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ABSTRACT
Adopting a mobility justice lens, this review paper brings together the 
often-fragmented literature on walking and wheeling with children and 
develops a ‘Walking/Wheeling With’ framework to understand and address 
the infrastructural, social, and cultural barriers that constrain these mobil-
ities, and celebrate the many benefits they bring at the individual, family, 
community and planetary levels. Rooted in the everyday realities of care-
giving mobilities, and adopting a disability-conscious lens, this framework 
emphasises that the removal of barriers to mobility enhances inclusion 
for all. Drawing from history, geography, disability studies, environmental 
planning, social policy, mental health, physical activity, and early childhood 
studies, we argue for a more cohesive, inclusive, and cross-sectoral 
research and policy agenda that recognises walking or wheeling with 
children as a site of both challenge and possibility. Ultimately, the 
‘Walking/Wheeling With’ framework demands from researchers and policy 
makers alike that they systematically consider family/caring mobilities in 
relation to broader questions of access, inclusion, and movement in con-
temporary society. In practice, this might mean decentering speed and 
car-commuting while centering physical safety, slowness, health, civic 
engagement, environmental justice and inclusivity.

Introduction

For most parents, that first trip out of the house, with a baby in tow, is a momentous step and 
the first time parenthood is performed in a public space. For many, however, that moment is 
tainted by the challenges encountered along the way: the absence of dropped kerbs, the cracks 
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in the pavement and the armada of bins that make wielding a pram a cumbersome endeavour; 
the absence of benches to feed an infant; the smell of exhaust fumes evoking fears of harm 
to health; speeding cars and a lack of safe crossings; and, not least, the pressure to perform 
an idealised version of motherhood (Platt 2024). For some, that first walk is a negative experi-
ence that creates a barrier to further attempts, depriving parent(s) and their children of the 
physical, emotional and social benefits associated with walking, and encouraging forms of 
mobility that may contribute to environmental harm and community disconnection. While caring 
always involves various forms of mobility (and immobility), we argue that walking (and/or 
wheeling)1 is a sustainable, just, and inclusive everyday caring practice, which can create a 
multitude of benefits not only for caregiver and children2, but for the community and the planet 
at large, if social, cultural and infrastructural barriers at various scales - micro and meso - are 
removed. In this interdisciplinary review we respond to Sheller’s (2018, 31) call to connect the 
scales of, ‘body, street, city, nation, planet’. In this way, attending to the diverse research on 
children’s/families’ walking practices provide a concrete entry point for operationalising mobility 
justice. To do this requires an interdisciplinary approach that has thus far not been applied to 
this subject. Using our different disciplinary backgrounds, we critically examine the current 
literature on the subject using a mobility justice lens (Sheller 2018). Each discipline contributes 
to connecting different scales. Human geographers offer insight into embodied and affective 
experiences. Physical activity and social policy scholars contribute understandings of mental 
and physical wellbeing. Environmental planners bring knowledge of how neighbourhood design, 
transport infrastructure, and policy decisions shape possibilities for everyday movement. Early 
childhood scholars highlight how developmental needs, caregiving relationships, and educational 
settings shape young children’s experiences of walking and being mobile. Historians provide 
broader temporal and structural context that explains how current conditions have developed 
while reminding us of the contingent nature of our present situation and how, in a very recent 
past, walking/wheeling was the dominant form of movement. Together, this interdisciplinary 
synthesis enables a more comprehensive and grounded understanding of mobility justice in 
everyday family walking/wheeling practices which we have visualised in Figure 1. In doing this 
review, we advocate for future research and policy on children’s and/or family mobility to take 
into account a ‘Walking/Wheeling With’ framework.

Figure 1.  Walking/Wheeling with framework.
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Walking in mobilities studies has a well-established body of research exploring its various 
dimensions increasingly concerned with the sensory and sensual aspects of walking, as well as 
its affective, relational, and material dimensions (e.g. Holton 2019; Horton et  al. 2014; Joelsson, 
Balkmar, and Henriksson 2025; Laurier, Brown, and McGregor 2016; Mondada and Tekin 2024). 
In parallel, the influence of feminist theories and gender studies on the social sciences and the 
humanities at large have increasingly pushed mobility studies scholars to take into account 
gendered dimensions of walking (Andrews 2021; Männistö-Funk 2021). Studies on children’s 
mobilities have highlighted the co-constitutive nature of age and mobility as socio-cultural 
categories (Gilbert et  al. 2023) and the gendered dimensions of mobility-care work (Middleton 
and Samanani 2021). Yet, walking women and walking children are often, with exceptions 
highlighted in this review, treated separately, with studies often failing to examine the specific 
experiences that emerge when you walk along with or wheel with someone you care for, more 
specifically, a younger child (or children), who has their own mobility needs, challenges and 
desires. We know too little about how historical, geographical and cultural contexts influence 
these experiences. An interdisciplinary approach, situated within mobilities scholarship, which 
this review paper surfaces, is needed to interrogate the complex practices of walking and 
wheeling with children, as these intersect with domains beyond the humanities and unfold 
across multiple spatial and social scales.

In line with Sheller’s (2018) framework, which links mobility to wider structures of power, 
inequality, and environmental harm, this paper 1) reframes safe and accessible walking/wheeling 
with as a matter of mobility rights, rather than individual choice and 2) argues that walking/
wheeling with is a just, sustainable and inclusive form of caring that does not externalise envi-
ronmental harms onto others and encourages engagement in the public sphere, a key benefit 
in the context of increasingly polarised polities. It therefore highlights the infrastructural barriers 
that shape and constrain these mobilities at the body, street and town/city levels. Further, it 
argues for an interdisciplinary approach in both research and policy that recognises safe and 
inclusive walking/wheeling with children as essential to both individual, societal, and planetary 
well-being. But the ‘Walking/Wheeling With’ framework is about more than infrastructure. 
Crucially, it integrates the social regulation of movement and how certain bodies are read, 
valued, or disciplined as they move through space. As the literature makes clear, pregnant and 
postpartum bodies tend to be more heavily scrutinised in public spaces and mothers3 are 
expected to perform caregiving in ways that are visible and deemed acceptable by societal 
standards (Longhurst 2001). This means that women’s movements through public spaces with 
their children are often subject to judgement, whether in terms of their parenting choices, such 
as breastfeeding in public (e.g. Dowling, Naidoo, and Pomtin 2012; Grant et  al. 2022); or adopt-
ing specific parenting ‘styles’ (e.g. Valentine 1997). These experiences of moral and social regu-
lation underscore the importance of a ‘Walking/Wheeling With’ framework that embeds questions 
of care, embodiment, and relationality within mobility studies.

The ‘Walking/Wheeling With’ framework seeks to accompany and reinforce growing calls for 
dialogue and alternatives to the mobility status quo in the UK (where the authors live and 
work) and beyond. Over the last decade and a half, new campaigning and awareness groups 
that demand a greater focus on families and children in transport policy (Mums for Lungs, Solve 
the School Run) have emerged, while older ones (Living Streets, Walk Wheel Cycle Trust formerly 
Sustrans) have embraced an inclusive, intergenerational messaging. This trend was aided by the 
consequences of the Covid-19 lockdowns which arguably unlocked an ‘active travel’ renaissance 
in the UK and elsewhere. In parallel, policy initiatives such as the creation of low-traffic neigh-
bourhoods and the introduction of default 20 mph speed limits, as in Wales, UK, aim to improve 
the quality of the pedestrian experience by reallocating road space away from cars and reducing 
the harmful impacts of speeding (Aldred and Goodman 2020; Milton et  al. 2021). The 15-Minute 
City pushes this further (Moreno 2024), reworking earlier twentieth-century urban planning and 
feminist critiques of the city (Kissfazekas 2022) and positioning the daily walking journeys of 
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children and their carers as central to neighbourhood design. Critiques of the ‘15 minutes’ 
imagined in these planning models are built around a narrow understanding of who moves 
through the city and how (Soukhov et  al. 2025). The temporal benchmarks obscure the diverse 
mobilities that shape everyday life. Moving with a child, pushing a pram, or accompanying a 
disabled family member transforms the rhythm and effort of travel, meaning that what is framed 
as a 15-minute journey for some may take twice as long for others. As Guzman, Oviedo and 
Cantillo-Garcia (2024) argue, such standards risk embedding exclusionary assumptions about 
ability, independence and efficiency. Centering access and inclusion requires recognising these 
varied temporalities and designing urban frameworks that reflect the variety of ways people 
navigate space.

