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Previous research has shown that walking, cycling and public transport use are significantly higher in 

compact, mixed-use neighborhoods than in low-density neighborhoods, while car use is significantly lower 

(e.g., Ewing and Cervero, 2010; Mokhtarian and Cao, 2008; De Vos, J. and Witlox, F., 2016). The built 

environment, however, is not the only important explanatory variable of peoples’ travel behavior. Over the 

past years various studies have confirmed that attitudes are important determinants of residential location 

choice and travel mode choice (e.g., Bagley and Mokhtarian, 2002; Van Acker et al., 2011). A positive stance 

towards a certain mode of transport will result in a higher use of that mode. These attitudes can also affect 

mode choice indirectly; individuals with an affinity towards a certain kind of travel will often choose a 

residential location that enables them to use their preferred travel mode for the most of their trips (e.g., Cao et 

al., 2007, De Vos et al., 2012, Schwanen and Mokhtarian, 2005, Handy et al., 2005 and van Wee, 2009). Since 

most low-density suburbs and dispersed land use pattern were suitable for car use, car-loving persons will try 

to self-select themselves in these neighborhoods, while short average distances in urban-type neighborhoods 

might attract people who prefer to walk or cycle to their destination. Some studies also indicate that people 

attaching great importance to the proximity of the workplace, shopping and learning facilities, recreational 

activities and other amenities, try to self-select themselves in compact, mixed-use neighborhoods (Næss, 

2009). However, it might also be possible that people who like travelling choose to live in an urban 

neighborhood where most destinations are nearby, may mostly due to leisure and health related liking 

attitudes; while people who dislike travelling are not opposed living in a more suburban-type neighborhood 

with longer average distances, may attribute to the attitudes such as money saving preference. Obviously, 

these differences might be result from varying life related liking attitudes. 

It is reasonable to assume that people self-select themselves living in a preferred neighborhood and people 

that have positive life liking attitudes and residential preferences will contribute to more life activities 

achievement and will be more satisfied and happy with their life. However, it is not clear whether the life 

related liking attitudes and residential preferences have the significant effect on one’s life choices. In this 

paper we will examine whether people’s life choices (including residential choices and travel behavior) are 

affected by one’s life related liking attitudes, residential preferences or both. In line with such considerations, 

a life oriented approach (Zhang, 2014; 2015; 2016) is introduced here, which argues that people’s life choices, 

captured from various life domains (e.g., residence, neighborhood, health, education and learning, job, family 

life, leisure and recreation, finance, and travel behavior), are interdependent with each other. And the 

conceptual framework is shown in Table 1. 

For the purposes of this study, Zhang et al. (2011) conducted a web-based life choice survey in Japan in 

January 2014 with the help of an Internet survey company, who had more than 1.4 million registered panels at 

the time of survey. Respondents were randomly selected from the registered panels by considering the 

第 53 回土木計画学研究発表会・講演集

 558

18-08



distributions of age, gender, and residential areas (here, refer to prefectures) across the whole population in 

Japan. As a result, 815 valid samples were obtained. The survey included very detailed information of 

individual’s different life domains, relevant question items are shown below. 

Table 1. Conceptual framework describing possible relationships between self-selection, life choices and quality of life 

1) Residence: location (zip code), duration, price (rental fee or purchase price), types, stories of

building, living area, number of rooms, distance to daily facilities, etc. 

2) Finance: income and expenditure.

3) Health: subjective health condition, experience of accidents and illness, sleeping time, frequency

and activity time of different types of physical exercise, and distance to places of physical exercise. 

4) Neighborhood: frequency of neighborhood communication, participation in community activities

5) Education & learning: academic degree, learning frequency and time, distance and major travel

modes to different types of learning facilities 

6) Job: location of workplace, commuting mode, job type, working days and hours per day, start and

end time for a normal working day, paid holidays in contract and number of holidays actually taken, working 

duration (years) 

7) Family life: in-home and out-of-home time use with family members on weekdays and weekends,

communication frequency with relatives, care giving to pre-school children, the elderly or the disable family 

member 

8) Leisure & recreation: discretionary time on weekdays and weekends, use of leisure time at different

facilities (activity duration, frequency, distance to place, travel party and major travel mode), tourism 

(domestic and overseas, frequency, travel party, expenditure), Internet usage (time and frequency) 

In order to measure people’s residential preferences, we asked respondents to indicate to which extent 

they agree with the following seventeen statements on a scale from one (totally disagree) to five (totally 

agree): 

 I like to live in the residence with sound education facility.

 I like to live in the residence with open space and park.

 I like to live in the residence with sound sport facility.
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 I like to live in the residence with outdoor activity facility special for family life.

