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Abstract
The present paper attempts to fill a part of the gap in the studies on residential location
choices and their relations to urban mobility, socio-economics, and the built environ-
ment by presenting the results of a study on Alexandria, Egypt, by analysing the results
of a survey in eight neighbourhoods undertaken in 2015. Four questions were answered
in this study: (i) “How are the main drivers behind residential location choices in
Alexandria connected to various socio-demographic groups or people with different
availability to urban and built environments?”, (ii) “How are the main residential self-
selections in Alexandria associated with one another and which are the most impor-
tant?”, (iii) “How are the housing location-related decisions of Egyptians similar to or
different from international decisions?”, and (iv) “How can planners and decision-
makers use the knowledge produced by this study for urban planning and housing in
Egypt?”. Library work and the results of a Χ2 test of independence show that
availability of transportation modes, nice neighbourhoods, and affordability are the
strongest motives behind decisions. However, socio-economic factors are generally
stronger than urban mobility and spatial issues. These findings are partly different from
those of high-income countries.

Keywords Residential self-selection . Residential location choice . Urban transportation .

Alexandria

Introduction

The topic of residential self-selection and location choices has been widely studied
within the context of the developed world. However, it is still a topic of rigorous and
deep investigation as the evidence from the high-income countries suggests that the
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association of housing location choices and the travel attitude of the residents is not
entirely clear yet. But when it comes to discussing the results from the developing
world, it is found that the topic has still been under-researched. Keeping the dearth of
similar studies emerging from the developing world, it is difficult to point out the
similarities and differences of the self-behaviour concerning residential location choices
from these two different parts of the world.

The topic of residential self-selection has started gaining attention in the developing
world, and the studies within the context of low-income countries are also being
surfaced; however, their volume in the overall literature is very less. Apart from a very
few studies on the topic emerging from the Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
region, it is difficult to find similar studies offering insights for better conceptual
understanding of the topic. The studies from the high-income countries mainly report
on the factors determining the peoples’ housing choices as proximity to social contacts
and networks;, school quality (Guidon et al. 2019);, mobility, travel attitude, and built
environment (Zang et al. 2019; Heinen et al. 2018; Ettema and Nieuwenhuis 2017;
Scheiner 2014; Boone-Heinonen et al. 2010; Cao et al. 2009; Cao 2014; Næss 2009);,
accessibility to jobs and services (Baraklianos et al. 2018; Hu and Wang 2019);, and
affordability and neighbourhood quality, including school quality (Lee and Waddell
2010; Bayoh et al. 2006). Generally, such studies reporting on the factors of housing
location choices in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region are very limited.
To fill the literature gap, Ibrahim (2017b) conducted a study on the topic and, while
presenting the findings descriptively, found out the availability of transportation modes
as the chief factor in deciding the residential location choices in Alexandria, Egypt. In
this study, the factors of neighbourhood quality, affordability, and proximity to social
contacts and accessibility for housing location choices were found less significant. The
descriptive findings of this study show less similarity and more differences with the
results of the studies emerging from the high-income countries. However, the results
from other parts of the developing world show more conformity with these findings.
Aslam et al. (2019) conducted a study on the similar topic in a small town (Hafizabad)
of Pakistan and found the availability of utility services and affordability the most
important factors in the decision-making process of the residential location choices.
Masoumi (2013) also found socio-economic factors as the key determinants of resi-
dential self-selection in the Iranian city of Tehran. Other studies on the topic within the
context of the developing world have also reported more or less similar findings by
concluding socio-economic factors and neighbourhood conditions (De and Vupru
2017; Ubani et al. 2017; Poku-Boansi and Adarkwa 2016), spatial factors (Digambar
et al. 2010), accessibility and travel attitudes (Cao and Yang 2017; Wang and Lin 2014;
Jiao and Harata 2007), security and affordability (Ubani et al. 2017), religious factors
(Sinniah et al. 2016), and comfort and convenience (Wang et al. 2016), as the main
factors for housing location choices. These literature findings suggest the importance of
contextual setting for addressing variations in the results across the globe and provide a
rationale of having a deep inquiry into the subject for a better understanding.

