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Abstract

Poor student well‐being at UK universities is overstretching institutional support

services, highlighting a need for effective new resources. Despite extensive litera-

ture on mental health and well‐being interventions, students' engagement with

support remains unexplored. The study aimed to understand students' experience

of engagement with well‐being support, identify their well‐being needs and form

concrete recommendations for future intervention design and delivery. The Person‐
Based Approach to intervention design was followed to centralise users' experience,

in turn maximising acceptability and effectiveness of resources. An online survey

(N = 52) was followed by three focus groups (N = 14). Survey data were analysed

descriptively, and reflexive thematic analysis was performed on qualitative data.

Mixed‐methods data integration produced four key student priorities for well‐being
resources – ease of access, inclusive and preventative approach, sense of community and

a safe space, and applying skills to real‐life contexts. Five actionable guiding principles

for intervention design were produced through consultation with expert stake-

holders. This work helps understand why and how students engage with support at

university. The resulting recommendations can inform future intervention devel-

opment, leading to more acceptable, engaging and effective student well‐being
resources.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

One in five university students experience mental health concerns, a

five‐fold increase over the past decade (Thorley, 2017). Students also
report poorer well‐being (i.e., subjective feelings of life satisfaction

and fulfilment – a term broader than and distinct from mental health;

Barkham et al., 2019; Hughes & Spanner, 2019) than the general

population (Insight Network & Dig‐In, 2020). Affected students often
underperform or fail academically (Vaez & Laflamme, 2008), or drop

out of university altogether (Thorley, 2017), with long‐term impli-

cations for achievement, careers and life outcomes (Royal College of

Psychiatrists [RCP], 2011). The human cost of student mental health
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is significant; Student suicide rate of 4.7 per 100,000 equates to 95

deaths every year (Office for National Statistics [ONS], 2018).

Most higher education institutions (HEIs) provide student well‐
being support through dedicated welfare teams, and virtually all

are reporting an increased demand for well‐being services – six in 10
HEIs reported demand increasing by over 25% within a 5‐year period
(Thorley, 2017). With limited funding available (Universities UK

[UUK], 2018), universities are struggling to meet these rising de-

mands, leading to routine long waiting times before students can

access help (Gallagher, 2014). Failing to address the root causes of

poor well‐being and equip students with efficient coping strategies

while at university can exacerbate poor mental health (Biasi

et al., 2017).

Furthermore, the ongoing COVID‐19 pandemic negatively

impacted the university experience, including the provision of

teaching and well‐being services (Burns et al., 2020). This coincided

with a marked decrease in student well‐being and increased preva-

lence of clinical‐level depressive symptoms among the group to over

30% (Evans et al., 2021). To break this pattern, policymakers have

called for HEIs to make student welfare a strategic priority, empha-

sising early treatment and prevention of mental illness (House of

Commons, 2020; Office for Students [OfS], 2019; UUK, 2015, 2018,

2020). Meta‐analyses suggest that preventative approaches can

safeguard against detrimental effects of poor psychological health

(Conley et al., 2017; Reavley & Jorm, 2010), however, there is still

substantial scope for improved implementation, such as using digital

technology to improve access (Conley et al., 2016).

Recent systematic reviews report that a range of psychological

interventions can be effective in improving student wellbeing,

including cognitive‐behavioural and mindfulness‐based techniques

(Breedvelt et al., 2019; Huang et al., 2018; What Works Centre for

Well‐being, 2020). However, there is little focus on uptake and

effective engagement (i.e., how and why target users engage with the

resource; Yardley et al., 2016) – despite insufficient engagement with

intervention content reducing the effectiveness of interventions.

Student mental health and well‐being interventions often report low

engagement across intervention approaches and delivery types, with

most distressed individuals even less likely to seek help (the help‐
negation effect; Goodwin et al., 2016; Rickwood et al., 2005). Sys-

tematic reviews suggest that online resources may improve

engagement with student help‐seeking, although note that more

high‐quality evidence is needed (Kauer et al., 2014). This highlights

the need for better understanding of the student experience and

greater attention to the practical side of intervention design, which is

crucial for implementation success and effectiveness (Michie

et al., 2018). For example, students like online well‐being resources

for their accessibility but are sceptical of their potential for

communication and human connection (Chan et al., 2016).

In recent decades, the field of behaviour change has recognised

the value of target user involvement in developing the most effective

and useable interventions (Wicks et al., 2018). The Person‐Based
Approach (PBA) to intervention design (PBA; Yardley, Morrison,

et al., 2015) is a framework for centralising users' experience

throughout planning and development of interventions, via system-

atic and iterative exploration of target users' perspectives and

tailoring of the intervention accordingly. It aims to enhance theory‐
and evidence‐based approaches to intervention development,

enabling researchers to understand the users' experience of the

intervention in a psychosocial context, anticipate (and pre‐empt)
potential barriers to engagement, and improve clarity in the inter-

pretation of outcomes. Resulting alterations make interventions

persuasive, feasible and relevant to users (Yardley et al., 2016),

translating into greater effectiveness. In practice, adopting the PBA

entails a focus on incorporating qualitative or mixed methods

research with a representative sample of the target population. In the

first instance, an in‐depth understanding of behavioural facilitators

and barriers from the users' perspective allows the formation of

guiding principles – a concise list of key intervention design objectives

paired with the design features through which the intervention will

meet them (Yardley, Ainsworth, et al., 2015). The guiding principles

provide the foundation for further intervention development and

evaluation of complex interventions (Medical Research Council

[MRC], 2019). The present study exemplifies this initial part of the

PBA process.

1.1 | Research aims

Given the concerns regarding mental health and well‐being at HEIs,

there is need for preventative, scalable and student‐accepted ap-

proaches to help with student well‐being (UUK, 2018, 2020). In‐
depth exploration of how and why students effectively engage with

support allows for the design of optimally acceptable and effective

future interventions (Yardley, Ainsworth, et al., 2015).

The aim of the present project was to inform the development of

interventions improving student well‐being, through understanding

students' experience of engagement with well‐being resources,

determining students' well‐being needs and establishing guiding

principles for the design of student well‐being interventions.

2 | METHODS

2.1 | Design

The study utilised a parallel mixed‐methods design. A series of

qualitative focus groups was complemented by a predominantly

quantitative online survey, then findings from both methodologies

combined to produce recommendations for future intervention

development. A mixed‐methods approach—previously used in

developing well‐being resources tailored to specific populations (e.g.,

Simpson and Mercer's (2020) mindfulness‐based intervention for

people with multiple sclerosis)—provided detailed insight into stu-

dents' experience through focus groups, paired with the assurance

that the identified priorities were echoed by a larger survey sample.

Stakeholder consultations were used to ensure that
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recommendations were appropriate and practical for service de-

velopers and providers to implement, in line with best practice for

intervention co‐development (Pottie et al., 2021). The research was

carried out from a critical realist philosophical position—the re-

searchers presumed that students' priorities for efficient well‐being
services exist and can be identified, albeit through the inevitably

constructed understanding of social reality (Maxwell, 2012).

2.2 | Setting

The project was carried out at a research‐intensive HEI based in a

mid‐sized city in South‐West England. The institution provides stu-

dents with varied well‐being support, ranging from group to indi-

vidual, online and in‐person (pre‐pandemic), grounded in approaches

including cognitive behavioural therapy, mindfulness‐based tech-

niques and social activities (e.g., gardening for well‐being; University
of Bath, 2020).

2.3 | Participants

Participants were current students at the University of Bath over

18 years of age, without an existing diagnosis of psychopathology.

