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Perceived physical environmental factors related to walking and cycling for
transport in rural and urban areas in the Netherlands

Abstract

Background: The transport related physical activity levels of people have steadily declined, while the health benefits
from active modes of transport are substantial. Coupled with the negative impact of high volumes of motorized
transportation on environmental air quality, this has led to increased interest in understanding the determinants of
transport related physical activity. The aim of this study was to investigate the association of the perceived physical
environment with bicycling and walking for transport for different areas (rural, suburban and urban), in order to
promote physical activity in a planned and systematic way.

Methods: Participants were surveyed by e-mail. The study included 803 inhabitants of the Netherlands, addressing
walking and cycling behavior and associated perceived physical environmental, personal and social environmental
factors. Logistic regression analyses were used to examine the associations between physical environmental variables
and the two outcomes, stratified for perceived degree of urbanization. Furthermore it was investigated to what extent
this relationship is moderated by age and gender.

Results: Respondents who averaged 42 years of age reported 170 min/week cycling and 93 min/week walking for
transportation. Significantly more people in strong urban areas than in rural areas cycled a lot for transport purposes.
No significant differences between location and walking for transport were found. Aesthetics was associated with
higher levels of cycling for transport for people living in strong urban locations. Besides, functionality and safety
appeared to be important influences of higher levels of cycling for people living in rural locations, in models that
controlled for demographic variables, self efficacy and social support. No associations were found with walking for
transport.

Conclusions: Different physical environmental variables were associated with cycling for transport, but not with
walking for transport. These associations differed between people living in rural, suburban and strong urban settings.

Enhancing these environmental attributes may be effective in promoting resident’s transport-related physical activity.
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Introduction

The physical activity levels of populations of industrialized countries have steadily declined in the last
three decades (World Health Organization, 2002). Our current environment tends to discourage physical
activity: increased car ownership and improvements in roadway infrastructure for the purposes of
automobile use have resulted in significant reductions in the frequency and length of active forms of
transport (Cerin, Leslie & Owen, 2009). According to Susilo and Maat (2007), the trend from urbanization
towards suburbanization also greatly affects the way people travel. The relocation of urban functions from
city cores to suburban development nodes or city outskirts tends to be accompanied by a decline in
cycling and walking.

Many journeys are short and cars, however, are the dominant mode of travel. More than 50 percent of car

trips in Europe cover distances of less than five kilometers (Titze, Stronegger, Janschitz & Oja, 2008). Also




in the Netherlands, cars are the dominant mode of travel for short distances. For more than 70 percent of
all trips made by car, the distance is shorter than 3 km (RIVM,2009). These short trips could be walked or
bicycled easily, thereby providing the recommended amount of daily physical activity (recent guidelines
for physical activity recommend that adults accumulate, on most days, 30 minutes or more of moderate-
intensity physical activity, in minimum bouts of around ten minutes (Jacobsen, Racioppi & Rutter, 2009).
In the Netherlands, 44 percent of the population does not meet the Dutch standard for healthy physical
activity (CBS,2008). So, by stimulating transport related physical activity a larger percentage of the Dutch
population will reach this physical activity standard.

Yet physical inactivity is a major contributor to many of the leading causes of death, including obesity and
chronic disease (Lorenc, Brunton, Oliver, Oliver & Oakley, 2008). The prevalence of overweight in the
Netherlands is 53 percent for the Dutch male population and 42 percent for the Dutch female population,
with a further respectively 11 and 12 percent reaching weights defined as obese (CBS, 2009).

Besides, the different significant health benefits of physical activity, encouraging active modes of
transports will give considerable advantages for the environment. Switching from driving to walking or
cycling is important for reducing CO2 emissions (Jacobsen et al., 2009). Especially these short distances by
car are accountable for high fuel consumption and the dispersal of fines into the air. Exactly the dispersal
of these short trips often takes place in the residential area. By this, the effect on the public health is large,
because breathing in pollute fines is unhealthy. Considering the positive effects for the environment and
public health it is very important to promote active ways of transport, like walking and cycling.

A better understanding of the relation between perceived environmental characteristics and walking and
cycling would enable more successful interventions aimed at increasing physical activity. Social ecological
models have increasingly been applied to understand the determinants of physical activity and inactivity
(Pikora, Giles-Corti, Bull, Jamrozik & Donovan, 2003). Ecological models specify that physical
environments, social environments and personal-level attributes may influence health behavior and
physical activity. There is a growing body of evidence showing that characteristics of the physical
environment have a significant influence on the active lifestyle choices of adults (Cerin, Leslie, du Toit,
Owen & Frank, 2007; Duncan & Mummery, 2005; Giles-Corti., Kelty, Zubrick & Vallanueva, 2009; Humpel,
Owen, Iverson, Leslie & Bauman, 2004). As Giles-Corti and Donovan (2002) state: ‘the physical
environment provides cues and opportunities for physical activity’ (p.1794).

Physical activity takes place in different domains, which include household, transportation and leisure.
Sugiyama, Leslie, Giles-Corti and Owen (2009) emphasize that different physical environment settings
have different determinants and stress the importance of examining context specific behaviour measures
and using context specific environmental attributes. Therefore, our primary interest is to determine the
associations between physical environmental variables and walking and cycling for transport, while also
considering personal (self efficacy) and social environmental factors (social influences).

The physical environmental features that emerge as important across multiple studies include ‘safety’,
‘aesthetics’ ‘functionality’ and ‘destination’ (Pikora et al.,, 2003). The safety feature reflects the need to
provide safe physical environments for people and incorporates two elements of safety: personal safety

(such as presence of lighting) and traffic safety (such as the availability of crossings). Weinstein, Feigley,




Pullen, Mann and Redan (1999) found that people who perceive their neighbourhood as unsafe, are less
physically active.

The aesthetic feature refers to a pleasant, relatively quiet, landscaped, well maintained environment
where people will take pleasure (Pikora et al, 2003). Literature shows that people are inclined to
undertake physical activity in aesthetically appealing (interesting and pleasing) environments (King,
Stokols & Talen, 2002). Following Maas, Verheij, Spreeuwenberg and Groenwegen (2008), natural
environments are perceived to be more aesthetically appealing than built-up environments.

The destination feature relates to the availability of community and commercial facilities in
neighbourhoods. Where there are appropriate local destinations, there is an increased chance that people
will walk. Relevant facilities in the neighbourhood include post boxes, parks, schools, shops and transport
facilities such as bus stops and train stations. Access to destinations showed a positive correlation with
walking for transport (Cerin et al.,, 2007).

Finally, the functional feature relates to the physical attributes of the street and path that reflect the
fundamental structural aspects of the local environment. Factors that influence this feature include the
directness of routes to destinations and path maintenance (Pikora et al., 2003).

The personal factor self efficacy is concerned with people’s belief in their capabilities to perform a specific
action required to attain a desired outcome (Conner & Norman, 2008). In this case, the belief in their
capabilities to walk or cycle for transport. Past research has shown that self efficacy is a relevant and
promising determinant of behaviour change related to the process of becoming and staying physically
active (Stevens, Bakker-van Dijk, De Greef, Lemmink & Rispens, 2001; Troped, Saunders, Pate, Reininger &
Addy, 2003; Duncan & Mummery, 2005).

Subjective norms and social support form the social environmental influences. Subjective norms can be
divided in what significant others think the person should do and what significant others are perceived
doing with respect to the behaviour in question (Ajzen, 2006). Social support takes the form of
encouragement of others to try physical activity behavior. Social support has been found to have small to
moderate effects on maintenance of physical activity (Sherwood & Jeffery, 2000).

Studies about the influence of the physical environment have largely occurred in urban settings. This
while urban and rural physical environments are different. These differences often make findings
obtained in urban settings invalid in rural settings (Moore, Jillcot, Shores, Evenson, Brownson & Novick,
2010). Troped et al. (2003) recommended as option for future research to identify shared and unique
correlates of transportation physical activity in urban, suburban and rural settings. Therefore, this study
distinguishes people who are living in rural, suburbanized and strong urbanized areas when investigating
which factors influence transport related physical activity.

There are a number of urban residential characteristics of Europe. As a means of reducing energy
consumption by transport many European cities have implemented measures to limit urban sprawl and
promote the development of compact urban forms (Susilo & Maat, 2007). European cities tend to have a
high density across space. What counts for Europe, counts even more for the Netherlands: the urban
density across space is considerably higher than in the neighbouring countries. As a result, car ownership
is lower in Europe than in US and more people use public transport and bicycles in Europe than in the US

(Susilo & Maat, 2007). Especially in the Netherlands, there is a strong cycling culture: of the 16 million




inhabitants more than 13 million people own a bicycle. The Netherlands has a high cycle-density and
many cycle-tracks. Whereas in most countries the bike has a recreational function, the bicycle is pre-
eminently a means of transport in the Netherlands.

This explorative study investigates the assumption that people in urban residents are more physical active
for transport purposes than people living in rural residents. Work in the field of transportation has found
people living in certain types of places walk more for travel (Forsyth, Oakes, Lee & Schmitz, 2009).
Walking is more often seen as convenient in urban areas, and cycling in more rural areas (Lorenc et al,,
2008).

Further, we investigate the assumption that different aspects of the physical environment are important
for different urbanization settings. Since rural areas have low population density, there is higher
likelihood that rural residents will live further from activity areas compared to people who live in strong
urbanized locations. The high availability of facilities (e.g. shops and services) at walking and cycling
distance in urban areas will encourage people to walk or cycle. On the other hand, urban areas are also
often characterized by limited green space, which will not contribute to an interesting and pleasing
physical environment that will encourage people to walk or cycle. In rural areas there is lots of green
space, but people often have to use the car to visit facilities (Maas et al., 2008).

The aim of this study is to investigate whether there is an association between the physical environmental
and the level of physical activity (i.e. both walking and cycling) analyzed for different perceived degrees of
urbanization (i.e. rural, suburban and urban). Furthermore we investigate to what extent this relationship
is moderated by age and gender. This paper focuses on transport-related physical activity, here defined as
cycling and walking done to travel to and from work, to do errands, or to go from place to place (Cerin,

Leslie & Owen, 2009). More specifically, the following research questions will be addressed:

1. Is there a difference in the level of cycling and/or walking for transport between people
living in rural, suburban or urban environments?

2. To what extent is there an association between the perceived physical environment and
cycling and walking for transport for people living in rural, suburban or urban
environments?

3. What is the moderating role of age and gender in the influence of the perceived physical

environment on walking and cycling for transport?

Methods

Study design and participants

A cross sectional survey of Dutch inhabitants aged 17-80 was conducted between August and September
2010. An e-mail with an URL to the webquestionnaire, was sent to different persons. At the same time we
asked the potential respondents to send the e-mail through to other potential participants. A lottery-based
incentive was provided. 1137 people opened the questionnaire, of whom 803 completed the whole
questionnaire (70.6 percent). Of these 803 respondents, 694 respondents walk and cycle, 23 respondents

only walk, 64 respondents only cycle and 22 respondents never walk or cycle (of which three persons due




health problems) for transport purposes. We used the data of the 694 respondents who both cycle and
walk for transport for our analysis. The time it took to fill out all the questions was approximately fifteen

minutes.

Figure 1
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Study Measures

Perceived physical environmental, perceived social environmental, personal and demographic data were
examined as potential correlates of transportation related physical activity (i.e. walking and cycling) (see
figure 1). The selection of these variables was based on scientific literature about ecological framework,
behaviour change models, the physical activity determinants literature and the ‘Neighborhood
Environment Walkability Scale’ (Saelens, Sallis, Black & Chen, 2003). Our primary interest was to
determine the associations between physical environmental variables and physical activity (i.e. walking

and cycling), while also considering perceived social environmental, personal and demographic factors




and whether these possible relations differ for people living in urban areas compared to people living in

rural areas.

Dependent variables (outcome measures)

Participants reported which destinations they had visited in the past seven days from a list of ten common
destinations. These were: ‘school’, ‘work’, ‘shops and services’, ‘bus/train stop’, ‘family or friends’,
‘restaurant or café’, ‘park’, ‘gym or sport facilities’, ‘health institutions’ or ‘other’. Participants reported by
each visited destination their travel mode (walking, cycling or using any other kind of vehicle) and how
many minutes the trip took to reach that particular destination. We computed the minutes walking and we
computed the minutes cycling separately. The outcome variables of the study were the total weekly
minutes of cycling for transport and the total weekly minutes of walking for transport. Since the
distributions of the variables were highly skewed, they were dichotomized using median split for analyses

(see appendix B).

Independent variables

Demographic characteristics

The survey included questions on age, gender, educational attainment, perceived general health, height,
weight, availability of bicycle, availability of car and postal code. We categorized the level of educational
attainment from nine categories into three categories (low, moderate and high) based on the International
Standard Classification of Education (ISCED, Verweij, 2008).

Perceived general health was self-rated by respondents by replying to the following statement: in general,
would you say that your health is: ... They could respond by one of the following categories: bad,
moderate, average, good, very good.

Combining the height and weight, we generated a BMI index for each respondent. We also included a
dummy variable, indicating whether or not respondents had overweight (BMI > 25). We checked the
normality distribution of the independent variables: the significant values in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test

indicates a deviation from normality of the independent variables (see appendix C).

Perceived physical environmental attributes

Nineteen items were used to assess the perceived environment for cycling and nineteen items were used
to assess the perceived environment for walking. Based on Pikora et al. (2003), these nineteen items
represented four different categories: ‘safety’, ‘aesthetics’, ‘functionality’ and ‘destination’ and provided
the conceptual framework for the perceived physical environment. The items were assessed on a seven
point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). See appendix A for a full list of
items.

The four factors of the perceived physical environment are formative constructs; the items of the
construct do not necessarily coincide. Instead, together they make up the construct. Therefore, it is not

relevant to check its reliability (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Taham, 2006).




Self efficacy

Self-efficacy for performing transport related cycling was assessed with four items using a seven point
Likert scale from ‘very difficult’ to ‘very easy’. Respondents were required to rate how easy or difficult it is
for them to cycle for transport to their most visited destination ‘even when the weather is bad’, ‘when it is
very hot outside’, ‘when you are tired’ and ‘when you feel you don’t have time’. The Cronbach’s alpha for
these four items was .81; indicating a high level of internal consistency. The participants also rated the
same items for walking for transport to their most visited walk destination. The Cronbach’s alpha for the

four items ‘self efficacy walking’ was .88, indicating also a high level of internal consistency.

Social influences

Respondents were asked to rate on a seven point Likert scale (strongly disagree - strongly agree) the
following five items: ‘My friends, family and/or colleagues think that [ should cycle’, ‘It is expected of me
that I cycle’, ‘My family, friends and/or colleagues frequently use the cycle for transportation’, ‘Many
people like me cycle to such a destination’ and ‘My family, friends and/or colleagues encourage me to use
the bicycle to go to this destination’. The same items were also used for walking.
The Cronbach’s alpha for the five items ‘social influences cycling’ was .81. The Cronbach’s alpha for the

‘social influences walking’ was .88. They both indicate a high level of internal consistency.

Degree of urbanization

This study distinguished between people who are living in rural, suburban and urban areas in
investigating whether perceived physical environmental factors influence transport related physical
activity. We assessed the degree of urbanization on two ways. First on a subjective manner, by asking how
respondents would classify their own neighborhood: rural, suburbanized or urbanized. Second on an
objective manner, based on the number of addresses per square km by checking the postal code of the
respondents. This is measured at municipal level (rural: <1000 addresses per square km, suburban:
1000-15000 addresses per square km and urban environment: >1500 addresses per square km). This

indicator is widely used in the Netherlands (Maas et al., 2008).

Data analysis

Analyses were carried out using SPSS 15.0 software. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize
characteristics of the respondents and to summarize both the independent variables and the two physical
activity outcomes. Items in each factor were averaged to provide a total score for each independent
variable. This method facilitated comparison across the categories, with all having a final score from one
till seven (see table 3).

For the bivariate analyses, the scores on perceived physical environment perceived social influences and
self efficacy were transformed into categorical variables with three levels: low (a less positive perception
of the environment); moderate; or high (a positive perception of the environment). The cutoff point used
for these levels were those that most closely approximated the tertiles of the distribution. The outcome
measures (cycling and walking) were dichotomized at the median split and analyzed separately. By using

bivariate analyses we could discover possible curvilinear relationships.




Pearson’s correlations were used to analyze the associations between the different constructs. We
conducted also analyses with Spearman correlations because there was an indication that the variables
deviated from normality.

Anova analyses were used to find out whether there was a significant difference between the average
distance to the most accessed walking and cycling destination for people living in rural, suburban or urban
areas. Further we conducted an anova analysis to find out whether there was a difference in total cycling
and walking minutes and perceived degree of urbanization.

The bivariate relationships (x2) between the perceived physical environmental, perceived social
environmental, personal and demographic variables and walking and cycling were analyzed. All variables
with p-values less than .25 in the bivariate x2 analysis were entered into logistic regression analyses. The
reason for carrying out a logistic regression was that it is robust against violations of normality and
violations of the equal variance-covariance across groups (Hair et al., 2006, p.275).

In the models for cycling for transport purposes, we controlled for age, gender, perceived health status
and the availability of a car. Additionally, in the models for walking for transport purposes, we controlled
for age, educational attainment, perceived health status and the availability of a car.

As we think that the association between perceived physical environment and walking and cycling for
transport differs for people living in rural, suburban and urban environments, all models were stratified
by the perceived degree of urbanization, by means of the split file method. In the logistic regression
analyses we first entered the socio-demographic variables, followed by the perceived physical
environmental variables and third the two variables ‘self efficacy’ and ‘social influences’. Furthermore,
Baranowski, Cullen, Nicklas, Thomson and Baranowski (2003) suggested that as human behaviour is very
complex, the presence of interaction terms seems be likely and these terms should be sought. So we tested
for interaction effects between the perceived physical environment and the demographic variables age
and gender.

To minimize the impact of one respondent or a small group of respondents on our results, we checked for
outliers for the two physical activity outcomes. We exclude eleven respondents who are more than 1000

minutes per week physically active for transport purposes.

Results

Degree of urbanization

This study distinguishes people who are living in rural, suburban and urban areas. When respondents are
classified based on the number of households per square kilometers (objective classification), 162
respondents (19%) live in a rural environment (<1000 addresses per square km), 227 respondents (27%)
in a suburban environment (1000-15000 addresses per square km) and 448 respondents (54%) live in a
strong urban environment (>1500 addresses per square km). When classifying the respondents based on
how they perceive their own neighbourhood; 233 people (31%) live in a rural environment, 242 people
(29%) live in a suburban environment and 331 (40%) live in a urban environment (see table 1).
Considering these differences, respondents perceive themselves as more often living in a rural or

suburban setting while the objective method classifies them more often as a resident of a strong urban




environment. As reference in this study, we use the subjective perceive degree of urbanization because we

expect that the subjective classification is more sensitive and so more valid.

Table 1
Respondents (N) classified (Subjective and Objective) as living in Rural, Suburban or Urban areas.

Subjective  Rural (N) Suburban (N) Urban (N) Total (N) Percentage
Objective (%)
Rural (N) 131 19 12 162 19%
Suburban (N) 95 109 23 227 27%
Urban (N) 38 114 296 448 54%
Total (N) 264 242 331 837 (100)
(%) 31% 29% 40% (100)

Accessed destinations

The most frequently accessed destinations by bicycle are place of work (31%), shops/services (30%),
family, friends (8%), sport clubs (8%), train / bus station (7%), school (6%), cafés/restaurants (3%), park
(2%) and other destinations (4%). The average cycling distance is 4.0 km (Standard deviation (SD) = 4.9
km).

The most frequently accessed walking destinations are shops/services (42%), park (14%), family, friends
(12%), train/bus station (11%), school (3%), cafés/ restaurants (2%), work (2%), sport clubs (2%),
health institutions (1%) and other destinations (11%). The average walking distance is 1.3 km (SD = 1.7
km).

For rural and suburban residents, the most frequently accessed destinations for walking as well as cycling
are shops and services. For residents in an urban area the most frequently accessed destination by bicycle
is work. Shops and services are the most accessed walking destinations (see appendix D).

We notice that when the perceived degree of urbanization increases, the cycling distance to the most
frequently accessed destination also increases. Respondents living in rural environments cycled on
average the fewest kilometers to their most visited destination (3,5 km), compared to suburban
environments (average 3.9 km) and urban environments (average 4.5 km). This is however a non-
significant difference (F= 2,78, df= 2, p =.06).

On the other hand, the walking distance to the most frequently accessed destination decreases when de
degree of urbanization increases: respectively 1.6 km (rural), 1.4 km (suburban) and 1.1 km (urban). This

is a significant difference (F=5,943, df=2, p = 0,003) (see appendix E).

Physical activity for transport

Table 2 shows mean minutes of walking and cycling for transport. On average, survey respondents report
engaging in cycling for transport purposes 170 minutes + 156 per week with a median value of 130.
Besides they report engaging in walking for transport purposes 93 minutes *+ 118 per week with a median
value of 50.

A larger proportion of people living in urban environments are in the higher level group for cycling: 59.1%

urban participants against 37.6% rural participants reporting a high level of transport related cycling




(x2=24,20, df=2, p=.000). Participants living in strong urban locations (mean minutes =192) cycle
significantly more minutes for transport than participants living in rural locations (mean minutes =145)
(F=5,93, df=2, p=.003). We found no association between degree of urbanization and walking for transport
(F=0.198, df=2, p=.821) (see appendix F and G).

Those respondents reporting high values for aesthetics (57,8%; x2=9,69, df=2, p=.008) and those
reporting a high self efficacy for cycling (59,7%, x2 =28,17, df =2, p=.000) cycle more minutes for
transport purposes. Remarkably, those respondents reporting a lot of social influences cycle significant
less for transport (54.7%, x2 =6.97, df =2, p=.031). Respondents who walk more minutes for transport are
found among those with low values for safety (55,5%, x2=6,09, p=.048) (see appendix H).

Table 2

Mean, median and Standard Deviation (SD) of minutes cycling and walking for transportation for people in rural, suburban en
urban environments.

Total Rural Suburban Urban

N Mean, median(SD) N Mean, median,(SD) N Mean, median, (SD) N Mean, median, (SD)

Cyclingfor 734 170,130, (156) 229 145,80, (160) 202 163,125, (128) 303 192,165, (156)
transport
Walking for 734 93,50, (118) 229 89,50, (118) 202 97,50, (123) 303 92,55, (116)
transport

Demographic characteristics

Table 3 shows the descriptive characteristics of the respondents. The mean age of women in the sample is
37 (SD=13.6) and the mean age of men of the sample is 47 (SD=14.1). The participants are overall a
relatively healthy group; 91 percent of the respondents define their health as good or very good. 99.5
percent of the respondents have a bicycle of which 1.6 percent has an electric bicycle.

There are no significant differences between age and transportation related physical activity (cycling:
x2=8,34, df=6, p=.214; walking: x2=8,77, df=6, p=.187). Neither a significant association is found between
BMI > 25 and cycling or walking for transport (x2 = 1,13, df=1, p=.288; x2=0,07, df=1, p=.788). A
significant difference between men and women is found for cycling, but not for walking: the proportion of
men (55.8%) who are in the higher level group for cycling are significant larger than the proportion
women (45,1%, x2=7,84, df=1, p=.005). Significantly larger proportions of those cycling for transport are
found among those who perceive their general health as very good (58,3 %, x2=11,14, df=3, p=.011)
compared to people who perceived their general health as moderate. Besides, more people with a low
education (64.2%) are in the higher level group for walking (x2=6,46, df=2, p=.040). Significantly larger
proportions of those cycling and walking are found among those who never have the availability of a car
(resp. 63,4%, x2=25,28, df=3, p=.000; 64,6%, x2=10,25, df=3, p=0.017) (see appendix I).

