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Abstract 

Against the background of increased interest in subjectively experienced well-being in 

economics, psychology and the social sciences, this paper analyses how such well-being 

is associated with geographical context, social contacts, and life circumstances. The 

empirical analysis of data collected in Hong Kong is used to elaborate and support two 

main claims. The first is that geography matters to not only overall well-being, but also 

momentary well-being and that researchers should be careful to specify the influence of 

geographical context correctly. We therefore employ an approach that is informed by 

various strands of time-geographical thought, and find that life satisfaction is associated 

more strongly with geographical context than is momentary well-being. Secondly, we 

confirm positive relations between social contacts and experienced well-being but extend 

earlier research by showing that these relations stretch across multiple time scales and 

depend to some extent on the duration of an activity episode and with whom the activity 

episode is undertaken. This means that the use of simple indicators of social capital is 

inadequate for making the complex linkages between well-being and people’s social 

contacts understandable in empirical research. 
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In recent years well-being has attracted increasing attention across multiple disciplines, 

including economics, psychology and sociology (Ryan and Deci 2001; Helliwell and Putnam 

2004; Kahneman and Krueger 2006; Diener 2009; Layard 2010). This increased attention 

reflects increased dissatisfaction with the discord between standard measures of 

socioeconomic performance and popular perceptions thereof (Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi 2009) 

and advances in neo-liberal styles of government (Binkley 2011). Equally important has been 

the rise of the “positive psychology” movement and a new scientific discourse according to 

which happiness is taken to be a transparent, knowable object that can be enhanced through 

everyday practices and techniques (ibid.). 

 

Geographers have also begun to pay more attention to happiness and well-being. 

Considerable work has been undertaken by health geographers, for whom well-being 

provides a useful concept to move beyond biomedical understandings of health (Fleuret and 

Atkinson 2007; Atkinson, Fuller and Painter 2012). Regional scientists and spatial-

analytically inclined researchers are examining spatial variations in well-being to evaluate if 

and how well-being depends on density and urbanization levels (Berry and Okulicz-Kozaryn 

2011; Brereton et al. 2011; Morrison 2011; Ballas and Tranmer 2012; Arifwidodo 2012), 

access to green space (Van den Bergh et al. 2010), such environmental factors as air quality 

(MacKerron and Mourato 2009; Ferreira et al. 2013), and social inequalities (Ballas and 

Dorling 2012) around people’s residential location. Nonetheless, and despite economists 

arguing that “[d]ifferences in well-being across [US] states are ... similar in size to the 

individual cross-sectional effect on life satisfaction of marital separation or unemployment” 

(Oswald and Wu 2010, 578), geographers’ engagements with well-being and happiness lag 

behind the interest in economics, psychology, and sociology. 
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Drawing on various strands of time-geography (Hägerstrand 1985), the present study fills two 

gaps in recent spatial-analytical research of how geographical factors are related to well-

being. It moves beyond the measurement of subjectively experienced well-being through the 

indicator of overall life satisfaction to also analyze well-being as produced and rooted in 

everyday activities, and it examines geographical context by focusing not only on 

individuals’ residential location but also on the place where they are at a given moment in 

time. In so doing, the article begins to address the uncertain geographical context problem 

(UGCoP) – spatial and temporal uncertainty about what the areas are that shape behavior and 

experience (Kwan, 2012) – in the well-being context, and makes optimal use of the 

opportunities to examine situational variations in well-being that are offered by the data 

collection technique of the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) (Kahneman et al. 2004). The 

DRM was introduced by economists and psychologists to characterize the well-being 

experience of individuals’ daily time use. It does this effectively but also generates more data 

on and insight into the links between activity participation and well-being than hitherto 

recognized. Time-geography offers a framework to analyze how the interrelations among 

multiple dimensions of activity participation affect well-being and thus allows more of the 

DRM’s potential to be realized. 

 

We also seek to extend understandings of how social contacts shape well-being. Numerous 

studies have found positive correlations of social contacts and social capital with well-being 

(Helliwell and Putnam 2004; Lyobumirski, King and Diener 2005) but most rely on data 

about how satisfied people are with life in general and cannot address questions about the 

specific situations in which social contacts affect well-being. Relying on time-geography and 

the DRM enables us to foreground the situational dimensions of how social contacts 
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influence well-being, and to examine if and how longer-term and momentary well-being are 

affected differentially by spending time with social ties. 

 

Accordingly, in this article we analyze how variations in subjectively experienced well-being 

are associated with everyday activity participation, geographical context, social contacts, and 

life circumstances. Data from 770 adults living in Hong Kong collected via activity and time 

use diaries are used in a structural equations modeling (SEM) analysis. The remainder of this 

paper starts with a discussion of well-being as a concept and a brief overview of factors 

known to influence well-being, which is followed by a discussion of the data, variables and 

methods and then the empirical results.  

 

 

Study background 

 

Well-being  

 

Understandings of well-being abound in the academic literature (Nordbakke and Schwanen 

2013). Suffice to say that two key debates regarding well-being revolve around the questions 

whether objective or subjective perspectives and whether hedonic or eudaimonic 

understandings should be employed in empirical research. While the subjective perspective 

holds that individuals’ perceptions and experiences are the basis for evaluations of how good 

life is, the objective perspective implies that well-being can be established from expert 

evaluations of people’s life circumstances. In geography it is exemplified by the influential 

‘territorial social indicators’ approaches in the 1970s (Smith 1973) and more recent work on 

socio-spatial inequalities in well-being (Pacione 2003; Ballas and Dorling 2012). Ballas 
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(2013) usefully reviews the impressive number of geographical studies of objective measures 

of well-being, making a convincing case for further empirical research into how social justice 

and inequality affect well-being (see also Wilkinson and Pickett, 2009).  

 

According to a hedonic perspective, well-being should be defined in terms of pleasure 

experienced and displeasure avoided. Yet, this view is too narrowly focused on the 

maximization of personal enjoyment for eudaimonic scholars who argue that well-being 

needs to be considered in terms of flourishing, realizing one’s true potential, leading a 

meaningful life and acting in accordance with one’s goals (Ryff 1989; Waterman 1993). 

Objective and eudaimonic perspectives are widespread, but the combination of subjective and 

hedonic understandings has attracted most attention outside geography in recent years. Its 

protagonists consider well-being to be multi-dimensional, encompassing cognitive and 

affective, and short and long-term aspects.1 It is customary to distinguish life satisfaction as a 

more cognitive evaluation of how good one’s life is over a longer period of time from more 

affective evaluations focusing on a (much) shorter time-span (Diener 2009). The latter are 

variously called mood and affect. The term happiness is used in multiple ways to denote 

short-term affect, affective evaluation with reference to longer time scales (as a complement 

to cognitively oriented life satisfaction), and subjective well-being more generally. We use it 

in this last manner here. 