Taken together, these policy initiatives challenge long-standing patterns in transport planning 
based on ‘predict-and-provide’, where road capacity is increased to accommodate predicted 
traffic increases, baking-in car dependency. Motonormativity (Walker and Te Brömmelstroet 2025 
and Walker, Tapp, and Davis 2023), the unconscious bias towards the car as the natural choice 
for transport, poses ongoing difficulties for those who advocate for systemic change in the 
context of a system that has prioritised driving for decades (Docherty and Shaw 2019). The 
historical marginalisation of walking has resulted in its decline in most Western countries over 
the past century (Pooley 2021). Over this time, driving has become positively connected to 
mothering in public discourse (McCarthy et al, 2017), despite women being less likely to have 
access to a car for caring trips even when they live in car owning households (Rahman 2025). 
Policymakers, politicians and the public continue to have motonormative views, which means 
walking and wheeling with children continues to be seen as somehow lesser and reinforcing 
its marginalisation. We need to move away from economic models that prioritise car-commuters 
and challenge normative views that connect good parenting with driving. Instead, the ‘Walking/
Wheeling With’ framework asks: for what, and for whom, should transport, and our streets, exist? 
Ultimately, the ‘Walking/Wheeling With’ framework demands from researchers and policy makers 
alike that they systematically consider family/caring mobilities in relation to broader questions 
of access, inclusion, and movement in contemporary society. In practice, this might mean 
decentering speed and car-commuting while centering physical safety, slowness, health, civic 
engagement, environmental justice and inclusivity.

The promise and paradox of walking/wheeling with children

Sheller’s (2018) multi-scalar, relational ontology in her work on mobility justice illustrates how 
the everyday experiences of mobility cannot be separated from social and environmental justice 
concerns. From this perspective, walking/wheeling with children can be seen as more than an 
everyday practice: it becomes a way of exposing how inequalities in infrastructure, safety, air 
quality, and accessibility are embedded in wider systems of capitalism, social inequities, and 
environmental degradation. At the bodily or micro scale, walking is shaped by sensory experi-
ence, accessibility, and physical ability, while at the neighbourhood or urban scale it becomes 
tied to infrastructure, safety, and social interaction. However walking practices intersect with 
regional planning and transport policy, environmental concerns, and cultural norms, and at the 
global scale they connect to broader discourses and practices around sustainability, health, and 
mobility justice. In this way, scale provides a framework for understanding how walking is 
simultaneously an intimate, everyday act and a practice embedded within larger spatial, social, 
and political structures.

Throughout this interdisciplinary review we establish that this mobility justice lens exposes 
walking/wheeling with children as both promise and paradox. We identify robust evidence of 
the health, wellbeing and environmental benefits of walking with children. Those benefits 
function in a ripple-like manner, spreading far and wide from the individual, to the family unit, 
the local community and even more broadly the planet. At the same time, we situate this 
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discussion within a mobilities justice framework, acknowledging that walking/wheeling with 
mobilities are shaped by wider structural and scalar constraints.

The promise: health, wellbeing and environmental benefits

Even before a child is born, prospective mothers are told that walking is good for them. After 
birth, this is reaffirmed with the message that regular, low-impact exercise is especially valuable 
for them, and for young children developing early motor skills. Research evidences that reduced 
levels of moderate physical activity following parenthood, especially in mothers, is an identified 
concern (Dlugonski, Das, and Martin 2020), with mothers post-birth identified as a high risk 
group across a range of contexts (Currie, Boxer, and Devlin 2001; Gilinsky, Hughes, and McInnes 
2012; Lee et  al. 2016; McInnes, Dickson, and Barclay 2017; Watson et  al. 2005). There is also a 
wealth of research evidencing the social and mental health benefits of walking (Pavlova, 
Teychenne, and Olander 2020). For many women, walking with children can create moments 
of social interaction (Platt 2024), connection with nature and green spaces (Milton et  al. 2011; 
Neely and Schindler 2025), a stronger sense of identity as mothers (Boyer and Spinney 2016; 
McKeever et  al. 2003; Platt 2023 and 2024; Qualmann, 2016), and community engagement and 
place attachment (Albin-Clark et  al. 2024; Ergler, Freeman, and Guiney 2021), all of which can 
positively impact mental well-being. Hall et  al. (2024) identified several mechanisms through 
which being in nature with a child may support postnatal health. These include those of bio-
logical/physiological nature (for example natural light optimising circadian rhythm, improving 
microbiome health, providing opportunities for physical activity), relational/social pathways, and 
cognitive and creative pathways. Walking groups are seen as supportive and are correspondingly 
popular (Pavlova, Teychenne, and Olander 2020) and a low resource, low barrier, means of 
engaging in physical exercise (Watson et  al. 2005), and less intimidating than other options 
(Wagg 2010). They represent a promising intervention to reduce perinatal loneliness for both 
mothers and fathers (McInnes, Dickson, and Barclay 2017; Naughton-Doe et al. 2025b, Walker-Mao 
et al, 2024; Pavlova, Teychenne, and Olander 2020; Webb et  al. 2023). From a leisure and physical 
activity perspective, evidence suggests that parental physical activity is a marker for children’s 
later physical activity (Mattocks et  al. 2008). This is even more important considering, according 
to Public Health England (2018), that health inequalities can manifest at as young as two 
years old.

Parents are also told by health professionals that walking with children has unique benefits 
for children. Expanding research on outdoor education highlights the important diversity of 
movement and environment experienced during a walk outdoors (e.g. Kiviranta et  al. 2024; 
White 2011). Whether being carried or pushed along on wheels, the rhythmic movement of a 
sustained walk is often comforting for babies and, in many families, becomes vital to their daily 
rhythm of sleep and nap times (Rheinheimer et  al. 2024). Once on the ground themselves, 
toddlers can support their own capacity for walking on the variety of surfaces their feet might 
encounter, from grass and gravel to mud paths. White (2011) has highlighted that the uneven 
nature of natural environments is an important element of discovering balance and stability 
whilst moving. The many sensory elements of weather, nature and the outdoors are experienced 
through embodied interactions between the child and the environment that shape their knowl-
edge of the world. A child’s physical and social interactions during a walk affect their under-
standing of the local neighbourhood (Clement 2019 & 2020; Rooney 2019). Wintoneak and Jobb 
(2022) show how this attention to the local neighbourhood when walking becomes an oppor-
tunity to disrupt common separations of urban and natural environments and focus attention 
on the local impact of human activity and climate change. Children’s mobility and their everyday 
walks are also often inseparable from their play (Stenning and Watson 2024). Whether walking 
on their own, with siblings or friends, they seize every opportunity to climb, jump, touch, look, 
run, and explore, and to connect with the people, places and objects they encounter en route 
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(Horton et  al. 2014), often with the result that ‘children’s movements are not linear but mean-
dering, pausing, dwelling’ (Russell and Stenning 2021, 5197). Thus, encouraging walking is also 
a positive reinforcement for a play-focused education.

The everyday walking/wheeling of parents and their children has positive benefits beyond 
the family unit. Joelsson, Balkmar and Henriksson (2025) explored emotional and relational 
aspects of walking for families living in disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Not only is walking 
necessary to support daily routines, including shopping, visiting friends, travelling to schools 
and places of leisure, particularly for car-less households, but walking can also be understood 
as a form of mobile ‘caringscape’ that encapsulates self-care, care for others, and community 
care. This is echoed in work by Stenning and Russell (2025), which reflected on families’ daily 
walks during the first UK Covid-19 lockdown as spaces of care. From a more philosophical 
perspective, walking with children can foster a connection to the environment and offer insight 
into more sustainable approaches that would benefit us all. Rooney (2019) highlights how 
children’s encounters with weather when supported by adults who slow down and attend to 
elemental affects can foster open, curious dispositions toward climate challenges. Similarly, 
research in early childhood contexts by Myrstad, Hackett and Bartnæs (2022) and Wintoneak 
and Jobb (2022) shows that walking with young children is a situated, relational practice in 
which movement is intertwined with rich sensory engagement with place. Taken together, these 
studies suggest that children’s embodied, affective attunement to the more-than-human world 
provides a valuable model for cultivating sustainable ways of living.