There are no significant gender differences for place of residence: as much men as women live in rural,
suburban and urban environments (x2=0,46, df=2, p=.797). The proportion of participants with a high
education living in a strong urban environment (46,5%) is significantly higher than for those with a low

education(16.7%; x2=30,59, df=4, p=0.000). There is also an association between BMI > 25 and location




(x2=9,57, df=1, p=0.008). Respondents with a BMI higher than 25 (defined as overweight) lives more
often in rural environments (45,8%) than urban environments (32.4%). Further, more young respondents
(<30 years) live in an urban environment (56,8%) against 13.4% of older respondents (>60 years)
(x2=73,83, df=12 p=.000). Finally, there is a significant difference between availability of a car and
perceived degree of urbanization (x2 =82,98, df=6, p< 0,001): 77.8% of the rural residents always have a

car available against 47.6% of the urban residents (see appendix ]).

Table 3
Demographic characteristics respondents

Rural Suburban Urban
N (%) N (%) N (%)
Gender
Female 115 (54) 104 (52) 154 (55)
Male 98 (46) 97 (48) 127 (45)
Age (yr)
17 -20 4 2) 6 3) 4 1)
21-30 40 (19) 48 (24) 125 (45)
31-40 23 (11) 33 (16) 53 (19)
41-50 40 (19) 43 (21) 43 (15)
51-60 61 (29) 45 (22) 45 (16)
61-70 41 (19) 24 (12) 11 (4)
71-80 4 2) 2 M 0 0)
Education
Low 27 (12) 18 9 9 3)
Moderate 54 (23) 52 (25) 43 (14)
High 132 (56) 131 (64) 229 (75)
Body Mass Index
<25 110 (54) 119 (60) 184 (68)
225 93 (46) 78 (40) 88 (32)
Availability of a car
Never 8 3) 13 (6) 62 (20)
Sometimes 20 9) 24 (12) 71 (23)
Regularly 24 (10) 26 (13) 28 )
Always 182 (78) 143 (70) 146 (48)
Availability of a bicycle
Yes, normal 221 (94) 200 97) 301 (98)
Yes, electric 5 (2) 3 (2) 1 0)
Yes, both: normal & electric 7 3) 2 (1 3 1)
No 1 (0 1 (0 2 (1)
Health Status
Bad 0 (0 0 (0 0 (0)
Moderate 4 (2) 2 (1 4 (1)
Average 24 (11) 18 9) 12 4)
Good 139 (65) 127 (63) 156 (56)
Very good 46 (22) 54 27) 109 (39)

Perceived physical environment

Table 4 shows mean scores on perceived physical environmental categories. For cycling for transport we
found for the different urbanization degrees significant differences in the mean scores aesthetics,
destination and functionality. Participants living in rural areas report significantly more often a high value
of aesthetics in their neighbourhood (41.6%) than participants living in urban locations (29.0%, x2=16,38,
df=4, p=.003). Besides, they report more often a low value of functionality (42.3%) in their neighbourhood
than participants living in urban locations (31.5%, x2=9,82, df=4, p=.044).




For walking for transport we found for the different urbanization degrees significant differences in the
mean scores on safety, aesthetics, functionality and destination. Participants living in urbanized areas
report significantly more often a high value of safety (38.2%) than participants living in rural areas
(23.3%, x2 = 18,55, df=4, p=.001). Besides, participants living in rural locations report significantly more
often a high value of aesthetics in their neighbourhood (47,9%) than participants living in urban locations
(23.3%, x2 = 56,86, p = .000) and they also report more often a low value of functionality in their
neighbourhood (43.2%) compared to participants living in a urban environment (26.6%, x2 = 14,43, p =
0.001). Finally, respondents living in strongly urbanized environments report more often a high value of
destinations (54,1%) compared to respondents living in a rural environment (19.2%, x2 = 84,00, df=4,

p=.000) (see Appendix K).

Table 4
Mean scores on physical environmental attribute categories (7 point Likert Scale: 1 low, 7 high). SD = standard deviation.

Total Rural Suburban Urban
N Mean, (SD) N Mean, (SD) N Mean, (SD) N Mean, (SD)
Cycling Safety 669 4.97 (0.9) 209 4.96 (0.9) 188 4.93(0.9) 272 5.01(0.9)
i(lf;nsport Aesthetics 703 447 (1.1) 219 4.73 (1.0) 201 441(1.1) 283 4.30 (1.0)
Destination 747 6.14 (1.2) 234 5.69 (1.4) 206 6.10 (1.2) 307 6.51 (1.0)
Functionality 716 5.42 (1.0) 222 5.33(1.1) 202 5.43 (1.0) 292 5.48 (0.9)
Walking Safety 663 5.20 (0.9) 206 5.12(0.8) 182 5.02 (0.9) 275 5.37(0.9)
i(lf;nsport Aesthetics 703 427 (1.1) 219 4.69 (1.0) 201 4.27 (1.0) 283 3.93(1.1)
Destination 747 6.14 (1.2) 234 5.69 (1.4) 206 6.10 (1.2) 307 6.51 (1.0)
Functionality 707 5.02 (1.2) 220 4.82 (1.4) 201 4.89 (1.1) 286 5.26 (1.0)

Results correlation analysis

Self efficacy significantly correlates with cycling for transport, for participants living in rural, suburban
and urban environments (respectively: r=0.21, r=0.24 and r=0.21). Furthermore a positive correlation
exists between aesthetics and cycling and walking for transport for people living in urban environments
(r=.12, r=.12). The two dependent variables (walking and cycling for transport purposes) are correlated
for people who live in a rural environment (r = .19), but not for people who live in suburban or urban
environment. There are some significant correlations between the different independent variables.
Although  these  correlations are  significant, the correlations are weak (r<0.3).
As mentioned before, the distributional assumptions are violated. So, we also checked the correlations

with Spearman’s Rho, but no significant different correlations existed (see appendix L and M).




Results of the logistic regression analyses

Cycling for transport not stratified for perceived degree of urbanization.

The results of the logistic regression analyses for cycling are shown in table 5. In this model we first
entered the demographic variables (availability of a car, age, gender, perceived general health status and
perceived degree of urbanization: step A). Secondly, we entered the perceived physical environmental
variables (safety, aesthetics, functionality, destination: step B). Third, the social environmental variable
(social influences) and personal variable (self efficacy) were entered (Step C).

Gender is found to be associated with cycling for transport. Women are less likely to cycle for transport
than men. (Odds ratio (OR)=0.65, 95% confidence interval (CI)=0.46 - 0.93, p=.02). Besides, there is a
significant positive association between age and cycling for transport. Older people are more likely to
cycle (OR=1.03, CI=1.01-1.04, p=.001). Availability of a car demonstrate a negative relationship with
cycling for transport purposes (OR=0.63, CI1=0.52-0.75, p=.000). People who have always the availability
of a car are less likely to cycle for transport than people who have never or sometimes a car available. The
degree of urbanization is also associated with the likelihood of cycling for transport. People who live in a
rural environment are significantly less likely to cycle for transport than people living in a suburban or
urban environment (OR=1.54, CI=1.23-1.92, p=.000). These associations exist in all three steps (A,B,C).
Besides, perceived general health shows a positive association with the dependent variable, but
disappears when self efficacy and social influences are entered (step C).

Furthermore, people who report a high level of social influences are less likely to cycle for transport
purposes. So, the more encouragement people receive the less likely they cycle. People who report a high
level of self efficacy for cycling are more likely to cycle for transport. This means that people who have
more confidence in cycling, are more likely to cycle for transport compared to people who are less
confident in cycling. After adjusting for self efficacy and social influences (step C), safety shows a negative
relation with cycling for transport. Respondents who perceive their environment as highly safe are less
likely to cycle for transport (OR=0,95, CI=0.91-0.99, p=.013) (see appendix 0). Finally, we tested of two
moderators (age and gender) affected the strength of the relationship between the perceived physical
environment variables and cycling for transportation. Age and gender didn’t affect this relationship (see
appendix Q).

Collinearity diagnostics did not suggest that the changes seen in this final model (step C) for
environmental variables (from not statistically significant to significant) could be attributed to collinearity
among these variables (see appendix N). The model explains only small portions of variance. However, the
final model (step A,B,C) does meet the limits of an acceptable fit of .200 (Hair et al., 2006), with a pseudo
R2 of .208. This indicates that other factors, which are not included in this model, influence the likelihood

of cycling for transport purposes.

Cycling for transport stratified for perceived degree of urbanization - rural.
Two demographic variables, age and availability of a car, have a significant effect on cycling for transport
for rural residents in all three steps (A,B,C). Age is positively associated with cycling for transport: older

people are more likely to cycle (OR=1.044, CI=1.01-1.07, p=.002). The availability of a car shows a




negative relationship with cycling for transport (OR=0.48, CI=0.31-0.76, p=.002). Perceived general health
is no longer statistically significant when the two variables social influences en self efficacy are entered
(step C). A positive effect is found for the self efficacy (OR=1.124, CI=1.05-1.21, p=.002). So, people who
have more confidence in cycling are more likely to cycle for transport compared to people who are less
confident in cycling. Social influences shows a negative relation (OR=0.92, CI=0.87-0.97, p=.004). One
physical environment variable, functionality, shows a positive significant effect: rural residents who
perceive their environment as highly functional are more likely to cycle for transport (OR=1.136, CI=1.03-
1.25, p=0.008). And one physical environment variable shows after adjusting for the variables self efficacy
and social influences (step C) a significant effect: rural residents who perceive their environment as highly
safe are less likely to cycle for transport purposes (OR=0.92, CI=0.86-1.0, p=0.036).

The model explains only small portions of variance. However, it does meet the limits of an acceptable fit of
.200 (Hair et al,, 2006), with a pseudo R2 of .28. This indicates that other factors, which are not included in
this model, influence the likelihood of cycling for transport for people living in rural areas (see appendix

P).

Cycling for transport stratified for perceived degree of urbanization - suburban.

Also for suburban residents, in all three steps (A,B,C) age is positively associated with cycling for transport
(OR=1.027, CI=1.0-1.06, p=0.053). Gender and the availability of a car show a negative relationship.
Women are less likely to cycle for transport purposes than women (OR = 0.42, CI = 0.21-0.86, p=0.017).
People who always have a car available are less likely to cycle for transport than people who do not have a
car at their disposal (OR = 0.57, CI = 0.38-0.85, p<0.05). Self efficacy shows a positive effect with cycling:
the more confidence people have in cycling for transport the more likely they are going to cycle (OR=1.18,
CI=1.05-1.19, p=.001). The logistic regression model for suburban residents found no perceived
environmental attributes associated with cycling for transport.

The model explains only small portions of variance. However, it does meet the limits of an acceptable fit of
.200 (Hair et al.,, 2006), with a pseudo R2 of .22. This indicates that other factors, which are not included in
this model, influence the likelihood of cycling for transport for people living in suburbanized areas (see

appendix P).

Cycling for transport stratified for perceived degree of urbanization - urban.

Gender and the availability of a car show a negative relationship with cycling for residents in urban
environments in all three steps. Men are more likely to cycle for transport purposes (OR=0.54, CI=0.26-
0.80, p=.006). People who always have a car available are less likely to cycle for transport than people
who do not have a car at their disposal (OR=0.70, CI=0.55-0.90, p=.006). Besides, perceived general health
shows a positive association with the dependent variable, but disappears when the variables self efficacy
and social influences are entered (step C). One physical environment variable shows a significant effect:
residents living in strong urbanized environments who report a high value of aesthetics are more likely to
cycle for transport purposes (OR=1.07, CI=1.02-1.13, p=.012). Finally, a positive relationship is found for
the self efficacy: people who report a high level of self efficacy are more likely to cycle for transport

(OR=1.10, CI=1.04-1.16, p=.002).




The model explains only small portions of variance. It doesn’t meet the limits of an acceptable fit of .200

(Hair et al., 2008), with a pseudo R2 of .192. But the logistic regression model reports still significance
(x2=41.04, df=10, p=.000) (See appendix P).

Table 5

0dds ratio’s (95%CI) for environmental variables and likelihood of people being high cyclers.

Total

0dds ratio’s (95% CI)

Rural

Odds ratio’s (95% CI)

Suburban

0dds ratio’s (95% CI)

Urban

0dds ratio’s (95% CI)

Gender
Age

Availability Car

0.65 (0.46-0.93)*
1.03 (1.01-1.04)**

0.63 (0.52 - 0.75)**

0.68 (0.33-1.42)
1.04 (1.02-1.07)*

0.48 (0.31-0.76)*

0.42 (0.21-0.86)*
1.03 (1.00-1.06)*

0.57 (0.38-0.85)*

0.45 (0.26-0.80)*
1.01 (0.96-1.03)

0.70 (0.55-0.90)*

Perceived 1.54 (1.23 - 1.92)** - -
degree of

Urbanization

Perceived 1.27 (0.96-1.69) 1.44 (0.81-2.55) 1.18 (0.69 - 2.04) 1,29 (0.81-2.06)
physical health

Aesthetics 1.03 (0.99 - 1.06) 0.98 (0.92-1.05) 1.03 (0.96 - 1.09) 1.07 (1.02-1.13)*
Safety 0.95 (0.92 - 0.99)* 0.92 (0.86-1.00)* 0.93 (0.86 - 1.00) 0.98 (0.93-1.05)
Destination 0.99 (0.95 - 1.046) 0.95 (0.87 - 1.03) 1.08 (0.98-1.19) 0.92 (0.81-1.04)
Functionality 1.02 (0.98 - 1.07) 1.14 (1.03-1.25)* 1.04 (0.95-1.15) 0.95 (0.88-1.02)
Self efficacy 1.10 (1.07 - 1.14)** 1.12 (1.05 - 1.21)* 1.12 (1.05-1.19)** 1.10 (1.04-1.16)*

Social influences

0.97 (0.94 - 0.99)*

0.92 (0.87 - 0.97)*

0.98 (0.93-1.03)

0.99 (0.94-1.04)

Nagelkerke’sR2 .28 .28 22 .19
+2,p 110.99 (df=11) p=.000 45,41 (df=10), p=.000 33,80 (df=10), p=.000 41.04 (df=10), p=.000
N 655 202 185 268

*p<.05

**p <.001

CI = Confidence Interval

Walking for transport not stratified for perceived degree of urbanization.

The results of the logistic regression analyses for walking are shown in table 6. In this model we first
entered the demographic variables (age, educational attainment, perceived degree of urbanization,
perceived general health: step A). Secondly, we entered the perceived physical environmental variables
(safety, aesthetics, functionality, destination: step B). Third, the social environmental variable (social
influences) and personal variable (self efficacy) were entered (Step C).

Only two demographic variables show an association with walking for transport. Availability of car
demonstrates a negative relationship with walking for transport purposes. So, people who always have a
car available are less likely to walk for transport than people who do not have a car at their disposal
(OR=0.80, CI=0.68-0.94, p=.008). Besides, there is a significant positive association between age and
walking for transport: older people are more likely to walk (OR = 1.02, CI = 0.68-0.94, p <0.05). These
associations exist in all three steps (A,B,C) None of the perceived physical environmental variables show

an association with walking for transport (see appendix R).




Finally, we tested of two moderators (age and gender) affected the relationship between perceived
physical environment variables and walking for transportation. Age and gender didn’t affect this
relationship (see appendix T).

These findings on walking for transport purposes need to be viewed with caution as the logistic
regression model reports no significance (x2 = 18,975, p= .062). Further, the independent variables
explain together only 4% of the total variance. This does not meet the limits of an acceptable fit of .200

(Hair et al., 2008), with a pseudo R2 of 0.038.

Walking for transport stratified for perceived degree of urbanization

The logistic regression model founds that neither perceived environmental attributes nor location (rural,
suburban, strong urban) are associated with walking for transport. So, the logistic regression analyses
stratified for degree of urbanization found neither perceived environmental attributes nor social
environmental, personal variables and demographic variables to be associated with walking for transport

(see appendix S).

Table 6
0dds ratios (95%(ClI) for environmental variables and likelihood of people being high walkers

Total Rural Suburban Urban

0dds ratio’s (95% CI) Odds ratio’s (95% CI) 0dds ratio’s (95% CI) 0dds ratio’s (95% CI)

Age 1.02 (1.00-1.03)* 1.02 (1.0-1.04) 1.02 (1.00-1.05) 1.01 (0.99-1,04)
Educational 0.98 (0.75-1.23) 1.00 (0.65-1.53) 0.88 (0.53-1.46) 1.08 (0.64-1.82)
attainment

Availability of a 0.80 (0.68-0.94)* 0.83 (0.56-1.25) 0.67 (0.46-0.97) 0.85 (0.69-1.06)
car

Perceived 0.81 (0.62-1.06) - -

degree of

urbanization

Perceived 1.04 (0.84-1.28) 0.80 (0.50-1.23) 0.92 (0.55-1.55) 0.69 (0.44-1.06)
physical health

Aesthetics 1.02 (0.98-1.05) 0.99 (0.93-1.06) 1.01 (0.94-1.07) 1.03 (0.99-1.09)
Safety 0.97 (0.94-1.01) 0.98 (0.91-1.06) 0.94 (0.88-1.02) 0.99 (0.93-1.05)
Destination 1.01 (0.97-1.06) 0.98 (0.90-1.05) 0.99 (0.92-1.06) 1.06 (0.96-1.17)
Functionality 0.77 (0.97-1.04) 1.01 (0.95-1.07) 0.99 (0.92-1.06) 1.03 (0.96-1.10)
Self efficacy 1.02 (.099-1.05) 1.05 (1.00-1.11) 1.03 (0.97-1.09) 0.99 (0.94-1.04)

Social influences

Nagelkerke’s R2

0.99 (0.97-1.02)

0.04

0.97 (0.93-1.01)

.06

0.99 (0.95-1.03)

.07

1.02 (0.98-1.06)

.06

:2,p 18.98 (df=11), p=.062 9.46 (df=10), p=.492 9.88 (df=10), p=.452 13,20 (df=10), p=.213
N 651 200 179 272

*p<0,05

*p < 0,001

CI = Confidence Interval




Discussion

The present study addresses the physical activity level for transport purposes and the influence of the
perceived physical environment on active modes of transport purposes in the Dutch population (17 years
and older).

The reported amount of time spent on cycling and walking for transport purposes by the population in
this study (respectively 170 minutes and 96 minutes weekly on average) is higher than other comparable
studies. Troped et al. (2003) found that English adults spend on average 142 minutes on transport related
physical activity (walking and cycling together) weekly. Van Dyck et al. (2010) conducted a study in a
Belgian population and found on average of 154 minutes walking weekly, including walking for
transportation and during leisure time. Humpel et al. (2004) looked at the walking minutes for transport,
and reported an average amount of only 32 minutes of weekly walking to get to and from places by
Australian participants aged > 40.

Participants in our study may have overestimated their total physical activity level. The self reported data
might have been influenced by social desirability. Further, the questionnaire took place in the summer
months. It is more likely that people walk or cycle more for transport in the summer than in the winter
months, due to the better weather circumstances. Further, most respondents in this study had a good or
very good physical general health status (91%) which could also explain the high physical activity level.
The first research question assessed the differences in reported amount of time spent on physical activity
for transport purposes between people living in rural, suburban and strong urban settings. Significant
more people in strong urban regions cycle more minutes per week for transport compared to people in
rural areas. No significant differences exist for walking. This is partly in accordance with the study of
Schutysern and Vienne (2004), where urban residents cycle, but also walk more for transport than people
living in rural or suburban areas.

Ecological models of health behaviour suggest that different environmental attributes may be associated
with different physical activity behaviours. The second research question assessed to what extent there is
an association between the perceived physical environment and cycling for transport and between the
perceived physical environment and walking for transport for people living in a rural, suburban and urban
environment. To date the majority of studies focus on physical active behavior (walking and cycling
together) or on walking for transport alone. Data focusing on the potential determinants of cycling for
transportation are rather scarce.

The key finding of this study is that physical environmental factors are associated with cycling for
transport, whereas physical environmental variables were not related to walking for transport. One
perceived environmental variable (safety) showed a bivariate association with walking for transport, but
in the logistic regression model with age, educational attainment, availability of a car, perceived physical
general health, self efficacy and social influences included, this factor did not contribute significantly with
walking for transport purposes. Neither for rural, nor for suburban and nor for residents living in strong
urban environments. An explanation for this null finding could be that people doesn’t consider walking as
a means of transport. As mentioned before: whereas in most countries the bike has a recreational

function, the bicycle is pre-eminently a means of transport in the Netherlands. Perhaps, people consider a




bicycle as a substitute for a car, but they doesn’t consider walking as an alternative for a car. In line with
our findings for walking for transport purposes, Humpel et al. (2004) also concluded from their study that
no association exists between perceived environmental attributes (accessibility of facilities for walking,
aesthetics, safety, weather) or location (perceiving beach or lake within walking distance) and walking to
get to and from places. Nevertheless, Giles-Corti & Donovan (2002) found that, after adjustment for
demographic variables and motor vehicle ownership, perceiving sidewalks in the neighbourhood, having a
shop with walking distance, and more traffic and busy roads were independently associated with walking
for transport.

It is notable that there is even not a significant relation between self-efficacy and transport related
walking, as self efficacy is documented as a consistent correlate of activity (Sallis & Owen, 2002). Duncan
and Mummery (2005) argues that it is possible that self efficacy does not influence lower intensity
activities such as walking as strongly as it does for higher intensity activities. This may explain its lack of
association in the model examining walking.

In this study, in contrast to walking for transport, three physical environmental factors (functionality,
aesthetics and safety) show statistically significant associations with cycling for transportation. These
associations vary for rural, suburban and urban areas. For residents living in a suburban environment no
physical environmental variables are associated with cycling for transport. However, for rural residents
safety and functionality are associated with cycling. The functional aspect is positively associated with
cycling for transportation: people who find that there is enough space for cycling, the cycling paves are
well maintained, there are shortcuts compared with cars and there are different routes to take, are more
likely to cycle for transport. This finding is congruent with a study of Titze et al (2008). In their study, bike
lane connectivity (‘there are bicycle tracks’; ‘it is possible to take shortcuts with the bicycle compared to
cars’) was positively associated with cycling for transportation. The finding that the functional aspect is
only of influence for cycling for transport for rural residents and not for suburban or urban residents
could be explained by the fact that residents who live in suburban and urban areas perceive their
environment as a highly functional area. This is plausible, because as mentioned before, The Netherlands
have the most cycle tracks of the world, especially in more urbanized areas.

Paradoxically, we found for people living in a rural environment perceived safety was negatively related
to cycling in our study. This counter intuitive relationship could be explained by the fact that those who
spend more time cycling are more aware of a lack of safety (Duncan & Mummory, 2005). This negative
association is in accordance with Humpel et al (2004). The fact that safety did not prove to be an
important influence on cycling for transport for suburban and strong urban residents could be explained
by the participants’ perception of living in a low-crime area.

Our study indicates that for residents living in a strong urbanized environment, aesthetics are associated
with cycling for transport. Those who perceived that they lived in areas with attractive natural and built
features, free from litter with many trees, gardens and green spaces, were more likely to cycle to get to
and from places. This is consistent with previous studies that show the relevance of aesthetically pleasing
environments and physical activity levels. The fact that aesthetics did not prove to be an important
influence on cycling for transport for rural and suburban residents could be explained by the participants’

perception of living all in a highly aesthetical appealing environment. It is possible that there was




insufficient variability in perceived environmental characteristics to detect associations with transport
related physical activity.

