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2 Conceptualising mobility inequality: 
Mobility and accessibility  
for the marginalised

Abstract

The burgeoning landscape of literature on mobility inequalities have led to a discrepancy 
between conceptual understanding of mobility inequalities and its implementation in 
planning practice. Critically reviewing 270 publications across five decades, this article 
identifies intrinsic and extrinsic factors and approaches for measuring and analysing mo-
bility inequality. Exploring the variations in factors and approaches, we use two thought 
experiments to locate dilemmas and challenges in addressing mobility inequality for the 
marginalised. The article concludes with future research and policy recommendations 
to integrate spatial analytical methods and data for investigating mobility inequality.

Keywords: mobility inequality; accessibility; transport planning; literature review; thought 
experiments

2.1. Introduction 

Mobility inequality is pervasive and most of us will experience some form 
of difficulties in our daily mobility. The recent Covid-19 pandemic has 
seen a widening of the mobility inequality gap between those with and 
those without access to private motorised vehicles (International Energy 
Agency, 2020; International Transport Forum, 2020) where travelling 
beyond walking or cycling distances is now limited or avoided at risk of 
transmission. More permanent examples include segregated zones within 
a city produced by racialised mobility (Schuermans, 2017; Sheller, 2015), 
gendered mobility (Ding et al., 2020; Hanson, 2010), or spatial mismatch 
between low-income neighbourhood and employment opportunities 
(Blumenberg, 2004; Blumenberg and Manville, 2004; Grengs, 2010) 
where certain population groups suffer from limited access to key func-
tions (e.g. education, employment, social activity centres) due to differ-
ences in their ability and capacity to move or travel to a specific location. 
These differences can be associated with individual attributes or external 
conditions or a mix of both to define mobility inequality. The complex 
interplay of these factors has generated various conceptualisations and 
approaches for understanding mobility inequality in literature. This 
variety in concepts can lead to difficulties in operationalising mobility 
inequality for implementing solutions especially for access-for-all policies 
(Suen and Mitchell, 2000; United Nations, 2016; Venter et al., 2019). In 
addition, these conceptualisations tend to provide insights for a specific [This page is intentionally left blank]
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is regulated for a homogenised ideal of an individual of middle-class 
social standing, usually male, belonging to an ethnic majority, being 
able-bodied, and of a productive age (Sheller, 2018). This neglects the 
experiences and mobility-related difficulties of those who cannot afford 
transport costs, women, immigrants, minorities, the disabled, and the 
elderly. Related to this argument is the capability and social justice 
principles on how people with socio-economic disadvantages have less 
freedom and capacities to move, thus preventing them from actualising 
any potential accessibility and obtaining the intended distributive bene-
fits from transport developments (Beyazit, 2011; Sen, 1992; Sheller, 2018).

To untangle the various concepts of mobility inequality, this arti-
cle presents a systematic review of 270 peer-reviewed articles dating 
from 1969 to August 2018 to offer a critical analysis of the concepts 
and potential operationalisation. Reviewing a wide array of research 
articles, we provide a fundamental understanding of factors and ap-
proaches to mobility inequality across scales, geographical contexts, 
and socio-cultural contexts. Highlighting mobility and accessibility for 
the marginalised, we connect the discussions from a macro scale per-
spective regarding distribution of transport benefits and costs (Karner 
et al., 2020) to a micro scale concern on women’s safety in public transit 
environments (Ding et al., 2020) amongst others. The article concludes 
with two thought experiments to actualise the dilemmas and challenges 
for addressing mobility inequalities in planning practice and provide 
recommendations for future research.

2.2. Defining the scope

This article defines mobility inequality as differences in the ability and 
capacity to move in line with Cresswell (2010), including the physical 
act of mobility through various human and mechanical systems, and 
embracing mobility as a social practice enabling movement from origin 
to destination. Differences in mobility is usually measured in terms of 
travel time, distance, mode, pattern, options (Banister, 2018; Olvera 
et al., 2004), or as travel experience (or difficulties), and freedom to 
travel (Cresswell, 2010; Graglia, 2016; Sheller, 2018; Uteng, 2006). These 
indicators are connected to socio-economic inequalities as the lack of 
mobility can lead to the reduced access to socio-economic opportunities. 
This relation has been acknowledged as early as in the work of Wachs 
and Kumagai (1973, p. 438): “inequalities in physical mobility are major 
contributors to socio economic inequality”. Lind and Agergaard (2010) 
and Porter et al. (2011) proved the correlation between having difficul-
ties to access educational facilities due to travel constraints and lower 

group (e.g. women, the disabled, elderly, low-income) within a specific 
context and are at risk of being fragmented and over-emphasising certain 
groups in favour of others thereby skewing current planning practices. 

Mobility inequality has piqued the interest of scholars from various 
disciplines, especially in the fields of transport, planning, geography, 
and social sciences. At the risk of stereotyping each discipline, the un-
derstanding of mobility inequality differs across these fields. Transport 
literature adopts a technical-functional description of different levels 
of mobility (e.g. travel time, distance, pattern, mode, options) (Adeel 
et al., 2016; Banister, 2018; Currie et al., 2009; Purwanto, 2016), while 
in planning and geography literature, a spatial depiction of unequal 
mobilities is preferred (Alberts et al., 2016; Grengs, 2010; Preston and 
McLafferty, 2016; Pyrialakou et al., 2016). Within social sciences, there 
are usually in-depth narratives explaining why such differences in mo-
bility exists (Cresswell, 2010; Graglia, 2016; Sheller, 2018). There have 
obviously been studies taking an interdisciplinary perspective leading 
to a more comprehensive reading of the causes and impacts of mobility 
inequality but are in the minority (see for instance Schönfelder and 
Axhausen, 2003; Schwanen et al., 2008; Shay et al., 2016).

Despite an advanced scholarly understanding of mobility inequality, 
planning practices and policy tell a different story. As international and 
national transport policies become increasingly focused on providing 
social equality and equity (European Union, 2017; United Nations, 2016) 
and the popularity of accessibility and access-for-all policies all over 
the world (Silva et al., 2017), a high reliance on potential place-based 
accessibility planning instead of people-centred approaches remains 
(Miller, 2005; Stafford and Baldwin, 2018). Although increasing num-
bers of practitioners prefer and acknowledge alternative approaches, 
implementation remains impeded by organisational (e.g. rigid sectoral 
separation, unwillingness to adopt new approach) and technical bar-
riers (e.g. not user-friendly) (Geurs and van Wee, 2004; Silva et al., 
2017). Consequently, efforts to address mobility inequality remain as 
business-as-usual. Indicator 11.2.1 of the United Nations’ Sustainable 
Development Goals for sustainable cities and communities asks for a 

“proportion of population that has convenient access to public transport, by 
sex, age, and persons with disabilities” (United Nations, 2020) but does 
not differentiate whether the access to public transport can be fully and 
equally utilised by all individuals, especially those marginalised. 