Advertisement materials inviting students to ‘have their say in

shaping well‐being resources’ at their institution were sent through

the institution's well‐being services mailing list and the Psychology

Department recruitment scheme, totalling 1354 students. The survey

recorded 60 responses (4.4% response rate). Initial screening deter-

mined that only entries with progress rate over 35% provide usable

data, which reduced the sample size to 52 survey participants. Out of

this group, 14 participants purposively selected for diversity took

part in the three focus groups.

The sample's full demographic and well‐being information is

presented in Table 1. All contributors to this research were in full‐
time attendance and none had caring responsibilities. The well‐
being of survey respondents was moderately good at the time of

participation (Tennant et al., 2007). While our sample included a

higher proportion of postgraduate students relative to the whole

student body (50% vs. 27%, respectively), participants' key de-

mographics (age, ethnicity, gender) reflect the demographic make‐up
of the home HEI (University of Bath, 2021) and the region

(ONS, 2020), making the sample broadly representative of the wider

target population.

2.4 | Procedure

2.4.1 | Survey

Survey data was collected online between 25 June to 5 August 2020,

using Qualtrics (2020). The survey consisted of three blocks: de-

mographic information, a well‐being assessment and preferences for

new well‐being resources. Questions probing for the impact of

COVID‐19 pandemic on well‐being and resource preferences were

included to discern general preferences from those arising as a result

of this highly unusual context. All responses were anonymous and

participants could skip any question they preferred to leave unan-

swered. On completion, participants were debriefed and signposted

to several sources of well‐being support.

2.4.2 | Focus groups

Initial plans for three in‐person focus groups were adapted to a vir-

tual format (MS Teams) during the COVID‐19 pandemic. In virtual

groups, participants were first reminded of the discussion subject and

of their rights, then asked to reiterate informed consent on tape. The

discussion was guided by a semi‐structured focus group schedule

(see below and supporting Information S1) and moderated by the

first author—a female research assistant with methodological expe-

rience and interest in the topic. Participants reaffirmed their ongoing

consent at the end, as well as having the opportunity to withdraw

until the end of the day. Debrief forms with well‐being support

contacts were circulated via email following each session. Focus

group recordings lasted 34, 58 and 64 min each with three, six and

five participants, respectively.

2.4.3 | Stakeholder consultations

Data analysis took place after the final focus group (see below). Once

the research team were content with preliminary findings (i.e., had a

summary of survey data, a probable thematic map and draft guiding

principles), the following stakeholders were consulted in individual

video call meetings: second and third authors, who are mindfulness

intervention experts, the home institution's deputy director of well‐
being services and the lead of well‐being support at a neighbouring

institute, the University of Bristol. Stakeholders contributed to the

iterative development of guiding principles by commenting on the

viability of the initial version within the constraints of the well‐being
provision system.

2.5 | Materials and measures

2.5.1 | Survey

The Warwick‐Edinburgh Mental Well‐Being Scale (WEMWBS; Ten-

nant et al., 2007) was chosen to gauge participants' current well‐
being. WEMWBS is a well‐being questionnaire validated across

populations and cultures (Clarke et al., 2011; Taggart et al., 2013)

with desirable psychometrics in samples comparable to present one

(Cronbach's α = 0.89, test‐retest reliability = 0.83 (Stewart‐Brown
et al., 2011)). It requires participants to indicate how frequently over

the past 2 weeks their well‐being corresponded to each of 14
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statements, such as ‘I've been feeling cheerful’, on a scale of 1–5.

Scores are summed up in the end, with a higher total implying better

mental well‐being (range 14–70).

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson

et al., 1988) assessed tendency to experience negative and positive

emotions, as a construct related to well‐being. PANAS is validated in

TAB L E 1 Demographics and well‐
being assessment of study participants

Focus group participants (N = 14) Online survey participants (N = 52)

Age (years)

Mean (SD) 22.00 (2.45) 21.96 (2.47)

Range 18–28 18–30

Gender n (%)

Female 9 (64.3) 39 (75)

Male 5 (35.7) 12 (23.1)

Other ‐‐ 1 (1.9)

Ethnicity n (%)

White 11 (78.6) 36 (69.2)

Asian/Asian British 2 (14.3) 9 (17.3)

Black/Black British ‐‐ 1 (1.9)

Hispanic 1 (7.1) ‐‐

Mixed ‐‐ 4 (7.7)

Other ‐‐ 2 (3.8)

Status n (%)

UG 4 (28.6) 26 (50)

PG 10 (71.4) 26 (50)

Work n (%)

Part‐time 4 (28.6) 21 (40.4)

Not in work 10 (71.4) 31 (59.6)

Past engagement with SS n (%)

Yes N/A 23 (46.9)a

No N/A 26 (53.1)a

Current use of any WB resources n (%)

Yes 6 (42.9) 19 (38.8)a

No 8 (57.1) 30 (61.2)a

WEMWBS score

M (SD) N/A 48.67 (8.76)

Range N/A 25–64

PANAS positive affect score

M (SD) N/A 31.88 (7.32)

Range N/A 13–45

PANAS negative affect score

M (SD) N/A 23.74 (7.74)

Range N/A 12–49

Abbreviations: PANAS, Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (score range 10–50 for each); PG,

postgraduate; SS, University of Bath Student Services; WB, well‐being; WEMWB, Warwick‐
Edinburgh Mental Well‐Being Scale (score range 14–70); UG, undergraduate.
an = 49.
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clinical (Ostir et al., 2005) and non‐clinical settings (where Craw-

ford & Henry [2004] report Cronbach's α of 0.89), as well as having

good internal and temporal stability (Thompson, 2007). Participants

rate, on a scale from 1 to 5, to what extent they felt each of 20

sentiments, such as ‘Enthusiastic’ and ‘Afraid’, over the past 2 weeks.

10 positive and 10 negative items are summed up separately to give

scores of positive and negative affect, respectively. Higher scores

indicate stronger affect (range 10–50 each).

The survey aimed to assess the key facilitators and barriers

relating to both content and delivery of interventions. Students' in-

clinations towards different types and characteristics of well‐being
support offered by the well‐being services were explored using a

survey developed for the current study (see supporting Informa-

tion S1). Participants reported most pressing issues they desired

support for, as well as the format of support which would most likely

promote their engagement—including group size and composition,

delivery format, frequency of sessions and proportion of skill devel-

opment (vs. didactic) content.

2.5.2 | Focus groups

A semi‐structured focus group schedule (see supporting Informa-

tion S1) was developed to guide the discussions. It consisted of three

broad sections: well‐being and its contributing factors, previous

engagement with well‐being resources and preferences for future

well‐being resources. The questions and prompts were used flexibly,

accommodating for the natural progression of conversation and

allowing the moderator to follow up points deemed relevant to stu-

dents' experience and the research objectives.

2.6 | Data analysis

2.6.1 | Survey – Descriptive statistics

Means and standard deviations or frequency counts were described

as appropriate for numerical data (i.e., demographics, well‐being
scales, resource preferences and topic ratings).

2.6.2 | Focus groups – Reflexive thematic analysis

Braun and Clarke's (2006; 2019) reflexive thematic analysis (TA)

approach was adopted for analysis of focus group data, maintaining a

critical realist stance throughout. Analysis was predominantly data‐
driven (i.e., inductive), yet included elements of a deductive

approach; Coding itself and construction of themes were inductive,

whereas the goals of identifying students' well‐being needs and

relating the findings back to efficient well‐being services were set in
advance of analysis (i.e., deductively). Combining analytic approaches

in this way is recognised and encouraged in reflexive TA (Braun &

Clarke, 2020).

Six stages of TA (see Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2014) were followed,

even though the process was iterative rather than linear (Braun &

Clarke, 2020). This included transcription and initial coding by the

first author using NVivo 12 (QSR International, 2020), development

of draft themes and subthemes, review and consultation with the

final author resulting in theme restructuring, checking new themes

against data extracts and refining themes by all authors. Data

interpretation was guided by an intervention development frame-

work, the PBA (Yardley, Morrison, et al., 2015), by setting the focus

of analysis on practical aspects of students' engagement with well‐
being support.

