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A B S T R A C T   

This study is the first to empirically analyze motivations for taking undirected travel (UT) trips, or 
travel without a destination (as opposed to derived trips) undertaken for the purpose of the trip 
itself, as the determinants and characteristics are largely unknown. The overall research objective 
is to explore UT motivations in terms of demographics and trip characteristics, such as mode, 
frequency, distance, and duration, using survey data from Flanders, Belgium during the COVID- 
19 pandemic lockdown (18 March – 4 May 2020). First, a factor analysis identifies four main 
motivations for UT: 1. Improving Health and Well-Being, 2. Removing Negative Feelings, 3. 
Enjoying Scenery, and 4. Out-of-Home Socializing. Following, differences in UT motivations 
across groups are analyzed with mean-comparisons of demographic characteristics, trip charac-
teristics, and attitude and well-being measurements. Findings suggest a clear relationship be-
tween UT and physical/mental health. There are stronger motivations for active than motorized 
UT trips, and stronger motivations associated with use of multiple modes. Longer (distance and 
duration) and more frequent UT trips increasingly fulfill all motivations. This research provides 
more evidence for the idea that travel is not always a derived demand for which less is always 
better, or an ancillary event to other activities, and can offer baseline empirical information on UT 
from which future studies can grow as well as contribute information about the value of travel.   

1. Introduction 

Undirected Travel (UT) is recognized as travel without a destination undertaken for the purpose of the trip itself, such as going 
walking, cycling, joy-riding by car or motorcycle, horseback riding, or sailing, but the specific motivations for and characteristics of UT 
trips are largely unknown. Though the travel behavior field acknowledges that UT exists (e.g. Cao et al., 2009a; Mokhtarian and 
Salomon, 2001), most studies discuss the ‘positive utility of travel’ or ‘travel for its own sake’ as it applies to derived trips, or trips with 
a clear destination. Evidence of a positive utility of travel in derived trips includes, for instance, the influence of travel-liking, instances 
where individuals take a detour to reach their destination, or the existence of excess travel, but there has not been enough investigation 
into what motivates individuals to participate in travel without a destination, nor the specific travel behavior characteristics of these 
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trips. It is important to comprehend UT because it can inform the reasons that people enjoy daily traveling, given that the obligation to 
travel that exists with commuting or other destination-based trips does not exist with UT trips. Understanding this phenomenon can 
give insight to policies aiming to increase active travel behavior (i.e. for those concerned about public health or obesity) or aiming to 
decrease motorized travel behavior (i.e. for those concerned about pollution or sedentary lifestyles). 

UT trips might be an outcome of the positive utility of travel, defined as any benefits added for the traveler through the act of 
traveling beyond simply reaching the destination or benefits at the destination (Singleton, 2017). The goal or preference of individuals 
is not always to minimize travel time, therefore travel can be positive as it provides the opportunity to relax, opt-out, socialize, prepare 
for the activity ahead, or perform certain tasks (Jain and Lyons, 2008). UT could also have an effect on subjective well-being, 
happiness, life satisfaction, and positive affect, as people perform these trips for the trip itself and ideally for some sort of benefit, 
and non-obliged recreational activities have been found to result in high levels of positive emotion (Kahneman et al., 2004). De Vos 
et al. (2013) claim that UT is one of five ways (including experiences during travel, activity participation enabled by travel, activities 
during travel, and travel motility) that travel can positively affect well-being. 

While UT has been theoretically discussed in travel behavior literature (e.g. Mokhtarian and Salomon, 2001) and investigated in 
terms of the residential environment, travel attitudes, and sociodemographic characteristics (Cao et al., 2009), the motivations for and 
characteristics of UT trips have not been empirically investigated. The overall research objective of this study is to explore UT mo-
tivations in terms of demographics and trip characteristics, such as mode, frequency, distance, and duration using data from a 2020 
survey of 855 residents in Flanders, Belgium during the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown (18 March – 4 May). A literature review will 
first discuss what is known about UT and the positive utility of travel. Following, the motivations for UT trips (e.g. fresh air, source of 
physical activity, meet others outside, etc.) are explored by performing a factor analysis. Finally, differences in UT motivations across 
groups are analyzed with mean comparisons of demographic characteristics, trip characteristics, and attitude and well-being mea-
surements. This research can offer baseline empirical information on UT from which future studies can grow as well contribute in-
formation about the value of travel. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. What is undirected travel? 

