<0.001)

e) age group

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE
N % N % N %
20 years and under 125 (45.3) 68 (24.6) 83 (30.1)
30 - 59 years 281 (56.8) 99 (20.0 115 (28.3)
aver 60 years 168 72,12 36 (16.7) 24 (11.2)

CHI-SQUARE = 38.51 (p<0,0001)
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TOTAL

365

180

101

331

TOTAL

341

159

66

172

TOTAL

276

4095

215



6.6.8 There should be a more difficult driving test

Table 6.41

Very few differences in attitude between respondent groups
were apparent here, when analysed by both ability to
drive/ownership of cycle and frequency of use. However,
only 36 percenlt of non-CTC cyclists agreed with the
statement compared with 53 percent of non-CTC drivers and
cyclist/drivers., Refer_ ing back to the reasons why peaple
do not drive, 1t 1s clear that many of those who do not
have a licence, especially the younger respdndents, intend
taking the driving test in the future, They may view a
more difficult test as being contrary +to their own

immediate interests.

This concluslon is supported by a x= result significant at
0.01 percent Dbeing obtained when crosstabulating the
responses of all respondents by age group. One third of
those under 30 disagreed wlth the statement, compared with
24 percent aged 30 +to 59 and only 14 percent of

respondents over 60 years of age.
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TABLE 6.41 'There should be a more difficult driving test'
Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle b)

ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

c) frequency of use and d) age group

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LAEEL AGREE

N %
driver cyclist 358 (59.4)
cyclist . 114 (52.5)
driver 56 (52.8)
neither 28 (63.6)

CHI-SQUARE = 15.02 (p<0,02)

UNSURE
N %

96 (15.9)

57 (26,3)

17 (16.0)

7. (18.9)

DISAGREE

N

149

46

38

9

%

(24.7)

(21.2)

(81 12

(20. 53

b) ability Lo drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sampie only
DISAGREE

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE

N %
driver cyclist 36 (52.9)
cyclist 14 (¢35.9)
driver 52 (53.8)
neither 21 (61.8)

CHI-SQUARE = 9.06 NS

c) frequency of use

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE

N %
driver cyclist 213 <©9.0)
cyclist 96 (52.5)
driver o4 «55.1)
neither 193 (¢59.0)

CHI-SQUARE = 15.41 (p<0.02)

d) age group
CATEGORY LABEL AGREE

N %
29 years and under 154 <48.7)

30 - 59 years 296 (59.4)

over 60 years 129 (62.9)

CHI-SQUARE = 28.4 (p<0.0001)
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UNSURE
N %

9 (13.2)

12 (50.8)

14 14,4

4 (11.8)

UNSURE
N %

56 (15.5)

51 (27.9)

18 (18.4)

Dl els.6)

UNSURE
N e

48 (17.5)

84 (16.9)

48 (23.4)

N

23

13

31

%

(33.8)

(33.38)

(32.0)

(26.5)

DISAGREE

N

92

36

26

a3

%

(25, 5)

(19.7)

(26.5)

(25.4)

DISAGREE

N

93

118

28

%
(33.8)
G237

13,77

TOTAL

603

217

106

44

TOTAL

68

39

97

34

TOTAL

361

183

98

TOTAL

279

498
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6.6.9 All cyclists should be trained
Table 6.42

Cyclists were consistently less enthusiastic +than all
other respondents about training for cyclists regardless
of whether responses were analysed by ability to
drive/ownershilp of cycle or frequency of use, CTC or non-—
CTC. Vith 'cyclists only' at one pole and ‘'drivers only'
and 'mneither' at +the other, those using both forms of
transport lay between the two extremes, although veering
towards a high level of agreement with the statement and
being closer to the 'drivers only' in attitude. CTC
'driver/cyclists' crosstabulated with frequency of use
were more likely to agree with cyclist training than the

'nelther' category.

Thus, in keeping with the levels of self-interest
expressed earlier in the attitude statements by various
groups of respondents, cyclists were less willing to see a
measure introduced which would effect them directly and

possibly, in their opinion, adversly.
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TABLE ©.42 'All cyclists should be trained'.

Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

c) frequency of use, entire sample d) frequency of use, CTC sample only
and e) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 480 (78.4) 68 (11.1) 64 (10.5) 612

cyclist 145 (66.8) 87 171D 85 (16.1) 217

driver 97 (89.0) 4 (8.7 SIS 109

neither 42 (91.3) 2 64,3 2 4.3 46

CHI-SQUARE = 28.68 (p<0.0001>

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % n %

driver cyclist 59 ¢85.5) 7 (10.1) 3 (4.3) 69

cyclist 28 (70.0) é (7.5 9 (22.% 40

driver 92 (92,0 3 (5.0 5 «5.03 100

neither 33 (94.3) 1 <2.9) 1 2.9 35

CHI-SQUARE = 21.21 (p<0,002)
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TABLE 6.42 contd., 'All cyclists should be trained’.

Responses crosstabulated by a) ability to drive/ownership of cycle

b) ability to drive/ownership of cycle, non-CTC sample only

¢) frequency of use, entire sample d) frequency of use, CTC sample only
and e) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

c) frequency of use, entire sample

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 291 (79.8) 41 (11.2) 35 L08) 367

cyclist 116 <64.1) 82 av7.7 33 (18.2) 181

driver 84 (82.4) 11 ¢10.8) 7 (6.9 102

neither 272 (81.7) 27 885 12 .34 (10.2) 333

CHI-SQUARE = 25.96 (p<0.0002)

d) frequency of use, CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N e

driver cyclist 271 «78.8) 38 (11.0) 35 (10.2) 344

cyclist 103 <64.8) 31 (19.5) 25 (15.7) 159

driver 54 (81.8) 8 (12,15 4 (6.1 66

neither 123 K72.4) 20 (11.82 27 15.9) 170

CHI-SQUARE = 16.41 (p<0.01)

e) frequency of use, non-CTC sample only

CATEGORY LABEL AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE  TOTAL
N % N % N %

driver cyclist 20 7.0 3 (13.0) 0 0,05 23

cyclist 13 (59.1) 1 .5 & (36.4) 22

driver 30 (83.3 3 (8.3 3 @.3 36

neither 149 (91.4) T @3 7 (4.3 163

CHI-SQUARE = 34.5 (p<0.0001)
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6.7 CONCLUSIONS

From the above results a number of conclusions may be
drawn, to be discussed in depth in the following chapter
in the context of this research. Meanwhile, a number of

brief comments serve to conclude this chapter.

8.1 DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDE

Strong differences in attitudes between cyclists,
cyclist/drivers, drivers and those who use neither form of
transport do exist. Using responses of the non-CTC sample
to the attitude statements, 1t may be seen that in the
majority of cases, the sympathies of the cyclist/driver
group lie somewhere between +the cycling and driving
groups, suggesting that the responses were tempered by
respondents' experiences. In other words, those who both
drove and cycled were more sympathetic to the cyclists'
situation than those who only drove, or converseley, were
more atune to the drivers' viewpoint than were those who

only cycled.

S, T8 CTC MEMBERSHIP

Respondents who belonged to a cycling organisation, >
this case the CTC, often indicated different opinions
compared with non-CTC respondents. The composition of the
CTC sample differed from that of the electoral register
primarily because of the male predominance, reflected by
different patterns of use and choice of transport.
Responses to the attitude statements and encourage/safety
section by CTC members were often notably different
compared with non-CTC cyclists and cyclist/drivers. On
certain 1issues concerning c¢yclists' rights and law
enforcement, they were particularly adament as a group;
other statements produced a measure of controversy. For
example, significant differences in attitudes amongst CTC
members analysed by the frequency with which they used a
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bicycle or car could be detected 1in responses to
statements concerning cyclist training, traffic restrait
through the use of engineering measures, banning private
cars from city centres and the compulsory use of cycle

paths.

6,7,3 FREQUENCY OF USING A CAR OR BICYCLE

Depending upon whether respondents were classified
according +to ability +to drive/ownership of cycle or
frequency of use affected subsequent results. Certainly,
1f one 1s a regular cyclist or driver it would seem very
plausible that one should have stronger feelings towards
particular statements than those who use a vehicle only
infrequently. It may also be the case that the
'infrequent' cyclist or driver i1s lacking in confidence.
Thus many more drivers saw the cyclist as a hazard, and
non-CTC drivers and cyclists alike felt that cycle paths
should be used 1f available.

