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Abstract
This study explores the recent uptake of run-commuting within the last few years, with a particular
focus on the North East of England. There is an absence in run-commuting literature, therefore this
dissertation offers the second study, following Cook (2017). It provides an insight into the main
factors and constraints to run-commuting, along with potential solutions and improvements to
encourage current and potential run-commuters. The study uses semi-structured virtual interviews
and focus groups to explore the complexity of run-commuting on an individual basis.
With transport policy focusing on environmental concern, and the ongoing discussions around active
travel in response to COVID-19, this research provides a very current outlook on run-commuting.
The main findings and conclusion of this research suggest that running is considered to be a viable
transport mode for many. However, there are complexities when exploring how and when it is
viable, an example being when personal safety and time of day are intertwined. The general
consensus from current run-commuters seemed to be that they overcome potential barriers if they
want to do it, whereas non-run-commuters appear to require a benefit of run-commuting over other
modes in order to do it. The most acceptable distances appeared to lie between 1-10 miles one-way,
or around 6-10 miles (total) two-ways. The most common pull-factors included health, running
schedules, and saving time, whereas the main constraints were distance, work commitments, and
facilities. The most popular encouragements to emerge were improved facilities (especially
showers), alongside government incentives and group running.

Word count: 247

Acronyms used
GHG- Greenhouse Gases
K-Kilometres (example: 5K)
NO2- Nitrogen Dioxide
WHO- World Health Organisation
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Chapter 1.0: Introduction, aims, and objectives
This chapter will introduce the topic of this dissertation, including the research aims, synopsis of
methods, and the significance of the study.

1.1 Aims of research and objectives
The aim of this research is to explore the extent to which running is a form of commute, and to
unpick the factors which influence people’s decision to, or not to, run-commute. It will also discuss
some potential solutions to run-commuting constraints, and provide suggestions for how to
encourage run-commuting, whether it be for current run-commuters to do it more often, or to
encourage new run-commuters.

1.2 Synopsis of methods
This research was conducted through the use of individual virtual interviews, along with virtual focus
groups. These were approximately 40-60 minutes in length, and provided qualitative data which was
coded within the NVivo 12 software. A detailed description of the methods can be found within
chapter 3.0. This will also discuss the limitations of these methods, along with the risks and
researcher’s positionality.

1.3 Significance of study
The current transport policy in the UK focuses on environmental concern, and minimising the
impacts of climate change through changing mobility (Industrial Strategy). This dissertation looks at
the extent to which run-commuting, a form of active travel, is a viable commuting mode, and how it
can be encouraged. Run-commuting has the potential to exchange some private car journeys, which
is more environmentally sustainable.
Similarly, running is growing in popularity, with the numbers of runners on Strava surpassing the
number of cyclists using the application for the first time in 2017 (Men’s Running, 2017).
Additionally, global run-commuting had grown 71% from 2017-2018 (Strava, 2018). This highlights
how current running as a form of exercise, and as a commuting mode is.
Moreover, there has arguably never been a more prominent time to discuss active travel modes,
such as run-commuting, than currently in 2020. This is because, at the time of writing the world is
experiencing the COVID-19 pandemic, where UK government guidance advises people to avoid
public transport. Similarly, due to the COVID-19 lockdown, it has been found by Sporting England
Statistics that ‘1 in 5 people’, within the UK, became runners (Pearson et al, 2020). For the reasons
listed, the importance of understanding how viable run-commuting is, and the factors which
influence one’s decision to consider it are crucial.
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1.4 What is run-commuting?
Run-commuting can be described as running as a commuting mode to work. As mentioned, in recent
years run-commuting has become increasingly popular. This is detailed further within the literature
review.

1.5 Structure
The structure of this dissertation will entail a literature review, including current UK policy (Industrial
Strategy and Road to Zero), the health benefits of active travel in general, modal choice, active travel
modes and the factors influencing people to choose them, and the little (unpublished) academic
literature on run-commuting specifically that there is available (Cook, 2017). As detailed, chapter 3.0
will include the methodology for this research, followed by chapter 4.0, the data analysis and
discussion. This chapter will detail the results found from this research, and will answer all three
research questions. The dissertation will conclude with recommendations for further research, and a
conclusion on this study’s main findings. The appendices will be attached at the end, which should
be referred to throughout where necessary.
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Chapter 2.0: Literature Review
2.1 Topic background
Sustainable transport modes are becoming ever more important, as the transport sector makes up
33% of all GHG emissions in the UK (Department for Business, energy and Industrial Strategy, 2019).
It is also evident in the literature, for example, Oakil et al (2011), who suggests the importance and
benefit which modal shift from cars to slow transport modes can have on the environment.

2.2 Current Situation
This dissertation has been written during the COVID-19 pandemic. During this time, transport plans
nationally are focusing on active travel plans, as government advice is to avoid public transport
where possible. This refers to short and long term plans.
In response to COVID-19 the UK government (GOV.UK, 2020a) introduced the ‘Emergency active
travel fund: local transport authority allocations’. This is a funding grant awarded to local transport
authorities to support cyclist and pedestrian facilities. There is a first and second instalment on
funding, for both the short and long term.
Similarly, there is the ‘reallocating road space in response to COVID-19: statutory guidance for local
authorities’, which advises local authorities to encourage walking and cycling and to enable social
distancing. Following on from this, the Secretary of State for Transport (Grant Shapps) has
commented on active travel under the Traffic Management Act 2004 (GOV.UK, 2020b: online) as a
response to mobility during COVID-19. He mentioned that since lockdown ‘millions of people have
discovered, or rediscovered, cycling and walking’. He also stated that local authorities should
improve infrastructure for active travel, especially as pedestrians require more space for social
distancing. He stated there is a ‘significant link between COVID-19 recovery and fitness’, and that
‘active travel can help us become more resilient’. Shapps listed the benefits of active travel,
including that it is affordable, improves physical and mental wellbeing, mitigates congestion, and
improves air quality. He states that plans towards active travel will help to embed behavioural
change within society, and will demonstrate the positive impact active travel can have. The National
Travel Survey from 2017-18 suggests that over 40% of journeys in urban areas are under 2 miles, and
are therefore perfectly suited to active travel.
Therefore, this highlights the role in which active travel is playing currently, and whilst running
hasn’t been mentioned specifically, it does come under the term ‘active travel’. This emphasises the
importance of this research currently, and in the future.
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2.3 Current UK Policy
2.3.1 Industrial Strategy
The Industrial Strategy (HM Government, 2017) highlights the four grand challenges facing the UK,
these including: artificial intelligence, ageing society, clean growth, and future of mobility. For this
research, the clean growth and future of mobility are the most applicable. The clean growth strategy
aims to build an environment and economy which is fit for the future. This includes creating
behavioural change towards clean and efficient mobility. The aim is to dramatically reduce emissions
and congestion, whilst improving the customer experience of mobility, by enabling them to move
more freely.

2.3.2 Road to Zero
The UK government created the Road to Zero policy in an effort to make the transport industry
greener. Their strategy is to put the UK at the forefront of design for zero emission vehicles by 2040.
It sets out a NO2 plan, and aims to end the sale of new ICE (internal combustion engine) cars and
vans by 2040, and have almost all vehicles to be emission-free by 2050. As mentioned previously,
transport is the largest sector for UK GHG emissions, and road transport specifically is one of the
biggest contributors to this. The Road to Zero (HM Government, 2018) policy states that their
mission is central to the future of mobility and industrial strategy.
Both the Industrial Strategy and Road to Zero emphasise the focus on shifting to greener travel, and
hence the use of active travel as it has the potential to take polluting vehicles off the road and
reduce the amount of vehicle miles travelled.

2.3.3 Academic research to aid policy
This project aims to highlight the extent to which run-commuting is considered to be a viable option,
and it aims to aid policy makers into encouraging more run-commuters, by examining the main
factors which influence their decisions. This is similar to the work of Scheeper et al’s (2013), and
Morckel and Terzano’s (2014) who aimed to aid policy in encouraging active travel. However, none
of them actually consider running as an active mode, and that is where this differs. Scheepers et al
(2013), states that policy makers should take numerous factors into consideration when promoting
walking and cycling commutes. Similarly, Morckel and Terzano (2014) state that health
professionals, planners, and policy makers are interested in encouraging physical activity to reduce
health risks such as obesity. They suggest one way to combat this is to promote physical active
commutes, such as walking and cycling.

2.4 Health benefits associated with active travel
Genter et al (2008; 57) studied the monetary value of health benefits from the use of active
transport modes in New Zealand. They suggest that health benefits should be used to promote
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active travel. However, within this study they only mentioned ‘walking, cycling, and [other active
modes], such as skates and scooters’, therefore omitting running. This emphasises the research gap,
as running hasn’t been considered in academic literature as a commuting transport mode. Like other
active modes, it is important to consider improving factors which enable people to run-commute, as
there are such health benefits, along with many others.
Besser and Dannenberg (2005) found that public transport commuters in the US generally have an
additional 19 minutes of exercise a day than those who use private cars. This emphasises the health
benefits of using active modes, such as running, when coupling them with other transport modes.
Scheepers et al (2013; online) found that one of the major health issues across western countries
was due to physical inactivity. The world health organisation suggest that adults aged 18-64 should
have approximately 150 minutes of moderate exercise a week, that number lowering to 75 minutes
if the activity is vigorous. Scheepers et al states that ‘physical inactivity is estimated to cause around
21–25% of the burden of disease from breast and colon cancer, 27% of the burden of disease from
diabetes and about 30% of ischeamic heart disease burden’, therefore emphasising the importance
of physical activity within our society. They continue to emphasise the importance of promoting
physical activity with the use of active travel (as do Hamer and Chida, 2008). However, again, they
only mention ‘walking’ and ‘cycling’, and have omitted running. Similarly, De-Nazelle et al (2011)
found that policies which increase active travel do generate health benefits on an individual level.
This is because active travel is found to significantly increase physical activity (Sahlgvist et al, 2012;
Cooper et al, 2006). Furthermore, Bassett et al (2008) completed a comparison study between the
US, Australia, Europe and Canada. They suggest that active travel modes such as walking and cycling
are more common in European countries in comparison to the other three. They also suggested that
active travel could be one of the factors to explain the differences in obesity rates across those
countries. However, whilst Saunders et al (2013: 1) acknowledged the positive effects of active travel
on health, they also noted that there is ‘little robust evidence’ to suggest active transport
intervention reduces obesity. That being said, they found that there is suggestive evidence that
active travel can have a positive impact on preventing diabetes.

2.5 Modal choice
There is literature which discusses the decisions involved in changing modes, this includes Oakil et al
(2011) focusing on the influence of life events and mobility decisions, and Rabl and De-Nazelle
(2012), who discuss the benefits of changing from car to active transport. It also includes Morckel
and Terzano’s study (2014) who explore the relationships between commute mode choice, physical
activity and travel attitudes.

13

Scheepers et al (2013) consider some factors which influence mode choice. These are: the trip
purpose, personal individual characteristics, and environmental characteristics, such as the urban
city, urban neighbourhoods, and villages. They found that transport users’ intentions were affected
by their attitudes and social norms. Through these, they created a base model to predict their
behaviour.
This is: 𝑇𝑟𝑖𝑝 𝑝𝑢𝑟𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑒 + 𝐶𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑤𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝 + 𝐵𝑖𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒 𝑜𝑤𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝 + 𝑆𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑜𝑛 + 𝐴𝑔𝑒 + 𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 +
𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙 + 𝑁𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑟ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑑 𝑡𝑦𝑝𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦
For example, they studied the relationship between trip purpose in regards to peoples’ decision in
whether to use active transport or their private car. This especially related to distance travelled, and
they looked at the personal and neighbourhood characteristics which impacted upon that decision.
They also found that, typically, more highly educated people were more likely to use active travel
modes than those with fewer qualifications. Moreover, active modes as a commute were also the
highest amongst highly educated people. They suggest that policies which aim to promote active
travel should be directed at frequent car users, as these people will benefit the most from such
interventions in their everyday travel lives. They also suggest that policy makers should take into
account numerous factors when encouraging a shift from private car ownership to active travel,
these being listed within the model.
As these factors have been well researched, they have been considered within this study, and have
therefore shaped the questions asked within the data collection element of this project. Similarly, it
is evident that active travel modes are often used as commutes. This study failed to consider running
as an active travel mode, which again reiterates the need for this research.
Collins and Chambers (2005) looked into the situational and psychological factors which influence
commuter mode choice. They developed four separate hypotheses on what individual commuting
behaviour is affected by. These are as follows.
Situational- This considers factors such as cost/monetary value, travel time, and access mode/time.
Mediated- This considers that individual behaviour can be mediated by their values and ideas about
the environmental threat which private road vehicles pose.
Moderated- This suggests that individuals consider the future consequences and their beliefs when
selecting a transport commuter mode.
Interaction- This is a combination of situational and psychological factors, which are coupled to
influence pro-environment travel behaviour.
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Whilst the factors they consider in commuting mode choice are enlightening, the study was only
conducted involving participants from one Australian University. Therefore, whilst the general topics
are used (situational and psychological factors), the individual choices may differ to the UK, and to a
wider population which isn’t limited to students. Similarly, there were 205 surveys conducted, more
insight and depth into individual cases would have been useful, and may have been achievable
through the use of interviews alongside or in replacement of their surveys.
Moving further into commute mode choice, Schwanen and Mokhtarian (2005) examine the factors
which affect commuting modes in North San Francisco. Within their study, they categorise running
as a ‘slow mode’ alongside walking and cycling, although this is the only mention of running. Their
study focuses on the extent to which commute mode choice differs between residential
neighbourhood types. They found that people tend to choose their mode based on utility. Utility is a
function of cost, but including more than monetary factors. It takes into account things like
access/egress time, travel time, and environmental benefit (Cervero, 2002). Schwanen and
Mokhtarian (2005) also found that females in single head households have a greater chance of
commuting by slower modes such as active travel. In order to explore the impact of various socioeconomic factors on the individual, this dissertation has considered factors such as gender, age, and
occupation.
Similarly to the mention of utility, Buehler (2011) studied a comparison of modal choice between the
US and Germany. He concluded that whilst the number of cars is similar between the two societies,
it was certain ‘push-factors’ away from private cars in Germany which drove modes such as public
transport and active travel. These factors included making car travel slower, more expensive, and
less convenient, therefore increasing the cost of the private car utility.

2.5.1 Mode choice based on safety and the environment
It has been found that commuters with an eco-friendly attitude are more likely to use active travel
modes or public transport (Bopp et al, 2012: Egset and Nordfjaern, 2019).
Simons et al (2014) studies the impact that age has on mode choice, particularly young adults. They
found that young people tend to cycle when with groups of friends for social purposes, with some
parental concern in terms of safety after dark. They also found that there are benefits and potential
barriers in terms of cycling. Benefits included faster travel time than alternative ‘slow’ public
transport, along with the ability to ride through streets, and have no parking costs. Whereas,
potential barriers included bicycle maintenance, the weather, alongside access to facilities including
showers and changing rooms. However, the issue of having to park a vehicle/car was also raised.
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They also researched into perceived safety, finding that, in general, young people felt safer driving
than using active modes. However where this wasn’t an option, some students (especially women)
suggested they actually preferred to cycle over public transport or walking to ensure they travel
through ‘dangerous areas quicker’. They found that environmental factors were considered, but
were perceived to be less important than the others mentioned.
Their later research (Simons et al, 2017) discusses the dimension which employment plays. They
suggest that young adults who are working, rather than students, are considerably more likely to use
a private car, than students (who use active travel). This is complimented by the work of Whalen et
al (2013), who also suggest active travel is more prevalent amongst students than other members of
society.
Nowhere in either of these research papers did they specifically mention running as an option of
active travel mode, as their research primarily focused on cycling and walking. However, the barriers
to active travel, mentioned in Simon et al’s work (2017), are very useful in terms of preparing
material for the data collection. They allowed for a topic guide to be created, by including factors
such as the built environment, safety, location, and environmental concern.

2.6 Active transport modes
Active transport modes including walking and cycling have been researched at length, examples
include Heinen et al (2011; 2013), which discuss the factors influencing the decisions made in cycling
as an everyday commute, some of which include safety and weather conditions. Similarly, Panter et
al (2016) focuses on the infrastructural factors, and Panter et al (2013) examines the extent to which
incorporating walking or cycling into car journeys is possible.
Similar to Scheepers et al (2013), Morckel and Terzano (2014) have studied the relationship between
the physical environment, travel attitudes, perceived neighbourhood characteristics, and commute
mode choice, and the impact in which these have on shifting private car travel to active modes. Their
aim was to assist policy makers in increasing physical activity. In their research, they found that the
people who use active modes for their commute also exercise more outside of their commute than
the people who travel by car. This is important as they also found that perceived neighbourhood
characteristics and attitudes influenced physical activity levels both within and outside of
commuting. Therefore suggesting, if there is increased physical activity, more people are likely to
switch to active modes. However, Morckel and Terzano (2014: 91) explicitly state ‘people who walk
or bike’, and therefore fail to consider runners.
Whilst there has been expansive literature into the factors influencing cycling/walking, none of these
included running.
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2.6.1 Distance
The first factor is distance from home to work/school (Sisson and TudorLocke, 2008: Bopp et al,
2012). Kallio et al (2016) studied active commuting to schools in Finland, finding that active
commuting is highly dependent on distance, although it also varied between schools and across
seasons. Dellinger and Staunton (2002), McMillan (2005), and McMillan et al (2006) also found that
distance influences transport modes to school. Moreover, longer distances have been found to make
cycling to work less likely (Buehler, 2012: Handy & Xing, 2011: Heinen, Maat, and Van Wee, 2011).
Handy, Van Wee, and Kroesen (2014) second this by mentioning that distance is one of the most
consistent factors in someone’s decision on whether to actively commute. Stindon and Bhat (2004)
found that people were more likely to cycle if they lived in a suburban area rather than rural. Egset
and Nordfjaern (2019) suggested that situational factors including location and distance contributed
to active travel choices more than psychological factors, such as transport priorities, and attitudes.

2.6.2 Psychological
This leads onto psychological factors and behavioural choices (Bopp et al, 2012; 2014), the role of
which has been debated within the literature. Lemieux and Godin (2009) contradicts what Egset and
Nordfjaern suggested, by emphasising that individual psychological behaviour should be one of the
main focuses when promoting active travel through improving interventions. Similarly, they found
intention, habit and age were also significant factors in the decision on active commuting, as did
Hoffman et al (2017). Habit is also a strong predictor of private car usage. Therefore, this emphasises
the importance of behavioural change in encouraging active travel, and the role in which behaviour
and attitudes play in people’s decisions when commuting.
Handy, Van Wee and Kroesen (2014) found that cultural norms of the community can influence an
individual’s decision on active commuting, as did Daley and Rissel (2011), Bonham and Koth (2010),
Aldred (2013), and Steinbach et al (2011). They suggested that if active travel was seen as a ‘normal’
way to commute then people would be more inclined to do it. Handy et al (2014) focused on cycling
specifically.
Psychological factors also cover employer’s attitudes. Handy and Xing (2011) found that whilst the
social environment at workplaces is important, incentives for cycling aren’t as key. They suggested
that the factor which mattered the most was the employer’s attitude to cycle commuting. This ties
into the work of Nordfjaern et al (2016) who found that low flexibility resulted in fewer active
commuters. Alongside employer’s attitudes, Handy and Xing (2011) found that cyclist attitudes and
comfort levels also played a part.
Bopp et al (2014) found that demographics impacted active commuting. Similarly, McMillian et al
(2006) found that sex affected how children travelled to school. They stated that boys were more
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likely than girls to be allowed to use active travel, due to perceived safety. However, they suggested
that this changed if the caregiver had high active levels themselves. In that instance, they found that
it increased the likelihood of a female child to cycle or walk to school, therefore emphasising the
psychological factors involved. They suggest that the perception and actual safety of girls limits their
travel abilities. Day (1994, 2000), and Valentine (1992) suggest that the social construction of girls as
being endangered and requiring protection inhibits their independence. This topics leads onto safety
as a contributory factor in active commuting.

2.6.3 Safety
There are both road and personal safety aspects to active commuting. Panter et al (2008) conducted
a study on active commuting in school children. They suggested, along with Timperio et al (2004),
that in terms of road safety, children who had no traffic lights or crossings but had to cross busy
roads on their commute were less likely to use active travel. Similarly, Carver et al (2005), and Alton
et al (2007), found that there were lower active travel rates when the commuting route was made
difficult by busy traffic in general, not just if a crossing was absent.
Moreover, in terms of personal safety, there were parental concerns around their children active
commuting, these were found to lead to fewer children doing so (Panter et al, 2008). There were
also parental concerns on strangers, therefore deterring active commuting. Moreover, Kerr et al
(2006) addressed neighbourhood safety concerns specifically, as well as when young people were
walking alone. They reported that parents who had fewer concerns about their child’s safety on their
commute were 5.2 times more likely to use active travel than those who did have concerns.
Furthermore, Handy and Xing (2011) explored cycle commuting more generally, and also found
similar concerns around safety. They found that cyclists with greater confidence were more likely to
cycle-commute. Leading on from this, concerns for road safety have also been explored (Stindon and
Bhat, 2004). They suggested that poor vision impacts road safety, but also a lack of daylight in terms
of personal safety. They explored the impact of route option and a lack of facilities in terms of safety
of the bike itself, and their possessions.

2.6.4 Infrastructure
In terms of infrastructure, Nordfjaern et al (2016) found that physical barriers significantly reduce
active travel, whereas for public transport, the barriers were related to social status. This
emphasises the importance that infrastructure plays in people’s decisions to actively travel. Egset
and Nordfjaern (2019) found increased active travel rates with improved infrastructure. This
included improving facilities (Panter et al, 2008; Handy, Van Wee and Kroesen, 2014). In terms of
cycling specifically, there should be improved bike storage to encourage cycling (Stinson and
Bhat,2004: Buehler and Pucher, 2012; Dill and Carr, 2003; Handy and Xing 2011). Some other studies
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mentioned workplace facilities, including showers and parking (Buehler, 2012; Heinen, Maat, and
van Wee, 2013). This dissertation will explore whether these factors are similar for run-commuters.
Similarly, Yuan Shi stated that ‘if you build it people will come’, and that the best way forward was to
see some ‘action on the ground’ in order to encourage active travel. It was also stated that seamless
connections and infrastructure were key (Speirs et al, 2020).

2.6.5 Environmental context
As discussed earlier, seasons can impact active commuting. Borrestad, Anderson and Bere (2011)
studied how the natural environment impacts the active school commute in Norway. They found
there were large seasonal variations in cycling as harsh weather conditions make cycling challenging.
Similarly, it related to a poor level of snow removal and a lack of cycle lanes during the winter
period. Kallio et al (2016) agreed with these statements having conducted their own research on the
school commute in Finland. However, seasonal variation is actually debated within the literature as
Colins and Mayer (2015) suggest that whilst active travel was at its lowest in winter in Ontario,
Canada, walking remained high all year. Similarly, Mitra and Faulkner (2012) conducted a study in
Toronto, Canada, which found that weather-related factors didn’t impact upon choice of school
commute mode, nor did the winter decrease walking. They emphasised that the benefits created
from these interventions would be gained year-round. It should be noted that the first two studies
were conducted in Europe and the latter two in Canada, which might explain the contrast in the
impact of the weather. Stindon and Bhat (2004) also mentioned that unpleasant weather and
inadequate daylight can deter cyclists from commuting.

2.6.6 Other
Wen et al (2008) mentioned that improving health and reducing air pollution are also factors which
influence active commuting. Another factor is money saving, Wen et al (2008) mentioned parking
and expenses as problematic. Similarly, Handy, Van Wee, and Kroesen (2014) suggested that the
cost of travel influences modal choice (Buehler, 2012; Handy and Xing, 2011). Handy et al (2014)
found evidence to suggest that the cost of alternative modes, for example parking fees and tolls, act
as a push-factor away from alternative modes and towards cycling. On the flip side, they found that
financial incentives such as subsides from public transport and free parking deter people from
cycling. This emphasises the role in which money appears to play in active commuting.
All of these factors have been explored within this dissertation, to see if and how they impact runcommuting. Running was not considered in any of these research papers.

2.7 Opportunity for active travel
Hajna et al (2015) found that places which have more walkability create more walking and active
travel. Similarly, Delso, Martin and Ortega (2018) studied car trips which have the potential to be
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converted into active travel modes, such as walking and cycling. They also analyse the perceived
barriers, the main ones emerging as distance and personal safety. However, their results still found
that approximately 30-40% of car trips have the potential to be changed into active modes. They
state that the benefits of active travel are improving the urban environment, whilst improving
physical activity levels amongst citizens.
Shannon et al (2006) found that workplaces play an important role in promoting active travel, having
studied active commuting and facilities in a university setting. This reiterates the importance of
understanding potential encouragements towards active commuters. None of these three studies
explicitly mention run-commuting.

