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ABSTRACT

Mobility of Care refers to trips generated by activities of care for home/family. These activities are
mostly associated with women and affect their mobility patterns. This paper aims to understand the
mobility patterns of caregivers by analysing Santiago’s mobility survey.

Our findings highlight significant inequalities between genders, with more women making chained
trips for care reasons. We also find that the presence of children in the household creates a gender
gap that is not present in households without children. Finally, we find that 31,2% of trips are done
for care-related reasons, with a significant difference between women and men.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The 2030 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) call for safe, affordable, and sustainable
transport systems, emphasizing the importance of addressing gender disparities (United Nations,
2015). While urban planning is shifting towards sustainability, gender-specific considerations are
often overlooked, posing challenges, especially for women (Greed, 2008, 2019). The 1992 Rio
Declaration prioritizes social equity, economic viability, and environmental sustainability (United
Nations, 1992). Figure 1 illustrates how integrating SDG goal number five (gender equality) into
transport planning can contribute to multiple SDGs, including reducing inequalities, poverty,
improving accessibility, and fostering sustainable cities and communities, ultimately promoting
peaceful and just societies.
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Figure 1: Gender focus in transport planning and Sustainable Development Goals

seveiopment OLALS

Source: Own creation based on United Nations (2015)

Gender perspectives in academia date back to the 1960s but have gained renewed importance due
to recent developments in transportation, particularly in (im)mobility related to caregiving
responsibilities and gender issues, previously associated mainly with women.

Contemporary societal changes, such as increased female workforce participation, demand a
revaluation of mobility from a gender perspective. Women have adapted their mobility patterns to
balance productive and reproductive roles, while men have traditionally focused on work-related
mobility.

The concept of "mobility of care," introduced by Sanchez de Madariaga (2009), highlights that this
mobility primarily affects women due to societal norms, gender stereotypes, and labour divisions.
Despite claims of being "technically neutral," transport planning often favours male-oriented work
commutes, neglecting gendered implications.

Insufficient transportation access is a significant barrier for women, limiting their participation in
various aspects of life. To achieve economic efficiency and social development, integrating gender
considerations into infrastructure and transportation is crucial.



However, gender analysis faces challenges due to data gaps and inadequate collection methods.
Accurately quantifying "mobility of care" requires improving data collection, as current statistics
tend to underestimate care-related trips, mostly undertaken by women.

In summary, this research seeks to broaden the discourse by examining the societal context of
(im)mobility and policy implications, particularly for those with caregiving responsibilities. It
involves quantitative data collection and statistical analysis through a gender-focused lens, using
mobility data from Santiago, Chile, with potential applications in diverse scenarios and geographic
contexts.

This paper is structured as follows: First, we present definitions used in our research and a short
bibliographic review. In the third section, we explain how we prepared the questionnaire for our
survey. In the fourth section, we present the results of the gender analysis of Santiago’s mobility
survey and our survey results. Finally, section five ends with the conclusion of this research.

2. DEFINITIONS AND LITERATURE REVIEW

In this section, we will explain the basic concept used in this research and provide a brief literature
review to set a common ground for analysis.

2.1. Gender and Concept Definitions

"Sex" denotes biological differences, while "gender" encompasses societal constructs like
behaviour patterns, roles, and expectations based on biological sex, which can vary across time,
place, culture, and politics.

In this study, gender is viewed as a social construct shaping behaviour patterns tied to biological
sex, influenced by stereotypes dictating suitable conduct and activities. These stereotypes impact
how individuals are perceived and treated.

Contemporary women often associate womanhood with hard work and empowerment, signalling
shifts from traditional roles of dependence.

Transport analysis with a gender perspective involves evaluating how transport policy affects
various groups, considering intersections like gender, age, and education. This approach ensures
inclusive transport projects benefiting everyone in society.

2.2. Literature Review

Sanchez de Madariaga (2009) introduced "care mobility" to emphasize gender-based differences
in travel behaviours. She highlighted that mobility studies often overlook short trips and
underestimate the significance of care-related trips as a motive for travel. However, when
considering care tasks as a motive, they surpass the traditionally prioritized work-related motives
in transport planning (Figure 2).



