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1 ABSTRACT

The aim of the study is to understand the linkdggtareen housing form, mobility patterns and lifestyith
focus on leisure activities, using the example igfrivia/Liesing. We analyse how mobility behavioudaily
and leisure activities is linked to mobility andslére orientations as well as the availability otdl
recreational facilities, private or semi-privateegn spaces in the neighbourhood. The study shawshé
general mobility orientations of residents in thstritt of Liesing to some degree contradict thalitg of
their daily transportation. It seems that in theecaf trips to work and training the factors looati
accessibility and travel time have more influenee rmode choice than the factor lifestyle or mobility
orientation. For leisure trips the correlation ibédtyle or housing form with mode choice becomewen
important and overlays and stratifies the influeatkcational factors.

2 LIFESTYLES, LEISURE BEHAVIOUR, MOBILITY TYPES AND T RAVEL

Different definitions and measurements of the cphaé lifestyle as well as different views of hovavel
behaviour is influenced by lifestyles exist in sport studies (Van Acker et al., 2015). Sociolagmich as
Weber (1972), Bourdieu (1984), Ganzeboom (1988) SoHulz (1992) agree on the communicative
character of lifestyles: individuals express thedircial position through specific patterns of bebawi
consumption and leisure. These behavioural pattereshaped by underlying opinions and orientations
including beliefs, interests and attitudes. Thresyel behaviour is not simply determined by prEgeed and
comfort but is also related to attitudes, status preferences. Travel behaviour is then one examifpbe
behavioural pattern in which lifestyles are expeélsdn the paper at hand, lifestyle is defined asrsstruct
composed of individual activities, attitudes, iess, opinions and values which are amongst others
expressed in certain leisure as well as mobilitgraations and behaviour.

3 MOBILITY PATTERNS AND PARAMETERS INFLUENCING IT

The causes for individuals developing certain nigbipatterns are very complex. Main parameters
influencing mobility behaviour are characteristafsthe individual person as well as characteristitshe
built environment. The urban form and the dispersiburban functions are relevant, as well as thesport
infrastructure and its quality. The density, sized aistribution of different urban functions (hougj
workplaces, education, shopping, leisure, admetisin etc.) affect the distances that have to le¥amme

by urban citizens, commuters, visitors etc. (Scimemet al., 2009). Furthermore, the transport siftecture
and the transport system are shaped by the urbafigemtion, as well as the other way round; erigti
transport infrastructure influences the developnaéihe urban configuration.

At individual level, objectifiable parameters likecio-demographic characteristics show strong emibe on
mobility patterns (Wittwer, 2010). Subjective pasters of lifestyle, habits or environmental awassnare
increasingly discussed within mobility researchere¥hough it is unclear how empirically significahe

explanatory potential of lifestyle parameters (gadallife, importance of spheres of life, valuesompared
to the objective parameters (Hammer et al., 2006).

4 MOBILITY PATTERNS, MOBILITY ORIENTATIONS AND LIFEST YLES IN LIESING,
VIENNA — A QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

4.1 The Data

A two-fold approach was chosen to allow for an @pth analysis of mobility patterns, orientationsl an
lifestyles in Liesing, Vienna. First, a represenmtstated preferences survey was conducted inr dode
determine a) the housing situation, with speciglards to housing form and green space availablby,
orientations and opinions with regard to leisur@ aravel infrastructure c) resident’s leisure bebav
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concerning visit of certain leisure infrastructueaxl d) their mobility patterns (primarily mode at&) for
leisure activities. A total of 424 respondents wéneerviewed by phone, covering a representative
distribution of Liesing’s inhabitants in terms afea gender and housing type. Second, the quaétatisthod

of Communal Probes was used with 20 inhabitantsiefing. This creative approach to capture citizens
perceptions and opinions was designed to suppertinterpretation of the quantitative hard facts by
providing a phenomenological perspective.

4.2 The construct of ‘lifestyle’ and measuring mobility behaviour

The construct of ‘lifestyle’ was built from the etents mobility orientations, leisure orientatiomsl deisure
behaviour, representing customary leisure actaitigobility orientations and leisure orientationgres
operationalised by preference ratings on item b§tsertain infrastructures related to transpod Ensure in
the neighbourhood. Leisure behaviour was inquirefiérring to the predominantly frequented leisure
facilities. Measuring mobility behaviour to worldining and shopping for daily needs as well aeisule
facilities was operationalized as stated preferamtdhe means of transport predominantly usedrips t
undertaken for the respective purpose.