A number of activities are considered to be UT, defined as travel wherein there is no particular destination, the trip itself is the 
purpose of the travel, or the destination is ancillary to the travel (Mokhtarian and Salomon, 2001). Quite commonly these trips are in 
the form of physical activity, such as taking a walk, bike ride, or jog. However, additional activities such as motorcycle trips, boat trips, 
joy-riding by car, horseback riding, skiing/snowboarding, balloon trips, or even airplane flights and cruises to nowhere (Marcus, 2020; 
Street, 2020) are considered UT trips. Physical exertion is not necessary for an activity to be considered UT, but instead movement 
through space. While physical exercise might be a main motivation to take UT trips for some travelers, this is only one small portion of 
the many motivations and modes associated with UT trips (Cao et al., 2009a). More importantly, a distinction must be made between 
UT and directed travel. Directed travel, while also the act of movement through space, is undertaken with the primary goal of reaching a 
destination. Further, the demand for directed travel is not automatically or completely derived from the necessity to move from one 
destination to another, but is also a result of an inherent demand for travel itself (Mokhtarian et al., 2010). 

UT is acknowledged increasingly in travel behavior literature, though Mokhtarian and colleagues have explored UT since the 
beginning of this century. Mokhtarian and Salomon (2001) argued that more often than realized a destination is ancillary to the travel, 
and found evidence for a positive utility of travel and a desired travel time budget. Cao et al. (2009a) found that UT is influenced by 
travel attitudes and the built environment. Similarly, Mokhtarian et al. (2010) found that travel demand is heavily influenced by travel 
attitudes and not only demographic-based needs, perhaps indicating a fundamental human need for mobility. Although the share of UT 
to total travel might be limited in terms of distance travelled, for a certain group of people it might occupy a considerable share of their 
daily time budget. As a result, it is an important topic to explore because understanding motivations for UT and its relationship to 
positive affect and well-being can inform travel behavior and travel research in general about reasons why individuals enjoy travel 
trips. It is also relevant for policy makers in order to create infrastructure that facilitates more UT (e.g. aesthetic paths for cycling or 
walking/jogging) in ways that trigger individuals to travel actively. 

2.2. Positive utility of travel 

Regardless of trip purpose (though perhaps not necessarily for every trip taken), strong evidence of a positive utility of travel has 
been found in research thus far. Utility can be derived from two observed categories, activities during travel and travel experiences 
(Singleton, 2017), and can affect an individual’s mood, satisfaction with the transport system in general, and subjective well-being 
(Ettema et al., 2010). Jain and Lyons (2008) found that some consider travel time a ‘gift’ instead of a burden due to the activities 
that could be accomplished as they moved. Non-traditional commuting modes such as jogging are gaining in popularity due to their 
time-management and physical activity benefits (Cook, 2021). Similarly, Redmond and Mokhtarian (2001) found that generally in-
dividuals prefer a non-zero commute time over completely eliminating commuting, indicating that there is a benefit to travel other 
than reaching the destination. This preference for not minimizing commute time has been confirmed by more recent studies 
(Humagain & Singleton, 2020a; Ye et al., 2020). Logically, it would follow that UT trips also derive utility as there is no obligation to 
participate in them and they are undertaken by the traveler at their own will and discretion. 

The value of travel ancillary to the destination or goal of the trip has been further evaluated within travel literature. Car use is, for 
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some, much more than a means of transport as it also affects self-presentation or prestige, emotions (e.g. freedom, pleasure), and car- 
liking attitudes (Jakobsson, 2007; Steg, 2005). Le et al. (2020) found that the value of travel time is higher for active trips, leisure trips, 
and trips wherein individuals participate in activities (e.g. socializing or enjoying the landscape). Larson and Lew (2005) found that 
64% of participants had a positive value of travel itself ancillary to the act of fishing during fishing trips. Given that UT has a utility that 
might be different than the utility of commuting or shopping trips, it is implied that it also has a different impact on cost-benefit 
analysis (CBA) outcomes (Ettema et al., 2010). This implies that, using the concept of Value-of-Time (VOT) to estimate potential 
benefits, if the value of UT has thus far been underestimated by urban planners or policy makers, resources may have been ineffectively 
allocated (e.g. a new highway lane instead of a new cycling path). Therefore, it is highly relevant to know what the real benefits of UT 
are, and exploring motivations for UT trips will presumably further illuminate value in daily travel. 