On the other hand, integrated transport planning has been seen as a response to
address many urban issues related to mobility and travel. This topic has widely been
researched from various associated dimensions, across the developed and developing
world. However, the effects of such transport planning measures on the residential
location choices have not been entirely clear (Cao et al. 2009). Nevertheless, integrating
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transport planning decisions with residential location choices has been suggested for
sustainable urban development (Acheampong 2018). The process of residential loca-
tion choices does not contest integrated land use and transportation (ILUT) strategies
rather it finds complementarities with ILUT strategies (Bruns and Matthes 2019), and
thus, residential location choices need to be integrated with transport and land use
models (Ho et al. 2017).

The past studies, on the topic of residential location choices, employed a variety of
theoretical frameworks and methodologies to draw the results across developed and
developing countries. Such studies range from qualitative inquiries based on literature
reviews (such as Van der Vlist et al. 2002) or in-depth interviews (such as Bruns and
Matthes 2019) to quantitative analyses using national census databases (such as Zondag and
Pieters 2005), city or regional level census databases (such as Ahmad 1993; Sener et al.
2011; Heldt et al. 2016), primary data collection (Fatmi et al. 2017; Frank et al. 2007; Yu
et al. 2017), or data generated by simulators (such as de Palma et al. 2005). The techniques
used for quantitative data analysis for such studies range from simple descriptive analysis
(such as Aslam et al. 2019, Ibrahim 2017b) to more advanced inferential analyses, mainly
employing statistical modelling (such as De Vos and Witlox 2016; Humphreys and Ahern
2019). The studies which conducted field surveys for data collection, neighbourhood, or
residential districts have remained their main unit of analysis for drawing the findings (such
as Cao et al. 2006; Handy and Clifton 2001). The main considerations while selecting
different study neighbourhoods in such studies were similarities and differences in the
socio-economic characteristics and the built up form.

The main objective of this study is to highlight the factors which determine the
housing location choices of the people in a less studied context of the developing world,
particularly North Africa. It also explores the importance level of the various factors
grouped as socio-economic, transportation, and spatial characteristics in deciding the
residential locations. It is further aimed to disclose the similarities and differences of the
decisions made concerning residential location choices by the residents of developed
and developing countries. Finally, it is intended to inform the relevant policy organiza-
tions guiding them to integrate the findings of this study in the policy formulation.

The present paper is original and novel because similar empirical studies using
statistical analysis based on primary data have been rarely conducted on the North
Africa and also the Middle East regions. Egypt is considered a country in both
regions, which accommodate a fast-growing urban population. In the best cases,
empirical studies in these two regions have been applied in analyses using aggre-
gate data, while the present study uses disaggregate data. This paper includes an
original, empirical study based on data collected by a co-author of this paper
(Ibrahim 2017b), the results of which have also been published in form of data
(Ibrahim 2017a). Both the mentioned publications reflect the full details of the data
collection as well as the descriptive statistics. The present study adds statistical
analysis and correlation study to the abovementioned dataset. However, in the
present paper, important parts of the descriptive statistics especially those related
to the variables used in this study have been described once again to help readers
understand the details of the data collection and do not need to refer to the previous
publications of about the survey and data.

The topic of this study is in relation with urban mobility and house location
selection. It is assumed that the residential location choices can generally be or not in
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relation with urban transportation, especially commuting. In other words, selecting the
location of a house does not make any difference to the correlations with urban
mobility, if the house is going to be rented or purchased. However, beyond this
assumption that simplifies the analyses, readers can find some inputs about the
correlations of rental prices with other factors in this paper.

Some parts of this paper deal with the notions of developed and developing countries,
so these phrases need to be explained before empirical parts of the study. Since the urban
travel behaviours and location choices are highly in association with socio-economics of
urban dwellers, the definition of developed and developing worlds, on which the contex-
tual analyses of this study stand, is based on economic phenomena. The mostly used
definition of this type is presented by the United Nations, in which a developing country is
a country with a less developed industrial base (industries) and a low human development
index (HDI) relative to other countries. The gross domestic production (GDP) of countries
has an important role, so this definition reflects the nature necessities of this study
including urban life decisions, lifestyles, and mobility habits, which are closely linked
to economies, according to a large part of the urban travel behaviour research.

The first part of the paper introduces the topic to the readers. Informed by the
literature review, it also highlights the problem statement and the objectives of this
study. The next part describes the opted methodology of this paper. Mainly, it reports
on the research questions and hypotheses, survey characteristics, data collection, and
analysis methods. The third section of the paper presents the study findings. This
section mainly revolves around the correlation of residential location choice decisions
with the studied factors and a comparison of residential location choices. The last parts
of the paper provide a discussion based on the study findings, which pave the way to
finally conclude the study.

