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Introduction

Research on transport and social exclusion first emerged in the late 1990s and early 2000s. It predominantly arose from a growing interest amongst United Kingdom (UK) academics and policy makers in understanding how transport disadvantage might relate to New Labour’s newly announced social welfare agenda (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998). Clearly, recognition of the social impacts of transport disadvantage was not a new research topic (see Chapter 2 by Julian Hine in this book for more on this). The unique departure for studies of transport and social exclusion was to specify the interactions between transport inequalities and social inequalities in direct relation to the UK social exclusion policy agenda (see for example TRaC, 2000; Lucas et al., 2001; Hine and Mitchell, 2003; Kenyon, 2003). 

In 2003, the UK Social Exclusion Unit (SEU) published its now internationally recognised report on this subject, which gave official government recognition that lack of transport can be a significant causal factor in the social exclusion of certain economically and socially disadvantaged groups in the UK. The SEU report led to the development of a set of transport policy guidances to local authorities in England to deliver what is now commonly referred to as accessibility planning as part of their five-yearly Local Transport Plans (Department for Transport, 2006). Since this time, transport and social exclusion research has spread to several other countries (e.g. Hurni, 2006; McDonagh, 2006; Currie et al., 2007; Cellobada, 2009; Rose et al., 2009; Lucas, 2010) largely because of its utility in identifying the role of transport, land use planning and service delivery decisions in creating and reinforcing poverty and social disadvantage. 
This chapter offers an overview of the broad range of research which has been brought forward under the transport and social exclusion banner. It begins by outlining some of the basic theories which have been used to explain the concept of social exclusion and offers some core definitions. It then identifies how the concept of social exclusion has been used to extend traditional understandings of transport disadvantage by additionally considering how this not only constrains the mobility and activity patterns of low-income individuals and communities, but ultimately reduces their life chances. Secondly, it evaluates the UK’s own policy progress on transport and social exclusion since 2003 and asks whether transport-related social exclusion is still a relevant concept within the present political climate. Thirdly, the chapter reviews some of the empirical studies that have been undertaken over the past 10 years in the UK and elsewhere to identify and model the interactions between transport and mobility inequalities and social exclusion. It concludes by identifying the current research position on transport and social exclusion and suggests some possible directions for future research.

Understanding the Concept of Social Exclusion

It is important to recognise from the outset that research of transport and social exclusion evolved from a much broader set of theoretical concepts, which had been developed by academics in response to a newly emerging social policy agenda (e.g. Burchardt et al., 2002). Policymakers, initially in Europe (Marlier et al., 2009) and later in the UK under the ‘New Labour’ government (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998), identified the persistent and deepening problem of ‘social exclusion’ in many of Europe’s deprived peripheral urban areas. The term was being broadly used within the policy literature to describe individuals within affluent societies who had ‘fallen through the safety net’ of their social welfare systems (Mandanipour et al., 1998). Particular social groups were identified as being ‘at risk’ (including young adults, lone parents, disabled people and the uninsured unemployed). Affected populations were identified as experiencing a multiplicity of social problems, including income insecurity, low levels of economic and political participation, family breakdown, housing insecurity, ill-health and low skills and poor educational achievement (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998).

By the early 2000s the concept had been widely adopted by UK policy makers. Indeed, writing in 2005, Byrne commented: ‘The expression ‘social exclusion is everywhere in contemporary UK social policy, not only in the process of policy development but also at the sharp end of policy implementation’ (Byrne, 2005: 1). Despite its apparent ubiquity, the term is highly contestable and, as such, there numerous and often conflicting definitions of social exclusion. It is generally accepted, however, that the concept embraces more than just income poverty to include a much wider set of multi-dimensional indicators of health and social well-being and that it is a dynamic, relational and mutually reinforcing phenomenon (Burchardt et al., 2002). The UK Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) latest definition describes social exclusion as: 

… the lack or denial of resources, rights, goods and services, and the inability to participate in the normal relationships and activities, available to the majority of people in a society, whether in economic, social, cultural or political arenas. It affects both the quality of life of individuals and the equity and cohesion of society as a whole. (Levitas et al., 2007: 9)

Importantly, theorists also emphasise that social exclusion involves the combined interaction of different social problems, which can occur either simultaneously or cumulatively over a person’s lifetime. It is also of note that social exclusion is seen to be reinforced at every level of that person’s activity, for example a lack of personal skills and capabilities acts to reduces their access to financial resources, which limits their social networks and access to other supporting mechanisms. At the same time, the community or local area in which that person lives is also likely to be disadvantaged in terms of the number of local jobs that are available and the local services and amenities that are provided within it. Finally, social exclusion is relational over time and space, in that it is experienced in the context of wider social norms and national and global structural trends. 

Why Consider Transport? 

Arguably, it is a focus on the (in)ability of individuals to participate which significantly distinguishes the concept of social exclusion from previous theories of deprivation and income poverty. It is almost certainly this emphasis on participation and access to services that first drew transport researchers to explore the concept more fully (Kenyon, 2003). 

The need to consider the social dimensions of transport policy was first identified in the UK in the 1998 White Paper ‘A New Deal for Transport’ (Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions, 1998). Transport and/or mobility inequality was not a new theme within the transportation literature. In the 1970s and 1980s academics such as Banister and Hall (1981) had asserted that transport clearly had an important role to play in determining social outcomes for different sectors of modern society in terms of both the adequacy of transport services and the impact of the transport system on individuals and communities. 

Trend analysis of national travel data continues to provide the evidence of transport inequality in the UK; whilst on average car ownership levels rest at around 85 per cent, less than 50 per cent of the lowest income quintile households own a car (Department for Transport, 2007). Although 40 per cent of individuals in the lowest-income households report travelling by car at least once a week, they make only around one-tenth the car trips of members of one car households and they make far fewer trips in a week overall, using any mode of transport (ibid.). The annual journey distances of non-car owners is roughly half that of car owners (ibid.) but low-income car owners also travel significantly less than the average car-owning population. 

However, research into transport and social exclusion has made an important departure from past studies of transport inequality to identify its consequences in terms of the inability of affected individuals to participate in key life-enhancing opportunities, such as employment, education, health and their supporting social networks, as well as identifying the social outcomes which arise from this inaccessibility, such as reduced job search activities, job losses, missed health appointments, school truancies, lower post-16 educational participation and increased physical isolation in later life. In this way transport, or rather the lack of it, is firmly established as a social policy problem with defined social consequences. 

A second departure was that, in tune with the more general ethos of social exclusion research, researchers of the transport and social exclusion phenomenon aimed to identify the underlying causal factors which have led to manifest constraints on the travel behaviours of low income populations. A social exclusion approach to transport disadvantage differentiates between those factors which predominantly rested with the affected individuals such as their personal abilities, skills, resources and capacities to access transport and their past experiences of its use and those factors which are predominantly externally determined by the system of provision, such as the location of local services, the levels and quality of public transport provision, travel information and so forth.

The research has identified that low income individuals tend to be transport disadvantaged and/or travel poor across a number of different dimensions, including the physical availability of private and public transport, transport affordability, the safety and suitability of the transport system, information about the services that are provided and participation in local transport decision making (Church et al, 2000; TRaC, 2000; Lucas et al., 2001; Hodgson and Turner, 2003). Formal government recognition of the relationship between transport and social exclusion was provided by the 2003 SEU report. Based on the evidence from 18 months of public and local authority consultations, a national Omnibus survey and five local area case studies, the report recommended that:

Problems with transport and the location of services contribute to social exclusion by preventing people from participating in work or learning, or accessing healthcare or food shopping and other local activities. People in deprived communities also suffer the worst effects of road traffic through pedestrian accidents and pollution. (Social Exclusion Unit, 2003: 9) 

The report recommended that the problem was multi-dimensional. It found that due to the restructuring of local labour markets, the flight of local public services and other amenities from many urban centres and the predominantly fixed location of social housing, people need to travel over greater distances and to more dispersed peripheral locations in order to undertake their everyday activities. The majority of low income households do not have access to a car and existing public transport services are inadequate for meeting these basic mobility needs and fares are also disproportionately expensive for people on low incomes. As a result of these compound difficulties, many people on low incomes find it difficult or are unwilling to travel to key activities outside of their local neighbourhoods and become trapped or isolated (Social Exclusion Unit, 2003). 

Analysis of Transport-related Exclusion

In an earlier paper, Church et al. (2000: 198–200) had identified seven specific features of the transport system which contribute to the social exclusion of certain population groups, namely: 

1) physical exclusion: whereby physical barriers, such as vehicle design, lack of disabled facilities or lack of timetable information, inhibit the accessibility of transport services;

2) geographical exclusion: where a person lives can prevent them from accessing transport services, such as in rural areas or on peripheral urban estates;

3) exclusion from facilities: the distance of key facilities such as shops, schools, health care or leisure services from where a person lives prevents their access;

4) economic exclusion: the high monetary costs of travel can prevent or limit access to facilities or employment and thus impact on incomes;

5) time-based exclusion: other demands on time, such as combined work, household and child-care duties, reduces the time available for travel (often referred to as time-poverty in the literature);

6) fear-based exclusion: where fears for personal safety preclude the use of public spaces and/or transport services;

7) space exclusion: where security or space management prevent certain groups access to public spaces, e.g. gated communities or first class waiting rooms at stations.

Grieco (2006) has proposed that these individual factors can be grouped into three core components for the purposes of analysis, namely: 1) place-based measures, including opportunities and services within the immediate area in which a person lives; 2) social-category based measures, such as social stratification within as community to identify social need; and 3) person-based measures, such as the individual public transport user’s profile of journey needs. A diagrammatic representation of this three-pronged approach is reproduced in Figure 10.1 below. 

INSERT FIGURE 10.1 NEAR HERE

However, as Kenyon (2003) notes, it is also essential to recognise the dynamic and relational nature of the exclusionary process, i.e. to those impacts which occur over time and are in direct relation to the social norms set by the rest of society. The more mobile a society becomes over time the more certain groups are excluded from and/or disproportionately impacted by the system over time and also are increasingly pressurised into car use as their other transport options become increasingly non-viable within the context of a car-dominant land-use and transport system. Figure 10.2 demonstrates this dynamic. 
INSERT FIGURE 10.2 NEAR HERE

The dynamic nature of transport-related social exclusion suggests that policy makers not only need to be concentrating on the populations that are excluded or at risk of exclusion within the current system but should also focus on reducing the escalating dynamic of a hyper mobile society to secure the inclusion of future generations of at risk groups. 

Accessibility Planning: The UK Policy Approach to Addressing Transport-related Exclusion

The 2003 SEU report effectively set the agenda for much of the subsequent transport and social exclusion research in the UK, in that it should a) focus on the needs of low income populations, b) centre around the key activities of work, education, health care, food shopping and to a lesser extent leisure and social participation and c) involve assessing the effectiveness of the public transport in providing access to these core activities. Its key recommendation for reducing transport-related exclusion was adoption of an accessibility planning approach to public transport provision at the local level of implementation. The emphasis of the recommendation was not only on providing improved public transport services to disadvantaged individuals and areas, but also on adapting land uses and improved local service delivery patterns to reduce people’s need to travel. Since 2006, local transport authorities in England have been required to undertake strategic and local accessibility assessments as part of the local transport planning process. They should work in partnership with other local public bodies (such as land use planners, education authorities and primary care health trusts) to find joint solutions to the accessibility deficits these analyses identify (Department of Transport, 2006). 

As yet, there are no formal evaluations of the delivery of the performance of the accessibility planning process or its outcomes in terms of reducing transport-related social exclusion. However, several commentators have offered criticisms of the approach in that it is ‘black-box’ exercise and has had little impact on the ground (e.g. Preston, 2009). The UK Department for Transport has itself recently commissioned a three-year evaluation study to identify both the progress and impact of accessibility planning within local transport authorities (Centre for the Research of Social Policy, 2009). An interim report to the Department in part confirmed some of these criticisms. Research of nine sample case study local transport authorities demonstrated significant differences in their approaches, with some directly targeting improved public transport services towards socially excluded groups and deprived areas and others adopting more universal approaches. Some Accessibility Plans were more transport-sector focused whilst other shared the responsibility for improvements with other key stakeholders such as health providers or social services. However, a number of authorities did not see the agenda to be of any relevance at all in the context of their wider corporate planning.

The authors’ own case study research also suggests that the pattern of delivery across local authorities is very mixed (Lucas et al., 2008). Local transport authorities who see a value in promoting socially inclusive transport in their areas find the accessibility planning approach useful and are delivering best practice on the ground. The role of local champions is crucial to success and the authorities who have key personnel who understand both the value of the process and have the skills to develop multi-stakeholder agreement are making the biggest impact on the ground. Those authorities with less political will or lack of a social mandate for promoting social inclusion largely disregard the transport and social exclusion agenda entirely. 

However, where new transport projects have been specifically targeted at the needs of disadvantaged populations and deprived areas, they have clearly had a considerable effect in terms of encouraging increased participation and reducing social exclusion. For example, evaluation of four such projects (Lucas et al., 2008) identified significant improvements in the travel uptake of low income populations, as well as knock-on social benefits, such as the take-up of new employment and educational opportunities and improved uptake of health visits. The greatest impact on people’s travel was observed in terms of increased shopping trips and social and leisure activities for end users. Evaluations of the UK KickStart projects (Bristow et al., 2008), which pump-primed new buses in deprived neighbourhoods, also recorded significant increases in bus patronage in the context of a more generally declining market overall.

However, the UK national transport social policy agenda now appears to have moved on somewhat and is now referring to a commitment to improving equality of opportunity rather than reducing social exclusion (Department for Transport, 2008). This suggests that in the future there will be less of an emphasis on the evaluation of social outcomes from the transport system and more on the range and quality of people’s travel options, although nothing has yet been clarified by government in this respect. It will be interesting to see whether the social exclusion concept is still an appropriate and/or useful way of understanding and expressing transport disadvantage in this new policy context or if new theoretical and applied perspectives are needed.

It is already clear is that the newly elected Liberal Conservative coalition government in the UK is proposing to make considerable cut backs in funding across all areas of public expenditure. Local transport services are likely to be particularly badly hit, with a £309m in local transport spending being proposed this year alone. The KickStart programme is likely to be scrapped, the Bus Service Operators Grant is facing an uncertain future and the Urban Challenge Fund planned under the previous government will not now go ahead. These cutbacks are likely to result in fewer subsides for the very public transport services which are so important for meeting the mobility, accessibility and activity needs of low income and vulnerable populations. 

Advances in our Empirical Understanding of Transport-related Exclusion 

In many ways transport and social exclusion research has also moved on over the last 10 years. Numerous studies have now measured and modelled various aspects of transport-related social exclusion within different national and local contexts. It is not possible to review all of these studies in the context of this chapter, but some key contributions in terms of advancing our knowledge of the subject are identified in the sections below. 

Difference in ‘Personal Activity Spaces’

A number of the early studies of transport-related social exclusion identified that many affected individuals didn’t themselves see a need or necessarily want to travel outside their immediate local area, although this might effectively also mean that they could not find a job or enrol on a training course or receive dental treatment. The SEU report had referred to this phenomenon as ‘low travel horizons’ and suggested that over time transport disadvantage could act to constrain people’s travel expectations.

Schonfelder and Axhausen (2003) picked up on this issue of constrained ‘personal activity space’ in their study of two German cities. Their analyses could not identify any systematic disadvantage in terms the extent of spatial activities or number of unique locations visited at the group level for the female, older or lower income survey respondents. However, the survey was not specifically designed to measure social exclusion and might therefore have under-represented socially excluded sectors of the population. 

A more recent Canadian study  (Paez et al., 2009a and 2009b) of seniors, low income people and single parent households within the urban areas of Hamilton, Toronto, and Montreal concluded that the three groups tend to had much smaller activity spaces than the average population in all three study areas. All three Canadian cities have much lower levels of public transport provision than most European cities, which would suggest that the personal activity spaces of socially excluded populations are highly geographically contextualised and likely to be dependent on both local land use patterns and public transport supply. 

In the furtherance of more contextually specific understandings, Priya Uteng (2009) has used a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods in a Norwegian study of non-Western female immigrants. She identifies the women used their interpretation of ‘ethnically divided space’ based on language, codes of behaviour, value systems and social networks to shape their sense of both belonging and difference. Their personal activity spaces had little or nothing to do with either physical transport provision or the spatial planning of the city in which they live. She argues that in this context, mobility (and ergo transport) becomes a highly internalised personal confine, which serves to act against integration. The inference from her study is that place-based measures of accessibility largely overlook these highly individualised (and sometimes internally imposed) but deeply relevant experiences of socially excluded individuals.

Time Poverty and Transport Disadvantage

Studies of time-space geography present some further challenges for the study of transport-related disadvantage (e.g. Dijst and Kwan, 2005; Neutens et al., 2009). These studies take the fundamental societal changes that have taken place over the last fifty years in spatial organisation of society as their starting point to identify how new demands for tight scheduling, multi-tasking and multiple responsibilities have created new transport-related inequalities, which may have little or nothing to do with income poverty but may nevertheless be exclusionary for certain social groups (e.g. Schwanen and DeJong, 2008; Spinney et al., 2009). 

The phenomenon was observed by Currie and Delbosc (2010) in a study of the differential travel patterns of households in the Melbourne region of Australia. They employed a structural equation model to statistically test the strength of the relationship between self-reported transport disadvantage, predefined measures of social exclusion and a Life Satisfaction Scale. The authors found no significant relationship between realised trips and self-reported experiences of transport disadvantage, i.e. people who travelled a lot and were relatively transport advantaged in terms of their access to a private vehicle were just as likely to report difficulties with their transport as those who travelled little and had no private vehicle access. Further analysis identified that this was largely due to a time-poverty issue for higher-income, economically-active female respondents in the survey, who were trading cheaper house prices in the suburbs with longer journey times and higher travel costs. Their housing choices were leading to the perception of ‘transport disadvantaged’ but they were not socially excluded on the basis of indicators of income, employment, educational attainment, etc. However, the authors recommend that many of these households do have a high risk of social exclusion should their travel costs significantly increase at any point, as there are few if any travel alternatives to the car available to them in the places where they have ‘chosen’ to locate.

‘Hypermobility’ and Global Exclusion

Urry (2000; 2007) has coined the term hypermobility to describe the way in which people, goods and services need now to be in perpetual motion (physical and virtual) in order to match the production and consumption demands of almost all contemporary societies. He suggests that less mobile individuals, communities and ultimately whole nations are becoming systematically excluded from mainstream society because of the unequal distribution of ‘network’ or ‘mobility capital’ (Kaufmann et al., 2004). As Cass et al. (2005) identify, Urry’s ‘new mobilities’ perspective is particularly important because it emphasises the relational and dynamic nature of transport inequality as well as how this can serve to reinforce existing social stratifications within society (Ohnmacht et al., 2009). 

It is very difficult to undertake empirical research to examine these dynamic exclusionary processes because it requires longitudinal analysis of comparable international datasets, which is often not available. Although not directly related to transport, the GLOBALLIFE project (Blossfeld et al., 2009) undertook a cross-national comparative analysis of the effects of globalisation processes on the life-courses of men and women across 17 OECD countries. The study concludes that the spatial dynamics of the globalisation process have significantly affected the mobility and flexibility of labour and labour capital. Young people are the main losers of these processes, facing increasing uncertainties in their employment security, whereas qualified men in their mid-careers are the main winners. Although the picture is mixed across the different countries, the study suggests that globalisation serves to strengthen existing social inequalities.

A study of the relationship between people’s levels of mobility and their social capital across the three Swiss cities, Zurich, Genoa and Basle (Viry et al., 2009) found that having ‘strong mobility capital’ allowed individuals to better maintain and/or widen their social capital. Conversely, for the disadvantaged populations in the samples (particularly for isolated women with children, migrants, less educated people and people with disabilities) having no car and living in a place isolated from the public transport system, effectively acted to weaken their social capital. 

Social Network Analysis

Social networks are a particularly important area of study for social exclusion, in that they are generally seen to be one of the main ways in which individuals and communities maintain their social capital (Putnam, 2000). The stronger a person’s social networks, particularly their non-familial networks, the greater the level of social capital and thereby access to financial resources and life opportunities. A number of studies have considered the role of transport in enhancing people’s social networking interactions For example, Frei et al. (2009) examined the dynamic effects of improved communication technology and travel opportunities on social inequalities, particularly in relation to people’s social networks. Their study identified that car ownership (and the associated mobility that this offers) had a positive effect on both the size and strength of the respondents’ social networks. Being less anchored to a physical location and also more professionally flexible also had a positive effect on the size of a person’s social network. 

In contrast, in a study of two different communities, one higher income and one lower income, in the city of Concepción in Chile, Carrasco (2010) identified that having access to a car seemed to be play a secondary role in terms of both the frequency or the personal network spatiality of people’s social interactions compared with income. However, the city does benefit from a relatively good public transport system and average car ownership levels within the city are also low, currently standing at only at 35%. In recognition of these wider contextual factors, Carrasco suggests that the relevance of studying more fully the wider urban context and the role of public transport need, in order to disentangle the effects of income and car availability in supporting social interactions. 

Conclusions: Where Are We Now?

This chapter has provided a flavour of the wealth of theoretical and empirical research that has been undertaken in the area of transport and social exclusion over the last ten years. It is evident from even this quite limited overview that this new research agenda for transport has served to improve our academic and policy understandings of the interactions between the transport disadvantage, mobility and accessibility and wider negative and positive social outcomes. The chapter has identified that there is now increased theoretical complexity and methodological divergence in our treatment of the issue, but it also recognises that there is still a lot to learn in terms of what to do in practice about the problems the research has identified. 

The chapter emphasises the importance of adopting multi-dimensional and contextualised understandings of the underlying factors which cause transport-related exclusion. It has illustrated the dynamic nature of the problem over both time and space, which establishes the need to consider important time-space interactions within our analyses and to understand the influence of mobility on people’s personal activity spaces, social horizons and supporting social networks. The chapter also raises the issue of transport burdens and reduced well-being for non-excluded populations and the relational nature of the problem of transport disadvantage in the context of hyper mobile and car dependent societies. 

What remains unclear is how policy makers can take these new understandings and use them to practically address the transport poverty of socially disadvantaged populations, whilst also acting effectively to reduce the hyper mobility of society as a whole. Policy delivery is being made increasingly difficult in both respects by the absence of public finance for new transport projects and reduced public subsidies for non-commercially viable services. However, it is a question that cannot afford to be ignored in the context of our ageing western society and increasingly income and spatially polarised societies, as well as the ubiquitous imperative of climate change.
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Figure 10.1

Factors affecting accessibility 
Source: Lucas, 2004: 43.
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Figure 10.2
Diagram to demonstrate the dynamics of diminishing accessibility experienced by non-car users

Source: Lucas, 2004: 16.
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