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A structured questionnaire was administered to 732 drivers residing in 
the Chicago metropolitan area. The responses were used as a basis for 
developing priorities for scheduling improvements in the highway system. 
Specifically, the priority of providing traffic information in real time 
relative to that of making any other improvement in the highway system 
was evaluated. In general, it was found that the drivers interviewed were 
quite concerned with the condition of the pavement surfaces on both ex
pressways and city streets in the Chicago area. The respondents having 
a lower income, having a lower educational level, and living in the southern 
part of Chicago were more concerned with improving the pavement con
ditions than were their counterparts. Information on traffic conditions 
seemed to be relatively important to expressway drivers but unimportant 
to city street drivers. The provision of motorist-aidphones was generally 
desired for expressways but not for city streets. The provision of addi
tional radio traffic reports had very low priority. 

•THE DECISION-MAKER must establish priorities for scheduling improvement in the 
areas of his responsibility. He must decide on the allocation of resources to the ongoing 
projects that compete for expenditures as well as for new projects that are to be in
itiated. In the private sector, his decisions primarily affect his company and his em -
ployees; in the public sector, his decisions affect more than just one definable entity. 
Many times the decision-maker evaluates engineering projects solely from engineering 
recommendations that generally consider only the proposed costs and user benefits. 
Often he does not have access to meaningful public attitudes toward specified projects. 

This research is directed toward formulating a basis for allocating resources to an 
information system that would provide traffic information in real time to expressway 
drivers. This research forms the basis from which priorities can be established for 
improving information to drivers relative to other improvements in the highway sys
tem. The results of this research are applicable to the Chicago metropolitan area. 

A structured questionnaire administered to 732 drivers in the Chicago metropolitan 
area was used to measure driver attitudes. The subjects used in the survey owned a 
car, made a regularly scheduled automobile trip such as to a place of employment or 
to school, and resided in Cook County. This method of data collection was selected 
because of its combination of simplicity, economy, and reliability. The portion of the 
questionnaire dealt with in this presentation centered around the attitudes of drivers 
toward improvements in information items relative to selected improvements in the 
highway system. Money in the form of a budget allocation was used as a surrogate for 
the importance attached to information items. Each respondent was asked to allocate 
$100 of "play money" to 10 items connected with expressways; 3 items were for in
formation, 6 were of a general nature, and 1 could be written in by the respondent. Each 
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respondent could allocate $100 in any amount desired to any number of items. This 
portion of the questionnaire was administered to the respondents before any reference 
was made to information items appearing in the survey. This was done to prevent any 
undue influencing of the driver by material appearing in the questionnaire. 

Each respondent was furnished 10 envelopes, 9 of which had predetermined descrip
tors listed on them and one structured so that the respondent could write in an addi
tional descriptor not listed on the other 9. (The descriptors used in this study were 
first selected by the staff working on the project. A pretest was then administered to 
respondents in the Chicago area. A final selection was then made from the response 
to the "preselected" descriptors and those that were most frequently recorded in the 
open-ended part of the question.) The envelopes were given to each respondent in a 
random order. F.<>f'h l'P<mnnilPnt UT!>!': D"iVPn 9\100 in nl<>V mnnPV in $!) flpnnmin<>tinn,:: 
and instructed t;;~~~d -{o,_-r-b~dg~t·) the

0

~~~ey-l~ ~~i ~;~·;;·he -~i~hed-~~ -~y-~-; -;11 
of the descriptors. Denominations smaller than $5 were given the respondent on re
quest. (The respondents were instructed to disregard any apparent differences in 
perceived costs of descriptors.) 

RESEARCH FINDINGS RELATING TO EXPRESSWAYS 

Driver Preferences For Improvements 

Table 1 gives the mean value and standard deviation of expenditures of all drivers 
and the number and corresponding percentage of the respondents who allocated some 
money to a descriptor. The largest average value of expenditures was for repair of 
pavement damages such as holes and bumps. More people allocated funds to this 
descriptor than to any other; more than 65 percent (481) of the respondents interviewed 
felt that the quality of the pavement surface needed improvement. A large number of 
respondents allocated money to descriptors 6 and 9. The mean value of expenditure 
for descriptor 6, increase enforcement of regulations, was $16. 22. The mean value 
for descriptor 9, provide signs that can be electronically changed to furnish informa
tion about traffic conditions on the expressway ahead, was $15.47. Descriptors 2, 3, 
and 9 were considered to be information items. It is interesting to note that descriptor 
9 ranked second by number of respondents allocating funds and third by the mean value 
of money allocated. The provision of motorist-aid phones ranked sixth with an average 
expenditure of $8. 54. Radio traffic reports received a mean value of expenditure of 
$2.82 and ranked ninth. 