The concept of "care-tasks chains" by Sanchez de Madariaga refers to caregivers' daily movements
as they perform various care-related tasks. Typically carried out by women, these trips differ from
men's typical commutes to work, involving intricate routes with diverse motives, resulting in
polygonal trajectories.

Another crucial concept is "interdependency" (Jiron, 2017; Jirébn & Goémez, 2018), which views
mobility as a network connecting routines, resources, needs, and roles of individuals bound by
emotional and practical ties in daily life. This concept extends beyond households, encompassing
social networks and economic resources. It acknowledges that individuals with different social
networks and income levels experience mobility differently, highlighting the negotiation of care
tasks and daily activities among individuals with varying power levels and relationships, influenced
by factors like life stage, economic status, and gender roles. Gender plays a crucial role in
identifying who performs care tasks and is affected by limited mobility due to these responsibilities.

As traditionally collected Data collected using the concept "Mobility of Care"
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Figure 2: Estimation of care-related trips for journeys made by public transport in Spain 2007.
Source: Own creation based on Sanchez de Madariaga (2013)
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A substantial volume of research has been conducted to address women’s and men’s travel
behaviour (Adetunji, 2013; Andrews, 1978; Avilés-Lucero, 2020; Basari¢ et al., 2016; Chapple,
2001; Diaz Mufioz & Jiménez Gigante, 2007; Ericksen, 1977; Estela, 2012; Fagnani, 1981; Fox,
1983; Gordon et al., 1989; Hanson & Hanson, 1980; Jiron & Goémez, 2018; Law, 1999; Lodhi et
al., 2022; Lu & Pas, 1999; Mahadevia & Advani, 2016; Ministerio de Transportes y
Telecomunicaciones, 2018; Naess, 2008; Olmo Sanchez & Maeso Gonzalez, 2016; Pas, 1984;
Priya Uteng & Cresswell, 2008; Rogers, 2010; Rosenbloom & Burns, 1993; Rosenbloom &
Plessis-Fraissard, 2011; Sanchez de Madariaga & Zucchini, 2020; Sastry, 2019; Simicevi¢ et al.,
2016; Tilley & Houston, 2016; Tobio, 1995; Uteng, 2012; Zamorano, 2021; Zucchini, 2016)
(Blumen & Kellerman, 1990; Boarnet & Hsu, 2015; Cichocki, 1980; Hanson & Johnston, 1985;
Hecht, 1974; Jiron & Gomez, 2018; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2020; Madden, 1981; Nasrin & Bunker,
2021; Ng & Acker, 2018; Olmo Sanchez & Maeso Gonzélez, 2016; PICKUP, 1984; Ravensbergen
et al., 2022; Sanchez de Madariaga & Zucchini, 2020; Singeh & Lillydahl, 1986). Women exhibit
significant different travel behaviour compared to their male counterparts, both in developed and



developing countries. On the one hand, these studies have found that women’s travel patterns vary
with a complex combination of variables (Figure 3).

These variables affect female mobility, while only age (closely related to activities) affects male
mobility. On the other hand, women have different trip characteristics and patterns (Figure 4) that
arise from the different combinations of variables.
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Gender differences in experience

Women worry more about harassment, have a high perception of insecurity, and value time flexibility
and lighting.

Women think more about the conditions of the route and time of day before travelling.

Men have a low perception of insecurity and value speed.

Gender differences in trips

Women have different trip purposes and travel at different times than men,
usually at less congested times.

Women commute more than men except for those caused by work trips, make
more trips for care reasons, multipurpose, multi-destination and trip chain more.
Women travel shorter distances than men.

Women have varied routes and concentrated in geographical areas around the
home.

Men have a repetitive pendular trip pattern to and from work with destinations
far from home, during peak hours, they go alone and without package.

Women make numerous and complex trips.

Women travel accompaniedby children/ elderly and/ or carry bags/ strollers

Figure 4: Differences in mobility patterns between men and women

Source: Own creation



Many studies primarily concentrate on developed countries and often generalize women as a single
group (Gonzalez et al., 2020; Uteng, 2012). They tend to overlook significant disparities in travel
behaviour among women in various social classes in developing countries, such as low-income,
lower-middle-income, middle-income, upper-middle-income, and higher-income groups (Uteng,
2012). These differences result from highly unequal income distribution, income-based urban
segregation, and varying sociocultural factors, including distinct social norms, gender-related
disadvantages, patriarchal systems, religious constraints, economic disparities, informal
employment prevalence, and limited opportunities for women (Uteng, 2012).