The ethical basis for understanding mobility inequality stems from 
the argument that freedom of movement and access to key functions are 
basic universal human rights as stated in the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights art. 13, 21, 23-27 (United Nations, 1948). Unfortunately, in 
most societies and environments, this freedom of movement and access 
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2.3. Methods and data

Within the defined scope, frequently used and related keywords such as 
‘mobility’, ‘inequality’, ‘transport’, ‘justice’, ‘exclusion’, and ‘disadvantage’ 
were used for our review. The initial scan with Google Scholar resulted 
in 4,046 articles. Omitting results that exceed our scope, such as virtual 
mobility, migration, and refugee, and after cleaning up for redundancies, 
proceedings, book reviews, and theses, 270 articles remained. The scan-
ning and review process were performed during April to August 2018, 
focusing on various conceptualisations of mobility inequality through 
identification of contributing factors and approaches.

The reviewed articles are from leading journals in transport, planning, 
geography, social sciences and the fields of gender, public health, dis-
ability, aging, and political sciences. 230 of the 270 reviewed articles are 
of empirical cases while 40 of them provide a theoretical understanding 
(e.g. conceptualisation, review). Most cases are based on regions of 
developed economies (e.g. United States 18%, United Kingdom 11%, 
Australia 9%) while cases from regions of developing economies are in 
the minority (e.g. Nepal, Uruguay, Indonesia, Kyrgyzstan, and Uganda 
are less than 1%) (Table 2.1). There are cases using multiple countries, 
but the distribution of developed and developing economies remains 
unequal. This distribution suggested that there is a knowledge and 
practical gaps as mobility inequality understood through the lenses 
of developed economies might be incongruent with the spatial and 
socio-cultural conditions in developing contexts.

2.4. Results

The review identified intrinsic (i.e. individual attributes) and extrin-
sic (i.e. spatial and socio-cultural constructs) factors, and approaches 
for understanding mobility inequality. The interplay of intrinsic and 
extrinsic factors can improve or restrain mobility of certain socio-eco-
nomic groups. Various approaches for understanding these relations 
are discerned: ranging from quantitative, qualitative, or mixed of both; 
covering large-scale, small-scale, or combined dataset.

2.4.1. Contributing factors 
Our review of 230 empirical studies show a wide range of intrinsic 
factors such as level of income with car ownership as a proxy, gender, 
age, race, disability, migrant status, and numbers of children influencing 
mobility inequality (Table 2.2). Income is the most frequently mentioned 

educational performances. Since educational level affects employment 
and income, this will likely affect socio-economic status. 

Mobility also serves as a means to accessibility (Ferreira et al., 2012). 
Socially marginalised individuals are likely to experience difficulties 
in their daily mobility, later impacting their realisation of potential 
accessibility for reaching necessary functions (e.g. schools, health care, 
grocery stores). For example, the elderly and the disabled-body are likely 
to have physical difficulties, limiting their mobility and participation in 
socio-economic activities and eventual social well-being (Imrie, 2000; 
Titheridge et al., 2009). Women from cultures that restrict female in-
dependence are often become (even voluntarily) less mobile, limiting 
their access to socio-cultural activities such as sport and leisure (Adeel 
et al., 2017; Uteng, 2009). 

Although differences in mobility might be a result of individual dif-
ferences, they are also determined by formal and informal institutions 
manifesting as spatial and socio-cultural constructs such as lack of 
sidewalks in certain North American cities adversely impacting those 
without private vehicles or women not being able to get driving licenses 
in certain Middle Eastern countries leading to social exclusion. An 
individual can be excluded if there is insufficient support from the 
planning system for their mobility (i.e. those without private vehicles 
living in a car-oriented city). However, if the planning system is inclu-
sive, a wheelchair user could easily move around within the city and 
participate in socio-economic activities.

Establishing a link with planning practices, we therefore define the 
scope of mobility inequality as encompassing the causes and impacts 
of differences in mobility, in terms of physical transport movement and 
its related spatial and social practices in accessing key functions. This 
scope is closely related to and often used interchangeably with concepts 
such as transport inequality (Banister, 2018), transport disadvantaged 
(Delbosc and Currie, 2011a; 2011b; Denmark, 1998), and transport 
poverty (Lucas et  al., 2016; Mattioli et  al., 2017). Such differences in 
mobility can be generated by spatial mismatch (Blumenberg, 2004; 
Grengs, 2010) and causes transport related social exclusion (Church 
et al., 2000; Kenyon et al., 2002; Lucas, 2012), which is often mentioned 
in the same breath. Frequently, research addressing mobility inequality 
adopts principles from transport justice (Karner et al., 2020; Martens, 
2012; 2017) and mobility justice (Sheller, 2018). It is therefore often that 
literature pertaining to mobility inequality utilises these concepts as 
keywords.



7372 Section 2: Conceptualising mobility inequality Chapter 2. Conceptualising mobility inequality: Mobility and accessibility for the marginalised

are likely to have limited mobility, thus reducing their access to wider 
socio-economic opportunities and making them more vulnerable to 
social exclusion (Delbosc and Currie, 2011a; 2011b; Lucas, 2012). 

The relationship between income variations and differences in mo-
bility is the most extensively studied (see also Banister 2018). Earlier 
studies, such as Wachs and Kumagai (1973) found that low-income 
groups in Los Angeles have lower car ownership and are only able to 
access low-wage jobs. Three decades later, the finding still holds true 
as Blumenberg (2004) revealed that low-income women travel smaller 
distances, indicating socio-economic and transportation barriers in 
their search for better employment that are usually available with longer 
commuting distance. African American women in inner city Detroit 
(Grengs 2010) experienced similar barriers. Meanwhile, in Chile, the 
low-income group voluntarily limit their mobility within walking dis-
tance and only travel for work, education, or daily necessities (Ureta, 
2008). In the French context, Olvera et al. (2004) and Purwanto (2016) 
suggest that level of income is less significant than access to a car in 
defining mobility inequality. This might be related to extrinsic factors 
such as the availability of public transport, city size, and concentration 