2.8 Running/Jogging
As evident from this literature review, there is very little literature on running as a transport mode.
The National Travel Survey (2018) very briefly mentions ‘jog’ within the ‘walk’ category, where it is
mentioned alongside roller-skates, skateboards, and ‘toy bicycles’.
There is little research which has been done in terms of the transport modes which are listed
alongside running in the Travel Survey’s definition. Fang (2016) and Fang and Handy (2019) explore
the extent to which skateboarding is an unconventional choice of commute within universities. They
emphasise that there have been efforts in academic literature to explore active travel modes such as
walking and cycling, but state there is little in terms of skateboarders, roller skaters, and people who
use push scooters as transport modes. Fang (2016) explores the reasons behind individual’s choices.
Despite the clear focus on alternative active transport modes within these studies, jogging/running
has yet to be considered alone.

2.8.1 Academic research into run-commuting
Cook (2014a, 2019) completed his MA dissertation on run-commuting, along with an article ‘The Rise
of Run-Commuting’. His PhD on run-commuting is also soon to be published. The methods used
within both studies were surveys, interviews, and ethnographic studies. Both of his studies were
largely based around London and Birmingham. Therefore, it will be interesting to see how that
compares to more northern participants in this research, focused around North East England.
Cook mentions that his was the first study to be conducted on run-commuting, therefore
emphasising the literature gap, as this is yet to be published. His work was created in order to
understand how run-commuting emerged and the potential it had to grow within the UK context.
Other than this, the only paper to tentatively consider running as active travel is Fairnie et al
(2016:163) where they state ‘active travel (walking, cycling, using a scooter or running)’.
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Across Cook’s work he concluded that the majority of participants ran to work 3 or less days per
week, within approximately 60 minutes. He also found general maximum and minimum distances to
be 10 and 1-3 miles respectively. He emphasised however, that the run-commute was far more
complex than numerical figures. He found the main factors involved to be: distance, safety both in
terms of traffic, perceived safety, and fear of crime (Valentine, 1989; Pain, 1997), as well as flow and
aesthetic of the route. These will be explored within this dissertation, alongside any further factors.
Cook, (2014a) also focused on emergency running, this referring to people using running as an
emergency mode to ensure punctuality. He mentioned the potential for future work in this area, by
suggesting a more expansive focus on run-commuting in academia in general, as well as contacting
former and potential run-commuters. For that reason this dissertation aimed to interview those
participants. To otherwise build upon his work, he suggested studies which weren’t as London
biased, as well as general research into how run-commuting is changing and emerging.

2.8.2 Non-academic literature on run-commuting
With the exception of Cook (2019), academic literature on running as a commute mode is somewhat
limited, but the topic has been mentioned in other written text available online. In the New Zealand
Census, jogging was coupled up with walking in their results, please refer to figure 1 for an example.

Figure 1: Graph to show the use of active and public transport as a commuting mode (by percentage) in 2001,
2006 and 2013 in the New Zealand Census (Massey University, 2019).

There has also been blogs posted about run-commuting (O’mara, 2017; Better Sore than Sorry,
2018; Ross, 2019), which shows there are people who are interested in running as a commuting
mode. There is also a website called ‘The Run Commuter (2020)’ which provides information on how
to run-commute. Similarly, tips on run-commuting are available through articles such as Freeman
(2013) ‘How to start run-commuting’, and Oreilly (2018) ‘Make Run Commuting Work for You’.
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More articles published on run-commuting include ‘All Change Please: The Rise of Run Commuters’
by Kemp (2014), ‘Injury-free Running: How to Commute Without Troubles’ by Williams (2018),
‘Mastering the Art of the Run Commute’, by Pete Bland Sports (2020), and ‘Why Run to Work’ by
Women’s Running UK (2016), which discusses some benefits, such as larger weekly totals, more
vitamin D, better for the environment, practice run pacing, happier, and saving money. Similarly, at
the time of writing, the Instagram hashtag ‘runcommute’ has 42,000+ tags, therefore emphasising
that run-commuting is a viable option for many.
Moreover there have been two running podcasts published in 2020 which directly discuss runcommuting. These are: Amy Lane’s ‘How to be a more eco runner’ (Lane et al, 2020), and the
Runner’s World podcast ‘Everything you need to know about run commuting’ with Kieran Algers
(Pearson et al, 2020). Both of which discuss benefits, barriers, and potential solutions to runcommuting. The factors mentioned in these podcasts were used to guide the topic questions in this
dissertation.
Some benefits of run-commuting mentioned were: mental health, physical health, time saving,
increased training miles for an event (Runner’s World and Amy Lane), increased running
performance, environmental (reduced emissions), improved productivity throughout the working
day, more resilient to running, learning to have recovery runs, converting time from functional to
something positive, getting used to carrying backpacks for ultra-races (Runner’s World), being
quicker than other transport modes especially in London, and time-saving for the weekends (Amy
Lane). Furthermore, Speirs et al (2020) mentioned the use of ‘slow mobility’ in urban areas. Cook
(2014b) highlights the likely benefit of running when compared to other modes in terms of speed
(figure 2), therefore emphasising the benefit of run-commuting in urban cities, which is likely to
become greater as the problem of congestion increases in urban cities.

Figure 2: Graph to show the speed of runcommuters versus motorised traffic in London,
from 2013 to projections to 2022. (Strava, in
Cook 2014b).
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Some of the barriers mentioned were: physical infrastructure (Runner’s World and Amy Lane),
requiring forward planning, correct kit (Amy Lane), knowing the length of the commute, the type of
route, the same routes, and potential of getting lost (Runner’s World).
Some potential solutions were also discussed in both podcasts, for example, technology (such as
apps to track routes for safety), better kit (which makes run-commuting more pleasant), incentives
to encourage more run commuting (such as run2work schemes), better infrastructure (such as
running arteries), and tips to make it easier (such as the logistics around belongings).
The factors mentioned within these podcasts, were considered within the topic guide of this
dissertation.
The Amy Lane podcast (Lane et al, 2020) also explored the environmental impact of running in
general. This could be a reason to encourage run-commuting, but also a potential deterrent. They
mentioned the environmental life cycle of running shoes and running races. This is interesting to
consider, as more run-commuters would create more environmental damage.
Within this podcast it was stated that the ‘average trainer has up to 20 parts which are nonbiodegradable’, that the ‘mid sole of a shoe stays in landfill for up to 1000 years’, and that ‘in 2018
480 million running trainers were sold’. They also mention the short time frame in which some
runners go through trainers, and the lack of research to back up suggested time frames. Potential
solutions to this, which were mentioned, included wearing trainers until visibly warn, and for
companies to invest in research and design, so their products are biodegradable and made from
recycled materials. They stated that ‘if [runner’s] held onto their shoes for 3 months more it would
lead to a 25% reduction in carbon footprint from shoes’. Therefore, this highlights that there is
concern for the environment and therefore the potential for people to run-commute to reduce
vehicle miles travelled. However, clothing brands could play a part in encouraging run-commuting
alongside government incentives and infrastructure.

2.8.3 Running as an increasingly popular sport
According to Statista (2018), there were 6.8 million runners in the UK in 2018. These were people
who ran at least twice within 28 days. The weekly running event ‘parkrun’ has 2,364,349 registered
runners globally, with approximately 350,000 runners weekly (Parveen, 2019). 675 of 1,343 parkrun
events are held within the UK.
The magazine Men’s Running (2017: online) stated in an article that the number of runners on Strava
had surpassed their numbers of cyclists for the first time since it was created. The article further
discusses the numbers of ‘commute’ activities on Strava. It was found that the number of commutes
grew by 51% in 2017, with London topping a list of world cities with the most run-commuters.
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Similarly, Strava (2018) stated that when compared to 2017, global run-commuting had grown 71%.
Also, Cook (2014b) suggested that the Strava data from 2018 set the average run-commute to be
6.6km, and run-commuting was most common within the UK and Germany, where run-commuters
averaged 3.29 and 2.88 weekly trips respectively. He also mentioned that run-commuting is more
common in large urban areas, especially London, which is often titled as the global capital of runcommuting.
This therefore emphasises the increasing popularity of running, and its potential to be a commuting
mode. Men’s Running (2017) also found that, within the UK, there were 2,356,432 run-commutes,
which covered ‘a total distance of 16.7 million km, [which offset] a potential 1.1 billion litres of CO2’
equating to more than 1,300 cars. This highlights that there is a demand for run-commuting
although it is yet to be explored in depth in academic literature, other than the work of Cook (2014;
2019).

2.9 COVID-19, active mobility, and the future
2.9.1 More exercise since COVID-19
Cook (2020: online) wrote a blog post on COVID-19 and exercise levels, he stated that ‘in the first
week of April 2020, 31% of adults did more physical activity than before restrictions were in place
[and that those levels also increased into may]’. Similarly, Pearson et al (2020) mentioned that ‘1 in 5
people have started running in lockdown’ according to Sporting England Statistics. A survey stated
that people intend to continue this habit. This highlights that lockdown enabled many to start
exercising who didn’t previously. Therefore, run-commuting is a potential option for more people,
and it is expected for the pandemic to ‘change travelling ways’. Cook (2020) agrees, stating that
‘disruption catalyses change’. This means whilst some of the new runners may only do it short term,
there may also be some longevity. This makes research into active travel even more prevalent, as it
could become an option for many. Similarly, he stated that 22% of adults in England ran, and 14%
cycled. This emphasises the scale of running within the UK, especially as cycling is already widely
considered to be a transport mode, along with walking, whereas running isn’t.

2.9.2 Opportunity for active travel in response to COVID-19
The extent to which the uptake in exercise, within the UK, will continue is unknown, however,
increased numbers of runners and a desire to avoid public transport heightens the potential for
active travel to become a more viable option. Similarly, within summer 2020, there were two
webinars based on active travel and COVID-19 (Owen et al, 2020: Speirs et al, 2020). It is therefore
evident that active travel is the main focus amongst the transport industry at present, and COVID-19
has created a higher demand for active travel.
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Speirs et al (2020) mentioned that the main reasons for focusing on active travel were meeting
climate change agendas, whilst responding to the pandemic by avoiding public transport. It was
mentioned that active travel meets mobility goals, these being: healthy and active citizens, and
reduced greenhouse gases. They stated that communities worldwide were already ‘shifting’ to active
travel as an immediate and potentially long term response. They suggested that creating integrated
cities with parks, public spaces, and streets, rather than ‘roads’ would be the best way to cater to
the demand. Sergio and Yuan mentioned that the main challenge is behavioural change. In order to
understand and encourage behavioural change it is necessary to understand the factors influencing
one’s decision, therefore highlighting the relevance and value of this dissertation in the current
period.
Some barriers to active travel post-COVID-19 were also mentioned, such as limited kerb space within
urban areas, especially with social distancing measures in place. Moreover, the longevity of active
travel was mentioned, as people may fall back into their old routines. That being said, runcommuting was already on the uptake pre-COVID-19, as mentioned previously (Strava, 2018).
Speirs et al stated that active travel was ‘essential with the global economic crisis’ as it is a cheap
commuting mode, and cheap for governments in relation to other infrastructure. Pearson et al
(2020), and Owen et al (2020) also mention the need to keep active travel on the transport agenda,
and that they hope COVID-19 will create a golden era for active travel.
The transport industry expect active travel to play a huge part in the response to COVID-19 globally,
and hopefully beyond that. For that reason, examining the factors influencing run-commuting will be
crucial if active travel in general, and more specifically run-commuting is to become more popular.
Therefore, understanding these factors, and acting upon the barriers will encourage more citizens to
run-commute.

2.10 Research gap and reason for research
Whilst active travel has been well researched academically by Heinen et al (2011; 2013), Panter et al
(2016), Scheepers et al (2013), Kallio et al (2016), and Handy and Xing (2011), literature on runcommuting remains very limited. Cook (2014a, 2019) is the only academic to explore runcommuting. However, whilst there is an absence of running within academic literature, there are
multiple non-academic written texts within the running community, such as the blogs, websites, and
podcasts as discussed, which make a definite case for run-commuting. For that reason, this research
will expand upon the work of Cook (2017, 2019) and look to delve deeper into the factors which
influence run-commuting. This will allow for an understanding of its ability to be considered an
active travel mode alongside cycling and walking.
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2.11 Research questions
1. What factors influence the decision to run as a commute, and are there any patterns
which can be observed from this?
E.g. Time, Where, distance, infrastructure, safety
2. What are the constraints on people’s ability to run for commuting?
3. What factors might encourage more people to run-commute and what can employers do
to improve this?
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Chapter 3.0: Methodology
Upon reviewing the literature in the active travel field, this chapter will entail the methodology
which has been selected. It will discuss the methods that similar studies on active travel have used to
conduct their studies, along with describing the methodology of this research, including a section on
pilots, health and safety, and positionality. The final section will discuss the limitations of the
methods used within this research, along with the potential for further research in this topic.
It should be mentioned that the original methodology for this study was semi-structured interviews
and focus groups. However, as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic and lockdown, this had to be
adapted to virtual interviews/groups.

3.1 Methods used in the literature
Both semi-structured interviews and focus groups are well established methods for qualitative
research, which allow for a more conversational approach to data collection. This allows participants
the chance to discuss the issues which are most important to them (Longhurst, 2013; McDowell,
1992; Schoenberger, 2007; Crang, 2003; Schmidt, 2004). Interviews and focus groups are used to
explore individual perspectives and experiences, as opposed to being fully representative (Valentine,
2005).

They are both used within active travel literature specifically, with Guell et al (2012), and Plazier et al
(2017) using in-depth semi-structured interviews. Similarly, focus groups are a common way of
undertaking active travel qualitative research (Kirby and Inchley, 2009; Biehl et al, 2019; Nielsen et
al, 2015; Lo et al, 2013). These qualitative methods have also been used specifically to study the
complexity of mobility choices (Grosvenor, 2000; Clifton and Handy, 2003). For this reason, it is
appropriate to use both semi-structured interviews and focus groups for this dissertation, as the aim
is to explore the factors influencing the individual’s decision to run-commute, as well as the
complexities involved. Cook (2014a, 2017) also used interviews for his study into run-commuting.

3.2 Methods
3.2.1 Interviews
In order to examine (with depth) the specific factors and themes which impact the participants’
decision to run-commute, ten semi-structured one-to-one interviews (of approximately 30-45
minutes) were conducted. The participants were contacted through local running clubs such as
‘Jesmond Joggers’, and ‘This Girl Can Run’, and included both male/female runners and runners who
do and don’t commute.
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Participants were also contacted via social media pages, for example the ‘North East Runners’
Facebook page, along with ‘Running Ninjas’, ‘SPACE for Gosforth’, and ‘Active Newcastle’. This
sample of six Facebook groups was selected in order to target different types of people, and
therefore understand different perspectives.

All interviews were held on the online platforms ‘Zoom’ or ‘Skype’, as they have built-in recording
systems to ensure participants voices could be picked up. These calls took place at various times of
the day, when the participant requested them, in order to ensure each participant provided the best
information possible with minimal distractions. The majority of interviews were held on the
preferred platform ‘Zoom’ as the researcher had access via the university. This ensured online
personal safety for the researcher and participants, as personal contact details weren’t shared.
Participants only required the researcher’s personal ID code (provided through the university
account).

The full question sheet can be found within appendix A (please refer to this throughout for clarity),
and includes topics such as infrastructure, environmental concern, safety, convenience, and time.
The first questions were deliberately open-ended to ensure the participant’s opinion wasn’t
influenced by the factors which were afterwards discussed in more detail.
All interviews were collected by June 20th. Using interviews allowed the researcher to collect
participant ideas of potentially quieter people, who explicitly asked not to take part in a group
discussion. Similarly, it allowed access to participants who have time constraints, and are therefore
unable to attend focus groups. Interviews were then transcribed and the data coded into common
factors (see 3.3 thematic analysis).

Due to the change in circumstances (COVID-19), it allowed access to participants who wouldn’t have
been able to take part otherwise, as they were on furlough, therefore had considerably more time to
take part in this study.

3.2.2 Focus Groups
The second method used was focus groups, this enabled in depth discussions between participants
and therefore the aim was to bring out similar and contrasting opinions between them, whilst
emphasising the factors which are deemed most important. Three (approximately 40-60 minute)
semi-structured focus groups were undertaken, a group of five, three, and two. Participants were
contacted through social media pages, as stated for the interviews. A sample size of three allows the
opportunity for three differing discussions, therefore providing a useful way to explore varying

28

opinions. Focus groups were held on ‘Zoom’, at a time convenient for all participants. Focus groups
were then transcribed and the data coded.

The sampling technique used for both methods was opportunity sampling, especially under the
COVID-19 restrictions. This was followed by snowball sampling as some participants allowed access
to other participants as they referred their friends, or shared the researcher’s posts.

3.2.3 Pilot
A pilot was conducted for both the individual interview, and focus group, this ensured everything
worked as planned. Both the individual interview and focus group pilots were conducted with
members of the same running club. The individual pilot was undertaken via Skype, and the group
undertaken via Zoom. This meant that two platforms had been trialled before rolling it out.
Upon completion of the individual pilot, the order of the questions were adapted slightly for the
focus group pilot (and ongoing research), to ensure open questions were asked first, therefore
ensuring there weren’t any leading questions, and to make the discussion flow better. As both pilots
were a success, they have been included in the actual data collection.

The only feedback to emerge was including further factors than those which had already been
included such as gender, age, and how many miles participants. Having received this feedback, a
demographic questionnaire was created, please see appendix B. This was distributed to all
participants at the end of their interview.

3.3 Thematic Analysis
In terms of analysing the data collected, this research uses thematic analysis. A thematic approach
allows the researcher to analyse qualitative data systematically. This was undertaken using the
software NVivo12, which is an established system for qualitative data analysis (Bazeley and Richards,
2000: Houghton et al, 2017: Phillips and Lu, 2018), it allows for datasets to be coded and split into
themes.

Data can then be organised and interpreted, with a focus on patterns and meanings (themes)
throughout the data. This allows for links to be made between the dataset and broader concepts
and theoretical issues (Braun and Clarke, 2006:2012).

Braun and Clarke (2006) suggested there are 6 stages to a thematic analysis, these include:
1. Familiarising yourself with the data

29

2. Generating initial codes
3. Searching for themes
4. Reviewing potential themes
5. Defining and labelling the themes
6. Producing the report

3.3.1 Step 1: Familiarising yourself with the data
This stage provides the background to the analysis, by fully understanding the dataset, ensuring no
context is lost and that suitable patterns can be determined (Bryman, 2001). Familiarising starts
when transcribing the data set (Riessman, 1993). For this stage, the thirteen interviews were first
transcribed, and initial ideas created by listening to and re-reading the dataset.

3.3.2 Step 2: Generating Initial Codes
Initial coding occurs within this stage, which can be done two ways, either data driven or theory
driven. This analysis will use data-driven. Organising the data into groups adds meaning to the data,
so it can be assessed (Tuckett, 2005). This is where the coding of the dataset began, for example
attaching time pressure, time saving, and time of day all under one node ‘time’.

3.3.3 Step 3: Searching for the themes
Upon completing a list of different codes, potential themes were created. The relationship between
each of the codes and themes were considered, and initial themes were deduced; including ‘factors’,
‘constraints’, and ‘encouragements’.

3.3.4 Step 4: Reviewing the themes
This stage is for reviewing the themes which have been created, ensuring there is sufficient data
under each one, and ensuring themes which are too broad are broken down. Once the coding was
complete, it was evident that the initial themes were problematic. It emerged from the dataset that
the themes ‘factors’ and ‘constraints’ overlapped significantly. Due to the complexities with this, the
themes were adapted, with each factor being a theme, where each code (reason for run-commuting,
or constraint for run-commuting) sat beneath. For example, safety was the theme, with nodes
‘personal’, ‘road’, and ‘air quality’, where the reasons for and constraints to run-commuting in terms
of safety sat. The ‘encouragements’ theme remained untouched. The coding was then suitable for
those nodes, and the process continued.
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Also, within this stage, a thematic map can be created to reflect meaning to the dataset. However,
due to each factor being its own theme, there became too many to create a meaningful thematic
map, for that reason they were discarded.

3.3.5 Step 5: Defining and naming themes
Stage 5 concerns identifying what each theme entails, as well as how they all fit together. The
themes should capture significant and meaningful data, as well as being cohesive. Each theme
should have self-explanatory working titles. This stage was combined with stage 4 within this study,
as the themes were reworked to suit the complexity of the dataset. This stage created an overall
context of the story that this research was going to tell.

3.3.6 Producing the report
The final stage entails the writing up of the research, and relating it to each research question.
Within this stage, the final extracts of the data were selected. The most suitable quotes for each
section were selected and writing up the report began, under ‘4.1 Factors and Constraints’ (RQ1+2),
and ‘4.2 Encouragements’ (RQ 3).

3.4 Consent and Confidentiality
Consent for the interviews and recordings of them were mentioned explicitly and agreed to by each
participant prior to undertaking the meetings. This ensured they were aware of the project aims and
that their data was/is kept private and disposed of after use. All participants’ real names will be
changed within the study to maintain confidentiality. Consent forms were difficult to produce and
distribute virtually, and would have meant personal emails were shared, therefore the researcher
opted to ask for consent instead. This ensured that no participants lost interest.

3.5 Health and Safety
The only risk to virtual interviews is the sharing of personal details, such as emails. In order to limit
any risk, interviews were conducted via Zoom where possible as the participant only requires a code,
and the researcher used their university Zoom account. One interview was conducted via Skype,
although this person was known to the researcher beforehand, therefore sharing Skype details
wasn’t problematic in terms of personal safety.

3.6 Positionality
The researcher’s positionality within this study could impact the data collected. Firstly, being female
may be beneficial in terms of putting other females at ease, especially when discussing more difficult
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factors such as safety. Secondly, as a runner, the researcher has access to certain running clubs and
has contacts through running therefore allowing access to otherwise difficult people to reach.
However, having stated that the researcher is a runner in online posts (and by having access to the
running pages and groups), it could potentially impact the answers received, as the participant’s may
have felt inclined to say what they thought the researcher wanted to hear, as opposed to what they
really meant. Similarly, it is very difficult for a qualitative study to be completely impartial. In order
to prevent or limit this, a professional front was given and no questions were misleading. Having said
this, it can still be difficult to eliminate the researcher’s own positionality entirely, as is the case
where any human interaction is involved.

3.7 Limitations
In order to minimise limitations, two pilot studies were conducted as mentioned. However, despite
this, there were still some limitations to this study, which are discussed below.

3.7.1 General Limitations
The first and main limitation to this study was the COVID-19 pandemic as it may have limited the
number of participants. For example, more participants could have been recruited by targeting each
running group specifically, or by turning up to events, for example Parkruns and other races.
Similarly, this could have worked better in terms of arranging focus groups. For example, the
university have a running society. This may have encouraged more (and better quality) focus groups
as the participants would have already known each other beforehand, and the conversation dynamic
would have been easier in person, rather than virtually. However, due to Facebook, it was still
possible to access many runners which allowed the study to continue. That being said, specific
running clubs as opposed to groups remain difficult to access without being a member.
Despite targeting multiple running pages, including the ‘North East Runner’s’ page, it was difficult to
access ethnic minority groups. Similarly, it was difficult to access a range of classes as it wasn’t
possible to ask them income, and the sample was limited to Facebook pages in order to recruit
running participants under government restrictions. Therefore, it was difficult to access people from
running clubs in particular locations, or those who don’t use social media.

3.7.2 Interview limitations
The main limitation to semi-structured interviews over other methods such as questionnaires is
trying to arrange a suitable and convenient time with the participants. This proved difficult,
especially with the nature of the participants (as runners), therefore their evenings are often spent
running after work. However, they do provide an opportunity to delve deeper into the reasons
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behind individual’s decisions than questionnaires, hence why they were used. As mentioned, COVID19 may have benefitted this research, as it may have allowed access to participants who wouldn’t
have otherwise taken part or been available. That being said, the dynamics of the focus groups may
have worked better in person.

3.7.3 Focus group limitations
In terms of focus group interviews specifically, the main limitation of these within this study was that
it was very challenging to recruit participants who were willing to be a part of a group call, and those
few which did agree weren’t available at the same time. This meant that three focus groups could
take place (including ten participants in total), and the participants within each group already knew
each other prior to the interview. There was also only one mixed gender group.
This also meant that more time had to be spent on conducting and transcribing individual
interviews, and meant that all of these participants weren’t able to ‘bounce off’ one another as they
would in a focus group setting, therefore potentially reducing some ideas which may have emerged
in a discussion setting. Similarly, the data collected from both interviews and focus groups is
excellent for exploring the individual, but lacks statistical significance which can be achieved from
other methods, such as questionnaires.

3.8 Future research possibilities
Possibilities for future research would include hosting in-person interviews and focus groups which
were originally planned. Conducting these would most likely encourage more interaction between
participants. It is quite difficult to have a discussion with multiple people via an online platform as
devices only have one speaker, so there may have been things missed when talking overlapped.
Similarly, for that reason it is easier for participants to interrupt/ interject within a conversation, and
therefore maintain a healthy discussion dynamic. This would potentially have allowed for more
contrast between different participants ideas, that would then have provided useful insights, which
topics may not have been discussed otherwise. For that reason, this could be an area of interest in
the future when social distancing rules have been relaxed.

Having said that, as mentioned, the COVID-19 situation may have allowed for other participants who
wouldn’t have been free otherwise, due to the furlough scheme. Similarly, as mentioned in the
limitations, this study didn’t consider questionnaires, therefore future research could include this
method. This would allow for significant statistical conclusions to be made if enough participants
took part.
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Chapter 4.0: Data Analysis and Discussion
This chapter explores the results which have been concluded from this research, it includes the main
factors which influence people’s decision on whether or not to run-commute, and any patterns
found within the data. It also discusses the potential constraints to run-commuting. The factors and
constraints are entwined with each other, therefore they make up the main section of the
discussion. This will be followed by potential encouragements for run-commuters, and potential
solutions to some of the constraints which will be discussed. This chapter will conclude with a
discussion around COVID-19 and the future, including participant’s ideas and plans in terms of runcommuting into the future.

At the start of this chapter there will be a description (table 1) of each of the participants within this
research, please refer to this as context throughout, when a participant is mentioned. As much
information is given per participant as is known. An example of the interview questions are provided
in Appendix A.
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Participant and
Occupation

Type of runcommuter

Amount of
days runcommuting

Age

Gender

DM: Secondary
Teacher
AR: Social
Researcher
LD: secondary
Teacher
LW: Office

Regular

2

21-30

Male

Typically
weekly
active
minutes
600

Ethnicity

Typical
weekly
mileage

White British

20

Regular

2

41-50

Female

300

35

180

White
British
White British

None

0

31-40

Female

Variable

1

41-50

Female

300

White British

25

LIB: Office

Variable

1

31-40

Female

10

White British

20 - 30

MH: University
staff
GM: Mental
health worker
RA: Officeengineer
KH: Fashion

Regular

5

41-50

Female

600

40

None

0

21-30

Female

180+

White
British
White British

Enthusiastic to,
currently none
Variable

0

31-40

Male

300

1

21-30

Female

PG: Unknown

Regular

5

31-40

PS: Transport/
current student
in North East
MT: Transport/
current student
in North East
PC: Transport/
current student
in North East
JL: Secondary
teacher
RH: office
worker, now
retired
BD: Doctor

None

0

None

5

5-10
25-30

300

White
European
White British

Male

300

White British

60

21-30

Male

200

White
European

7

3

31-40

Male

600

Black African

9

None

0

31-40

Male

240

Black African

None

Past

0

41-50

Female

8

White British

30

Past

0

over 70

Male

60

White British

10

Newly regular

1

21-30

Female

400

White British

15

PH: Gardener

None

0

51-60

Female

White British

15

DN: Open
university
lecturer
KB: University
lecturer
SA: Employer

Past

0

51-60

Male

360
run/walk
and physical
job
240

White British

25

Variable

0

41-50

Female

750

White British

40

Regular

3

51-60

Male

Varies

White British

40

15-20

Table 1: List of participants, along with their characteristics, and demographics. Refer to Appendix C for a full
table, including participant’s run-commuting distance.
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4.1 Factors and Constraints
Participant

Main reason influencing run-commuting or constraining them ‘not run-commuting’

DM
Running schedule and Health benefits
AR
Running schedule, Health benefits, and better than alternative mode
LD
Distance
LW
Saving time for family
LIB
Saving time and money
MH
Better than alternative modes
GM
Distance and route
RA
Running schedule, Health benefits, and facilities
KH
Better than alternative mode and type of work
PG
Running schedule and Health benefits
PS
Distance and facilities
MT
Saving time for family, Alternative modes are better
PC
Long term injury and distance
JL
Distance and type of work
RH
Better than alternative modes and Health benefits
BD
Fitting run in
PH
Belongings required for work
DN
Saving time for family, and type of work
KB
Prefers other exercise
SA
Running schedule
Table 2: List of each participant and the factors which appear to mainly impact their decision

Table 2 lists the main factors influencing each participant, similarly, figures 3 and 4 are a visual
representation of this, and highlight the most common main factors. Figure 3 shows that running
schedules and health benefits seem to be the most common reason for run-commuting, with saving
money and fitting the run into the working day being the least common main factors. On the other
hand, figure 4 suggests distance and work commitments were the main constraints to participants
not run-commuting, whilst having better alternative modes were the least common main constraint.
These graphs provide visual representations of what appear to be the most influential factors for
each participant, however, throughout this chapter it will become apparent that their decisions are
multifaceted and complex, therefore it is explored in more detail throughout.
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Frequency of participants listing each factor as their main
reason to run-commute
5%

5%
25%

20%

25%

20%

Running schedules

Health Benefits

Better than alternative modes

Saving Time

Saving money

Fitting run in

Figure 3: Visual representation in the form of a pie chart of the main factors mentioned by participants when
deciding to run-commute. The main factors are subjective to the researcher's discretion, and were decided based
on how often each participant mentioned that factor and how detrimental it was to their decision.

Frequency of participants each factor as their main
constraint to run-commuting
13%

6%

7%
7%

33%

7%

27%
Alternative modes are better

Distance

Work

Prefers other exercise

Injury

Route

Facilities

Figure 4: Visual representation in the form of a pie chart of the main constraints mentioned by participants to runcommute. The main factors are subjective to the researcher's discretion, and were decided based on how often each
participant mentioned that factor and how detrimental it was to their decision.
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Research Questions 1 and 2:
1. What factors influence the decision to run as a commute, and are there any patterns which can
be observed from this? E.g. Time, Where, distance, infrastructure, safety
2. What are the constraints on people’s ability to run for commuting?

4.1.1 Distance
Distance can be seen as one of the main factors influencing someone’s decision on whether to runcommute or not. All participants commented on the role in which distance plays, with 10/20
participant’s explicitly mentioning distance as being a main factor for them (run and non-runcommuters). In fact, of the six non-run-commuters, three of them specifically blamed the distance
(almost immediately when asked what the main factors influencing their decision was). This
therefore highlights the role it plays when deciding to run-commute.
For the participants that either choose to run-commute currently or have done in the past, their
typical distance for their commute can be shown in figure 5. Only one participant commuted more
than 8 miles, even then she was training for an event. This highlights that the majority of the run
commuters tend to run between 4-8 miles, and some (four participants) run between 1-3 miles. As
shown in table 3, there appears to be no link between a runner’s age, gender, their weekly running
total, and the distance in which they choose to run-commute. Although, it should be mentioned that
twenty participants (thirteen in terms of figure 5) is not enough to make any statistical significant
correlations, and therefore any comments made throughout this discussion are general observations
and patterns which have occurred within the data.

38

Typical run-commuting distances
at time of interview (pre-covid
lockdown)
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
1-4 mile

4.1-8 mile

8.1-12 mile

Figure 5: Graph to show the typical run-commuting distances of the participants who run-commute.

Participant

Distance

Age

Gender

Total Running Miles per week

BD

1-2 mile

21-30

F

15

DM

1-2 mile

21-30

M

20

KB

2-3 mile

41-50

F

40

JL

2-3 mile

41-50

F

30

RH

4-5 mile

Over 70

M

10

SA

4-5 mile

51-60

M

30

MH

4-5 mile

41-50

F

40

PG

5-6 mile

31-40

M

60

LW

6-7 mile

41-50

F

25

RA

7-8 mile

31-40

M

25

AR

7-8 mile

41-50

F

35

KH

7-8 mile

21-30

F

15

LIB

10-11 mile

31-40

F

20

Table 3: Shows participants who do run-commute, and their demographics alongside their approximate
distance for commute.

Minimum Distance
In terms of establishing a ‘minimum’ run commuting distance, as highlighted as an area to work on
by Cook (2019), this is contested between runners. Of the twenty participants, only one person
stated they have no minimum.
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SA: “There’s no minimum distance for me to do it, even a mile or a mile and a half it all adds up.”

However this statement mentions ‘even a mile’, therefore inferring that a mile is considered to be a
very small distance, possibly their minimum, despite saying he has ‘no minimum’. Having said that,
this may simply be because he wouldn’t expect his job to be any closer to his home than a mile. To
back this up, another participant stated that in a previous job he has ran-commuted one mile daily.
Therefore, at least two participants would be willing to run a mile or more as their commute.
On the other hand, two other participants specifically mentioned that there is a minimum distance.
RA: “with one exception if it was too close. Like my previous job was literally 1 mile down the road
from my house, I would never run down there because it’s pointless, I just walk it. Otherwise I would
have to go down and shower, what’s really the point. If I walk it will take 5 minutes more. There is a
maximum distance and but there is also a minimum. You run back home but would then have to go
back out again to finish the miles so you think what is the point.”
KH: “Sometimes it’s not worth the effort, if you’re all sweaty and the getting ready and stuff, for me
it needs to be a long enough distance that you would get on a plan otherwise for me it’s not worth it.
Because it wouldn’t save you 30 minutes as opposed to sitting in traffic.”

RA states specifically that a mile is too short, and therefore at that point it becomes too
inconvenient, whereas KH doesn’t state a distance, although she mentions something you would get
on a training plan. Generally, 5K (3 miles) is about the smallest distance on a training plan, with the
exception of a beginners training plan (Runner’s World, 2020). Therefore, it can be expected that KH
is talking about 3 miles as her minimum commute.
It is therefore evident that a minimum distance appears to vary depending on the person, that being
said, very few participants commented on this specifically. Therefore, this is a point to be explored in
further research, which would determine at which point run-commuting is no longer viable.
Maximum distance
Many participants commented on having a maximum distance, especially in relation to time.
Participants MH, PG and JL all mentioned an hour as being a reasonable time to commute in, this
making the maximum running distance to be approximately 6-7 miles. Similarly, LD also refers to
distance in relation to time, suggesting that “5K (3.1 miles) would be long enough on the way to
work”, making the commute slightly under an hour depending on each individual’s pacing. BD
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agrees with participant LD, by mentioning about 8-10K (approximately 4.9-6.2 miles) as her
maximum distance.
Other participants also commented on a maximum distance (although not in relation to time). KH
mentioned 10 miles as being too far, but she happily ran-commuted 7-8 miles when she lived that
distance away from work. Participant RA also mentioned 9-10 miles as his maximum, although his
reasoning behind this is being tired for the working day. Similarly, LIB mentioned that she would be
willing to do her now 8 mile commute (previously 11 miles), although stating it would have to be
lower for her to do it regularly, therefore making it a maximum distance, unless training for an event
as she was when she completed her 11-13 mile commutes.
SA’s comment was a little different to the others, whilst he agreed that there is a maximum distance,
he said it changes over time.
SA: “for commuting it needs to be not a very very long distance, because you have to fit it in as part
of an 8 hour work day, occasionally I would take a scenic route, I would really fit it in and around the
distance which I had set for myself that week and for that target. I had various routes that I would
take, so I would have a half marathon route which included a lot of hills, so an almost 2 hour
commitment there, but that would be on a run home, I would only do that on a run home. The run to
work would always be the quickest shortest route. If it was a 10k I would consider that as a
commute, I don’t know where the maximum would be because your distance just changes in your
running career.”

It was interesting that his maximum distance for running into work on a morning was about 10K,
which is comparable to the other participants, however he mentioned creating a longer commute on
an evening when there wasn’t as much time pressure. Similarly, he mentioned that a person’s
maximum distance is likely to change throughout their ‘running career’. This is particularly
interesting as runners do typically improve overtime, therefore their weekly targets and distances
alter. Therefore, their maximum run-commute distance is also likely to alter. This relates back to the
participants who related their time and distance. If their running improved, then they would be able
to potentially fit another mile in within their run-commuting hour. This would mean their maximum
distance had changed. Overall, the general consensus appears to be that the maximum distance lies
within 6-8 miles and above, however this does depend on the person. Furthermore, only 9/20
commented on a maximum distance, therefore it would be beneficial to study this on a more
statistically significant scale.
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Maximum distance before cycling
Three participants specifically mentioned a maximum distance for run-commuting until the
commute would become a cycle.
Participant DM mentioned that: “if it’s over 3K I would probably bike it, if it’s under 3k I would
probably run it. I don’t want to do more than 20 minutes, mentally it’s a bit much in the morning. If I
can keep the commute to under 20 minutes of running I’ll run it.”
For reference, 3K is approximately 1.9 miles, 4K (2.5 mile), and 5k (3.1 mile).

His comments therefore link back to the idea of distance within a certain time limit, however DM
differs to other participants by highlighting 20 minutes (rather than an hour), before he would opt to
cycle. Participants PC and PS are in agreement. BD also mentioned she wouldn’t want to run more
than 4-5K, specifically referring to the time it would take to run this distance.

She said “it ties into time the further it is the longer it will take you in excess of a cycle or a drive.”

Maximum for both ways
Whilst it appears there is a maximum distance for a one-way commute, some participants
mentioned a maximum distance for a two-way commute. Four participants (all female) specifically
mention 5K as a reasonable distance to run-commute two-ways.

KH said: “If it was shorter I definitely would do it a lot more often, I definitely would if it was like a 5k
[…] 5k I would be happy to do.
LIB: “To do there and back I think probably about 5k, any more than that and its getting a bit much.”
However, both of these ladies mentioned an ideal 5K distance alongside working out the logistics of
carrying their belongings, therefore highlighting the decision is often more complex than one factor
alone.
LW also agreed, saying: “oh yeah I could do that both ways, because that’s probably as far as I’d
have ran one way. yeah that’s manageable. If it was 6 miles and then I had to sit there all day then
no.”

This suggests 5K is manageable for a two-way commute, but somewhere between 3.1 and 6 miles is
her maximum distance for wanting to commute it both ways.
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BD reiterates this by stating: “I think for me I wouldn’t want to two added parts of the commute to
be more than a normal run so for me is about 8-10k, that’s a decent run for me”.

Similarly, two other participants also commented on a two-way commute, but stated it depended on
other factors as to if and when they would be prepared to run both ways. MH suggested that in her
previous job the commute was about 7 miles, and whilst she usually did this one-way, she happily
did it two-way whilst training for a 24 hour run.

Furthermore, RA stated “considering the distance I would mix it, but if I feel strong and don’t have a
pain in my legs, then I would just run the 15 miles no problem.”

Therefore, if he felt physically up to it, he would happily run-commute two-ways.
It seems that around the 5K mark would be manageable for a two-way commute, as that would total
approximately 10K (6.2 miles), which is a comfortable distance for many, and often people’s regular
training distance. The average running distance on Strava as of 2019 was 4.1 miles (Strava, 2019).
This average is likely to increase for regular runners, as that figure covers all Strava users. However,
it is evident the role in which other factors play in this decision, and that the decision is
interchangeable depending on factors such as physical fitness, and training schedules. This will be
discussed further in this chapter.
Added more miles
Some runners actually added more miles onto their commute than necessary. Two participants
mentioned doing this:
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AR: “that was in London (referring to the 8 miles), and actually it was the shortest nice route to my
job was 8 miles. When I ran in to commute in Newcastle that was interesting because I did actually
make up a route. That was 2 miles from my house, so I made up a route so on the way there I
invented a way of running 7 miles to cover a 2 mile journey. So when I was in London the distance
was about right, but in Newcastle it wasn’t far enough so I added another few miles onto it. In
Newcastle I ran maybe 6/7 miles.”
LIB: “When I was training for Leeds half last year because at that point I lived 11 miles I used that as
my long run on a Friday morning. I managed to detour a bit by the end of it so it was 13 and a half by
the end of it.”

As stated, one did this so they could add in more training miles for an event, whereas AR just added
in her own distance to make it the one she wanted. This suggests that distance doesn’t necessarily
play a big role in her decision to run-commute, as arguably it is more hassle to create a route to suit
the commute than it is to simply run to work at the shortest distance possible. This could play into
the fact that she had previously commuted a similar distance in London and therefore she was
keeping up a ‘habit’, and/or that she wanted to commute so made the distance work.
Distance as a main factor to run-commute
Three participants stated distance as a main factor. DN mentioned he would run-commute as much
as possible now if the distance was ‘reasonable’, but can’t due to other factors (including the nature
of his job). The reason he didn’t run-commute in the past was that he wasn’t a ‘runner’ then.
Similarly, participant PH agrees, but states the same restrictions as DN. If she was able to runcommute, she would be prepared to do it as long as the time it took her to run the distance wouldn’t
impede on the length of her working day too much.
Three people stated distance was their main constraint to run-commuting, two of which were nonrun-commuters. LD stated she worked 30 miles away, therefore not being viable for her, she also
stated that if she worked closer to home she would definitely consider run-commuting. Similarly, KH
has the same issue, having ran-commuted previously when the distance was 7 or 8 miles, she can’t
currently as it is 20 miles; making this her main constraint.
Overall, distance seems to play a massive factor in most run-commuter’s decisions, whether it be
linked to the time it takes them, or other transport modes which they choose. Distance appears to
play a major factor in someone’s decision and ability to run-commute, whilst also acting as a
deterrent if the distance is too far.
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4.1.2 Infrastructure
4.1.2.1 Facilities
Fourteen participants explicitly mentioned that having shower facilities was a necessity, mentioning
they wouldn’t run IN to work if they didn’t have one. This equates to 65% of the interviewees in this
research, and whilst not being statistically significant, it is a definite pattern. These people included
both genders, various ages, and both run-commuters and non-run-commuters, therefore suggesting
that having facilities is a unanimous factor in someone’s decision to run-commute.
Facilities that were mentioned as essential were both showers and lockers.
AR said: “so I was lucky in both of those jobs so I had facilities where I could leave stuff and actually
there were showers at work, and that would be an absolute deal breaker. Can I shower at work,
there’s no way I’m going for a day at work if I’ve ran there and couldn’t shower. There was space I
could leave shower stuff, towels clean clothes,” repeating again, “showers were absolutely
necessary”.

AR had 4 separate codes within NVivo for infrastructure being a significant factor for her.

She stated: “[it] would be quite a big factor”, and that “If the job didn’t have showers, then I would
just decide to run home twice a week instead. I definitely want active travel to be a real practicality.”

Similarly participants DN, RH, LD, LIB, LW, and JL all agreed with AR’s comments, suggesting they
would not run in to work if there wasn’t a shower, although they would run home instead, or
consider it. Moreover, GM, PG, PS, and MT, all agreed they wouldn’t run-commute without shower
facilities, not mentioning whether they would run home. For participant PG, this is because if he
commits to running, then he has to do two-ways due to poor public transport.
Participant RA took this further by saying that facilities were the main factor holding him back from
run-commuting. He actively wants to but isn’t willing to without shower facilities.

He stated: “the lack of facilities, if we sort that point then I will for sure consider it for 2 times for
week at least. […] But it is what would make the decision between yes and no.”
He also stated separately: “At the moment it will be the facilities that will be the turning point for me
between yes and no. Because at the moment I can’t, and in my mind I would do it, like I would really
like to do it, it would be great for me […] but I can’t right now.”

Other participants mentioned lockers and storage separately to showers, therefore highlighting their
importance too, although showers definitely appear to be the ‘deal breaker’, whereas storage is
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more of an inconvenience.
KB says: “I am quite lucky we have showers, and I have an office, I can stick my clothes under my
desk, we don’t have lockers but I guess there’s the cupboard, yeah there’s no space in the cupboard.
But somebody who hasn’t got those facilities it would pretty much be impossible.”

Therefore, she states that whilst lockers are a problem, it is the absence of showers that would make
it difficult. Participants BD, JL, and LW also commented on changing room facilities, and somewhere
to store belongings. LW also specifically mentions a drying room which is accessible from outside so
that dirty kit doesn’t sit within the office all day. Participant JL says that having facilities would
alleviate the problem of carrying a rucksack, which many runners find uncomfortable.
Mentioned facilities as a factor but not necessity
Participant MH, who run-commutes twice daily, said that whilst she now has shower facilities she
didn’t in previous jobs, where she used the toilets to get ready for her day. This shows that whilst
facilities are important to her and make it easier to run-commute, they would not be a constraint to
her run-commuting.
“easy for me because there’s showers and towels there, and there always will be, because there’s no
hospital without a shower and towels. And you can wear scrubs if you want so if you forget your
shoes, which is always possible with me then it doesn’t matter cos you can wear your running shoes
and scrubs.”,

This therefore alleviates the problem for her altogether, meaning she hasn’t had to consider
whether she would still run-commute without those facilities available. Only one participant
mentioned that facilities aren’t a factor for him at all.

SA stated: “I have considered this, but I haven’t ever worried about showers because once you’ve
cooled down, as long as you’re reasonably hygienic and wash daily then you don’t stink and fresh
sweat doesn’t really smell. I don’t feel like when I have ran into the office and then got changed, I
have never felt and nobody has ever said that I was smelling so it never really bothered me.”, and
“generally there’s a loo somewhere that people can get changed in, but somewhere to hang damp
running clothes [would be useful]”.

This therefore emphasises that whilst facilities are a main factor for some, they aren’t for all.
Participant SA mentions that having storage for him would be more important than shower facilities,
but again doesn’t mention it as being a necessity. Whilst participant SA states this, generally it
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appears that facilities are important for the majority of both run and non-run-commuters, especially
showers.
Quality of facilities
The quality of the facilities available also appears to be a factor, as LW (female) stated:
“We moved office quite recently, up until then I had to stop because they had a shower and whilst it
was meant to be unisex, it was like access via the guys toilets, so I never went in there. But we have
gone back to the normal system now so I can start it again when we actually get back in.”

The quality of the facilities influenced whether or not she felt able to run-commute. Also this was
only an issue facing the women, as it was based on where the facilities were situated.

Similarly, JL (female, secondary teacher) stated: “I have seen less people do it in my job, some of the
really dedicated cyclists do it but they are usually men not women. They usually have a dedicated
shower for men and they never have them for women. I did work in an all-boys school for years and
years, where I might have done the run commute more, but because it was an all-boys school, that
just made it even trickier, and that was it, they had a men showers not a females shower. […]
Obviously in my job there’s loads of issues, there has to be shower facilities and where you feel
comfortable, not in a corridor somewhere, it has to be private. In another environment it might be a
bit different. Because there’s the safeguarding issue isn’t there.”

This emphasises the other problems around the lack of facilities within her workplace, based on the
fact she was a teacher and there is safeguarding issues as she pointed out. All of those mixed
together were a constraint for her run-commuting. Again, as with LW, there appears to be an issue
for women specifically but this may just be down to the type of school in which she was in, rather
than facilities for women being lacking.
Participant PG (male) also mentioned quality, but in regards to the number of facilities available,
rather than being constrained by the actual quality of them, or lack of them for males.
He stated: “in the morning you would have a few people cycling and running, so you would worry if
you had enough time to shower with all of those people and be on time for work even though you
weren’t late. [...] I used to deliberately go in earlier than I had to just so that I knew I was in.”
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LIB also mentioned a lack of showers in her previous workplace, whilst it didn’t stop her because she
had access to showers within a gym (on site), she did say they had to “fight for showers in the
morning” within the workplace and this may have been a constraint if she didn’t have access to the
external gym. Participant KB also raised an issue with the positioning of facilities, mentioning that
lockers had been implemented “on the other side of her university campus”, therefore she didn’t use
them as it added time on her commute. Similarly, KH (female, 21-30) mentioned that whilst her
workplace had showers they “didn’t have a hair dryer and stuff like that”, she mentioned that if it
was equipped then she would be more likely to run-commute as it would be less hassle.
A few participants referred to requiring facilities like showers but only after a certain distance, for
example, BD said she would shower if the commute was longer than 2.5 miles, similarly, RA
mentioned having to shower if it was a “medium distance, not like a mile”.
It is clear that whilst having facilities is one of the main factors in run-commuting for a lot of people
(both run-commuters and non-run-commuters), the quality of the facilities can also make a
difference too.
Space
Another type of infrastructure mentioned was space, such as a common area to have mental space
before starting the working day. This was mentioned by two participants.
SA (male, employer, didn’t think facilities were necessity) stated: “I think that making facilities
available for the staff to be able to have their cool down and prepare themselves for the working
day. Making it so they can get into the office or place of work on their own if they need a bit of extra
time to cool down.”
KH: “a common room and a relaxing area. Where you can relax for 15 minutes on a sofa before going
straight to your desk […] So it more fits into your life as opposed to just figuring it out.”