The descriptors for expressways were ranked according to those most and least 
preferred by the respondents. These rankings are given in Table 2 by the respondent's 
maximum and minimum expenditure for a descriptor. In some cases, a respondent 
spent an equal maximum or minimum amount on more than 1 descriptor. For example, 
a respondent may have spent $20 on each of 2 descriptors, with the remaining $60 being 
spent in less than $20 increments on the remaining descriptors. Consequently, the 
columns in Table 2 do not necessarily add up to the total respondents. The reverse 
of this process was used to determine those items least preferred. 

Data given in Table 2 can be interpreted in the following manner. Suppose that the 
respondents were making a budget for expenditures and were considering only the 
specified descriptors. In this budget, 270 respondents or 37. 04 percent of the sample 
gave descriptor 1, improve repair of pavement damages, top priority. This does not 
mean that these 270 did not consider some other descriptor to have equal priority. But 
it does indicate that they gave descriptor 1 top priority second to no other item. De
scriptor 6 was given top priority, second to no other item, by 191 respondents, and 157 
respondents gave the highest consideration to descriptor 9. Only 2. 61 percent of the 
respondents gave top priority to the provision of additional radio traffic reports; how
ever, 10.56 percent gave top priority to the provision of motorist-aid phones. In gen
eral, the respondents interviewed had a preference for information descriptors. 

Evaluating the descriptors least preferred, one finds that 638 respondents allocated 
the least amount of money to reducing the number of entrance ramps. For these 638 
respondents, other descriptors may have a priority as low but none will have one lower. 
Relatively few respondents preferred to give the information descriptors, 6 and 9, the 
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lowest priority. However, providing additional radio traffic reports received the lowest 
priority by 77. 78 percent of the respondents. 

The data given in Table 3 show that 76 respondents (10.43 percent) spent all of their 
money on 1 descriptor. Also, 87 respondents spent all their money on 2 descriptors, 
134 respondents on 3 descriptors, and so on. For those people spending all of their 
money on 1 descriptor, 14 (1. 92 percent) chose to spend the entire amount on descrip
tor 1. Likewise, 15 respondents (2. 06 percent) chose to spend all of their money on 
descriptor 6. For those who spent all their money on 3 descriptors, descriptor 1 was 

TABLE 1 

EXPENDITURES FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS ON EXPRESSWAYS 

Mean Expenditure Respondents Spending 

Descriptor 
Standard Money on Item 

Amount Deviation 
($) 

Order Number Percent 

1. Improve repair of pavement damages such as holes 
and bumps 20.84 22.53 481 65.98 

2. Provide along the route free telephones that are 
only connected to the highway or police departments 
and can be used by the motorist to call for assistance 8.54 6 12.43 369 50.62 

3. Provide additional radio traffic reports 2.82 9 6.61 165 22.63 
4. Remove completely from the expressway stalled ve-

hicles and vehicles involved in accidents 10.49 5 14.99 384 52.67 
5. Reduce the number of entrance ramps 2.28 10 7.27 92 12.62 
6. Increase enforcement of regulations such as those 

concerning shoulder riding, lane changing, and 
driving speed (minimum and maximum) 16.22 20.51 445 61.04 

7. Improve maintenance of painted lines on pavement 
that separate lanes 8.06 1 12.51 324 44.44 

8. Construct more entrance ramps 3.79 8 11.76 131 17 .97 
9. Provide signs that can be electronically changed to 

furnish information about traffic conditions on the 
expressway ahead 15.47 3 18.35 466 63.92 

10. Other (please specify) 11.49 4 24.77 190 26.06 

Note: Total respondents - 729 , 

TABLE 2 

RANKING OF DESCRIPTORS FOR EXPRESSWAYS 

Respondents Most Preferring Respondents Least Preferring 

Descriptor Descriptor Descriptor 

Number Percent Order Number Percent Order 

1 270 34.04 1 249 34.16 10 
2 77 10.56 6 361 49.52 6 
3 19 2.61 10 567 77.78 3 
4 107 14.68 5 345 47.33 7 
5 20 2.74 9 638 87.52 1 
6 191 26.20 2 286 39.23 8 
7 77 10.56 6 405 55.56 5 
8 40 5.49 8 600 82.30 2 
9 157 21.54 3 264 36.21 9 

10 125 17.15 4 541 74.21 4 

Note: Total respondents = 729~ 

TABLE 3 

DESCRIPTORS CHOSEN BY RESPONDENTS TO RECEIVE TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR EXPRESSWAYS 

Respondents by the Number of Descriptors Chosen to Receive Total Expenditures 

Des- 2 9 10 
criptor ---- ---- ----
Chosen Per- Per- Per- Per- For· Per- Per- Per- Per- Per-

No. cent 
No. cent No. cent No. cent 

No. cent No. 