Table 2.2. Individual (intrinsic) factors influencing mobility

Factors
Numbers 
of article 

mentioned
Influence to mobility Examples

Income 130 as monetary affordance to be mobile Blumenberg, 2004; Grengs, 2010; 
Olvera et al., 2004; Purwanto, 2016; 
Ureta, 2008; Wachs and Kumagai, 
1973

Gender 56 through socio-cultural stereotypes 
producing gendered travel pattern 
and behaviour

Adeel et al., 2017; Alberts et al., 2016; 
Cook and Butz, 2007; Graglia, 2016; 
Schwanen et al., 2008; Stark and 
Meschik, 2018

Age 42 through physical and financial 
abilities to travel independently

Hjorthol, 2013; Lord and Luxem-
bourg, 2007; Shergold and Parkhurst, 
2012; Spinney et al., 2009;

Race 35 influencing travel pattern and mode 
preference through racial segrega-
tion and stereotype

Culwick et al., 2015; Preston and 
McLafferty, 2016; Schuermans, 2017; 
Sheller, 2015

Disability 34 as physical limitation to travel Casas, 2007; Gallagher, et al., 2011; 
Golledge, 1993; Imrie, 2000 

Migrant 
status

11 challenges to perform daily mobility 
in an unfamiliar setting

Chung et al., 2014; Uteng, 2006; 
2009; Yu, 2016 

Numbers of 
children

9 stressful experience of travelling 
with children and space-time fixity 

Bostock, 2001; McLaren, 2016 

factor as a direct relation whether an individual can afford to be mobile. 
Gender follows as a second common factor illustrating socio-cultural 
stereotypes influencing travel patterns and behaviours. Third, is the 
factor of age indicating physical and financial abilities to travel. These 
are then followed by race as a factor in relation to racial segregation 
affecting mobility, disability as a factor for physical limitations, with 
migrant status and number of children rounding up the list as proxies for 
individualised mobility challenges in navigating the socially constructed 
built environment (Table 2.2).

In the reviewed articles, each intrinsic factor is not investigated as 
stand-alone attributes and are usually intertwined with a certain spatial 
and socio-cultural context. This can be seen in studies about mobility 
of low-income women (Bostock, 2001; McQuoid and Dijst, 2012), im-
migrant women (Uteng, 2006; 2009), or low-income minority groups 
(Preston and McLafferty, 2016). In general, the socially marginalised are 
characterised as a mix of low-income individuals, women, the elderly, 
the minority, the disabled, immigrants, and those with children. They 

Table 2.1. Empirical cases of mobility inequality studies

Empirical cases Number of 
articles

United States (US) 42
United Kingdom (UK) 26
Australia 20
Canada 12
South Africa 10
Colombia 8
India, Pakistan 6
Brazil, Chile, China, France, Turkey 5
Norway, Philippine 4
Cameroon, Germany, New Zealand, Sweden 3
Albania, Belgium, Italy, Ireland, Nepal, Scotland, South Korea, Spain, 
Thailand, Uruguay 

2

Croatia, Denmark, Hong Kong, Iceland, Indonesia, Israel, Japan, 
Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Mexico, Portugal, Tanzania, Uganda, United Arab 
Emirates

1

Multiple countries:
European countries 6
UK and Australia 4
North American and European countries 3
African countries 2
US and Japan; China and India; Uruguay and Argentina; Sri Lanka, 
Pakistan, Tanzania; developing countries

1
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a history of racial segregation embedded in residential locations and 
wage (Preston and McLafferty, 2016; Sheller, 2015).  In South Africa, 
whites travelled mainly in the city centre while Africans remained on 
the periphery as a result of apartheid policies (Culwick et al., 2015). 
White middle-class South Africans opt to use cars and avoid public 
transport due to their fear of interaction with the impoverished blacks 
they associate with crime (Schuermans, 2017). In the Middle East, the 
avoidance of public transport plays into negative racial stereotypes when 
Emirati students are unwilling to take the bus as their parents associate 
buses with low-income workers who are non-Emirati (Qamhaieh and 
Chakravarty, 2017).

Disability as a factor refers to specific mobility needs to overcome 
physical limitations. Studies have highlighted that the mobility needs 
of the disabled are neglected in the transport system (Golledge, 1993; 
Imrie, 2000; Imrie and Kumar, 1998). When using public transport, 
people with reduced vision require guiding facilities (Gallagher et al., 
2011), wheelchair users require ample manoeuvring space (Matthews 
et al., 2003), and those with hearing impairments and learning disability 
(i.e. dyslexia) depend on informative signages (Lamont et al., 2013). 
Disability coupled with aging leading to reduced vision or walking 
disability is a current theme of research (Stafford and Baldwin, 2018). 
Since the current transport system rarely accommodates the specific 
mobility needs imposed by certain disabilities, this can lead to reduced 
access to key functions and social exclusion. This systematic negligence 
is found across geographical contexts, such as the UK (Imrie and Kumar, 
1998), South Korea (Kim et al., 2017), Chile (Rotarou and Sakellariou, 
2017), and the US (Casas, 2007).

There is an emerging strand of study focusing on mobility challenges 
experienced by immigrants, such as difficulties in familiarising oneself 
within a foreign transport system (Chung et al., 2014; Yu, 2016) and being 
excluded from the system through language or cultural barriers (e.g. 
difficulty to obtain driving license) (Bose, 2013; 2014; Reid-Musson, 2018). 
Interestingly, immigrants tend towards voluntary immobility as they 
cluster in neighbourhoods with others of similar origin. This clustering 
in the Chinese community in the US (Yu, 2016) or Pakistani community 
in Norway (Uteng, 2009) provides a familiar locality but discourages 
outside travel and interaction with the host country. In the long term, 
this can lead to spatial segregation and racialised mobility (Sheller, 2015). 

The presence of children as a factor imposes mobility difficulties. 
Walking with kids can be stressful as parents have to entertain them 
while keeping them safe (Bostock, 2001). Similarly, when taking the bus, 
parents have to be considerate of other passengers while monitoring 
their child (McLaren 2016; McQuoid and Dijst, 2012). Women with 

of urban functions enabling low-income groups to overcome barriers 
to mobility.