 

Subjective well-being is measured in multiple ways (Kahneman and Krueger 2006). In 

addition to evaluations of life satisfaction and happiness based on large-scale, (nationally) 

representative surveys, the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) has recently attracted 

considerable attention. With the DRM participants are asked to reconstruct the preceding day; 

identify separate activity episodes therein; describe these in terms of content, duration, 
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starting time, company, etc.; and rate each in terms of how much they felt happy, nervous, 

sad, content, frustrated, tired, etc. (Kahneman et al. 2004; White and Dolan 2009). For 

Kahneman et al. (2006) the DRM provides more reliable measurements of well-being than 

survey questions about life satisfaction or happiness because the latter induce focusing 

illusion: as responses to such questions are only constructed when asked, they are sensitive to 

the effects of earlier questions on respondents’ thoughts and feelings. Other academics 

contend that survey questions about life satisfaction are reliable and useful (Helliwell 2006). 

Besides, owing to their straightforward character and ease of interpretation (for respondents), 

such questions are used in many national and international surveys, meaning that much data 

is available. 

 

Well-being, context and life circumstances 

 

Not surprisingly, then, most empirical evidence about the determinants of well-being focuses 

on life satisfaction and measures of overall happiness. This is significant because such factors 

as people’s life circumstances tend to impact satisfaction more strongly than affect 

(Kahneman et al. 2004). Abundant evidence from across the world indicates that indicators of 

life circumstances, such as age, marital status, income and education, are correlated with life 

satisfaction (Blanchflower and Oswald 2008; Dolan, Peasgood and White 2008). Most 

scholarly attention has been devoted to the relation of income with well-being. Reviewing 

key studies, Clark, Frijters and Shields (2008) suggest that positive effects of income on well-

being can be expected in individual-level cross-sectional research but that social comparisons 

and adaptation over time through habituation to a considerable degree explain the ‘Easterlin 

paradox’ of substantial income growth without a corresponding increase in happiness at the 

aggregate level across the Global North (Easterlin 1995).  
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Geographical context. Scholarship on spatial variations in well-being is nascent but rapidly 

expanding. One emerging insight is that spatial differences in subjective well-being are multi-

scalar: they have been observed at the international level (Stanca 2010; Elgar et al. 2011), the 

national and interurban scale (Oswald and Wu 2010; Morrison 2011), the intra-urban level 

(Arifwidodo 2012), and the neighborhood scale (Cutrona et al. 2005; Van den Bergh et al. 

2010).  

 

It also appears that both physical and social dimensions of geographical space are related to 

well-being. Regarding the former, such indicators as density (Arifwidodo 2012), degree of 

urbanization (Morrison 2011), city size (Ferreira et al. 2013), accessibility to transport 

infrastructure (Morrison 2011; Brereton et al. 2011) and to services and facilities (Morrison 

2011; Arifwidodo 2012) have been linked to measures of overall well-being. Results differ 

across studies but a recurrent finding is that life satisfaction and happiness are lower in denser, 

more urbanized settings (Brereton, Clinch and Ferreira 2008; Berry and Okulicz-Kozaryn 

2009; Morrison 2011). However, and ceteris paribus, well-being has also been shown to be 

greater among individuals in/near the city-centers of London and Bandung, Indonesia 

(MacKerron and Mourato 2009; Arifwidodo 2012), while density had no statistically 

significant relation with well-being in several studies (Arifwidodo 2012; Ballas and Tranmer 

2012; Ferreira et al. 2013). The effects of accessibility to shops, education, healthcare and/or 

transport facilities on subjectively experienced well-being are also mixed but often positive 

(Brereton, Clinch and Ferreira 2008; Brereton et al. 2011; Morrison, 2011; Arifwidodo, 2012). 

The findings appear least equivocal for access to green space, which usually has a positive 

impact on well-being and mental health (Guite et al. 2006; Van den Bergh et al. 2010; 

Morrison 2011), especially when woodlands and parks are visited at least once per week 
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(Mitchell 2013). The divergence across studies in results for density, urbanization degree, and 

accessibility may reflect differences in study design – i.e., differences in sample composition, 

variable definitions and inclusion of control variables – and contextual variations in the 

mechanisms through which land use and accessibility affect well-being.  

 

Work on the social dimensions of space tends to address the question whether area-level 

deprivation or prosperity affects subjective experienced well-being adversely. Using the 

British Household Panel Study, Ballas and Tranmer (2012) observed few geographical 

differences in the happiness and life satisfaction of individuals in UK cities with at least 

120,000 inhabitants. They nonetheless detected that the negative effect of being unemployed 

is weaker as the unemployment rate of the metropolitan district of residence increases. These 

findings replicate those by Clark and Oswald (1994) who used the same data but considered 

regions defined at a higher level of spatial aggregation. These studies signal how the effects 

of individuals’ life circumstances can be relational and depend on the wider distribution of 

socioeconomic advantage in a place (Ballas 2013). Additionally, Cutrona and colleagues 

(2005) and Guite cum suis (2006) found clear effects of area deprivation – as manifested in 

poverty levels, fear of crime, poor access to health care and recreational activities, low-

quality housing, and so forth – on well-being, but these studies focus on indicators of mental 

health rather than life satisfaction. Nonetheless, White et al. (2013) identified only weak 

effects of area deprivation on life satisfaction in a recent study using small-area statistical 

data in the UK. After controlling for individual life circumstances, the authors found no 

significant effects of living in areas with higher income, employment or crime levels 

 

In sum, although evidence is mounting that spatial differences in long-term, overall well-

being are multi-scalar and both the physical and social dimensions of geographical space may 
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explain such differences, there is not much research on how geographical contexts impact on 

momentary well-being. The existing literature on geographies of well-being thus needs to be 

extended by examining spatial variations in subjectively experienced well-being in 

individuals’ daily life. An additional concern that needs addressing is the uncertain 

geographic context problem (UGCoP) (Kwan 2012). The research discussed above either 

relies on measures of the geographical context with the residential location as reference 

location, or relies on geographical indicators that exceed the scale of many people’s everyday 

lives. In both cases the actual areas exerting contextual influences on people’s experienced 

well-being may not be represented completely accurate. 

 

Social context. The effects of social contacts on well-being have been studied extensively in a 

range of academic disciplines. Positive correlations of happiness and life satisfaction with the 

number of friends, extent of social support, and quality of interpersonal relationships are “one 

of the most robust findings in the literature on well-being” (Lyubomirsky, King and Diener 

2005, 823). Studies of eudaimonic well-being have also argued that meaningful interactions 

with others are part of or enhance people’s well-being (Ryff 1989), and there is ample 

evidence in gerontology that informal social participation, such as visiting friends, 

consistently enhances well-being in later life (Ritchy, Ritchey and Dietz 2001; Oerlemans, 

Bakker and Veenhoven 2011). 

 

The effects of social contacts have been measured in many different ways. These include the 

use of indicators of the size and structure of people’s social networks and the availability of 

social support (Currie and Delbosc 2010), of participation in (different types of) social 

activities (Ritchy, Ritchey and Dietz 2001), and of social capital – typically understood as the 

network of social ties and as norms of reciprocity and trust (Helliwell and Putnam 2004; 
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Elgar et al. 2011; Morrison 2011). Studies have shown social capital at multiple geographical 

scales to be associated positively with well-being. Helliwell and Putnam (2004) found 

statistically significant effects of social capital on both the individual and the national level, 

but more recent multilevel analysis using data on fifty countries suggests that the effects of 

social capital need to be located at the individual rather than the country level (Elgar et al. 