4.3 Constructing ‘lifestyle types’

In order to test the hypothesis of lifestyle haveng influence on mobility patterns for leisure waitigs,
individuals were grouped based on the elementgibdescabove. To construct ‘lifestyle types’, thenits on
mobility orientation, leisure orientation and lgisubehaviour were selected from the questionntlewed
by factor analysis and cluster analysis. This eluisg has led to the identification of 4 ‘lifestytiges’. They
were differentiated by characteristics on the basistatistically significant deviations from thesam of all
cases. In order to clarify their cluster-specififedtentiation in terms of their mobility and leiguorientation
and leisure behaviour, we labelled the clustersh witharacteristic names: ‘Suburban’, ‘Urban’,
‘Neighbourhood’ and ‘Ecological’.

4.3.1 Cluster 1: ‘Suburban’

Cluster 1 (N=102) represents respondents who baséaeir preference ratings can be labelled asitiae.
This cluster stands out due to high stated impogasf infrastructure related to children educatidaily
shopping, and services as well as high importafigge®en spaces in the neighbourhood. In contragtiso
stands the highly negative assessment of provid&edstructure in the neighbourhood. Members of this
cluster show a high frequency of visit of privatepablic green spaces. 80% of the ‘Suburbanites5ess at
least one car.

4.3.2 Cluster 2: ‘Urban’

Cluster 2 (N=69) represents respondents who ardicptitansport affine. This cluster ascribes low
importance to leisure/sports facilities for all agservices for seniors and community facilitiesne$ as
infrastructure related to children education, datypping, services and green spaces in the neigdad.
Interviewees of this cluster show a high frequeattyisit of arts, culinary or shopping facilitie81% of the
‘Urban’ group possess at least one car.

4.3.3 Cluster 3: ‘Neighbourhood’

Cluster 3 (N=60) represents interviewees who rlitm@des of transport as equally important anddfoe
can be labelled as multi-modal. This cluster agsribigh importance to leisure/sports facilities drages,
services for seniors and community facilities. Treguency of visit of private or public green spaead
sports facilities is average, and the frequencyisif of arts, culinary or shopping facilities igghly below
average. This type more likely owns a car (85%) has the lowest share of members without a driving
license (7%).

4.3.4 Cluster 4: ‘Ecological’

Cluster 4 (N=181) represents respondents who attribigh preference to bicycle and walking infrasture
as well as to public transport. Their orientatiowards car is below-average. This cluster is charaed by
a very positive assessment of infrastructure reéltdaechildren education, daily shopping, serviced green
spaces. The leisure behaviour shows a high frequehwisit of arts, culinary or shopping facilitiend
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above average orientation towards sports facilittesnversely, the orientation towards private obljou
green spaces is low. This type to 80% owns a adrhas the highest share of members without ardyivi
license (14%) within the sample.

4.4 Lifestyle types and mode choice

In this section, the previously established lifestiyypes are examined for their mode choice fofed#t
activities.

4.4.1 Mode choice in leisure time

The modal split to the private garden or commugdyden as well as to public green and free spacese

to its close proximity to the apartment or housturaly characterized by a high share of walkingwséver,
small differentiations are visible between the difde clusters. The orientation towards transport
infrastructure to a degree contradicts the statetepence of means of transport for this particldasure
purpose. For example, the ‘Ecological’ group shomes highest modal split of car within the sampler F
leisure activities related to sports facilitiesge timobility orientation within the clusters showgyltner
similarities to the mobility behaviour than in theevious leisure destinations. The ‘Suburbaniteswsthe
highest modal split car (50%), the ‘Neighbourhogbup has the highest modal split public trans{£586)

and the ‘Ecological’ group displays the highestrehaf walking in the sample (52%). The modal smlit
arts and culture destinations is in all clusterarabterised by high shares of public transport (BQ%ut
also significant shares of car (30%-+, except ‘Ne@irhood’). ‘Suburbanites’ have the highest shareao
mobility (almost 50%) and the lowest of public sport in the sample (also almost 50%). For cafes,
restaurants and clubs, the modal split in the sarapérall is almost evenly split between walkingblic
transport and car but also shows variations betwretifestyle clusters. The modal split to shopinalls
and shopping streets in the sample is charactebigedhigh modal split of car (46%) and significahtires

of public transport (28%) and walking (24%). Hetlee phenomenon of contradicting statements reggrdin
mobility orientations and predominantly chosen nseahtransport again becomes apparent. The ‘Urban’
group shows the highest share of car use (83%héwe trips, followed by the ‘Ecological’ group iwB0%.