The factor of gender is studied in terms of women’s travel pattern, 
restrained mobility, and their perceived fear of travelling in public 
spaces (see review of gender and transport studies by Hanson, 2010; Law, 
1999; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016). In the 1970s, geographers and transport 
researchers started to recognise that women have a particular travel 
pattern. Ericksen (1977) found that women in the US travel a shorter 
distance than men and black women travel a longer distance and are 
less likely to have access to cars as compared to white women. This 
difference in distance travelled relates to the domestic role ascribed to 
women restraining their travelling activities, indicating a space-time 
fixity (Kwan, 1999; Schwanen et al., 2008). The extent of gender based 
restrained mobility varies across spatial and socio-cultural contexts; 
women in rural South Africa are more domestically bounded than 
those in urban areas (Venter et al., 2007) and women in a culture with 
strong gender role differentiation such as Pakistan and India experience 
less freedom for independent travel (Adeel et al., 2017; Alberts et al., 
2016; Cook and Butz, 2007). Women also experience heightened safety 
concerns while travelling, resulting in their avoidance of certain times, 
routes, or modes (Ding et al., 2020; Graglia, 2016; Stark and Meschik, 
2018). It is argued that this fear is formed by socio-cultural constructs 
of gender socialisation and victimisation, exacerbated by gender-in-
sensitive design of public spaces and transit environments (Ding et al., 
2020; Law, 1999; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016).

Age as a factor relates to physical and financial abilities to travel. Fi-
nancial ability to travel conveniently and having more options occurs 
between the age of 40s and 60s, when individuals are likely to have a 
stable income (Hjorthol, 2008). As individuals age, their physical ability 
to travel decreases (e.g. easily tired when travelling for longer time and 
distances). An elderly individual’s ability to travel is related directly to 
their well-being and their vulnerability to social exclusion (Hjorthol, 
2013; Ravulaparthy et al., 2013; Spinney et al., 2009). Interestingly, most 
elderly do not experience residing in rural areas as increasing their risk 
of being socially excluded due to the strong community ties present 
(Lord and Luxembourg, 2007; Shergold and Parkhurst, 2012).

Race as a factor influences travel pattern and mode preference, espe-
cially in regions with explicit racial segregation. In the US, whites are 
more likely to travel by car while other racial groups (i.e. Asian, Hispanic, 
African) tend to use public transport (Preston and McLafferty, 2016). 
In Philadelphia, white individuals avoid traversing deprived neigh-
bourhoods in spite of additional travel time and costs (Sheller, 2015). 
Differences in travel pattern and mode preference are deeply rooted in 
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zones for certain ethnicities. For example, in the US and South Africa, 
black and low-income neighbourhoods are often perceived as deprived 
and dangerous zones to be avoided (Culwick et al., 2015; Preston and 
McLafferty, 2016; Schuermans, 2017; Sheller, 2015).

2.4.2. Approaches for understanding mobility inequality
A complimentary variety of approaches for understanding mobility 
inequality exists; they range from quantitative, qualitative, and mixed 
methods and cover large-scale, small-scale, or multiple data sources. 
Frequently used approaches include correlational analysis, descriptive 
statistics, calculation and mapping of accessibility, descriptive narratives, 
analysis of interviews and focus groups (Table 2.3). Generally, differences 
in levels of mobility (e.g. travel time, distance, mode) is analysed using 
large-scale quantitative studies (Blumenberg, 2004; Culwick et al., 2015; 
Delbos and Currie, 2011a; 2011b; Grengs, 2010; Olvera et al., 2004; Preston 
and McLafferty, 2016; Purwanto, 2016), while travel experiences and 
freedom to travel are described using in-depth qualitative studies (Bose, 
2013; Bostock, 2001; Cook and Butz, 2017; Graglia, 2016; Ureta, 2008; 
Uteng, 2009; Yu, 2016). Studies utilising mixed methods and datasets 
exist but are in the minority. For instance, the use of space-time analysis 
to identify space-time fixity differentiated by gender and occupation 
(Kwan, 1999; Neutens et al., 2014; Schwanen et al., 2008) or a qualitative 
mapping to visualise mobility patterns of certain socio-economic groups 
(Alberts et al., 2016; McCray and Brais, 2007; Shay et al., 2016).

To provide an overview and possible combination of various methods, 
each method (combined or used individually) is registered in Table 2.3. 
For instance, Shay et al., (2016) utilising maps of transport disadvantaged 
from socio-economic profiles with an analysis of in-depth interviews 
and focus groups is registered as using three different methods, namely 
qualitative mapping, analysis of interviews, and analysis of focus groups.  

Among quantitative approaches, correlational analysis is the most 
frequently used to investigate how and to what extent differences in 
mobility are influenced by socio-economic and spatial factors. Findings, 
however, should be cautiously interpreted within the local socio-cultural 
contexts. For example, Delbosc and Currie (2011c) found that in Austra-
lia being transport disadvantaged is correlated with well-being but not 
with social exclusion. Shergold and Parkhurst (2012) reported for elderly 
living in the rural area in South England and Wales that being transport 
disadvantaged correlates with potential of social exclusion. Adeel et al. 
(2016) showed that Pakistani women are less likely to participate in social 
and leisure-based activities compared to men, indicating a stronger risk 
of social exclusion for women. 

children experience increased space-time fixity with their travel pattern 
more bounded to home and childcare activities (Schwanen et al., 2008).

In the reviewed articles, how an individual’s intrinsic attributes in-
fluence eventual differences in mobility cannot be separated from their 
spatial conditions and socio-cultural constructs. These are extrinsic 
factors defined as external and systemic components that influence 
the individual’s mobility. Often, these spatial conditions and socio-cul-
tural constructs are interrelated in a socio-spatial context. For instance, 
women tend to avoid travelling at night in places associated with crime 
thereby amplifying gendered mobility (Law, 1999; Loukaitou-Sideris, 
2016; Stark and Meschik, 2018).  

The interplay of individual attributes and spatial conditions is reflected 
in mobility behaviour and pattern, such as the preference (or avoidance) 
of certain routes, times, and transport modes. Spatial conditions manifest 
as location, distance, urban form, transport and land use integration, 
and existing spatial segregation that inadvertently limit or restrain the 
mobility of marginalised groups. Residing in a remote area (e.g. rural or 
suburb) can amplify mobility inequality for those without private vehi-
cles due to a low concentration of services and facilities and low public 
transit supply (Pyrialakou et al., 2016; Shirmohammadli et al., 2016). 
Low-income immigrants in rural areas (Reid-Musson, 2018) and women 
(Alberts et al., 2016; Venter et al., 2007) are adversely affected. In terms 
of urban form, a street layout prioritising car traffic and a coarse urban 
grain (Crane, 2000; Kandt, 2018) marginalises captive pedestrians, who 
tend to be low-income individuals without access to cars or transit. Most 
transport and land use systems do not accommodate women’s travel 
patterns and their safety concerns (Ding et al., 2020; Hanson, 2010; Law, 
1999; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016;) and those with specific mobility needs 
(Golledge, 1993; Imrie, 2000; Imrie and Kumar, 1998). Similar effects of 
spatial segregation and social exclusion affect immigrants and minorities 
(Preston and McLafferty, 2016; Sheller, 2015; Uteng, 2009; Yu, 2016). 