Methodology

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The present study seeks to answer the following research questions: (i) “How are the
main drivers behind residential location choices in Alexandria connected to various
socio-demographic groups or people with different accessibility levels to urban and
built environments? (In other words, how are these reasons distributed among different
groups of people?)”, (ii) “How are the main residential self-selections in Alexandria
associated with one another and which are the most important?”, (iii) “How are the
housing location-related decisions of Egyptians similar to or different from internation-
al decisions?”, and (iv) “How can planners and decision-makers use the knowledge
produced by this study for urban planning and housing in Egypt?”.

Materials

Ibrahim (2017a, b) conducted a residential location choice study in Alexandria—one of
the cities of Egypt—with a population size of 4,546,231 in 2014 (CAPMAS 2014). The
main rationale of choosing Alexandria as the case study area was primarily due to two
reasons. Firstly, it is the second largest city of the Egypt, and secondly, it is experiencing
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fast paced urban development as New Borg El-Arab (one of the new cities) is located
within the urban boundary of Alexandria (Ibrahim 2017a, b). Quantitative methods were
used to carry out the field investigations. A sample size of 224 with a confidence level of
95% and precision of ± 6.55 was selected. A multi-stage sampling technique was
applied to distribute the sample among the target population. In the first stage, eight
districts of Alexandria with varying population sizes were selected, and a sample was
distributed among them by applying weights in proportion to the respective population
size. The same procedure was repeated in the second stage for the selection the Sheykhat
from the already selected districts, and the sample was again distributed among them by
their population sizes. Lastly, in stage 3, random sampling was applied to recruit
households for the survey. The survey questionnaire was comprised of 16 questions
grouped in three sections which were socio-economic having 5 questions, housing unit
characteristics with 7 questions, and housing demand characteristics (4 questions). The
first section inquired about the variables of age, gender, marital status, employment, and
travelling modes owned. Next section investigated the dwelling unit characteristics,
including housing type, the reason for choosing the current living place, travel time, the
mode used, history of change of housing location, housing tenure and housing units
owned, and rental payments where applicable. The last section dealt with the future
intentions of the respondents concerning change of housing location, the location
preferences, reasons behind the preferred locations, and anticipated housing tenure.

In order to answer the research questions of this study, the focus is put on one of the
questions of the survey instrument asking about the main reasons of residents for
choosing the location of the house they currently live in question 8—“How did you
choose the place you are living in now?”. The respondents were asked to choose three
out of the eight possible options. The options were “I afford this house”, “proximity to
work”, “family’s asset”, “availability of transportation”, “nice neighbourhood”, “prox-
imity to family/relatives”, “nearby downtown”, and “social standing of the area”. During
a pilot survey as well as the personal experience and judgement, the researchers
concluded that social and family-related options should be added to the questionnaire;
thus, options like living in a house that has been the family’s asset or living near to the
family, friends, and relatives were added. There were two options related to mobility and
transportation: availability of transportation systems such as public transit and paratran-
sit and proximity to work, which indirectly refers to commuting. The social aspects of
the house’s surrounding area were addressed by the “nice neighbourhood” option; this
can reflect a variety of spatial and socio-economic factors. Another option addresses a
combination of different aspects of urban life: proximity to downtown. This option is
related to transportation and social aspects. Here, we classify it as a social issue, so the
main mobility-related options are proximity to work and accessibility to transportation.

For analysing the circumstances and functions of these location choices, a variety of
factors, including demographic, social, infrastructural, and mobility-related variables,
were removed from the survey results. The factors that were subsequently tested for
their correlation with location choices were all categorical: age, gender, marital status,
employment, individual (or household) car ownership, tenure type, unit price (if it is
owned by the respondent’s family) or rental price (if it is rented), type of house (private,
public, cooperative, self-built, etc.), time to go to work (if employed), transport mode of
commuting, residential mobility (they were asked if they had already changed homes in
the past; some people traditionally live in the house inherited from their parents), the
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period of changing homes (if they had moved, how long ago), and reason for
relocating. Table 5 in Appendix illustrates the frequencies and classes of the categorical
variables, including the dependent variables of this study (residential location choices).