The third and last research question assessed the moderating role of age and gender in the influence of the
perceived physical environment on walking and cycling for transport. Both age and gender didn’t affect
the (strength of) the relationship between these independent variables and cycling or walking for
transport. In contrast to our study, gender affected the strength of the relationship between the perceived
physical environment variables and cycling in the study of Titze et al. (2008).

Although not the main focus of this study, gender was significantly associated with cycling for residents
living in suburbanized and urbanized areas. The finding that a greater proportion of men than women
were physically active for transport is consistent with other studies (Booth, Owen, Bauman, Clavisi &
Leslie, 2000). This suggests that a stronger emphasis on the needs and interest of women in physical
activity promotion strategies is appropriate. Further, significant positive association of age with cycling
for transport was found as well for rural and suburban residents. It may be that older people perceived
cycling as a more appropriate means of transport. Having high self efficacy was strongly associated with
cycling for transport purposes for people in all types of environment (rural, suburban and strong urban).
Research suggests that self efficacy is important in the initiation and maintenance of physical activity
(Booth et al,, 2000; Conner & Norman, 2008). Finally, it is notable that we found a small but significant
negative relationship between social influences and cycling for transport for rural residents. This
association is puzzling because in contrast to our finding, results from Titze et al. (2008) showed that
social support/modeling was positively related with cycling for transport. Similarly, social support from
friends and modeling was positively associated with active transport in a study among Portuguese and
Belgian students (De Bourdeaudhuij, Teixeira, Cardon & Deforche, 2005). It may be that there is some
capitalization on chance, due to multiple testing. Further studies are needed to clarify this issue.

There are several limitations in the present study. First, this study’s cross-sectional design allowed us to
determine whether environmental factors were correlated with activity, but could not be used to
demonstrate that these factors were determinants of transportation activity (i.e. had a causal
relationship). But consistent associations in this and other studies, implies the possibility of a causal
relationship.

Second, we used a self report measure for physical activity which is the most commonly used measure for
assessing physical activity (Maas et al., 2008). Using a self-report measure for physical activity has the
advantage that it is easy to administer and generally acceptable to participants, and can measure a wide
range of values. Yet, self report measures have the disadvantage of incomplete recall and exaggeration of
the amount of activity (due social desirability). In this study we have tried to minimize the disadvantage of
incomplete recall by not simply asking the general amount of minutes that people walk and cycle for
transport purposes. The respondents reported (from a list of ten) the destinations they had visited per
day in the last week, how many minutes the trip took and the transport mode to reach this destination.
Besides, it will not likely that people living in rural environments will exaggerate more or less than people
living in more urbanized environments. So, there will be no bias with relation to degree of urbanization.
Finally, compared to the Dutch population, the sample was more highly educated. Moreover, the

Netherlands have high cycling rates relative to many other countries. These issues may limit the




generalizability of our findings to Netherland and other European countries. On the other hand this study
may provide insights to support cycling in other countries.

The strength of the current study is that it focused on cycling and separately examined walking as active
modes of transport. The reason for this is that different types of active travel behaviours likely have
different determinants, requiring distinct explanatory models (Giles-Corti, Timperio, Bull & Pikora, 2005).
Although the perceived environment had a small, yet significant association with cycling for transport a
recommendation for future studies is the use of both self report as well as objective measurement of the
physical environment. This way, one will be able to analyze whether perceived or objective measures has
the greatest influence of walking and cycling for transportation. The inclusion of objective measures in
future studies would have the advantage of using concrete and absolute measures of the environment,
which could help establish a direct link between physical activity and interventions in the physical
environment to support active living (Lin & Moudon, 2010).

Finally, in order to be able to identify factors of causality, the use of a longitudinal design would be

recommended.

Conclusion

This study indicates that the physical environment can act as a facilitator for a more active lifestyle among
its residents. Although small, the associations identified in this study do add to the body of data on the
influence of perceived environmental attributes on cycling. The differences for rural, suburban and strong
urban residences emphasize that different aspect of the environment may be of differing importance for
different settings. Further this study indicates that different types of physical activity (i.e. walking and
cycling) have different determinants. Promoting a more active lifestyle by improving the physical

environment (safety, aesthetics and functionality) is the key message of this study.
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Appendix A Web-survey

Dear participant,

This questionnaire is about walking and cycling for transport purposes. You can think about walking and
cycling to go to stores, your work or to visit your family or friends, for example.

This research is conducted in cooperation with TNO and the Twente University. We are interested in the
factors which influence walking an cycling to get from place to place.

The survey takes about twenty minutes. Please fill in the answers as honest and completely as possible:
there are no good or wrong answers. Your individual responses will be treated completely confidentially
and anonymously. By filling out the survey you will be entered into a drawing to win one of the five 50
euro gift cheques.

Thank you for participating.

The following questions are about your direct neighborhood. This means the surrounding within 5 km
from your home. Please circle the answer that best applies to you.

1. Whatis your postal code? HEE NN

2. How would you define your neighbourhood?
Non urban - slightly urban - moderately urban - highly urban - very highly urban

O O O O O

3. [cando most of my shopping at local stores (< 5 km)
Strongly disagree -disagree - slightly disagree - neutral - slightly agree - agree - strongly agree

O O O O O o O

4. There are many places to go within easy walking or cycling distance of my home (< 5 km)
Strongly disagree -disagree - slightly disagree - neutral - slightly agree - agree - strongly agree

() () () () () g 4

5. Itis easy to walk to a transit stop (bus, train, tram) from my home
Strongly disagree -disagree - slightly disagree - neutral - slightly agree - agree - strongly agree

() () () () () g 4

Please circle the answer that best applies to you.

6. Are you physically able to cycle for 15 minutes?

Yes O

No O
7. Areyou physically able to walk for 15 minutes?

Yes O

No O

8. Do you own a bicycle? (Availability of a bicycle for trips in the city?)
Yes, a ‘normal’ bicycle
Yes, an electric bicycle
Yes both, a normal and an electric bicycle
No

oonono




9. Do you own a car? (Availability of a car for trips in the city)
Never
Sometimes
Regular
Always

oonono

10. Do you ever walk or cycle to reach a destination? You can think to get from house to the
supermarket, your work or to visit family and friends.

Yes O
No O

Which destinations did you visit last week?* Please indicate your destinations per day.
* when your walk and cycle behavior deviates from the normal behavior (i.e. through illness or holiday),
please take a normal weak to answer the questions below.

11. Which destination(s) did you visit last Monday?

(When visit no destination, please click the button ‘further’)
School

Work

Stores / facilities (i.e. supermarket, hairdresser)

Train / bus stop

Family / friends / neighbors

Hotel / restaurant / café / place of entertainment

Park

Gym or fitness facilities (i.e. tennis court, swimming pool)

Health institutes (i.e. general practice, pharmacy/drugstore, hospital)

12. A. How much time did you spend on walking from place to place
on Monday (in minutes)?

B. How much time did you spend to bicycle from place to place
on Monday (in minutes)?

|:| |:| H OoooOoOoOooonO

C: How much time did you spend traveling in a train, bus, car, tram
or other kind of vehicle on Monday (in minutes)?

13. Which destination(s) did you visit last Tuesday?
When visit no destination, please click the button ‘further’.
School
Work
Stores / facilities (i.e. supermarket, hairdresser)

Train / busstop

Family / friends / neighbors

Hotel / restaurant / café / place of entertainment

Park

Gym or fitness facilities (i.e. tennis court, swimmingpool)

Health institutes (i.e. general practice, pharmacy/drugstore, hospital)

14. A. How much time did you spend on walking from place to place
Tuesday (in minutes)?
B. How much time did you spend to bicycle from place to place
Tuesday (in minutes)?
C: How much time did you spend traveling in a train, bus, car, tram
or other kind of (motor) vehicle Tuesday (in minutes)?

|:| |:| |:| OoOOoOoOoOooonO




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Which destination(s) did you visit last Wednesday?
When visit no destination, please click the button ‘further’.
School

Work

Stores / facilities (i.e. supermarket, hairdresser)

Train / busstop

Family / friends / neighbors

Hotel / restaurant / café / place of entertainment

Park

Gym or fitness facilities (i.e. tennis court, swimmingpool)

Health institutes (i.e. general practice, pharmacy/drugstore, hospital)

A. How much time did you spend on walking from place to place
Wednesday (in minutes)?

B. How much time did you spend to bicycle from place to place
Wednesday (in minutes)?

C: How much time did you spend traveling in a train, bus, car, tram
or other kind of (motor) vehicle Wednesday (in minutes)?

Which destination(s) did you visit last Thursday?
When visit no destination, please click the button ‘further’.
School

Work

Stores / facilities (i.e. supermarket, hairdresser)

Train / busstop

Family / friends / neighbors

Hotel / restaurant / café / place of entertainment

Park

Gym or fitness facilities (i.e. tennis court, swimmingpool)

Health institutes (i.e. general practice, pharmacy/drugstore, hospital)

A. How much time did you spend on walking from place to place
Thursday (in minutes)?

B. How much time did you spend to bicycle from place to place
Thursday (in minutes)?

C: How much time did you spend travelling in a train, bus, car, tram
or other kind of (motor) vehicle Thursday (in minutes)?

Which destination(s) did you visit last Friday?

When visit no destination, please click the button ‘further’.
School

Work

Stores / facilities (i.e. supermarket, hairdresser)

Train / busstop

Family / friends / neighbors

Hotel / restaurant / café / place of entertainment

Park

Gym or fitness facilities (i.e. tennis court, swimmingpool)

Health institutes (i.e. general practice, pharmacy/drugstore, hospital)

A. How much time did you spend on walking from place to place
Friday (in minutes)?

B. How much time did you spend to bicycle from place to place
Friday (in minutes)?

C: How much time did you spend traveling in a train, bus, car, tram
or other kind of (motor) vehicle Friday (in minutes)?

|:| H H OooOoOoOoooonO |:| H H OooOoOoOoooonO

|:| |:| H OooOoOoOoooonO




21. Which destination(s) did you visit last Saturday?
When visit no destination, please click the button ‘further’.
School
Work
Stores / facilities (i.e. supermarket, hairdresser)

Train / busstop

Family / friends / neighbors

Hotel / restaurant / café / place of entertainment

Park

Gym or fitness facilities (i.e. tennis court, swimmingpool)

Health institutes (i.e. general practice, pharmacy/drugstore, hospital)

22. A. How much time did you spend on walking from place to place
Saturday (in minutes)?
B. How much time did you spend to bicycle from place to place
Saturday (in minutes)?
C: How much time did you spend traveling in a train, bus, car, tram
or other kind of (motor) vehicle Saturday (in minutes)?

23. Which destination(s) did you visit last Sunday?
When visit no destination, please click the button ‘further’.
School
Work
Stores / facilities (i.e. supermarket, hairdresser)
Train / busstop
Family / friends / neighbors
Hotel / restaurant / café / place of entertainment
Park
Gym or fitness facilities (i.e. tennis court, swimmingpool)
Health institutes (i.e. general practice, pharmacy/drugstore, hospital)

24. A. How much time did you spend on walking from place to place
Sunday (in minutes)?
B. How much time did you spend to bicycle from place to place
Sunday (in minutes)?
C: How much time did you spend traveling in a train, bus, car, tram
or other kind of (motor) vehicle Sunday (in minutes)?

|:| |:| |:| OooOOoOoOoOooonO

|:| |:| |:| OoOOoOoOoOooonO

The most visited destination within your own neighbourhood.

25. To which destination within your own neighbourhood you cycle most often? (one answer

possible). Please circle the category to which this destination belongs.
School

Work

Shop / service

Train / bus station

Family / friends

Cafés / restaurants

Park

Sport clubs

Health institution

Other desintation

No any destination: I don’t cycle (within my neighborhood)

OoooOoOooooood




26. To which destination within your own neighbourhood you walk most often? (one answer
possible). Please circle the category to which this destination belongs.
School
Work
Shop / service
Train / bus station
Family / friends
Cafés / restaurants
Park
Sport clubs
Health institution
Other desintation
No any destination: I don’t cycle (within my neighborhood)

OoooOOoOoOoooood

We are going to look to your most frequently accessed destination by bicycle.
You reported that ... is the destination to which you most often cycle. Keep this destination in mind for the
following questions.

27. What is the distance in meters from your home to this destination? (1 km = 1000 meter)

LOOooe

Please circle the answer that best applies to you. How easy or difficult is it for you to cycle to this
destination even when...

28. The weather is bad
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

O O O

29. Itis very hot outside
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

O O O O O O O

30. You are tired
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

O O O O O O O

31. You feel you don’t have time
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

O O O

Please circle the answer that best applies to you. Keep the destination in mind to which you most often
cycle.

32. My family, friends and / or colleagues think that I should cycle to this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0 O O O O O

33. Itis expected of me that I cycle to this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

34. My family, friends and / or colleagues frequently use cycling for transportation to visit such a
destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0O O O O O O




35. Many people like me cycle to such a destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0 O O O O O

36. My family, friends and / or colleagues encourage me to use the bicycle to this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

Please circle the answer that best applies to you. Think about your trip to the destination which you have
indicated before. If you bicycle to the destination, how well would the description fit?

37. There is enough space for cycling on the route
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0O O O O O O

38. Itis possible to take shortcuts with the bicycle compared to cars
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

39. The places where I cycle along the route are well maintained (paved, even, and not a lot of cracks)
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

40. There are many different routes I can take (I have not to go the same way each time)
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0 O O O O O

Please circle the answer that best applies to you. Think about your trip to the destination which you have
indicated before. If you bicycle to the destination, how well would the description fit?

41. I am satisfied with the parking facilities for the bike by this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0O O O O O O

42. Finding a parking place for a car is difficult
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

We are going to look to your most frequently accessed destination by bicycle.
You reported that ... is the destination to which you most often walk. Keep this destination in mind for the
following questions.

43. What is the distance in meters from your home to this destination? (1 km = 1000 meter)

| [

Please circle the answer that best applies to you. How easy or difficult is it for you to walk to this
destination even when...




44. The weather is bad
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

O O O

45. Itis very hot outside
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

O O O O O O O

46. You are tired
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

o 44 () () () (I R O

47. You feel you don’t have enough time
Very difficult - difficult - slightly difficult - neutral - slightly easy - easy - very easy

o 44 () () () (I R O

Please circle the answer that best applies to you. Keep the destination in mind to which you most
often walk.

48. My family, friends and / or colleagues think that I should walk to this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

49. Itis expected of me that [ walk to this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

() () () () () () ()
50. My family, friends and / or colleagues frequently walk for transportation to visit such a
destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
() () () () () () ()

51. Many people like me walk to such a destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0 O O O O O

52. My family, friends and / or colleagues encourage me to walk to this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

Please circle the answer that best applies to you. Think about your trip to the destination which you
have indicated before. If you walk to the destination, how well would the description fit?

53. There is enough space for walking on the route
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

54. Itis possible to take shortcuts walking compared to cars
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0 O O O O O




55. The sidewalks along the route are well maintained (paved, even, and not a lot of cracks)
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0 O O O O O

56. There are many different routes I can take (I have not to go the same way each time)
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

57. I am satisfied with the parking facilities for the bike by this destination
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o 0O O O O O O

58. Finding a parking place for a car is difficult
Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree

o o O () () () ()

Please circle the answer that best applies to you, for the cycle destination as well for your walk
destination.

59. There are a lot of trees, gardens, green spaces or parks along the route

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
'Cycledestionation’ ] ] (] (] (] ] (]
‘Walkdestination’ Ol () () () O (] d

60. There is alot of litter on the streets along the route

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
'Cycledestionation’ ] O ] ] ] () d
‘Walkdestination’ OJ () () () O O (]

61. There are attractive buildings / homes along the route

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
"Cycledestionation’ ] d ] ] ] d d
‘Walkdestination’ Ol () () () O O (]

62. There are not many interesting things to look at while walking or cycling to the destination

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
'Cycledestionation’ (] O (] (] (] O (]
‘Walkdestination’ O O O O O O O

63. There are many attractive natural sights in my neighborhood (such as landscaping, views)

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
"Cycledestionation’ ] O ] ] ] O d
‘Walkdestination’ O O O O O O O

Please circle the answer that best applies to you, for the cycle destination as well for your walk
destination.




64. Most drivers exceed the posted speed limits while driving in my neighborhood

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
'Cycledestionation’ ] ] (] (] (] ] (]
‘Walkdestination’ O O O O O O O

65. Crossing busy roads is a big problem along the route

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
"Cycledestionation’ ] O ] ] ] () d
‘Walkdestination’ OJ () () () O O (]

66. There is so much traffic along the route that it makes it difficult or unpleasant to walk or cycle

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree — neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
"Cycledestionation’ ] d ] ] ] d d
‘Walkdestination’ Ol () () () O O (]

67. The streets along the route are well lit at night

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
"Cycledestionation’ (] O (] (] (] O (]
‘Walkdestination’ O O O O O O O

68. Overall, I feel safe when walking/ cycling along the route

Strongly agree - agree - slightly agree - neutral - slightly disagree - disagree - strongly disagree
'Cycledestionation’ (] ] O O O ] (]
‘Walkdestination’ O O O O O O O

Finally, some questions about your demographic features. Please circle the answer that best applies to

you.

69. What is your gender?
Male

oo

Female

H

70. What is your age?

H

71. What is your residence?

72. What is your heighest completed education?
Geen opleiding
Lager onderwijs
Middelbaar algemeen voortgezet onderwijs (MAVO/VMBO)
Hoger algemeen voortgezet onderwijs (HAVO)
Voorbereidend Wetenschappelijk Onderwijs (VWO)
Lager beroepsonderwijs (LBO)
Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (MBO)

Ooo0oOooood

Hoger Beroepsonderwijs (HBO)




Univeristy

Other, namely

73. In general, my state of health is:
Bad
Moderate
Average
Good
Very good

74. What is your weight (kilograms?)

e [

75. What is your length (in centimeters)?

76. In general, how many days per week are you at least 30 minutes physical |:|
active? Physical active means at least the same effort as walk at a stiff
pace or stiff cycling.

77. Do you have any remarks? Please fill in:

‘ Thanks for your participation

This is the end of the questionnaire. We would like to thank you for your participation.

Please fill in your e-mail address when you would like to have a chance of winning one of the five cheques
to the value of 50 euro. The anonymity will be guaranteed.

E-mail address:




Appendix B Normalities dependent variable

Cycling

Descriptive Statistics
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Appendix C Normalities independent variable

Cycling:

Self efficacy cycling

Descriptive Statistics

N Shewnesz Hurisis
Statistic Statistic Sid. Error Statistic Sid. Errar
feacy cycling 738 -269 (=] 503 80
Walid M {listwiss) 75
Tests of Normality
Kolmago rov-5mirnow(s) Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic di Eig. Statistic df Sig.

Selfefficacy cyeing 088 738 000 575 738 000

a Lillisfors Significance Correction

Histogram
Normal Q-Q Plot of SelfefficacyCycling

s

Frequency

Expected Normal

esn =
0 ey T
s

H o

= o k3 )
SelfefficacyCyeling Observed Value

Social influences cycling

Deescriptive Statistics

N | Skewness Kuriosis
Stafistic Stafistic St Error Stafistic Std. Error

Socialinfluences N _ o N
cycling 720 -178 81 -89 152

Walid M {listwiss) 720

Tests of Normality

Ko lmogorow-Smirn owa) Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. SEfistic di Sig.
Sodal influences
eytiing B 046 720 001 989 20 000

& Lillisfors Significance Correcton

Histogram

Normal Q-0 Plot of SocialinfluencesCycling

Fraquency

Expected Normal

" 0 5 T : p

5 E P o
SocialinflusncesCycling Observed Value

Safety cycling

Descriptive Statistics

N Skewness Kuripsis.
_ i Stafistic Stafistic St Error Stafistic St Emror
Satyeyeing 889 -413 254 289 188
Walid M (listwiz=) 689




Tests of Normali

K ooy oino -5 mi o w3} Shapiro-Wilk
Statisfic di Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Sat cing
Ety aring 083 eas 000 584 eas 000

a Lilliefors Significance Correction

Histogram
Normal G- Plot of SafetyCycling
" >
g 2
£ i
rﬂﬂﬂ .
Wi isw mm w0 owm  sm : o ) p 3
SafetyCycling Observed Valus.
Aesthetics cycling
Descriptive Statistics
N Skewness Kurtesis.
Stistic Stistic Std. Errar Stistic Std. Error
Aesthetics cycling 703 - 141 082 v 184
Walid M {listwiss) 703
Tests of Normality
Ko lmogorow-Smirn owa) Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. StEfistic df Sig.
Aesthetics oyoling 05T 702 000 284 703 005
& Lillisfors Significance Correcton
Histogram
b Normal -0 Plot of AestheticsCycling
& 3o
1] g
T pemetesowing : " omenedvie °
Functionality cycling
Descriptive Statistics
N Sk=wness Kuriosis.
Sitistic Statistic | Sdi. Emor Statzfic Sd. Emror
Functionality cycling
unctionziity eyeling TiE -T2 091 881 182
Walid M (listwiz=) Ti6
Tests of Normality
K olmogorow-Smirn owa) 5 hapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Stafistic di Sig.
Functioniity cying N T8 000 253 T8 000

& Lillisfors Significance Correcton




Histogram
= _ Normal Q-Q Plat of FunctionalityCycling
a0
;m : %
P
ST s =
BN W 15w wh  mm 7 I T P p T .
FunctionalityCycling Observed Value
WALKING:
Self efficacy walking
Descriptive Statistics
N Skewness Hurisis.
Stafistic Stafistic Sid. Errar Stafistic Sitd. Error
Self eficacy walkng _ . _ .
708 -303 ez -E58 183
Walid M (listwis=) T08
Tests of Normality
Kolmago rov-Smimow(s) Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Eig. Statistic df Sig.
Belfeficacy walking 02 To8 000 852 708 000

a Lillisfors Significance Correction

Histogram
Normal Q-Q Plot of SelfefficacyWalking
o
J
B s
g o E
H 21
g 3
w s
o £
o
o
. p z %% = & =
SelfefficacyWalking Observed Value
Social influences walking
Descriptive Statistics
N Skewness Kurtesis.