2.7 | Data integration

Survey and focus group data were first analysed separately, then

analytically combined following Guetterman and colleagues' (2015)

recommendations for convergent mixed‐methods designs. Qualita-

tive themes identified through reflexive TA served as basis for stu-

dent priorities because the data set provided sufficient level of detail

to establish them. This was then iteratively cross‐referenced with the
quantitative data set. Through this process, key student priorities

(i.e., those sufficiently present in both data sets) were extracted and

interpreted into guiding principles for student well‐being interven-

tion design. Draft guiding principles were reviewed with stakeholders

familiar with provision of well‐being support in the HE sector until

deemed practically viable (version 3; see also page 7).

Employing multiple data collection methods provided cross‐
validation of findings and allowed drawing upon the strengths of

each approach; For example, the survey determined the preference

that well‐being provision settings limit their group size (i.e., assurance
that a finding is echoed by the population). Discussion in the focus

group uncovered the reasons behind it and its implications—smaller

groups feel less intimidating to students, foster trust and facilitate

sharing of personal experience, which is deemed important for effi-

cient participation in well‐being provision (in‐depth understanding of
a phenomenon). Finally, consulting stakeholders offered a provider's

perspective and ensured that the resulting recommendations were

scientifically and practically sound, such as emphasising the balance

between available resources and impact of group size on effective-

ness (readiness for implementation). A multi‐method approach is

essential for nuanced understanding pursued by applied research in

complex systems (e.g., Johnson et al., 2017), which includes

university‐wide well‐being provision.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Summary of qualitative findings

The main four themes generated through reflexive TA of focus group

data are presented in Figure 1. Each theme is elaborated on in the

following sections.
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3.1.1 | Theme 1: Ease of access

The first theme captures students' consistent emphasis upon the

availability of information regarding well‐being support, as well as

support itself. Most participants recognised the need for ease of

engagement with resources and described several of the currently

experienced barriers to participation.

Some reported being largely unaware of the support available

at University, having never engaged with them during their time to

date. This suggests that well‐being support presently does not form

part of the usual student experience and that the visibility of uni-

versity services could be improved to raise students' awareness of

the available support.

I haven't engaged with the well‐being services, like, at
all. I couldn't tell you where they are at uni[versity

campus], couldn't tell you what they do, couldn't tell

you what they offer. (PC2)

In contrast, others reported previous (or continuing) engagement

with well‐being support. When PA3 decided to reach out during

lockdown, they found the well‐being advisors to be responsive and

helpful. As a result of good accessibility, PA3 has continued engaging

with the services.

I liked the‐ ‘cause I contacted them at, like, 2 pm and

someone got back to me pretty much straight away, so

I felt quite, like, ‘okay, they do, kind of, care. (PA3)

There was a recurrent notion—expressed even by students with

positive personal experience—that existing well‐being support for

students is scarce and rarely easily accessible. This scarcity creates an

atmosphere of competitiveness around accessing mental health help.

They're often, like, under resourced and they're first

come, first serve or, like, for those who need it most

‘cause it's not that much, they can't give it to everyone.

(PC2)

The idea of inaccessibility was a result of hearsay for some and

direct contact with the well‐being team for others. It encompassed

practical barriers to participation, such as a prolonged referral pro-

cess, and inadequate structural support, such as staffing levels. As a

result, students were sometimes discouraged from attempting to

seek help through the institution.

From what I've heard, um, to get certain support

through the university [...] you have to speak to, like,

three different people, like, a doctor, then get an

interview with someone, then get referred. (PB2)

The approach that we got in our intro[ductory] lecture

was kind of like ‘yeah, we're here but we're super un-

derstaffed and super overworked so if you're going to

try to get a one‐on‐one session you better apply

now ‘cause otherwise you're not going to get it ever.

(PC5)

Students' feelings of limited support extended beyond initial

seeking of help. In practice, support is often restricted to six or eight

sessions (University of Bath, 2020) regardless of students' improve-

ment and state of well‐being. This was deemed insufficient by stu-

dents who had engaged with support, noting that the sudden

termination of help left them worried about how they were going to

continue looking after their mental well‐being.

Sometimes these 8‐week courses, you know, at the end
you just feel like ‘okay, that was really good but now

it's gone. (PB3)

In terms of advertising the available support, some felt that other

services and aspects of university life were prioritised over their

well‐being.

I had no idea that [the Student Services] were in that

first introductory lecture that we had – but we had,

like, three session on, like, critiquing academic work, so

that seems really disproportionate’.ʼ (PC3)

To improve the visibility of well‐being support, students recom-

mended advertising the offer of university services widely and early

on in the term. This was expected of the institution as part of looking
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after their students, as implied by PB4's repeated use of the modal

verb should.

Mental health [support] should also be included in the,

you know, fresher's week thing. I think straight off the

bat students should be offered, um, all the possibilities.

(PB4)

Finally, students suggested that minimising practical barriers to

participation would stimulate their engagement with well‐being
support. Recommended ways of achieving this included a simpler

referral process or on‐demand virtual services.

If there was an easy route I would [engage with well‐
being resources] but I'm not planning to go out and

look for one. (PB2)

Practical aspects of engagement, such as accessibility of the

resource, are a common finding in qualitative health intervention

literature (O’Connor et al., 2016). Research into barriers to partici-

pation for a cancer recovery intervention found that ‘practical bar-

riers’ were the major obstacle participants faced, as described by

patients and intervention facilitators (Toivonen et al., 2020). Present

findings affirm that availability of the resource is a baseline

requirement of successful health interventions, including student

well‐being support.

3.1.2 | Theme 2: Inclusive and preventative approach

The second theme encompasses the persistent idea that well‐
being support caters exclusively to those experiencing severe

distress and its consequences for uptake of services. To this end,

students desired the reframing of well‐being and its improvement

as for everyone, regardless of current mental state. Likewise,

participants endorsed expanding the offer of resources focussing

solely on well‐being maintenance and advertising them in an in-

clusive way.

Most participants acknowledged a belief that mental health

support at university is limited to those in a particularly bad mental

state who need immediate help; that it is ‘for people who need it most’

(PC2). This created a notion of a threshold to be reached before one

is welcome and able to engage with well‐being support, such as

asking oneself ‘Am I really struggling?’ (PB2) or doubting whether ‘my

well‐being is bad enough’ (PC2). As a result, students had reservations

about seeking help, even if they recognised that they may be able to

benefit from it.

I feel there's almost this consensus [...] that only if it's

really bad you should go [to the well‐being support

team]. (PC4)

The idea of exclusivity of well‐being help was at times amplified

by signals that students received from university services

themselves.

With the [well‐being] services it always felt—with my

panic attacks—that because they weren't influencing

my academic work or performance, and because, like, I

still was taking care of myself and all that, that they

were like ‘okay, so you're fine’ in a sense (PC1)

Certain participants considered well‐being support as ‘a preven-

tative measure’ (PC5). They emphasised the idea of building a coping

‘toolkit’ to prepare for inevitable periods of poorer mental well‐being.