Meanwhile, the interplay of individual attributes and socio-cultural 
constructs can be seen through the norms and stereotypes, mainly from 
gender (gendered mobility) and race (racialised mobility). Gendered 
mobility (Hanson, 2010; Law, 1999; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016) is rooted 
in gender socialisation and victimisation over time, generating a belief 
that women are more vulnerable to crime and assaults while travelling in 
public spaces (Ding et al., 2020; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016) or that women 
are not capable of driving and travelling independently in South Asian 
and the Middle Eastern contexts; thus, effectively limiting their action 
radius and access to socio-economic opportunities (Adeel et al., 2017; 
Uteng, 2009). Racialised mobility (Sheller, 2015) describes how socio- 
cultural stereotypes embedded in racial segregation produces no-go 
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Descriptive statistics is also commonly used and draws from large-
scale data sources (e.g. national travel survey or census data) to compare 
or highlight differences in travel behaviour and choices across socio- 
economic profiles and various spatial contexts. Blumenberg (2004) com-
pared trip purpose, transport mode, travel distance, and time between 
average working adults and low-income single parents in the US. Mattioli 
(2014) highlights travel distance by transport mode and type of area (i.e. 
city centre, suburb) for non-car owners in the UK. Blanco and Apaolaza 
(2018) used a national census and mobility survey to compare the number 
of trips, car ownership, possession of driving license, access to public 
transport, and travel time across income groups in Argentina. This ap-
proach provides a general pattern of mobility across socio-economic 
groups but neglects the individual differences and attributes.

The mapping and calculating of accessibility are often used as prox-
ies for mobility inequality. In this approach, socio-economic profiles 
are often aggregated to identify the spatial distribution but there are 
contextual differences. The underlying assumption being that people 
with transport disadvantages have low mobility, which leads to reduced 
accessibility. Here, accessibility is often measured as cumulative oppor-
tunities. Pyrialakou et al. (2016) mapped areas with high concentration 
of transport disadvantage and juxtaposed them with access to hospitals, 
schools, recreational facilities, and public transport. Delmelle and Casas 
(2012) mapped access to hospitals, recreational sites, and libraries in 
Colombia, and analysed them across income groups.  Hernandez (2018) 
mapped access to schools and jobs and identified that low-income neigh-
bourhoods have fewer cumulative access to education and employment 
opportunities. However, El-Geneidy et al. (2016) found that the lowest 
socio-economic group enjoyed higher accessibility to jobs in Canada. 
This approach can only depict the potential, but not realised accessibility 
which is greatly influenced by individual attributes and socio-cultural 
constructs (e.g. Delmelle and Casas, 2012; El-Geneidy et al., 2016; Geurs 
and van Wee, 2004).

Other common approaches include equity index, activity-based 
modelling, calculating transport supply and need gap, and cluster 
analysis. Equity index analyses the distributional benefit of transport 
infrastructure and services across socio-economic groups showing how 
transport institutions reproduce mobility inequalities especially for the 
marginalised (Karner et al., 2020). Examples include inequitable pub-
lic transport supply in Australia (Ricciardi et al., 2016; Xia et al., 2016) 
and in Latin America (Falavigna and Hernandez, 2017). Activity-based 
modelling is another approach for predicting the impacts from mobility 
inequality (Priya and Uteng, 2009) in relation to risk of social exclusion 
by linking mobility options and available socio-economic opportunities. 

Approaches Numbers 
of articles Insights for mobility inequality Examples

Quantitative approach
Correlational analysis (e.g. 
regression, logistic model, 
factor analysis, structural 
equation modelling)

47 how and to what extent differences 
in mobility is influenced by 
socio-economic and spatial factors

Adeel et al., 2016; Delbosc and 
Currie, 2011c; Shergold and 
Parkhurst, 2012 

Descriptive statistics 40 compare or highlight differences in 
mobility (e.g. travel time, distance, 
mode) across socio-economic 
profiles and various spatial contexts

Blanco and Apaolaza, 2018; 
Blumenberg, 2004; Mattioli, 
2014 

Calculation and mapping 
of accessibility (e.g. to 
employment, education, 
health care)

34 describe spatial accessibility as the 
impacts of having differences in 
mobility

Delmelle and Casas, 2012; 
El- Geneidy et al., 2016; 
Hernandez, 2018; Pyrialakou 
et al., 2016

Equity index analysis 10 distributional benefit of transport 
infrastructure and services across 
socio-economic groups, indicating 
how transport system produces 
unequal mobilities

Falavigna and Hernandez, 
2017; Ricciardi et al., 2016; Xia 
et al., 2016; 

Calculation and mapping 
the gap of transport 
supply and need

9 highlight where and which areas 
that have prominent inequality

Currie et al., 2009; Currie, 
2010; Jaramillo et al., 2012; 
Pyrialakou et al., 2016

Activity-based modelling 7 prediction of the impacts from 
differences in mobility

Priya and Uteng, 2009; 
Schönfelder and Axhausen, 
2003

Cluster analysis 5 identify area of transport 
disadvantage by grouping similar 
socio-economic profile 

Özkazanç and Sönmez, 2017; 
Vermeiren et al., 2015

Qualitative approach
Descriptive narrative 82 review and conceptualisation of 

differences in mobility
Cass et al., 2005; Jensen, 
2011; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016; 
Manderscheid, 2011; Sheller, 
2015 

Analysis of interviews 39 in-depth description of experiences 
and perspectives on mobility prac-
tices, often focused on transport 
disadvantage group

Cook and Butz, 2017; Graglia, 
2016; Lowe and Mosby, 2016; 
Shergold and Parkhurst, 2012; 
Ureta, 2008; Uteng, 2009; 

Analysis of focus groups 17 a group response for certain 
mobility issue

Gallagher et al., 2011; Imrie 
and Kumar, 1998; Kim et al., 
2017; McCray and Brais, 2007

Ethnography 5 an in-depth understanding of 
mobility system through first 
hand observation, experience, and 
interaction

Bissell, 2016; Lind and 
Agergaard, 2010; Qamhaieh 
and Chakravarty, 2017

Mixed approach
Space-time analysis 3 finer representation of differences 

in activity-travel 
Kwan, 1999; Neutens et al., 
2014; Schwanen et al., 2008

Qualitative mapping 3 spatial depiction of mobility 
inequality focusing on specific 
population group

Alberts et al., 2016; McCray 
and Brais, 2007; Shay et al., 
2016

Table 2.3. Approaches for understanding mobility inequality
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bus passengers in Abu Dhabi (Qamhaieh and Chakravarty, 2017) or 
South Africa (Bissell, 2016).

These above approaches utilise qualitative methods of data collection 
or analysis and are instrumental in providing context-specific insights 
and findings. However, the intricacies of these methods make them 
difficult to reproduce and replicate across various contexts. There is 
also an overemphasis on specific populations (i.e. low-income women, 
migrants, and refugees) while failing to abstract insights for a larger 
marginalised segment of the population.

A combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods is rare 
(15 out of 301 counts). Space-time analysis which depicts finer repre-
sentation of activity-travel (i.e. where and when activity takes place) 
taking data from travel diaries with varying sample sizes differentiated 
by individual attributes, for instance, by gender or employment (Kwan, 
1999; Neutens et al., 2014; Schwanen et al., 2008) is one example. An-
other is qualitative mapping combining interviews or focus groups with 
spatial analysis of the mobility experiences of specific population groups 
(Alberts et al., 2016; McCray and Brais, 2007).

The approaches for understanding mobility inequality depends right-
fully on the purpose of study, which defines how mobility inequality is 
operationalised (e.g. whether to describe differences in mobility level 
across socio-demographic profiles, in-depth description of mobility chal-
lenges of certain group, spatial distribution of differences in mobility and 
accessibility, or combination of these purposes) and the data availability 
within a given context. Interestingly, we notice that a spatial approach is 
underused (i.e. mapping of accessibility, transport supply-need, qualita-
tive mapping, cluster analysis, space-time, and activity-based modelling), 
being applied 61 times out of a total of 301 (for example Currie et al., 2009; 
Currie, 2010; El-Geneidy et al., 2016; Jaramillo et al., 2012; Kwan, 1999; 
McCray and Brais, 2007; Pyrialakou et al., 2016; Schwanen et al., 2008). 
This presents a challenge and opportunity to fill the knowledge gap on 
how the interplay between spatial conditions and socio-cultural con-
structs in combination with intrinsic factors influence mobility inequality.

2.5. Reflection: Dilemmas and challenges for addressing 
mobility inequality 

Despite identification of intrinsic and extrinsic factors and approaches 
for understanding mobility inequality, operationalisation and address-
ing of mobility inequality in policy and practice remains elusive. To 
make clear and illustrate the dilemmas and challenges inherent in this 
implementation gap, we propose two thought experiments using daily 

For the analysis of transport supply and need gap, the transport supply 
often uses public transport infrastructures and services data while socio- 
demographic profiles (e.g. census tract) indicate transport need. Currie 
et al. (2009) and Currie (2010) juxtapose public transport supply and 
need from the socio-economically disadvantaged group in Australia 
to suggest transport investment priorities. Similar investigations are 
found in North (Pyrialakou et al., 2016) and Latin America (Jaramillo 
et al., 2012) where areas of high level of illiteracy and unemployment are 
overlapped with low public transport services. Similarly, cluster analysis 
is used to identify socio-economic clusters and compare their mobility 
patterns in terms of transport difficulties (Özkazanç and Sönmez, 2017; 
Vermeiren et al., 2015). 

However, these above approaches generate findings from large-scale 
datasets usually at a national or city level which are often proprietary. 
The drawbacks include barriers to finding and utilising the data (e.g. the 
data are not being consistently gathered or interpreted across different 
contexts) and the risk that the findings are interpreted from a govern-
mental or political perspective. Due to the sheer number of samples, 
these datasets are also limited in how sensitive they are to individual 
attributes and mobility needs.

In terms of qualitative approaches (see Table 2.3), the descriptive 
narrative approach is most preferred. Examples include in-depth nar-
rative on racialised mobility (Sheller 2015), gendered mobility (Hanson, 
2010; Law, 1999; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016), and discourses of mobility of 
the disabled (Imrie 2000). Cass et al. (2005), Jensen (2011), Kwan and 
Schwanen (2016), and Manderscheid (2011) also discuss the relation 
of mobility and inequalities in general terms. Following, analysis of 
interviews is frequently used to provide in-depth descriptions of mobility 
experiences of specific transport disadvantaged groups (Bose, 2013; 
Cook and Butz, 2017; Graglia, 2016; Lowe and Mosby, 2016; Ureta, 2008; 
Uteng, 2006; 2009; Yu, 2016). Typical questions include mobility patterns, 
constraints, difficulties, and frightening (or positive) experiences. Inter-
view is also employed to analyse perspectives on mobility practices with 
experts’ respondents (Richardson and Jensen, 2008; Shay et al., 2016). 
Focus groups are also commonly used offering time efficiency for data 
collection or to verify initial findings (McCray and Brais, 2007; Shay 
et al., 2016), especially for respondents that are difficult to interview in-
dependently such as the disabled (Gallagher et al., 2011; Imrie and Kumar, 
1998; Kim et al., 2017; Lamont et al., 2013). Another common approach is 
ethnographic observation to understand  the mechanisms of a mobility 
system through the researcher(s) first hand observations, experiences, 
and interactions on various modalities and contexts which might not 
be captured in national or large scale databases such as experiences of 
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Lucas, 2012; Mattioli, 2014). Mobility inequality experienced can 
include reduced mobility (i.e. only able to access socio-economic 
opportunities within walking or cycling ranges or within public 
transport network) and safety concerns (e.g. more vulnerable to 
street crimes and traffic accidents) resulting in less freedom due 
to limited travel distance, physical and financial inconveniences, 
longer travel time, and feelings of fear and exclusion. These issues 
are amplified in car-oriented environments characterised by a dis-
proportionate amount of road surfaces (i.e. enormous highways 
instead of sidewalks), monofunctional land use with large block 
sizes, dispersed key functions, and unreliable public transport supply. 
Moreover, such environments tend to glorify car ownership and use, 
associating it with personal freedom and financial success while 
walking and using public transport is associated with a lower social 
status.