Our research aims to explore how these intersecting variables influence female mobility, impacting
women's independence and opportunities in areas like education and employment. This
comprehensive analysis can provide policymakers with valuable insights into policy
implementation and its varying effects on women and men based on individual characteristics, such
as socioeconomic status and education.

3. METHODOLOGY

To accomplish the above objectives, a series of tasks have been formulated:

e Analysis Santiago 2012 mobility survey with a gender perspective.

e Conduct a survey including variables that, according to the literature, are relevant but are not
included in Santiago’s mobility survey.

e This new survey aims to include variables like care-task as a travel motive and compare these
results with traditional motives from Santiago’s mobility survey.

Data manipulation: for Santiago’s mobility survey, it was necessary to eliminate rows with missing
data. We use a household classification provided by Zamorano (2021) based on Santiago’s mobility
survey.

Survey: 220 complete questionnaires, taken in June and July during the whole week by intercept
in schools, supermarkets, plazas, and health centres.

3.1. Questionnaire Preparation

Based on our literature review, we added many variables to our survey and made changes to trip
definition to be able to measure trip chains. This is explained in the following paragraphs.

Firstly, Santiago’s mobility survey considers a trip as each movement between an origin and
destination, independent if this is only a stop to a further destination (chained trip). To capture
chained trips, we changed the definition to movements between origin and home as the final
destination (Figure 5), asking for all middle destinations and characteristics of every stage in
between.
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Figure 5: Survey trip definition
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Secondly, according to our literature review, we added variables (Table 1) that are not considered
in Santiago’s mobility survey but are important to understand mobility from a gender point of view.
Finally, for our analysis, we considered all trips, regardless of length or duration.

Table 1. Variables added to our survey
Trip characterization Number of stages for each trip
Mode of transport used for each stage of a trip
Added motorbike, mobility apps and institutional buses to mode of transport
If using public transport, did they have pass one train, bus, etc.
Trip characteristics related to Description of destination (i.e., supermarket, school, pharmacy, etc.) for each stage
care mobility Motive for each stage
Necessity: for the home, help others, for their own
Accompanied with small children: with strollers or without strollers
Accompanied by someone with low mobility: with or without wheelchair or similar
With bulky objects
Mode of transport well equipped to travel with small children (under 13) or a person with low mobility
for each stage.

Safety and emotions Did they feel safe at each stage of a trip

Immobility If they could not travel due to care reasons

Socio-economic Nationality

characterization Association to first nation population
Education: postgraduate studies

Household characterization How many people live at home

How many elderly and dependent people live at home
If they have or life with children
Age of each child at home
Who is the mayor contributor of income
Care-tasks If they take care of someone dependent either at their home or outside
How household tasks are distributed and if they have paid help

Source: Own creation

4. RESULTS

Significant differences in mobility patterns between genders exist at a statistical level. A gender-
based analysis reveals that women and men exhibit distinct travel behaviours, using different modes
of transportation and experiencing mobility differently (Figure 4). However, the literature
emphasizes the importance of considering an individual's characteristics (Figure 3) and recognizes
that mobility is influenced by the combination of various variables, known as intersectionality. These
variables play a significant role in shaping women's mobility but have a lesser impact on men's
mobility (Sanchez de Madariaga, 2009; Tobio, 1995). Among these variables, age is the primary
factor affecting men's mobility, closely linked to their activity (Tobio, 1995). It's also crucial to
consider shifts in social structure, such as the increasing prevalence of uniparental households,
growing immigrant populations, and an aging demographic, when analysing mobility patterns.



Moreover, when discussing the gender perspective in transportation, it's essential to account for
intersections between variables. Unlike men, women do not form a homogenous group, and their
mobility is more diverse. The average mobility of women is not representative of the diverse
mobility patterns within different groups of women due to the intersectionality of the various
variables mentioned in Figure 3, creating distinct subgroups (Sanchez de Madariaga, 2009; Tobio,
1995; Uteng et al., 2020; Zamorano, 2021; Zucchini, 2016).