When things start getting bad I already, kind of, have a

toolkit and a strategy of, like, what am I going to do to

get through it instead of, like, hitting rock bottom and

then trying to find help. (PC5)

A shift towards a more preventative approach to mental health

was welcomed by the majority of participants. An important part of

this was the language used in advertising well‐being support to stu-

dents; participants wished to see resources ‘advertised to everyone’

and coming from a perspective that was ‘not as clinical’ (PC2). They

theorised that the University adopting this approach would

encourage more students to reach out and to do so before their well‐
being got severely impaired. For example, one participant felt that

the welfare team should “introduce students to the topic more and to

sort of explain that, you know, even if your well‐being is good it's still

useful to go.” (PC4)

Even if it's just a 10 minute chat [...] it's really important

that you engage with us even if you feel like you don't

necessarily have really bad well‐being […] and ‘we offer
these well‐being and mindfulness sessions that [...] can
be used as a preventative measure rather than just as

a, sort of, treatment measure’ – I think that would be

really useful. (PC2)

Nevertheless, participants warned just how deeply embedded the

sense of ‘exclusivity’ is, pointing out that some students may still

retain the position to only reach out for help when distressed.

For me if it's advertised more it's not going to change

anything because I know that I'll only look for one

when I know my well‐being is bad. But if it's okay or

just slightly bad then I'd rather work on it on my own.

(PC4)

Students were unanimous in their belief that presently available

support is not sufficiently inclusive, and that this widespread
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narrative hinders students' help‐seeking. Evidence for a reduction in

help‐seeking behaviour as a consequence of socially held beliefs has

been demonstrated previously. Evidence suggests that students may

be particularly affected by such beliefs, with one systematic review

concluding that youth (especially those identifying as male) are

disproportionately deterred by stigma from accessing well‐being
help (Clement et al., 2015). Indeed, the uncovered normative

belief may obstruct students' sense of capability (i.e., being allowed

and able to engage with well‐being support), which poses a barrier

to successful enactment of this behaviour (Michie et al., 2011).

Regardless, the notion is relatively novel, having not been previ-

ously identified in relation to inclusivity of services in qualitative

literature.

3.1.3 | Theme 3: Sense of community and a safe
space

The third theme details participants' desire for a supportive envi-

ronment where people benefit from sharing personal experience.

Multiple aspects of the well‐being resource affected this including

the setting, process and physical environment where support takes

place. As summarised by one of the participants, users ‘want to feel

like it's a real safe space’. (PB3)

Several students stressed that mental health is a very personal

subject, so sharing personal experience is challenging. For this reason,

students said they only feel comfortable contributing in welcoming

environments.

I want to feel like it's a real safe space so, like, every-

body going really wants to be there and is, kind of, non‐
judgemental. [...] I think that's really important‐ that
it’s, yeah, it's clear that this is somewhere where we're

all in this together [...] ‘cause, you know, we're all going

to bring up sensitive issues, I think, so it needs to be

somewhere where people feel very comfortable. (PB3)

Several participants said that a group setting would benefit users

over and above particular skill development. A particularly inviting

aspect of a group setting was the formation of a community, where

members could relate to and learn from others in a similar situation

to them.

People are kind of more cautious around attending

group things but actually, from experience, people do

come along and they get way more out of it just from it

being a group experience than they thought that they

would. (PA1)

In their approval of group‐based support, students identified key
characteristics to improve acceptability. This included having a closed

group (committed members who attend regularly) to create a stable

environment and building rapport between members.

It's nice to form that kind of community and also feel

more comfortable with the people that you're there

with. [...] I'd rather have, like, fewer sessions but with

the same people rather than it be, like, every week and

it be, like, um, bigger or not always the same people.

(PB1)

Nearly all participants felt that the sense of community and ‘safe

space’ was only possible within small groups. This was underpinned by

personal experience of larger groups where the sense of community

was lost, and sharing felt less comfortable or even ‘a little scary’ (PB3).

Students have two distinct, interrelated priorities which should

be balanced: a community and a safe space. Relating to others in a

similar situation can reduce feelings of isolation with regards to

personal struggles (Burlingame et al., 2004). Feeling safe enables the

sharing of intimate experiences, which aligns to the capability

component of effective behaviour change (Michie et al., 2011). These

ideas chime with previous research into therapeutic benefits of

groups. Participants of a group therapy for depression reported that

a group setting encouraged self‐disclosure and made them feel un-

derstood, benefitting well‐being and progress (Schuster et al., 2018).

3.1.4 | Theme 4: Applying skills to real‐world
contexts

The final theme recounts students' quest for translating the well‐
being management skills learned in sessions into real‐life contexts.

Specifically, participants wanted more explicit support to bridge this

gap, since their needs were not met by current well‐being resources.
A number of students distinguished between in‐session skill

practice and translation into daily life. In‐session help was useful but

did not guarantee improvements beyond it. PB4 illustrated the

mismatch by acknowledging that ‘if you will do this on your own terms is

kind of another issue’. Interventions were more valuable when they

explicitly addressed day‐to‐day situations influencing their well‐
being.

It's important that it’s about the skills that you pick up –

so that I'd know how to, kind of, apply this to the

non‐academic work and just anything. (PA3)

Current well‐being resources failed to meet said students' needs

when it came to applying skills outside the sessions themselves. Some

users felt that several resources (especially mindfulness‐based ones)

attempted to do this but lacked clarity on how and why the taught

skills could help in daily life.

I had to do a mindfulness thing with a raisin once and

it's like ‐ don't tell me to ‘listen to the raisin’, this

doesn't really help me with anything. (laughs) You

know, if anything it made me more stressed [...] so I'd

really appreciate if someone‐ for someone to just really
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educate me on, you know, what mindfulness actually is

and how I can actually use it in, like, a day‐to‐day sit-
uation. (PC5)

Practice burden was an issue and participants disclosed that

even with resources and instructions for independent practice (e.g.,

doing mindfulness meditation for 10 min daily), this was not easy to

accomplish. Perceived effectiveness of the intervention was dimin-

ished as a result. Students wished to see content of the interventions

tailored to include help with behaviour change outside session time.

[Changing behaviour] is difficult if you just have a set

routine. So it wasn't‐ I don't think [the resource] was

very helpful in actually deterring the bad habits that

could‐ that actually contribute to our, I guess, bad

mood. (PB4)

Participants' ability to transfer the newly acquired well‐being
skills to everyday situations is vital for long‐term sustained change

in the face of limited availability of support (Gallagher, 2014).

Furthermore, quantitative evidence on effective student mental

health interventions indicates that skill‐oriented resources were

seven times more likely to produce clinically significant improve-

ments in anxiety, depression and emotional well‐being compared to

information only (Conley et al., 2013). This provides a moral and

economic case for expanding the skill‐oriented content of well‐being
resources over and above students' recommendations.

3.2 | Online survey: Resource preferences

Participants' interest and format preferences are summarised in

Table 2. Students predominantly reported being interested in the

described resource (see discussion for how this may have been

impacted by contextual factors). In terms of specific preferences for

the resource in development, survey respondents' views largely

aligned with focus group participants. Students preferred a blended

approach (i.e., combined in‐person and virtual settings) and online

workshops over those taking place in‐person. This was possibly due

to current COVID‐related concerns. A majority of participants voted

for small or medium group settings, as seen in Theme 3. The senti-

ment was not as clear – nor as strong – with regards to group

composition. Participants wished to receive support relatively

frequently, either weekly or fortnightly. Finally, respondents

mirrored the desire of focus group participants for predominantly

skill‐based resources (Theme 4).

3.3 | Guiding principles for student well‐being
interventions

The survey and focus groups provided an understanding of students'

priorities for engagement with well‐being support at university. From

this, the research team followed the PBA to highlight main behav-

ioural issues standing in the way of students seeking support (Table 3).

These provided a basis for key design objectives, which are met with

recommendations for intervention features (Yardley, Ainsworth,

et al., 2015). The translation into guiding principles integrated the

present projects' multi‐methods results, existing literature and con-

sultations with stakeholders familiar with well‐being service provi-

sion (see also Data integration section).