Statzfic Statzfic Sd. Error Sttistic Std. Error

Socialinfuences
walking 707 -o38 182 -478 184

Walid M {listwiss) TOT

Tests of Normality

K olmogorow-Smirn owa) 5 hapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Stafistic df Sig.
Sodial influences
kg e 080 707 000 978 o7 000
alking

a Lilliefors Significance Correcion




Histogram

110

Frequency

St Do

10 = n

Normal G-0 Plot of SoclalinfluencesWalking

ed Normal

Se:\z\lnﬂu;neesWiikinn ¥ Dhsen‘:‘d Value . b
Safety walking
Descriptive Statistics
M Sl=wness Kurimsis
Statistic Statzfic Sd. Error Statzfic Sd. Emror
Safetywalkng
=hyuslang 68 - 343 088 -z34 150
Walid M {listwiss) k]
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorow-Smirnowa) Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Sifistic df Sig.
Sa Bty walkng 088 ga3 000 383 ea2 200
a Lillisfors Significance Correction
Histogram
— Normal Q-Q Plot of SafetyWalking
o] s
£ T
3 3
£ 3
. &
s w5 :
550 2w 2500 00 =m 13 3 = &
SafetyWalking Observed Value
Aesthetics walking
Descriptive Statistics
i} Sl=wness Hurio sis
Sitistic Sitistic Std. Error Statisfic Sd. Eror
Assthetics walkdng T2 - 101 =z - 228 VB4
Walid M {listwiss) T2
Tests of Normality
Ko Imegorow-Smimow(s) Shapiro-Wilk
Stafistic di Sig. Swfstic di Sig.
Assthatics walking i L] T2 i) 254 T3 J0aT

a Lilliefors Significance Correcion

Histogram

Fraquancy
Expected Normal

[

i3 P
AestheticsWalking

Normal Q-Q Plot of AestheticsWalking

B
Observed Value




Functionality walking

Descriptive Statistics

N Sl=wness Huriosis
Sistishic Statistic S . Error Stafisic Sid. Error

SehaalFuncionaWanaaic
v 707 573 o052 ATD 184

Walid M {listwiss) TOT

Tests of Normality

K olmogorow-Smirn owa) 5 hapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Stafistic df Sig.
Function alityw alking e 707 000 ez 0T 000

a Lilliefors Significance Correcion

Histogram Normal G- Plot of FUnctionalityWalking
o J
o ‘_
ol H
£ i.
I
=] 1
o
o
st o 1S mpp 200 T ! 3 % P = %
FUnctionalityWalking Observed Value
Destination
escriptive Statistics
N Skewness Kuripsis.
Stafistic Stafistic St Error Stafistic St Emror
Drestination T4T -2435 DEa 5,245 AT9
Walid M (listwiz=) 74T
Tests of Normality
Koo Imeosgpoino w-Siminneo wia) Shapiro-Wilk
Stafistic df Sig. Stafistic df Sig.
Destination 248 T4T 000 BEi T4T il
a Lillisfors Significance Correction
Histogram
Normal Q-Q Plot of Destination
2504 =
!
2004
o
1501 -
H £
E 2
o 3
i £
1004 H
2
fif
o
s
°
an -1
St Dev. <367
- e Nl B
5 10 15 2 T H 0 s )
Destination

Observed Value




Appendix D Accessed Destinations

School

Work
Shop/service
Train / busstation

Family / friends

Café/ restaurant
Park
Sport club

Health institution

BN E N O ECE

Other destination

Rural cycle destinations:

'y

Suburban Cycle destination s:

Y

Urban Cycle destinations:

D

Rural walk destinations:
Suburban walk destinations:
Urban walk destinations:

v




Appendix E Anova analyses distance most accessed destinations

Cycling:

Distance most accessed cycle destination - perceived degree of urbanization (subjective)

ANDVA
Distance {in meers) to the most sccessed (oyoie) destination
Sum of
Squsres Df Mean Squars F Sig.
Betwsen Groups '3':'3553‘:3 2| siszmsi T2 2778 i)
Wiithin Groups 17345415 -
Within Group: ﬂs’:z:zz; 731 | 24550801,368
Total 5315_4_5311__4 713
L)
Post Hoc Tests

Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Wat is de afstand in meters vanaf ww huis naar de bestemming: ! Fietsbestemming!T7{1 km = 1000 meter)
Bonferroni

Mean
U] 0y Difference 85% Confidence Interval
Perceivedlcategorisén Perceivedlcategorisén {1-Jy Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Rural Between 4TT.785 1,000 581,78 701,13
Urkan 433,623 058 -2083,78 27,70
Between Rural 4TT.785 1,000 ETRE] 159178
Urkan 450,287 524 -1848,13 511,18
Urban Rural 433,623 5] -2T.70 205329
Bztwsen 450,287 JB24 -E13.18 164812

Distance most accessed cycle destination - degree of urbanization (objective)

ANOVA
Distance (in meeE) to the most scoessed (oyois) destinston
Sum of
Squsres Df Mean Squars F Sig.
Between Groups E'E'E\-!)-1»!:::l_"i 2| 2775200057 123 125
3 , 226
Wiein Groups | 180221287 728 | 24721747212
Tatal 180TTE5TT 5
18580 ?3
Post Hoc Tests

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Wat is de afstand in meters vanaf uw huis naar de bestemming: TFietsbestemming] #(1
km = 1000 meter)

Bonferroni
WMean
Difference 85% Confidence Interval

(I} 3 categoriegn  (J) 3 categoriegn (K} Std. Errar Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Urban Between 387,638 440 5385 1,000 -559,38 1444 78

Rural 695 592 434 171 ATS -450,18 1881 36
Between Urban -387 688 440 535 1,000 1444 76 669 38

Rural 307,904 564 656 1,000 -1047,02 1862 83
Rural Urban 665 502 494 171 AT -1881,36 45018

Between -307,904 564 656 1,000 -16852,83 1047 02




Walking:

Distance most accessed walk destination - perceived degree of urbanization

ANOVA
Distance {in meEs) to the most sceessed (walk) destination
Sum of
Squsres Df Mean Squars F Sig.
Betwsen Groups | 22855077, 2| 1e4ze538.200 5343 003
Within Groups i 5255'5?-33 g8 | 278442274
e 2022
Tatal _4-'1;2\5-6; 700
Post hoc test

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Wat is de afstand in meters vanaf uw huis naar de bestemming: T'Wandelbestemming!['? 1 km = 1000
meter

Bonfemoni
Mean
m W Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Perceived3categorieén Perceived3categorieén {1-J} Std. Emor Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Rural Between 225,782 163,821 JB04 -1668,88 618,44
Urban 510,931 | 148,571 .00z 152,00 868,87
Between Rural -225, 792 163,821 JB04 618,44 166,88
Urban 285,139 163,833 193 -84,03 654,30
Urban Rural -510,931| 148,571 0oz -868,87 -152,00
Between -285,139 153,833 183 654,30 24,03

=. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Distance most accessed walk cycle destination - degree of urbanization (objective)

ANOVA
Distance (in me=E) to the most scoessed (walk) destination
Sum of
Squarss D Mean Squars F Sig.
Betwesn Groups | 20854548 2| 10447171528 1772 023
Within Groups i 52?55-?‘2-:' 636 | 2762985 811
4,238
Total 154875054 an
T.308 g

Post hoc test

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Wat is de afstand in meters wvanaf uw huis naar de bestemming: [Wandelbestemming]'? 1
km = 1000 meter

Bonferroni
WMean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(I} 3 categorie&n (J} 3 categoriegén [ Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Urban Between -318,815 150,717 104 -530,50 42 87
Rural -384,794 170,180 072 793,19 23,60
Between Urban 318,815 150,717 J104 -42 87 630,50
Rural -55,979 194 222 1,000 -532,07 400,11
Rural Urban 384,704 170,180 072 -23,80 79319
Between 65,979 194 222 1,000 -400,11 53207




Appendix F x2 analyses Perceived degree of urbanization - Dependent variable

Cycling:

Cylcling * Perceived degree of urbanization

Perceivedd categoriegn Total
Rursl Suburban Urban Rursl
Cyding Weinig  Count 143 103 124 £ ¥ii]

% within Perpzivwed
Diegree of Urbanization

Counit =] T3
% within Perceivwed . -
Degree of Urbanization 49.0% 59.1%
Total Count 202 303 T34
¥ within Peros ived 000% | 1w00% | t000% 00 0%

gree o f Urbanization

Chi-Square Tests

3 lus df iy
Pearsen Chi-Square | 24,203(s) 2z SO0
Likzlihood Rato 24,407 z 00D
Linear-by-Lingar g s R
Assosistion 24,142 000
M of'Valid Cazes 734

& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 100,17,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx. Sig.

Nominal by Phi g8z 000
MNominal Cramers ¥ Jds2 000
N of'Valid Cases 734

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.

Walking

Walking * Perce ived degree of urbanization Crosstabulation

Perceived degres of Urbanization Total
Rural Su burban Urban Rural
Walking Weiniy Count iig 103 150 i
% within Perceived s E 51 0

degree of urbanzation

Vesl Count 29

% within Perceived 45 0%

degree of urbanizafion e

Total Count 202
% within Perceived

100,0%

ree of urbanization

Chi-5Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df [2-sided)
Pearsan Chi-Sguare 2 F
Likelihood Ratio \ 2 888
Linear-by-Linsar — o
AsE0C] l:qtrrinr b 837
M of Valid Cazes Ti4

a. 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The
minimum expected count is 59,590,

Symmetric Measures

Valse Approx. Sig.

Nominal by Phi 018 B85
Mominal Cramer's W 0is fo]
M of Walid Cases 734

5. Mot sssuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null
hypothesis.




Appendix G Anova analyses Perceived degree of urbanization - Dependent
variable

CYCLING:
ANOVA
Cyrling
df Mean Sgquars F Sig .
Between Groups 2| 14zepazaa 5,532 003
. _
Within Groups 734 24018 644
Total 723
Multiple Com parisons
Dependent Variable: Cycling
Bonfzmroni
Mean
i {1y Diffzrence (|-
PerceivedicaEgorisén Perceivedicategorisén dy Sitd. Error Sig. 25% Confidence InErval
Uppar Lowsr
Lower B ownd B ownd Bound Upper Bound | Lower Bownd
Rural Suburban -17.881 14,989 B8T =BT 18,01
Urban -45.911 (% 13,570 i i -TE 4T -13,25
Suburban Rural 17,881 14,959 8T -18,01 53,77
Urban -28,031 14,077 ,140 1,81 575
Urban Rursl 4591103 13,570 00z 13,35 TB AT
Subwrban 28,021 14,077 140 -B,75 61,81
= The mean difference is significant at the 05 level.
WALKING:
ANOVA
W slking
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Betwesn Groups ER4Z 315 2z 2771168 158 Fiva
‘Within Groups 10258252, 734 14025.074
58 '
Total 10260735
' T.
204 =
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Varisble: wslking
Bonferrani
Mean
) ) Diffzrance (|-
Perceivedd caEgoneén Perceivwedicategorisgn N Std. Errar Sig. 25% Confidence InErval
Upper Lower
Lower Bound Bound Bound Upper Bound | Lower Bound
Rural Suburban -7,076 11,433 1,000 -34,51 20,36
Urban -2,341 10,371 1,000 -27,23 22,54
Subuwrban Rural 7,076 11,433 1,000 24 51
Urban 4,724 10,753 1,000 £ 30,55
Urban Rursl 2,241 10,371 1,000 -ZZ2.54 2723
Suburban -4,734 10,789 1,000 -20.55 21,08




Appendix H x2 analyses Independent variables - Dependent variables

Cycling:
Self efficacy cycling * cycling

Self efficacy Cyeling ® Cyeling Crosstab

Self eficacy cycling Total
Low Moderate High Low
Cyding Weinig  Count 154 123 &3 £ 3]
%% within Self eficacy
cycling 63,5% 40,3% 504%
Count &7 141 13z 360
%% within Self eficacy
cycling 53.4% 59.T% 495%
Total Count 241 284 It TG
% within Self eficacy
oycling 100,0% 100,0% 1000% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Walus di (2-zided)
Pearsen Chi-Square | 28,173(s) 2z SO0
Likeliheod Ratoe 28472 2z 000
honear-by Linear 28,108 1 000
! 726
& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 105,55,
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi RETE i le ]
Mominal Cramers ¥V RET il i)
M of Valid Cases TIE
a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.
Social influences cycling * cycling
Cycling * Social influences cycling Crosstab
Social Influences Cycling Total
Low Moderaie High Low
Cyding Weinig  Count 124 a7 132 54
% within Social
Infuences E1T% 423% 547% 495%
Cycling
Wesl Count 116 128 110 £t
% within Social
Infuences 483% ET1% 453% B01%
Cycling
Total Count 240 278 243 T08
% within Secial
Infusnces 100 0% 100 0% 1000% 1000%
Cycling
Chi-Square Tests
WValue d
Pearson Chi-Gquare 5,373(a) 2z
Likelihood Ratio 6,952 2
Linzar-ty~Linear o
Aszociztion 488
M of Valid Cases
o i = 708

a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimum expeced countis 11284,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx Sig.

Nominalby Phi Kokl 03
Nemnina | Cramers V k] fky
N of Valid Cases 703

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.




Safety cycling * Cycling

Cycling * Safety cycling Cros stabulation

Safety Cyding Total
Low Mode rate High Low
Cyding VeellWsiniy Weiniy Count 2] 100 13z an
% within Safety Cycling 5245
Wesl Count 20
% within Safety Cycling AT 6%
Total Count 189
% within Safety Cycling 000%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Walus d (2-zided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2517(5) z 245
Likelihood Rato 2,820 2z 244
Lirezar-bay-Line ar . -
Azsociation 012 BB
M of'Valid Cazes o

& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 24,35,

Symmetric Measures

Approx Sig.

Mominal by
MNominal
M of'Valid Cazes

Phi
CramersV

245
245

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.

Aesthetics cycling * Cycling

Cycling * Aesthetics cycling Crosstab

Assthetics Cycling Total
Lo Mode rate High Low
Cyding Weiniy Count 105 136 03 144
% within ltems: Azsthefics Yo . R
Cyeling 51,0% 42 % 43 7%
Vesl Count 101 141 148
C;,:fﬂ'r fiems: Az shetcs 43,0% 5T.8% 503%
Total Count 206 244 652
%% within tems: Assthetics - . - .
Cyeiing 00,0% 000% 00.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Rato
Linear-by-Lingar
Association

N ofValid C.

Lases

[N ]

a3 0 cells (%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 10240

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi 5 Fili]
Maminal CramersV 118 i)
M of Valid Cases i

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




Functionality cycling * Cycling

Functionality cycling * Cycling Crosstab

Fun cfionality cycling Total
Low Mode rate High Low
Cyding Weiniy Count 1M ] 1z 35
% within hems: . -
Functionality cycling 5R.0% 48.8% 48.8%
Count 116 354
% within bems: - I .
Functonality cycling AT0% 52.5% 50.2%
Total Counit Z4T ZET TO5
% within tems: P P P
Funcionality cycling 000% 000% 000%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Wale df [2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Squars 1,680(a) 2 432
Likelihood Ratio 1,681 2 431
Linzar-ty~Linear P . o
Association 518 213
M of Valid Cases 05
a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimum expected countis 10007,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx Sig.
Nominal by Phi 043 432
MNominal Cramers V 043 432
M of'Valid Cazes TOS
& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.
Destination * Cycling
Cycling * Destination Crosstab
Desfination Total
Low Moderate High Low
Cydiing Weinig  Count 13 108 126 o
% within lbems:
Do e s2gw| Eapn| 48z
Wesl Count 123 a4 147
% within hems: aa e .
Desfination 47 1% 47.0% E1E%
Taotal Count 261 200 73
% within bems: . - P P P
Diestnation 0,0% 00.0% 00.0% 00.0%

Chi-5quare Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Wale df [2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Squars 3,143(3) 2 20T
Likelihood Ratio 3,151 2 207
Limear-ty-Linear - . e
Association 2438 18
M ofValid Cases
[:] i = 14

a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimem expecied countis 53,18,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx. Sig.

Mominal by Phi X 207
Mominal CramersV D85 207
M ofValid Cazes T34

& Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.




Walking:

Self efficacy walking * Walking

Walking * Self efficacy walking Cr

os stabulation

Selfeficacy Walking Total
Low Moderate High Low
Walking Weinig Count 126 110 "7 353
E thin Selieficaoy
Walking 5E1% 500% 43 5% B0 E%
Count 118 110 18 345
%% within Selieficacy
Walking 475% B00% B4 49.4%
Total Count 242 20 218 698
% within Selfeficaoy
Walking 0 0% 1000% 00 0% 00 0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Walus di (2-zided)
Pearson Chi-Squars 333(3) 2z JBdd
Likelihood Rato 318 2z E:223
Linear-by-Lingar -
Azsociation 287 585
M of'Valid Cazes -
i
& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 10874,
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi i a4
Maminal Cramers V 02z B4
M of Valid Cases i1
a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.
Social influences walking * Walking
Walking * Social influe nces wa king Crosstabulation
Socisl Infusnces Walking Toml
Lo Moderate High Lo
Walking Weinig  Count i1z 118 122 52
% within Social - e -
Influencas Walking decTie 49.4%
Vesl Count 4 05 picl
% within Social - .
Influencas Walking H0.4% 47.1% 49.4%
Total Count 228 223 i3]
% within Social PR J— J— P
Influences Walking 00,0% 00,0% 00,0% 00,0%
Chi-Square Tests
3 lus df ),
Pearson Chi-Square 7200z} z L)
Likelihood Rato T2 2z 558
Lirezar-bay-Line ar . -
Association 003 254
M of'Valid Cazes -
656
& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 11022
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi 032 it ]
Mominal Cramers ¥V ik Jiz=:}
M of Valid Cases iz 1]

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.

b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




Safety walking * walking

Walking* Safety Crosstabulation

Safetywsalkng Totl

Moderats High Low

Walking Weinig Count
%% within Safetywalking

Wesl Count
% within Safety walking

Total Count
% within Safety walking

Chi-5quare Tests

Pearson Chi-Sgusre 2 048
Likelihcod Rafio 2 047
Limear-by-Linear 158

a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimem expecied cowntis 5725,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx Sig.

Nominal by Phi Rl 048
Nemnina | Cramers V 1] 048
N of Valid Cases 857

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.

Aesthetics walking * walking

Walking * A esthetics walking Crosstabulation

Agsthetics walking Total
Low Moderae High Low
Walking Weinig  Count 142 =] 110 148
Y within tems: e . .
Aesthetics walking 453% 45 5% BD 2%
Wesl Count 114 113 117 144
% within ttams: =
Aesthetios walking +4.5% F41% 51.5% 48T%
Total Count 256 209 2T 682
% within tems: -
Aesthetics walking 000% 00.0% 00 0% 00 0%

Chi-Square Tests

3 lus d
Pzarzon Chi-Sgquars 4,538(5) >
Likelibood Ratic 4,548 z
'I;\!'j;r-hg_;;lr.lraar 2515 3
M of'Valid Cazes -
Li- vy

3 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 103,30,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.

Mominal by Phi 082 ik ]
Mominal Cramers ¥V i ik
M ofValid Cazes [

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




Functionality walking * walking

Walking * Functionality walking Crosstabulation

Function alityw alking Total
Low Moderse High Low
Walking Weinig Count 128 110 112 352
% within
Functionality 51.6% B15% B0 G
walking
Count 121 103 120 344
% within
Functionality 48.4% 484% 49.4%
walking
Total Count 25D 213 233 658
1000% 1000% 00 0%
wallking
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Wale df [2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Gquare D4 (a) 2 738
Likelihood Ratio 605 2 738
Linzar-ty~Linear . .
Aszsociation 454 S0
M of Valid Casesz e
656
a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimum expected countis 10528,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi 029 T8
MNominal Cramers V 0za T8
M of'Valid Cazes =13
& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.
Destination * walking
Walking * Destination Cros stabulation
Destinaion Totsl
Low Modersts High Low
Walking Weinig Count 128 101 142 ar
% within ttems: R o R o
Destinafion 49.0% BD.5% 20% BD.5%
Vesl Count 133 ] 13 £l
% within ftems: . e
De tinafion B1.0% 48,0%
Total Count 261 72 T34
W owithin tems: . P P—
Destinafion 00.0% 00.0% 00.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Walus di (2-zided)
Pearson Chi-Squars 4TZ(z) 2z i)
Likelihood Rato A4T2 2z -
Linear-by-Lingar . R o
Association AT A5z
M of'Valid Cazes 734
& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 28,51,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi 25 T
MNominal Cramers V 025 T
M of'Valid Cazes T4

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis




Appendix I x2 analyses Demographic characteristics - Dependent variables

Cycling:
Age categories - cycling

Cycling * Age categories Crosstabulation

Ags categories Total
Giroup 1 Giroup 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group T Girop 1
{17-20) [21-30) [31-40) (41-80) [T1-80) [17-20)
Cyecling Weinig  Count E 116 B8 0] 5 242
% within 157 £ 35, 45.4% 2338 435
F«;E :sta;arias - ) L e Y oy dd%
WVesl Count g 51 a4 a7 343
% within e - i R
Age categories B43% 47.T% 6.7% 501%
Totl Count 14 213 107 24 142 T2 Li] 685
% withi
Age categories woo%| o | ioopw| tooom |  tooow | tooow | tooom | tooom
Chi-5quare Tests
) . Asymp. 5.
Walus df [Z-zided)
Pearzon Chi-Square 2244z 3] 214
Likelihood Rato 8613 3] A5T7
Linzar-bay-Linaar R . -
T T
Associaton - o
MofValid Cases aoE

Symmetric Measures

a 2 cells {14,3%) ha v expected count less than 5. T he mininem expacted count is 3,00,

Valus Approx Sig.
Norminal by Fhi o 214
Mominal Cramer's ¥ 110 214
N ofValid Cazes GB5
3 Mot assuming e null hypothesis.
b Using the asymptofic sEndard emor assuming the null hypothesis.
Gender - cycling
Cycling * gender  Crosstabulation
Gender Total
Male Female Male
Cyding Weinig  Count 140 202 142
% withi
gendar a4z | saEn | ssEn
WVes| Count T 143
% witnin ssen | aman|  soan
gender
Total Count T ige B85
% within . - P .
gendar 000% 00 0% 00 0%
Chi-Square Tests
Wale df ] {
Pearson Chi-Squars T.829(b) 005
Continuity . .
Comection{a) 7418 00
Likelihood Rato 7,854 005
Fizher's Exact Test 006 003
Linear-by-Lingar .
Association A 005
M of'Valid Cazes 685

& Computsd onhy for 3 232 table
b O cells (0%} have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected countis 15827,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.
Nominal by Phi =107 005
Nominal Cramers WV o7 05
M of'Valid Cazes 685
. a Notassuming the null hypothesis.

b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




BMI > 25 - cycling

Cycling * BM| = 25 Crosstabulation

BM =25 Totl
Cyding Weinig  Count
% within Sectic3BMIZ5
Vesl Count
% within Sectie2BMIZE 47 %
Total Count 252
% within Sectie2BMIZE 100,0%

Chi-5quare Tests
Asymp. Sig. | Exact Sig.

3 lus d 2-zided) d)
Pzarzon Chi-Sgquars 1,131(b) 1 2BE
Continuity . -
Caoirrection(z) 67 325
Likelihood Rato 1,131 i -3
Fizher's Exact Test 255 Lix]
M of Valid Cases i i)

& Computed onhy for 3 2:2 table
b O cells (0%} have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected countis 12535,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx Sig.

Neminal by Phi 041 258
Nominal Cramers V 041 288
M ofValid Cazes =4

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.

Educational attainment - cycling

Cycling * Educational attainment Crosstabulation

Educational attainme nt Total

Modersts High Low
Cyding Weinig  Count 242
% within 3 caegonie 425%
Wesl Count 3243
% within 3 caegonie 0 Y
Total Count 685
% within 3 caegonie 00 0%

Chi-5Square Tests

3 lus df )
Pearson Chi-Squars 1,415(z) z 452
Likelihood Rato 1,420 2 482
Linear-by-Lingar R
Association T8 T8
M of'Valid Cazes 885

a3 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 25 45,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.

