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London Commuter Wellbeing 
• Why London?  

– Comprehensive transport network 
– Londoners make different commute choices 
– Public transport accessibility level data 



London 



London Road Network 



London Rail and Tube Network 



Central London 



• Wave 2 (2010/11) of Understanding Society 
– 3,630 London adult commuters 
– 6 types of commute mode 
– Public transport accessibility 
– Psychological wellbeing 

• Life satisfaction - Positive 
• Mental distress (GHQ-12) - Negative 

 

London Commuter Wellbeing 



87 
73 

60 

13 
27 

40 

Drive Public Transport Active Transport
0

20

40

60

80

100

V.Poor to Moderate Good to Excellent

Results (Commute Mode) 



87 88 
73 

60 62 58 
13 12 27 40 38 42 

0
20
40
60
80

100

V. Poor to Moderate Good to Excellent

% 

Results (Commute Mode) 



• Multivariate linear regressions 
– Life satisfaction 

• Walkers reported higher satisfaction  
(over and beyond reduction in mental distress) 

– Mental distress 
• No difference found between modes 
• Those with good connectivity reported lower mental distress 

(almost comparable with observed difference in income)  

Results (All Commuters) 



• Predicting public transport use 
– Having good connectivity not found significant 
– Predictors of use 

• Longer commute distances 
– Predictors of non-use 

• Increasing age 
• Having at least one child  
• Having a car in the household 

Results (All Commuters) 



• Public transport use and wellbeing 
– Bus and underground users reported higher life 

satisfaction than train users 
• No difference in mental distress 

– Good connectivity associated with higher life 
satisfaction and lower mental distress 
(potentially operating through shared variance) 

 

Results (Public Transport Users) 



• Underground use and wellbeing 
– Those with good connectivity reported higher life 

satisfaction and lower mental distress 
• Train use and wellbeing 

– Those with good connectivity reported greater mental 
distress 

– And higher life satisfaction after accounting for mental 
distress 

Results (Public Transport Users) 



• Bus use and wellbeing 
– Those with good connectivity reported lower 

mental distress 
– Those within the congestion zone reported lower 

life satisfaction but also lower mental distress 

Results (Public Transport Users) 



Conclusion 
• Life satisfaction appears to be more closely 

related to the type of public transport used 
• Mental distress appears more closely related 

to the connectivity of public transport 



• What good does accessibility have to be? 
– How does the perception of accessibility evolve? 
– What does having good accessibility mean? 
– Role of user experience and satisfaction? 

• Changing urban form? 
• Potential cultural differences? 

Next steps 
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