For instance, the issue of ‘students find[ing] well‐being support

at universities hard to access and insufficient for their needs’

(behavioural issue 1) has been identified both in our data and in

previous work (Burns et al., 2020; Thorley, 2017). It was thus

translated into a recommendation that interventions in this context

should aim ‘to improve accessibility of WB support for university

TAB L E 2 Preferences for a group well‐being resource
expressed in the survey

Participant preferences (N = 48)

Interest n (%)

Definitely interested 14 (29.2)

Somewhat interested 30 (62.5)

Not interested 4 (8.3)

Format n (%)

Blended 26 (55.3)a

Online 13 (27.7)a

In person 8 (17.0)a

Group size n (%)

Small (up to 20) 30 (62.5)

Medium (up to 50) 10 (20.8)

Large (up to 100) 1 (2.1)

Do not mind 7 (14.6)

Group composition n (%)

UG/PG only 7 (14.6)

Mixed students 16 (33.3)

Mixed students and staff 9 (18.8)

Do not mind 16 (33.3)

Frequency of sessions n (%)

Weekly 18 (37.5)

Fortnightly 20 (41.7)

Monthly 9 (18.8)

Other 1 (2.1)

Proportion skill‐based

Mean (SD) 65.74% (15.43%)

Median 70%

Abbreviations: PG, postgraduate; UG, undergraduate.
an = 47.
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students’ (key design objective 1). We further suggested ways of

meeting the objective by ‘provid[ing] content through widely

accessible means (e.g., online or “blended” approach)’ or ‘mak[ing]

information on WB support more readily available (e.g., include

leaflets in fresher's week activities, send out weekly/fortnightly

emails to all students)’ (intervention features 1). In contrast, the au-

thors were not aware of any previous findings of ‘students feel[ing]

that well‐being support available through universities is aimed at

(and exclusively available to) those experiencing severe distress’

(behavioural issue 2). This was discussed at length by our qualitative

sample, as well as welcomed by the expert stakeholder panel, so we

deemed it significant enough to translate into corresponding design

objectives and intervention features. This process was repeated for all

behavioural issues listed in Table 3. The resulting guiding principles

for the development of student well‐being resources are summar-

ised in Table 4.

4 | DISCUSSION

The present study informs the development of student well‐being
interventions. A qualitative exploration of students' well‐being
needs identified four core priorities for effective resources: Ease of

access, inclusive and preventative approach, community and a safe space,

and applying skills to real‐life contexts. Along with findings of a broader

quantitative survey and consultations with stakeholders, the findings

were distilled into a set of recommendations for intervention

development. Such concise and concrete guidelines will guide future

intervention design to make student well‐being interventions for

acceptable and efficient. The PBA framework ensured that the pro-

cess of producing the guidelines was systematic and centred around

the target group's experience, enhancing its validity and the credi-

bility of outcomes.

TAB L E 4 Guiding principles for the development of student well‐being interventions (version 3)

Key design objectives Intervention features

To improve accessibility of WB support for university students. ⁃ Provide content through widely accessible means (e.g., online or ‘blended’

approach)

⁃ Make information on WB support more readily available (e.g., include leaflets

in fresher's week activities, send out weekly/fortnightly emails to all

students)

To challenge the belief that WB support is aimed only at those who

struggle.

⁃ Ensure students are aware of preventative WB support (vs. only high in-

tensity/clinical)

⁃ Minimise practical barriers to participation (e.g., make self‐referral sufficient)

To present WB as a state to be maintained rather than ‘fixed’

when poor.
⁃ Advertise the importance of WB maintenance for health and academic

outcomes

⁃ Stress the benefits of early and preventative engagement with WB support

(i.e., the idea of building a coping ‘toolkit’ in advance)

To provide a supportive environment conducive to sharing personal

experience.

⁃ Employ teaching tactics to build community within larger groups (e.g.,

breakout rooms)

⁃ Ensure the physical environment sessions are held in is comfortable and

relaxing (if delivered in person)

To offer WB support acknowledging and directly addressing vday‐to‐
day issues.

⁃ Explicitly apply WB skills (e.g., mindfulness, compassion) to real‐life contexts
in‐session

⁃ Frame the intervention itself and its content as skill‐based and relevant to

common student concerns

⁃ Offer clear guidance and support about integrating skills into daily life during
sessions.

Abbreviation: WB, well‐being.

TAB L E 3 Behavioural issues students face when engaging
with university well‐being support

Key behavioural issues

1. Students find well‐being support at universities hard to access and

insufficient for their

needs.

2. Students feel that well‐being support available through universities

is aimed at (and exclusively available to) those experiencing severe

distress.

3. Students do not acknowledge that mental health and well‐being
require (or can benefit from) maintenance, instead only seeking

support when the situation is serious.

4. Students feel unable to meaningfully engage with well‐being
support that feels impersonal and does not offer a supportive

(figurative and physical) environment.

5. Students do not engage with well‐being support that cannot be easily
applied to real‐life issues.
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The context in which research is carried out inevitably shapes

its conclusions (Phillippi & Lauderdale, 2018). Present research was

conducted early on during the COVID‐19 pandemic, Most partici-

pants indicated that their well‐being was negatively impacted by the

pandemic, which is in line with existing research on this (Evans

et al., 2021). As a result, opinions on well‐being support were

altered – for example, over half of all survey respondents reported

increased interest in well‐being support. There was also greater

emphasis on physical safety (i.e., minimising the risk of transmission),

which was not a concern in previous research. The pandemic may

have further influenced the findings in more subtle ways. Lockdown

measures may have made practical aspects of engagement, such as

ease of access, more salient—in addition to general scarcity of well‐
being support, there was now an added element of physical inac-

cessibility for all non‐virtual help. Finally, participants' desire for a

sense of community could have been magnified during a period of its

distinct lack, when many experienced social isolation (Banerjee &

Rai, 2020).

However, it is unlikely that conclusions would have been dras-

tically different in the absence of the pandemic, since several ideas

resonate with previous literature (including accessibility and com-

munity mentioned above; Burlingame et al., 2004; O’Connor

et al., 2016). Finally, while preferences for future resources may have

been swayed by the present context, past experience that students

discussed mostly took place pre‐pandemic. The fact that both nar-

ratives told a similar story reassures those seeking to learn from the

findings for a different (post‐pandemic) context.

4.1 | Strengths, limitations and future directions

Present research is methodologically robust – qualitative exploration

of students' experience provided an in‐depth insight into engagement
with well‐being help at HEIs. Integrating this with a broader survey

assessment, despite its relatively small sample size, enabled a more

wholesome evaluation of student well‐being needs than a purely

qualitative study, since qualitative research does not (intend to)

provide generalisability of findings (Silverman, 2013). Thus, the study

added to the limited literature—exploring motives behind students'

engagement, rather than quantitatively evaluating intervention ef-

fects with little consideration of why those effects were (or were not)

present.

The adoption of the PBA, a renowed intervention development

framework (Yardley, Ainsworth, et al., 2015), enhanced the work's

methodological rigour. It provided a blueprint for exploring the target

group's well‐being needs, ensuring that the process was systematic

and detailed. It also mandated the translation of findings into ready‐
to‐use guidelines, increasing the project's impact potential. Never-

theless, the PBA is designed as an iterative process, whereas the

present study only consulted the target group once. Future research

can build on this foundation by producing a prototype intervention

based on the guiding principles and continuing the approach.

In addition, the PBA requires a representative sample of the

whole target user population for input, which this study cannot claim

to have achieved. Our sample only included students without current

psychological diagnoses. This constricts the generalisability of find-

ings (i.e., our guiding principles) to low‐intensity well‐being support

but is less applicable to acute psychological services—the need for

which unfortunately also increased due to the pandemic (Evans

et al., 2021).