4.1. Care-task chain and care-task motive

As discussed previously, women's typical day can be described as a series of care-related tasks that
lead to chained trips. Sdnchez de Madariaga (2009) and Zucchini (2016) highlight that women's
task chains differ significantly from those of men. Women's task chains tend to be more extensive,
as they often combine work with family responsibilities.

The construction of these task chains is influenced by various factors (Figure 3). Additionally,
Sanchez de Madariaga (2009) and Zucchini (2016) note that these task chains evolve throughout a
woman's life cycle. For example, the chains become more intricate for middle-aged women who
juggle work and caring for young children compared to those who don't have such responsibilities.

4.1.1. Chained trips

From our survey, we've identified that 33.7% of weekly trips are chained, with a similar proportion
for both men and women regardless of the day. Table 2 illustrates that the primary reasons for
chained trips are work-related, followed by shopping and accompanying someone. However, a
notable gender disparity exists: on a typical workday, 42.9% of men chain trips for work purposes,
whereas only 16.9% of women do the same. Throughout the week, men predominantly chain trips
for work, while women do so to accompany someone. On weekends, both men and women
primarily chain trips for shopping.

When considering whether chained trips are made from personal necessity or for caregiving
reasons, our survey reveals a significant gender gap. Nearly twice as many women make chained

trips for caregiving purposes (28.4%) compared to men (14.8%).

Table 2. Chained trips motive according to own survey

Labour Day Saturday Sunday Total
Women Men Total Women Men Total Women Men Total

Work 16,9% 42,9% 23,1% 33,3% 25,0% 50,0%  25,0% | 23,2%
Studies 1,6%
Errands 3,4% 3,6% 3,4% 3,2%
Health 1,1% 0,9% 0,8%
Shopping 16,9% 3,6% 13,7% 33,3% 25,0% 50,0% 25,0% | 14,4%
Accompany someone 9,0% 7,1% 8,5% 100,0%  25,0% 8,8%
Pick or leave something 1,1% 0,9% 0,8%
Visit someone 3,4% 3,6% 3,4% 3,2%
Recreation 1,1% 7,1% 2,6% 2,4%
Eat/ drink something 3,4% 2,6% 2,4%
Other 2,2% 1,7% 1,6%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Own creation



In Santiago's mobility survey, the analysis of age groups conducting chained trips (Table 3a)
reveals that most individuals fall within the 30 to 60 years age range. Notably, a significant number
of minors are also involved in care-related chained trips, highlighting that even in the Global South,
minors engage in such tasks. A closer look at the age of these minors shows that boys are typically
ten or older, while girls are nine or older. When we focus on households with children (Table 3b),
the gender gap widens, indicating that when children are present in a household, women tend to
take on caregiving responsibilities, leading to more care-related chained trips.

When we examine our survey results (Table 4), we observe that regardless of the household type,
the age group of 30 to 45 years tends t’ engage in chained trips. However, as with Santiago's
mobility survey, in households with children (Table 4b), the gender difference for this age group
becomes more pronounced, while there is no significant gender difference when considering all
types of households (Table 4a).

Table 3. Age group of women and men that make chain-trips for all households and households
with children, according to Santiago’s mobility survey

a) All households Men Women Total b) Households with children | Men Women Total
Minor 11,88%  9,59% 10,63% Minor 8,16% 5,84% 6,76%
18 to 29 years 15,57%  16,88%  16,28% 18 to 29 years 21,01%  23,28%  22,38%
30 to 45 years 29,49% 31,71%  30,69% 30 to 45 years 19,03%  27,26%  24,00%
46 to 60 years 26,87%  25,13%  25,93% 46 to 60 years 33,77%  31,66%  32,50%
61 to 65 years 7,13% 5,51% 6,25% 61 to 65 years 11,39%  7,38% 8,97%
Older than 66 years | 9,07% 11,18%  10,22% Older than 66 years 6,64% 4,58% 5,39%
Total 100 % 100% 100% Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: Own creation