cent 

No. 
cent 

No. cent No. cent No. cent 

1 14 1.92 43 5.90 73 10.01 89 12.21 81 11.11 73 10.01 58 7.96 30 4.12 16 2.19 4 0.55 
2 1 0.14 21 2.88 36 4.94 71 9.74 69 9.47 65 8.92 57 7.82 29 3.98 16 2.19 4 0.55 
3 0 0 1 0.14 13 1.78 16 2.19 24 3.29 27 3.70 38 5.21 26 3.57 16 2.19 4 0.55 
4 5 0.69 14 1.92 45 6.17 73 10.0l 75 10.29 67 9.19 56 7.68 29 3.98 l6 2.19 4 0.55 
5 0 0 3 0 .41 16 2.19 14 1.92 9 1.23 11 1.51 12 1.65 12 1.65 11 1.51 4 0.55 
6 15 2.06 23 3.16 73 10.01 88 12.07 82 11.25 60 8.23 56 7.68 29 3.98 15 2.06 4 0.55 
7 2 0.27 17 2 .33 35 4. 80 49 6.72 57 7 .82 61 8.37 54 7.41 29 3.98 16 2.19 4 0.55 
8 5 0.69 2 0.27 11 1.51 23 3.16 19 2.61 22 3.02 16 2.19 14 1.92 15 2.06 4 0.55 
9 9 1.23 35 4.80 66 9.05 97 13.31 79 10.84 74 10.15 56 7.66 30 4.12 16 2.19 4 0.55 

10 25 3.43 15 2.06 34 4.66 28 3.84 35 4.80 20 2.74 10 1.37 12 1.65 7 0.96 4 0.55 

Total 76 10.43 87 11 .93 134 18. 38 137 18.79 106 14.54 80 10.97 59 8.09 30 4.12 16 2.19 0.55 
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chosen by 73 respondents (10. 01 percent) as 1 of 3 choices for expenditures. Likewise, 
there were 73 respondents (10. 01 percent) choosing descriptor 6 as 1 of their 3 choices 
and 66 respondents (9. 05 percent) chasing descriptor 9 as 1 of their 3 expenditures. 

By looking at Table 3, one can begin to visualize the dominant descriptors. When 
respondents chose to spend all of the $100 on only one descriptor, 3 descriptors seem 
to dominate: 6, 1, and 9. This is neglecting descriptor 10, which was written in by 
the individual respondents. The response to this descriptor will be discussed later in 
this paper, but this response generally indicates an extreme dissatisfaction with some 
specific rather than general existing condition. When the respondents chose to allocate 
money on 2 descriptors, 3 descriptors appear to dominate: 1,6, and 9. When the allocation 
of money is for 3 descriptors, again descriptors 1, 6, and 9 are dominant with descrip
tors 2, 4, and 7 gaining in preference. This analysis can be continued until 7 descrip
tors are shown to be dominant. Descriptors 1, 6, and 9 seem to be preferred out of 
the 7 dominating descriptors. Only descriptors 5, 8, and 10 never seem to be dominant. 