Finally, the study consulted students as one homogenic group,

which does not reflect the group's diverse reality (Higher Education

Statistics Agency [HESA], 2020). It did not recruit a significant

number of students who may be structurally predisposed to experi-

encing poorer well‐being (e.g., Black, Asian, and minority ethnic

[BAME] or lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgender [LGBT+] students;
OfS, 2019) and whose circumstances differ from those of most stu-

dents (e.g., part‐time students, those with caring responsibilities).

While the findings present a valuable starting point—given the

paucity of research on the subject—future studies should aim to

distinguish student well‐being needs and priorities for different de-

mographic profiles and circumstances. To achieve this, studies could

focus on hard‐to‐reach student groups and tailor their approach

accordingly (Ellard‐Gray et al., 2015).

5 | CONCLUSION

The present mixed‐method investigation determined student pri-

orities for acceptable and efficient well‐being support at university.

Several of its conclusions further existing findings, whereas other

ideas are novel – most notably, students' assertion of the need for

an inclusive and preventative approach to well‐being, which has so

far only been expressed by service providers (rather than users).

The findings themselves—particularly distilled into guiding princi-

ples (see Table 4)—are direct recommendations for more efficient

future student well‐being support. This work amplifies the calls for

a sector‐wide shift towards a more systemic and preventative

management of student well‐being (e.g., Hughes & Spanner, 2019).

Formalised findings and the engagement of stakeholders in the

process contribute towards a stronger, more legitimate case for

this. By adopting the PBA, current findings were elevated above

the passive speculation that research outcomes are too often

confined to; Instead, they were translated into the ‘language of

intervention and implementation’ (Sandelowski & Leeman, 2012, p.

1404), which lends itself to application and promises tangible

impact.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Authors thank the University of Bath Student Services (SS) for their

help with the study, particularly Mr Anthony Payne (AP) and

Mr Andrew Ayers (AA) for consulting as stakeholders. Further

thanks go to Dr Nicola Taylor (NT) for the external stakeholder

consultation.

786 - REMSKAR ET AL.



CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Authors declare no conflicts of interest.

ETHICS STATEMENT

University of Bath's Psychology Research Ethics Committee

approved this study (#20–167).

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Masha Remskar, Melissa J. Atkinson, Elizabeth Marks, Ben Ains-

worthconceived the project idea. Masha Remskar developed the

research aims and materials, gained ethical approval, conducted the

focus groups, analysed the data, consulted stakeholders, drafted the

guiding principles and this manuscript. Ben Ainsworth provided

guidance on design, data collection, data interpretation and the for-

mation of guiding principles. Melissa J. Atkinson and Elizabeth Marks

gave feedback on study design, materials and initial results. Stake-

holders Melissa J. Atkinson, Elizabeth Marks, Anthony Payne,

Andrew Ayers and Nicola Taylor helped the translation of findings

into guiding principles. Elizabeth Marks, Melissa J. Atkinson and Ben

Ainsworth reviewed this manuscript.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Supplementary materials are available through the University of Bath

Research Data Archive and accessible at https://doi.org/10.15125/

BATH‐00987.

ORCID

Masha Remskar https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5327-8821

REFERENCES

Banerjee, D., & Rai, M. (2020). Social isolation in Covid‐19: The impact of
loneliness. International Journal of Social Psychiatry, 66(6), 525–527.

Barkham, M., Broglia, E., Dufour, G., Fudge, M., Knowles, L., Percy, A.,

Turner, A., & Williams, C. (2019). Towards an evidence‐base for

student wellbeing and mental health: Definitions, developmental

transitions and data sets. Counselling and Psychotherapy Research,
19(4), 351–357.

Biasi, V., Patrizi, N., Mosca, M., & De Vincenzo, C. (2017). The effective-

ness of university counselling for improving academic outcomes and

well‐being. British Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 45(3), 248–257.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology.

Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2014). What can “thematic analysis” offer health

and wellbeing researchers? International Journal of Qualitative Studies
on Health and Well‐Being, 9(1), 9–10.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2019). Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis.

Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 11(4), 589–597.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2020). One size fits all? What counts as quality

practice in (reflexive) thematic analysis? Qualitative Research in Psy-
chology, 1–25.

Breedvelt, J. J., Amanvermez, Y., Harrer, M., Karyotaki, E., Gilbody, S.,

Bockting, C. L., Cuijpers, P., & Ebert, D. D. (2019). The effects of

meditation, yoga, and mindfulness on depression, anxiety, and stress

in tertiary education students: A meta‐analysis. Frontiers in Psychia-
try, 10(1), 1–15.

Burlingame, G., Fuhriman, A., & Johnson, J. (2004). Process and outcome

in group counseling and psychotherapy: A perspective. In J. L.

DeLucia‐WaackD, A. Gerrity, & C. R. Kalodner (Eds.). Handbook of
Group Counseling and Psychotherapy (pp. 49–62). SAGE Publications.

Burns, D., Dagnall, N., & Holt, M. (2020). Assessing the impact of the

covid‐19 pandemic on student wellbeing at universities in the UK: A

conceptual analysis. Frontiers in Education, 5.
Chan, J. K., Farrer, L. M., Gulliver, A., Bennett, K., & Griffiths, K. M. (2016).

University students’ views on the perceived benefits and drawbacks

of seeking help for mental health problems on the internet: A

qualitative study. JMIR Human Factors, 3(1), e3.
Clarke, A., Friede, T., Putz, R., Ashdown, J., Martin, S., Blake, A., Adi, Y.,

Parkinson, J., Flynn, P., Platt, S., & Stewart‐Brown, S. (2011).

Warwick‐Edinburgh mental well‐being scale (WEMWBS): Validated

for teenage school students in England and Scotland. A mixed

methods assessment. BMC Public Health, 11(1), 487–495.
Clement, S., Schauman, O., Graham, T., Maggioni, F., Evans‐Lacko, S.,

Bezborodovs, N., Morgan, C., Rüsch, N., Brown, J. S. L., & Thornicroft,

G. (2015). What is the impact of mental health‐related stigma on

help‐seeking? A systematic review of quantitative and qualitative

studies. Psychological Medicine, 45(1), 11–27.
Conley, C. S., Durlak, J. A., & Dickson, D. A. (2013). An evaluative review of

outcome research on universal mental health promotion and pre-

vention programs for higher education students. Journal of American
College Health, 61(5), 286–301.

Conley, C. S., Durlak, J. A., Shapiro, J. B., Kirsch, A. C., & Zahniser, E.

(2016). A meta‐analysis of the impact of universal and indicated

preventive technology‐delivered interventions for higher education

students. Prevention Science, 17(6), 659–678.
Conley, C. S., Shapiro, J. B., Kirsch, A. C., & Durlak, J. A. (2017). A meta‐

analysis of indicated mental health prevention programs for at‐risk
higher education students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 64(2),
121–140.

Crawford, J. R., & Henry, J. D. (2004). The positive and negative affect

schedule (PANAS): Construct validity, measurement properties and

normative data in a large non‐clinical sample. British Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 43(3), 245–265.

Ellard‐Gray, A., Jeffrey, N. K., Choubak, M., & Crann, S. E. (2015). Finding

the hidden participant: Solutions for recruiting hidden, hard‐to‐
reach, and vulnerable populations. International Journal of Qualita-
tive Methods, 14(5), 160940691562142. https://doi.org/10.1177/

1609406915621420

Evans, S., Alkan, E., Bhangoo, J. K., Tenenbaum, H., & Ng‐Knight, T. (2021).
Effects of the COVID‐19 lockdown on mental health, wellbeing,

sleep, and alcohol use in a UK student sample. Psychiatry Research,
298, 113819.

Gallagher, R. P. (2014). National survey of college counseling directors 2014.
International Association of Counseling Services, Inc.

