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Abstract

Scholars have highlighted drastic reductions in daily mobility during the early stages

of the COVID‐19 pandemic lockdown. But what happened when restrictions were

relaxed though risk remained ubiquitous? How did patterns of mobility change and

how were they structured by socioeconomic resources and social roles? We address

these questions using a cross‐sectional representative sample (n = 2942) of the

population of Andalusia, Spain, after a month and a half of severe lockdown in 2020.

We find that older people were the least mobile group and that people living with

children and in extended households were less likely to move to take care of others,

unlike before the pandemic. Men were more likely to carry out daily mobilities for

which women had been traditionally responsible, such as care mobilities. Women

were also more likely to be immobile and less likely to commute. Finally, manual and

nonqualified workers were more likely to commute, but they were just as likely as

any other group to carry out other types of mobility. These results highlight the

social character of mobility in a unique context. We emphasize the need to

disaggregate daily mobility based on different purposes as well analysing how these

are practised by different sociodemographic groups if we want to provide rigorous

descriptions of a core component of individuals’ daily life.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Daily mobility is a set of reversible, two‐way, frequently performed

movements that delimit the space around which people move, and,

consequently, the opportunities and resources they can potentially

access (Kellerman, 2012). The meaning and implications of being

mobile changed drastically with the outbreak of the severe acute

respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS‐CoV‐2) pandemic in late

2019. As the scientific community discovered that coronavirus

disease 2019 (COVID‐19) was transmitted from human to human,

individuals became vectors, and their daily mobility became a source

of contagion, a threat to public health (Cresswell, 2021). This led to

numerous nonpharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) around the world,

including travel bans, lockdowns and curfews (Hale et al., 2022),

which significantly reduced mobility levels within and between

countries (Askitas et al., 2021; Nouvellet et al., 2021). Using
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aggregated mobility data from January to June 2020, Snoeijer et al.

(2021) estimated that, on average, countries saw a 60.6% drop in

their mobility.

People restructured their daily lives in light of these policies,

showing a tendency to reduce their participation in social activities, a

shift from public to private transportation and an increase in active

mobilities such as walking and cycling (Kolarova et al., 2021;

Strömblad et al., 2021). Over time, compliance with NPIs turned

the most basic daily movements into a valuable resource to cope with

the feeling of being stuck at home (Arroyo et al., 2021;

Kellerman, 2022). Nevertheless, a variety of studies have observed

that not everyone had the same capacity to adapt to this new

scenario, adding to the body of literature about the heightening of

social inequalities during the pandemic (Dobusch & Kreissl, 2020;

Huang et al., 2022; Krieger, 2020).

The literature on daily mobility and inequalities in daily

mobility during the COVID‐19 pandemic has mostly focused on

its early stages when movement restrictions tended to be

stringent. However, studies about mobility during periods of

transition from lockdowns to ‘new normality’ are scant. This

context is of special interest, as individuals faced a situation

where even though public health agencies strongly discouraged

daily mobility, it was legal and appealing (Mesa‐Pedrazas

et al., 2021).

This paper analyses the daily mobility patterns of the population

of Andalusia after a month‐and‐a‐half‐long strict lockdown

(March–April 2020) that was followed by a gradual increase in

mobility and economic activity. Spain was one of the countries with

the largest decreases in mobility with 86% (Snoeijer et al., 2021),

reflecting a high stringency of the policies enforced by the national

government and an extraordinary compliance by the population. We

answer three questions:

1. How did the daily mobility of the Andalusian population evolve

throughout the different stages of the de‐escalation process?

2. What explains the commuting, self‐realization and care mobilities

during this period?

3. How did immobility and high mobility vary across sociodemo-

graphic groups?

2 | BACKGROUND

2.1 | Daily mobility as a social practice: Triggers
and patterns

At first glance, daily life can be seen as a series of repetitive actions.

However, underneath its surface lie complex interactions between

individuals and social structures that result in conflict, divisions,

negotiations and transformations (Jirón, 2008). Consequently,

patterns of daily movement—the extent to which individuals move,

the reasons for moving and, ultimately, how, when, why and with

whom—have an impact on people's lives.

But what triggers daily mobility? According to Kellerman (2012),

moving is a human need, and so is fixity, the voluntary decision to

remain in a given place. Through movement, individuals satisfy their

need to interact with other people (proximity), to interact with and

explore their surroundings, especially outdoors (locomotion), and to

obtain information from their environment (curiosity). In contrast,

privacy, shelter and apathy are the needs that individuals satisfy

when they remain in a place (Kellerman, 2012). Notably, people's

decisions to move are not simply based on personal preferences;

structural and cultural factors and individual sociodemographic

characteristics also play a role (Hidayati et al., 2021; Kaufmann

et al., 2004; Kellerman, 2012).

Studies on the social determinants of everyday mobility before

the COVID‐19 pandemic have underlined the importance of socio-

demographic characteristics and household composition. In the new

context set by the disease and the NPIs to counter it, housing

characteristics and COVID‐19‐related variables have also become

relevant.

Socioeconomic status (SES) is one of the main determinants of

daily mobility. This relationship is heterogeneous due to the

specificity of socioeconomic processes and infrastructure of each

location regarding the concentration of poorer residents, manual

labour and basic services, as well as the availability and accessibility

of public and private transportation (Barbosa et al., 2021; Xu

et al., 2018). However, there is a general pattern. Affluent residents

are able to be selective about where and how to move, while the

mobility of poorer inhabitants is constrained by their limited

resources (Macedo et al., 2022).

Mobility patterns also differ by gender. Gender roles have

traditionally attributed the main function of the public and labour

spheres to men and domestic and family spheres to women

(Olabarria et al., 2013). Thus, men's mobility tends to prioritize work

trips, while women travel more for care and household maintenance

tasks (Boarnet & Hsu, 2015; Kaufmann & Widmer, 2006; Miralles‐

Guasch et al., 2016; Viry et al., 2015). The presence of children in the

household is one of the principal drivers of this inequality (Havet

et al., 2021; McQuaid & Chen, 2012; Wachter & Holz‐Rau, 2021).

Other factors like occupational segregation, internalized gendered

roles (Torrado et al., 2018), economic disparities within the household

composition, and access to private means of transportation (Wachter

& Holz‐Rau, 2021) are also correlated with mobility inequalities

between men and women. Women tend to have more restricted

activity spaces than men (Fan, 2017; Torrado et al., 2018).

Furthermore, the reasons for moving and travel time vary across

life stages (Maciejewska et al., 2019). As a group, the elderly move

the least and are more likely to be immobile than the rest of the

population (Schwanen & Páez, 2010). However, although their overall

daily mobility decreases, their involvement in activities like leisure

trips increases (Choo et al., 2016; Hjorthol et al., 2010). In

comparison, movement is the highest among middle‐aged individuals,

a group that Camarero and Oliva (2008) call the ‘support generation’,

since they must combine their jobs with family responsibilities, such

as caring for offspring or older family members. Young people have
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the lowest agency over their movement since much of their daily

structure is determined by their family (Skelton, 2013), although they

spend the largest amount of time on their daily trips (Delclòs‐Alió &

Miralles‐Guasch, 2018; Delclòs‐Alió & Miralles‐Guasch, 2019).

Differences in mobility by household composition are inter-

connected with inequalities in task sharing and family support. Single‐

person households are associated with greater mobility, although a

distinction should be made between young adults and the elderly

(Olaru et al., 2005). In the case of young adults, mobility is higher and

explained by commuting (Olaru et al., 2005) and the search for spaces

for interaction with friends and potential partners (Gautier

et al., 2010). In contrast, daily mobility may be a pathway for the

elderly to avoid or reduce their levels of social isolation and feelings

of loneliness by increasing their potential contact with other people

and involvement in community activities (Van Den Berg et al., 2016).

