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Abstract
The aim of this study was to investigate the impact of being away from home on the well-being of international
and domestic UK university students as a function of demographic factors, course load, support, personality,
healthy lifestyle, and their employment of pre-planning and being at university strategies. A total of 510 students
(n = 391 international and 117 British) completed an on-line survey to record demographic details and measure
their well-being, quality of university life, and their being away from home strategies. The findings showed that
International students reported greater quality of university life and used more pre-departure strategies; the
female students reported a significantly more negative well-being and higher course demand than their male
peers. A regression analysis showed that positive well-being was predicted by a positive personality, a healthy
lifestyle, control and support for academic work, quality of university life and employing well-being strategies
(using technology without over-reliance on it and the ability to unwind from study). Negative well-being, on the
other hand, was predicted by a less positive personality and a less healthy lifestyle, a higher course demand, less
control and support for academic work and less quality of university life. Moreover, the regression analysis
showed that international students who employed more pre-departure strategies showed less negative well-being.
Keywords: well-being, well-being away, studying away strategies, international students, home students,
studying abroad and quality of university life
1. Introduction
Studying at university has the potential to provide a positive experience to students by offering them a significant
opportunity to meet and connect with new people and ideas, start their adult life, and make a better future for
themselves through earning higher education qualifications. Nevertheless, students in universities are likely to
face adjustment challenges which may manifest as mental health issues with varying degrees of impact (Rahat &
Ilhan, 2016). In addition to academic challenges and financial issues, it is also common for students in higher
education to leave home for their studies, which can have a significant impact on individual well-being
especially for international students in new cultural environments (Mortenson, 2006; Sandhu & Asrabadi, 1994).
Indeed, previous studies reported an association between moving from home for study or work and negative
mental health outcomes, such as depression and homesickness (e.g., Andrade, 2006; Chen, 1999). It has also
been reported that different populations of work and study sojourners experience negative physical health
impacts as a result of being away from home such as fly-in fly-out (FIFO) workers (Gardner, Vandelanotte, &
Rebar, 2018), immigrants (Gilliver, Sundquist, & Sundquist, 2014), boarding school pupils (Fisher, Frazer, &
Murray, 1984) and international students (Andrade, 2006; Chen, 1999; Mori, 2000). All these negative
psychological and physical outcomes have been related to the away from home transition when an individual
cannot adapt to the new environment, cope with difficulties and challenges, and lose contact with significant
social support networks.
Despite some important research on the psychological effects of studying away from home amongst university
students, few studies have investigated the full range of elements that may impact on the well-being of study
away from home students. A recent review of the literature on international students’ well-being (Alharbi &
Smith, 2018) showed that a limited amount of research has investigated all aspects of their well-being, with most
studies neglecting students’ expectations, pre-arrival planning, as well as the effects of university courses and
environment on students’ well-being. Therefore, to address this gap, this study will apply Sodexo’s (2014) model
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of well-being away, which will be discussed in more detail later in this paper.
A complete model of mental health requires not just the absence of psychopathology, but also a focus on positive
indices of functioning such as subjective well-being (Keyes, 2005). Well-being can further be delineated as the
presence of positive affect, the lack of negative affect and a high degree of life satisfaction. Moreover, well-being
is also affected by different demographic and social factors such as age, gender, ethnicity, income, social support
networks and personality. The aim of this study was to investigate the impact of being away from home amongst
university students in terms of their well-being and as a function of demographic and social factors. A further
aim is to investigate if the relationship between studying away from home and well-being differs between
university students from abroad and local students who may likewise leave home for study but within their own
country.
1.1 Being Away from Home and Well-Being among University Students
In recent years, a significant proportion of university students have left home to pursue their studies as an
international or domestic student (UKCISA, 2016-17). Whether studying internationally or within their own
country, students who leave home for their higher education often feel negative effects from being in a new
environment and because their home plays a central role in everyday life and holds numerous psychological
meanings (Moore, 2000). For example, a range of studies have found that international students in particular are
at a higher risk of developing psychological problems due to increased stress from being away from home (e.g.,
Mortenson, 2006; Sandhu & Asrabadi, 1994).
In one study, Fisher and Hood (1987) conducted a longitudinal investigation of the negative effects of leaving
home for study. The study included two measurement phases (two months before the semester began and six
weeks after) that examined and compared the level of psychological disturbance and homesickness experienced
by first-year university residents and home-based students; most of them were university residents and only two
were home-based students. The findings showed all students showed higher scores on depression, obsessionality
and anxiety after transitioning to university. In addition, students who reported homesickness reported a higher
level of psychological disturbance, especially depression and somatic symptoms. Furthermore, students with
anxiety and somatic symptoms were more sensitive to the transition than those with depression.
Adapting to a university environment plays an important role in succeeding in university; however, failure to
adjust to new environments is more often a cause for dropout or underperformance (Pitkethly & Prosser, 2001).
Furthermore, difficulties in adapting to the host environment leads to acculturative stress among international
students, which is often associated with anxiety and depression (Constantine, Okazaki, & Utsey, 2004).
International students have a greater difficulty adjusting to university life than domestic students and the process
may take a longer time due to the fact students expend effort to adapt to other fundamental aspects of university
life, such as the academic system, and more general factors such as changes in climate and diet
(Hechanova-Alampay, Beehr, Christiansen, & Van Horn, 2002).
Although there has been important research on the psychological effects of leaving home to study, there has been
little focus on the well-being of university students; most research has focussed on emotional effects of away
from home study, such as happiness or stress. Importantly, factors such as the university environment, learning
processes, course demands, and the support of university campuses and services are likely to impact on the
well-being of away from home students, but are rarely included in the existing research literature on student