By using frequency of use, a large number of respondents,
both CTC and non-CTC, became 'meither'; their support for
such measures as traffic restraint and reduced vehicle
speed was apparent 1in thelr responses to the attitude
statements and the encourage/safety section. If neither
regular users of a motor vehicle or a bicycle, 1t is
likely that those in this group were primarily
pedestrians, and thus likely to agree with any actions
which may dimprove their own vulnerable position in the

traffic network.

6.7.4 AGE

The age of an individual influenced their response,
particulaly in relation to the series of questions asking
why people did or did not cycle or drive. For the young,
the speed of transport was an important factor, whilst
danger, bad driving behaviour of others or a dislike of
driving conditions did not seem to affect them. Older
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respondents were more aware of these problems whilst
reflecting their other responsibilities, for example,

family commitments.

6.7.5 'OTHER' REASONS FOR USING A BICYCLE OR CAR

The 'other' category in this section of questions produced
an interesting insight into the acceptability of driving
over and above cycling. A large number of respondents in
answer to the 'mot drive' section wrote that they were
learning, awaiting a test, or were too young (a result of
the CTC membership). They appeared to take it for granted
that they would learn to drive, or indicated their
intentions of doing so. This was also identifiable from
responses to the 'more difficult driving test' attitude

statement.

Vhen respondents reached their thirties they began to
offer more 'militant' or environmentally based reasons for
why they did not drive. In contrast, reasons for not
cycling were of a different nature, and it would seewn . hat
cycling 'does not appeal' to a sizeable proportion of the
younger respondents. One may conclude that cycling is
generally not viewed as a valid alternative to motorised
transport; people who did not cycle did not intimate that
they intended to buy or use a bicycle in the future.

Similarly, the importance of an enhanced public image for
the bicycle was mnot viewed as a primary means of
encouraging cycle use by those who did not cycle, although
those who already cycled were far more enthusiastic. If
cycling were to become a truly acceptable method of
transport in this country and enjoy the position it does
in +the Netherlands for example, it would no doubt
influence the individuals' perception of the bicycle and
cycling as a form of tranport, so that even those
currently rejecting the bicycle might be tempted by its

use.
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6.7.6 SUPPORT FOR TRAFFIC RESTRAINT

A measure of support existed within the sample, and not
just amongst those who cycled, for various measures which
would restrict traffic, reduce vehicle speeds or remove
cars altogether from city centres. Bearing in mind the
infrequency with which many respondents used a particular
form of transport, a large number of the sample would
qualify as pedestrians and users of public transport for
whom such measures are usually beneficial. It is
heartening for those actively engaged in promoting traffic
calming to see the level of support which does exist. Yet
on the whole, drivers still require much convincing. Many
of those in this sample perceived cyclists to be a major
hazard, and one which did not belong on busy urban

streets.
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7 DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1 INTRODUCTION

As an introduction to the the discussion that follows, this
chapter begins with a brief summary of the research topic,
the results from the first study undertaken and the alms of
the postal survey. The discussion focuses on results
obtained from +the maln survey, i1dentifying differences
between user groups and attitudes towards specific issues,
and their implications for policles and measures aimed at
improving cyclists' safety and encouraging greater cycle
use, A number of recommendations arising from the study
will be made, for organisalions involved 1in working and

campaigning for lmproved roasd safety.

The research tlopic was entitled 'Road User Attitudes And
The Safety Of Cyclists', and the 1ndividual elements
encompassed wlithin this title examlined 1in the Literature
Review. Road users relevent to the study were identified,
the road trafflic accident statistics for cyclists examined
and the Jlmportance of attitudes +to road safety was
discussed. Central to +the research was <Lhe issue of
safety. What 1is 1t7? Are accident statistics a wvalild
measure of safety? VWhat of subjective safety? Does the
safely of one group of road users equate with the safety of

another?

It was concluded that cycling safety should not be measured

in terms of numbers of cyclists involved in accldents, but
through a broader perspective. For cyclists, thelr own
safety 1s subjective. This may be summarised as a feeling

of safely encapsulated within an abllity +to travel by
bicycle williout undue threal or fear caused by excessive or

speedling trafflc, inconslderale or dangerous drivers.

How can such feelings of safety be achieved? In
conversation with cyclisls, reference to certalin aspects of
the road environment were sallent; reduced traffic speeds,

Increased use of englineering mneasures to restrain traffic

193



in residentlial areas or to remove it +totally from city
centres, an ilmprovement in the level of law enforcement so
Lhat more drivers would be penalised for commliting road
traffic law offences, provision of additional and better
cycle paths and use of facllilties previously designated for

pedeslrlians only.

All the above relate to olther types of traffic movement i1in
addition to Lthe bilcycle, thus reiterating the belief that
use of a bicycle and cycle safely cannot be researched in a

context which falls to address other road users' needs and
percepltlons. The measures ldentified above involve eilther
the segregaltion of vulnerable users from mainstream traffic
by the elimination of motorised vehicles from glven areas
and provision of eyelist dacllitles, or the use of
engineering techniques to control +traffic so that given
manceuvers or pallterns of Dbehaviour become virtually
impossible for drivers, leading Lo greater equality 1In

traffic integratlion.

Al thlis Juncture, a study evalualing varlous engineering
measures Lo improve subjective safely mighl have been
forthecomlng ., Instead, however, thilis research turned to
attitudes. Although cyclisls consulted before the onset of
the study generally percelved such measures to be greatly
beneficlal +o their safely, what was the attitude of
vehicle drivers with whom c¢cyclists were so often in
conflict? They could be expected to hold strong opinions
towards measures which would affect +them directly, and

possibly lead to a curtailment of thelr travelling freedom.

Additionally, how were cyclists viewed - condescendingly
according to Finch and Morgan's 1985 study and not
considered as 'serious' transport users. It follows that a

low regard for cycllsts, combined with antagonism towards
the measures detalled above could have implications for
policy makers and road engineers alike, and lead to poor
levels of compliance wilth actlions undertaken primarily for

cycllists.
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It was noted that psychologists dispute the meaning of
‘attitudes' and Cthe possible effects which they may have on
behaviour, Arguments suggesting that 'attitude' i1s a
unldimensional conceptl are particularly compelling.
Attitudes are determined by more than one objective feature
and are not the only determinant of behaviour. If it is
accepted that attitudes influence behaviour, although not
in isolation, +then to look at attitudes of both cyclists
and drivers should offer some insights into the

relationship between these two types of road user.

7.2 SUMMARY OF THE CAMDEN STUDY

The Camden Study was planned as an explafatary study to
determine whether there might Dbe any differences in
attitudes of speclfic types of road user. To assess how
road safely was percelved, a number of group discussions
were held with employees of the London Borough of Camden.
From these, a questionnalre was developed and administered

to participants in the discussions.

Answers to the attitude statements suggested that
differences were apparent between respondents when they
were classiflied according +to thelr form of transport:
‘drivers only', 'cyclists only' or ‘driver/cyclists'. This
was especlally so 1n relation +to statements which
questioned the status of cyclists' and bicycle use 1n the
traffic network, and engineering measures which restrict
vehicle use. 'Drivers only' often viewed cyclists as a
hazard, wlthout training and mainly responsible for their
own accldents. 'Cyclists only' and 'cyclist/drivers' were
keen to see more environmental measures including the

bannlng of cars from city centres.

The repertory grid provided i1nsights into the perceptions
of respondents which attitude statements alone could not
display. All the ‘'drivers only' percelved 'driving a car'
very positivly. It was the element they mosl frequently

chose Lo i1llustrate ©Lhe principal component 'positive
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aspects of the traffic network', generally including all or

a comblination of the following constructs: 'relaxing',
‘necessary’', 'soclally acceptable', 'enjoyable',
'responsible', ‘'dmportant to me' and 'acceptable to me'.
In contrast, more 'driver/cyclilists' and 'cyclists only'
compared with 'drivers only' perceived cycling very

positively, using 1t to illustrate 'positive aspects of the

traffic network'.

'Cycle lanes' were viewed very positivly by a majority of

respondents, Consensus was also evldent in responses to
'people falling to indicate’ which was negatively
perceived, as was '‘drinking alcohol before driving'. A

greater degree of antagonism was expressed towards the
latter element by proportionately more 'drivers only' than
by any other respondents. This is thought to be largely
the effect of age, given +that the average age of the
‘drivers only' group was more than eight years greater than

that of the other groups.

There were anbilvalenl responses to a number of i1tens,
indlcating mixed attitudes towards the d1items 'chilldren
playing 1in Lhe streets', 'heavy traffic', 'driving fast',
'the presence of the traffic police' and 'parked cars'.
'Driving fasl' was significantly d1dentified as Dbeing
hazardous and socially unacceptéble to proportionately more
'drivers only' than to 'driver/cyclists'. This 1is
interesting since cyclists face speclal danger from
speeding vehlcles and a significant relationship 1in the
responses of ‘'drilver/cyclilists' towards this item may have
been expected. If this group answered as drivers rather
than as cyclists, 1t may be that driving fast was of
limited 1Interest to them, nelther considered as a threat
nor an enjoyable activity, 1n other words, unimportant.
Again, age may have had a substantial influence upon these

results.,

Similarly, more 'drivers only' compared with other
respondents perceived 'the presence of the traffic police'

Lo be a positive aspect of the traffic network, despite
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five in +this group also viewing the traffic police as a
challenge. The traffic police were also regarded in a very
amblguous manner by respondents as a group when the element
was analysed using FOCUS to produce clusters of items which
were percelvied in a similar manner. It was linked to a

variely of olher elemenlts in a number of combilnations.

'People failing to indicate!’ was always negatively
correlated +to the component 'positive aspects of the
traffic network', In a cluster analysis 1t was commonly

linked with a number of elements comprising those 1tems

which might prove hazardous, worrylng or unenjoyable:
'drinking alcohol before driving', 'driving fast', 'heavy
traffic' and 'children playing in the streets'. Everyone

falls to indicate sometimes (both drivers and cyclists),
especlally 1f no other motorised traffic 1s about, a
practice which is extremely disturbing for pedestrians and
cyclists alilke. It 1s interesting that a behaviour which

is so widespread should cause such annoyance.

The results and discussion derived from the questlonnaire
suggested that there were measurable differences between
groups of respondents. An important question was whether
these differences resulted from the respondents' age, or
sex, where they lived, or the +transport they used. The
Camden Study was +too small +to enable any meaningful
comparisons to be made between age groups or any other
independent variables. Respondents were drawn from Just
four departments of the Local Authority which influenced
their ages, transport use, sex and interest in the subject
under investigatlion. This study was iIintended to 1lluminate
areas where a divergence of attitude could be manifested,

and led to the wider postal survey.
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7.3 SUMMARY OF THE POSTAL SURVEY

A questionnaire requesting factual information, and answers
to multiple choice questions and nine attitude statements
was sent to 2000 individuals; 1000 were members of the CTC,

and 1000 members of the gemneral public. 1020 completed
questionnaires were returned. The aims of the study were
to:

a) test for levels of significance where differences

in attitudes seemed to exist,

b) determine whether the differences were due to mode
of travel, age, sex of respondent or a combination of

variables,

c) identify similarities in attitudes.

A note concerning the sample. Because the response rate
from CTC members was much higher than that of the general
public (74.7 percent as opposed to 25.3 percent), a large
CTC bias arose. In turn, this affected the balance of
responses since CTC members are predominately male and more
likely to use their bicycle for recreation and leisure than
for other reasons. It is also probable that this exerted
some influence on why they chose to drive or cycle. No
attempt was made to balance the sample statistically but
where feasible, particularly i1in their responses to the
attitude statements, the two samples were analysed

separately.

Another factor worthy of mention before a summary of the
results 1s undertaken, is the 1level of self-interest
evident 1in response rates produced when the data are
analysed by mode of +transport or by age group. For
example, drivers were especially positive about measures
which were in their immediate interest, and less
enthusiastic about those which might affect their levels of
access and lead to a decrease in their perceived current

freedoms on the road.
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The main reasons people chose to cycle were 'enjoyment',
'health reasons’', 'independence’ , 'convenience' and
'cheapness'. The fact that cycling is cheap was negatively
related to the age of respondents; the older the respondent
the less 1likely they were +to choose this option.
Respondents under 20 years were more likely than any other

age group to mention the advantage of speed of travel.

The principal reason for not cycling or cycling
infrequently, after having 'no cycle', was 'danger'. One
quarter of the non-CTC sample also claimed that it 'does
not appeal'. Distance and the adverse effects of hills and
wealther were also mentioned by approximately one-quarter of
non—CTC respondents. Nearly one half of the respondents
from the East Midlands who did not cycle‘ or who cycled
infrequently identified 'hills and weather' as a reason.
Bince 1L is nelther one of the wetter nor hillier parts of
the country, 1s this being used as an excuse rather than a

logical reason?

'Danger' and 'driver behaviour' did not appear to be
related, although 1t may Dbe presumed that one of the
reasons for the ‘'danger' was i1indeed the Dbehaviour of
drivers, If not, what else was contributing to the general
feelling of danger? Lack of segregation of traffic, traffic
density, the speed of other vehicles, road layouts, the
respondents' inexperience or unfamillarity with a bicycle
(nolt true of CTC members surely?). Or was 'danger' being
used as a ygeneral excuse for not cycling? This could

benefil from furlther research.

There was no one reason that people drove. Over half the
non-CTC sample chose 'lndependence', closely followed Dby
'convenience' and 'work needs'. For CTC drivers, the
principal reason was the ‘'carrylng capacity of the
vehicle!'. The under-20s and over-70s were more llkely to
mention 'enjoymenl', agaln the under-20s but over-60s who
stressed 'independence'. 'Speed of travel' was i1nversely

related +to age, with over 54 percent of under-20s
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mentloning this compared with 8 percent of respondents over

70 years.

The principal reason given for not driving or driving
infrequently (apart from not having a car), was 'expense'.
Non—CTC members were also likely to choose 'bad driving by
others' and 'dislike driving', whereas CTC members were
more likely to ‘'prefer another form of transport'.

Responses Lo this did not correspond with Lhe response rate

to Lhe option ‘'good public transport', suggesting that
other transport modes may be preferred: <Lthe bicycle or
indeed, walling. Age had an effect upon responses to
'disllke driving' and ' bad driving of others'.

Proportionately more respondenls over 30 years than under

that age chose these twa ltlems.

To summarlise, respondents 1in this sample primarily cycled
for reasons of enjoyment, health, independence, convenience
and because 1L 1s cheap. They drove for reasons of
independence, convenience, work needs, and because a car
has a large carrylng capacity. Respondents did not cycle
because of danger, and did not drive because of the
expense. There would appear to be a fundamental difference
in the reasons respectively chosen by people for not
cycling and for not driving; one based on the individual's

perception of danger, the other on filnance.
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7.3.1 EFFECTS OF TRANSPORT MODE AND CTC MEMBERSHIP

Dividing respondents into the categories of 'driver only',
‘cyclist only' or ‘'driver/cyclist' based on the criterion
of ability to drive and ownership of a bicycle, produced
signlficant x? results to a number of attitude statements
and 1tems questioning +the encouragement or safety of
cycling. The following discussion examines these Lhree
transport modes; the 1mportance of the 'neither' category

wilill be consildered in Lhe next secltion.

Respondents who only drove were significanbtly less willing

Lhan obhe:r road users La accepl Lthat ‘'slower vehicle
speeds', 'a betler public image for cycling', 'better law
enforcement', 'cyclist use of pavemenls' and an 'increased
cost of motoring' would encourage cycle use, Although

differences 1in  oplnion between the groups were not

significant for the itemns 'traffic restralint' and 'better

road surfaces', the 'drivers only' group were agaln less
willing Lhan other respondents to endorse these
suggestions, Respondents who both drove and cycled tended

towards or very close to 'cyclists only' in thelr response.

CTC members were signiflicantly less in favour than non-CTC
respondents of cycle paths as a primary means of
encouraging cycle use, They were more in favour of 'slower
speeds’, a 'better public lnugé for cycling' and ‘'inmproved
law enforcemenlt'. The sauwe 1bLems indlcated a divergence of
opinion belween Lhe CTC and non-CTC sample when safely was
addressed, exceplting 'a better public image' which was not

perceived to be a safely issue'.

The altilude statemenls illustrated Lhe sblrength of
feeling CTC mnembers displayed Lowards the subject under
invesligation. Three-quarters of the sample belonged to
the CTC. Their attitude was not likely to be typlcal of
drivers and c¢yclisls in general, gilven thelr professed

Interest in blcycles and cycling.

As shown in Table 6.9 above, when CTC respondents were

analysed by thelr abllity to drive/ownership of a cycle, 73
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percent were classlifled as ‘driver/cyclists', 24 percent as

'eyclists only'. Therefore, respondents in the ‘'driver
only' and ‘'neither' groups were predominantly mnon-CTC
respondents, When Lthe attitude statements were

crosstabulated by ability Lo drive/ownership of a cycle for
the complete sample, it was primarily differences between
CTC and non—-CTC respondents which ware identified,
resulting in large significant x* results. Ehusis dtle
preferable Lo examine the sample as Lwo distinct groups -

CTC and non-—CTC.

First, members of Lhe CTC. They can only be examlined using
frequency of use as the criterlon for deciding their mode
of transport and significanlt differences in opinion were
{dentifiable to four attitude stalements. Significantly
more vespondents who only cycled compared with those who

only drove dlsagreed with Lhe following statements:

Where a cycle path 1s available, cyclists should have

to use 1t,

A1l cyclists should be trained

whereas significantly more ‘'drivers only' than ‘cyclists

only' disagreed with the stalemenls:

Private cars should be banned from clty cenlres

More englineering measures should be used to slow down

and restrict traffic

suggesting that even the attitudes of CTC members are
associated with the +Lype of transport they use most
frequenlly. The ‘driver/cyclist' group consistently
displayed an attitude between thal of the two exlremes.

Results from the non-CTC sample alone provide a different

plcture. Analysed by both ability to drive/ownership of a
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cycle and f[requency of use, responses to Lhe nine attitude
statenenls are deltalled below.

There were no significant differences by mode of transport
to statemenls refering to a stricter driving test, (to
which approxlimately one—-third of respondents disagreed),
and Dbetter law enforcement (to which the majority agreed),
an 1lssue discussed recently by Quimby and Drake (1989).

Significant x® results were abtained however, for the

remaining statements.

Slguiflicantly more ‘cyclists only' than respondents who

drove disagreed wlth the statements:

Vhere a cycle path 1s available, cyclists should have

to use 1€,
All cyclisls should be trained
Cyclists are one of the biggest hazarcds on the roads
Adult cyclists cause most of the accidents they are 1in
Cyclists do not belong on city streets

Like CTC members, +the attitudes of +the ‘'driver/cyclist'

group to these stalemenlts lay between that of respondents

who ownly drove or only cycled.

Significantly more wnon-CTC 'drivers only' <Lhan 'cyclists'

only' disagreed with the statements:

Private cars should be banned from city centres

More engineering measures should be used to slow down

and restrict traffic
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In response Lo Lhese two statements, 'driver/cyclists' were
more willing than 'cyclists only' to see the banning of
cars from citly centres, but less willling than ‘'drivers
only' to see more engineering measures used to slow down
and restrioct traffic. This is interesting given that the
banning cars ltem 1s a more extreme move compared with the
general use of traffic restraint. It may be that general
environmental controls operated over a wide area have a
greater influence than more specific, localised measures
upon the journeys of drivers and cyclists alike. They
reduce freedom of movement, speed and curtail certailn types
of behaviour. "Banning cars', although more extreme, may
have less impact on driving and cycling behaviour, beling

limiled 1n Lhe area of implementatlion.

Almost one quarter of ‘'driver/cyclists' and ‘cyclists’
only' were ‘'unsure' in thelr response Lo Lhe statement
regarding englneering measures. This suggesls Lhat the
technlques of Lraffic restralnt and their implications for

Lhe general road user are not fully appreciated.

The ‘'unsure' answer was also used to a great extent in

response to other statements, most notably:
adult cyclists cause most of the accidents they are in

Over 40 percent of ‘'driver only' and 'neither’ respondents
answered ‘uunsure' Lo this slatement. This Indicates that
Lhey were oflen unaware of the causes of cycle accidents
and unwilling Lo apportion 'blame' to either cyclists, or
by dmpllcation, motorists. An educalional campalgn almed
al Lhe general public in an attemplt Lo increase awareness
of the problems and difficulties cyclists face daily on the

roads would possibly be of some benefil,

Likewise, 30 percenl of Lthe non-CTC 'cyclist only' sample
answered 'unsure' to the difficult driving test statement.
Ass this portion of the sample did not have a driving
licence they might be excused for their ambiguity regarding
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this sbalement. They would have been unwllling to endorse

a pollcy which might work against theilr immediate interest.

To summarise Lherefore, responses Indicate Lhat drivers
tend towards one attitude, cyclists towards another, whilst
those who both drive and cycle are between the two
extremes, This suggests that Lhe type of transport used is
assoclated with the attitudes of an individual, and that to
be both a cyclist and driver i1s associated with a less
extreme alttitude than that displayed by those who only

drive or who only use a bicycle.

7.8.2 THE NEITHER CATEGORY

One of Lhe most interesting and inadvertant findings to
arise from Lhe research was Lhe number of people in the
sample who neither drove nor cycled or, 1f they owned a
blcycle or had a driving licence, cycled or drove only
infrequenlly. When based on frequency of use, the
‘nelther' category was composed of many respondents who
drove or cycled less than once a week, many of these belng
CTC members. Division of the respondents into transport
mnode uslng this criterion often led to a diminlishing in the
strength of x® results 1llustrated by Iless extreme
responses, When analysed by ability to drive/ownership of
a cycle, Lthe depth of feeling expressed by the 'nelther'
group towards specified measures or the actlions of others
was very slrong. They often rebturned the most unified

response Lo a glven issue.

This was especially true of their responses Lo several of
the attitude statements. They were the group agreeing most
strongly with ‘cyclists do nolt belong on city streets',
‘cyclists should have Lo use a cycle path where one is

avallable', 'private cars should Dbe Dbanned from city

cenltres’', 'adult cyclisls cause most of the accldents they
are nt, 'road traffle law should be enforced more
rigorously', ‘'more englneerlng measures should be used to
slow down and reslrict traffic', 'there should be a more
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difficult driving Lesl' and 'all cyclists should be

trained’'.

Analysis of the non-CTC sample by frequency of use produced
signiflcant x* results to four of the statements; those
refering to cyclists being a hazard, not belonging on city
streets, that the use of cycle paths should be compulsory
and +that all cyclists should be trained. The ‘'mneither’
group was that most likely Lo agree with each of these
statements which specifically concerned cyclists and their

behaviour.

CTC members gave different responses however. The
‘'neither' group was that most likely to agree with the
increased use of englneering measures and the banning of
cars from cilty centres. Probably infrequent cyclists as
well as pedestrians, Lhey were less willing to endorse
measures which were specifically against the interests of

cyclists,

Respondents usling neither a private car nor a bicycle are
likely to be pedestrians for much of their +time and
probably also public <Lransport users. As pedestrians,
Lherefore, and very vulnerable in the road system, they are
likely to desire the removal of any perceived hazards from
their immedliate locality. Hence; banning cars from city
centres, confining cyclists to designated cycle paths,
slowlng down traffic and having stricter traffic law
enforcement are all attractive ideas. Any measures which
may be deemed to improve other users' behaviour were also
enthusiastically greeted. The size of response ta the
Lraining of cyclists I1llustrates this, and to a Ilesser
extent, their support for a more difficult driving test.
Additlonally, this group were strongly in favour of slower
vehicle speeds and ilmproved law enforcement as a means of

encouraging cycling.

The relationship between pedestrians and cyclists could be
illuminated by further examination. Many of those measures

which c¢ould encourage cycling and improve the subjective
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gsafety of cyclists are also of direct benefit to

pedestrians, It would appear from the results that this
is recognized by many 1in the 'neither' category. Despite
this  however, many pedestrians 1n Lthis sample were
antavonlstic Lowards cyclists, They oabviously felt

threatened by cycliets and would like Lo see them
segregated from pedestrian areas, insofar as they returned
the lowest proportion of 'encourage' responses Lo the
suggestion that if cyclists could use pavements and other
pedestrian facilities, cycling would be encouraged.
Additionally, with reference to analysis by frequency of
use, many respondents classified as 'neither' would be
occasional drivers; possibly lacking i1in self-confidence
they would dislike any feature which could be perceived as

hazardous, such as bicycles.

Glven Lhis strenglh of feeling, tLtwo approaches appear
useful, One is for cyclists' organisalions to harness
pedestrian support for traffic restraint and similar

measures, o Lthal a united front can be proffered Ltowards

local authorities and central government, in aoarder ©to
obtain thelr implemenlatlon. Unfortunately, pedestrians do
not speak as one volce, Despllte a possible membership of

many milllons of people in Britain, +Lhe Pedestrians'’

Assoclalblon, whose objecllves are:

To promote the safety of the walking public, to
promote their rights and to make the roads safer for
all users (1984)

is little known outside of imnediate transport circles. It
le 1indeed possible thalt few people aclually regard
Lhemselves as pedeslbirlians; Lhe word 'pedestrlan' does not
exclle Lhe fmaginalion in that it nol only means 'golng on
foaok, walking', bLul 'dull, prosaic’'. ILt is probably more
feasible for cyclisls Lo campalgn directly wilh residenls
organisations etc., an the local level, Lo pul pressure on
local goverument Lo change road layouts awnd to improve

facilltles,
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Before such co-operation becomes widespread  however,
education of cyclisls and pedesltrians allke i1is necessary,
since Lhe resulls suggesl a degree of mistrust on the part
of pedestrians Lowards cyclislks, as  Thompson {1886,
Har land (19865 and the Jeffries Report (19855 all
subslanllale, Cyclisls need to be more aware of Lhe needs
and fears of pedestrlans, partbticularly Lhe most vulnerable;
Lhe elderly, Lhose wilth physical disabililies and the very
young. Pedeslrians are worried Dby Lthe quietness of
cyclists, Lhelr unpredictability, failure Lo indicate and
speed af travel. Cyclists also dislike the
unpredictibllity of pedestrians. The awareness of both
groups of road wusers ‘lowards one anolher requires
improvemenl plus understanding of Lthe difficulties each

face. Then grealber co-operation could ensue.

T B 3 AGE GROUF

The age of an individual had a considerable effect upon
Ltheir responses Lo certaln [lems. The youngesl and oldest
age groups in  Lthe sample often produced exlbremes in
allitude. Thus, respondenlts under 20 years of age were
more likely than other age groups Lo choose 'speed' as an
opLion when answering Lhe queslions 'Why do you cycle/why
do you drive'? With regard Lo driving +1hey were mare
likely than olher groups Lo c¢lte ‘'enjoyment ' and
‘independence’ . They were less likely to menltion 'danger'
and 'dciver behaviour' as reasons for not cycling, and had
the lowest proportion of responses to 'dislike driving',
'bad driving of others', 'expense' and 'prefer other
transport'. They were more likely than any other age group
to use 'hills and wealher' and 'cycling does not appeal' as

reasons for not cycling.

Respondents over 70 years of age were more likely +than

other groups Lo mention 'independence' and 'convenlence' as

reasons  for cycling, and produced Gthe second highest
proportion of responses (afler Lhe under-20s? for

'enjoymenl' and 'independence' as reasons for drilving. The
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over—-60s were less likely than all other age groups Lo
mention 'speed' as a reason for cycling or driving. 1t was
the mld-age range which was most likely to clte 'danger' as
a reason for not cycling; while citing 'prefer other
transport', ‘expense', 'dislike driving' and 'bad behaviour

by olhers' as reasons for not driving.

Respondents under 30 years ol age were less willing that
older respondents Lo endorse slower speaed limlts or
lmproved law enforcement as the principal means for
encouraging ocycling, although these differences were not
apparent in relation to cyclists' safety. This contrasts
witlh respondents over 60 years of age who returned the
highest proportion of responses i1n favour of slower speed
limits and improved law enforcement as means of encouraging
cycling. Thelr response rate to 'slower speeds' as a
primary means of dlmproving cyclists' safety was also
proporticnately greater tbhan that of @ll other age groups.
Yet these older respondents produced the lowest number in

favour of cycle paths.

Significant x2 results were obtalpned for a number of the
attitude statements when responses were crosstabulated by
age group. The following all produced a significant
positive relationship with age (x= significant at 0.01%).
In other words, the older the respondent the more likely
they were to agree with the statements: 'private cars
should be banned from city centres', 'police should enforce
road traffic law far more rigorously', 'more engineering
measures should be used to slow down and restrict traffic'

and 'there should be a more difficult driving tast'.

It was noted earlier during the Camden Study how it was

believed that age was having a pronounced influence upon

the atlitudes of respondents. Because of the small and
unrepresentallive sample however, it was nol feasible for
the degree of this association Lo be tested. The main
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survey has 1llustrated where significant differences occur
within +this sample. It would appear +that younger
respondents were more Ilnterested in the speed which cycling
and driving afforded them, aund less perturbed than older
respondents by danger or +the bad driving behaviour of
olhers, They were signiflicantly less willling to see the
implementation of suggeslted mneasures which would affect
Lhelir freedom of movement Cthrough physlical restrictions on
Lthelr ease of moblility, or an lncreased police presence

wlth regard to Lrafflc law enforcement,.

Given Lhe younger respondents' interest in 'speed' and
‘independence' as reasons for oycling and driving, the
above neasures would all curtall the accepﬁed freedoms of
the dindividual, and thus prove less acceptable. A large
number of cyclists may perceive an 1mprovement in their
feelings of subjJective safely by the implementation of
Lhese policles, but dangef was not an Ilmportant issue to
ilhe younger age group. This was regardless of whether
Lthey were drivers or cyclists, a phenomena which has been
documented elsewhere (Quenaullt 1968, Quenaull and Parker
1973) . These groups were more interested iIin freedom of

mobllity.

It 1s probable that self-interest largely governed the
attitude of younger respondents towards a stricter driving
test since they were the least likely Lo have obtained a
driving licence, It was intimated that many of those who
did nol have a llcence were already taking driving lessons
or planning to take them. Likewlse a report by Gallup
(1887 quesltioning <chlldren on road safelty and thelr
parents' driving found +that a large majority of those
questioned itnlended learning to drive. A stricter driving
Lest would be agalnst thelr immedlate self-interest ile.,
Lthe ease with which they could obtain a licence. That
better drivers could be produced as a resull of Lhe

Introduction of a tougher test was not Lhelr concern.
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Conversely, <Lhe oldeslt respondents fell equally strongly
aboul tLhe measures delalled above, bLul in an opposing
direction. They were more likely t©to favour traffic
reslralnt, slower vehlcle speeds, a stricter driving test
and law enforcement, Noting comments made earlier
concerning the 'nelther' category of road users, il appears
that Lhe 'nelther' and over 60 age group gave very similar
responses. From Table 6.12, it can be seen tLthat
proportionaltely more respondents in Lthe over-60 age group
canmpared wlibth younger respondents were classified as users
of mnelther Lhe bicycle nor a motor vehicle, This was
regardless of whether analysls was conducted by frequency
0f use or abllily to drive/ownershlip of a bicycle. As
slated earlier, predominalbely pedesltrlians, Lthey would have

the most Lo galn fromw the aforementioned measures.
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7.4 SPECIFIC ISSUES

T.4.:1 CYCLE PATHS

The importance of cycle paths as a means of encouraging
cycle use cannot be overstated. Of the options available
in the series of questions referring to ways of encouraging
cycle use and making cycling safer, they were perceived to
be the single most important item; whether crosstabulated
with mode of transport, CTC membership or age group. The
degree of support registered some variation; respondents
who only drove were more enthusiastic than other road users

about their overall effect.

Responses to the attitude statement, 'Where a cycle path is
available cyclists should have to use it', returned
significant x* results when crosstabulated by mode of
transport with the entire sample or non-CTC sample alone,
based on ability to drive/ownership of a cycle and
frequency of use. ‘Drivers only' and the 'neither'
category were significantly more likely to agree with the
statement than the two groups containing cyclists. In the
non-CTC sample, 'cyclists only' displayed the highest
levels of disagreement with the statement. Analysing the
CTC sample by frequency of use also returned significant
results. Respondents who only drove were significantly
more likely than the other groups to agree with the
statement. 'Driver/cyclists', 'cyclists only' and the
'neither' group all responded in a similar manner, evenly

divided betweeen agreeing and disagreeing.

This response is not suprising. Cycle paths are an obvious
way of removing bicycles from mainstrean trafflc. For
drivers, they are a very popular method of taking cyclists
away from main roads; either by directing them onto
specially created routes which travel through quieter back
streets, for example, the Redways of Milton Keynes, oOr by
ensuring that cyclists are using paths built alongside or

incorporated within existing roads.
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Drivers fell strongly that where cycle paths were available
thelir use should be compulsory. There are a number of
possible reasons for this attitude. If cyclists were
effectively banned from certalin roads because of cycle
paths in the vicinity, drivers would know that they had one
less 'hazard' to contend with, thus making the driving task
easler, There was a strong feeling 1in the discussion
groups that 1f cyclists wanted more facilitlies they should
pay for them, possibly through some form of road tax.
WVhere facililities were already provlded, like those in the
area where the discussion groups were held, respondents who
did not cycle could not comprehend why cyclists should
choose not to use them. This has led to a degree of
antagonism between the two vehicle groups as articles by
Francilis, Ward and in Bicycle Action <(all published 1989)
specified.

Although recognised as a primary means of encouraging
cycling and improving cyclists' safety, compulsory use of
cycle paths was less popular with respondents who only
cycled, those who both drove and cycled responded midway
between the two extrenes. Unlike drivers, cyclists have
experience of using cycle paths. Balsinger's paper (1988)
at the 1987 Velo City Conference addressed thils very issue,
as did McClintock's article (1987> on c¢cycle scheme
provision. Some paths are well designed and offer direct
routes to and from well travelled centres. Others are less
useful. They may be badly designed, particularly at
Junctlons or roundabouts where cyclists can be placed in a
disadvantageous position. They may be badly maintained,
suffering from uneven surfaces and I1rregular cleaning,
whilst women are particularly perturbed by poor lighting.
The route may +travel +through unpleasant areas which
increase the subjective feeling of danger, since cyclists
are far more vulnerable than drivers to personal attack and
harrassment. Using cycle paths often leads to a slower
overall Jjourney tine. Despite the danger from fast and
heavily trafficked main roads, these may still provide the
most rapid journey, a factor of great importance especially

to the commuting cyclist. Improving journey time is often
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used 1n arguments concerning vehicle traffic and changes to
the road layout. The same criteria are not always employed

when planning for cyclists.

This attitude towards cycle paths has a corollary in
responses to cyclists' belng a hazard and not belonging on
clity streets. Almost one half of the non-CTC sample of
drivers analysed by ability to drive agreed with the first
statement, whereas it was the 'neilither' category which was
most likely to agree with the second. There are two sides
to the perception of cyclists as a hazard, One 1s to
suggest that 1f motorists are at least aware of their
presence and regard them as a hazard, they are likely to
act more carefully in their vicilnity. But to regard
something as a hazard may also imply a wish for the removal
of that object. The strength of drivers' feelings towards
cycle paths was documented above, and how it could lead to
antagonism. It 1s suggested that an increased risk of this
exists should cyclists also be regarded as a hazard,
especlially when in conjunction with the bellef that they do
not belong on city streets. In the congested and polluted
atmosphere of today's traffic, conflict 1s +thus a real

possiblility.

7.4.2 TRAINING AND IMAGE

Overall, a large measure of support for compulsory cycle
tralining was articulated. Significant differences in
response levels were apparent dependent upon mode of
transport, with cyclists at one extreme and the 'neither'
group closely followed by 'drivers only' at the other. At
present, compulsory training is impossible as it
necessitates some form of registration or licencing for
cyclists, which does not exist in this country. Training
for children is widespread throughout schools in
conjunction with RoSPA, although +the benefits gained by
children taking a cycling test are questionable (see for
example Bennett 1979, Wells 1979, Preston 1980 and Kuiken
19845, Should a training programme be developed that is

applicable to adults, such as Forester's 'Effective
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Cycling', or even the schemes organised by local cycling
canmpailgns whereby an experlenced cyclist accompanies a
novice cyclist on thelr usual route, results from this
survey suggest that the population would be keen to see 1its

implementation - driver and cyclist alike.

Combined with a general education programme, training
might also assist in dispelling the uncertainty which
exlsts regarding accidents in which cyclists are involved.
Again, 1f believed to be responsible for the majority of
cycling accidents, +this provides the raison d'etre for
seeing them as a hazard and i1deally removed from city
streets. Cyclists themselves would be 1n a stronger
position 1f they could argue for their rights, recognised

as responsible and legitimate transport users.

Training would strengthen their position. But so too would
the general knowledge that the majority of adult cyclists
(in this sample at least) could also drive and had
therefore, undertaken +the lessons and test necessary to
obtain a driving licence. This includes absorption of at
least some details of the Highway Code. It 1s probable
that when a driver encounters a cyclist they merely see
them as that, and attribute to +them a +total lack of
understanding concerning traffic procedure and the Highway
Code. If drivers were made more aware of this fact,
perhaps they would be more inclined to treat cyclists as
legitimate road users wlth an understanding of traffic

situations.

A measure of this attitude could be identified in responses
to the statement regarding cyclists' accidents, when a
large percentage of ‘'unsure' answers were recorded.
Although only a small minority agreed, drivers appeared
largely dgnorant of +the d1mmediate causes of cycle
accidents, which were documented earlier in the Literature
Review. Cyclists also recorded high levels of uncertainty.
If cyclists are regarded as untrained and barely tolerated,
it ie not suprising that uncertainty exists as to whether

or not they are responsible for the majority of accidents
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in which they are i1nvolved. A lack of self confildence

could explain the cyclists' uncertainty.

One reason for the antipathy towards cyclists could be the

poor public image which cycling enjoys. As one respondent
wrote in caplital letters across the questionnaire, 'I do
not wish to see cycling encouraged'. It is still not

accepted as a serious form of transport, but as a fringe
activity, undertaken primarily by students and young people
becasue 1t 1s cheap. In a soclety which has increasingly
idolized materialism and status, the bilcycle i1s not a

powerful symbol.

CTC members were more enthusiastic than non-CTC members
about an improved public ilmage encouraging cycle use. As
cyclists, they accepted that the current i1image could be
improved, and that this could lead to more people being
encouraged Lo use a bicycle. Those they would wish to woo
onto cycles, the current ‘'driver omnly' group, were less
sure; the action 1s necessary before they realize that it
has affected them as i1ndividuals. It would be of interest

to determine the sort of image that 1s required.

Lately, the trend has been <Llowards style - having the
'right' bicycle, the ‘'right' clothing and accessories to go
with 1€, This might attract some younger people to cycle
who would previously never have dreamt of purchasing a
bicycle. Alternatively, 1t may marginalize cycling even
further as 1t becomes increasingly viewed as the
prerogative of the young, and diminishes that great asset,
inexpense. It is ordinary people who currently undertake
short trips by car who need to be persuaded that the
bicycle can prove a very cheap, efficient and enjoyable

alternatlive.

Why do people not cycle? In many instances, cycling has
probably never occurred to them. Unlike driving, it is not
regarded as proper transport. It may not appeal to them,
Thus, tinkering with cycle design, giving them more 'street

crediblility' may attract some younger users. Basic facts
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concerning the cost of operating a bicycle, the average
distances an individual may expect to cover, journey time
and the vagaries of the Britlsh weather could all do much
to illustrate both the financial and time savings gained
through cycling. Also, +the wvery limited number of
occasions when cycling through rain, snow or gale force
winds are necessary. As recorded in Pro-Bike (FoE 1687),
over 75 percent of journeys are of less than five miles and
easily attainable on a bilcycle by most people, whilst on
average i1t only rains between the hours of 8am and O9am

twelve days 1in the year.

Additionally, change the view of cyclists from cranks,
poverty stricken students and health freaks into that of
positive thinking men and women who recognise an ideal form
of transport - cheap, easily maintained, efficient and non-
polluting, in other words, environment friendly, and one
may start to attract the very people who were relatively
uninmpressed by the argument that an improved public image
would enhance cycling's fortunes. It 1is worth noting that
over one quarter of drivers 1in the non-CTC sample rank
ordered 'the increased cost of motoring' either first,
second or third as a means of encouraging cycle use.
Likewlse, 'expense' was the option chosen most frequently
to explain why a respondenlt did not drive. A sharp
increase in motoring costs could indeed lead to a decrease
in inessential driving and an increase i1in bicycle use,
although the governmental action necessary to precipitate

such change does not appear likely in the immediate future.

7.4.3 TRAFFIC RESTRAINT

Now that 'green issues' have been discovered with a
vengence by the media, (and to a very limited extent, the
present Government), 1t is an opportune time to press for
more cycle use, improved facilities, restrictions on
motorised vehicle use, perhaps even incentives for
increased cycle use. Barely a day passes wlthout sone
discussion on television, radio, or in print, concerning

the abysmal congestion on the roads, the appalling cost of
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accidents, and the catastrophic effects that pollution is
having on the earth, a large proportion of which is
contributed by vehicle emissions. Cycling would appear the

ldeal alternative.

Yet desplte current enthusiasm over all things green, there
is no sign that people are using thelr cars less, or are
prepared to do so. Thus, what are the attitudes of road
users towards measures which restrict their ease of

mobility or lead to greater law enforcement?

There were no significant differences in the attitudes of
different vehicle wuser groups ‘towards 'better road
surfaces' and 'traffic restraint' as a means of encouraging
cycle use or making cycling safer. However, when asked
whether 'more engineering measures should be used to slow
down and restict traffic', significant x* results at the
0.02 percent and 0.1 percent levels were obtained by
crosstabulating the non-CTC sample with their abllity to
drive/ownership of a cycle, and the CTC sample with the
frequency with which they drove or cycled. Proportionately
more respondents in the 'neither' categories were very keen
to agree with this statement, whilst proportionately more
'driver only' (and ‘driver/cyclists' in the non-CTC sample)
dlisagreed.

Similarly, fewer respondents who only drove were prepared
to endorse the banning of cars from city centres, Thus,
despite their acceptance that traffic restraint could
encourage greater cycle use albeit to a limited extent,

they were not enthusiastic about its lmplementation.

Significant x* results were obtained in response to the
'slower vehicle speeds' and 'better law enforcement' items
in +the encourage section of the questionnaire. Agailn,
proportionately fewer 'drivers only' than other road users
were prepared to concede that +these two neasures would
encourage cycling. As non-cyclists, +they would not
appreciate the speclal dangers faced by vulnerable users in

the presence of fast moving vehicle traffic, mnor the
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frustration cyclists feel when constantly placed in danger

by careless driving and (petty) breaches of traffic law.

However, when questioned in the attitude statements whether
'the police should enforce road +traffic law far more
rigorously', no significant disagreements were apparent in
the CTC and non-CTC samples when analysed individually.
When examined as one group by ability to drive/ownership of
a cycle, the difference which emerged was the result of CTC
membership. A large x* result was obtained when
crosstabulated with age group though; +the older the
respondent the more 1likely +Llhey were to agree with the

statement.

It would appear that a large number of drivers are willing
to endorse the compulsory use of cycle paths but are less
keen on measures which slow down and restrict motor vehicle
traffic. One removes a perceived 'hazard' from their
immediate vicinity whilst the other restricts their
personal freedom of mobility. This acceptance of
restrictions on other road users mobility, as long as it
does not 1infringe their own freedoms, is also recognised in

the DTp's study 'Road Safety: The Next Steps (1987).

7.4.4 ATTITUDES AND SAFETY

What of the assoclation between the attitudes expressed in
the discussion above and the safety of cyclists? The
negative way in which some drivers not only view cyclists
but the measures designed to lmprove cylist safety are of
concern to anyone involved in the road safety field. They
present a frightening disregard for the problems faced by

vulnerable users and ways in which these may be alleviated.

Any measures implemented 1in an attempt to improve the
safety of cyclists are liable to face tough opposition from
other road users who do not recognise the benefits gained
Lhrough traffic control or do not wish thelr own freedom of
mobility to be curtailed. The greatest opportunity for

success therefore, 1s either +through close co-operation
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with user groups in an attempt to change attitudes towards
an acceptance of cyclists and traffic restraint, or to
build 1in measures which are virtually d1mpossible to

disobey.

The attitudes dilsplayed by +the young also present a
disturbing pilcture. It is known that young drivers and
cyclists, especlally males, are over—-involved in accidents.
They were <Lhe age group most Ilikely +to disagree with
training for cyclists, stricter +training for drivers and
increased law enforcement. Likewise, they were the least
concerned by danger or driver behaviour. It seems likely
that +thelr attitudes towards speed and risk-taking are
reinforced +to some extent by a subjective norm which
appears to condone excessive speed and which rarely
penalises the dangerous behaviours viewed daily on the

roads.

Lastly, in recent years, there have been newspaper accounts
of how drivers' tempers have exploded on highways 1in the
United Stales leading to actual physical harm being caused
to another driver, somelimes even death. Now, there is
evidence +that +this +type of behaviour 1s spreading to
Britain, as the Bilcycle Action report (1989) cited earlier
testifies. By no means is 1t being suggested that the
majority of drivers are about to start physically abusing
cyclists; but with ever increasing traffic on the roads,
resulting in longer Jjourney times and greater levels of
frustration, violence is always a possibility. The
vulnerable and unpopular cyclist becomes an easy target in

a car based societly.
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7.5 RECOMMENDATIONS

A number of recommendations will be made arising from this
research. When the study was first undertaken, a concept
much in vogue al Lhe time was to view cycling in relation
to the four Es of Education, Engineering, Enforcement and
Encouragement. Although olbher abbreviations have been
implemented in recent years; for example, F for Finance, I
for Initiative, the four Es remain a useful method for
categorising issues in association with cycling. They will
be wutilized here as a framework for the suggested
recommendations which address the safely of cyclists and

road user atltitudes.
TS 3 EDUCATION

- A priority is to educate the public regarding the rights
of cyclists as legitimate and serious road users. Groups
to be targeted include all vehicle drivers, but
particularly those aged under 30 years of age and novice
drivers. For too long, motorists have been led to belleve
that 'the streets are made only for cars' (Sandels 1879),
and this attitude has to change. All road users must
appreciate that cyclists have a right to be on the roads,
This includes pedestrians who displayed intolerant

attitudes towards cyclists in Lhis survey.

Education can play a role here, but it must start early in
childhood. Children should not be brought up to belileve
that the private car is the most desirable way of travel
and the status surrounding car ownershlp needs to Dbe
dissipated. The standard mode of transport for children is
the bilcycle. Somewhere, a fundamental shift 1in perception
towards it occurs, so that the bicycle suffers a loss i1n
attraction (note +the comments of respondents in the
Discussion Groups — Chapter 3 above). There 1s a need to
reach beyond the image of the car as the dominant Ltransport
mode. There now exists a greater opportunity than before

for this to occur as children become increasingly aware of
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environmental I1lssues. With education, the bicycle could

become a more favourable long-term proposition.

- A programme which alms to educate the general public into
Lthe speclfic dangers faced by cyclists 1s required, and to
increase motorists' awareness of cyclisls, possibly through
publicity campaigns, (see Martin 1988 and his plans for a
driver awareness campaign, likewise FoE 1986G). Numbers of
accidents occurring and Dbehaviours which affect the
subjective safety of cyclists should be expressed 1in order
to lncrease awareness of the problems. Imnediate causes of
cycle accldents should be explained, and typical cycle
accidenls highlighted. It must be emphasised that 1t i1s
not just the cyclist who is at fault through inappropriate
behaviour, but inattentive or careless drivers failing to

notice or to gilve way to a cyclist.

- Although it may not have a pronounced effect upon driving
ability, a stricter driving tesl should be introduced, to
instil in the novice driver the notion that their licence
1s mnot a right but a priviledge, aund omne that can be
removed. Responses from the sample suggest there would be

much support for such a neasure.

- Introduce the practice of taking al least one driving
lesson on a bicycle, perhaps another as a pedestrian.
Driving lessons and the resulting test should not be
content to teach control of the car and crammed knowledge
of the Highway Code. Although most people are pedestrians
at least some of the time, an appreciation of the peculiar
difficulties faced by vulnerable users can only be achieved
when the awareness of the individual has been raised to
recognise problems and inequaliities, and not merely +to

accept thelr presence as inevitable.

~ Ensure that as many children as possible undergo sonme
form of cycling lessons and lest, such as the relaunched
Cycleway scheme (RoSPA). Even though cycling abllity may
not be improved to any great extent, the formal training;

knowledge of highway laws and regulations, plus an
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understanding of the problems faced by cyclists should
provide a coherent framework on which to build more

responsible road users.

- Desplte the majority of adult cyclists (in this sample at
least) also having a driving licence, thus some knowledge
of the Highway Code, driving condltlions ete., , an
educational programme directed specifically at young adults
could be developed. Problems exist in the 1lmplementation
and organisation of such a programne, but 1f these
drawbacks can be surmounted it would prove an valuable
exercise. It could be developed as Lhe natural successor
to the Cycleway Scheme, and as a precursor Lo driving

lessons and the subsequent driving test.

- Attempt +to heal the divislons which currently exist
between cyclists and pedestrians through education. It is
important that cyclists know and understand how fearful
pedestrians are of shared use, from where those fears have
arlsen, and the specific problems pedestrians face;

especially the elderly, handicapped and very young.

Moo & ENFORCMENT

- Direct more resources towards policing the roads. This
would be a largely popular move, except amongst younger
road users whose attitudes were fairly negalive towards law
enforcemant. Concentrate particularly on speed, and
careless (petty) offences which can Dbe S0 threatenlng:
fallure to 1indicate, crossing traffic 1lights on red,

general bad driving practices.

- It ls not necessarily the imposition of stricter fines
that is required, indeed, 1t i1s doubtful how useful Lthese
would be. Instead, a fuller use of retralning, retesting,
compulsory study for the advanced drivers test aithaugh, as
witlh other educational measures, Lhe direct beneflits would
be difficult +to quantify (Holnville et al 1972, Brown

1987). For younger or novice drivers, a restriction on the
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maximum speed at which they are permitted fto drive would be

highly beneflcial.

- With more emphaslse placed on policing Lhe roads, a shift
in the perception of the driving public towards the
serlousness of traffic offences could occur, so that
actions which are currently widely practiced and accepted
become less acceplable. Note, for example, changing
attitudes towards drink/driving and <in another sphere),

Lhe desirabllity and effects of smoking.

A TG ENGINEERING

- A valuable reassessment of measures currently lmplemented
for cyclists has recently been undertaken (Harrlson et al
1989>. The following quote from 'Next Steps' (1987) should
also be applled Lo cyclists:

Pedestrians should be recognised as co-equal road
users and taken into account at the earliest stages of
road building and improvement and trarffic management

schemes,

Cycle provision should not be seen as something which is
amalgamated with major road schemes to pacify a few
activists - it requires careful and considerate planniog

throughout all slages of development.

- There exists a consensus between all road users about the
desirability of cycle paths, but not thelr compulsory use.
Cyclists have experienced some of the less satisfactory
examples and do not wish to be legally confined to them.
To encourage maximum cyclist use of cycle patbs, which is
of beunefit to drivers and cyclists alike, particular care
is necessary in +thelr design, roule, construction and
mainltenance. This involves llaison with local cyclists to
ensure that what is being implemented 1s what cyclists'

require, mnot what englneers and planners belleve is

required.
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.4 ENCOURAGEMENT

=1
a

- Central and local government must lmplement positive
policies to encourage cycling; including provislion of more
and Dbetter cycle paths, stricter law enforcement and
greater use of trafflc restraint.

- With the increasing environmental costs of unbridled
motor traffic, +the true cost of motoring needs to Dbe
recoguised and placed Lirmly on Lhe shoulders of wvehlcle
users. An increase in the cost of motoring could result in
cycling becoming a more attractive proposition for many
prospective users.

- It is necessary Lo sell cycling to the public as the
great alternative: very cheap, Lhighly efficient,
convenient, healthy, relatively fast 1n urban areas and
ideal for short trips. It should be emphasised that the
weather le not as appallling as most people in Britain
believe, and that on a bicycle with a good gearing system

even hills are relatively minor in much of the country.

CENTRAL AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

-Q
5|
Q

- Central government has a vital role to play 1n providing
the resources and political will necessary Lo enable such
changes Lo come about. To fully develop any of the
educational programmes suggested above, or to d1mprove
traffic law enforcment, or to provide increased provision
for cyclists, requires positive encouragement and financing

from central government.

- It is 1local authorities who are responsible for the
majority of cycling provision. It is essential that
cycling be regarded as an equal and legitimate form of

transport, planned for and considered at all levels.
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- Liaison with local residents and user groups is vital
when any type of traffic restraint programme 1ls envisaged.
Such programmes will have a far greater chance of success
if the support of local residents, cyclists' groups and
others can be enlisted before implementation by

consultation throughout the planning procedure.

- Where possibilities for traffic restraint exist and are
desirable, cycling groups should attempt to build rapport
with local residents and simllar organisations to enlist
thelir support. By entering into a dialogue with other road
users, not only may misunderstandings and apprehensions be
lessened, but shared difficulties and possible areas for

co-operation be delermined.
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8 CONCLUSION

The Literature Review concluded with the suggestion that
drivers probably possessed different attitudes towards the
rights and position of cyclists in the traffic mnetwork
compared with cyclists tLhenselves, and that 1t was the
identification of these attitudes and their relation to the
safety of cyclists which constituted the aim of the

research.

Safely, however, is not something that can be easily
measured. It is the subjective safety which is principally
of dimportance to cyclists (and no doubt to other road
users) . Items which dmprove +the subjective safety of
cyclists include cycle paths and traffic restraint - those
increasing their feeling of danger include speedlng traffic
and Lhe lack of police enforciling road trafflc law. It was
suggesled that the attitudes of the public towards such
measures would have an assoclation with their levels of

compliance when a given measure was introduced,and the

subsequent safety of cyclists.

Before assessing the attitudes of the sauple towards
various issues, the reasons why people chose to cycle or
drive were required. It emerged that the reasons people
state for not driving or not cycling were fundamentally
different - +the former becasue of expense, the latter
through fear of danger. Learning to drive was recognised
as a loglcal exercise undertaken on reaching <Ulhe pre=

requiste age, cycling, or continuing to cycle was not.

Respondents who drove bubt who did not cycle were
statistically more likely than respondents who cycled, Lo
view cyclisls as a hazard that should not be on city
slreels, Lhal were responsible for accldents in which Lhey
were Involved, that all cyclists should be erined and Ltheir
use of cycle paths should be compulsory. They were less

likely to agree with the banning of private cars from city
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centres, or the increased use of engineering neasaures to

lower vehicle speeds and to restrict traffic,

Respondents who nelther drove nor cycled were particularly
supportive of any measures which might restrict traffic on
the one hand, and confine cyclists to cycle paths on the
other. They were intolerant of drivers and cyclists alike.
Compared with older respondents, those under thirty years
of age consistently displayed a more negative attitude
towards traffic restraint, city centre car bans, law

enforcement and a more difficult driving test.

An intrinsic feature of the research findings therefore,
was the level of self-interest displayed by respondents.
Thus, drivers desired cyclists to be removed from the roads
onto cycle paths but did not wish restrictions of thelr own
freedom of mobility; cyclists were opposed to compulsory
cycle path use but desired more use of traffic restraint
and restrictions on Lraffic use; respondents who both drove
and cycled were consistently belween the btwo extremes iun
attitude, and those who used neither form of Lransport were
enthusiastic aboul any measures which would remove both
motor vehicles and cycles from thelr vicinlty, or ensure

thalt users were Lralned,

Cyclists were less enthusiastic about cycle training;
respondents under thiry years of age less keen to see a
striclter driving test, increased traffic law enforcment or
increased traffilc restraint. As a group, they were less
concerned than older respondents about danger and poor

driver behaviour.
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8.1 FURTHER RESEARCH
It has been determined that marked differences In attitude
exlist towards cycling and various specified measures.
These are dependenlt not only upon an individuals' mode of
transport but also their age and whether Lthey belong to a
cycling organisatlon. Given +the necessary resources, a
number of possible avenues have been identifled which could

provide a valuable additlon to knowledge 1in this subject

area.

8.1.1 ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOUR

To study specifically how the attitudes of road users
translate into behaviour, or how observed behaviour can be
identified through expressed attitudes. Because the link
between the two is notoriously difficult to assess,

research which attempts to discern a cause and effect link

is fraught with problems. If a road user i1s aware that
they are belng observed, Lhelr behaviour is 1lilkely to

change accordingly - hence the {mnediate speed reduction
and mnore careful practices displayed by drivers when a
police car is 1n Lhe vicinity. Such research usually
involves sophisticated technology to enable the researcher
Lo observe road user behaviour wlithout prior knowledge.
Azjen and Fishbeln's model of reasoned action can thus be
utilized to relate behaviour to individual attitudes and

the subjective norm (Vogel 1984).

Using a video camera Lo recorde behaviour of cyclists in
traffic, followed by a questionnaire administered to the
observed road user, Brookhuis et al (<¢1988) have analysed
cyclists' traffic Dbehaviour in order Lo develop an
educational programme for young cyclists. A similar
project almed not only at cyclists, but drivers also, could
illuminate the relationship between  how peaplé behave in
the +traffic network (particularly unsafe behaviours), and
the attitude of the individual towards driving, cycling,

law enforcement, traffic calming etc.
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8,1.2 DANGER

Danger i1s often cited as one of the principal reasons for
not cycling. In this study however, there appeared to be
only a tenuous connection between 'danger' and 'bad driver
behaviour'. There was recognition that many engineering or
enforcement measures such as reduction in vehicle speeds
and provision of cycle paths could encourage more people to
cycle, bul there remains a suggestion that 'danger' is used
more as an excuse than a concrete understanding of the
situatlon. This research was general in outlook though,
it asked which measures would encourage more people to
cycle, mnot the individual being questionned. Taking a
smaller sample and some in-depth technique, possibly the
repertory grid which provided such a wealth of informatlon
on individuals' perceptions, 1t would be of great interest
to determine the detailed reasons for transport use, and
ways 4in which choice of transport mode can be changed,

specific to the indlvidual.

8,33 PEDESTRIANS

Attitudes displayed Dby pedestrians were particularly
strong. A neglected sector of the public despite being the
largest single grouping of road users, wmore research is
necessary to determine their needs and requirements, and
ways in which the balance of power in the road network can
be shifted Lowards the vulnerable user. Their I1ntolerance

of all vehlicles whether pedal or motor driven was obvious.
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