Analysis

A combination of quantitative methods is used to answer the research questions. Because
of the categorical nature of the data, a chi-square test of independence is applied to answer
the first and second research questions to find significant correlations and independences.
For answering question one, chi-square tests were applied to eight reasons for a location
change and 14 variables related to socio-economics, transport characteristics, and space
and land use. For answering question two, a chi-square test was applied to the eight
reasons for house location decisions. The P value levels of significance were 0.05 for
highly significant and 0.1 for marginally significant. The null hypothesis for the chi-
square test of independence was that there was no association between the tested
variables—in other words, that they are independent. Thus, P values smaller than the
significance thresholds indicated that the two variables were associated, while values
larger than the significance thresholds showed a significant difference between them. The
P values calculated in this study are asymptotic two-sided P values that appeared to have
low values compared to the Bonferroni correction method. To answer the last two
questions of this research, a literature review was undertaken. The results can be observed
in the discussion section. Question three was discussed by addressing international
English language publications, many of which came from high-income countries. Re-
search question four was answered by providing a discussion about the findings of this
study and the planning practices conducted in Egypt during the recent decades.

Findings

Correlation of Residential Location Decisions with Different Factors

The first sub-section of findings deals with the first question of this study. As explained
in the Methodology section, eight main reasons for inhabitants’ housing location
choices were tested for their association with socio-economic and spatial factors via a
chi-square test of independence. The results are displayed in Table 1. The null
hypothesis of no association between the variables was rejected in several instances,
and the respective P values for these cases have been made bold in the table. For
example, there is a significant association between proximity to work and the age,
gender, marital status, employment, commuting time, transport mode, and residential
mobility (those who have relocated) of the respondents. There is also a marginally
significant association between proximity to work and unit rents. Availability of
transportation has a significant correlation with car ownership and marginally signifi-
cant correlation with employment and unit price. There are some other interesting
outputs; e.g. affordability has a strong significant relationship with commuting time and
mode choice. The diagrams in Fig. 2 in Appendix have more information on these
associations, where 1 is the selection of the respective reason and 0 is the non-selection
of the reason.
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Comparison of Residential Location Choices

The numerical outputs of this study enable us to compare different location choice
causes with one another and understand which are the most influential. The following
analysis addresses the second research questions of this study. Figure 1 presents an
overview of the findings of the study. Figure 1a displays the eight reasons and their
share out of the sample population. Availability of transportation, including public
transit and paratransit, is one of the three main reasons for relocation for 42% of
respondents. This factor is followed by a nice neighbourhood and affordability at 37%
and 36%, respectively. This suggests that the main reason is related to transportation,
followed by spatial and socio-economic issues. Since the socio-economic reasons were
broken down into four different factors (compared to two mobility-related causes), it
seems useful to divide the reasons into larger classes: (i) socio-economics, including
affordability, proximity to family and friends, family’s assets, and social standing of the
area; (ii) transport-related issues like availability of transportation and proximity to the
workplace; and (iii) spatial factors consisting of neighbourhood quality and proximity
to downtown. If so, combined calculation location choices will show a higher percent-
age for socio-economic reasons (44%) compared to 30% for transportation and 26% for
space and the built environment (Fig. 1b).

To address the statistical significance of the differences between the eight reasons
and the three categories, a chi-square test of independence was applied to question 8’s
eight reasons. Table 2 displays the frequencies of answers related to the reasons for
location choices in the form of matrices, including 2*2 contingency tables for each pair
of variables. This table shows how individuals make complex decisions based on
different causes; e.g. for 99 out of 224 respondents, neither affordability nor proximity
to work was a reason for choosing their current living place, while 24 other respondents
did cite these two reasons. Fifty-five respondents chose affordability, but not proximity
to work. The other way around, proximity to work was a reason for 41 of them, while
affordability was not among the three reasons.

While this table gives important information, it still does not offer any insight into
the significance of the findings. Table 3 explains the statistical significance values from
the chi-square independence tests. As explained in the methodology section, P values
smaller than 0.05 (or 0.10) show that the null hypothesis of no association is rejected,
so reasons with P values higher than these thresholds are significantly (or marginally

Fig. 1 (a) The eight most important reasons for choosing residential locations and (b) the combined categories
based on three most important groups of reasons
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significantly) independent. In other words, with large P values, one of the factors is
more effective. By observing the amounts in Table 3, it is possible to say which of the
reasons is the effective one; e.g. there is a small χ2 value for the test done for
affordability and proximity to work that resulted in a large P value. According to
Table 2, affordability is a more important reason compared to proximity to work. These
two tables provide evidence for understanding the two-by-two comparison of reasons.