wellbeing. Indeed, the available literature tends to compare domestic and international students on outcomes of
being away from home such as stress, financial satisfaction, psychological distress, coping strategies, academic
stress and adjustment (e.g., Hamamura & Laird, 2014; Khawaja & Dempsey, 2008; Sanders & Lushington
1999). Moreover, research has tended to focus on the process of transition or daily hassles like academic
difficulties experienced by student sojourners rather than conceptualising the adjustment process as one that
entails several stages that impact on well-being.
1.2 Well-Being Away Strategies and Quality of University Life
The process of adjustment to a new social context has been the subject of research on acculturation for some
time (e.g., Kealy, 1989; Ward & Kennedy, 2001) and has also been adapted to the experience of students who
leave home to pursue higher education (e.g., Martin, Bradford, & Rohrlich, 1995; Simmala, 2008). In one recent
model, the Sodexo Institute (Sodexo, 2014; A. Smith, H. Smith, & Jelley, 2018) proposes a five-stage model of
well-being away so individuals and organisations can “better understand the experience of being away and
increase the chances of maintaining psychological wellbeing” (p. 1). This model suggests a few strategies at each
stage of the transition that help an individual to maintain and manage their own level of well-being, make the
adapting process much easier and with fewer negative outcomes.
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The Sodexo model (2014; A. Smith, H. Smith, & Jelley, 2018) proposes five phases of transition commencing
with Pre-departure planning, which includes developing expectations about being away, acknowledging that the
coming separation is real, setting up a support network and, more importantly, planning for contacting and
communicating with family at home. The Sodexo researchers raise the idea that with current technology people
tend to think that technology will mitigate the separation. Nevertheless, that is not necessarily the case when the
person is away and working long hours with little free time. The second phase of the Sodexo model (2014) is
labelled Being away and includes two main factors. The first factor includes using technology without
over-reliance on it. The second involves developing the ability to unwind from work or study, as it is known that
dwelling on work- or study-related issues lead to negative effects and other health-related problems. The model
also emphasises changing activities and doing something different from studying. For example, it is better for a
student to exercise in their free time rather than doing something similar to what they usually do such as surfing
the internet. The third phase of the model is Preparing to return which is theorised to have a real impact on
well-being. One important thing to realise is that people (both the person who is away from home and their
family or friends) change, even over short periods of time and that has an impact at the level of wellbeing. One
factor that could help at this stage is to change activities before returning home. The fourth phase entails
Returning, which is the last stage of being away where increasing the amount of leisure or relaxation time is
important. The final stage is Being back wherein a student is back at home and needs to readjust to their home
country. In theory, disconnections between being back and feeling psychologically back affect the level of
wellbeing. Despite the plausibility of the Sodexo (2014) well-being away model, there has been little
investigation of its applicability in real life cases where students or sojourners move from home to pursue study
and work. A central aim of this study was to investigate how this model may explain the quality of university life
and well-being experiences of students who venture from home to complete higher education studies.
The concept of quality college and university life has been examined in many studies as an important factor that
affects student academic success, loyalty, and university recommendation. University managers and
administrators aim to maximise the quality of university life (QUL) because studying at university can be
challenging and QUL has an impact on the university’s ranking. Sirgy et al. (2007) refer to the quality of college
life (QCL) as the “overall feeling of satisfaction student’s experiences in college”. They include three domains of
QCL satisfaction, related to academic, social, and university facilities and services, which are all included in this
study.
A. Smith, H. Smith and Jelley (2018) conducted a preliminary study to examine associations between studying
away strategies, quality of student life and well-being of international students in the UK. The results showed
that more frequent use of studying away strategies increased quality of university life. Quality of university life
was one of the predictors of well-being and the results from this study suggested that studying away strategies
influence well-being by improving quality of university life. Smith et al (2018) consider the full model of
studying away strategies while this study focused only on two stages.
2. The Current Study
The current study was designed to investigate the impact of being away from home amongst university students
with three central aims. First, the study investigated student well-being in terms of positive and negative aspects
and as a function of course loads, supports, quality of university life, personality, healthy lifestyle and a range of
demographic and social factors. A second aim was to investigate if the relationship between studying away from
home and well-being differs between university students from abroad and local students who may likewise leave
home for study but within their own country. A third and final aim was to investigate the efficacy of the
five-stage well-being away model in terms of the pre-departure and being in university strategies employed by
study away from home students. Altogether, the study addressed a number of research questions based on a
review of the research literature:
RQ1: To what extent do university students away from home experience positive and negative well-being as a
function of their course load, support, personality, and healthy lifestyle?
RQ2: To what extent do international and UK students studying away from home differ in their level of positive
and negative well-being?
RQ3: To what extent does the use of pre-departure and being in university strategies predict quality of university
life and positive and negative well-being of UK university students studying away from home?
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3. Methods
3.1 Procedure and Participants
Approval for this study was obtained from the ethics committee of the school of Psychology, Cardiff University.
British participants were recruited from psychology courses, and international students were recruited from
different schools and universities in both England and Wales. Participants completed the questionnaire online
using Qualtrics software. All participants volunteered for the study and the survey took approximately 10–15
minutes to complete.
A total of 510 students participated in this study, of which 23% were British students who were studying away
from home, and 77% were international students from a variety of other countries. The students’ ages ranged
from 16–50 years (M = 21.90 years, SD = 3.13) (48.8% = males, 51.2% = females). Of all the participants, 265
(52%) were in their first year at university. Regarding race, the majority of the British sample was white
(85.5%), followed by Asian (7.7%), mixed race (4.3%) and Black or African (2.6%). For international students,
the majority were white (47.6%), followed by Asian (25.3%), Black or African (14.1%), Hispanic/Latino (8.7%),
Arab (2.3%) and mixed race (2.0%). Table 1 provides a summary of the participants’ demographic details.
Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants
Demographics
Mean Age (SD)

British students

International students

(n = 117)

(n = 391)

20.61 (2.23)

22.28 (3.26)

Gender
Male

57

191

Female

60

200

Class status
First year

46

218

Other year

71

173

3.2 Measures
The study employed a self-report questionnaire that included the following questions and scales:
1)

Demographic Questionnaire, including gender, age, university year and nationality.

2)

Smith Student Well-being Questionnaire (SWELL). The 18 self-report items covered a range of aspects of
well-being, including course demands, control over and support with studying, positive/negative mental
health, positive personality and healthy lifestyle.

3)

Quality of University Life Questionnaire. The 6-item scale measured different elements that relate to the
quality of university life, including the university environment and learning (e.g. ‘To what extent do you
feel that your university life is easy and efficient?’), which were rated on a 10-point Likert scale, ranging
from 1 = Not at all to 10 = Very much.

4)

Being Away Strategies Questionnaire. The 7-item scale measured different strategies in each stage of the
transition to being away from home (e.g. ‘To what extent did you carry out pre-departure planning with
family and friends?’), which were rated on a 10-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = Not at all to 10 = Very
much. In this study, the focus was on two transition stages: pre-departure planning and being away. All
measures used appear in the appendix.

4. Results
4.1 Analysis Strategy
Statistical analyses were performed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 23. Chi-square
(χ2) and t-test statistical analyses were conducted to investigate potential differences between International and
British students on age and gender. A multivariate analysis of covariance was conducted to investigate significant
mean differences between international and home students, male and female students as well as first year and
non-first year students. Finally, a series of hierarchical regressions was conducted to determine if demographic
variables, course demand, control and support, quality of university life, pre-departure and being away from
home university strategies predict positive and negative well-being and positive and negative university life.
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4.2 Reliability of Scales
The responses of the entire sample were used to determine the internal consistencies of the measures. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the well-being questionnaire was α = .76, the quality of university life
questionnaire was α =.77 and the being away strategies questionnaire was α =.72, all of which indicated an
acceptable level of reliability.
4.3 Analyses of Demographics
Chi-square tests were conducted to examine the differences between international and British students regarding
gender and year at university, and an independent sample t-test was conducted to examine the difference between
both groups regarding age. The chi-square analyses indicated no significant differences between the International
and British students on demographics: gender χ2 (1, N = 510) = 0.28, p = .59; year at university χ2 (1, N = 510) =
0.784, p = .376. The independent samples t-test showed a significant difference between the groups on age, with
British students being significantly younger than international students, t (505) = 5.21, p < .05, Cohen’s d = 0.6.
Thus, age was controlled as a co-variate when comparing the two groups.
4.4 Comparisons of Well-Being, Adjustment Strategies and Quality of University Life
A MANCOVA was employed to investigate whether there were differences between international and home
students, first and non-first year students, as well as male and female students in terms of the study variables.
Prior to conducting the test, several analyses were performed between all the dependent variables in order to test
the MANCOVA assumptions. The correlation between the 11 dependant variables ranged from .022 to +.523,
indicating the absence of multicollinearity but and Levene’s test showed violation in some of the dependant
variables and the Box’s M test did indicate a violation of the assumption of homogeneity as a result Pillai’s trace
will be reported instead of Willks’s Lambda as it more robust to violation of the homogeneity of variance and
preferred for unequal sample sizes and the alpha level were reduced to .01 to address the violation of
homogeneity of error variances assumptions. Using Pillai’s trace show a significant effect of nationality, F (10,
464) 3.91, p < .001, partial η2=.078, gender, F (10, 464) 3.09, p < .001, partial η2=.063. and year at university F
(10, 464) 5.71, p < .001 partial η2=.110. The covariate variable (age) also yielded a significant result F (10, 464)
= 2.15, p =.006 partial η2=.051. No significant interaction effects were found.
The results reported in Table 2 show significant differences were found between international and British
students for positive personality, course demand, quality of university life, pre-departure strategies and negative
wellbeing. International students had significantly higher scores than the British students for all the mentioned
variables except negative well-being and course demand.
Table 2. F-tests comparing international and home students
Dependent Variables

British
M

International

SD

M

SD

F

Partial eta-square

Healthy lifestyle

6.56

1.70

6.61

1.99

.710

.001

Positive personality

6.17

1.83

6.74

1.72

9.69*

.020

Course demand

7.03

1.61

6.62

1.65

6.40*

.013

Control and support

6.18

1.77

6.53

1.94

.370

.001

Quality of university life

34.76

8.81

38.59

8.00

13.14*

.027

Pre-departure strategies

22.87

7.39

26.21

6.6

13.10*

.027

Being away strategies

20.13

3.89

20.04

3.96

.095

.000

Positive well-being

13.04

3.68

13.63

3.07

1.93

.004

Negative well-being

12.50

3.83

11.47

3.24

9.33*

.019

Illness and presenteeism

9.69

1.72

9.53

1.84

.802

.002

Note. *p < 0.01.
Table 3 shows significant differences were found between male and female students for positive personality,
course demand, negative well-being and illness, with female students reporting significantly higher than male
students for all the mentioned variables except positive personality.
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Table 3. F-tests comparing male and female students
Dependent Variables

Male
M

Female
SD

M

SD

F

Partial eta-square

Healthy lifestyle

6.56

2.01

6.64

1.85

.799

.002

Positive personality

6.88

1.75

6.35

1.73

10.31*

.021

Course demand

6.45

1.59

6.98

1.66

10.12*

.021

Control and support

6.54

1.81

6.33

2.00

.528

.001

Quality of university life

38.74

8.78

36.71

7.80

1.73

.004

Pre-departure strategies

25.48

7.10

25.14

6.77

.582

.001

Being away strategies

19.97

3.81

20.19

4.07

.000

.000

positive well-being

13.76

3.31

12.76

3.08

3.91

.008

Negative well-being

11.04

3.49

12.32

3.22

13.5*

.028

Illness and presenteeism

9.38

1.89

9.74

1.72

7.19*

.015

Note. *p < 0.01.
There were also significant differences between first and non-first year students for healthy lifestyle, quality of
university life, control and over academic work and pre-departure strategies. First year students reported higher
scores than non-first students for all the mentioned variables (see Table 4).
Table 4. F-tests comparing first year and non-first year students
Dependent Variables