Living as a couple with children also has an important influence on

mobility, but it depends on the age of the children (Buliung &

Kanaroglou, 2006). The presence of children means greater mobility

in general, and a larger activity space as children grow older (Buliung

& Kanaroglou, 2006). Commuting to school, children's extracurricular

activities and increasing contacts with relatives (Camarero &

Oliva, 2008) explain the greater mobility of couples with children.

However, some of these caregiving tasks fall more heavily on women

(Fan, 2017). These patterns increase in extended family households,

which commonly include elderly family members, especially in

Southern European countries.

2.2 | Daily mobility and crises: Changes and
continuities during the COVID‐19 pandemic

Daily mobility patterns are affected by disruptive phenomena like

economic crises (Maciejewska et al., 2019; Marquet & Miralles‐

Guasch, 2018) and natural disasters (Cook & Butz, 2016). From a

psychosocial perspective, an individual's necessity and capacity to

adapt to these new scenarios is partly dependent on personality

traits. Prospect and risk aversion theory suggest (Campos‐Vazquez &

Cuilty, 2014) that when individuals consider whether or not to move,

they consider the potential losses involved in their potential

movement. As an example, the risk of infection by COVID‐19 was

a special threat to the elderly, those with poorer health status and the

chronically ill, which reduced their mobility substantially (Torrado

et al., 2022).

In the context of the pandemic, the law became the principal

determinant of daily mobility. To control the spread of the virus,

almost every country in the world closed their educational institu-

tions and enforced limitations on international travel, more than 80%

closed their workplaces, and around 70% enforced stay‐at‐home

orders. These policies reduced mobility drastically (Hale et al., 2022).

They also affected mobility indirectly through the increase in work

from home and the temporary shutdown of nonessential activities

and services. This led to a scenario of low mobility, which mostly

revolved around the neighbourhood (Mesa‐Pedrazas et al., 2021).

Scholars have reported inequalities in the ability to comply with

NPIs, showing that richer states (M. Lee et al., 2020), regions (Pullano

et al., 2020), health areas (Lee et al., 2021), municipalities (Dokhov &

Topnikov, 2021), neighbourhoods (Checa et al., 2020) and citizens

(Bracarense & Oliveira, 2021) around the world reduced their

mobility levels more than their poorer counterparts. In some cases,

people with higher SES also started reducing their mobility before the

enactment of the NPIs (Checa et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2021; Sun

et al., 2022), suggesting not only that they had access to cultural

capital that allowed them to recognize the implications of the spread

of the pandemic earlier than the rest (Checa et al., 2020) but also that

their jobs were more easily adaptable to working from home (Angell

& Potoglou, 2022).

Compliance with social distancing measures also differed by

gender. Following the enactment of the first stay‐at‐home orders,

women reduced their mobility more than men (Caselli et al., 2022).

They also saw larger decreases in their mobility after school

closures (Caselli et al., 2022), and regained more mobility after

schools reopened (Bulteau et al., 2022). Further, during periods of

lockdown, men took more out‐of‐household trips than women

(Bulteau et al., 2022; Mejía‐Dorantes et al., 2021; Politis

et al., 2021). Similarly, the effect of NPIs on mobility differed

across age groups. In many cases, young people decreased their

mobility the most (Astroza et al., 2020; Cartenì et al., 2020;

Caselli et al., 2022; Hu et al., 2021), an expected result given the

importance of social and leisure activities in their mobility. The

mobility of the elderly was less affected, since they are a group

that traditionally moves less and some of their main activities

were still legal during severe lockdown periods (e.g., going

grocery shopping). The most mobile was the middle‐aged group,

since they were responsible for most work‐related mobility and

for the mobility to take care of the most vulnerable family

members and acquaintances (Beach et al., 2021).

The pandemic also had an effect on the relationship between

household structure and mobility. We could expect single‐person

households to increase their mobility as soon as the de‐escalation

measures would allow it, as these were exposed to higher levels of

loneliness (Wickens et al., 2021). In addition, the closing of schools

and the role of children in the spread of the disease (Godøy

et al., 2022) could further reduce the mobility of households with

children, especially in households where the elderly were also

present.

Housing conditions were not commonly accounted for in the

analysis of daily mobility before the pandemic, but they became

relevant during periods of lockdown and their subsequent de‐

escalation. The better the housing conditions, such as access to

private outdoor spaces or natural light, the lower the difficulty to stay

at home (Sinisterra et al., 2022; Torrado et al., 2022). Differences in

mobility were also to be expected depending on the residential

environment. Theoretically, mobility would be lower in denser

spaces, where the risk of contagion is higher (Florida et al., 2021).

Lastly, there is evidence of a surge in residential mobility to prepare

for the reduction in daily mobility in Spain. A significant proportion of
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the population moved to improve their housing situation or to reunite

with their family (Duque‐Calvache et al., 2021).

2.3 | The present study: Mobility restrictions and
the de‐escalation of the COVID‐19 pandemic in Spain

In response to the spread of SARS‐CoV‐2 in Spain, the national

government enforced a state of alarm on March 14, 2020, which

remained in force until June 21, 2020. The government enacted

several measures aimed at controlling this public health crisis,

including a strict lockdown. During the lockdown, individuals were

only allowed to leave their households to acquire basic goods, go to

the doctor, take care of old, young, or other family members in

vulnerable situations, go to banks or automated teller machines

(ATMs) and insurance facilities, and to return to their main residence.

Only essential workers were allowed to commute. This was

accompanied by the closure of educational institutions, all non-

essential businesses and public spaces and restaurants, which

were only allowed to offer delivery services (Boletín Oficial Del

Estado, 2020).

These restrictions were relaxed with the enactment of the

Plan for Transition to New Normality on 28 April (Ministerio de

Sanidad, 2020), which the government described as a ‘de‐

escalation’ process of the previous measures (Table 1). This plan

allowed the country's autonomous communities to progressively

return to normal as long as they met a series of established public

health, mobility, social and economic thresholds. This paper focuses

on the region of Andalusia during phases 0, 1 and 2 of the de‐

escalation process. This autonomous community consists of eight

provinces. Two of them, Malaga and Granada, were one phase

behind the others during some periods of the data collection, but

this did not have a statistically significant impact on the daily

mobility of its residents.

TABLE 1 Summary of the plan for transition to new normality measures related to daily mobility.

Phase Enactmenta Main features

0 28 April 2020 Out‐of‐household mobility restricted to age‐specific time intervals

Contact is restricted to individuals in the same household

Essential businesses remain open, but with capacity restrictions

1 9 May 2020 Mobility is still restricted to age‐specific time intervals

Reopening of small businesses with limited capacity

Individuals are required to schedule an appointment in advance to use
services

Reopening of hotels, restaurants and coffee shops, limited to 30%
capacity

2 18 May 2020 Free mobility at the provincial level

Possibility of moving any time except for 10:00 AM−12:00 PM and
7:00–10:00 PM, time slots reserved for those older than 70

Social gatherings of up to 15 people

Opening of beaches and public pools, limited to 30% capacity

Small businesses, restaurants and coffee shops increase their capacity
to 40%

Reopening of public spaces such as libraries, with limited capacity

Nonprofessional sports activities allowed

3 6 June 2020 Removal of age‐specific intervals for mobility

General increase in business capacity

‘New normality’ 21 June 2020 Free movement around the country

Compulsory use of masks and social distancing

Improvement of contact tracing systems

aDates represent the time at which the first regions and provinces entered each phase.