2.3. Travel time budget 

Though some argue for a goal to minimize daily travel time (e.g. a shorter commute is always better), individual preferences are 
complicated and even more so when discussing travel that is undertaken for its own sake. Mokhtarian and Salomon (2001) introduced 
the ‘teleportation test’, a hypothetical choice between traveling normally or teleporting to a destination, as a way to explore per-
ceptions of travel time and affinity for travel. Russell and Mokhtarian (2014) further explored this test as a way to quantify the utility of 
travel. They found that the majority of people did not find travel time wasted time, and that approximately 1/3 would choose some sort 
of commute instead of instantaneously arriving at their workplace. Humagain and Singleton (2020b) also used the ‘teleportation test’, 
finding that especially active commuters and those with longer ideal travel times chose against teleporting because parts of their 
commutes were enjoyable or productive (though commute length was positively related to the preference to teleport). This suggests 
that individuals have a desired optimal travel time, or travel time budget, indicating that they will seek ways to increase the amount of 
travel time they participate in if their ideal time is not being reached. Therefore, in instances where one’s travel time budget is not 
accomplished with destination-based travel, UT trips could compensate. 

2.4. Travel-Liking 

Many studies have analyzed the effect of (mainly mode-specific) attitudes on travel mode choice (e.g. Bagley and Mokhtarian, 
2002; Handy et al., 2005; Kitamura et al., 1997), but the attitudes related to the positive utility of travel are less explored. These travel- 
liking attitudes, which have a positive relationship with travel satisfaction (De Vos and Witlox, 2016; Handy and Thigpen, 2019; Ye 
and Titheridge, 2017), indicate, for instance, to what extent people find travel time wasted time or that reaching the destination is the 
only good thing about traveling. Ory and Mokhtarian (2005) found that the objective amount of travel participants engaged in was less 
important to their travel-liking attitudes than motivations for travel and personality. Cao et al. (2009b) found that travel-liking 
significantly influenced non-work travel frequency across all modes. Le et al. (2020) and Ye et al. (2020) found that travel-liking 
attitudes (especially the extent of finding travel time wasted time) influence ideal commute time. Due to their relationship with 
travel satisfaction, travel frequency, and travel time, a relationship between travel-liking attitudes and UT would understandably 
follow. 

In the past decade, many studies have focused on the perception of and satisfaction with travel (e.g., St-Louis et al., 2014; Ye and 
Titheridge, 2017). Psychological scales to measure subjective well-being (i.e. Diener et al., 1985; Diener et al., 2010; Watson et al., 
1988) and experienced utility (i.e. Ettema et al. 2010; Kahneman and Krueger, 2006; Kahneman et al., 1997) have been applied to 
travel behavior research to understand positive travel motivations (i.e. Satisfaction with Travel Scale; Ettema et al. 2011). Eriksson 
et al. (2013) place satisfaction with daily travel trips as one of the main activities contributing to life satisfaction, and subsequently 
well-being. Therefore, UT might directly influence people’s well-being, as these trips are performed for their own sake. 

As it recognizes that there is more value in travel than simply movement between destinations, the travel behavior field requires 
information about other motivations for daily travel. UT trips offer an opportunity to elaborate what is already known about the 
positive utility of travel, travel time budget, and travel-liking (attitudes) because the motivation of the destination is removed, leaving 
only a study of the other motivations for these trips. Not only are the possible distinctions between trip characteristics such as mode, 
frequency, distance, or duration important to evaluate (i.e. a sense of speed may be a motivation to take a long car ride, or health a 
motivation to take a fast jog), but it is also valuable to investigate how these motivations may differ across population groups. The 
undeniable positive aspects of daily travel have been made clear in previous research, and this study aims to elaborate by investigating 
the determinants and characteristics of trips taken solely for the trip itself. 