 In this scenario, mobility inequality is usually measured using 
large-scale datasets (i.e. national travel surveys) and less frequently 
with in-depth qualitative or combined approaches. The preferred 
approaches include descriptive statistics, correlational analysis, 
mapping accessibility, or analysis of transport supply-need gap, can 
highlight how ‘carless’ individuals (treated as an aggregate from 
socio-economic data) fare less in terms of mobility and accessibility 
compared to individuals with cars. This approach, however, is less 
sensitive to specific mobility experiences attributed to an individual’s 
intrinsic factors (e.g. mobility difficulties experienced by carless 
women differs from carless elderly). Here, in-depth qualitative ap-
proaches such as analysis of interviews, focus groups, or ethnogra-
phy, can be utilised to furnish a detailed understanding of mobility 
experiences of specific groups but reduces the ability to validate and 
generalise the data and have to be interpreted carefully according to 
a specific context. Combined methods, such as space-time analysis 
and qualitative mapping can be used to incorporate both general 
and in-depth insights of mobility experience, but they require a 
case specific data collection protocol. In practice, defining which 
approach to use depends on data availability and operationalisation 
capacity to interpret the findings for policy (Geurs and van Wee, 
2004; Silva et al., 2017). 

(2) Scenario 2: An immigrant in a racially segregated environment
 An individual with a migrant background is usually associated with 

being of a minority ethnic group, low-income, and with no access to 
private motorised vehicles due to difficulties in obtaining a driving 
license (Reid-Musson, 2018; Uteng, 2006; 2009). Mobility inequality 

mobility scenarios that are commonly found in most spatial conditions 
and socio-cultural contexts (Figure 2.1). The scenarios are defined and 
often used to capture mobility inequality in the articles reviewed. The 
first scenario depicts an individual without access to a private motorised 
vehicle (carless) in a car-oriented environment and the second scenario 
describes an individual with a migrant background in a racially segre-
gated environment.

For both scenarios, the following questions are asked: (1) what kind 
of mobility limitations or difficulties are experienced by the individual, 
(2) how those difficulties could be described and analysed, and finally 
comparing the scenarios on (3) how the individual difficulties can be 
addressed in policy and practice.

(1) Scenario 1: A ‘carless’ individual in a car-oriented environment
 These individuals tend to be from a low-income background, 

women who opt to let the male family member have the access to 
car, the elderly or the disabled who cannot drive, immigrants with 
no driving license, or a combination thereof (Blumenberg, 2004; 

Figure 2.1. Illustrative context for Scenario 1 (left) and Scenario 2 (right)
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2006; 2009), instead of across the whole system. Here, another practical 
challenge presents itself in the need to unfold the socio-spatial interplay 
that amplifies the mobility inequality as experienced by the marginalised. 
Spatial analysis linked with the understanding of socio-cultural con-
structs can be a solution. Space-time analysis and qualitative mapping 
are great starting points, although both approaches require extensive 
data collection and interpretation.  

In terms of conceptual challenges, the perceived importance of 
mobility inequality is another impedance to provide solution for im-
plementation. In Scenario 1, the mobility inequality as experienced by 
a ‘carless’ is inconsequential in a car-oriented environment resulting 
from pro-automobile transport and land use policies. The difficulties 
experienced by the ‘carless’ have been normalised and internalised 
(Manderscheid, 2014; Sheller, 2004; Urry, 2004). This resonates with 
the underreporting of sexual harassment of women in public transit 
due to socio-cultural taboo or the negative stereotype of those utilising 
public transport (Ding et  al., 2020). In Scenario 2, the established 
mobility systems and the needs of the majority of the population can 
adversely affect immigrants or the minorities (Sheller, 2015). Herein 
lies another dilemma, most public transport networks and general 
transportation systems and infrastructures are conceived to serve as a 
system for the masses and are financed (mostly) by public investments 
and through a majority democratic process. Unless the mobility needs 
of those marginalised or in the minority are institutionalised to achieve 
transport equity and justice (Karner et al., 2020), there will be limited 
positive change effected. The prioritising of the elimination of mobility 
inequality is crucial, but as initial ‘access-for-all’ policies show, they are 
usually relegated to step-free or barrier free access solutions which only 
address a small portion of those marginalised. For examples, door-to-
door mobility service policies offered for the disabled-body in the US 
come with an extra service cost, excluding the low-income disabled 
individuals (Casas, 2007), while in the UK and Australia, public trans-
port fare subsidies only applicable for the elderly, students, and people 
with disabilities, excluding the low-income immigrants (Lucas, 2012). 

The specificity and context sensitiveness of socio-cultural constructs 
present another challenge. Scenario 2 is a result of voluntary immobility 
due to different and often conflicting socio-cultural perspectives. Uteng’s 
(2006; 2009) findings regarding non-Western immigrant women who 
hold on to a belief that they should not travel without a (male) guardian 
in a North European context highlight this dilemma which is not easily 
resolved in transport policies. Likewise, in Scenario 1, the preference 
for car ownership and usage despite counter arguments in terms of 
resource and cost effectiveness impacting sustainability is irrational 

experienced by an immigrant can, in certain cases, be subtle and 
implicit (e.g. not being able to read or understand the languages 
used in public transport) to aggressive and explicit (e.g. being turned 
away from car-sharing services or public transport due to physical 
attributes) (Yu, 2016). An unfamiliar system and environment can 
incite discomfort and an overly cautious behaviour when walking 
around, asking for direction, or taking public transport. This fear is 
amplified, especially if the socio-cultural constructs in that context 
associate immigrants as crime perpetrators. This is especially so in a 
racially segregated city where certain ethnicities recognise or create 
no-go zones out of avoidance or clustering (Sheller, 2015). Mobility 
inequality here can manifest in terms of (voluntary) limited mobility 
through avoidance of certain routes and times. Immigrant women 
from a background of gender inequality experience this more (Uteng, 
2006; 2009). 

 In this scenario, the qualitative or combined approaches offer more 
sensitivity in revealing the subtle mobility difficulties as experienced 
by the immigrant. In practice, however, such difficulties are rarely 
registered (lack of data) and are not usually considered or prioritised 
in the planning process (Bose, 2013; Uteng, 2009). In fact, most mo-
bility policies tend to aggregate the user as a homogenised group and 
shy away from differences (gender, age, or migration background) 
in addressing their mobility needs.

In both scenarios, we can identify the differences in factors and ap-
proaches in understanding mobility inequality. A practical challenge re-
mains when considering what and how mobility inequality is measured, 
and consequently, defined via indicators or measurements in addressing 
the issue. The dilemma here is to balance the representativeness of a 
large-scale dataset and analysis with insights and nuances of in-depth 
qualitative approaches. Additionally, the role of context is instrumental 
in interpreting the data and determining the analysis of findings. This 
requires that the researcher(s) have local knowledge and insights or 
that the datasets could be calibrated across different contexts to be 
comparable.