Source: Boletín Oficial del Estado (2020) and Ministerio de Sanidad (2020).
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3 | DATA AND METHODS

3.1 | Data and sample

We use data from the 2020 Andalusian Social Survey: habits and living

conditions of the Andalusian population during the State of Alarm,

conducted by the Institute of Statistics and Cartography of Andalusia

(IECA). This cross‐sectional survey collected data from 2950 individuals

living in Andalusia aged 16 or older from 15 April to 29 May 2020, hence

including phases 0 (71% of the sample), 1 (27%) and 2 (2%) of the de‐

escalation process. Given the mobility restrictions in place during the

period of data collection, all interviews were carried out by phone. The

sample is representative of the Andalusian population (IECA, 2020). We

exclude four individuals with military occupations (as their mobility

behaviour is conditioned by specific factors) and four cases with no

information about the variables being studied. The final sample consisted

of 2942 individuals.

3.2 | Variables

Dependent variables are derived from a survey item that asked about

the frequency at which individuals left their households for each of

the following activities: commute; use public transportation; go

grocery shopping; buy medicine; take out their dogs; bring food or

medicine to family members, neighbours or friends; take out the

trash; exercise; go or accompany someone to the doctor; visit family,

friends or neighbours; perform maintenance activities at rural

properties; or buy or use nonessential goods and services (e.g.,

ATM or gas station). Respondents could pick between five answers:

daily, a few days a week, once a week, less than once a week, never

or hardly ever. We excluded the use of public transportation because

it is not a daily mobility purpose per se, but a mode of transportation.

Walking the dog and performing maintenance activities at rural

properties were also excluded, as it was impossible to distinguish

between the respondents who chose not to leave their house to

perform these activities and those who did not perform them

because they had no pets or agricultural duties. Lastly, we excluded

visiting or accompanying someone to the doctor since we could not

control whether the respondents or any of their peers or family

members were sick.

We consider the role of four categories of independent variables:

COVID‐19‐related factors; sociodemographic characteristics; house-

hold composition; and housing characteristics (see Table 2). We also

included a variable asking if the respondent had COVID‐19, but we

eventually excluded it because only 0.55% of our sample displayed

this characteristic.

3.3 | Data analysis

To describe the evolution of the daily mobility of the Andalusian

population across the different stages of the de‐escalation (first

research question), we generated pseudocontinuous variables that

represented the number of times an individual left their home for

each mobility purpose. The answer ‘never or hardly ever’ was given a

value of zero trips; ‘less than once a week’, zero point five trips; ‘once

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics of independent variables.

Variable Proportion/meana

COVID‐19 related factors

Lockdown phase

0 71.2%

1 26.6%

2 2.2%

Acquaintance or kin's exposure to COVID (yes) 81.2%

Poor or very poor self‐rated health (vs. good) 17.5%

Sociodemographic variables

Female (vs. male) 57.4%

Age 49.1 (19.8)

Foreign nationality (vs. Spanish) 9.1%

Socioeconomic position

Professional 15.2%

Clerks 2.8%

Service workers 7.9%

Manual workers 8.8%

Nonqualified workers 5.6%

Unemployed 15.8%

Inactive 43.68%

Household composition

Household structure

One‐person household 9.2%

Single‐parent 8.5%

Couple without kids 21.9%

Couple with kids 45%

Extended households 15.4%

Main responsible for housework 30%

Housing characteristics

Flat or other (vs. house) 49.5%

Availability of outdoor space (terraces, balconies
or patios)

88.3%

Residential environment

Urban 49.8%

Rural 14.1%

Medium density 36%

Room stress (residents per square metre) 41.8 (25.7)

aStandard deviation is given within parentheses.
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a week’, one trip; ‘a few times a week’, three trips; and ‘every day’

seven trips. Additionally, we added the values of each mobility

indicator to grasp the overall number of ‘trips’ away from homemade

in the week before completing the survey. Although it is not possible

to differentiate between chain trips and single‐purpose trips, the

indicator does reflect individual levels of activity outside the

household.

To answer the second research question (What explains commuting,

self‐realization, and care mobilities during this period?), we grouped the

reasons for leaving one's home into three sets: commuting, self‐realization

(visiting friends, family or neighbours and exercise) and care purposes

(going grocery shopping, buying medicine, bringing food or medicine to

family members, neighbours or friends and buying or using nonessential

goods). Commuting is a unique activity, which is compulsory for most of

the employed population. Care purposes mobility is partially elective, as

people will eventually have to leave their house to cover some of their

basic needs or may be forced to leave their home to take care of others.

Self‐realization mobility can be considered elective. Since the distribution

of trips had a large proportion of zeroes and was positively skewed (see

Appendix 1), we continued our analysis transforming our variables to

binary. We fitted three logistic regression models to explain whether an

individual participated in each type of daily mobility (commuting, care

purposes and self‐realization). In the case of commuting, we limited our

sample to the employed population (n=1316). We added our covariates

in four steps, one for each thematic block. To ensure the comparability of

the models we calculated and compared their average marginal effects.

For the third research question, we identified the immobile

population—those who did not leave their house for any of the

motives included in the survey—as well as those in the fourth mobility

quartile, the most mobile and estimated logistic regression models for

the probability of belonging to each group. The models for the

highest mobility group excluded the immobile population, resulting in

a sample size of 2455.

We tested other models, namely, ordinal regression and Poisson

regression, but the large presence of zeroes and low frequencies of

some response cells made our analysis difficult Ultimately, we chose

logistic regression models to maximize the reliability of our results.

The cross‐tabulations of each specific mobility type with all our

covariates, their associations and correlations are presented as

Supporting Information: Material (Appendix 2). We also tested

whether the relationships held at the multivariate level through

logistic regression models for each mobility type (Appendix 3).

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Daily mobility during de‐escalation in
Andalusia

The mobility of the Andalusian population showed a consistent

pattern across the three different phases of the de‐escalation process

(Table 3). Individuals rarely left their houses to carry out any daily

activities, except for going to work and grocery shopping, the most

essential tasks. Phase 1 came with a limited increase in economic

activity and a relaxation of the lockdown. Individuals increased their

trips out of their households to exercise and slightly decreased the

number of times they went out to bring food or medicine to friends,

family or neighbours. The increase in daily mobility continued in

phase 2.

Overall, the population became increasingly mobile as restric-

tions got laxer. With each new phase of the de‐escalation, the mean

activities (movements per person), increased by around 1.5 (Table 3).

Similarly, 24% of the sample reported not leaving their household for

any reason during phase 0, this percentage dropped to 14 in phase 1

and to 11 in phase 2.

4.2 | Commuting, care and self‐realization
mobilities

Self‐realization activities were only associated with the legal

restrictions in force; meanwhile, commuting and care tasks were

also associated with some sociodemographic variables. Individuals

had a higher probability of leaving their homes under laxer

restrictions, with the largest increase in the probability of commuting

after the implementation of the second phase (Table 4). Exposure to

COVID‐19 among acquaintances and family members only had a

positive association with commuting, which could reflect the fact that

individuals who commuted during this period were in contact with

more people, increasing their chance of knowing a person exposed to

COVID‐19. However, knowing someone who had or had had COVID‐

19 was not associated with care mobilities.

Women and individuals who rated their health as poor were less

likely to commute and perform care mobilities but were as likely to

engage in self‐realization mobility as their counterparts. Age had an

inverted U‐shape relationship with care mobilities (lowest mobility

TABLE 3 Mean number of trips outside (standard deviation).