3. Data and methods 

3.1. Sample recruitment 

The source of data for this study is an online survey open and circulated for two weeks (20 April – 4 May 2020) in Flanders, Belgium 
during the COVID-19 lockdown period. The lockdown restrictions in Belgium were firmer than many other European countries due to 
the dense population and high death rate, resulting in a norm of teleworking, closure of non-essential businesses, a ban on all gath-
erings and meetings, and a restriction on outdoor sports activities to a maximum of two people. While this time period is not necessarily 
telling of ‘normal’ UT behavior, it is valuable for understanding UT motivations because there was a reduction in both general travel 
and leisure activities. This provides an valuable opportunity to study UT when there was (perhaps) an increase in it due to 
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compensating behavior. 
The survey targeted Facebook community groups in 41 different municipalities in the Ghent and Antwerp regions. Though 

Facebook sampling restricts the ability to conduct probability sampling, this method was chosen for its ease of use and (especially) 
speed with which many individuals could be reached, since the duration of lockdown could not be anticipated and therefore survey 
distribution was time-sensitive. The municipalities were chosen as to offer a range of urbanization levels, from densely populated areas 
within Ghent and Antwerp to more rural populations outside of these cities. The survey covered information over change in travel 
behavior from the time prior to lockdown to during, with specific consideration for UT behavior and motivations.1 The following 
definition for UT was provided at the start of the survey: 

“Undirected trips can be defined as trips that have no destination, or where reaching a destination is not the main purpose of the 
trip. These movements are usually undertaken for relaxation or for the physical activity it involves. Examples of such undirected 
movements can be to:  

– Take a walk  
– Take a cycling trip  
– Go jogging  
– Take a trip with skateboard, inline skates, etc.” 

Further questions were directed to travel attitudes and measurements of well-being during the lockdown period. An original 1041 
participants responded to the survey, but those who did not report taking UT trips during the lockdown period were removed, resulting 
in 855 (82.1%) respondents retained for further analysis. The main advantage of this dataset is the ability to research UT during a 
period with reduced recreation and socialization opportunities due to the lockdown regulations, which potentially created more time 
and a higher demand for UT. 

3.2. Socio-demographics 

Demographic characteristics included gender, age, education, employment, income, living with children, and residential urbani-
zation score. This sample is overrepresented by highly educated respondents and women, which is something to keep in mind while 
interpreting results. Address-level data was geocoded and analyzed using built environment variables (population density, transit 
station density, street-network intersection density, and land use mix) to produce a continuous urbanization score (Ewing and Cervero, 
2010) relative to the sample. This methodology follows Adams et al.’s (2014) GIS-measures from the International Physical Activity 
and the Environment Network (IPEN) adult study, and the required shapefiles were retrieved with open-source availability through the 
Geoportal of the Belgian Federal Institutions (2020). Urbanization level and age were placed in three groups of near-equal size based 
on tertiary splits of the sample, while binary variables were used for those who are female, university educated, employed or studying, 
living with children, and have a household income of over €3000 per month. Figures for this data can be seen in Table 1. Most re-
spondents (95.7%) reported access to private outdoor space, indicating that lack of outside options was not influential to UT trips and 
therefore not included in this study. 

3.3. Key variables 

3.3.1. Motivations for undirected trips 
Key variables for this study included 24 survey questions capturing UT motivations. The first set of 12 questions (5-point Likert 

scale) asked respondents if undirected trips: improve mental health, give a sense of control, help to relieve tension and fears, contribute 
to mental relaxation, remove feelings of anger and hostility, improve productivity, are good for me, are healthy, improve well-being, 
reduce feelings of boredom, are a good source of physical activity, and compensate for sports and fitness activities canceled by the 
lockdown measures. Fig. 1 shows the average response for each question with error bars indicating the standard deviation. For the 
second set of 12 questions, respondents checked a box regarding which aspects of UT they appreciate: sense of speed, movement/ 
stretching of body, admiring the landscape, viewing people, social interaction, fresh air, a chance to get out/escape the house, enjoying 
the sun, breaking up other activities, emptying head, discovering the environment, admiring nature. Fig. 2 shows the percentage of 
‘yes’ responses with error bars indicating the standard deviation. The highest-scoring responses for these variables were related to 
mental and physical health, and outdoor elements such as fresh air and sun. A Pearson correlation matrix including the 24 motivations 
can be found in the Appendix (A). 

3.3.2. Characteristics of undirected trips 
Initial exploratory variables included whether participants took a walk, bike ride, jog, UT trip with other modes, or multiple trips 

with different modes since the introduction of the lockdown regulations (Table 2). The ‘other’ category was relatively small (1.1%), but 
comprised of the following modes: car (74.4%), roller/inline skates (14.4%), skateboard (3.3%), (electric) scooter (1.1%), moped or 
motorcycle (3.3%), or bus/tram (3.3%). Those who responded that they performed a UT trip (regardless of mode) were asked 

1 The motivation questions were inspired by earlier UT literature (e.g., Mokhtarian and Salomon, 2001). 
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Table 1 
Demographic characteristics: percent of sample and standard deviations.  