Mominalby Fhi D45 452
MNominal CramarsV 46 432
M of'Valid Cazes 685

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard error sssuming the null hypothesis




Availability of a car - cycling

Cycling *Availability of a car

Crosstabulation

Anailability of 3 car Total
Mewer Sometimes R guila rhy Always MNewer
Cyding Weinig  Count 0 40 34 266 o
% within
Anailabilityof 3 I5.4% ETa% E0.4%
car
Wesl Count 52 TO 44 a8 254
% within
a 53.4% 58 4% 42 7% 48 8%
Total 82 o T8 454 T34
El 00,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 00,0%
Chi-5quare Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Walus di (2-zided)
Pzarzon Chi-Sgquars 25, 284(z) 2 il
Likelihood Rato 25,500 3 000
'};\'_::‘j’fl;‘.';'r"raar 23,100 000
M of'Valid Cazes 734
& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 38 58,
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
MNominalby Phi a6 00D
Neminal Cramers ¥V JBE falia)
M of'Valid Cazes T34
a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.
Perceived general health - cycling
Cycling * Perceived health status: Crosstabulation
Mijn gezondheid isin het algemesn: Toml
Moderate Average Good Venygond Moderate
Cyding Weinig  Count T 32 217 58 142
% within Perveid heaslth . R P P—
status: 70,0% B27T% E159% 41.7%
Wesl Count 3 ] 20 120
%% within Perceivwed healt o - -
smtus: ITA% 481% 58.3%
Total Count 10 5 418 208 G885
% within Perceied healt | o0.0n % | 1000% 00.0% 100.0%
Chi-5quare Tests
3 lus df
Pzarzon Chi-Sgquars 11, 138(a) 2 o1
Likelihood Rato 11,245 3 010
Llraarfhg_.ﬁLlraar 11,091 oot
685
hawe expectsd count less than 5. The minimem sxpected countis 4 53,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.
Moming | by Phi A28 o
Neminal Cramars V A28 211
M of'Valid Cazes 685

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard error sssuming the null hypothesis




Walking:

Age categories - walking

Walking* & ge categores Crosstabulation

Age categories Totl
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group & Group T Group 1
(1720) | (213 | g1-amp | qs1-50) | s160) | (e1-TO) | (T1-BD) | (17-20)
Walking Weinig  Count T 55 &5 63 £} 3
f’,:"i';,a . 50.0% 42.3% 43.1% 50,0%
ag= categories
Wesl Count T 28 48 55 85 41 3
[ s00% | aagn |  aagn | aren|  smTn|  mon|  som
ag= categories
Total Count 14 213 107 124 145 T2 i}
% within - - - - - - -
specategories 000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000%

Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Wale df [2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Squars B.773(s) G 8T
Likelihood Rato 8. 758 G 185
Linzar-ty~Linear o ae . e
Aszsociation 6.412 o
M of Valid Cases zE

a 2 cells {14,3%) have expected count less than §. The minimem expected countis 2 87,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.

Nominal by Phi 12 187
lominal Cramers V A13 A87
M of'Valid Cazes 685

s

rmor assuming the null hypothesis.

a Motassuming the null hypoth
b Using the asympiotic stand

Gender - walking

Walking * gender  Crosstabulation

Gender Total
Male e
Walking Weinig Count 161 4G
% within Gender
E0B% BDER
Vesl Count 156 335
%% within Gender 492% 49 5%
Total Count 1T BRE
2 i end
e within Gender 100.0% 100,0%

Chi-5Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. | Exact Sig.

Walus di (2-zided) [2-sided)
Pzarzon Chi-Sgquars 018 ({b) 1 ik
Continuity . -
Comection(a) 003 854
Likelihood Rato 0ig 1 E-x
Fisher's Exact Test ] ATT
Linzar-ty~Linear . . _
Association g e
M of Valid Casesz BBE

a Computed onby for 3 2x2 table
b 0 cells (03%) have =xpected countless than 5. The minimum expeced countis 15688,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi S5 itk
Nominal Cramers V 005 B
M of Valid Cazes GB5

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.




BMI > 25 - walking

Walking * BMI=25 Crosstabulation

BM=25 Total

Walking Weiniy  Count
% within BM =25
Count
% within BM =25
Total Count

% within BM =25

v

Chi-5Square Tests

3 lus Df

Pearson Chi-Squars JOT2{B) 1

Caondinui _ .

Come :xion:{a} 035

Likelihood Rato 072 i

Fisher's Exact Test E ) 425
M of Valid Cases i i)

& Computed onhy for 3 2:2 table

b O cells have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected countis 12258,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx Sig.

Neminal by Phi 010 NE:=:]
Nominal Cramers V 010 T8
M of Valid Casesz BEZ

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.

Educational attainment - walking

Walking * Educational attainment Crosstabulation

Educatonal sttainment Total

Lo Mode rate High Low
Walking Weiniy  Count 18
% within 3 categorie 15 8%
Wesl Count 24
% within 3 categorie B4 2%
Total Count R
% within 3 categorie 100,0%

Chi-5Square Tests

3 lus df
Pearson Chi-Squars 8,457 (3) 2
Likelihood Rato 6,521 2
Linear-by-Lingar -
T T i
Association s
M of'Valid Cazes 885

& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 26 23,

Symmetric Measures

Value Approx. Sig.

MNominal by Fhi 087 040
Mominal CramersV eT 040
N of Valid Cazes &85

3 Mot assuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic sEndard =rror assuming the null hypothesis.




Walking * availability of a car:

Walking* Availability of a car Crosstabulation

Aailability ofa car Total
Mevar Sometimes | Regularhy Always Mewer
Walking Weinig ] 53 46 237 ari
35.4% 53.6% 59.0% B11% 50 5%
car
Vesl Count 53 51 iz 27 B3
% within
anailabilityof 3 24,55 45,4% 41.0% 48.3% 49 5%
car
Total Count 82 110 TE 454 T4
% within
awailabilityof a 100.0% 100.0% 100 0% 100 0% 100.0%
car
Chi-Square Tests
WValue s
Pearson Chi-Squars 10,245(s) 3
Likelihood Rato 10,385 3
Linzar-ty~Linear —
Association 2650 o
M of Valid Cases
o i = 14

a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimum expeced count is 38 57.

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.

Mominalby Fhi 18 oir
Nemnina | Cramers V Ais T
N of'Valid Cases 734

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.

Perceived general health - walking

Walking * Perceived general health status Crosstabulation

P erceived general healfh: Total
Moderate
Average Good Excellent Moderate
Walking Weiniy  Count 4 iT 217 108 45
% within Perceived - - -
general heslth: 400% 3133% 515 5Z4% 50 5%
Vesl Count [i] 34 201 ] 335

% within perceived

genersl heslth B00% il 48 1% 47 B
Total Count 10 5 418 206 G885
e perved 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 1000% | 1000%
Chi-5Square Tests
3 lus df
Pearson Chi-Squars T, 054(=) 3
Likelihood Rafio 7,206 3
Linear-by-Lingar -
Association 3.240
M of'Valid Cazes 885
& 1 cells (12,5%) have expected count less than §. The minimum sxpected countis 4,35,
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
Neminal by Phi 102 L]
Neminal Cramars V A0z L]
N ofValid Casss B85 °

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis. °




Appendix J x2 analyses Demographic variables - Perceived degree of

urbanization

Age - Perceived degree of urbanization

Perceived degree of urbanization ® Age categores Crosstabulation

Age cEtegories Tosl
Girowp 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group & Group & Group T Group 1
(1720} (21-20) (21-40) {41-50) {51-60) {61-T0) {T1-80) (17-20)
Perceived degres of  Rural Count - = . -
urbanizafion 4 40 23 40 & 4 4 212
E;':;LTE BB% 1.T% 4D.4% 53.9% 8
Suburban  Count i} 48 33 43 45 24 2 201
E;';'r:;:ﬁ 3% 4% | 28E% 33% | 2BI%
Urban Count 53 43 45 0 281
% within Ages . o par o - -
=Egories 34,1% 288% 4,5% 0% 4D,4%
Total Count 4 213 109 26 i) TE i} 23]
% within Age
amgories 1000% | 1000% | 1000% [ tomow | to0.0m | fooom| 1o00%| 10no%
Chi-Square Tests
3 lus df )
Pearson Chi-Squars 73,547 (3) iz ]
Likelihood Rato 82589 12 000
Li nvir- by-Line ar = ,
Associafion = 000
M ofValid Cazes -
i3]
3 5cells (23,8%) hawe expected count less than 5. The minimum sxpected countis 1,74,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx Sig.
Hominal by Phi 239 00D
Nomina| Cramers WV J2im falia)
M ofValid Cazes G895
& Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.
*Not fulfilling the condition of Cochran
Age (*fulfilling condition of Cochran) - Perceived degree of urbanization
Perce wed degree of urbanization * A ge categories Crosstabulation
Age caegories * fulfiling rule of Cochran Total
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group 1
(17-30) (21400 (41-20) (51-80) (51-80) (17-20)
Perceived degres of Rural Count . 24 -
wrb aniz ation 44 21 40 g 45 212
% within 45, =4 $ 7 5
Le= #idVuistrage IChi B4tk | 211% TR 404% 543%
Suburban Count 54 33 43 45 26 20
% within R P . R P _—
Lee jdVuistregeChi 215% 03% 4% 295% TR 285
Urban Count 128 ix] 45 8
% within _ N -
Les fijdVuistrag=IChi EB8% 428% BE% 14% 404%
Total Count ZIT 108 128 151 82 685
% within . - . - . . . . . .
Lee fjd VuistrageIChi 00 0% 00 0% 00 0% 00 0% 00 0% 00.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Wale df [2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Squars T3,826(3) ] 000
Likelihood Rafio & 000
Linzar-ty~Linear R .
Associstion 68,255 000
685
a 0 cells {(0%) have expected count less than & The minimum expected countis 23 72,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx Sig.
Nominal by Phi 326 00D
Neminal Cramers ¥V 230 falia)
M of'Valid Cazes G895

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.




Gender - Perceived degree of urbanization

Perceived degree of urbanization* gender  Crosstsbulation

Gender Tatal
Male Female Male
Perceived degres Rural Count a8 15 713

of urbanization
%% within Gender

Subwrban  Count a7 104 201
=L within Gende
wimin Gender | apge | zTew | zasw
Urban Count 127 154 281

% within Gender

Total Count 32 73 695
% within Gender

100,0% 1000% 100 ,0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.

Walus d [2-sided )
Pearson Chi-Squars 455 () 2 -1
Litzlibood Rato 455 2 T8T
Linear-byeLine ar - .
Association osz £20
M of Valid Cases o
685

3 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 53,13,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.

Nominal by Phi 28 TET
Mominal Cramers V 26 T8T
M ofValid Cases 625

3 Motaszsuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.

Educational attainment - Perceived degree of urbanization

Perceived degree of urbanization ® Educational attainment Crosstabulation

Educational atminment Tetl
Low Moderate High Lo
Perceived degres of Rural Count -
- - I—-I'
urb anization
% within 3 catsgorie 50.0%
Suburban Count 18
% within 3 catsgorie 333%
Urban Count ]
% within 3 catsgorie 18, 7%
Total Count B4
% within 3 catsgorie 100,0%

Chi-5quare Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Wale df [2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Squars 30,588(a) 4 00D
Likelihcod Rato 31,541 4 000
M ofValid Cases an
685

o]
2]

a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimem expecied countis 15,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi 210 Lilii]
Mominal Cramers V 148 00D
M ofValid Cases i 1]

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




BMI > 25 - Perceived degree of urbanization

Perceived degree of urbanization® BM| Crosstabulation

BEMI =25 Totsl
Yes
Peroeived degres of Rural Count 2032
urbanization % within BM| > 25 0,2%
Betwesn  Count 157
% within BM| = 25 258.3%
Urban Count Tz
% within BM| = 25 237% 44 7% 40,5%
Total Count 258 414 72
% within BM| = 25 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Chi-Square Tests
3 lus d
Pearson Chi-Squars 3,567 (3) 2z 008
Likelihood Rato 9,580 2z 008
M ofValid Cazes T2
a 0 cells {0%) have expected count less than & The minimem expecied countis 75,83,
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi 113 Fili]
Mominal Cramers V 18 i)
M ofValid Cases a72
a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.
Availability of a car - Perceived degree of urbanization
Availability of a car *Pemceived degree of urbanization Cros stabulation
Perceived degres of urbanization Total
Rural 5 whur ban Urban Rural
Availability ofa  Newer Count ] i3 gz e]
car ithin Perosived

=grese of urbanization
Sometimes Count 20 24 T 115
within Perozived
degres of urbanization
Regularhy Count 4 6 =3 TE
% within Perceived

degres of urbanization 10.3% ® a1% 104%

Always Count 182 143 145 471
% within Percsived

wihin Terasne TTER | enan 63,1%

degres of urbanization
Total Count 234 206 aor T4T
ithin Ferosived
degres of urbanization

1000% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0%

Chi-Square Tests

3 lus df y
Pearson Chi-Squars 52,282(s) g 000
Likelihood Rato 54,274 3 000
Lirezar-bay-Line ar . P .
Assoriation 73288 000
M of'Valid Cazes 747

a3 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 21 51,

Symmetric Measures

Walus Approx Sig.

Mominal by Phi 333 00D
Mominal Cramers WV VLG SO0
M of'Valid Cazes T4T

& MNotassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asympiotic standard emor assuming the null hypothesis.




Perceived general health status - Perceived degree of urbanization

Perceived degree of urbanization ® Perceived general heatth: Crosstabulation

Perceived genersl heslh: Totl
Modersts Good W eny good M stig
f:c_:rl.;arhi:\e: genersl Rural Count 4 a5 4 241
da:\;_l.t,:frzzrf“e 40,0% 44.4% 32.9% 20% W08%
Between Count 2 18 127 54 201
¥ within Perceived 20.0% A | a0 e | zEEn

general health:
Urban Count 4 12 158 108 281
% within Perceived
general health:
Total Count 10 54 472 208 695
% within Perceived

general health:

Chi-Square Tests

As
d (2-zi
Pzarzon Chi-Sgquars -3
Likelihood Rato G
Linear-by-Lingar
Association

M of'Valid Cazes

& 3 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than §. The minimum sxpected countis 2,85,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.

Mominal by Phi 85 D
Mominal Cramers ¥V 31 J00i
M ofValid Cazes B85

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




Appendix K x2 analyses Perceived degree of urbanization - Perceived physical

environment variables

Cycling:

Safety cycling - Perceived degree of urbanization

SafetyCycling * Percened Degree0fU rhani zation Crosstabulation

Perceiwed Deges Of Urbanization Total
Rursl Suburban Urban Rural
SafetyCyding low Count B& B& 82 152
T within
Pe rosivedDegreaC flrbanz 2B3% 23.3% 30.1% 2BTR
afion
moderae  Count 80 B2 82 224
% within
PerceivedDegraeOilrbanz 183% 3oL 01% 335%
ation ! ' ' !
high T4 T 108 253
Feroeived DegreeOflirbanz I54% ITE% /% ITE%
afion
Total Count 20 188 272 i)
T within
Perogived Degree0flrbanz 100 0% 100 0% 00 0% 100 0%
ation ' ' ' '
Chi-Square Tests
Walus df .
Fearson Chi-Sguars 3, 584{a) F AR
Il:ikalil'%?ilflalin 3543 4 ATt
ingar-by~Linsar onE . 5
Assoriafon ‘bos 23
MofValid Cases o
669
& 0 oells (0%) have expected count less than 8. The minimum sxpectsd count is 53 58,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx. Sig.
Hominal by Phi o073 AE8
Maominzl CramersV o5z 488
M ofValid Cases BEE
& Mot zssuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asymptotic stndard eror assuming the null hypothesis.
Aesthetics cycling - Perceived degree of urbanization
A estheticsCycling * PerceivedDegreeOfUrbanization Crosstabulation
PerceivedDegree0i)rbanization Totsl
Rural Suburban Urban Rural
AestheticsCydling  Low Count 45 [ 09
% within
Peroeived Degree0fl rbaniz 205% 323% a5, 0% FETR
afion
Modersle  Count 51 5] 248
Y witl: in )
F'a;uene: Degree0flrbaniz ITE%N 213% 2E0% 15 3%
afion
High Count ) 73 245
% within
PerceivedDegree0fUrbani 415% 38,3% 290% 150%
afion
Total Count 218 20 To2
% within
Pﬁ;oei\ez Degree0ilrbanz 000% 000% 000% 000%
afion
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Walus df (2-sided)
Pearzon Chi-Squsre 168,375s) 4 003
Likelihood Rato 17,032 4 0oz
Linsar-by=Linsar R = r F
Assorizton 3,758 000
M of'Valid Cases
o =3 03
& 0 oells (0%) have expected count less than 8. The minimum sxpect=d count is 53 78,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approse. Sig.
Nominal by Phi 153 003
Maominzl Cramers ¥ 108 002
M ofValid Cases 703

& Motzssuming the n

ull hypothesis.

b Using the asymptotic stndard eror assuming the null hypothesis.




Functionality cycling - Perceived degree of urbanization

FunctionalityCycling * Perceived Degree Of Urbanization Crosstabulation

Perceived Degree Of Urbaniz ation Totsl
Rural Suburban Urban Rural
Functionality Cycling  Low Count 24 %3] g2 251
% within
PerceivedDegresOilrbaniz 42,3%, E%L a5 1%
ation
Moderate  Count 49 =] o4 203
% within
PerceivedDegresOilrbanz o2 1%, 25 T% P o8 4%,
ation ' ! ! '
High Count T3 I} kil 252
% within
PerceiwedDegree0ilrbaniz 35 6% 35, 1% 38,3% 35,6%
ation
Total Count ey 20z 252 16
% within
PerceivwdDegreeOlrbanz 1000% | 100.0% | 1000% |  100.0%
ation
Chi-5quare Tests
Walus d
Fearson Chi-Sguars 8,822(3) 4
Likelihood Ratio 5,85 4
Lingar-by=Linsar 2 144
TIg
a 0 celis {I%) have expected count less than 5. The mininmem expected count is 57 .27,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx. Sig.
Nc-n'i:ral by Phi A17 D44
Maominzl Cramers ¥ 0E3 044
M of'Valid Cases 716
& Mot zssuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asymptotic stndard eror assuming the null hypothesis.
Destination - Perceived degree of urbanization
Destination ® PerceivedDegree0fUrbanization Crosstabulation
PerceivedDeq ree0 i rbenizafion Totl
Rursl Suburban Urkan Rursl
Destination  Low Count 122 80 63 il
% within
PerceivwedDegree0irbaniz 38 B% 20,5% a5 5%
ation
Moderae  Count &7 -] T8 204
% within
PerceivedDegresOilrbanz TRER o8 B 75 4%, 27 3%
ation ' ' '
High 45 &7 168 278
PerceivedDegreeOiJrbanz 92% 7. 2%
ation
Tatal Count 234 206 T T4T
% within
PerceivedDegresOilrbanz 00,0% 00,0% 100.0% 100, 0%
ation ' ' ' '
Chi-5guare Tests
Bsymp. Sig.
Walus df [2-sided)
Fearson Chi-Sguars B4,004{3) 4 1000
Likelihood Rabo 85,708 4 000
Linear-by~Linsar . P F
Associaton 82,240 000
MofValid Cases 747
a 0 cells {I%) have expected count less than §. The minimem expected count is 55 28,
Symmetric Measures
Walus Approx. Sig.
Hominal by Phi 338 000
Maominzl Cramers ¥ 237 000
M of'Valid Cases T4T

& Mot zssuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asymptotic stndard eror assuming the null hypothesis.




Walking:

Safety walking - Perceived degree of urbanization

Safety Walking * PerceivedDegreeCfUrbanization Crosstabulation

Perceived Degres Of Urbaniz ation Total
Rursl Suburban Urban Rural
SafenyWslking Low Count T4 Fi} g2 231
% within
PerceivwedDegres0iUrbanz 355% 412% 29 8% 34.8%
ation
Moderae  Count 54 24 88 2%
% within
PerceivedDegree0iUrbanz 4D B 15 75 22 0%
ation ' '
High Count 45 43 105 196
% within
PerczivedDegrealilirbanz 233% 23E%L B
ation
Total Count 206 182 75 663
% within
PerceivwedDegresCflrbanz | 1000% | 1000% |  1000% [ 1000%
ation
Chi-Square Tests
3 lus df
Pearson Chi-Square 18,553(a) 4 01
Likelihood Rato 18252 4 001
Lirezar-bay-Line ar - 5 .
Assosistion 9,107 003
M of'Valid Cazes —
& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 53 80,
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
Mominal by Phi 8T Lali)
Mominal Cramers ¥V RAE J00i
M of Valid Cases 653

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.

Aesthetics walking - Perceived degree of urbanization

A estheticsWalking * Perceived Degree Of Urbanization Crosstabulation

Perceived Degree0ilrbs nization Totsl
Rural Suburban Urban Rural
Assthetics Walking  Low Count 45 &7 144 257
% within
Perceived DegresOdlrbanz 210% 333% B0 5%
ation
Moderae  Count [ TO T3 211
% within
Perceived Degree0iirbaniz 31.1% 345% 25 5% 30,0%
ation ' ' '
High Count 105 4 66 235
% within
Perceived Degree0iirbaniz 4TI 315% 213% 33,4%
ation
Total Count 219 20 283 T03
% within
Perceived DegreeOirbaniz 1000% 1000% 1000% 1000%
ation
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Walus di (2-zided)
Pearson Chi-Square 56,882 (a) 4 SO
57,175 4 000
52,480 1 00D
T3

& 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 80,33,

Symmetric Measures

Walue Approx Sig.

Mominal by Phi 284 Lilii]
Mominal Cramers Y 201 S0
M of Valid Cases T3

. a Notassuming the null hypothesis.

b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




Functionality walking - Perceived degree of urbanization

Functionalityialking * Perceived DegreeCfU rbani zation Crosstabulation

PerceivedDegresOflUrbanz afion Totsl
Rursl Suburban Urkan Rursl
FuncticnaliniWValking  Low Count a5 82 fi] 253
& within
PerceivedDegres0ilrbaniz 432% 40,8% 35 B%
ation
Moderate  Count ] B2 25 218
% within
PerceivedDegres0ilrbaniz o8 B 10,8% 23.7%
ation ' ' '
High Count il 57 115 218
Y witl: in )
FerceivedDegraelnbani 0.0% 2B4% 40,2% 23,7H%
ation
Total Count 220 20 288 ToT
& within
PerceivedDegraeDiirbanz | 400,0% | 100.0% |  100.0% |  100.0%
ation
Chi-Square Tests
3 lus df
Pezarzon Chi-Bquars 13,425(3) 4
Likzlihood Rato 19,767 4
Linear-by-Lingar P
Association 3,884
M of'Valid Cazes 07
a3 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expeced countis 61 41,
Symmetric Measures
Walue Approx Sig.
MNominal by Phi 166 o0
Mominal Cramers WV nT Lili) ]
M of Valid Cases T

a Motassuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the ssympiotic standard 2rror sssuming the null hypothesis.