Phase 0 Phase 1 Phase 2

Commuting 3.1 (3.2) 3.8 (3.2) 5 (2.8)

Grocery shopping 1.2 (1.6) 1.4 (1.5) 1.6 (1.6)

Buying medicine 0.4 (0.7) 0.4 (0.6) 0.5 (0.8)

Bringing food or medicine to others 0.4 (1.1) 0.3 (1.1) 0.3 (0.9)

Exercising 0.2 (1.11) 0.9 (1.9) 1.1 (2.2)

Going to the doctor 0.2 (0.2) 0.4 (0.3) 0.5 (0.3)

Visiting family, neighbours or
friends

0 (0.4) 0 (0.4) 0.1 (0.5)

Taking out the trash 0.6 (1.6) 1.2 (2.2) 1.4 (2.2)

Buying or using nonessential goods
or services

0 (0.4) 0 (0.2) 0.1 (0.4)

Overall trips 5.6 (4.8) 7 (5.8) 9 (6.8)

Source: 2020 Andalusian Social Survey.
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TABLE 4 Average marginal effects of logistic regression models for commuting, self‐realization and care mobilities.

Commuting Self‐realization Care tasks
dy/dx Sig. SE dy/dx Sig. SE dy/dx Sig. SE

Lockdown phase (reference: phase 0)

Phase 1 9% ** 0.03 13% *** 0.13 12% *** 0.02

Phase 2 34% *** 0.10 17% *** 0.03 13% ** 0.06

Acquaintance or family member exposure
to COVID (reference: no)

Yes 9% * 0.04 0% 0.16 4% 0.02

Self‐perceived health (reference: good)

Bad −12% * 0.06 0% 0.20 −5% ** 0.02

Sex (reference: man)

Woman −11% ** 0.04 0% 0.16 −12% *** 0.02

Age 1% 0.01 0% 0.00 2% *** 0.00

Age squared 0% 0.00 0% 0.00 0% *** 0.00

Nationality (reference: Spaniard)

Foreign 7% 0.06 0% 0.03 −3% 0.04

Socioeconomic position (reference:
administrative workers)

Professionals −7% 0.06 0% 0.04 −4% 0.60

Other service workers 11% 0.06 0% 0.05 −9% 0.06

Manual workers 25% *** 0.06 0% 0.04 −4% 0.07

Nonqualified workers 27% *** 0.07 0% 0.05 −2% 0.07

Unemployed 0% 0.04 −6% 0.06

Inactive 0% 0.04 −14% ** 0.06

Household structure (reference: one‐
person household)

Single parent −17% 0.1 −1% 0.04 −4% 0.05

Couple without children −9% 0.09 0% 0.03 −7% 0.04

Couple with children −11% 0.09 0% 0.04 −12% ** 0.05

Other households −14% 0.1 −1% 0.04 −13% ** 0.05

Responsible for housework

(reference: no)

Yes −13% ** 0.04 0% 0.02 10% *** 0.02

Housing type (reference: flat or other)

Detached or semidetached 2% 0.04 0% 0.01 −2% 0.02

Availability of outdoor space
(reference: no)

Yes 1% 0.05 0% 0.02 −4% 0.03

Residential environment (reference:

medium density)

Urban −4% 0.03 0% 0.01 1% 0.02

Rural 7% 0.05 0% 0.03 −3% 0.03

(Continues)

PADILLA‐POZO ET AL. | 7 of 13

 15448452, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/psp.2662 by U

niversidad D
e G

ranada, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/06/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



among the youngest and oldest, highest among the middle aged) but

had no statistically significant association with commuting or self‐

realization mobilities. Social class was only a significant predictor of

commuting. Manual and nonqualified workers were more likely to

leave their homes to go to work than others, which makes sense

since their work was more likely to be considered ‘essential’, hence

their economic activity was not interrupted.

Individuals living in households with a partner and children as

well as other types of households had a lower probability of leaving

their homes to perform care mobilities, suggesting a tendency to

abstain from tasks that were not strictly necessary or replaceable

(e.g., avoiding social gatherings, ordering groceries online rather than

buying them in person). Being responsible for housework decreased

the probability of commuting but increased the probability of care

mobilities. Lastly, room stress was positively associated with a higher

probability of leaving one's home for care mobilities, although the

effect was not substantive.

4.3 | Explaining (im)mobility in the context of
restrictions

Responses to the NPIs differed significantly across social groups.

Some of the respondents opted for complete seclusion (17% of the

sample did not move for any reason), while others (27%) carried out

more than one activity out of their homes per day (Appendix 1).

Table 5 shows the results of the logistic regression models for

high mobility and immobility. Sociodemographic characteristics are

the most important determinants in both models. The effects of

housing and household conditions are marginal. Household and

housing variables are significant at the bivariate level (see Appen-

dix 2), but they lose most (or even all) of their significance in the logit

models. Thus, the association of household and housing conditions

with mobility is mostly explained away by individual characteristics.

Lockdown‐related factors have a significant association, but their

explanatory power is not as important as one would expect (Table 5).

The presence of COVID‐19 in the social environment reduced the

probability of immobility. People reporting bad health were more

prone to be immobile, a basic precaution in such circumstances.

However, neither having friends nor family who had gone or were

going through the disease nor reporting bad health affected high

mobility.

Gender and age stand out as very important variables. The

association between age and mobility is consistent across our models.

The middle‐aged population was more likely to move and less likely

to be immobile. Older people were prone to immobility and less likely

to be in the top quartile of mobility. Additionally, women had a lower

probability of being highly mobile and a greater likelihood of

remaining immobile.

Mobility also differed by socioeconomic groups. Since the

inactive population did not have to commute, their probability of

being immobile was higher than the employed and their probability of

being highly mobile was lower. In comparison to administrative

workers, nonqualified workers and those with manual occupations

were more likely to be highly mobile. These differences in exposure

to risk are a clear sign of inequality, as managers and white‐collar

workers had easier access to telework and could work from home.

Living with a partner and children or living in other households

increased the probability of remaining immobile. This could indicate

greater precautions from families to avoid infecting their vulnerable

relatives (a large portion of the households in the ‘other households’

category consisted of extended families with elderly relatives). Lastly,

being responsible for the housework during lockdown reduced

immobility, which may seem counterintuitive but could be due to

the tasks generally performed by these people including activities

outside the home, such as buying groceries and other products.

5 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This paper analyses the daily mobility patterns of the Andalusian

population in the context of severe movement restrictions. Despite

the low levels of mobility reported by the respondents, we found

consistent differences across sociodemographic groups.

Our results bring nuance to the concept of support generation by

Camarero and Oliva (2008) in times of a public health emergency.

TABLE 4 (Continued)

Commuting Self‐realization Care tasks
dy/dx Sig. SE dy/dx Sig. SE dy/dx Sig. SE

Room stress 0% 0.00 0% 0.00 0% ** 0.00

n 1316 2942 2942

Log‐likelihood empty model −209.281 −258.577 −417.247

Log‐likelihood full model −182.727 −229.182 −331.625

Pseudo‐R2 0.13 0.11 0.20

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

Source: 2020 Andalusian Social Survey.
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TABLE 5 Average marginal effects of logistic regression models for immobility and high mobility.

