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Abstract

Recent research has used short questionnaires based on single item versions of
psychosocial concepts to assess well-being. This has largely been confined to
occupational samples and the present article describes the extension of this
process to university students. The Student Well-being Process Questionnaire
(Student WPQ) was used to examine predictors of positive well-being, nega-
tive mental health and cognitive function. An online survey was used with 478
first and second year undergraduates as participants. Regression analyses
showed that positive well-being (e.g. happiness, positive affect and life satis-
faction) was predicted by positive personality (high optimism, self-esteem and
self-efficacy), high social support and low stressors and low negative coping
scores. Negative outcomes (e.g. perceived stress, anxiety and depression) were
predicted by high stressor, coping and conscientiousness scores, and low posi-
tive personality and social support scores. Cognitive problems were predicted
by high stressor and negative coping scores and low positive personality
scores. A MANOVA showed that there were no significant interactions be-
tween the predictor variables. The best predictor of all outcomes was a com-
bined score including all predictor variables. Overall, the present study shows
that the Student WPQ can provide useful information on predictors of differ-
ent aspects of well-being. Future research can include additional potential
predictors and other outcomes to determine whether other factors are signifi-
cant when established predictors are adjusted for.
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1. Introduction

Recent research has investigated well-being at work using an approach which
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includes occupational predictors (e.g. demands and resources) and individu-
al effects (e.g. personality). These studies have been based on the De-
mands-Resources-Individual Effects model (DRIVE Model: Mark & Smith,
2008). This model is flexible in that it allows for inclusion of new predictors and
outcomes. Initial studies (e.g. Mark & Smith, 2011, 2012) focused on predictors
of anxiety and depression. Later studies (e.g. Williams & Smith, 2016; Smith &
Smith, 2017; Williams, Pendlebury & Smith, 2017; Williams, Thomas & Smith,
2017) have also investigated predictors of positive well-being (happiness, posi-
tive affect and job satisfaction). As the number of predictors and outcomes grow
so does the potential length of the questionnaire. In order to keep surveys as short
as possible, our research has developed single item questions which have been
shown to lead to the same predictive validity as multi-item scales. The original
scale (the Well-being Process Questionnaire, WPQ) has been used with different
occupational groups (e.g. nurses and university staff). It has led to the develop-
ment of another questionnaire (the Smith Well-being Questionnaire-SWELL:
Smith & Smith, 2017a, b; Fan & Smith, 2017a, b) which measures a wider range
of predictors (e.g. addition of questions on the working environment and hours
of work) and outcomes (e.g. absenteeism; presenteeism; sick leave; performance
efficiency; work-life balance and illness caused or made worse by work). Along-
side workplace well-being, the well-being of university students has also been
studied for many years (Jones & Johnston, 1997) and high levels of depression,
anxiety, and stress have been reported in undergraduate students (Bayram &
Bilgel, 2008; Dahlin, Joneborg, & Runeson, 2005). Many of the same concepts in
the WPQ, including demands, resources, coping style, and personality have also
been applied in this research.

Student related circumstances are frequently referred to in student well-being
research, including fear of failing and long hours of study (Jones & Johnston,
1997), social demands (Bayram & Bilgel, 2008; Dahlin, et al., 2005; Tully, 2004)
and lack of social support (Swickert, Rosentreter, Hittner, & Mushrush, 2002).
As a result, questionnaires have been specifically developed for assessing student
specific circumstances that can impact well-being, such as the Inventory of Col-
lege Students’ Recent Life Experiences (ICSRLE) which includes factors such as
time pressures, challenges to development, and social mistreatment (Kohn, La-
freniere, & Gurevich, 1990). Research using the ISCRLE has also concluded that
the variables involved should be acknowledged in the management of stress by
businesses whose employees may also be students (Fogaratnam, 2004), further
supporting the necessity of establishing the generalisability of the approach to
other areas. Research on students’ well-being has also acknowledged the impact
of individual differences such as coping style and personality in the well-being
process. Tully (2004) showed that non-direct coping strategies, including hostil-
ity and wishful thinking, were associated with higher levels of distress, as meas-
ured by the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ). Macan et al. (Macan, Shaha-
ni, Dipboye, & Phillips, 1990) showed that those participating in greater time

management behaviours (i.e. problem-focused coping) demonstrated greater job

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2017.811115

1749 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2017.811115

G. M. Williams et al.

and life satisfaction and less tension. Kohn, Hay, & Legere (1994) also reported
that students who used emotion-focused coping reported higher perceived stress
than those who scored low on this coping style. In terms of personality, Swickert
et al. (2002) showed a significant main effect of extraversion on stress in under-
graduate students and also provided evidence for the unique prediction of stress
by extraversion and social support. Also of relevance to the research presented
previously in the thesis is that in this study direct effects but not interactive ef-
fects were established, despite a correlation between the two predictor variables.
The present study was designed to confirm the multi-faceted approach to
well-being in students using student-related demands based on single-item ver-
sions of the ICSRLE factors, resources based on single-item versions of the ISEL
social support factors, and the previously used coping, personality, and outcome
measures. The study also included a new set of items, cognitive problems, pro-
viding information on errors of memory, attention and action as well as produc-
tivity. If such measures are related to the WPQ predictors, then future research
can assess academic attainment as well as well-being. Another feature of the
present research was the application of the combined effects approach (Smith &
Mackay, 2001; Smith et al., 2004; Smith & McNamara, 2015; Smith & Wads-
worth, 2015; Wellens & Smith, 2006). Most of the previous research with the
DRIVE model has shown that the predictors are independent and do not inte-
ract. This has led to consideration of their additive effects and the development

of a combined effect score.

2. Method
2.1. Participants

The participants were 478 first and second year undergraduate Psychology stu-
dents at Cardiff University (92.5% female; age: 18 - 42, 98% 18 - 22 years). The
study was approved by the Ethics Committee, School of Psychology, Cardiff
University, and carried out with the informed consent of the participants. At the
end of the survey the participants were shown a debrief statement and awarded

course credits for their participation.

2.2. The Survey

The survey was presented online using the Survey Tracker software.

2.3. Questions

The full set of questions is shown in Appendix 1. The majority were taken from
the version of the WPQ used with workers. The additional questions are shown
in Table 1 and measured student stressors, aspects of perceived social support
and cognitive problems. The stressor items were developed to relate to students
demands and resources and consisted of single-item measures of the 7 ICSRLE
factors (Bodenhorn, Miyazaki, Ng, & Zalaquett, 2007) and the 3 ISEL factors

(Cohen, Mermelstein, Kamarck, & Hoberman, 1985) (self-esteem was not
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Table 1. New items specific to student WPQ.

Questionnaire
sections

Single item measures

ICSRLE short
version:

Social Support
(ISEL) short

version:

Cognitive
Problems

Please consider the following elements of student life and indicate to what
extent they have been a part of your life over past 6 months)
1) Challenges to your development (e.g. important decisions about your

education and future career, dissatisfaction with your written or mathematical
ability, struggling to meet your own or others’ academic standards).

2) Time pressures (e.g. too many things to do at once, interruptions of your
school work, a lot of responsibilities).

3) Academic Dissatisfaction (e.g. disliking your studies, finding courses
uninteresting, dissatisfaction with school).

4) Romantic Problems (e.g. decisions about intimate relationships, conflicts
with boyfriends’/girlfriends’ family, conflicts with boyfriend/girlfriend).

5) Societal Annoyances (e.g. getting ripped off or cheated in the purchase of
services, social conflicts over smoking, disliking fellow students).

6) Social Mistreatment (e.g. social rejection, loneliness, being taken advantage
of).

7) Friendship problems (e.g. conflicts with friends, being let down or
disappointed by friends, having your trust betrayed by friends).

Please state how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Tangible Support: There is a person or people in my life who would provide
tangible support for me when I need it (for example: money for tuition or
books, use of their car, furniture for a new apartment).

Belonging Support: There is a person or people in my life who would provide
me with a sense of belonging (for example: I could find someone to go to a
movie with me, I often get invited to do things with other people, I regularly
hang out with friends).

Emotional Support: There is a person or people in my life with whom I would
feel perfectly comfortable discussing any problems I might have (for example:
difficulties with my social life, getting along with my parents, sexual
problems).

In the last two weeks did you find that you have problems of memory (e.g.
forgetting where you put things), attention (e.g. failures of concentration), or
action (e.g. doing the wrong thing)?

1) While studying b. When not studying

How frequently in the last two weeks did you find that you were not getting as
much work done as you would have liked?

2) While studying b. When not studying

included from the ISEL factors as it was already represented). The cognitive

problem items were based on those used by Smith et al. (2004).

2.4. Questions

Six predictor variables were derived:

e Stressors (sum of ICSRLE questions)

e Social support (sum of ISEL questions)

e Positive personality (optimism + self-esteem + self-efficacy

¢ Negative coping (Blame self + wishful thinking + avoidance)

e Positive coping (Problem solving + seeks social support)

¢ Conscientiousness (single question)
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Three outcome variables were derived:
e DPositive outcomes (happiness + positive affect + life satisfaction + War-
wick-Edinburgh short items)
e Negative outcomes (anxiety + depression + stress)

¢ Cognitive problems (sum of items)

3. Results

The predictor variables were entered into linear regressions with each of the
outcomes as a dependent variable. The results of these analyses are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. Regressions showing significant predictors for the three outcomes. (a) Negative
outcomes. (b) Positive outcomes. (c) Cognitive problems.

(a)
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B S.E. Beta
Stressors 0.142 0.026 0.184 5.412 0.000
Social support —-0.148 0.042 -0.125 -3.513 0.000
Negative coping 0.315 0.046 0.225 6.900 0.000
Positive coping 0.134 0.089 0.055 1.501 0.134
Positive personality —-0.567 0.043 -0.539 —13.206 0.000
Conscientiousness core 0.314 0.112 0.087 2.795 0.005
(®)
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B S.E. Beta
Stressors -0.089 0.035 -0.075 —-2.551 0.011
Social support 0.318 0.056 0.175 5.671 0.000
Negative coping -0.206 0.060 -0.096 —-3.418 0.001
Positive coping 0.128 0.117 0.035 1.094 0.275
Positive personality 1.025 0.057 0.635 18.138 0.000
Conscientiousness core 0.226 0.148 0.041 1.528 0.127
()
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B S.E. Beta
Stressors 0.038 0.019 0.104 2.026 0.043
Social support —-0.009 0.030 -0.016 —-0.304 0.761
Negative coping 0.157 0.033 0.237 4.814 0.000
Positive coping 0.032 0.063 0.028 0.507 0.612
Positive personality -0.083 0.031 -0.164 —-2.652 0.008
Conscientiousness core -0.152 0.080 -0.090 -1.906 0.057
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Positive well-being was predicted by high positive personality, high social
support and low stressor and low negative coping scores. Negative outcomes
were predicted by high stressor, coping and conscientiousness scores, and low
positive personality and low social support scores. Cognitive problems were pre-
dicted by high stressor and negative coping scores and low positive personality
scores.

A MANOVA was carried out to examine interactions and none of the interac-
tion terms were significant. The predictor variables were then categorised by
quartile splits. These quartile scores were summed to produce the combined
predictor score (high scores being more positive) which was then categorised as
quartiles. A MANOV A revealed that the combined score had a significant effect
on all outcomes, with scores changing in the predicted direction across the four
quartiles (see Table 3).

4. Discussion

The present study aimed to extend the use of an adapted DRIVE model and the
use of the WPQ to a student sample. A new measure of student specific demands
was created (the short ICSRLE) and a new measure of social support (based on
the ISEL) created. Other measures (coping and personality) were from the orig-
inal WPQ. The results showed that these measures could predict both positive
and negative outcomes. In addition, an additional measure, cognitive problems,
was included and the same variables also predicted variation in this. There was
no evidence of interactions between the variables and a combined effects score
was calculated by summing the predictors. All three outcomes showed the pre-
dicted changes across the quartiles of the combined effects score. Overall, these
results confirm that a short measuring instrument can demonstrate predicted

variation in well-being measures. The addition of the cognitive problems scores

Table 3. Outcome scores (means, s.d.s) for each quartile of the combined effects score.

Combined effects

(quartiles)
(1 = most negative Mean Std. Deviation
to 4 = most
positive)
. 1 35.59 8.77
Positive outcomes
. 2 43.60 9.02
(high scores = more
- 3 50.57 6.72
positive)
4 56.06 6.69
. 1 25.40 4.88
Negative outcomes
. 2 21.03 6.46
(high scores = more
. 3 16.74 5.83
negative)
4 14.15 5.19
. 1 9.01 3.54
Cognitive problems
. 2 8.38 2.86
(high scores = more
o 3 6.89 2.97
cognitive problems)
4 6.45 3.30
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suggests that it will be possible to examine other relevant outcomes such as aca-
demic attainment. Other predictor variables (e.g. health-related factors; life style
variables) can now be examined using the same approach. The “core” variables
studied here can, in these future studies, be included as covariates. This will al-
low one to determine whether a study is sensitive enough to demonstrate estab-
lished effects and also to see whether any new effects are independent or related
to the “core” variables. Alternative methods of analyses can also be used in fu-
ture research. Recent studies of the WPQ have either used categories of variables
as in the present study or have conducted factor analyses and used the factor
scores in the regression (Williams, Pendlebury & Smith, 2017; Williams, Thomas
& Smith, 2017). An alternative approach is to pay more attention to the individ-

ual variables (both predictors and outcomes— Williams & Smith, 2016).

Limitations

Although the present approach has received a great deal of support in this study
one must be aware that it could reflect the context. First, this was a cross-sectional
study and further longitudinal research is needed to obtain a better indication of
causality. The approach needs to be used in other cultures and with samples dif-
fering in other demographic characteristics. One could also suggest that an even
smaller number of questions could be used with each reflecting the groups of
predictors and outcomes used here. This last point has been examined and has
led to the development of a short version of SWELL (Smith & Smith, 2017).

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, the Student WPQ has been shown to provide clear predictors of
both positive and negative outcomes. These predictors appear to be independent
and additive, with a combined effects score showing expected variation across
quartiles. The addition of questions relating to cognitive problems suggests that
the present approach may also be applied to topics such as academic attainment.
Indeed, this could lead to the inclusion of both objective (e.g. Grade Point Aver-
age scores) and subjective (e.g. perception of efficiency of working) outcomes.
The interface between well-being and academic work can also become more fo-
cused by including outcomes relating to both academic life (e.g. academic stress)

and life in general.
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Appendix 1

Students’ Well-being

The following questions contain a number of single-item measures of aspects
of your life as a student and feelings about yourself. Many of these questions will
contain examples of what thoughts/behaviours the question is referring to which
are important for understanding the focus of the question, but should be re-
garded as guidance rather than strict criteria. Please try to be as accurate as
possible, but avoid thinking too much about your answers, your first instinct is
usually the best.

1) I have been feeling in good spirits (for example: I feel optimistic about the
future, feel good about myself and confident in my abilities)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

2) Overall, I feel that I have low self-esteem (For example: At times, I feel that
I am no good at all, at times I feel useless, I am inclined to feel that I am a fail-
ure)

Disagree strongly 1234567 8 9 10 Agree strongly

3) On a scale of one to ten, how depressed would you say you are in general?
(e.g. feeling “down”, no longer looking forward to things or enjoying things that
you used to)

Not at all depressed 1234567 89 10 Extremely depressed

4) T have been feeling good about my relationships with others (for example:
Getting along well with friends/colleagues, feeling loved by those close to me)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

5) I feel able to relax when I want to

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

6) I feel energetic and interested when I need to be

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

7) I don’t really get on well with people (For example: I tend to get jealous of
others, I tend to get touchy, I often get moody)

Disagree strongly 1234567 8 9 10 Agree strongly

8) Thinking about myself and how I normally feel, in general, I mostly expe-
rience positive feelings (For example: I feel alert, inspired, determined, attentive)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

9) In general, I feel optimistic about the future (For example: I usually expect
the best, I expect more good things to happen to me than bad, It’s easy for me to
relax)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

10) I am confident in my ability to solve problems that I might face in life (For
example: I can usually handle whatever comes my way, If I try hard enough I can
overcome difficult problems, I can stick to my aims and accomplish my goals)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

11) I feel that I am laid-back about things (For example: I do just enough to
get by, I tend to not complete what I’ve started, I find it difficult to get down to
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work)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

12) I am not interested in new ideas (For example: I tend to avoid philosophi-
cal discussions, I don’t like to be creative, I don’t try to come up with new pers-
pectives on things)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

13) Overall, I feel that I have positive self-esteem (For example: On the whole
I am satisfied with myself, I am able to do things as well as most other people, I
feel that I am a person of worth)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

14) I feel that I have the social support I need (For example: There is someone
who will listen to me when I need to talk, there is someone who will give me
good advice, there is someone who shows me love and affection)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

15) Thinking about myself and how I normally feel, in general, I mostly expe-
rience negative feelings (For example: I feel upset, hostile, ashamed, nervous)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

16) I feel that I have a disagreeable nature (For example: I can be rude, harsh,
unsympathetic)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

Coping Style:

Problem Focused

17) When I find myself in stressful situations, I take a problem-focused ap-
proach (e.g. I take one step at a time, I change things about the situation or my-
self to deal with the issue, I don’t let my feelings interfere too much).

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

Seeks Social Support

18) When I find myself in stressful situations, I look for social support (e.g. I
talk to someone to get more information, I ask someone for advice, I talk to
someone about how I'm feeling).

Disagree strongly 123456 7 89 10 Agree strongly

Blame Self

19) When I find myself in stressful situations, I blame myself (e.g. I criticize or
lecture myself, I realise I brought the problem on myself).

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

Wishful Thinking

20) When I find myself in stressful situations, I wish for things to improve
(e.g. I hope a miracle will happen, I wish I could change things about myself or
circumstances, I daydream about a better situation).

Disagree strongly 123456 7 89 10 Agree strongly

Avoidance

21) When I find myself in stressful situations, I try to avoid the problem (e.g. I
keep things to myself, I go on as if nothing has happened, I try to make myself
feel better by eating/drinking/smoking).
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Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

22) I prefer to keep to myself (For example: I don’t talk much to other people,
I feel withdrawn, I prefer not to draw attention to myself)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

23) I feel that I have an agreeable nature (For example: I feel sympathy toward
people in need, I like being kind to people, I'm co-operative)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

24) In general, I feel pessimistic about the future ( For example: If something
can go wrong for me it will, I hardly ever expect things to go my way, I rarely
count on good things happening to me)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

25) I feel that I am a conscientious person (For example: I am always pre-
pared, I make plans and stick to them, I pay attention to details)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

26) I feel that I can get on well with others (For example: I'm usually relaxed
around others, I tend not to get jealous, I accept people as they are)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

27) I feel that I am open to new ideas (For example: I enjoy philosophical dis-
cussion, I like to be imaginative, I like to be creative)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

28) Overall, I feel that I am satisfied with my life (For example: In most ways
my life is close to my ideal, so far I have gotten the important things I want in
life)

Disagree strongly 1234567 89 10 Agree strongly

29) On a scale of one to ten, how happy would you say you are in general?

Extremely unhappy 123456 7 8 9 10 Extremely happy

30) On a scale of one to ten, how anxious would you say you are in general?
(e.g. feeling tense or “wound up”, unable to relax, feelings of worry or panic)

Not at all anxious 1234567 89 10 Extremely anxious

31) In general, how would you rate your physical health

Extremely poor 1234567 89 10 Extremely good

32) Overall, how stressful is your life?

Not atall stressful 12345678910 Very Stressful

Please consider the following elements of student life and indicate overall to
what extent they have been a part of your life over the past 6 months. Remember
to use the examples as guidance rather than trying to consider each of them spe-
cifically:

33) Challenges to your development (e.g. important decisions about your
education and future career, dissatisfaction with your written or mathematical
ability, struggling to meet your own or others’ academic standards).

Not at all part of my life 1234567 89 10 Very much part of my life

34) Time pressures (e.g. too many things to do at once, interruptions of your

school work, a lot of responsibilities).
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Not at all part of my life 123456789 10 Very much part of my life

35) Academic Dissatisfaction (e.g. disliking your studies, finding courses un-
interesting, dissatisfaction with school).

Not at all part of mylife 123456789 10 Very much part of my life

36) Romantic Problems (e.g. decisions about intimate relationships, conflicts
with boyfriends’/girlfriends’ family, conflicts with boyfriend/girlfriend).

Not at all part of mylife 123456789 10 Very much part of my life

37) Societal Annoyances (e.g. getting ripped off or cheated in the purchase of
services, social conflicts over smoking, disliking fellow students).

Not at all part of mylife 123456789 10 Very much part of my life

38) Social Mistreatment (e.g. social rejection, loneliness, being taken advan-
tage of).

Not at all part of mylife 123456789 10 Very much part of my life

39) Friendship problems (e.g. conflicts with friends, being let down or disap-
pointed by friends, having your trust betrayed by friends).

Not at all part of my life 123456789 10 Very much part of my life

Please state how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:

40) There is a person or people in my life who would provide tangible support
for me when I need it (for example: money for tuition or books, use of their car,
furniture for a new apartment).

Strongly Disagree 12345678910 Strongly Agree

41) There is a person or people in my life who would provide me with a sense
of belonging (for example: I could find someone to go to a movie with me, I of-
ten get invited to do things with other people, I regularly hang out with friends).

Strongly Disagree 12345678910 Strongly Agree

42) There is a person or people in my life with whom I would feel perfectly
comfortable discussing any problems I might have (for example: difficulties with
my social life, getting along with my parents, sexual problems).

Strongly Disagree 12345678910 Strongly Agree

43) In the last two weeks did you find that you have problems of memory (e.g.
forgetting where you put things), attention (e.g. failures of concentration), or ac-
tion (e.g. doing the wrong thing)?

a) at work

Not at all Rarely Occasionally  Quite frequently Very frequently

od12 3 4

b) outside of work

Not at all Rarely Occasionally Quite frequently Very frequently

o012 3 4

44) How frequently in the last two weeks did you find that you were not get-
ting as much work done as you would have liked?

a) at work

Not at all Rarely Occasionally  Quite frequently Very frequently

00d1 2 O3 4
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b) outside of work

Not at all Rarely Occasionally  Quite frequently Very frequently
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