The write-in descriptors could not be categorized in any meaningful manner. Of 
729 respondents, 204 chose to write in a descriptor but these did not exhibit any trends. 
Some respondents wanted all toll facilities eliminated. Others preferred to restrict 
buses and trucks to certain facilities at specific times of the day. Public rapid transit 
on the expressways was a choice of some, while others simply asked that traffic flow 
be increased. Many respondents allocated some of their money to remedy a specific 
thing located at a specific place. The write-in descriptors did not show any pattern 
to be representative of a large portion of the respondents. 

Analysis of Priorities by Subgroups 

The respondents were divided into various subgroups, and tabulations were made 
for each subgroup in the same manner as for the total sample. The subgroups were 
the following: male and female, expressway and nonexpressway user on journey to 
work, income, mileage driven in Chicago area, age, geographical area, and education. 

Contingency tables were used to test for any significant difference within subgroups 
for 3 categories: (a) proportion of respondents allocating some money for a descriptor, 
(b) proportion of respondents most preferring a descriptor, and (c) proportion of re
spondents least preferring a descriptor (1, 2). 

The results of the tests for significant difference within subgroups of those respon -
dents who allocated some money for a descriptor on expressways are given in Table 4. 
There is no significant difference at the 0. 05 level within any of the groups. The re
sults of the tests for significant difference within subgroups for descriptors most pre
ferred for expressways are given in Table 5. There is a significant difference within 
the subgroups of education, income, and geographical area. The data indicated that 
generally, as the educational level increased, the percentage preferring descriptor 1 
decreased, while the percentage preferring descriptors 9 and 10 increased. As the 
income level increased, the frequency with which descriptor 1 was most preferred de
creased, while the frequency of descriptor 10 as the most preferred increased. The 
frequency for which descriptor 1 was most preferred was quite high for respondents 
in the geographical area in the southern portion of Cook County, which includes the 
Calumet Expressway. There is considerable pavement damage on this expressway. 
Descriptor 1 had a relatively low frequency of preference by respondents in the geo
graphical area that lies between and incorporates the Eisenhower and Stevenson Ex
pressways. It is noted that these data were collected prior to the latest resurfacing 
of the Eisenhower Expressway. Descriptor 1 was the only descriptor in which there 
was a large range of frequencies exhibited by respondents in the various geographical 
areas. 

The groups of lower income, lower education, and southern geographical areas 
placed the repair of pavement damages as a top priority more often than did other 
levels within these subgroups. In the Chicago metropolitan area, these particular 
levels of the 3 subgroups generally coincide. 

The results of the tests for significant difference within groups for descriptors least 
preferred for expressways are given in Table 6. At the 0. 05 level of significance, 
there was no significant difference within any of the subgroups. 
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Regression Analysis 

An attempt was made to develop a model by linear regression analysis that would 
predict the amount of expenditure for a given descriptor by a respondent exhibiting 
specified characteristics (4). Stepwise regression techniques were used to develop a 
relationship of the form -

where y = the amount of money allocated by a respondent for a given descriptor. Thus 
10 different sets of equations were attempted, one for each descriptor. 

The independent variables considered in each regression analysis were nwnber of 
routes used to go to work; number of days the preferred route was used in a 4-week 
period; usual time the respondent left home to drive to work; variation in leaving times 
for work; importance of arriving at the place of employment on time; frequency with 
which a respondent decided on the route to use to go to work before he left home; fre
quency with which a respondent changed routes because of congestion on his journey to 
work; frequency with which a respondent thought he improved his travel time by chang
ing routes during the trip to work; importance of knowing. the traffic conditions in help-

TABLE 4 

RESULTS OF TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE WITHIN SUBGROUPS FOR CATEGORY OF 
THOSE RESPONDENTS ALLOCATING SOME MONEY FOR A DESCRIPTOR ON 

EXPRESSWAYS 

Degrees Chi-Square Chi-Square Significant Subgroup o[ 
Calculated 0.05 Difference 

Freedom 

Male versus female 9 9.59 16.92 No 
Expressway versus nonexpressway users 9 7.65 16.92 No 
Age 27 21.65 40.11 No 
Mileage 36 19.53 52.53a No 
Education 45 38.90 62.73a No 
Income 27 35.15 40.11 No 
Geographical area 45 31.20 62.73a No 

a Interpolated value, 

TABLE 5 

RESULTS OF TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE WITHIN SUBGROUPS FOR CATEGORY OF 
DESCRIPTORS MOST PREFERRED FOR EXPRESSWAYS 

Degrees Chi-Square Chi-Square Significant 
Subgroup of Calculated 0.05 Difference 

Freedom 

Male versus female 7 10.67 14.07 No 
Expressway versus nonexpressway users 9 13.55 16.92 No 
Age 24 32.57 36.42 No 
Mileage 24 22.35 36.42 No 
Education 25 51.25 37.65 Yes 
Income 12 29.63 21.03 Yes 
Geographical area 30 52.03 43.77 Yes 

TABLE 6 

RESULTS OF TESTS FOR SIGN!FICANT DIFFERENCE WITHIN SUBGROUPS FOR CATEGORY OF 
DESCRIPTORS LEAST PREFERRED FOR EXPRESSWAYS 

Degrees Chi-Square Chi-Square Significant Subgroup of Calculated 0.05 Difference Freedom 

Male versus female 9 10.98 16.92 No 
Expressway versus nonexpressway users 9 8.91 16.92 No 
Age 36 18.13 52. 53a No 
Mileage 45 27.42 62.73a No 
Education 45 25.49 62.73a No 
Income 36 23.72 52. 53a No 
Geographical area 45 35.25 62.73a No 

a Interpolated value. 
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ing to decide which route to take to work; importance of knowing the traffic conditions 
in helping to decide the time to leave for work; importance of knowing the road condi -
tions in helping to decide which route to take to work; importance of knowing the road 
conditions in helping to decide the time to leave' for work; frequency with which a re
spondent listened to radio traffic reports before leaving for work; frequency with which 
a respondent diverted to another route if the radio traffic report indicates that there is 
heavy congestion on his route while driving to work; frequency with which a respondent 
diverted to another route if the radio traffic report indicates that there has been an ac
cident ahead while driving to work; frequency with which a respondent would contact an 
information center about traffic conditions before leaving to drive to work; length of 
time respondent had lived at his present address; length of time respondent had lived 
;n th1> ('h;"""'n m1>tl"nnnHt<in """'" • l1>nO'th nf Hm1> 1"1><0nnnn1>nt h<>n H1T1>n ;n <> m1>tl"nnnHt<in --- ., ___ ------o ... ---- ... - .... r .... ------ -- --, ----o ... -- ..,,_ ., _____ - ---r ... ------....... __ -- · -- -.. - - ----... - ""J:'""" __ ., __ _ 

area with a population of 500,000 or more; number of cars the respondent's household 
had available for use; respondent's age; respondent's sex; mileage driven in Chicago 
area per year; respondent's educational level; and respondent's family income. These 
variables were obtained in other portions of the questionnaire. 

The independent variables of sex, income, and education were treated as dummy 
variables. The correlation matrix did not indicate any significant correlation between 
dependent and independent variables. The stepwise regression analysis did not indicate 
that a meaningful linear equation could be developed to predict the amount of expendi
tures for a given descriptor. The coefficient of determination at each step of the re
gression analysis was quite low. Only about 10 percent of the variation in the depen
dent variable could be explained by the model developed at each step. 

RESEARCH FINDINGS RELATING TO CITY STREETS 

Table 7 gives the mean value and standard deviation of expenditures of all drivers 
and the number and corresponding percentage of the respondents that allocated some 
money to descriptor. The highest mean value of expenditure is for descriptor 6, im
prove repair of pavement damages. There were 566 respondents (77. 64 percent) allo
cating some money to descriptor 6, making it the descriptor for which money was 
most frequently allocated. Descriptor 3, provide more left-turn lanes at signalized 
intersections, ranks second with a mean value of $17.78. Descriptor 3 was also fre
quently selected for expenditures; 520 respondents (71.33 percent) spent some money 
on it. Descriptor 1, improve enforcement of no parking regulations during the rush 
hours, received the third largest mean expenditure and received consideration for ex
penditure by 63. 24 percent of those interviewed. 

The ranking of the descriptors for city streets with regard to those most and least 
preferred given in Table 8. Descriptor 6 was given top priority by 332 respondents 

TABLE 7 

EXPENDITURES FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS ON CITY STREETS 

Mean Expenditure Respondents Spending 

Descriptor Standard Money on Item 
Amount Deviation 

($) Order Number Percent 

1. Improve enforcement of no parking regulations 
during rush hours 13 ,21 16.07 461 63.24 

2. Improve signing of street names 8.10 11.96 355 48.70 
3. Provide more left-turn lanes at signalized 

intersections 17 ,78 17.32 520 71.33 
4. Improve maintenance of painted lines on pavement 

that separate lanes 6.44 9.33 320 43.90 
5. Provide along the route free telephones that are 

only connected to the highway or police departments 
and can be used by the motorist to call for assistance 4.93 8.73 257 35.25 

6. Improve repair of pavement damages such as holes 
and bwnps 22.09 20.06 566 77.64 

7. Provide information about the traffic conditions on 
any nearby expressways 4.89 10 9.08 251 34.43 

8. Provide signs that tell the motorist the speed to 
drive for which the traffic signals are set 9.33 11 .94 395 54.18 

9. Provide more street lighting 5.84 10.54 267 36. 63 
10. Other (please specify) 7 .39 19 .47 136 18.66 

Note: Total respondents "' 729 
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TABLE 8 

RANKING OF DESCRIPTORS FOR CITY STREETS 

Respondents Most Preferring Respondents Least Preferring 

Descriptor Descriptor Descriptor 

Number Percent Order Number Percent Order 

1 . 144 19.75 3 270 37.04 8 
2 86 11.80 6 376 51.58 6 
3 254 34.84 2 209 28.67 9 
4 59 8.09 9 410 56.24 5 
5 60 8.23 8 476 65.29 3 
6 332 45.54 1 163 22.36 10 
7 41 5.62 10 480 65.84 2 
8 94 12.89 4 336 46.09 7 
9 66 9.05 7 464 63.65 4 

10 92 12.62 5 594 81.48 1 

Note: Total respondents == 729. 

representing 45. 54 percent of the sample. This same descriptor was also given top 
priority for expressways. It would seem that the pavement condition in the Chicago 
area, both on city streets and expressways, is of major concern to a fairly large group 
of those respondents inverviewed. Descriptor 3 was given top priority by 34.84 percent 
of those interviewed. 

Reviewing those descriptors least preferred, one finds that descriptor 7, provide 
information about the traffic conditions on any nearby expressway, was placed as the 
lowest item considered for expenditures by 65. 84 percent of those interviewed. De
scriptor 5, provide motorist-aid phones, was given the lowest priority by 65. 29 percent 
of those interviewed. Information was a desirable feature on expressways; however, 
the 2 information descriptors, 7 and 5, for city streets were not of major concern to 
the respondents. With the exception of the write-in descriptors, 2 information descrip
tors are given the lowest of priorities by a majority of those interviewed. 

Data given in Table 9 show that the largest percentage of the respondents allocated 
their $100 to 4 descriptors. Only 6. 86 percent of the sample spent all their money on 
1 descriptor. The more dominant descriptors can be visualized in Table 9 as they 
were in Table 3. Descriptor 10, which is written in by each respondent, is againomitted 
and discussed later. Descriptors 6 and 1 are dominant among those respondents allo
cating all of their money to a single descriptor. When respondents chose to allocate 
their money to 2 descriptors, then descriptors 6, 3, and 1 become dominant. Descrip
tors 6, 3, 1, and 8 exhibit dominance when money is allocated for 3 descriptors. In 
general, there are 4 descriptors that appear to dominate: 1, 3, 6, and 8. After the 
number of descriptors chosen for expenditures becomes 8 or more, the magnitude of 
separation between descriptors is not so pronounced; however, the preference char
acteristics are still there. 