This is thought provoking as it would help build the commute into daily life, and therefore make it
easier to become a habit with the rest of the working day. Space appears to be more of a factor
which would make run-commuting easier as opposed to being the difference between yes and no.
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Food
The final indoor facility mentioned was the ability to eat. Five participants mentioned food as a
potential constraint. Some statements are as follows:

BD: “if you had a kitchen. Because if you didn’t have nowhere to make your breakfast or have a cup
of tea and then immediately run, I would glug. Having somewhere to make a cup of tea is a big thing
for me”
KH: “a kitchen and that where you can leave something in the fridge […] When I went to the gym I
always had my breakfast at work and if I couldn’t do that then I probably wouldn’t run.”
LIB: “I went into the canteen to get a coffee and a bottle of water”
RA: “there is no canteen or shop where I can buy my lunch […] but when you’re running if you carry
pasta it will be so squashed by the end of the run. It would be really hard to sort lunch, but even if
there was like a fish and chip shop nearby or somewhere you could buy food that would be perfect.”
Whilst some of these statements don’t explicitly say they require food facilities to run-commute, the
fact they have mentioned them suggests they do use them (like LIB). It seems that it could be
something which is taken for granted and therefore would actually play a part in their decision.
However KH is very definite in her answer, she specifically says “if I couldn’t do it then I probably
wouldn’t run”, there emphasising how important eating is, and the facilities which allow her to do
so. Similarly, both BD (female, doctor) and DM (male, teacher) mention food, but in terms of
logistics of running and eating, both specifically comment on their occupations as impacting upon
this. BD also refers to having toast or cereal at work, therefore having the space and facilities to do
this is a big factor in her decision.

BD states: “when you could eat would play a big thing for me, so like we sometimes do shifts that
start at 2pm, I would be less likely to run to that because I would have to eat my lunch before I left,
and I wouldn’t get a meal when I was at work. So if I was working 2-8:30pm I wouldn’t necessarily
run commute. […] I would rather just eat it and then have sandwiches when I get home. Whereas on
a morning it’s really easy because it’s really easy to take toast or cereal to make for yourself when
you get there, or even eat it before you run and it’s fine because it’s a light meal.”
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4.1.2.2 Physical road infrastructure
The second type of infrastructure is road infrastructure (five participants mention this). This
appeared to have the most impact on participants PC and MT (both from eastern Africa). PC
mentions that the infrastructure is location dependant. He says that some places have grade
separated paths, but others don’t ‘even’ have seamless footpaths.
He stated his commute is past a national park where “occasionally there are baboons and lions which
have broken out on to the road so I wouldn’t run down there. The baboons are usually there every
day.” He also adds to this by stating that “the problem for us is infrastructure beyond the employer.
Like they have the showers there but the routes are just not ideal at the moment.”

This emphasises the different challenges facing different places and countries in terms of active
travel, and run-commuting more generally.
Both participants PC and MT mention the potential of running if they lived in the UK permanently,
however, both commenting on the mix of traffic as a constraint. This is interesting as it is a different
issue in terms of infrastructure which they have at home, yet it is still a constraint. Four British
participants also commented on this. Some examples include:
DN: “I think for me having safe accessible routes, not too much traffic or busy roads to cross that
would be a big factor in my decision. Having spent 20 odd years living in Milton Keynes where there is
cycle paths and footpaths everywhere, you can get right around the city without even crossing a
road, and that really really does encourage a lot of people to do that sort of thing.
LD: “yeah definitely, if there was space to do it, not a cycle route obviously, but something like that,
that is dedicated for runners, like a running corridor.”

Separating the mix of pavement traffic, and the road traffic appears to be the main road
infrastructure factor in run-commuting within the UK. Whilst physical infrastructure appears to be a
factor within the UK, it doesn’t appear to be a major constraint, more of an inconvenience or
something to improve to encourage run-commuting. That being said, other countries face very
different problems as displayed by both MT and PC. It was also interesting that they both said the
mix of traffic within the UK would be a constraint to them, more so than the British participants.
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4.1.3 Health Benefits
In terms of health, there is physical and mental health, both can be viewed as a reason to runcommute, but also as a constraint.
In terms of numbers, 14/19 participants mentioned mental health as a factor in deciding to runcommute, with only two listing it as a potential constraint. Whereas, in terms of physical health, ten
mentioned it as a reason to run-commute, but equally, seven mentioned it as constraint. This
emphasises that mental health appears to be more of a factor in deciding to run-commute, and
physical health poses more of a constraint over mental health.
4.1.3.1 Mental
AR refers to mental health as “a huge factor”, and mentioned it on three separate occasions within
her interview. She states:
“the headspace was nicer, so I would arrive at work quite refreshed, and when I ran home from work
I would choose a day when I knew it was gunna be a really busy full on day at work, so I would
choose those days cos it was nice to get the headspace. […] I think the wellbeing benefits, it is a really
good stress buster. It gets rid of the stress of a long day, that is a huge factor. I found that if I ran to
work I would feel positive about a day at work. I think that’s quite a big benefit. […] Sometimes if I
knew it was a really stressful day I would add in an extra run, and again that was purely stress
related.”

Here she discusses mental health in terms of being more positive about her day, as well as runcommuting giving her headspace. This links to the idea of run-commuting being a transition from
work to home. Seven other participants also commented on this, their statements are as follows
below.
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BD (female): “it gives you more time to free your mind after work to let go of everything. Whereas
the downside of cycling being quick is like you’re suddenly home”.
PH (female): “RH’s (male) thing of having a bigger space between work and home so you […] you’ve
got time to clear your mind rather than getting home too quick.”
PS (male): “Yeah because it allows you to separate work and home.”
DN (male): “the reason I started running was to unpick things in my head after work. I think it is a
good way of making that transition”.

All of these participants (both male and female) specifically mention run-commuting as giving them
headspace between their working day and home life, of which they wouldn’t necessarily get with
other modes such as cycling as mentioned by BD. This therefore appears to be a large factor in
deciding to run-commute for many.
Mental health benefits
In terms of gaining mental health benefits from run-commuting, other than the transition between
working and home, nine participants commented on this.
KB mentions: “I think you have to be more mentally aware when you’re cycling than when you’re
running. I think you can zone out a bit with running, even if you are crossing roads, whereas you can’t
with cycling, or I can’t.”

This therefore emphasises the benefits only run-commuting can bring, and therefore why mental
health is a factor in their decision. Moreover, KH goes further, by suggesting that she consciously
planned her previous commute with the final two miles through a park solely for enjoyment and
headspace.
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Participant BD (female, doctor) adds to this by saying: “regularly if I do 12 hour shifts I do 4 in a row
[so that is] four days of absolutely no exercise at all. I find my mental health is worse if I do nothing
for four days, and if you’re on nights you end up sleeping the day before and day after, so that’s like
six days with no exercise. Mental health clearing your head.”

For her, mental health is actually the driving factor in her decision to run-commute, as she states
that without it she hasn’t got time to fit any exercise in during 4 days of shifts, therefore causing her
mental health to deteriorate.
In terms of mental health and productivity, three participants commented, both PC and KH
specifically mentioned increased productivity as a benefit, and PG commented as follows:
PG stated: “as well as I think you feel more awake at work, you definitely do feel more awake after
you’ve had a run. There’s been scientific research that if you do running in the morning it gets you
going more, it energises you.”

It was also mentioned that employers should want someone who run-commutes due to their likely
increased productivity, and therefore creates an argument for promoting active travel and runcommuting within the workplace.
Whilst there may be more practical considerations influencing ones decision to run-commute,
mental health definitely plays an important part for many people, regardless of their own specific
reasons. It seems to be the most prevalent in the decision making of participants AR and BD.
Alternative modes and mental health from running
Another factor relating to mental health, is reduced mental health caused by alternative transport
modes in relation to run-commuting. For example, JL suggested that when there were roadworks on
her private car commute she discovered:
“it was nearly taking the same time to get home in the car, not quite, but for a 6 mile journey it was
taking way longer than it should have done […] if I run from work to home, and actually feel less
frustrated because the journey hasn’t taken twice as long and I’ve ticked off a run.”

This is backed up by PG, who also mentioned the stress of driving.

53

Similarly, RH mentioned feeling better at the end of his run-commute than when he commuted back
by “sitting or standing on a train in cramped conditions for even a quarter of an hour”. He therefore
emphasises the role in which his mental health plays, especially by saying “even a quarter of an
hour”, because he was happy to improve his mental health at the expense of losing time by runcommuting. Therefore, his mental health was quite a large factor in him deciding to run-commute.
This thinking is the same for KH, who also specifically mentioned the underground in London.
Mental health as a constraint
On the other hand, mental health can be a constraint in someone’s decision to run-commute.

Participant GM (works in homeless charity) stated: “I guess mood as well, sometimes when you’re
lower in mood it’s really hard to motivate yourself […] So mood and motivation would play a part as
well. […] I think working in mental health is quite draining in terms of energy, obviously everyone’s
job is. But especially in my last job I would feel very very drained after a day at work and the prospect
of running when all I want is a glass of wine.”
Similarly, JL (teacher) stated: “I get to the end of my day, and sometimes I just don’t have the energy.
Not in my job, it’s the last thing on my mind.”

Both of these women are referring directly to their type of work when discussing their mental health
as a constraint. This therefore suggests some jobs are more mentally demanding than others and
that could impact their willingness to run-commute. However, JL also commented on mental health
as being a reason for her to run-commute sometimes. The main thing to mention is that mental
health as a constraint, in particular, is changeable, so whilst it can be a constraint, it is therefore not
a fixed constraint like some of the other factors mentioned within this chapter.
4.1.3.2 Physical
Ten participants commented on physical health as a factor.
Participant PG actually stated: “the health side of things is probably the main driver.”, similarly, SA
stated: “when I started doing it I wasn’t training for events or part of a club, and it was just for my
own health and wish to run so that was it”.

Therefore, the physical health benefits actually play a major role for some run-commuters. Whereas,
participants DM, PH, KH, LD, MH, RA, MT, and PS all mentioned physical health as a benefit of run-
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commuting. These participants are both male and female, and cover a range of ages, showing that
physical health is a factor for a lot of run-commuters, or potential run-commuters.
Moreover, besides mentioning physical health as a benefit, and for avoiding diseases, MT states
that:
“If it was [medically] recommended to run then I would do it as a commute. Because I’m lazy and my
option is to run or walk, I would rather wake up early and walk to work. I run every Saturday and
Sunday, I run to go and play football, [but not to work]”.

He also states that another pull-factor to run-commuting is the health benefits it brings over
alternative active travel modes.
Physical health as a constraint
Seven mentioned physical health as a constraint, some examples are that both DM and KB mention
the possibility of their bodies being too fatigued to actually do the run-commute, whether it be due
to their working day or other factors. This would be more of a changing factor, especially as both of
these participants are avid runners (please see their weekly total miles), it would be expected for
this to be a rarity rather than a common factor influencing their decision.
Another physical health constraint mentioned by BD (female), she stated:
“If I was on my period I wouldn’t run to work, I maybe would but I would be much less likely to, just
because I often feel a bit groggy in the morning anyway.” Participant KB replied “I know what you
mean actually”.

This reiterates the complexity of run-commuting, as there are multiple factors influencing the
decision, and there are factors such as health which wouldn’t necessarily concern the use of other
transport modes. Equally though, as mentioned, mental health particularly can be a reason for runcommuting over other modes. This just highlights the changeability of run-commuting by both the
day and the person.
Injury
Runner’s injury can also be a constraint. Three participants mentioned this as being a potential issue,
GM, PG, and RA. GM is a non-run-commuter, PG has ran as his commute before but intends to make
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this a daily occurrence once in his new job, and RA would like to run-commute. All three spoke of
this in the future tense, rather than mentioning it had happened to them.
It is interesting to point out that all of the current run-commuters never mentioned this point, and
similarly neither did MH who runs two-way every day for her commute. This appears to be more of a
one off potential constraint, than one which actively influences them. That being said, it would be a
constraint if (and whilst) they were injured. Similarly, participant PC mentions injury as a more
permanent constraint, as his injury is more long term.

PC: “I used to run but I was forced to stop through injury. When I did run then it would depend on the
distance and the infrastructure, and installing showers in the office.”

This highlights that it was the biggest factor affecting him regardless of any other main factors such
as distance and infrastructure. Although, despite having an injury, he did mention trying to start
running back up again, and his openness to trying run-commuting, especially in light of COVID-19.

4.1.4 Time
All except one participant mentioned time as a factor, although it did impact them in different ways,
this included being able to fit a run in, coinciding their run-commute with a training plan, being time
pressured, and the most common factor in regards to time was the ability to save it.
Time Saving
This was the main factor regarding time, as there were 31 codes within NVivo across 12/13
interviews, therefore highlighting its significance. Thirteen participants explicitly stated time saving
as a factor, four of which emphasised it numerous times, participant DM (6 times), KH (5), and LW/JL
(3). Therefore this shows just how important it is to them. Most participants mentioned time saving
in relation to not having to run in their evenings, having already done it as a commute, some
examples are given below.
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JL: “giving you more free time in your day, because your commute takes a certain amount of time in
your day.”
KH: “For me it would always be about time, an extra hour here and there would be great, if I could
plan all the other things into it. Trying to up my distance and not having time outside work to do it
would be the main thing.”
LIB: “it saved me the time that I’d spend on the run in the evening. […] I’d get the same train from
[city] to [home], but with the added benefit of not having to go for a run, because I’d already done
it.”
SA: “And the time saving of not having to go on an evening.”

Both participants LW and MH (female, 41-50, with young children), stated saving time so they can
have more time within their evenings with their families. Time saving seems to be a major factor, as
it adds significant benefit to them over alternative modes. Similarly, three participants mentioned
run-commuting as it was their only way to fit it into their busy days. Both BD and KH mention it in
regards to their working schedule, whereas LW refers to family commitments. Greater detail on this
will follow under section 4.1.12.
Training for events
Furthermore, thirteen participants of various ages and genders specifically referred to training for
events as an encouragement to run-commute, as it makes them run longer distances as part of their
training. Statements are as follows:

KH: “training for an event would encourage me to do it more, just so I can tick of a big chunk of my
plan by doing an hour which I would’ve spent on the train anyway.”
LIB: “Training for an event made it a commitment. It’s time saving as well, later in the day.”
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Some statements in regards to run-commuting more often are:
AR: “Training for an event is part of it but I do it even if I’m not. […] When I was doing the long runs, I
would build in additional miles if I was doing a half or marathon. […] I think the only reason for me to
run commute more would be if I were training for a marathon, and it would be getting more runs in,
it would be more about my running schedule.”
SA: “Probably would encourage me to run-commute more though if I was training for an event, just
to get some more miles in.”

This emphasises the role in which training for an event can play in encouraging more runcommuting, and to encourage non-run-commuters to start. One participant mentioned that training
for her event played a massive role in her decision to run-commute, and she liked that it “made her
do it in a certain amount of time, because [she] had to get there and get showered in a certain time.”
Of the six non-run-commuters, five of them stated they would consider it if they were training for an
event (see below).

GM: “If I was training for a marathon or an ultra-marathon, then I wouldn’t have the time to do
that, then I would have to run to work to get the miles in.”
LD: “If I was training for an event like the Great North Run, I would be much more likely to factor in
run commuting.”
MT: “If I have a marathon coming up in a few weeks or months then I would consider runcommuting.”

The only one who didn’t, is PH, who is restricted by her work belongings. All of them have
participated in running events previously. Therefore, it is evident that training for events can
encourage people to run-commute. Only three participants said it wouldn’t influence them, two of
which already run 5 days a week (MH) or intend to (PG) so it can’t influence them as their weekly
run-commuting mileage is already 40 and 50 miles respectively.
Length in time
Another aspect of time, is the length of time the run-commute takes, as mentioned within distance.
There were disagreements in terms of how long was a reasonable commute, four participants stated
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30 minutes, whilst three stated 60 minutes. To reiterate, distance and time appear to be linked, as
running distance is limited within a set amount of time.

KB also mentioned 30 minutes, however she added “but then that’s I suppose how I am with
commuting anyway, that’s why I live where I live because I don’t want to be more than half an hour. I
know that I can walk to work in 45 minutes if I have to, so I can certainly jog to work in 20 and cycle
in 15. I would never choose to live somewhere where I couldn’t do that. So I think that would
automatically be covered.”

Therefore suggesting that it doesn’t play a massive part in her decision as she consciously lives near
to work for a short commute anyway. However, length in time can be a constraint, as described by
PH and DN, both of which would run-commute now if their jobs allowed it, and DN had done it
previously. Similarly, KH also mentioned that if the commute takes too much time it can therefore
impede on their already long working day.
Time logistics
Both AR and MH state that run-commuting is beneficial for them as they can consistently get to
work for the same time, and they are in control of it, as opposed to relying on traffic or public
transport. Therefore, it is another reason for them to run-commute.
Time pressured
Twelve participants mention time pressure as a constraint to their run-commuting. This appears to
be a greater issue in the morning than the evening, as five participants commented. LD stated “time
would be a major issue”. KH is the only one of the five who doesn’t work in a school to comment on
the morning being a problem in terms of time pressure. MH (commutes 5 days) mentions time
pressure in the morning, but only when she has to commute to different schools, this isn’t a daily
constraint. Occupation definitely appears to be intrinsically linked with time pressure, and it
emphasises the complexity of the factors involved with run-commuting.
Furthermore, SA and KH mention lengthening their commute at the end of the day due to having no
time pressure, this ensures they save time but also meet their running schedule. Three other
participants also state they’d be more likely to run-commute home than going.
However, BD and KB, both say that whilst running home doesn’t have the element of time pressure,
they still state (in conversation):
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BD: “yeah although it’s not as fun, like part of the fun of going on a run after work.” KB: “it’s a
different thing isn’t it” BD: “there’s no time limit, you can go where you want. I think I would stop
enjoying it if it always had a purpose all the time.”

This shows that whilst the time pressure element can be a constraint (but also be overcome by runcommuting home as opposed to running to work), there is also the added element of not wanting to
take the pleasure out of running by doing it as a commute. It appears that most run-commuters
aren’t deterred from time pressure, but it can influence them. However, it can be solved (for some)
by run-commuting home instead.

4.1.5 Weather and Seasons
Leading on from time, is the seasonal and weather impact on run-commuting. Time of day implicates
run-commuting across different seasons. Three participants mention preferring in the morning,
although for motivation. However, PC mentions it due to the heat in his home country (in east
Africa), and three other participants mention darkness in relation to time of day as a constraint, all
of which are women.
4.1.5.1 Seasons
In terms of seasons specifically, three participants referred to summer as a pull-factor to runcommuting, stating it would encourage them to run-commute more often. However, the largest
impact of the seasons seems to be in the winter, which acts as a constraint and can discourage runcommuting. It is interesting to mention that all of the participants who commented on this were
female, with the exception of one male (who is international).
The comments below highlight the links between darkness in the winter and personal safety.
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BD (female, 21-30): “Actually I lie in the winter in the dark it would, so like if I had to come back
across the town moor by myself in the winter I wouldn’t do that on foot in the dark at 9:30 at night”.
In response, KB (female, 41-50): “no I don’t think I would either”.
KH: “the time of year, like if it was dark and I wouldn’t wanna do it because I would be too scared I
would fall over.”
LD (female, 31-40): “In winter it is dark and that would put me off certain times of day.”
AR (female, 41-50): “particularly in the winter there was quite a long isolated section along a main
road, which potentially I would be running there on my own either before 8am or later in the evening
in the dark. Places where as a woman you don’t necessarily want to run on your own, so that was a
part of it.”

The only comment on this made by a man (RA) was:
“it is easy in the winter in the dark in the morning if it is through a village or city centre where it is
safe, and always light. But you can imagine if you have to go through a wood or a big traffic road
without a footpath, that would definitely stop me because I wouldn’t feel comfortable. But when it’s
dark, maybe in the summer when its light it would be different.”

This is interesting as it refers more to road safety, than personal safety as inferred by some of the
comments made by women. This highlights that time of day in relation to seasons is quite significant
in one’s (especially women’s) decision to run-commute, as it would stop some from doing the
commute altogether during those times.
That being said, one woman (KB, 41-50) mentions that “dark doesn’t really make a difference to me”,
however, she also agreed with BD, when discussing running in the dark across a certain location. This
suggests it wouldn’t necessarily be a deterrent to run-commuting, but she would consider an
alternative route. Similarly, PG (male, 31-40) states it would be fine during the winter, mentioning
only lighting as RA did, which can be overcome by having a head torch.
4.1.5.2 Weather
The weather has similar results to seasonality, in that a couple of participants mention that
summer/good weather will encourage them to run-commute more, but in the main they both
appear to be constraints on run-commuting (winter/bad weather). Bad weather factors will be
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broken up into each weather type.
Wet/wind
Some of the quotes mentioned by participants are as follows:
GM (female): “I would have to run over the [dual-carriageway] bridge, which is brutal with the
weather like rain and wind because it’s exposed. […] If it was poor weather I would pick and choose
based on the weather.”
KH (female): “weather dependant, like rain […] what if it’s chucking it down.”
LD (female): “I think I would feel quite unprofessional if I ever arrived after bad weather [with wet
hair]”
PG (female): “there might be times when the weather is just really really bad, if it’s windy and rainy.”

Whilst the weather is a constraint, it isn’t fixed, meaning that only sometimes will it act as a
deterrent. Typically, participants mentioned they would have to decide to run-commute first, and
then check the weather, rather than the weather being the main factor. Similarly, LIB links it to the
distance she is running, suggesting:
“I’m not really a fair weather runner, I would run in most things, but I think if I was doing those 10
mile plus runs on a morning then I probably wouldn’t in the rain because that would just be utterly
miserable.”

Again, this reiterates the complexity of the decision behind run-commuting, and the extent to which
it is a viable commute mode. The wind and rain appears to impact both male/females, a range of
ages, and people with higher and lower number of active weekly minutes.
Ice/Snow
Participants LW, BD, and MH all mention that weather isn’t a major concern for them, however the
one exception would be ice as it is dangerous. LW also links ice to darkness where she can’t see it.
Participants BD, PH, KB, and RH (from the same focus group), all mention preferring to run-commute
over cycling when it is snow/ice, due to more danger being associated with cycling, and them having
“more control over my feet than the wheels”. That appears to be the only exception, of the people
who commented on ice as a factor.
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Sun/heat
BD, KB, and KH all discussed the sun and heat as a deterrent to run-commuting, BD mentioned it in
terms of being too sweaty, and therefore needing to shower “even [running] slow you would get
sweaty, you can’t not get sweaty on a hot day, whereas if it’s cold then you can like leave at the
same time you would to cycle in the morning”, therefore emphasising the role facilities and time
saving also play within her decision in hot weather.
4.1.5.3 Doesn’t impact
RA, MH, and LW only state that extreme weather, such as snow, would impact them. Participants
SA, and RH specifically state the weather as not impacting them, for example, “no no doesn’t make a
difference, not at all” (SA). KB (who mainly cycles to work), states that the weather makes no
difference to her as she will get wet anyway. As previously stated, the only time it would affect her
run-commuting was positively, where she would opt to run over cycling during ice.
4.1.5.4 UK vs International
A final point on the weather refers to the difference between UK weather and the home countries of
some participants. It appears there is a common theme with both Europeans (PS, RA) and east
Africans (PC and MT) that in the summer, their home countries are too warm for run-commuting.
Therefore, if they wanted to run-commute, they would have to at 6am which requires the office to
be open at 7, rather than 8 or 9 (as it is currently). This highlights that there are different factors and
challenges influencing run-commuting across different countries. Therefore, different solutions and
provisions may be appropriate for different locations (for example, opening offices earlier in
countries with high temperatures).
Overall, whilst the weather and seasons appear to impact most of the participants, they are in
different ways, and the main theme appears to be that the weather wouldn’t solely prevent
someone from run-commuting. It is usually coupled with other factors, whether that be distance,
safety or the benefit of other modes.