Both scenarios show that mobility needs are subjected to individual 
attributes and experiences, such as the perceptions of safety. Analysing 
mobility experiences require an in-depth investigation on individual 
mobility behaviour and the psychological factors behind them. A gen-
eral indicator such as level of income is hardly applicable. Efforts on 
quantifying mobility needs has been proven to work at an aggregated 
scale (Bocarejo and Oviedo, 2012; Currie, 2010) or only focused on 
specific groups, such as the disabled (Casas, 2007) or immigrants (Uteng, 
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Taking two commonly discussed scenarios in the articles reviewed - (1) 
a ‘carless’ individual in a car-oriented environment and (2) an individual 
with a migrant background in a racially segregated environment - this ar-
ticle identifies the challenges and dilemmas in two thought experiments 
identifying mobility limitations or difficulties experienced and how 
those difficulties could be described and analysed. Then, the scenarios 
are compared in terms of how they are addressed in policy and practice. 
The practical challenges identified include the constraints of generalising 
findings from large-scale datasets while maintaining the sensitivity of 
in-depth insights. Here, the dilemma exists regarding whether mobility 
policies, as dictated by public funding and infrastructure, should cater 
for the general public or prioritise the marginalised. A conceptual chal-
lenge here is how to reconcile the importance of context in researching 
mobility inequality. As the literature indicates, the context plays a crucial 
role in determining the impact of mobility inequality. How can this 
sensitivity be introduced in the conceptualisation of mobility inequal-
ity for policy and practice? In addition, context is also relevant and 
interdependent on how and what values a society attaches to mobility. 
In other words, a car-oriented society would be less inclined to adopt 
policies that prioritises the marginalised, be they pedestrians or public 
transport users.

In conclusion, a proposed conceptualisation of mobility inequality 
from the perspective of the marginalised should consider the complex 
interplay between intrinsic (i.e. individual attributes) and extrinsic 
factors (i.e. spatial conditions and socio-cultural constructs). The spa-
tial approach can offer a framework to combine the quantitative and 
qualitative approaches commonly used to analyse and measure mobility 
inequalities. For instance, future research can adopt a mixed method ap-
proach to consider the spatial distribution of transport disadvantages or 
pinpoint where negative mobility experiences took place across a range 
of socio-economic profiles in a given socio-cultural context. It would 
be beneficial to perform more investigations on mobility inequalities 
in the regions of developing economies to complement and enrich the 
current body of literature that is mostly focused on developed economic 
regions. In practice, addressing mobility inequality does not equate to 
facilitating unlimited mobility but rather to cater to the needs of the 
marginalised by ensuring their access to key functions. An important 
first step is the inclusion of low-income individuals, women, the disabled, 
the elderly, and the minority in the planning process and policy design 
of urban and transport systems.

but socio-culturally embedded and self-replicating (Manderscheid, 
2014; Sheller, 2004; Urry, 2004). As society attaches certain values to 
certain modalities, there are political and social transactional costs in 
introducing mobility policies that alleviate the situation for the ‘carless’.

2.6. Conclusion and further research directions 

Mobility inequality discourse encompasses the causes and impacts of 
differences in mobility, in terms of physical transport movement and 
as related to spatial and social practices in accessing key functions. This 
article reviewed 270 research articles to identify intrinsic and extrinsic 
factors, critically analysed approaches to investigate mobility inequality, 
and provide two thought experiments to highlight the dilemmas and 
challenges in operationalising concepts of mobility inequality for policy 
and practice. 

Articles relating to mobility inequality span the fields of transport, 
planning, geography, social sciences and also include the fields of 
gender, public health, disability, aging, and political sciences. Of the 
factors identified, intrinsic factors (i.e. individual attributes) most 
frequently studied are income, gender, age, race, disability, migrant 
status, and numbers of children in descending order. These intrinsic 
factors are usually intertwined with extrinsic factors (spatial conditions 
and socio- cultural constructs) to generate mobility inequality. The 
interplay of intrinsic and extrinsic factors defines and characterises the 
scope of mobility inequalities in different contexts. Following from how 
the scope is defined, approaches to analyse mobility inequality differ. 
Approaches using quantitative methods and large-scale datasets are 
beneficial for understanding correlations and quantifying impacts of 
mobility inequalities but lacks a nuanced understanding of intrinsic 
factors and the socio-cultural constructs influencing it. This is reme-
died in a few articles with the combination of qualitative methods, in 
which specific marginalised groups are the focus of data collection and 
research. The drawback here is the external validity and generalisability 
of such nuanced insights. In both approaches, data availability and 
consistency are a chief concern. Large scale datasets are not always 
available due to proprietary data restrictions or differences in data 
collection across different nations or regions. In addition, these datasets 
are usually held by governmental authorities which brings into question 
the perspectives taken in research. The nuanced, in-depth qualitative 
data can be labour intensive and might not be replicable across different 
cases. Interestingly, there is a lack of spatial analysis as a method in 
the articles reviewed.



Transport and land use policies generating mobility inequality indicate a path de-
pendency. However, this relation as an interplay between policies and street network 
configuration connected to the socio-spatial conditions remains understudied. This 
section describes this socio-spatial interplay at the metropolitan scale, offering two 
chapters from two articles with a systemic understanding on the emergence of mobility 
inequality by looking at (1) planning policies over time (especially transport and land 
use), which are reflected in (2) the spatial structure (i.e. analysis of street network 
configuration using space syntax) and (3) current mobility behaviour. The first article 
focuses on Jakarta while the second article focuses on Kuala Lumpur. Findings from 
both chapters/articles indicate that planning policies over time have encouraged the 
domination of vehicular movement through a well-connected vehicular network and the 
marginalisation of pedestrians through the formation of a non-continuous pedestrian 
network, which later promote a society with a high reliance on cars and motorcycles. 
The impacts of previous planning policies are difficult to reverse and take a long-time 
to be fixed as they span across spatial scales and generations.

Articles in this section:
A. Hidayati, I., Yamu, C., and Tan, W. 2019. The Emergence of Mobility Inequality in 

Greater Jakarta, Indonesia: A Socio-Spatial Analysis of Path Dependencies in 
Transport–Land Use Policies. Sustainability, 11(18), 5115; https://doi.org/10.3390/
su11185115.

B. Hidayati, I., Yamu, C., and Tan, W. You have to drive: Impacts of planning policies 
on urban form and mobility behaviour in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. Journal of Urban 
Management (under review).

SECTION 3
Mobility inequality at the 
metropolitan scale

Picture: Unpaved sidewalks near Salak South KTM Station, Kuala Lumpur (source: author)
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