First year
M

Non-first year

SD

M

SD

F

Partial eta-square

Healthy lifestyle

7.06

1.94

5.83

1.78

16.22*

.033

Positive personality

6.85

1.80

6.36

1.68

.877

.002

Course demand

6.70

1.52

6.75

1.77

.178

.000

Control and support

6.75

1.80

6.10

1.97

8.05*

.017

Quality of university life

40.53

8.37

34.69

7.20

37.45*

.073

Pre-departure strategies

27.23

6.56

23.26

6.73

28.04*

.056

Being away strategies

20.60

3.79

19.41

3.82

2.97

.006

Positive well-being

14.11

3.23

12.76

3.08

5.09

.011

Negative well-being

11.31

3.64

12.10

3.10

.960

.002

Illness and presenteeism

9.32

1.68

9.84

1.90

4.69

.010

Note. *p < 0.01.
4.5 Regression Analysis
Four 3-step hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted to investigate the relationships between the
predictors and the outcomes of positive well-being, negative well-being, quality of university life and illness and
presentism. Healthy lifestyle, positive personality, age, gender, nationality and year at university were entered as
predictors in Step 1 of the regression while course demand, control and support, QUL, pre-departure strategies
and being away at university strategies were entered as predictors in Step 2 of the regression. The interaction
between nationality and course demand, support, QUL, pre-departure strategies and being away strategies were
entered at Step 3 of the regression. To do so, Nationality was dummy coded as 0 for British students and 1 for
International students.
The first regression was conducted to determine the predictors of positive well-being with the full results shown
in Table 5. The variables entered at Step 1 significantly predicted positive well-being, F(6, 509) = 53.80, p
< .001 and explained 38% of the variance in positive well-being. The regression coefficients showed students
with a healthy lifestyle and a positive personality reported higher positive well-being, whereas first year students
showed higher positive well-being than other students. At Step 2 of the regression, the model was also
significant, F(11, 509) = 43.5, p < .001, and explained 47.9% of the variance in positive well-being. The
regression coefficients showed three additional variables were significant predictors of positive well-being such
that students with higher control and support, QUL and being away strategies reported higher positive
well-being. However, these three variables did not predict positive well-being at Step 3 of the regression.
Instead, the interaction between nationality and course demands was a significant predictor of positive
6
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well-being such that international students with less course demands reported higher positive well-being.
Overall, the full model was significant, F(16, 509) = 30.65, p < .001, and explained 50 % of the variance in
positive well-being.
Table 5. Standardised regression coefficients (β) of predictors of positive well-being
Variables

Step 1

Step 2

Age

.05

.03

.03

Gender

-.03

-.02

-.02

Nationality

-.01

-.03

.25

Year at university

-.07

.007

-.006

Healthy lifestyle

.30***

.18***

.17***

Positive personality

.44***

.35***

.35***

.02

.26**

Control and support

.16***

.16

Quality of university life

.21***

.17

Pre-departure strategies

-.009

.16

Course demand

Being away strategies

.13***

Nationality × Course demand

Step 3

.20
-.47**

Nationality × Support

-.12

Nationality × Quality of university life

.045

Nationality × Pre-departure strategies

.24

Nationality × Being away strategies

-.041

Step 1 R2

.39

Step 1 F

53.80***

Step 2 R2

.49

Step 2 F

43.5***

Step 3 R2

.50

Step3 F

30.65***

Adjusted R2

.38

.47

.48

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
The next regression was conducted to determine the predictors of negative well-being with the full results shown
in Table 6. The variables entered at Step 1 significantly predicted negative well-being, F(6, 509) = 18.79, p
< .001 and explained 18.2% of the variance in negative well-being. The regression coefficients showed older and
female students reported higher negative well-being as did British students compared to international students.
Moreover, students with a less healthy lifestyle and less positive personality showed higher negative well-being.
At Step 2 of the regression, the model was also significant, F(11, 509) = 14.93, p < .001, and explained 24.8% of
the variance in negative well-being. The regression coefficients showed three additional variables were
significant predictors of negative well-being such that students with higher course demand, lower control and
support, and lower quality of university life reported higher negative well-being. The findings were further
qualified by a significant interaction between nationality and pre-departure strategies at Step 3 of the regression.
Regression coefficients showed that International students who employed more pre-departure strategies showed
lower negative well-being. Overall, the full model was significant, F(16, 509) = 11.24, p < .001, and explained
27% of the variance in negative well-being.
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Table 6. Standardised regression coefficients (β) of predictors of negative well-being
Variables

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Age

.10*

.08*

.09*

Gender

.15**

.10*

.08*

Nationality

-.10*

-.06

.20

Year at university

.002

-.04

-.05

Healthy lifestyle

-.13***

-.103*

-.092

Positive personality

-.30***

-.27***

-.25***

Course demand

.16***

.305

Control and support

-.14**

-.179

Quality of university life

-.142*

-.369**

Pre-departure strategies

-.004

.497

Being away strategies

.097*

.062

Nationality × Course demand

-.20

Nationality × Support

-.067

Nationality × Quality of university life

.348

Nationality × Pre-departure strategies

-.74***

Nationality × Being away strategies

.052

Step 1 R2

.18

Step 1 F

18.79***

Step 2 R2

.24

Step 2 F

14.93***

Step 3 R2

.27

Step3 F

11.24***

Adjusted R2

.17

.23

.25

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
A third multiple regressions were conducted to determine the predictors of quality of university life (QUL) with
the full results shown in Table 7. The variables entered at Step 1 significantly predicted QUL, F(6, 509) = 35.38,
p < .001 and explained 29.7% of the variance in QUL. The regression coefficients showed first year students,
international students, healthy lifestyle and positive personality showed higher scores on QUL. At Step 2 of the
regression, the model was also significant, F(10, 509) = 43.18, p < .001, and explained 46.4% of the variance in
QUL. The regression coefficients showed four additional variables were significant predictors of QUL such that
students with lower course demand, higher control and support, employed more pre-departure strategies and
being away strategies reported higher QUL. At Step 3 of the regression model, there was a significant effect of
nationality on QUL as a function of course demand and support. Overall, the full model was significant, F(14,
509) = 32.75, p < .001, and explained 48.1% of the variance in QUL.
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Table 7. Standardised regression coefficients (β) of predictors of quality of university life (QUL)
Variables

