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CONTEXT

* |ncrease in households living deliberately car-free
(BFS / ARE 2017; Haefeli & Arnold 2015) and in
car-free housing developments in Switzerland
=>» but little knowledge about their motivations

* Necessity of an ecological transition

« Car-centred society
» "system of automobility” (Urry 2004)

« "automobile dependence” (Newman & Kenworthy
1999)
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CAR-FREE HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS

* “New-build housing developments of any size
where the residents commit to living without a
private car.”

* No parking for residents but a context enabling
car-free living: alternative mobilities, proximity to
shops and services...

* Long-term commitment to live car-free

* Positive effects on personal life and common
weltare
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Motivations
of the choice

Livingina
car-free to live (in a)

housing car-free
(housing)

HOW?

Mobility
practices

Mobility

Time (bioaraphical approach)
(Lanzendorf 2003; Holz-Rau & Scheiner 2015)

capital
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CASE STUDIES & METHODOLOGY
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* Mixed methods:
* Survey (n=571, resp. rate: 46%)
« Interviews (summer 2017) e
Nnid__
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PROFILES OF THE HOUSEHOLDS

» Types of residents

Cooperative
members Renters
37% 45%

Owners
18%
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PROFILES OF THE HOUSEHOLDS I

* Types of households

Flat shares
3%

Single=

parent

families
7%

Couples Childless
with couples

child(ren) 17%
41%

Persons
living alone
32%
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PROFILES OF THE HOUSEHOLDS lli

* Age of the residents
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PROFILES OF THE HOUSEHOLDS IV

» Highest level of education (15+ years)

No graduation (yet)
5%

Compulsory school
3%

Apprenticeship
University, 9%

University of Professional

apphegsso(/?ences college (Hohere

Fachschule)
11%
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MOTIVATIONS TO LIVE
IN A CAR-FREE HOUSING

Proximity to workplace = very important

= important

Residents of the development

Surroundings suitable for children

il

Car-freeness of the development

Characteristics of the development

Location of the development

Characteristics of the new flat

4

Mobility offer (public transport, carsharing)

Possibility to move by foot and bicycle in
everyday life

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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MOTIVATIONS TO LIVE
WITHOUT A PRIVATE CAR

* Answers to the closed question:

There are enough alternatives to a private car. IR
My household doesn't need a private car. G
My household prefers to Spend the money on other _
things.
My household doesn't have a car for environmental _
reasons.

My household can't afford a car. || G

| / we don't drive (anymore) for health reasons. [l

My households lives deliberaretly without a car. | NG
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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MOTIVATIONS TO LIVE
WITHOUT A PRIVATE CARI I

* Answers to the open question:

Environmental reasons
No need
Alternative mobility offer
Other personal reasons (convictions, health, etc.)
Other financial reasons
Unnecessary / impractical in the city
Too expensive
Car ban in the development
Negative aspects of the car (effort, space required,..
No driving license
Never owned a car

Old age

Oé%: 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
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VALUES

* ltems adapted from the European Social Survey
(Schwartz 2001)

* Most important value groups:
 self-transcendence (universalism, benevolence)
* openness to change (hedonism, self-direction, stimulation)

« Most important values (among 21):
|

Devote myself to people close to me. Be
loyal to them.

Take care of nature, protect the

| mvery important
environment.

important

Equal treatment and opportunities for
every person.

|
| | | | |
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100%
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PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS

* Profiles: overrepresentation of families and
highly educated people
- Motivations:
* Environmental reasons
* Practical reasons (alternatives, no need)
» Values:
 Ethical: “self-transcendence”
* Personal: "openness to change”

=» [ypology of car-free households
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