2011). There are also sub-national geographical dimensions to social capital’s effects: part of 

the inter-urban differences in Morrison’s (2011) analysis of life satisfaction and happiness 

could be explained by variations in trust, sense of community, safety and other dimensions of 

social capital between the cities considered. 

 

Nonetheless, the relations established in studies using indicators of overall life satisfaction 

and happiness fail to make clear how interactions with other people as part of everyday life 

and how people’s time use affect well-being. Studies using the DRM potentially provide 

more detailed insight into such effects but these have so far directed rather limited attention 

to social contacts. In Kahneman et al. (2004) mean affect ratings varied according to with 

whom – friends, relatives, partner, children, clients, co-workers, boss and alone – activities 

have been undertaken but no further analysis is presented. Instead, DRM studies tend to 

concentrate on the type of activities undertaken with research indicating that socializing and 

intimate relations score high on positive affect and low on negative affect (Kahneman et al. 

2004) and are perceived as very rewarding (White and Dolan, 2009). Childcare is also 

considered very rewarding but scores considerably worse in terms of pleasure experienced 

and displeasure avoided. Among retired seniors in the Netherlands social activities tend to 

increase momentary happiness but primarily for extrovert persons (Oerlemans, Bakker and 

Veenhoven 2011). Using experimental methods, Walker (2010, 9) concluded that “doing it 
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together is better than doing it alone” because it produces ‘flow’ – a state of immersion 

producing experience of success and competence – which is more enjoyable.  

 

A potential concern with the above studies is that activities are severed from the situation – 

the time of day, the place where they were undertaken, their duration, the position in the daily 

sequence, the effort needed to travel to the place, and so on – of which they are part. 

Situational variations may nonetheless be important, among others because short-term affect 

exhibits clear diurnal cycles (Stone et al. 2006), which may shape and be shaped by the type 

of activity, persons involved, place, and activity duration.  

 

A time-geography of well-being 

 

Drawing on various strands of time-geography (Hägerstrand 1985) can make three 

contributions to the analysis of subjectively experienced well-being: it allows the UGCoP to 

be reduced, situational variations in well-being to be examined, and also helps to unravel 

some of the interactions between short-term and longer-term well-being. Time-geography 

holds that everyday life can be imagined as a continuous path through space and time, 

whereby the paths of individuals intersect with those of others, organisms, material objects, 

and so forth. At the day level an individual’s space-time path is a sequence of activities at 

stationary locations and movements (trips) between locations. The shape of the path is 

considered the outcome of the interactions between projects – clusters of acts, individuals and 

items necessary for the completion of an intention-inspired or goal-oriented behavior – and 

space-time constraints that bind people to particular places at specific times.  
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Time-geography’s concepts have found much resonance among transport researchers arguing 

that travel behavior can only be influenced effectively by policy levers if everyday activity 

patterns and time use is understood (Timmermans, Arentze, and Joh 2002). These researchers 

have therefore examined daily sequences of activity and travel episodes, as well as individual 

activity episodes. They commonly describe an activity episode – a series of acts that are 

continuous in time and undertaken at a single location in space – via a number of 

interdependent dimensions, of which the type of activity, starting time, duration, spatial 

location, and the person involved are the most widely analyzed. Causal linkages between 

these dimensions have also been explored. The duration of an episode, for instance, depends 

on its purpose, the time of day and the persons involved. Kitamura and colleagues (1981, 

1998) show that activities last shorter and are undertaken closer to home if they start later 

during the day, and Schwanen (2004) that activity episodes last longer when undertaken with 

someone else instead of alone.  

 

Using insights like these can help well-being researchers to understand in which situations – 

i.e., as part of which activities, where, when and for how long – social contacts affect 

individuals’ short-term well-being and in what ways. Information on all human beings with 

whom people interact in their daily practices is unlikely to be available but time-geographical 

analysis allows for precise insights into the question if and how spending time with specific 

individuals or classes of social ties – e.g., relatives and friends – affects well-being. Adopting 

a time-geographical lens can also reduce the UGCoP. By using an individual’s activity 

space – the area encompassing all space-time paths a person followed or could have carved 

out – rather than geographical indicators based on her residential location, analysts can 

evaluate the influence of the geographical context more precisely (Kwan 2012). Additionally, 

Hägerstrand (1985) emphasized the importance of local connections and touch: the 
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continuous bundling (and unbundling) of an individual’s path with (from) the paths of other 

human beings and material objects is critical to understanding how activities unfold and are 

experienced. In short, analysts seeking to specify the effects of geographical context on 

momentary well-being correctly should follow individuals’ paths through space and time 

continuously and link particular sections of space-time paths, such as activity episodes as 

identified using the DRM, to indicators describing the site where they are rather than to 

measures that are based on where they live.  

 

Time-geography also helps in understanding how longer-term processes, including 

evaluations of life satisfaction, are shaping and shaped by everyday activities. Pred (1983) 

outlined a life path-daily path dialectic: through longer-term projects (paid employment, 

family, friendships, etc.), people interact with others, ideas, information and objects as part of 

their daily activities and undergo experiences that help them to define and redefine 

themselves, to form intentions, and to develop new longer-term projects. Thus, positive 

(negative) experiences at the level of activity episodes are likely to correlate with positive 

(negative) evaluations of life satisfaction that pertain to longer time scales. This may reflect 

both an accumulation of positive (negative) short-term experiences strengthening a 

disposition of contentment and happiness (discontent and unhappiness), and that proclivity 

predisposing a person towards experiencing activity episodes in particular times and places as 

pleasant and meaningful (unpleasant and meaningless). With cross-sectional research it is 

impossible to disentangle whether the accumulative effect from short to long term or the 

dispositional impact from long to short term is stronger. Nonetheless, Lyubomirski, Sheldon 

and Schkade’s (2005) meta-analysis by and large corroborated the idea that long-term 

happiness precedes success and positive affect in daily activities, which suggests that the 

dispositional impact should not be underestimated. 
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Toward the empirical analysis 

  

We expect momentary well-being at the activity-episode level to be a function of activity 

type, time of day, whether and which other persons are involved, the episode’s duration, and 

the place where it is undertaken. Activity place is used here as shorthand for the physical and 

social dimensions of the location where the activity episode occurs. Included among the 

social dimensions are the area’s level of deprivation, which can be expected to lower episode-

level well-being. The physical dimension refers to the density and diversity of human activity 

at the site where the activity episode is undertaken but it is not a priori clear how these would 

shape well-being. Greater diversity and density might mean that places offer more 

opportunities for satisfaction of an individual’s needs for social interaction, mental 

stimulation and confirmation of status and taste (Kennedy and Aldolphs 2011), thereby 

increasing well-being. Yet, they may also produce an overload of sensory experience, fatigue 

and stress, as well as (fear for) greater contact with unwanted others (Lederbogen et al. 2011) 

thereby reducing well-being. The balance of positive and negative impacts may vary between 

geographical settings, individuals and activity episodes. 