Nevertheless, the question about the groups of motives remains relevant, so another
series of chi-square tests were conducted among the three categories, namely, socio-
economics, transportation, and spatial traits. According to Table 4, there is a significant
association between only socio-economic reasons and spatial issues (P = 0,029). In
other words, transport-related causes of housing location choices are not correlated with
other reasons. It is worth adding that Fig. 1B shows that transportation falls in between
socio-economic and spatial reasons in terms of frequency of influencing decisions, but
these frequencies were only estimated when a reason was found to be effective (shown
as 1 in the contingency tables). In chi-square independence tests, two-by-two contin-
gency tables are the basis of statistical estimations, so the four-cell structure of
decisions is more important, e.g. [affordability = 0, proximity to work = 0], [affordabil-
ity = 0, proximity to work = 1], [affordability = 1, proximity to work = 0], and [afford-
ability = 1, proximity to work = 1] (in all of these tables, 1 presents the effectiveness of
a factor in people’s decision, while 0 shows no effect).

Discussion

If all the investigated reasons of residential location choices independent of each other
are viewed, “availability of transportation” comes out as the most stated reason by the
sampled residents (42.5%) of Alexandria for affecting their residential location deci-
sions. This top stated reason was followed by other reasons of “nice neighbourhood”
(37.4%) and “affordability” (36.1%). This finding is in conformation with Brenner and
Schmid’s (2015) debate on dealing the urban challenges. When viewed them collec-
tively, socio-economic factors were the most stated reasons (44.2%) followed by
transportation (30.3%) and spatial factors (25.5%) affecting the decisions of residential
location choices in Alexandria. However, these facts present only the descriptive
findings, which have been dealt with in detail by Ibrahim (2017a, b). The main purpose
of this paper was to investigate deeper into these residential location choices decisions
through inferential analyses. Out of so many investigated variables, “car ownership”
had the most significant association with the “availability of transportation” with
respect to the decisions of residential location choices. This reflects that within the
Egyptian context, people who own cars do not bother much for the consideration of the
availability of public transportation services while deciding the location of their
residential units; alternatively, it is the significant consideration for residential location
choices for the people who do not own car. This finding is partly in confirmation with
the results of a few studies emerging from the high-income countries. Many of the
studies though report on a significant association between the availability of public
transportation services and residential location choices (such as Heinen et al. 2018;
Scheiner 2014; Boone-Heinonen et al. 2010; Cao et al. 2009; Cao 2014; Næss 2009);
only a few of them found a marginal association between attitudes towards travel
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modes and choices made for a residential location (Ettema and Nieuwenhuis 2017; de
Vos et al. 2012; Schwanen and Mokhtarian 2004), thus pointing out the insignificant
effect of car ownership on the established relationship between the availability of public
transportation and residential location choices.

Different types of neighbourhood in Egypt can play a role in the self-selection
process within the formal or the informal markets. In different words, there are still a
variation of neighbourhoods that are perceived differently in each market, which could
lead to different choices within a given market. As an example, based on the prefer-
ences and perceptions of the residents and respective limited budget, the most influen-
tial priorities are walkability, neighbourhood job opportunities, and the availability of
public transport infrastructures related to different modes (Ibrahim and Masoumi 2018).
In Egypt, the distance between the neighbourhood and the capital city may influence
individual choices, giving that their jobs or family members may live in the capital city
(Greater Cairo). Hence, the distance to the capital city could play a role in selecting
between neighbourhoods in different new cities based on how far they are from the
capital (Ibrahim and Masoumi 2016). A deeper inquiry into the reason of “nice
neighbourhood” for selecting housing location also revealed that the most significant
variable that affects this factor is the “car ownership”. It again shows the travel attitude
and the importance of car ownership within the Egyptian context. Car ownership
(64.7% in the studied sample of Alexandria) has become a central element in the
decision-making process of Egyptian society due to not having a decent and efficient
public transport system in the Egyptian cities (Ibrahim 2017a, b; El Araby 2013).
Owning the car makes the residents independent of transportation factors while decid-
ing the location of their residential units and spatial factors such as “nice
neighbourhood” dominates the decision-making process. Concerning “affordability”,
transport mode has been revealed as the most significant factor for the people who
stated “affordability” as a reason for their residential location choice. This gives a clue
that affordability is a condition that is shaped up with many factors, including the
availability of transportation modes for meeting the mobility needs. People perceive
affordability not only as of the price or rent of the residential unit, but they also consider
the living costs of a particular locationwith respect to their mobility-related expenditures