Appendix L Correlations Pearson
Taotal Comrelaticns

. Z. 3. 4. 5. 8. T. B.
1.Cycling Fearson Comelaton 1| OTe() | 2ZB(7) | 128(7) - 023 D40
Sig. (2-tailed) 033 000 om 537 293
N T34 2% Lk T09 82
2.Wizlking Fearson Comelaton 1 -,005 010 -023 D4z
Sig. (2-tailed) 533 73 354 272
N 2% Lk T09 82
1.Belfeffizcy Cyding Fearson Correlaton 1 442=) | A40=) -0E8
Sig. (-tailed) 000 000 535 00 118
N T8 T20 T T3 T03
4 Self efficacy Walking Pearson Correlation 1 R I s T S 3 | DES
Sig. (-tailed) TE4 00D oM o732
N T0S ToT T09 TO3
5500l influences Pearson Correlaton 4 "
Cyding A3 -0
Sig. (Z-tailed) 000 172 578 117
M ToT T3 703 i ik
Dwiﬁq?r“;l Influsncas Pearson Comelation 108=) 082 _p34
Sig. (Z-tailed) o4 030 ATE
N T03 T03 853
T.Destination Pearson Correlaton 1 =038 | - 147 8T
Sig. (2-tailed) 210 000 024
N T03 T03 ]
8. Aesthefics Cycling Pearson Correlation 1 STT(=) 5
Sig. (-tailed) 000 1
N T03 2
9.Aesthefics Walking Pearson Correlation 1 4
Sig. (-tailed) &
N 853
10.5afety Cycling Pearson Comelation i
Sig. (Z-tailed)
M
11 Safety Walking Pearson Comelation
Sig. (Z-tailed)
M
12 Function ality Cycling Pearson Comelation
Sig. (2-tailed)
M
12 Functionality Walking  Pearson Comelaton
Sig. (Z-tailed)
M
= Caorrelationiis significant st the .05 le vl {2-tai
= Comezlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-8
Rural Correlations
i 2. 3. 4 & T 8. 8. 1. 12 13
1.Cyeling Pearson Correlafon 1| A6 | M=) gz i -118| -0i5 -ooT -074 A58 ] -p0s
Sig. (2-tailed) 005 Dod 01 0a3 QB3| 823 514 282 .0z8 0T Ba5
N ) 23T 27| 23 216 i) 215 215 206 218 216
2.Walking Pearson Correlafion i 055 07| -02 -052| -043 -045 -013 =020 0BT 0zs
Sig. (2-tailed) 413 A5 BT72 ez 458 506 i i 159 574
N 227 207 220 216 225 2156 215 207 206 218 216
3.Selfeffiacy Cyding Pearson Carrelation 1| S37(=)| 064 55| 089 -07% -057 | 282(=)| .228(=) | ATE(™| .JAEHH)
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 As JE1 ATE 241 A61 000 001 i 015
M 221 224 220 232 218 219 209 206 iy 220
4 Selfefficacy Walking Pearson Correls fion 1| -080 | M6 054 131 - DED OTE| 232(= 104 24
Sig. (2-tailed) 483 000 421 0&3 273 259 000 g2z DET
M 221 rdi] 21 219 215 209 206 21 220
E.Sodizl Influsnces Pearzon Correls fon i AR -033] -A6M%) -DEE O8] - 44607 | 2115(%) J36(%)
Cydling Sig. (2-tailed) o s27 015 318 835 028 001 43
M 220 224 21 218 208 206 sty 220
&.530dal Influences Pearson Comelaton 1 D02 AP | AT - 008 021 A28 4T
Walking Sig. (2-tailed) 378 0z oo 533 i 056 o]
M 220 218 215 208 206 220 220
T.Destination Pearson Correls fion 1 012 -ATHY A21 AT BRI | 2587
Sig. (2-tailed) 44 010 080 011 00D 00D
M 219 215 209 206 2 220
& Aesthefics Cycling Pearson Correlafion 1| 556(=) o7 118 05 A7
Sig. (2-tailed) filii] B0z
N 213 208
2. Az sthefics Walking Pearson Correlafion 1 =015
Sig. (2-tailed) 826
M 203
10 5 afety Cycling Pearson Correla fion 1
Sig. (-tailed)
N
11.5afety Walking Pearson Correlation
Sig. (-tailed)
N
12 Function ality Cycling Pearson Caorrelation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
13 Functionslity'Walking ~ Pearson Correlafion 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
. N
- == Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-&iled).
. = Correlation is significant at the 0.05 kewel (2-tailed).




Suburban Correlations

1 . 3 4. 5. - 7. 8. 8. 10. i
1.Cyeling Pearson Comelaton 083 2360 015 niz -028 114 il 041 no3 A2
Fig. (2-tailed) 209 .00 B30 BT0 598 105 210 563 a7 222
H 202 202 187 158 197 202 a7 ar 185 179
2 Walking Pearson Comelaton i Kirpd S0 - 068 =01z 08 AT fideard 004 - 124
Sig. (2-tailed) 307 588 339 filiz] 905 T TED 855 T
N 202 187 158 197 202 187 197 185 179
3.5elf effiacy Cyding Pearson Comelaton 1 200 106 -055| L 143(%) TS 053 325(%) | 213=)
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 133 437 041 BT JAET noo 003
N 20 202 2m 208 20 2Mm 188 182
4 Self efficagy Walking Pearson Comelation 1 -0EE | ZBS(=) | 2140%) A58 =078 J1Z | 225(=)
Sig. (2-tailed) 441 000 .00z 2T 264 127 02
N 201 20 2m 20 2m 188 182
5.8Bodal Influences Pearson Comelation SO0(F) | 204(=) 45 gz -004 108
Cying Sig. (2-tailed) ooo| 004 827 112 387 144
N 201 il 201 201 188 182
5.5odal Influences Fearson Comelation 1 09 AT 082 -082 TR
Walking Sig. (2-tsi 62 i ars 203 253
N 201 201 20 158 182
T.Destination Pearson Comelation 1 -, 001 04 J600%) A8} | 36507 A6T)
Sig. (2-tailed) 583 T35 nze o1 000 018
N 20 2Mm 188 182 202 20
B Ag sthe fics Cycling Pearson Comelation 1| ATH=) k) AT7(®) A8 | AT
Sig. (2-tailed) filii] na3 T 024 i)
N 2Mm 188 182 2m 20
5 Assthefics Walking Pearson Comslaton i dig MBS [ 22H 2265
Sig. (2-tailed) 108 230 001 o
N 188 182 2Mm 20
10.5afety Cycling Pearson Comelation 1 J2E=)| 2= | 21
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 004
N 180 188 188
11 SafetyWalking Pearson Comelation 1 2870 | 389
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 il
N 182 182
12 Functionality Cycling Pearson Comelation 1| 3700
Sig. (2-tailed) il
N 20
13 FunctionalityWalking  Pearson Comelafon 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
=* Comrelaticn i ificant at the 0.01 level (2-wiled).
= Correlationis ificant at the 0.05 k2wl {2-tailked).
Urban Correlations
1 2. 3. g 9. 10. 1. 12, 13
1.Cycling Pesrson Cormelafion 1| -018| 205 AXE =02t - 02t J0ED -07e | - 1181
Sig. (2-tailed) T4T 00D 045 T30 T34 i85 T8 045
N 03 257 280 280 268 273 288 283
Z.Walking Fearson Comelaton 1 - 108 05D J18(®) -, 080 -0z4 -018 041
Sig. (2-tailed) 082 408 048 418 555 786 452
N 27 280 ZED i) 273 285 prai)
3. Self effizcy Cyding Pearson Comelation 1 - 108 =024 | AME A23%) K-t 044
Sig. (& i) E20 046 D4 095 4EE
N 283 283 2 275 252 285
4. Belf efficacy Walking Pearson Comelation =013 =083 Jig ] 2T AT0 045
Sig. (2-tailed) B33 Az0 056 00D 2315 448
N 283 283 72 275 287 288
E.Bodal Influences Pearson Comelation -024 043 | L 142(%) 014 A45(%) 065
Cysiing Sig. (2-tailed) ] 40| ;s 212 03 270
N 283 | a2 2785
6.50dal Influences Pearson Comelation 053 024 - 06 A500%)
Walking Sig. (2-tsiled) 75 EaT 720 013
N p:t] 2| oz 275
T.Destination Pearsen Comelation 01 -.087 -.030 5
Sig. (2-tailed) 248 240 G2 118
N 283 283 2 75
E.Aesthefics Cycling Pearson Comelation 1| 6240 03 DED
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 B4 26
N 283 Iz 75
2. Az sthe fics Walking Pearson Comelaton 1 08 D54
Sig. (2-tailed) 074 a7
N el 275
10 S afety Cycling Pearson Comelafion i 383 (=)
Sig. (2-tailed) 00D
N ]

11 Bafety Walking

12 Fun ction ality Cycling

13 Fun ction ality Walking

Pearsen Comelation
Sig. (Z-tailed)

N

Pearson Comelation
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Comelation
Sig. (Z-tailed)

N

——

-

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 lewel (2-tailed).

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-wiled).




Appendix M Correlations Spearman

Total Correlations

Walking

7.Desfination

B.Aesthetics Cycling

3.Assthet

Walking

10.8a ety Cycling

11.5a &ty Walking

12.Function ality Cyding

13.Function ality Walking

Sig. (2-tailed)

Correlation Coe
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation Coe ficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coe ficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coe ficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coe ficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coe ficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

SEE[™)

1. 2. 3. 4. T.
Spearman’srthe  1.Cycling Correlation Coe ficient 1000 OTE() | 27| A2 o0
Sig. (2 03 000 001 k- L)
N T34 T8 658 [ T34
2. Walking Caorrelation Coe ficient 1000 -7 003 -2 -0 -5
Sig. (2 353 Bz
N T8 T4
3.5elf cy Cycling Caorrelation 1,000 AS3™) | 37 nie A85(=)
Sig. (2-tziled Liii) 000 208 000
N T09 T2 70T T8
fica oy W alking Correlation Coe ficient 000 012 | 3= | 167(=) D87[%)
Sig. (2-tailed) 742 ili i) 000 D20
N 708 707 TS TOT
EC.“E:i:::I Influences Correlation Coe ficient 1,000 | 41207 | 610=) A26(=)
Sig. (2-tailed) ili i) 000 001
N TOT T20 ToT
§.SD;EI Influences. Correlation Coe ficient 1000 082(%) AT
Walking
Sig. (2-tailed) 0z o0
N 707 ToT
7.Desfination Caorrlation Coe ficient 1000 A97(=)
Sig. (2 000
M 707
& Aessthetics Cycling Correlation A45(=)
Sig. (2-tailed 000
N T3
2. Assthetics Walking Correlstion Coe ficient Aa4=)
Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N T3
10.5a &ty Cycling Correlstion Coe ficient A46(=)
Sig. (2- 000
N 669
11.5a ety Walking Caorrelation Coe ficient 2450%)
Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 663
12.Function ality Cyding Correlstion Coe ficient J68(=)
Sig. (2 000
N ToT
13.Function ality Walking Correlstion Coe 1,000
= Caorrelstion i
== Correlation is
Rural Correlations
. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. T. B
Spearman’srthe  1.Cycling Caorrelation Coe Sicient 1000 A86(=)| .2 g0E| - 013 013
Sig. (2-tailed) 005 001 108 . JB45 852
23 7 217 2 279 215
2. Walking 1,000 D45 e -045 -041 -D36
456 AsT ] 1 558
7 217 [} 215
oy Cycling Correlation Cos 000 S48(=) 2
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 A32
N 221 219
f efiica oy Walking Correlation Coe Sicient 1000 112
Sig. (2-tailed) 280
N 219
5.Social Influences Correlstion Coe ficient 000 17317)
Cycling
Sig. (2-tailed) o1
N 219
B.50cial Influences Correlstion Coe ficient 102

208
A08(=)
000
220

1000

=* Comelation is
* Correlationis




Suburban Correlations

. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. T. B 8. 10.
Spearman’srho  1.Cycling 1000 JDED | 220(=) 022 D16 -,001 il A JATE -.004
208 oo TE6 Big g 381 283 254
2 prdid 187 158 187 202 157 185
2 Walking Correlation Cos Sicient 1,000 D68 Roik] -89 -.008 -020 034 -014
d) A8 k-1 a2 807 J75 B33 852
202 197 158 197 202 157 185
3.5elf efiacy Cycling Correlation Coe ficient 1000 | 34709 080 =024 | | 236(*=) A2 306(=
Sig. (2-tailed) D00 . 738 000 L] 000
N 201 - 20 208 20 188
4. 8=lf =ff cacy W alking Caorrelation Cos ficient 1,000 -0E 296 219(=) -/083 A3z
Sig. (2-tailed) AT 000 ooz 243 070
N 2n 20 20 201 188
Caorrelation Cos 1.000 | 4790 | .250(=) B ET o1
Sig. (Z-tailed) 000 000 JEZ JBEZ
N 20 202 20 188
‘ Social Influences Caorrelation Coe ficient 000 101 12 068 _.081
Walking
Sig. (2-tailed) 182 12 148 i)
N 0 201 201 188
7.Destination Caorrelation Cos ficient 000 - 027 JOED | 211
Sig. (2-tailed) T04 004
N 20 - 188 2 2
8.Assthetics Cycling Correlation Coe ficient 1,000 S508(=) AOT8 A66(%) ABTEN | ABS(™)
Sig. (2-tailed) Rii i) JZET oz e i ]
N 201 188 182 201 i}
. Assthetics Walking Correlation Coe ficient 1,000 g2 OTE | 2280 | 203(*)
Sig. (2- 208 ! 001 003
N 188 20 201
10,82 &ty Cycling Correlation 000 | LT0a[=) | 243 | 2180)
Sig. (2-tailed 000 00 o]
N 180 188 188
11.5a &ty Walking Correlation Cos ficient 1000 3020 316(*)
" 4y 000 il
182 182
12 Function ality Cyding Correlation Coe ficient 1000 3710~}
Sig. (2-tailed) 00D
N 201
13.Functionality Walking ~ Correlation Coe ficient 1.000
== Cormrelation 0.01 lzvel (2-i
* Correlation is sig = 0.05 lz el (2-tai
Urban Correlations
1. 2. 3. 4. T. . 8.
Spearmanzrhe  1.Cycling Caorrelation Cosficient 1,000 S01E | AR [ ATT(S -035 14 -018
Sig. (2-tailed) 747 00z Roie] B4z 758
M 303 =T Z84 03 280
2 Walking Correlation Cos 1000 -7 - 074 -WE A3007)
Sig. {2-tailed) 0594 213 830 030
N 287 284 02 280
3.5elf efiacy Cycling Correlation Cosficient 1,000 | 4459 232(=) 5D A42() =020
Sig. (Z-tailed) 000 000 A58 013 T8
N 287 254 286 01 283
4 Self efiica oW alking Correlation Cosficient 000 378(=) A50(%) -/081
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 011 A73
M 288 BT 283
i.f;crifl Influsnces Correlation Coe ficient 000 =) | AT 04T
: Sig. (2-tailed) ili ] 002 424
N B4 283
g Eﬁc;iﬁl Influences. Correlation Coeficient 000 | A74e 045
) Sig. {2-tailed) 003 35 447
N ZBE 283 283
T.Dectination Carrelation Cosficient 1,000 01 -072
Sig. (2-tailed) . 762 230
M 283 283
& Aesthetics Cycling Correlation Coeficient 1,000 81(=)
Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 281
5. Assthetics Walking Correlation Cosficient 000

10.5a ity Cycling

11.5a &ty Walking

12.Function ality Cyding

13.Function ality Walking

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coe ficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation Cos
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation Co=fiicient
Sig. (2-tailed)

M

Correlation Coe ficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

1.000

000

275

o)

AT
005
il
3300
]
286
1,000

= Comelation is
* Correlation is sig

cant st the 0.01 level (2-il
cant at the 0.05 2wl (2-tailed).




Appendix N Collinearity statistics for Cycling and Walking for transport

These results are based on a linear regression, which was performed just to obtain the statistics on

collinearity.
Cycling:
Coefficients(a)
Collinea rity Statisfics
Model Tolerance VIF
i S=lf effia gy Cycling o213 1,085
Social Influences Cyding 532 1073
De=fination 528 1,078
Assthatics Cyding 588 1,033
Safety Cycling B84 1,132
Functionality Cycling B 1,238

3 Dependent Varisble: Cyding

Walking:
Coefficients(a)
Caollinsarity St tistics

Maodel Taoleranoe VIF

1 Self efficacy W alking B11 1224
Social Influences Walking B5E 1165
De=tinstion 215 1053
Assthetics Walking 237 1087
SafetyWalking 858 1,165
Functional ity W alking B3 135

3 Depsndent Variable: Walking




Appendix O Logistic Regression Analyses Cycling- not stratified

Model for cycling with all variables p.25 included
Logistic Regression

Case Processing 5ummary

Unweighted Cases(a) N Percent
Selected Caszes Included in Anshysis BES BT.T
Missing Caszes a2 12,32
Totl 47 1000
Unsslected Cazes [+] i
Total 74T 100.0

a |fweightis in efect, see classifcation table for the total number of cases

Dependent Varahle Enceding
Criginal Value | Interns| Valus
Weinig [4]

Wesl

Block 0: Beginning Block
Class ification Table[ab)

Cb=ered Fredicted
Fercentags
Cycling Correct
Weinig Wiinig
Stepd Cycling Weinig cve] [4] 1000
Vesl R Y] [1] 0
COwerall Percentgs 5,2
a Constant isin in the model.
b The cut value iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B}
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step 0 Constant i) JoTE o4 1 oir 51
Variables notin the Equation
Soors df Sig.
Step  Varisbles Awgilability car 25128 1 Ciliy]
o Age 800 1 an
Gendar 8,580 1 o3
Perceived genaral 9,007 R ooz
health
Perelved o, 23,475 1 000
Owerall Statistics BT. 722 ] il
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step1  Step 71,594 5 00D
Block 71,554 5 000
Model 71,554 5 00D
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 838,415{a) 04 138

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 4 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 11,308 8 185




Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Cyding = Weinig Cycling = Vesl Total
Ob=red | Expecid Observed
Step 1 54 51038 =]
1 2z 43 44 738 ]
3 41 41117 i3
4 a5 37347 ]
5 43 345318 =]
G 24 31,564 ]
T 7 25400 &7
] m 25372 ]
] 15 21411 =]
10 16 12475 60
Classification Table[a)
Cbened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
Weinig Wisinig
Step 1 FietsenVeelziniy  Weinig 222 107 67,5
Vesl 120 208 63,2
COwerall Percentgs B53
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wiald df Sig. 85,0% C.Lfor EXP{B)
Lower Uppsr Lower Lower Uppsr
Step  Avsilability car -478 e S0 [i] E k] TH
a)  Age 028 007 000 & 1.012 1,041
sectizlgeslacht -43Z A77 D15 ] 453 S8
sectisdgerondheid AD3 RET 003 456 1,144 1,967
Perceivedicaegonzén 354 07 000 483 203 1.82%
Constant -1.39 245 100 243

3 Variable(s) entered on step 1: Avsilability car, age, gender, perceived generalhealth, perceived degres of urbanzaton

Block 2: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step1  Step 4048 4 400
Block 4,048 4 400
Model 75,642 a 00D
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Squars Squars
1 832,287 (a) A0 145

a3 Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameErestimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-squars D Sig .
1 11,721 ] 84
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Cyding = Weinig Cycling = Vesl Total
Obs=ered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 1 ] 51306 10 14,624 86
1 2z 44 45 352 2z 20,648 ]
3 ] 41378 28 24524 =]
4 ar 3T BOT it} 28,153 ]
5 ] 24420 28 31,580 =]
G 28 1] 34,435 ]
T il 41 a7, 28n =]
] 3z 34 40,835 ]
3 15 51 45,134
10 16 45 48,405 61
Class ification Tablea)
Ohsened Predicted
Fercentags
Cycling Correct
Weinig Wiinig
Step 1 GCycling VW einig 213 116 64,7
Vesl 18 208 63,8
Cverall Percentzge 64,3

a The cut valus iz 500




Variables in the Equation

B SE. W skd Di Sig. Exp(E) | S5.0% C.lfor EXFIE)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Availability car - 472 A 26,858 i 000 ) 20 T4E
ia)  age 0286 007 577 001 1,025 1011 1028
Gender - 441 TR 8,128 i 012 B41 454 iz
Peroceived genersl heslth 05 Rk 8 430 1 004 1,500 1,142 1969
Perceived degree of 414 A1z 13,754 i 000 1,513 1218 1583
urbanizstion
Aesthetios oysling 021 018 195 1,021 283 1058
Sa ety oyoiing -0z 018 1.758 1 188 Ere 240 1012
Functionality cyciing
unctionality cycing a2z 023 820 1 337 1022 aTT 1088
Diestination - D04 Kivi] 2z i BRI =] 243 1048
Constant 1843 1,053 2,433 1 118 153

a Variablefs) entered on step 1: Aesthetics cyding, Safety oycling, Function ality cyding, Destinaton.

Block 3: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step 1 Step 36,256 2z 000
Block 35,356 2 00D
Model 110,599 11 000
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
| Step liks lihco d R Sguare Squsre
1 T97.010(a) A5E 208

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 4 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
|Stap | Chi-squars | D | Sig . I
K [ 7,078 | g 528 |

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Cydling = Weinig Cycling = Vesl Total
Obserned Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
St=p 1 i 8 10,634 i3]
1 z 43 T 17,701 i3
3 44 22 23,387 [i.i]
4 34 z 7,320 a6
5 5 a7 30,878 [i.i]
-] kX1 31 35,184 a6
T 25 18 39,046 [i.i]
] i 38 43,151 a6
2 16 L] 47 558 [i.i]
10 10 51 50,701 &1
Class ification Tablea)
Cb=ered Predicted
Fercentags
FistEanVesWeinig Correct
VWeinig ezl Weinig
Step 1 FistzenVeslWisinig 211 1 54,1
Vesal 115 z 54,7
Cverall Percentzge 54,4
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B} 865 0% C..for EXP{B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lower Upper
Step  Avsilability car - 470 85 24 622 1 K] & 518 T52
Had  Age 024 007 | 10,808 1 001 1010 1040
Gender - 427 83 5,438 1 i) AEE 234
Perceived general health 240 48 2,705 1 00 1,271 5 1593
Percsived degree of 473 115 13,531 1 000 1,535 1228 1523
urb.anization
Aesthetos oyzing a7 017 2458 1 14 1,027 354 1061
5= &ty oyeing -.043 020 8.170 1 013 52 315 30
Functionality cyeing 24 24 7T 1 323 1,024 &T7 1073
Drestinstion -, 00 i} Rilli] 1 B30 B0 S48 1048
Self efficacy cycling
reseyEEing 0% 018 | 20188 1 000 1,102 1088 1142
Sogal influenc=s oycing -033 014 5,873 1 o017 27 541 354
Constant -1.678 1,112 2,272 1 32 V8T

a Variablefs) entered on step 1: Self eficacy cycling, Socialinfuences opoling




Appendix P Logistic Regression Analyses Cycling- stratified for perceived degree
of urbanization

Model for cycling with all variables p<.25 included, stratified by perceived degree of urbanization

Perceived degree of urbanization = Rural
Block 0: Beginning Block

Classification Table(ab)

Obsned Predicted
Fercentags
Cycling Comect
VWeinig ezl Weinig
Step 0  Cycling Weinig i28 1] 100.0
Vesl T4 [1] K
Cverall Percentage 63,4
a Constant is included in the model.
b The cut value iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B}
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step D Constant - 548 148 14,080 1 000 5T8
Variables notin the Equation
Score d Sig.
Step  Varisbles Awilability car 6,892 008
4] Age 4,534 028
Gendar 16 B35
r:;:arn.e: gensral 2472 a12
Owerall Statistics 21172 4 K]
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi- df Sig.
Step1  Step 4 000
Block 4 000
Model 4 000
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Squars Squars
1 243,507 {a) A02 41

a3 Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameErestimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-squars df Sig .
1 10,859 ] 208
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Cydling = Weinig Walking = Veel Total
Obs=ered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved

St=p 13 17054 1 2,545 20
1 2z 17 186,791 4 4,208 21

] 16 15130 4 4,870 20

4 16 14352 4 5,608 20

5 10 130 10 6,659 20

G 11 i 10 7,938 2

T 14 ] 9,183 iz

] 8 12 8,182 20

3 ] 5076 12 10,924 20

10 ) 5530 ] 12,470 18

Classification Table[a)
Ohsened Predicted
Fercentags
Cycling Comect
-1
VWeinig es Weinig
Step 1 GCycling VW einig 112 [i] BT.5
Vesl 53 21 28,
Cwersll Percentge 65,8

a The cut valus iz 500




Variables in the Equation

B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) % C.l.for EXP(E)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Upper
Step  Awvailability car -TED 216 2075 i oot ATZ 209 T21
el Age 046 012 2832 000 1048 1021 1,075
Gendar -154 A1 A5 245 ET4 24T 1.211
ra_rrl.;arhi\e: general 508 258 3521 1 51 18568 553 2,754
Constant -1513 1341 2078 1 143 45
& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: availsbility csr, age, gender, perceived general heslth
Block 2: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-sgusre di Sig.
Step1  Step 5,080 4 278
Block 5,090 4 278
Model 27,0032 5 001
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 10,688 8 220
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Squars Squars
1 222 418(3) 125 AT
a3 Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameErestimates changed byless than 001,
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Cyding = Weinig Cycling = Vesl Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved | Expectsd | Obszsrved
Step 13 17 582 1 2418 20
1 2 18 16271 H 3,725 20
3 15 5528 5 4,472 20
4 15 4 553 ] 5207 20
5 1 3pa3 ] 6,337 20
-] il 2502 ] 7,458 20
T 14 AT [i] 8,533 20
] G 0428 14 9.582 20
9 10 3,143 10 10,851 20
10 ) G707 12 15,253 iz
Classification Table[a)
Cbened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
Weinig Wesl Wizinig
Step1  Cycling Weinig 108 a2 52,5
Veel ) 4 124
COwerall Percentgs 64,4
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E} 95.0% C.lior EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Awvailability car - T55 215 12,080 1 001 455 205 Tis
=) Age D44 012 11,168 1 001 1,045 1018 1073
Gendar - 404 283 1,212 1 282 Bar 224 13233
Percaived general haalth g3 i} 3,805 1 D48 1,706 1004 25853
Aesthetics Cycling -013 031 72 1 TR 887 828 1048
5=ty Oyeling -.04z 027 1722 1 188 252 2T 1024
Functionzlity zyeiing 088 043 4,071 1 044 1,002 1002 1188
Deestination - 023 041 305 1 B8 877 L)) 1080
Constant -1,524 1,781 1,153 1 2T 148

a Variablefs) entered on step 1:Aesthefics cyoling, Safety cyding, Funclionality cycling, Desfination.