Immobility High mobility
dy/dx Sig. SE dy/dx Sig. SE

Lockdown phase (reference: phase 0)

Phase 1 −11% ** 0.02 12% *** 0.02

Phase 2 −14% * 0.06 21% *** 0.05

Acquaintance or family member had
COVID (reference: no)

Yes −5% * 0.02 4% 0.03

Self‐perceived health (reference: good)

Bad 5% * 0.02 −5% 0.03

Sex (reference: man)

Woman 13% *** 0.02 −7% ** 0.02

Age −2% *** 0.00 1% * 0.00

Age squared 0% *** 0.00 0% * 0.00

Nationality (reference: Spaniard)

Foreign 5% 0.03 2% 0.04

Socioeconomic position (reference:

administrative workers)

Professionals 1% 0.06 2% 0.05

Other service workers −1% 0.06 7% 0.06

Manual workers −8% 0.07 20% *** 0.05

Nonqualified workers −7% 0.08 20% ** 0.06

Unemployed 8% 0.05 −13% * 0.05

Inactive 14% ** 0.05 −13% * 0.06

Household structure (reference: One‐
person household)

Single parent 3% 0.05 −5% 0.06

Couple without children 5% 0.04 −2% 0.06

Couple with children 9% * 0.04 −3% 0.06

Other households 11% * 0.04 −6% 0.07

Responsible for housework
(reference: no)

Yes −8% *** 0.02 0% 0.03

Housing type (reference: flat or other)

Detached or semidetached 3% 0.02 1% 0.02

Availability of outdoor space
(reference: no)

Yes 4% 0.03 −1% 0.03

Residential environment (reference:
medium density)

Urban −1% 0.02 −3% 0.02

Rural 2% 0.02 5% 0.04

(Continues)
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During the de‐escalation of the pandemic in Andalusia, the middle

aged were more likely to leave their house to carry out care

mobilities, similar to what has been found in other studies (e.g., Beach

et al., 2021). However, those living with their children or living in

extended households were less likely to leave their homes to care for

others. This could reflect a decision to avoid the risk of contagion, but

it could also reflect that those respondents were living with the

people they were already taking care of. While in prepandemic times

the middle aged tended to combine their care mobilities within their

household with other external ones, this may not have been the case

during the de‐escalation process in Andalusia. Future studies should

explore this issue, as the absence of support from the middle‐aged to

other groups, especially the elderly, in times of crises could have

deleterious consequences for the health of the latter. Further, the

elderly had the highest tendency to stay at home, which may have

had a harmful impact on their health, and it may continue to do so if

this behaviour has persisted over time. Future research should

explore whether the mobility levels of the elderly have returned to

prepandemic times.

Our results shed light on the relationship between social class

and daily mobility during the pandemic. Manual and nonqualified

workers were the most mobile, thus having a higher level of exposure

to the virus. Yet, their mobility was mainly the result of commuting,

and they were equally likely to leave their homes for care and self‐

realization as the rest of the population. This detail is important, yet it

is missing in studies that use aggregated mobility data or big data and

do not account for different mobility types (Lee et al., 2020, 2021;

Sun et al., 2022). We cannot state that people with higher SES

complied with NPIs more or less than others, as we found no

significant differences across SES groups with the exception of

commuting, which was allowed by the law. Given the strictness of the

movement restrictions in Spain, it would be useful to compare

whether these differences in compulsory and noncompulsory trips

occurred in other countries or time periods where the approach to

control the spread of COVID‐19 was based on recommendations,

rather than laws with punitive consequences.

Gender also played an important role in our models. The daily

movement of women was significantly different from that of men in all

types of mobility except for self‐realization. In general, women tended to

move less and to stay at home more than men, similar to what has been

previously described by Bulteau et al. (2022), Mejía‐Dorantes et al. (2021)

and Politis et al. (2021). These decisions were not based on rational logic

as the direct risks of the disease were greater for male patients (Peckham

et al., 2020). Instead, psychosocial factors like risk aversion (Galasso

et al., 2020) may have played a major role. Being in charge of the

housework, which was highly correlated with being in charge of child

and/or elderly care work in the home, did not explain away the gender

differences, and, in some cases, implied higher mobility—the opposite to

what Caselli et al. (2022) found in Spain, Italy and Portugal at the

beginning of the lockdown. This differs from traditional literature on the

impact of gender and household structure on daily mobility and activity

spaces (Buliung & Kanaroglou, 2006; Fan, 2017; Olabarria et al., 2013). In

Spain, previous crises like the Great Recession also resulted in inequalities

in daily mobility by gender. At that time, immobility increased more for

women than men. Although the gender gap related to shopping and care

trips decreased, it grew when it came to leisure and social trips, with men

being generally more mobile than women in all areas (Maciejewska

et al., 2019). Similarly, men were also more likely to engage in care

mobilities during the de‐escalation of the COVID‐19 pandemic in Spain.

This may indicate that men tend to take on gendered activities when their

work‐related mobility is taken away from them or is severely constrained.

The most remarkable difference is that employed women were less likely

to commute than men, an inequality that was not present in Andalusia

before the pandemic (data from the 2009 Andalusian Social Survey show

that women and men were equally likely to commute). Part of this change

may be attributable to a significant increase in remote work among

teachers and administrative workers (two traditionally gender‐segregated

sectors) during 2020, as men were more likely to work remotely than

women in 2019 (Anghel et al., 2020).

This study has four limitations. First, our differentiation between

mobility behaviours by care purposes and self‐realization is based on

our assessment of the degree to which individuals could avoid

carrying out each mobility. Some of our classifications may be open

to debate, for instance, activities such as visiting friends, family or

neighbours could be classified as a care purpose mobility and not a

self‐realization one—which we tested and did not alter our results.

Other scholars may think about grouping daily mobilities based on

other factors. The purpose of this paper, however, is not to establish

TABLE 5 (Continued)

Immobility High mobility
dy/dx Sig. SE dy/dx Sig. SE

Room stress 0% 0.00 0% 0.00

n 2942 2455

Log‐likelihood empty model − 395,491 − 377,063

Log‐likelihood full model − 290,686 − 324,194

Pseudo‐R2 0.27 0.14

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

Source: 2020 Andalusian Social Survey.
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a typology of daily mobilities but to emphasize the utility and

importance of disaggregating daily mobility to study social reality.

Second, the external validity of the study is bounded to the region of

Andalusia during the first three phases of the de‐escalation. It is

possible that mobility patterns were different in other areas of Spain

during the same time or that the situation in Andalusia changed in the

following phases of the de‐escalation. Third, our models are missing

some key determinants of daily mobility such as car availability,

access to remote work and personality traits such as risk aversion.

These variables were not available in our data set, but we

acknowledge their relevance to the topic. Fourth, given the cross‐

sectional nature of our data, we cannot compare mobility levels

before and during the pandemic. This limits the extent to which we

can attribute these changes just to the pandemic. Future research

should analyse the sociodemographic differences in daily mobility

purposes from a longitudinal perspective including post‐lockdown

data to see if these differences persisted over time.

Many studies have analysed everyday mobility in the context of

severe movement restrictions during the early stages of the COVID‐

19 pandemic, others have focused on mobility ‘post‐Covid’ (e.g.,

Nikolaeva et al., 2022), but very few studies have analysed the de‐

escalation period: a time when moving was allowed but strongly

discouraged from a political, social and public health perspective.

Looking at overall levels of mobility, one may jump to the

conclusion that what happened during the pandemic was just a

generalized reduction of movement. However, once we separate

trips by their nature—in our case, by the degree of electivity—we can

see more complex patterns where different sociodemographic axes

intersect. Commuting was the most compulsory type of mobility and

it reflected the highest differences across SES, while self‐realization

and care mobility revealed the existence of gender and age patterns,

all of which are relevant for the field of population studies. In a period

of change and uncertainty, these core features still structured our

everyday behaviour. How you move is an essential part of who you

are, and who you are also strongly limits and directs your mobility.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This study was funded by the Junta de Andalucía through the R&D

Project “P20_00572, mobility, housing and residential behavior in

Andalusia (MOVICRA)”, the Ministry of Science and Innovation of

Spain and National Research Agency (MCIN/AEI/10.13039/

501100011033/) through the R&D Project “PID2020‐119569GA‐

I00, multi‐methodological approximation to residential behavior and

quotidian life (MARBEL)” and the FamilyTies Project supported by the

European Reseach Council (grant 740113). Funds for the open access

were provided by the Universidad de Granada /CBUA.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are openly available

on Github at https://github.com/alvaro-pp/dailymobility_2022.