 

While the causal relationships between the various activity episode dimensions are complex, 

a plausible causal structure includes effects from activity type, the time of day and 

companionship – whether an activity is undertaken alone or with others, and if the latter, with 

whom – to the place and duration of the episode. Drawing on past human activity studies we 

also anticipate all activity episode dimensions to depend on life circumstances and 

accessibility. The latter measures the ease with which people can reach destinations where 

everyday activities can be undertaken from their home location and is often used as a 
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summary indicator of the opportunity structure urban areas or regions offer to individuals or 

from particular spaces (Geurs and Van Wee 2004). Additionally, life circumstances and 

accessibility, as well as characteristics of individuals’ social networks, may be related to 

overall well-being (i.e., life satisfaction), which is likely to be greater when episode-level 

well-being is greater. It is, however, also conceivable that direct associations between 

accessibility and life satisfaction disappear when the relationships between place and 

episode-level well-being are taken into account.  

 

[Figure 1 here] 

 

Figure 1 depicts the expected relations among well-being, activity participation, geographical 

and social context and life circumstances. Several key hypotheses can be fleshed out: 

a) Geographical context may shape well-being in two ways, via the physical and social 

dimensions of the places where activities are undertaken, and via the spatial structure of 

opportunities for activity participation that individuals’ residential location offers 

(accessibility). One set of relations may be stronger than the other. While social 

deprivation of the place where activities are undertaken is likely to reduce well-being, the 

effects of the physical dimensions of places (density and diversity) and of accessibility 

are not clear a priori. They can be positive or negative.  

b) The extent of social contact with others is correlated positively with both short-term and 

long-term well-being. The effect on short-term well-being differs according to the sort of 

social tie people spend time with and interacts with how long the shared activity lasts and 

where it takes place.  

c) Long-term and momentary well-being derived from activity participation in specific times 

and places are associated with each other, due to the accumulation of short-term 
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experiences and/or the dispositional impact emerging from long-term contentment and 

happiness.  

 

 

Data and methods 

 

 

Data and sample 

 

In order to correctly specify the effects of geographical contexts on momentary well-being, 

we adopt the activity and time use diary approach to trace individuals’ one-day paths through 

space and time continuously and follow the DRM approach to identify separate activity 

episodes and assess individuals’ affect experience for each activity episode. Participants were 

asked to identify each activity episode (at a stationary location) and each travel episode over 

a one-day period starting at 3:00 AM at a pre-determined date. For activity episodes they had 

to record the starting and ending time, the type of activity undertaken (18 categories), the 

location, persons involved (family/relatives, friends, online friends, acquaintances, none), and 

questions about momentary well-being (see below).  

 

The diary was included in an online survey held in July-November 2010 in the Hong Kong 

Special Administrative Region (HK-SAR).2 Randomly selected 1,500 households were 

recruited in which one adult was willing to participate in the study. They were sent an 

invitation e-mail with a hyperlink to the online survey. A cash coupon of HKD 50 was 

offered for each completed questionnaire.  In the end 770 individuals (51.3 percent) filled out 

the online survey completely; we use their one-day diaries for the empirical analysis. The 
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sample resembles the Hong Kong population in terms of employment status, housing type, 

and car ownership (Table 1), although the young and unmarried, women, the higher educated 

and those on a higher income are over-represented in the sample. These differences imply 

that caution should be exercised with generalizing the conclusions of the study to the Hong 

Kong population as a whole (which is not our aim anyway). Representativeness is also less 

critical when the emphasis is on the relationships between variables (as it is here). In this 

regard it is important to note that the distribution over the various categories is reasonably 

balanced for most life circumstances in Table 1. 

 

[Table 1 here] 

 

 

Measuring well-being 

 

Six variables are used to measure well-being, four of which pertain to momentary well-being 

at the activity episode level. We follow Ettema and colleagues (2010) in drawing on the core 

affect approach developed by Russell (1980, 2003).  For Russell core affects constitute the 

basic affective qualities of any emotional experience; they are present in all emotional states 

and can be accessed cognitively rather easily. They vary along two dimensions called valence 

and activation. Valence is a purely hedonic dimension and ranges from unpleasant to pleasant; 

activation ranges from quietness to arousal.  As Figure 2 shows, well-known emotions are 

combinations of different positions on these dimensions in an orthogonal design. Following 

Russell, two single items with seven categories (from very unpleasant to very pleasant, and 

from not active at all to very active) were included in the time-space diary to capture core 

affects for each activity episode.  
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[Figure 2 here] 

 

Two further items pertaining to activity episodes were included in the time-space diary. One 

is also hedonic and asked directly how the respondent thought how the episode had affected 

his/her mood; the response categories were negative, no effect and positive. The final 

activity-episode item is eudaimonic, pertaining to the extent to which the episode helped the 

respondent to realize his/her personal goals. It asked whether the episode had realized the 

respondent’s goals to a lesser degree than expected, as he/she had imagined, or to a greater 

extent than anticipated. To measure well-being for the day as a whole, we include the 

question “Compared to what the day usually is, how typical was this recorded day?” with five 

response categories ranging from much worse to much better. Finally, “Taken all things 

together, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole?” with five response categories from 

very dissatisfied to very satisfied was included to obtain an indicator of overall life 

satisfaction. 

 

 

Variables used in the analysis   

 

We also selected a series of indicators to measure the various dimensions of activity episodes 

depicted in Figure 1. Five activity types are distinguished: sleeping at home; maintenance at 

home (personal care, housework, care-giving); shopping, errands and personal affairs outside 

the home; leisure at home; and leisure and social visits outside the home. This last category 

includes visits to parks, sports grounds, places of entertainment, food premises, and the home 

of friends or relatives. Paid employment and education are excluded from the analysis 
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because no information on companionship was recorded for this activity type in the time-

space diary. Three categories of companionship are considered: family/relative and/or partner; 

friends, online friends and/or acquaintances; and none. Note that the label “no companion” 

does not mean that no social contact has occurred at all. If, for instance, a person visits a 

sport’s club or a shop on her own, she may still encounter other people in their capacity of 

salesperson, other users of the facility, and so on. She would not, however, consider them part 

of her network of (strong) social ties and the interactions would often have a more fleeting 

character. 

 

Of the other episode dimensions considered, duration is a continuous variable measured in 

hours, and time of day a categorical variable. Activity place is operationalized through a 

range of variables pertaining to both the physical and social dimensions of the site where 

activity episodes were undertaken. The physical dimensions of diversity and density are 

measured through population density (in 10,000 residents/ km2) and land use mixing. The 

latter distinguishes locations with mixed land uses from residentially and tourism oriented 

locations. The social dimensions – deprivation – were operationalized using five variables: 

the median monthly income (in 10,000 HK$) and the shares of single-parent households, 

elderly (≥65) residents, public housing and residents with tertiary education. Data on all these 

variables are from the 2011 Hong Kong population census, which are specified at the level of 

the District Council Constituency Area (DCCAs) comparable in size to the US census tract. 

In 2011 the HK-SAR consisted of 412 DCCAs.  

 

The potential effects of accessibility are captured with a gravity-based measure, which is 

defined as  , and where i and j are large planning units or neighborhoods of which 

there are 109 in the HK-SAR; Pj is the population size of j; and Dij the straight-line distance 
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between i and j. This indicator summarizes spatial variations in the relative ease with which 

opportunities for activity participation in different neighborhoods – proxied by their 

population size – can be accessed from residential locations across the HK-SAR. The survey 

did not include extensive questions about the size, composition, and structure of people’s 

ego-centered social networks. Nonetheless, questions were asked about how many relatives, 

friends, online friends and acquaintances respondents had contact with face-to-face or via 

phone, text, internet, etc. in the previous week. The total number of such contacts is used here 

as a proxy of the size and intensity of interaction with one’s social network. Finally, seven 

indicators of life circumstances are considered: gender (male versus female); age (<30y; 30-

49y; 50y); household size (treated as a continuous variable); monthly household income (11 

categories treated as a continuous variable); educational status (5 categories treated as a 

continuous variable); employment status (employed/self-employed versus otherwise); and 

housing status (public housing/subsidized housing versus otherwise).  

 

 

Structural equation modeling 

 

Structural equations modeling (SEM) is used for the analysis because this technique allows 

for more complex patterns of statistical relationships between variables than does 

conventional regression analysis (Bollen 1989). In SEM a distinction is made between the 

measurement and structural model. The former captures the relations between several 

observed indicator variables and the underlying latent construct, the latter the relations among 

the latent constructs. In our analysis there are potentially two latent constructs built out of 

multiple observed variables: activity place and episode-level well-being. In all other cases the 

observed variable equals the structural construct. In the structural model the relationship 
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between two variables can be direct or indirect. A direct effect means that variable A has an 

effect on B without the involvement of other variable; in the case of an indirect effect A 

affects B via one or more other variables. Direct and indirect effects can be summed, and the 

total effect of A on B is the sum of the direct and all indirect effects from one construct to 

another. There are various methods for estimating coefficients in SEM (Browne 1984); we 

use the Means- and Variances-adjusted Weighted Least Squares (WLSMV) method as this is 

recommended for analyses in which multiple non-normally distributed continuous and 

categorical variables are included (Finney and DiStefano 2006). 

 

 

Descriptive analysis 

 

As an introduction to the modeling results we briefly discuss some bivariate statistical 

analyses. With regard to activity type, Table 2 shows that leisure and social visits outside the 

home consistently have the highest scores on all well-being indicators. They provide the most 

pleasure and excitement, improve mood the most, and realize goals to the greatest extent. 

They also made people think about the day as a whole most positively, which may suggest 

that their beneficial effects spill over into subsequent activities. Sleeping stands out because 

of a combination of comparatively high levels of pleasure and de-activation. Overall, 

however, the average scores on the core affects are relatively similar across activity types: the 

vast majority of episodes fall in the lower right quarter of Figure 2, producing experiences of 

contentment and serenity. If we follow the claim from cultural psychology (Tsai, Knutson 

and Fung 2006) that calmness is more valorized in Chinese culture than in Western culture 

(which is biased towards the upper right quarter in Figure 2), then our findings seem to 

suggest that our study participants have internalized those culturally inflected notions of what 
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counts as a good life and that the non-employment activities we have considered on balance 

make them (reasonably) happy.  

 

Table 2 also shows that participation in out-of-home activities is beneficial in terms of well-

being at the day level but that there are no statistically significant differences between activity 

participation and life satisfaction. 

 

[Table 2 here] 

 

The relationship between geographical context and well-being is weak. Regarding the site 

where activity episodes are undertaken, differences in well-being are also small. Activities at 

sites with land use diversity are experienced as significantly more exciting and marginally 

(but not significantly at p<0.05) more pleasurable than those in places that primarily have a 

residential function. Participation in activity episodes at mixed-use locations is also 

associated with higher levels of life satisfaction. For population density all correlation 

coefficients are very close to zero and hence not statistically significant (p<0.05). For the 

social characteristics of activity sites there are clearer associations with well-being. If an 

activity was conducted in an area with a higher median income or with a greater proportion of 

highly educated residents, the study participants felt more excited and elated. This is because 

the correlation coefficients of median income and share of highly educated residents with 

both valence and activation are positive, although only statistically significant (p<0.05) for 

the valence dimension. The opposite can be observed for areas with many single-parent 

households or public housing: activities undertaken there were to a greater extent rated as 

depressing and dull. In all cases, however, the relationships between the site characteristics 

and valence and activation are weak as the magnitude of the correlation coefficients indicates. 
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Additionally, the age composition of residents in the places where activities were undertaken 

does not seem to bear on momentary well-being, and none of the social indicators of place is 

associated at p<0.05 with participants’ mood or the extent to which they felt their goals had 

been realized.  

 

At the same time, for all site characteristics except density the correlation coefficients with 

life satisfaction are statistically significant (p<0.05) and have the expected signs, and the 

associations are stronger for life satisfaction than for all dimensions of momentary well-being. 

The latter finding can also be observed for the final indicator of geographical context: 

accessibility is negatively associated with life satisfaction but has no statistically significant 

(p<0.05) effect on momentary or day-level well-being. The result that participants who reside 

in a location that offers greater access to human activity are less satisfied with life indicates 

that our gravity-based accessibility measure is more comparable to density and urbanization 

degree in earlier studies (Brereton, Clinch and Ferreira 2008; Berry and Okulicz-Kozaryn 

2009; Morrison 2011) than to the accessibility indicators used by Brereton and colleagues 

(2008, 2011), Morrison (2011) and Arifwidodo (2012).   

 

With regard to social contact, the analysis indicates that “doing it together is better than doing 

it alone” (Walker 2010, 9): undertaking activities without companion is associated with 

significantly lower scores on all indicators. Differences between types of companions are in 

many cases fairly limited; only for activation and goal realization are the differences between 

family/relatives/partner and (online) friends statistically significant, and undertaking 

activities with acquaintances is associated with higher levels of activation and more positive 

experiences for the day as a whole. While the comparison is difficult to make, Table 2 also 

seems to suggest that the effect on well-being of companionship is larger than that of one’s 



 

23 

 

social network: the correlation between the number of social contacts last week and all well-

being indicators is positive but the relationships are (very) weak and only statistically 

significant for half of the indicators.  

 

 

Modeling results 

 

General discussion 

 

The outcomes of the SEM analysis are summarized in Figure 3, which visualizes results from 

the measurement model, and Tables 3 and 4. The former includes the unstandardized 

coefficients in the structural model and the latter a selection of standardized effects on well-

being.  

 

[Figure 3 and Tables 3-4 here] 

 

Overall the conceptual model in Figure 1 fits the data reasonably well. There is no consensus 

regarding the assessment of the goodness-of-fit of a SEM analysis (Kline, 2005). However, 

the most widely used measure is the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 

which is 0.044 for our model and below the required 0.05 (p<0.001). The Comparative Fit 

Index (CFI) is close to 90 percent.3  

 

The model fit is much better with episode well-being specified as a latent construct than 

when the four indicator variables are incorporated independently and directly into the model. 

Figure 3 shows that the valence score dominates the latent construct (note that all coefficients 
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are scaled relative to the coefficient for objective fulfillment, which has been fixed at 1). 

Taken together the estimated coefficients suggest that activities that generate contentment 

and serenity, fulfill goals to a greater extent than anticipated, and improve one’s mood are 

associated with the highest level of episode-level well-being.  

 

Figure 3 also indicates that activity place has been specified as a single latent variable 

constructed out of four site characteristics. The proportions of single-parent households, 

elderly residents, and people with tertiary education have been dropped because their 

inclusion resulted in estimation problems (the first variable) or did not improve the model’s 

goodness-of-fit (the final two). Many combinations of observed variables have been 

considered and specifications with two latent variables – one for the physical and the other 

for the social dimensions of the site of activity participation – have also been explored but the 

specification in Figure 3 provides the best goodness-of-fit statistics and generates coefficients 

for the observed variables that are plausible in both magnitude and sign. 

 

Two general conclusions can be drawn from Table 3. First, there are positive associations 

between episode-level, day-level, and overall well-being. Insofar as cross-sectional data 

allow inferences about causality to be made (see above), the causal structure with effects 

from life satisfaction to day experience and to episode-level well-being and from day 

experience to momentary well-being produces considerably better goodness-of-fit indices 

than a model with effects in the opposite direction (RMSEA=0.044, Chi-square=1707.236, 

CFI=0.869). While not offering confirmation, these results are at least consistent with the 

hypothesis that the dispositional impact from long- to short-term well-being is stronger than 

the accumulation effect from momentary well-being to life satisfaction. As expected, the 

effect of life satisfaction on day experience is stronger than that on episode well-being, which 
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is consistent with the idea – confirmed by Table 3 – that the latter is shaped to a greater 

extent by situational factors. 

 

Secondly, of the five activity-episode dimensions only activity place has no statistically 

significant (p<0.10) effect on episode-level well-being. All else equal, well-being increases if 

activities last longer, and leisure and social visits outside the home closely followed by 

sleeping generate the highest level of well-being. Leisure at home scores considerable worse 

yet better than maintenance at home and shopping, errands and personal affairs outside the 

home. Thus, not only what is done matters from a well-being perspective but also where in 

the sense of in-home versus out-of-home, at least for leisure and social activities. None of the 

coefficients for time of day is statistically significant (p<0.10). This differs from previous 

DRM studies (Stone et al. 2006) but may reflect that the current model controls for the effects 

of other variables and especially duration, which varies clearly by time of day.  

 

Well-being effects of geographical context  

 

All else equal, there is no statistically significant effect (p<0.10) of the site where the activity 

episode is conducted on momentary well-being. While suggesting that the very modest 

correlations that were observed in the bivariate analysis (Table 2) reflect the effects of third-

party variables, this finding does not imply that the geographical context is irrelevant to 

variations in momentary well-being. There are clear spatial sorting effects in activity 

participation (Table 3): out-of-home activities and activities undertaken with others – in 

particular with friends – tend to be undertaken in richer, lower-density areas with less public 

housing. Activities are also concentrated in such areas if undertaken by employed or higher-

income study participants. The same holds for the activities of respondents with less contact 
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with their social networks, who do not live in public housing, or who reside in locations 

offering lower accessibility to spatial opportunities for activity participation. It is unclear 

whether the activity place construct would have had no effect on momentary well-being, had 

this spatial sorting not taken place. Additionally, it is also possible that there are other, more 

appropriate variables from which a latent construct for activity place can be constructed, or 

that the variables we have used are subject to the modifiable areal unit problem (Openshaw 

1983) and would have rendered different results if place had been measured on a more 

refined geographical scale we were unable to consider in this analysis.  

 

Our analysis also suggests that the effects of accessibility from home on well-being are small. 

The direct and total effects on momentary well-being are not statistically significant at p<0.10, 

and the same holds for the total effect on day experience.4 For overall well-being a significant 

negative relationship can be detected with life satisfaction being higher as accessibility is 

lower. This reinforces the conclusion that our accessibility variable is comparable to the 

indicators for urbanization level and density used by Morrison (2011), Brereton and 

colleagues (2008, 2011) and Berry and Okulicz-Kozaryn (2011) and suggests that their 

conclusions can be extended to the intra-urban scale, at least in Hong Kong. 

 

Table 4 illustrates two further points regarding the variations in well-being according to 

accessibility from home. One is that the magnitude of the effect increases once we move from 

episode well-being to overall life satisfaction. The other is that the effects of accessibility are 

small compared to variations in well-being along lines of education and in particular income 

are much larger. For our participants the standardized total effect for income is 3.7 times 

greater for episode well-being and 7.3 times greater for life satisfaction. Accessibility matters 
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to understanding variations in experienced well-being, but other factors are clearly more 

important. 

 

Well-being effects of social contacts 

 

The model confirms that well-being is directly and indirectly affected by whether an activity 

is undertaken with others and with whom. In terms of direct effects, undertaking an activity 

alone produces lower levels of momentary well-being than when others are involved. The 

coefficient for family/relative(s) and/or partner is larger than for (online) friend(s) and/or 

acquaintance(s) – 0.079 versus 0.053 – but the difference is too small to be statistically 

significant. What matters most for well-being, then, is whether or not people who are 

relatively close to the person in question are involved in the activity.  

 

Yet, the model outcomes go beyond the descriptive results in Section 4. There is also a 

statistically significant indirect effect of companionship on episode-level well-being via 

activity duration in the model. This indirect effect is +0.0015 (0.145*0.010) for undertaking 

an activity together with family/relative(s) and/or partner and +0.0050 (0.496*0.010) for 

friends. Thus, the well-being benefits of doing something with friends are more duration-

dependent than those of undertaking an activity with one’s partner, family and/or relative(s). 

Notwithstanding their small magnitude, the calculated coefficients indicate that, all else equal, 

spending an hour with friends adds almost 50 percent more value in terms of episode-level 

well-being than spending an hour without companions. The corresponding value for 

family/relative(s) and/or one’s partner is approximately 15 percent. Figure 4 displays all these 

effects graphically; extrapolation of the depicted lines indicates that after almost 7h the well-
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being benefits of undertaking an activity with friends are identical to those for being with 

family and/or one’s partner.  

 

[Figure 4 here] 

 

The associations of the number of social contacts last week and well-being are small and not 

statistically significant (p<0.10) at the episode and day levels. This holds for both the direct 

and the total effects. There is, however, an interesting difference with the effects of 

companionship. The latter decrease in size if we move from episode-level well-being via day 

experience to life satisfaction, but for the number of social contact last week the effects 

become larger along that trajectory. The number of contacts last week has a markedly 

stronger effect on life satisfaction than on the other two well-being variables. These findings 

underline the importance of considering both long-term and short-term well-being when 

analyzing the effects of social contact.  

 

Well-being effects of life circumstances 

 

In line with Clark, Frijters and Shields (2008) we find that a higher income is related to 

higher levels of well-being, although the effects on day experience and momentary well-

being result from indirect relations via life satisfaction. The effects of education are only 

statistically significant (p<0.10) for life satisfaction but have a negative sign across all well-

being indicators, which suggests the importance of not restricting measurements of 

socioeconomic status in well-being research to income alone. The effect of housing type is 

statistically significant for overall well-being at p<0.01, indicating that people in public 

housing are on average less satisfied with life. Employed participants have lower scores on 
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day experience and life satisfaction yet also experience higher levels of episode well-being 

than non-employed participants. These differences seem to reflect participation in paid work 

and commuting, which makes those in employment appreciate and benefit from the 

considered non-employment activities but on average also less positive about the day and life 

as a whole. 