Block 3: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Stzp T Step 15,405 2 000
Block 18,405 2z 000
Model 45,408 10 000




Model Summary

-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 220,011(a) 201 275
& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 5 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-squars df Sig .
1 3422 (] 208
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Cyding = Weinig Walking= Ves| Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved | Expectsd | Obszsrved
Step IE] 12702 1 1,288 0
1 2 20 0 2,616 20
3 16 4 3,630 20
4 L] 4 4,633 i}
5 8 5,858 20
] 1z 8 7055 20
T 10 10 8,815 20
] c] 11 10,741 i}
2 8 12,683 20
10 4 18 16,650 Iz
Classification Table[a)
Cbened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
Weinig Wisinig
Step1  Cycling Weinig 105 3 82,0
Veel % cE:3 51,4
COwerall Percentgs 708
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald Sig. Exp{B} 865 0% C..for EXP{B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lower Upper
Step  Avsilability car - T26 232 8,782 002 84 207 T83
Had  Age 042 014 3,178 00z 1,044 1018 oT4
Gender - 380 az D4 o it} 330 418
Perocsived general haalth 368 25 T4 210 1,441 F L) 2BE2
Aesthetics oycling -0iE 034 215 43 ag4 922 05z
5= &ty oyeing -.080 022 4,392 028 223 258 338
Functionslity cycling 127 048 5327 008 RES 1033 248
Deestination -058 045 432 2 248 B6E 1034
Selfefficacy cyeling 17 rend 9,528 002 124 D45 1208
Sedial infuences cyeing -088 028 8,278 004 513 2 572
Constant -1,138 1,851 340 560 320
& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: Self eficacy cycling, Socialin fuences oyling
Perceived degree of urbanization = Suburban
Case Processing 5ummary
Unweighted Cases(a) N Percent
Selected Cazas Included in Anshysis 185 i
Mizsing Cases 21 10,2
Towl il 1000
Unzelected Cases [v] 0
Total 208 100,0
& |fweightiz in efect, s== classiication table for the total number of cases.
Dependent Varable Encoding
Original Valee | Internal Value
Weinig [1]
Wael 1
Block 0: Beginning Block
Classification Table(ab)
Cbened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
VWeinig Weinig
Stepd Cycling Weinig 1] o2 0
Wesl [i] a3 100,0
Cverall Percentage 50,3

a Constant is inch

b The cu

b= i the model.
t value is 500




Variables in the Equation

B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper
Step0 Constant 011 147 005 1 541 1011

Variables notin the Equation

Scors di Sig.
Step Varisbles Availability car 2,458 18
o Age 1,189 075
Gender 5,509 0iE
r:;ﬁarw general 295 244
Owerall Statisfics 5823 4 004
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Stzp T Step 16,314 4 003
Block 5,314 4 003
Model 5,314 4 003
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Squars Squars
1 240,148(3) 084 113

a3 Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameErestimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 12,732 B 1

121

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Cycling= Weinig Walking = Veel Total
Obsered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 14 14 088 ] 4,912 19
1 2z 13 12523 [i] &,277 15
] 14 114585 ] 7545 19
4 ] 10511 11 8,489 15
5 G 5785 12 9,235 19
G 13 8735 [i] 10,254 15
T ] 7940 11 11,080 19
] 4 T200 5 800 15
3 ] G4TI 12,827 19
10 4 3208 10 10,732 14
Classification Table[a)
Obeened Predicted
Percentage
Cycling Comect
linig c
Weinig Ves| Wiinig
Step 1 GCycling VW einig EE a7 £E9.8
Vesl 18 £5 53,
Cverall Percentzge 53,
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. ‘Wald df Sig. Exp{B} 85,00 C.|.for EXP({B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Uppsr Lower Upper
Step  Avsilability car -508 RE:-) T285 1 ilir i vl AE JETO
Ha)  age 026 013 4182 1 04z 1.026 1.001 1.082
Gendar -737 A3z 4837 1 026 ATE 250 8T
Perceived general a4 287 1778 1 agz| 1409 1| 23
heslth
Constant 218 1431 046 1 AU 1275

a Variablefs) entered onstep 1: Availability car, Age, Gender, Perceiwed general health.

Block 2: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step1  Step 5,382 4 250
Block 5352 4 25D
Modzl 21,696 5 08
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Squars Squars
1 224,734 (3) A11 148

a3 Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameErestimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-sguars df Sig.

1 7483 8 ABE




Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Cyding = Weinig Cycling = Vesl Total
Obs=ered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 14 14 832 5 4,187 13
1 el 15 12820 4 6,180 18
] 15 11,701 4 7253 13
4 8 10513 11 8387 158
5 ] SB25 11 8,175 13
G 10 8534 8 10,086 18
T T 776 1z 11,284 13
& ] 8552 13 2, 0 18
3 ] 5858 14 3,142 c]
10 4 2 588 10 nz 4
Class ification Tablea)
Cb=ered Predicted
Fercentags
Cycling Correct
VWeinig Wisinig
Step 1 Cycling &0 iz [
a5 RE i)
Cverall Percentzge g
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B) 85 ,0% C.1Lfor EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Availability car -.548 185 T.BT4 1 005 BTl 395 B4B
ia)  age 028 013 3,821 1 051 1,026 1000 1053
Gendar -.540 144 5,564 1 015 432 220 B4T
Perceived general health 240 265 B15 1 JAeT 1,271 55 2138
Aesthetics Cycling 030 031 581 1 322 1,031 &7 1054
5=ty Oyeling -034 028 201 1 343 558 500 1037
Functionzlity zyeiing 042 044 528 1 235 1,042 257 1137
Destination 071 043 2,083 1 148 1,074 A75 1182
Constant -552 1,504 271 1 K ed Aam

a Variablefs) entered on step 1: Aesthetics cyding, Safety cyoling, Function ality cyding, destination

Block 3: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre di Sig.
Step 1 Step 12,103 2z 002
Block 12,103 2 002
Madel 31,798 0 000
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
| Step liks lihco d R Sguare Squsre
1 222.661(a) JET 223

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 4 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 5,235 8 T8

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Cydling = Weinig Walking = Veel Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved Obzsrved
St=p 18 1 2725 13
1 2 12 7 5,435 13
3 10 ] 6,753 15
4 12 7 7,973 13
5 10 ] 8,155 15
-] ] 11 10,180 19
T T 12 11,508 15
] ] 11 13,082 19
9 4 5 4,180 15
10 3 2,001 4
Classification Table[a)
Cbzened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
WWeinig Wesl Wizinig
Step1  Cycling Weinig =) 7 ]
Veel vl & i3
COwerall Percentgs 51

a3 The cut vslue iz 500




Variables in the Equation

) SE. Wald Sig. Exp(B) | 55.0% Clior EXFE)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Step  Availability car - E&3 204 7 g2 i 005 ) 282 243

ia)  age 027 014 3,738 1 053 1,027 1000 1055

Gender - 880 35D 5718 1 07 423 208 858

Percei genersl heaslth i 2TR JART 1 JEED 1,181 it} 2035

Aesthefics oyling 025 031 &22 1 430 1,025 564 1080

Sa Bty goiing o078 04D 3775 1 052 v &85 1001

Functionality cycling 040 048 72 1 412 1,041 548 1145

Destination a7 050 2,150 1 143 1,078 578 1187

Selfefficacy cyeling

HeaRyeyeing A10 0| 107 1 001 1417 1048 1193

Sodial influences cycling _az4 028 B2 P 387 578 227 1028
Constant 1,009 2,008 252 1 B15 365

a Variablefs) entered on step 1: Self eficacy Cyling, Social influences Cyding

Perceived degree of urbanization = Urban

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cas=s(3) N Percent

Selectad Cases Included in Anshysis 288 ET3
Missing Cases k] 27
Totl 07 100,0

Unzslected Cases [} K

Taotsl 07 100,0

5 |fweightis in efect, 222 clzssifcstion tsble for the total number of cases,

Diependent Variable Enceding
Origins| Valus | Interns |V alus
Weinig [4]

Veel

Block 0: Beginning Block
Classification Table(ab)

Cbened Predicted

Percentags
Cycling Comect
Weinig Wesl Wisinig
Stepd GCycling Weinig [1] 108 K
Veel 1] 158 100.0
Overall Percentage 58,3

a Constant isincluded in the model.
b The cut value is 500
Variables in the Equation

B SE.
Lowsr Upper
Step0 Constant Ja7e 12

=

df Sig. Exp{B)
Upper
1,458

,_
2a
w
[=

g |e
w
-
o
=
w

f.
=
o
N
&
=]
[=3
Pa

Variables notin the Equation

Scors di Sig.

Step  Varizbles Availability car

[} Age
Gender
Perceived genaral
health

m

Ry b
=Ry

&

[
=]
4
T
b
it

P
=]
(=]
s
=]
51

Owerall Statisfics

Block 1: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.

Step i Step 22,000 4 Rl
Block 22,000 4 000
Model 22,000 4 00D

Model Summarny

-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Squars Squars

1 240,142(3) 072 105
a3 Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameErestimates changed byless than 001,




Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-squars df Sig .
1 7.068 (] 523

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Cyding = Weinig Walking= Ves| Total
Obs=ered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 1 20 17738 T 5,261 7
1 2z 18 15,174 ] B26 m
] 1 12158 18 3,842 7
4 12572 18 4,428 m
5 10 10501 18 5059 o]
] 3 10274 18 ikl 7
T 9 9483 18 7837 7
] & TIES 20 8.231 il
3 T 7220 20 9,680 7
10 8 4 531 19 22,358 7
Classification Table[a)
Cbened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
Weinig Wesl Wisinig
Step1  Cycling Weinig a5 7O 15,8
Wesl 18 141
COwerall Percentgs g
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. ‘Wald df Sig. Exp{B} 85,00 C.|.for EXP({B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Uppsr Upper
Step  Awvailability car -85 Iz 0,064 1 ooz BT3 S34 Baz2
Had  Age D13 01z 1245 1 284 1013 =50 1,038
Gendar T 278 T808 o5 A60 26T 780
Pa_r:)al'\.e: general 445 212 4359 1 038 1.560 1030 2,254
heslth
Constant 324 1176 076 1 T8 1283
a Variablefs) entered onstep 1: Availability car, Age, Gender, Perceiwed general health
Block 2: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-sgusre di Sig.
Step 1 Step 8,802 4 072
Block 8,802 4 072
Modeal 30,8032 ] 00D
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 331,541{a) 08 145

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 4 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-squars df Sig .
1 2,885 ] 254
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Cydling = Weinig Walking = Veel Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved | Expectsd | Obszsrved
Step 13 8 85T 8 8,043 i
1 2 13 5588 ] 1,141 a7
3 14 3795 12 13,205 m
4 12 2517 15 14,482 7
5 10 A8 17 15,613 m
& 9 10 245 18 16,754 7
T ] 5135 18 17,885 m
] 9 TE23 18 15,377 T
9 5 5853 2z 21,107 I
10 5 3585 20 21,405 5
Classification Table[a)
Cbzened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
Weinig Wesl Wizinig
Step 1 Cycling Weinig 45 ) 45,0
. Vesl 23 138 BE.5
— COwerall Percentgs 55,0

° a3 The cut vslue iz 500




Variables in the Equation

B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B) 85 ,0% C.1Lfor EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
St=p  Availability car =307 A28 8,562 1 0032 AT8
=) Age 011 012 802 1 242 1038
Gender -810 JZEZ 8213 1 004 T4
genersl heaslth A48T 221 5,055 1 025 1,644 2535
Aesthetios Cyciing 054 028 4,142 1 042 1,088
5=ty Oyeling -.Di0 020 A7 1 T2 =50 332 050
ctiona ity Cudding
Functionzlity Cysing -043 038 1270 1 0 258 B0 1032
Destination - 08T 05T 2314 1 128 818 B13 1028
Constant 1,543 1,812 1,148 1 224 8,577
a Variablefs) entered on step 1: Aesthetics cyding, Safety cyoling, Functionality Cyding, Destinafion
Block 3: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-sgusre di Sig.
St=p1 Step 10,434 z 005
Block 10,434 z 005
Modeal 41,037 10 000
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 321,107 {a) 42 182
& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 4 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 8 488 8 AET
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Cyding = Weinig Cycling = Vesl Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved Obzsrved
Step 1 20 20782 T v
1 2 i7 18757 i0 T
3 13 14 358 14 T
4 1z 18 T
5 ] 12 7
-] 12 5 A66 14 T
T ] 835D 21 T
] T 6521 20 T
2 z 5 EEZ 25 T
10 5 3254 20 5
Classification Table[a)
Cbened Predicted
Percentags
Cycling Comect
Weinig Wesl Wisinig
Step1  Cycling Weinig 48 &1 440
Vesl 23 130 B1.8
COwerall Percentgs 66,4
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B) 85 ,0% C.1Lfor EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step Azl sbility car =383 2B T.83T 1 D08 702 E4T a0z
el Age 008 012 511 1 475 1,008 88 1033
Gender - T30 258 7.526 1 00G 454 258 758
Perceived general health 254 238 1,138 1 285 1,289 808 2058
Aesthefics oyling 088 027 5,353 1 012 1072 1018 1131
Sakty grling -7 031 280 1 s 283 f5i 1048
Functiona ity cycling _057 s 2078 " 150 345 BT 1021
Drestinstion -, 0D Riiy) 1,728 1 88 JE23 B215 1040
Self efficacy cycling
reseyEEing 091 023 9,974 1 002 1,088 1028 1158
Sogal influenc=s oycing -012 024 272 1 802 288 343 1035
Constant K] 1,85 528 1 433 4,333

a Variablefs) entered on step 1: Self eficacy cycling, Social Influences cyding




Appendix Q Logistic Regression Analyses Cycling (not stratified) - Interaction
term included

Gender

Block 4: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusrs di Sig.
St=p1 Step 3183 4 528
Block 2183 4 2B
Maodel 114 181 15 000
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 793,828(a) N80 213
& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 4 becauss paramet=restimates changsd byless than 001,
Class ification Tablea)
Predicted
Fercentage
Comsct
Observed Weinig
Step1  GCyding 65,0
24,
Cverall Percentsgs 65,0
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE df Sig. Exp{B}
St=p Gender BT 1,517 1 585 2,288
Tzl Age 025 07 0D 001 1.025
Avwailability car - 473 085 24,678 1 000 623
Paroeived general health 241 147 el i R [i]] 1,273
Perceived degres of 420 118 12,134 1 000 1,523
urbaniz stion
Aesthetics Cycing 050 02 4558 1 032 1,081
Sa ety Cycling
Bty Oyeing - 045 02| 284 1 o2 25
Functiona ity Coydling 018 032 286 . 583 1.018
Destination =022 J0Es 412 i B21 ST
Selfefficzcy cyeling 058 ois|  zases 1 000 1103
Sodal influences cycling 0% 014 5703 R 17 88T
Destination = gender o o5 573 . a7 1038
Aesthetics oyoling =
-,050 033 2,218 1 36 =il
Sa &ty oycling = gender
-015 038 41 TOT 885
Functiona ity cycling =
gender 017 047 A28 i ey 107
Censtant -2, 882 1,207 4,941 1 026 088
a Variablefs) entered onstep 1: Destination = gender, Aesthetics cyling = gender, Saty oyoling = gender, Funcionality

cycling = gender.




Age

Block 4: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusrs df Sig.
Step 1 Step 1050 4 502
Block 1,060 4 20z
Madel 112,042 15 000
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
| Step liks lihco d R Sguare Squsre
1 795,560 (a) 5T 210

Class ification Tablea)

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 4 becauss paramet=restimates changsd byless than 001,

a Variablefs) entered onstep 1 ag
=

Predicted
Fercentage
Cycling Corract
Observed WWeinig Wesl Weinig
Step 1 Cyding Wiinig 212 16 4.7
Wesl 114 21z 65,0
Cverall Percentsgs 54,3
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. Sig. ExplB)
St=p Gender A2 VR4 J25 510
a)  Age 068 051 RE 1,089
Availability car - 454 85 00D BZ8
Perceived general health el 147 118 1.258
RN AT 15 000 1,532
urb.anization
Aesthetics Cycling 029 D2 8 573 029
Safety Cycling
=ty Oyeling -0 060 300 554 e
Functionality Cycing o4 o075 2 645 015
Drestination 058 JOTE Ed5 480 JOES
Selfefficacy cycling 101 o0ie| 20789 000 108
Sodial influences cycling o33 014 5 &0 018 T
Diestination = age
natan =g 001 002 724 EED 559
Azsthetics oyoling = age
Rl SO0 01 STE 1,000
Sa &ty oyeling = age
Rl SO0 JEZ T4 1,000
Functionality cycling = age
000 002 0Z2 886 1,000
Censtant -4, 128 2,421 3.285 070 012
: Destination = age , Assthetics oyding = age, Safetyoycling = age, Functiona lity cycling =




Appendix R Logistic Regression Walking- not stratified

Model for walking with all variables p <.25 included

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases(s) Percent
Szlected Caszes Included in Anahysis 871
Missing Caszes 129
Totl 100.0
Unzslected Cazss 1] K
Total 74T 100.0

a |fweightis in efect, see classifcation table for the total number of cases.

Dependent Varahle Enceding
Criginal Value | Interns| Valus
Weinig [4]

Wesl

Block 0: Beginning Block
Class ification Table[ab)

Ohsened P redicted
Percentage
‘Walking Cormect
Wisinig sl Weinig
Step 0  Walking Wizinig 328 [} 1000
Vesl £ 1] 0
Overall Percentage EQ5
in the model.
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
St=p0 Constant -0zz 78 JO75 1 JTE4 T
Variables notin the Equation
Soors df Sig.
Step  Varisbles Aailability car 2258 1 A3
0 Age 5 481 1 013
Education 838 . 380
4 040 1 D44
003 1 BES
Owersll Statistics 15 088 5 010

Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
St=p1 Step 15,259 5 008
Block 5,259 5 008
Madel 5,259 5 008
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 88T, 143(3) 03 03t
& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-squars D Sig .
1 1832 ] 28

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Walking = W sinig Walking = Veel Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved | Expectsd | Obszsrved
Step 40 41 551 26 24,349 i3]
1 2z 35 38321 30 6,673 a5
3 k. 35 420 26 28,580 53]
4 k'] 4 372 -] 30,028 a5
5 34 33 2TE a1 724 53]
-] k'] 12 585 30 33315 a6
T 34 31385 az 34,615 i3]
] 5 28032 38 34,568 4
9 25 2T BES T v 53]
. 10 Iz 231359 4z 40,801 24




Classification Table[a)

Cbened
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Wisinig Wisinig I
Step 1 Walking Wieinig 153 135 EET
WVesl Ei i CER
COwerall Percentgs EES
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E} 95.0% C.lior EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
St=p  Availability car =211 084 5,303 1 iz B BT BES
ia)  age 018 006 7,823 1 005 1,018 1005 1021
Education - 034 133 084 1 LB00 86T T45 12568
Perocsived general haalth -, 154 130 2,772 1 38 JE24 k] 1063
Perceived degres of 035 103 8 733 038 848 1268
urbaniz stion
Constant JTE4 TE4 BT 1 124 2,128

3 Variable(s) entered on step 1: Avsilability car, age, education, perosived general heslth, perceived degree o furbanization

Block 2: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step1  Step 2,387 4 JB8T
Block 2267 4 BaT
Model 17 526 a 041
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 S84 877 (3} DT 035

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-squars df Sig .
1 8,116 (] G4
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
‘Waalking = W inig W ailking Total
Obs=ered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 1 44 42 0BT z Iz533 g5
1 el n 38 550 14 26,401 53]
] k'] 38,767 -] 25,233 a5
4 LT 34 532 2B 30,168 B85
5 k"] 2234 IT 31,786 a5
G 13 32001 iz 3Z558 53]
T 30 T8 35 34,282 a5
& n I 384 14 35,616 53]
3 Pl 2T 55T 38 aT.442 a5
10 23 23 540 43 42 180 66
Class ification Tablea)
Cb=ered Predicted
Percentage
‘Walking Cormect
Wiinig W einig I
Step 1 Walking Weinig 185 140 ET4
Vesl 141 181 562
Cwersll Percentge 1.7]
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B} 865 0% C..for EXP{B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lower Upper
Step  Avsilability car - 213 0 8,720 1 010 B0 Jifiy) S48
Ha)  Age 017 008 7,005 1 008 1,017 1004 1030
Edusation -0 128 008 1 227 250 TED 1288
Percaived general haalth - 178 132 1,822 1 AT AT 48 1084
Perceived degree of 03 108 A7 1 T2 1,040 240 1287
urbanization
Destination 015 24 412 1 21 1,018 563 1065
fsthatos walkng 012 oiE gas 4z 012 982 04s
Sa ity walking
by walkng - 024 018 1,454 1 2 877 340 1014
Functiona lityw alking
unctionaiiyywzling 05 018 053 1 i) 1,008 a7 1041
Constant G638 L850 453 1 501 1,835 .

a Variable{s) entered on step 1: Destnaion, Aesthetics walking, Safety wallking, Fun chion sliywalking. -




Block 3: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre di Sig.
St=p1 Step 1,450 z 454
Block 1,450 2 484
Meodel 18,375 i1 062
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 883,427 (3} 0z8 038

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-sguars 5} Sig.
1 7,525 8 A81

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Walking= Weinig Walking = Veel Total

Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved Obzsrved

Step 1 48 42 BE4 15 22416 53]
1 2z 34 38 650 3 26,350 a5
3 3 35 B4 az 28,365 53]

4 41 34 343 4 30,051 a5

5 a5 33 42T k1] 1,573 53]

-] p:3 2202 a7 32,7857 a5

T 5 30 BES k1] 34,345 53]

] 3z 29,185 31 35,815 a5

9 5 T 204 k1] 7T 53]

10 Iz 21458 44 42,504 a6

Class ification Tablea)

Ohsened P redicted
Percentage
‘Walking Cormect
Wiinig W einig I
Step 1 Walking Weinig 158 131 802
Wesl 145 177 550
Cverall Percentzge ETE

a The cut valus iz 500

Variables in the Equation

B SE. Wakd di Sig. Exp{B} 85 0% C.l.for EXP{B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Awailability car - 224 JOBE 7021 1 008 799 BT 243
ia)  age o7 D05 6,708 1 010 1,017 1004 1030
Education 024 138 03z 1 JBEE 578 T4T7 1278
Perceived general health -, 208 R 2,383 1 A2 B2 524 1057
Par:sa_i\e_ sgres of 038 108 108 1 745 1,038 poRtad 1284
urb.anization
Drestination 014 RirZ} V45 1 EET 1,014 A8T 1063
Aesthetios walking 015 018 889 1 348 1,015 o84 1048
Sa ety walking
ity walking - 028 a20 2,049 1 152 872 538 1011
Functiona ity alking 005 018 088 1 768 1,005 aTD 1042
Seliefficacywalking 018 015 1427 1 232 1.018 988 1048
Sodial infuences walking -.008 oz 72 . 82 254 a7 1017
Constant i) 568 ST 1 ATZ 1,552

& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: Self eficacywalking, Socisl influences walking.