Step 1

Step 2

Age

.03

-.03

Step 3
.04

Gender

-.06

.05

-.05

Nationality

.11***

-.06

.63***

Year at university

-.26***

-.18***

-.19***

Healthy lifestyle

.21***

.05

.05

Positive personality

.25***

.15***

.13***

Course demand

-.10***

.07

Control and support

.28***

.43***

Pre-departure strategies

.23***

.24***

Being away strategies

.16***

Nationality × Course demand

.11
-.44***

Nationality × Support

-.33*

Nationality × Pre-departure strategies

-.04

Nationality × Being away strategies

.17

Step 1 R2

.29

Step 1 F

35.38***

Step 2 R2

.46

Step 2 F

43.18***

Step 3 R2

.48

Step3 F

32.75***

Adjusted R2

.28

.45

.47

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
The final regression was conducted to determine the predictors of illness and presenteeism with the full results
shown in Table 8. The variables entered at Step 1 significantly predicted illness and presenteeism, F(6, 509) =
4.16, p < .001 and explained 21.8% of the variance in illness and presenteeism. The regression coefficients
showed being less healthy life style and non-first year students reported higher illness and presenteeism. At Step
2 of the regression, the model was also significant, F(11, 509) = 10.05, p < .001, and explained 42.6% of the
variance in illness and presenteeism. The regression coefficients showed only one additional variable was
significant predictor of illness and presenteeism such that students with higher course demand reported higher
illness. The findings were further qualified by a significant interaction between nationality and control and
support and nationality and QUL at Step 3 of the regression. Regression coefficients showed that British students
with a lower QUL reported more illness. Overall, the full model was significant, F(16, 509) = 7,792, p < .001,
and explained 50% of the variance in illness and presenteeism.
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Table 8. Standardised regression coefficients (β) of predictors of illness and presenteeism
Variables