4.4.2 Mode choice for work/training

The modal split to work and training differs sigoé#ntly between the lifestyle-clusters: The higresres of
car use can be found among the ‘Suburban’ (51%),Wnban’ (47%) and ‘Ecological’ (44%) groups. The
highest shares of public transport to work/traireéng among the ‘Neighbourhood’ (53%) and ‘Urbar8%#)
groups. The share of walking is highest within tHeighbourhood’ group with 12% and below 10% in all
other clusters.

4.4.3 Mode choice for daily shopping

For trips to shopping for daily needs, significahtires of car are observable among ‘SuburbanBé8o)
and ‘Urbanites’ (46%), followed by the ‘Ecologicg#3%) group. Only the ‘Neighbourhood’ group dis@a
lower shares of car (33%) and higher shares of m@glid7%). Public transport is very evenly distiiul
among the lifestyle clusters with shares rangingfd.3%-17%.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In the study at hand an analysis of mobility paerorientations and lifestyles in Liesing (Vienwegs
conducted on the basis of a quantitative survey W24 respondents, followed by qualitative, in-thept
probes with 20 participants. This chapter highkgiite main conclusions of the empirical analysis.

5.1 Mobility orientations and mobility behaviour: Desired mobility versus infrastructural constraints

The district of Liesing is characterized by a vhigh volume of motorized transit traffic on mairutes, the
highest motorization compared to the rest of Viefalmut 500 cars per 1000 inhabitants compare&Q@dr8
Vienna), the highest share of car trips on modét apd high loads in the road network and congestihe
results of the study confirm that for certain leeswactivities and to an even higher degree for wami
training as well as for daily shopping, the shdrean trips is high. At the same time, accessipitiy public
transport is only considered positive along twaridors directed to the city centre, while the cartizan of
local centres within the district from East to Westd between the corridors is unsatisfactory. Als®
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network of cycle paths and footpaths is fragmengary of low quality, which contributes to the lovodal
split of walking and cycling. The empirical analysihows that the general mobility orientationsesidents

in the district of Liesing to some degree contrathe reality of their daily transportation, degidtin the
transport measures above. The connection to pubdiasport is considered most important by the
respondents, as well as the existing supply isuewetl positively. The rating of importance of coetien to
highways and high-level roads is significantly lewAdditionally, satisfaction with the supply of piéng
and highways is comparably low among residentss Téflects the negative image of individual motediz
traffic in the district, emerging from traffic coestion due to high volumes of commuter inflow arahsit
traffic as well as shortage of parking space insaneas.

5.2 Complex relationships between lifestyle, social famrs, location and mobility

In order to test the hypothesis of lifestyle havarg influence on mobility patterns for leisure witigs,

social groups or ‘lifestyle types’ were identifibdsed on orientations and attitudes towards trahsmaol
leisure infrastructure as well as the frequencwisit of different leisure facilities. The analysid the

identified clusters showed that several relatiopsietween personal and household characterisbasjng
location, availability of green areas and privaperm spaces, availability of transport modes andchimsen
lifestyle exist. Educational attainment, occupatéo income, but also factors related to the stdidige of

the individual, such as family formation (childrear)retirement (age), influence the decision onplaee of
residence and the possibility and desire to owrageprivate goods, such as cars, single-familysiesuor
private gardens. The ownership of these goods agtirences mobility patterns. The decision on piece
of residence and location within the city on theesthand determines the availability and acce#silof

public infrastructure, such as public transportaefructure, services, supermarkets, offeringgistite, etc.,
and therefore influences freedom of choice of fpansmode. The three elements — lifestyle, socatdrs
and location — are interconnected and interact.

5.3 Modal choice for daily trips: The influence of lifestyle on mobility patterns subordinates to the
factor ‘location’ if accessibility constraints arehigh

The study shows that a mixture of lifestyle, sot&kors and location factors has an influencehenchoice
of transport modes. Depending on the trip purpasaly( trip or leisure trip) and related destinatiand
accessibility constraints, one of the factors eme@s the deciding one. In terms of mobility oaéions, the
guantitative survey shows a clear picture of mmibeality of the residents of Liesing. One clustér o
‘Suburbanites’ (24%) can be described as car aikmwhile the three other clusters (76%) deem akums
of transport as important, show no preference pfaraeven prefer other means of transport.

For trips to work and training as well as for shiogpfor daily needs, the modal split shows a défer
picture opposed to the identified lifestyles andbitity orientations: Of all persons with trips toovk and
training, mobility patterns are characterized bghhshares of car (45%) and public transport (398¢)\aery
low shares of bicycle (3%) and walking (8%), witéry little differentiation between lifestyle grougy

housing type, single family home residents shovgaificantly higher share of car use to work aralring

(52%) as well as for shopping for daily needs (5T%an residents of the other housing types. It seidat
in the case of trips to work and training the fastocation, accessibility and travel time have eniofluence
on mode choice than the factor lifestyle or mopititientation. This is due to the fact that tripsatork and
training are to a very high degree bound to a cedestination, and freedom of choice of destimetitaking
into consideration travel times and accessibityastricted. The differentiation of mode choice daily

shopping trips between lifestyle groups is not igdirett as it is between housing types, showinghigder
influence of ‘location’, population density andatdd density and quantity of offerings compareliféstyle

and mobility orientations.

5.4 Modal choice in leisure time: The type of leisure etivity, its location, the distribution of
opportunities in space and life style have an inflence

The mobility patterns in leisure time show a simitgteraction of lifestyle and locational factordgliencing

the choice of transport modes as those for daipys.trtHowever, the modal split for leisure trips tbet
represents the multi-modal mobility orientationsiid among the respondents: The share of trips bgne
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car is lower than for daily trips and other modes well representetiThis confirms the hypothesis that
people are freer to decide where to go and whaspi@t mode to use when it comes to leisure aietiviThe
modal split significantly correlates with the ldcaf of the leisure facilities headed for. Amongst the
respondents, the highly frequented public and [igmeen spaces are also related to short trastlndies
and the ones with the highest share of sustairiedodeport (mostly walking). The other leisure destions
are less frequented but show higher travel distaaoe a higher share of car and public transpbe. share
of public transport is higher for trips to leiswaetivities which are rather located in other diggriof Vienna
or in the centre (arts and culture, culinary ad ahopping), which are better accessible by pubdiesport
and generally have restrictions regarding car itrdffeing it parking restrictions or traffic ovead). For
leisure trips to destinations which predominantly ia greater distance to the residence (sporifitiees; arts
and culture and culinary art), the correlationitéstyle or housing form with mode choice becomesen
important and overlays and stratifies the influen€éocational factors. This becomes evident in ¢hear
patterns in mode choice of lifestyle groups andshmgitypes, with ‘Suburbanites’ and residents ofgii-
Family Homes traditionally having the highest slsavécar use, the ‘Urban’, ‘Neighbourhood’ and desits
of Multi-Storey Buildings having the highest shaoéspublic transport use and the ‘Ecological’ groamnd
residents of Multi-Storey Buildings having the hégh shares of walking. Leisure trips for the puepoé
shopping constitute an exception with a generali Ishare of car-use and ‘Urbanites’ displayinghhigr
shares in particular. In this case, the type df/igtand related convenience of means of transagenvell as
location factorsadditionally have an influence on the mode choice.

The tendency to combine trips for different purgosemobility chains also comes apparent in leisume.
The frequency, mode and location of certain leistps correlate with the frequency, mode and liocaof
other leisure trips. For example, trips for spodsiture and shopping display strong ties. Hereppng
centres or locations which combine offerings fortlaése purposes may have an influence on seleatidn
combination of trips and mode choice.

5.5 Leisure orientations and behaviour show high imporance of green spaces in Liesing

A clear preference towards green spaces is vigiblgesing. Both the preference rating and thesgadtion
with the green spaces provided in the neighbourhamedsignificantly higher than for the other lessur
infrastructures inquired. Also, green spaces aratljncaccessible by foot and in close proximity to
residential areas. From surveys we know that inyntases a pre-existing orientation towards greacesp
led to the decision on the place of residence ésibg. This high value of high-quality and well essible
green spaces in Liesing is important to keep indmihen developing new residential areas in theidist

Parallel to the high orientation and positive opintowards green spaces, also the leisure behagiieur
stated frequency of visit) shows a clear trend towgrivate and public green spaces. ‘Private garde
terrace or community garden’ is the most frequergelp of leisure facilities among the interviewees
followed by ‘public green spaces and free spacsports facilities’, ‘shopping opportunities’, ofiags
related to ‘culinary art’ and lastly ‘arts and cult’. Generally, the frequency of visit of all ke@df green
spaces is very high, with more than 80% visiting &pe of green and free spaces at least 2-4 tjmaes
week.
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