Table 4 The results of the chi-square tests for associations between mobility, socio-economics, and spatial
issues as relocation reasons

Combined classes of reasons Chi-square test measures Transportation Socio-economic Space

Transportation χ2 – 0.072 1380

df – 1 1

P value – 0.789 0.240

Socio-economics χ2 0.072 – 4775

df 1 – 1

P value 0.789 – 0.029

Space χ2 1380 4775 –

df 1 1 –

P value 0.240 0.029 –

The Relation Between Residential Self-Selection and Urban Mobility...



as well (Pagliara et al. 2002). This finding is in accordance with the debate put up by
Kreckler (2015) and Sims (2012) where they suggested that the discussion of housing
affordability should consider the housing location as well for a better understanding.
This result also finds similarity with the outcomes of a few studies conducted within the
context of the developing world. Azmoodeh et al. (2020) and Alas (2020) also found a
correlation between the housing price (which mainly determines the affordability as
defined by LEEDS 2015) and accessibility to the transportation services in Tehran and
Istanbul, respectively. If we look at the number of significant associations that a variable
establishes with the stated reasons of residential location choices, “marital status” and
“residential mobility” come out as the most significant variables (five significant
associations each). A deeper look reveals that these are mainly the married people
(51.8%) and those who have changed their housing units (52.3%), majorly within a past
period of 2 to 10 years (56.9%), whose residential location choices matter the most.

When these reasons have been investigated together for having any association
between them, interesting results have also been revealed. The reason for “availability
of transportation” has the most significant association with another reason for “family’s
asset”. Generally, the residential units which are used by more than one generation as a
family’s asset belong to older areas of the city which have a better connection to
transportation infrastructure as compared to the newly developed parts of the city (El
Araby 2013). The second most stated reason of “nice neighbourhood” for residential
location choices has been found significant with only one other reason of “proximity to
family and friends”. It gives an insight that the reason of a nice neighbourhood is not
only a spatial characteristic, but there also lies some element of social character as well.
Other than the built-up environment, it is also the proximity of family and friends, which
makes a living neighbourhood “nice”, and it may also affect the residential self-selection
process (Sims et al. 2008). This interpretation is also strengthened by the finding that
when all the reasons are grouped in three broad classes and investigated together for
having an association among them, it was found only in between socio-economic and
spatial factors. Understandably, “affordability” has been found highly significant with
the reason of “family’s asset”. As such family’s houses are inherited to the next
generations, they are generally found as affordable to their occupants. If the frequency
of the relationships among these reasons is seen, the reason of “family’s asset” found the
factor having the highest number of highly significant associations with as many as five
other factors (out of total seven). Only the reasons of “nice neighbourhood” and “social
standing of the area” have been found to have an insignificant association with the
reason of “family’s asset”. It depicts that, though it stands out at rank 5 concerning the
frequency of the stated reasons individually, it is the most significant reason having its
effect on other stated reasons. It also provides an understanding that such residential
units are located in the older parts (proximity to downtown) which have mixed land uses
(proximity to work), accessibility to transportation infrastructure (availability of trans-
portation), and social networking (proximity to family and friends).

The topics of housing affordability and market conditions within the context of
Egyptian cities have been studied by many scholars (such as Sims 2012, 2015;
Fahmi and Sutton 2008) to report on the housing situation and pertinent chal-
lenges; however, this study provides empirically tested evidence-based significant
findings related to the process of residential location choices in Egyptian cities to
inform the housing policy for key interventions. Egypt launched the National

H. Masoumi et al.



Housing Program in 2005 (Hussein et al. 2014) in a bid to meet the excessive
housing demand by developing new cities within the urban boundaries of older
cities. However, the main focus remained on the supply of the housing units
instead of mending the flaws in the housing policies (Ibrahim 2017a, b). The key
findings of this study suggest integrating the transportation planning with the
housing development sector as it is found that many of the residential location
choices are based on transportation factors, mainly the availability of public
transport, car ownership, and transport modes. It is in confirmation with the
findings of recent relevant studies conducted both in developed (Bruns and
Matthes 2019; Ho et al. 2017) and developing countries (Acheampong 2018).
This provides a rationale that the Egyptian government needs to invest in the
public transport sector to make it integrated and efficient simultaneously to the
development of new cities to address the housing needs. This policy intervention
will also address the high car ownership rates in Egyptian dense cities (El Araby
2013) which is in contradiction to the JICA’s (2011) finding that cities with higher
densities tend to have low car ownership rates. Another important finding of the
study revealed the importance of the “family’s asset” of the housing units.
Generally they are the older housing units located within or close to downtown
areas, thus offering certain benefits to its occupants with respect to its location and
affordability. In the recent decades, the Egyptian government has developed many
new cities for the housing supply; however, the initiative failed to attract a
significant population to reside there (UNICEF 2010) despite offering job oppor-
tunities (NUCA 2016). Many of these new cities have more than 40% vacancy
rates (World Bank 2008). This shows a shift in the government housing policy
from peripheral new developments to the strengthening of inner-city areas needed.
However, the intended policy shift also requires addressing the issue of significant
vacancies of residential units in inner-city areas (Rust and Gavera 2013) due to
unaffordability, poor conditions (Ibrahim 2017a, b), outdated rent control system,
and the norm of keeping the additional housing units vacant for the children after
marriage or for investment (Sims et al. 2008; World Bank 2008). Informed by the
findings of this study, these are the priority areas which Egyptian government
need to consider while devising any housing policy in the future.

Conclusion

To simple frequency, the “availability of transportation” followed by “nice
neighbourhood” and “affordability” emerges as the top stated reason for residential
location choices in Alexandria. When these stated reasons were analysed for having
any association with the socio-economic, transportation, and spatial variables, “car
ownership” and “transport mode” have been found to have the underlying effect on the
stated preferences which shows the importance of integrating transport planning with
the housing area development. With respect to the frequency of these associations,
“marital status” and “residential mobility” have been found the most significant
variables to understand the residential location choices better. When the reasons of
residential location choices were analysed together for testing any association between
them, the top stated reasons found to have a significant association with other reasons

The Relation Between Residential Self-Selection and Urban Mobility...



of “family’s asset” and “proximity to family and friends”. When we look at the reason
having the most number of significant associations with other stated reasons, again
“family’s asset” comes out as the leading reason. These findings are partly in confir-
mation with many of the studies conducted within the context of high-income coun-
tries. However, the main deviation found is the role of “family’s asset” reason which
has found to have the most significant effect on other stated reasons. This shows the
difference between the cultural setting and its impact on the study findings. The main
policy recommendations informed by the study findings are the integration of trans-
portation planning with housing development, a shift from peripheral development to
regenerating inner-city areas and housing sector policy reforms.

Egyptian cities are undergoing a regime of developing new cities to tackle the
housing shortage. However, the evidence suggests that such efforts are not bringing
the required results as the vacancy rates in such new developments are still significantly
high. This highlights the importance of learning from the shortcoming of the National
Housing Program to steer the future course of action in the right direction. Firstly, it is
understood from the study findings that the integration of public transport planning with
the housing area development is of paramount importance for meeting the mobility and
accessibility needs of the people. Secondly, compact development has to be promoted to
strengthen the inner cores of the cities instead of peripheral sprawl development.
Thirdly, policy reforms are needed to rejuvenate the housing sector, such as updating
the outdated rent control system to stimulate the housing supply and bringing some
taxation regime to discourage the speculation of housing units for future interests.

Mainly, the chi-square testingwas applied to find associations among the study variables.
The test results were then explained for a better understating of the residential location
choices within the Egyptian context. However, it is important to highlight a few limitations
of the study. The sample size of the study is small as compared to the similar type of studies
conducted elsewhere. This limitation cautions against the generalization of the results for
other Egyptian cities. Secondly, in the absence of any dependency test, it is difficult to
identify dependent and independent variables out of any established association. Due to that
reason, cause and effect relationships among the study variables cannot be drawn, which
otherwise could prove another important contribution for relevant policy formulation.
Finally, it is suggested to investigate the topic further through some correlational studies
investigating relationships between the current residential choices of the people and their
future preferences for housing locations. This will also assist the relevant government sectors
to frame their policies informed by the people preferences and choices.
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Fig. 2 The significantly correlated variables with location choice reasons (p < 0.05)
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Fig. 2 (continued)
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