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Age

.003

.-.03

-.03

Gender

..08

.02

.02

Nationality

-.015

.04

.27

Year at university

.09*

.07

.06

Healthy lifestyle

-.12**

-.12*

-.109*

Positive personality

-.05

-.01

-.05

.37***

.34***

Control and support

-.02

-.27**

Quality of university life

-.08

.17

Pre-departure strategies

.03

-.02

Being away strategies

-.04

.03

Course demand

Nationality × Course demand

.03

Nationality × Support

.52**

Nationality × Quality of university life

-.71***

Nationality × Pre-departure strategies

.13

Nationality × Being away strategies

-.20

Step 1 R2

.047

Step 1 F

4.16***

Step 2 R2

.182

Step 2 F

10.05***

Step 3 R2

.202

Step3 F

7.8***

Adjusted R2

.036

.146

.167

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
5. Discussion
Within the context of research on student health and well-being, the current study investigated the well-being of
away from home university students in terms of positive and negative aspects and as a function of course load,
support, QUL, personality, healthy lifestyle and a range of demographic and social factors. Moreover, the study
also investigated if the relationship between studying away from home and well-being differs between university
students from abroad and local students who may likewise leave home for study but within their own country.
Finally, the study tested the efficacy of the five-stage well-being away model in terms of the pre-departure and
being in university strategies employed by study away from home students and QUL. A large sample of away
from home international and domestic university students completed a survey to measure multiple facets of their
well-being, course load, support, and the extent to which they employed pre-departure and being in university
strategies to mitigate their adjustment to away from home study. The results of the study contribute several
findings that contribute to the literature on the well-being of away from home university students.
5.1 Between Group Differences
There were several differences between international and domestic students on positive personality, course
demands, satisfaction with university facilities and negative wellbeing. International students also reported
higher employment of pre-departure strategies, the reason for that is likely because the decision of studying
overseas required a long process and students may spend months starting with discussing the idea with family or
close friend, choosing an institution until getting their visa. An explanation of why British students reported
higher levels of course demand and negative well-being than international students is due to either financial
issues or stressors from working either full or part-time. According to the National Union of Students Report
(2008), 35 % of students worked part-time during term time to support themselves at university, and previous
research has shown a significant relationship between financial problems and mental health among British
students (Andrews & Wilding, 2004; Roberts, Golding, Towell, & Weinreb 1999). To test this possibility, future
research may include questions about either working hours or financial difficulties or issues faced by university
students.
In terms of demographic factors, female students in the current study reported significantly lower levels of
positive personality. Conversely, they also reported higher levels of negative wellbeing and course demand
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compared to male students. This finding was consistent with previous research by Stallman (2010) with
Australian university students, where being female was a predictor of mental health problems or distress. The
findings also showed that non-first year students reported lower scores for quality of university life and were less
satisfied with university facilities. This finding was consistent with a longitudinal study by Bewick,
Koutsopoulou, Miles, Slaa, and Barkham (2010) who found anxiety scores amongst UK university students
peaked in the first term of both the second and final years. It is likely that students in later years of study are
experiencing more pressure, whereas first year students are perhaps in a ‘honeymoon phase’ of being at
university. Non-first year students also reported lower scores for healthy lifestyle that may be linked with being
stressed or depressed in their university life. When comparing between first-year and non-first year students our
results are consistent with other those obtained in other studies. However, it should be noted that participants
were only asked if they were in their first year or other years. In future research, it is important to examine
related factors such as the length of stay for certain students, particularly international students, in their first year.
This is because some international students before starting their course are expected to do language courses such
as pre-sessional course in the host country, and factors such as experience of being aboard before and age might
also have an effect on their well-being.
5.2 Predictors of Student Well-Being
Regression analysis showed several variables predicted positive well-being, the findings showed students with a
healthy lifestyle and a positive personality reported higher positive well-being and students with higher control
and support, quality of university life and being away strategies reported higher positive well-being. Consistent
with this finding, students with a less healthy lifestyle and less positive personality reported higher negative
well-being and those with lower control and support showed higher negative well-being. As such, the predictors
of student well-being reported in this study are consistent with several lines of research in wellbeing. For
example, Burris, Brechting, Salsman and Carlson (2009) reported that optimism was the best predictor of both
psychological wellbeing and lower levels of psychological distress; being healthy was positively associated with
psychological well-being amongst US university students. Importantly, for studying away, other factors such as
attitude to studying abroad or student motivation to study away or abroad might have a large effect on
well-being. Moreover, positive personality might mediate or moderate the relation between these factors and
well-being, so further studies focusing on these variables need to be conducted. The findings are also aligned
with the research by Cho and Yu (2015) which showed that university support has a positive effect on
international students’ wellbeing and school satisfaction.
Regression analysis further showed that being away strategies were predictive of positive wellbeing. This finding
indicates that students who did not depend on technology and who participated in different activities after work
had a higher level of wellbeing, which implies the important role of campus/union entertainment facilities to
support students. The findings also showed the employment of pre-departure strategies did not directly predict
any well-being outcomes either positively or negatively. This may be due to the possibility that students could
contact their family and friends most of the time via technology and social media apps. Research has found that
young adults’ dependence on social media for social connections has increased not only in the US but around the
world (Duggan et al., 2015; Fox & Rainie, 2014; International World Stats, 2015). This strategy may have direct
effect on wellbeing when it applies to people who either have limited time to use social media or lack access to
the Internet.
Although there was no direct effect of pre-departure strategies on student well-being, there was a significant
interaction between nationality and pre-departure strategies on negative well-being. Regression analysis showed
international students who employed fewer pre-departure strategies showed higher negative well-being. This is
an important finding and provides some support to the Sodexo (2014) away from home well-being model which
proposed that the employment of pre-departure strategies help an individual sojourner to maintain and manage
their own level of well-being and makes the adjustment process easier and with fewer negative outcomes.
One important finding from this study was that the QUL was predicted by applying being away
strategies—during pre-departure and while at university—as well as other positive elements, which means that
students who used those strategies found their university life better than students who did not. Consistent with
other research (Sirgy et al. 2010; Yu and Lee 2008), QCL / QUL has a crucial role in positive well-being.
Unfortunately, our study did not include academic achievement, although in recent meta-analysis done by
Bucker, Nuraydin, Simonsmeier, Schneider and Luhmann (2018), it was shown that low achievement does not
necessarily result in negative well-being and high achievement does not automatically mean better quality of life.
However, it is worth considering whether students who study away from home and whether their wellbeing
strategies and/or QUL have an impact on academic achievement as well as an association with positive and
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negative wellbeing.
6. Limitations and Future Research
Although the results from this study provide some noteworthy findings on the factors that impact on the
well-being of away from home university, there are several limitations that limit the generalizability of the
findings. In terms of the sample of participants, the home student sample came from only one university, which
means that we cannot generalise the findings to all home students. Additionally, self-selection bias is another
potential limitation of the online survey employed to conduct the current research (Wright, 2005). Despite these
issues, the study used a reasonable sample size for the study, which broadly represented away from home
international and domestic university students in terms of gender, age, and year of university study.
A further limitation of the findings is that the correlational nature of the research design does not produce
information about definitive cause-effect relationships between healthy lifestyle, positive personality,
pre-departure strategies and being in university strategies and well-being. Nevertheless, the correlational method
provided several practical and pragmatic benefits in this study, including the capacity to investigate a range of
concepts related to away from home student well-being intentions simultaneously. As shown by the high
reliabilities of the measures of employed in this study, the online questionnaire format provided a relatively valid
and efficient means of data collection.
The findings of the study also point to several directions for future research. Although the impact of
pre-departure strategies on away from home student well-being was limited, there was some evidence to support
future research to investigate the efficacy of the Sodexo (2014) model. Future research may employ more
measures of each of the 5-phases of away from home well-being model with longitudinal studies to track the
well-being of students from pre-departure to being back home. The findings also suggest that future research
might compare international and home students who study away from their home and investigate the role of
additional factors that may impact on the well-being of away from home students such as financial issues, coping
strategies and social support from different providers like family, university services and/or staff. Finally, future
research with qualitative research methods such as semi-structured interviews would provide an in-depth
understanding of the subjective experience of university students who leave home to pursue higher education
qualifications.
7. Summary and Conclusion
The objective of the current study was to contribute to knowledge about factors that are likely to impact on the
well-being of students who leave home to pursue higher education qualifications. A survey study was conducted
with British and international students who leave home to attend university in the UK and they provided
information about their experience of support, course demands, well-being, and pre-departure and at university
strategies they used to manage the transition to university life and study. The findings showed that international
students reported higher levels of positive personality and experienced better QUL. They also found their
courses less demanding than British students and used more pre-departure strategies than home students.
Regression analysis also showed international students who employed more pre-departure strategies showed
lower negative well-being and use of these strategies was a significant predictor of positive wellbeing and
quality of university life. From the findings, it may be concluded that the employment of pre-departure strategies
is likely to help an individual sojourner maintain and manage their own level of well-being and makes the
adjustment process easier and with fewer negative outcomes.
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Appendix
Smith Student Well-being Questionnaire (SWELL)
(1 = Not at all, 10 = very much so)
Q1. A healthy lifestyle involves taking exercise, eating a balanced diet, not smoking, not drinking excessive
amounts of alcohol, and not being overweight. To what extent do you have a healthy life style?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q2. People often describe themselves as being positive (“seeing the glass as half full”) or negative (“seeing the
glass as half empty”). How would you describe yourself?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Please answer the next set of questions by “Thinking about the last 6 months”:
Q3. How satisfied are you with life in general?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q4. How much stress have you had in your life in general?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q5. Would you say you are generally happy?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q6. Would you say that you generally feel anxious or depressed?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q7. Overall, to what extent do you feel the things you do in your life are worthwhile?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q8. How demanding do you find your course (e.g. do you have constant pressure, have to work fast, have to put
in great effort)?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q9. Do you feel you have control over your academic work and support from staff and fellow students?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q10. How much stress do you have because of your university work?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q11. Are you satisfied with your course?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q12. How physically or mentally tired do you get because of your academic work?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q13. Have you had an illness (either physical or mental) caused or made worse by your academic work?
 Yes
 No
Q14. Do you ever come to University when you are feeling ill and knowing you can’t work as well as you would
like to?
 Yes
 No
Q15. How efficiently do you carry out your academic work?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q16. Do you find your academic work interferes with your life outside of university or your life outside of
university interferes with your course?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Q17. Are you happy at university?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q18. Are you anxious or depressed because of academic work?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Quality of University Life Questionnaire
Q1. To what extent do you feel that your university life is easy and efficient?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q2. To what extent do you feel that being a student at university promotes a healthy lifestyle through
well-balanced diet and exercise?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q3. To what extent do you feel you are valued at the university?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q4. To what extent does the university provide a good physical environment?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q5. To what extent does the university strengthen bonds among individuals and facilitate access to culture and
entertainment?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q6. To what extent does the university promote learning and progress?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Being Away Strategies Questionnaire
Before you left home: Q1. To what extent did you carry out pre-departure planning with family or friends?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q2. To what extent did you discuss expectations of how being apart will feel?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q3. To what extent did you say “goodbye” properly and in a way that acknowledges the reality of the coming
separation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q4. To what extent did you agree on likely communications while away?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Being at university: Q5. To what extent have you acknowledged and adapted to being away?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q6. To what extent do you live the reality of being away without over-reliance on technology (your phone,
e-mail, Skype or social media)?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q7. To what extent do you make an effort to unwind after academic work?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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