Descriptor 10, which was written in by the respondents, indicated much of the same 
randomness for city streets as for expressways. Some respondents allocated their 

TABLE 9 

DESCRIPTORS CHOSEN BY RESPONDENTS TO RECEIVE TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR CITY STREETS 

Respondents by the Number of Descriptors Chosen to Receive Total Expenditures 

Des-
10 criptor --- - - - - -- ---

Chosen Per - Per- Per- Per- Por- Per- .Per- Per- Per- Per-No, 
cent 

No. cent No. cent No. cent No. 
cent 

No. cent No. cent No. cent 
No, 

cent No. cent 

1 8 1.10 17 2.33 47 6.45 71 9.74 77 10.56 75 10.29 67 9.19 48 6.58 47 6.45 4 0.55 
2 3 0.41 4 0.55 26 3.57 56 7.68 51 7.00 62 8.50 56 7.68 46 6.31 47 6.45 4 0.55 
3 5 0.69 34 4.66 59 8.09 99 13.58 87 11.93 73 10.01 64 8.78 48 6.58 47 6.45 4 0.55 
4 0 0 1 0.14 24 3.29 47 6.45 50 6.86 51 7.00 55 7.54 42 5.76 46 6.31 4 0.55 
5 0 0 1 0.14 8 1.10 35 4.80 36 4.94 42 5.76 45 6.17 40 5,49 46 6.31 4 0.55 
6 14 1.92 31 4.25 61 8.37 110 15.09 89 12.21 88 12.07 70 9.60 52 7.13 47 6.45 4 0.55 
7 1 0.14 3 0.41 14 1.92 28 3.84 26 3.57 44 6.04 46 6.31 42 5.76 43 5,90 4 0.55 
8 2 0.27 8 1.10 39 5.35 69 9,47 56 7 .68 66 9.05 57 7.82 48 6.58 46 6.31 4 0.55 
9 2 0.27 8 1.10 8 1.10 29 3.98 40 5.49 42 5.76 46 6.31 43 5.90 45 6.17 4 0.55 

10 15 2.06 13 1.78 17 2.33 16 2.19 28 3.84 15 2.06 12 1.65 7 0,96 9 1.23 4 0.55 

Total 50 6.86 60 8.23 101 13.85 140 19.20 108 14.81 93 12.76 74 10.15 52 7.13 47 6.45 4 0.55 
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TABLE IO 

RESULTS OF TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE WITHIN SUBGROUPS FOR CATEGORY OF 
THOSE RESPONDENTS ALLOCATING SOME MONEY FOR A DESCRIPTOR ON 

CITY STREETS 

Degrees Chi-Square Chi-Square Significant Subgroup of Calculated 0.05 Difference Freedom 

Male versus female 9 6.65 16.92 No 
Expressway versus nonexpressway users 9 9.02 16.92 No 
Age 36 20.26 52.53a No 
Mileage 45 33.88 62.73a No 
Education 45 34.90 62.73a No 
Income 36 21.69 52.53a No 
Geographical area 45 49 .11 62.73a No 

alnterpolated value 

money for a specific thing located at a specific place. Other respondents indicated 
very vague descriptors such as better electronic control of traffic. Again, no meaning
ful categorizing of the responses could be made. 

The responses to the question on city streets were divided into 6 subgroups for fur
ther analysis as was done for the question on expressways. Contingency tables were 
used to test for any significant difference within subgroups for those respondents allo
cating some money for a descriptor on city streets. The results of these tests are 
given in Table 10. There was no significant difference at the 0. 05 level within sub
groups for the frequency of allocating some money to a descriptor. 

SUMMARY 

The drivers interviewed strongly preferred a smooth-riding pavement whether it 
was on an expressway or a city street. The respondents having a lower income, having 
a lower educational level, and living in the southern part of Chicago were more con
cerned with improving the pavement conditions than were their counterparts. 

Information on the traffic conditions seemed to be relatively important while driving 
on an expressway but unimportant while driving on a city street. The provision of 
traffic information in real time on expressways received the third largest mean ex
penditure and received some allocation of funds by the second largest group of respon
dents. The provision of motorist-aid phones received the sixth largest mean expendi
ture and was fifth in group size allocating money to it. However, these 2 corresponding 
descriptors were given the lowest of priorities when placed in relation to selected im
provements for city streets. The provision of additional radio traffic reports was given 
very low priority. When considering the selected improvements on expressways, the 
respondents clearly indicated a desire for motorist-aid phones and for information on 
the traffic conditions. 
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