Table 4. Age group of women and men that make chain-trips for all households and households
with children, according to own survey

a) All households Women Men Total b) Households with children | Women Men Total
18 to 29 years 11,3%  29,4% 15,7% 18 to 29 years 12,0%  12,5% 12,1%
30 to 45 years 55,7%  55,9% 55,7% 30 to 45 years 68,0% 81,3% 71,2%
46 to 60 years 13,2% 8,8% 12,1% 46 to 60 years 8,0% 6,3% 7,6%
61 to 65 years 8,5% 5,9% 7,9% 61 to 65 years 12,0% 9,1%
Older than 66 years 11,3% 8,6% Older than 66 years

Total 100%  100%  100% Total 100%  100%  100%

Source: Own creation

According to Santiago's mobility survey, most individuals conducting chained trips are workers,
with 71% of men and 46% of women using chained trips for work-related purposes. In the
categories of students and retired individuals, there isn't a significant gender difference. However,
when it comes to stay-at-home spouses, there is a notable gender gap, with 35% of women being
housewives compared to only 7% of men being househusbands. Similar findings are reflected in
our survey, where most chained trips are undertaken by workers, with a significant difference
between men (88.2%) and women (49.1%).

In terms of transportation modes (Table 5a), chained trips are primarily made using public
transport, followed by cars. Men use both public transport and cars in roughly equal proportions,
while women predominantly rely on public transport. It's worth noting that car usage increases for
both men and women when conducting chained trips, likely due to the convenience that cars offer
for care-related trips and chained travel.



Table 5. Mode of transport for chained trips and non-chained trips according to own survey

a) Chained trips Women  Men Total b) Non chained trips Women  Men Total
Car 28,1%  38,7%  30,7% Car 28,3%  33,9%  29,6%
Public Transport 32,3% 38,7% 33,9% Public Transport 37,9%  30,5%  36,2%
Public Transport/ Taxi/ App/ Taxi colectivo 1,5% 1,2%
Taxi/ App/ Taxi colectivo 6,3% 3,2% 5,5% Taxi/ App/ Taxi colectivo 5,6% 3,4% 5,1%
‘Walking 26,0%  16,1%  23,6% ‘Walking 21,7%  23,7%  222%
Biking 2,1% 3,2% 2,4% Biking 2,0% 8,5% 3,5%
Other 5,2% 3,.9% Other 3,0% 0,0% 2,3%
Total 100%  100%  100% Total 100%  100%  100%

Source: Own creation

According to our survey, both women and men, on average, have chained trips with approximately
3.47 stages. Specifically, women make trips with an average of 3.63 stages, while men have 3.08
stages. However, 6.2% of women make trips with five or more stages, while no men have trips
with five or more stages. When considering households with children (Table 6), there's generally
no difference in the number of stages for women, whether they live in households with or without
children. However, men living in households with children tend to have chained trips with more
stages, averaging 3.25 stages, compared to men in households without children, who have an
average of three stages. This increase in stages is noticeable when children are present in the
household.

Regarding nationality, non-Chilean women tend to have trips with more stages (an average of 4.0)
compared to Chilean women (average of 3.57). However, there is no statistical difference between
non-Chilean and Chilean men in terms of the number of stages in their trips. Lastly, marital status
also plays a role in the number of stages in chained trips. Single mothers tend to have trips with the
most stages (average of 4.0), followed by married or partnered women (average of 3.56).

Table 6. Number of chained trips depending on if the household has children or not

‘Women Men Total
Household with children | No Yes Total No Yes Total
3 52,6%  38,5%  46,9% | 100,0% 75,0% 92,3% | 60,0%
4 36,8%  61,5%  46,9% 25,0% 7,7% 35,6%
5 5,3% 3,1% 2,2%
6 5,3% 3,1% 2,2%
Total 100% 100%  100% | 100% 100% 100% | 100%

Source: Own creation
4.1.2. Care-task motive

In our survey, we found that about 31.2% of trips are for care-related reasons, with a gender
difference - women make 32.8% of their trips for care, while men make 26.2% for care. Figure 6
reveals that care-related purposes constitute 31.2% of all trips, and many shopping trips fall under
this category.

Table 7 shows that most care-related trips are for shopping, but there's a notable gender gap. About
half of women's care-related trips are for shopping, while only 37.5% of men's care-related trips
serve this purpose. Men primarily make care-related trips to pick up or drop off someone.

Regarding the number of stages in care-related versus non-care-related trips, there's a significant
difference. Care-related trips average 2.7 stages, while non-care-related trips have 2.4 stages.



Women make care-related trips with an average of 2.7 stages, while men make them with an average
of 2.5 stages. Women also have care-related trips with up to six stages, indicating their complexity.

Table 7. Motive for care-trips

Motive Women Men Total
Pick up/ leave someone 23,73%  50,0% | 29,3%
Pick up/ leave something | 1,7% 1,3%
Eat/ drink something 5,1% 4,0%
Shopping 50,9% 37,5% | 48,0%
Recreation 6,3% 1,3%
Errands 10,2% 8,0%
Visit someone 8,5% 6,3% 8,0%

Source: Own creation
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Comparing households with and without children, we see a significant difference in trips for care-
related reasons. In households without children, 25.4% of trips are for care purposes, with a noticeable
gender gap - women make twice as many care-related trips as men. However, in households with
children, this gender difference is less pronounced, suggesting a more equitable distribution of care-
related trips between women and men, possibly due to shared parenting responsibilities.

Most care-related trips are taken by working individuals, but men outnumber women in this
category. Additionally, individuals aged 30 to 45 years make most care-related trips, with no care-

related trips reported by men over 66 years old.

Table 8. Age group for care-trips

Age group Women Men Total

18 to 29 years 2,9% 16,7%  5,7%

30 to 45 years 47,8% 66,7% 51,7%
46 to 60 years 23,2% 11,1%  20,7%
61 to 65 years 13,0% 5,6% 11,5%
Older than 66 years | 13,0% 0,0% 10,3%
Total 100% 100%  100%

Source: Own creation

Considering the mode of transport used for care-related trips and those that are not, Table 9 shows
that most trips are made by public transport. Still, this changes when only looking at care-related
trips since most are made by car or walking, with a significant difference between genders. While
women use the car or walk in the same proportion, men use the car for half of care-related trips.

Table 9. Mode of transport for care-trips and non-care trips

Care trips Non-care trips

Women Men Total Women Men Total Total
Car 34,8% 50,0% 37,9% | 24,9% 29,7%  26,0% | 28,8%
Public Transport 20,3% 11,1%  18,4% | 41,6% 37,5% 40,7% | 35,5%
Public Transport/ Taxi/ App/ Taxi colectivo 1,4% 1,1% 0,8%
Taxi/ App/ Taxi colectivo 4,3% 3,4% 5,9% 4,7% 5,6% 5,1%
‘Walking 34,8% 38,9%  35,6% | 19,9% 20,3%  20,0% | 23,7%
Biking 1,4% 1,1% 2,3% 7,8% 3,5% 3,0%
Other 4,3% 3,4% 4,1% 3,2% 3,2%
Total 100% 100%  100% | 100% 100%  100% | 100%

Source: Own creation
Table 10 shows how care related trips are made in relation of travelling with children, people that
need help moving and/ or bulky objects. There is a difference between genders, women declare to

travel with children, people that needed help moving and/ or bulky objects much more than men.

Table 10. Care trips with children, people that needed help or bulky objects

With children | Women Men Total With someone that needed help | Women Men Total
No 68,10%  82,40% | 70,90% No 89,90%  100% | 91,90%
Yes 29,00% 17,60% | 26,70% Yes 10,10% 8,10%
With stroller 2,90% 2,30% Total 100% 100% | 100%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Bulky objects | Women Men Total

No 73,90%  88,20% | 76,70%

Yes 26,10% 11,80% | 23,30%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: Own creation



4.2. (In)mobility

Just as important in how various categories of women travel, it is important to analyse why women
do not travel. In this case, the Santiago mobility survey shows that 21,7% of adult women do not
travel during the week, compared with 16,5% of men.

Table 11 shows several reasons for not travelling. Most adults that do not travel do it for rest, which
is about half of the men; however, the number of women staying at home for housework is nine
times greater than that for men.

Table 11. Reasons for not travelling during a workday

Men Women | Total
Because of work 13,58%  6,00% 9,16%
Because of studies 1,63% 1,32% 1,45%
Because of housework | 2,76% 25,15% 15,82%
For rest 49.97%  33,58% | 40,42%
Sickness 17,04%  18,19% 17,71%
Other 15,02%  15,75% 15,44%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: Own creation

4.3. Ethnicity and immigration status

"In our survey analysis, we observed significant differences in transportation patterns related to
ethnicity. Non-Chilean women tend to make more complex trips with more chains compared to
Chilean women. For instance, 33.3% of non-Chilean women make trips with three or more chains,
while only 21.8% of Chilean women do the same. This trend extends to the number of daily trips,
with 66.7% of non-Chilean women making two or more daily trips, compared to 52.9% of Chilean
women. Among non-Chilean men, 100% of them make three or more trips a day, while only 23.3%
of Chilean men do so. In terms of security perceptions, non-Chilean individuals, both women and
men, tend to feel more insecure than their Chilean counterparts. Specifically, 42.8% of non-Chilean
individuals feel somewhat insecure or insecure, while only 14.5% of Chilean individuals share the
same sentiment. Similar proportions are observed when analysing this by gender.

Moreover, individuals identifying as part of a first nation exhibit distinct travel behaviour patterns.
First nation women tend to make more daily trips than non-first nation women, with 80% of them
making two or more daily trips compared to 52.3% of non-first nation women. A similar pattern is
observed among men, with 60% of first nation men making more than two daily trips, while 53.9%
of non-first nation men make two or more daily trips. It's important to note that Santiago's mobility
survey lacks information regarding nationality, limiting direct comparisons."

5. CONCLUSIONS

The early work of Sanchez de Madariaga (2009) laid the foundation for understanding "care
mobility" and how it differs between men and women. She highlighted a gap in mobility studies,
which often overlook short trips related to care tasks. These care tasks deserve special attention as



a distinct mobility motive. Our research follows this recommendation, helping us better understand
the characteristics of chained trips conducted by different genders.

Gender perspectives in transport are vital because transportation structures and systems perpetuate
systemic differences and reinforce women's exclusion and subordination (Cresswell & Uteng,

2008). Modern society values accessibility over mobility due to environmental and social concerns
(Sheller, 2008).

Transport planning cannot remain "technically neutral" (Ministerio de Transportes Yy
Telecomunicaciones, 2018; Sanchez de Madariaga, 2009). It has traditionally focused on
infrastructure for work trips, causing harm to women by not addressing their unique mobility needs
(Jirbn & Gomez, 2018; Sanchez de Madariaga, 2009). These disparities hinder women's
participation and maintain gender inequality (Tobio, 1995).

Our findings reveal stark gender inequalities in the impact of public transport on (in)mobility,
independence, and opportunities. The underrepresentation of women's needs in transport planning
results from a social construct that assigns care responsibilities to women, while infrastructure and
planning cater to male-centric mobility patterns.

To address these issues, gender-sensitive policies are essential. Transport planning should consider
women's diverse mobility patterns, reflecting their social positions influenced by factors like the
labour market, unpaid household work, and resource access. Mobility surveys and data collection
methods should be updated to capture the significance of care-related trips and break gender bias
in transportation planning.

For true sustainable transport policies, the interplay between land-use patterns, trip-chaining, and
time-budgeting, especially regarding care and interdependence, needs to be addressed (Greed,
2019; Jirén, 2017). Tackling the "unfair distribution of accessibility" and recognizing the Right to
the City for all urban inhabitants, irrespective of gender, are essential goals (Levy, 2019).

Transport policies must account for differential mobilities between men and women, gendered
design processes, and gender biases within mobility discourses. Understanding women's travel
patterns is critical for achieving gender equity in urban transportation.

Analysing transport through a gender lens involves revealing hidden concepts, highlighting data
collection limitations and biases, and answering questions about care tasks, how they are
performed, and their implications (Jiron & Goémez, 2018). Collecting gender-disaggregated
mobility data is a crucial first step to address women's specific mobility needs. Additionally,
considering nationality and indigenous identities in data collection can provide insights into how
these factors impact mobility patterns and public transport use, particularly important given the
increasing influence of immigrants on public policies.
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