4.1.6 Route Choice/location
Niceness of route
Firstly, the ‘niceness’ of the route can act as a pull-factor to run-commuting, AR (female, UK) refers
to this three separate times, therefore emphasising how important it is to her.
She says: “happiness and quality of the route”, she refers to this in relation to “long isolated sections”
being problematic, and as “places where as a woman you don’t necessarily want to run on your
own”.
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She specifically mentions as a woman, and highlights an instance where a poor quality route would
deter her from run-commuting. That being said, the various nice commuting routes she has used
have encouraged her to run-commute instead of using public transport. KH (female, UK) also agreed
with these comments, mentioning she would “try and find the route which was the nicest”, this
excluded areas of poor air quality and traffic, and isolated roads for both women.
Furthermore, four participants specifically refer to parks as being a preference, stating they make
the route more enjoyable, and nicer, and therefore adapt their route to include greenspace. Some
statements are as follows:

KH: “On my old commute run I would run through the park at the end, so I always knew it was like
the last two miles of enjoyment. […] Sometimes when I said I’d get off the train, I would get off like 5
stops early and go via the parks so I could do the laps that I wanted, that would be a way to do it to
change the route. It would have to have some benefit for me to do it.
RH: “As far as infrastructure is concerned there were parks to run through for part of it. […] The last
part through [Location in London] on the grass and parks was great fun.”
MT: “If you had parks and short cuts, it would be perfect. When you’re on the streets there are
always people walking that put you off, like on their phones, so it is frustrating and I would start
walking.”

Figure 6: Strava screenshot from one participant who run-commutes home via parks

This highlights the role in which pleasant routes can encourage run-commuting, KH specifically
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mentioning that the run-commute must have some benefit to her, which can be created through
nice park spaces. Please refer to figure 6 for an example of a run-commuter lengthening her
commute to include park locations. Similarly, MT mentions parks making his commute less
“frustrating”, with it being separate from pavement traffic. However, LW (female) mentions that:

“If [she] had to run off the main road, which is obviously prettier then [she] wouldn’t do it, not
through [socially deprived location], it is just safety isn’t it”.

This links to the personal safety points mentioned by AR and KH (all female), stating that they use
parks because they are safe, as opposed to LW who sticks to main roads.
However, participant PH suggested location wouldn’t impact her as:
“if you have a purpose for your run the route is not as important […] If you were just doing a run
from home I think you want it to be interesting but if you’ve got to get somewhere it doesn’t matter
so much because you’ve got that destination to give you drive to do it”.

PH was the only participant to explicitly state the route didn’t impact her commute.
Overall, the ‘niceness’ of the route can act as a pull-factor and a constraint to run-commuting. There
are also clear links with personal safety, which will be discussed in further detail.
Typology of land
Another aspect is the topology of the land, GM mentions hills and bridges, both of which would
deter her from run-commuting. KB and LW also mention hills, KB in relation to how far she would be
willing to commute in terms of hills and distance, and LW in relation to down hills being a pull-factor
to her run-commuting.
Similarly, off-road running appears controversial for run-commuting, with both LW and LIB (females)
suggesting they would “never go through woods to get to work”, as if they fell nobody could see
them. AR (female) also mentions avoiding woods at night, which RA (male) agrees with. He states
“the kind of route you have to take would definitely stop me”.
That being said, participants PG and PC (males) state they would prefer those areas as opposed to
the roadside.
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PG states: “One route is alongside roads, and generally I will avoid using that, because there’s an old
cycle path with no traffic to contend with, so that’s ideal for running.” And “I’m okay with running
most places. I do most of my training in industrial estates.”

Similarly, PC states he would opt for woodland/grassland over urban streets, he suggested he would
“deliberately look for a nicer route, if there was an option like if I lived the other side of the Town
Moor”. This is similar to the comments made by the AR and KH, in that he would deliberately search
for a more pleasant route, however he doesn’t involve the element of his personal safety, which the
two females do. It appears that the type of route impacts females more than males, due to
perceived personal safety, as the only male to comment in relation to his safety was RA, and the
other two males stated they would actively choose more secluded locations for a smoother
commute.
Unknown route as constraint
Moreover, KH, LW, and LIB all mention they would only run-commute a known route. All three
women mentioned getting lost as a constraint. LIB and LW mentioned sticking to the route they took
in their cars. KH had tried an unknown route once, but she described it as a “nightmare”, she hasn’t
tried it again. It is interesting, although may be a coincidence, that the only people to comment on
this topic were women.
Complexity of the route and stoppage time
The complexity of the route impacted 8/20 participants. They referred to complicated routes as
deterring run-commuting due to loss of motivation and stoppage time being inconvenient. This was
also a constraint in walking literature as outlined in chapter 2 (Carver et al, 2005; Alton et al, 2007).
Both run and non-run-commuters commented on this, as well as both genders, and various ages and
nationalities. Some examples are:
KB: “it would be distance and complexity so it might be things like if I had complex road systems to
cross or umpteen under passes or whatever then it would be more of a deterrent than distance.”
DN: “number of road crossings, how busy/easy the roads are to cross, the more it puts you off your
stride and distracts, the more disruptive the run becomes.”
LD: “where there is lots of junctions where you have to stop and start so that can be quite difficult.
That can influence you because it hard to get into your stride when you have to keep stopping.”
PC: “losing the rhythm is demotivating.”
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One thing to mention is that four of the participants who commented ran fewer than 10 miles per
week, two ran 20 miles, and two ran 35-40 miles. This could suggest that less confident runners may
be more influenced by the complexity of the route than runners with large weekly totals. Similarly,
with the exception of AR (35) and KB (40), the participants with the top weekly totals didn’t
comment on complexity as a constraint (MH, 40 miles, PG, 60, JL, 30, and SA, 40+). .

4.1.7 Safety
This has been touched on throughout, as factors interlink, but this section will focus on personal and
road safety, as well as air quality. 18/20 participants commented on personal safety in some way,
and it had 34 codes within NVivo, therefore highlighting the importance in which it plays in people’s
decisions to run-commute.
4.1.7.1 Personal Safety
Personal safety as a constraint
Eight participants mentioned personal safety as a constraint to run-commuting. The main factors
coupled with personal safety to deter run-commuting are route and time, this includes secluded or
locations with high crime rates, and darkness particularly during the winter.
The first example is AR, who has actively commuted throughout her life, as she mentioned:
“to be honest what I didn’t like about the Sunderland route was the long isolated stretch by the road
with no houses, if it had been residential I probably would’ve just done it, but there were a couple of
miles that were just me and the cars. I will run pretty much anywhere if it is inhabited.”

This therefore highlights that fear for her personal safety, along a route she didn’t like, prevented
her from run-commuting.
Similarly, BD states:
“I wouldn’t want to run somewhere dark and quiet on my own, I don’t know if it’s because I’m a
young girl. But I absolutely wouldn’t run through the Town Moor in the dark, or [wooded place]. I
don’t think I would even like running through like a quiet housing estate in the dark, it depends what
time. 5pm dark is fine. 9:30pm dark when I normally come home is not.”
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LD adds to this by suggesting:

“I suppose a safety element as well as a woman, I think you do feel vulnerable, I know I do. I actually
got mugged years ago, I wasn’t running I was walking down with my friend and someone grabbed
my bag. But I always have that in the back of my mind, because you are vulnerable and I thought
that that night when I got mugged I was quite in tune, not drunk or anything, I was just minding my
own business and it still happened. I think as a woman you are at the mercy of other people that
they’re not gunna do something bad to you, which is bad but that is a factor for me personally.”

This emphasises that the degree in which personal safety can influence someone’s decision to runcommute varies, however it appears that women are more likely to be influenced than men.
The only males to mention it as a constraint were MT and RA, both suggesting that hypothetically it
would stop them, but it hadn’t yet. MT specifically mentions tunnels in socially deprived areas, and
RA states:
“in winter you always train in the dark, but early in the morning I feel a little unsafe. Time of day, and
location, if it is a really dodgy estate that makes you feel unsafe. I work where it is not the most
picturesque place in the North East, but I never feel unsafe there. But there’s places where I have ran
through like estates or side roads, where I’ve been thinking Jesus Christ I hope I get out of here. I
always think if someone tries to catch me I’m probably fitter than him so I can probably escape”.

This reiterates that personal safety does impact both male and females, although the research in this
study suggests that the women act upon their fear by not run-commuting, whereas the men say
they would if they felt in danger but haven’t yet. This could suggest that typically men feel safer in
more areas than women do. An example of this is that GM (female) also comments on the same
place as where RA would run-commute, but she says “[place name], mm, there is a lot of crime
which goes on around here. […] it would impact definitely [me]”.
Change route
Four female participants suggested that they would choose an alternative route if they felt unsafe,
rather than not run-commute at all.
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Two examples are:
MH: “yeah I would just modify my route [if I felt unsafe]”, but she suggests she doesn’t have to do
this as, “I have the same route I know it’s safe to run, it’s always brightly lit and I always make sure
I’m wearing the right clothes […] I make sure I follow a main bus route all the time, I know that there
will be buses going up and down. I probably don’t do that as much in the summer if I feel safer.”
LW: “I obviously work in central Leeds so there is a variety of routes that I could take, but I prefer
even though it’s rougher, [place] road, cos of the people, whereas I could run down [place] road but
it’s full of cars and not actually real people. So I’d always go round there because there is more
opportunities to get help if something does go wrong.”

Both of these highlight that whilst they do consider their personal safety in detail, they would both
just modify their routes to suit them to continue run-commuting.
Not constrained by personal safety
Participants DM, RH, and SA (all male), mention considering their personal safety, for example “some
places I thought ooh a bit dodgy but it doesn’t usually stop me”, but as he stated, it wouldn’t stop
them from run-commuting. DM states he would “take a detour, put 5 minutes on to go around [if he
felt unsafe, but] would run anywhere pretty much, woods, little paths, busy roads. No issues”.
Similarly, RH shows he isn’t phased by personal safety either, as he states:
“there were parks to run through for part of it and the middle of [place in London] has a reputation
for gangs and stuff. I never had a problem, the young ones would kind of get off the pavement for
me. So that was all fine”.

However, after the women responded to personal safety within his focus group, he followed it up
with “I suppose you’re right, I think looking back on it, I didn’t often cut into the unlit parks in the
winter. I tended to stay on the roads, I think there’s an element of living your life with some common
sense isn’t there”. Whilst his decision to run-commute wasn’t affected by personal safety, he did
subconsciously avoid unlit places during the winter.
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SA adds to this by saying:
“I think on the whole you’re gunna be safe most of the time, and the chance of something unpleasant
happening are quite low. I don’t consider that too high a risk because I always think that I will be able
to cope no matter what, that could be running away.” When asked how he would respond if he felt
in danger, he said “I think I probably would choose an alternative route, but because I’ve never been
in that situation I don’t really know. […] In the UK I have never felt anywhere where it was dangerous
though. I also think when people avoid areas then it makes it worse, but I can understand women
being wary of particular places.”

It is clear that personal safety doesn’t really impact his run-commuting, however, it was interesting
that he mentioned women’s personal safety, as the participants within this study have also shown
that women seem more cautious.
Overall, personal safety appears to impact women’s decision in run-commuting more than men’s,
but it is often interlinked with the time of day and routes in which they run on. This can be a
deterrent to run-commuting. That being said, whilst it can be a constraint, multiple participants also
stated their risk can be minimised, and they can adapt their route slightly as a coping mechanism of
perceived personal safety, to ensure that they can continue to run-commute.
4.1.7. 2 Potential for injury
Another factor in terms of personal safety (mentioned by four male and females) is injury. They all
mentioned the risk of injury when going off-road, however, PG (male) was the only one who did
actually run-commute off-road.

Participant JL (female) takes it a little further by saying “to be honest I was out with two friends a
long time ago near the Town Moor, I tripped over and I was okay I hurt my knee, but since then I
always have my phone with me. It wasn’t the fact it was dark or anything but you can fall over and
injure yourself. I will always make sure somebody knows where my route is, but I prefer someone to
be in the house or close by so they could come and pick us up. My husband likes me to ring half way,
a friend of his a few years ago, his wife got knocked down on a pavement and she was killed, so my
husband got a bit cagey about where I was and if I was safe. So I have to call and say I’m on my way
back now.”

This emphasises the importance of personal safety as a factor for her as she does a lot to minimise
the risks. LW and LIB also suggested they minimise the risks, by carrying their phones and money in

70

case they need a taxi. None of them suggested that potential injury was a constraint against runcommuting, more of a concern, and something to be prepared for.
4.1.7.3 Road Safety
In terms of road safety, eight participants (various age and genders) mention the separation of other
modes as a pull-factor to run-commuting. It is also interesting that only one non-run-commuter
specifically mentioned road safety as a constraint to them run-commuting. It appears that whilst it is
a factor, it doesn’t prevent people from run-commuting, as they can often choose other routes. AR
says that she tries to have “some separation between [her] and the traffic”, but she still runcommutes anyway.
Similarly, participant KH mentions road safety, but in conjunction with time of day (rush hour), she
states:

“part of the route I used to run was like the fastest way was to go down the canal, but if you did it at
a certain time it was like rush hour, and there was that many bikes down there that I didn’t feel
comfortable running cos I thought I was gunna end up in there”. She also mentions car traffic, “it’s a
nice route but I get too scared to run up there cos the path is so narrow and the cars are coming so
fast”.

She is clearly influenced by road safety, but she continued to run-commute, just selected a different
route instead. LIB agrees by saying “I think it’s working out the route and the safest way of making
the route with people and traffic”, therefore suggesting that whilst it does influence her route choice
It doesn’t influence her decision to run-commute. These problems link to what AR said about
separated traffic, therefore whilst road safety doesn’t seem to prevent run-commuting, segregation
of traffic would encourage it.
Similarly, four participants mention that whilst road safety is a consideration the risks can be
minimised by having “flashing lights, head torch, reflective gear on shoes and running tights, hats,
gloves, […], a high vis top [or] bib” (SA).
PG takes a slightly different stance, whilst he does work to minimise the risks by having a head torch,
he also states “as I mentioned with the car accident there is safety considerations for whatever
transport mode you take”.
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4.1.7.4 Air quality
Another factor mentioned (by five participants) was air quality. Their concern for air quality and the
environment appears to be linked to their occupations and mind-set. The following participants
commented:


AR (Social researcher)



KH (Travelled, and works within sustainable fashion industry)



LD (Geography teacher)



PS (Transport industry)



PC (Transport industry)

AR mentioned that better air quality can encourage people to run-commute, stating:

“I think air quality for quite a lot of people. My colleagues in Manchester who have said they are
really enjoying running at the moment but they wouldn’t normally run-commute because of the air
quality so I think that is a factor.”
This is interesting as solutions could be created in order to combat this problem, for example,
mapping the best air quality areas for active travel routes (as discussed via email with Cheryl Evans, a
road safety officer from West Berkshire Council). Similarly, a personal solution appears to be runcommuting earlier, mentioned by AR and PC, in order to avoid “nasty traffic”. Furthermore, KH and
PS mentioned they actively avoid polluted routes, by seeking a better alternative route. However, PS
also mentioned that when an alternative route isn’t possible it becomes a constraint to runcommuting, for example:

“the problem in [east European city] is air quality, it is not comfortable to run because you are
already tired due to the bad air quality […] It is not always possible to have a route with parks”.

4.1.8 Money
This factor refers to saving money by run-commuting, but also spending money on healthcare for
the international participants within this study (not covered by NHS UK).
Saving Money
Saving money had 11 codes within NVivo, so whilst not being a major factor overall, it was
considered by some participants.

72

Money on private car costs
Seven participants specifically referred to saving money by run-commuting over their private car
(whether that be petrol, parking or both). Statements include:
PG: “Obviously there are benefits like saving money, and petrol.”
RA: “Saving money on petrol for the car.”
MT: “But then also saving on money, because usually I drive to work so the money I spend on fuel or
parking.”
LIB: “but knowing my brain probably less about the environment and more about not having to
spend the petrol.”

Similarly, AR mentions that whilst it doesn’t impact her decision, she knows of others which it “is a
big deal” to. It is therefore evident that the benefit of saving money does influence some
participant’s decision to run-commute in some cases, even if not being the main reason.
Money on buses
LIB and RA both commented on saving petrol money and the expense of public transport.

RA stated: “Saving money because of not using public transport or petrol for the car.”

These were the only two participants who commented on saving money two or more times within
their interviews. This is interesting as saving money appears to be a greater factor in their decision to
run-commute than some of the other participants who saw it as more of a benefit. Similarly,
participant SA mentioned that he and his wife went to one car as opposed to two as they only
needed one. He stated that if his wife was away, he would “just run-commute two, or three, or four
five times in a row”. He also stated “I could’ve got the bus instead but I always chose to run”. He also
mentioned within his interview that they had good bus services in their area, so it can be inferred
that saving money probably did play a role in his decision to run over using public transport.
Saving money for healthcare
Participant PS (an east European student living in the UK currently), mentioned:

“health is a priority, and then you spend less time and money on treating your knees and back and
stuff.”
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He was referring to running back at home in this statement. This shows that for people runcommuting in other countries, to that of the UK (with the NHS), saving money on healthcare may
play a factor in influencing them to run-commute. This would need to be explored in more detail but
it was an interesting point to raise.
Money for Healthcare as a constraint
On the other hand, participant PC (an east African student) currently living in the UK mentioned:
“for me the price of healthcare did play a role in my decision to stop running because physio is not
cheap so I chose exercise which has less of an impact. Yeah we have to consider the impact of any
running related injuries. With road running it will damage your knees so even with the health benefit
from running you would probably still have some injury and need healthcare.”

This highlights that he decided to stop running in general due to healthcare costs, and therefore
impacts his ability to run-commute. This is because he expects his healthcare fees to increase with
more frequent running. Whilst this is specific to his case due to injury, as he pointed out, more
injuries may be common in people who run frequently (as run-commuters would).
The difference in regards to money as a factor appears to differ between that of British participants
and international participants, with them focusing on saving money from petrol and parking, and the
cost of healthcare respectively. This may play a role in the extent to which people choose to runcommute across different countries.

4.1.9 Alternative Modes
This section will discuss run-commuting over other transport modes, and the benefit of other
transport modes as a constraint to run-commuting.
4.1.9.1 Running over other modes
Public transport
In terms of public transport, three specifically mention the London Underground, with one
mentioning the buses. All of them suggest running is preferable over the tube, due to the cramped
conditions, and length of time it takes in relation to running, especially when a change is required.
Some statements as evidence are below.
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AR: “I don’t think they get the best of you when you’ve spent that long a journey on a bus or tube, so
in fact it worked out better. When it’s London transport it’s nicer to run. […] you will spend an hour
commuting anyway, so may as well run, and then that’s a nice commute.”
RH: “So I was always knackered, but a lot less knackering than going on the train and that was only 3
stops.”
KH: “one to get training in when you would be sitting on a train otherwise, two, I could run it faster
sometimes.”

All three opted for running as their mental health was better from a more pleasant commute. AR
also mentions the benefit of knowing exactly how long the commute will take, rather than relying on
public transport.
Public Transport outside London
This shows similar results to those of public transport within London. LIB mentions that she was able
to run for the first leg of her two train commute and still make the second train at the same time.
This allowed her to save time in the evening, having already completed her run.
In terms of buses, five different participants commented. Both LW and MH specifically refer to the
time saving over taking the bus, please see their statements below:

LW: “I might as well run if I was having to get the bus because the timescales involved, and the bus at
time I would get is an utter nightmare, you’re lucky if you can get on it.”
MH: “I like running so I would go running anyway and I don’t like the bus and I can’t drive […] it’s
quicker to run then get the bus. […] It’s just so frustrating having to sit on the bus, it goes all the way
round the town and then people sit next to you.”

MH comments on the unpleasantness of the journey by bus, whilst LW mentions the poor quality of
the bus service she would have to use. Similarly, three other participants mention preferring runcommuting over public transport if their private car isn’t available. It is evident that the general poor
quality of or dis-benefits from public transport can act as a push-factor away from them and a pullfactor to run-commuting.
Private car
In terms of run-commuting over the private car, six participants commented, four of them
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mentioned the main benefit of run-commuting being time saving. MH’s reason for run-commuting
was that she can’t drive so that isn’t an option, however, she said that even if it was, she would still
choose to run as it is “easier than doing anything else [and she] wouldn’t have anywhere to park it
anyway.” PG mentions a similar reason, he focuses on it being more convenient than the private car,
due to the stress involved with traffic.
Two other participants, who don’t run-commute, mention that the time saving element would
encourage them over other modes. GM gives an example of where she already does this but not as a
commute:
“if say for instance, because at the moment the gym I go to is an 8 minute run but it takes 12 minutes
to drive there, so there is no point in driving ever. Where I park for the gym costs to park my car. So I
always run to the gym, if that was the same as my workplace, like it takes longer to drive than run
and I had to pay to park, then that would be an incentive definitely.”

This emphasises the potential for her to start run-commuting if the utility of run-commuting became
greater than her private car.
Overall, in terms of choosing run-commuting over both the private car and public transport, the
main reasons appear to be the time saving element, whether that be a quicker commute or saving
time by not having to run after work, and the pleasantness of the journey.
Cycling
Another mode where run-commuting can be more beneficial is cycling. Five participants mention
this. Two of them (male, over 71, and female, 21-30) specifically mention London, referring to the
lack of safety and vulnerability in the city for cycling, whereas running is on the footpaths. In terms
of the North East, participant MH also mentions the lack of safety she feels when cycling in
Newcastle, therefore preferring to run-commute.
Participant BD suggests run-commuting is more appealing when the route is hilly, as she can walk for
that section of the route as opposed to pushing the bike. Similarly, RA suggests the wind would
encourage running over cycling, although he stated he would always prefer to run.
4.1.9.2 Other modes over running
On the other hand, pull-factors to other modes can constrain run-commuting.
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Private Car
In terms of the private car, only two participants commented.

MT (a non-run-commuter) states: “If there are other modes which are providing a better utility to
me, even with improved facilities and they have improved the roads and there is no traffic, then I
would still not move to run-commuting, my car, it can help with the shopping so there is the element
of utility maximisation”.
Similarly, SA (regular run-commuter) states: “I think the desire and motivation to run trumps the
convenience side. It’s not convenient to run when you can go in the car. It is much easier going by
car.”

These comments suggest that it appears to be a given that the private car is more convenient than
run-commuting, this is potentially why no other participants commented. That being said, it
emphasises that other factors must influence someone’s decision to run-commute, due to the
private car being convenient but people still opting to run-commute.
Cycling
Cycling can also provide a push-factor away from run-commuting, as KB mentions that she prefers to
cycle because she likes to swim before work, but she wouldn’t swim and run together as it is
physically more fatiguing than cycling.
Similarly, PH mentions that cycling is generally quicker, therefore it would shorten her already long
working day. Furthermore, PS suggests that cycling allows him to take his belongings more easily,
and allows him to “pick up a coffee”, to which MT agrees, therefore having more flexibility than with
running.
Another issue pushing two participants to cycle is darkness, BD (female, 21-30) says:
“If I had to come back across the town moor by myself in the winter I wouldn’t do that on foot in the
dark at 9:30 at night. I’d do it on my bike, cos I feel I could pedal faster to get away from anyone who
wanted to mug me but not run.” LIB (female, 41-50) agreed by saying “I always felt that bit safer
cycling because you have that extra speed to get out of situations than running.”

Generally, alternative commuting modes didn’t appear to have a massive impact on the majority’s
decision to run-commute as there seem to be other factors which matter more. The occasions
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where it was a constraint seemed to be amongst non-run-commuters. However, they could be
persuaded to start if run-commuting offered them a better utility than other modes.
4.1.9.3 Completing the run-commute
Splitting the journey
Five participants stated they would only run the entire journey length, therefore wouldn’t split it up
with other transport modes, this appears to be due to convenience.
Conversely, five others mentioned they have either done or would consider splitting their commute.
DN, KH, MT and LIB mentioned coupling run-commuting with public transport. This could be a good
way to tackle the distance constraint for some people, as KH said she would leave the train and run
the final 3.1 miles when she was tired. SA mentioned that he would split his run with a lift from his
wife if his commute was 20 miles.
Two commutes
Other participants stated they ran-commuted one-way but used another mode the other. This isn’t
the case for PG, as he has to run-commute both ways due to insufficient public transport, and not
having the opportunity to get a lift. However, four other people said that using public transport oneway was viable for them. Similarly, LW mentioned getting a lift home from her husband, therefore
making logistics a main factor in her decision.
The use of other modes and the logistics around it play a role in run-commuting as some participants
weren’t physically able or willing to commute two-ways. Similarly, splitting up the commute could
provide a good solution to distance as a constraint, as it allows for more flexibility in the distance
they want to run, rather than the distance they have to run.

4.1.10 Environment
Doesn’t influence running
The general consensus (twelve participants) seems to be that the environment doesn’t impact their
decision to run-commute, it appears to be more of an added bonus for six of them. Some statements
as examples are below.
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GM: “So I would like to think environment would sway it more but it wouldn’t.”
DN: “I don’t think it affects my decision to run or not”
JL: “the running is more for selfish reasons. I’m a biology teacher so I know I should be concerned
about the environment and I am but it doesn’t influence my decision to do the running no.”
LW: “yeah I mean even though I like running, I never particularly link it to the environment, it’s more
to do with time, but it’s like I’ve got parking at work, I have a car, and usually I have to drop someone
off, therefore it’s kind of default position that I would be driving.”

LW’s comment that her car is default is interesting, so whilst she does run-commute for her own
personal reasons (to save time in order to fit her run in), her car would be first choice. PS says that
he thinks the main problem is attitude because people are attached to their cars, this is backed up
by what LW has just suggested. Changing attitudes, as mentioned in section 2.6.2, appears to be the
best way forward in terms of encouraging more active travel in general, and specifically runcommuting.
Doesn’t influence running but is an added bonus
Some examples of participants who consider the environment as an added bonus to their runcommute are:

DM: “yeah I like to think I’m doing my bit. I can’t drive but even if I could drive I would like to think I
would pick run and cycling over driving. […] As well you set a better example I think run and cycling in
[due to being a teacher].”, and “it’s an added bonus”.
PG: “It’s an added bonus yeah. I like the fact I do but no”.
RA: “First of all I do it for myself […] but it would be an added benefit. Not the main reason but
something to add.”
SA: “it hasn’t played a role but I am aware of the fact that using manual modes like foot or bike are
environmentally friendly. Something that if you go back 30 years I would never have considered, but I
definitely would now. Yeah I would say it’s an added bonus”.

Whilst the environment isn’t an influential factor in their decision to run-commute, it is a secondary
factor (a benefit). SA’s comment about not considering it 30 years ago is interesting as it highlights
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that attitudes are changing slightly. Similarly, both DM and JL are teachers and they both
commented on setting an example to their students, similarly, DM mentioned continuing to cycle
and run even if he could drive.
Doesn’t influence running does cycling
Whilst running didn’t appear to be influenced by environmental concern, cycling did. Five
participants (of mixed age and gender) specifically mentioned that running was more for their own
gain, whereas cycling was more for the environment as it could replace car journeys more easily
(with it being a faster mode, therefore easier to travel further distances). That being said, of the five
participants, three of them continued to run-commute often, one infrequently but due to other
factors, and the final participant doesn’t run-commute due to having too many work belongings.
This shows that whilst the environment doesn’t play a role in their decision to run-commute, they
still opted to run-commute if they could, and cycled other days of the week too in replacement of
other transport modes. It didn’t constrain them, it just didn’t encourage them either.
Does influence running
There was only one participant to suggest that the environment would play a role in their decision. It
is also interesting that she is a Geography teacher, especially after the comments from DM and JL
about setting an example to their students.

Participant LD states: “massive really, I’m pretty aware of the environment and environmental issues.
There’s all this data that has come out in lockdown, about improved air quality. It is good to use
alternative forms of transport other than cars. It would play a major part, I am trying to use my car
less. Lots of people are, and I think people will think quite differently when lockdown is over, and will
be more aware of environmental issues”.

She is the only participant to state it would play a ‘major part’ in her decision, LD said she would like
to run-commute but is constrained by the distance (30 miles).
Overall, the environment appears to be more of an added bonus in run-commuting for the majority
of people, however, there are individuals such as LD, who suggest it would be a large factor in their
decision. It would be interesting to compare these findings with a larger sample size in the future.
Concern for impact running has on environment
Something else which arose from the data in terms of the environment was actually the carbon
footprint which run-commuting itself would make.
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Participant KH (works in the fashion industry) stated:

“I feel like I’m more aware of the environment and sustainability than a lot of people. […] I think a lot
of the jobs I had done hinged on it, and all of this sustainability in fashion, like green washing and a
lot of it is like people want this sustainable brand label but they’re actually not. Whereas running to
work, you have made that sustainable choice immediately. If you were driving that’s less petrol. I
think for me it’s a factor, but in the podcast they talked a lot about running shoes and the impact of
lots of people having new running shoes after 300 miles, that’s like the guideline. And they were
saying most of the running shoes that were ever made are still on the planet, like they are never
gunna go, and nobody is considering that impact of it. Obviously running is a sport but in itself, they
were talking about the races and free t-shirts and stuff, not that sustainable. They were saying like
they’ve gone to knitted shoes, so that’s better because there’s no waste, but even then the soles and
stuff you can’t ever get rid of them. But running or cycling is probably the best we can get at
travelling. I do kind of think about it, like it is sustainable.”

Similarly, participant PS stated:

“I am thinking about all of the washing you have to do, and the impact it could have on the
environment, but it is probably better than running a car every day.”

Both of these statements are really interesting, because both of them specifically didn’t say the
environment influenced their decision on whether to run-commute or not. KH mentioned it was an
added bonus, and PS didn’t comment at all. However, they clearly both consider the environment as
they have gone into some detail about how run-commuting could affect the environment, rather
than it being a reason to run-commute. KH also mentioned it in relation to the Amy Lane podcast as
discussed within section 2.8.2. In the future, it would be interesting to explore this in further detail,
to see the actual impact of run-commuting, and how to minimise the environmental damage caused.
It would also be interesting to compare the carbon footprint of run-commuter journeys to other
transport modes in terms of sustainability and their environmental life cycle. That being said, it is
expected that run-commuting and all active travel would be better for the environment than private
cars, but it is a valid point that if run-commuting and active travel is to be encouraged (especially
under the current situation-COVID-19), then it’s impact on the environment should also be
considered and minimised.
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4.1.11 Logistics
This section includes factors such as family logistics, personal belongings, and planning for the runcommute.
Family logistics
Firstly, participants LW, LIB and SA mention the role in which their family logistics play in their ability
to run-commute. LW refers to her children responsibilities in ensuring they are in the right place,
whilst LIB ensures both her and her partner can both get their runs in and walk the dogs. SA
mentions making arrangements with his wife to ensure he had a lift one-way when he rancommuted. All of these points are integral to their ability to run-commute due to their family
commitments.
Personal belongings as a constraint
This appears to be one of the main constraints against run-commuting, as twelve people
commented on it, eleven of which specifically mentioned it as a constraint. The main thing
mentioned was laptops, along with other general daily belongings, some quotes are:

KB: “mainly the reason I don’t is that I have so much clutter so it is just more convenient to cycle but
a couple of times I have”
KH: “negatives would be like having to leave stuff at work because I hate running with stuff. […] I
think it depends if you have like a laptop to bring home, I know some people run with them but I
can’t.”
PS: “It also depends on how much stuff I have with me, like my laptop, otherwise it isn’t comfortable
because it is rubbing on my back.”
MH (commutes daily): “if I had bring loads of equipment to work then that probably would [deter
me].”

Whilst belongings are a consideration for many participants, it doesn’t appear to deter them from
run-commuting unless it’s a significant amount of belongings on a one-off occasion. There are ways
to combat this problem, such as rucksacks and being organised, mentioned by LW. Participant LIB
states “If I’ve not taken my stuff to work the day before then I’m not doing it.” So whilst it is a major
factor, it can be solved through organisation.
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However, both GM and RA mention their lunch in their rucksack as a constraint, for example “the
thought of packing everything into a bag and then running with it is just like a bit terrifying for me. I
can just imagine my lunch exploding like all over my laptop, it just wouldn’t work for me”. This is
more difficult than organising belongings, however it can still be overcome if there are other food
provisions at work.
Similarly, both PH, KH, JL, and KB (all females) mention having to carry toiletries for the shower as a
constraint as shampoo is heavy, along with towels. One mentions a way to overcome this is to
implement toiletries into the workplace showers, or to provide lockers for washbags.
In some cases personal belongings can be detrimental to choosing an alternative mode, like
participant KB, but in the main, it appears to be more of a dis-benefit that can be logistically
managed.
4.1.11.1 Solution to personal belongings
Kit
Participants JL, AR, LIB, and RH, all mention that personal belongings can be overcome by buying the
correct rucksack or running ‘pouch’. Similarly, both JL and RH mention that they used to have to run
with a rucksack, but now they can easily carry a memory stick, therefore it negates the issue of
carrying a laptop. JL mentioned tips in terms of trying to run with a rucksack if it is necessary, stating
that it:
“takes time to get used to it. You have to go out without anything in it and even just having it on your
back and being a bit hotter, and then putting odd things in it. You have to get used to packing it in a
certain way, it’s not necessarily weight but you can’t have anything hard pressing on your back, so
you have to get it as flat as possible.”

This suggests however, that whilst it may be inconvenient she has practised and adapted to the
issue, as opposed to being deterred from run-commuting by it.
Leaving kit at work and being organised
Another alternative as touched upon, is the organisation and logistical planning as a way to combat
carrying personal belongings. For LW and RA, this appears to work, as RA states: “planning is a pain
but you can easily go around it. It wouldn’t stop me from run commuting.” Linking to this is the idea
of having two sets of things. For example, DM mentions having “two laptop and phone chargers, and
two pairs of shoes” in order to negate the issue of carrying too many belongings. KH, PG, and RA also
agree with this by stating they also have duplicates. PG says “[inconvenience] plays a part but it
wouldn’t put me off from doing it”.
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Moreover, JL, LW, and RA, all mention that it is doable if they just pre-plan and factor it into their
day. LW describes it as “it’s like planning for your day to day, dropping the kids off or who’s doing
what for school”.
This emphasises that whilst personal belongings can be a constraint to run-commuting, the issues
around it can often be overcome by the correct kit, or logistical planning. It seems that different
things work for different people, but it is more of an inconvenience than a constraint.

4.1.12 Commitments
There are multiple commitments that participants mentioned which either impact their decision to
run-commute, or are a constraint against it.
4.1.12.1 Family
Family as a pull-factor for run commuting
Family has been mentioned by LW (female) as a reason to run-commute more. Of the twenty
participants, only three of them have children under 16 living with them at the time of the
interviews.

LW states: “I think trying to squeeze a run in more than anything, with the dog and the kids […] just
trying to fit it in when you can.”

However, she also mentions that family can sometimes act as a constraint to her run-commuting
too, for example, mentioning that run-commuting can be easier in the summer when her children
are at their grandparents instead of childminders requiring lifts. She also mentions the constraint of
when her husband is working away, where she has to transport the children around. Once her
children are both in high school she expects run-commuting to become easier, due to the logistics
involved, as at high school they will make their own way there.
It is clear that the relationship between family life and run-commuting is complex due to logistics but
as LW mentions, it can be a pull-factor to run-commuting in order to save time. She mentions that if
her children were ill it wouldn’t be a constraint to run-commuting due to her access to public
transport and taxis.
Similarly, whilst MT (male) doesn’t run-commute, he does say: “anything that would give me more
time with my kids after work would definitely encourage me to run-commute.” However, he also
states that his children could be a constraint if they require car lifts.
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The only other participant with children living with them is MH (female) although she says her family
aren’t a constraint as she run-commutes twice a day regardless. It is interesting to mention that all
three of the participants with families commented on this, however their families didn’t appear to
be a main constraint, and where it is, it is more linked to logistics.
Family as a constraint beyond children
Other family related constraints included visiting parents (LD), logistics in terms of both members
fitting their training runs in (LIB), and visiting partners after work (PG). Similarly, another factor was
dog walking (LIB and PS), who both suggested that if they have walked/ran their dog in the morning
then there would no reason to run-commute having already completed their run with the dogs.
Five different participants also mentioned family as a constraint, however it was either
hypothetically, or speaking about themselves in the past but they weren’t ‘runners’ at the time. It
might have been difficult to access participants who currently have a family and run-commute due
to their limited time. Similarly, participants SA and BD mentioned children as an encouragement to
run-commute, in order to fit their run into their busy schedule, however again, this was
hypothetical.
Children as a constraint
On the other hand, three participants mentioned that having young children would have been a
constraint to run-commuting, due to the logistics of picking them up, and also the limited time they
had in the evenings before their children went to bed. This would therefore encourage them to
choose the fastest mode home. However, if they did run at the time then running may have been
more of a priority for them, and like LW mentioned they may have run-commuted in order to fit
their runs in.
Overall, the concern around families being a constraint seems to be more around the logistics which
come with having children/other responsibilities. It also seems to be a time saving mechanism in
order to have more time with their families in the evenings. It was interesting that of the thirteen
participants which commented on family, seven were aged 31-60, the three participants within the
51-60 category were all commenting on how it would have affected them in the past, whereas the
other five were current factors. The only two in the 21-30 category either discussed family
commitments hypothetically for others, or commented on dogs rather than children or carers.
4.1.12.2 Social commitments
Alternatively, there may be social commitments involved in their decision. Five participants
commented on this, the first three (21-30 age category) mentioned not having the flexibility after
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work to do social activities having ran-commuted. Participant KB (41-50) mentioned it in relation to
time, highlighting she was time pressured one day per week as she leads Brownies, therefore she
“wouldn’t think to run-commute that day because I know I can get home quicker by cycling.”
Similarly, RH (over 70, retired) mentions his social commitments at the time of working, including:

“getting to the pub [near work with colleagues] when work was finished. And y’know having a pint or
a pint and a half doesn’t really work well with running home afterwards.”

This highlights that social commitments can be a constraint to run-commuting but are unlikely to
impact run-commuters daily. It was also interesting that most of those who commented were
younger than those who commented on family as a constraint, therefore as priorities in life change,
it appears so do the constraints to run-commuting.
4.1.12.3 Other sporting commitments
16/20 participants commented on sporting commitments in relation to run-commuting.
Running Club
Many participants (9) referred to attending running club as a constraint to run-commuting. They
mentioned that on those days they wouldn’t run-commute as they didn’t want to run twice in one
day. They also mentioned incorporating running club and run-commuting into their weekly plan, for
example two days commuting, two days at running club, and one night off. Both genders and a
range of ages agreed with these statements.
Some examples are:

DM: “On Mondays and Wednesdays I didn’t run commute cos I had training.”
BD: “I wouldn’t wanna run to work if I had joggers in the evening. Or if I had a run planned with
somebody, then I wouldn’t run to work.”
SA: “If it was a run night at Elswick Harriers then I’ll be running anyway covering about 14k to get
there, do the session and run back, and the time involved. So I wouldn’t need to run commute
because then running would be encroaching on the day a bit more.”

Two other participants didn’t mention running club as a constraint, but more how strenuous their
running sessions had been. Equally, they both mentioned “big races” as a constraint as they would
need to rest their legs.
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Other exercise
Aside from running club, four different participants mentioned other exercise as being a constraint.
This included strength training, the gym, and swimming.
4.1.12.4 Work commitments
There were 26 codes for work commitments within NVivo, therefore emphasising how significant
work commitments are. 12/20 mentioned work commitments, two said it didn’t impact their
decision. An example is SA, who suggested work didn’t pose a concern as he could:
“choose to run whenever I like within the constraints of when the work needs to be done. […] as [he]
is self-employed.”

The type of work people undertake appears to be a constraint, in terms of time, amount of
belongings, and unpredictability. This is particularly impacts JL (teacher), who commented:
“it’s just the type of job I’m doing as well you’re in in the morning and you want to make sure you
have everything set up for your day, and you probably are a little bit anxious, I would definitely run
home though. And also having to start quite early in the mornings at a set time. And also not
knowing what the day is gunna bring at you”.

Similarly, GM mentions the mental strain of her job.
Unpredictability
Aside from the unknown of what the day will bring, there is also the unpredictability of location for
some people, especially those on site visits or who travel as part of their job.

Participant PC says: “It is an office job with site visits […] my schedule is unpredictable, like I don’t
know when I will be working late. That’s why my priority is on convenience because I need to be
flexible, especially if I have to stay late and then I don’t want [to use active travel home] after
8:30pm.”

Therefore highlighting the complexity, as the unpredictability is also linked to time of day in terms of
becoming a constraint. Similarly, KH (works in the fashion industry), commented saying she would be
at a different location the following day, therefore the logistics were too difficult to plan. Similarly, in
terms of local travel, three other participants agreed with KH. GM said “I was a carer, people lived all
over the place, and the buses wouldn’t always go to their house.”, therefore running wasn’t viable as
she would have nowhere to shower, something which later in her transcript she discusses as a
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necessity. This was the same for AR, and DN, but in terms of national travel. However, whilst it is a
constraint to AR occasionally, it doesn’t prevent her from run-commuting. DN says that he would
“certainly” run-commute as much as possible if it was viable.
Physical work
Physical work as a constraint was only briefly mentioned, as these participants were difficult to
access, possibly due to shift work. One participant mentioned her sister as a police officer,
suggesting that she can’t run-commute due to the physical day/shift which policing requires.

She also mentioned that in terms of herself, she “physically wouldn’t have the capacity to run 5k
home [she] would be on [her] feet all day and it would be the last thing you want to do."

KH also mentions ‘nurses’ as not being able to run-commute, however BD is a doctor, and she
suggests that she run-commutes as a way of fitting her run into a 4 day night shift schedule. Having
said that, she did say that it would be a problem during the winter if she was running past 9pm. KB
also mentioned finishing late as a constraint in regards to working commitments.
Two participants agreed that office work tends to lend itself well to run-commuting as opposed to
physical work (both workers in offices and run-commute). Particularly within office work, meetings
appear to be a constraint to run-commuting, with four participants mentioning this as a constraint
due to wanting to look professional and being prepared for their meeting, rather than worrying
about running and the logistics around it.
Private car required
Three participants (mental health worker, GP, and engineer) all mention that sometimes they would
require access to their private car as it was integral to their job role, meaning they would be unable
to run-commute. For RA, this would only impact him once per week so he could still run-commute
on the other days, but for the other two participants it would prevent them from run-commuting
altogether whilst fulfilling that role (GM in the past, BD in the future once changed from hospital
doctor to GP).
Belongings
The final factor linking to work commitments is belongings for their job role. Four participants
mentioned this, three of which were teachers, specifically mentioning the need for a car to transport
student’s work. Whilst this would be a constraint some days, two of three are run-commuters, and
the other said she would do it if the distance was acceptable. Therefore, whilst belongings can be a
constraint some of the time, it doesn’t prevent them from run-commuting altogether. On the flip
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side, participant PH (gardener) is completely constrained by her job role, as she has too many tools
to carry, and she visits multiple locations so couldn’t leave anything behind.
Overall, work commitments seem to constrain people some of the time, rather than fully preventing
them from being able to run-commute. The main occasions where it fully constrains them is
requiring a private car, having belongings every working day, national travelling, and undertaking a
physical job. These factors would be difficult to overcome, therefore highlighting that runcommuting doesn’t work for everyone. That being said, 18/20 participants weren’t fully constrained
by their jobs, only partially or not at all. One mentioned being constrained in a future role, but as her
roles change, her ability to run-commute will also change.

4.1.13 Presentation at work
Another factor influencing one’s decision to run-commute is looking presentable at work. Of the five
participants who specifically mentioned presentation as a constraint, three of them were women,
and the other two were international males (both Europeans-one living in the UK, one returning to
home country after a year). The following statements highlight this:
GM: “I would be worried about getting into work late and not looking professional with mascara
down my face.”
LD: “I think you try to look professional, and if you get there and you are all weather beaten and your
hairs wet, especially for women who tend to have longer hair, I think I would feel quite
unprofessional if I ever arrived after bad weather. […] Like I say for feeling smart and clean and
professional. You don’t want to run and look a mess, I don’t want to.”
AR: “I was working in a government ministry, so quite often I had to look reasonably smart. So if I
hadn’t been able to leave heels, makeup that would’ve been a pain. Working in universities less so,
y’know academics particularly researchers can look fairly scruffy.”
RA: “I would say, I’m a quality engineer, and it is in-between customer and production. So I have to
be smart at work, or if you are meeting a customer your hair has to be sorted. But usually these
things are planned in advance so I could get around it. So I would say like 50/50, it’s like
[occupation’s] not really a reason, but some specific days it would affect me.”

The first two participant statements are referring to their presentation at work for their own
presentation, referring to them personally feeling professional as opposed to it being a specific
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requirement of their job. Although, arguably most jobs require professionalism. AR is slightly
different to the first two, having mentioned her presentation in relation to which job role she had.
She mentioned her presentation at work being more important whilst working in a government
ministry as opposed to working in a university. Similarly, RA mentioned his presentation in relation
to his work too. He stated that he has to look presentable on days where he is meeting a client. He
states “it’s not really a reason but some specific days it would affect me”. This highlights that
presentation at work differs per the individual, but also by the job role. Therefore, for jobs where
presentation is important, maybe employers could implement facilities.
Participant PS stated: “it is important I feel comfortable at work when I’m there all day”, so rather
than his visual presentation, it appears more important about how he feels. It is interesting, as
nobody else mentioned this, even the ones who commented on their presentation.
Run home to remain presentable
Two participants (LD and MH) said they would consider running home instead of running into the
office if they didn’t have access to showers in order to remain presentable. MH did say that she has
got washed in the toilets at work before and used a cupboard, but she would rather run home so she
“didn’t look a mess”.
It is interesting that no British males commented on their presentation at all, however, this may be
due to the small sample size, as opposed to something to take note of. That being said, one
participant (SA- an employer) mentioned that he hasn’t “ever worried about showers because once
you’ve cooled down, as long as you’re reasonably hygienic and wash daily then you don’t stink and
fresh sweat doesn’t really smell.”, therefore inferring he specifically isn’t concerned by his
presentation, especially not to the lengths of some of the other participants.
He also mentioned that he did have:

“One woman did say to [him] that she did think it was more important for women to have a shower
after a run. But I thought well but men sweat generally is stronger smelling than women’s, so I just
thought that’s generally how she felt about herself rather than a general comment. It depends on
your priority, if running is more of a priority than putting your make-up on then you’ll run.”

This reiterates that possibly presentation at work is a factor which influences women more than
men, although this would have to be researched in greater detail to say this for sure.
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4.1.14 Runner confidence
A couple of participants also referred to runner’s confidence as a potential factor (or rather a
constraint). They both mentioned this in relation to others as opposed to a factor influencing
themselves.
PH stated: “I think you would have to be a runner and a reasonably confident runner in the first place
to do it, it wouldn’t be somewhere you would start if you were learning to run.”
RA stated: “The amount of years you will need to be able to do it, like an experienced runner.”

This is a very interesting factor to explore, however, within the time constraints of this project it was
difficult to access these types of runners. Similarly, by the nature of them being less confident, they
are potentially less likely to put themselves forward for an interview or focus group which is about
running. Handy and Xing (2011) mention confidence as a deterrent to cyclists, therefore it has the
potential to influence run-commuters too.

4.1.15 Concluding RQ 1 and 2
In conclusion to the factors involved in people’s decision to run-commute, it is very clear that
multiple factors often interlink and play a role simultaneously, for example personal safety and
seasons, and distance and time. Therefore, this emphasises the complexity of understanding when
and why people choose to run-commute.
That being said, the main patterns found were that distance played a large role for the majority of
participants, whether it be to allow for run-commuting, or to constrain it. Similarly, infrastructure,
particularly facilities appear to play a huge role to all participants, of varying ages, genders, and
active minutes per week. Another factor which emerged was concern for personal safety, this
appeared particularly prominent for women, where some men even commented on the risk to
women. Moreover, run-commuting as a more efficient transport mode to others also played a
factor, especially in relation to London transport (Underground and buses), and trains nationally.
The main benefits of run-commuting (which are often pull-factors) appeared to be saving time,
especially in relation to family commitments, and improved health (both physical and mental). The
weather/seasons and time of day were also influential factors in the participants’ decision to/or not
to run-commute. Some of the other factors, which didn’t appear to impact the majority of
participants but were still prominent in some people’s decisions include saving money and
environmental concern.
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That main constraints to emerge from this research were distance, especially when over 12 miles,
along with having to carry personal belongings, and the logistics involved within that. Furthermore,
commitments, whether it be social, family, work, or other exercises, played a significant role, with
almost all of the participants mentioning at least one of those commitments. Similarly, other
constraints mentioned included the utility of other modes being more appealing, requiring neat
presentation at work (whether it be for the job role, or personal preference), and the confidence of
the runner.
Research Question 3
3. What factors might encourage more people to run-commute and what can employers do to
improve this?

4.2 Encouragements
This section will discuss some encouragements for non-run-commuters, and to encourage current
run-commuters to do it more often. The ideas discussed within this section have come directly from
the participants, or are ideas of the researcher based on what the participants have contributed.

4.2.1 Infrastructure
17/20 participants mentioned improved infrastructure as an incentive for them.
4.2.1.1 Facilities
The main incentive was to have facilities, with 16/20 mentioning them. The facilities which were
discussed predominantly include showers, lockers, kitchens, and changing/drying rooms. The quality
of the facilities, especially in regards to gender separation is also likely to encourage run-commuting,
along with the location of the facilities; they should be easily accessible. Having these facilities would
make the difference between being able to run-commute and not being able to for a number of
participants, therefore they are crucial to encouraging run-commuting.
Examples are in table 4 below.
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Table 4: Participant opinions on facilities as an encouragement to run-commuting.

Two other facilities were mentioned that weren’t as popular, these were air conditioning and having
water fountains in parks and around run-commuting routes. Having water fountains may help to
alleviate the problem with carrying belongings (no need to have a water pack or bottle), and air
conditioning would encourage people to continue to run during warm weather.
4.2.1.2 Routes

Similarly, eight participants mentioned improving road infrastructure as an encouragement to runcommute. This could include creating ‘running corridors’, or separating the pavement traffic, with
separate space for runners, cyclists, and walkers. This would make run-commuting easier and would
increase run-commuters’ perceived safety.
See table 5 below for examples.
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Table 5: Participant opinions on better route infrastructure as an encouragement to run-commuting.

4.2.2 Government Incentives

13/20 participants mentioned government incentives to encourage themselves and others to runcommute. This could include things like a run2work scheme, like the existing cycle2work scheme.
This would give a reduction on the cost of running shoes/kit (possibly 25%), in order to encourage
new people to take up run-commuting, and to encourage existing run-commuters to make it a habit.
This could be particularly useful for clothes like waterproof jackets and rucksacks, which would be
essential for run-commuting for some people, but are often expensive. Other participants
mentioned vouchers in general for sporting equipment, as opposed to a set discount on running kit,
or vouchers for food at work.
Some statements mentioned are in table 6 below.
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Table 6: Participant opinions on government incentives as an encouragement to run-commuting.

However, three participants commented on the potential for people to exploit an incentive, such as
a run2work scheme. Two mentioned taking up the incentive, but it not encouraging them to runcommute any more than they already do. That being said, one of them still liked to idea, stating:

“I think if someone is thinking I really need to improve my health I think I will start running, God it’s
quite a lot to buy all the kit. Oh I see I can get a load of money off through a tax incentive scheme
then I’ll do it. It might keep people running who would otherwise give up, it might get people into it,
and the people who run anyway just get a benefit, but it might keep them running too. Running is
easy to do but it’s even easier not to do”.

One participant mentioned harder measures, such as reducing car parking spaces, or putting
charging in place, as it would encourage non-run-commuters to start being more active, and they
would get more benefits from it if their existing mode became more expensive.
Furthermore, the government or employers could implement an app which logs run-commutes, and
offers rewards for the amount of CO2 which is saved (this incentive was discussed with the director
at PJA Transport Planning Consulting via email).
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4.2.3 Employer
Thirteen participants mentioned that their employer could do more to encourage them to runcommute, these include having incentives, running internal competitions, allowing flexible time,
promoting active travel, and being understanding of people who choose to run-commute.
4.2.3.1 Incentives
Five participants mentioned that their employers could incentivise run-commuting, through similar
means to that of government incentives. It could include vouchers for running kit, a run2work
scheme, but also extra benefits for those who run-commute, such as ‘perk box’, a platform which
gives discounts and ‘freebies’ to employees. Similarly, one participant mentioned having office space
with an accessible gym nearby, as his colleagues ran-commuted to the gym (besides work) every
day.
It has also been suggested that workplaces could create standardised packs of toiletries, in order to
eliminate the problem of carrying them. It could work like a coffee club, where each active
commuter pays into the pot monthly, and enjoys the use of toiletries provided in the shower rooms.
Employers could also provide refreshments.
Some examples can be found in table 7:

Table 7: Participant opinions on employer incentives as an encouragement to run-commuting.

4.2.3.2 Competitions
Three participants mention employers introducing internal competitions, for example, gaining points
for each commute which is active (including running, cycling, and walking, with most points given to
running as it is generally considered to be more strenuous than cycling, second points to cycling, and
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lowest points to walking). Another participant mentions a potential competition on who has
completed the most mileage whilst run-commuting within a month. This incentive should encourage
current run-commuters to do it more often, perhaps creating a habit, whilst encouraging new runcommuters to join.
Participant PS suggests: “In the Netherlands, [city] there was a lift and it was a 9 floor building, and

on the other side of the building there [were] stairs, and on each of the floors they had the numbers
of steps all the way up so you could see how many you’ve done so like 500, 1000, etc. Also they had a
stepometer in your telephone so if you calculate how many, and over a year the person who did the
most would get some kind of present. […] it was like a competition between employees ran by the
employer.
So if it is a big office, then the owner could think of an incentive, like how many times you have runcommuted then it could become a habit, so then people will do it by themselves without the
incentives, so that could be a way.”

Similarly, workplaces could advertise charity running events, and encourage their employees to take
part, as thirteen participants mentioned training for events an encouragement to run-commute.
4.2.3.3 Flexibility
The most mentioned incentive which employers could do, is to allow their staff to work flexible
hours, and open their office early to allow run-commuters to prepare themselves for the working
day. Eight participants mentioned this, as it would take some of the time pressure away from runcommuters, therefore making the commute easier to plan. However, three participants said they
would run home instead if they didn’t have flexible time, so it would act as an encouragement to
run-commute more often/both ways.
See table 8 below for examples.
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Table 8: Participant opinions on employers introducing flexible working hours as an encouragement to runcommuting.

4.2.3.4 Promoting active travel
Another thing employers could do, is just generally promote active travel as a viable commute
mode. This would allow potential run-commuters to consider it, who maybe haven’t before. Four
participants mentioned this, some examples are (table 9):

Table 9: Participant opinions on employers promoting active travel as an encouragement to run-commuting.

Similarly, MH mentions promoting tips on run-commuting, such as the correct kit and best places to
purchase it.
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4.2.3.5 Understanding and attitude
The final thing employers could do is to be more understanding of run-commuters and take active
travel seriously. This would make it easier as their employer would be considerably more
accommodating to their needs (Handy and Xing, 2011). Some examples are in table 10:

Table 10: Participant opinions on employers being understanding of active travellers as an encouragement to
run-commuting.

4.2.4 Groups
Twelve participants mentioned that either running in a group or with someone else would
encourage them to run-commute more. However, this may only be beneficial to some runcommuters, as five participants said it wouldn’t encourage them. The benefits it would provide, as
mentioned by participants, include the social aspect (having someone to chat to, which is a benefit
over cycling, as stated by PH), as well as the competition element and encouragement to run faster
which makes the run-commute as useful as a training session. It could also make runners feel safer,
especially during darkness as mentioned previously.
There are different ways to implement this, the first is to create an internal run-commuting club
within the workplace. A second is to encourage and create social media pages such as Facebook and
WhatsApp groups where local runners can arrange their own commutes. This wouldn’t necessarily
be the same workplace, just broadly similar locations. Similarly, creating a community app was
suggested by a participant. This would allow people to see who was out running on the same
morning, although, there could be issues around privacy. It could work best if it is set up like Strava
where there is a choice of privacy settings and it is possible for people to manage who sees their
runs. A final suggestion would be to encourage run-commuting amongst running clubs, by
advertising run-commuting. It would allow already like-minded people to arrange their own
commutes together. Similarly, some running clubs have their own ‘Couch to 5K’ schemes, if they
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incorporated this into run-commuting, it could encourage new runners to start run-commuting. This
would probably work best in a suburban area, with most people commuting into a city centre. See
table 11 for examples.

Table 11: Participant opinions on groups as an encouragement to run-commuting.

4.2.5 Normalising Active Travel
Another encouragement is normalising active travel in general, eight participants mentioned this. If
it became a more ‘normal’ way to commute then more people would consider it. The main point
mentioned would be that people within the workplace wouldn’t comment when people do it,
therefore making showering much easier, especially for people who are less confident, or have
started a new job. This was also mentioned by other academics within chapter 2 (Daley and Rissel,
2011; Bonham and Koth, 2010; Aldred, 2013; Steinbach et al, 2011), however referring to active
travel as opposed to running.
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See table 12 for examples:

Table 12: Participant opinions on normalising active travel as an encouragement to run-commuting.

4.2.6 Only personal goals
Only two participants mentioned ‘nothing’ when asked how could run-commuting be improved or
encouraged, both of which stick to tight training schedules and run-commute as much as they wish
to, despite any other encouragements. However, one thing that was mentioned was increased
personal goals, as SA states:
“I have much longer weekly targets, so that could make me run commute more because I’m used to
running more in general”, and MH states: “If I was really fast it would be loads better, in half an hour
that would be really good.”

This emphasises that personal running goals can be the driving factor for some to run-commute,
regardless of other factors. SA mentions running as a priority in his life, therefore makes time for it
as a commute.
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4.3 The impact of COVID-19 on run-commuting and the future
4.3.1 COVID-19’s impact on run-commuting
Triggered run-commuting
One participant mentioned that COVID-19 triggered her to consider run-commuting in the first
place, suggesting that the prospect of not being able to leave the house (during lockdown) caused
her to be more creative with her running (making it her commute). She also mentioned her
increased working hours (as a doctor), so it was a way of fitting her run into her day. In terms of
continuing this, she stated:
“I hope that I’ll keep trying to run-commute even after COVID-19 but I guess the more the other
things start up again in the evenings, like running club and the possibility to go swimming, then I
might less because then I would end up doing like three runs in a day. I wouldn’t want to runcommute at the sacrifice of other things.”

As she hopes to run-commute into the future, but is concerned about sacrificing other activities, she
may consider run-commuting a few times per week as opposed to everyday. This is because she also
stated “I want to keep doing it but not all the time”.
Run-commuting more as a result of COVID-19

Six participants mentioned that they would be more likely to run-commute now, due to the
guidance on avoiding public transport. AR mentioned that every time she goes into the city, she
either runs or cycles, whether it be work related or personal. She (who is currently working from
home) also states that “whether [she] could run-commute at least one way would be a big factor in
choosing a place to work”. Therefore suggesting the impact of COVID-19 will be long lasting.
Participant DM also mentions that he would run-commute to reduce time spent on public transport.

He states: “In terms of COVID-19, I would as long as the fitness allowed me to, I would run more,
because if I could run more and avoid public transport, it would be less exposure and less risk.”

This therefore, highlights the direct impact of COVID-19 on his decision to run-commute.
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MT adds to this by suggesting that:

“with COVID-19 my decision to run-commute would be to encourage me because active travel has
been highlighted by the government and the WHO as one of the safest means to travel, whereby you
are going into contact with less people. So instead of going to public transport where I have a high
risk of being infected, as long as the virus is still around, I would rather run to work. In the future, I
see myself going back to the usual means so public transport and the private car, as long as it is
discovered that the infection rates are low or it is safe to use public transport.”

His take is different to that of the other participants as he mentions that run-commuting would be
short term for him, and that he intends to return to other transport modes post-COVID-19. This
would be interesting to follow-up on, as he could create a habit out of run-commuting, even though
he intends not to.

PC (non-run-commuter) suggests: “To be really honest after COVID-19 I am very open to new things, I
don’t want to rule anything out […] COVID-19 plans changes things because it will give people a
whole new way of commuting, if using the car becomes a pain. Like the plans for Grey Street. Then it
will be easier to run or cycle. […] There is the health aspect as well, because with COVID-19, people
will want to build up strength to diseases to fight infection. […] the generalised cost of each mode will
mean that it could be better to use active travel.”

He therefore suggests that he would now consider run-commuting, and active travel in general as a
response to COVID-19, specifically mentioning current transport plans within city centres, to deter
private cars and encourage active travel.
Similarly, two participants suggest that improved air quality as a result of COVID-19 lockdown has
encouraged them, and others who they know, to run-commute and use active travel more often.
One suggests that she hopes there is some longevity to it, as more people will consider their
environmental impact post-COVID-19.
No change
Three participants mention that COVID-19 hasn’t influenced their decision to run-commute at all,
stating that when their offices open they intend to go back to run-commuting everyday as they did
previously. However, one did comment say:
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“I don’t expect it to influence my decision in the future. But I’d say I’d feel safer running or cycling
than using public transport.”

LW mentions that COVID-19 wouldn’t influence her as she has the same constraints as she had
beforehand (family logistics), therefore COVID-19 would only encourage her to run-commute more if
she didn’t “have to drop [her daughter] off at the childminders.”
Similarly, LIB mentions that she would have ran-commuted more without COVID-19 due to working
from home, but also because she has been able to fit her weekly mileage in throughout the day,
rather than using run-commuting as a time saving mechanism.
GM (non-run-commuter) mentioned that she would be more inclined to drive in response to COVID19, as “roads are a lot quieter and there’s a lot more parking spaces in the offices”. Therefore,
COVID-19 hasn’t encouraged her to start run-commuting, and the constraints she had to runcommuting before still restrict her (mainly distance and route).
Constraints to run-commuting due to social distancing measures
Two participants commented on running being more difficult in certain sections of their run due to
thin pavements. This could therefore become a new constraint to run-commuting, as both of them
mentioned being pushed onto the road where it isn’t safe, to allow other active
travellers/pedestrians to use the pavement. This suggests that active travel lanes should be
considered in transport plans (as are already being considered in many places) in order to encourage
and allow current active travellers to continue run-commuting safely.

4.3.2 Future
In regards to COVID-19, it has been mentioned that run-commuters hope this will be the push
required for employers to understand the needs of active travellers. Similarly, some participants
suggested that there should naturally be more run-commuters than there were pre-COVID-19, as
many have picked it up as a hobby within lockdown (as mentioned by Cook (2020) too). As local
authorities are already considering, the main concern from participants was for infrastructure to be
implemented quickly in order to sustain the new interest in active travel and exercise in general.
In terms of the future more generally, only three participants made comments outside COVID-19
impacts. They all suggested that the only thing that is likely to impact them is the financial burden of
other modes, such as if there was an increase in the price of petrol, which would encourage them to
run-commute more often to save money.
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4.3.3 Conclusion of RQ3
As discussed there are multiple ways (both hard and soft measures) in which run-commuting can be
encouraged. The most popular amongst the participants (16/20) appeared to be improving the
facilities such as showers, lockers, drying rooms, and common areas within the workplace. Similarly,
eight others mentioned creating specific running lanes/space, in order to improve safety from mixing
with other modes. Additional encouragements which were widely discussed by participants, are
government incentives (with 13/20 mentioning them), along with help from their employer. This
included internal competitions, incentives, flexible working hours, promotion of active travel, and for
employers to be understanding of the needs of active commuters. Groups and social running also
appeared to be a popular encouragement, which could be informal, through the employer, or a
community group or app. The final main encouragement discussed was normalising run-commuting.
The encouragements discussed within this research aim to provide viable options for promoting runcommuting, and encouraging new people to start. This is particularly useful in the current time
(COVID-19) as active travel plans are being discussed in great length across the transport industry.
This research aims to aid policy makers and provide examples of incentives which could be trialled.
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Chapter 5.0: Recommendations and Future Work
Firstly, the aim of this dissertation was to explore the extent to which run-commuting is viable and
the factors which influence it. However, in order to progress this research further, a similar study
involving questionnaires could be beneficial, in order to gain larger numbers of participants,
therefore making the data acquired more statistically significant. Exact numbers could encourage
and assist policy making. This research determines a suitable list of factors which can create a topic
guide for a future questionnaire.
Similarly, whilst some characteristics and demographics of each participant were collected, it was
difficult to make any substantial patterns between them, therefore, it would be interesting and
useful to explore how the factors discussed within this research impact people by their gender, age,
ethnicity, and physical health for example. Examples which have emerged from this research include
a potential link between personal safety and females, along with their requirements for facilities.
Furthermore, the impact of different occupations should be explored within more detail, as some
participant’s mentioned office work (white-collar), which lends itself to run-commuting more. It
would be beneficial to access blue-collar workers, to better understand their needs and ability to
run-commute. This was also mentioned as an area of interest by Cook (2017).
Further recommendations include exploring the different types of run-commuter in greater depth,
especially potential run-commuters, and the factors that impact them. Similarly, it would be
interesting to study the impact runner’s confidence has on their decision to run-commute. This may
be easier through the use of questionnaires, as opposed to interviews and focus groups (within this
research), as it may be easier for less confident people, who may also be less confident runners.
Studying this could add to the understanding of the potential for new run-commuters, and the
factors currently constraining them. Similarly, run-commuters with young families also appeared to
be difficult to access within this study (having only three). Accessing these types of people could
allow for further understanding of the impact of family commitments and family life on runcommuting. Many of the participants in this study who commented on the impact of their children,
were talking hypothetically as they weren’t ‘runners’ when they had a young family, but have picked
it up as they got older. These types of people may be difficult to access due to the nature of them
having limited time.
Another recommendation is to explore run-commuting beyond the UK. This research was
predominantly UK (North East) based, with only a small number of international participants,
similarly, Cook’s work (2017) was also UK based. The international participants within this research
raised constraints to run-commuting that the UK runners didn’t. Therefore, it would be interesting to
understand the different challenges facing different countries, to better understand where run-
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commuting is viable. Challenges mentioned within this research include medical costs,
infrastructure, and seasonal extreme weather.
It would be beneficial to consider and focus on running as a transport mode in general, rather than
solely a commuting mode. This is because three participants (GM, JL, and MT) mentioned using
running as a mode of transport to travel to the gym/exercise facility. Similarly, GM mentioned
running for errands, such as to and from the Post Office, despite her not choosing to run as a
commute. Similarly, participant JL used to run-commute, and MT doesn’t run-commute. This
emphasises the potential to explore running as a transport mode, rather than as a commute.
As also mentioned by Cook (2017), there could be further research into the minimum and maximum
distances which are acceptable for run-commuting, whilst this was discussed within the research,
more data would solidify the distances deemed most appropriate (for both maximum and
minimum).
The final recommendation would be to consider, in numerical figures, the amount of greenhouse
gases which can be saved from run-commuting, and therefore the real impact which run-commuting
can and is providing as a response to environmental concern. That being said, there should also be
more research into the impact which run-commuting is having on the environment, such as the life
cycle of running shoes, as discussed under section 4.1.10. Similarly, there could be more research
and development into the environmental sustainability of running kit by sporting companies,
therefore minimising any environmental impacts runners cause. Moreover, outside of academia,
there could also be trials of some of the encouragements mentioned under section 4.2, as well as
academic research into the potential success of the encouragements and incentives listed in that
section.
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Chapter 6.0: Conclusion
In conclusion, running as a transport mode is largely unaccounted for within academia, with Cook
(2014a; 2017) being the only person to consider it, and his work is currently unpublished. The
entirety of this dissertation has been thought-provoking, especially during the current time of
environmental concern and COVID-19. It has provided a starting point, and insight into the extent to
which run-commuting should be considered an active travel mode, and the factors which influence
run-commuters’ decisions. Whilst this has provided a relatively small sample of qualitative research,
it has outlined key areas of interest for future study, and highlighted the benefits of run-commuting.
As mentioned, a quantitative approach to further research would be useful, in order to gain
statistically significant results on this topic.
This research has found that running is generally considered to be a transport mode, with Strava
users increasing (along with their amount of users run-commuting), and with the participants within
this study who regularly choose to run as their commute. Similarly, whilst participating in an email
discussion with a director at PJA Transport Consulting he said “running should definitely be
considered an active travel mode and is growing in importance and fills that gap between a walk that
is perhaps considered to be too long to be done in a time efficient way and a ride which requires
access to a bicycle”. The general consensus from this research shows that whilst run-commuting is
viable, it is often only partially used (2-3 times per week), rather than other transport modes which
can provide more stable (5 days a week) commuting modes. When considered as a partial
commuting mode, it is largely paired with the use of public transport (eight participants), private
cars (seven participants), and cycling (three participants)1. That being said, two participants did
mention run-commuting two-ways 5 days a week, therefore for some people it is a viable
commuting mode alone.
The most acceptable distances to consider run-commuting appears to lie between 1 mile and above
10 miles, the most common run-commuting length of this study laid between 4-8 miles. This is
comparable to the work of Cook (2014a). The most acceptable distance for a two-way commute
appeared to be approximately 5K (3.1 miles), although the two participants who run/intend to run 5
days a week run/will run 4 and 5 miles each respectively. In terms of length of time commuting, the
general consensus seems to lie somewhere between 30-60 minutes, with one more participant
mentioning 30 minutes as a suitable distance than the participants who mentioned 60. This seems to

1

Some participants did use two forms of transport modes alongside running, but the researcher selected their
most common one for the figures listed here.
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depend on the person, however, 60 minutes seemed to be a cut off point for many. This highlights
when run-commuting is and isn’t viable.
This dissertation found similar factors to that of the literature on active travel modes in general,
including confidence, facilities, personal and road safety, air quality, and seasons/time of day.
Similarly, this research found that different factors affect different countries, which is similar to that
in chapter 2, where Bassett et al (2008) discussed the factors affecting cyclists which differed
between Canada and Europe.
To conclude the factors influencing run-commuting mentioned within this research, the main ones
which have emerged include, facilities, safety (both personal and road), health benefits (both
physical and mental), time saving, weather/seasons, and training for events. All factors listed above
have been mentioned by thirteen or more participants (of a total of 20). Some of them interlink,
making the decision more complex, for example safety and seasonal darkness, and time saving and
training for events. As well as having 13/20 participants discuss them, they have had more than 20
codes within NVivo, therefore emphasising their significance as they have been mentioned on
multiple occasions. Other factors, where less than thirteen participants mentioned them but they
are still important, and in some cases are considered the most important to some individuals, are
being time pressured (particularly on a morning), logistics of the run-commute, the pleasantness of
the route, complexity of the route (including stoppage time), air quality, saving money, alternative
modes, the environment and other commitments.
In terms of those factors being constraints, the ones which seem to influence run-commuting the
most, and in some cases prevent one from doing it are distance, facilities, work and other sporting
commitments, and having to carry personal belongings. Other constraints (which either don’t impact
many participants, or don’t prevent run-commuting, only act as an inconvenience to it) are the use
of better alternative modes, family commitments (this could be greater if more participants had
young families as discussed previously), presentation at work, and runner’s confidence levels.
Section 4.2 outlines multiple ways of encouraging run-commuting, to ensure it continues growing in
popularity (Strava, 2018). Encouragements have been concluded in detail under section 4.3.3, but
overall this section aims to highlight improvements which would make a difference to people
deciding to run-commute more often, or to start in the first place. This dissertation will hopefully
work to add to the current active travel modes (cycling and walking), which are already considered
to be established modes of transport.
Overall, this research has highlighted that running should be considered a viable and useful mode of
commuting, and transport mode in general. It identifies areas of interest and has provided a baseline

109

of the main factors influencing peoples’ decisions, alongside potential encouragements, both of
which can be explored in further detail in the future. The factors found can be used to create
questionnaires, which will give more statistical significance, and the encouragements can be trialled.
This study has proven particularly apt due to the ongoing discussions around COVID-19, and the
future of active travel within the transport industry, as mentioned previously. It is hoped that this
research will aid policy and practices into run-commuting in the near future.