Goodwin, J., Behan, L., Kelly, P., McCarthy, K., & Horgan, A. (2016). Help‐
seeking behaviors and mental well‐being of first year undergraduate
university students. Psychiatry Research, 246, 129–135.

Guetterman, T. C., Fetters, M. D., & Creswell, J. W. (2015). Integrating

quantitative and qualitative results in health science mixed methods

research through joint displays. Annals of Family Medicine, 13(6),
554–561.

Higher Education Statistics Agency [HESA]. (2020). Higher education stu-
dent statistics: UK. Retrieved from https://www.hesa.ac.uk/news/16‐
01‐2020/sb255‐higher‐education‐student‐statistics

House of Commons. (2020). Support for students with mental health issues in
higher education in England. Retrieved from https://commonslibrary.

parliament.uk/research‐briefings/cbp‐8593/
Huang, J., Nigatu, Y. T., Smail‐Crevier, R., Zhang, X., & Wang, J. (2018).

Interventions for common mental health problems among university

and college students: A systematic review and meta‐analysis of

randomized controlled trials. Journal of Psychiatric Research, 107(1),
1–10.

REMSKAR ET AL. - 787

https://doi.org/10.15125/BATH-00987
https://doi.org/10.15125/BATH-00987
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5327-8821
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5327-8821
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406915621420
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406915621420
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/news/16-01-2020/sb255-higher-education-student-statistics
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/news/16-01-2020/sb255-higher-education-student-statistics
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8593/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8593/
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5327-8821


Hughes, G., & Spanner, L. (2019). The university mental health charter,
Student Minds. Retrieved from https://www.studentminds.org.uk/

uploads/3/7/8/4/3784584/191208_umhc_artwork.pdf

Insight Network, & Dig‐In. (2020). University student mental health sur-

vey. Retrieved from https://www.diginbox.com/go/files/Mental%

20Health%20Report%202019.pdf

Johnson, M., O’Hara, R., Hirst, E., Weyman, A., Turner, J., Mason, S., Quinn,

T., Shewan, J., & Siriwardena, A. N. (2017). Multiple triangulation and

collaborative research using qualitative methods to explore decision

making in pre‐hospital emergency care. BMC Medical Research
Rethodology, 17(1), 1–11.

Kauer, S. D., Mangan, C., & Sanci, L. (2014). Do online mental health

services improve help‐ seeking for young people? A systematic re-

view. Journal of Medical Internet Research, 16(3), e66.
Maxwell, J. A. (2012). Qualitative research design: An interactive approach

(Vol. 41). SAGE.

Medical Research Council [MRC]. (2019). Developing and evaluating com-
plex interventions: New guidance. Retrieved from https://mrc.ukri.org/

documents/pdf/complex‐interventions‐guidance/
Michie, S., van Stralen, M. M., & West, R. (2011). The behaviour change

wheel: A new method for characterising and designing behaviour

change interventions. Implementation Science, 6(1), 42–54.
Michie, S., West, R., Sheals, K., & Godinho, C. A. (2018). Evaluating the

effectiveness of behavior change techniques in health‐related
behavior: A scoping review of methods used. Translational Behav-
ioral Medicine, 8(2), 212–224.

O’Connor, S., Hanlon, P., O’Donnell, C. A., Garcia, S., Glanville, J., & Mair,

F. S. (2016). Understanding factors affecting patient and public

engagement and recruitment to digital health interventions: A sys-

tematic review of qualitative studies. BMC Medical Informatics and
Decision Making, 16(1), 120–135.

Office for National Statistics [ONS]. (2018). Estimating suicide among higher
education students, England and Wales: Experimental Statistics.
Retrieved from https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcom

munity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/articles/estimatingsuicide

amonghighereducationstudentsenglandandwalesexperimentalstatist

ics/2018‐06‐25
Office for National Statistics [ONS]. (2020). 2011 census: Aggregate data.

[data collection] UK. Data Service. SN: 7427.

Office for Students [OfS]. (2019). Mental health: Are all students being

properly supported? Retrieved from https://officeforstudents.org.

uk/media/b3e6669e‐5337‐4caa‐9553‐049b3e8e7803/insight‐brief‐
mental‐health‐are‐all‐students‐being‐properly‐supported.pdf

Ostir, G. V., Smith, P. M., Smith, D., & Ottenbacher, K. J. (2005). Reliability

of the positive and negative affect schedule (PANAS) in medical

rehabilitation. Clinical Rehabilitation, 19(7), 767–769.
Phillippi, J., & Lauderdale, J. (2018). A guide to field notes for qualitative

research: Context and conversation. Qualitative Health Research,
28(3), 381–388.

Pottie, K., Magwood, O., Rahman, P., Concannon, T., Alonso‐Coello, P.,
Garcia, A. J., Santesso, N., Thombs, B., Welch, V., Well, G. A., Saad, A.,

Archibald, D., Grad, R., Moore, A., Ximena Rojas, M., Iorio, A., Pinto,

N., Doull, M., Morton, R., Santesso, N., & Tugwell, P. (2021). Vali-

dating the “feasibility, acceptability, cost, and equity” instrument

using stakeholder perceptions of feasibility, acceptability, cost, and

equity in guideline implementation. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology,
131, 133–140.

QSR International. (2020). NVivo 12 for Mac. Retrieved from https://www.

qsrinternational.com/nvivo‐qualitative‐data‐analysis‐software/home
Qualtrics. (2020). Retrieved from https://www.qualtrics.com/uk/

Reavley, N., & Jorm, A. F. (2010). Prevention and early intervention to

improve mental health in higher education students: A review. Early
Intervention in Psychiatry, 4(2), 132–142.

Rickwood, D., Deane, F. P., Wilson, C. J., & Ciarrochi, J. (2005). In

Young people’s help‐seeking for mental health problems. Austra-
lian e‐Journal for the Advancement of Mental health, 4(3), 218–251.

Royal College of Psychiatrists [RCP]. (2011). Mental health of students in
higher education. Retrieved from http://www.rcpsych.ac.uk/

publications/collegereports/cr/cr166.aspx

Sandelowski, M., & Leeman, J. (2012). Writing usable qualitative health

research findings. Qualitative Health Research, 22(10), 1404–1413
Schuster, R., Sigl, S., Berger, T., & Laireiter, A. R. (2018). Patients’ expe-

riences of web‐and mobile‐assisted group therapy for depression

and implications of the group setting: Qualitative follow‐up study.

JMIR Mental Health, 5(3), 49–64.
Silverman, D. (2013). Doing qualitative research. SAGE Publications.

Simpson, R., & Mercer, S. W. (2020). Using the Medical Research Council
framework for developing and evaluating complex interventions:
Mindfulness‐based interventions for people with multiple sclerosis. SAGE
Publications.

Stewart‐Brown, S. L., Platt, S., Tennant, A., Maheswaran, H., Parkinson, J.,

Weich, S., Tennant, R., Taggart, F., & Clarke, A. (2011). The Warwick‐
Edinburgh mental well‐being scale (WEMWBS): A valid and reliable

tool for measuring mental well‐being in diverse populations and

projects. Journal of Epidemiology & Community Health, 65(Suppl 2),
38–39.

Taggart, F., Friede, T., Weich, S., Clarke, A., Johnson, M., & Stewart‐Brown,
S. (2013). Cross cultural evaluation of the Warwick‐Edinburgh
mental well‐being scale (WEMWBS): A mixed methods study.

Health and Quality of Life Outcomes, 11(1), 27–39.
Tennant, R., Hiller, L., Fishwick, R., Platt, S., Joseph, S., Weich, S., Par-

kinson, J., Secker, J., & Stewart‐Brown, S. (2007). The Warwick‐
Edinburgh mental well‐being scale (WEMWBS): Development

and UK validation. Health and Quality of Life Outcomes, 5(1),
63–76.

Thompson, E. R. (2007). Development and validation of an interna-

tionally reliable short‐form of the positive and negative affect

schedule (PANAS). Journal of Cross‐Cultural Psychology, 38(2),
227–242.

Thorley, C. (2017). Not by degrees: Improving student mental health in the
UK’s universities. Institute for Public Policy Research. Retrieved from

https://www.ippr.org/research/publications/not‐by‐degrees
Toivonen, K., Hermann, M., White, J., Speca, M., & Carlson, L. E. (2020). A

mixed‐method, multi‐perspective investigation of barriers to partic-

ipation in mindfulness‐based cancer recovery. Mindfulness, 1–13.
Universities UK [UUK]. (2015). Student mental wellbeing in higher education:

A good practice guide. Retrieved from https://www.universitiesuk.ac.

uk/policy‐and‐analysis/reports/Documents/2015/student‐mental‐
wellbeing‐in‐he.pdf

Universities UK [UUK]. (2018). Minding our future: Starting a conversation
about the support of student mental health. Retrieved from https://

www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy‐and‐analysis/reports/Documents/
2018/minding‐our‐future‐starting‐conversation‐student‐mental‐h
ealth.pdf

Universities UK [UUK]. (2020). Stepchange: Mentally healthy universities.
Retrieved from https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy‐and‐
analysis/reports/Documents/2020/uuk‐stepchange‐mhu.pdf

University of Bath. (2020). Counselling workshops and courses. Retrieved
from https://www.bath.ac.uk/campaigns/counselling‐workshops‐
and‐courses/

University of Bath. (2021). Student numbers. Retrieved from https://www.

bath.ac.uk/publications/student‐numbers/
Vaez, M., & Laflamme, L. (2008). Experienced stress, psychological

symptoms, self‐rated health and academic achievement: A longitu-

dinal study of Swedish university students. Social Behavior and Per-
sonality: International Journal, 36(2), 183–196.

788 - REMSKAR ET AL.

https://www.studentminds.org.uk/uploads/3/7/8/4/3784584/191208_umhc_artwork.pdf
https://www.studentminds.org.uk/uploads/3/7/8/4/3784584/191208_umhc_artwork.pdf
https://www.diginbox.com/go/files/Mental%20Health%20Report%202019.pdf
https://www.diginbox.com/go/files/Mental%20Health%20Report%202019.pdf
https://mrc.ukri.org/documents/pdf/complex-interventions-guidance/
https://mrc.ukri.org/documents/pdf/complex-interventions-guidance/
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/articles/estimatingsuicideamonghighereducationstudentsenglandandwalesexperimentalstatistics/2018-06-25
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/articles/estimatingsuicideamonghighereducationstudentsenglandandwalesexperimentalstatistics/2018-06-25
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/articles/estimatingsuicideamonghighereducationstudentsenglandandwalesexperimentalstatistics/2018-06-25
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/articles/estimatingsuicideamonghighereducationstudentsenglandandwalesexperimentalstatistics/2018-06-25
https://officeforstudents.org.uk/media/b3e6669e-5337-4caa-9553-049b3e8e7803/insight-brief-mental-health-are-all-students-being-properly-supported.pdf
https://officeforstudents.org.uk/media/b3e6669e-5337-4caa-9553-049b3e8e7803/insight-brief-mental-health-are-all-students-being-properly-supported.pdf
https://officeforstudents.org.uk/media/b3e6669e-5337-4caa-9553-049b3e8e7803/insight-brief-mental-health-are-all-students-being-properly-supported.pdf
https://www.qsrinternational.com/nvivo-qualitative-data-analysis-software/home
https://www.qsrinternational.com/nvivo-qualitative-data-analysis-software/home
https://www.qualtrics.com/uk/
http://www.rcpsych.ac.uk/publications/collegereports/cr/cr166.aspx
http://www.rcpsych.ac.uk/publications/collegereports/cr/cr166.aspx
https://www.ippr.org/research/publications/not-by-degrees
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2015/student-mental-wellbeing-in-he.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2015/student-mental-wellbeing-in-he.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2015/student-mental-wellbeing-in-he.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2018/minding-our-future-starting-conversation-student-mental-health.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2018/minding-our-future-starting-conversation-student-mental-health.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2018/minding-our-future-starting-conversation-student-mental-health.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2018/minding-our-future-starting-conversation-student-mental-health.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2020/uuk-stepchange-mhu.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2020/uuk-stepchange-mhu.pdf
https://www.bath.ac.uk/campaigns/counselling-workshops-and-courses/
https://www.bath.ac.uk/campaigns/counselling-workshops-and-courses/
https://www.bath.ac.uk/publications/student-numbers/
https://www.bath.ac.uk/publications/student-numbers/


Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation

of brief measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063–1070.
What Works Centre for Well‐being. (2020). What interventions improve

college and university students’ mental health and wellbeing?

A review of review‐level evidence. Retrieved from https://what

workswellbeing.org/wp‐content/uploads/2020/03/Student‐mental‐
health‐full‐review.pdf

Wicks, P., Richards, T., Denegri, S., & Godlee, F. (2018). Patients’ roles and

rights in research. British Medical Journal, 362, 3193–3194.
Yardley, L., Ainsworth, B., Arden‐Close, E., & Muller, I. (2015). The person‐

based approach to enhancing the acceptability and feasibility of in-

terventions. Pilot and Feasibility Studies, 1(37), 1–7.
Yardley, L., Morrison, L., Bradbury, K., & Muller, I. (2015). The person‐

based approach to intervention development: Application to digital

health‐related behaviour change interventions. Journal of Medical
Internet Research, 17(1), e30.

Yardley, L., Spring, B. J., Riper, H., Morrison, L. G., Crane, D. H., Curtis, K.,

Merchant, G. C., Naughton, F., & Blandford, A. (2016). Understanding

and promoting effective engagement with digital behavior change

interventions.American Journal of Preventive Medicine,51(5), 833–842.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found in the online version

of the article at the publisher's website.

How to cite this article: Remskar, M., Atkinson, M. J., Marks,

E., & Ainsworth, B. (2022). Understanding university student

priorities for mental health and well‐being support: A mixed‐
methods exploration using the person‐based approach. Stress

and Health, 38(4), 776–789. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3133

REMSKAR ET AL. - 789

https://whatworkswellbeing.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Student-mental-health-full-review.pdf
https://whatworkswellbeing.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Student-mental-health-full-review.pdf
https://whatworkswellbeing.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Student-mental-health-full-review.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3133

	Understanding university student priorities for mental health and well‐being support: A mixed‐methods exploration using the ...
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	1.1 | Research aims

	2 | METHODS
	2.1 | Design
	2.2 | Setting
	2.3 | Participants
	2.4 | Procedure
	2.4.1 | Survey
	2.4.2 | Focus groups
	2.4.3 | Stakeholder consultations

	2.5 | Materials and measures
	2.5.1 | Survey
	2.5.2 | Focus groups

	2.6 | Data analysis
	2.6.1 | Survey – Descriptive statistics
	2.6.2 | Focus groups – Reflexive thematic analysis

	2.7 | Data integration

	3 | RESULTS
	3.1 | Summary of qualitative findings
	3.1.1 | Theme 1: Ease of access
	3.1.2 | Theme 2: Inclusive and preventative approach
	3.1.3 | Theme 3: Sense of community and a safe space
	3.1.4 | Theme 4: Applying skills to real‐world contexts

	3.2 | Online survey: Resource preferences
	3.3 | Guiding principles for student well‐being interventions

	4 | DISCUSSION
	4.1 | Strengths, limitations and future directions

	5 | CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	ETHICS STATEMENT
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT


