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1 Introduction
The situation of students’ well-being has been 
described as a ‘mental health crisis on campus’ 
even before the event of the Covid-19 pandemic 
(Burwell, 2018). In the wake of the Covid-19 pan-
demic, the rise of mental health issues and poor 
well-being among students in European higher 
education has raised quite some concerns 
among policymakers. It quickly became clear that 
the Covid-19 pandemic and measures to tackle it, 
such as social distancing, lockdowns, and remote 
teaching, had a drastic impact on students’ mental 
health and well-being (Cosma et al., 2023; Doolan 
et al., 2021; European University Association, 2023). 
During this period of social isolation and tran-
sition to (purely) digital lectures and seminars, 
particularly contact with fellow students, as well 
as students’ motivation, was lacking, and a gen-
eral lower level of mental health during and in the 
wake of the pandemic was reported (Salimi et al., 
2021; Haugas & Kendrali, 2024; Schirmer, 2024a). 
Although most higher education institutions 
(HEIs) in Europe have now resumed to analogue 
teaching, with some in  corporating digital learning 
during the Covid-19 pandemic (Schirmer, 2024a), 
numerous students still continue to face personal 
challenges (Haugas & Kendrali, 2024) and mental 
health issues (Cuppen et al., 2024a). Furthermore, 
in many countries, the cost of living has increased 
significantly due to ongoing conflicts and high 
inflation, particularly for food and gas. In light of 
these developments, understanding what shapes 
students’ well-being has become increasingly 
important. 

What are the factors associated with students’ 
well-being? This article attempts a comprehensive 
examination by taking into account individual as 
well as study-related conditions and differentiat-
ing between demands and resources. To achieve 
our research goals, we will utilise two types of 
data sources from the EUROSTUDENT 8 project: the 
aggregated data and the micro data. The aggre-
gated data includes information from 22 coun-
tries within the Higher European Education Area 
(EHEA), where the micro data includes information 
of 11 countries in the EHEA. Students’ well-being will 
be measured using the WHO-5 Well-Being Scale 
(World Health Organisation, 1998), which has been 
demonstrated to be a reliable and valid instru-
ment to differentiate between individuals in terms 
of their well-being status (Topp et al., 2015). 

The present report extends previous research on 
the factors associated with students’ well-being 
in two ways. Firstly, it builds on the application of 
the job demands-resources model (Demerouti et 
al., 2001) to a study context (Lesener et al., 2020) 
by incorporating students’ socio-demographic 
characteristics as well contextual conditions 
(academic context and personal study context), 
which are important for the understanding of stu-
dent well-being (Cooke et al., 2004, Cullinan et al., 
2020) and have been shown to be strongly related 
to students’ study situation (Hauschildt, 2024a). 
Secondly, due to the data source used, it presents 
a cross-European perspective not present in pre-
vious works, which have often been limited to sin-
gle courses, institutions, or countries.
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2 Background
The literature on mental health among higher 
education students is as diverse as the issue itself, 
although much of the literature was produced in 
the 21st century (Hernández-Torrano et al., 2020). 
Previous research has taken different angles, 
examining specific groups of students (e.g., diverse 
ethnicities, refugees, different study fields, or stu-
dents with disabilities), specific forms of mental 
health/well-being (Freeth et al., 2013; Mahadevan 
et al., 2010), or the impact of institutional univer-
sity services in times of psychological stress and 
its impact on students (Hofmann et al., 2017). With 
regard to external factors, the social environment 
(friends, family, and work/study colleagues) has 
also been identified as an important factor in 
explaining mental health (Campbell et al., 2022). 
Challenging external circumstances and stress-
ors (exams, work, and personal challenges) have 
been shown to contribute to students’ stress lev-
els (Campbell et al., 2022). As a background fac-
tor, the socio-economic background of students, 
including the financial situation of their parents, 
also depicts a strong relationship with student 
well-being (Cuppen et. al., 2024a).

In order to comprehensively investigate the fac-
tors associated with students’ well-being, we 
draw on a demands-resources approach to form 
the basis of our analytical framework. The origi-
nal job demands-resources model (Demerouti et 
al., 2001), stemming from psychology, was devel-
oped to analyse workplace burnout based on job- 
related demands and resources and has found 
widespread application (Demerouti et al., 2001). It 
has recently been extended to the study context 
as a “study demands-resources model” (SD-R; 
Lesener et al., 2020; Gusy et al., 2016). This appli-
cation translated the original model’s demands 

and resources within the workplace to the higher 
education context to be able to predict students’ 
engagement and burnout. According to Lesener 
et al. (2020), (study) demands can be under-
stood as “those physical, social, or organizational 
aspects of studying that require sustained phys-
ical or mental effort and are therefore associ-
ated with certain physiological and psychological 
costs” (p. 3). On the other hand, study resources 
are defined as “valued physical, psychological, 
social, or organizational aspects of studying that 
are functional in achieving study-related goals, 
reducing study demands, or stimulating personal 
growth and development” (ibid, p.3). High study 
demands are posited to increase the likelihood 
of negative consequences such as health issues, 
whereas sufficient study resources serve a moti-
vational function, enhancing student engage-
ment, reducing burnout, and promoting positive 
outcomes such as improved academic perfor-
mance and increased commitment (Lesener et 
al., 2020).

The SD-R is advantageous in that it is clearly 
geared towards investigating the interplay of 
demands and resources in higher education 
studies. However, existing research has paid lit-
tle attention to the broad context in which these 
studies have taken place. To address this gap, 
we broaden previous applications of the study 
demands-resources framework by emphasising 
that students’ socio-economic background cre-
ates a specific set of contextual conditions (aca-
demic context and personal study context) within 
which studies, and the interplay of study demands 
and resources as suggested in the SD-R, take 
place. 

Socio-demographic background of students in Europe

The socio-demographic landscape of students 
across Europe is diverse, indicating that stud-
ies take place in a wide variety of academic and 
personal study contexts. Student populations 
across Europe vary significantly in their socio- 
demographic composition. Differences of more 
than a decade in average student age can be found 

between the ‘youngest’ (Azerbaijan) and ‘oldest’ 
(Iceland) country. While women are the majority 
in higher education across EUROSTUDENT coun-
tries, they remain underrepresented in Science, 
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) 
fields, with notable variations in gender distribu-
tion by field of study, institution type, and degree 



6

level. In many countries, a considerable portion 
of students are parents, which requires them 
to reconcile the needs of their family with study 
and possibly work requirements, especially in the 
case of young children. Approximately one in four 
students across EUROSTUDENT countries has an 
international background, either through being 
born abroad, having parents born abroad, or hav-
ing obtained their entry qualification for higher 

education abroad. Around every seventh student 
reports being limited in their daily life or stud-
ies due to a form of disability. The EUROSTUDENT 
results of the last round have highlighted the role 
of students’ socio-economic background and 
their clear association with different academic 
and personal contexts, which create a student’s 
personal set of contextual conditions (Hauschildt, 
2024a).

Contextual conditions

Students’ academic context, i.e., their field of study, 
institution type, and degree level is strongly depen-
dent on gender in most countries (Hauschildt, 
2024a). Socio-demographic factors also influ-
ence the uptake of flexible study modes across 
countries, with older students and those with-
out tertiary educational background favouring 
part-time, distance, or online studies (Schirmer, 
2024b). Students from non-tertiary backgrounds 
are predominantly found in non-university set-
tings (Hauschildt, 2024b), whereas universities, 
typically institutions with the right to award doc-
toral degrees, have a higher proportion of stu-
dents with tertiary educated parents (Schirmer, 
2024b). In several countries, the availability of 
study resources such as computers, internet, a 
desk, and a quiet place to study can also depend 
on the students’ parents’ educational background 
(Hauschildt, 2024b). 

Personal study context is also often strongly 
related to students’ socio-economic background. 
Student groups reporting (very) serious financial 
distress particularly often include, for example, 
students whose parents are not at all well-off, 
students with disabilities, and those depending on 
public support (Gwosć, 2024). The living situation 
(e.g. living with parents or in student accommoda-
tion) and, relatedly, the expenses and commuting 

time required to attend higher education also vary 
according to parental background and financial 
status. Finally, different student groups experience 
various degrees of discrimination, with women 
and students with disabilities particularly report-
ing higher instances of such negative experiences 
(Menz & Mandl, 2024).

Focusing solely on study demands and resources 
therefore neglects the importance of students’ 
socio-demographic backgrounds and the result-
ing inequalities in academic and personal study 
contexts. This report, therefore, extends the SD-R 
framework (Lesener et al., 2020) as depicted in 
Figure 1. Students’ socio-demographic back-
ground (age, gender, disability, migration back-
ground, and parental education) are posited to 
create individual contextual conditions (aca-
demic context and personal study context), which, 
in the framework, are seen to precede the study 
demands and resources as indicated in the orig-
inal SD-R model (Lesener et al., 2020). Following 
previous studies (Lesener et al., 2020; Gusy et al., 
2016), study demands include the incompatibility 
of studies and private life, such as the time pres-
sure during studies. Study resources are based on 
the social integration at the HEI and the qualifica-
tion potential inherent in the studies. Student well- 
being is investigated as the outcome variable. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework
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3 Data and methods

1 Aggregated data of EUROSTUDENT 8 can be accessed through the database: https://database.eurostudent.eu/

2 The Scientific Use File of EUROSTUDENT 8 can be requested through https://doi.org/10.21249/DZHW:es8:1.0.0

3�1 Data 

In this report, we use cross-national data from 
the EUROSTUDENT 8 project to examine the afore-
mentioned research question. Based on student 
surveys in various countries, EUROSTUDENT pro-
vides data on the social and economic aspects of 
student life in the European Higher Education Area 
(EHEA). Students’ backgrounds (demo graphics 
and social backgrounds), study conditions and 
experiences (access to and transition within 
higher education, study conditions and quality, 
time budget, and mobility), and living conditions 
(employment, resources, expenses, and hous-
ing situation) are just a few of the topics cov-
ered on current student life. The information from 
EUROSTUDENT 8 offers a thorough description, 
explanation, and evaluation of the current sta-
tus of the social dimension in the EHEA (for more 
detail, see https://www.eurostudent.eu/).

EUROSTUDENT covers the following topics:

• Socio-economic background of students

• Transition into and within higher education

• Types and modes of study

• Students’ time budget

• Students’ employment and internships

• Students’ resources

• Students’ expenses

• Students’ housing situation

• Students’ international mobility

For an exhaustive analysis of all topics, see 
Hauschildt et al. (2024a).

For the current round (8), 25 countries in the EHEA 
collected data between spring 2022 and summer 
2023, except for Switzerland (data collection was 
done in spring 2020) and Germany (data collec-
tion was done during summer 2021). All students 
enrolled in any national study programme con-
sidered as higher education at the time of the sur-
vey are part of EUROSTUDENT’s target group (cor-
responds to ISCED (2011) levels 5, 6 and 7).

In this report, we use two types of data sources: 
aggregated data and micro data. Aggregated 
data provides a broader and more descriptive 
view of the EHEA countries, whereas micro data 
enables us to perform multivariate analyses on 
students in which we are able to take into account 
the role of confounding variables on the relation-
ship between our main indicators of interest and 
well-being.

 EUROSTUDENT 8 aggregated data
All participating countries in the EUROSTUDENT 
project provide aggregated data for public use 
on the aforementioned topics. All EUROSTUDENT 
8 countries that collected data on the core topic 
of this report, i.e., well-being, are used for the 
descriptive analyses: Austria, Azerbaijan, Croatia, 
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 
France, Georgia, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, The Netherlands, Norway, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, and Sweden. 
Germany, Spain, and Switzerland are part of 
EUROSTUDENT 8, but they did not collect data on 
well-being.1 

EUROSTUDENT 8 micro data (SUF)
We further analysed the micro data from 
EUROSTUDENT 8. The micro data is available as 
an anonymised Scientific Use File (SUF), upon 
request (Cuppen et al., 2024b).2  It includes com-
parable information on the various EUROSTUDENT 
topics mentioned above: individuals’ well-being 

https://database.eurostudent.eu/
https://doi.org/10.21249/DZHW:es8:1.0.0
https://www.eurostudent.eu/
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and mental health, their personal demands and 
resources, their study demands and resources, 
and their socio-economic background charac-
teristics. To this date, micro data from the follow-
ing 18 countries are included in the SUF: Austria, 
Azerbaijan, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Finland, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Iceland, 
Ireland, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, 
Romania, Slovakia, and Sweden. We conducted 
our analyses on 11 of those countries; for six coun-
tries (Azerbaijan, Germany, Lithuania, Romania, 

3 These are unweighted cross-country averages

Slovakia, and Sweden) information on our depen-
dent variable well-being was not publicly avail-
able, and for one country (Austria) information on 
two independent variables (i.e., commuting time 
and national job opportunities) was missing.

Our initial sample consisted of 92,586 respondents 
across 11 countries. After listwise exclusion of miss-
ing cases, our sample comprised 74,582 respon-
dents (80.6 %). The descriptive tables (Table A) 
per country can be found in the Appendix.

3�2 Measurements

3�2�1 Well-being
For measuring our dependent variable, well- being, 
the World Health Organisation-Five Well-Being 
Index (WHO-5 index) was used. The WHO-5 index is 
among the most widely used self- reported mea-
sure of one’s current well-being (Topp et al., 2015). 
It was introduced in 1998 (WHO, 1998), it has been 
translated into more than 30 languages, has been 
found to have adequate construct validity, and is 
considered a valid screening tool for depression 
(Topp et al., 2015). The WHO-5 consists of the fol-
lowing five simple and non-invasive questions: 

Over the past two weeks... 

1. I have felt cheerful and in good spirit

2. I have felt calm and relaxed

3. I have felt active and vigorous

4. I woke up feeling fresh and rested

5. My daily life has been filled with things that 
interest me

These statements are answered on a six-point 
scale with the following response categories: at 
no time (0), some of the time (1), less than half of 
the time (2), more than half of the time (3), most 
of the time (4), and all of the time (5). The total 
score – ranging from 0 to 25 – is multiplied by 4, 

resulting in a scale between 0 (worst well-being 
possible) to 100 (best imaginable well-being). This 
scale (0-100) is our dependent variable. Previous 
research has discussed two cut-off points in par-
ticular to indicate what could be considered as 
a reduced or low well-being (Löwe et al., 2004; 
Topp et al., 2015). A cut-off point of ≤ 50 points is 
discussed to be an indication of reduced well- 
being, whereas a cut-off point of ≤ 28 points 
could be considered to be a (very) low well-being 
(and could even be an indication of depressive 
 feelings/depression). Whether the WHO-5 index 
has acceptable reliability at these cut-off points 
remains an open empirical question (Sischka et 
al., 2020).

Figure 2 shows the distribution of the WHO-5 index 
among the students in the analysed sample. On 
average, students across all EUROSTUDENT coun-
tries have a well-being of 51 points on this 100-
point scale. The average score for countries varies 
by about ten points: the highest well-being score 
of 56 points was reported in Iceland, whereas the 
lowest score of 45 points was reported in Poland. 
When applying the thresholds of a well-being 
score under respectively 50 or 28 points, approxi-
mately 50% of the student population has, accord-
ing to this who-5 scale, a low well-being (scoring 
50 points or lower), and 19% would be considered 
having a ‘very low’ well-being (scoring 28 points 
or lower)3.
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Figure 2. Distribution of indicator score per country (with 0 being lowest well-being possible, and 
100 being highest well-being possible)
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3�2�2 Socio-demographic background 
characteristics
We included the following socio-demographic 
background characteristics of students which 
are integral to the report’s theoretical framework: 
age, gender, having a disability, migration back-
ground, parental education, and parental finan-
cial status. Age was measured in the following four 

categories: “up to 21 years”, “22 to 24 years”, “25 to 
30 years”, and “30 years and over”. Gender was 
coded as “female”, “male”, and “other”. Migration 
background was assessed based on the place of 
birth of the respondent and that of their parents/
guardians, as well as with information on whether 
they have a national or international education 
background. This variable was recoded into five 
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categories: “native background, national educa-
tion background” (i.e., both parents were native-
born), “first generation migration background, 
national education background”, “second gener-
ation migration background, national education 
background”, “international background, foreign 
HE qualification”, and “other” (i.e., born abroad, but 
both parents were native-born and the student 
has a national education background). Parental 
education was measured by asking about the 
educational level of both parents/caretakers; the 
highest attained level was coded as such (“No 
tertiary education (ISCED 0–4)”, “Tertiary educa-
tion (ISCED 5-8)”, and “I don’t know”). Having a 
dis ability that limits one’s studies was coded (0) 
no or (1) yes. Lastly, parental financial status was 
assessed with the following question: “How well-
off financially do you think your parents (or guard-
ians) are compared with other families?”. The five 
response categories (not at all well-off, not very 
well-off, average, somewhat well-off, very well-
off) were recoded and included as a scale vari-
able in our models. A higher score indicates a 
higher parental financial status.

3�2�3 Contextual demands and 
resources

Academic context
We investigated the following study conditions: 
field of study, student status, access to (dig-
ital) tools, and type of degree. Field of study 
was recoded into the ten ISCED-F 2013 cate-
gories: (1) Education, (2) Arts and Humanities, 
(3) Social Sciences, Journalism and Information, 
(4) Business, Administration and Law, (5) Natural 
Sciences, Mathematics and Statistics, (6) ICTs, 
(7) Engineering, Manufacturing and Construction, 
(8) Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries and Veterinary, 
(9) Health and Welfare, and (10) Services. Formal 
student status was coded as (0) full-time or 
(1) part-time. Access to (digital) tools was mea-
sured with the following question: “In your home, 
when you need it for your studies, do you have 
access to ...?”. Respondents were asked to indicate 
the accessibility on a 5-point Likert scale – ranging 

4 The question on perceived social safety was “In the context of your studies: because of who you are, have you: (1) heard, seen, or read 
others joking about or laughing at you?, (2) “been treated as if you are unfriendly, unhelpful, or rude?”, (3) “been called names or heard/
seen your identity used as an insult?”, (4) “been treated as if others are afraid of you?”, (5) “been stared or pointed at?”, (6) “been told 
that you should think, act, or look more like others?”, (7) “heard that you or people like you don’t belong?”, (8) “been asked inappropriate, 
offensive, or overly personal questions?”, (9) “been treated as if you are less smart or capable than others?”, (10) “exposed to unwanted 
sexual attention (i.e. comments, unwanted touching or kisses)?”, and (11) “been subjected to physical violence?”.

from never to always (with an additional category 
“not relevant for my studies”, which we coded as 
always) – on the following aspects: a computer/
laptop/tablet, a desk, sufficient internet connec-
tion, and a quiet place to study. We averaged 
the scores for these items and created one scale 
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.61), which we recoded to 
“low (score<4)”, “average (score 4 to 5)” and “high 
(score>5)”. Type of degree indicates whether 
respondents are doing a master’s degree yes 
(including a master’s degree, long national 
degree/integrated master’s degree, and other 
postgraduate degree; ISCED 7-8) or not (includ-
ing short cycle degree, a bachelor’s degree, short 
national degree; all either ISCED 5 or 6).

Personal study context
The following indicators of students’ personal 
study context were examined: experiencing finan-
cial difficulties, perceived social safety and dis-
crimination, and housing situation. Respondents 
were asked to indicate on a 5-point Likert scale to 
what extent they were experiencing financial dif-
ficulties at the time of the survey (ranging from 
“very seriously” to “not at all”). Three categories 
were created: “no financial difficulties”, “some-
what financial difficulties” (score 3 on the scale), 
“serious financial difficulties”. Social safety was 
measured4 on a 4-point Likert scale (many times 
in the past year, once or twice in the past year, yes 
but not in the past year, and never). The average 
score of these items was calculated (Cronbach’s 
alpha = 0.86), and subsequently recoded into 
three categories “low perceived social safety 
(score<3.5)”, “medium perceived social safety”, 
and “high perceived social safety (score=4). 
Perceived discrimination was assessed across 
various dimensions: skin colour, ancestry/nation-
ality, religion, gender, sexuality, age, weight, dis-
ability, mental health, income, and/or parents’ 
education. Respondents could indicate if they 
experienced discrimination by fellow students, 
teaching staff and/or other HEI staff (yes or no). 
This was recoded into one dummy variable indi-
cating whether (1) or not (0) they had ever felt 
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discriminated against on one or more of these 
grounds. Lastly, housing was measured by ask-
ing respondents with whom they were living 
during the lecture period (and during the week). 
Four categories were distinguished: “living alone”, 
“ living with parents/guardians”, “living with  family” 
(e.g., partner, children, etc.), “living with others” 
(e.g., students, friends, etc.). 

3�2�4 Study demands
To examine study demands, we operationalised 
challenging demands and time pressure. The fol-
lowing factors were measured among students: 
hours spent on work, hours spent on commut-
ing, hours spent on childcare, and hours spent on 
studies. Hours spent on work refers to the num-
ber of hours spent on working during the entire 
lecture period and was recoded into three cate-
gories: “0 hours” (i.e. non-working students), “1-20 
hours”, and “More than 20 hours”. Hours spent on 
commuting refers to the time spent  commuting 
between home and the HEIs and was recoded into 
the following four categories: between 0-15 min-
utes, 16-30 minutes, 31-60 minutes, and more than 
60 minutes. Hours spent on childcare refers to the 
time spent on childcare and was recoded into 
three categories: 0h spent on childcare (including 
those without children), 1–39 hours spent on child-
care, and more than 40 hours spent on childcare. 
Hours spent on studies refers to the hours spent on 
study-related activities. Respondents were asked 
to indicate the time spent on personal studies 
and taught studies for each weekday, and this 
recoded into four categories: 0–19 hours, 20–29 
hours, 30–40 hours, and more than 40 hours. 

3�2�5 Study resources
Regarding study resources, we operationalised 
self-assessed feelings of social integration at the 
HEI (contact with students, satisfaction with teach-
ing staff, belonging) and qualification potential in 
studies. Contact with fellow students was mea-
sured by asking whether the respondent agrees 
with the statement that they know a lot of fellow 
students with whom they can discuss subject- 
related questions. A higher score indicates a 
stronger agreement. Satisfaction with teaching 
staff was measured using three statements (‘the 
lecturers normally give me helpful feedback on 
how I am going’, ‘the lecturers motivate me to do 
my best work’, ‘the lecturers are extremely good 
in explaining things’). The scores were averaged 
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81) into one scale, with a 
higher score indicating a more positive attitude. 
Belonging, or perceived fit at the HEI, was measured 
with two statements: ‘I often have the feeling that 
I don’t really belong in higher education’ and ‘I am 
seriously thinking of completely abandoning my 
higher education studies’. Responses (on a scale 
from “very strongly agree” to “don’t agree at all”) 
were recoded into three categories: low (score<4), 
middle, and high (score=5). Qualification poten-
tial in studies was measured by asking students 
to indicate their personal chances of obtaining an 
adequate job after graduating from their current 
study (on a national level). The answers on the 
scale were reversed (ranging from “very poor” to 
“very high”), and then standardised per country. 
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4 Results

4.1	Descriptive	findings	on	aggregated	data

This thematic report focuses on well-being as the 
central outcome variable. To provide an initial 
impression of students’ well-being, the countries’ 
respective aggregated data are compared with 
respect to different socio-demographic back-
ground characteristics introduced in the theoreti-
cal background section. Figure 3 shows differences 
between groups on unweighted cross-country 

average for students based on gender, age, dis-
ability, and parental financial status, while there are 
no or only marginal differences regarding migra-
tion background and parental educational back-
ground. For all the personal background charac-
teristics showing notable differences, additional 
figures with data for each country will be displayed 
and reported in more detail below.

Figure 3. Well-being by socio-demographic characteristics
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Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 aggregated data

Data source: EUROSTUDENT 8, TM.31. No data: CH, DE, ES; non-binary: AZ, CZ, DK, EE, GE, HR, HU, LT, LV, MT, NO, PL, PT, SE, SK; don’t want to assign 
myself: DK, FI, FR, GE, HU, LV, NO, PL, SE. Too few cases: non-binary: IS, RO; don’t want to assign myself: AZ, IS, MT, SK; 1st generation students:  
AZ, LT, LV; international students: AZ; don’t know: AZ, IS, SK; very well-off: AZ, MT.

Data collection: Spring 2022 - summer 2022 except AT, FR, PT, RO (spring - summer 2023).

EUROSTUDENT question(s): M1.6. Please indicate for each of the 5 statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the past  
2 weeks. a) I have felt cheerful and in good spirits b) I have felt calm and relaxed c) I have felt active and vigorous d) I woke up feeling fresh 
and rested e) my daily life has been filled with things that interest me.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT survey conventions: FR, NO.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT standard target group: IE, NL.
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Figure 4. Average well-being by gender, per country
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Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 aggregated data

Data source: EUROSTUDENT 8, TM.31. No data: CH, DE, ES; non-binary: AZ, CZ, DK, EE, GE, HR, HU, LT, LV, MT, NO, PL, PT, SE, SK; don’t want to assign 
myself: DK, FI, FR, GE, HU, LV, NO, PL, SE. Too few cases: non-binary: IS, RO; don’t want to assign myself: AZ, IS, MT, SK.

Data collection: Spring 2022 - summer 2022 except AT, FR, PT, RO (spring - summer 2023).

EUROSTUDENT question(s): M1.6. Please indicate for each of the 5 statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the past  
2 weeks. a) I have felt cheerful and in good spirits b) I have felt calm and relaxed c) I have felt active and vigorous d) I woke up feeling fresh 
and rested e) my daily life has been filled with things that interest me.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT survey conventions: FR, NO.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT standard target group: IE, NL.

When investigating students’ binary gender, it is 
evident that female students report lower well- 
being scores than male students do (Figure 4). On 
average, female students report a well-being of 
49 points, whereas male students report an aver-
age of 53 points. Among all 22 countries, there 
is no country where male students report lower 
well-being than female students. In some coun-
tries, such as Iceland and Finland, the differences 
are minimal (1 point), while in other countries, 
such as Georgia and France, the differences are 
more pronounced, with 9 and 11 points, respec-
tively. Additionally, some countries collected data 
on genders other than female and male. In these 
countries, both categories “other” and “I prefer 
not to assign myself into the above-mentioned 
categories” were offered, while in others, only one 
of these categories was available. In countries 

where data were collected on at least one cat-
egory beyond “male” and “female” and where 
there were sufficient cases, students identifying as 
“other” report lower well-being than those iden-
tifying as male or female. On average, students 
identifying as “other” report well-being scores that 
are 9 points lower compared to female students 
and 13 points lower compared to male students. 
In France, the difference of 22 points between stu-
dents identifying as “other” and male students is 
the largest. For students who chose “I prefer not 
to assign myself into the above-mentioned cat-
egories”, their well-being is, on average, 8 points 
lower compared to female students and 12 points 
lower compared to male students. In Estonia, the 
difference in scores between students who did not 
specify their gender and female students is very 
small with 2 points.
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Figure 5. Average well-being by age groups, per country
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Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 aggregated data

Data source: EUROSTUDENT 8, TM.31. No data: CH, DE, ES.

Data collection: Spring 2022 - summer 2022 except AT, FR, PT, RO (spring - summer 2023).

EUROSTUDENT question(s): M1.6. Please indicate for each of the 5 statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the past  
2 weeks. a) I have felt cheerful and in good spirits b) I have felt calm and relaxed c) I have felt active and vigorous d) I woke up feeling fresh 
and rested e) my daily life has been filled with things that interest me.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT survey conventions: FR, NO.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT standard target group: IE, NL.

In terms of age, on average, students aged 30 
years and over report the highest well-being 
scores compared to younger age groups. On 
average, older students report an average of 56 
points, whereas for other age groups, the average 
is 50 points. In Azerbaijan and Romania, older stu-
dents show a particularly high well-being with 64 
and 63 points, respectively (Figure 5).
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Figure 6a. Average well-being by disability, per country
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Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 aggregated data

Data source: EUROSTUDENT 8, TM.31. No data: CH, DE, ES.

Data collection: Spring 2022 - summer 2022 except AT, FR, PT, RO (spring - summer 2023).

EUROSTUDENT question(s): M1.6. Please indicate for each of the 5 statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the past  
2 weeks. a) I have felt cheerful and in good spirits b) I have felt calm and relaxed c) I have felt active and vigorous d) I woke up feeling fresh 
and rested e) my daily life has been filled with things that interest me.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT survey conventions: FR, NO.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT standard target group: IE, NL.

Figure 6a shows that, on average, students with 
disabilities that limit them in their studies report a 
lower well-being  score (39 points) compared to 
students without such disabilities (53 points). This 
disparity is possibly influenced by the association 
between well-being and mental health issues, 
which are the most frequently mentioned type of 
disability affecting students’ studies (Hauschildt, 
2024a). However, students also reported various 
non-mental disabilities, such as chronic physical 
disease, and mobility impairments. The smallest 
difference between students with and without 
disabilities was observed in Azerbaijan (10 points), 

while the highest was in Sweden (18 points). 
Examining only those students with disabilities 
and the severity of their disability (Figure 6b), the 
descriptive data indicate that the extent to which 
students have been limited in their studies due 
to their disability over the six months is associ-
ated with their well-being. In all countries except 
Georgia, students reporting severe limitations 
have lower well-being scores (an average of 32 
points) compared to those who are limited by 
their disability but not as severely (an average of 
42 points).
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Figure 6b. Average well-being by severity of disability, per country
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Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 aggregated data

Data source: EUROSTUDENT 8, TM.31. No data: CH, DE, ES.

Data collection: Spring 2022 - summer 2022 except AT, FR, PT, RO (spring - summer 2023).

EUROSTUDENT question(s): M1.6. Please indicate for each of the 5 statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the past  
2 weeks. a) I have felt cheerful and in good spirits b) I have felt calm and relaxed c) I have felt active and vigorous d) I woke up feeling fresh 
and rested e) my daily life has been filled with things that interest me.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT survey conventions: FR, NO.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT standard target group: IE, NL.

The analysis of the parental background indicator 
„parental financial status“ reveals an association 
with students’ well-being (Figure 7): well-being 
gradually declines with decreasing self-reported 
level of parental financial status. Students with 
very well-off parents report the highest well- being 
score (57 points), while students with parents who 

are not at all well-off report the lowest score (42 
points). This pattern is observed in nearly every 
EUROSTUDENT country which provided data for 
both reference groups, although in some cases, 
such as in Georgia and Croatia, students with 
parents reported as “not at all well-off” and “not 
very well-off” had similar well-being scores.
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Figure 7.	Average	well-being	by	parental	financial	status,	per	country
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Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 aggregated data

Data source: EUROSTUDENT 8, TM.31. No data: CH, DE, ES. Too few cases: very well-off: AZ, MT.

Data collection: Spring 2022 - summer 2022 except AT, FR, PT, RO (spring - summer 2023).

EUROSTUDENT question(s): M1.6. Please indicate for each of the 5 statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the past  
2 weeks. a) I have felt cheerful and in good spirits b) I have felt calm and relaxed c) I have felt active and vigorous d) I woke up feeling fresh 
and rested e) my daily life has been filled with things that interest me.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT survey conventions: FR, NO.

Deviations from EUROSTUDENT standard target group: IE, NL.

Taken together, these descriptive analyses show 
that many socio-demographic background 
characteristics are clearly associated with stu-
dents’ well-being, though the magnitude of these 
associations varies. With this understanding as a 

foundation, more in-depth analyses using micro 
data based on the theoretical model presented 
at the beginning of this report will be presented in 
the following section.

4.2	Analytical	findings	on	micro	data

To test the theoretical framework, a multivariate 
regression analysis was conducted. The find-
ings from our models are an indication of the 
relation ship between well-being and all in de-
pendent variables, which means that the direc-
tion of the relationship is not clear and could 
go both ways. The results should therefore not 
be interpreted as causal effects. Since students 
are nested within their countries, the data were 

analysed using multilevel models, including two 
levels: the individual level and the country level. In 
accordance with our theoretical framework, the 
models were built as follows: model 1 includes all 
socio-demographic background characteristics, 
model 2 includes all socio-demographic back-
ground characteristics and academic context, 
and model 3 includes all socio-demographic 
background characteristics, academic context, 
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and personal study context. Next is model 4, 
which also includes study demands, and, finally, 
model 5 presents the full model by adding study 
resources.5 

From the model without predictors (model 0, not 
shown) we learned that 3.6 percent of the variation 
in student well-being can be explained by country 
differences rather than individual student char-
acteristics. Furthermore, the –2 log likelihood (a 
measure of model fit with a smaller value meaning 

5 We performed several additional (robustness) analyses. First, we added the country sample Austria to our five models, meaning that the 
variables commuting time (model 4 demands) and national job opportunity (model 5 resources) are deleted from the models (descrip-
tives for Austria are presented in Table A). Conclusions are highly similar. And second, for the full model (model 5) we also performed 
two-level logistic regression analysis using a categorized version of subjective student well-being: that is low vs. non-low. Based on previ-
ous research (e.g. Topp et al., 2015), we categorised ‘low’ as a score of 28 or lower (20.2 percent in sample of 11 countries), and as a score 
of 50 or lower (50.2 percent in sample of 11 countries). Again, the conclusions on our main indicators are highly similar.

more explanatory power) decreases within each 
subsequent model: that is, from 656,289 in M1 to 
642,646 in M5. This indicates that all five parts of 
our theoretical model seem relevant in explaining 
a part of student well-being. Figure 8 summarises 
the results of the regression models. In this graph, 
positive significant results are presented in green, 
negative significant results in red, and non- 
significant results in yellow. The regression output 
is also presented in a separate table, included in 
the appendix (Table B). 

Figure 8. Results of two-level multivariate linear regression models of students’ well-being  
(B-coefficients)
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Figure 8. Results of two-level multivariate linear regression models of students’ well-being  
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Figure 8. Results of two-level multivariate linear regression models of students’ well-being  
(B-coefficients)	(continued)
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Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 micro data (Scientific Use File). Red bars = negative significant effects; green bars = positive significant effects 
(one-tailed).
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Initially, we examined the socio-demographic 
background of the students who participated in 
the survey. Regarding age, we found that higher 
levels of well-being among older students were 
present in all models, although differences were 
somewhat smaller when accounted for academic 
context, study demands and study resources. 
Furthermore, male students generally report higher 
well-being than female students across all models, 
with this difference being larger when accounting 
for academic context (from model 2 onwards). 
This is because female students often have bet-
ter academic conditions, which can be associated 
with better well-being. Since this factor was not 
accounted for in the first model, the initial difference 
in well-being between male and female students 
well-being (model 1) appears smaller at first glance. 
Looking at migration background, model 1 initially 
shows that students without a migration back-
ground have higher levels of well-being compared 
to those with a migration background. However, this 
effect is fully explained by the academic and per-
sonal study context (model 3); after accounting for 
these factors, international students showed higher 
levels of well-being. Lastly, having financially bet-
ter-off parents is positively associated with student 
well-being, although this effects diminishes across 
the models. In the model including parental finan-
cial status, students with parents without tertiary 
education report higher well-being than those with 
parents who have tertiary education.

Academic context
The academic context was proven to signifi-
cantly impact student well-being (model 2). 
Specifically, differences were observed based on 
the field of study. Students studying ‘Education’ 
reported higher levels of well-being compared 
to those studying ‘Business, Administration, 
and Law’. Similarly, students in the fields of 
‘Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries or Veterinary’, 
‘Health or Welfare’ and ‘Services’ also reported 
higher well-being. Students in the fields of 
‘Arts and Humanities’, ‘ICTs’, ‘Engineering’, 
‘Manufacturing and Construction’, ‘Natural 
Sciences, Mathematics and Statistics’, reported  
lower levels of well-being. The well- being of stu-
dents in ‘Education’ was comparable to that of 
students in ‘Social Sciences, Journalism and 
Information’. 

In addition, part-time students reported higher 
well-being than full-time students, but this dif-
ference can be explained by (differences in) their 
personal study context, and study demands and 
resources (as the difference becomes smaller to 
even insignificant in model 5). The same is true 
for students in ‘Education’ and ‘Natural Sciences, 
Mathematics and Statistics’. Interestingly, there 
was initially no significant difference in well- 
being between master and non-master stu-
dents. However, after accounting for all variables 
in model 5, it was found that master students had 
slightly less well-being. Lastly, access to (digital) 
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Age: 30 and over

Gender: female (ref.) 

Gender: male

Gender: other

0 5-5-10 0 5-5-10 0 5-5-10 0 5-5-10 0 5-5-10

Having a disability: no (ref.)

Having a disability: yes

Migration background: none (ref.)

Migration background: 2nd gen.

Migration background: 1st gen.

Migration background: international

Migration background: other

Parental tertiary education: yes (ref.)

Parental tertiary education: no

Parental tertiary education: don’t know

Parental financial status 

Socio-demographic background
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tools was positively associated with student 
well-being – even when accounting for personal 
study context, study demands and resources 
(model 5). 

Personal study context
Students’ personal study context was added in 
model 3. Regarding one’s living situation, liv-
ing with parents or guardians is associated with 
a lower well-being among students compared 
to those living in other living situations (e.g. liv-
ing with others or with a partner and/or children)
(model 3). This can be, however, (partly) explained 
by their study demands and study resources (the 
difference with the latter group even disappeared 
in model 5). In comparison to the students living 
alone, there was initially no difference in com-
parison to those living with their parents/guard-
ians (model 3), but after taking (especially) study 
demands into account, living alone is associated 
with a poorer well-being (model 4). Concerning 
other aspects of personal study context, it was 
revealed that experiences of more financial dif-
ficulty, more discrimination or less social safety, 
are associated with a lower sense of well-being 
among students (model 3 to 5). This is (some-
what) explained by the study demands and study 
resources they (do not) have, but the relationship 
of these personal study context aspects and stu-
dent well-being persist even after accounting for 
study demands and resources (see model 5). 

Study demands
Time constraints, or demands, are indeed related 
to a student’s well-being, as per models 4 and 
5, but not necessarily consistently. Having a job 
alongside one’s studies is related to a better 
well-being, especially when having a paid job for 
1 to 20 hours a week. Additionally, students with 
commuting time show lower levels of well-being. 
When taking into account study resources (model 
5), childcare hours were found to be unrelated 
to well-being; but when study resources are dis-
missed from the model (model 4), it can be seen 
that those with childcare responsibilities actually 
have a higher well-being. It is important to note 
that this group of students was very small, indi-
cating that students with childcare responsibilities 
may actually have more study resources. Lastly, 
studying for more hours per week is negatively 
related to a student’s well-being (model 5): but 
when study resources are not considered (model 
4), it resulted in that those students studying less 
than 20 hours per week are less happy than those 
who study 30 to 40 hours (the conventional norm), 
potentially, because of the latter group experi-
enced more study resources. 

Study resources
It was noted that aspects which are associated 
with higher levels of well-being among students 
(see model 5) include: experiencing a higher 
sense of belonging within higher education 
(which is related to social integration into the HEI), 
having more contact with other students about 
the study subjects, having high-quality lecturers 
and experiencing good national job opportunities 
are all associated with higher levels of well-being 
(see model 5). As was expected, study resources 
enable students to feel better which is reflected in 
a positive association with well-being. 
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5 Conclusion and policy recommendations

5�1 Conclusion

The well-being of students in Europe is a cause 
of concern; in all participating countries there are 
substantial shares of the student population who 
have a relatively low sense of well-being (19%). 
Although differences exist between countries, it 
transpires that even in the countries where the 
average well-being of students is better, up to 11 
percent of the student population indicated a low 
sense of well-being, when applying a threshold of 
28 points on the scale of 100 points (Topp et al., 
2015). Even though it remains an open empirical 
question whether the WHO-5 well-being index 
has an acceptable reliability at this (or any other) 
threshold (Sischka et al., 2020), these results still 
indicate that a substantial part of the student 
population deals with a relatively low well-being. 

Within countries, it can be seen that there is 
(social) inequality in having a poor well-being in 
the student population. Younger students, female 
students, students with a disability, and students 
with economically less privileged parents have 
a lower sense of well-being than their counter-
parts. This also highlights the value of including 
socio-demographic background characteris-
tics in the analyses. We also see that contextual 
academic conditions matter: students in some 
study fields are associated with a lower sense of 
well-being than others, as well as students doing 
a master’s degree and students who have less 

access to digital tools. With regards to personal 
study conditions, we found that students who live 
alone, who experience more financial difficul-
ties, more discrimination or less social safety are 
associated with having a poorer well-being than 
their counterparts.

The findings related to study demands and 
resources confirm the assumptions of the study 
demands-resources framework: study resources 
are positively associated with well-being. Students 
who experience a better personal fit within higher 
education, who have more contact with other 
students about their study subjects, who indicate 
having high quality lecturers and experience bet-
ter national job opportunities are all, on average, 
more likely to have a better sense of well-being 
than their counterparts. On the demand side, it 
can be seen that higher demands are associ-
ated with lesser well- being: students who need 
more time for commuting and studying (over 40 
hours per week) indicate having a lower sense of 
well-being. On the other hand, having work along-
side one’s studies is positively related to well-be-
ing . Thus, using study demands and resources 
to explain differences in students’ well-being 
has proven useful, also given the fact that study 
demands and resources can be, at least to some 
extent, affected by national policy measures and 
higher education institutions (HEIs).

5�2 Discussion

By expanding the original study demands- 
resources framework, this study provided new 
insights into the role of socio-demographic back-
ground characteristics, contextual conditions, and 
study demands and resources, on the well-being 
of students. However, we do acknowledge that 
these are associations with well-being and not 
causal effects on well-being. In fact, it is import-
ant to not turn a blind eye for reversed causality 
and our findings need to be interpreted with cau-
tion. For example, students with a poor well- being, 
may generally have less contact with fellow stu-
dents, which may subsequently further reduce 

their sense of well-being. It is also possible that a 
third (unobserved) factor influences both investi-
gated factors. We formulated our conclusions with 
caution by interpretating our findings as relations/
associations and not as causal effects. Despite this 
causality issue, our study still provides important 
insights in the relationship between individual and 
contextual factors and student well-being. A key 
improvement for future research would be to test 
our extended framework using longitudinal data, in 
order to tackle issues of (reversed) causality.
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Another promising direction for future research 
is to have a more in-depth look at which stu-
dents benefit from which types of study 
resources, or consequently, suffer from which 
types of study demands (by using inter action 
effects), under the assumption that future 
research is able to test the causal relationship 
between study demands and resources indeed 
and well-being. Contextual conditions, which 
were added to expand the framework, play an 
important role as well as they are also related 
to the well-being of students, over and above 
the relationship between well-being and study 

6 An example of tackling social safety in higher education is this special program that has been introduced in the Netherlands:  
https://www.folia.nl/international/157754/millions-more-for-safe-higher-education

demands and resources (i.e., even when  taking 
into account the role of study demands and 
resources). Including these indicators to the 
study demands and resources framework is 
therefore an important and promising avenue 
for future research. In future applications, an 
effort to further distinguish between demands 
and resources within the contextual conditions 
should be made to increase clarity and under-
stand the relations and potential interactions 
with the study demands and resources on stu-
dent well-being. 

5�3 Policy recommendations

The findings of this study offer some valuable 
points for policymakers who take interest in 
improving (overall) student well-being. Even 
though students are not an isolated group from 
society, and well-being is also explained by 
external factors, higher education institutions 
still should ideally be able to support students in 
their studies. Identifying which factors are asso-
ciated with lower (or higher) sense of well-being 
is a first step to do so. 

First of all, we found that some students (female 
students, students with a disability, and students 
with economically less privileged parents) are 
more likely to experience a poorer well-being 
than other students. A first step is to be aware 
of these social disparities and to take this into 
account when implementing policy to improve 
student well-being. 

Second, regarding personal study conditions, 
experiences of discrimination and social safety 
at the campus could be further improved by pol-
icy makers or higher education institutions (HEIs). 
HEIs have the responsibility to create a safe and 
inclusive environment in higher education for 
which structural changes are needed, such as 
changes in laws and regulations for HEIs in how 
to deal with unsafety.6 More practical solutions, 
such as anonymous hotlines for reporting neg-
ative experiences and sharing unsafe locations 
(in or around the campus), surveillance, more 

street lighting (in or around) the campus could 
also help to reduce these negative experiences. 
Next, given the established relationship between 
financial difficulties and well-being among stu-
dents, HEIs should also explore means of easing 
the tangible financial struggles they encounter. 
This may involve initiatives such as scholarships, 
grants or emergency funds. Perhaps more fea-
sible solutions (that do not involve giving more 
financial means) are providing more accessible 
information and increasing awareness of where 
(or who) they should go to when students expe-
rience financial problems.

Finally, regarding study resources, promoting 
students’ social integration into higher education 
between students and staff, with fellow students, 
and within the higher educational institution 
itself is an important and practical improve-
ment. All three forms of contact are positively 
associated with a better sense of well-being 
and initiatives to improve this may lead to a bet-
ter sense of well-being. An example to increase 
social integration is the organisation of an ori-
entation (or introduction) week among first year 
students, where students get to know their peers, 
the campus, and their teachers. Moreover, given 
the importance of social contact, an important 
challenge for HEIs or faculties is to keep track of 
their students and prevent them from becoming 
isolated (from their peers, from staff, and from 
their study entirely). However, tracking each 

https://www.folia.nl/international/157754/millions-more-for-safe-higher-education
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student may not be a very practical (or desir-
able) solution, but HEIs could work on improving 
awareness and accessibility of counselling ser-
vices at their institution, and perhaps integrat-
ing them more closely into both academic and 
social facets of social life. This could also help 
students with other issues that are related to 
well-being, such as experiences of discrimina-
tion, social unsafety, and financial difficulties. 
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Appendix
Chapter	4:	Methodological	notes	on	figures	of	descriptive	results

Figure 3, Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6a, Figure 6b, Figure 7
FR: Question and answer categories rephrased. Question focused on the past 4 weeks instead of 2, and response options ‘Most of the time’ and ‘More than 
half the time’ were presented as one item (coded 2 while 3 is empty). NO: Labels for all categories.

 
 
 
Table A.1. Descriptive	statistics	on	Scientific	Use	File,	per	country	(first	six	countries)

Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

Well-being (WHO-5 scale) 0 100 52.8 21.2 0 100 48.5 20.6 0 100 51.2 20.1 0 100 52.3 18.2 0 100 56.7 25.0 0 100 51.5 20.6

Age: up to aged 21 0 1 43% 0 1 39% 0 1 15% 0 1 11% 0 1 58% 0 1 38%

Age 22-24 0 1 38% 0 1 41% 0 1 41% 0 1 31% 0 1 29% 0 1 33%

Age 25-29 0 1 12% 0 1 12% 0 1 30% 0 1 28% 0 1 12% 0 1 15%

Age 30 and over 0 1 7% 0 1 8% 0 1 15% 0 1 30% 0 1 1% 0 1 14%

Gender: Female 0 1 72% 0 1 60% 0 1 60% 0 1 66% 0 1 63% 0 1 63%

Male 0 1 28% 0 1 40% 0 1 40% 0 1 34% 0 1 37% 0 1 37%

Other 0 0 0% 0 1 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%

Having a disability: No 0 1 85% 0 1 75% 0 1 74% 0 1 67% 0 1 90% 0 1 90%

Yes 0 1 15% 0 1 25% 0 1 26% 0 1 33% 0 1 10% 0 1 10%

 Croatia (n=5,482)
Czech Rep� 
(n=12,929)

Denmark (n=7,117) Finland (n=5,148) Georgia (n=1,549) Hungary (n=11,014)
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Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

Migration background: No 0 1 72% 0 1 78% 0 1 67% 0 1 87% 0 1 87% 0 1 84%

Second gen. 0 1 21% 0 1 6% 0 1 10% 0 1 3% 0 1 2% 0 1 5%

First gen. 0 1 4% 0 1 2% 0 1 5% 0 1 2% 0 1 2% 0 1 1%

 International 0 1 3% 0 1 15% 0 1 18% 0 1 6% 0 1 7% 0 1 10%

Other 0 1 1% 0 0 0% 0 1 1% 0 1 1% 0 1 1% 0 0 0%

Parental tertiary educational 
 background: No

0 1 55% 0 1 46% 0 1 24% 0 1 30% 0 1 15% 0 1 41%

 Yes 0 1 44% 0 1 53% 0 1 74% 0 1 68% 0 1 82% 0 1 58%

   Don’t know 0 1 1% 0 1 1% 0 1 3% 0 1 2% 0 1 3% 0 1 1%

Parental	financial	situation -2 2 0.1 0.8 -2 2 0.3 0.9 -2 2 0.2 0.9 -2 2 0.2 0.9 -2 2 0.0 0.9 -2 2 0.3 0.8

Field of study: Education 0 1 7% 0 1 10% 0 1 5% 0 1 5% 0 1 4% 0 1 11%

Arts and humanities 0 1 8% 0 1 10% 0 1 12% 0 1 14% 0 1 19% 0 1 7%

Social sciences, journalism and 
information

0 1 6% 0 1 10% 0 1 9% 0 1 7% 0 1 12% 0 1 13%

Business, administration and law 0 1 21% 0 1 18% 0 1 18% 0 1 13% 0 1 21% 0 1 26%

Natural sciences, mathematics and 
statistics

0 1 6% 0 1 8% 0 1 5% 0 1 5% 0 1 8% 0 1 3%

ICTs 0 1 10% 0 1 9% 0 1 10% 0 1 8% 0 0 0% 0 1 9%

Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction

0 1 21% 0 1 16% 0 1 22% 0 1 15% 0 1 8% 0 1 15%

Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and 
veterinary

0 1 3% 0 1 3% 0 1 1% 0 1 10% 0 1 8% 0 1 3%

Health and welfare 0 1 19% 0 1 12% 0 1 16% 0 1 17% 0 1 17% 0 1 8%

Services 0 1 1% 0 1 4% 0 1 3% 0 1 6% 0 1 2% 0 1 4%

 Croatia (n=5,482)
Czech Rep� 
(n=12,929)

Denmark (n=7,117) Finland (n=5,148) Georgia (n=1,549) Hungary (n=11,014)
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Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

Formal student status: Fulltime student 0 1 83% 0 1 88% 1 1 100% 0 1 86% 1 1 100% 0 1 78%

Parttime student 0 1 17% 0 1 12% 0 0 0% 0 1 14% 0 0 0% 0 1 22%

Access to (digital) tools: Low 0 1 12% 0 1 11% 0 1 13% 0 1 13% 0 1 26% 0 1 10%

 Mid 0 1 49% 0 1 58% 0 1 45% 0 1 43% 0 1 41% 0 1 49%

   High 0 1 39% 0 1 31% 0 1 42% 0 1 44% 0 1 34% 0 1 41%

Type of degree: Master level 0 1 37% 0 1 35% 0 1 20% 0 1 30% 0 1 25% 0 1 34%

Other level 0 1 63% 0 1 65% 0 1 80% 0 1 70% 0 1 75% 0 1 66%

Experienced	financial	difficulty:	None 0 1 57% 0 1 52% 0 1 46% 0 1 55% 0 1 28% 0 1 55%

 Mid 0 1 26% 0 1 22% 0 1 26% 0 1 23% 0 1 30% 0 1 24%

   Yes 0 1 17% 0 1 26% 0 1 28% 0 1 23% 0 1 41% 0 1 21%

Experienced discrimination: yes 0 1 20% 0 1 22% 0 1 26% 0 1 17% 0 1 16% 0 1 16%

   No 0 1 80% 0 1 78% 0 1 74% 0 1 83% 0 1 84% 0 1 84%

Experienced social safety: Low 0 1 14% 0 1 25% 0 1 17% 0 1 32% 0 1 21% 0 1 25%

Mid 0 1 26% 0 1 34% 0 1 30% 0 1 32% 0 1 25% 0 1 29%

High 0 1 60% 0 1 41% 0 1 52% 0 1 36% 0 1 54% 0 1 46%

Housing situation: living with parents 0 1 46% 0 1 33% 0 1 6% 0 1 4% 0 1 68% 0 1 32%

Living with partner, children 0 1 13% 0 1 27% 0 1 39% 0 1 47% 0 1 8% 0 1 26%

Living with others 0 1 30% 0 1 32% 0 1 25% 0 1 9% 0 1 15% 0 1 31%

Living alone 0 1 11% 0 1 8% 0 1 30% 0 1 40% 0 1 9% 0 1 11%

Working hours:  0h 0 1 54% 0 1 33% 0 1 35% 0 1 40% 0 1 66% 0 1 43%

 Croatia (n=5,482)
Czech Rep� 
(n=12,929)

Denmark (n=7,117) Finland (n=5,148) Georgia (n=1,549) Hungary (n=11,014)
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Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

1-20h 0 1 21% 0 1 45% 0 1 59% 0 1 33% 0 1 11% 0 1 24%

>20h 0 1 25% 0 1 22% 0 1 6% 0 1 27% 0 1 22% 0 1 33%

Commuting hours: 0-15 min� 0 1 27% 0 1 20% 0 1 38% 0 1 37% 0 1 16% 0 1 26%

16-30 min. 0 1 33% 0 1 27% 0 1 31% 0 1 31% 0 1 28% 0 1 27%

31-60 min. 0 1 29% 0 1 26% 0 1 23% 0 1 17% 0 1 42% 0 1 28%

>1h 0 1 11% 0 1 27% 0 1 8% 0 1 14% 0 1 14% 0 1 18%

Childcare hours: 0h 0 1 95% 0 1 95% 0 1 92% 0 1 86% 0 1 95% 0 1 92%

1-39h 0 1 4% 0 1 3% 0 1 5% 0 1 7% 0 1 3% 0 1 6%

40h or more 0 1 1% 0 1 2% 0 1 3% 0 1 7% 0 1 3% 0 1 2%

Study hours: 0-19h 0 1 15% 0 1 18% 0 1 7% 0 1 34% 0 1 19% 0 1 26%

20-29h 0 1 21% 0 1 25% 0 1 19% 0 1 25% 0 1 23% 0 1 26%

30-40h 0 1 26% 0 1 26% 0 1 38% 0 1 23% 0 1 26% 0 1 22%

>40h 0 1 38% 0 1 31% 0 1 36% 0 1 18% 0 1 32% 0 1 26%

National job opportunities (Z-scores) -2 1 0.0 0.9 -2 1 0.0 0.9 -3 1 0.0 1.0 -3 1 0.0 1.0 -2 1 0.0 1.0 -2 1 0.0 1.0

Don't know 0 1 11% 0 1 14% 0 0 0% 0 1 5% 0 1 6% 0 0 0%

Contact with other students -3 1 -0.4 1.2 -3 1 -0.4 1.2 -3 1 -0.5 1.2 -3 1 -0.9 1.4 -3 1 -0.3 1.2 -3 1 -0.4 1.2

Teaching scale -3 1 -1.0 1.0 -3 1 -0.7 0.9 -3 1 -0.7 0.9 -3 1 -0.8 0.9 -3 1 -0.2 1.0 -3 1 -0.6 1.0

Sense of belonging: Low 0 1 29% 0 1 37% 0 1 29% 0 1 20% 0 1 25% 0 1 33%

Mid 0 1 27% 0 1 32% 0 1 32% 0 1 33% 0 1 20% 0 1 30%

High 0 1 44% 0 1 31% 0 1 39% 0 1 46% 0 1 55% 0 1 37%

Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 micro data (Scientific Use File) (unweighted) 

 Croatia (n=5,482)
Czech Rep� 
(n=12,929)

Denmark (n=7,117) Finland (n=5,148) Georgia (n=1,549) Hungary (n=11,014)



31

Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

Well-being (WHO-5 scale) 0 100 56.6 20.0 0 100 44.8 21.5 0 100 48.4 20.8 0 100 51.3 19.4 0 100 44.6 22.8 0 100 52.2 19.2

Age: up to aged 21 0 1 15% 0 1 51% 0 1 44% 0 1 43% 0 1 42% 0 1 23%

Age 22-24 0 1 24% 0 1 22% 0 0 0% 0 1 38% 0 1 36% 0 1 32%

Age 25-29 0 1 24% 0 1 10% 0 0 0% 0 1 15% 0 1 10% 0 1 29%

Age 30 and over 0 1 38% 0 1 18% 0 1 56% 0 1 4% 0 1 12% 0 1 16%

Gender: Female 0 1 76% 0 1 64% 0 1 68% 0 1 61% 0 1 65% 0 1 62%

Male 0 1 24% 0 1 35% 0 1 32% 0 1 38% 0 1 35% 0 1 36%

Other 0 0 0% 0 1 1% 0 0 0% 0 1 1% 0 0 0% 0 1 2%

Having a disability: No 0 1 70% 0 1 76% 0 1 85% 0 1 76% 0 1 79% 0 1 79%

Yes 0 1 30% 0 1 24% 0 1 15% 0 1 24% 0 1 21% 0 1 21%

Migration background: No 0 1 78% 0 1 53% 0 1 86% 0 1 77% 0 1 94% 0 1 65%

Second gen. 0 1 5% 0 1 15% 0 1 7% 0 1 11% 0 1 1% 0 1 12%

First gen. 0 1 2% 0 1 12% 0 0 0% 0 1 3% 0 1 1% 0 1 4%

International 0 1 11% 0 1 18% 0 1 7% 0 1 8% 0 1 3% 0 1 19%

Other 0 1 3% 0 1 2% 0 0 0% 0 1 1% 0 1 0% 0 1 0%

Parental tertiary educational 
 background: No

0 1 37% 0 1 36% 0 1 44% 0 1 26% 0 1 51% 0 1 46%

   Yes 0 1 62% 0 1 60% 0 1 35% 0 1 71% 0 1 47% 0 1 54%

   Don't know 0 1 1% 0 1 4% 0 1 20% 0 1 3% 0 1 2% 0 1 0%

 Iceland (n=2,051) Ireland (n=12,005) Malta (n=386)
Netherlands 

(n=8,144)
Poland (n=8,757) Austria (n=34,705)

Table A.2.	Descriptive	statistics	on	Scientific	Use	File,	per	country	(last	six	countries)



32

Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

Parental	financial	situation -2 2 0.5 1.0 -2 2 0.0 1.0 -2 2 -0.1 0.9 -2 2 0.6 0.9 -2 2 0.4 0.9 -2 2 0.2 0.9

Field of study: Education 0 1 13% 0 1 5% 0 1 16% 0 1 7% 0 1 6% 0 1 14%

   Arts and humanities 0 1 15% 0 1 16% 0 1 9% 0 1 11% 0 1 12% 0 1 10%

   Social sciences, journalism and 
information

0 1 17% 0 1 7% 0 1 6% 0 1 14% 0 1 12% 0 1 11%

   Business, administration and law 0 1 23% 0 1 18% 0 1 35% 0 1 17% 0 1 20% 0 1 19%

   Natural sciences, mathematics and 
statistics

0 1 5% 0 1 14% 0 0 0% 0 1 15% 0 1 5% 0 1 10%

   ICTs 0 1 1% 0 1 8% 0 1 6% 0 1 4% 0 1 8% 0 1 7%

   Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction

0 1 8% 0 1 11% 0 0 0% 0 1 11% 0 1 15% 0 1 13%

   Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and 
veterinary

0 0 0% 0 1 1% 0 0 0% 0 1 2% 0 1 2% 0 1 1%

   Health and welfare 0 1 18% 0 1 18% 0 1 28% 0 1 17% 0 1 14% 0 1 14%

   Services 0 0 0% 0 1 2% 0 0 0% 0 1 2% 0 1 5% 0 1 1%

Formal student status: Fulltime student 0 1 91% 0 1 88% 0 1 49% 0 1 96% 0 1 75% 1 1 100%

   Parttime student 0 1 9% 0 1 12% 0 1 51% 0 1 4% 0 1 25% 0 0 0%

Access to (digital) tools: Low 0 1 15% 0 1 21% 0 1 12% 0 1 11% 0 1 16% 0 1 7%

   Mid 0 1 41% 0 1 49% 0 1 52% 0 1 53% 0 1 52% 0 1 46%

   High 0 1 43% 0 1 30% 0 1 36% 0 1 36% 0 1 32% 0 1 46%

Type of degree: Master level 0 1 31% 0 1 17% 0 1 38% 0 1 34% 0 1 36% 0 1 45%

   Other level 0 1 69% 0 1 83% 0 1 62% 0 1 66% 0 1 64% 0 1 55%

 Iceland (n=2,051) Ireland (n=12,005) Malta (n=386)
Netherlands 

(n=8,144)
Poland (n=8,757) Austria (n=34,705)
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Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

Experienced	financial	difficulty:	None 0 1 46% 0 1 38% 0 1 44% 0 1 53% 0 1 43% 0 1 48%

   Mid 0 1 24% 0 1 28% 0 1 33% 0 1 23% 0 1 25% 0 1 26%

   Yes 0 1 30% 0 1 34% 0 1 23% 0 1 24% 0 1 33% 0 1 26%

Experienced discrimination: yes 0 1 20% 0 1 26% 0 1 17% 0 1 21% 0 1 25% 0 1 28%

   No 0 1 80% 0 1 74% 0 1 83% 0 1 79% 0 1 75% 0 1 72%

Experienced social safety: Low 0 1 15% 0 1 30% 0 1 19% 0 1 20% 0 1 23% 0 1 17%

   Mid 0 1 26% 0 1 28% 0 1 28% 0 1 34% 0 1 30% 0 1 35%

   High 0 1 60% 0 1 42% 0 1 53% 0 1 46% 0 1 47% 0 1 48%

Housing situation: living with parents 0 1 27% 0 1 43% 0 1 46% 0 1 37% 0 1 40% 0 1 22%

   Living with partner, children 0 1 53% 0 1 16% 0 1 41% 0 1 13% 0 1 25% 0 1 32%

   Living with others 0 1 7% 0 1 34% 0 1 7% 0 1 35% 0 1 25% 0 1 24%

   Living alone 0 1 13% 0 1 6% 0 1 6% 0 1 14% 0 1 9% 0 1 22%

Working hours:  0h 0 1 25% 0 1 39% 0 1 26% 0 1 28% 0 1 46% 0 1 31%

   1-20h 0 1 41% 0 1 40% 0 1 22% 0 1 60% 0 1 19% 0 1 44%

   >20h 0 1 35% 0 1 21% 0 1 52% 0 1 12% 0 1 35% 0 1 25%

Commuting hours: 0-15 min� 0 1 51% 0 1 30% 0 1 29% 0 1 33% 0 1 22%

   16-30 min. 0 1 30% 0 1 25% 0 1 35% 0 1 19% 0 1 32%

   31-60 min. 0 1 15% 0 1 29% 0 1 30% 0 1 24% 0 1 31%

   >1h 0 1 5% 0 1 17% 0 1 5% 0 1 24% 0 1 15%

Childcare hours: 0h 0 1 69% 0 1 93% 0 1 76% 0 1 98% 0 1 91% 0 1 95%

 Iceland (n=2,051) Ireland (n=12,005) Malta (n=386)
Netherlands 

(n=8,144)
Poland (n=8,757) Austria (n=34,705)
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Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D. Min. Max. x̄ / % S.D.

   1-39h 0 1 14% 0 1 4% 0 1 17% 0 1 1% 0 1 6% 0 1 3%

   40h or more 0 1 17% 0 1 2% 0 1 8% 0 1 1% 0 1 3% 0 1 3%

Study hours: 0-19h 0 1 20% 0 1 16% 0 1 35% 0 1 15% 0 1 12% 0 1 23%

20-29h 0 1 22% 0 1 23% 0 1 20% 0 1 22% 0 1 27% 0 1 24%

30-40h 0 1 23% 0 1 29% 0 1 17% 0 1 35% 0 1 28% 0 1 25%

>40h 0 1 35% 0 1 32% 0 1 27% 0 1 28% 0 1 33% 0 1 28%

National job opportunities (Z-scores) -3 1 0.0 0.9 -3 1 0.0 0.9 -3 1 0.1 0.9 -3 1 0.0 0.9 -2 1 0.0 0.9

Don't know 0 1 10% 0 1 11% 0 1 9% 0 1 7% 0 1 9%

Contact with other students -3 1 -0.7 1.3 -3 1 -0.5 1.3 -3 1 -0.4 1.1 -3 1 -0.5 1.2 -3 1 -0.4 1.2 -3 1 -0.3 1.2

Teaching scale -3 1 -0.4 0.9 -3 1 -0.7 1.0 -3 1 -0.6 1.1 -3 1 -0.7 0.8 -3 1 -0.7 1.0 -3 1 -0.7 0.9

Sense of belonging: Low 0 1 30% 0 1 34% 0 1 25% 0 1 24% 0 1 36% 0 1 16%

Mid 0 1 30% 0 1 30% 0 1 32% 0 1 36% 0 1 29% 0 1 18%

High 0 1 40% 0 1 36% 0 1 44% 0 1 40% 0 1 35% 0 1 66%

Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 micro data (Scientific Use File) (unweighted) 

 Iceland (n=2,051) Ireland (n=12,005) Malta (n=386)
Netherlands 

(n=8,144)
Poland (n=8,757) Austria (n=34,705)
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Regression tables

 
Table B.1. Two-level linear regression analyses on well-being: socio-demographic background, 
 academic context and personal study context (11 countries; 74,582 students)  

Intercept 50.03 1.22 *** 53.71 1.24 *** 57.55 1.18 ***

Age: up to aged 17 Ref. Ref. Ref.

Age: 22-24 0.55 0.17 *** 0.37 0.18 * 0.58 0.18 ***

Age: 25-29 1.59 0.23 *** 0.94 0.25 *** 1.40 0.25 ***

Age: 30 and older 7.21 0.24 *** 5.24 0.29 *** 4.65 0.30 ***

Gender: female Ref. Ref. Ref.

Gender: male 2.47 0.15 *** 3.00 0.16 *** 2.68 0.16 ***

Gender other -3.87 1.38 ** -2.31 1.37 * -1.29 1.34

Having a disability: no Ref. Ref. Ref.

Having a disability: yes -12.53 0.18 *** -11.72 0.18 *** -9.73 0.18 ***

Migration background: none Ref. Ref. Ref.

Migration background: 2nd gen. -0.88 0.27 *** -0.69 0.27 ** -0.16 0.26

Migration background: 1st gen. -0.88 0.39 * -0.65 0.38 * 0.22 0.38

Migration background: international -0.80 0.24 *** -0.50 0.24 * 0.57 0.24 **

Migration background: other -2.45 0.80 ** -2.27 0.79 ** -1.90 0.78 **

Parental tertiary education: yes Ref. Ref. Ref.

Parental tertiary education: no 0.51 0.16 *** 0.33 0.16 * 0.25 0.16

Parental tertiary education: don't know -0.10 0.52 -0.19 0.51 -0.30 0.50

Parental financial status 3.58 0.09 *** 3.05 0.09 *** 2.18 0.09 ***

Field: business administration Ref. Ref.

Field: education 1.67 0.31 *** 1.67 0.30 ***

Field: arts and humanities -0.82 0.27 ** -0.73 0.27 **

Field: social sciences, journalism and information 0.26 0.28 0.05 0.27

Field: natural sciences, mathematics and statistics -0.61 0.31 * -1.01 0.30 ***

Field: ICTs -3.12 0.31 *** -3.64 0.30 ***

Field: engineering, manufacturing and construction -1.75 0.25 *** -1.82 0.25 ***

Field: agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary 1.91 0.46 *** 1.99 0.45 ***

Field: health and welfare 1.01 0.25 *** 1.13 0.24 ***

M1 
Socio-demographic background

M2  
Academic context

M3 
Personal study context

B� S�E� B� S�E� B� S�E�
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Field: services 2.55 0.43 *** 2.76 0.42 ***

Formal student status: Full-time student Ref. Ref.

Formal student status: Part-time student 1.74 0.26 *** 0.60 0.26 *

Access to (digital) tools: high Ref. Ref.

Access to (digital) tools: low -8.62 0.23 *** -6.49 0.23 ***

Access to (digital) tools: mid -4.72 0.16 *** -4.02 0.16 ***

Type of degree: non-master level Ref. Ref.

Type of degree: master level 0.04 0.17 -0.31 0.17 *

Experienced financial difficulty: none Ref.

Experienced financial difficulty: mid -2.89 0.18 ***

Experienced financial difficulty: yes -6.53 0.18 ***

Experienced discrimination: no Ref.

Experienced discrimination: yes -2.41 0.19 ***

Experienced social safety: high Ref.

Experienced social safety: low -5.29 0.20 ***

Experienced social safety: mid -3.01 0.17 ***

Housing: living with parents Ref.

Housing: living with partner, children 1.50 0.22 ***

Housing: living with others 1.05 0.19 ***

Housing: living alone -0.22 0.25

Working hours: 0h

Working hours: 1-20h

Working hours: >20h

Commuting hours: 0-15 min.

Commuting hours: 16-30 min.

Commuting hours: 31-60 min.

Commuting hours: >1h

Childcare hours: 0h

Childcare hours: 1-39h

Childcare hours: 40h or more

Study hours: 30-40h

Study hours: 0-19h

M1 
Socio-demographic background

M2  
Academic context

M3 
Personal study context

B� S�E� B� S�E� B� S�E�
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Study hours: 20-29h

Study hours: >40h

National job opportunities (Z-scores)

National job opportunities: don't know

Contact with other students

Teaching scale

Sense of belonging HE: high

Sense of belonging HE: low

Sense of belonging HE: mid

-2LL 656289 654293 651347

Country variance 16.02 4.00 * 16.20 4.03 * 14.45 3.80 *

Student variance 387.99 19.70 *** 377.70 19.44 *** 363.09 19.06 ***

ICC 3.97   4.11   3.83   

Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 micro data (Scientific Use File) 

M1 
Socio-demographic background

M2  
Academic context

M3 
Personal study context

B� S�E� B� S�E� B� S�E�

B� S�E� B� S�E� B� S�E�
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Table B.1. Two-level linear regression analyses on well-being: socio-demographic background, 
 academic context, personal study context, and demands and resources (11 countries; 74,582 students) 

Intercept 58.56 1.19 *** 62.77 1.03 ***

Age: up to aged 21 Ref. Ref.

Age: 22-24 0.51 0.18 ** 0.45 0.17 **

Age: 25-29 1.38 0.25 *** 1.17 0.24 ***

Age: 30 and over 4.26 0.33 *** 3.06 0.31 ***

Gender: female Ref. Ref.

Gender: male 2.65 0.16 *** 2.61 0.15 ***

Gender other -1.10 1.34 -0.76 1.27

Having a disability: no Ref. Ref.

Having a disability: yes -9.57 0.18 *** -8.20 0.17 ***

Migration background: none Ref. Ref.

Migration background: 2nd gen. -0.15 0.26 0.01 0.25

Migration background: 1st gen. 0.37 0.38 0.32 0.36

Migration background: international 0.79 0.24 *** 0.97 0.23 ***

Migration background: other -1.90 0.78 ** -1.05 0.73

Parental tertiary education: yes Ref. Ref.

Parental tertiary education: no 0.25 0.16 0.27 0.15 *

Parental tertiary education: don't know -0.12 0.50 0.43 0.47

Parental financial status 2.13 0.09 *** 1.73 0.08 ***

Field: Business Administration (ref.) Ref. Ref.

Field: Education 1.62 0.30 *** 0.46 0.29

Field: Arts and Humanities -0.55 0.27 * -0.94 0.26 ***

Field: Social Sciences, Journalism and Information 0.08 0.27 -0.06 0.26

Field: Natural Sciences, Mathematics and Statistics -0.68 0.30 * -0.46 0.29

Field: ICTs -3.35 0.30 *** -2.66 0.29 ***

Field: Engineering, Manufacturing and Construction -1.44 0.25 *** -1.30 0.24 ***

Field: Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries and Veterinary 2.28 0.45 *** 1.84 0.43 ***

Field: Health and Welfare 1.56 0.25 *** 0.57 0.24 **

Field: Services 2.80 0.42 *** 2.25 0.40 ***

M4  
Study Demands

M5  
Study Resources

B S�E B� S�E
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Formal student status: Full-time student Ref. Ref.

Formal student status: Part-time student 0.48 0.28 * -0.02 0.27

Access to (digital) tools: high Ref. Ref.

Access to (digital) tools: low -6.55 0.23 *** -4.16 0.22 ***

Access to (digital) tools: mid -4.08 0.16 *** -3.07 0.15 ***

Type of degree: non-master level Ref. Ref.

Type of degree: master level -0.20 0.17 -0.72 0.16 ***

Experienced financial difficulty: none Ref. Ref.

Experienced financial difficulty: mid -2.88 0.18 *** -2.05 0.17 ***

Experienced financial difficulty: yes -6.44 0.18 *** -5.02 0.17 ***

Experienced discrimination: no Ref. Ref.

Experienced discrimination: yes -2.31 0.19 *** -0.92 0.18 ***

Experienced social safety: high Ref. Ref.

Experienced social safety: low -5.23 0.20 *** -3.48 0.19 ***

Experienced social safety: mid -2.99 0.17 *** -2.14 0.16 ***

Housing: living with parents Ref. Ref.

Housing: living with partner, children 0.83 0.23 *** 0.68 0.22 ***

Housing: living with others 0.43 0.20 * 0.13 0.19

Housing: living alone -0.65 0.26 ** -0.53 0.24 *

Working hours: 0h Ref. Ref.

Working hours: 1-20h 1.76 0.17 *** 1.40 0.16 ***

Working hours: >20h 0.72 0.22 *** 0.88 0.21 ***

Commuting hours: 0-15 min. Ref. Ref.

Commuting hours: 16-30 min. -0.84 0.19 *** -0.50 0.18 **

Commuting hours: 31-60 min. -1.64 0.20 *** -1.10 0.19 ***

Commuting hours: >1h -2.06 0.23 *** -1.48 0.22 ***

Childcare hours: 0h Ref. Ref.

Childcare hours: 1-39h 1.89 0.40 *** 0.15 0.38

Childcare hours: 40h or more 1.92 0.47 *** 0.53 0.45

Study hours: 30-40h Ref. Ref.

Study hours: 0-19h -1.03 0.22 *** 1.02 0.21 ***

M4  
Study Demands

M5  
Study Resources

B S�E B� S�E
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Study hours: 20-29h -0.24 0.20 0.58 0.19 ***

Study hours: >40h -1.84 0.19 *** -1.99 0.18 ***

National job opportunities (Z-scores) 1.92 0.08 ***

National job opportunities: don't know -2.47 0.26 ***

Contact with other students 1.50 0.06 ***

Teaching quality scale 3.05 0.08 ***

Sense of belonging he: high Ref.

Sense of belonging he: low -8.34 0.17 ***

Sense of belonging he: mid -4.24 0.16 ***

 
 

-2LL 650994 642646

Country variance 14.39 3.79 * 10.46 3.24 *

Student variance 361.37 19.01 *** 323.05 17.97 ***

ICC 3.83   3.14   

Source: EUROSTUDENT 8 micro data (Scientific Use File) 

M4  
Study Demands

M5  
Study Resources

B S�E B� S�E
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