 

For age we find that study participants aged 50 or more experience the highest level of well-

being and little evidence for a minimum in middle age (Blanchflower and Oswald 2008): 

those aged 11-29 tend to experience less momentary well-being and only marginally higher 

life satisfaction and day experience than those who are 30-49 years old. Men tend to 

experience lower well-being than women irrespective of the indicator used, while the effects 

of household size are only minor. As with the number of social contacts last week and 

accessibility from home, the variations in well-being in terms of life circumstances tend to be 

larger for the life satisfaction than for the episode-level measure. 

 

 

Conclusions and Discussion 

 

Utilizing multiple well-being measures and data from a sample of Hong Kong people, this 

article contributes to the literature on well-being in geography and beyond in various ways. 

Our advanced modeling approach suggests that space matters but not to the same extent for 

different dimensions of well-being: the effect of geographical context on overall well-being 

(life satisfaction) appears to be much stronger than on momentary well-being (Hypothesis A). 

As far as life satisfaction is concerned, our findings extend earlier work (Brereton, Clinch and 

Ferreira 2008; Brereton et al. 2011; Berry and Okulicz-Kozaryn 2011; Morrison 2011) by 
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suggesting that the inverse relation between overall well-being and level of urbanization can 

also be observed at the intra-urban scale, at least in Hong Kong and when a gravity-based 

accessibility measure is employed.  

 

Nonetheless, the fact that the association of momentary well-being with the physical and 

social dimensions of the place where participants actually undertook activities was not 

statistically significant is reason for caution. Our study underscores the relevance of the 

uncertain geographical context problem to studies of the geography of well-being, even 

though the use of other indicators might have generated different outcomes and the analysis 

might have been subject to the modifiable areal unit problem.5 On balance, however, our 

analysis is less likely to render a spurious relation between momentary well-being and 

geographical context than if we had relied on indicators of the physical and social 

characteristics of the residential neighborhood. We therefore believe that subsequent 

(quantitative) research by geographers and others should move beyond exclusively relying on 

geographical indicators based on where people live to considering indicators of where they 

are at specific moments in time they want to grasp contextual influences on time and place 

specific well-being (cf. Kwan, 2012).  

 

Obviously, these reflections on UGCoP also complicate the interpretation of the statistically 

significant effect of accessibility on life satisfaction: Will it be observable if an activity space 

based accessibility measure is used (Kwan 2012)? And if so, what is the causal mechanism? 

Does it reflect a long-term accumulation effect whereby spatial behavior and neurological 

processes interact in complex ways (see also Lederbogen et al. 2011)? Questions like these 

open up an interdisciplinary research agenda regarding the spatiality of well-being that 
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transcends the boundaries between the social sciences, including geography, and the life 

sciences.  

 

The second contribution of the analysis concerns the positive associations between social 

contact and well-being (Hypothesis B). Our time-geographical study extends earlier research 

(Helliwell and Putnam 2004; Lyubomirsky, King and Diener 2005) by showing how the 

effects of spending time with others are complex and operate across multiple time-scales. 

Among the study participants we have observed both longer-term positive effects of activity 

participation with one’s social ties and more immediate effects of undertaking non-

employment activities together with relatives, friends or others on experienced well-being in 

specific places and times. No major difference as regards with whom – family versus 

friends/acquaintances – could be detected from the direct effects in the SEM. Differences 

between types of social ties only became apparent when the situational variations in 

momentary well-being were examined in more detail and the greater duration sensitivity of 

the well-being effects of being with friends/acquaintances versus being with family members 

was explored (Figure 3). We did not find any interaction between the character of the place 

and whether time was spent alone or with others but this might have been different had we 

been able to consider other place attributes.  

 

The ways in which social contact and well-being are interrelated in our model signals the 

inadequacy of incorporating simple indicators of ego-centered social networks and social 

capital in quantitative empirical studies of experienced well-being. Such a strategy is too 

reductive, and incurs the risk of naïve conclusions and policy recommendations. It should 

also be appreciated that our findings do not imply that time and place specific well-being will 

necessarily be higher if people spend more time together with others. This is, among others, 
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because for most people a day consists of a sequence of episodes in which different (groups 

of) persons are met and time is also spent in relative isolation. It may well be that this very 

variation in whether one interacts with others over the course of a day or week and if so with 

whom is beneficial from a well-being perspective (Oerlemans, Baker and Veenhoven 2011). 

This in turn points towards the limitations of considering activity episodes as independent 

units as we did, and highlights the need to analyze unfolding sequences of such episodes in 

subsequent research.     

 

The final contribution is that our cross-sectional analysis also raises the possibility – to be 

verified in longitudinal research – that the dispositional impact from long-term contentment 

and happiness on momentary well-being is stronger than the opposite effect (Hypothesis C). 

What is more, there exist a range of interesting differences between the shorter and longer-

term aspects and measures of well-being among our study participants. One such difference is 

that life circumstances are more strongly correlated with life satisfaction, whereas activity 

participation characteristics are, unsurprisingly, associated more clearly with episode well-

being. These findings imply that quantitative analysis of subjectively experienced well-being 

should not be limited to either momentary well-being as a function of time use (Kahneman et 

al. 2004, 2006) or – as in most spatial-analytical research into subjectively experienced well-

being to date – to life satisfaction alone. Both need to be analyzed and ideally within a single 

framework, given that our analysis shows geographical and social context and life 

circumstances to be differentially related to different facets of well-being.   

 

 

Endnotes 
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1. This approach to subjective well-being is commonly called hedonic but it is slightly broader as 

cognitive evaluations of how well life is – life satisfaction – are often used in empirical research. 

Recently there has also been a rapprochement between hedonic and eudaimonic perspectives in 

psychology (Diener et al. 2010). 

2. The Hong Kong Special Administrative Region was established on July 1, 1997 when its 

sovereignty was transferred from the United Kingdom to the People’s Republic of China after 

about 150 years of British ruling of the territory. 

3. The Chi-square statistic is 1682.9 and statistically different from zero (p<0.001). Because this is 

common with SEM analysis with more than 200 cases, we can disregard this statistic (which is 

done quite often in the SEM community). 

4. There is a statistically significant (p<0.05), positive direct effect of accessibility on day 

experience, which is to some extent cancelled out by the indirect effect via life satisfaction. The 

direct effect is difficult to explain and we are tempted to consider it a contingency that is specific 

to the utilized data. 

5. Future research would benefit from employing more refined indicators than we had available of 

who/what is present – including nature and green space – on a particular site at a specific time, of 

that site’s atmosphere, of the socio-spatial inequalities characterizing that site, and of differences 

between the social characteristics of that site and the social identity of the persons whose well-

being is examined. It should also experiment with different zonal classification schemes and with 

defining explanatory variables at multiple geographical scales. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual relationships.  
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Figure 2. Core affects (freely after Russell, 1980). 
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Figure 3. Measurement models for activity place and episode-level well-being. 
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Figure 4. Summed direct and indirect effects of companionship and duration on episode-level 

wellbeing.
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 Table 1. Sample characteristics. 

  Sample (n=770) Hong Kong SAR 

Population1 

Age 11-29 years 48.4% 25.3% 

 30-49 years 36.8% 33.6% 

 50 years 15.8% 34.0% 

Gender Male 41.6% 46.8% 

 Female 58.4% 53.2% 

Marital status Married  35.4% 57.8% 

 Other 64.6% 42.2% 

Citizenship status HK Permanent Resident 98.3% 94.0% 

 Other 1.7% 6.0% 

Employment 

status 

Employed 59.3% 60.7% 

 Others 40.7% 39.3% 

Education level Post-secondary and less 48.6% 68.1%2 

 Undergraduate and higher 51.4% 31.9%2 

Monthly 

household gross 

income 

HK$ <20,000 37.5% 52.8% 

HK$ 20,000-39,999 36.9% 28.2% 

HK$ 40,000 25.6% 19.0% 

Housing type  Public housing & home 

ownership scheme 

49.8% 47.7% 

 Private housing, village house & 

government quarters 

50.2% 51.8% 

Household car 

ownership 

None 81.1% 82.2% 

1 private car(s) 18.9% 17.8% 

1 Drawn from CSD (2007, 2010, 2011a, 2011b 2012) and HKHA (2011) 
2 Based on people aged ≥15  

 

 



 

 

 

Table 2: Descriptive analysis of wellbeing, by activity type and indicators of social interactions and geographical context (n=4,312 episodes). 

 

n 

cases 

Episode Day Global 

Valence  

[1,7] 

Activation  

[1,7] 

Mood  

[0,2] 

Goal realisation 

[0,2] 

Day experience 

[1,5] 

Life satisfaction 

[1,5] 

Mean Corr.1 Mean Corr.1 Mean Corr.1 Mean Corr.1 Mean Corr.1 Mean Corr.1 

Activity type              
  Sleeping at home  1,447 5.59a  1.92 a  1.69 a  1.05 a  3.40 a  3.51  

  Maintenance at home  1,247 5.37  2.58  1.68  1.06  3.43  3.55  

  Shopping, errands & personal affairs outside home  687 5.42  3.27  1.73  1.10  3.47  3.54  

  Leisure at home  545 5.52  2.79  1.71  1.07  3.38  3.52  
  Leisure and social visits outside home  359 5.88  3.50  1.87  1.19  3.57  3.58  

Mixed land use at site of activity              

  Site with multiple functions  2,076 5.54  2.63a  1.71  1.08  3.45a  3.59a  

  Site with mainly tourist functions  119 5.50  2.63  1.67  1.06  3.17  3.66  
  Site with mainly residences  2,117 5.48  2.51  1.72  1.07  3.43  3.47  

Population density at site of activity 4312  0.001  0.011  0.020  0.000  0.011  -0.010 

Median income at site of activity 4312  0.021  0.032b  0.005  -0.005  0.007  0.078b 

Share of single-parent households at site of activity 4312  -0.034b  -0.024  -0.009  -0.014  -0.044b  -0.093b 

Share of public housing at site of activity 4312  -0.036b   -0.023  0.004  -0.019  -0.027  -0.082b 

Share of elderly residents (65+) at site of activity 4312  -0.013  0.010  -0.012  0.009  -0.015  -0.035b 

Percentage of residents with tertiary education at 

site of activity 

4312  0.025  0.030b   0.003  0.003  0.022  0.092b 

Accessibility from home location 4,312  -0.021  0.002  0.000  0.021  0.022  -0.052b 

Companionship                

  Family/relative(s)s and/or partner  2,455 5.58a  2.40a  1.74a  1.07a  3.42a  3.57a  

  Friend(s) and/or online friend(s) 369 5.65  3.26  1.80  1.19  3.51  3.54  
  Acquaintance(s) 142 5.50  3.78  1.70  1.13  3.61  3.53  

  None 1,342 5.35  2.45  1.65  1.05  3.39  3.47  

Number of social contacts last week 4,312  0.003  0.054b  0.036b  0.007  0.037b  0.027 

1 Spearman’s rank correlation 
a differences between categories statistically significant with p<0.05 (ANOVA); b Spearman’s rank correlation statistically significantly different from zero with p<0.05 

 



 

 

 

Table 3: Explaining variations in activity attributes and well-being (unstandardized coefficients). 

 Activity duration Activity place Life satisfaction Day experience Episode well-being 

 Direct effect (b)† Direct effect (b)† Direct effect (b)† Direct effect (b) Total effect (b) Direct effect (b) Total effect (b) 

Life satisfaction     0.206a  0.122a 0.136a 

Day experience      0.070a 0.070a 

Duration      0.010b 0.010b 
Activity place      -0.004 -0.004 

Activity type (sleeping=0)        

  Maintenance at home -2.215a -0.011    -0.140a -0.162a 

  Shopping, errands & personal affairs outside home -2.622a 0.115a    -0.149a -0.175a 

  Leisure at home -1.320a 0.022    -0.080b -0.094a 

  Leisure and social visits outside the home 2.275a 0.142a    0.017 -0.007 
Companionship (none=0)        

  Family/relative(s)s and/or partner  0.145b 0.028c    0.079a 0.080a 

  Friend(s), online friend(s) and/or acquaintance(s) 0.496a 0.153a    0.053c 0.057c 

Time of day (10:00PM-6:00AM=0)        
  6:00-11:00AM 0.947a 0.010    0.032 0.041 

  11:00AM-3:00PM 0.070 0.016    0.037 0.038 

  3:00-6:00PM 0.902a 0.021    -0.005 0.004 

  6:00-10:00PM 0.269b 0.013    0.026 0.029 
Accessibility from home 0.063 -0.052a -0.151b 0.110b 0.079 -0.019 -0.020 

Number of social contacts last week  -0.001b 0.002b 0.000 0.001 -0.000 0.000 

Age (50 years=0)        

  11-29 years 0.143 -0.027 -0.247a -0.083 -0.134b -0.062b -0.094a 

  30-49 years 0.120 -0.013 -0.260a -0.112b -0.166a -0.005 -0.042 

Gender (female=0)        
  Male 0.094c -0.022 -0.128a -0.043 -0.070c -0.049a -0.066a 

Household size 0.004 0.002 -0.005 -0.056a -0.057a 0.015b 0.008 

Education level -0.252a -0.021 -0.094a -0.011 -0.030 -0.002 -0.012 

Employment status (non-employed = 0)        
   Employed  -0.039 0.015b -0.241a -0.154a -0.203a 0.143a 0.099a 

Monthly household income -0.014 0.033a 0.168a 0.001 0.036a -0.005 0.011b 

Housing type (other=0)        

  Public housing -0.026 -0.253a -0.156a 0.084b 0.052 -0.003 -0.007 

†total effect is identical to total effect  
a significantly different from zero at p<0.01 
b significantly different from zero at p<0.05 
c significantly different from zero at p<0.10 



 

 

Table 4: Standardised effects of selected variables on well-being.1  

 Life 

satisfaction 

Day experience Episode well-

being 

 Direct  

effect (ß) 

Direct 

effect 

(ß) 

Total 

effect 

(ß) 

Direct 

effect 

(ß) 

Total 

effect 

(ß) 

Education level -0.091 -0.022 -0.031 -0.004 -0.029 

Monthly household income 0.349 0.060 0.078 -0.024 0.055 

Number of social contacts last 

week 

0.051 0.019 0.026 -0.009 0.006 

Accessibility from home -0.048 0.031 0.022 -0.015 -0.015 

1 Effect sizes have been standardised on the basis of standard deviations as follows: ß=b*(SDx/SDy) 

 

 

 

 