Appendix S Logistic Regression Analyses Walking- stratified for perceived degree
of urbanization

Perceived degree of urbanization = Rural

Case Processing 5ummary

Unweighted Cases{b) N Percent
Selected Cszes(s)  Included in Analysis 200 85,5
Mizsing Cases 4 14,5
Tol 234 100,0
Unsslected Cases (1] K]
Total 234 100,0

& The varisble Perceivwed3categoniegnis constant ©rallzelece =. Since a consEntwas requested in the model, itwill be removed from the anahysis.
b Ifweightis in efect, see classifcation table for the total number of cases.

Dependent Varahle Enceding
Criginal Value | Interns| Valus
Weinig [4]

Weel

Block 0: Beginning Block
Class ification Table[ab)

Cb=ered Predicted
Percentage
‘Walking Cormect
Wiinig WVes| W einig I
Stepd  Walking Wieinig [v] 100 o
WVesl a 100 1000
Cverall Percentage 500
a Constant is included in the model.
b The cut value iz 500
Variables in the Equation
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper
Step0 Constant K] 141 K] 1 1,000 1,000
Variables notin the Equation
Soors df Sig.
Step  Varizbles Availability car 540 1 B3
0 Age 2574 1 108
Education 08T P 788
Ferceived general heslth 1208 1 272
Owersll Statistics 4615 4 o]

Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step 1 Step 4,855 4 323
Block 4,865 4 323
Model 4,865 4 323
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
| Step liks lihco d R Sguare Squsre
1 272,594(3) 023 03

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 5,248 8 A14
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Walking = W ginig W allking Taotsl
Obs=red Obszarved Obssrved
St=p 13 T 20
1 2 3 20
3 11 ] 20
4 12 ] 20
5 ] 12 20
-] 13 ] 21
T T 12 20
] il ] 19
9 ] 20
10 5 15 20




Classification Table[a)

Cbened P redi
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Wisinig W sinig
Step 1 Walking Wieinig ) ) 500
WVesl 41 2] 590
COwerall Percentgs E45
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E} 95.0% C.lior EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Awailability car - 230 5T 1,370 1 242 794 S40 1168
ia)  age 018 011 2,813 1 088 1,018 25T 1040
Bducation 051 208 06z 1 E02 1,083 T4 1575
Perocsived general haalth - 165 230 B85 1 4T3 548 540 133
Constant 518 1,256 160 1 B85 1,680

3 Variable(s) entered on step 1: Avsilability car, Age, Education, Perceived general health

Block 2: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step 1 Step 852 4 85T
Block 852 4 85T
Modeal EMT ] 723
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 271,342 (3) 026 035

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 15,537 8 043
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
‘Walking = W =inig Walking = Vsl Total
Obs=red Obszarved Obssrved
St=p 13 T 20
1 2 8 12 20
3 14 8 20
4 13 T 20
5 10 10 20
g 7 13 20
7 3 11 20
] 10 10 i}
2 13 T 20
10 3 i7 0
Class ification Tablea)
Cb=ered Predicted
Percentage
‘Walking Cormect
Weinig W einig
Step 1 Walking Weinig 53 47 530
Wesl 40 1] G600
Cwersll Percentge EEE
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B} 865 0% C..for EXP{B)
Lowsr Upper Lows Upper Lowsr Upper Lower Upper
Step  Avsilability car - 218 20 1,161 1 281 506 544 1,154
Ha)  age 015 011 2573 1 085 1.018 b--n) 1041
Edusation 04z 207 054 1 BT 1,043 CEE) 1575
Percaived general haalth - 182 240 AET 1 Az JBED 531 1361
Destination -0E2 038 333 1 560 878 20T 1054
#esthe os Walking -o18 031 351 1 554 882 924 1043
SaityWalking -006 ] 025 1 BT4 234 5z 1072
Functionality' Walking
unctionality Walking 008 28 085 1 71 1,008 953 06T
Constant 1,254 1,895 54T 1 AED 3,503

a Variablefs) entered onstep 1: Destination, Aesthetics walking SatyWalking, Funciionalitywalking

Block 3: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre i Sig.
. Step1  Step 4,138 2 A28
— Block 4,138 2z ]
. Model 5 455 10 450




Model Summary

-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 267 804(a) 045 D62
& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-squars D Sig .
1 2,955 ] 537
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
‘Walking = W =inig W alking Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved Obzsrved
Step 13 12 534 T 20
1 2 12 12278 8 20
3 13 11,401 T 20
4 10 10781 10 20
5 2 10 285 11 20
-] ] 5805 12 20
T 11 272 8 20
] 9 2412 11 o]
2 2 TETZ 20
10 G 5134 14 20
Classification Table[a)
Cbened P redictad
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Wisinig Wesl Wisinig I
Step 1 Walking Wieinig ) 42 EBD
Vesl 45 54 540
COwerall Percentgs 580
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E} 95.0% C.lior EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Awailability car - 182 205 783 1 T4 B4 558 1245
=) Age 017 011 2,258 1 133 1,017 385 1038
Edusation -,003 217 000 1 358 a7 B 1526
Perceived general health =221 245 B11 1 ] 802 A58 1258
Drestinstion =028 st A3 1 S10 R-Tii] 502 1052
Az sthefics Walking -.008 o3z 035 1 852 (584 834 1058
Sa ety W alking -0z 040 780 1 B8 578 805 1058
Functions ity Walking o1 030 129 . 718 1,011 254 1071
Selfefficacy Walking 050 27 3411 1 085 1,052 s97 1108
Sodial Influences Walking .03z ) 1,508 P 188 88 G285 1013
Constant 1,440 1,724 i 1 402 4,721

& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: Self eficacywalking, Socisl influences walking.

Perceived degree of urbanization = suburban

Case Processing Summary(b)

Unweighted Cases(s) N Percent
Szlected Cazes Induded in Analysis 172 A
Mizsing Cases v 131
Tetl 206 1000
Unselected Cases [v] o
Taotal 206 1000
& |fwseightis in efect, s== classiication tsble for the total numbser of
Cases.
Dependent Variable Encoding
Original Value | Interns|Valus
Weinig [4]
Vel 1

Class ification Table[ab)

P redicted

Walking
Cbzened Weinig Wesl
Stepd  Walking Wizinig 52 4]
Wesl &7 1]
Cverall Percentzge

onstant is included in the model.

s C
b The cut value is 500




Variables in the Equation

E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Torcts
oep  Gonstant -0sE 150 140 1 708 545
i

Variables notin the Equation

Soore df Sig.
Step  Varisbles Age 1402 P 238
0 Anailability car 1861 1 172
Ferceived genaral haslth 48 1 703
Education a0 P 342
Owerzll Statistics 524 4 223

Block 1: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients (a)

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step 1 Step 5708 4 222
Block 5,708 4 o]
Meodel ETOB 4 i
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
| Step liks lihco d R Sguare Squsre
1 242,253(3) k) 42

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-squars df Sig .

1 10,522 ] 230

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Walking = W sinig Walking = Veel Total

Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved | Expectsd | Obszsrved

Step 1 11,780 T 5,240 18

1 2 10 11,117 8 6,883 18

3 10 10 416 8 7,584 18

4 15 5558 3 8042 18

5 2 2543 10 9,087 158

-] 10 5037 ] 8983 18

T ] 8813 1z 9,387 18

] T 8053 11 3,541 18

:] ] 7530 2 10,470 12

10 8 5 566 (] 10,434 16

Variables in the Equation{b)
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B} 865 0% C..for EXP{B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lower Upper
Step  Age Rt} 012 2, 508 1 13 1,018 il 1042
a)  Awailability car -348 183 3573 1 058 TOB 434 1013
Perceived general health -028 252 013 1 508 g7z 583 583
Bducation -.188 240 80D 1 433 830 518 1230
Constant JE2T 1,463 401 1 52T 2,528

a Variablefs) entered onstep 1: Age, Availability car, Perceived general health, Education.

Block 2: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step i Step 3,080 4 548
Block 3,080 4 4B
Modzl B TEER 5 82
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
| Step like lihoo d R Sguare Square
1 238,238(3) 48 064

a Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameErestimates changed by less than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test[a)

Step Chi-sguars 5} Sig.
1 8,788 8 28D




Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemes how Test[a)

‘Walking = W =inig Walking = Vsl Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved | Expectsd | Obszsrved
Step 15 7441 3 5,565 18
1 2 2 1445 8 6,555 18
3 T o787 7,213 18
4 c] 5584 ] 8,016 18
5 i 8520 8 8,480 18
-] c] 8575 ] 9,025 18
T T B 484 11 9,536 18
8 TS5 10,045 i2
2 5 Ti133 0,887 18
10 5289 ] 701 17
Classification Table
P redictad
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Obsered Wizinig Wesl W einig I
St=p 1 Walking Weinig ET a5 BZ0
Veel 40 47 540
COwerall Percentgs 581
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B) 85 ,0% C.1Lfor EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Age 020 01z 2,574 1 108 556 1045
1) Availsbility car -382 188 1,815 1 051 484 1001
Perocsived general haalth - 058 263 048 1 826 falix 1581
Edusation -138 250 307 1 73 523 1422
Destination 030 045 450 1 B0z 1,031 44 1128
fsthatos walkng 00 033 011 1 218 1,002 241 1083
52 Bty walking -.050 028 1,892 1 183 e 288 1021
Functiona ity w alking s o 27 . 08 58 314 1054
Censtant 1,548 1,875 1,080 1 259 7.019

& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: Destinston, Assthetics walking, Safstywalking, Fun ction slinywslking.

Block 3: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Step1  Step 1,107 2 575
Block 1,107 2 ETE
Model 9,875 10 452

Model Summary (b)

-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step like lihoo d R Sguare Square
1 238,132(3) 054 072

a Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameErestimates changed by less than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-sguars 5} Sig.
1 5,235 8 32

Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

‘Waalking = W inig walking = Vesl Total
Obsered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 14 12818 4 5182 18
1 2z 12 11387 [i] 6,603 18
] 9 10817 ] 7283 18
4 10 10,025 8 7875 18
5 9 5518 ] B.4E2 18
G i} 5047 12 8,953 18
T 10 8583 ] 2,417 18
] ] 8,003 8 8,957 18
3 G G957 12 1,003 18
10 7 4533 10 2,007 17
Classification Table
P redictad
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Cb=ered Wisinig sl W einig I
Step 1 Walking Wieinig ER 24 830
WVesl 43 44 506 .
Overall Percentage ETO o

& The cut values is 500 .




Variables in the Equation

B SE. Wakd Sig. Exp(B) | 95.0% C.lfor EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Step  Age 020 012 2719 1 033 1048
1@} Availability car - 401 180 4,435 1 035 a72
Perceived general health -, 082 s} JOod 1 TEB E51
Bducation -125 288 238 1 88 458
Destination 024 048 283 1 55 1,025 837 1121
Aesthetios walking 008 023 038 1 245 1,008 a44 1074
Saktywalking -058 038 2,483 T 343 578 015

Functiona ity walking
unctionalitywaling e 038 128 1 723 88T 817 1062

Self efficacywalking
eificacywalking 028 028 880 1 a2 1078 573 1088
Sodial influen ces walking .013 oz a3 P =35 a87 48 1028

Canstant 2,004 1,887 1,128 1 288 7,418

& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: Self eficacywalking, Socisl influences walking.

Perceived degree of urbanization = urban

Case Processing 5ummary

Unweighted Cases{b) N Percent
Selected Cszes(s)  Included in Analysis 272 886
Mizsing Cases a5 11,4
Tol 0T 100,0
Unsslected Casses [} K
Total T 1000

a The variable Perceiwedl
b |fweightis in efect, s2=

stegorieEn is constant ©orall ssleced =. Since 3 consEntwas requested in the model, itwill be remowed from the anahysis.
lzzsifcation table for the total number of cases.

Dependent Varahle Enceding
Criginal Value | Interns| Valus
Weinig [4]

Wesl

Variables in the Equation

B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper
Step0 Constant =015 12t 5 1 503 JSB5

Variables notin the Equation

Step  Varizbles Availability car :
o Age L
Education 85 BET
Ferceived general health 1543 1 DEd
Owerall Statisfics To2z 4 135

Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
St=p1 Step TA3T 4 ]
Block 7137 4 ]
Maodel 7,137 4 A28
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 368,521 {a) 026 035

& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-squars df Sig .
1 15,083 (] 05T




Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

‘Walking = W einig Walking = Veel Total
Obs=ered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 1 18 16,867 ] 10,132 7
1 2z 18 ] 11,248 m
] 13 14 11,858 7
4 14 12 12,488 i
5 10 17 12,888 7
G 15 11 12,734 il
T 15 12 14,245 ]
] 17 10 14,583 m
3 5 iz 15,536 7
10 12 17 15,105 ]
Class ification Tablea)
Ohsened P redicted
Percentage
‘Walking Cormect
Wiinig WVes| Wsinig I
Step 1 Walking Weinig an 45 542
Vesl Fj| B4 47 4
Cverall Percentzge EESQ
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp(B} 85,0% C.l.for EXP{B)
Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lowsr Upper Lower Upper
Step  Avsilability car B L] 11 2,082 1 143 JERZ Jifii) 10588
Ha)  age 018 011 2,741 1 ] 1.018 b--n) 1040
Bducation 0 281 000 1 a5 1,005 g2 1577
Perceived general health -313 205 2622 1 V105 T17 4TS 1072
Constant 1217 1,208 1,015 1 214 3379

a Variablefs) entered onstep 1: Availability car, Age, BEducation, Perceived general health.

Block 2: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre i Sig.
Step1  Step 5,153 4 272
Block 5,153 4 272
Model 12,283 5 k]
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
| Step like lihoo d R Sguare Square
1 364 TR (a) D44 058

a Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameErestimates changed by less than 001,

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Step Chi-sguars df Sig.
1 6,964 8 540
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
‘Walking = W =inig Walking = Vsl Total
Obs=red Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
St=p 13 g 8,438 b
1 2 12 14 10,452 7
3 17 10 11,452 m
4 16 11 12,158 7
5 12 15 12,552 a7
& 15 12 13,72 7
T 16 11 14,485 m
] 10 17 15,272 7
] 12 15 16,308 m
10 7 2z 15,580 ]
Classification Table[a)
Cbened P redictad
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Wisinig sl W inig
Step 1 Walking Wieinig 81 ) 531
Veel 80 75 173
COwerall Percentgs ET4

a3 The cut vslue iz 500




Variables in the Equation

) SE. Wald Sig. Exp(B) | 55.0% Clior EXFE)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
St=p  Availability car - 182 g2 2,085 1 143 85D 583 1060
ia)  age 013 011 1,356 1 244 1,012 LY 1035
Bducation 062 268 054 218 064 B2 1753
Perocsived general haalth - 413 215 3735 1 JOE1 JBET 431 1002
Destination 082 050 1,567 1 2 1,064 585 1172
Aesthetcs wlking 035 024 2,158 1 142 1.0 358 1088
Saieyy waling -011 030 131 1 TiE 583 331 1048
Functiona ity w alking

unctionalitywalking 030 032 B30 1 28z 1,080 28T 1098

Constant - 815 1,632 4z 1 708 E41

& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: Destinston, Assthetics walking, Safstywalking, Fun ction slinywslking.

Block 3: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
St=p1 Step 214 z G633
Block 514 2 B33
Maodel 13,204 ] 213
Model Summary
-2 Leg Cox& Snell | Magskerk= R
Step likz o d R Sguars Square
1 163,854 (3) 04T 083
& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-squars df Sig .
1 14,431 (] 071
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
‘Walking = W einig Walking = Veel Total
Obs=ered | Expecied | Observed | Expectsd | Obssrved
Step 1 20 18752 T £.248 7
1 el 1 168 B84 i} 10,336 T
] 15 663 z 11337 T
4 2z 14 TED i} 12,240 T
5 L] 14 056 12,204 T
G 12 13258 15 123,702 T
T 15 12312 1z 14,688 T
& 2 11536 18 5,484 T
3 c] 10577 18 16,423 T
10 ] 3342 20 13,558 25
Class ification Tablea)
Ohsened
Percentage
Comsct
W einig I
Step 1 Walking Weinig 628
Vesl 1]
Cverall Percentzge 592
a The cut valus iz 500
Variables in the Equation
B SE. W ald df Sig. Exp{B) 85 ,0% C.1Lfor EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step Azl sbility car - 158 g1z 1,577 1 6D JEE4 o301 1064
el Age 014 011 1,570 1 210 1,014 352 1037
Education OTF 287 i) 1 773 1,080 540 1822
Perceived general health =378 225 2,537 1 K vl B85 441 1064
Drestinstion Rl JOED 1,254 1 iy} 1,058 A58 Rl
#esthetos Walking 033 024 1,862 1 T2 1,034 388 1084
SaktyWalkng -0 03 23 728 ses 33 05
Functionality Walking 028 023 B3z 424 028 se2 084
Self efficacy Walking
Eheacyiiaing - 014 aze 230 =50 se8 338 038
Socal Influznces Walking D18 020 872 1 350 1,018 250 1058
Constant -, 762 213 544 457

& Varisble{z) entered on step 1: Self eficacywalking, Socisl influences walking.




Appendix T Logistic Regression Analyses Cycling (not stratified) - interaction
term included

Gender:

Block 4: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
Stept Step 1,598 4 738
Block 1,588 4 735
Madel 20872 5 138
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Sguars Squars
1 881.425(a) 03z 42
& Estimation tarminated atiterstion number 3 becauss parame=restimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-sguars 5} Sig.
1 5,854 8 268
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Walking = W sinig Walking = Vesl Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved | Expectsd | Obszsrved
Step 45 431 328 ] 21,672 85
1 2z £r) 319054 28 25,545 g5
3 a3 35,745 iz 28,255 85
4 £r) 4 B2 28 WATT g5
5 a7 33 416 28 31,584 85
-] 2 20T 32 32,929 g5
T 21 30483 44 34,517 85
] 2 2BREG 32 5,114 g5
9 k3| 26 851 34 38,109 85
10 P 23202 41 42,857 =]
Classification Table[a)
P redictad
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Obsered Wizinig Weinig I
Step 1 Walking Wieinig 158 131 802
WVesl 141 181 582
COwerall Percentgs 582
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E} 95.0% C.lior EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Age 018 007 T.202 1 007 1.0159 1008 1032
P et
(=) Education o1 REN 008 1 241 550 TEE 1296
enerzsl heslth - 204 135 2,251 1 131 E:ili} kil 1063
— 047 110 g8 1 ] 1.048 B45 1201
urbanization
Availability car =217 JOBE 8,522 i) 805 251
Aesthetos walking 038 044 81T 432 038 23
Sa ety walking
By ualing -022 055 183 e a78 879 1083
Functionalitywalking
unctionaiiyywzling 020 ose 122 727 1,020 513 1138
Destination - 043 06T 474 49 955 BT 1085
Selfefficacywalking 020 015 =) %= 1,020 350 1051
Sodial influenoes walking 007 o1z 2om s24 04 a7 01T
Destination “ge nde:
maten gEnaE 033 041 e 1 41 1,040 280 1128
Azsthetics walkdng =
gender -013 ST 240 1 B4 BBT 535 1,040
Sa &ty walking = gender
- 004 024 04 1 907 998 513 1084
Functions lityw slking =
gender - 005 038 051 1 808
Censtant 420 978 252 1 G168
a Variablefs) entered onstep 1: Destnaton = Gender, Assthetics walking = gender , Safety walking




Age:
Block 4: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-sgusre df Sig.
St=p 1 Step 4 584 4 281
Block 4,554 4 281
Modeal 23,539 i5 58
Model Summarny
-2 Log Cox & Snell | Nagelkerkz R
Step like lihood R Squars Squars
1 ETE 484 (3) 036 048
a3 Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameErestimates changed byless than 001,
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-sguars 5} Sig.
1 3,208 8 A4
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
‘Walking = W =inig Walking = Vsl Total
Obsered | Expeced | Obssrved Obzsrved
Stzp 42 44 405 22 B8
1 2 7 38824 28 85
3 34 36 459 31 85
4 k] 4 ETD et} g5
5 k'] 33462 it} 85
i} 2 32287 33 g5
T k3] 30556 it} 85
] 7 2BEZ4 1] g5
9 26 2BETS i} 85
10 iz 22728 44 =]
Classification Table[a)
P redictad
Peroentage
Walking Comect
Obsered Wizinig Weinig I
Step 1 Walking Wieinig 155 133 3G
WVesl 152 i70 522
COwerall Percentgs 562
a3 The cut vslue iz 500
Variables in the Equation
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E} 95.0% C.lior EXP(B)
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Step  Age 032 048 434 1 510 1.032 535 1138
1{a) ducati
{ Education _037 138 o732 1 TET 883 T35 1282
Perceived genersl heslth =217 135 2,561 1 10 805 iat:} 0ED
Perceived degres of . - s 5 ndE - R
urbanization a4 10 L iy 045 54z et
Availability car - 212 085 8,132 1 013 805 Ged 5E8
Aesthetos walking 038 043 625 1 428 1.040 344 1145
Sa ity walking ..078 05T 242 ATE 25 527 035
Functionality walking - 047 053 48 1 421 254 850 1070
Destination 153 078 1829 1 050 B5 1000 1358
Self efficacywalking 0z 015 508 &7 0z 33 1053
Sodial influen ces walking 008 o1z 271 &0 a54 a7 01T
Destination = age
neten &g - 003 002 382 057 sa7 994 1000
Azsthetics walkdng = age
-, 001 001 225 1 B35 558 AT 1002
Sa&tywalking “ags
001 001 210 1 a8 1,001 298 1004
Functions lityw slking =
age 001 001 837 1 e ) 1,001 298 1004
Censtant 2,240 001 1 978 935

a Variable{s) entered an step 1: Destinafion = age, Aesthelics walking * age, Safetywalking * age, Funcionality walking = age




Appendix U Population density per province
respondents

in the Netherlands and origin

Groningen
= =3
' Friesland
Drenthea
Flave- Lag
land
li=bl
’l.‘llk Galderland
fi=14
\ Moord-Brabant -
Zeeland j7a W
Ji=4 b

B = 1.000 inw./km2

[ tussen 750 en 1.000 inw./km2
lussen 500 en 750 inw./km2
[ lussen 250 en 500 inw./km2
[ =250 inw./km2

CBS, 2006




