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Abstract

This paper contests the conventional wisdom that travel 1s a derived demand, at feast as an absolute
Rather, we suggest that under some circumstances, travel 1s desired for its own sake We discuss the
phenomenon of undirected travel — cases m which t1avel is not a byproduct of the activity but itself con-
stitutes the activity The same reasons why people enjoy undirected travel (a sense of speed, motion,
contiol, enjoyiment of beauty) may motivate them to undertake excess tiavel even in the context of man-
datory or mamntenance trips One chatacteristic of undirected travel is that the destination is ancillary to the
travel tather than the converse which 1s usually assumed We argue that the destination may be to some
degiee ancillary more often than 1s realized Measuring a positive afinity for travel 1s complex in self-
ieports of attitudes toward travel, respondents are hikely to confound their utihity for the activities con-
ducted at the destination, and for activities conducted while traveling, with thewr utility for traveling itself
Despite this measuiement challenge, prelinunary empirical results from a study of more than 1900 residents
of the San Francusco Bay Area provide suggestive evidence for a positive utility for travel, and for a desired
travel time budget (TTB) The 1ssues 1a1sed here have clear policy implications the way people will react to
policies intended to 1educe vehicle travel will depend 1n part on the relative weights they assign to the three
components of a utility for travel Imp:oving our forecasts of travel behavior may require viewing travel
hterally as a “good” as well as a “‘bad” (disutihty) © 2001 Elsevier Science Ltd All nghts reserved
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1. Introduction

Since the ongin of transportation as a field of scientific inquiry, the tenet that “travel 15 a
derived demand” has been accepted with lLittle question This view pervades modern transpor-
tation planning approaches For example, m demand models travel 1s assumed to mvolve a
disutility to be endured for the sake of achieving a desired destination, but one that s minimmzed
This disutility 1s modeled as a function primarily of time and cost, and 1s assumed to increase with
each. In project evaluation, the assumed monetary value of travel time savings typically consti-
tutes the largest share of the quantified benefits of a proposed improvement (e.g., Welch and
Withams, 1997). Policies directed at the problem of urban congestion often attempt to reduce
travel by increasing its cost (disutility) or by bringing destinations closer to origins (through
denser and more mixed land use patterns or through information/communications technology
(ICT) substitutes) And current efforts to improve regional transportation models take an
“activity-based” approach whose premuse 1s that to understand travel we need to understand the
demand for the activities that generate the travel

In a previous paper (Salomon and Mokhtarian, 1998), we reviewed some conceptual and
empirical evidence challenging the derived demand paradigm as a behavioral absolute This paper
continues to reassess the assumption that the demand for travel s completely derived from the
demand for spatially separated activities It expands on and extends some of the concepts pre-
sented previously, and discusses some 1important measurement i1ssues that need to be addressed 1f
an mtrinsic desire for travel 1s to be properly identified As in that previous work, our discussion
in this paper refers to personal travel rather than goods movement, but we place no restrictions on
mode, purpose, or distance

The orgamzation of this paper 1s as follows Section 2 discusses the phenomenon of undi-
rected travel, and what 1t can tell us about more destination-oriented travel Section 3 explores
the role of the activity/destination in the demand for travel Section 4 describes the tripartite
nature of an affinity for travel and why 1t presents a measurement challenge, with survey re-
spondents hikely to confound their feelings about travel as an end i 1tself, with the benefits
provided by travel as a means to an end. Section 5 illustrates those measurement difficulties
while presenting some specific results, 1n the context of an ongoing empirical study of the desire
for mobility These results offer partial support for the claim of the existence of a desire to
travel for its own sake, and point to productive directions for improving our ability to identify
and understand that desire. Section 6 discusses non-travel alternatives for potentially achieving
similar levels of utility, together with implications for the theory of a constant travel time
budget (TTB) Section 7 summarizes the key points of the paper and makes some concluding
observations

2. The phenomenon of undirected travel

Clearly, the desire to engage in activities at different locations underlies a great deal of
the demand for travel But sometimes, can travel itself not be the activity that is de-
manded?
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There are a variety of activities consisting of what might be called “undirected travel” Joy-
riding (simply “taking the car out for a spin’) is one such activity, > but there are many others
Examples mclude traveling in an off-road vehicle, recreational boating or flying, taking a recre-
ational vehicle cross-country, recreational walking/jogging/cyching/skating/skateboarding, horse-
back riding, hiking, skung, hang-ghding, scuba diving, spelunking, taking amusement park rides,
and others. These differ widely 1n terms of distance traveled, typical location, mode used, and
impacts on the environment and energy consumption, but they are fundamentally similar in one
respect — that travel is the activity, movement s the object, and a destination, if there 1s one (or
more) in the usual sense of the word, 1s to varying degrees incidental >

Even sports such as auto racing (or horse racing, 10 K or marathon runs, the Tour de France,
or any other form of racing mnvolving 2 human being driving, nding, or providing the motive
power) qualify as undirected travel Although in those cases the destination (finish hine) 1s ar-
guably of crucal mimportance, it i1s an arbitrarily chosen point that is meaningless as a desti-
nation i its own right (in that people would not travel to the finish line independently of the
race) It 1s fraveling to that arbitrarnly selected destination mn the context of the race (whether
faster than others, faster than one’s own record, or sumply at all) that 1s the main point of the
activity

Vigorous physical effort 1s neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for an activity to
constitute undirected travel, although physical cxercise may be one motivation for cngaging n
such an activity. To see that 1t 1s not necessary, note that in the list above, the activities mvolving
operating or riding 1n a vehicle do not require much physical human energy To see that 1t 1s not
sufficient. note that there are essentially stationary alternatives to a number of the above activities
(e g, working out mn a gym). which can mvolve considerable human energy expenditure Move-
ment through space. on the other hand, 1s a necessary but not sufficient conditron for undirected
travel It 1s necessary, of course, because travel by definition involves movement through space It
1s not sufficient because most travel, as has been repeatedly noted, 1s largely ancillary to reaching a
desired destination and engaging n a desned activity Thus, just “gomng for a walk™ 1n the
neighborhood after dinner 1s undirected travel, walking through the grocery store to purchase
food 1s dirccted travel

2 Automobule advertisements still play to this phenomenon, sometimes 1 a nostalgic appeal Consider the recent
campaign for the Cheviolet Impala, appeating, for example, i1 a four-page foldout on the mside front cover of the 7
June 1999 1ssue of Newsweek magazine “Remember how gieat it was just to get 1n your car and drive? We do It didn’t
matter where you were going All you needed was an open road and a full tank of gas The world streaming by your
window, wind in your hait, sun through the trees, tires humming and the radio on Hot summer days. dusty dirt roads
Not a care n the world Whatever happened to that? The pure joy of a long drive, a great ca1, and no particular place to
go Isnt it time somebody brought that back? The New Chevy Impala Let’s go for a drive” A simular theme 1s
portrayed 1n a current television advertisement, with the 1964 Chuck Berry song “No Particular Place to Go” playing m
the background “Radin’ along in my automobile/My baby beside me at the wheel/I stole a kiss at the turn of a mile/My
cuniosity 1unnin’ wild/Crsin’ and playin® the radio/With no particular place to go”

*In this context, it 15 important to distingwish between the general location of an activity and the micro-scale
destination. or lack thereof, of the activity itself Foi example, the geneial location at which scuba diving occurs is
obviously not mcidental the Great Barner Reef 1s preferable to the community swimming pool But the actual activity
of scuba diving may mvolve a more or less random path within a general area, with no particular spot being the target
of the activity Thus, tiavel to the Reef 1s direcled, but the scuba diving activity itself repiesents unduected travel.
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What characterizes undirected travel, then, 1s movement through space for which the desi-
nation rather than the travel is ancillary. Whereas the strict view of travel as a derived demand
would hold that the destination is always 100% primary, we suggest that the set of all travel for
which destiation is primary is a fuzzy one (see, e g, Smithson, 1987; Zimmermann, 1985) Stated
another way, the relative proportions of “primariness” of the travel and the destination constitute
a continuum, as shown in Fig 1 These proportions can vary by person and situation, even for the
same type of activity For example, strolhng through the shopping district of a foreign city may 1n
one case be largely undirected (mainly to absorb the novel ambience), in another case largely
directed (mamly to buy souvenirs), and in yet another case nearly equal parts of both One
message of this paper 1s that the relative degrees to which travel and the destination are ancillary
are often difficult to measure, especially when the traveler/survey respondent herself may not have
consciously articulated the distinction. As will be argued 1n Section 3, our predisposition to view
travel as a dertved demand may cause us to overestimate the degree to which travel is ancillary to
the destination instead of a situation more toward the middle or even the opposite end of the
spectrum

Almost by definition, undirected travel 1s for the most part a leisure activity (except for the
relatively few professional practitioners of each type) This is not however to dismuss its impor-
tance as an indicator of the positive utility of travel in general, for three reasons In the first place.
rather than dimmishing that importance, 1t strengthens 1t to realize that so many people, for so
much of their Iimited discretionary time, choose to spend 1t not just traveling to activities, but on
traveling as an activity. Just how many people, and how much time, 1s difficult to determine from
current data collection mstruments that do not distinguish travel as a (leisure) activity from either
travel to an activity or other leisure activities It would be valuable to make that distinction 1 the
future

Second, contrary to popular complant, leisure time in developed countries does not seem to be
decliming. For the US, Robinson and Godbey (1997) report that the average weekly hours of free
time (which would nclude stationary free-time activities, undirected travel as an activity, and
travel to free-time activities) rose from 35 i 1965 to 40 by 19835, remaining approximately stable
since then In Germany, Chlond and Zumkeller (1997) note that increases in paid vacation time
and decreases m weekly work hours have resulted in greater leisure time. Further, total travel 1s
growing and travel for leisure purposes appears to be a growimng share of total travel Anable
(1999), Lanzendorf (1999) and Tillberg (1999) indicate that leisure activities currently account for

Recreational Driving Med:ical
Walking Cross-Country Appointment

< Undirected Travel Utilitarian Travel >
Travel Completely Primary Destination Completely Primary
Destination Completely Ancillary Travel Completely Anciliary

Fig ! Relative degrees to which destination and travel are primary
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half of total distance traveled m the UK, Germany, and Sweden, respectively Robinson and
Godbey find that only 3 h a week are spent on all free-time travel, out of 10 h a wecek total travel
time, but as indicated above, much undirected travel is likely to be classified as an activity rather
than as travel Even so, the amount of time spent on undirected travel 1s doubtless small now, and
apt to rcmain a small proportion of the total However, 1t 1s also hikely to increase 1n the aggregate
over time, as rising mcomes continue to result 1n rising amounts of letsure time and leisure travel
(Schafer and Victor, 1997, Tanner, 1981).

Third, the fundamental nature of undirected travel may hold to some degree for more directed
travel The examples of undirected travel given above serve to illustrate some of the aspects in-
trinsic to travel that contribute to its positive utility the sensation of speed, the exposure to the
environment and movement through that environment, the ability to control movement in a
demanding and skillful way, the enjoyment of scenic beauty or other attractions of a route, not
just a destination (Hupkes, 1982) It 1s likely that those same positive aspects of travel apply, to
some extent, to ancillary or directed travel as well Many authors (Berger, 1992, Flink, 1975,
Marsh and Collett, 1986; Sachs, 1992, Wachs and Crawford, 1992) have commented on the sense
of mdependence, control, expression of status or identity, and mastery of a skill afforded by
driving a personal automobile Individuals who place a high value on those attributes may, for
example, choose to drive to work m a congested central busimess district even when public
tiansportation 1s actually both faster and cheaper A desire for exposure to and movement
through the environment 1s doubtless partially responsible for some people choosing not to
teleccommute even when they are able to do so (Mokhtarian and Salomon, 1997) The beauty or
novelty or some other characteristic of a particular route may motivate an individual to travel that
1oute even when 1t 1s not the shortest way to a desired destination These outcomes arc examples
of excess travel m the scnse that lower cost. time, and/or vehicle-kilometers-traveled alternatives
are available but not chosen because of an intrinsic desire (or a positive utility) for travel (We
define excess travcl more formally 1 Section 44 Here. we make the following semantic dis-
tinction undirected travel 1s a subset of excess travel, but excess travel can also constitute or, more
often, augment a tuip that 1s basically dizected or utilitarian, as 1 the examples above )

3. Which came first, the activity or the trip?

In the previous section we pomnted out that the destination of a trip may in some cases play a
more ancillary 10le to the trip itself In this section we discuss further the role of the destination mn
the demand for travel

Conventional trip distribution (Papacostas and Prevedouros, 1993) or destination choice
models (Barnard, 1987, Jones, 1978) consider the utility of a given destination to be inversely
related to the generalized cost of reaching it and directly related to some measure of the attrac-
tiveness of the destination Hence, a tradeoff between ihe disutility of travel and the utility of the
activity at the destination 1s explicit, and the choice of a more distant destination 1s completely
consonant with the concept of travel as a derived demand when the increased attractiveness of
that more distant destination outweighs the increased disutility of travel required to reach it
Thus, for example, a more distant shopping center may be chosen 1f it has more variety or better
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prices or a particular hard-to-find item A more distant restaurant may be chosen when the de-
ciston-maker 18 1n the mood for the kind of food 1t serves, or the atmosphere it possesses

However, we suggest that there are situations in which a more distant destination 1s chosen, not
entirely because the utility of its inherent attractiveness exceeds the disutility of trawvel, but because
a positive component to the utility for travel contributes to making the net utiity of that desu-
nation—trip combination the highest among the alternatives Consider the situation 1n which, i a
dense urban environment, there are a number of franchises of the same “favorite” restaurant or
coffee house Only one 1s “nearest” Yet an individual may habitually visit more distant ones as
well as the closest, not because of an mtrinsic greater attractiveness of the more distant franchises
(in fact they may look and “feel” virtually 1dentical to the nearest one), nor even particularly
because of a greater attractiveness of the neighborhoods in which the more distant facilities are
located, nor because of trip chaining cconomues, but purely out of a variety-seeking impulse

In this example, a variety-seeking orientation leads to excess travel It should be understood
that the attribute “contributes variety” 1s not entirely intrinsic to the destination itself nor to the
vicinity of the destination -- to the extent that 1t 1s, variety can be considered part of the attrac-
tiveness measure of the destination Instead, at one extreme, variety 1s a property of the route
rather than the destination, and hence (apparently) excess travel 1s an mevitable accompaniment
to the achievement of variety

What about another prevalent human characteristic, curiosity? Curiosity (often, to be sure,
mixed with more duected goals such as the search for physical resources or commercial oppor-
tunities) may be the trait that launched a thousand ships, and pedestrian forays, and horses, and
covered wagons, and airplanes, and rockets One could argue that novelty or uncertainty should
be part of the attractiveness measure of the (often unknown) destmation, but 1t seems at least
equally useful to view curiosity (in its particular manifestation as an exploration impulse) as a
generator of what must surely be considered excess travel Today, curiosity still impels us to travel
“out of our way”’, whether to see a new development on the other side of town or to visit an
mtriguing location on the other side of the planet, and stimulates us to dream of travehing to the
other side of the solar system and beyond.

Thus we see that there are scveral related traits such as variety- (or adventure- or novelty-)
seeking and curiosity that have the result of increasing the utility of more distant destinations and/
or ievitably gencrating travel in order to satisfy those traits We suggest that in many of these
sttuations, the demand for travel 1s not so much derived from the demand for a specific activity at
a spectfic location, but that both the travel and the activity/location are derived from the demand
to satisfy the impulse 1 question

This in turn suggests that viewing the desire for a particular activity as antecedent to and
causative of the demand for traveling to that activity may not always be accurate — although 1t 1s
presumably the most common situation But 1n some cases, as just indicated, the demand for both
travel and activity may be caused by a third set of factors And in other cases, the complete reverse
of the usual situation may occur the demand for an activity may arise as a consequence of the
destre to travel

Conszder, for example, the choice to eat out mstead of eating at home, even though ample food
1s available at home. In some cases, eating out may be preferred because a certam type of food or
a certain neighborhood or a certain ambience 1s actively desired In these situations, the decision
to eat out and the destination may be chosen smuitaneously, and the utility of a particular
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destiation~travel combination (the net of the positive attractiveness of the destination and the
putatively negative utihty of travel) exceeds the utility of the home alternative (the net of a lower
attractiveness plus zero travel) In other cases, the disutility of cooking and cleaning up 1s the
primary motivation for going out to eat, and the destination may be a secondary choice In the
present context, 1t 1s a third type of situation that 1s of interest In these cases, also involving a
sequential rather than simultaneous choice, the desire just to get out and go somewhere (another
form of vanety-seeking) manifests itself in deciding to eat out instead of staying at home The
destination/activity becomes an excuse or justification for the desired travel. Many other such
examples are possible, in which the (perhaps subconscious) decision to travel 1s made first, and
then a destination/activity 1s 1mnvented to support that decision and yes, increase its utility The
“Sunday drive”, which was so common during the early popularization of the automobile,
probably often fit this situation, although a destre to see the scenic countryside was often a
destiation-specific motivation as well (Muller, 1986)

Such cases may arise more often than we realize, because we have not tried to measure them as
such We see that a destination s reached and an activity 1s carried out, and we assume that
activity to have generated the trip Instead it may be the trip that generated the activity!

4. The tripartite nature of the affinity for travel

If a positive utility for travel exists at all, 1t 1s important to understand 1t better than we do now
How does such a positive regard for travel differ by personality type and other individual char-
acterisiics, by travel purpose, by mode and trip length? Can we dentfy the impact a posttive
utiity for travel has on the objective amount an individual travels ~ that 1s, 1ts contribution to
excess travel?

Measuring an individual’s affinity or liking for travel 1s a fundamental first step in this process
If travel affinity can be appraised 1n some generic way, it becomes possible to explore causes and
effects of that affimty Obtaining a reliable measurement of travel hiking, however, is a non-trivial
matter This 1s because an individual’s expressed affinity for travel 1s hikely to be a composite of
positive utilities for three different elements, 1n unknown and varying proportions These three
elements are conceptually distinguishable but empirically apt to be confounded They are
1 the activities conducted at the destination;

2 activities that can be conducted while traveling,
3 the activity of traveling itself
We briefly discuss each of these elements in turn, and then use them to define excess travel

4 1 Acuvities conducted at the destination

When a respondent reports that she “loves™ vacation travel, it is unlikely that she 1s referring to
the 15 h 1 one or more crowded and noisy airplanes, the 6 h waiting in uncomfortable airports
eating overpriced and unpalatable food, and the 3 h of giound access travel in peak-period uiban
traffic It is more likely that a halo effect (Sommer and Sommer, 1997) 1s at work, so that she 1s
confounding the positive appeal of the destination with the travel required to reach it (the halo
eflect 1s a type of response bias identified by survey researchers, in which the respondent bases the
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answer to a specific question on a general impression about the subject). The implication, to which
we return i Section 6, ts that if she could forgo the travel to the destination, she would However,
it 1 also possible to be cognizant of the unpleasant aspects of travel itself but for those to be
outweighed by the positive aspects of travel (not just the destination), such as those discussed m
Sections 4 2 and 4 3

42 Actwities that can be conducted while traveling

In reporting an affimity for traveling, mndividuals may i part be considering the utility of ac-
tivities they can conduct while traveling In some cases, 1t 1s in fact the “anti-activity” (or the
absence of other activities) that 1s important — that 1s, the ability to use the time for relaxing or
thinking, mcluding “shifting gears” mentally between the origin and destination activities and
roles As one analyst put it, “Thanks to the construction of interstate highways, the entry of
women into the work force, and several other social revolutions, driving has become America’s
most important source of guiet ime” (Edmonson, 1998, p 46) In other cases, the concomitant
activity 1s external making and receiving mobile phone calls (including shopping and checking
stock quotes on or off the Internet, as well as engaging 1n conversation). reading, listening to
mustc, talk shows, or books on CD, radio, or cassette, watching television or videos (not only 1n
arrplanes but now n some personal vehicles such as the Oldsmobile Silhouette Premier and the
Ford Econoline Conversion Van) The phenomenon of “carcooning’ is one manifestation of this
aspect, m which the personal vehicle 1s customized for the traveler’s comfort, almost as a sanc-
tuary-escape from the world (Crawford, 1992, Larson, 1998) * But as the preceding list indicates,
this aspect of a liking for travel 15 not restricted to the automobile, in fact some people prefer
public transportation to the private auto precisely because not having to operate a vehicle offers
the opportunity to engage in other activities while traveling Cyclhing and walking as modes of
directed travel also offer opportunities for quiet time. listening to music, and the additional benefit
of physical exercise while traveling

Several researchers have noted that for some pcople the commute to work fulfills various
positive roles (Richter, 1990, Salomon, 1985, Shamu, 1991, Mokhtarian and Salomon, 1997)
Some of these roles relate to the utility of the commute as a desired transition between work and
home, which allows for the types of activities and anti-activities described above Work-related
travel for mobile professionals often fulfills similar functions Anecdotally, a number of such
professionals have remarked that long trips represent “the only time for thinking” they have, or
“the chance to catch up” on reading or other neglected but important tasks

* A recent advertisement for the Toyota 4Runner sport utility vehicle ( appearing, for example, on the nside back
cover of the 7 June 1999 1ssue of Newsweek) plays to this component of utihity “Escape Serenity Relaxation The 1999
Toyota 4Runner Limited puts them all well within your reach With features like a leather-trimmed mnterior, a CD
sound system as well as more than a dozen new refinements, you might actually find the journey to be as rewarding as
the destination”
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4 3 The actwity of traveling itself

The third element of a liking for travel i1s a consequence of mtrinsic aspects of travel 1tself
Thesc nclude the characteristics discussed 1 Section 2. the sensation of speed, movement through
and exposure to the environment, the scenic beauty or other attraction of a route Arguably, only
this element represents a true affinity for travel itself Whereas in the other two categories travel is
valued as a means to an end (either performing activities at a fixed destination or performing
activities in transit), m this case travel is (at Jeast in part) the end in 1tself (Reichman, 1976) ° For
instance, an idividual may 1n fact actively choose 24 h of traveling in an automobile or recre-
ational vehicle over a much shorter time of travel m an airplane to the same farthest pomt, for the
opportunity to see many sights on the way to a “final’” destination In cascs where there 1s not so
much a single major destination as many linked ones, the airplane may not even be a realistic
alternative. This situation 1s discussed further i Section 6.1

Traveling in response to a variety-seeking or curiosity impulse may represent a somewhat more
mndirect relationship, simce thosc personality traits may be less specific to travel than attitudes
directly related to characteristics of travel such as movement and speed However, these per-
sonality and attitudinal impulses are similar m that (a) both have alternate, non-travel ways of
potentially satisfying them (as discussed in Section 6 3), but (b) in both cases, travel for its own
sake 15 Iikely to be an often-pieferred way of satisfying them Thus the personality traits of va-
ricty-seeking or curiosity are possible causal variables generating a liking of travel for its own
sake, just as the attitudes of “loving speed” or “loving scenic beauty” are other possible causal
variables for travel aflinity

44 A defimition of excess travel

If 1t 1s considered desnable to try to quantify the impact that a positive utility for travel has on
an mdividual’s objective amount of travel, then 1t 1s important to be clear about what constitutes
such “excess travel” Simply equating “excess” to “unnecessary’ 1s problematic. Leisure activities
arc discretionary, and hence 1n some sense unnecessary Is all travel for leisure activities excess?
We do not adopt that extreme a view we would not classify as excess a shortest-path trip gen-
erated by the pre-existing demand for a leisure activity, although 1t may be unnecessary

Some examples of excess travel were offered in Section 2 cases in which lower-VKT (or lower-
time/cost) alternatives were available but not chosen because of a positive utility for travel This
umphcit definition can now be made more explicit based on the foregoing discussion of the
components of an affimity for travel Namely, we specify excess travel to be that portion of travel
that 1s prompted by the second and third elements of an affinity for travel, that 1s, any travel not
denived from the utility of the destination itself Thus, excess travel would include the subset of
fersure activities identified as undirected travel in Section 2, which are a manifestation of the third
element — a positive utility for travel itself But 1t would not mclude the travel zo those activities,

5 Agam, automobile advertisements fiequently play to thus concept A 16-page Chrysler ad 1n the center of the 18
QOctobet 1999 sssue of Newsweek included tag hines such as “Because diiving shouid be a destination n itself” and *“it
does something no other miivan can make you wish the journey were a bit longer ”
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which 1s derived from the demand to be in a location where the undirected travel can be
performed

This definition may make sense theoretically, but 1t is not easy to operationalize it For one
thing, without perfect knowledge of a person’s choice set (the alternatives that are truly feasible
under the circumstances), it is impossible to know whether the chosen alternative 1s 1n fact lowest-
VKT or not — 1t may only appear to involve excess travel (a longer route, a non-optimal mode) to
the analyst Second, as indicated m Section 3, despite the utility of the destination 1tself, it may not
always be the most important generator of the trip This 1s especially true for leisure activities, but
as previous examples have shown, it can also be true for mandatory activities (commuting even
when telecommuting is feasible) and maintenance activities (eating out as a solution to “‘cabin
fever”). Third, in assessing and reporting the attractiveness of a destination, a respondent may be
partly influenced by his utility for the second and third elements of an affinity for travel. Thus,
even some travel which appears to fit the derived demand paradigm may be “excess’ in ways that
are difficult to disentangle

5. Empirical indications
51 Background

The preceding discussion has made clear some of the difficulties associated with empirically
measuring the existence and impact of a positive utility for travel Nevertheless, the importance of
the 1ssues raised here makes the measurement challenge worth undertaking One goal may be to
quantify the amount of excess travel that occurs, and under what circumstances Such wmsight
could inform the design of policies more responsive to natural inchnations (including policies that
attempt to influence or channel inclinations 1n socially beneficial ways), and improve our pre-
dictions of the reaction to vanious policies

Independently of attempting to calculate kilometers of excess travel, however, it 1s useful to
explore further the general concept of travel affinity and its distribution 1n society We have de-
veloped and administered a survey with that second goal in mmd As 1s often the case, our
thinking has continued to evolve after the completion of the suivey, so that many of the ideas
presented here were not fully articulated at the time of data collection Further, as is also often the
case, 1n designing the survey we consciously traded off depth agamst breadth, in this context
favoring breadth That 1s, we chose to obtain somewhat general data on a large number of
concepts of interest, rather than situation-specific data in a more narrowly-defined context The
latter approach s probably essential to a goal of quantifying the amount of excess travel, but the
former approach is consistent with our goal of increasing understanding of general concepts
(although with limitations even in that respect) As a consequence of these factors, we can {and
do) suggest a number of ways in which future related studies can build on and refine the data
collected 1n this one Nevertheless, we believe that the prehmiary empirical results reported here
are still strongly suggestive, even 1f not definitive.

Our 14-page questionnaire collects data on general attitudes toward travel and related 1ssucs,
affimty for travel, objective and perceived amounts of travel, satisfaction with one’s amount of
travel, personality traits, lifestyle orentation, and demographic characteristics The questions
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relating to affimity for travel and amounts of travel distinguish between short distance and lon;
distance (more than 100 miles one way, consistent with the definition of long distance leisun
travel 1n the American Travel Survey), and within each of those categories obtains an overal
measure and scparate measures {or several different purposes and modes

Some 8000 surveys were sent to residents of three communities in the San Francisco Bay Area
representing & variety of land use patterns With an overall response rate of more than 25%, afte
discarding responses with too much missing data we retained about 1900 cases for further study
Due to sampling biases (in the selection of particular neighborhoods, although sampling withir
neitghborhoods was entirely random) and self-selection in responding, the sample (and hence the
distributions of variables discussed here) cannot be assumed to be perfectly representative of the
general population Nevertheless, the findings serve to support the existence of a positive utility
for travel, even if the precise distribution of that utility across the population 1s uncertain

Detailed analysis of the data 1s underway, and future papers will present results from a variety
of empirical explorations Here, we focus on a few summary results that illustrate some of the
issues we have presented mn this paper As background to mterpreting the results, 1t should be
noted that m the cover letter to the survey, travel was defined as “moving any distance by any
means of transportation — from walking around the block to flying around the woild " In
questtons relating to the amount of travel conducted or desired by respondents, they were asked
(borrowing wording from the American Travel Survey) to exclude “trtavel you do as an operator
or crew member on a train, airplane, truck, bus, or ship”

52 Travel affimity

To directly measure the aflinity for travel, the question was asked, “How do you feel about
tfraveling 1n each of the following categories? We are not asking about the activity at the desti-
nation, but about the travel required to get there” Respondents were then asked to rate short and
long distance travel, overall and by purpose and mode, on a five-point scale from strongly dishke
to strongly like. Despite our attempt to alert respondents to distinguish the destination activity
from the travel, 1t 1s likely that even many of those who actually read the instructions (and more of
those who did not) were unsuccessful at doing so

Clear differences between overall ratings for short and long distance travel emerge, as shown n
Fig 2(a) (where for economy of presentation the five-point scale has been collapsed to the three
points dislike, neutral, like) Levels of dislike are stmilar for both short distance (13%) and long
distance (11%) travel. But a majority (55%) of respondents are neutral about shost distance travel.
whereas an even larger majority (63%) are positive about long distance travel Thus, there is
clearly a stronger affinity for long distance travel, but even short distance tiavel 1s not viewed
negatively

Differences are also apparent by purpose and mode, m the expected directions. Figs 2(b) and
{(c) show that, for short-distance travel, respondents have greater affimity for entertainment/
recreation/social activity-related travel than for travel related to other kinds of activities, and
greater affinity for travel by personal vehicle and walking/jogging/bicycling than for travel by
public transportation For long distance travel (Fig 2(d)), respondents like travel for entertain-
ment/recreation/social activities far more than travel for work, and travel by plane somewhat
more than travel by car. Again, it 1s probable that respondents are partly confounding the utility
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for the activity at the destination with the utility for the travel required to reach the destination, as
well as potentially including the second element, utility for activities conducted while traveling
For example, vacation travel may be better liked than work travel if one brings work to do on the
work trip but novels to read or kmitting to do on the vacation trip Being with family members on
the vacation may also increase its utility for many.

It is tempting to argue that the mode-specific ratings are more ndicative of a true travel affimity
(the third element of utility) than are the purpose-specific ones Theoretically, “travel 1s travel” - if
differences 1n destination activity and m activities conducted while traveling are factored out, a
10-h flight 1s a similar physical experience whether 1t 1s for work or for leisure Differences 1n iking
for travel by auto and plane, on the other hand, may reflect genume differences in comfort,
convenience, control, and other attributes intrinsic to those modes However, the situation 1s not
that simple First, even the mode-specific ratings are not immune to confounding with utility for
activities conducted while traveling. for example, an airplane flight may be more conducive to
relaxing or multitasking and hence have higher utility than a trip of comparable length as a solo
automobsile driver. Second, hkely interaction effects between purpose and mode complicate
making the appropriate inference A higher expressed affinity for plane than for auto may be
partly based on the fact that for the respondent 1n question, plane 1s more often associated with
leisure travel and auto 1s more often assoctated with work travel Conversely, a higher rating of
leisure travel compared to work travel may reflect a higher content mn leisure travel of those
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undirected travel activities (often by unusual modes) described 1n Section 2, in which attributes
mtrinsic to travel contribute heavily to utility. But the desirability of obtaining ratings for
each mode-purpose combination must be traded off agamst the added burden on the survey
respoundent.

Nevertheless, the extent of the affinity for travel across most of the categories 1s striking We
have already discussed some reasons why commuting may have positive utility, but even trips for
activities that most people would consider chores (chauffeuring, grocery shopping) are liked by
15-25% of the sample. The most disliked type of travel is that which takes place in a bus, but even
that 1s rated neutrally or positively by more than a third (38%) of the sample. (However, some
proportion of the neutral responses may simply reflect a lack of experience of the respondents
with that mode, rather than a considered opmion )

5 3 Indicators of excess travel

Individuals with a hiking of travel should manifest that predisposition in their travel behavior
To help assess that behavioral outcome, the survey asked respondents about their participation m
13 different indicators of excess travel The question was kept as mode- and context-neutral as
possible Specifically, respondents were asked, “Keeping 1n mind that travel 1s going any distance
by any means, how often do you travel ” in each of the 13 ways shown in Fig. 3, with possible
responses of never/seldom, sometimes, and often

For two of the mndicators shown 1n Fig 3 — to explore new places and to see beautiful scenery —
il could be argued that the utihty of the destination is prompting the travel behavior It may
therefore not be particularly surprising that those were the two most popular choices based on
combining the “sometimes” and “often’ responses (only 13% of the sample “never” did each of
those two mdicators) Some other indicators (to relax, when time 1s needed to think, to clear one’s
head, and mainly to be alone) are based on the utility of what can be accomplished while trav-
eling These represent the 6th, 8th, 10th, and 11th most common choices, respectively The re-
maimning seven indicators are intended to reflect a desire to travel for 1ts own sake — and appea: to
be quite common although perhaps not universal For example, traveling “just for the fun of 1t”
was ranked 4th, done sometimes or often by three-quarters of the sample Traveling “by a longer
route to experience more of your surroundings” ranked 5th, done by nearly two-thirds of the
sample Going “to a more distant destination than necessary, partly for the fun of traveling there”
was 7th, done by more than half of the sample

Overall, more than half of the sample sometimes or often engaged 1n seven or more of these
13 mndicators. More than one-fifth did 10 or more Only 2% of the sample never did any of
them Focussing only on the seven measures most puiely indicative of a desire to travel for its
own sake, half of the sample engaged 1n four or more of those seven, and only 6% never did
any of them.

54 Personality traits

The survey asked respondents to rate 17 personality characteristics in terms of how well each
one described them Again collapsing a five-point scale into a three-point scale, Fig 4 presents the
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responses to five of the traits most relevant to the discussion in this paper More than half the
sample felt that “variety-seeking” or “adventurous” described them very well or almost com-
pletely A third described themsclves as liking to move at high speeds, and nearly a fifth con-
sidered themselves restless Only 18% “liked to stay close to home”, while more than a third of the
sample felt that phrase described them not very well or hardly at all

Apparently, the raw ingredients for an impulse to travel for its own sake are present in a sizable
portion of the sample The extent to which this s the case 1s probably overestimated due to a
social desirability bias (Dillman, 1978) toward traits perccived to be positive However, such a
bias 1s unlikely to account for all the responses of that type, especially since sizable portions of the
sample were willing to describe themselves in the opposite way (indicating the absence of such a
bias for at least those respondents, and presumably others) In future research, a specialized
survey could be designed to measure these traits more idirectly, through responses to a variety of
questions or statements related to each trait Such an approach would minimize response bias
compared to the irect self-classifications elicited here