 I like to live in the residence with sound neighborhood relationship.

 I like to live in the residence close to workplace.

 I like to live in the residence close to my family members/relatives/friends.

 I like to live in the suburb area.

 I like to live in the residence close to central city.

 I like to live in the residence close to shopping area.

 I like to live in the less money consumption area.

 I like to live in the less energy consumption area.

 I like to live in the residence convenient for housing business.

 I like to live in the walking and cycling promoting neighborhood.

 I like to live in the motorcycling promoting neighborhood.

 I like to live in the driving promoting neighborhood.

 I like to live in the public transit promoting neighborhoods.

In terms of people’s life related liking attitudes, we asked respondents to indicate to which extent they like 

the following seven statements on a scale from one (totally dislike) to five (totally like): 

 Do you like your current residence?

 Do you like spending or saving money?

 Do you like doing the sports?

 Do you like the current neighborhood?

 Do you like learning?

 Do you like working?

 Do you like doing the leisure activity?

In the analysis, a SEM model will be employed. It is expected that the life related liking attitudes and 

residential preferences have the significant effect on one’s life choices. And various policy implications could 

be derived from analysis results.  

Acknowledgement 
This study was financially supported by a Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research (A), Japan Society for the 

Promotion of Science (JSPS), titled “Interdisciplinary research on policies promoting young people’s 

migration to and permanent residence in local cities” (No. 15H02271). 

Reference 

Bagley, M. N. and Mokhtarian, P. L. (2002). The impact of residential neighborhood type on travel behavior: a structural 

equations modeling approach. The Annals of regional science, 36(2), 279-297. 

Cao, X., Mokhtarian, P. L., and Handy, S. L. (2007). Do changes in neighborhood characteristics lead to changes in travel 

behavior? A structural equations modeling approach. Transportation, 34(5), 535-556. 

De Vos, J., Derudder, B., Van Acker, V., and Witlox, F. (2012). Reducing car use: changing attitudes or relocating? The 

influence of residential dissonance on travel behavior. Journal of Transport Geography, 22, 1-9. 

De Vos, J. and Witlox, F. (2016). Do people live in urban neighbourhoods because they do not like to travel? Analysing an 

alternative residential self-selection hypothesis. Travel Behaviour and Society, 4, 29-39. 

Ewing, R. and Cervero, R. (2001). Travel and the built environment: a synthesis. Transportation Research Record: 

第 53 回土木計画学研究発表会・講演集

 560



Journal of the Transportation Research Board, (1780), 87-114. 

Handy, S., Cao, X., and Mokhtarian, P. (2005). Correlation or causality between the built environment and travel 

behavior? Evidence from Northern California. Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 

10(6), 427-444. 

Kamruzzaman, M., Baker, D., and Turrell, G. (2015). Do dissonants in transit oriented development adjust commuting 

travel behaviour?. European Journal of Transport and Infrastructure Research, 15(1), 66-77. 

Mokhtarian, P. L. and Cao, X. (2008). Examining the impacts of residential self-selection on travel behavior: A focus on 

methodologies. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 42(3), 204-228. 

Næss, P. (2009). Residential self‐selection and appropriate control variables in land use: Travel studies. Transport 

Reviews, 29(3), 293-324. 

Schwanen, T. and Mokhtarian, P. L. (2005). What affects commute mode choice: neighborhood physical structure or 

preferences toward neighborhoods?. Journal of transport geography, 13(1), 83-99. 

Van Wee, B. (2009). Self‐Selection: A Key to a Better Understanding of Location Choices, Travel Behaviour and 

Transport Externalities?. Transport Reviews, 29(3), 279-292. 

Van Acker, V., Mokhtarian, P., and Witlox, F. (2011). Going soft: on how subjective variables explain modal choices for 

leisure travel. European Journal of Transport and Infrastructure Research, 11(2), 115-146. 

Zhang J., Tsuchiya Y., Fujiwara A., and Chikaraishi M. (2011) Citizens' life decisions and behavior survey: proposal and 

application to the evaluation of quality of life. Proceedings of Infrastructure Planning, 43 (CD-ROM) (in 

Japanese). 

Zhang, J. (2014). Revisiting residential self-selection issues: A life-oriented approach. Journal of Transport and Land Use, 

7(3), 29–45. 

Zhang, J. (2015) The life-oriented approach and travel behavior research. A discussion paper for the Workshop 

“Life-Oriented Approach for Transportation Studies” at the 14th International Conference on Travel Behavior 

Research, Windsor, UK, July 19-23. 

Zhang, J. (2016). Life-oriented Behavioral Research for Urban Policy, Springer (forthcoming). 

第 53 回土木計画学研究発表会・講演集

 561