110

7.0: Bibliography
Aldred, R. (2013). Incompetent or too competent? Negotiating everyday cycling identities in a
motor dominated society. Mobilities, 8(2), 252–271. doi: 10.1080/17450101.2012.696342
Alton, D., Adab, p., Roberts, l., Barrett, T., (2007) Relationship between walking levels and
perceptions of the local neighbourhood environment. Arch Dis Child. 92:29-33
Bazeley, P. and Richards, L., (2000). The NVivo qualitative project book. Sage.
Besser, L., and Dannenberg, A. (2005). Walking to public transit: Steps to help meet physical
activity recommendations. American Journal of Preventative Medicine 29 no. 4: 273–280.
Better Sore than Sorry (2018) ‘So I finally ran to work! Run Commute by Iain.’ [online] Available
at: http://bettersorethansorry.co.uk/blog/run-commute/ [Accessed:6/2/20]
Biehl, A., Chen, Y., Sanabria-Véaz, K., Uttal, D. and Stathopoulos, A., (2019). Where does active
travel fit within local community narratives of mobility space and place?. Transportation
research part A: policy and practice, 123, pp.269-287.
Bonham, J., and Koth, B. (2010). Universities and the cycling culture. Transportation Research
Part D, 15, 94–102. doi: 10.1016/j.trd.2009.09.006
Bopp, M., Behrens, T.K. and Velecina, R., (2014). Associations of weight status, social factors, and
active travel among college students. American Journal of Health Education, 45(6), pp.358-367.
Bopp, M., Kaczynski, A.T. and Besenyi, G., (2012). Active commuting influences among
adults. Preventive Medicine, 54(3-4), pp.237-241.
Braun, V. and Clarke, V., (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative research in
psychology, 3(2), pp.77-101.
Braun, V. and Clarke, V., (2012). Thematic analysis.
Bryman, A., (2001). Social research methods. At Global Development Network: RAPNet, Bridging
Research and Policy. Accessed 11.28. 06.
Buehler, R., (2011). Determinants of transport mode choice: a comparison of Germany and the
USA. Journal of transport geography, 19(4), pp.644-657.
Buehler, B. (2012). Determinants of bicycle commuting in the Washington, DC region: The role of
bicycle parking, cyclist showers, and free car parking at work. Transportation Research Part D,
17, 525–531. doi: 10.1016/j.trd.2012.06.003

111

Buehler, R., & Pucher, J. (2012). Cycling to work in 90 large American cities: New evidence on the
role of bike paths and lanes. Transportation, 39, 409–432. doi: 10.1007/s11116-011-9355-8
Carver, A., Salmon, J., Campbell,K., Baur, L., Garnett, S., Crawford, D., (2005) How do perceptions
of local neighbourhood relate to adolescent’s walking and cycling?. American Journal of Health
Promotion. 20: 139-147
Cervero, R., (2002). Built environments and mode choice: toward a normative framework.
Transport Res. Part D: Transport Environment. 7 (4), 265–284.
Clifton, J., and Handy, S., . (2003). Qualitative methods in travel behaviour research. In Transport
survey quality and innovation, 283–302. Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
Collins, C.M. and Chambers, S.M., (2005). Psychological and situational influences on commutertransport-mode choice. Environment and behaviour, 37(5), pp.640-661.
Cook, S. (2014a) Running as Transport, Master’s Thesis, Royal Holloway,
University of London
Cook, S., (2014b) ‘The Rise of Run-commuting’ [Mobile Lives Forum] Available at:
https://en.forumviesmobiles.org/mobilithese/2019/02/07/rise-run-commuting-12855
[Accessed: 15/7/20]
Cook, S., (2017) ‘Rushing, dashing, scrambling: the role of the train station in
producing the reluctant runner’ in: Spinney, J., Reimer, S. and Pinch, P.
(eds) Mobilising Design, Routledge, Abingdon: pp.62-75.
Cook, S., (2019) Run-commuting in the UK: the emergence, production and potential
of a mobile practice. Unpublished PhD thesis. Royal Holloway, University of London.
Cook, S., (2020) ‘COVID-19 and the changing geographies of exercise’ [online] Available at:
https://blog.geographydirections.com/2020/06/29/COVID-19-and-the-changing-geographies-ofexercise/ [Accessed: 16/7/20]
Cooper, A.R., Wedderkopp, N., Wang, H.A.N., Andersen, L.B., Froberg, K. and Page, A.S., (2006).
Active travel to school and cardiovascular fitness in Danish children and adolescents. Medicine
and science in sports and exercise, 38(10), pp.1724-1731.
Crang, M. (2003) ‘Qualitative methods: touchy, feely, look-see?’, Progress in Human Geography,
27: 494–504
Daley, M., and Rissel, C. (2011). Perspectives and images of cycling as a barrier or facilitator of
cycling. Transport Policy, 18, 211–216. doi: 10.1016/j.tranpol.2010.08.004

112

Day, K. (1994). ‘Conceptualizing Women's Fear of Sexual Assault on Campus: A Review of Causes
and Recommendations for Change.’ Environment and Behaviour 26(6): 742–765.
Day, K. (2000). ‘Strangers in the Night? Women's Fear of Sexual Assault on Urban College
Campuses.’ Journal of Architectural and Planning Research 16(4): 289– 312.
De Nazelle, A., Nieuwenhuijsen, M.J., Antó, J.M., Brauer, M., Briggs, D., Braun-Fahrlander, C.,
Cavill, N., Cooper, A.R., Desqueyroux, H., Fruin, S. and Hoek, G., 2011. Improving health through
policies that promote active travel: a review of evidence to support integrated health impact
assessment. Environment international, 37(4), pp.766-777.
Dellinger, A.M. and Staunton, C.E., (2002). ‘Barriers to Children Walking and Bicycling to
School—United States, 1999.’ Morbidity and Mortality Weekly 51(32): 701-704.
Delso, J., Martín, B. and Ortega, E., (2018). Potentially Replaceable Car Trips: Assessment of
Potential Modal Change towards Active Transport Modes in Vitoria-Gasteiz. Sustainability,
10(10), p.3510
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (2019) ‘2018 UK GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS, PROVISIONAL FIGURES’ [pdf] Available at: file:///C:/0%20Masters/Masters/Dissertation/Lit%20Review/Other/2018-provisional-emissions-statisticsreport.pdf [Accessed: 6/2/20]
Dill, J., and Carr, T. (2003). Bicycling commuting and facilities in major US cities: If you build
them, commuters will use them — another look. Transportation Research Record, 1828, 116–
123. doi: 10.3141/1828-14
Egset, K.S. and Nordfjærn, T., (2019). The role of transport priorities, transport attitudes and
situational factors for sustainable transport mode use in wintertime. Transportation research
part F: traffic psychology and behaviour, 62, pp.473-482.
Fairnie, G.A., Wilby, D.J. and Saunders, L.E., (2016). Active travel in London: the role of travel
survey data in describing population physical activity. Journal of Transport & Health, 3(2),
pp.161-172
Fang, K. and Handy, S., (2019). Skateboarding for transportation: exploring the factors behind an
unconventional mode choice among university skateboard commuters. Transportation, 46(1),
pp.263-283.
Fang, K., 2016. Skateboarding for transportation: An exploration of the characteristics and travel
behaviour of an emerging active travel mode. University of California, Davis.

113

Freeman, S (2013) ‘How to start run-commuting’ [guardian] Available at:
https://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/the-running-blog/2013/apr/26/how-start-runcommuting [Accessed: 6/2/20]
Genter, J.A., Donovan, S., Petrenas, B. and Badland, H., (2008). Valuing the health benefits of
active transport modes. NZ Transport Agency research report, 359, p.72.
GOV.UK (2020a) ‘Emergency active travel fund: local transport authority allocations’ [online]
Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/emergency-active-travel-fund-localtransport-authority-allocations [Accessed: 6/7/20]
GOV.UK (2020b) ‘Traffic Management Act 2004: network management in response to COVID-19’
[online] Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/reallocating-road-space-inresponse-to-COVID-19-statutory-guidance-for-local-authorities/traffic-management-act-2004network-management-in-response-to-COVID-19 [6/7/20]
Grosvenor, T. 2000. ‘Qualitative Research in the Transport Sector.’ TRB Transportation Research
Circular E-C008 1–20.
Guell, C., Panter, J., Jones, N.R. and Ogilvie, D., (2012). Towards a differentiated understanding
of active travel behaviour: using social theory to explore everyday commuting. Social science &
medicine, 75(1), pp.233-239.
Hajna, S., Ross, N.A., Brazeau, A.S., Bélisle, P., Joseph, L. and Dasgupta, K., (2015). Associations
between neighbourhood walkability and daily steps in adults: a systematic review and metaanalysis. BMC public health, 15(1), p.768.
Hamer, M. and Chida, Y., (2008). Active commuting and cardiovascular risk: a meta-analytic
review. Preventive medicine, 46(1), pp.9-13.
Handy, S., Van Wee, B. and Kroesen, M., (2014). Promoting cycling for transport: research needs
and challenges. Transport reviews, 34(1), pp.4-24.
Handy, S. L., and Xing, Y. (2011). Factors correlated with bicycle commuting: A study in six small
U.S. cities. International Journal of Sustainable Transportation, 5(2), 91–110.
doi: 10.1080/15568310903514789
Heinen, E., Maat, K. and van Wee, B., (2013). The effect of work-related factors on the bicycle
commute mode choice in the Netherlands. Transportation, 40(1), pp.23-43.

114

Heinen, E., Maat, K., and van Wee, B. (2011). The role of attitudes toward characteristics of
bicycle commuting on the choice to cycle to work over various distances. Transportation
Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 16(2), 102–109.doi: 10.1016/j.trd.2010.08.010
HM Government (2017) ‘Industrial Strategy’ [pdf] Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/664563/industrial-strategy-white-paper-web-ready-version.pdf [Accessed: 6/7/20]
HM Government (2018) ‘The Road to Zero’ [pdf] Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/739460/road-to-zero.pdf [Accessed: 6/7/20]
Hoffmann, C., Abraham, C., White, M.P., Ball, S. and Skippon, S.M., (2017). What cognitive
mechanisms predict travel mode choice? A systematic review with meta-analysis. Transport
reviews, 37(5), pp.631-652.
Houghton, C., Murphy, K., Meehan, B., Thomas, J., Brooker, D. and Casey, D., (2017). From
screening to synthesis: using nvivo to enhance transparency in qualitative evidence
synthesis. Journal of clinical nursing, 26(5-6), pp.873-881.
Kallio, J., Turpeinen, S., Hakonen, H. and Tammelin, T., (2016). Active commuting to school in
Finland, the potential for physical activity increase in different seasons. International journal of
circumpolar health, 75(1), p.33319.
Kemp, R., (2014) ‘All Change Please: The Rise of Run Commuters’ [telegraph] Available at:
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/men/active/11216715/All-change-please-the-rise-of-the-runcommuters.html [Accessed: 13/7/20]
Kerr, J., Rosenberg, D., Sallis, J.F., Saelens, B.E., Frank, L.D., Conway, T.L., (2006) Active
commuting to school: Associations with environment and parental concerns. Medicine and
Science in Sports and Exercise. 38: 787-794
Kirby, J. and Inchley, J., (2009). Active travel to school: views of 10‐13 year old schoolchildren in
Scotland. Health Education.
Lane, A., Dixon, D., and Burns, B., (2020) How to Be a More Eco Runner - Start Today [podcast].
26 April. Available at: https://well-far-the-running-podcast.simplecast.com/episodes/how-to-bea-more-eco-runner-start-today-3Vev4o31 [Accessed: 15/7/20]
Lemieux, M. and Godin, G., (2009). How well do cognitive and environmental variables predict
active commuting?. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 6(1), pp.19.

115

Lo, Siu Hing, Gerard J.P. van Breukelen, Gjalt-Jorn Y. Peters, and Gerjo Kok. (2013).
‘Proenvironmental travel behavior among office workers: A qualitative study of individual and
organizational determinants.’ Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 56: 11–22.
Longhurst, R., 2003. Semi-structured interviews and focus groups. Key methods in
geography, 3(2), pp.143-156.
Massey University (2019) ‘ehinz main mode of transport to work on Census day’ [online]
Available at: https://www.ehinz.ac.nz/indicators/transport/main-mode-of-transport-towork/#public-transport-use-increases-from-2001-to-2013 [Accesed: 6/2/19]
McDowell, L. (1992) ‘Valid games?’, The Professional Geographer, 44: 219–222.
McMillan, T., Day, K., Boarnet, M., Alfonzo, M. and Anderson, C., (2006). Johnny walks to
school—does Jane? Sex differences in children's active travel to school. Children Youth and
Environments, 16(1), pp.75-89.
McMillan, T.E. (2005). “The Relative Influence of Urban Form on a Child’s Trip to School.”
Transportation Research Part A, under submission.
Men’s Running (2017) ‘STRAVA’S 2017 UK RUNNING ROUND-UP’ [online] Available at:
https://mensrunninguk.co.uk/news/strava-2017-uk-running-roundup/ [Accessed: 21/4/2020]
Morckel, V. and Terzano, K., (2014). The influence of travel attitudes, commute mode choice,
and perceived neighborhood characteristics on physical activity. Journal of Physical Activity and
Health, 11(1), pp.91-98.
National Travel Survey (2018) ‘Notes and definitions’ [pdf] Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/821603/nts-2018-notes-and-definitions.pdf [Accessed: 6/2/20]
Nielsen, Jesper Riber, Harald Hovmøller, Pascale-L. Blyth, and Benjamin K. Sovacool. (2015). “Of
‘white crows’ and ‘cash savers’: A qualitative study of travel behavior and perceptions of
ridesharing in Denmark.” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 78: 113–123.
Nordfjærn, T., Simsekoglu, Ö. and Rundmo, T., (2016). Active transport, public transport and
electric car as perceived alternatives in a motorized Norwegian sample. Transportation research
part F: traffic psychology and behaviour, 42, pp.70-79.
O’mara, K (2017) ‘Five Tips to Start Run Commuting’ [mapmyrun] Available at:
https://blog.mapmyrun.com/five-tips-start-run-commuting/ [Accessed: 6/2/20]

116

Oakil, A., Ettema, D., Arentze, T. and Timmermans, H., (2011), December. A longitudinal analysis
of the dependence of the commute mode switching decision on mobility decisions and life cycle
events. In Transportdynamics: Proceedings of 16th International Conference of Hong Kong
Society for Transportation Studies (HKSTS). Hong Kong Society for Transportation Studies, Hong
Kong.
Orielly, C (2018) ‘Make run commuting work for you’ [RunnersWorld] Available at:
https://www.runnersworld.com/uk/about/a776215/make-run-commuting-work-for-you/
[Accessed: 6/2/20]
Owens, R., Evans, C., Ferris, S., Jones, p. (2020). ‘Active travel schemes: rapid analysis, insight,
delivery and promotion.’ [webinar] In Agilysis the green transport recovery webinar series. 3
August.
Availableat:https://register.gotowebinar.com/recording/viewRecording/6754314631554415631
/8203414882089013251/k.m.winstanley2@ncl.ac.uk?registrantKey=2547270882596346635&ty
pe=ATTENDEEEMAILRECORDINGLINK [Accessed: 3/8/20]
Pain, R, (1997) ‘Social Geographies of Women’s Fear of Crime’ Transactions of
the Institute of British Geographers, 22(2): pp.231 -244.
Panter, J., Desousa, C. and Ogilvie, D., (2013). Incorporating walking or cycling into car journeys
to and from work: the role of individual, workplace and environmental characteristics.
Preventive medicine, 56(3-4), pp.211-217.
Panter, J., Heinen, E., Mackett, R. and Ogilvie, D., (2016). Impact of new transport infrastructure
on walking, cycling, and physical activity. American journal of preventive medicine, 50(2), pp.e45e53.
Panter, J.R., Jones, A.P. and Van Sluijs, E.M., (2008). Environmental determinants of active travel
in youth: a review and framework for future research. International journal of behavioral
nutrition and physical activity, 5(1), p.34.
Parveen, N (2019) ‘Parkrun at 15: bigger, more global – and slower than ever’ [theguardian]
Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2019/oct/04/parkrun-at-15-biggermore-global-and-slower-than-ever [Accessed: 21/04/2020]
Pearson, R., Hobson, B., and Alger, K., (2020) Everything you need to know about run commuting.
[podcast]. 30 June. Available at: https://play.acast.com/s/the-runners-world-ukpodcast/everythingyouneedtoknowaboutruncommuting [Accessed: 15/7/20]

117

Pete Bland Sports (2020) ‘Mastering the Art of the Run Commute’ [online] Available at:
https://www.peteblandsports.co.uk/dept/run-commute_d01888.htm [Accessed: 13/7/20]
Phillips, M. and Lu, J., (2018). A quick look at NVivo. Journal of Electronic Resources
Librarianship, 30(2), pp.104-106.
Plazier, P.A., Weitkamp, G. and van den Berg, A.E., (2017). ‘Cycling was never so easy!’ An
analysis of e-bike commuters' motives, travel behaviour and experiences using GPS-tracking and
interviews. Journal of transport geography, 65, pp.25-34.
Rabl, A. and De-Nazelle, A., (2012). Benefits of shift from car to active transport. Transport
policy, 19(1), pp.121-131.
Riessman, C.K., (1993). Narrative analysis (Vol. 30). Sage.
Ross, E (2019) ‘Save money and get fit by commuting to work’ [RedBull] Available at:
https://www.redbull.com/gb-en/10-essential-hacks-for-running-to-work [Accessed: 6/2/20]
Sahlqvist, S., Song, Y. and Ogilvie, D., (2012). Is active travel associated with greater physical
activity? The contribution of commuting and non-commuting active travel to total physical
activity in adults. Preventive medicine, 55(3), pp.206-211.
Saunders, L.E., Green, J.M., Petticrew, M.P., Steinbach, R. and Roberts, H., (2013). What are the
health benefits of active travel? A systematic review of trials and cohort studies. PloS one, 8(8),
p.e69912.
Scheepers, E., Wendel-Vos, W., van Kempen, E., Panis, L.I., Maas, J., Stipdonk, H., Moerman, M.,
den Hertog, F., Staatsen, B., van Wesemael, P. and Schuit, J., (2013). Personal and environmental
characteristics associated with choice of active transport modes versus car use for different trip
purposes of trips up to 7.5 kilometers in The Netherlands. PloS one, 8(9).
Schmidt, C., (2004). The analysis of semi-structured interviews. A companion to qualitative
research, pp.253-258.
Schoenberger, E. (2007) ‘Politics and practice: Becoming a geographer’, in A. Tickell, E. Sheppard,
J. Peck and T. Barnes (eds) Politics and Practice in Economic Geography. London: Sage, pp. 27–
37.
Schwanen, T. and Mokhtarian, P.L., (2005). What affects commute mode choice: neighborhood
physical structure or preferences toward neighborhoods?. Journal of transport geography, 13(1),
pp.83-99.

118

Shannon, T., Giles-Corti, B., Pikora, T., Bulsara, M., Shilton, T. and Bull, F., (2006). Active
commuting in a university setting: Assessing commuting habits and potential for modal
change. Transport Policy, 13(3), pp.240-253.
Simons, D., Clarys, P., De Bourdeaudhuij, I., de Geus, B., Vandelanotte, C. and Deforche, B.,
(2014). Why do young adults choose different transport modes? A focus group study. Transport
policy, 36, pp.151-159.
Simons, D., De Bourdeaudhuij, I., Clarys, P., de Geus, B., Vandelanotte, C., Van Cauwenberg, J.
and Deforche, B., (2017). Choice of transport mode in emerging adulthood: Differences between
secondary school students, studying young adults and working young adults and relations with
gender, SES and living environment. Transportation research part A: policy and practice, 103,
pp.172-184.
Sisson, S.B. and Tudor-Locke, C., (2008). Comparison of cyclists' and motorists' utilitarian physical
activity at an urban university. Preventive medicine, 46(1), pp.77-79.
Speirs, P., Shi, Y., Avelleda,S., and Stoner, T., (2020) ‘A new journey: our daily travels after
COVID-19’ [webinar] In PTV Group new shaping mobility 2020 webinar series. 8 July. Available at:
https://shaping-mobility.com/event/daily-travels-after-COVID19/?utm_source=eloqua&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=group_shapingmobility_2020%20&utm_content=5585 [Accessed: 16/7/20]
Statista (2018) ‘Number of people participating in running in England from 2016 to 2018’
Available at: https://www.statista.com/statistics/934996/running-participation-uk/ [Accessed:
21/4/2020]
Steinbach, R., Green, J., Datta, J., & Edwards, P. (2011). Cycling and the city: A case study of how
gendered, ethnic and class identifies can shape healthy transport choices. Social Science &
Medicine, 72, 1123–1130. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.01.033
Stinson, M.A. and Bhat, C.R., 2004. Frequency of bicycle commuting: internet-based survey
analysis. Transportation Research Record, 1878(1), pp.122-130.
Strava (2018) ‘2018 Year in Sport’ [online] Available at: https://blog.strava.com/press/2018year-in-sport/ [Accessed:13/7/20]
The Run Commuter (2019) ‘Welcome to the world’s #1 source of information on run commuting!’
Available at: https://theruncommuter.com/about/ [Accessed: 6/2/20]
Timperio, A., Crawford., D, Telford, A., Salmon, J., (2004) Perceptions about the local
neighbourhood and walking and cycling among children. Preventive Medicine. 38: 39-47

119

Tuckett, A.G., (2005). Applying thematic analysis theory to practice: a researcher’s experience.
Contemporary nurse, 19(1-2), pp.75-87.
Valentine, G. (1989) ‘The Geography of Women’s Fear’ Area, 21(4): pp.385-390.
Valentine, G. (1992) “Images of Danger: Women's Sources of Information about the Spatial
Distribution of Male Violence.” Area 24: 22-29.
Valentine, G., 2005. Tell me about using interviews as a research methodology. Methods in
human geography: A guide for students doing a research project, 2, pp.110-127.
Wen, L.M., Fry, D., Merom, D., Rissel, C., Dirkis, H. and Balafas, A., (2008). Increasing active travel
to school: are we on the right track? A cluster randomised controlled trial from Sydney,
Australia. Preventive medicine, 47(6), pp.612-618.
Whalen, K.E., Páez, A. and Carrasco, J.A., (2013). Mode choice of university students commuting
to school and the role of active travel. Journal of Transport Geography, 31, pp.132-142
Williams, I., (2018) ‘Injury-free Running: How to Commute without Troubles’ [online] Available
at: https://www.redbull.com/gb-en/injury-free-run-commute [Accessed: 13/7/20]
Women’s Running UK (2016) ‘why run to work’ [online] Available at:
https://www.womensrunning.co.uk/inspiration/why-run-to-work/ [Accessed: 13/7/20]

120

8.0: Appendices
Appendix A: Interview and Focus group questions
1. Do you chose to run-commute, if so how often?
If no, please answer the following questions in terms of why you choose not to runcommute.
Convenience
2. What are the main factors which influence your decision to run-commute eg. Weather,
infrastructure, alternative modes, money saving, location, hassle of planning
3. What role does distance play in your decision whether to run-commute?
4. Are there any other transport modes you would use to complete your journey alongside
running? What are they and why?
5. Are there any instances which would deter you from run commuting and why? Or what does
deter you specifically from run commuting if you’ve considered it?
6. How significant is convenience in your decision to run-commute?
Safety
7. What factors influence your perception of safety and to what extent do these factors
influence your decision to run-commute? E.g. Dark, certain routes, etc.
8. What role does the time of day play in your decision?
9. Does location influence your decision? If yes, how?
10. If you do run-commute, is this often alone or with others, and why? What impact does this
have in your decision?
If you don’t, would you consider it if others ran with you?
11. Would any of the factors mentioned encourage you to run-commute/or do it more if they
were improved?
Environment
12. What role does concern for the environment play in your decision?
13. Do you think this is likely to change in the future?
Commitments and Constraints
14. Are there any responsibilities or commitments you have, which impact your ability/ or
decision to run-commute? E.g. Children, carer
15. Does your occupation make it easy or difficult to run-commute? And why?
16. If it is difficult, is there anything employers could do to improve that?
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17. Are there any commitments which mean you have to run-commute? What are they and
why? E.g. Training for event, only one car in household
Personal Benefits
18. Are there any benefits you get from run commuting, if so what are they?
If you don’t run-commute are there any benefits which would encourage you to runcommute?
19. Are there any disbenefits from run commuting, if so what are they and why?
Have you tried it before and stopped due to disbenefits? E.g. Time limited
Other
20. Are there any other factors which haven’t already been covered which play a role in your
decision? E.g. Prefer to attend running club
21. Is there anything which would make run commuting easier for you/ encourage you to do it
more often?
Future
22. Has the COVID-19 situation influenced your decision to run-commute, and how? And how do
you expect it to influence your decision in the near future?
Profile
23. How many miles do you typically run in a week
24. Age categories
Under 20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 over 70
25. Gender
Female Male Does not identify
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Appendix B Demographic online questionnaire
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Appendix C: List of participants and their demographics

Participant and
Occupation

Type of runcommuter

Distance
of runcommute

Amount of
days runcommuting

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Typical
weekly
mileage

Male

Typically
weekly
active
minutes
600

DM: Secondary
Teacher
AR: Social
Researcher
LD: secondary
Teacher
LW: Office

Regular

1-2 miles

2

21-30

White British

20

Regular

7-8 miles

2

41-50

Female

300

White British

35

None

N/A

0

31-40

Female

180

White British

5

Variable

6-7 miles

1

41-50

Female

300

White British

25

LIB: Office

Variable

1

31-40

Female

10

White British

20 - 30

Regular

10-11
miles
4-5 miles

MH: University
staff
GM: Mental
health worker
RA: Officeengineer
KH: Fashion

5

41-50

Female

600

White British

40

None

N/A

0

21-30

Female

180+

White British

5-10

Enthusiastic to,
currently none
Variable

7-8 miles

0

31-40

Male

300

25-30

7-8 miles

1

21-30

Female

300

White
European
White British

PG: Unknown

Regular

5-6 miles

5

31-40

Male

300

White British

60

PS: Transport

None

N/A

0

21-30

Male

200

7

MT: Transport

None

N/A

3

31-40

Male

600

White
European
Black African

PC: Transport

None

N/A

0

31-40

Male

240

Black African

None

JL: Secondary
teacher
RH: office
worker, now
retired
BD: Doctor

Past

2-3 miles

0

41-50

Female

8

White British

30

Past

4-5 miles

0

over 70

Male

60

White British

10

Newly regular

1-2 miles

1

21-30

Female

400

White British

15

PH: Gardener

None

N/A

0

51-60

Female

White British

15

DN: Open
university
lecturer

Past

0

51-60

Male

White British

25

KB: University
lecturer
SA: Employer

Variable

Unknown
in the
past. N/A
now
2-3 miles

360
run/walk
and physical
job
240

0

41-50

Female

750

White British

40

Regular

4-5 miles

3

51-60

Male

Varies

White British

40

125

15-20

9