Demographic characteristics % of sample 

Female  75.2 
Age <37  34.2  

37–53  37.5  
>53  28.3 

University Educated  68.4 
Employed/Studying  71.7 
HH Monthly Income 3000+ 49.8 
Living with Children   41.4 
Urbanization Level Low  32.8 

Mid  33.0 
High  34.2  

Fig. 1. Participants’ motivations for UT trips (average and standard deviation), survey question 1.  

Fig. 2. Participants’ motivations for UT trips (average and standard deviation), survey question 2.  

H. Hook et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                          



Transportation Research Part A 163 (2022) 148–164

153

additional information over the most recent UT trip: mode, duration (minutes), distance (km), and company (i.e. alone, with partner, 
children, friends, other family, or others), as well as how often they performed UT trips (never to multiple times per day). Respondents 
who performed multiple UT trips with different modes2 (66.2%) were asked additional information about the most recent trips for 
every used mode, and distances and durations were averaged across mode per respondent. It is important to note that 8.8% of par-
ticipants took UT trips with non-active modes, providing evidence that physical effort is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition 
for an activity to constitute UT (in alignment with Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (2001) findings). The average UT duration was longer 
than one hour and farther than 10 km. Frequency of UT included all modes. Those who always took UT trips alone were included in this 
measure, while those travelling at least once with other people were excluded from the ‘alone’ group. 

3.3.3. Attitude toward travel 
An additional exploratory variable included attitude toward travel in general in order to explore the relationship between travel- 

liking and UT (Mokhtarian and Salomon, 2001; Handy et al. 2005; Ory and Mokhtarian, 2005). Participants were asked 5 questions (5- 
point Likert scale) to assess their agreement with the following statements: ‘I like to discover new, unknown places’, ‘Reaching my 
destination is the only good thing about getting around’, ‘I like to be on the road’, ‘I am reluctant to make trips’, ‘travel time is lost time 
by definition’. Answers on the second, fourth, and fifth statement were reverse-coded to ensure all positive answers represent positive 
travel attitudes. The scores on the five statements were then summed with a possible range of scores from 5 to 25 (μ = 19.1; Cronbach’s 
α = 0.711). A binary variable (positive attitude toward travel or not) was created with a median split. 

3.3.4. Well-being measures 
Other exploratory variables included three well-being scores. First, an adjusted Flourishing Scale (Diener et al., 2010) was used to 

specifically capture well-being changes as a result of the lockdown. Respondents indicated to what extent they find that the measures 
to combat the coronavirus negatively affect eight elements of their life, such as: the meaning of life, general health, the future, etc. 
Responses were reverse-coded in order to represent the most negative answers with the lowest scores. Following Diener et al.’s (2010) 
methodology, scores were summed for all 8 items with a possible range of scores from 8 to 56 (μ = 31.9; Cronbach’s α = 0.889), with an 
elevated average indicating that the lockdown did not greatly reduce well-being. Positive and negative affect scores retrieved from the 
Scale of Positive And Negative Experience (SPANE) scale (Diener et al., 2010) further measured emotional well-being. Respondents 
were asked (on a 5-point scale from very rarely/never to very often/always) to indicate to what extent they experienced 6 positive 
emotions (e.g., positive, good, pleasant) and 6 negative emotions (e.g., negative, bad, unpleasant) during the lockdown. Positive 
feelings and negative feelings were respectively summed with a possible range of scores from 6 to 30 (positive: μ = 20.7, Cronbach’s 
α = 0.920; negative: μ = 16.5, Cronbach’s α = 0.886), with averages indicating that, despite the lockdown, positive feelings prevail 
negative feelings to some extent. Binary variables (high or low well-being, positive affect, and negative affect) were created with 
median splits. 

4. Results 

4.1. Determinants of UT 

In order to determine motivations for UT, a factor analysis was performed (Table 3). Principle axis factoring (with promax rotation) 
was employed to extract four main factors from 21 of the aforementioned 24 variables based on eigenvalues and scree plot: Improving 

Table 2 
UT trip characteristics in figures: percent and standard deviations of UT mode use, UT frequency, 
and UT alone; average, range, and standard deviations of duration and distance.  

UT trip characteristics % of Sample 

Use of one mode Walk  25.5 
Cycle  5.8 
Jog  1.4 
Other  1.1 

Two modes  44.9 
Three + modes  21.3 
%Frequency <1x/week  20.5 

1-3x/week  33.3 
4 + x/week  47.2 

μMin [range]  71.4 [10, 530] 
μKM [range]  10.5 [0.3, 90.7] 
%UT Alone  36.3  

2 Any combination of the aforementioned modes is possible, though as most UT trips were with unmotorized modes, most combinations include 
two or more unmotorized modes. 
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Health and Well-Being, Removing Negative Feelings, Enjoying Scenery, and Out-of-Home Socializing. Due to factor loadings below 0.3 
and cross loadings, ‘sense of speed’, ‘empty head’, and ‘is healthy’ variables were removed from the analysis. A significant Bartlett’s 
test of sphericity (p < 0.001) and a high KMO measure of sampling adequacy close (0.915) indicate that a factor analysis is useful for 
this dataset. The four factors explain 43.6% of the total variance in UT motivation, and their individual standard deviations can be seen 
in Table 3. There were eight health-related variables included aspects of both mental and physical health. Six variables were included 
in the ‘remove negative feelings’ factor, and dealt with emotions such as fear, tension, and anger. Though there was a cross-loading for 
the ‘mental relaxation’ variable, the difference was greater than a 0.2 margin and therefore it remained in the analysis. There were 
three variables factored together that had to do with enjoying scenery. The fourth factor included four variables regarding getting 
outside and socializing. Factor scores for each participant for each motivation were computed using the regression method to be used 
in further analysis. This method produces z-standardized scores with a mean of 0 and variance calculated by the multiple correlation 
squared between the true factor values and the estimated factor scores. All motivation correlations are significant at the p < 0.001 
level. The Improve Health and Well-Being and Removing Negative Feelings motivations are highly correlated (0.78), though all other 
correlation coefficients among motivations are smaller (<0.48). 

4.2. Motivations for UT 

ANOVA mean-comparison tests were performed to explore how trip characteristics, attitude toward travel, well-being, and de-
mographic characteristics relate to the four UT motivations (Appendix B). Post-hoc tests were performed for variables with three 
categories (frequency of UT, average duration and distance of UT, age, and urban score) in order to identify which two out of three 
groups within the categories were significantly different (Appendix C). First, to decide which post-hoc tests were the most appropriate, 
Levene’s tests were completed to determine whether the groups had homogeneity of variance. The null hypothesis could be falsely 
rejected if homogeneity of variance is violated, therefore selecting the appropriate post-hoc adjusts for this. Tukey’s post-hoc tests were 
performed for those with assumed homogeneity of variance from non-significant Levene’s tests; Dunnet’s C post-hoc tests were per-
formed for those with assumed unequal variance from significant Levene’s tests. As multiple testing can have the limitation of 
increased type 1 errors, these findings were verified with a Bonferroni correction and the outcome of this analysis remained the same 
(Appendix C). 

Figs. 3–6 show comparisons of mean factor scores across all variables for each of the four factors. ANOVA models comparing only 
two groups can be understood as binary terms: the mean factor score of those in the group (e.g. those who only take walks, those who 
use 3+ modes, those who have a high well-being score, those who are female, etc.) is compared to the mean factor score of those not in 
the group. ANOVA models comparing three groups include: trip frequency (<1 per week, 1–3 per week, 4+ per week), duration (short, 
medium, long), distance (short, medium, long), age (<37, 37–53, 54+), and residential urbanization (rural, suburban, urban). Dark 

Table 3 
Factor analysis groups and factor loadings.  
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blue bars indicate significance at the p < 0.05 level, light blue bars indicated significance at the p < 0.10 level, white bars show no 
significant differences, and brackets show the significance between groups in the case of three groups. 

Fig. 7 provides a diagram to simplify the ANOVA results, indicating which significant associations were found between the four 
motivations for UT and trip characteristics, well-being and attitudes, and demographic characteristics. These links can be identified by 
the color-coding of the four motivations in different shades of blue. Those who took UT trips with more than one mode, took UT trips 
more frequently, and took longer UT trips in distance and duration were increasingly motivated by all four factors. In fact, when 
analyzing the mean scores for exclusive types of travelers (walk, cycle, jog, other), those having performed only one type of UT trip, 
less than one UT trip per week, or shorter UT trips have considerably lower average factor scores compared to those performing 
multiple types of UT trips, multiple UT trips per week, or longer UT trips. This suggests that the motivation for UT trips is not strongly 
related with the chosen travel mode, but especially with the number, frequency, distance, and duration of different UT trips performed. 
Those performing multiple types, a higher frequency, and longer UT trips have selected more – and various types of – motivations for 
performing UT. In other words, performing one type of UT, performing UT less than once per week, or performing shorter UT trips only 
seems to bring a limited amount of positive effects (e.g. perceived health and well-being or removing negative feelings). Unsurpris-
ingly, those who took UT trips alone were less likely to be motivated by out-of-home socializing. 

Those with a positive attitude toward travel were motivated by all four factors. High positive affect was associated with improving 
well-being and enjoying scenery. Respondents negatively impacted by the lockdown, indicated by low well-being and positive affect 
scores and high negative affect scores, were more likely to be motivated by removing negative feelings and out-of-home socializing. 
This suggests that the effect of the lockdown on well-being was different depending on an individual’s motivation for UT trips. Causal 
relationships cannot be assumed here, as it is not determinable whether being negatively impacted by the lockdown promotes the 
different motivations to perform UT trips, or if those who have a specific motivation for UT trips are eventually also more or less 
affected by the lockdown. 

Age had a negative relationship with all the factors except enjoying scenery, suggesting that younger people were more motivated 

Fig. 3. ANOVA results for those motivated by Improving Health and Well-Being.  
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to perform UT trips. Those with a higher income, university educated, employed or studying, and living with children were more likely 
to be motivated to perform UT in general, though not necessarily by all factors. Out-of-home socializing had a significant positive 
relationship with residential urbanization as it was more likely to motivate those in urban areas and less likely to be motivating for 
rural residents. 

Though a regression analysis could be a next step for this analysis, problems concerning causality prevented this further investi-
gation. There may be an effect of trip characteristics, travel attitudes, or well-being on motivations for UT, but there could also be the 
opposite effect of motivations on these categories. For example, does the act of taking longer trips tend to increase the motivation to 
enjoy scenery, or does the prospect of enjoying scenery motivate people to take longer trips? Do those who have a positive attitude 
toward travel believe that travel can be beneficial in removing negative feelings, or does the benefit of removing negative feelings 
improve their attitude toward travel? Does having higher well-being motivate someone more strongly to improve their health and 
well-being, or does the motivation to improve health and well-being in turn increase their well-being? Though a multivariate analysis 
could provide evidence of stronger associations, this analysis does not provide enough evidence for the directionality of these asso-
ciations. Mean-comparison analyses can instead provide a more basic understanding of whether differences in characteristics exist at 
all among those more (or less) motivated by the four UT characteristics. 

5. Conclusions 

This study is the first to explore the motivations for UT in terms of trip characteristics, attitude and well-being, and demographic 
characteristics. The main benefit of this paper is that the lockdown period provided an exclusive opportunity to investigate this type of 
travel, while other types of leisure activities were reduced or forbidden. The most commonly performed UT mode was walking, 

Fig. 4. ANOVA rults for those motivated by Removing Negative Feelings.  
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followed by cycling and jogging, while around one third of the respondents performed their (most recent) UT alone. Nearly half of 
respondents participated in four or more UT trips per week. The average undirected trip was around 10 km, and with an average of 
more than one hour per trip, UT occupied a considerable share of respondents’ daily time. Most respondents performed UT because 
they perceive it as healthy, a good source of physical activity, and a way to improve well-being, while simultaneously providing 
opportunities for having fresh air, emptying one’s head, and getting out of the house. After performing a factor analysis, four main 
motivations were found for UT trips – improving health and well-being, removing negative feelings, enjoying scenery, and out-of-home 
socializing – along with unique associations with these characteristics. Taking multiple UT trips with different modes, trip frequency, 
distance, and duration increasingly fulfilled all motivations in varying levels. Any single mode was less likely to satisfy all of the 
motivations compared to the use of more than one mode, but ‘other modes’ (mostly comprising of car trips) had exceptionally low 
mean comparisons. Not only do active trips contribute to the majority of UT trips, there were also stronger motivations for active 
modes. 

The positive relationship of all four motivations to distance and duration of UT trips indicates that the longer the trip is, the more 
fulfilling it will be regardless of the reason for taking the trip and that perhaps long UT travelers attach many positive elements to their 
trips. The duration of UT trips was found to be considerably longer than the duration of directed trips in previous research, indicating 
that the VOT concept (what a traveler would be willing to pay in order to save time) is likely also quite different when considering UT 
trips. Overall well-being had a negative relationship with the removing negative feelings and out-of-home socializing motivations. This 
could indicate that those reporting a high well-being during the lockdown period were not experiencing negative feelings or the effects 
of a limited social circle, and therefore were not motivated by these as others may have been, and perhaps that those enduring a 
negative experience during the lockdown used UT as a compensation. Those with motivations for improving health and well-being and 
enjoying scenery mainly had a high positive affect, perhaps because their attitudes encouraged them to take UT trips as a way to 
appreciate positive aspects of the lockdown instead of attempting to remove negative aspects. Unsurprisingly, those with a positive 
attitude toward travel were motivated by all four factors. 

The older group of respondents were less likely to have strong UT motivations, which could be explained by an increasing inability 
to physically take UT trips as one ages. Residential urbanization level had an interesting relationship with out-of-home socializing, as 

Fig. 5. ANOVA results for those motivated by Enjoying Scenery.  
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Fig. 6. ANOVA results for those motivated by Out-of-Home Socializing.  

Fig. 7. Significant associations between motivations and trip characteristics, well-being and attitudes, and demographic characteristics.  
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this was a motivation for urban respondents but not rural respondents. This could indicate that out-of-home socializing is more 
convenient in urban areas compared to rural areas as there is a higher population density. 

The survey collection during the lockdown is seen as a benefit to this study, but further research during a more conventional time 
period would be valuable to investigate whether UT motivation itself, strength of motivation, and UT compensation behavior changes 
as out-of-home destinations are again available. A main limitation of the pandemic setting is that it cannot be certain whether UT 
findings are generalizable until future studies have been performed in a conventional setting. Particularly, the motivations to remove 
negative feelings and socialize out-of-home may have been more pronounced given the context of the pandemic. Another limitation is 
the convenience sampling method (the ambiguity of the timeline at the beginning of the pandemic encouraged survey responses to be 
collected as quickly as possible) resulting in a biased (high-female and high-educated) sample. As a result, these findings might be 
reflective of the UT behavior of women, who suffered more socio-economic hardship during the pandemic (e.g. increased caregiving, 
lower job-prioritization; Fortier, 2020) that might affect travel behavior. For example, participation in UT could be underestimated if 
women had less time to partake in UT due to increased caretaking duties as a result of the pandemic, or could be overestimated if 
women had more time to partake in UT due to temporary joblessness or were using UT as a caretaking strategy3. Further research could 
confirm the results without gender-bias. 

This research aims to lay a groundwork for more empirical studies around the phenomenon of UT in order to better understand the 
motivations and effects of trips of this kind. It intends to challenge the idea that travel is a derived demand for which less is always 
better, and an ancillary event to other activities, as well as encourage future research regarding distinctions between directed and 
undirected trips. As UT is better understood, those aiming to change travel behavior for health or sustainability goals can incorporate 
the findings to produce more successful policies intending to reduce automobile use or sedentary lifestyles. The four main motivations 
identified in this paper have a clear relationship to different aspects of mental and physical health, and therefore could be used by 
urban planners to more effectively allocate and create space that facilitates active traveling and UT. These motivations indicate ev-
idence of specific utility from UT trips, and further exploration can allow planners to better estimate the true share of UT trips to total 
trips, as well as the value of UT trips. A further exploration of the causal relationships with respect to the link between motivations for 
UT and well-being would be a valuable addition to this research. 
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Appendix A. Pearson Correlation Matrix including 24 motivations from factor analysis  

3 Weighted results from a similar sample with high female response during the height of the pandemic indicated that women increased their 
leisurely walking and biking compared to men in Luxembourg, therefore overestimation may be more likely (Dijst, 2021, p. 35). 
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Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

H. Hook et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                          



Transportation Research Part A 163 (2022) 148–164

161

Appendix B. ANOVA mean-comparison tests including trip characteristics (mode, frequency, alone, duration, distance), 
well-being and attitude variables, and demographic characteristics  
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Appendix C. Tests of Homogenity of Variance, Tukey HSD, Boferroni, and Dunnet-C post hoc tests for trip and 
demographic characteristics with more than two groups (trip frequency, trip distance, trip duration, age, and 
urbanization level)  

(continued on next page) 
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Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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