High levels of transport-related air pollution increase the risks of numerous physical and 
mental health conditions (Nobile et  al. 2023), and due to historical patterns of racial segregation, 
road construction and neighbourhood design, low-income and non-white communities are 
disproportionately exposed. For walking mothers and their children, these inequalities carry 
particular costs: rising childhood asthma, combined with gendered expectations of care, has 
made asthma a ‘racialized and gendered disease’ (Sze, 2004, 178). Although decarbonisation 
efforts often prioritise technological fixes such as electric vehicles, ‘active travel’ can be a highly 
effective urban strategy for meeting net-zero targets (Brand et  al. 2021). Given the unequal 
impacts of climate change on Global South communities and the Global North’s historic role 
in producing emissions, choosing walking or wheeling over motorised transport provides an 
immediate way to reduce the environmental burdens that high-carbon lifestyles impose on 
distant others. Further, wheeling with, in the context of the Big Ride for Palestine for instance, 
can also become a means to denounce the planet-threatening elements of colonial racial cap-
italism. As Munro (2025) argues, children’s safety, whether in the car-dominated city or in 
Palestine, is a mobility justice issue.

As this section makes clear, a walk/wheel with children can qualify simultaneously as prenatal/
postnatal care, early child intervention, active ‘neighbouring’ and community-making, free play, 
sensory development, international solidarity and harm reduction for public and planetary 
health. Studies show that, from lowering stress levels to lowering carbon emissions, ‘walking/
wheeling with’ is a benefit-multiplicator.

The paradox: challenges and constraints from the embodied to the systemic

Clement and Waitt (2018) highlight that the ‘right to the city’ is uneven and experienced dif-
ferently by a range of bodies, especially when these bodies have to move alongside and with 
each other. For mothers, who are often the ones given recommendations for increased physical 
activity (yet are rarely offered practical support), this can exacerbate feelings of guilt and failure 
(Lovett, Smith, and Teychenne 2024). Inadequate infrastructure (Stafford and Baldwin 2018; 
Wilkinson, 2025), social stigma around mothers’ mobilities (Platt and Powell, 2026), and post-
partum women lacking in confidence to partake in physical activity (Apostolopoulos et  al. 2021) 
are all elements that can impede engagement in regular outdoor activity and create what public 



Mobilities 7

health scholars call ‘lonelygenic environments’; that is, places where urban design and societal 
systems conspire to increase people’s feeling of isolation (Feng and Astell-Burt 2022). Further, 
addressing parental loneliness through tackling lonelygenic environments is a social justice issue 
(Barreto, Doyle, and Qualter 2024). At the bodily scale, walking and wheeling with children is 
impacted by an individual’s health, the physical infrastructures at a place-based scale (be that 
rural or urban) and the ‘affective atmospheres’ (whether positive or negative) created by such 
environments.

At a bodily, micro-scale, walking or wheeling with a baby is shaped by the vulnerable and 
often ‘leaky’ postpartum body (Platt 2024; Platt and Powell, 2026), which can contribute to 
isolation, stress and anxiety for caregivers who rely on walking as an accessible form of physical 
activity and mental health support (Lovett, Smith, and Teychenne 2024). The practical challenges 
of becoming mobile with a small baby are substantial (Boyer and Spinney 2016); even leaving 
the house requires managing a significant volume of belongings or ‘baby-detritus (Boyer and 
Spinney 2016), which can be exacerbated for parents of multiples (twins triplets, quads and 
more). While prams offer a partial solution for transporting this equipment, they can also be 
cumbersome in urban environments and particularly difficult to manoeuvre on public transport 
(Qualmann, 2016). Clement and Waitt (2018) highlight the embodied and affective burdens of 
pram-based travel. These challenges are intensified for disabled parents and for parents of 
disabled children; as Larrington-Spencer, Platt, et  al. (2025) show, preparing for everyday mobil-
ities requires careful strategic planning to ensure accessibility, comfort and readiness for multiple 
contingencies. Another overlooked barrier is the difficulty mothers of multiples face when 
moving through public space. September (2023) highlights the psychological and emotional 
challenges of transitioning to twin motherhood, including the practical difficulties of navigating 
the outside world. Building on this, Wilkinson (2024) calls for greater attention to the accessi-
bility of public spaces for parents of multiples, noting how mobility with a double buggy or 
tandem pram slows movement and attracts unwanted attention from passers-by.

Parents walking/wheeling with children encounter challenges to their mobilities that are 
familiar to people living with disabilities. Infrastructural barriers, particularly in urban spaces, 
such as poor pavement and road conditions, absence of dropped kerbs and safe crossing points, 
steps rather than ramps and obstructive pavement clutter (parked vehicles, bins and, more 
recently, share scheme bikes and scooters) limit and constrain the mobilities of pram-pushing 
or cargo-bike cycling carers, scooting children and disabled people. Such research, from the 
social model on disability and walking, has been critical in uncovering how the built environ-
ment for walking has favoured non-disabled templates of use (Goggin 2016; Imrie 2000; McKeever 
et  al. 2003; Stafford, Adkins, and Franz 2020; Stafford and Baldwin, 2018). These everyday 
exclusions at the street scale illuminate what Sheller (2018) identifies as a core, multi-scalar 
concern of mobility justice: that inequities in movement are produced through local infrastruc-
tures yet extend across wider social, political and environmental systems.

Indeed, perinatal loneliness is of particular concern due to its connection with mental illness 
(Naughton-Doe 2024; Naughton-Doe et  al. 2025a). While walking/wheeling with children in 
groups has been recognised as beneficial for mental and physical wellbeing, barriers to group 
walks for new mothers include tiredness and low energy levels (Apostolopoulos et  al. 2021; 
Pavlova, Teychenne, and Olander 2020; Rowley, Dixon, and Palk 2007), differing physical capa-
bilities, fitness levels and birth related physical limitations (Apostolopoulos et  al. 2021; Daley, 
MacArthur, and Winter 2007 and Milton et  al. 2011). Competing demands on a mother’s time 
also limits the ability for individual engagement (Apostolopoulos et  al. 2021; Currie and Develin 
2002; Rowley, Dixon and Palk, 2007). Alongside this, participants also mentioned a lack of con-
fidence (Apostolopoulos et  al. 2021; Rowley, Dixon and Palk, 2007), the costs of exercise, in 
particular for single income parents (Apostolopoulos et  al. 2021), or in the context of walks in 
more remote areas which require equipment such as carriers and hiking boots (Rowley, Dixon 
and Palk, 2007). These intersecting barriers reveal how access to the benefits of group walking 
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is unevenly distributed, underscoring wider concerns within access and mobility justice about 
who is able to move freely, safely and affordably through their environments.

Within this mobility justice framework, embodied and affective experiences of walking and 
wheeling can be understood as both a site of resilience and a point of structural exclusion, a 
configuration that reveals how urban environments in particular are implicitly designed around 
normative bodies and temporalities. These experiences underscore that mobility systems remain 
oriented toward the able-bodied, time-rich, and economically secure individual commuter, while 
those undertaking forms of care mobility are rendered peripheral or burdensome.

A longue duree approach to the mobility justice framework

Reframing previous disciplinary research within a broader justice framework reveals how 
long-standing structural and systemic factors influence everyday mobility experiences. Bringing 
a historical perspective to these debates highlights how much of the present challenges expe-
rienced by walking families are the product of past political choices. The process through which 
urban environments have been designed in socially and spatially unjust ways has been an 
important focus of historians’ work in recent years. Scholarship on the rise of automobility in 
the early 20th century has shown how politicians and urban planners sidelined pedestrians’ 
concerns (Norton 2011 and 2021). Historians of North American and European cities have argued 
that twentieth-century urban planners prioritised the needs of driving commuters (who were 
usually male), over those of pedestrians who were more likely to be women and children 
(Männistö-Funk 2023; Norton 2011; Pooley, 2021; Rooney 2019). Rather than analysing the rise 
of car dominance in the 20th century as a ‘natural’, almost ‘Darwinian evolution by technological 
selection’ (Norton 2007, 333), they have shown that it was a contested process. The transfor-
mation of streets into major thoroughfares was borne out of socio-political struggles that 
opposed car manufacturers and other interest groups (the oil lobby, etc.) against pedestrians 
and, more specifically, working-class mothers who cared about the traditional role of the street 
as a safe space for children to play. We tend to forget the extent to which streets used to be 
a primary space for children’s play (Winder 2024). In the first half of the 20th century, the rising 
numbers of children’s traffic injuries and fatalities generated intense debates in the US and 
Europe over who belonged in the streets (Cowman 2017; Norton 2011). Around the same time, 
controversial policies, such as jaywalking in the US, successfully re-defined streets as places 
where children were only accepted if they followed strict rules (Norton 2007). Twentieth-century 
road safety education also put the onus on mothers and children themselves to keep children 
safe from traffic, and new technologies, such as pedestrian crossings, were aimed at subjugating 
pedestrians’ needs to those of drivers (Moran 2006). Nonetheless, mothers and children won 
important victories when the first play street schemes were introduced in the 1920s in New 
York City and, roughly a decade later, in the UK. As Cowman (2017) describes, there was an 
element of class conflict in these debates with the understanding that car owners were 
middle-class, whereas children playing in the streets were usually working-class.

After World War Two the number of licensed cars increased rapidly, alongside extensive road 
building programmes and the replanning of cities around the car (Gunn 2011; Gunn and 
Townsend 2019). Mothers-led grassroots movements in Europe and the US pushed again for 
measures that prioritised children’s safety, using innovative forms of protests, such as barricading 
streets with bins and prams (Gunn 2018; Männistö-Funk 2024; Norton 2021 and Cowman 2017; 
Watson 2025). Nonetheless, by the late 1970s such protests had only marginally transformed 
car-dominated cities. One famous exception is the Netherlands where the successful ‘Stop de 
kindermoord’ (Stop the Child Murder) protests of the early 1970s forced important urban design 
transformations that prioritised children’s play and purposefully slowed down car traffic 
(Katsavounidou 2023). In the UK, there were similar innovations in the 1970s, with the wide-
spread development of ‘environmental areas’, similar to contemporary low traffic neighbourhoods, 
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but these were short lived. Meanwhile, mothers in the UK continued to protest against traffic 
in this decade, but to little or no avail (Watson 2025). In the late 1990s, the UK Labour gov-
ernment, under pressure to tackle climate change, air pollution and rising child obesity, com-
mitted to reduce the number of school journeys made by cars by one-third and to encourage 
walking, and sought to reduce traffic dominance in residential streets through the introduction 
of homezones. However, these initiatives were not bold enough and had little impact. They 
were also undercut by cultural narratives (reinforced by automobile manufacturers’ advertising) 
that normalised driving (Devienne 2024). As Sheller (2018) contends, in cultures built on auto-
mobility, the pressures of risk management, middle-class security, and pervasive notions of 
good mothering, often drive middle-class women into intense, car-led routines of mobility. 
Telling these histories matters, because they open up space for alternative pasts and futures 
where the car is not as dominant as it is today, and where children and their carers have a say 
in street design. History, in other words, reminds us that who gets to be considered a legitimate 
user of road and street space is contested and can change.

As such, to connect multiple scales, and to move, as Sheller (2018) suggested, from transport 
justice towards mobility justice, we need to attend to how caregiving routines - such as ‘school 
runs’, walking with babies in prams or carriers, or everyday errands with children - are impacted 
by inadequate pedestrian infrastructure, safety concerns, and limited access to green or recre-
ational spaces. Such environments make it challenging for caregivers to navigate public spaces 
comfortably and safely, yet these issues are seldom central in urban and social policy agendas 
(Clement and Waitt 2018; Jensen 2018; Whittle, 2019; Wilkinson, 2025). These omissions may 
result from broader cultural assumptions that undervalue the importance of caregiving and 
family-based mobilities (Gilow 2020). Walking with children is often perceived as incidental or 
secondary to more productive or efficient forms of transport (Mikkelsen and Christensen 2009). 
But such practices are also embedded in infrastructure choices made decades ago, which ‘lock 
in’ urban mobilities around the car.

The walking/wheeling with framework

What do parents of the future, about to set out on that first walk with baby(ies) in tow, need? 
What about their children? As the evidence presented here shows, they need easy access to 
safe, step-free and pollutant-free walking/wheeling routes with inclusive infrastructure (benches, 
pedestrian crossings, green areas, etc.) and positive public health messaging where they see 
their families and specific needs reflected. Further, they need a societal sea-change in how we 
value different forms of transport, with priority given in urban planning and decision-making 
to sustainable, low-carbon and low-cost forms of mobilities, like walking, wheeling and scooting, 
that have health, wellbeing and environmental benefits. This can only happen alongside a 
broader commitment to housing and energy policies that simultaneously combat the climate 
and biodiversity crises, and wealth and income inequalities. In parallel, we also need new cul-
tural narratives that challenge what we might call ‘motonormative parenting’ (that is the assump-
tion that good parents drive their children) and reframe driving not as the default mobility for 
carers, but as a last choice. Approaching these debates from an interdisciplinary and intersectional 
perspective not only enables a broader view of the associated benefits - at the individual, 
household, community and planetary level - but can also dispel persistent narratives that present 
walking as evident, universal and easy. As carers of wiggly toddlers, recovering postpartum 
mothers and mobility-scooter users know all too well, walking/wheeling is not just a matter of 
goodwill.

Our review highlights a growing body of work on walking and wheeling with children, but 
also reveals a significant limitation: with a few exceptions, this research focuses on white, 
non-disabled, neurotypical and heteronormative families. Studies of parent-and-baby walking 
groups show that participants are predominantly, and often exclusively, white women from 



10 L. PLATT ET AL.

economically advantaged two-parent households. We still know too little about how cultural 
diversity, gender, disability and socio-economic disadvantage shape both engagement in, and 
benefits derived from, walking groups (Daley, MacArthur, and Winter 2007; Rigby, Dodd-Reynolds, 
and Oliver 2020). This lack of support for everyday family walking practices reflects broader sys-
temic neglect, limiting caregivers’ ability to integrate physical activity into daily life and underscoring 
the need for a justice-oriented approach to designing inclusive, health-promoting environments.

More diverse research is also needed to illuminate mobility and environmental justice issues 
- such as inadequate walking infrastructure or higher exposure to pollution in low-income areas 
- that disproportionately affect some families. Attention to multiple-child families remains limited: 
beyond Wilkinson’s (2024, 2025) work on the mobilities of parents of twins and triplets, little 
research explores how walking and wheeling are complicated when caring for multiples along-
side other siblings. Similarly, research on families with disabled children rarely approaches 
walking and wheeling through an everyday mobilities lens; when it does, disabled children are 
still often framed as ‘constraints’ (Landby 2024). Bringing disability studies and mobilities research 
together can challenge the primacy of normative ‘walking practices’ by recognising wheeling 
as walking, and by highlighting disabled people as active access-makers across transport, leisure 
and everyday movement (Dokumaci 2023; Larrington-Spencer, Platt, et  al. 2025).

Further work is also needed on walking/wheeling with children as a practice of activism, 
international solidarity, neighbouring and social connection. Historical research could deepen 
our understanding of the role parents, particularly mothers have played in ‘persistent pedestri-
anism’ (Norton 2021): everyday resistance to car dominance, air pollution and the erosion of 
the street as a legitimate space for children’s play. Such histories remain underexamined in both 
Global South contexts, where automobilisation is ongoing, and Global North contexts, where 
many movements for clean air and safe streets were led by ethnic and racial minorities. Further 
research should also foreground the experiences of the car-less, not just the transition from car 
to walking that dominates transport studies. Examining the legacy of 20th-century urban design 
and road-building on family walking can help explain the roots of present-day environmental 
injustices, including the disproportionate exposure of racialised communities to traffic-related 
pollutants. Interdisciplinary collaborations across childhood studies, public health, urban studies 
and environmental justice could help uncover these untold histories and articulate mobility and 
clean air as basic human rights.

Methodologically, researching walking/wheeling with children and carers requires approaches 
that can capture its embodied, relational and multi-scalar qualities. Throughout this review we 
have seen how mobile and sensory ethnographies, walking interviews, participant-generated 
mapping, and multimodal/visual diaries can enable researchers to attend to pace, rhythm, affect 
and the micro-negotiations of moving with children, prams, scooters or mobility aids. Feminist 
and disability-informed methodologies further urge attentiveness to interdependence, fatigue, 
pain, care labour and access-making processes typically obscured in conventional transport 
studies (Larrington-Spencer, Verlinghieri, et  al. 2025; Parent 2016). Participatory and co-produced 
methods, especially those designed with (a diverse range of ) parents, disabled caregivers and 
children themselves, can help surface experiential knowledge that is often absent from policy 
discourse. At the same time, a multi-scalar methodological stance is needed. While street-level 
observations reveal infrastructural barriers and affective atmospheres of walking-with, policy 
analysis, archival research and spatial data can illuminate the broader structural forces, planning 
regimes, environmental injustice, automobility norms that shape these everyday mobilities. 
Combining these approaches can produce accounts that are both grounded in lived experience 
and attentive to the systemic conditions that enable or constrain walking/wheeling as practices 
of care, resistance and belonging.

In conclusion, advancing mobility justice requires more than accommodating strollers, push-
chairs and prams or widening footpaths; it demands a reimagining of mobility infrastructures 
and policies through feminist, postcolonial, and disability justice lenses. This involves valuing 
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the slower, interdependent, and care-based mobilities that sustain everyday life; recognising 
them as central, rather than supplementary to urban design. In this sense, mobility justice 
becomes a call to reconfigure not only who moves easily, but whose movement is socially and 
politically valued, transforming the right to mobility into a right to belong, to care, and to be 
cared for within public space.

Notes

	 1.	 By referring to ‘walking/wheeling’ we include the use of mobility aids, pushchairs, carriers, scooters, trikes 
and bikes etc.

	 2.	 We use ‘children’ hereafter as shorthand unless otherwise necessary. We define this from newborns and, 
in the main, the works we examined for this paper focused on children who are not yet old enough to 
be independently mobile and are therefore accompanied with a caregiver.

	 3.	 There is a societal expectation that women provide the main care after birth and, in part due to social 
norms and inadequate policy, women are more likely to take longer periods of parental leave than men. 
This paper is not setting out to address these inequalities per se, but it is important that we frame our 
perspective in relation to wider systemic issues.

Acknowledgements
This paper was a collective endeavour and as such we would like to note that all authors contributed equally.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

The authors acknowledge the following funding: Economic and Social Research Institute (ES/Z504002/1); Manchester 
Metropolitan University Research Accelerator Grant; NIHR Three Schools Mental Health Programme (MH051); and 
University of York School for Business & Society Internal Impact Fund.

ORCID

Louise Platt  http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9063-1110
Elsa Devienne  http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0924-4621
Ruthie Boycott-Garnett  http://orcid.org/0009-0001-4680-0316
Harrie Larrington-Spencer  http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0609-4231
Emily Lovett  http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3994-0895
Ruth Naughton-Doe  http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2683-3476
Anna Powell  http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4720-3465
Alison Stenning  http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4110-874X
Laura Tucker  http://orcid.org/0009-0006-4602-4237
Sally Watson  http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7027-5702
Catherine Wilkinson  http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9313-6585
Samantha Wilkinson  http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1564-5472

References

Albin-Clark, J., V. Jefferies, L. Gregory, and A. Blanco-Bayo. 2024. “How Can Going for a Walk in Early Childhood 
Education and Care be Interconnected with Rights and Democracy?.” Edge Hill University Early Years (blog). 
June 10, 2024. https://blogs.edgehill.ac.uk/earlyyears/how-can-going-for-a-walk-in-early-childhood-education-a
nd-care-be-interconnected-with-rights-and-democracy/

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9063-1110
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0924-4621
http://orcid.org/0009-0001-4680-0316
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0609-4231
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3994-0895
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2683-3476
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4720-3465
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4110-874X
http://orcid.org/0009-0006-4602-4237
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7027-5702
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9313-6585
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1564-5472
https://blogs.edgehill.ac.uk/earlyyears/how-can-going-for-a-walk-in-early-childhood-education-and-care-be-interconnected-with-rights-and-democracy/
https://blogs.edgehill.ac.uk/earlyyears/how-can-going-for-a-walk-in-early-childhood-education-and-care-be-interconnected-with-rights-and-democracy/


12 L. PLATT ET AL.

Aldred, R., and A. Goodman. 2020. “Low Traffic Neighbourhoods, Car Use, and Active Travel: evidence from the 
People and Places survey of Outer London active travel interventions.” Findings, September 2020. https://doi.
org/10.31235/osf.io/ebj89.

Andrews, K. 2021. Wanderers: A History of Women Walking. London, UK: Reaktion Books.
Apostolopoulos, M., J. A. Hnatiuk, J. L. Maple, E. K. Olander, L. Brennan, P. van der Pligt, and M. Teychenne. 2021. 

“Influences on physical activity and screen time amongst postpartum women with heightened depressive 
symptoms: a qualitative study.” BMC Pregnancy and Childbirth 21 (1): 376. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-021- 
03847-w.

Barreto, M., D. Doyle, and P. Qualter. 2024. “Changing the narrative: Loneliness as a social justice issue.” Advances 
in Political Psychology 45 (S1): 157–181. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12965.

Boyer, K., and J. Spinney. 2016. “Motherhood, mobility and materiality: Material entanglements, journey-making 
and the process of ‘becoming mother.” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 34 (6): 1113–1131. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0263775815622209.

Brand, Christian, Evi Dons, Esther Anaya-Boig, Ione Avila-Palencia, Anna Clark, Audrey de Nazelle, Mireia Gascon, 
et al. 2021. “The climate change mitigation effects of daily active travel in cities.” Transportation Research Part 
D: Transport and Environment 93: 102764. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.102764.

Clement, S. 2019. “Families on Foot: Assembling Motherhood and Childhood through Care.” In Families in Motion: 
Ebbing and Flowing Through Space and Time, edited by L. Murray, L. McDonnell, T. Hinton-Smith, N. Ferreira and 
K. Walsh. 215–232. Bingley, UK: Emerald Publishing Limited.

Clement, S. 2020. “Walking with the Rain: Sensing Family Mobility on-Foot.” In Weather: Spaces, Mobilities and 
Affects, edited by K. Barry, M. Borovnik and T. Edensor, 51–66. London: Routledge.

Clement, S., and G. Waitt. 2018. “Pram mobilities: Affordances and atmospheres that Assemble childhood and moth-
erhood on-the-move.” Children’s Geographies 16 (3): 252–265. https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2018.1432849.

Cowman, K. 2017. “Play streets: women, children and the problem of urban traffic, 1930–1970.” Social History 42 
(2): 233–256. https://doi.org/10.1080/03071022.2017.1290366.

Currie, J., E. Boxer, and E. Devlin. 2001. “Pramwalking as postnatal exercise and support: an evaluation of the 
Stroll Your Way to Wellbeing program and supporting resources in terms of individual participation rates and 
community group formation.” Australian Journal of Midwifery: professional Journal of the Australian College of 
Midwives Incorporated 14 (2): 21–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1445-4386(01)80045-8.

Currie, J., and E. Develin. 2002. “Stroll Your Way to Wellbeing: A survey of the perceived benefits, barriers, com-
munity support and stigma associated with pram walking groups designed for new mothers, Sydney, Australia.” 
Health Care for Women International 23 (8): 882–893. https://doi.org/10.1080/07399330290112380.

Daley, A. J., C. MacArthur, and H. Winter. 2007. “The role of exercise in treating postpartum depression: a review 
of the literature.” Journal of Midwifery & Women’s Health 52 (1): 56–62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmwh.2006.08.017.

Devienne, E. 2024. “Surely the Time Has Come to Abolish That Barbaric Twice-Daily Ritual?’: A (Very) Brief History 
of the British School Run.” Movements and Mobilities (blog), October 27 2024. https://www.movementsmobility.
com/devienne

Dlugonski, D., B. M. Das, and T. R. Martin. 2020. “Impact of a standard versus collective-efficacy enhanced inter-
vention to increase physical activity among mothers.” Psychology & Health 35 (2): 239–253. https://doi.org/10.
1080/08870446.2019.1626397.

Docherty, I., and J. Shaw. 2019. Transport Matters. Bristol, UK: Bristol University Press.
Dokumaci, A. 2023. Activist Affordances: How Disabled People Improvise More Habitable Worlds. Durham, US: Duke 

University Press.
Dowling, S., J. Naidoo, and D. Pomtin. 2012. “Breastfeeding in Public, Women’s Bodies, Women’s Milk.” In Beyond 

Health, beyond Choice, Breastfeeding Constraints and Realities. Edited by P Hall Smith, B.L Hausman, and M 
Labbok, 249–258. London, UK: Rutgers University Press.

Ergler, C. R., C. Freeman, and T. Guiney. 2021. “Walking with preschool-aged children to explore their local well-
being affordances.” Geographical Research 59 (1): 118–135. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12402.

Feng, X., and T. Astell-Burt. 2022. “Lonelygenic environments: A call for research on multilevel determinants of 
loneliness.” The Lancet. Planetary Health 6 (12): e933–e934. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(22)00306-0.

Gilbert, H., D. B. Lanng, S. Wind, and A. Allan. 2023. “Understanding the complexity of children’s everyday mobil-
ities: non-instrumental aspects in sustainable transport and planning policy making in Australia.” Applied 
Mobilities 8 (4): 341–360. https://doi.org/10.1080/23800127.2022.2071060.

Gilinsky, A. S., A. R. Hughes, and R. J. McInnes. 2012. “More Active Mums in Stirling (MAMMiS): A physical activ-
ity intervention for postnatal women. Study protocol for a randomized controlled trial.” Trials 13 (1): 1–10. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1745-6215-13-112.

Gilow, M. 2020. “It’s work, physically and logistically’: Analyzing the daily mobility of employed mothers as Domestic 
Mobility Work.” Journal of Transport Geography 85: 102693. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2020.102693.

Goggin, G. 2016. “Disability and mobilities: Evening up social futures.” Mobilities 11 (4): 533–541. https://doi.org/
10.1080/17450101.2016.1211821.

https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/ebj89
https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/ebj89
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-021-03847-w
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-021-03847-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12965
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775815622209
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775815622209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.102764
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2018.1432849
https://doi.org/10.1080/03071022.2017.1290366
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1445-4386(01)80045-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/07399330290112380
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmwh.2006.08.017
https://www.movementsmobility.com/devienne
https://www.movementsmobility.com/devienne
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2019.1626397
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2019.1626397
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12402
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(22)00306-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/23800127.2022.2071060
https://doi.org/10.1186/1745-6215-13-112
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2020.102693
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2016.1211821
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2016.1211821


Mobilities 13

Grant, A., B. Pell, L. Copeland, A. Brown, R. Ellis, D. Morris, D. Williams, and R. Phillips. 2022. “Views and experience 
of breastfeeding in public: A qualitative systematic review.” Maternal & Child Nutrition 18 (4): e13407. https://
doi.org/10.1111/mcn.13407.

Gunn, S. 2011. “The Buchanan Report, Environment and the Problem of Traffic in 1960s Britain.” 20 Century British 
History 22 (4): 521–542. https://doi.org/10.1093/tcbh/hwq063.

Gunn, S. 2018. “Ring road: Birmingham and the collapse of the motor city ideal in 1970s Britain.” The Historical 
Journal 61 (1): 227–248. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X16000613.

Gunn, S., and S. Townsend. 2019. Automobility and the City in Twentieth-Century Britain and Japan. London, UK: 
Bloomsbury Academic.

Guzman, L. A., D. Oviedo, and V. A. Cantillo-Garcia. 2024. “Is proximity enough? A critical analysis of a 15-minute 
city considering individual perceptions.” Cities 148: 104882. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2024.104882.

Hall, K., C. Barnes, L. Duggan, S. Walton, P. Moran, K. Turner, and J. Evans. 2024. “The applicability of nature-based 
interventions to support mothers’ postnatal Wellbeing: A conceptual review.” Wellbeing, Space and Society 6: 
100187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2024.100187.

Kiviranta, L., E. Lindfors, M. L. Rönkkö, and E. Luukka. 2024. “Outdoor learning in early childhood education: 
Exploring benefits and challenges.” Educational Research 66 (1): 102–119. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.202
3.2285762.

Holton, M. 2019. “Walking with technology: Understanding mobility-technology assemblages.” Mobilities 14 (4): 
435–451. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2019.1580866.

Horton, John, Pia Christensen, Peter Kraftl, and Sophie Hadfield-Hill. 2014. “Walking…Just walking’: How Children 
and young people’s everyday pedestrian practices matter.” Social & Cultural Geography 15 (1): 94–115. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14649365.2013.864782.

Imrie, R. 2000. “Disabling environments and the geography of access policies and practices.” Disability & Society 
15 (1): 5–24. https://doi.org/10.1080/09687590025748.

Jensen, M. T. 2018. “Urban pram strolling: A mobilities design perspective.” Mobilities 13 (4): 584–600. https://doi.
org/10.1080/17450101.2017.1394683.

Joelsson, T., D. Balkmar, and M. Henriksson. 2025. “Mobile caringscapes. Walking as an infrastructure of care in dis-
advantaged neighbourhoods in Sweden.” Mobilities 20 (1): 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2024.2371598.

Katsavounidou, G. 2023. “Child, play, and urban space: a historical overview and a holistic paradigm for child-centered 
urbanism.” Journal of Urbanism: International Research on Placemaking and Urban Sustainability 16 (4): 430–446. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17549175.2021.2005120.

Kissfazekas, K. 2022. “Circle of paradigms? Or ‘15-minute’ neighbourhoods from the 1950s.” Cities 123: 103587. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.103587.

Landby, E. 2024. “A family perspective on daily (im) mobilities and gender-disability intersectionality in Sweden.” 
Gender, Place & Culture 31 (5): 614–631. https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2023.2249249.

Larrington-Spencer, H., L. Platt, and S. Wilkinson. 2025. “Walking and Wheeling: Exploring the Everyday Access-Making 
Practices of Disabled Parents and/or Parents of Disabled Children in Greater Manchester.” North West Geography. 
25 (1): 1–6. https://www.mangeogsoc.org.uk/publications/north-west-geography/volume-25-2025/

Larrington-Spencer, H., E. Verlinghieri, E. Lawlor, and R. Aldred. 2025. “Troubling go-alongs through the lens of 
care.” Qualitative Research 25 (3): 690–710. https://doi.org/10.1177/14687941241277747.

Laurier, E., B. Brown, and M. McGregor. 2016. “Mediated Pedestrian mobility: Walking and the map app.” Mobilities. 
11 (1): 117–134. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2015.1099900.

Lee, A. S., R. J. McInnes, A. R. Hughes, W. Guthrie, and R. Jepson. 2016. “The effect of the more active MuMs in 
Stirling trial on body composition and psychological well-being among postnatal women.” Journal of Pregnancy 
2016 (1): 4183648–4183610. https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/4183648.

Longhurst, R. 2001. Bodies: Exploring Fluid Boundaries. London, UK & New York, US: Routledge.
Lovett, E., A. Smith, and M. Teychenne. 2024. “It’s just one step too far’: Negotiating physical activity for perina-

tal mental health.” Midwifery 137: 104109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2024.104109.
Männistö-Funk, T. 2021. “The gender of walking: female pedestrians in street photographs 1890–1989.” Urban 

History 48 (2): 227–247. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963926819000981.
Männistö-Funk, T. 2023. “The struggle over pedestrians: Defining the problems of walking in the 1960s and 1970s.” 

The Journal of Transport History 44 (2): 254–275. https://doi.org/10.1177/00225266231163080.
Männistö-Funk, T. 2024. “Slowness as a Solution, or, What a Finnish Mom of Seven Can Teach us about Traffic.” 

Movements & Mobility (blog) 1 December 2024. https://www.movementsmobility.com/mannisto-funk
Mattocks, Calum, Andy Ness, Sam Leary, Kate Tilling, Stephen N. Blair, Julian Shield, Kevin Deere, et al. 2008. “Use 

of accelerometers in a large field-based study of children: protocols, design issues, and effects on precision.” 
Journal of Physical Activity & Health 5 Suppl 1 (s1): S98–S111. https://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.5.s1.s98.

McCarthy, L., A. Delbosc, G. Currie, and A. Molloy. 2017. “Factors influencing travel mode choice among families 
with young children (aged 0–4): a review of the literature.” Transport Reviews 37 (6): 767–781. https://doi.org/
10.1080/01441647.2017.1354942.

https://doi.org/10.1111/mcn.13407
https://doi.org/10.1111/mcn.13407
https://doi.org/10.1093/tcbh/hwq063
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X16000613
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2024.104882
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2024.100187
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2023.2285762
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2023.2285762
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2019.1580866
https://doi.org/10.1080/14649365.2013.864782
https://doi.org/10.1080/14649365.2013.864782
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687590025748
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2017.1394683
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2017.1394683
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2024.2371598
https://doi.org/10.1080/17549175.2021.2005120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.103587
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2023.2249249
https://www.mangeogsoc.org.uk/publications/north-west-geography/volume-25-2025/
https://doi.org/10.1177/14687941241277747
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2015.1099900
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/4183648
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2024.104109
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963926819000981
https://doi.org/10.1177/00225266231163080
https://www.movementsmobility.com/mannisto-funk
https://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.5.s1.s98
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2017.1354942
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2017.1354942


14 L. PLATT ET AL.

McInnes, R., C. Dickson, and C. Barclay. 2017. “Buggy walking groups: An asset-based approach to health care.” 
Journal of Health Visiting 5 (5): 236–243. https://doi.org/10.12968/johv.2017.5.5.236.

McKeever, P., J. Angus, K. L. Miller, and D. Reid. 2003. “It’s more of a production’: Accomplishing mothering using 
a mobility device.” Disability & Society 18 (2): 179–197. https://doi.org/10.1080/0968759032000052824.

Middleton, J., and F. Samanani. 2021. “Accounting for care within human geography.” Transactions of the Institute 
of British Geographers 46 (1): 29–43. https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12403.

Mikkelsen, M. R., and P. Christensen. 2009. “Is children’s independent mobility really independent? A study of 
children’s mobility combining ethnography and GPS/mobile phone technologies.” Mobilities 4 (1): 37–58. https://
doi.org/10.1080/17450100802657954.

Milton, K., P. Kelly, F. Bull, and C. Foster. 2011. “A formative evaluation of a family-based walking intervention-Furness 
Families Walk4Life.” BMC Public Health 11 (1): 614. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-614.

Milton, K., M. P. Kelly, G. Baker, C. Cleland, A. Cope, N. Craig, C. Foster, et al. 2021. “Use of natural experimental 
studies to evaluate 20mph speed limits in two major UK cities.” Journal of Transport & Health 22: 101141. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2021.101141.

Mondada, L., and B. S. Tekin. 2024. “The intelligibility of mobile trajectories: walking in public space.” Mobilities 
19 (6): 1076–1098. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2024.2337256.

Moran, J. 2006. “Crossing the Road in Britain, 1931-1976.” The Historical Journal 49 (2): 477–496. https://doi.org/ 
10.1017/S0018246X06005292.

Moreno, C. 2024. The 15-Minute City: A Solution to Saving Our Time and Our Planet. New York, US: John Wiley & Sons.
Munro, J. 2025. “Mobility Justice and the Big Ride for Palestine.” The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 

53 (6): 1533–1542. onlinefirst: https://doi.org/10.1080/03086534.2025.2571580.
Myrstad, A., A. Hackett, and P. Bartnæs. 2022. “Lines in the snow; minor paths in the search for early childhood 

education for planetary wellbeing.” Global Studies of Childhood 12 (4): 321–333. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
2043610620983590.

Naughton-Doe, Ruth, Rebecca Nowland, Jacqueline Kent-Marvick, Phoebe McKenna-Plumley, Emily Lovett, Thuy-Vy 
Nguyen, Lindsay Hunter, et al. 2025a. “Exploring perinatal loneliness as a key social determinant of perinatal 
mental ill health in the UK. Findings from a multidisciplinary consensus statement exercise that mapped 
knowledge about measurement, prevalence, antecedents, impacts and interventions, and agreed future prior-
ities for research, policy and practice.” BMJ Open 15 (5): e085669. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2024-085669.

Naughton-Doe, R., R. Nowland, S. Tierney, M. Webber, and A. Wittkowski. 2025b. “Interventions that prevent or 
reduce perinatal loneliness and its proximate determinants: a restricted scoping review.” BMC Public Health. 25 
(1): 495. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-024-20788-z.

Naughton-Doe, R. 2024. “Solutions to Perinatal Loneliness.” Figshare. https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.26219660.v1.
Neely, E., and M. Schindler. 2025. “Walking as socio-material micro-structures for new parents: Slow mobilities, 

puddles and the everyday.” Wellbeing, Space and Society 8: 100256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2025.100256.
Nobile, F., A. Forastiere, P. Michelozzi, F. Forastiere, and M. Stafoggia. 2023. “Long-term exposure to air pollution 

and incidence of mental disorders.” A large longitudinal cohort study of adults within an urban area.” Environment 
International 181: 108302. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2023.108302.

Norton, P. 2007. “Street Rivals: Jaywalking and the Invention of the Motor Age Street.” Technology and Culture 48 
(2): 331–359. https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2007.0085.

Norton, P. 2011. Fighting Traffic: The Dawn of the Motor Age in the American City. Massachusetts, US: MIT Press.
Norton, P. 2021. “Persistent pedestrianism: Urban walking in motor age America, 1920s–1960s.” Urban History 48 

(2): 266–289. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963926819000956.
Parent, L. 2016. “The wheeling interview: mobile methods and disability.” Mobilities 11 (4): 521–532. https://doi.or

g/10.1080/17450101.2016.1211820.
Pavlova, N., M. Teychenne, and E. K. Olander. 2020. “The concurrent acceptability of a postnatal walking group: 

a qualitative study using the theoretical framework of acceptability.” International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health 17 (14): 5027. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17145027.

Platt, L. 2024. “Walking-with/worlding-with in a global pandemic: A story of mothering in motion.” Area 56 (2): 
1–8. https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12925.

Platt, L. 2023. “Haecceity of becoming-mother: A diffractive analysis of babywearing through a global pandemic.” 
Cultural Studies - Critical Methodologies. 23 (4): 374–384. https://doi.org/10.1177/15327086231169060.

Platt, L. and A. Powell. 2026. “Where is the Leisure When Walking with a Baby?: Unruly and Leaky Bodies.” In 
Leisured Walking: Mobilities, Encounters and Critical Engagements edited by M. Snellgrove. London, UK: Routledge.

Pooley, C. 2021. “Walking spaces: Changing pedestrian practices in Britain since c. 1850.” The Journal of Transport 
History 42 (2): 227–246. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022526620940558.

Public Health England 2018. “Health Profile for England: 2018 – Chapter 4: Health of Children in the Early Years.” 
GOVUK. (11 September 2018). Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-profile- 
for-england-2018/chapter-4-health-of-children-in-the-early-years (Accessed: 28/11/25).

Qualmann, C. 2016. “Perambulator: An artist’s statement.” Studies in the Maternal 8 (2): 20. https://doi.org/10.16995/
sim.231.

https://doi.org/10.12968/johv.2017.5.5.236
https://doi.org/10.1080/0968759032000052824
https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12403
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100802657954
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100802657954
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-614
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2021.101141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2021.101141
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2024.2337256
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X06005292
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X06005292
https://doi.org/10.1080/03086534.2025.2571580
https://doi.org/10.1177/2043610620983590
https://doi.org/10.1177/2043610620983590
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2024-085669
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-024-20788-z
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.26219660.v1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2025.100256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2023.108302
https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2007.0085
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963926819000956
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2016.1211820
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2016.1211820
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17145027
https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12925
https://doi.org/10.1177/15327086231169060
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022526620940558
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-profile-for-england-2018/chapter-4-health-of-children-in-the-early-years
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-profile-for-england-2018/chapter-4-health-of-children-in-the-early-years
https://doi.org/10.16995/sim.231
https://doi.org/10.16995/sim.231


Mobilities 15

Rahman, D. 2025. “Mad or Magnificent? Mothers Who Cycle With Their Children in The UK.” Doctoral diss., University 
of Westminster. https://doi.org/10.34737/wy80x.

Rheinheimer, N., S. V. Vacaru, J. C. van Immerseel, S. Kühn, and C. de Weerth. 2024. “Infant Care: Predictors of 
outdoor walking, infant carrying and infant outdoor sleeping.” International Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health 21 (6): 694. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph21060694.

Rigby, B. P., C. J. Dodd-Reynolds, and E. J. Oliver. 2020. “Inequities and inequalities in outdoor walking groups: a 
scoping review.” Public Health Reviews 41 (1): 4. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40985-020-00119-4.

Rooney, T. 2019. “Weathering Time: Walking with young children in a changing climate.” Children’s Geographies 17 
(2): 77–189. https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2018.1474172.

Rowley, C., L. Dixon, and R. Palk. 2007. “Promoting physical activity: Walking programmes for mothers and children.” 
Community Practitioner: The Journal of the Community Practitioners’ & Health Visitors’ Association 80 (3): 28–32. 
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/promoting-physical-activity-walking-programmes/docview/ 
213360732/se-2?accountid=12507.

Russell, W., and A. Stenning. 2021. “Beyond active travel: Children, play and community on streets during and 
after the coronavirus lockdown.” Cities & Health 5 (sup1): S196–S199. https://doi.org/10.1080/23748834.2020.17
95386.

September, S. 2023. “Holding Two Babies in Mind: A Narrative Inquiry into the Impact on a Woman’s Sense of 
Self in the Transition to Twin Motherhood.” Doctoral thesis., Middlesex University and Metanoia Institute.

Sheller, M. 2018. Mobility Justice: The Politics of Movement in an Age of Extremes. Verso Books.
Soukhov, A., L. Ravensbergen, L. M. Dorantes, and A. Páez. 2025. “Towards completely caring 15-minute neigh-

bourhoods.” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 198: 104503. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2025. 
104503.

Stafford, L., B. Adkins, and J. Franz. 2020. “Bounded at the driveway’s edge: Body-space tensions encountered by 
children with mobility impairments in moving about the neighbourhood street.” Children’s Geographies 18 (3): 
298–311. https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2019.1635992.

Stafford, L., and C. Baldwin. 2018. “Planning walkable neighborhoods: Are we overlooking diversity in abilities 
and ages?” Journal of Planning Literature 33 (1): 17–30. https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412217704649.

Stenning, A., and W. Russell. 2025. “The place where we live: Children, families, play, neighbourhoods and spaces 
of care during and after the pandemic.” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 50 (4):1–16. https://
doi.org/10.1111/tran.70005.

Stenning, A., and S. Watson. 2024. “Children see streets differently’ Making space for children’s play and mobility.” 
IPPR Progressive Review 31 (3): 234–242. https://doi.org/10.1111/newe.12405.

Sze, J. 2004. “Gender, Asthma Politics, and Urban Environmental Justice Activism.” In New Perspectives on 
Environmental Justice, edited by R. Stein, 177–190. New Jersey, US: Rutgers University Press.

Valentine, G. 1997. “Oh Yes I Can.”“Oh no you can’t”: Children and parents’ understandings of kids’ competence 
to negotiate public space safely.” Antipode 29 (1): 65–89. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00035.

Wagg, A. 2010. “Walking for wellbeing.” Community Practitioner: The Journal of the Community Practitioners’ & Health 
Visitors’ Association 83 (5): 18. https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/walking-wellbeing/docview/213398334/
se-2?accountid=12507.

Walker, I., and M. Te Brömmelstroet. 2025. “Why do cars get a free ride? The social-ecological roots of motonor-
mativity.” Global Environmental Change 91: 102980. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2025.102980.

Walker, I., A. Tapp, and A. Davis. 2023. “Motonormativity: How social norms hide a major public health hazard.” 
International Journal of Environment and Health 11 (1): 21–33. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJENVH.2023.135446.

Walker-Mao, C., A. L. Sachs, J. Walls Wilson, J. Wrigley, J. S. Litt, C. V. Farewell, B. Lattimer, and J. A. Leiferman. 
2024. “Systematic review of nature-based interventions for perinatal depression, anxiety, and loneliness.” Maternal 
and Child Health Journal 28 (11): 1886–1896. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-024-03989-1.

Watson, N., A. J. Milat, M. Thomas, and J. Currie. 2005. “The feasibility and effectiveness of pram walking groups 
for postpartum women in western Sydney.” Health Promotion Journal of Australia: official Journal of Australian 
Association of Health Promotion Professionals 16 (2): 93–99. https://doi.org/10.1071/he05093.

Watson, S. 2025. “The freedom of the place during daylight hours’: urban renewal and the fight over play streets 
in Newcastle upon Tyne, c.1955-1980.” Planning Perspectives 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1080/02665433.2025.2485
367.

Webb, J. M., F. E. Darroch, A. R. Giles, and J. L. Oliffe. 2023. “Making moves: Involved fathers experiences of 
Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside family walking program.” Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health 15 
(4): 532–546. https://doi.org/10.1071/he05093.

White, J. ed. 2011. Outdoor Provision in the Early Years. London, UK, Thousand Oaks CA, US, New Delhi, India and 
Singapore: Sage Publications Ltd.

Whittle, R. 2019. “Baby on Board: The Impact of Sling Use on Experiences of Family Mobility with Babies and 
Young Children.” Mobilities 14 (2): 137–157. https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2018.1533682.

Winder, J. 2024. Designed for Play: Children’s Playgrounds and the Politics of Urban Space, 1840–2010. London, UK: 
University of London Press.

https://doi.org/10.34737/wy80x
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph21060694
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40985-020-00119-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2018.1474172
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/promoting-physical-activity-walking-programmes/docview/213360732/se-2?accountid=12507
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/promoting-physical-activity-walking-programmes/docview/213360732/se-2?accountid=12507
https://doi.org/10.1080/23748834.2020.1795386
https://doi.org/10.1080/23748834.2020.1795386
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2025.104503
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2025.104503
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2019.1635992
https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412217704649
https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.70005
https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.70005
https://doi.org/10.1111/newe.12405
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00035
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/walking-wellbeing/docview/213398334/se-2?accountid=12507
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/walking-wellbeing/docview/213398334/se-2?accountid=12507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2025.102980
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJENVH.2023.135446
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-024-03989-1
https://doi.org/10.1071/he05093
https://doi.org/10.1080/02665433.2025.2485367
https://doi.org/10.1080/02665433.2025.2485367
https://doi.org/10.1071/he05093
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2018.1533682


16 L. PLATT ET AL.

Wilkinson, C. 2024. “Multiples on the Move.” Multiple Matters. Winter Edition. 15.
Wilkinson, C. 2025. “Multiples on the Move.” https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ZeWUqefnWk
Wilkinson, C. 2025. “Mothering Mobilities and Maternalised Landscapes: Towards Mum-Friendly Cities.” Geography 

Compass. OnlineFirst. https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.70051
Wintoneak, V., and C. Jobb. 2022. “Walking collaboratories: Experimentations with climate and waste pedagogies.” 

Children’s Geographies: 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2022.2071599.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ZeWUqefnWk
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.70051
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2022.2071599

	The walking/wheeling with framework: establishing walking/wheeling with children as a mobility justice issue
	ABSTRACT
	Introduction
	The promise and paradox of walking/wheeling with children
	The promise: health, wellbeing and environmental benefits
	The paradox: challenges and constraints from the embodied to the systemic

	A longue duree approach to the mobility justice framework
	The walking/wheeling with framework
	Notes
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	ORCID
	References