ORCID

Álvaro Padilla‐Pozo http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2110-5309

José Manuel Torrado http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2597-4699

Isabel Palomares‐Linares http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6795-2987

Ricardo Duque‐Calvache http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6356-5071

REFERENCES

Angell, C., & Potoglou, D. (2022). An insight into the impacts of COVID‐19
on work‐related travel behaviours in the Cardiff Capital Region and
following the UK's first national lockdown. Cities, 124, 103602.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.103602

Anghel, B., Cozzolino, M., & Lacuesta, A. (2020). El teletrabajo en España

(Artículos Analíticos. Boletín Económico). Banco de España. https://
repositorio.bde.es/bitstream/123456789/12361/1/be2002-art13.pdf

Arroyo, R., Mars, L., & Ruiz, T. (2021). Activity participation and wellbeing
during the covid‐19 lockdown in Spain. International Journal of Urban

Sciences, 25(3), 386–415. https://doi.org/10.1080/12265934.2021.
1925144

Askitas, N., Tatsiramos, K., & Verheyden, B. (2021). Estimating worldwide
effects of non‐pharmaceutical interventions on COVID‐19 incidence and
population mobility patterns using a multiple‐event study. Scientific

Reports, 11(1), 1972. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-81442-x

Astroza, S., Tirachini, A., Hurtubia, R., Carrasco, J. A., Guevara, A.,
Munizaga, M., Figueroa, M., & Torres, V. (2020). Mobility changes,

teleworking, and remote communication during the COVID‐19
pandemic in Chile. Transport Findings, 3(73), 1–12. https://doi.org/
10.32866/001c.13489

Barbosa, H., Hazarie, S., Dickinson, B., Bassolas, A., Frank, A., Kautz, H.,
Sadilek, A., Ramasco, J. J., & Ghoshal, G. (2021). Uncovering the
socioeconomic facets of human mobility. Scientific Reports, 11(1),
8616. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-87407-4

Beach, S. R., Schulz, R., Donovan, H., & Rosland, A. M. (2021). Family

caregiving during the COVID‐19 pandemic. The Gerontologist, 61(5),
650–660. https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnab049

Boarnet, M. G., & Hsu, H.‐P. (2015). The gender gap in non‐work travel:
The relative roles of income earning potential and land use. Journal
of Urban Economics, 86, 111–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.
2015.01.005

Boletín Oficial del Estado. (2020). Real Decreto 463/2020. https://www.

boe.es/boe/dias/2020/03/14/pdfs/BOE-A-2020-3692.pdf
Bracarense, L. S. F. P., & Oliveira, R. L. M. (2021). Access to urban

activities during the Covid‐19 pandemic and impacts on urban
mobility: The Brazilian context. Transport Policy, 110, 98–111.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2021.05.016

Buliung, R. N., & Kanaroglou, P. S. (2006). Urban form and household
activity‐travel behavior. Growth and Change, 37(2), 172–199.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2257.2006.00314.x

Bulteau, J., Torres, E. R., & Tillous, M. (2022). COVID‐19, lockdown, and
gender: The impact of lockdown measures on gendered mobility

patterns in France. SSRN. https://ssrn.com/abstract=4105143
Camarero, L. A., & Oliva, J. (2008). Exploring the social face of urban

mobility: Daily mobility as part of the social structure in Spain.
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 32(2), 344–362.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.2008.00778.x

Campos‐Vazquez, R. M., & Cuilty, E. (2014). The role of emotions on risk
aversion: A prospect theory experiment. Journal of Behavioral and

Experimental Economics, 50, 1–9.
Cartenì, A., Di Francesco, L., & Martino, M. (2020). How mobility habits

influenced the spread of the COVID‐19 pandemic: Results from the
Italian case study. Science of the Total Environment, 741, 140489.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.140489

Caselli, F., Grigoli, F., Sandri, D., & Spilimbergo, A. (2022). Mobility under
the COVID‐19 pandemic: Asymmetric effects across gender and

PADILLA‐POZO ET AL. | 11 of 13

 15448452, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/psp.2662 by U

niversidad D
e G

ranada, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/06/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://github.com/alvaro-pp/dailymobility_2022
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2110-5309
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2597-4699
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6795-2987
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6356-5071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.103602
https://repositorio.bde.es/bitstream/123456789/12361/1/be2002-art13.pdf
https://repositorio.bde.es/bitstream/123456789/12361/1/be2002-art13.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/12265934.2021.1925144
https://doi.org/10.1080/12265934.2021.1925144
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-81442-x
https://doi.org/10.32866/001c.13489
https://doi.org/10.32866/001c.13489
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-87407-4
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnab049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2015.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2015.01.005
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2020/03/14/pdfs/BOE-A-2020-3692.pdf
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2020/03/14/pdfs/BOE-A-2020-3692.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2021.05.016
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2257.2006.00314.x
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4105143
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.2008.00778.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.140489


age. IMF Economic Review, 70(1), 105–138. https://doi.org/10.1057/
s41308-021-00149-1

Checa, J., Martín, J., López, J., & Nel·lo, O. (2020). Los que no pueden
quedarse en casa: Movilidad urbana y vulnerabilidad territorial en el

área metropolitana de Barcelona durante la pandemia COVID‐19.
Boletín de la Asociación de Geógrafos Españoles, 87(16). https://doi.
org/10.21138/bage.2999

Choo, S., Sohn, D., & Park, M. (2016). Mobility characteristics of the
elderly: A case for Seoul Metropolitan Area. KSCE Journal of Civil

Engineering, 20(3), 1023–1031. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12205-
016-0651-x

Cook, N., & Butz, D. (2016). Mobility justice in the context of disaster.
Mobilities, 11(3), 400–419. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.
2015.1047613

Cresswell, T. (2021). Valuing mobility in a post COVID‐19 world.
Mobilities, 16(1), 51–65. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2020.
1863550

Delclòs‐Alió, X., & Miralles‐Guasch, C. (2018). A relational perspective on
everyday mobility in the Barcelona metropolitan region: Individual

and household‐related differences in daily travel time. Tijdschrift

Voor Economische en Sociale Geografie, 109(4), 561–574. https://doi.
org/10.1111/tesg.12315

Delclòs‐Alió, X., & Miralles‐Guasch, C. (2019). Youth mobility and

territorial disparities: An analysis of urban and rural Barcelona.
Geographical Review, 109(3), 399–415. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gere.12321

Dobusch, L., & Kreissl, K. (2020). Privilege and burden of im‐/mobility
governance: On the reinforcement of inequalities during a pandemic

lockdown. Gender, Work, and Organization, 27(5), 709–716. https://
doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12462

Dokhov, R., & Topnikov, M. (2021). Everyday mobility as a vulnerability
marker: The uneven reaction to coronavirus lockdown in Russia.
Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 53(4), 612–615.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X20968564

Duque‐Calvache, R., Torrado, J. M., & Mesa‐Pedrazas, Á. (2021). Lock-
down and adaptation: Residential mobility in Spain during the
COVID‐19 crisis. European Societies, 23(1), S759–S776. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1836386

Fan, Y. (2017). Household structure and gender differences in travel time:
Spouse/partner presence, parenthood, and breadwinner status.
Transportation, 44, 271–291. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-
015-9637-7

Florida, R., Rodríguez‐Pose, A., & Storper, M. (2021). Cities in a post‐
COVID world. Urban Studies, 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1177/
00420980211018072

Galasso, V., Pons, V., Profeta, P., Becher, M., Brouard, S., & Foucault, M.
(2020). Gender differences in COVID‐19 attitudes and behavior:

Panel evidence from eight countries. Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 117(44),
27285–27291. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2012520117

Gautier, P. A., Svarer, M., & Teulings, C. N. (2010). Marriage and the city:
Search frictions and sorting of singles. Journal of Urban Economics,

67(2), 206–218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2009.08.007
Godøy, A., Grøtting, M. W., & Hart, R. K. (2022). Reopening schools

in a context of low COVID‐19 contagion: Consequences for
teachers, students and their parents. Journal of Population

Economics, 35(3), 935–961. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-

021-00882-x
Hale, T., Cameron‐Blake, E., Di Folco, M., Furst, R., Green, K., Phillips, T.,

Sudarmawan, A., Tatlow, H., & Zha, H. (2022). What have we learned

from tracking every government policy on COVID‐19 for the past two

years?. Blavatnik School of Government. University of Oxford,
University of Oxford.

Havet, N., Bayart, C., & Bonnel, P. (2021). Why do gender differences in
daily mobility behaviours persist among workers? Transportation

Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 145, 34–48. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tra.2020.12.016

Hidayati, I., Tan, W., & Yamu, C. (2021). Conceptualizing mobility
inequality: Mobility and accessibility for the marginalized. Journal

of Planning Literature, 36(4), 492–507. https://doi.org/10.1177/
08854122211012898

Hjorthol, R. J., Levin, L., & Sirén, A. (2010). Mobility in different
generations of older persons. Journal of Transport Geography, 18(5),
624–633. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2010.03.011

Hu, S., Xiong, C., Yang, M., Younes, H., Luo, W., & Zhang, L. (2021). A big‐
data driven approach to analyzing and modeling human mobility
trend under non‐pharmaceutical interventions during COVID‐19
pandemic. Transportation Research Part C: Emerging Technologies,
124, 102955. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2020.102955

Huang, X., Lu, J., Gao, S., Wang, S., Liu, Z., & Wei, H. (2022). Staying at
home is a privilege: Evidence from fine‐grained mobile phone
location data in the United States during the COVID‐19 pandemic.
Annals of the American Association of Geographers, 112(1), 286–305.
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2021.1904819

IECA. (2020). Encuesta Social 2020. Hábitos y Condiciones de Vida de la

Población Andaluza durante el Estado de Alarma Informe metodológico.
https://www.juntadeandalucia.es/institutodeestadisticaycartografia/
encsocial/2020/metodologia/metodologia.pdf

Jirón, P. (2008). Mobility on the move: Examining urban daily mobility

practices in Santiago de Chile. LSE.
Kaufmann, V., Bergman, M. M., & Joye, D. (2004). Motility: Mobility as

capital. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research,
28(4), 745–756. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0309-1317.2004.

00549.x
Kaufmann, V., & Widmer, E. D. (2006). Motility and family dynamics:

Current issues and research agendas. Journal of Family Research,
18(1), 111–129. https://doi.org/10.20377/jfr-332

Kellerman, A. (2012). Daily spatial mobilities. Physical and virtual. Ashgate.

Kellerman, A. (2022). (Im)Mobilities: From dichotomy to continuum. The
Professional Geographer, 74(2), 246–253. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00330124.2021.1993282

Kolarova, V., Eisenmann, C., Nobis, C., Winkler, C., & Lenz, B. (2021).
Analysing the impact of the COVID‐19 outbreak on everyday travel

behaviour in Germany and potential implications for future travel
patterns. European Transport Research Review, 13(1), 27. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12544-021-00486-2

Krieger, N. (2020). ENOUGH: COVID‐19, structural racism, police

brutality, plutocracy, climate change—and time for health justice,
democratic governance, and an equitable, sustainable future.
American Journal of Public Health, 110(11), 1620–1623. https://doi.
org/10.2105/AJPH.2020.305886

Lee, M., Zhao, J., Sun, Q., Pan, Y., Zhou, W., Xiong, C., & Zhang, L. (2020).

Human mobility trends during the early stage of the COVID‐19
pandemic in the United States. PLoS One, 15(11), e0241468. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241468

Lee, W. D., Qian, M., & Schwanen, T. (2021). The association between
socioeconomic status and mobility reductions in the early stage of

England's COVID‐19 epidemic. Health & Place, 69, 102563. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2021.102563

Macedo, M., Lotero, L., Cardillo, A., Menezes, R., & Barbosa, H. (2022).
Differences in the spatial landscape of urban mobility: Gender and
socioeconomic perspectives. PLoS One, 17(3), e0260874. https://

doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260874
Maciejewska, M., Marquet, O., & Miralles‐Guasch, C. (2019). Changes in

gendered mobility patterns in the context of the Great Recession
(2007–2012). Journal of Transport Geography, 79, 102478. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2019.102478

Marquet, O., & Miralles‐Guasch, C. (2018). Resilient territories and
mobility adaptation strategies in times of economic recession:
Evidence from the metropolitan region of Barcelona, Spain

12 of 13 | PADILLA‐POZO ET AL.

 15448452, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/psp.2662 by U

niversidad D
e G

ranada, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/06/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41308-021-00149-1
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41308-021-00149-1
https://doi.org/10.21138/bage.2999
https://doi.org/10.21138/bage.2999
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12205-016-0651-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12205-016-0651-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2015.1047613
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2015.1047613
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2020.1863550
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2020.1863550
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12315
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12315
https://doi.org/10.1111/gere.12321
https://doi.org/10.1111/gere.12321
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12462
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12462
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X20968564
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1836386
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1836386
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-015-9637-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-015-9637-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980211018072
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980211018072
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2012520117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2009.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-021-00882-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-021-00882-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2020.12.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2020.12.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/08854122211012898
https://doi.org/10.1177/08854122211012898
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2010.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2020.102955
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2021.1904819
https://www.juntadeandalucia.es/institutodeestadisticaycartografia/encsocial/2020/metodologia/metodologia.pdf
https://www.juntadeandalucia.es/institutodeestadisticaycartografia/encsocial/2020/metodologia/metodologia.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0309-1317.2004.00549.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0309-1317.2004.00549.x
https://doi.org/10.20377/jfr-332
https://doi.org/10.1080/00330124.2021.1993282
https://doi.org/10.1080/00330124.2021.1993282
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12544-021-00486-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12544-021-00486-2
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2020.305886
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2020.305886
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241468
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2021.102563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2021.102563
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260874
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260874
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2019.102478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2019.102478


2004–2012. European Urban and Regional Studies, 25(4), 345–359.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776417703158

McQuaid, R. W., & Chen, T. (2012). Commuting times—The role of gender,
children and part‐time work. Research in Transportation Economics,

34(1), 66–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2011.12.001
Mejía‐Dorantes, L., Montero, L., & Barceló, J. (2021). Mobility trends

before and after the pandemic outbreak: Analyzing the metropolitan
area of Barcelona through the lens of equality and sustainability.
Sustainability, 13(14), 7908. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13147908

Mesa‐Pedrazas, Á., Duque‐Calvache, R., & Torrado, J. M. (2021). Los
confines del confinamiento: Prácticas y anhelos de una cotidianidad
en cuarentena. In A. del Campo Tejedor (Ed.), La vida cotidiana en

tiempos de la COVID: Una antropología de la pandemia. Los Libros de
la Catarata.

Ministerio de la Presidencia, Relaciones con las Cortes y Memoria
Democrática. (2020). Real Decreto‐ley 13/2020, de 7 de abril.
https://www.boe.es/buscar/pdf/2020/BOE-A2020-4332-
consolidado.pdf

Ministerio de Sanidad. (2020). Plan para la transicion hacia una nueva

normalidad. https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/consejodeministros/
resumenes/Documents/2020/PlanTransicionNuevaNormalidad.pdf

Miralles‐Guasch, C., Melo, M. M., & Marquet, O. (2016). A gender analysis
of everyday mobility in urban and rural territories: From challenges

to sustainability. Gender, Place & Culture, 23(3), 398–417. https://
doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2015.1013448

Nikolaeva, A., Lin, Y. T., Nello‐Deakin, S., Rubin, O., & von Schönfeld, K. C.
(2022). Living without commuting: Experiences of a less mobile life
under COVID‐19. Mobilities, 18(1), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17450101.2022.2072231

Nouvellet, P., Bhatia, S., Cori, A., Ainslie, K. E. C., Baguelin, M., Bhatt, S.,
Boonyasiri, A., Brazeau, N. F., Cattarino, L., Cooper, L. V.,
Coupland, H., Cucunuba, Z. M., Cuomo‐Dannenburg, G., Dighe, A.,
Djaafara, B. A., Dorigatti, I., Eales, O. D., van Elsland, S. L.,

Nascimento, F. F., … Donnelly, C. A. (2021). Reduction in mobility
and COVID‐19 transmission. Nature Communications, 12(1), 1090.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21358-2

Olabarria, M., Pérez, K., Santamariña‐Rubio, E., Aragay, J. M., Capdet, M.,
Peiró, R., Rodríguez‐Sanz, M., Artazcoz, L., & Borrell, C. (2013).

Work, family and daily mobility: A new approach to the problem
through a mobility survey. Gaceta Sanitaria, 27(5), 433–439. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2012.08.008

Olaru, D., Smith, N., & Ton, T. (2005). Activities, accessibility and mobility

for individuals and households. WIT Transactions on the Built

Environment, 77, 373–383. https://doi.org/10.2495/UT050371
Peckham, H., de Gruijter, N. M., Raine, C., Radziszewska, A., Ciurtin, C.,

Wedderburn, L. R., Rosser, E. C., Webb, K., & Deakin, C. T. (2020).
Male sex identified by global COVID‐19 meta‐analysis as a risk

factor for death and ITU admission. Nature Communications, 11(1),
6317. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19741-6

Politis, I., Georgiadis, G., Nikolaidou, A., Kopsacheilis, A., Fyrogenis, I.,
Sdoukopoulos, A., Verani, E., & Papadopoulos, E. (2021).
Mapping travel behavior changes during the COVID‐19 lock‐
down: A socioeconomic analysis in Greece. European Transport

Research Review, 13(1), 21. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12544-
021-00481-7

Pullano, G., Valdano, E., Scarpa, N., Rubrichi, S., & Colizza, V. (2020).
Evaluating the effect of demographic factors, socioeconomic factors,

and risk aversion on mobility during the COVID‐19 epidemic in
France under lockdown: A population‐based study. The Lancet

Digital Health, 2(12), e638–e649. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2589-
7500(20)30243-0

Schwanen, T., & Páez, A. (2010). The mobility of older people—an
introduction. Journal of Transport Geography, 18(5), 591–595.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2010.06.001

Sinisterra, G., Castells‐Quintana, D., Herrera‐Idárraga, P., & Quintero, L.
(2022). Unequal response to mobility restrictions: Evidence from Covid‐
19 lockdown in the city of Bogotá. SSRN. https://doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.4004699.

Skelton, T. (2013). Young people's urban im/mobilities: Relationality and
identity formation. Urban Studies, 50(3), 17. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0042098012468893

Snoeijer, B. T., Burger, M., Sun, S., Dobson, R. J. B., & Folarin, A. A. (2021).

Measuring the effect of non‐pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) on

mobility during the COVID‐19 pandemic using global mobility data.
npj Digital Medicine, 4(1), 81. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-021-
00451-2

Strömblad, E., Winslott Hiselius, L., Smidfelt Rosqvist, L., & Svensson, H.
(2021). Adaptive travel behaviors to cope with COVID‐19: A Swedish

qualitative study focusing on everyday leisure trips. Sustainability,
13(23), 12979. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132312979

Sun, Q., Zhou, W., Kabiri, A., Darzi, A., Hu, S., Younes, H., & Zhang, L.
(2022). COVID‐19 and income profile: How communities in the
United States responded to mobility restrictions in the pandemic's

early stages. Regional Science, Policy & Practice, 15(3), 541–558.
https://doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12598

Torrado, J. M., Romaní, J., & Susino, J. (2018). Género y commuting en las
regiones urbanas andaluzas. Revista Internacional de Sociología (RIS),

76(3), e106. https://doi.org/10.3989/ris.2018.76.3.17.60
Torrado, J. M., Duque, R., & Pedrazas, Á. M. (2022). The COVID‐19

lockdown: Effects of material conditions and social context on self‐
reported health during confinement. Revista Española de Sociología,
31(4), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.22325/fes/res.2022.130

Van Den Berg, P., Kemperman, A., De Kleijn, B., & Borgers, A. (2016).
Ageing and loneliness: The role of mobility and the built environ-
ment. Travel Behaviour and Society, 5, 48–55. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tbs.2015.03.001

Viry, G., Vincent‐Geslin, S., & Kaufmann, V. (2015). Family development

and high mobility: Gender inequality. In G. Viry & V. Kaufmann (Eds.),
High mobility in Europe. Work and personal life. Palgrave Macmillan.

Wachter, I., & Holz‐Rau, C. (2022). Gender differences in work‐related
high mobility differentiated by partnership and parenthood status.
Transportation, 49, 1737–1764. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-

021-10226-z
Wickens, C. M., McDonald, A. J., Elton‐Marshall, T., Wells, S., Nigatu, Y. T.,

Jankowicz, D., & Hamilton, H. A. (2021). Loneliness in the COVID‐19
pandemic: Associations with age, gender and their interaction.

Journal of Psychiatric Research, 136, 103–108. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jpsychires.2021.01.047

Xu, Y., Belyi, A., Bojic, I., & Ratti, C. (2018). Human mobility and
socioeconomic status: Analysis of Singapore and Boston. Computers,

Environment and Urban Systems, 72, 51–67. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.compenvurbsys.2018.04.001

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online in the

Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Padilla‐Pozo, Á., Torrado, J. M.,

Palomares‐Linares, I., & Duque‐Calvache, R. (2023). Unique

times, unequal mobilities: Daily mobility during the de‐

escalation of the COVID‐19 pandemic. Population, Space and

Place, e2662. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2662

PADILLA‐POZO ET AL. | 13 of 13

 15448452, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/psp.2662 by U

niversidad D
e G

ranada, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/06/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776417703158
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2011.12.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13147908
https://www.boe.es/buscar/pdf/2020/BOE-A2020-4332-consolidado.pdf
https://www.boe.es/buscar/pdf/2020/BOE-A2020-4332-consolidado.pdf
https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/consejodeministros/resumenes/Documents/2020/PlanTransicionNuevaNormalidad.pdf
https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/consejodeministros/resumenes/Documents/2020/PlanTransicionNuevaNormalidad.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2015.1013448
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2015.1013448
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2022.2072231
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2022.2072231
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21358-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2012.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2012.08.008
https://doi.org/10.2495/UT050371
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19741-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12544-021-00481-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12544-021-00481-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2589-7500(20)30243-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2589-7500(20)30243-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2010.06.001
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4004699
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4004699
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098012468893
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098012468893
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-021-00451-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-021-00451-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132312979
https://doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12598
https://doi.org/10.3989/ris.2018.76.3.17.60
https://doi.org/10.22325/fes/res.2022.130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-021-10226-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-021-10226-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychires.2021.01.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychires.2021.01.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2018.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2018.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2662

	Unique times, unequal mobilities: Daily mobility during the de-escalation of the COVID-19 pandemic
	1 INTRODUCTION
	2 BACKGROUND
	2.1 Daily mobility as a social practice: Triggers and patterns
	2.2 Daily mobility and crises: Changes and continuities during the COVID-19 pandemic
	2.3 The present study: Mobility restrictions and the de-escalation of the COVID-19 pandemic in Spain

	3 DATA AND METHODS
	3.1 Data and sample
	3.2 Variables
	3.3 Data analysis

	4 RESULTS
	4.1 Daily mobility during de-escalation in Andalusia
	4.2 Commuting, care and self-realization mobilities
	4.3 Explaining (im)mobility in the context of restrictions

	5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION




