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ABSTRACT 
Studies of urban travel – where people travel to, how they get there, for what purpose 

and for how long – have become increasingly sophisticated in their recognition of the 

complexity of urban travel. This includes, but is not limited to, the differences 

between work and non-work journeys, gender differences, income and racial 

differences, and the different sorts of journeys undertaken by car versus public 

transport. In this paper we extend these understandings through an investigation of 

the travel patterns of people living in different household forms (e.g. living alone, 

married without children, married with young children). Using the pooled data of the 

Sydney Household Travel Survey conducted by the NSW Department of Transport 

between 1991 and 2001 we find that both men and women in households with 

children more commonly travel by car, and especially for serve passenger trips. We 

also analyse the variations in household travel patterns across Sydney in light of 

recent policy and academic debates about transport infrastructure, and urban 

transport and land use planning.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Women’s car use has been at the forefront of recent transport research. A number of 

studies have pointed out that the term ‘transport disadvantage’ is perhaps an 

outmoded one, with a more appropriate contemporary description being the 

“increasing motorization of women” (Root and Schintler 1999). Women’s increased 

participation in the labour force, higher rates of car ownership and increasingly 

complex journeys have led to an increasing share of women’s journeys being 

undertaken by car, as well as an increase in distance travelled by car. Policy 

discussions have also turned to women and their various travel patterns. For 

example, the links between women’s environmental attitudes and possible reductions 

in car use have been investigated (Polk 2003).  This research on women’s car use 

(including our own – see Dowling 2000;  Dowling, Gollner and O’Dwyer 1999) has 

also recently been taken to task for constructing a story in which car use cannot be 

challenged because cars have enabled a more equitable division of travel between 

men and women (see Mees 2002). Although we disagree with Mees’ reconstruction 

of our work, we would like to take up his more general questioning of the current 

understandings of women’s car use. In particular we would argue that studies of 

women and cars have paid too little attention to the social and geographical 

specificity of women’s car use. Thus in this paper we provide a much needed 

contextualization of women’s car use, using two different entry points. First, we 

investigate gendered differences in car use both generally and in terms of different 

household types in order to clarify the nature of gendered differences of car use. 

Second, we explore the variability of these gendered differences across the city, 

arguing that a multitude of factors – income, ethnicity and accessibility – underlie a 

complex spatial pattern of car use. 

 

DATA AND METHODS 
Both qualitative and quantitative approaches have been taken to the question of 

gender and travel. In this paper we use a quantitative methodology for two reasons. 

First, it is most appropriate to our interest in clarifying differences among women. 

Secondly, a comprehensive and rich data set is available via the New South Wales’ 

(NSW) Household Travel Survey (HTS). This is an ongoing survey carried out in the 

Sydney Metropolitan Area (which includes the Central Coast and Wollongong) on 

behalf of the NSW Department of Transport. The survey has been carried out 
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annually since 1997, with each year’s results pooled to create a large (>10,000), 

representative sample (see NSW Department of Transport 1999). In the HTS detailed 

socio-demographic information was collected, and participants were asked to fill in a 

detailed travel diary for a nominated 24 hour period. The key advantage of this 

dataset that we exploit here is that detailed socio-economic characteristics of travel 

are available at the scale of the statistical local area, or local government area. Thus 

in what follows we focus firstly on gender differences in travel, then gendered 

differences by household, and finally geographical differences in women’s travel.   

 

GENDER AND TRAVEL IN SYDNEY 
There is now a long tradition of research into gender differences in urban travel. As 

we have outlined elsewhere (Dowling, Gollner and O’Dwyer 1999; Dowling 2000; 

Lyth-Gollner and Dowling 2002) much of the early attention focused on the transport 

disadvantage experienced by many women. Lower incomes, lower rates of car 

ownership and the difficulties of using public transport have historically confined 

women to public transport, a mode which is difficult to use with children and is less 

likely to cater to cross-suburban and out-of-peak travel. As a result, more recent 

studies have suggested that working women use cars to make up for deficiencies in 

public transport provision, childcare provision and flexible employment (Rosenbloom 

and Burns 1994). Similarly, Mauch and Taylor (1997) illustrate that women in the 

United States do far more trips whose primary purpose is to ‘serve’ their household or 

children than do men. Moreover, 96 percent of child-serving travel was made using a 

private car. In Australia, Dowling (2000) has shown that suburban women with 

children use the car to enact their ideals of mothering, and in particular provide a 

range of extra-curricular activities for their children. In this sense, then, it is women’s 

domestic or household responsibilities that have underlain understandings of their 

car use.  

 

Analysis of the HTS helps contextualize the place of car use and domestic 

responsibilities in gendered patterns of travel. Figure 1 shows the different mode 

shares of women and men across Sydney, indicating that a higher proportion of 

men’s trips are undertaken by car, whereas women are much more likely to walk. 

Men made 4.2 million trips as car drivers on an average weekday, whilst women 

made 3.2 million trips as car driver. Interestingly, the use of public transport no longer 
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appears to be the differentiating feature of women’s travel, with travel as a vehicle 

passenger more distinctive.  

 

Figure 1: Travel Mode Of Men and Women in Greater Sydney  
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Figure 2: Purpose of Travel of Men and Women in Greater Sydney 
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Turning to trip purpose, the largest differences in men and women’s travel occur with 

respect to work-related business, shopping and serve passenger (Figure 2). Almost 

15 percent of men’s travel is for the purpose of work-related business, compared to 

three percent for women. Little is known about these trips, but factors such as the 

character of contemporary work practices, occupational structure, intra-urban freight 

demand and the provision of company cars are likely to be important. Conversely, 

women are twice as likely as men to travel for shopping purposes. Finally, trips 

undertaken to drop off or pick up someone (referred to as serve passenger trips) 

comprise a larger proportion of women’s trips than they do men’s.   

 

It is also insightful to examine the purposes of car driver trips for both men and 

women in order to gain a greater understanding of what type of travel (by whom) is 

most conducive to car use (Table 1).  Women are more likely to use the car for serve 

passenger trips than in general and less likely to use the car for shopping, education 

and social trips. Serve passenger trips are also relatively more important in men’s 

travel as car drivers, but so too are trips on work-related business. Car use cements 

gender differences in travel purposes, especially in the increased importance of 

serve passenger trips for men and work-related travel for men. Further, the 

dominance of the car in men’s travel is just as pronounced in these service trips: 

whilst 82 percent of women’s serve passenger trips are undertaken by car, the 

comparable figure for men is 92 percent.  

  

Table 1: Purpose of Car Driver and All Trips for Men and Women 

 
 Men's Trips (%) Women's Trips (%) 
 All Modes Car Driver All Modes Car Driver 
 Home  33.3 34.0 34.3 35.5
 Go to main job/other job  9.6 9.6 8.3 8.9
 Return to main job/other job  3.3 2.0 2.6 1.5
 Work related business  14.9 18.9 4.0 5.3
 Education  1.7 0.6 1.8 0.6
 Shopping  10.4 9.3 15.3 13.0
 Social visits/Recreation  6.9 5.6 8.1 6.2
 Personal business/services  4.5 4.3 5.4 5.2
 To drop off / pick-up  6.9 9.7 11.1 17.3
 Other  8.4 6.0 9.2 6.4
 
 
Trip time remains a key indicator of gendered differences in travel in Sydney. The 

HTS shows that, compared to men, women in Sydney do undertake marginally more 
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short trips (0-9 minutes), and significantly fewer trips over 40 minutes. For both men 

and women short trips are much more likely to be accomplished through walking 

(Table 2). Indeed, the percentage of short walking trips for men and women is almost 

equal. In contrast, short trips also see some convergence of men’s and women’s 

travel. In particular, trips as car driver increase for women yet decrease for men. 

Serve passenger and shopping trips are much more significant short trips for both 

men and women, whilst journeys to work are less frequent.  

 
Table 2: Mode of Short Trips (<9 minutes)  and All Trips for Men and Women 
 
 
 Men's Trips (%) Women's Trips 
 All Trips 0-9 mins All Trips 0-9 mins 
 Vehicle driver   65.6 63.8 51.9 57.6
 Vehicle passenger   8.2 6.3 15.3 10.5
 Public Transport  8.9 0.2 9.9 0.4
 Walking   15.4 28.0 20.0 31.0
 Other  1.9 1.6 2.8 0.5
 
 

THE DIFFERENTIATION OF TRAVEL BY GENDER AND 
HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
Feminist scholarship has long reminded us that all women are not the same. This 

observation, has, however, been taken up unevenly in the transport literature. On the 

one hand, research has long recognized the importance of domestic responsibilities 

in explaining gender differences in travel. On the other hand, little attention has been 

paid to the different travel patterns of women with and without children, or women in 

non-family households. Moreover, the extent to which gender differences within 

household types remain significant has not been assessed. Is it the case, for 

example, that gender differences in travel become smaller with the presence of 

children? Thus in this section we consider both household and gender differences. 

We first consider the differences in mode, purpose and travel time across households 

for both men and women, and then move on to the differences between men and 

women within household types.  

 

The analysis is based on the household categories summarized in Table 3. A number 

of explanatory notes are necessary. First, they are drawn from the household 

classifications used in the HTS. Second, we explicitly do not address the travel 

patterns of sole parents because of their small sample size in the HTS. Third, the 
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division between younger and older children was made because of research that 

identifies the importance of escorting younger children to women’s travel (Gershuny 

1993). The age of 14 is a distinction used in the HTS, but is also an appropriate 

indicator of the onset of more independent travel for children. 

 

Table 3: Household Types used in the Analysis 

 

Household Description  Abbreviation on Table 

Person Living Alone   Person Living Alone 

Unrelated People Sharing Dwelling    Other Households 
(colloquially known as group households)    

Married Couple without children Married Couple 
Married couple with one or more children under 14 only Married couple children 0-14 

Married couple with one or more children over 15 only Married couple children 15+ 

  
For both men and women mode used varies according to the type of household in 

which they reside. For women living alone, in other households, and in couples 

without children, only 40 percent of trips are undertaken as a car driver (Figure 3b). 

Although the current analysis does not break down travel by age, we presume that 

many women living alone are elderly and therefore more likely to not have a driver’s 

license or own a car. Consequently, for women living alone 34 percent of trips are 

accomplished by walking. The presence of children is a key determinant of women’s 

car use, with women with children utilizing the car as a driver for more than 50 

percent of their trips. Children seem to be less important factors in men’s car use 

(Figure 3a). Whilst car driver trips are highest for men with children (around 60 

percent of trips) and lowest (around 50 percent of all travel) for men living alone and 

in other households, they are just as high for married men without children. Married 

women without and with children are most likely to travel as car passengers. Further 

analysis of gendered differences in mode within households reveals that gender 

differences are greatest in married couples without children
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 Figure 3a: Travel Mode of Men Living in Different to Household Type 
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Figure 3b: Travel Mode of Women Living in Different Household Types 
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Figure 4a: Purpose of Travel of Men Living in Different Household Types  
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Figure 4b: Purpose of Travel of Women Living in Different  
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As Figure 4a shows, men with children do significantly more dropping off and picking 

up (or ‘chauffeuring’) than those without (more than six percent compared to two 

percent of trips), but they still do substantially less than women in similar household 

arrangements. Whereas a woman with children under 14 travels about one-fifth of 

the time to pick up or drop off someone, the figures for a man in the same situation 

are around one-tenth. The colloquial understanding of serve passenger trips is of 

‘mum’s taxi’ whereby women spend their days in their cars chauffeuring their children 

to various activities. Our analysis qualifies these understandings in two respects. 

First, though serve passenger trips are much more likely to be car trips for women 

(82 percent), some are also undertaken on foot or as a car passenger. Second, 

‘Dad’s taxi’ is just as appropriate, with the car involved in 95 percent of men’s serve 

passenger trips – three percent as car passenger and 92 percent as car driver. In 

terms of trip duration, a similar pattern can be described. Whilst women are generally 

more likely to undertake short trips than men, it is women with children who most 

commonly have trip times of less than 10 minutes. 

 

The general picture, then, is one that confirms the importance of gender differences 

in the travel behaviour of Sydney residents. The picture in relation to children and 

domestic responsibilities is, however, somewhat more complex than the accepted 

wisdom that domestic responsibilities are primary considerations in understanding 

these gender differences. It is certainly the case that for women the presence of 

children, especially those under 14, generates quite distinctive travel patterns. 

Women in households with children are more likely to travel as a vehicle driver, 

complete shorter trips and undertake trips to drop off or pick up somebody else. But it 

is also the case that men and women living in couples without children have 

significantly different travel behaviour, especially in relation to traveling as car drivers 

or passengers. 

 

GEOGRAPHIES OF GENDERED HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL 
Spatial variation is a key component of both household structure and travel patterns. 

In large cities suburbs are constructed as more family friendly, and hence inhabited 

by large proportions of families with children. Spatial variation enters the transport 

debate in a number of ways. A traditional one is through the notion of accessibility 

(Black 1977). Parts of the city are closer to public transport links like train lines and 
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government bus routes, and are also more directly connected to employment and 

activity centres. These are typically inner and middle ring suburbs, whilst outer 

(especially newer) suburbs are poorly served by numerous forms of public transport. 

Consequently, higher rates of car use and ownership are evidenced in outer suburbs. 

The greater concentration of families in suburbs and their greater rates of car use 

compared to non-family households also implies a concentric pattern of increasing 

car use radiating out from a city core. To date researchers have brought the issues of 

travel, household form and spatial structure in Australian cities together to varying 

degrees, although often focusing on the relative significance of urban form and 

structure elements (Newman and Kenworthy 1989; Newman and Kenworthy 1999; 

and Pund 1999) or issues of social differentiation and transport inequity across 

suburbs (Black 1977; Troy 1982).  Analyses that bring together household and urban 

form have typically not been sensitive to gender (see Dieleman et.al. 2002). We want 

to bring two different perspectives to these discussions by firstly considering patterns 

of household transport use across Sydney and then spatial patterns of gender 

differences across the city. In both cases we focus solely on serve passenger and 

car driver trips, given their significance in differentiating travel by both household and 

gender.   

 

Geographies of Household travel 
We are firstly interested in whether households in different parts of the city are more 

or less likely to undertake car driver trips. Figures 5a-c and to 6a-c present the 

geographies of car driver trips for married couples with and without children across 

Sydney. While there is a rough concentric nature to the pattern of car trips, with those 

in inner suburbs more likely to display a lower proportion of car driver trips than 

middle and outer suburbs, the pattern is not an obvious one and there are clearly 

more factors impacting on the geographical patterns of car driver trips than broad 

degrees of urban accessibility measured by concentric zones.  Firstly there is much 

less geographical diversity in the pattern of vehicle driver trips for married men 

without children (Figure 5a) than for married women without children (Figure 6a).  

Throughout the middle and outer suburbs there is evidence of high levels of car use 

for married men, whereas for married women without children there is a more diverse 

geographical pattern (Figure 6a).  For married women without children the outer 

western suburbs (except for the Blue Mountains) from north to south show clear 

evidence of high levels of car driver trips, but lower levels in the eastern portion of 
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Sydney (including inner, middle and outer areas), unlike for married men without 

children.  This would suggest that married women without children are taking 

advantage of the greater levels of public transport accessibility known to exist in the 

eastern portion of the metropolitan region. Their reduced car use as car drivers may 

also be attributed to the greater likelihood that married couples without children 

(whether young or elderly) have access to, or need of, only one car compared to 

those with children 0-14.  This would also explain the low levels of car driver trips for 

married women without children in the Blue Mountains where urban settlement is 

strung predominantly along the rail line. Gendered responses to accessibility are 

hence apparent, at least with respect to married couples without children. 

Accessibility appears to be less of an influence on men’s travel than on women’s. 

 
Figure 5a: Vehicle Driver Trips for Married Men without Children  
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Figure 5b: Vehicle Driver Trips for Married Men with Young Children  
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Figure 5c: Public Transport Trips for Married Men with Young Children  
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Figure 6a: Vehicle Driver Trips for Married Women without Children  
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Figure 6b: Vehicle Driver Trips for Married Women with Young Children  
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Figure 6c: Public Transport Trips for Women with Young Children  
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Gender and household differences are further evident when we look at men and 

women’s car driver trips for those married with children 0-14.  For men married with 

children the pattern has changed for those married without (Figure 5b).  There is a 

definite greater degree of car driver trips in outer SLAs (Gosford, Hawkesbury, Blue 

Mountains, Wollondilly, Campbelltown and Fairfield), although there is a proportional 

decline of car driver trips in Baulkham Hills, Penrith and Camden.  Car driver trips 

remain high (80-100 percent) for both groups of men in the outer LGA of Liverpool.  

Married men with children 0-14 display lower degrees of car driver trips in areas 

seemingly better served by public transport.  Hornsby, Ku-ring-gai, Willoughby and 

North Sydney demonstrate lower proportions of car driver trips as does much (but not 

all) of inner Sydney and the inner west (Sydney, Leichhardt, Marrickville, Burwood 

and Auburn).   When a map of public transport trips for married men with children is 

transposed (Figure 5c) then it is evident that the areas of lower car driver trips are 

generally areas of highest public transport trips, conforming greatly to those SLAs 

benefiting from the north shore and northern rail lines, and greater degrees of 

accessibility to a range of inner urban rail and bus services.  It is likely that a good 

proportion of such public transport trips are for the journey to and from work, where 

work is focused on the Sydney CBD and surrounding employment core. 

 

For females married with children 0-14, compared to those without, the extent of car 

use as car driver trips is evidently expanded, while the geographical diversity in the 

proportion of car driver trips across Sydney is reduced (Figures 6a and 6b).  

Nevertheless, for both married women with or without children the proportion of car 

driver trips remains high (60-80 percent) in most outer SLAs.  Although there is also 

a clearly lower degree of car use as car driver in inner/inner west SLAs for both 

women married with and without children, there is an evident increase in the 

proportion of car driver trips for women married with children in areas of higher 

income in inner/lower north shore and eastern SLAs, including Woollhara, Hunters 

Hill and Willoughby.  This is also evident in the northern beaches SLAs of Pittwater 

and Manly and may be reflective of higher incomes and higher car ownership, higher 

income parenting cultures, variable degrees of local accessibility to public transport 

(public transport accessibility is considered relatively poor in the northern beaches 

area) or the nature of trips in these areas.  Certainly it is well known that for Sydney’s 

northern beaches area there is a high degree of regionalism evident in the nature of 

travel with a higher degree of journeys to work or other purposes occurring within the 
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region than most other parts of Sydney (Gollner 1996; Forrest 1996).  As many of 

these regional trips are of short-medium length and with relatively poor intra-regional 

public transport the majority of such trips are made by car. 

 

Compared to men married with children, women married with children display a 

different pattern of public transport use (Figure 6c).  Their public transport use is 

much more confined to the inner core of Sydney with weaker evidence of extension 

along rail lines to the north and west than the men.  This reflects the knowledge that 

women tend to use buses more than men (the inner core is well served by bus 

services), especially for shorter trips, but is perhaps even more supportive of the 

knowledge that men are more likely to have long commutes to work than women 

using public transport (especially rail) as suggested in Figure 5c. 

 

Gendered Geographies of Household travel 
Recent geographical research has identified spatially variable ‘gendered cultures’, 

meaning that the roles and responsibilities of men and women, and the values given 

to those roles, vary consistently over space. For example, there has been some 

discussion on whether gentrification involves less traditional gendered divisions of 

labour through the activities of more independent and career-minded women. 

Similarly, suburban cultures are likely to have traditional domestic arrangements, 

though these vary according to income and ethnicity. We thus specifically investigate 

whether there are spatial differences in the gendered patterns of household travel. In 

other words, is there a persistent spatial pattern to the gendered differences we have 

identified above?  Are there gendered cultures in different parts of Sydney that give 

rise to distinctive gendered travel patterns? For example, in some places is it men’s 

car use that predominates rather than women’s? Do some parts of the city have 

greater gender differences than others? We use the ratio of men to women’s travel 

for different purposes, modes and times as an indicator of gender difference, 

beginning firstly with car driver trips and then moving on to serve passenger trips.  
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Table 4: Ratios of Male to Female Trips as Car Driver and for Serve Passenger 
 
 Car Driver Trips Serve Passenger Trips 
Household Male Female Ratio Male Female Ratio 
Person living alone 306722 241672 1.3 16404 15164 1.1 
Married couple only 921105 484875 1.9 68322 44218 1.5 
Married couple with children 15+ 924466 608488 1.5 88815 88418 1.0 
Married couple with children 0-14  1497437 1307211 1.1 215526 408550 0.5 
Other households 341325 251696 1.4 34027 46103 0.7 
All Households 3991055 2893942 1.4 423094 602453 0.7 
 
Figure 7: Ratio of Men’s to Women’s Vehicle Driver Trips 
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Figure 8: Ratio of Men’s to Women’s Serve Passenger Trips  
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Across Sydney, men typically make 1.4 trips as car driver for every one car driver trip 

by a woman (Table 4). Figure 7 shows considerable variability in this figure across 

Sydney. In some parts of Sydney, notably the middle south-west (Fairfield, Liverpool, 

Bankstown), and the eastern suburbs men undertake between one and a half and 

twice as many trips as a vehicle driver as women. In contrast, women in the more 

affluent parts of Sydney, regardless of transport infrastructure provision (Woollahra, 

Manly, Hornsby, Pittwater, Strathfield, Burwood) make more car driver trips than men 

in those places. Perhaps the cultural associations of car use for women, especially 

independent mobility, become much more pronounced at higher incomes. As pointed 

out earlier, women who have young children are more likely to use the car. This is 

reflected in the almost one-to-one ratio of male and female car use in these 

households across Sydney: for every car trip made by a woman with young children, 

1.1 trips are made by a man with young children (Table 4). Most of suburban Sydney 

is clustered around this figure, though there are some significant departures. Women 

with young children in Bankstown and South Sydney are substantially less likely to 

make car trips than men with young children in those places: ethnicity and/or income 

appear to be important here. Conversely, the ratio of women’s to men’s car trips is 

much higher in the lower and upper north shore, inner west and Woollahra. Two 

explanations are possible here. First, men in these areas are presumably using 

public transport to get to work, where work is more likely to be located in the central 

business district and surrounding inner employment areas well served by public 

transport. Secondly, women are making more car driver trips – though the exact 

reason is not clear. There is, therefore, an important income effect on the gendering 

of car use. Places of greater income see women making many more car trips than 

men, especially by women with children as pointed out earlier. Ethnicity also appears 

to be important, with higher dominance of male car use in areas with high overseas 

born populations (Canterbury, Bankstown, Fairfield).  The assumption here is that 

women, in areas where there is a greater concentration of overseas born, are less 

likely to drive or have access to a car either due to issues of lower income or cultural 

attitudes or experience with car use, thus relying on public transport or on the men to 

transport them as car passengers. 

 

Serve passenger trips were identified above as trips that clearly distinguished the 

travel patterns of men and women, and of different households. These trips have 

also been increasing over time: in Sydney in 1991 serve passenger trips formed 
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almost 12 percent of all trip purposes; by 2000 this had risen to 18 percent (TDC 

1999; TDC 2002).    The picture of serve passenger trips across households and 

gender is much more complex than is suggested by these broad Sydney-wide trends 

and by investigating household, gender and geographical differences in serve 

passenger trips we can glean more about the possible reasons for the increase in the 

proportional share of these trips and understand where this increase is most evident.   

 

As commonly noted, many serve passenger trips are ‘child serving’ trips. We would 

expect, then, that women’s trips of this type would outnumber men’s.  However, (see 

Table 4) whilst women with children and women in other households make almost 

twice as many serve passenger trips as men, an even number is made by men living 

alone and with older children, and married men make one and a half times as many 

serve passenger trips as married women, partly reflecting the differences in car driver 

trips between married men and women without children shown in Figures 5a and 6a. 

Again it appears that gender differences for couples without children are pronounced. 

Across Sydney (see Figure 8), men’s serve passenger trips outnumber those of 

women in six SLAs: Lane Cove, Blue Mountains, Waverly, Fairfield, South Sydney 

and Hunters Hill, suggesting the influences of an ageing and overseas born 

population. The greatest frequency of women’s serve passenger trips in comparison 

to men occurs in a bunch of middle ring suburbs west of the CBD (Auburn, Concord, 

Strathfield, Burwood, Hurstville), and interestingly, the City of Sydney. This is a 

diverse set of suburbs, none known for high concentrations of families (especially the 

City of Sydney). Could it be that women’s serve passenger trips in these areas are 

not related as strongly to the serving of children but also encompass serve 

passenger trips for the elderly or other extended family  (or household) members?  

 

Two important interpretations thus emerge from this analysis. First, that spatial 

patterns of car use and serve passenger trips across Sydney are much more 

complex than a simple inner suburb/outer suburb divide. Beyond the influence of 

children, the gendering of car use across Sydney seems more influenced by factors 

like income and ethnicity. Second, these spatial patterns do not hold across 

household types. Men and women married without children have quite distinctive 

patterns of car use and serve passenger trips. It appears that factors such as the 

differences in the nature and location of men’s work compared to women’s work, the 

lower levels of car ownership for households without children and the degree of 
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public transport accessibility across Sydney may have more significant impact on the 

diversity of car use for men and women married without children, whereas for those 

with children, the influence of children on car ownership and trip purpose is 

significant.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 
We began this paper with the common understanding that domestic responsibilities 

and children are key factors in understanding the travel behaviour of women and 

hence gender differences in travel behaviour. Our analysis has both confirmed and 

limited this understanding. Certainly women with children (a proxy measure of 

domestic responsibilities) and women without children have different travel patterns: 

women with children use the car more often, make shorter trips and are much more 

likely to make trips to drop off or pick up somebody else. The presence of children 

also modifies men’s travel along similar lines, though not to the same degree. But we 

have qualified this picture in two ways. First, gender differences within households 

are greatest when there are no young children present. Men and women living in 

couples without children have very different travel patterns, especially in relation to 

car use. Second, we have illustrated how the importance of domestic responsibilities 

varies geographically.   

 

A second motivation of the paper was the recent interest in women’s ‘automobility’ 

(Root and Shintler 1999; Sheller & Urry 2000). Again we confirm yet qualify the 

concept of automobility. On the one hand, this broad analysis has underscored the 

findings of our previous research: that transport disadvantage is no longer an 

appropriate descriptor of all women’s travel. Men and women’s use of public 

transport is almost equal (although the use of public transport may be different 

according to different public transport modes), and it is trips as car passengers that 

remain divergent. On the other hand, we have shown that it is for certain groups of 

women, in certain parts of the city, that the ‘automobility’ label is most appropriate. 

Car use is greater for women with children of any age, and is more geographically 

consistent than women without children, although most dominant in suburban 

locations and areas of higher incomes.  What this paper has not dealt with, however, 

is the degree of ‘automobility’ of women and men who are not living in a couple 

relationship or who live alone, especially young men and women.    
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This paper has highlighted two further areas of research. First, the specific reasons 

underlying women’s greater car use in the inner suburbs of Sydney need to be 

investigated. Here we have surmised that income is important. Levels of car 

ownership are certainly important, but other factors may come into play. Is it, for 

example, that income is associated with a greater number and range of activities for 

children? Second, the relative intransigence of men’s car use across household 

types suggests the need for further analysis of links between cars and masculinity. 

What is it that so strongly connects men to their cars, and how does it differ from the 

cultural significance of cars for women? 
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