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Summary

Introduction:

University students report more health complaints (both physical and mental) and a lower social well-being
compared to peers who do not study. Health problems can lead to study problems and even study failure. Prior
research has also shown that students do not, or too late, appear to seek help for problems in these areas. As a
result, they risk an unnecessary deterioration of their health. The fact that students with health problems do not
seek help stresses the importance of early detection. Different personality types are related to other health
problems. The aim of this study is to study the health status and perceived health problems of studies of which we
know that they have a big difference in personality types: medical, law, psychology and economics and business
students.

Method:

The design of this study is a cross-sectional survey study. All students at the University of Amsterdam who filled in
the Student Health Check, an online self-monitor, between February 2015 and May 2016 were included in this
study. Questions of the online questionnaire about physical health, mental health, health (risk) behaviour, social
well-being and personal characteristics were used in this study. Multiple stepwise hierarchical regression analyses
and multiple stepwise logistic regression analyses were conducted to investigate the predictive value of various
independent variables for different health indicators.

Results:

Of all 2393 participants, 395 (16.5%) were medical students, 383 (16%) were law students, 70 (2.9%) were
psychology students and 271 (11.3%) were economics and business students.

Study programs: Being a medical student was related to a better general health, a better vitality, less anxiety, less
smoking, more satisfaction with study and a better quality of student life compared with other university students.
In addition, being a law student was related to a better general health, more physical complaints, less drug (ab)use
and less satisfaction with study. However, being a psychology student was not related to having more or less health
problems than students from other study programs. Being an economics and business student was related to a better
general health, less physical complaints, less psychological complaints and less satisfaction with study.
Characteristics of all study programs: Male students, students living with peers, students who consider themselves
as Dutch, no negative sexual experiences, not perceiving problems and not seeking or having help were related to a
better general health. Male students, students living with peers, students who consider themselves as Dutch, single
students, no negative sexual experiences, not perceiving problems and not seeking or having help were related to a
better vitality. Male students, students living with peers, single students were related to less physical complaints.
Male students, better study results, no negative sexual experiences, not perceiving problems and not seeking or
having help were related to less anxiety and less psychological complaints. Female students, students living with
parents, better study results and better withstanding pressure from peers were related to less substance abuse.
Younger age, having a relationship, students who consider themselves as Dutch, no negative sexual experiences,
not perceiving problems and not seeking or having help was related to more satisfaction with study and a better
quality of student life.

Conclusion:

Being a student of a different study program was related to having more or less certain health problems. Students’
health was associated with their sex, age, relationship status, living situation, if they consider themselves as Dutch,
study results, negative sexual experiences, withstanding pressure from peers, perceiving problems and seeking or
having help.



Introduction

University students report significant more health complaints (both physical and mental) and a lower social well-
being compared to peers who do not study (1-5). Frequent complaints of students are depression, anxiety and neck,
shoulder and back problems (1,6). Studies report also elevated levels of substance abuse (7,8). Health problems
can lead to study problems and even study failure, irrespective of their academic abilities (9-11). Ultimately,
symptoms of poor health during student time affect the career potential and also lead to poorer health in the future
(12-15). Two Dutch studies indicated that students’ problem perception of their health behaviour, study situation
and student life was associated with worse health outcomes (1,16). Also having negative sexual experiences (17-
20) and not being able to withstand pressure from peers (21,22) were related to worse mental health and physical
health and more social problems. Prior research has also shown that students do not, or too late, appear to seek help
for problems in these areas. As a result, they risk an unnecessary deterioration of their health (9,23). The fact that
students with health problems do not seek help stresses the importance of early detection.

However, not all students have the same health problems. Different personality types of students are related to
other health problems (24-29). According to Day et al. in 2005, the different personality types jointly accounted for
an additional 12% of the variance in well-being (27). Holland’s theory (1997) surveyed the students’ personality
and related it to study choice (30). In Holland’s formulation, there are six types of people and study or work
environments: realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising and conventional. In this theory, medical
students are an example of the investigative personality, law students match with the enterprising personality type,
psychology students are an example of the social personality type and economics and business students match with
the conventional personality type (30). A summary of Holland's theory is presented in appendix 4. Other studies
that adopted Holland’s theory confirmed that there is a significant relationship between study choice and
personality types (31-36): 70% of the students had personality types that were congruent with their study choice
(37). Students who choose to study in an environment similar to their personality type are more likely to be
successful and satisfied (30). Because of different personality types are related to other health problems, this
research focuses on the health of students of studies of which we know according to Holland's theory (30) that they
have a big difference in personality types: medical, law, psychology and economics and business students.

There are many definitions of health in the literature. According to Huber et al. in 2011, “health as the ability to
adapt and to self-manage, in the face of social, physical and emotional challenges.” (38). This definition is dynamic
and emphasises the resilience and capacity of people to cope with chronic disease. However this definition is only
applicable in circumstances that are within one’s control, whereas some determinants of health cannot be adjusted
by individuals (38,39). The Constitution of the World Health Organization (WHO), which came into force on April
7, 1948, defined health “as a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of
disease or infirmity.”(40). Although the definition has been criticised over the past 60 years, it has never been
adapted. Articles in the past already highlight its problem created by use of the word “complete” (41-43). However,
this definition highlights the important aspects of physical, mental and social well-being to define health. In this
study this definition will be used. The three dimensions of health (physical health, mental health and social well-
being) of medical, law, psychology and economics and business students will be explained briefly.

Physical health. A recent survey of the University of Amsterdam in the Netherlands found 25% of medical, 18% of
economics and business, 34% of law and 30% of psychology students reporting physical health complaints (44).
Another survey among psychology students in the United States found that approximately the same percentage,
33,7% (45). As reported in studies, law students’ (46) and medical students’ (47) physical health is worse compared
with peers who do not study. The highest differences among medical students were found on general health and
bodily pain, but also vitality was found to differ significantly (47). Whereas economics and business students have
a better physical health (such as a better general health status, a better physical functioning and less bodily pain)
compared with peers who do not study (15,48). To our knowledge, no studies report if psychology students have a
worse physical health status compared with peers who do not study.

Mental health. According to the Student Health Check 2015-2016, 19% of medical, 11% of economics and
business, 23% of law and 19% of psychology students at the University of Amsterdam report mental health
complaints (44). Studies in other countries found higher percentages. A recent survey in Australia has evidenced
that 35% of law students experience high levels of mental health complaints (49) and a recent survey of universities
in Canada found one third of psychology students reporting a clinically significant level of mental health



complaints (50). Little empirical data suggest that law students have more (44,51-53) and psychology students
(54,55) have less mental health concerns compared with other students. It is doubtful whether the mental health of
medical students differs from other university students (56). Some of the literature found more (57), some found
less (48,58) and one study found no differences (59) regarding mental health complaints among economics and
business students compared with other university students. It is difficult to generalize these results because of the
use of different measurement instruments. In addition to the well-known mental health indicators (such as
depression and anxiety), we also included certain lifestyle indicators that are also characteristic of mental health
(such as smoking and internet addiction).

Social well-being. A recent study in the Netherlands suggest that medical students report greater social well-being,
economics and business students report their social well-being worse and law and psychology students do not
report their social well-being to be significantly different compared to other students of the University of
Amsterdam (44). In an United States (15) and a Turkish study (48) a better social well-being among economics and
business students compared with other university students was reported. As reported in a study from Brazil,
medical students had worse social well-being than peers who do not study (47). Medical students spent more time
studying and less time for social activities and leisure time than other students while economics and business
students did the opposite (60).

All these studies above have in common that they only focused on a restricted area of health, or they described the
health of students globally. To our knowledge no data regarding the combination of physical health, mental health
and social well-being in Dutch students of different study programs has currently been published. To compare the
health of students of different studies, this research focuses primarily on the data about the subjectively perceived
health of university students, in order to get an indication of the physical health, mental health and social well-
being of the medical, law, psychology and economics and business students compared to other students of the
University of Amsterdam.

The corresponding research question is: How are the health status and perceived health problems of medical, law,
psychology and economics and business students compared to other students at the University of Amsterdam?

The following sub-questions are formulated:

- How do medical, law, psychology and economics and business students perceive their physical health, mental
health and social well-being compared to other university students at the University of Amsterdam?

- What demographic and other factors (e.g. sex, living situation, negative sexual experiences and problem
perception) are associated with the perceived health problems of medical, law, psychology and economics and
business students?



Method

Study population and procedure

The design of this study is a cross-sectional survey study. Sixteen study programs in Amsterdam have indicated
that they wanted to participate in the ‘Student Health Check’. All students who were enrolled fulltime on one of
these participating programs at the University of Amsterdam, VU University Amsterdam /ACTA or Amsterdam
University College were invited through various communication channels (such as e-mails, internet messages,
newsletters and flyers) by educational and research directors, student committees, advisory services and/or
executive boards to complete the Student Health Check, a self-monitor that lets students monitor several aspects of
their health and health (risk) behaviour. Students at some study programs received a reminder by e-mail (61). The
website was open from 2012 till now. To be included in this study, students of the participating faculties had to fill
in the Student Health Check at least once between February 2015 and May 2016. The data was already available
while starting this study (44). For the Student Health Check study permission was already granted by the Ethics
Committee of the UvA.

Survey

The Student Health Check, an online self-monitor for students, with immediate personalised feedback, was utilised
in this study (61). It was created by the Student Health Service of the University of Amsterdam. They used NetQ
software (62) to build the web-based instrument. The online questionnaire consisted of questions about physical
health, mental health, health (risk) behaviour, social well-being and personal characteristics. There were additional
guestions in the Student Health Check, were only students participate if the result on certain questions was in the
most extreme and disadvantageous score range. Some questions were adopted from existing validated
questionnaires, other questions were formulated by a team of experts following detailed literature review and
interviews with students and other related people. The scales were selected based on their content validity,
predictive validity and internal reliability. The survey was developed in Dutch as well as in English. Measurement
scales of English origin were translated into Dutch and then translated back, using the back-translation method
(63).

Measurement instruments

The questionnaire that was utilized for this study consisted of 30 subsections from the Student Health Check (61).
The first 10 items gathered demographic data: sex, year of birth, height, weight, relationship status, living situation,
consider themselves as Dutch, study program, study results and study phase. By using the year of birth we
calculated the age of the students on 31-05-2016, the closure date of the questionnaire 2015-2016. From the
variables height and weight a new variable ‘BMI” was calculated (by weight/height?). The sample consisted solely
of university students (educational level). Living situation was categorized into living with parents or family, living
with peers, living alone and living with your partner. Consider themselves as Dutch was categorized into consider
themselves as Dutch and consider themselves as non-Dutch. Study phase was categorised in bachelor (freshmen or
bachelor) and master (master or medical internship). All measurement scales of the other variables were at
dichotomous, nominal, ordinal and ratio scale level.

Physical health was measured with three scales: general health, vitality and physical complaints. Mental health was
measured with eleven scales: depression, anxiety, psychological complaints, smoking, alcohol (ab)use, drug
(ab)use, gambling, internet addiction, buying addiction, eating disorder and suicidal ideation. Two scales measured
both physical and mental health: disability and student health (risk) behaviour (general). Social well-being was
measured with two scales: satisfaction with study and quality of student life. Four other scales measured: negative
sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception and seeking or having help. Only
students whereby the result on certain questions was in the most extreme and disadvantageous score range, had to
fill in the scales peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy and seeking or having help. An overview of the scales used to
measure the concepts will each be described briefly in appendix 5. Table 1 in appendix 5 provides an overview of
the scales. The questionnaire can be found at the website: http://www.studentengezondheidstest.nl in Dutch or
http://www.studenthealthcheck.nl in English.


http://www.studentengezondheidstest.nl/
http://www.studenthealthcheck.nl/

Analysis
The statistical analysis was performed using SPSS statistics version 24.0.

To compare the health of medical, law, psychology and economics and business students to other students, firstly a
descriptive analysis was performed to gain insight into means and standard deviations; or frequencies and
percentages of characteristics of the sample of 2015-2016 (see appendix 6, table 1). Secondly, a correlation table
with Pearson correlation coefficients was made to look into the associations between the different variables (see
appendix 7, table 1). Thirdly, multiple stepwise hierarchical regression analyses (see appendix 10-13, table 1 — 11)
and multiple stepwise logistic regression analyses (see appendix 14-17, table 1 - 6) were conducted to investigate
the predictive value of various independent variables for different health indicators. Nagelkerke R? was used as a
measure for the percentage of explained variance in the logistic regression analyses. There were dichotomous,
ordinal and ratio level independent variables. We entered being medical student yes or no in step 1, demographics
in step 2 and the scales negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception and
seeking or having help in step 3. The same was done for law students yes or no, psychology students yes or no and
economics and business students yes or no in step 1. For the demographic living situation; living with parents or
family was used as reference group. Due to lack of space, only the significant analyses that explained the most
variance in the outcome measure are included in the results section, the significant analyses with less effects were
included in appendix 8 and appendix 9.



Results

Descriptive characteristics

Table 1 in appendix 6 provides an overview of the descriptive characteristics. As shown, the descriptive analysis
was stratified to medical vs. non-medical, law vs. non-law, psychology vs. non-psychology, economics and
business vs. non-economics and business students. The descriptive characteristics will each be described in
appendix 6 below table 1.

Pearson correlation coefficients
Table 1 in appendix 7 shows the correlational analyses of all measures included in the study.

Multiple stepwise hierarchical regression analyses (see appendix 10-13, table 1 — 11)

Step 3 of the multiple stepwise hierarchical regression analyses is a specific subgroup of students, because only
students whereby the result on certain questions was in the most extreme and disadvantageous score range, had to
fill in the scales: peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy and seeking or having help. Only the significant analyses that
explained the most variance in the outcome measure were included in this results section, the significant multiple
hierarchical analyses with less effects were included in appendix 8.

Predicting vitality

Step 1. Being a medical student was significantly and positively related to a better vitality (see table 1). Being a
Law, psychology and economics and business student was not significantly related to vitality (see table 2 in
appendix 11, 12 and 13). About 1.1% of the variance in vitality scores was explained by the first step p<.001.

Step 2. Among medical students; sex (male), living with peers and students who consider themselves as Dutch were
significantly and positively related to a better vitality. The second step raised the level of the explained variance to
10.0%, p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; having a relationship, negative sexual
experiences, perceiving problems and seeking or having help were significantly and negatively related to a better
vitality. Sex, living with peers, students who consider themselves as Dutch and medical students remained
significant. This step raising the level of explained variance for the specific subgroup to 17.5%, p<0.001.

Table 1. Regression analysis of vitality whereby medical students are compared with non-medical students.

B SE P Model P R?
Step 1 (n=2393) 00*** 011
Medical student 6.21 1.71 .00***
Step 2 (N = 2348) 00*** .100
Medical student 4.94 1.66 .00**
Sex -6.35 1.26 .00***
Age 0.25 0.18 17
BMI -0.02 0.09 .82
Having a relationship -0.84 1.24 .50
Living with peers 6.52 1.55 00***
Living alone -0.27 1.62 .87
Living with your partner -1.89 2.35 42
Dutch 7.86 1.27 00***
Study results 0.25 0.69 12
Study phase -0.40 1.44 .78
Step 3 (v =1206) 00*** 175
Medical student 3.33 1.61 .04*
Sex -4.24 1.25 .00***
Age 0.29 0.17 10
BMI 0.03 0.08 .76
Having a relationship -2.53 1.22 .04*
Living with peers 5.71 1.51 .00***
Living alone 0.81 1.57 .61
Living with your partner 0.24 2.27 .92




Dutch 5.82 1.23 00***

Study results 0.52 0.66 44

Study phase -0.82 1.39 .55

Negative sexual -5.51 1.37 .00***
experiences

Peer pressure lifestyle self- | -0.73 0.42 .09
efficacy

Problem perception -7.03 0.87 .00***

Seeking or having help -4.52 1.11 L00***

*p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.

Predicting satisfaction with study

Step 1. Being a medical student was significantly and positively related to more satisfaction with study (see table
2), while being a law or economics and business student was significantly and negatively related to more
satisfaction with study (see table 10 in appendix 11 and 13). Psychology student was not significantly related to
satisfaction with study (see table 10 in appendix 12). This first step explained respectively 2.4%; 0.3%; 0.7%?* of
the variance in scores in satisfaction with study p<.001; p<.05; p<.01.

Step 2. Among these study programs; older age and living with partner was significantly and negatively related to
more satisfaction with study. Having a relationship, students who consider themselves as Dutch and better study
results were significantly and positively related to more satisfaction with study. Medical students remained
significant. The second step raised the level of the explained variance to 28.7%; 27.7%; 27.7%, p<0.001; p<0.001;
p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; negative sexual experiences, perceiving
problems and seeking or having help were significantly and negatively related to more satisfaction with study. Age,
students who consider themselves as Dutch, better study results and the study program medical students remained
significant. This step raising the level of explained variance for the specific subgroup to 32.3%; 31.6%; 31.7%,
p<0.001; p<0.001; p<0.001.

Table 2. Regression analysis of satisfaction with study whereby medical students are compared with non-medical
students.

B SE P Model P R?
Step 1 (N = 2393) 00*** .024
Medical student 0.32 0.06 00***
Step 2 (v =2348) .00*** 287
Medical student 0.22 0.05 00***
Sex -0.05 0.04 .25
Age -0.03 0.01 .00***
BMI 0.00 0.00 A7
Having a relationship 0.08 0.04 .03*
Living with peers -0.06 0.05 .23
Living alone -0.09 0.05 .06
Living with your partner -0.19 0.07 01**
Dutch 0.26 0.04 .00***
Study results 0.39 0.02 00***
Study phase 0.01 0.05 .87
Step 3 (N = 1206) 00*** 323
Medical student 0.17 0.05 00***
Sex -0.00 0.04 .96
Age -0.02 0.01 00***
BMI 0.00 0.00 24
Having a relationship 0.05 0.04 22
Living with peers 0.07 0.05 A5

! The order of the numbers are respectively; medical, law, economics and business students.



Living alone -0.07 0.05 17

Living with your partner -0.13 0.07 .07

Dutch 0.22 0.04 00***

Study results 0.40 0.02 .00***

Study phase 0.00 0.04 .98

Negative sexual -0.10 0.04 .02*
experiences

Peer pressure lifestyle self- | -0.00 0.01 74
efficacy

Problem perception -0.15 0.03 00***

Seeking or having help -0.16 0.04 .00***

* p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.

Predicting quality of student life

Step 1. Being a medical student was significantly and positively related to a better quality of student life (see table
3). Being a law, psychology and economics and business student was not significantly related to quality of student
life (see table 11 in appendix 11, 12 and 13). About 0.8% of the variance in quality of student life scores was
explained by the first step p<.01.

Step 2. Among medical students; age was significantly and negatively related, but having a relationship, living with
peers and students who consider themselves as Dutch were significantly and positively related to a better quality of
student life. The second step raised the level of the explained variance to 7.8%, p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; BMI and living with partner were
significantly and positively related, but negative sexual experiences, perceiving problems and seeking or having
help were significantly and negatively related to a better quality of student life. Age and living with peers remained
significant. This step raising the level of explained variance for the specific subgroup to 19.8%, p<0.001.

Table 3. Regression analysis of quality of student life whereby medical students are compared with non-medical
students.

B SE P Model P R?
Step 1 (n=2393) .00** .008
Medical student 0.15 0.05 .00**
Step 2 (N = 2348) 00*** .078
Medical student 0.12 0.05 01**
Sex -0.01 0.04 .87
Age -0.02 0.01 00***
BMI 0.00 0.00 22
Having a relationship 0.22 0.04 00***
Living with peers 0.15 0.05 00***
Living alone 0.00 0.05 .96
Living with your partner 0.05 0.07 49
Dutch 0.13 0.04 .00***
Study results 0.02 0.02 .26
Study phase 0.05 0.04 .28
Step 3 (n=1206) 00*** .198
Medical student 0.06 0.05 18
Sex 0.05 0.04 19
Age -0.02 0.01 00***
BMI 0.01 0.00 .04
Having a relationship 0.15 0.03 .00***
Living with peers 0.15 0.04 .00***
Living alone 0.06 0.05 18
Living with your partner 0.14 0.06 .03*
Dutch 0.06 0.04 A1
Study results 0.03 0.02 .09
Study phase 0.04 0.04 37
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Negative sexual -0.19 0.04 .00***
experiences

Peer pressure lifestyle self- | 0.02 0.01 .16
efficacy

Problem perception -0.26 0.03 00***

Seeking or having help -0.15 0.03 .00***

*p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.

Being a student in a certain study program was not significantly related to depression, internet addiction, buying
addiction, eating pattern, suicidal ideation and student health (risk) behaviour (general).

Multiple stepwise logistic regression analyses (see appendix 14-17, table 1-6)

Step 3 of the multiple stepwise logistic regression analyses is a specific subgroup of students, because only students
whereby the result on certain questions was in the most extreme and disadvantageous score range, had to fill in the
scales: peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy and seeking or having help. Only the significant analyses that explained
the most variance in the outcome measure were included in this results section, the significant multiple logistic
analyses with less effects were included in appendix 9.

Predicting smoking

Step 1. Being a medical student was significantly less likely to smoking (see table 4). Being a law, psychology and
economics and business student was not significantly related to smoking (see table 2 in appendix 15, 16 and 17).
About 1.1% of the variance in smoking was explained by the first step p<.001.

Step 2. Among medical students; relative to students living with parents (the reference group), students living with
peers and living alone were significantly more likely to smoking. Female, better study results and following a
master were significantly less likely to smoking. The second step raised the level of the explained variance to 8.0%,
p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; better withstanding pressure from peers,
perceiving problems and seeking or having help were significantly less likely to smoking. Medical students, living
with peers and following a master remained significant. This step raising the level of explained variance for the
specific subgroup to 21.1%, p<0.001.

Table 4. Regression analysis of smoking whereby medical students are compared with non-medical students.

Odds 95% P Model P Nagelkerke
ratio Confidence pseudo R2
Interval
Step 1 (n=2393) 00*** 011
Medical student 0.60 0.47t00.76 | .00***
Step 2 (N = 2348) 00*** .080
Medical student 0.65 0.51t00.84 | .00***
Sex 0.65 0.541t00.79 | .00***
Age 1.00 0.98t01.03 | .97
BMI 1.02 0.99t01.05 |.15
Having a relationship 0.89 0.73t01.07 | .21
Living with peers 2.78 21710355 | .00***
Living alone 1.65 1.27t02.14 | .00***
Living with your partner 1.32 0.90t01.93 |.16
Dutch 0.87 0.71t01.06 |.16
Study results 0.89 0.80t00.99 |.03*
Study phase 0.79 0.63t00.97 | .03*
Step 3 (n=1206) 00*** 211
Medical student 0.56 0.39t00.83 | .00**
Sex 0.87 0.65t01.16 | .34
Age 1.01 0.97t01.05 |.70
BMI 1.01 0.98t01.04 42
Having a relationship 0.90 0.68t01.19 | .44
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Living with peers 2.37 1.66t03.37 | .00***
Living alone 1.18 0.81tol1.71 | .39
Living with your partner 1.44 0.84t02.47 | .19
Dutch 1.03 0.77t01.37 | .84
Study results 1.11 0.95t01.30 |.19
Study phase 0.64 0471t00.89 | .01**
Negative sexual 1.25 091tol.71 | .17
experiences
Peer pressure lifestyle self- | 0.57 0.51t00.64 | .00***
efficacy
Problem perception 0.79 0.64t00.96 | .02*
Seeking or having help 0.76 0.59t00.98 | .03*

* p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.

Predicting drug (ab)use

Step 1. Being a law student was significantly less likely to drug (ab)use (see table 5). The other study programs
under investigation were not significantly related to drug (ab)use (see table 4 in respectively appendix 14, 16 and
17). This first step explained 0.4% of the variance in drug (ab)use p<.01.

Step 2. Being a law students was no longer significantly related to drug (ab)use. Being an economics and business
student became significantly less likely to drug (ab)use. Female and older students were significantly less likely to
drug (ab)use. Relative to students living with parents (the reference group), students living with peers, alone or with
their partner were significantly more likely to drug (ab)use. The second step raised the level of the explained
variance to 11.9%; 12.2%?2, p<0.001, p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; better withstanding pressure from peers
and seeking or having help were significantly less likely to drug (ab)use. Negative sexual experiences and better
study results were more likely to drug (ab)use. Economics and business students and living with peers, alone or
with partner remained significant. This step raising the level of explained variance for the specific subgroup to
25.9%; 26.7%, p<0.001. p<0.001.

Table 5. Regression analysis of drug (ab)use whereby law students are compared with non-law students.

Odds 95% P Model P Nagelkerke
ratio Confidence pseudo R2
Interval
Step 1 (v=2303) 01** .004
Law student 0.74 0.58 t0 .94 .02*
Step 2 (N = 2348) 00*** 119
Law student 0.90 0.69to1.17 | .42
Sex 0.44 0.36 t0 0.53 | .00***
Age 0.97 0.94t01.00 |.04*
BMI 0.99 097t01.01 | .43
Having a relationship 1.04 0.85t01.26 |.71
Living with peers 3.97 3.04t05.20 | .00***
Living alone 2.28 1.71t03.03 | .00***
Living with your partner 1.58 1.05t02.38 | .03*
Dutch 0.87 0.71t01.07 | .19
Study results 0.92 0.82t01.02 | .12
Study phase 1.01 0.80t01.26 | .96
Step 3 (n=1206) 00*** .259
Law student 0.95 0.66t01.36 | .77
Sex 0.52 0.39t00.70 | .00***
Age 0.97 0.93t01.02 |.24
BMI 0.99 097t01.01 | .34
Having a relationship 1.13 0.85t01.51 | 41

2The order of the numbers are respectively; law, economics and business students.
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Living with peers 4.34 2.96106.37 | .00***
Living alone 1.98 1.33t02.97 | .00***
Living with your partner 2.03 1.14t03.61 | .02*
Dutch 1.13 0.84t01.52 | .43
Study results 1.22 1.03t01.43 | .02*
Study phase 0.79 056t01.11 | .18
Negative sexual 1.43 1.04t01.98 | .03*
experiences
Peer pressure lifestyle self- | 0.59 0.53t00.66 | .00***
efficacy
Problem perception 0.82 0.67t01.01 | .06
Seeking or having help 0.76 0.581t00.99 | .04*

* p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.

Being a student in a certain study program was not significantly related to alcohol (ab)use and reporting a

disability.

13



Discussion

Main findings and comparison with existing literature

Physical health

Being a medical student was related to reporting a better general health and vitality. This is in contrast to previous
research (58). These study also used the SF-36 scale, but had a different study design than we had. Being a law
student was related to reporting a better general health. To our knowledge, no studies report if being a law student
was related to reporting a better general health. In the present study, being a law student was related to more
physical complaints. Similar results were found in another study (64). Our study confirms previous suggestions that
being an economics and business student was related to reporting a better general health and less physical
complaints (58).

Demographic factors of all study programs. Similar to results reported in previous research (65,66), male students
reported a better physical health than female students. Having a relationship was related to a worse vitality and
more physical complaints, which was not in line with previous research (67). This study was also done in the
Netherlands, but used other scales and had fewer and other participants. Relative to students living with parents
(the reference group), students living with peers were related to a better physical health. Another study confirmed
our results (68). Students who consider themselves as Dutch was related to a better general health and vitality.
Similar observations were made in another study (69).

For the specific smaller subgroup of all study programs. The present study indicated a relationship between worse
physical health (general health and vitality) and negative sexual experiences. Other studies (19,20) confirmed the
linkage between worse physical health and negative sexual experiences. Our study confirms previous suggestions
that perceiving problems was related to worse general health and vitality (16). Seeking or having help was related
to a worse physical health (general health and vitality), this was also described in another study (70).

Mental health

The present study indicated that being a medical student was related to less anxiety and less smoking, which was
confirmed by another study (71). Being a law student was related to less drug (ab)use, to our knowledge, no studies
reported this relationship. The present study indicated that being an economics and business student was related to
less physical complaints. To our knowledge, no studies reported if there is a relationship between being an
economics and business student and physical complaints.

Demographic factors of all study programs. Other studies confirmed our results that male students were related to
less anxiety and psychological complaints compared with female students (72-74). In the present study, being male
was related to more substance abuse (smoking and drug (ab)use). Another study confirmed that male students were
related to more substance abuse (75). Relative to students living with parents (the reference group), students living
with peers, alone or with partner were more likely using tobacco or drugs, which was confirmed by other studies
(68,75,76). Better study results was related to less anxiety, less psychological complaints, less smoking and less
drug (ab)use, this is also in line with previous research (10).

For the specific smaller subgroup of all study programs. Negative sexual experiences was related to more anxiety,
psychological complaints and drug (ab)use. Similar observations were made in other three studies (17-19). Our
study confirms previous suggestions that better withstanding pressure from peers was related to less substance
abuse (21,22). Perceiving problems was related to more anxiety and psychological complaints. Another study also
described that perceiving problems was related to worse mental health outcomes (16). Seeking or having help was
also related to more anxiety and psychological complaints. This was also described by another study (70).

Social well-being

Contrary to our results, being a medical student was related to less satisfaction with study and a worse quality of
student life in three different studies (58,77,78). It is quite possible that the different results are because these
studies were conducted in other countries, the use of other scales and comparing with other study programs. Being
a law student was related to less satisfaction with study. Another study confirmed our results (79). Being an
economics and business student was related to less satisfaction with study. This was also described by another
study (80).

Demographic factors of all study programs. Older age was related to a worse social well-being. Although age
generally has been found to be inversely related to social well-being, we found no age difference literature on
social well-being specific to students. Having a relationship was related to a better social well-being, which was
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confirmed by another study (67). Another study confirmed our results that students who consider themselves as
Dutch were related to a better social well-being (81).

For the specific smaller subgroup of all study programs. The present study indicated that negative sexual
experiences was related to a worse social well-being. Another study showed the same (19). Our study confirms
previous suggestions that perceiving problems was related to a worse social well-being (16). Seeking or having
help was also related with a worse social well-being. Another study confirmed the relationship between seeking
help and social well-being (23).

After adjustment for demographic factors in step 2 and other factors in step 3, sometimes the study program
remained statistically significant. This may be due to other variables that were not included in this study, or because
of students of different study programs have different personality types which are related to other health problems
(24-30).

Strengths and limitations

A strength of this study was that we used a valid and reliable web based instrument to discover the health of
students (61). Most of these scales have been widely used in other studies. The advantage of our instrument is that
it is quite complete and contains many themes relevant to students.

A limitation of this study is its cross-sectional design. Therefore, it is hard to assess directions of influence and it
precludes us from making causal inferences about our findings. A longitudinal study is needed to reveal
information about causes and consequences and to gain more insight into changes in health problems over the
years.

Regarding the representativeness of our sample, there could be differences between responders and non-responders.
Students with health problems may be less motivated to fill out a survey, or, on the other hand, they may be more
likely to participate as the topic is relevant to them. Although the instrument follows recommended guidelines
about its usability, accessibility and recruitment of participants (82,83), it is rather long. The length of the
instrument may have proved too much of a burden, for the group of students who had a major health problem.
However, to obtain a complete overview of health (physical health, mental health and social well-being), then a
lengthy survey that collects all necessary information is inevitable. The present findings may under- or
overestimate the actual extent of health problems in the overall student population. Our data are all based on self-
reported information. This approach was chosen to ensure the students’ anonymity. Another limitation was the
unequal division of some demographics in this study. Approximately 70% of the participants were female, 70%
were bachelor student and 75% were students who consider themselves as Dutch. Therefore it is not completely
representable for the whole student population. Because currently, in the Netherlands, approximately 50% of the
university students are female, 45% are bachelor student and 67% have a Dutch nationality (84,85). More students
who consider themselves as Dutch than non-Dutch filled out the survey, despite the survey was developed in Dutch
as well as in English.

Another limitation of this study was that the participants were only studying at the University of Amsterdam.
Although this university accepting students from all-over the Netherlands and there is no clear reason to think that
studying in Amsterdam would have a different impact on health problems than studying in other cities in the
Netherlands, a wider distribution of participants among other universities in the Netherland would have increased
the generalizability of this study. Another limitation was the generalizability for students of other countries,
because for example, university systems vary widely between countries, as does legislation regarding the use of
drugs. Barriers and stimulants could be completely different in other countries.
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Taken into consideration the strengths and limitations, this study supports previous findings of health problems and
factors influencing health problems among university students and contributes to a greater understanding of health
problems among students of specific study programs at the university. Nevertheless, this issue deserves further
empirical study.

Implications for clinical practice and further research

Based on the results of this study in addition with findings from previous studies, being a law or economics and
business student was related to less satisfaction with study and being a law student was stronger related to physical
complaints than being a university student in another study program. Nearly half of the law and economics and
business students in this study desired help for their health problems. While prior research has also shown that
students who do not, or too late, appear to seek help for these problems, risk an unnecessary deterioration of their
health (9,23) which can lead to study problems and even study failure (9-11). Therefore, more attention should be
paid to these issues among the staff at the faculty of law and/or economics and business. Further research at the
faculty of law should focus on which physical complaints law students have and what the cause is of these physical
complaints. It is also recommended to do further research at the faculty of law and economics and business why
students are not satisfied with their study. The student guidance and counselling service at the faculty have a lot of
knowledge about the health problems of their students. They may be able to offer assistance within the research.
After adjustment for demographic and other factors, being a law student compared to the other students remained
significantly related to more physical complaints in this study. This may be due to the enterprising personality type
of law students, because different personality types are related to other health problems (24-30). Older age, being
single, living with partner, students who did not consider themselves as Dutch and worse study results were related
to less satisfaction with study. In establishing an individual therapy for students with these problems, therapists
should take into account these personality types and demographic factors that may contribute to the health
problems.

The four study programs, studied in our study, had in general a significantly better health compared to university
students in other study programs. Further research should focus on study programs with worse health outcomes.
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Appendix 1: List of abbreviations and acronyms

UVA Universiteit van Amsterdam

VU Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam

SF-36 36-Item Short Form Health Survey

K-6 Kessler Psychological Distress Scale
CDS-5 Cigarette Dependence Scale

AUDIT Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test
DAST-10 Drug Abuse Screening Test

PGSI Problem Gambling Severity Index
CIUS-A Compulsive Internet Use Scale

CBS Compulsive Buying Scale

ESP Eating Disorder Screen for Primary Care
SBQ-R Suicide Behaviours Questionnaire-Revised




Appendix 2: Description of own input and accomplishment of learning goals

This study used a large part of the data of the Student Health Check 2015-2016 of the project ‘Traffic
lights® of Student Health Services in Amsterdam (61). The student, with help of the tutors, selected
which data was used, edited the data statistically and carried out the project.

This research internship has learned me about the different aspect of scientific research. There were
some challenges that | had to overcome, because almost every aspect was new to me. Writing the
project plan taught me how to do a background research and define a clear research question.
Beforehand | was a bit worried about the statistical analyses, since I had no experience in this area.
The e-learning ‘Practical Biostatistics’ turned out to be very helpful and afterwards I really enjoyed
engaging myself with the analysis. | learned a lot about the different types of analyses and how to
apply and interpret them.

While doing this research it was decided to focuses on the health of students of studies that have a big
difference in personality types, because of different personality types are related to other health
problems. That is why dental students, named in the project plan, have been replaced for economics
and business students. One of the sub-questions in the project plan was: ‘Is there a trend in the
prevalence of health problems of medical, dental, psychology and law students over the years?’ Due to
lack of space in this report, this sub-question will be analysed after the internship period.
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Appendix 3: Approved project plan

Naam / name student: Ellen Boon Student nummer: 10298576

Project titel / project title: The health status and perceived health problems of medical, dental, psychology and law
students compared to other students at the University of Amsterdam in the Netherlands. A quantitative cross-
sectional survey study.

Onderzoekslijn (circa 250 woorden):

The Student Health Services, located at the Oude Turfmarkt in Amsterdam, started in 2009 with a
project called ‘Traffic lights’ which builds on earlier research by the Student Health Services with
regard to students and health. In this, they have developed an anonymous self-monitor for students,
studying at the University of Amsterdam or at the Amsterdam University of Applied Sciences, to
enable rapid recognition of health complaints and student problems. This questionnaire and more
information about the project can be found on the website http://studentengezondheidstest.nl. By
completing the questionnaire, information is collected on various components (health, health (risk)
behaviour, quality of life, aspects of the study, etc.). Four rounds of the digital and validated student
health check have been performed (2011, 2012, 2013-2014 and February 2015-May 2016), the fifth
(2017-2018) is going on. Subsequently, a PhD health check is also developed.

One of the missions of the project is to refer students to appropriate support if necessary and to make
students aware of health risks or (un)healthy behaviour. In the future the Student Health Service will
offer the students with high scores (red or orange traffic lights), an eHealth intervention to treat
depression, anxiety or alcohol or drugs abuse.

The current researchers within this research line are:

- Dr Claudia M. van der Heijde, a senior researcher who has been working for the Department for
Research, Development and Prevention at the Student Health Services at the University of Amsterdam
since 2009.

- Peter Vonk, is a GP, director of the unit Student Health Services at the University of Amsterdam,
and coordinator of the Department for Research, Development and Prevention.

At the start of my research internship, a subsidy request will be submitted (to the Triodos Foundation).

References (to publications) that have appeared from the research line:

- Boot CRL, Donders NCGM., Vonk P, & Meijman FJ. Development of a Student Health
Questionnaire; the necessity of a synthesis of science and practice. Global Health promotion 2009;
16(3), 35-44.

- Boot CRL, Meijman FJ, Vonk P. Problem perception in Dutch university students using tobacco,
alcohol and drugs. Communication & Medicine 2010; 7: 33-42.

- Boot CRL, Vonk P, Meijman FJ. Health-related profiles of study delay in university students in the
Netherlands. International Journal of Adolescent Medicine and Health 2007; 19: 413-23.

- Nauta MCE, Meijman FJ., Meijman TF. Perceived health and perceived study situation of university
students in Amsterdam [Dutch: De subjectief ervaren gezondheid en studiebeleving van studenten van
de Universiteit van Amsterdam]. Tijdschrift voor Sociale Gezondheidszorg 1996; 8:391-296.

- Van der Heijde, CM, Vonk, P & Meijman, FJ. Traffic lights. Project results student health check
2011 [Dutch: Stoplichten. Projectresultaten Studentengezondheidstest 2011]. Amsterdam: Bureau
Studentenartsen/UvA, 2012

- Van der Heijde, CM, Vonk, P & Meijman, FJ. Traffic lights. Progress report 1: Development digital
student health check including individualized feedback. [Dutch: Stoplichten. VVoortgangsrapportage 1:
Ontwikkeling digitale studentengezondheidstest inclusief geindividualiseerde feedback]. 2010, jul 8.

- Van der Heijde, CM, Vonk, P & Meijman, FJ. Traffic lights. Progress report 2: Student health check
students of the University of Amsterdam and the University of Applied Sciences of Amsterdam
[Dutch: Stoplichten. Voorgangsrapportage 2: Studentengezondheidstest UvA en HVA studenten]
2011, 2012, jun 10.
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http://studentengezondheidstest.nl/

- Van der Heijde, C. M., Vonk, P., & Meijman, F. J. (2014). Stoplichten: projectresultaten
Studentengezondheidstest 2013-2014. Amsterdam: Bureau Studentenartsen/UvA.

- Van der Heijde, C. M., Vonk, P., & Meijman, F. J. (2015). Self-regulation for the promotion of
student health. Traffic lights: the development of a tailored web-based instrument providing
immediate personalized feedback. Health Psychology and Behavioural Medicine , 3 (1), 169 - 189.

- Van der Heijde, C.M., Vonk, P., & Meijman, F.J. Traffic lights. Project results student health check
2015-2016 [Dutch: Stoplichten. Projectresultaten Studentengezondheidstest 2015-2016]. Amsterdam:
Bureau Studentenartsen en Universiteit van Amsterdam (2016).

- Verouden NW, Vonk P, Meijman FJ. Context guides illness-identity: a qualitative analysis of Dutch
university students’ non-help-seeking behaviour. International Journal of Adolescent Medicine and
Healt 2010; 22:307-20.

- Verouden NW, Vonk P, Meijman FJ. Studenten en stille pijn. Wel problemen maar geen hulp
zoeken. Amsterdam: Elsevier Gezondheidszorg, 2010. ISBN: 9789035231887

Achtergrond en probleemstelling (circa 500 woorden):

The Constitution of the World Health Organization (WHQO), which came into force on April 7, 1948,
defined health “as a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being.”®. University students
are expected to be a relatively healthy subset of the general population. Their young age and their high
level of education is presumed to be associated with a better health status. In studies of health, young
people are an under-researched group and there are few surveys of the health of students at
universities. As a result, information about the health of students is scarce. The students’ health is
nevertheless important. Prior in field studies on the health status of university students has shown that
compared to peers who already work, university students reported significant more health complaints
(both physical and mental), a lower quality of life, and a worse health status**®’. Prior research has also
shown that they do not appear to seek help for these problems®. Health issues can lead to study
problems and even study failure'. This stresses the importance of early detection.

The Student Health Services in Amsterdam started a project. In this project, students, studying at the
University of Amsterdam or at the Amsterdam University of Applied Sciences, can complete a digital
and validated Student Health Check to recognize health issues by themselves at an early stage by
answering the questions and receiving personalized feedback. According to the Student Health Check
2015-2016, 45% of the students report a health issue. 13% of the students report a disability, 28%

3 International Health Conference. “Constitution of the World Health Organization. 1946.” Bulletin of
the World Health Organization 80.12 (2002): 983—984. Print.
4Nauta, M. C. E., F. J. Meijman, and T. F. Meijman. "Perceived health and perceived study situation of
university students in Amsterdam [Dutch: De subjectief ervaren gezondheid en studiebeleving van
studenten van de Universiteit van Amsterdam]." Tijdschrift voor Sociale Gezondheidszorg 74.8 (1996):
391-6.
5> Vaez, Marjan, Margareta Kristenson, and Lucie Laflamme. "Perceived quality of life and self-rated
health among first-year university students." Social Indicators Research 68.2 (2004): 221-234.
6Vaez, M., M. Voss, and L. Laflamme. "Health-related quality of life among university
students." Handbook of disease burdens and quality of life measures. Springer New York, (2010).
2555-2577.
7 Stewart-Brown, Sarah, et al. "The health of students in institutes of higher education: an important
and neglected public health problem?." Journal of Public Health 22.4 (2000): 492-499.
& Verouden, Nick W., Peter Vonk, and Rogier Fokke. Studenten en Stille Pijn: wel problemen maar
geen hulp zoeken. Elsevier gezondheidszorg, 2010.
®Verouden, Nick W., Peter Vonk, and Frans J. Meijman. "Context guides illness-identity: A qualitative
analysis of Dutch university students' non-help-seeking behavior." International journal of adolescent
medicine and health 22.2 (2010): 307-320.
10 Boot, Cecile RL, Peter Vonk, and Frans J. Meijman. "Health-related profiles of study delay in
university students in the Netherlands." International journal of adolescent medicine and health 19.4
(2007): 413-424.
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report physical complaints and 18% psychological complaints. The results of the Student Health
Check differ per study??.

There are several studies that describe the health of medical students. Research from the KNMG
Student Platform in 2007 and 2011 showed that a considerable number of medical students in the
Netherlands are struggling with burn-out related complaints 2. Prior research by Dyrbye et al. in 2014,
described that approximately 50% of medical students experience burnout and 10% experience
suicidal ideation™®. The health among students from other study programs than medical students is
much less described, but also relevant. The results of the study by Organ et. al., (2016) indicate that
roughly 25-33% of law students reported frequent binge drinking or misuse of drugs, and/or reported
mental health challenges*. An online survey among students of the Erasmus University showed that
specifically among students business administration and social sciences a high number of students use
hard drugs®®. Some health problems will occur more in students of one study than in students of other
studies. The opportunities and threats to health in the specific studies are however not clearly
described. Some studies on specific student groups have been performed. Vijay et al. in 2016,
described that due to incorrect posture and prolonged static positions during dental treatment,
musculoskeletal neck and back pain is a specific problem for dental students®®. Studies comparing
characteristics and habits of students of various studies/faculties, sometimes related to their later
professional practice, and their relation with health problems are scarce, but could help prevent health
problems in specific student populations and in later professional life.

To compare the health between the students of different studies, this research focuses primarily on the
data about the subjectively perceived health of university students, in order to get an indication of the
health status of the medical, dental, psychology and law students compared to other students of the
University of Amsterdam. This by using the data of the Student Health Check 2015-2016 of the
project of Student Health Services in Amsterdam.

By comparing the data from 2011 to 2018, we will examine whether there is a trend in the prevalence
of specific students related health problems.

Vraagstelling en/of hypothese (circa 150 woorden)

The corresponding research question is: How are the health status and perceived health problems of
medical, dental, psychology and law students compared to other students at the University of
Amsterdam in the Netherlands?

The following sub-questions are formulated:

1. How do medical, dental, psychology and law students score with regard to general health, mental
health, health (risk) behaviour and student life quality compared to other university students?

2. What are characteristics and habits (e.g. situational or personal) of medical, dental, psychology and
law students, as a result of which they perceive health problems?

3. Is there a trend in the prevalence of health problems of medical, dental, psychology and law
students over the years?

1 van der Heijde, C.M., Vonk, P., & Meijman, F.J. Stoplichten. Projectresultaten Studentengezondheidstest
2015-2016. Amsterdam: Bureau Studentenartsen en Universiteit van Amsterdam (2016).
12 Conijn, M., Boersma, H.J.M.V., & Van Rhenen, W. "Burn-out bij Nederlandse
geneeskundestudenten: prevalentie en oorzaken." Nederlands Tijdschrift voor Geneeskunde (2015):
159: A8255.
13 Dyrbye, Liselotte N., et al. "Burnout and suicidal ideation among US medical students." Annals of
internal medicine 149.5 (2008): 334-341.
14 Organ, Jerome M., David B. Jaffe, and Katherine M. Bender. "Suffering in silence: The survey of law
student well-being and the reluctance of law students to seek help for substance use and mental
health concerns." J. Legal Educ. 66 (2016): 116.
15 De Hoogh, R. & De Jong, T. “1 op 3 EUR studenten gebruikt harddrugs”. Credo Magazine (2014).
18 Vijay, S., and M. Ide. "Musculoskeletal neck and back pain in undergraduate dental students at a UK
dental school—a cross-sectional study." British dental journal 221.5 (2016): 241.
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Onderzoeksopzet (circa 500 woorden):

1. Study population and procedure

The design of this study is cross-sectional survey study. Sixteen university faculties have indicated
that they want to participate in the Student Health Check*. All students who were enrolled fulltime on
one of these participating faculties at the University of Amsterdam were invited through various
communication channels (such as regular mail, e-mail, social media and an online newsletter) by the
Student Health Services or the manager of their course to complete an anonymous, internet-based
questionnaire. Two weeks after the first invitation, all students received a reminder by e-mail. The
website was open from 2011 till now. To be included in this study, students of the participating
faculties at the University of Amsterdam had to fill in the Student Health Check at least once between
2011 and 2018. The data (2011 till 2018) is available while starting this study. For the study no
permission was needed from the medical ethical commission. The ethical review board of the
department of psychology of the University of Amsterdam approved this project.

2. Survey

The Student Health Check of 2015-2016, an anonymous online self-check for students, was utilised in
this study’. It is created by the Student Health Service of the University of Amsterdam. They used
NetQ software?® to build the web-based instrument. The online questionnaire consisted questions
about health, health (risk) behaviour, quality of life and personal characteristics. One of the missions
of the project is making students aware of health risks or (un)healthy behaviour by receiving
personalized feedback and referral to relevant interventions if necessary. Some questions were adopted
from existing questionnaires, other questions were formulated by a team of experts following detailed
literature review and interviews with students and other related people.

Of the demographic factors'®, 9 are used in this study: gender, age, height, weight, relationship status,
education year, study type, study results, study phase.

Of the personal factors?, 12 are used in this study:

- For the subject ‘health’: general health (SF-36 subscale) and vitality (SF-36 subscale).

- For the subject ‘mental health’: depression (K-6) and anxiety (EK 10).

- For the subject ‘health (risk) behaviour’: smoking (cds-5), alcohol (ab)use (AUDIT), drug (ab)use
(DAST-10), internet addiction (CIUS-A), buying addiction (buying addiction) and student health risk
behaviour general (student health (risk) behaviour).

- For the subject ‘student life quality’: satisfaction with study (satisfaction with study) and quality of
student life (quality of student life).

To answer the sub-question ‘Is there a trend in the prevalence of health problems of students over the
years?’, data of the Student Health Check of 2011, 2012, 2013-2014, 2015-2016 and (if available)
2017-2018 are used to compare this years with each other.

From the variables height and weight a new variable ‘BMI’ is calculated by weight/height"2. The
university is the only education level that is included in this study. Study phase is categorised in
freshmen, bachelor, master, doctoral, medical internship and PhD. All measurement scales of the other
variables are at dichotomous, interval or ratio scale level. Some variables are continues and based on

17 van der Heijde, C. M., Vonk, P., & Meijman, F. J. (2015). Self-regulation for the promotion of student health.
Traffic lights: the development of a tailored web-based instrument providing immediate personalized
feedback. Health Psychology and Behavioural Medicine , 3 (1), 169 - 189.
18 NETQ Internet Surveys 6.7. (2011). Software for creating and assessment of internet surveys. Utrecht:
NetQuestionnaires Nederland BV.
19 van der Heijde, C. M., Vonk, P., & Meijman, F. J. (2015). Self-regulation for the promotion of student health.
Traffic lights: the development of a tailored web-based instrument providing immediate personalized
feedback. Health Psychology and Behavioural Medicine , 3 (1), 169 - 189.
20 van der Heijde, C. M., Vonk, P., & Meijman, F. J. (2015). Self-regulation for the promotion of student health.
Traffic lights: the development of a tailored web-based instrument providing immediate personalized
feedback. Health Psychology and Behavioural Medicine , 3 (1), 169 - 189.
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severity scores obtained from the scales used for the different items.

By doing a research of the literature and the questioning of study advisers and other representatives of
the relevant study program, an answer is given to the sub-question ‘What are characteristics and habits
(e.g. situational or personal) of medical, dental, psychology and law students, as a result of which they
perceive health problems?’.

3. Analysis

The statistical analysis is performed using SPSS statistics version 24.0. All participants are divided
into one of the following groups: [medical students and other university students] or [dental students
and other university students] or [psychology students and other university students] or [law students
and other university students]. The variables were compared between the groups using ANOVA, Chi-
square comparisons and Bonferroni post hoc tests. The output is interpreted in risk ratio (RR) and 95%
confidence interval (CI).

* UVA FGw arts, religion & culture, UvA FGw history and archeology, UvA FGw philosophy, UVA
FMG communication science, UvA FGw media studies, UvA FGw language and culture, UVA law,
UVA FEB economics and business, UVA child development & education, UvA FMG psychology,
UvA FMG social sciences, UVA FNWI 11S/beta-gamma, UvA and VU dentistry, UvA medicine, UVA
science, Amsterdam University College.

(UVA = University of Amsterdam, VU = VU University Amsterdam)

Werkplan en Stage-specifieke leerdoelen (circa 500 WOORDEN):

The research internship has a duration of 16 weeks (23-7-2018 till 9-11-2018).

Week 1 (23-7 till 27-7):
- Installing the required programs.
- Writing the introduction.
- Writing references with Endnote.

Week 2 (30-7 till 3-8):
- Writing and correcting the introduction.

Week 3 (6-8 till 10-8):
- Correcting the introduction
- Study aim week 1-3: | can search relevant scientific literature about health, the health of students
and the health of medical students, the health of dental students, the health of psychology students
and the health of law students. After that, | can critically read and consider this and subsequently
set up a research question.

Week 4 (13-8 till 17-8):
- Writing the method.

Week 5 (20-8 till 24-8):
- Correcting the method.
- Writing a subsidy request to the Triodos Foundation.
- Study aim week 4-5: | know which subjects and related questions | will use of the Student Health
Check, how these questions are divided and how | will systematically record my method.

Week 6 (27-8 till 31-8):
- know how I can apply SPSS, risk ratio, confidence interval and p-value.

Week 7 (3-9 till 7-9):
- Interim evaluation of the daily supervisor and/or senior tutor (circa 6 weeks after the start of the
research internship).
- Study aim week 6-7: | can convent the data of the Student Health Check into tables and divide
them into medicine/dental/psychology/law students and other University students. I can apply the
statistics/SPSS to the data | have of the Student Health Check and know how to apply the odds
ratio, confidence interval and p-value.

Week 8 (10-9 till 14-9):
- Writing the results.
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Week 9 (17-9 till 21-9):
- Writing the results.
Week 10 (24-9 till 28-9):
- Writing the results.
- Study aim week 7-10: | can analyse the results of my research. | can also make connections
between the outcomes of medical/dental/psychology/law students and the outcomes of other
University students and note them systematically in the report.
Week 11 (1-10 till 5-10):
- Edit the layout and correct write errors.
- Prepare interim report.
- Submit the interim report (at least 4 weeks before the final data of the internship = 12-10).
Assessment by the daily supervisor.
- Making the discussion and conclusion.
- Study aim week 11: | can oversee the results of the research and write this briefly and concisely in
the summary.
Week 12 (8-10 till 12-10):
- Adjusting interim report.
- Making the discussion and conclusion.
- Study aim week 11-12: | can make a conclusion about how the health of
medical/dental/psychology /law students is compared to other university students and also a
conclusion about my sub-questions. I can also discuss the results and conclusions of my research in
relation to the results and conclusions of similar research by others about health of
(medical/dental/psychology/law) students.
Week 13 (15-10 till 19-10):
- Adjusting interim report.
Week 14 (22-10 till 26-10):
- Making the presentation.
Week 15 (29-10 till 2-11):
- Giving a presentation of the research project to the department of general practice at the AMC. 30
minutes.
- Making the summary.
- Doing the last things for the final report
- Study aim week 14-15: | can give a presentation about my research in limit myself to the main
lines. | present as much as possible in tables/graphs for a clear overview. | can keep the presentation at
the level of the audience present.
Week 16 (5-11 till 9-11):
- Edit layout and correct write errors.
- Writing a press release about my topic.
- 9-11: submit final report.
- Study aim week 16: | can hand in the report within the deadline and from now on | will start
writing an article for ‘Medisch Contact’ or ‘Arts in Spe’ and for Journals especially focussed on
dental/psychology/law sciences.

Faciliteiten (circa 250 woorden):
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- | need access to a computer on the Student Health Services, located at the Oude Turfmarkt in
Amsterdam, which is present.

- | need access to the data of the Student Health Check 2011, 2012, 2013-2014 and 2015-2016. Dr.
Peter Vonk (my daily supervisor) and Dr. Claudia M. van der Heijde will give me access to the data.

- I need access to SPSS. Dr. Peter Vonk (my daily supervisor) and Dr. Claudia M. van der Heijde will
give me access to SPSS.

- I would like to be present once a month at the research meeting in the AMC, to follow other projects
of the department. For this | have to be on the mailing list, so that | know when these meetings are.
Prof. dr. Nynke van Dijk will add me to the mailing list and plan my final presentation.

METC, DEC, GGO:

For the study no permission is needed from the medical ethical commission or the animal
experimental commission. For the study, there is also no license required to work with genetically
modified organisms.

The ethical committee of the psychology department of the University of Amsterdam approved this
project.

Professionele ontwikkeling student (circa 250 woorden):

The research internship fits my further career in terms of location and research question. | want to
become a general practitioner. | will do my research internship in a general practice, where my
supervisors also works. The research is about the health of university students. Students are a large
population in general practice, so it is also important to have an impression of the health problems
they face. | hope to get an answer of this through my research. | will also be present every month at
the research meeting at the AMC, in order to be able to follow other projects in general practice. | will
be aware of new insights/knowledge in general practice that | can use when | am a general
practitioner.

This research internship gives me the opportunity to carry out my own research project within a
current line of research. In this way | will gain experience with methods of clinical health research and
further develop myself in research skills that have already been partly developed during my Bachelor
thesis and in the master program (clinical reasoning and evidence-based action). | want to expand this
by writing an article in for example the ‘NTvG’, ‘The Medical Contact’, or ‘Arts in Spe” and for
Journals especially focussed on dental/psychology/law sciences.
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Appendix 4: Summary of Holland’s theory

The investigative personality use their intelligence. Thus, he is always thinking, understand things and
organizing ideas. Mathematics, physics, geology and medicine are examples of careers this personality
type can fit into.

The artistic personality type is interested in innovative and creative activities where he can express his
emotion. Thus, he prefers individual work to group work. Environments that match this personality
type are music, art, language, mass communication and theatre arts.

The enterprising personality type are attracted to pursuits that require influencing other and also
obtains power and status. Environments that match this type of personality are political science, law,
catering, public administration and estate management.

The social personality type is friendly, caring and enjoys imparting knowledge to others. Environment
where this personality can strive well are teaching, counselling, foreign service and psychology.

The conventional personality type is rule-regulated and enjoys ordered and systematic activities.
Examples of environments where this personality type can thrive well are economic, business,
accounting, banking, secretarial work and library science.

The realistic personality types possess manual skills but is aggressive and unsociable. Farming,
forestry, engineering and architecture fit very well into this occupational environment.
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Appendix 5: Overview of the scales

Physical health was divided into three scales: general health, vitality and physical complaints.
General health was measured through four items of the subscale ‘general health’ of the SF-36 Health
Survey (86). As an example the question: ‘| am as healthy as anybody I know.” Answers were given
on a 5-point scale (very much disagree — very much agree). The first and third questions are scored
with values of 0, 25, 50, 75 and 100. The second and fourth questions are scored with values of 100,
75, 50, 25 and 0. The total score was calculated by taking the average for all items in the scale, thus
total score range from 0-100. The higher the score, the better the general health.

Vitality was measured through the subscale “vitality’ of the SF-36 Health Survey (86). This scale
contained four questions. An example question is: ‘How much of the time during the past 4 weeks...
Did you have a lot of energy?” The questions were scored on a 5-point scale (almost never — almost
ever). First two questions had values of 100, 75, 50, 25 and 0, last two questions had values of 0, 25,
50, 75 and 100. The total score was calculated by taking the average for all four items in the scale,
ranged from 0-100. 100 representing the highest level of a good vitality.

Physical complaints was also measured by one single question (87): ‘Do you experience long-term
physical symptoms?’ Participants answered on a 2-point scale (yes - no). If yes, they were asked to
write down which physical complaints.

Mental health was measured by eleven scales; depression, anxiety, psychological complaints,
smoking, alcohol (ab)use, drug (ab)use, gambling addiction, internet addiction, buying addiction,
eating disorder and suicidal ideation.

Depression was measured by the K-6 (88). The K-6 contains six items. A question is: ‘How often did
you feel so depressed that nothing could cheer you up?’ Each question is scored from 1 (almost never)
to 5 (almost always). Scores of the 6 questions are then summed, yielding a minimum score of 6 and a
maximum score of 30. High scores indicate higher levels of psychological distress.

Anxiety was measured by five items of the EK10 scale (89). As an example the question: ‘In the past
month, have you felt worried, nervous, tense or anxious for the greater part of the time?” Answers
were given on a 5-point scale (never — very often). The total score, the sum of the individual items,
ranged from 4-20. The higher the total score, the more anxious.

Psychological complaints was also measured by one single question (87): ‘Do you experience long-
term psychological symptoms?’ Participants answered on a 2-point scale (yes - no). If yes, they were
asked to write down which psychological complaints.

Smoking was measured by one single question (87): ‘T smoke.” An answer was given on a 5-point
scale (never — very often). If participants answered this question positively (sometimes — very often),
they were asked to fill in the cds-5 (90). This scale contained 5 items. A question is: ‘On average, how
many cigarettes do you smoke per day?’ The individual items were scored from 1-5. The total score
obtained by summing responses on all 5 items of the dependence scale that ranges from 5 (lowest) to
25 (highest). The higher the total score, the higher the dependence of cigarettes.

Alcohol (ab)use was measured through one single question (87): ‘I use alcohol.” Participants answered
on a 5-point scale (never — very often). When the answer was not ‘never’, they were asked to fill in the
AUDIT (91). This scale contained ten questions about the use of alcohol. As an example the question:
‘How often during the last year have you had a feeling of guilt or remorse after drinking?’ First eight
questions are scored on 5-point scales ranging from 0-4 (‘never — 4 times or more per week’ or ‘never
— daily or almost daily), and last two are scored on 3-point scales (no — yes, the past year) with values
of 0, 2, and 4. Thus total scores range from 0-40, by summing up the individual item scores. A score
of 8 or more is considered to indicate hazardous or harmful alcohol use.

Drug (ab)use was measured by one single question (87): ‘T use drugs.” An answer was given on a 5-
point scale (never — very often). If the answer was positively (sometimes — very often), they were
asked to fill in the DAST-10 (92) that contained 10 questions. One of the questions is: ‘Are you
always able to stop using drugs when you want to?” Answers were given on a 5-point scale (never —
very often). The total score, the sum of the individual items, ranged from 0-40. Higher scores being
suggestive of a more severe drug problem.

Gambling addiction was measured by one single question (87): ‘I bet.” An answer was given on a 5-
point scale (never — very often). If participants answered this question positively (sometimes — very
often), they were asked to fill in the PGSI (93). This scale contained 9 items. As an example the
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question: ‘Thinking about the last 12 months... Has your gambling caused any financial problems for
you or your household?” Answers were given on a 4-point scale ranging from 0-3 (never — almost
always). The total score is the sum of all individual items and range from 0-27. The higher your score,
the higher the risk that your gambling is a problem.

Internet addiction was measured by one single question (87): ‘I am more than desirable on the
internet.” An answer was given on a 5-point scale (never — very often). If the answer was positively
(sometimes — very often), they were asked to fill in the twelve items of the CIUS-A (94). Answers
given on a 5-point scale (never — very often). A question is: ‘Do you rush through your (home) work
in order to go on the Internet?’ The total score was calculated by taking the average of the individual
item scores and ranged from 1-5. The higher the total score, the more severe the compulsive internet
use is.

Buying addiction was measured through one single question (87): ‘I do unnecessary purchases.’
Participants answered on a 5-point scale (never — very often). When the answer was not ‘never’, they
were asked to fill in the CBS (95). This scale contained 7 items. Participants answered on a 5-point
scale (strongly agree — strongly disagree). An example question is: ‘Bought myself something in order
to make myself feel better.” The total score was calculated by the following equation: = -9.69 + (Q1 x
.33) + (Q2 x.34) + (Q3 x .50) + (Q4 x .47) + (Q5 x .33) + (Q6 x .38) + (Q7 x .31). Substitute your
score of 1 to 5 on each question for its place in the equation. For example, if you marked question 1 as
2 (somewhat agree), use 2 in place of Q1. If your overall score is higher negative than -1.34, you
would be classified as a compulsive buyer.

Eating disorder was measured through the ESP (96). This scale contained 5 items. For example: ‘Do
you ever eat in secret?” The answer was dichotomous (yes/no). The total score ranged from 0-5. One
or no abnormal responses to the ESP ruled out an eating disorder, whereas 3 or more abnormal
responses ruled one in.

Suicidal ideation was measured through the SBQ-R (97). This scale contained four questions about
suicide. As an example the question: ‘How likely is it that you will attempt suicide someday?’ First
question is scored on a 6-point scale ranging from 1-4, the second question is scored on 5-point scale
ranging from 1-5, the third question is also scored on 5-point scale, but with values of 1, 2 and 3. The
fourth question is scored on a 7-point scale ranging from 0-6. The total score is the sum of all scores.
The total score should range from 3-18. The higher the score, the higher the risk for suicide.

Physical and mental health. Two scales measured physical and mental health.

Firstly, disability was measured by one single question (87): ‘Do you suffer from an impairment
impacting your performance?’ An answer was given on a 2-point scale (yes - no). If participants
answered this question positively, they were asked to fill in which disability.

Secondly, student health (risk) behaviour (general) was measured through the ‘Student health (risk)
behaviour’ scale (87). This scale contained 18 items. Responses to the items consist of a 5-point scale
on which the individual rates each item on a scale from never to very often. As an example the
question: ‘T exercise sufficiently.” The total score ranged from 1-5 and was calculated by taking the
average for all items in the scale. The higher the score, the better the student health (risk) behaviour .
Social well-being was divided into two scales: satisfaction with study and quality of student life.
Satisfaction with study was measured through the Satisfaction with study scale (87). The scale
contained six items. Answers were given on a 5-point scale (very dissatisfied — very satisfied). One of
the questions is: ‘“My learning experiences at the university make me feel:’. The total score, with a
range of 1-5 was calculated by taking the average of the individual item scores. The higher the total
score, the more the student was satisfaction with their study.

Quality of student life was measured by the Quality of student life scale (87). This scale contained 11
items. Participants answered on a 5-point scale (very dissatisfied — very satisfied). A question is: ‘My
housing situation makes me feel:’. The total score of the 11 questions was calculated by taking the
average. The higher the total score (ranging from 1 to 5), the better the quality of student life.
Negative sexual experiences was measured by one single question (87): ‘Have you, in the past or
now, personally experienced negative sexual experiences, sexual harassment or sexual violence?’ An
answer was given on a 2-point scale (yes - no).

Peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy was measured by the Peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy scale
(87). This scale contains six items. A question is: ‘I can withstand the pressure from peers to drink
alcohol.” Each question is scored from O (cannot resist at all) to 10 (can resist very easily). The total

34




score of the 6 questions was calculated by taking the average, yielding a minimum score of 0 and a
maximum score of 10. The higher the total score, the better you can withstand the pressure from peers.
Problem perception was measured by the Problem perception scale that contained nine questions
(87). Answers were given on a 5-point scale (totally disagree — totally agree). A question is: ‘1
experience my alcohol intake as a problem.” The total score was calculated by taking the average of all
individual item scores and ranged from 1-5. The higher the total score, the more the participant see
their lifestyle as a problem.

Seeking or having help was measured by one single question (87): ‘Do you want help with the
problem you have indicated?” An answer could be given by seven answer options: 1) yes from a
friend/partner, 2) yes from family, 3) yes from a professional counsellor 4) no, | already have help
from a friend, 5) no, | already have help from family, 6) no, | already have help from a professional
counsellor and 7) No.

Table 1. Measurement scales.

Concept Used scale (Author) Example item Number
of items
Physical health
General health | SF-36 (subscale) I am as healthy as anybody | 4
(Aaronson et al., know.
1998)(86)
Vitality SF-36 (subscale) How much of the time during 4
(Aaronson et al., the past 4 weeks... Did you
1998)(86) have a lot of energy?
Physical One single question Do you experience long-term 1
complaints (van der Heijde et al., | physical symptoms?
2011)(87)
Mental health
Depression K-6 How often did you feel so 6
(Kessler et al., depressed that nothing could
2002)(88) cheer you up?
Anxiety EK10 In the past month, have you felt | 5
(Donker et al., worried, nervous, tense or
2010)(89) anxious for the greater part of
the time?
Psychological | One single question Do you experience long-term 1
complaints (van der Heijde etal., | psychological symptoms?
2011)(87)
Smoking One single question I smoke. 1
(van der Heijde et al.,
2011) (87)
CDS-5 On average, how many 5
(Etter et al., cigarettes do you smoke per
2003)(87,90) day?
Alcohol One single question I use alcohol. 1
(ab)use (van der Heijde et al.,
2011) (87)
AUDIT How often during the last year 10
(Saunders et al., have you had a feeling of guilt
1993)(87,91) or remorse after drinking?
Drug (ab)use | One single question I use drugs. 1
(van der Heijde et al.,
2011) (87)
DAST-10 Are you always able to stop 10
(Skinner, 1982; Yudko | using drugs when you want to?
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etal., 2007)(87,92)

Gambling One single question | bet. 1
addiction (van der Heijde et al.,
2011)
PGSI Thinking about the last 12 9
(Ferris et al., months... Has your gambling
2001)(93) caused any financial problems
for you or your household?
Internet One single question I am more than desirable onthe |1
addiction (van der Heijde etal., | internet.
2011) (87)
CIUS-A Do you rush through your 12
(van den Eijnden et al., | (home) work in order to go on
2008)(94) the Internet?
Buying One single question I do unnecessary purchases. 1
addiction (van der Heijde et al.,
2011) (87)
Buying addiction Bought myself something in 7
(Faber et al., 1992)(95) | order to make myself feel better.
Eating ESP Do you ever eat in secret? 5
disorder (Cotton et al.
2003)(96)
Suicidal SBQ-R How likely is it that you will 4
ideation (Osman et al., 2001) attempt suicide someday?
97)
Physical and mental health
Disability One single question Do you suffer from an 1
(van der Heijde et al., | impairment impacting your
2011)(87) performance?
Student health | Student health (risk) I exercise sufficiently. 18
(risk) behaviour
behaviour (van der Heijde et al.,
(general) 2011)(87)
Social well-being
Satisfaction Satisfaction with study | My learning experiences atthe | 6
with study (van der Heijde et al., | university make me feel:
2011)(87)
Quality of Quality of student life | My housing situation makes me | 11
student life (van der Heijde et al., | feel:
2011)(87)
Other scales
Negative One single question Have you, in the past or now, 1
sexual (van der Heijde et al., | personally experienced negative
experiences 2011)(87) sexual experiences, sexual
harassment or sexual violence?
Peer pressure | Peer pressure lifestyle | | can withstand the pressure 6
lifestyle self- | self-efficacy from peers to drink alcohol.
efficacy (van der Heijde et al.,
2011)(87)
Problem Problem perception I experience my alcohol intake 9
perception scale (van der Heijde as a problem.
etal., 2011)(87)
Seeking or One single question Do you want help with the 1
having help (van der Heijde et al., | problem you have indicated?
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| 2011)(87)
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Appendix 6: Descriptive characteristics

Table 1. Descriptive characteristics of the sample.

Characteristics Medical Non-medical Law students* | Non-law Psychology Non- Economics and | Non-economics
students* students* (n=383) students* students* psychology business and business
(n=395) (n=1998) (n=2010) (n=70) students* Students* students*

(n=2323) (n=271) (n=2122)

Sex female 287 (72.8%) 1353 (68.4%) 280 (74.3%) 1360 (68.1%) 58 (82.9%) 1582 (68.7%) 144 (53.9%) 1496 (71.0%)

Age in years 23.97 (+3.88) 23.51 (+4.44) 24.66 (+5.86) 23.39 (+3.98) 23.57 (+2.81) 23.56 (+4.40) 24.06 (4.79) 23.53 (+4.30)

BMI, kg/m? 22.09 (+3.34) 22.08 (+5.70) 22.18 (+5.04) 22.06 (+5.44) 22.43 (+4.89) 22.07 (£5.39) 22.06 (£3.13) 22.08 (+5.60)
N=394 N=1976 N=375 N=1995 N=70 N=2300 N=267 N=2103

Having a relationship, no 208 (52.8%) 1132 (57.2%) 201 (53.3%) 1139 (57.1%) 36 (51.4%) 1304 (56.6%) 152 (56.9%) 1188 (56.4%)

Living situation

Living with parents or family | 83 (21.1%) 415 (21.0%) 128 (34.1%) 370 (18.5%) 10 (14.3%) 488 (21.2%) 71 (26.6%) 427 (20.3%)
Living with peers 153 (38.8%) 736 (37.2%) 128 (34.1%) 761 (38.1%) 35 (50.0%) 854 (37.1%) 98 (36.7%) 791 (37.6%)
Living alone 96 (24.4%) 612 (31.0%) 60 (16.0%) 648 (32.5%) 17 (24.3%) 691 (30.0%) 69 (25.9%) 639 (30.1%)
Living with your partner 62 (15.7%) 214 (10.8%) 59 (15.7%) 217 (10.9%) 8 (11.4%) 268 (11.6%) 29 (10.9%) 247 (11.6%)
Dutch, no 50 (12.7%) 548 (27.4%) 73 (19.5%) 525 (26.3%) 20 (28.6%) 578 (24.9%) 102 (38.2%) 496 (23.6%)
Study results 1.33 (+0.81) 7.15 (x0.84) 6.90 (+0.86) 7.23 (x0.83) 7.21 (x0.79) 7.18 (x0.84) 6.98 (+0.95) 7.20 (x0.82)
Study phase
Bachelor 243 (63.6%) 1386 (69.5%) 218 (57.1%) 1411 (70.8%) 42 (60.9%) 1587 (68.8%) 163 (60.6%) 1466 (69.6%)
N=382 N=1993 N=382 N=1993 N=69 N=2306 N=269 N=2106
Master 139 (36.4%) 607 (30.5%) 164 (42.9%) 582 (29.2%) 27 (39.1%) 719 (31.2%) 106 (39.4%) 640 (30.4%)
N=382 N=1993 N=382 N=1993 N=69 N=2306 N=269 N=2106
Physical health
General health 69.60 (+20.64) | 64.75(+21.33) | 62.69 (+21.68) | 66.07 (+21.18) | 66.91 (+21.18) | 65.49(¥21.30) | 61.39 (+21.09) | 65.30 (+21.31)
Vitality 59.66 (+21.00) | 51.19(+20.98) | 52.86 (+19.89) | 52.53 (¥21.46) |51.98 (¢¥21.32) | 52.60(+¥21.21) |52.90 (+22.02) | 52.54 (+21.11)
Having physical complaints, 100 (25.3%) 481 (24.1%) 131 (34.2%) 450 (22.4%) 21 (30.0%) 560 (24.1%) 49 (18.1%) 532 (25.1%)
yes
Mental health
Depression 13.63 (£5.67) 13.75 (£5.09) 13.96 (+5.13) 13.44 (£5.08) 14.00 (£5.00) 13.51 (+5.09) 13.36 (+5.14) 13.54 (+5.08)
Anxiety 6.71 (£2.71) 6.45 (+2.89) 6.29 (+2.64) 6.30 (+2.89) 6.40 (£3.16) 6.30 (+2.81) 6.35 (+2.66) 6.29 (+2.84)
Having psychological 74 (18.7%) 364 (18.2%) 86 (22.5%) 352 (17.5%) 13 (18.6%) 425 (18.3%) 30 (11.1%) 408 (19.2%)
complaints, yes
Smoking, yes 108 (21.3%) 774 (38.7%) 144 (37.6%) 738 (36.7%) 26 (37.1%) 856 (36.8%) 101 (31.3%) 781 (36.8%)
Smoking 7.60 (£3.95) 9.45 (£5.55) 10.68 (+6.24) 8.94 (£5.20) 12.08 (+5.66) 9.14 (+5.39) 8.66 (+5.23) 9.29 (+5.44)




N=108 N=776 N=144 N=740 N=26 N=858 N=101 N=783
Alcohol (ab)use, yes 358 (90.6%) 1787 (89.4%) 337 (88.0%) 1808 (90.0%) 63 (90.0%) 2082 (89.6%) 238 (87.8%) 1907 (89.9%)
Alcohol (ab)use 7.51 (+4.56) 8.44 (£5.41) 8.00 (£5.35) 8.34 (£5.27) 8.24 (x4.24) 8.29 (£5.31) 9.15 (¢5.62) 8.18 (¢5.23)
N=358 N=1787 N=337 N=1808 N=63 N=2082 N=238 N=1907
Drug (ab)use, yes 127 (32.2%) 690 (34.5%) 110 (28.7%) 707 (35.2%) 21 (30.0%) 796 (34.3%) 83 (30.6%) 734 (34.6%)
Drug (ab)use 1.30 (+0.28) 1.41 (+0.40) 1.48 (x0.52) 1.38 (+0.36) 1.47 (+0.41) 1.39 (+0.39) 1.34 (x0.31) 1.40 (x0.39)
N=127 N=690 N=110 N=707 N=21 N=796 N=83 N=734
Gambling addiction 4.83 (¥5.98) 4.69 (¥5.93) 10.50 (x11.82) | 3.97 (x4.45) - 4.71 (+5.85) 3.69 (+4.03) 5.32 (£6.71)
N=6 N=29 N=4 N=31 N=0 N=35 N=13 N=22
Internet addiction 2.42 (+0.64) 2.42 (+0.65) 2.47 (£0.71) 2.41 (+0.64) 2.39 (£0.60) 2.42 (+0.65) 2.42 (+0.67) 2.42 (+0.65)
N=127 N=1031 N=174 N=984 N=32 N=1126 N=144 N=1014
Buying addiction -0.23 (£1.89) -0.24 (£1.92) -0.28 (£2.28) -0.22 (£1.82) -0.89 (£2.07) -0.22 (£1.91) -0.35 (£1.62) -0.22 (£1.96)
N=47 N=372 N=83 N=336 N=8 N=411 N=55 N=364
Eating disorder 1.52 (+1.28) 1.47 (¥1.25 1.48 (¢1.27) 1.48 (+1.26) 1.37 (20.97) 1.48 (¢1.27) 1.34 (x1.19) 1.40 (x0.39)
Suicidal ideation 6.73 (x2.28) 6.85 (+2.62) 6.62 (x2.34) 6.87 (x2.61) 6.69 (x2.34) 6.84 (+2.58) 6.65 (£2.78) 6.85 (£2.56)
N=131 N=818 N=141 N=808 N=35 N=914 N=82 N=867
Physical and mental health
Having a disability, yes 38 (9.6%) 232 (11.6%) 42 (11.0%) 228 (11.3%) 7 (10.0%) 263 (11.3%) 21 (7.7%) 249 (11.7%)
Student health (risk) 3.64 (x0.42) 3.54 (x0.47) 3.57 (x0.48) 3.56 (+0.46) 3.64 (x0.45) 3.56 (+0.46) 3.53 (x0.49) 3.56 (+0.46)
behaviour (general)
Social well-being
Satisfaction with study 2.94 (+0.64) 3.65 (+0.69) 3.57 (x0.67) 3.72 (x0.70) 3.76 (£0.59) 3.69 (x0.70) 3.51 (+0.76) 3.72 (+0.68)
Quality of student life 3.93 (+0.54) 3.75 (x0.60) 3.79 (x0.61) 3.78 (x0.59) 3.76 (x0.60) 3.78 (£0.59) 3.74 (+0.63) 3.79 (£0.59%)
Other scales
Negative sexual experiences, | 66 (16.7%) 355 (17.8%) 64 (16.7%) 357 (17.8%) 17 (24.3%) 404 (17.4%) 32 (11.8%) 389 (18.3%)
yes
Peer pressure lifestyle self- 8.74 (+1.38) 8.69 (+1.38) 8.92 (+1.38) 8.66 (+1.38) 8.64 (x1.14) 8.70 (£1.39) 8.49 (x1.87) 8.73 (x1.29)
efficacy N=219 N=1455 N=278 N=1396 N=49 N=1625 N=217 N=1457
Problem perception 2.07 (+0.64) 2.25 (+0.68) 2.15 (x0.71) 2.23 (x0.67) 2.12 (x0.57) 2.22 (+0.68) 2.19 (x0.66) 2.22 (+0.68)
Seeking or having help, no 149 (41.8%) 584 (43.5%) 117 (44.5%) 616 (46.1%) 18 (36.7%) 715 (46.1%) 69 (43.7%) 664 (46.0%)
N=256 N=1344 N=263 N=1337 N=49 N=1551 N=158 N=1442

* The values presented are: means and standard deviations; or frequencies and percentages.
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The descriptive characteristics described.

Medical students compared with non-medical students

Of the 2393 participated students of the Student Health Check 2015-2016, 395 (16,5%) were medical
students.

Demographics. Almost three quarters of both groups were female. The mean age of the medical
students was 23.97, the mean age of the non-medical students was 23.51. Medical students had a lower
BMI (-1.7 kg/m?), more often a relationship, consider themselves more as Dutch than another
nationality and had a higher degree than non-medical students. In both groups, the majority of the
students lived either with peers, alone or with their parents. Furthermore, the majority of students were
in their bachelor.

Physical health. Medical students had a better general health and vitality than the non-medical
students, but more physical complaints.

Mental health. Compared with non-medical students, medical students had more psychological
complaints (18.7% versus 18.2%) and higher rates of depression and eating disorder, but lower rates of
anxiety and suicidal ideation. Among medical students, 21.3% smoked, 90.6% used alcohol and
32.2% used drug, and among the non-medical students, 38.7% smoked, 89.4% used alcohol and
34.5% used drug. Within the group of students who smoked, used alcohol, used drug or had higher
rates of gambling-, internet- or buying addiction; the mean score of smoking, alcohol (ab)use and drug
(ab)use was lower amongst medical students than among non-medical students. The mean score of
gambling- and buying addiction was higher amongst medical students.

Physical and mental health. Furthermore, medical students had less disabilities and a better student
health (risk) behaviour (general).

Social well-being. Medical students experienced their quality of student life better, but their
satisfaction with study worse compared with non-medical students.

other scales. Negative sexual experiences were less prevalent among medical students than non-
medical students. Medical students could better withstand the pressure from peers, saw their lifestyle
less as a problem and sought or had help more often than non-medical students.

Law students compared with non-law students

Of all 2393 students, 383 (16%) were law students.

Demographics. Both groups included more female than male. The percentage of female was highest in
law students. Law students were older (24.66 years) than non-law students (23.39 years). No
outstanding differences in BMI were found between the group of law- (22.18) and the group of non-
law students (22.06). In both groups, the majority of students had a relationship and lived with parents,
with peers or alone, consider themselves as Dutch and were in their bachelor. Law students had worse
study results compared with non-law students.

Physical health. Law students had more physical complaints and a worse general health than non-law
students. There was no differences in vitality among both groups.

Mental health. The two groups were almost similar in mean score of depression, anxiety and eating
disorder. The prevalence of smoking was higher, but the prevalence of alcohol (ab)use and drug
(ab)use was lower amongst law students than among non-law students. Law students had more
psychological complaints and higher mean scores of smoking, drug (ab)use, gambling addiction and
internet addiction than non-law students, but a lower mean score of alcohol (ab)use and suicidal
ideation.

Physical and mental health. No differences in the percentage of disability or mean score of student
health (risk) behaviour (general) were found between the group of law- and the group of non-law
students.

Social well-being. Law students were less satisfaction with their study than non-law students, but there
was not found a difference in quality of student life.

Other scales. The prevalence of negative sexual experiences was lower among law students than
among non-law students. Law students could better withstand the pressure from peers, saw their
lifestyle less as a problem and sought or had help less often than non-law students.




Psychology students compared with non-psychology students

The group of psychology students consisted of 70 patients. The group of non-psychology students
consisted of 2323 students.

Demographics. 82.9% of psychology students were female, and 68.7% of the non-psychology students
were female. The age of both groups were similar. Psychology students had a higher BMI, more often
a relationship, better study results and considered themselves more often as hon-Dutch than non-
psychology students. In both groups, the majority of students were in their bachelor and lived with
peers or alone.

Physical health. Psychology students had more physical complaints, a worse vitality, but a better
general health compared with non-psychology students.

Mental health. The mean scores smoking, drug (ab)use and buying addiction were higher among
psychology students than among non-psychology students. No outstanding differences in mean scores
of anxiety and internet addiction and percentage of psychological complaints, smoking and alcohol
(ab)use were found between the groups. Psychology students had lower rates of depression and drug
(ab)use, and lower mean scores of eating disorder or suicidal ideation than non-psychology students.
Physical and mental health. Psychology students had a better student health (risk) behaviour (general)
and less disabilities compared with non-psychology students.

Social well-being. Psychology students were more satisfaction with their study than non-psychology
students, but there was not found a difference in quality of student life.

Other scales. Negative sexual experiences were more prevalent among psychology students than non-
psychology students. Psychology students could less withstand the pressure from peers, saw their
lifestyle more as a problem and sought of had less often help than non-psychology students.

Economics and business students compared with non-economics and business students

271 (11.3%) were economics and business students.

Demographics. In both cases more students were female (economics and business students 53.9%
versus non economics and business students 71.0%). The age, BMI an relationship status were
generally similar. Most students lived with parents, with peers or alone, were bachelor students and
had considered themselves as Dutch. Economics and business students had worse study results than
non-economics and business students.

Physical health. Economics and business students had a better general health and less physical
complaints than non-economics and business students. There were almost no differences in mean
scores of vitality.

Mental health. Compared with non-economics and business students, economics and business students
had less psychological complaints and anxiety, but higher rates of depression and buying addiction.
The mean score of smoking, drug (ab)use, gambling addiction, eating disorder and suicidal ideation
was lower among economics and business students than among non-economics and business students.
The mean score of internet addiction was comparable. Among economics and business students 31.3%
smoked, 87.8% used alcohol and 30.6% used drug and among the non-economics and business
students, 36.8% smoked, 89.9% used alcohol and 34.6% used drug.

Physical and mental health. Economics and business students had less disabilities compared with non-
economics and business students. No differences in the mean score of student health (risk) behaviour
(general) were found between both groups.

Social well-being. Economics and business students were less satisfied with their studies than non-
economics and business students, but there was not found a difference in quality of student life.

Other scales. Negative sexual experiences were less prevalent among economics and business students
than non-economics and business students. Economics and business students could worse withstand
the pressure from peers, saw their lifestyle less as a problem and sought or had help less often than
non-economics and business students.
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Appendix 7: Correlation table

Table 1. Correlation table with Pearson correlation coefficients.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Sex? -
2. Age® -.05* -
3. BMI° -.09** | .08** -
4. Having a A0** A7r* -0.02 -
relationship,
no®
5. Living .04* 31 | .04* 26%* | -
situation®
6. Dutch, nof -0.00 -10%* | -.07** | -0.00 -13** | -
7. Study results | .05* 0.01 -0.00 0.03 10** -.05* -
8. Study phase? | .06** A4** .05* 18** 20** -.06** | .15** -
9. General -12** 1 0.01 -0.02 0.00 -0.04 10** .08** .05* -
health
10. Vitality -14** 1 0.04 -0.00 -0.01 -06** | .20** .08** 0.01 46** -
11. Having 10** 0.04 0.02 .07** -0.00 0.01 -.06** | 0.01 -31** | - 16%* | -
physical
complaints,
yes"
12. Smoking, -11* -0.04 .04* -0.7** | -0.01 -0.03 -.06** | -.07** | -.09** | -0.03 -0.02 -
yes'
13. If smoking, | -.07* 0.06 A1x* -0.02 0.04 -11** | -0.03 -0.05 -28** | -12** | 0.02 0.03 -
mean score
14. Alcohol -0.02 -0.03 0.01 0.01 .08** A7F* 0.00 0.02 0.03 .05* -0.02 22%* -12%* | -
(ab)use, yes!
15. If using -23** | -08*%* | |12** -12%*% | -07*F* | .07** -12** | -0.04 -0.01 0.03 -.05* 39** 0.06 c -
alcohol, mean
score
16. Drug -17** | -.06** | 0.00 -.04* 0.00 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 0.02 -0.04 46** 0.03 21** 40** -
(ab)use, yes¥
17. If using -12** | 0.02 .18** -0.03 0.04 -0.04 -.08* -0.07 -18** | -.12** | 0.05 .20** .36** 0.03 40** c -
drug, mean
score
18. Depression | .17** -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 .04* -11** | - 17** | -0.04 -39** | -63** | [12** .06** 15%* -0.05* | 0.01 0.00 A7
19. Anxiety 12%* -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 .05** -20*%* | -11** | -0.01 -37** | -51** | 07** .05** 15%* -.08** | -0.00 -0.00 A7




20. Having
psychological
complaints, yes'

.08**

.05*

-0.01

-0.03

.05*

0.00

-.09

-0.01

'.23**

'.30**

23**

0.00

10**

-0.03

-0.03

0.03

A3**

21. Gambling
addiction

-0.22

37

.64**

-0.19

-0.13

-0.21

41*

0.04

-0.06

-0.06

0.25

0.01

78**

-0.179

A4

0.02

84>

22. Internet
addiction

-0.01

-0.02

.06*

-0.06

0.04

_.16**

- 13**

-0.01

_.21**

_.29**

0.05

0.01

0.01

-.058*

10+

07*

22%*

23. Buying
addiction

-0.07

-.20**

S 14%

-0.03

-.10*

4%

-0.03

-0.08

23**

22%*

-0.06

- 15**

-. 19**

0.06

- 22%%

-0.09

_ 425>

24. Eating
disorder

31x*

-0.01

A1

-0.01

07**

-.05*

0.02

0.00

_.20**

_.23**

.05*

0.02

.07*

-0.01

-0.00

-0.00

0.05

25. Suicidal
ideation

0.03

-0.00

0.03

-07*

0.03

_.13**

-0.01

-0.01

- 19**

_.27**

0.05

0.01

0.09

-0.02

0.05

0.03

25

26. Having a
disability, yes™

.04

.05*

0.02

~07**

0.04

-0.04

-0.03

-0.03

-.25

-17

19+

-0.01

12%*

0.01

-0.03

-0.00

.07*

27. Student
health (risk)
behaviour
(general)

0.03

0.02

- 12%*

.09**

-.04%

18**

.08**

.04*

34**

A42%*

-0.01

-18**

'.25**

0.02

- 22%*

-12%*

'.32**

28. Satisfaction
with study

0.01

-0.82**

-0.02

0.03

-.05*

18**

A45**

0.00

23**

35**

-.05*

-07*

-.08*

.05*

-.06**

-.06**

'.17**

29. Quality of
student life

0.01

-.05*

-0.03

A7**

0.01

16**

.08**

-0.00

32%*

A49**

-0.02

-.05*

S 145

.053**

-0.02

-0.04

'.23**

30. Negative
sexual
experiences,
yes"

16**

.05**

-0.02

-0.01

.08**

_.09**

0.02

-0.01

- 14**

_.17**

.06**

.05%*

0.02

-0.01

0.03

.05*

07**

31. Peer
pressure
lifestyle self-
efficacy

18>

0.01

-0.04

10**

-0.04

-0.04

0.00

-0.01

0.02

-.05*

0.98**

-.31%*

- 19**

- 141%*

- 425

-.29**

- 34%

32. Problem
perception

.06**

-.04%

07**

-16**

07**

'.16**

0.01

-0.02

'.32**

'.37**

0.04

0.02

10**

~07**

0.02

0.00

14%*

33. Seeking or
having help,
no°

10**

J10**

0.04

.09**

07**

'.11**

-0.04

.06*

'.20**

'.20**

.08**

-0.01

0.05

-0.02

-0.6*

0.05

0.05
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18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
18. Depression -
19. Anxiety 69** -
20. Having A1** .38** -
psychological
complaints, yes'
21. Gambling 0.07 0.15 0.07 -
addiction
22. Internet 33** 29%* .09** 42* -
addiction
23. Buying -25%*% | -28** | -12* -.65* -36** | -
addiction
24, Eating .30** 24%* 13** 0.23 15** 17 -
disorder
25. Suicidal 21** .35** 26** .56* 18** -0.08 19** -
ideation
26. Having a 20** A7 22%* 0.16 .06* -12* 10** 16** -
disability, yes™
27. Student health | -.36** | -29** | -.09** | -46** | -34** | 26** -29** | -23** | -0.04 -
(risk) behaviour
(general)
28. Satisfaction -41** | -35%* | -19** | 0.08 -25%* | 17** SA13** | - 21%% | - 11** | 20%* -
with study
29. Quality of -56** | -48%* | -28** | -53** | -34** | 32** S27** | - A2%% | L 14%*F | 41** 508** | -
student life
30. Negative 18** A7 16** -0.04 10** - 16** | [19** 19** 07** -09** | -09*%* | -19** | -
sexual
experiences, yes"
31. Peer pressure | 0.01 -0.03 .06* -0.233 -.14%* 18** 0.01 -0.03 .06* 19%* 0.05 10** -0.03 -
lifestyle self-
efficacy
32. Problem .35** .30** 5% -0.13 .38** -22%* | 37** 23** 2% -50** | -.24%*% | -40** | 12%* -.06* -
perception
33. Seeking or 27 26%** 25%** -0.19 10** -0.07 .09** 15%* 13%* -0.05 -19%* | -17** | .06% -0.00 09** -

having help, no®

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).




c. Cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is constant.

a. Female vs male

b. Age calculated on 31-05-2016 (closure date of the questionnaire)

c. Calculated by by weight/height?

d. Do not have a relationship vs. having a relationship

e. Living with parents or family vs. living with peers vs. living alone vs. living with your partner
f. Not Dutch vs. Dutch

g. Bachelor vs. master

h. Having physical complaints vs do not have physical complaints

i. Smoking vs. no smoking

j. Alcohol (ab)use vs. no alcohol (ab)use

k. Drug (ab)use vs. no drug (ab)use

I. Having psychological complaints vs. do not have psychological complaints
m. Having a disability vs. do not have a disability

n. Negative sexual experiences vs. no negative sexual experiences

0. Not seeking or do not have help vs seeking or having help
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Appendix 8: Description of the significant hierarchical regression analyses, which were
not included in the results

Predicting general health

Step 1. Most of the study programs under investigation were significantly and positively related to a
better general health, except being psychology student (see table 1, 8, 9 and 10 in respectively
appendix 10, 11, 12 and 13). This first step explained respectively 0.8%; 0.6%; 0.6%?% of the variance
in general health scores p<.01; p<.01; p<.01.

Step 2. Among these study programs; sex (male), living with peers and students who consider
themselves as Dutch were significantly and positively related to a better general health. The second
step raised the level of the explained variance to 4.4%; 4.3%; 4.2%, p<0.001; p<0.001; p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; negative sexual
experiences, perceiving problems and seeking or having help were significantly and negatively related
to a better general health. Living with peers and the study programs law and economics and business
remained significant. This step raising the level of explained variance for the specific subgroup to
10.6%; 11.0%; 10.7%, p<0.001; p<0.001; p<0.001.

Predicting anxiety

Step 1. Being a medical student was significantly and negatively related to more anxiety. Being a law,
psychology and economics and business student was not significantly related to vitality (see table 1, 8,
9 and 10 in respectively appendix 10, 11, 12 and 13). This first step explained 1.1% of the variance in
anxiety scores p<.001.

Step 2. Among medical students; sex (male), living with peers and students who consider themselves
as Dutch were significantly and negatively related to more anxiety. The second step raised the level of
the explained variance to 8.5%, p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; better study results were
significantly and negatively related to a more anxiety. Whereas negative sexual experiences,
perceiving problems and seeking or having help were significantly, but positively related to more
anxiety. Sex, living with peers, students who consider themselves as Dutch and medical students
remained significant. This step raising the level of explained variance for the specific subgroup to
16.1%, p<0.001.

21 The order of the numbers are respectively; medical, law, economics and business students.



Appendix 9: Description of the significant logistic regression analyses, which were not
included in the results

Predicting physical complaints

Step 1. Being a law student was significantly more likely and being an economics and business student
was less likely to physical complaints. Being a medical or psychology student was not significantly
related to physical complaints (see table 1, 8, 9 and 10 in respectively appendix 14, 15, 16 and 17).
This first step explained 1.4%); 0.4%?2? of the variance in physical complaints p<.001; p<.01.

Step 2. Among these study programs; female and having a relationship were significantly more likely
to physical complaints. Students living with peers, living alone and better study results were
significantly less likely to physical complaints. The second step raised the level of the explained
variance to 4.5%; 4.1%, p<0.001; p<.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; better withstand pressure
from peers was significantly more likely to physical complaints. Law and economics and business
students, having a relationship and living with peers remained significant. This step raising the level of
explained variance for the specific subgroup to 8.4%; 7.0, p<0.001; p<.001.

Predicting psychological complaints

Step 1. Being an economics and business student was significantly less likely to psychological
complaints. The other study programs under investigation were not significantly related to
psychological complaints (see table 1, 8, 9 and 10 in respectively appendix 14, 15, 16 and 17). About
0.8% of the variance in psychological complaints was explained by the first step p<.001.

Step 2. Among economics and business; female and older students were significantly more likely to
psychological complaints. Having a relationship and better study results were significantly less likely
to psychological complaints. The second step raised the level of the explained variance to 4.6%,
p<0.001.

Step 3. For the specific smaller subgroup that filled in additional questions; students who consider
themselves as Dutch, negative sexual experiences, better withstanding pressure from peers, perceiving
problems and seeking or having help was significantly more likely to psychological complaints.
Economics and business students and study results remained significant. This step raising the level of
explained variance for the specific subgroup to 15.3%. p<0.001.

22 The order of the numbers are respectively; law, economics and business students.
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Appendix 10: Hierarchical regression analyses whereby medical students are compared

with non-medical students

Table 1.1-1.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for general health whereby medical students are
compared with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Moadel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Fartial Part Tolerance WIF
1 {Constant) 59,097 664 89,024 000
medical students 5520 1,817 087 3,038 002 087 087 087 1,000 1,000
2 {Constant) 61,635 8,138 7673 000
medical students 5127 1,816 081 2,824 005 087 081 080 873 1,028
Sex -5,933 1,375 -125 -4,314 000 -132 =124 -122 455 1,047
Age 080 196 009 253 800 003 0avy oo7 702 1,424
bmi -018 093 -,006 -,1495 846 -,004 -,006 -,006 583 1,017
having a relationship 360 1,356 008 266 79 -024 008 .oos 827 1,210
living with peers 4,356 1,687 088 2,582 010 114 075 073 557 1,795
living alane 012 1,767 000 007 995 -,054 000 000 550 1,817
living with your partner -2,947 2,560 -,042 -1,151 250 -,069 -033 -033 593 1,687
Dutch 2478 1,380 063 2158 03 082 062 061 852 1,051
study results 405 750 016 540 589 019 018 015 943 1,061
study phase 1,521 1,672 032 67 334 014 028 027 716 1,307
3 (Constant) 75,775 9,005 8,415 000
medical students 3,349 1,771 053 1,801 058 a7 055 052 859 1,042
Sex -4.674 1,377 -,096 -3,322 001 - 132 -,096 -,081 894 1,114
Age 070 RE 012 6T 714 003 011 010 6493 1,442
b 032 090 010 1353 724 -,004 010 010 978 1,023
having a relationship -1,255 1,339 -,0249 -,938 3448 -025 -027 -026 795 1,257
living with peers 4104 1,664 092 2,466 014 119 071 068 537 1,861
living alone 1,185 1,734 026 684 494 -,054 020 019 536 1,865
living with your partner - 671 2,499 -,010 -,2649 7a8 -,069 -,008 -,007 583 1,715
Duteh 1,157 1,354 024 854 1393 082 025 023 827 1,078
study results AT6 728 022 7o 428 0148 023 022 538 1,066
study phase 1,375 1,627 029 900 368 014 028 025 712 1,405
negatlive sexual -3,054 1,507 -,057 -2,026 043 -102 -059 -,056 941 1,063
EXpEriEncEs
peer pressure lifestyle 283 468 017 604 546 -003 018 017 926 1,080
selt-efficacy
problem perception -6,594 953 -,200 -6,917 000 .23 - 197 -180 899 1,112
seeking or having help -5,835 1,226 - 134 -4,760 0oo -172 -137 130 949 1,053

a. Dependent Variable: general health
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Table 1.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Sguare Square the Estimate Change F Change df2 Change
1 oa7® ,ooa 0oy 21,45927 ,oos 9,230 1 1204 ooz
2 ,EUEIb 044 035 2115225 036 4520 10 1194 ,0oo
3 326" 106 085 20,48523 062 20,756 4 1140 ,0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

h. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your

partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constanf), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with yaur
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy, problam

perception
Table 1.3
ANOVA?
Sum of

Madel Squares df Mean Sguare F

1 Regression 4250 565 1 4250 565 8,230 .ooat
Residual RR4442 115 1204 460,500
Total 5ABGS2 680 1204

2 Regression 24475 BT6 11 2225080 4873 0oo®
Residual 534216,804 1194 447 418
Tatal BABGO2 680 1205

3 Regression RA315,773 15 3954 385 9,423 oo
Residual 498376 907 1180 418,644
Total 5ABGS2 680 1204

a. DependentVariable: general health

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-

efficacy, problem perception
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Table 2.1-2.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for vitality whereby medical students are compared

with non-medical students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coeflicients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Maodel B Sta. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance YIF
1 (Constant) 44 586 626 71,221 ]
medical students 6,213 1,713 104 3,626 000 104 104 104 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 41,244 7,460 5,529 il
medical students 4935 1,664 083 2,965 003 104 085 081 973 1,028
Sex -6,352 1,261 142 -5,039 il - 161 144 -138 955 1,047
Age 247 180 045 1,373 70 003 040 038 702 1,424
b -,019 085 -,006 -,225 822 -013 - 006 - 006 983 1,017
having a relationship -B36 1,243 -,020 - 672 01 -,056 -,018 - 018 827 1,210
living with peers 6,517 1,547 155 4,214 000 185 121 16 557 1,795
living alone -273 1,620 -,006 - 169 866 -,088 -,005 -,005 550 1817
living with your partner -1,894 2,346 -,029 -,B07 420 -,086 -,023 -,022 593 1,687
Dutch 7,856 1,265 175 6,209 ] 200 A77 A7 952 1,051
study results 248 687 010 ,358 720 002 010 010 943 1,061
study phase -,403 1,441 -,009 -,279 780 -,025 -,008 -,008 T1E 1,397
3 (Constant) 63,165 8171 7,730 ]
medical students 3,329 1,607 056 2,072 038 104 060 055 953 1,042
Sex -4,240 1,250 -,094 -3,393 001 - 161 09s 084 894 1,119
Age 288 173 053 1,669 095 003 048 044 693 1,442
bmi 025 082 L) ,309 787 -013 009 008 978 1,023
having a relationship -2,528 1,215 -, 061 -2,080 038 -,056 060 055 795 1,257
living with peers 5714 1,510 136 3,784 ] 185 109 100 537 1,861
living alone 808 1,574 018 A13 608 -,009 015 014 536 1,865
living with your partner 240 2268 004 06 G916 -, 086 003 003 583 1,715
Dutch 5,821 1,229 130 4737 ] 200 136 125 827 1,078
study results 515 GED 021 780 436 0oz 023 o1 938 1,066
study phase -B823 1,385 -018 -,594 642 -,025 -017 - 016 712 1,405
negat.i\fe sexual -5514 1,368 -109 -4,.032 000 - 164 - 116 - 106 941 1,063
EXPENiEnces
peer pressure lifestyle - 732 424 -,047 -1,724 085 -073 -.050 045 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -7,028 8BS 226 -8,124 il - 274 229 -214 899 1,112
seeking or having help -4.515 1112 =110 -4,059 0oo - 163 - 117 -107 949 1,053

a. DependentVariable: vitality
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Table 2.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 if2 Change
1 1047 011 010 20,23719 011 13,150 1 1204 000
2 316P 100 091 19,38738 089 11,786 10 1194 000
3 418" 75 165 18,68885 075 27,196 4 11490 oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

partner, study phase, living alone

h. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Adge, living with yaur

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with yaur

partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 2.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sia.

1 Regression 5386422 1 5386422 13,150 .ooo®
Residual 493080,892 1204 408 544
Total 498476,314 1204

p Regression 40686 874 11 4516,998 12,017 ,0o0°
Residual 448789 340 1154 375,870
Tatal 498476,314 1205

3 Regression 87277184 15 £818,474 16,8349 .oopH
Residual 4111891249 1180 345 R45
Total 498476,314 1204

a. Dependent Variable: vitality

b.

C.

Predictars: (Constant), medical students

Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bhmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, stucy results,

living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem pearception
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Table 3.1-3.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for depression whereby medical students are compared
with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Caorrelations Caollinearity Statistics
Madel =] Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Fart Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 15,389 160 95,924 ,000
medical students -,836 439 -,055 -1,803 0587 -,055 -,055 -,055 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 16,387 1,932 8,484 000
medical students -, 6B 431 -,045 -1,598 110 -,055 -,046 -,045 973 1,028
Sex 2,221 326 194 6,806 ,000 196 193 180 955 1,047
Ade 027 046 019 571 568 011 017 016 702 1,424
brmi 001 022 001 049 961 -,005 001 001 983 1,017
having a relationship 112 322 011 349 27 049 010 010 827 1,210
living with peers -,920 400 -,086 -2,298 022 -128 -,066 -,064 557 1,795
living alone 335 418 ,030 800 424 069 023 022 550 1,817
living with your partner 587 ] 035 986 334 070 028 027 593 1,687
Dutch -526 328 -,046 -1,605 108 -,060 -,046 -,045 952 1,051
study results - 678 178 -109 -3.814 ,000 -112 -110 - 108 943 1,061
study phase -, 602 373 -,053 -1,615 A07 -,035 -,047 -,045 716 1,397
3 (Constant) 11,974 2,086 5739 000
medical students -134 410 -,009 -326 744 -,055 -,009 -,009 958 1,042
Sex 1,694 319 148 5310 ,000 196 152 140 894 1,119
Age 009 044 008 195 B46 011 008 005 633 1,442
hmi -012 021 - 016 - 596 551 -,0058 -017 -018 978 1,023
having a relationship ,500 310 048 1,610 108 049 047 042 795 1,257
living with peers -39 386 -,078 =276 030 -128 -,063 -,057 537 1,861
living alone 016 402 001 041 953 069 001 001 536 1,865
living with your partner -,081 579 -,0058 -158 875 070 -,0058 -,004 583 1,715
Dutch 036 314 ,003 114 910 -,060 ,003 003 927 1,078
study results - 714 168 -115 -4,233 000 -112 -122 =111 938 1,066
study phase -625 354 -, 046 1,484 138 -,035 -,043 -,038 T12 1,405
negative sexual 1,247 349 097 3,572 000 149 103 094 941 1,063
EXPErNENCES
peer pressure lifestyle 016 108 ,004 145 B85 031 ,004 004 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception 1,688 221 212 7,644 ,000 ,238 216 201 899 1112
seeking or having help 2,219 284 211 7812 000 253 221 206 949 1,063

a. Dependent Variahle: depression
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Table 3.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Maodel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
i 0R5% 003 002 518502 003 3,623 1 1204 057
2 271 b 074 065 501982 071 9,100 10 1194 ooo
3 A418° 75 164 4 74625 101 36,402 4 1190 ooo

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 3.3
ANOVA?
Sum of
Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.
1 Regression 87,436 1 897,436 3,623 057t
Residual 32380,063 1204 26,894
Taotal 32477 4499 1204
2 Regression 2380,399 11 217,309 8,624 0oo®
Residual 30087100 1184 25,1949
Tatal 32477 4499 1205
3 Regression BGT0,465 15 378,031 16,781 .oop®
Residual 26807,034 1140 22,527
Taotal 32477 4499 1204

a. DependentVariable: depression

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 4.1-4.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for anxiety whereby medical students are compared
with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 4.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients  Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B St Error Beta t Sig. Zera-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 7,185 094 76,819 oo
medical students -,955 256 -107 3,730 0oo -107 -107 -107 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 7,973 1,124 7,002 oo
medical students 753 251 -084 -3,004 003 -107 -,087 -,083 973 1,028
Sex 1,011 140 151 5,320 000 161 152 147 955 1,047
Age 008 027 007 222 824 027 008 008 702 1,424
bmi -014 013 -,030 -1,059 ,290 -,024 -,031 -,029 ,983 1,017
having a relationship 014 187 002 073 942 037 002 002 827 1,210
living with peers - 716 233 114 -3,073 002 -,148 -,089 -,085 557 1,795
living alone 112 244 017 A58 647 ,080 013 013 550 1,817
living with your partner 147 354 0158 M7 B77 081 012 012 593 1,687
Dutch -1,063 191 - 158 -5 576 oo -180 159 - 154 952 1,051
study results 187 104 - 054 1,904 057 -,049 -,055 -,053 1943 1,061
study phase -,082 217 -012 -377 706 012 -,011 -,010 716 1,397
3 (Constant) 6,443 1,231 5233 oon
medical students -481 242 -, 054 -1,988 047 -107 -,058 -,053 959 1,042
Sex 711 AL 106 3776 000 161 108 100 894 1,119
Age -,009 026 -,011 -,331 740 027 -,010 -,009 ,693 1,442
bmi -019 012 -,041 -1,529 126 -,024 -,044 -,041 978 1,023
having a relationship 153 183 025 835 404 037 024 022 795 1,257
living with peers -727 228 - 116 -3,197 001 -,148 -,092 -,085 537 1,861
living alone -,070 237 -,011 -,297 T6T7 ,080 -,009 -,008 536 1,865
living with your partner -210 342 -,021 - B15 530 061 -018 -016 593 1,715
Dutch -, 789 185 117 -4,261 0oo -180 -123 -113 927 1,078
study results -,206 100 LT 2,075 038 -,049 -, 060 -,055 1938 1,066
study phase -,020 208 -003 -.085 824 012 -,003 -,003 712 1,405
negative sexual 964 206 128 4,679 000 180 134 124 941 1,063
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle -,004 064 -,002 -,056 955 025 -,002 -,001 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception 607 130 130 4,654 oo 187 134 124 899 1,112
seeking or having help 1,253 168 204 7472 oon 249 212 198 949 1,053

a. Dependent Variahle: anxiety
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Table 4.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R St Error of R Square Sig. F
Maodel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 1073 011 011 3,02342 011 13,915 1 1204 000
2 ,291h 08s 076 292166 073 89533 10 1194 .0oo
3 402° J161 18 280124 077 27,218 4 1190 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

h. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your

partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 4.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sqguare F Sia.

1 Regression 127,200 1 127,200 13,915 .oop®
Residual 11005852 1204 8,141
Total 11133,042 1204

2 Regression 540,832 11 85,539 10,021 0o0°
Residual 10192121 1194 8,536
Tatal 11133052 1205

3 Regression 1785196 15 118,680 15,252 .oop®
Residual §337,856 1180 7,847
Total 11133,042 1204

a. DependentVariable: anxiety

h. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, stucy results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 5.1-5.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for internet addiction whereby medical students are

compared with non-medical students.

Step 1 N =1158, step 2 N =1142, step 3 N =734.

Table 5.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Caorrelations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Stdl. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order  Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 2,511 026 96,916 ,000
medical students 047 078 023 613 540 023 023 023 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3,588 335 10,708 ,000
medical students 112 077 054 1,464 144 023 054 052 961 1,040
Sex -010 053 -,007 - 184 854 -,009 -,007 -,007 934 1,070
Age 003 009 015 343 732 009 013 012 647 1,545
bmi -,002 003 -021 -,503 554 -,007 -,022 -021 979 1,021
having a relationship -137 053 =101 -2,600 010 -078 -,096 -,093 847 1,180
living with peers -,200 066 - 146 -3,039 002 -138 =112 - 108 553 1,807
living alone -,026 068 -019 -,388 698 074 -014 -014 543 1,842
living with your partner 002 108 001 018 986 012 001 001 646 1,549
Dutch -251 052 -1TE -4,785 ,000 -,154 - 175 -172 950 1,063
study results -112 ,030 -138 -3,683 ,000 -123 - 136 -132 938 1,066
study phase -B,249E-5 064 000 -,001 ,999 -011 ,000 ,000 B7T 1,477
3 (Constant) 3,361 357 9419 000
medical students 138 072 066 1,909 057 023 071 064 956 1,046
Sex -037 052 -025 - 706 480 -,009 -,026 -,024 873 1,145
Age 002 009 010 232 817 009 009 008 642 1,557
bmi -,003 003 -,042 -1,236 217 -,007 -, 046 -,042 872 1,029
having a relationship -,044 051 -,032 - 867 ,386 -076 -,032 -,029 813 1,230
living with peers -217 063 -159 -3,451 001 -138 -128 - 116 535 1,869
living alone =114 065 -,081 -1,754 080 074 -,065 -,059 527 1,896
living with your partner 124 103 -,051 -1,206 228 012 -,045 -041 633 1,580
Dutch -187 050 -,138 -3,940 ,000 -159 - 145 - 133 927 1,079
study results -,109 029 133 -3,804 ,000 -123 -4 - 128 933 1,072
study phase -,002 061 -,001 -,031 975 -,011 -,001 -,001 673 1,485
negative sexual 082 057 050 1,441 150 087 054 049 936 1,068
EXpEriEnces
peer pressure lifestyle -,063 018 -126 -3,555 ,000 -121 -132 -120 912 1,096
self-efficacy
proklem perception 312 036 306 2,570 ,000 338 ,308 ,289 ,895 1,117
seeking or having help 041 046 031 882 378 080 033 030 936 1,068

a. DependentVariahle: internet addiction
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Table 5.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Stal. Error of R Sguare Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 0238 001 -,001 66152 ,001 375 1 732 540
2 ,269"‘ 073 058 64161 072 5,614 10 722 000
3 428° 183 V166 60385 110 24231 4 7e 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Sex, Dutch, living with peers, study phase,

having a relationship, Age, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Sex, Dutch, living with peers, study phase,
having a relationship, Age, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selfefficacy,

problem perception

Table 5.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 64 1 164 A7h ,ﬁamb
Fesidual 320,327 Va2 438
Total 320,491 733

2 Regression 23,274 11 2116 5140 000°
Residual 297,217 722 412
Total 320,491 733

3 Fegression 58,688 15 3,813 10,730 ,Uﬂﬂd
Fesidual 261,804 7a 365
Total 320,491 733

a. Dependent Variable: internet addiction

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results,
Sex, Dutch, living with peers, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results,
Sex, Dutch, living with peers, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 6.1-6.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for buying addiction whereby medical students are
compared with non-medical students.
Step 1 N =419, step 2 N =412, step 3 N = 287.

Table 6.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WVIF
1 (Constant) -,250 120 -2,092 037
medical students -,240 353 -,040 -,680 497 -,040 -,040 -,040 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 4,385 1,504 2,751 006
medical students -,340 346 -,057 -,980 328 -,040 -,058 -, 056 961 1,040
Sex -,599 280 -127 -2,140 033 - 124 - 128 -122 930 1,075
Age - 160 042 -, 265 -3,848 oo -,235 -, 226 -214 GBE 1,459
b 009 028 018 308 758 -,037 019 018 938 1,066
having a relationship 225 243 058 628 354 022 056 053 841 1,188
living with peers -,203 289 -,051 - 678 498 023 -041 -,038 572 1,749
living alone -275 A -,069 -.884 a77 -073 -,053 -,050 537 1,862
living with your partner -330 476 -,048 -,693 489 -,063 -,042 -,040 653 1,532
Dutch 574 256 134 2,247 025 173 134 128 908 1,101
study results 072 131 -,032 - 546 586 -,015 -,033 -031 935 1,069
study phase 463 310 103 1,496 136 -,054 ,040 085 692 1,445
3 (Constant) 4632 1,686 2,747 008
medical students -484 335 -,081 1,444 150 -,040 -,087 -,078 953 1,049
Sex - 595 277 -126 -2.146 033 -124 -128 118 881 1,135
Age - 158 041 -, 262 -3,388 000 -,235 -,230 S214 il 1,496
bmi 033 028 063 1,183 238 -,037 072 065 a8 1,135
having a relationship 041 238 011 74 862 022 011 ] 818 1,225
living with peers 117 285 -,030 -,398 691 023 024 -,022 548 1,823
living alone - 166 304 -,042 - 547 585 -,073 -,033 -,030 525 1,906
living with your partner -159 482 -,024 -,343 732 -, 063 -,021 -,018 Bdd 1,554
Dutch 434 249 102 1,741 083 73 05 096 887 1127
study results - 066 128 -,030 -514 604 - 015 -,032 029 914 1,094
study phase 383 301 087 1,307 192 -,054 079 072 681 1,468
negat_i\fe sexual - 495 265 - 111 -1,945 0463 -, 188 -7 -107 822 1,084
EXpErEnCces
peer pressure lifestyle 132 072 105 1,832 068 04 11 101 820 1,087
selt-efficacy
problem perception - 693 180 -,228 3,846 000 -,244 -,228 -212 863 1,159
seeking or having help 158 221 041 715 475 -,053 043 039 908 1,101

a. Dependent Variahle: buying addiction
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Table 6.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Siuare the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 o408 ooz -00z2 1,90538 ooz 463 1 285 497
2 ,325':' 106 070 1,83550 104 3,208 10 275 001
3 425° 181 135 1,77030 075 6,165 4 27 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, study results, living alone, Sex, bmi, Age, having a relationship, Dutch, living with your

partner, study phase, living with peers

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, study results, living alone, Sex, bmi, Age, having a relationship, Dutch, living with your
partner, study phase, living with peers, peer pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy, negative sexual experiences, seeking or having help,
problem perception

Table 6.3
ANOVA?
Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 1,680 1 1,680 463 ,4Q.‘f‘b
Residual 1034 588 285 3,630
Total 1036368 286

2 Regression 109,785 11 5880 2,962 001°¢
Residual 526,584 275 3,364
Total 1036365 286

3 Regression 187,068 15 12 471 3,874 .oop®
Residual 844 301 271 3134
Total 1036368 286

a. DependentVariable: buying addiction

. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, study results, living alone, Sex, bmi, Age,
having a relationship, Dutch, living with your partner, study phase, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, study results, living alone, Sex, bhmi, Age,
having a relationship, Dutch, living with your partner, study phase, living with peers,
peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, negative sexual experiences, seeking or having
help, problem perception

59



Table 7.1-7.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for eating disorder whereby medical students are

compared with non-medical students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 7.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Caorrelations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Stel. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order  Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 1,715 041 41,692 000
medical students 043 13 011 ,381 703 011 011 011 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) - 704 A78 1,475 140
medical students 033 107 010 J365 715 011 011 010 a3 1,028
Sex 983 081 335 12,180 000 325 33z 328 55 1,047
Age -0 011 -,032 -,988 323 - 066 -,028 -,027 702 1424
bmi 024 005 120 4,424 000 0as 127 113 283 1,017
having a relationship - 026 080 -.010 -,329 742 007 -,010 -,009 827 1,210
living with peers 200 093 073 2,024 043 -,021 058 D54 55T 1,795
living alone 364 104 127 3514 000 080 101 Das 550 1817
living with your partner 165 150 038 1,100 271 000 032 030 593 1,687
Dutch o7 081 006 205 238 012 008 D06 952 1,051
study results 044 044 028 1995 320 041 023 027 943 1,061
study phase - 160 092 -,055 -1,739 082 -,045 -,050 -, 047 T16 1,397
3 (Constant) -2,201 514 4,280 000
medical students 133 01 034 1,315 1839 011 038 033 959 1,042
Sex 882 073 301 11,215 000 325 309 284 894 1,119
Age -,009 011 -,025 -,810 418 - 066 -,023 021 693 1,442
il 021 005 102 3,989 000 nas 115 101 978 1,023
having a relationship 142 076 053 1,857 064 o7 054 047 745 1,257
living with peers 257 085 094 2,708 007 -,021 078 DES 537 1,861
living alone 268 083 094 2,701 007 080 078 D68 536 1,865
living with your partner 014 143 003 087 a2 oo 003 002 583 1,715
Dutch 153 077 052 1,985 047 012 057 D50 927 1,078
study results 015 042 009 351 725 041 010 Dog 938 1,066
study phase - 140 087 -,048 -1,608 108 - 045 -,047 -,04 712 1,405
negative sexual 308 086 094 3576 000 164 103 091 941 1,063
BXperiences
peer pressure lifastyle 014 027 014 520 603 037 015 013 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception 631 054 310 11,597 000 323 319 294 899 1112
seeking or having help 028 070 011 404 it 057 012 010 49 1,053

a. Dependent Variahle: eating pattern
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Table 7.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of F Square Sig. F
Model R R Sguare Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0112 000 -,001 1,32063 000 145 1 1204 703
2 369" 136 128 1,24100 138 18,812 10 1184 000
3 ,485° 235 225 1,16887 088 38,402 4 1180 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 7.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Maodal Sguares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Fegression 287 1 287 145 ,TDSb
Residual 2128573 1204 1,768
Total 2128830 1208

2 Regression 288,678 11 26,362 17,117 .ooo®
Residual 1838852 1194 1,540
Tatal 2128830 1204

3 Regression 500,206 14 33,347 24 366 .0ooH
Residual 1628624 1180 1,369
Total 2128830 1208

a. DependentVariable: eating pattern
. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seaking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 8.1-8.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for suicidal ideation whereby medical students are

compared with non-medical students.
Step 1 N =949, step 2 N =935, step 3 N =590.

Table 8.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 {Constant) 6,962 14 61,140 000
medical students -004 kel -,001 -013 ,ag8g -,001 -,001 -,001 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 5,431 1,433 3,791 000
medical students JA22 334 015 366 714 -,001 015 015 a74 1,027
Sex 408 1239 073 1,708 088 056 071 070 827 1,078
Age 041 038 054 1,078 281 013 045 044 671 1,488
bmi -,008 012 -,031 - 747 455 -021 -,031 -,031 a77 1,023
having a relationship -,385 248 -072 -1,552 A - 057 -, 064 -, 064 782 1,279
living with peers 035 304 006 14 .a0g -035 005 005 528 1,883
living alane 336 A5 061 1,065 287 073 044 044 513 1,948
living with your partner 254 451 031 563 574 -,009 023 023 569 1,757
Dutch -524 ,2389 -,082 -2,196 029 -,041 -,0491 -,080 455 1,048
study results 076 127 025 599 550 026 025 025 832 1,073
study phase -,397 283 -,069 1,400 162 -,039 -,058 -057 701 1,426
3 (Constant) 3,357 1,600 2,097 038
medical students 384 325 048 1,179 239 -,001 049 047 956 1,046
Sex REL 242 033 76T 443 056 03z 030 849 1178
Age 026 037 034 704 482 013 029 028 (663 1,509
bmi -010 012 -,035 -,B63 389 -,021 -,036 -,034 ar2 1,029
having a relationship - 112 245 -,021 -, 458 647 -,057 014 -018 748 1,338
living with peers 094 ,298 018 7 751 -035 013 013 15 1,943
living alone 163 308 030 531 506 073 022 021 505 1,882
living with your partner -,030 438 -,004 -,068 945 -,004 -,003 -,003 563 1,777
Dutch -,245 1235 -,043 -1,043 297 -,091 -,043 -,041 819 1,089
study results 061 123 021 501 617 026 021 020 a7 1,078
study phase -,292 276 -,051 -1,057 291 -03a -044 -,042 690 1,450
negative sexual 908 \246 154 3,694 000 186 152 147 a12 1,096
EXpEriences
peer pressure lifestyle ,0ao 082 ;oao 002 ,a9g -010 ,oao 000 a0g 1,101
self-efficacy
problem perception 823 170 204 4,848 000 223 198 192 894 1,118
seeking or having help 462 220 0as 2103 036 R 0av 083 as7 1,045

a. Dependent Variable: suicidal ideation
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Table 8.2
Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of F Sguare Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dfl Change
1 .0o1# ,0oa -00z2 2 50647 000 ,ooa B89
2 159" 025 007 2 58558 025 1,496 10 137
3 ,309° 095 072 249943 070 11,127 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

h. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Sex, Dutch, study phase, living with peers,

having a relationship, Age, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Sex, Dutch, study phase, living with peers,
having a relationship, Age, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy,

proklem perception

Table 8.3
ANOVA?
sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression am 1 om a0n ,QEQb
Fesidual 3964102 588 6,742
Total 3964103 584
2 Fegrezsion 100,045 11 9,085 1,360 1ag®
Fesidual 864,058 a7a 6,685
Total 3964103 5849
3 Fegression ava 110 15 25,207 4,035 ,Dﬂﬂd
Fesidual 3585,994 a74 6,247
Total 3964103 584

a. DependentVariable: suicidal ideation
. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results,
Sex, Dutch, study phase, living with peers, having a relationship, Age, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, bmi, living with your partner, study results,
Sex, Dutch, study phase, living with peers, having a relationship, Age, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 9.1-9.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for student health (risk) behaviour (general) whereby

medical students are compared with non-medical students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 9.1
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Fart Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 3415 014 251,890 000
medical students 041 037 032 1,005 274 032 032 032 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3,234 165 19,608 000
medical students 008 037 008 169 (866 032 005 005 973 1,028
Sex -.003 028 -,003 =117 807 003 -,003 -,003 8955 1,047
Age 004 004 034 1,004 316 043 029 028 702 1,424
bmi -.004 002 -,0587 -2,003 045 -,073 -,058 -,056 5983 1,017
having a relationship 049 027 055 1,787 074 073 052 050 827 1,210
living with peers 018 034 020 537 582 085 016 015 587 1,795
living alone -,.094 036 -,099 -2,614 009 S -,075 -074 550 1,817
living with your partner -037 052 -,026 -710 ATE 034 -,021 -,020 593 1,687
Dutch 143 028 148 5122 000 153 47 44 952 1,051
study resulis 009 015 018 605 546 013 017 017 943 1,081
study phase 065 032 068 2,047 041 079 059 058 716 1,397
3 (Constant) 3522 163 21,614 000
medical students -,037 032 -,029 -1,168 243 032 -,034 -028 958 1,042
Sex -,008 025 -,008 -,309 75T 003 -,009 -,008 894 1,119
Age .0oo 003 -,002 -,054 457 043 -,002 -,001 693 1,442
i -,0o2 002 -,027 -1,080 280 -,073 -0 -,026 978 1,023
having a relationship 044 024 -,049 -1,811 070 073 -,052 -044 795 1,257
living with peers 020 030 022 G55 A13 085 019 016 537 1,861
living alone -033 03 -,035 -1,066 287 -1 -0 -026 536 1,865
living with your partner 043 045 030 942 346 034 027 023 583 1,715
Dutch 092 024 085 3,737 000 153 08 091 827 1,078
study results 022 013 043 1,693 091 013 049 041 938 1,066
study phase 070 028 074 2,552 011 078 074 062 712 1,405
negat_ive sexual -023 027 -,021 -, 846 ,398 -,078 -,025 -021 941 1,063
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle 056 ooz V68 6,626 000 183 1849 J161 926 1,080
selfefficacy
problem perception -320 017 - 477 -18,553 000 -,494 474 - 452 899 1,112
seeking ar having help 041 022 046 1,855 064 002 054 045 949 1,083

a. Dependent Variable: student health (risk) behaviour (general)
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Table 9.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Sguare Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 032¢ 001 .00 43822 001 1,198 1 1204 274
2 ,228':' 052 043 42868 051 G418 10 11594 000
3 5427 294 ,285 L3706 242 101,864 4 11490 0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

h. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your

partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 9.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 230 1 230 1,199 ,2T4t'
Residual 231,213 1204 a2
Total 231,443 1205

2 Regression 12,024 11 1,093 5,948 .0oo®
Residual 219,418 1184 184
Tatal 231,443 1204

3 Regression 7,993 15 4,533 33,001 .o0opd
Residual 163,450 1140 137
Total 231,443 1205

a. Dependent Variable: student health (risk) behaviour (general)

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with yvour partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 10.1-10.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for satisfaction with study whereby medical students
are compared with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 10.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel E Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Fart Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3,440 022 158,740 ooo
medical students 320 059 154 5,393 000 154 154 154 1,000 1,000
& (Constant) 1,158 231 5013 000
medical students 216 0582 104 4182 000 154 120 102 973 1,028
Sex -,045 039 -,028 -1,151 ,250 -,008 -,033 -028 955 1,047
Age -025 006 - 132 -4,522 000 - 174 -130 - 110 702 1,424
brmi 002 003 018 726 468 -,003 021 018 983 1,017
having a relationship 083 038 058 2,143 03z -,010 062 052 827 1,210
living with peers -,058 048 -,040 1,207 228 044 -,035 -,029 557 1,795
living alone -,004 050 -,062 -1,877 061 -,030 -,054 -,046 550 1,817
living with your partner - 186 073 -,081 -2,555 011 -,082 -074 -,062 503 1,687
Dutch 262 039 168 6,691 000 178 180 163 952 1,061
study results ,382 021 463 18,422 000 458 470 450 943 1,061
study phase 007 045 005 A67 867 -,008 005 004 716 1,397
3 (Constant) 1,570 258 6,086 000
medical students 172 051 083 3,398 001 154 098 081 958 1,042
Sex -,002 033 -,001 -,049 961 -,008 -,001 -,001 894 1118
Age -,024 005 - 126 -4,388 000 - 174 - 126 -105 693 1,442
bmi 003 003 028 1,184 237 -,003 034 028 978 1,023
having a relationship 047 038 033 1,231 218 -,010 036 028 795 1,257
living with peers -,068 048 -,047 -1,435 152 044 -,042 -,034 837 1,861
living alone -,069 050 -,045 -1,381 168 -,030 -,040 -,033 536 1,865
living with your partner 132 072 -058 -1,841 066 -,082 -,0583 -044 583 1,715
Dutch 216 038 138 5,565 noo 178 158 133 927 1,078
study results 396 Rijed] 468 19,005 noo 458 483 453 938 1,066
study phase 001 044 001 026 978 -,008 001 001 712 1,405
negative sexual -,098 043 -,056 -2,268 024 -,086 - 066 -,054 941 1,063
EXpErEnces
peer pressure lifestyle -004 013 -008 -327 743 001 -,008 -,008 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception - 152 027 - 140 -5,855 000 -148 -158 -133 809 1112
seeking or having help - 160 035 - 111 -4,550 000 - 180 - 131 -,108 948 1,053

a. Dependent Variable: satisfaction with study
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Table 10.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df dfz Change
1 1543 024 023 70053 024 28,083 1 1204 ,0oa
2 536" 287 281 B00ST 264 44,199 10 1194 000
3 568° 323 314 586 035 15,671 4 1180 ,0oa

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

t. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, proklem

perception
Table 10.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 14,272 1 14,272 29,083 ,EIEIEI':'
Fesidual 590,852 1204 491
Total 605,125 1205

2 Fegression 173,900 11 15,809 43773 .0on®
Fesidual 431,225 1194 361
Total 605,125 12045

3 Fegression 195,348 15 13,023 37,820 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 409777 11490 344
Total 605,125 1205

a. Dependent Variable: satisfaction with study

. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,

seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-

efficacy, problem perception
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Table 11.1-11.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for quality of student life whereby medical students

are compared with non-medical students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 11.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Linstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel E Std. Error Eeta 1 Sig. Zero-order Fartial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 3,593 018 199,481 000
medical students 153 043 089 3,096 o2 089 089 089 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3571 217 16,462 000
medical students A2 048 071 2,510 012 089 72 070 4873 1,028
Sex -,006 037 -,005 - 165 868 021 -,005 -,005 955 1,047
Age - 019 0058 -121 -3,655 ,aoo -,.089 - 105 -102 702 1,424
bmi 003 002 034 1,218 223 014 035 034 983 1,017
having a relationship 217 036 184 6,006 .aoo 6B A7 67 827 1,210
living with peers 1463 045 127 3,408 001 124 098 095 LY 1,795
living alone 002 047 002 048 964 13 001 001 850 1,817
living with your partner 047 068 025 (694 488 033 020 018 593 1,687
Dutch 126 037 098 3,423 001 118 099 095 952 1,051
study results 023 020 033 1,139 255 034 033 032 943 1,061
study phase 046 042 036 1,090 276 011 032 030 T16 1,397
3 (Constant) 4,034 232 17,423 000
medical students J061 048 036 1,338 81 089 033 035 959 1,042
Sex 046 035 036 1,308 RE) 021 038 034 894 1,119
Age -,019 0058 -1149 -3,809 .aoo -,089 - 110 -,099 693 1,442
bmi 005 002 054 2,045 041 014 058 0483 478 1,023
having a relationship 148 034 125 4,289 000 168 124 112 795 1,257
living with peers 150 043 124 3,495 000 124 01 091 837 1,861
living alone JO60 045 048 1,340 181 - 113 038 035 536 1,865
living with your partner 140 064 074 2179 030 033 063 057 583 1,715
Dutch 056 035 043 1,605 108 118 046 042 927 1,078
study results 032 018 046 1,716 088 034 050 045 938 1,066
study phase 035 033 028 896 370 011 026 023 712 1,405
negatli\re sexual 1493 039 -134 -4,892 ,aoo A70 -143 -130 A4 1,063
EXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 017 012 03g 1,400 162 055 041 036 26 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -,2568 025 -,288 -10,508 000 -,339 -,291 -,273 898 1,112
seeking or having help -,148 032 -125 -4,706 000 -,155 -135 -122 949 1,053

a. Dependent Variable: quality of student life
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Table 11.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0gg? 0og 0a7 58231 008 9,586 1 1204 002
2 274" 078 069 GE3TE 070 9,058 10 1194 ,00o
3 Ad4° 198 187 52679 120 44 362 4 11490 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

h. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selfefficacy, problem
perception

Table 11.3
ANOVA?
Sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Regression 3,250 1 3,250 9 586 ,uuzb
Fesidual 408,256 1204 330
Total 411,506 12045

2 Fegression 32,031 11 2,912 9,162 .0oo®
Fesidual 379,475 1194 318
Total 411 506 12045

3 Fegrezsion 81,274 15 5418 19,625 ,UUUd
Fesidual 330,232 11490 278
Total 411,506 12045

a. Dependent Variable: quality of student life
b. Predictors: (Constant), medical students

c. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), medical students, having a relationship, bmi, study results,
living with peers, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Appendix 11: Hierarchical regression analyses whereby law students are compared with
non-law students

Table 1.1-1.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for general health whereby law students are compared
with non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 60,611 680 89,121 000
law students -4,484 1,634 -074 -2,744 006 -074 -,079 -074 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) £2,558 8,160 7 6E6 000
law students -4,513 1,678 -074 -2,680 ooy -074 -,078 - 076 821 1,086
Sex -5,480 1,382 - 116 -3,972 000 - 132 - 114 - 112 947 1,056
Age 082 196 016 ABT 640 003 014 013 689 1,431
birni -,018 093 -.006 -,201 841 -.004 -,006 -.006 883 1,017
having a relationship 64 1,357 008 268 784 -025 008 008 827 1,210
living with peers 3,707 1,695 083 2187 024 114 063 062 552 1,810
living alone -1,065 1,785 -023 -,5497 551 -054 017 - 017 540 1,853
living with your partner -3,526 2568 -.051 -1,373 A70 - 069 -,040 -.038 589 1,697
Dutch 3,770 1,372 078 2,747 006 082 078 078 964 1,038
study results 232 757 004 306 758 0148 008 009 425 1,081
study phase 1,871 16749 040 1,185 236 014 034 034 710 1,408
3 {Constant) 77120 5,000 8,569 000
law students -4,799 1,622 -.084 -2,959 003 -074 -,085 -.081 8919 1,088
Sex -4,130 1,379 -.087 -2,995 003 - 132 -,086 -.082 887 1127
Age 113 191 020 A83 554 003 017 016 680 1,448
birni 032 090 010 387 TN -.004 010 010 478 1,022
having a relationship -1,278 1,336 -.028 - 857 338 -025 -,028 - 026 796 1,267
living with peers 3,511 1,667 078 2106 035 118 061 058 533 1,875
living alone 210 1,748 005 JA20 805 -.054 003 003 526 1,803
living with your partner -1,202 2,601 - 017 -,481 631 - 069 014 -013 B0 1,725
Dutch 1,740 1,346 037 1,283 196 082 037 035 935 1,069
study results 334 733 013 A56 649 014 013 012 8920 1,087
study phase 1,775 1,630 038 1,160 246 014 034 032 705 1,418
negat_ive sexual -2,994 1,604 -056 -1,991 047 -102 -,058 -054 940 1,063
BXpEriences
peer pressure lifestyle 331 ABT 020 710 478 -.003 021 014 JH26 1,080
selfefficacy
prablem perception -6,743 848 -.204 -7,103 000 -2 -,202 -194 403 1,108
seeking or having help -6,107 1,214 =140 -5,012 o0oo -172 144 -137 857 1,045

a. DependentVariable: general health
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Table 1.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0798 006 005 21,47430 006 7,532 1 1204 006
2 ,EUE!':' 043 034 2115876 037 4618 10 1184 ,0oo
3 332° 10 ,098 20,44095 067 22,333 4 11490 ooa

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your

partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 1.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Madel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Fegression 3473282 1 3473282 7,532 008"
Residual 555219,398 1204 461,146
Tatal 558682 680 1205

2 Regression 24147 048 11 21846186 4,903 .0oo®
Residual 534544 632 1144 447 693
Total 558692680 1205

3 Fegression 61472313 15 4088154 8,808 .oop®
Residual 497220 367 1180 417,832
Tatal 558682 680 1205

a. Dependent¥ariahle: general health

b. Predictors: (Constant), law students

c. Fredictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 2.1-2.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for vitality whereby law students are compared with
non-law students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 45146 B4 70,087 000
law students 1,558 1,547 028 1,007 14 028 029 028 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 39,980 7,501 5,330 000
law students 1,675 1,542 031 1,086 278 029 031 030 924 1,086
Sex -6,412 1,270 -143 -5,047 0o - 161 - 145 -139 947 1,056
Age 236 181 043 1,308 191 003 038 036 699 1,431
bmi - 016 J086 -,005 -,190 849 -013 -008 -,005 983 1,017
having a relationship -, 860 1,247 -,021 -,690 491 -,056 -,020 -,018 827 1,210
living with peers 6,459 1,558 155 4171 000 185 120 115 552 1,810
living alone -318 1,641 -,007 - 194 848 -,099 -006 -,0058 540 1,853
living with your partner -1,740 2,361 -026 - 737 461 -,086 -021 -,020 589 1,687
Dutch 8,253 1,261 184 6,543 000 200 186 180 964 1,038
study results ABT 696 020 ;700 484 o2 020 018 925 1,081
study phase -589 1,451 -013 -, 406 685 -,025 -012 -,011 710 1,408
3 (Constant) 62,413 8,196 7,615 000
law students 1,554 1,477 029 1,052 293 029 030 028 918 1,088
Sex -4,285 1,256 -,095 -3,412 001 - 161 -,098 -,090 BBT 1,127
Age 1280 T4 051 1,610 108 003 047 042 64D 1,449
bmi 029 082 009 347 728 -013 010 009 are 1,022
having a relationship -2,568 1,216 -, 062 22,112 035 -,056 -,061 -,056 796 1,257
living with peers 5,745 1,518 137 3,785 000 185 109 100 533 1,875
living alone 470 1,581 020 546 585 -,099 016 014 526 1,903
living with your partner 440 2,277 007 193 847 -,086 006 005 580 1,725
Dutch 6,023 1,225 134 4,915 000 200 41 130 935 1,089
study results 706 668 029 1,057 291 o2 03 028 920 1,087
study phase -938 1,394 -022 -,709 478 -,025 -,021 019 705 1,418
negat_ive sexual -5,569 1,370 =111 -4 066 000 - 164 -7 -107 940 1,083
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle - 726 4258 -047 -1,704 088 -073 -,048 -045 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -7,133 64 -229 -8,252 0o - 274 -,233 -218 903 1,108
seeking or having help -4,699 1,110 - 114 -4,235 noo -,163 - 122 - 112 557 1,045

a. Dependent Variable: vitality

72



Table 2.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Stil. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dfl df2 Change
1 0299 001 ,oaa 20,33885 001 1,013 1 1204 314
2 ,SU?b 094 086 19,44802 093 12,269 10 1194 0aa
i 416" 73 162 1861371 079 28,382 4 1190 Qoo

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 2.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sia.

1 Regression 419,192 1 418,142 1,013 314P
Residual 498057122 1204 413,668
Total 498476,314 1204

p Regression 46828, 537 11 4257 140 11,254 ,0o0°
Residual 451647 777 1154 378,264
Tatal 498476,314 1205

3 Regression BE176,877 15 746132 16,682 .oopH
Residual 412289 337 1180 346,470
Total 498476,314 1204

a. Dependent Variable: vitality

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem pearception
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Table 3.1-3.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for depression whereby law students are compared with

non-law students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Maodel B Stdl. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 15160 164 §2,274 ,aao
law students 672 ,395 044 1,703 089 049 044 044 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 16,351 1,937 8,440 000
law students 361 398 026 905 1365 0489 026 025 8921 1,086
Sex 2,182 328 190 6,648 000 196 189 185 947 1,056
Afe 023 047 016 492 622 011 014 014 699 1,431
bmi 001 022 001 046 964 -,005 001 001 983 1,017
having a relationship 113 322 011 350 726 049 010 010 B27 1,210
living with peers -858 402 -,080 -2,132 ,033 128 -,062 -,059 5482 1,810
living alone 440 424 039 1,037 ,300 069 030 029 540 1,853
living with your partner B35 610 038 1,042 ,298 070 030 029 589 1,697
Dutch - 817 326 -,054 -1,894 058 -,060 -,055 -,053 964 1,038
study results - 672 180 -108 -3,738 ,a0o0 - 112 -108 -104 8925 1,081
study phase - 628 375 -,055 1,675 094 -035 -048 -,047 710 1,408
3 (Constant) 11,841 2,088 5,668 ,a0o0
law students 434 376 032 1,152 ,249 049 033 030 814 1,088
Sex 1,658 320 145 5180 ,a0o 196 144 136 8a7 1,127
Age 005 044 003 10 812 011 003 003 690 1,449
brmni -012 021 - 016 -5a2 554 -,005 =017 - 016 478 1,022
having a relationship 500 310 048 1,612 07 049 047 042 796 1,257
living with peers - 782 387 -074 -2,047 041 -128 -,058 -054 533 1,875
living alone 095 406 008 234 815 069 007 006 526 1,903
living with your partner -,042 580 -,003 -073 942 070 -,002 -,002 580 1,725
Dutch -,002 312 000 -,007 995 -,060 0oo 000 935 1,069
study results - 638 170 Rk -4,041 000 112 116 -106 920 1,087
study phase - 563 355 -,050 -1,584 13 -,035 -, 046 -042 705 1,418
negat_i\fe sexual 1,240 349 096 3,664 000 149 102 094 940 1,063
EXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 012 108 003 112 A1 031 003 003 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception 1,696 220 213 7698 ,a0o 238 218 203 503 1,108
seeking or having help 2,233 283 213 7,896 ,a0o 253 223 208 8957 1,045

a. DependentVariable: depression
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Model Summary

Table 3.2
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Mo el R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 ,04g9® 002 002 518747 00z 2,900 1 1204 Joaa
2 ,259" a7z 064 502346 a70 8,840 10 1194 ooo
3 A419° 75 165 474382 103 37,228 4 1140 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

b. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your

partner, study phase, living alone

¢. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alane, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 3.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 78,037 1 78,037 2,800 088"
Residual 32399 462 1204 26,910
Total 32477 4499 1205

2 Fegression 2346,733 11 213,339 8,454 .0on®
Fesidual 30130,766 1194 25,2345
Total 32477499 12045

3 Regression 5GOT,5940 15 379863 16,880 .o
Residual 26779,560 1180 22,504
Total 32477 4499 1205

a. DependentVariahle: depression

b. Predictors: (Constant), law students

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 4.1-4.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for anxiety whereby law students are compared with
non-law students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 4.1
Coefficients?
Standardized
Lnstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WVIF
1 (Constant) 7,077 096 73,495 000
law students - 116 23 -014 -,4499 618 -014 -014 -014 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 8,146 1,131 7,205 000
law students -201 232 -025 -B65 387 -014 -025 -024 A1 1,086
Sex 1,015 192 151 5,302 000 161 152 147 947 1,056
Age 007 027 009 261 794 027 008 oo7 699 1,431
bmi -014 013 -,030 -1,087 277 -024 -0 -,030 983 1,017
having a relationship 017 188 003 091 927 037 003 003 827 1,210
living with peers -,708 235 - 113 -3.015 003 -148 -,087 -0a4 552 1,810
living alone 128 247 020 516 606 090 015 014 540 1,853
living with your partner 130 356 013 (366 714 081 011 010 589 1,697
Dutch 1,127 190 - 168 5,927 000 -,180 - 169 - 165 964 1,038
study results -,230 105 -,063 -2,195 028 -,049 -,063 -, 061 925 1,081
study phase -,058 214 -,009 -, 266 780 012 -,008 -,007 710 1,408
3 (Constant) 6,534 1,235 5,290 000
law students -171 223 -021 -, 769 442 -014 -022 -020 919 1,088
Sex 713 189 106 3,768 000 161 109 100 887 1127
Age -,008 026 -,009 -,296 76T 027 -,009 -,008 690 1,449
bmi -,019 012 -,042 -1,5862 18 -,024 -,045 -,042 Aa7e 1,022
having a relationship 159 183 026 BBB 387 037 025 023 796 1,257
living with peers - 727 229 - 116 -3177 002 -148 -,092 -0a4 533 1,875
living alone -,071 240 -,011 -,294 769 090 -,009 -,008 526 1,903
living with your partner -,233 343 -,024 - 679 A97 081 -020 -018 580 1,725
Dutch -821 185 -122 -4 448 Riv] -,180 - 128 - 118 935 1,069
study results -,230 01 -,063 -2,290 022 -,049 - 066 -, 061 920 1,087
study phase -,001 210 000 -,004 887 012 ,a00 ,aoo ;705 1,418
negat_i\fe sexual 871 206 129 4 705 ,ooo 180 138 125 540 1,063
experiences
peer prassura lifestyla -.004 064 -.002 -074 G941 025 -,002 -0o2 926 1,080
sel-efficacy
problem perception 622 130 134 4776 000 187 137 27 903 1,108
seeking or having help 1,280 67 208 7,653 000 249 217 203 957 1,045

a. Dependent Wariable: anxiety
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Table 4.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 0142 ,a00 -,001 3,04053 ,a00 2449 1 1204 618
2 280" 078 070 293178 078 10,099 10 1194 000
3 ,399° 159 148 280519 081 28,545 4 1180 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

b. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, hmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 4.3
ANOVA?
sum of
Maodel Squares df Mean Sqguare F Sia.
1 Regression 2,305 1 2,305 249 61 gb
Residual 11130747 1204 9,245
Total 11133,052 1205
2 Regression 870,343 11 79122 5,205 0o0°
Residual 10262,7049 1154 8,545
Total 11133052 1205
3 Regression 1768, 840 15 117,923 14,986 .oop®
Residual 5364 212 1180 7,869
Total 11133,052 1205
a. DependentVariable: anxiety
h. Predictors: (Constant), law students
c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone
d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,

Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 5.1-5.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for internet addiction whereby law students are

compared with non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 5.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Caollinearity Statistics
Maodel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2,509 027 94,377 000
law students 044 067 024 G50 516 024 024 024 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3578 336 10,645 000
law students 034 067 018 200 617 024 018 018 944 1,059
Sex -,007 053 -,005 -135 893 -,009 -,005 -,005 833 1,072
Age 002 003 011 1253 801 009 003 008 646 1,547
i -002 003 =020 556 are -007 =021 =020 980 1,021
having a relationship - 134 053 -,099 -2,551 011 -, 076 -,095 -,092 848 1,179
living with peers -,204 066 149 -3,090 002 -136 114 - 111 553 1,808
living alone -033 068 -024 - 488 626 074 =018 -018 543 1,842
living with your partner -,005 108 -,002 -, 047 962 012 -,002 -,002 647 1,545
Dutch -,243 052 - 171 -4,659 000 -,159 .17 - 167 960 1,042
study results -108 03 - 131 =35 a0 -123 - 130 - 126 927 1,078
study phase -,004 065 -,003 - 067 946 -,011 -,003 -,002 670 1,492
3 (Constant) 3,345 358 9,344 000
law students 032 063 018 507 612 024 019 017 840 1,063
Sex -,033 052 -,023 -628 530 -,008 -,023 -,021 873 1,145
Age ,0m 009 005 130 8a7 009 005 004 641 1,560
brmi -,003 003 -,040 1,181 238 -,007 -,044 -,040 a72 1,029
having a relationship -,041 051 -,031 -815 415 -, 076 -,030 -,028 813 1,229
living with peers =222 063 -162 -3,509 000 - 136 =130 =119 534 1,871
living alone -122 065 -,087 1,876 0BT 074 -,070 - 063 527 1,899
living with your partner -132 103 -, 054 1,278 202 012 -,048 -,043 634 1,578
Dutch - 187 050 - 131 -3,759 a0 -159 - 139 -127 936 1,068
study results -105 029 -128 -3,620 000 -123 134 - 122 820 1,087
study phase -,006 061 -,004 101 820 -,011 -,004 -,003 666 1,501
negative sexual 080 057 044 1,398 162 087 052 047 935 1,069
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle - 062 018 -123 -3,482 001 =121 -124 - 118 913 1,085
self-efficacy
prablem perception 312 037 305 8,529 000 1338 1303 288 895 1,118
seeking or having help 037 047 028 804 422 08O 030 027 936 1,068

a. DependentWariable: internet addiction
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Table 5.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 02478 001 -.001 JG61580 001 423 1 73z 516
2 bel1% 070 056 64245 070 5,405 10 722 000
3 423° 78 162 60527 104 23,856 4 718 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Age, Sex, living with your

partner, study phase, living alone

¢. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Age, Sex, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 5.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sia.

1 Fegression 1845 1 185 A23 ,516"
Fesidual 320,306 Va2 438
Total 320,491 733

2 Fegrezszion 22,4495 11 2,045 4 955 ,0on®
Fesidual 297 996 722 413
Total 320,491 733

& Fegression 57,453 15 3,830 10,455 ,Dﬂﬂd
Fesidual 263,039 718 366
Total 320,491 733

a. DependentWariahle: internet addiction

b. Predictors: (Constant), law students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Age, Sex, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Age, Sex, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 6.1-6.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for buying addiction whereby law students are
compared with non-law students.
Step 1 N =419, step 2 N =412, step 3 N = 287.

Table 6.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coeflicients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model E Std. Error Beta t 5ig. Zero-order Fartial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) -314 126 -2,487 013
law students 182 282 038 644 520 038 038 038 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 4,392 1,596 2,751 006
law students 227 287 048 788 431 038 047 045 894 1,119
Sex -,629 279 -133 -2,256 025 124 -135 -129 939 1,065
Age - 165 042 -272 -3920 000 -,235 -,230 -,224 B77 1478
brmi ons 028 017 288 773 -,037 017 016 938 1,065
having a relationship 225 243 058 925 ,356 022 056 053 841 1,188
living with peers - 160 303 -,040 -528 598 023 -,032 -,030 558 1,792
living alone -213 319 -,0583 - 670 A04 -073 -,040 -038 812 1,952
living with your partner -,259 478 -,038 - 542 588 -,063 -,033 -,031 648 1,543
Dutch 536 254 125 2106 036 A73 126 120 18 1,089
study results -, 063 132 -,028 -480 632 015 -,029 -,027 924 1,083
study phase A483 312 100 1,455 147 -054 087 083 683 1,464
3 (Constant) 4 699 1,692 2777 006
law students 151 1280 032 538 580 038 033 030 880 1,136
Sex - 635 277 -134 -2,294 023 -124 -138 -127 889 1125
Age - 161 it - 267 -3,925 000 -,235 -,232 - 217 659 1,517
bmi 030 028 064 1,090 277 -037 066 060 885 1,130
having a relationship 048 239 012 200 842 022 012 011 817 1,224
living with peers -,088 298 -022 -,285 768 023 -018 -016 539 1,856
living alone -123 311 -,031 -394 694 -073 -024 -,022 503 1,988
living with your partner -,0as 4B5 -,014 -,204 838 -,063 012 -,011 638 1,565
Dutch 3492 249 092 1573 17 A73 095 087 895 1117
study results -, 063 123 -,028 - 487 627 -,015 -,030 -,027 800 1,111
study phase A06 304 090 1,338 182 -,054 081 074 B73 1,486
negat_ive sexual - 486 2585 -109 -1,902 058 -188 - 115 -105 922 1,084
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle 127 073 01 1,743 0a2 104 05 086 912 1,096
self-efficacy
problem perception - 670 180 -220 =372 000 -244 -,220 -,208 869 1,180
seeking or having help 61 222 D42 725 4B3 -,053 044 040 905 1,105

a. DependentVariahle: huying addiction
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Table 6.2
Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Stil. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 ,03g® 001 -,002 1,90555 001 414 1 285 520
2 3240 105 068 1,83672 103 3,176 10 275 001
3 415¢ 175 128 177614 070 5770 4 271 0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, Sex, bhmi, study results, Dutch, having a relationship, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

t. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, Sex, bmi, study results, Dutch, having a relationship, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alane, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, seeking or having help, problem

perception
Table 6.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sia.

1 Regression 1,605 1 1,605 A14 ,EEUh
Fesidual 1034 864 285 3,631
Total 1036,369 286

2 Fegression 108,643 11 9,877 2,928 001°®
Residual 927,726 275 3,374
Total 1036,369 286

3 Fegrezszion 181,451 15 12,097 3,835 ,UUUd
Fesidual 254,918 271 3,165
Total 1036,369 286

a. DependentWariahle: buying addiction
b. Predictors: (Constant), law students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, Sex, bmi, study results, Dutch,
having a relationship, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, Sex, bmi, study results, Dutch,
having a relationship, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, seeking or having
help, problem perception
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Table 7.1-7.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for eating disorder whereby law students are compared
with non-law students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 7.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Caorrelations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B St Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1,718 042 40,823 ,0oo
law students 008 01 002 080 936 002 002 002 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) - 716 ATY -1,496 135
law students 7 098 005 78 859 002 005 005 A2 1,086
Sex 882 081 335 12,113 ,aoo 325 ek 326 947 1,056
Age -,011 012 -,032 -996 318 -,066 -,029 -,027 699 1,431
bmi 024 005 120 4428 ,0oo 098 127 118 983 1,017
having a relationship -,026 080 -010 -332 740 007 -,010 -,009 827 1,210
living with peers 201 099 073 2,018 044 -,021 058 054 552 1,810
living alone 365 105 128 3,483 001 090 100 094 540 1,853
living with your partner 187 151 039 1,108 268 0o 032 030 589 1,697
Dutch 018 080 ,ao7 24 809 012 007 006 J64 1,038
study results 046 044 029 1,035 30 041 030 028 925 1,081
study phase -162 093 -,056 -1,7482 080 -,045 -,051 -,047 710 1,408
3 (Constant) -2,219 A185 -4,304 000
law students 025 093 007 274 784 002 008 007 918 1,088
Sex 883 078 3 11,179 000 325 308 284 887 1,127
Age -,009 011 - 025 -813 416 - 066 -024 -021 630 1,449
bmi 021 005 103 4,007 ,aoo 098 15 102 478 1,022
having a relationship 140 ar7 052 1,836 JO6T 007 0483 047 796 1,257
living with peers 255 035 093 2,671 o8 -,021 077 068 533 1,875
living alone 264 100 092 2,638 o8 090 076 067 526 1,903
living with your partner 018 143 004 124 802 000 004 003 580 1,725
Dutch 164 077 056 2,124 034 -012 061 054 935 1,069
study results 020 042 012 AT0 639 041 014 012 420 1,087
study phase -143 088 -,049 -1,637 02 -,045 -,047 -,042 708 1,418
negative sexual 308 086 093 3,556 ,0oo 164 103 090 940 1,063
EXpEriEnces
peer pressure lifestyle 014 027 014 537 5o 037 016 014 526 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception 627 054 308 11,531 000 323 7 293 803 1,108
seeking or having help 020 070 008 283 769 057 009 007 957 1,045

a. DependentWariable: eating pattern
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Table 7.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Errar of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Sguare Square the Estimate Change F Change if1 df2 Change
1 ooz2® Rujaly] -.0Mm 1,32871 000 006 1 1204 936
2 ,369" 136 128 1,24105 136 18,816 10 1164 ,oaa
H 484" 234 224 1,17068 098 37,965 4 1140 0aa

a. Predictors: (Constanf), law students

. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 7.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 011 1 011 006 ,936"
Residual 2128818 1204 1,768
Tatal 2128,830 1205

2 Regression 288,821 11 26,347 17,106 ooe*
Residual 18349,008 1184 1,540
Total 2128,830 1204

3 Regression 447 544 15 33,196 24,222 .0ogH
Residual 1630,886 1180 1,370
Tatal 2128,830 1205

a. DependentVariable: eating pattern
h. Predictors: (Constant), law students

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with yvour partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 8.1-8.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for suicidal ideation whereby law students are
compared with non-law students.
Step 1 N =949, step 2 N =935, step 3 N =590.

Table 8.1
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coeflicients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Maodel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Fartial Fart Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 6,988 A7 59772 000
law students - 163 288 -023 - 566 572 -023 -023 -023 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 5454 1,439 3,789 000
law students -035 308 -,005 - 114 909 -023 -008 -,005 886 1,129
Sex 409 241 073 1,698 090 056 070 70 917 1,090
Age 042 038 054 1,083 279 013 045 044 70 1,492
bmi -,009 012 -,031 747 458 -,021 -,031 -,031 977 1,023
having a relationship -,387 248 -072 -1,559 120 -,087 - 065 -,064 782 1,278
living with peers 024 309 004 078 938 -,035 003 o003 513 1,850
living alone 320 chd| 058 997 319 073 041 041 495 2,019
living with your partner 243 454 023 535 593 -,009 022 022 56D 1,786
Dutch 812 237 -,080 -2,159 031 -,091 -089 -,089 968 1,033
study results 075 128 025 583 560 026 024 024 909 1,100
study phase -394 287 - 068 -1,372 AT -039 -087 -,056 684 1,463
3 (Constant) 3,473 1,606 2,163 031
law students -107 ,296 -015 -,363 17 -023 -018 -014 882 1,134
Sex 190 243 034 781 435 056 033 031 a4 1,188
Age 027 037 036 732 464 013 031 028 662 1,511
B -,010 012 034 -855 393 -,021 -036 -,034 872 1,029
having a relationship -123 245 -023 -,501 617 -,087 -021 -020 749 1,336
living with peers 061 302 011 203 833 -,035 o0os oos 500 1,998
living alone A7 314 021 372 710 073 016 015 A86 2,059
living with your partner -,056 442 -.oo7 -127 893 -,009 -,005 -,00s 553 1,807
Dutch -212 234 -037 -804 \366 -,091 -038 -,036 926 1,080
study results 058 124 019 465 642 026 019 018 903 1,108
study phase -,283 280 -,048 -1,012 312 -,039 -042 -,040 672 1,489
negative sexual 802 246 1582 3,661 000 186 151 145 11 1,088
EXpEriences
peer pressure lifastyle 000 082 000 004 997 -010 ;ooo 000 909 1,101
self-efficacy
problem perception 808 168 200 4,770 000 223 185 180 900 1,111
seeking or having help 436 219 080 1,988 047 108 083 078 965 1,036

a. DependentVariable: suicidal ideation
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Table 8.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 0238 001 -,001 269577 001 320 1 588 &72
2 N 5gP 025 006 2,68585 024 1,452 10 578 164
i J306° 093 070 260221 068 10,822 4 574 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with your partner, bmi, Dutch, study results, Sex, living with peers, Age, having a

relationship, study phase, living alone

t. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with your partner, bmi, Dutch, study results, Sex, living with peers, Age, having a

relationship, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy,
problem perception

Table 8.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Madal Sguares df Mean Square F Sin.

1 Fegression 2156 1 2156 320 ,5?2b
Fesidual 3961,948 588 6,738
Total 3964103 5849

2 Regression 99,235 11 9,021 1,349 103°
Fesidual 3864 868 78 6,687
Total 3964103 5849

3 Fegression 370,256 15 24 684 3,842 ,DUUd
Fesidual 3593848 a74 6,261
Total 3964103 5849

. DependentWariable: suicidal ideation

. Predictors: (Constant), law students

.Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with your partner, bmi, Dutch, study

results, Sex living with peers, Age, having a relationship, study phase, living alone

. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with your partner, bmi, Dutch, study
results, Sex, living with peers, Age, having a relationship, study phase, living alone,

seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer prassure lifestyle self
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 9.1-9.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for student health (risk) behaviour (general) whereby
law students are compared with non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 9.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Carrelations Coallinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Fart Tolerance WIF
1 {Constant) 3,411 014 245,900 000
law students 054 033 046 1,600 108 046 046 046 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3,228 65 18,528 000
law students 015 034 013 428 GEY 046 012 012 921 1,086
Sex -,004 028 -,005 -156 76 003 -,005 -,004 947 1,056
Age 004 004 033 872 ,331 043 028 027 699 1,431
bmi -,004 002 - 057 -1,998 046 -,073 -,058 -,056 k) 1,017
having a relationship 049 027 055 1,784 075 073 052 050 827 1,210
living with peers 020 034 022 570 569 085 018 016 552 1,810
living alone -,082 036 -0a7 -2,534 011 - 131 -,073 -,071 540 1,853
living with your partner -,035 082 -,025 -678 489 034 -,020 -01g 5ag 1,607
Dutch 143 028 148 5,145 000 153 47 145 964 1,038
study results 010 015 020 674 501 013 019 019 925 1,081
study phase 064 032 067 1,998 046 079 058 056 710 1,409
3 {Constant) 3,523 163 21,579 000
law students 004 029 004 140 889 046 004 003 919 1,088
Sex -,008 025 -,008 -,354 723 003 -,010 -,009 887 1127
Age 000 003 -.002 -,075 840 043 -,002 -,002 690 1,449
bmi -,002 002 -027 -1,005 274 -073 -,032 -027 978 1,022
having a relationship -,043 024 -048 1,704 073 073 -,082 -,044 796 1,257
living with peers 021 ,030 024 T ATT 088 021 017 533 1,875
living alone -,031 032 -032 -, 966 \334 131 -,028 -,024 526 1,803
living with your partner 043 045 030 944 \345 034 027 023 580 1,725
Dutch 088 024 091 3,605 000 153 104 088 935 1,069
study results 022 013 041 1,625 104 013 047 040 920 1,087
study phase 070 028 074 2,537 011 079 073 062 705 1,418
negative sexual -023 027 -021 -837 403 -078 -,024 -,020 940 1,063
EXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 056 008 167 6,596 000 183 188 1681 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception 319 017 -475 18,503 000 - 404 -, 473 - 451 003 1,108
seeking or having help 044 022 049 1,068 049 o2 057 048 957 1,045

a. Dependent Variable: student health (risk) behaviour (general)
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Table 9.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change afl df2 Change
1 046% 002 001 43797 002 2,580 1 1204 108
2 ,228h 052 043 42865 050 G,289 10 1194 .0ao
3 541° 293 284 37082 241 101,366 4 1190 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

. Predictars: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 9.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sia.

1 Fegression A87 1 Aa7 2,540 N 0gt
Residual 230,546 1204 182
Total 231 443 1204

p Regression 12,053 11 1,096 5,063 ,0o0°
Residual 215,390 1154 184
Tatal 231 443 1205

3 Regression 7,808 15 4521 32,874 .oopH
Residual 163,636 1180 138
Total 231 443 1204

a. DependentWariable: student health (risk) hehaviour (general)
h. Predictors: (Constant), law students

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem pearception
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Table 10.1-10.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for satisfaction with study whereby law students are
compared with non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 10.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients Caorrelations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 3,501 022 156,185 000
law students -106 054 -,057 -1,973 048 -,0587 -087 -087 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 1,125 233 4,820 000
law students 013 048 007 280 778 -,087 008 o7 921 1,086
Sex -,043 040 -,027 -1,082 280 -,008 -031 -027 947 1,056
Age -,025 006 -132 -4 468 000 - 174 -128 =110 639 1,431
bmi 002 003 019 756 450 -,003 022 01a 983 1,017
having a relationship 082 039 057 2107 035 -010 061 052 827 1,210
living with peers -,065 048 -044 -1,334 182 044 -,039 -033 552 1,810
living alone -, 106 051 -,070 -2,077 038 -,030 -,060 -,051 540 1,853
living with your partner -, 186 073 -,081 -2,634 011 -,082 -073 -062 589 1,697
Dutch 283 039 181 7,219 000 79 205 178 964 1,038
study results 389 022 471 18,417 000 458 A4T0 453 925 1,081
study phase 005 045 ,003 100 920 -,009 003 002 710 1,409
2 (Constant) 1,655 260 5,889 000
law students 008 047 ,004 81 872 -,0587 005 004 919 1,088
Sex 001 040 001 034 973 -,008 0o 001 887 1,127
Age -,024 006 - 125 -4,334 000 - 174 -125 -104 690 1,449
bmi ,003 003 ,030 1,228 220 -,003 036 024 978 1,022
having a relationship 045 039 032 1,175 240 -,010 034 028 796 1,257
living with peers -074 048 -,.050 -1,638 124 044 -,045 -037 533 1,875
living alone -077 050 -.051 -1,633 125 -,030 -044 -037 526 1,803
living with your partner -130 072 -, 087 -1,799 072 -,082 -,082 -043 580 1,725
Dutch 231 039 147 5,042 000 79 170 142 935 1,069
study results 401 021 474 18,865 000 458 482 455 520 1,087
study phase -,001 044 -,001 -,020 984 -,008 -,001 ,aoo 705 1,418
negat_ive sexual -,099 043 -,057 -2,292 022 -,086 -, 066 -055 540 1,063
eXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle -,004 013 -,007 -, 269 788 001 -,008 - 006 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -158 027 145 -5,757 000 -,149 - 165 -138 903 1,108
seeking or having help - 170 035 -1149 -4.844 000 -,180 -139 - 116 957 1,045

a. DependentVariable: satisfaction with study
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Table 10.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Stel. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Sguare Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 057® 003 00z ,7a7a0 003 3,893 1 1204 049
2 ,526" 27T 270 60535 274 45199 10 1194 ,0oo
3 562° 316 308 58965 0349 17,112 4 11490 000

a. Predictors: (Constanf), law students

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, hmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your

partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy, problem

perception
Table 10.3
ANOVA®
sum of
Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Fegression 1,950 1 1,950 3,893 ,049'3
Residual 603,175 1204 A0
Tatal 605,125 1204
2 Regression 167,583 11 16,235 41,574 000°
Residual 437 542 1184 A66
Tatal 605,125 1205
3 Regression 191,381 14 12,758 36,696 .o
Residual 413,744 1180 348
Tatal 605,125 1204

. Dependent Variable: satisfaction with study
. Predictors: (Constant), law students

. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,

Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Table 11.1-11.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for quality of student life whereby law students are
compared with non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 11.1
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model =] Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3,609 019 194,964 000
law students 025 044 016 AT0 569 016 016 016 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3,547 218 16,273 000
law students 021 045 014 AT5 635 016 014 013 921 1,086
Sex -,006 037 -,005 - 161 872 021 -,005 -,004 947 1,056
Age - 019 008 -122 -3,653 000 -,089 -105 -102 699 1,431
bmi ,003 002 035 1,240 215 014 036 035 983 1,017
having a relationship 217 036 183 5477 000 168 170 16T 827 1,210
living with peers 1581 045 125 3,332 001 124 096 093 552 1,810
living alone -,002 048 -,002 -,047 62 - 113 -,001 -,001 540 1,853
living with your partner 049 069 026 T11 ATT 033 021 020 589 1,697
Dutch 137 037 106 3,736 000 118 107 104 964 1,038
study results 027 020 038 1,351 A77 034 039 038 925 1,081
study phase 043 042 034 1,015 310 011 029 028 710 1,409
3 (Constant) 4,026 232 17,344 000
law students 014 042 009 324 746 016 009 008 919 1,088
Sex 047 036 036 1,32 180 021 038 034 887 1,127
Age -019 005 - 119 -3,806 ,ao0 -,089 =110 -,099 690 1,449
bmi 005 002 054 2,065 039 014 060 054 978 1,022
having a relationship 147 034 25 4,276 000 168 123 A1 796 1,257
living with peers 149 043 123 3,458 001 124 100 ,090 533 1,875
living alone 058 045 046 1,287 185 =113 038 034 526 1,903
living with your partrer 142 064 075 2,202 028 033 064 057 580 1,725
Dutch 060 035 047 1,742 082 118 050 045 935 1,069
study results 035 019 050 1,829 068 034 053 048 920 1,087
study phase 034 039 026 849 306 011 025 022 705 1,418
negat_ive sexual -194 038 -134 -5,006 000 -170 - 144 -130 940 1,063
eXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 017 012 038 1,415 57 055 041 037 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -,260 024 -,280 -10,605 000 -,339 -,294 - 276 903 1,108
seeking or having help -152 031 -128 -4,834 ooo -155 -139 -126 957 1,045

a. DependentVariable: quality of student life
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Table 11.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Errar of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 0167 0o -001 58454 000 325 1 1204 568
2 270" 073 065 56519 073 9,388 10 1194 000
3 443° 196 186 52716 123 45615 4 1190 ,ooo

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, hmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem
perception

Table 11.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 11 1 11 A28 ,ﬁﬁQb
Fesidual 411,395 1204 342
Total 411,506 12045

2 Regression 30,100 11 2,736 B 566 ,00o°
Residual 381,406 1184 149
Total 411,506 12045

3 Fegression 20,806 15 5,387 19,385 ,UUUd
Fesidual 330,701 1140 278
Total 411,506 12045

a. Dependent Variakle: quality of student life
b. Predictors: (Constanf), law students

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dwtch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Appendix 12: Hierarchical regression analyses whereby psychology students are

compared with non-psychology students

Table 1.1-1.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for general health whereby psychology students are
compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Stal. Error Beta t Sig Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 59,878 629 95168 000
psychology students -1,575 3,747 -012 -,420 674 -012 012 012 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 60,952 8,163 7467 000
psychology students - 653 3,711 -,005 - 176 BE0 012 -,005 -,005 990 1,010
Sex -5.841 1,382 -123 -4,226 000 -132 - 121 -120 4952 1,050
Age 053 197 009 270 787 003 oo0g oog oz 1,424
bmi -,016 093 -,005 -,169 866 -,004 -,005 -,005 983 1,017
having a relationship 345 1,361 008 253 800 -025 007 007 827 1,210
living with peers 4,163 1,692 094 2,461 014 113 o7 070 558 1,792
living alone -319 1,769 -,007 -,180 857 -,054 -,005 -,005 553 1,809
living with your partner -2,993 2,568 -043 -1,165 244 -069 -034 -,033 593 1,687
Dutch 3,498 1,373 074 2548 011 082 074 072 969 1,032
study results 535 751 021 713 ATE 019 021 020 948 1,087
study phase 1,498 1,581 032 948 344 014 027 027 712 1,404
3 (Constant) 75,543 5,018 8,377 000
psychology students -,360 3,591 -,003 -100 920 012 -,003 -,003 988 1,012
Sex -4,492 1,380 -,095 -3,254 001 -132 -,094 -,088 8492 1,121
Age 073 191 013 383 702 003 011 011 693 1,443
bmi 035 090 011 382 703 -,004 o1 010 ars 1,023
having a relationship -1,291 1,341 -,030 -963 336 -025 -028 -, 026 796 1,267
living with peers 3,981 1,665 083 2,391 017 113 063 066 538 1,858
living alone 993 1,734 021 573 567 -,054 017 016 538 1,859
living with your partner -,650 2,503 -,009 -,260 795 -069 -008 -,007 583 1,715
Dutch 1,454 1,347 031 1,080 281 082 031 030 940 1,064
study results 660 728 026 807 \365 019 026 025 941 1,062
study phase 1,359 1,533 029 887 375 014 026 024 708 1,412
negative sexual -3,075 1,510 -,058 -2,037 042 -102 -,059 - 056 940 1,064
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle 289 468 018 638 524 -,003 018 018 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -6,712 953 -,204 -7,044 000 -,231 -,200 -183 803 1,108
seeking or having help -6,038 1,223 -139 -4,936 000 -172 - 142 135 956 1,046

a. Dependent Variable: general health
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Table 1.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted B Std. Error of F Square Sig. F
Model R R Sguare Squars the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 0123 ,aoa -,001 21,5359749 ,aoa ATT 1 1204 AT4
2 194" 037 0249 21,22249 037 4,627 10 1194 .0oo
3 322 03 ,0az 20,51590 066 21,915 4 1180 aon

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

h. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
a relationship, Age, living with peers

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having

a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy,
problem perception

Table 1.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Madal Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Fegression 31,995 1 31,995 ATT ,ETdb
Residual 558610685 1204 463,962
Total 558692 680 1205

2 Regression 20921971 11 1901,997 4,223 oon®
Residual S37YT0.7049 11494 450,394
Total 5586592 630 1205

3 Regression 57818,067 15 3854 508 9158 ,UUUd
Residual 500873713 11490 420,902
Total 558692 680 1205

a. DependentWariable: general health

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with yaur
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers, seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 2.1-2.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for vitality whereby psychology students are compared
with non-psychology students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
LUnstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WVIF
1 (Constant) 45 511 504 76,602 ,aoo
psychology students -3,391 3,538 -,028 -,958 338 -,028 -,028 -028 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 40,603 7,483 5426 ,aoo
psychology students -1,961 3,402 - 016 - 576 564 -,028 017 - 016 940 1,010
Sex -6,233 1,267 -139 -4.920 aoo - 161 - 14 - 136 952 1,050
Age 249 180 045 1,381 168 003 040 038 702 1,424
b - 016 086 -,005 -,190 849 -013 -,006 -,005 983 1,017
having a relationship -.847 1,247 -021 -679 497 - 056 -020 -018 827 1,210
living with peers 6,333 1,551 151 4,083 000 185 AT 113 558 1,792
living alone -587 1,622 -013 -,362 718 -,098 -010 -010 553 1,809
living with your partner 1,937 2,355 -,029 -,823 411 -,086 -,024 -023 593 1,687
Dutch 8,359 1,258 186 6,642 ,aoo 200 189 183 969 1,032
study results 366 638 015 532 594 002 015 015 946 1,057
study phase -,385 1,445 -,009 -,265 e -,025 -,008 -,007 712 1,404
3 {Constant) 62,961 8,184 7,693 000
psychology students -1,591 3,259 -013 -,488 625 -028 014 -013 988 1,012
Sex -4,135 1,253 -,092 -3,300 om - 161 -095 -,087 892 1121
Age 294 74 053 1,677 094 003 049 044 693 1,443
bmi 029 082 009 348 728 - 013 010 J0oa are 1,023
having a relationship 2,562 1,217 -, 062 -2,105 035 -, 056 -, 061 -, 056 796 1,257
living with peers 5592 1,511 133 3,700 ,aoo 185 go7 098 538 1,858
living alone 620 1,574 014 304 694 -,099 011 010 538 1,859
living with your partner 260 2,272 004 114 809 -,086 003 003 583 1,715
Dutch 6,121 1,223 136 5,006 0oo 200 RET! 132 940 1,064
study results 595 660 024 801 368 002 026 024 941 1,062
study phase -,801 1,39 -018 - 575 565 -025 - 017 - 015 708 1,412
negat_ive sexual -6 519 1,371 - 110 -4 026 .ooo - 164 - 116 - 106 940 1,064
EXpEriences
peer pressure lifestyle -715 425 - 046 -1,683 093 - 073 -048 -044 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -7.151 8BS -,230 -8,269 aoo 274 -,233 -218 803 1,108
seeking or having help -4,707 1,110 - 114 -4,240 000 - 163 -122 -112 956 1,046

a. Dependent Variable: vitality
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Table 2.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Sguare Sig. F
Model R R Sqguare Square the Estimate Change F Change df dfiz Change
1 ,028%® o1 ,aon 20,33965 o1 4918 1 1204 338
2 305" 093 ,0BA 19,45582 093 12,186 10 1184 ,aon
3 4158 72 162 18,62049 078 28,336 4 1140 oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
a relationship, Age, living with peers

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with yvour partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having

a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy,
problem perception

Table 2.3
ANOVA?
Sum of

Madeal Sguares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Fegression 379 867 1 3749 B6T 18 ,33E!b
Fesidual 498096 447 1204 413,701
Total 498476314 12045

2 Fegression 46507,903 11 4227991 11,1649 .ooo®
Fesidual 451968 411 1194 378,533
Total 498475,314 1204

3 Fegression 25876169 15 725078 16,512 ,IZIIZIIIZI':l
Fesidual 412600144 11490 346,723
Total 498476314 12045

a. DependentVariable: vitality

b. Predictors: (Constantf), psychology students

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
selfefficacy, problem perception
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Table 3.1-3.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for depression whereby psychology students are
compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 15,244 152 100,551 000
psycholagy students 1,168 903 037 1,293 196 037 037 037 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 16,470 1,932 8,525 000
psychology students 831 878 027 (946 344 037 027 026 1990 1,010
Sex 2,183 327 191 6,703 000 196 1490 ar 8582 1,050
Age 027 047 019 574 566 011 017 016 702 1424
bmi ,a0o 022 001 019 985 -,005 001 001 983 1,017
having a relationship 12 322 011 349 727 049 010 010 827 1,210
living with peers -,895 400 -,083 2,236 026 -128 -,065 -,062 558 1,782
living alone 377 413 034 900 368 0E3 026 025 553 1,808
living with your partner 582 608 035 975 330 070 028 027 593 1,687
Dutch -597 325 -,052 -1,838 0BG -,060 -,053 -,051 (983 1,032
study results - 693 178 - 112 -3,902 000 -112 -112 -108 046 1,057
study phase -621 374 -,055 -1,661 097 -,035 -,048 -,046 712 1,404
3 (Constant) 11,969 2,086 5739 oo
psychology students 671 831 021 808 A9 037 023 021 988 1,012
Sex 1,678 313 147 5257 000 196 151 138 892 1,121
Age oog 044 oo7 208 835 011 006 005 693 1,443
b -,013 021 - 016 - BT 537 -,005 -,018 - 016 978 1,023
having a relationship 500 310 048 1,613 107 043 047 042 796 1,257
living with peers -834 385 -078 -2 166 031 128 -, 063 -, 057 538 1,858
living alone 022 401 002 055 956 069 002 001 538 1,859
living with your partner -,081 579 -,005 - 188 875 070 -,0058 -,004 583 1,715
Dutch 022 312 o002 070 G944 -,080 o002 o002 940 1,064
study results - 714 168 114 -4,248 000 -112 -122 .12 941 1,062
study phase - 545 1355 -.048 1,538 125 -,035 -,044 -,040 708 1,412
negative sexual 1,239 349 096 3,547 000 149 102 093 940 1,064
Experiences
peer pressure lifestyle 014 108 004 137 891 031 004 ,004 926 1,080
self-efficacy
probilem perception 1,696 220 213 7,696 000 238 218 1203 903 1,108
seeking or having help 2221 ,283 211 7,851 000 283 222 207 9586 1,046

a. Dependent Variable: depression
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Table 3.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Maodel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 037 a0 00 518011 001 1,673 1 1204 1886
2 269" 072 064 502330 071 5129 10 1194 ,000
3 41g° 75 B8 474518 103 3r.018 4 1190 ,ooo

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

h. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having

a relationship, Age, living with peers

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
arelationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy,

problem perception

Table 3.3
ANOVA®
sSum of

Model Squares df Mean Sqguare F Sia.

1 Fegrezsion 45 056 1 45 056 1,673 1 ggP
Fesidual 32432443 1204 26,937
Total 32477499 12045

2 Fegression 2348647 11 213,513 8,461 .0oo®
Fesidual 30128,853 1194 25,234
Total 32477 4449 12045

3 Fegrezsion 682,767 15 378,851 16,825 ,IIIIIZIIIII':l
Fesidual 26794732 11490 225617
Total 32477499 12045

a. DependentVariahle: depression

b. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with

peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with yaur
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 4.1-4.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for anxiety whereby psychology students are compared

with non-psychology students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 4.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B St Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Fartial Part Tolerance YIF
1 (Constant) 7,042 088 79,313 000
psychology students 546 528 030 1,033 302 030 030 030 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 8,070 1,128 7,156 000
psychalogy students 362 513 020 TOB 480 030 020 020 1990 1,010
Sex 991 a1 148 5191 000 61 1449 144 952 1,050
Age 008 027 0a7 211 833 027 008 008 702 1,424
bmi -014 013 -,031 -1,091 275 -,024 -,032 -,030 983 1,017
having a relationship 015 188 ooz 081 935 037 002 002 827 1,210
living with peers -G8 234 -110 -2,945 003 - 148 -,085 -,082 558 1,792
living alone 159 244 024 652 A14 090 019 018 553 1,809
living with yaur partner 154 1355 016 434 GBS 061 013 012 593 1,687
Dutch -1,140 140 -170 -6,011 000 - 180 =171 - 167 969 1,032
study results -215 104 -,059 -2,076 038 -,049 -, 060 -,058 946 1,057
study phase -,087 218 -013 -, 396 692 012 -0 -,011 712 1,404
3 (Constant) 6,473 1,233 5,249 000
psychology students 23 491 013 AT70 639 030 014 012 988 1,012
Sex (696 188 104 3,686 000 161 106 098 892 1,121
Age -,008 026 -,011 -, 341 733 027 -010 -,008 693 1,443
bmi -019 012 -,042 -1,565 118 -,024 045 -,042 ars 1,023
having a relationship 158 183 026 (861 389 037 025 023 796 1,257
living with peers - 710 228 -113 =317 002 - 148 -,080 -,083 538 1,858
living alone -,043 237 -,007 - 183 8485 090 -,005 -,005 538 1,859
living with your partner -213 342 -022 -, 622 534 061 018 .07 583 1,715
Dutch -832 184 -124 -4,518 000 - 180 130 -120 940 1,064
study results 218 100 -,060 -2,191 028 -,049 063 -,058 aa 1,062
study phase -,023 210 -,003 110 912 012 003 -,003 708 1,412
negative sexual 965 207 128 4673 000 180 134 124 940 1,064
EXpErences
peer pressure lifestyle -,006 064 -,003 -,083 926 025 -,003 -,002 926 1,080
self-efficacy
prokblem perception 624 130 134 47493 000 187 138 127 903 1,108
seeking or having help 1,280 67 208 7653 ooo 249 217 204 956 1,046

a. Dependent Wariahle: anxiety
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Table 4.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Mode| R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0308 o1 ,aoa 3,039449 001 1,068 1 1204 02
2 2740k 078 068 2,83207 077 0,084 10 1194 .ooo
3 388" 155 148 280563 081 28,512 4 1140 ,aon

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

h. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
a relationship, Age, living with peers

t. Predictors: (Constanf), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy,

problem perception
Table 4.3
ANOVA?
sum of
Madel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 4 866 1 4,866 1,068 ,302"
Residual 11123187 1204 8,238
Total 11133,052 1205
2 Fegression 268,196 11 78,927 9181 ,0on®
Fesidual 10264 856 1194 8,647
Total 11133,052 1205
3 Fegression 1765,925 15 117,728 14,956 .oop®
Residual 5367127 1180 7,872
Total 11133,052 1205

a. DependentWariahle: anxiety

b. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with

peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with yaur
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 5.1-5.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for internet addiction whereby psychology students are
compared with non-psychology students.

Step 1 N = 1158, step 2 N =1142, step 3 N =734.

Table 5.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Maodel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order  Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 2815 025 101,573 000
psychology students 035 150 009 236 814 009 009 009 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3,585 1336 10,666 0oo
psychology students 022 148 005 RE 880 009 006 005 75 1,026
Sex -,008 053 -,004 -112 911 -,009 -,004 -,004 834 1,071
Age 003 008 013 ,2490 q72 009 011 010 G468 1,547
bmi -,002 003 -,020 - 561 575 -,007 -,021 -,020 4880 1,021
having a relationship -135 053 100 2,556 011 -076 -,095 -,092 848 1,179
living with peers -,206 066 - 151 -3,129 a0z - 136 - 118 -112 556 1,800
living alone -,036 088 -,028 -538 580 074 -,020 -018 548 1,823
living with your partner -007 08 -,003 - 064 9449 012 -,002 -,002 647 1,545
Dutch -2 052 170 -4 636 0oo -159 170 - 168 54 1,038
study results 109 030 133 -3,597 0oo -123 133 -1239 938 1,066
study phase -,002 065 -,002 -,037 971 -0 -,0m -,001 GGG 1,502
3 (Constant) 3,348 358 9,350 .0oo
psychology students 030 138 008 2149 827 009 008 007 472 1,029
Sex -,032 052 -022 - 610 542 -,009 -,023 021 874 1,144
Age 002 003 oo7 173 862 0og 006 006 B4 1,560
bmi -,003 003 -,041 1,185 236 -,007 -044 -,040 a7z 1,029
having a relationship -,04 051 -03 -818 414 - 076 -,031 -028 813 1,229
living with peers -223 063 164 -3,544 000 -136 -1 -120 536 1,864
living alone -125 085 -,040 -1,933 054 074 -,072 - 065 532 1,880
living with your partner - 134 103 -,055 -1,295 196 012 -,048 -,044 634 1,577
Diutch - 186 050 130 -3,735 ,a0o -158 - 138 126 940 1,064
study results - 106 023 130 -3,698 .0oo -123 137 -125 932 1,073
study phase -005 061 -,003 - 076 839 -011 -,003 -,003 62 1,810
negat.i\te sexual 080 087 049 1,409 158 g7y 053 048 936 1,069
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle - 062 018 -123 -3,472 om =121 -128 - 117 A13 1,095
self-efficacy
problem perception 312 037 1305 8,542 0oo 338 304 289 a5 1,118
seeking or having help 036 Y 027 768 443 080 029 026 837 1,068

a. DependentVariable: internet addiction
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Table 5.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 .0og® 000 -0M JGB166 000 0586 1 732 814
2 264" 070 056 4255 070 5,420 10 722 000
3 423° 179 162 0536 109 23,860 4 718 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

h. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, living with peers, Age, study results, Dutch, Sex, having a relationship, living with
your partner, study phase, living alone

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, living with peers, Age, study results, Dutch, Sex, having a relationship, living with
your partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy,

problem perception

Table 5.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sia.

1 Fegression 024 1 024 056 a1 4k
Fesidual 320,467 73z 438
Total 320,491 733

2 Regression 22,401 11 2,036 4,933 ,000°®
Fesidual 248,090 722 413
Total 320,491 733

3 Fegression 57,376 15 3,825 10,438 ,UUUd
Fesidual 263,115 718 366
Total 320,491 733

. DependentVariable: internet addiction
. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, living with peers, Age, study

results, Dutch, Sex, having a relationship, living with your partner, study phase, living
alone

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, living with peers, Age, study

results, Dutch, Sex, having a relationship, living with your partner, study phase, living
alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 6.1-6.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for buying addiction whereby psychology students are
compared with non-psychology students.

Step 1 N =419, step 2 N =412, step 3 N = 287.

Table 6.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Fartial Fart Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) -,264 114 -2,324 021
psychology students - 653 786 -,049 -,830 407 -,049 -049 -,049 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 4,386 1,603 2,735 007
psychology students -,400 T77 -,030 -515 607 -,049 -031 -,029 953 1,050
Sex - 615 280 -,130 -2,199 029 -124 - 131 - 126 934 1,071
Age - 160 042 -, 265 -3,838 000 -,235 -225 -,219 GBS 1,458
bmi 008 028 017 284 J77 -,037 017 016 936 1,068
having a relationship 220 244 056 905 366 022 055 052 839 1,191
living with peers -187 ,300 -,047 -624 533 023 -038 -,036 570 1,756
living alone -,263 AN - 066 -,B45 399 -,073 -051 -,048 537 1,862
living with your partner -,290 476 -,043 -610 542 -,063 -037 -,035 655 1,528
Dutch 553 255 130 2173 031 A73 130 124 917 1,091
study results -071 132 -,032 -541 589 -015 -033 -,031 932 1,073
study phase 504 A1 12 1,622 106 -,054 087 093 689 1,451
3 (Constant) 4602 1,702 2,703 007
psychology students -, 481 755 -,036 -,638 524 -,049 -039 -,035 943 1,061
Sex -623 277 -132 -2,249 025 -124 -135 124 887 1,128
Age - 159 041 -,262 -3,882 ,000 -,235 -2249 -,214 Nl 1,496
bmi 031 028 066 1,114 266 -,037 068 081 881 1,135
having a relationship 041 239 010 AT 864 022 010 009 815 1,227
living with peers -,097 296 -,024 -,327 J44 023 -020 -,018 546 1,83
living alone - 153 304 -,038 -,502 16 -,073 -,030 -,028 525 1,008
living with your partner =111 463 -017 -,240 810 -,063 -014 -,013 645 1,550
Dutch 408 249 095 1,636 103 A73 099 ,090 893 1,120
study results -,066 129 -,030 -516 607 -015 -031 -,028 910 1,098
study phase 449 303 100 1,488 139 -,054 090 082 678 1,475
negative sexual - 483 255 -108 -1,891 060 -188 -114 -,104 922 1,085
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle 133 or2 106 1,835 068 104 A1 A01 918 1,080
selfefficacy
problem perception - 672 180 221 -3 ,000 -,244 -221 -,206 869 1,150
seeking or having help 165 222 043 745 A5T -,053 045 041 402 1,108

a. Dependent Variable: buying addiction
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Table 6.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Maodel R F Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0497 002 -,001 1,00463 002 JG90 1 285 407
2 3220 104 L] 1,83791 01 3,107 10 275 001
3 419¢ A7E 130 1,77576 o072 5,806 4 271 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

h. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, living alone, having a relationship, study results, bmi, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living with peers

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, living alone, having a relationship, study results, bmi, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living with peers, peer pressure lifestyle selfeflicacy, negative sexual experiences, seeking or having help,
problem perception

Table 6.3
ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Sqguare F Sia.
1 Fegression 2,802 1 2,502 JGa0 ,ame
Fesidual 1033867 2845 3,628
Total 1036,369 286
2 Regression 107,443 11 9 768
Fesidual 928,926 2745 3,378
Total 1036,369 286
3 Regression 181,817 16 12121
Fesidual g54 552 271 3,153
Total 1036,369 286

a. Dependent Variahle: buying addiction
b. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, living alone, having a relationship, study
results, bmi, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, living alone, having a relationship,
study results, bhmi, Sex, Dutch, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living with
peers, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, negative sexual experiences, seeking or
having help, problem perception
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Table 7.1-7.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for eating disorder whereby psychology students are
compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 7.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1,727 039 44 480 000
psychology students -227 231 -,028 -,982 327 -028 -028 -028 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -, 705 477 -1,474 138
psychology students -,384 217 -,048 -1,770 077 -,028 -,051 -,048 980 1,010
Sex 992 081 338 12,288 000 325 335 330 852 1,050
Age -012 011 -,033 -1,016 310 -,066 -029 -,027 702 1,424
bmi 024 005 21 4,464 ,a00 088 128 120 883 1,017
having a relationship -025 078 -,009 -.319 750 007 -,009 -,009 827 1,210
living with peers 199 ,099 073 2,018 044 -021 058 054 558 1,792
living alone 363 103 127 3,516 000 030 101 094 653 1,809
living with your partner 165 150 038 1,100 271 ooo 032 030 583 1,687
Dutch 021 080 Qo7 266 780 -012 008 oo7 969 1,032
study results 043 044 027 ,990 322 041 028 027 946 1,087
study phase -,149 092 -,081 -1,617 106 -,045 -047 -,043 712 1,404
3 (Constant) -2,202 514 -4,285 000
psychology students -,375 205 -,047 -1,831 067 -028 -053 -,046 988 1,012
Sex 892 078 304 11,344 000 325 12 287 ,Ba2 1121
Age -,009 011 -,025 -,834 404 -,066 -024 - 021 683 1,443
bmi 021 008 104 4,046 000 098 116 103 478 1,023
having a relationship 141 076 052 1,846 065 oov 053 047 ,THE 1,257
living with peers 252 095 082 2,660 008 -021 077 JOB7 538 1,858
living alone 261 ,099 091 2,640 008 ,080 076 067 538 1,859
living with your partner 014 143 003 101 820 ooo 003 ,003 583 1,715
Dutch 166 077 057 2,168 ,030 -012 063 055 840 1,064
study results 017 041 011 404 JGBT 041 012 010 a1 1,062
study phase -130 087 -,045 -1,485 138 -,045 -043 -038 708 1,412
negatlive sexual 312 086 085 3,625 000 164 105 082 940 1,064
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle 015 027 014 548 584 037 016 014 926 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception 625 054 307 11,509 000 323 316 292 803 1,108
seeking or having help 023 070 009 334 738 057 010 oo0a 956 1,046

a. DependentVariable: eating pattern
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Table 7.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Stal. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dfl dfz Change
i .02g? 001 000 1,32918 001 963 1 1204 327
2 ,3?2"' 138 130 1,23944 138 19,065 10 1194 ,0oo
3 48RS 236 226 1,16907 0a8 38,018 4 1190 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

b. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
arelationship, Age, living with peers

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
arelationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selfefficacy,
problem perception

Table 7.3
ANOVA?
Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 1,702 1 1,702 BE3 ,32?"
Residual 2127128 1204 1,767
Total 2128,830 1205

2 Regression 294 584 11 26,780 17,433 ooe*
Residual 1834 246 11594 1,536
Total 2128830 1205

3 Regression 502,423 15 33 4495 24 507 .oop®
Residual 1626 407 1150 1,367
Total 2128,830 1205

a. DependentVariable: eating pattern

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers, seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 8.1-8.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for suicidal ideation whereby psychology students are

compared with non-psychology students.

Step 1 N =949, step 2 N =935, step 3 N =590.

Table 8.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 6,961 109 63,054 ,a00
psychology students -,009 B77 -,001 - 016 988 -,001 -,001 -,001 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 5,436 1,433 3,794 000
psychology students -,.081 A78 -, 006 - 140 \BBY -,001 -, 006 -,006 J9B7 1,013
Sex 407 240 073 1,701 ,080 056 071 070 926 1,080
Age 042 038 054 1,084 278 013 045 045 670 1,492
i -,009 012 03 - 744 457 -,021 - 031 -, 031 a77 1,023
having a relationship -,387 248 -072 -1,558 118 -,0567 - 065 -,064 782 1,278
living with peers ,030 304 006 ,099 421 -035 004 ,004 529 1,890
living alone 328 315 060 1,043 287 073 043 043 516 1,838
living with your partner 251 451 030 557 &78 -,009 023 ,023 Rale] 1,757
Dutch - 514 237 -,091 -2170 030 -,.091 -,090 -,089 969 1,032
study results 77 127 026 605 645 026 025 025 932 1,073
study phase -,398 283 -, 069 -1,403 161 -.039 -058 -,.058 701 1,427
3 (Constant) 3,423 1,602 2137 033
psychology students 094 563 007 167 BET -,001 o7 007 a77 1,024
Sex 180 242 032 T4 459 056 031 029 847 1,181
Age 027 037 035 11 ATT 013 030 ,028 (662 1,510
bmi -010 012 -,035 -B57 382 -021 -036 -034 472 1,029
having a relationship -124 245 -,023 -504 615 -,057 -021 -,020 749 1,336
living with peers 081 298 015 271 787 -,0358 011 011 515 1,840
living alone 139 307 025 452 651 073 018 018 A06 1,875
living with your partner -037 439 -,005 -,085 832 -,009 -004 -,003 562 1,778
Dutch -215 234 -,038 -619 ,358 -,091 -038 -037 827 1,079
study results 066 123 022 538 583 026 022 021 927 1,079
study phase -,302 276 -,052 -1,091 276 -,039 - 045 -,043 689 1,451
negat_ive sexual 896 246 151 3,642 000 186 150 145 a14 1,095
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle ,ooa 082 ,ooo0 002 ags -,010 oo 000 808 1,101
self-efficacy
problem perception 810 170 ,200 4,758 000 223 185 189 ,Ba2 1121
seeking or having help 437 218 081 1,891 047 108 083 079 964 1,037

a. DependentVariable: suicidal ideation
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Table 8.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Snuare Souare the Estimate Change F Change dfi df2 Change
i oo1® 000 -.002 2 50647 000 000 1 538 988
2 15aP 025 006 2 58584 025 1,485 10 578 141
3 ,305° 093 070 260244 068 10,792 4 574 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

b. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, study results, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living with peers, study phase,
having a relationship, Age, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, study results, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living with peers, study phase,
having a relationship, Age, living alone, seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy,
problem perception

Table 8.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 00z 1 00z oon ,QBEb
Fesidual 3964102 588 6,742
Total 3964103 588

2 Regression 99,279 11 9,025 1,350 193¢
Fesidual 3864,825 a7a 6,687
Total 3964,103 5849

3 Fegression 369,607 15 24 640 3,935 ,IIIIIZIIIII':|
Fesidual 3594 496 74 6,262
Total 3964103 588

a. Dependent Variable: suicidal ideation

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, study results, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living with peers, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living
alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, bmi, study results, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living with peers, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living
alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 9.1-9.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for student health (risk) behaviour (general) whereby
psychology students are compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 9.1
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients Carrelations Caollinearity Statistics
Maodel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance YIF
1 (Constant) 349 013 266,987 000
psychology students 047 076 018 618 537 018 018 018 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3233 165 19,610 000
psychology students 035 075 013 469 639 018 014 013 990 1,010
Sex -,004 028 -004 - 142 887 003 -,004 -,004 952 1,060
Age 004 004 034 1,013 3N 043 023 023 702 1,424
bmi -,004 ooz -087 -2,01 045 -073 -,058 -,087 983 1,017
having a relationship 043 027 055 1,783 075 073 052 050 827 1,210
living with peers 018 034 020 529 597 085 015 015 558 1,792
living alone -,004 038 -100 -2,636 009 =131 - 076 -074 553 1,809
living with your partner -037 052 -026 -7 ATT 034 -021 -020 593 1,687
Dutch 144 028 149 5,188 000 153 148 146 969 1,032
study results 008 015 018 625 532 013 018 018 946 1,057
study phase 064 03z 067 2,008 045 074 058 057 712 1,404
3 (Constant) 3,524 163 21,623 Doo
psychology students 016 065 008 243 808 018 007 006 988 1,012
Sex -,009 025 -,009 -,355 723 o003 -,010 -,009 892 1,121
Age 000 003 -002 -,061 g52 043 -,002 -,001 693 1,443
bmi -,002 002 -027 -1,101 27 - 073 -,032 -,027 478 1,023
having a relationship -043 024 -049 1,795 073 073 -,052 -044 796 1,257
living with peers 021 030 023 701 484 085 020 017 538 1,858
living alone -,031 031 -,033 -1,000 318 131 -,029 -,024 538 1,858
living with your partner 042 045 030 937 349 034 027 023 583 1,714
Dutch 088 024 091 3,622 000 153 104 088 940 1,064
study results 021 013 01 1,626 104 013 047 040 941 1,062
study phase 070 028 073 2,537 011 079 073 062 708 1,412
negative sexual -023 027 -021 -,B42 400 -078 - 024 -021 940 1,064
EXpENiences
peer pressure lifestyle 056 Jos 167 6,601 000 183 188 161 28 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -319 017 -475 18,499 000 -, 494 - 473 -, 451 903 1,108
seeking or having help 043 022 049 1,959 050 002 0587 048 956 1,046

a. Dependent Variable: student health (risk) behaviour (general)
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Table 9.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 ogf ,000 -,001 43837 000 382 1 1204 537
2 ,228" 0582 043 42865 052 6,524 10 1194 000
3 G41° ,293 284 37082 241 101,367 4 1140 ,000

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

b. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having

arelationship, Age, living with peers

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy,

problem perception

Table 9.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sia.

1 Fegression 073 1 073 382 ,53Tb
Residual 231,370 1204 142
Total 231,443 12045

p Regression 12,060 11 1,096 5067 ,0o0°
Residual 215,383 1154 184
Total 231,443 12048

3 Fegrassion 67,813 15 4521 32,878 ,UUUd
Residual 163,630 1180 138
Total 231,443 12045

a. DependentWariable: student health (risk) hehaviour (general)

h. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with yaur
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with

pEErs

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 10.1-10.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for satisfaction with study whereby psychology
students are compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 10.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order  Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 3,482 021 168,154 000
psychology students 018 123 004 147 883 004 004 004 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 1,130 233 4852 ,000
psychology students 042 106 010 393 634 004 011 010 980 1,010
Sex -,043 ,039 -,027 -1,081 280 -,008 -,031 -027 952 1,050
Age -,028 ,006 131 -4 452 000 -174 -128 -110 702 1,424
hmi 002 ,003 018 745 456 -,003 022 018 983 1,017
having a relationship 082 ,039 057 2,108 035 -010 061 052 827 1,210
living with peers - 0GB 048 -,045 -1,370 AT 044 -,040 -034 558 1,792
living alone - 108 050 -,071 -2,150 032 -,030 -,062 -,053 553 1,809
living with your partner -188 073 -,082 -2 564 010 -082 -074 - 063 583 1,687
Dutch 284 ,039 R 7,257 000 179 ,206 179 \969 1,032
study results ,398 021 470 18,580 000 (458 474 A48T 946 1,087
study phase 004 045 003 049 921 -,009 003 00z 712 1,404
3 (Constant) 1,558 259 6,005 000
psychology students 053 103 012 512 609 004 015 012 ,988 1,012
Sex 001 040 001 023 982 -,008 001 001 Ba2 1121
Age -024 005 -124 -4,323 ,000 -174 -124 -104 693 1,443
bmi 003 ,003 029 1,216 224 -,003 035 029 978 1,023
having a relationship 045 ,039 032 1,174 241 -010 034 028 786 1,257
living with peers - 075 048 -,051 -1,561 118 044 -,045 -, 037 538 1,858
living alone -,078 050 -,052 1,579 115 -030 -, 046 -,038 538 1,858
living with your partner - 131 072 -,057 -1,816 070 -.082 -,053 - 044 583 1,715
Dutch 231 039 47 55965 ,000 79 A70 143 940 1,064
study results 401 021 474 19,168 ,000 458 486 459 a4 1,062
study phase -,002 044 -,001 -,042 967 -,008 -,001 -,001 708 1,412
negative sexual -100 043 -, 087 -2,305 021 -,086 - 067 - 085 940 1,064
BXpErNences
peer pressure lifestyle -,004 013 -,0o7 -, 266 7480 001 -,0o8 -, 006 926 1,080
self-efiicacy
problem perception - 157 027 -145 -5749 000 - 143 -164 -138 903 1,108
seeking or having help -171 ,035 -118 -4,859 000 -180 138 -116 956 1,048

a. DependentYariable: satisfaction with study
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Table 10.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Sguare Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 0047 0oo -001 70893 0oo 022 1 1204 883
2 ,526b 277 270 60533 277 45738 10 1194 000
3 G627 316 308 58959 039 17,154 4 1180 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

h. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
arelationship, Age, living with peers

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, hmi, living with your partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having
arelationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy,

problem perception

Table 10.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 011 1 011 022 ,883':'
Residual 605114 1204 503
Total 605,125 1205

2 Regression 167,611 11 15237 41 584 .000°®
Residual 437,514 11494 ,366
Total 605,125 1205

3 Regression 191 463 15 12 764 36718 .oop?
Residual 413 662 1140 ,348
Total 605,125 1205

a. Dependent Variable: satisfaction with study

. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students

c. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with

peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), psychology students, study results, bmi, living with your
partner, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship, Age, living with
peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 11.1-11.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for quality of student life whereby psychology
students are compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 11.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients Correlations Cuollinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Eeta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Fart Tolerance WVIF
1 (Constant) 3,609 019 194,964 000
law students 025 044 016 570 569 016 016 016 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) 3,547 218 16,273 000
law students 021 045 014 ATE 635 016 014 013 a1 1,086
Sex -,008 037 -,005 - 161 872 021 -,005 -,004 047 1,056
Age -018 005 - 122 -3,653 ,aoo -.089 - 105 -102 699 1,431
brmi 003 002 035 1,240 215 014 036 035 683 1,017
having a relationship 217 036 183 5977 000 168 170 167 827 1,210
living with peers 51 045 125 3332 001 124 096 093 552 1,810
living alone -,002 048 -,002 -,047 962 - 113 -,001 -,001 540 1,853
living with your partner 049 y] 026 71 ATT 033 0 020 589 1,697
Dutch 137 037 06 3,736 ,aoo 114 o7 104 064 1,038
study results 027 020 039 1,351 ATT 034 039 038 a25 1,081
study phase 043 042 034 1,015 310 011 029 028 710 1,408
3 (Constant) 4026 232 17,344 oo
law students 014 042 ] 324 746 016 aoa ao8 a19 1,088
Sex 047 036 036 1,312 180 021 038 034 Ba7 1127
Age -018 005 - 118 -3,806 ,aoo -.089 - 110 -,099 690 1,449
brmi 005 002 054 2,065 039 014 060 054 78 1,022
having a relationship 47 034 125 4,276 000 168 123 a1 796 1,257
living with peers 144 043 123 3,458 001 124 100 090 533 1,875
living alone 058 045 046 1,297 185 - 113 038 034 526 1,903
living with your partner 142 064 075 2,202 028 033 064 057 580 1,725
Dutch 080 035 047 1,742 082 119 050 045 935 1,069
study results 035 019 050 1,829 068 034 053 048 620 1,087
study phase 034 039 026 849 396 011 025 022 705 1,418
negative sexual -84 034 -134 -5,006 .ooo -170 - 144 -130 940 1,063
exXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 017 012 038 1,415 A&7 &5 041 037 26 1,080
self-efficacy
problem perception -, 260 024 -,290 -10,605 ,aoo -,338 -,294 - 276 903 1,108
seeking or having help - 152 0N -128 -4,834 ,aoo - 165 -138 -126 957 1,045

a. DependentYariable: quality of student life
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Table 11.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Maoclel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dfi df2 Change
1 0167 000 -,001 58454 000 325 1 1204 569
2 ,2?0" 073 065 56518 073 9,388 10 1194 000
3 4438 196 186 B2T16 123 45 615 4 1190 ,ooo

a. Predictors: (Constant), law students

h. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, hmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship, Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your
partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem
perception

Table 11.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 11 1 11 325 ,EEQb
Fesidual 411,395 1204 342
Total 411,506 12045

2 Fegression 30,100 11 2,736 8,566 .0oo®
Fesidual 381,406 1194 319
Total 411 506 12045

3 Fegrezsion 20,806 15 5,387 19,385 ,UUUd
Fesidual 330,701 11490 278
Total 411,506 12045

a. Dependent Variable: quality of student life
b. Predictors: (Constanf), law students

c. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dwtch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), law students, living with peers, bmi, having a relationship,
Dutch, study results, Sex, Age, living with your partner, study phase, living alone,
seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-
efficacy, problem perception
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Appendix 13: Hierarchical regression analyses whereby economics and business
students are compared with non-economics and business students

Table 1.1-1.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for general health whereby economics and business
students are compared with non-economics and business students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Stel. Error Eeta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 59,261 B&T 90156 ,ooo
economics and business 5,040 1,949 074 2,586 010 074 074 074 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 58,018 8229 7,080 000
economics and business 4835 1875 07 2,444 014 ! 07 069 946 1,057
students
Sex -5,435 1,387 - 114 -3,919 ,aon - 132 -113 - 111 a41 1,062
Age 052 196 009 267 789 003 oog .oo8 ro2 1,424
bmi -013 093 -004 - 136 ,Ba2 -,004 -004 -.004 883 1,017
having a relationship 276 1,358 00a 204 B39 -025 o0& 006 BI6 1,210
living with peers 4298 1,688 N 2,548 01 1149 073 072 BET 1,794
living alone - 167 1,766 -004 -095 =25 -.054 - 003 -,003 hA2 1,811
living with your partner -2.700 2 565 -039 -1,053 293 -,069 -030 -,030 591 1,691
Dutch 3,925 1,380 02 2,843 005 082 g2 081 953 1,049
study results 725 763 028 R:lix! ekl 0149 028 027 837 1,068
study phase 1,076 1582 023 680 Aa7 014 020 019 708 1,412
3 (Constant) 72671 9100 7,986 ,aon
economics and business 4081 1816 060 213 033 074 062 058 a4 1,063
students
Sex -41483 1,383 -088 -3,031 ooz -132 - 088 -083 885 1,130
Age 071 91 012 373 710 003 011 010 693 1,442
bmi 037 0an 011 A1 681 -,0o4 012 011 a7a 1,023
having a relationship -1,329 1,338 -030 -893 a1 -025 - 029 -027 795 1,257
living with peers 4114 1,663 092 2474 014 1148 072 068 A37 1,861
living alone 1,108 1,73 024 B39 523 -,054 019 018 53T 1,861
living with your partner - 427 250 - 006 =171 864 - 069 - 005 -.0058 582 1,718
Dutch 1,845 1,357 034 1,360 74 0az2 034 037 823 1,084
study results 814 730 032 1,116 265 0149 03z 031 832 1,073
study phase 1,024 1534 022 668 5058 014 014 018 705 1,414
negat_i\te sexual -2.8497 1,509 -054 -1,820 055 =102 - 056 -,053 838 1,067
eXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 332 468 020 J10 478 -,003 021 019 825 1,081
selfefflicacy
problem perception -6,634 952 -,201 -6,972 .0o0 -,231 -198 -191 02 1,109
seeking or having help -6,034 122 -138 -4844 Qoo -172 -142 -135 857 1,045

a. DependentVariable: general health
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Table 1.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change 1 df2 Change
1 0747 006 005 21,48181 006 6,685 1 1204 010
2 208" 042 033 21,16969 037 4577 10 1194 000
3 327" 07 09g 20476497 0G5 21,637 4 1180 oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bhmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers

¢. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 1.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Fegrezsion 3084,923 1 084,923 6,685 ,nmb
Fesidual 55607 756 1204 461,463
Total 558692 680 12045

2 Fegression 235894903 11 2144 991 4 786 .0oo®
Residual 535097,777 1194 448,156
Total 5586592 680 12045

3 Fegrezsion 59718,005 15 3981,200 9,495 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':l
Fesidual 498974 675 11490 419,306
Total 558692 680 12045

a. DependentVariable: general health

b. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bhmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,

Ade, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,

Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer

pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 2.1-2.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for vitality whereby economics and business students
are compared with non-economics and business students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 457283 622 72,791 000
econamics and business 1,078 1,846 017 584 560 017 017 017 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 39,575 7,562 5234 000
economics and business 1,659 1,815 026 914 361 017 026 025 948 1,067
students
Sex -6,132 1,274 -137 -4.813 000 - 161 -138 -133 a4 1,062
Age 250 180 046 1,388 165 003 040 038 702 1,424
bmi - 016 086 -005 - 187 851 -,013 -005 -008 983 1,017
having a relationship -B75 1,247 -021 -,702 483 -,056 -020 -0149 826 1,210
living with peers 6,377 1,851 152 4111 000 185 18 113 A87 1,794
living alane -541 1,623 -012 -3 739 -,099 -010 -,009 552 1,811
living with your partner -1,837 2,357 -028 -, 780 436 -,086 -023 -021 591 1,691
Dutch 8,502 1,268 189 6,703 000 200 190 185 953 1,049
study results 438 692 018 633 527 0oz 018 017 937 1,068
study phase -.581 1,453 -013 -,400 689 -,025 -012 011 708 1,412
3 (Constant) 62,531 8,275 7,556 000
economics and business 563 1,742 008 323 747 017 ,0oa 008 a4 1,063
students
Sex -4,123 1,258 -082 -3,277 001 - 161 -095 - 086 885 1,130
Age 282 174 053 1,685 092 003 048 044 693 1,442
bmi 028 082 008 343 732 -,013 010 008 978 1,023
having a relationship -2,569 1,217 -,062 =211 035 - 056 -,061 - 056 795 1,257
living with peers 5,611 1,513 133 3,708 000 185 07 038 637 1,861
living alane 632 1,575 014 401 688 -,099 012 011 537 1,861
living with your partner 282 2,274 004 A28 898 -,086 004 03 582 1,718
Dutch 6,170 1,234 137 5,000 000 200 143 132 923 1,084
study results B2 64 026 936 349 0oz 027 025 932 1,073
study phase -804 1,395 -020 -641 522 -,025 -019 -017 705 1,419
negat_ive sexual -5,515 1,372 -109 -4,019 000 - 164 - 116 - 106 938 1,067
EXpEriEnces
peer pressure lifestyle =711 425 - 046 -1,672 0495 -073 -,048 -044 925 1,081
self-efficacy
problem perception -7,133 865 -229 -8,243 000 -,274 -232 =27 802 1,109
seeking or having help -4,719 1,110 - 115 -4,252 000 - 163 -122 -112 957 1,045

a. DependentVariahle: vitality
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Table 2.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 o7 000 -,001 20,34453 000 341 1 1204 560
2 ,EUﬁb 0G4 085 1945183 083 12,305 10 1184 000
3 415" 72 62 18,62154 0va 28,212 4 1180 oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

b. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, stucly
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 2.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 140,999 1 140,999 341 ,Eﬁﬂh
Fesidual 498335315 1204 413,900
Total 408476, 314 1205

2 Fegression 46698 234 11 4245 204 11,220 .0on®
Fesidual 451778,080 1194 378,374
Total 498476 314 12045

3 Fegression 85829 751 15 721,983 16,501 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 412646 563 11490 346,762
Total 408476, 314 1205

a. Dependent Variakle: vitality

. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,

Age, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constanf), economics and husiness students, bmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,

Ane, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer

pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception

117



Table 3.1-3.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for depression whereby economics and business
students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WVIF
1 (Constant) 15,362 1549 96,808 ooo
economics and busingss - 748 471 -,046 -1,591 12 - 046 -,046 -046 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 16,854 1,852 8,634 oo
economics and husiness - 617 468 -,038 -1,317 188 - 046 -,038 -037 946 1,087
students
Sex 21567 329 188 6,558 ooo 196 186 183 G4 1,062
Age 026 047 014 A63 A74 011 016 0186 702 1,424
bmi ooo 022 ,ooo 016 a87 - 005 ,0oo 0oo 983 1,017
having a relationship 123 322 012 382 703 049 011 011 828 1,210
living with peers -912 400 -,085 -2,277 023 -128 -,066 -063 587 1,794
living alone 360 4149 032 JB60 380 069 025 024 h&a2 1811
living with your partner 555 608 033 H13 361 070 026 025 Rach| 1,691
Dutch - 650 327 - 087 -1,985 047 - 060 - 0&7 - 085 953 1,049
study results -, 720 174 - 116 -4.034 ooo -112 - 116 -112 8937 1,068
study phase - 645 378 -,048 -1,453 146 -035 -,042 -.040 708 1,412
3 (Constant) 12,244 2109 5,807 ooa
economics and husiness =371 444 -,023 -B36 403 - 046 -024 -022 A41 1,063
students
Sex 1,664 321 145 5,189 000 196 148 137 585 1,130
Age ,0ag 044 006 a7 844 011 006 005 693 1,442
bmi -013 0 -016 - 613 540 - 005 -018 -016 ara 1,023
having a relationship A04 310 048 1,626 104 044 047 043 795 1,257
living with peers - 846 385 -,0749 -2,196 028 -128 -.064 -058 bxn 1,861
living alone 014 A0 001 034 873 069 001 00 pxn 1,861
living with your partner - 112 A78 -,007 -, 194 846 070 -,006 -.008 582 1,718
Dutch -0z 314 -.001 -,038 870 - 060 -0 -.001 823 1,084
study results - 73 169 -118 -4,324 ooo -112 -124 -114 932 1,073
study phase - 494 355 -,044 -1,391 164 -035 -,040 -037 705 1,418
negat_i\fe sexual 1,232 350 096 3,522 ooo 149 102 093 8938 1,067
EXpEriences
peer pressure lifestyle 012 108 003 11 912 03 003 003 925 1,081
selt-eficacy
problem perception 1,686 220 212 7,646 ooo 238 216 20 802 1,109
seeking or having help 2,226 283 212 7,872 oo 253 222 207 957 1,045

a. DependentVariable: depression
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Table 3.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Mol R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0467 002 001 518827 002 2,530 1 1204 12
2 270" 073 064 5,02154 071 59128 10 1194 000
3 418° 175 65 474507 02 36,797 4 11490 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

h. Pradictors: (Constanf), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers

¢. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Seyx, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
selt-efficacy, problem perception

Table 3.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 68,105 1 63,105 2,630 ,112':'
Fesidual 32409394 1204 26,918
Total 32477 499 12045

2 Regression 2369773 11 215,434 8544 ,00o°
Residual 30107726 1184 25,216
Total 32477 4499 12045

3 Fegression 5683,822 15 378,921 16,829 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 26793678 1140 22516
Total 32477 499 12045

a. Dependent Variable: depression

b. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,

Ange, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students, bmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,

Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer

pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 4.1-4.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for anxiety whereby economics and business students
are compared with non-economics and business students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Coefficients”

Table 4.1
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Caollinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 7,076 093 76,001 .0oo
economics and business - 163 276 -7 -542 554 -7 -7 -7 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 8,234 1,140 7,225 .0oo
economics and business -, 263 273 -027 - 961 ckn -017 -028 -027 946 1,057
students
Sex 76 a2 146 5084 .ooo 61 146 A4 a41 1,062
Age 004 027 oo7 202 840 027 006 006 702 1,424
bmi -014 013 -0 -1,093 275 -024 -03z2 -030 983 1,017
having a relationship 020 188 003 106 G916 037 003 003 826 1,210
living with peers -,695 234 - 111 -2,974 003 - 148 -086 -083 557 1,794
living alone 152 245 023 623 533 090 018 017 652 1,811
living with your partner 138 ,355 014 389 697 061 011 011 691 1,691
Dutch -1.162 1491 -173 -6,081 ,o0oo - 180 -173 - 169 953 1,049
study results -,227 104 -,062 -2176 030 -049 -,063 -,060 937 1,068
study phase -,054 219 -008 - 246 806 012 -0o07 -0o07 708 1,412
3 (Constant) 6,571 1,247 5270 ooo
economics and business -132 262 -014 -504 614 -017 -015 -013 a4 1,063
students
Sex 690 180 103 3,642 ,0oo 161 108 097 885 1,130
Age -,009 026 -0 - 347 728 027 -010 -009 693 1,442
bmi - 09 012 -042 -1,563 118 -024 -045 -042 478 1,023
having a relationship 1549 183 026 863 385 037 025 023 795 1,257
living with peers - T14 228 - 114 -3134 ooz - 148 -,090 -083 537 1,861
living alone -046 237 -0o07 - 145 845 0g0 -006 -005 637 1,861
living with your partner -220 343 -022 - 643 520 061 -019 -017 582 1,718
Dutch -844 186 - 128 -4.541 .ooo - 180 -3 -1 823 1,084
study results -224 100 -,062 -2,238 025 -049 -,065 -,060 932 1,073
study phase -,006 210 -0m -026 879 012 -0m -0m 705 1,419
negat_ive sexual 962 207 128 4,654 .ooo 180 134 124 938 1,067
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle -,007 064 -,003 - 108 914 025 -,003 -,003 925 1,081
self-efficacy
problem perception 621 130 133 4762 .0oo 187 137 27 802 1,109
seeking or having help 1,282 67 208 7,666 ooo 249 217 204 957 1,045

a. Dependent Variahle: anxiety
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Table 4.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 0178 0oo -0m 3,04040 Jooo 351 1 1204 554
2 ,280" are ar7o 2,93155 o7a 10107 10 1194 000
3 ,398° 158 148 2,80558 080 28,405 4 1180 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

h. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 4.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Regression 3,241 1 3,241 351 ,554b
Fesidual 11129811 1204 9,244
Total 11133,062 12045

2 Fegrezsion 871,856 11 79,260 9,223 .0on®
Fesidual 10261,196 1194 3,604
Total 11133,052 12045

3 Fegression 1766,191 15 117,746 14,959 ,Uﬂﬂd
Fesidual 9366,862 1140 7,87
Total 11133,062 12045

a. Dependent Variable: anxiety
. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

¢. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Age, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Ane, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer
pressure lifestyle selfefficacy, problem perception

121



Table 5.1-5.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for internet addiction whereby economics and business
students are compared with non-economics and business students.

Step 1 N = 1158, step 2 N =1142, step 3 N =734.

Table 5.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Stel. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 251 028 96,838 000
economics and business 043 077 023 621 535 023 023 023 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 3,590 339 10,600 000
economics and business -oo2 077 -,001 - 032 a74 023 -,001 -,001 951 1,051
students
Sex -,006 054 -,004 - 106 918 -,009 -,004 -,004 920 1,087
Age 003 008 013 281 T78 ,0oa 010 010 648 1,542
bimi -,002 003 -,020 -,560 575 -,007 -021 -020 879 1,021
having a relationship -1358 053 -,100 -2,556 011 -076 -,095 -,092 848 1,179
living with peers -,206 066 - 151 -3 002 -136 - 116 - 112 555 1,800
living alone -,037 088 -,026 544 5BT 074 -020 -020 547 1,827
living with your partner -,007 108 -,003 -062 951 012 -002 -,002 647 1,646
Dutch -,242 052 - 170 -4,619 000 -,154 -169 - 166 455 1,047
study results - 110 031 -134 -3,598 000 -123 -133 -129 933 1,071
study phase -,001 065 -,001 -014 989 -011 -.001 000 670 1,494
3 {Constant) 3,3 363 9164 000
econamics and business 024 073 011 327 744 023 012 011 936 1,069
students
Sex -,029 052 -,020 -,.560 575 -,004 -021 -014 866 1155
Age 001 009 o7 160 873 Rk} 008 005 543 1,855
brmi -,003 003 -,040 -1,174 241 -,007 -044 -,040 972 1,029
having a relationship -041 051 -0 - 815 415 -076 -.030 -028 813 1,229
living with peers -,223 083 -, 163 -3,532 000 -136 =13 - 1149 536 1,867
living alone -124 065 -,089 -1,919 055 074 -071 -,064 A3 1,884
living with your partner -132 03 -,054 -1,282 ,200 012 -.048 -043 634 15678
Dutch 184 050 129 -3,676 000 -,159 -136 - 124 428 1,077
study results -,106 029 -129 -3,674 000 -123 -136 -124 928 1,077
study phase -,005 061 -,003 -082 435 011 -.003 -,003 G666 1,501
negat_ive sexual 081 057 049 1,415 157 087 053 048 836 1,068
BXpErMENCES
peerpressure lifestyle - 061 018 =122 -34149 001 =121 =127 - 116 =04 1,106
selfefficacy
prablem perception 313 037 306 8,538 000 338 304 288 889 1125
seeking or having help 036 047 027 782 434 080 029 026 438 1,065

a. DependentVariahle: internet addiction
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Table 5.2
Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 0238 001 -.001 66151 001 385 1 Va2 535
2 ,264b 070 056 64256 069 5,383 10 722 000
il 423° 179 162 60533 109 23,883 4 718 ooo

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students
h. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Dutch, Age,
Sex, living with your partner, study phase, living alone

¢. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, having a relationship, bmi, study results, living with peers, Dutch, Age,
Sex, living with your partner, study phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
selt-efficacy, problem perception

Table 5.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Regression 169 1 169 38h ,535t'
Fesidual 320,323 iz 438
Total 320491 733

2 Fegression 22,342 11 2,036 4,930 .0on®
Fesidual 248,099 ¥22 413
Total 320,491 733

3 Fegression 57,3498 15 3,827 10,443 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 263,094 s 366
Total 320491 733

a. Dependent Variable: internet addiction
. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students, having a relationship,
bmi, study results, living with peers, Dutch, Age, Sex, living with your partner, study
phase, living alone

d. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students, having a relationship,
bimi, study results, living with peers, Dutch, Age, Sex, living with your partner, study
phase, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer
pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 6.1-6.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for buying addiction whereby economics and business
students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N =419, step 2 N =412, step 3 N = 287.

Table 6.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Caonstant) -233 118 -1,963 081
economics and bhusiness - 447 373 =071 -1,201 231 -,071 -,071 -,071 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 4591 1,601 2,867 004
economics and business -258 373 -,041 - 691 480 -,071 -042 -039 931 1,074
students
Sex - 628 279 -133 -2,252 025 - 124 - 138 -128 939 1,065
Age - 160 042 -, 264 -3836 .ooo -,235 -,225 -,218 B85 1,459
birmi 0a7 028 015 250 803 -,037 015 014 942 1,062
having a relationship 233 243 059 G956 340 022 058 055 840 1,140
living with peers -189 300 -,050 - 663 508 023 -,040 -038 ET2 1,748
living alone -274 311 - 068 -874 380 -,073 -053 -,050 537 1,862
living with your partner -275 ATE -041 -&7T 565 - 063 -035 -033 JB52 1534
Dutch 523 256 122 2,043 042 173 122 17 906 1,104
study results -,089 133 -.040 - 668 5058 -0158 -,040 -038 H16 1,082
study phase 506 310 12 1,632 104 -,054 0ag 093 B9 1,446
3 (Caonstant) 4,934 1,708 2,889 004
economics and husiness -,2483 364 - 048 -.805 422 -,071 -048 -044 REA R 1,087
students
Sex - 632 27T -134 -2,285 023 -124 -137 - 126 B89 1125
Age - 158 041 - 261 -3,861 ,aon -,235 -,228 -213 668 1,448
brmi 030 028 063 1,077 ,283 -,037 065 059 887 1127
having a relationship 053 239 013 221 825 022 013 012 816 1,225
living with peers - 117 286 -029 -304 B84 023 -024 -022 548 1824
living alone - 164 304 -041 -540 590 -,073 -033 -030 524 1,907
living with your partner -,090 464 013 -193 847 -,063 012 -011 541 1,559
Dutch a70 251 oar 1,475 a4 73 0ag 081 881 1135
study results -086 128 -.038 - G64 507 -,015 -040 -037 ,8o8 1114
study phase 443 302 0ag 1,484 139 -.054 0an o8z 682 1467
negatlive sexual -498 255 112 -1,948 053 -,188 117 -107 A2 1,086
eXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 123 073 oag 1,685 083 04 10z 093 805 1,104
self-efficacy
problem perception - 681 180 -224 -3,774 ,aoo -,244 -,223 -,208 865 1,156
seeking or having help 1a87 221 011 708 480 -,053 043 039 5os 110

a. DependentVariable: huying addiction
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Table 6.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 071 005 002 1,890212 005 1,443 1 285 23
2 323" 04 069 1,83720 098 3,050 10 275 0
3 420° ATE A3 1,77497 072 5,905 4 271 0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

b. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, living alone, Sex, hmi, study results, having a relationship, Age, Dutch,
living with your partner, study phase, living with peers

¢, Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, living alone, Sex, hmi, study results, having a relationship, Age, Dutch,
living with your partner, study phase, living with peers, negative sexual experiences, seeking or having help, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 6.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Sguare F Sig.

1 Regression 5220 1 5220 1,443 ,231b
Residual 1031,148 285 3,618
Total 1036,369 286

2 Fegression 108,158 11 9,833 2,913 001"
Fesidual 528,211 2745 3,375
Total 1036,369 286

3 Regression 182,575 15 12,172 3,863 .oopd
Residual 853,794 2™ 3181
Total 1036,369 286

.DependentVariable: buying addiction
. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, living alone, Sex, bmi,

study results, having a relationship, Age, Dutch, living with your partner, study phase,
living with peers

. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, living alone, Sex, bmi,

study results, having a relationship, Age, Dutch, living with your partner, study phase,
living with peers, negative sexual experiences, seeking or having help, peer
pressure lifestyle selfefficacy, problem perception
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Table 7.1-7.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for eating disorder whereby economics and business

students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 7.1
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B St Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 1,744 041 42825 .ooo
economics and business -,204 121 -,049 -1,689 a2 -,04a -,049 -,049 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) - 722 482 -1,497 135
economics and business 020 116 005 AT 860 -,044 005 005 945 1,057
students
Sex 885 081 1336 12118 000 325 331 328 941 1,062
Age 011 011 -,032 -,887 324 - 066 -029 -,027 702 1,424
bmi 024 005 120 4,429 .aoo 098 127 119 ,a83 1,017
having a relationship -027 080 -010 -,334 738 007 -010 -,009 826 1,210
living with peers 199 09g 073 2015 044 -021 058 054 557 1,794
living alone 362 104 127 3,501 000 090 01 094 552 1,811
living with your partner 166 150 039 1,105 2649 .ooo 03z 030 591 1,691
Dutch 022 081 008 278 783 -012 008 007 453 1,049
study results 046 044 029 1,033 302 041 030 028 837 1,068
study phase - 162 093 -,056 -1,752 .0ao -,045 -051 -,047 708 1,412
3 (Constant) -2,277 520 -4,378 .aoo
economics and business 045 109 023 B8 386 - 048 025 022 941 1,063
students
Sex 892 079 304 11,283 .aoo 325 311 288 885 1,130
Age -,009 o1 -,024 -,802 423 - 066 -023 -,020 693 1,442
brmi 021 005 103 4,018 .aoa 098 16 102 a7s 1,023
having a relationship 140 078 052 1,826 068 oa7 053 048 795 1,257
living with peers 256 095 093 2,688 007 -,021 078 068 537 1,861
living alone 263 09g 092 2653 aos 090 077 067 537 1,861
living with your partner 020 143 005 140 B89 000 004 004 582 1,718
Dutch A74 07a 059 2,248 025 -012 065 057 423 1,084
study results 022 042 014 17 605 041 015 013 a3z 1,073
study phase 149 088 -,051 -1,697 080 -, 045 -,043 -,043 705 1,419
negative sexual 311 0a6 094 3,607 .aoa 164 04 091 938 1,067
EXpENiEnces
peer pressure lifestyle 015 o027 018 AT2 BET 037 017 015 925 1,081
self-efficacy
proklem perception 628 054 ,309 11,556 .ooo 323 318 293 a0z 1,108
seeking or having help 020 070 008 291 77 087 008 007 as7 1,045

a. Dependent Variahle: eating pattern
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Table 7.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Mol R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0497 002 002 1,32814 002 2,852 1 1204 092
2 369" 136 128 1,24105 134 18,4490 10 1194 000
3 484° 234 225 1,17035 098 38,156 4 11490 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

h. Pradictors: (Constanf), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers

¢. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Seyx, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
selt-efficacy, problem perception

Table 7.3
ANOVA®
Sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 501 1 501 2,852 ,092'3
Fesidual 2123,7949 1204 1,764
Total 2128,830 12045

2 Regression 288821 11 26,347 17,106 ,00o°
Residual 1839,008 1184 1,540
Total 2128,830 12045

3 Fegression 498 873 15 33,258 24,281 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 1629 957 1140 1,370
Total 2128,830 12045

a. Dependent Variable: eating pattern
b. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Ange, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer
pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 8.1-8.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for suicidal ideation whereby economics and business
students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N =949, step 2 N =935, step 3 N =590.

Table 8.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Maodel B Stel. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Fartial Part Tolerance WIF
1 {Constant) 7,006 12 62,678 ,0oa
economics and business - 506 3TE -, 055 -1,343 80 -, 085 - 085 - 055 1,000 1,000
students
2 {Constant) 5567 1,438 3,872 ,0oa
economics and business -, 366 383 -,040 -, 856 340 -, 055 -.040 -039 961 1,040
students
Sex 386 240 068 1,608 108 056 Q67 066 921 1,085
Age 041 038 053 1,059 ,240 013 044 043 G671 1,490
bimi -.0og 012 -03 - 752 A52 -021 -031 -031 BTT 1,023
having a relationship -373 248 -,070 -1,502 134 - 087 - 0g2 - 0g2 780 1,282
living with peers 033 304 006 109 914 -,035 005 004 529 1,890
living alone 307 315 056 873 331 073 040 040 G114 1,047
living with your partner 220 451 027 487 627 -,004 020 020 B6T 1,765
Dutch -524 237 -,092 -2,214 027 -,081 -.082 -081 BT 1,034
study results 72 27 024 566 ET2 026 024 023 E31 1,075
study phase -,370 285 - 064 -1,302 a4 -038 - 054 - 053 694 1,442
3 {Constant) 3,522 1,606 2193 029
economics and business -271 X -,030 -, 730 466 -,0585 -030 -0249 959 1,043
students
Sex 167 243 030 Nit1e] 491 056 0249 027 843 1,186
Age 026 037 034 704 482 013 024 028 663 1,509
i -,010 012 -,038 -,857 342 -,021 -036 -034 4872 1,029
having a relationship - 115 246 -0 - 467 540 - 087 -020 -01a J47 1,339
living with peers 083 298 015 278 i -035 012 011 E15 1,940
living alone 126 308 023 408 683 073 017 016 505 1,882
living with your partner -,056 434 -,0a7 - 128 Bo8 -,004 -005 -005 560 1,784
Dutch -,226 234 -,040 -,965 335 -,081 -.040 -038 926 1,080
study results 061 123 021 497 G149 026 021 020 926 1,080
study phase -,280 278 -,048 -1,007 314 -038 -042 -.040 683 1,464
negat_i\fe sexual ,Ba4 246 151 3,635 ,ooo BB 150 144 H14 1,094
EXpEFEnces
peer pressure lifestyle 001 082 .00 015 oa8 -,010 00 00 a08 1101
selfefficacy
problem perception 804 1649 148 4,749 ,0oa 223 154 REL] 900 1,111
seeking or having help 433 219 080 1,976 048 o8 0az2 ova JHB5 1,038

a. DependentVariable: suicidal ideation
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Table 8.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0557 003 001 2,58250 003 1,803 1 588 180
2 ] 63° 027 ,oos 2,58384 023 1,385 10 578 174
3 307" 0G4 070 2,60134 067 10,689 4 a74 oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

h. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bhmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living with peers,
study phase, having a relationship, Age, living alone

¢. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living with peers,
study phase, having a relationship, Age, living alone, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 8.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 12,120 1 12,120 1,803 ,180':'
Fesidual 3951,983 588 6,721
Total 3964103 584

2 Regression 105,248 11 9,568 1,433 154°
Fesidual 3858 855 a7a 6,676
Total 3964103 5849

3 Fegression 372,769 15 24 851 3,872 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 3591,335 a74 6,257
Total 3964103 584

. Dependent Variable: suicidal ideation
. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living with peers, study phase, having a
relationship, Age, living alone

. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students, bmi, living with your

partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living with peers, study phase, having a
relationship, Age, living alone, seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences,
peerpressure lifestyle selfefficacy, problem perception
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Table 9.1-9.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for student health (risk) behaviour (general) whereby

economics and business students are compared with non-economics and business students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 9.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel =] Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Zero-arder Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 347 013 254 849 ,0oo
economics and business 030 040 022 762 A48 22 022 022 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 3,207 167 19,253 000
economics and business 044 040 03z 110 271 22 032 031 946 1,057
students
Sex 001 028 001 023 582 003 001 001 A4 1,062
Age 004 004 034 1,003 318 043 029 028 702 1,424
brni -,.004 002 -,056 -1,986 047 -,073 -,057 -.056 5983 1,017
having a relationship 048 027 055 1,765 078 073 051 050 826 1,210
living with peers 019 034 021 566 A71 085 018 016 587 1,794
living alone -.0493 036 -,09g -2,582 010 -3 -,075 -073 552 1,811
living with your partner -034 052 -,024 -659 510 034 -,019 019 591 1,691
Dutch 148 028 153 5,281 0o 153 151 148 853 1,048
study results 011 015 021 726 468 013 021 020 937 1,068
study phase 062 032 064 1,921 055 07a 056 054 708 1,412
3 (Constant) 3,508 165 21,2480 0o
economics and business 024 038 017 696 487 022 020 017 941 1,063
students
Sex -,007 025 -,007 -,269 788 003 -,008 -,007 885 1,130
Age .0oo 003 -,002 -,070 544 043 -,002 -,.002 693 1,442
bmi -.002 002 -,027 -1,086 278 -,073 -,031 -026 8978 1,023
having a relationship -044 024 -,049 -1,803 072 073 -,0582 -044 795 1,287
living with peers 022 030 024 726 468 085 021 018 537 1,861
living alone -0 031 -,032 - 977 329 -1 -,028 -024 537 1,861
living with your partner 044 045 031 865 335 034 028 024 582 1,718
Dutch 091 025 094 3,686 0o 153 108 090 923 1,084
study results 022 013 042 1,683 093 013 049 041 932 1,073
study phase 069 028 072 2,480 013 078 072 060 705 1,414
negat_ive sexual -,022 027 -,020 -, 793 428 -,078 -,023 019 938 1,067
experiences
peer pressure lifestyle 056 008 168 6,622 000 183 189 161 825 1,081
self-efficacy
problem perception -318 017 - 474 -18,470 0o -, 494 - 472 -,450 8902 1,108
seeking or having help 043 022 049 1,968 049 002 057 048 957 1,045

a. Dependent Variable: student health (risk) behaviour (general)
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Table 9.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 022¢ 000 000 43833 000 580 1 1204 446
2 230" 053 044 42847 052 6,607 10 1194 000
3 542° 293 284 7075 240 101,178 4 11490 0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

h. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bhmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, studly
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking ar having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 9.3
ANOVA®
sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sia.

1 Fegression 12 1 12 B0 ,44Eb
Fesidual 231,332 1204 182
Total 231,443 12045

2 Regression 12,242 11 1,113 6,062 ,00o°
Residual 215,202 1184 184
Total 231,443 12045

3 Fegression 67,871 15 4 K25 32,918 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 163,672 1140 37
Total 231,443 12045

a. Dependent Variable: student health {risk) behaviour {(general)
b. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Ange, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer
pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 10.1-10.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for satisfaction with study whereby economics and
business students are compared with non-economics and business students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 10.1
Coefficients”
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Stdl. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-arder Partial Part Talerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3,504 022 162,207 000
economics and business -181 064 - 085 -2,872 003 -, 085 - 085 -85 1,000 1,000
students
2 (Constant) 1,158 235 4,921 000
economics and business - 046 56 =020 - B07 420 =085 -023 =020 946 1,057
students
Sex - 046 040 -029 -1,151 ,250 -008 -033 - 028 41 1,062
Age -,0258 006 -131 -4 455 000 174 - 128 -110 702 1,424
bmi o002 003 018 FEY 459 -,003 021 018 983 1,017
having a relationship 082 039 058 2,125 034 -,010 061 052 826 1,210
living with peers -067 048 -,046 -1,395 163 044 -,040 -034 557 1,794
living alane 110 050 -o72 2175 030 -,030 -, 063 -,054 552 1,811
living with your partner -191 073 -,083 -2,589 009 -,082 -,075 -,064 581 1,691
Dutch 280 039 179 7,101 000 179 201 175 953 1,049
study results ,396 022 468 18,411 ,aoo A58 AT70 453 837 1,068
study phase 009 045 006 210 534 -,009 006 005 708 1,412
3 (Constant) 1,605 262 6,128 000
economics and business - 068 055 -030 -1,228 220 =085 - 036 - 029 41 1,063
students
Sex -,003 040 -,002 -,078 937 -,008 -,002 -,002 B85 1,130
Age -024 005 - 125 -4,328 ,aoo - 174 - 125 -104 693 1,442
bmi 003 003 024 1,210 227 -,003 035 029 975 1,023
having a relationship 046 039 032 1,192 233 -,010 035 029 705 1,257
living with peers =077 048 -052 -1,606 108 044 -047 -038 937 1,861
living alone -,.080 050 -053 -1,614 107 -030 -,047 -039 537 1,861
living with your partner -134 072 -,058 1,887 082 -,082 -,054 -045 582 1,718
Dutch 225 039 143 5,751 000 179 164 138 923 1,084
study results 398 021 470 18,958 000 458 482 454 32 1,073
study phase 005 044 003 117 a07 -,009 003 003 705 1,419
negat_i\fe sexual -102 043 - 058 -2.357 018 -, 086 - 068 -, 066 538 1,067
EXPErENCES
peEr pressurs lifestyle -,004 013 -,008 -,306 760 001 -,009 -,007 925 1,081
self-efficacy
problem perception 158 027 - 146 -5,305 000 -149 - 166 -138 902 1,109
seeking or having help 170 035 -118 4854 000 -,180 138 -118 957 1,045

a. Dependent Variable: satisfaction with study
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Table 10.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Change
1 nas? 0oy 006 70635 007 8,833 1 1204 003
2 5270 277 271 B0521 270 44 BO7 10 1194 ,a0o
3 563° 317 308 58928 040 17,352 4 1180 000

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students
. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with pears

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 10.3
ANOVA?
sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 4 407 1 4 407 3,833 ,UUBb
Fesidual 600,717 1204 ,499
Total 605,125 1205

2 Regression 167,793 11 15,254 41 646 ,000°®
Fesidual 437,332 1194 366
Total 605,125 12045

3 Fegression 191,895 15 12,793 36,841 ,IIIIIIIIIZI':|
Fesidual 413,230 11490 347
Total 605,125 1205

a. Dependent Variable: satisfaction with study
. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Age, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constanf), economics and husiness students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Ane, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer
pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception
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Table 11.1-11.3. Hierarchical regression analysis for quality of student life whereby economics and
business students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 11.1
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Caorrelations Collinearity Statistics

Maodel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF

1 (Constant) 3618 018 202,396 000
economics and business -039 053 -021 - 742 458 -021 -021 -021 1,000 1,000
students

2 (Constant) 3,558 220 16,191 000
economics and business -005 053 -,003 -095 924 -021 -,003 -,003 G946 1,087
students
Sex -005 037 -,004 - 126 800 021 -,004 -,003 941 1,062
Age 019 005 -121 -3,627 000 -,089 -104 101 702 1,424
bmi 003 002 035 1,233 218 014 036 034 983 1,017
having a relationship 217 038 183 5980 000 168 AT 67 826 1,210
living with peers 148 045 123 3,296 00 124 095 092 587 1,794
living alone -006 047 -,005 - 126 800 - 113 -,004 -,003 5462 1,811
living with your partner 046 068 024 671 602 033 014 019 591 1,691
Dutch 138 037 107 3738 000 119 08 104 953 1,048
study results 026 020 037 1,278 20 034 037 036 937 1,068
study phase 045 042 035 1,068 ,286 011 03 030 708 1,412

3 (Constant) 4058 234 17,325 000
economics and business -039 048 -021 -, 799 424 -0 -023 -021 A4 1,063
students
Sex 045 036 035 1,256 ,209 021 036 033 B85 1,130
Age -018 005 - 118 -3,789 000 -,089 -109 -,008 693 1,442
i ,0os 002 054 2,052 ,040 014 059 053 478 1,023
having a relationship 148 034 125 4288 000 168 123 A1 795 1,257
living with peers 146 043 A2 34N 0o 124 098 089 537 1,861
living alone 055 045 044 1,237 216 -113 036 032 537 1,861
living with your partner 138 064 073 21448 032 033 062 056 582 1,718
Dutch 057 038 045 1,646 100 119 048 043 923 1,084
study results 032 018 046 1,714 087 034 050 045 932 1,073
study phase 038 ,039 ,030 959 338 011 028 025 705 1,419
negative sexual - 196 039 -135 -5,040 000 170 - 145 -3 938 1,067
eXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 017 012 038 1,396 163 055 040 036 925 1,081
self-efficacy
prokblem perception -,260 024 -,291 -10,635 000 -,339 -,295 -,276 802 1,108
seeking or having help 152 031 129 -4.844 000 - 155 -139 126 957 1,045

a. DependentVariahle: quality of student life
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Table 11.2

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Stal. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Change
1 0212 ,000 000 58449 000 550 1 1204 458
2 27oP 073 064 56524 073 534 10 1194 000
3 444" 187 187 52704 124 45831 4 1140 oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students
h. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study
phase, having a relationship, Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle
self-efficacy, problem perception

Table 11.3
ANOVA?
Sum of

Maodel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression Jlea 1 a8 R0 ,458"
Residual 411,318 1204 342
Tatal 411 506 1204

2 Regression 30,031 11 2,730 8,545 0oo®
Residual 381,475 1144 149
Total 411,506 1205

3 Regression 80,954 15 5,397 19,429 .0op®
Residual 330,552 11a0 278
Tatal 411 506 1204

a. Dependent Variable: quality of student life
b, Predictors: (Constant), economics and husiness students

c. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with yaur
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Ane, living with peers

d. Predictors: (Constant), economics and business students, bmi, living with your
partner, study results, Dutch, Sex, living alone, study phase, having a relationship,
Age, living with peers, seeking or having help, negative sexual experiences, peer
pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy, problem perception
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Appendix 14: Logistic regression analyses whereby medical students are compared with
non-medical students

Table 1.1-1.9. Logistic regression analysis for physical complaints whereby medical students are
compared with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower LUpper
Step1®  medical students 067 27 277 1 Rl 1,069 834 1,371
Constant -1,148 052 481 826 1 oo 317
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students.
Table 1.2 Table 1.3
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 2652,4928 ,0oo ,0oo Step 1 Step 275 1 600
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 275 1 600
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 975 1 GO0
than ,001. : :
Table 1.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Stap 2*  medical students 024 133 031 1 A5 1,024 784 1,330
Sex 573 115 24,882 1 ,0oo 1,773 1,416 2,221
Age 025 013 3,976 1 046 1,026 1,000 1,052
bmi 005 009 315 1 575 1,008 a7 1,024
having a relationship 228 08 4510 1 034 1,257 1,018 1,551
living situation 10,489 3 015
living situation(1) -,365 A3 7,783 1 008 504 5a7 aa7
living situation(2) -,371 140 7.077 1 ,oos 680 525 ,a07
living situation(3) -125 189 434 1 510 883 609 1,280
Dutch 045 116 152 1 (GO 1,046 B34 1,313
study results - 166 059 7,888 1 008 847 754 L3951
study phase -,098 119 673 1 412 807 718 1,145
Constant -1,510 B16 5,098 1 014 221
a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1. medical students, Sex, Age, hmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase.
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Table 1.5
Model Summary

Table 1.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelinood Square Square Chi-square df sig.
g 2538,282° 025 038 Step 2 Step 59871 11 Loon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 58,871 11 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 59 871 11 000
than ,001.
Table 1.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C | for EXP(E)
= SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E) Lower Upper
Step 3  medical students ,0ag 1094 261 1 609 1,104 755 1,616
Sex 196 158 1,535 1 215 1,217 8oz 1,660
Age 036 020 3,076 1 079 1,036 ,996 1,078
brmi ,000 012 000 1 991 1,000 a77 1,024
having a relationship 331 149 4,955 1 026 1,392 1,040 1,863
living situation 13476 3 oo4
living situation(1) - 588 REL 10,553 1 001 555 ,389 792
living situation(2) -529 REL 7,828 1 005 589 407 851
living situation(3) -158 257 380 1 538 854 516 1,412
Dutch 080 152 279 1 597 1,084 805 1,450
study results -199 080 6,127 1 013 820 700 950
study phase -,078 169 196 1 658 828 [GBE 1,292
negat_ive sexual 033 168 039 1 844 1,034 744 1,436
BXPEINENCES
peer pressure lifestyle 123 056 4,923 1 027 1,131 1,014 1,261
selfefficacy
problem perception 091 07 722 1 396 1,085 ,Ba8 1,349
seeking or having help ,229 138 2,757 1 097 1,258 ,059 1,640
Constant -2,003 1,017 3,880 1 049 135

a.Variable(s) entered on step 1. medical students, Sex, Age, hmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selfefficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 1.8 Table 1.9
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R

Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
3 13669763 046 JGE6 Step3  Step 56,220 15 .oon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 56,220 15 .0on
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Madel 56220 15 0oo

than ,001.
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Table 2.1-2.9. Logistic regression analysis for smoking whereby medical students are compared with
non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(B)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(E) Lower Uppear
Step1®  medical students -519 122 18,139 1 000 505 469 756
Constant - 458 046 99 596 1 000 G632

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students.

Table 2.2 Table 2.3

Model Summa
" Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 3131,027° 008 011 Step 1 Step 16,085 1 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 19,085 1 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 19,085 1 000
than 001.
Table 2.4

Variables in the Equation

95% C.1for EXP(BE)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper

Step 2% medical students - 427 128 11,178 1 001 652 508 838
Sex - 427 085 20,161 1 000 (653 542 786
Age .0m 012 02 1 965 1,001 976 1,025
bimi 018 013 2,058 1 151 1,019 993 1,045
having a relationship -121 097 1,556 1 212 886 732 1,072
living situation 7EET3 3 Jooo
living situation(1) 1,021 126 66,095 1 oo 2,775 2,170 3,549
living situation(2) A5M 133 14,069 1 oo 1,650 1,270 2143
living situation(3) 276 194 2,014 1 156 1,318 800 1,929
Dutch - 144 103 1,939 1 164 866 708 1,060
study results - 115 054 4,499 1 034 892 802 LN
study phase -,242 109 4909 1 027 785 634 972
Constant 299 608 242 1 623 1,348

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,

study phase.
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Table 2.5

Model Summary

Table 2.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R i i
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 29531152 059 080 Step 2 Step 141,697 11 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 EDI 141,597 1 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 141,597 11 000
than ,001.
Table 2.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Ifor EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  medical students -573 194 B,GT6 1 ,003 A64 385 826
Sex -, 140 147 904 1 342 870 652 1,160
Age oog 021 1449 1 00 1,008 968 1,050
bimi 012 018 661 1 A6 1,012 983 1,043
having a relationship - 110 143 Rat-1e] 1 443 806 B7T 1,186
living situation 31,874 3 N [u]o]
living situation(1) 862 180 22,958 1 ,ooo 2,368 1,664 3,368
living situation(2) 162 1849 736 1 391 11786 812 1,708
living situation(3) 362 276 1,728 1 1849 1,437 B8ar 2,465
Dutch 030 147 043 1 837 1.0 J73 1,374
study results 103 074a 1,695 1 183 1,108 G449 1,298
study phase - 440 65 7,047 1 Jooa 644 A66 840
negat_i\te sexual 223 60 1,932 1 65 1,250 8913 1,712
EXPETENCES
peer pressure lifestyle - 560 059 85,726 1 ,ooo AT 509 642
self-efficacy
problem perception -242 103 5472 1 018 785 642 g2
seeking or having help -278 31 4502 1 034 ThT 586 avg
Constant 4 260 1,043 16,686 1 ,ooo TO,779
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.
Table 2.8 Table 2.9
Model Summary Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox &SnellR Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
3 1452 1 ggd A58 211 Step 3 Step 207,313 16 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 207,313 15 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 207,313 14 aoo

than 001.
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Table 3.1-3.9. Logistic regression analysis for alcohol (ab)use whereby medical students are compared

with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1

Variables in the Equation

95% C.1for EXP(E)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Uppear
Step 1®  medical students 133 a7 A05 1 ATT 1,142 791 1,650
Constant 2,136 073 861,373 1 ,0on 8,464
a. Mariable(s) entered on step 1: medical students.
Table 3.2 Table 3.3
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 15932137 ,oon ,oon Step1  Step 518 1 472
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 318 1 472
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Madeal 518 1 477
than ,001. - -
Table 3.4
Variables in the Equation
85% C.I.for EXP(B)
B 5.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2*  medical students ,080 213 142 1 706 1,084 714 1,646
Sex -123 161 J5BE 1 44 8B4 JB46 1,211
Age -,01 n1e ,363 1 JGED ,989 954 1,025
bmi 010 n1e ,285 1 G5BT 1,010 075 1,045
having a relationship 128 162 621 1 431 1,136 827 1,662
living situation 97,088 3 oo
living situation(1) 1,840 202 83,047 1 ,0oo 6,205 4238 89,350
living situation(2) 1,316 185 50,378 1 ,0oo 3,729 2,693 5,363
living situation(3) B 265 11,0658 1 001 2,414 1,436 4,057
Dutch 1,315 160 76,713 1 ,000 3723 2774 4,996
study results -,041 083 246 1 620 L0600 B16 1,129
study phase 166 180 BE4 1 J3B5 1,181 B30 1,679
Constant 64 03 716 1 ,308 2,146

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, hmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,

study phase.

140



Table 3.5

Model Summary

Table 3.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 1361, 7607 072 148 Step 2 Step 174,476 11 ,000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number @ Block 174,475 11 ,oao
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less Model 174 475 11 000
than 001.
Table 3.7
Variables in the Equation
a5% C.| for EXP(B)
B SE. Walil df Sig Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3°  medical students -,091 337 074 1 786 13 472 1,766
Sex -114 274 A74 1 676 402 52 1,526
Age -,042 027 2,470 1 A16 358 410 1,010
hmi ,000 018 000 1 o84 1,000 962 1,038
having a relationship -104 248 ATE 1 B758 a0 565 1,464
living situation 39,081 3 000
living situation(1) 1,663 312 28,301 1 000 5,275 2,861 9,726
living situation(2) 1,468 ,240 25 G55 1 000 4,346 2,461 7674
living situation(3) 1,142 ,385 8,810 1 003 3133 1,474 6,661
Dutch 1,345 228 34,822 1 000 3,837 2,456 5,993
study results L0580 123 164 1 BBA 1,061 825 1,339
study phase -,048 266 032 1 858 953 566 1,607
negative sexual -,044 270 033 1 8B5S 52 G61 1617
BXpENences
peer pressure lifestyle - 658 135 17,130 1 000 AT2 434 745
selt-efficacy
problem perception -, A68 72 4 604 1 032 681 483 869
seeking or having help =181 232 6a2 1 409 826 524 1,301
Constant 7,567 1,832 17,066 1 000 1932,418

a.Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, probhlem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 3.8 Table 3.9
Model Summary ] ]
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R _ _

Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df 3ig.
3 595 475% 106 233 Step 3 Step 135,372 16 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 7 Block 135,372 15 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 135,372 15 aoo

than ,001.

141



Table 4.1-4.9. Logistic regression analysis for drug (ab)use whereby medical students are compared

with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 4.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(B)
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  medical students -107 18 832 1 462 888 713 1,131
Constant - 640 047 184,768 1 oo 528
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students.
Table 4.2 Table 4.3
Model Summa \ \
v Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R " _ )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 307161897 000 000 Step1  Step 834 1 360
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 Block 839 1 360
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 834 1 360
than ,001.
Table 4.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B S5E. Wald df Sig. ExpiB) Lower Upper
Step 27 medical students -,003 126 001 1 480 097 778 1,277
Sex -8a7 0a7 73,022 1 000 433 358 524
Age -,031 0158 4,482 1 034 ,a70 043 ,oa8
bmi -,008 010 615 1 433 ,092 73 1,012
having a relationship ,039 J00 50 1 6ag 1,039 B85 1,264
living situation 118,723 3 oo
living situation(1) 1,393 JA36 104,651 1 ] 4,025 3,082 5,256
living situation(2) 840 144 34,012 1 ] 2,317 1,747 3,074
living situation(3) 470 207 5166 1 023 1,600 1,067 2,401
Dutch - 145 07 1,842 1 175 JBES 701 1,067
study results -,080 056 2,067 1 151 623 828 1,030
study phase -,001 114 ,0o0 1 991 ,099 798 1,250
Constant 1,437 B16 5430 1 020 4,208

a Variahle(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,

study phase.
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Table 4.5 Table 4.6
Model Summary . .
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R _ _
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df sia.
2 2810,367® ML 18 Step 2 Step 211,308 1 o0
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 211,308 11 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 211,308 11 000
than ,001.
Table 4.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|.for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3®  medical students 276 182 2,068 1 150 1,318 a0s 1,820
Sex - 656 180 18,043 1 ,000 519 386 697
Age -029 024 1,479 1 224 an 827 1,018
bmi -,010 010 948 1 ,330 890 a7 1,010
having a relationship 123 148 6B 1 407 1,130 845 1,510
living situation 66,026 3 N[ ]o]
living situation(1) 1,486 185 58,039 1 ,000 4,420 3016 6,479
living situation(2) 710 204 12,076 1 001 2,035 1,363 3,037
living situation(3) 712 295 5,831 1 016 2,038 1143 3,631
Dutch 04 152 352 1 553 1,004 812 1,475
study results 102 083 5,354 1 021 1,212 1,030 1,427
study phase 241 174 1,925 1 165 786 559 1,108
negative sexual 360 165 4768 1 029 1,433 1,038 1,980
BXPRIMENCES
peer pressure lifestyle -528 059 81,486 1 000 540 526 G661
sel-efficacy
problem perception -1849 V06 31858 1 074 828 673 1,019
seeking or having help -,260 35 3714 1 054 771 h42 1,004
Constant 4 526 1,071 17,869 1 ,000 92 305
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.
Table 4.8 Table 4.9
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R ) )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
3 1381 G499 194 261 Step 3 Step 260,496 16 ,ooon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 260,496 15 000
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less Maodel 260,496 16 Looon

than 001.
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Table 5.1-5.9. Logistic regression analysis for psychological complaints whereby medical students are
compared with non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 5.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(E)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 1*  medical students 034 141 0589 1 809 1,035 784 1,365
Constant -1,502 058 671,251 1 Qoo 223

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students.

Table 5.2 Table 5.3

Model Summary Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox&SnellR Magelkerke R . )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square dr Sig.
1 2277 9007 000 000 Step 1 Step J0&8 1 809
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 058 ! 809
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 058 1 a0a
than ,001.
Table 5.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|.for EXP(E)
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2*  medical students 058 148 151 1 698 1,068 792 1,417
Sex A27 A27 17,250 1 000 1,694 1,321 2172
Age 032 013 5,827 1 016 1,032 1,006 1,060
i -,0o8 0148 262 1 609 9492 64 1,022
having a relationship -, 287 123 5,411 1 020 751 Ka=lv] R 14
living situation 10,318 3 016
living situation{1}) -070 1563 ,208 1 649 932 690 1,258
living situation(2) 312 166 4,022 1 045 1,366 1,007 1,853
living situation(3) 332 221 2,260 1 133 1,393 804 2,148
Dutch 025 27 038 1 846 1,025 799 1,35
study results -,288 064 18,739 1 ,000 7480 JGB0 851
study phase -083 132 4499 1 480 A1 704 1,178
Constant - 932 706 1,742 1 187 394
a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1. medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase.
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Table 5.5 Table 5.6

Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-sguare df Sig.
2 2174,2a5% 024 0349 Step 2 Step 56,534 11 ,0oa
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 Block 56,534 11 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 56,534 11 000
than 001.
Table 5.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. ExpiB) Lower Upper
Step 3°  medical students A4a 208 4601 1 032 1,561 1,038 2348
Sex 093 a7 300 1 584 1,098 788 1534
Age kn o 2,980 1 084 1,037 ba5 1,082
bimi - 025 o 1,461 1 227 T pkn 10186
having a relationship - 187 164 1,307 1 253 829 601 1143
living situation 5127 3 163
living situation(1) -1495 204 E14 1 334 823 552 1,227
living situation(2) 132 206 410 1 522 1,141 762 1,708
living situation(3) 247 283 1,104 1 293 1,346 73 2342
Dutch 386 165 5475 1 014 1,471 1,065 2033
study results -184 0aa 4,698 1 030 832 704 982
study phase - 065 8 129 1 J20 837 658 1,335
negat_ive sexual 623 168 13,801 1 .ooo 1,865 1,342 259
BXpElEnces
peer pressure lifestyle REN 053 6,408 1 011 1,162 1,034 1,308
self-efficacy
problem perception 348 14 9,308 1 ooz 1,418 1,133 1774
seeking or having help 1,246 162 559,270 1 ] 3,477 2,632 4778
Constant -3,6498 1,133 10,666 1 001 025
3. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.
Table 5.8 Table 5.9
Model Summary Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-sguare df Sig.
3 121 T,4QUE A0 151 Step 3 Step 128,885 14 ,00a
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 128,885 15 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 128,885 15 ,ooo
than ,001.
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Table 6.1-6.9. Logistic regression analysis for disability whereby medical students are compared with

non-medical students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 6.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C1for EXP(E)
E SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  medical students =210 184 1,302 1 254 810 Rlitd 1,163
Constant -2.030 070 a44 816 1 Joon A3
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students.
Table 6.2 Table 6.3
Model Summa ] .
vy Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell B Magelkerke B - _ )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 1RE5 191? 004 004 Step 1 Step 1,355 1 244
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 1,335 1 244
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 1,355 1 244
than 001.
Table 6.4
Variables in the Equation
95% | for EXP(B)
B SE. wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2®  medical students -102 RN 288 1 582 803 621 1,313
Sex 432 154 7,901 1 005 1,540 1,140 2,081
Age 045 014 9,967 1 002 1,046 1,017 1,076
bmi -,004 015 070 1 781 996 967 1,026
having a relationship - 610 158 14,635 1 ,000 544 ,308 743
living situation h 5749 3 13
living situation(1) 123 182 A1 1 522 1,131 76 1,650
living situation(2) 337 186 2,967 1 085 1,401 955 2,055
living situation(3) 582 282 4,270 1 039 1,790 1,030 3,110
Dutch -,230 148 2,410 1 421 794 504 1,082
study results -, 096 078 1,514 1 219 808 778 1,059
study phase -,355 B2 4,770 1 029 702 510 LT
Constant -2.804 814 11,865 1 001 061

a Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,

study phase.
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Table 6.5 Table 6.6
Model Summary Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox &SnellR Magelkerke B ) )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 16035777 018 036 Step 2 Step 432449 11 ,aoo
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & B 43,299 1 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 43289 11 ,aoon
than 001.
Table 6.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.l.for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  medical students ] 262 13 1 737 1,002 653 1,827
Sex 1580 208 525 1 464 1,162 774 1,746
Age 051 023 4,908 1 027 1,082 1,006 1,100
bmi - 014 022 422 1 516 486 944 1,029
having a relationship - 675 212 10,140 1 001 509 336 772
living situation 4 601 3 203
living situation(1) 0ag 255 A21 1 728 1,083 663 1,802
living situation(2) 346 262 1,876 1 AT 1,413 BE2 2,317
living situation(3) G4 359 3,188 1 074 1,808 939 3,835
Dutch 002 192 ,ooo0 1 591 1,002 6as 1,461
study results -,088 01 758 1 ,384 916 751 1,116
study phase - 405 222 3,329 1 il GET 432 1,030
negat_ive sexual 163 206 547 1 460 1,165 TTT 1,746
EXperences
peer pressure lifestyle 245 080 9,347 1 o002 1,278 1,092 1,455
self-efficacy
problem perception 2R3 437 3,391 1 JOB6 1,287 584 1,684
seeking or having help 781 RS 16,678 1 ,000 2,185 1,501 3179
Constant -5,556 1,366 16,550 1 ,000 004

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: medical students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 6.8 Table 6.9
Model Summa . .
ry Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R ) ] .
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
3 911,758 050 090 Step3  Step f1,959 15 ,oon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 61,959 15 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 61,958 15 ooa

than ,001.
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Appendix 15: Logistic regression analyses whereby law students are compared with

non-law students

Table 1.1-1.9. Logistic regression analysis for physical complaints whereby law students are compared

with non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lawer Upper
Step 1®  law students 584 120 23,980 1 000 1,802 1,424 2,281
Constant -1,243 054 530,782 1 000 288

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: law students.

Table 1.2 Table 1.3

Model Summary

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 2629 800° 010 014 Step 1 Step 22 867 1 Q0o
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 22,967 1 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Madel 22 9RT 1 000
than ,001.
Table 1.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C | for EXP(B)
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2% law students 438 128 11,493 1 001 1,550 1,203 1,998
Sex 553 15 23,087 1 000 1,738 1,388 2179
Age 021 013 2,605 1 107 1,021 96 1,047
bmi 008 008 (367 1 545 1,006 988 1,024
having a relationship 234 108 4,683 1 030 1,263 1,023 1,561
living situation 7,191 3 066
living situation(1) -,310 132 5,483 1 014 734 566 951
living situation(2) -,283 142 4,270 1 038 746 564 985
living situation(3) -,078 191 166 1 684 825 637 1,345
Dutch 028 J1E 060 1 806 1,028 820 1,240
study results -135 J060 5,000 1 024 874 T7T 982
study phase -133 120 1,228 1 268 876 692 1,107
Constant -1,697 620 7,504 1 006 183

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study

phase.
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Table 1.5

Model Summary

Table 1.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R ] ]
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 2527 1347 030 045 Step 2 Step 71,0149 11 oo
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 £z 7,019 L 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 71,014 11 aon
than ,001.
Table 1.7
Variables in the Equation
95% .| for EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  law students GO0 R 16,748 1 000 1,995 1,433 2776
Sex 137 60 738 1 391 1,147 83g 1,569
Age 030 021 2,100 1 147 1,030 989 1,073
hmi 001 011 008 1 927 1,001 979 1,023
having a relationship 338 180 4,989 1 026 1,397 1,042 1,874
living situation 10,651 3 014
living situation(1) -530 183 8,376 1 004 584 411 843
living situation(2) - 419 191 4,791 1 029 658 452 957
living situation(3) -,074 260 081 1 T76 ,924 587 1,547
Dutch 046 1463 091 1 762 1,047 T77 1412
study results - 147 a2 3,236 1 072 lx] 736 1,013
study phase -148 A71 7458 1 388 lx] 617 1,207
negative sexual 017 169 010 1 821 1,017 730 1.417
BXpElences
peer pressure lifestyle 118 056 4,609 1 03z 1,127 1,010 1,256
self-efficacy
problem perception 85 07 B3 1 376 1,089 8a1 1,385
seeking or having help 240 138 2,596 1 083 1,272 Relite] 1,669
Constant -2,274 1,025 4,926 1 026 103

a.Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, stucdy results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 1.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Table 1.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square
3 13508757 nsa ng4

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Chi-square df Sin.
Step3  Step 72,321 15 oo
Block 72,321 15 oo
Madel 72,321 15 ,aoo
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Table 2.1-2.9. Logistic regression analysis for smoking whereby law students are compared with non-
law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  law students 038 15 o7 1 743 1,038 824 1,302
Constant - 544 046 138,416 i 000 580

a.Variahle(s) entered on step 1: law students.

Table 2.2 Table 2.3

Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 3160,0047 ,000 ,ooo Step 1 Step 07 1 743
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 Block 07 1 743
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 107 1 743
than ,001.
Table 2.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C | for EXP(E)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2*  law students 185 126 2,390 1 122 1,215 949 1,555
Sex - 445 095 21,939 1 000 641 532 72
Age -,.001 013 008 1 827 ,999 975 1,024
bmi 018 013 1,978 1 160 1,018 993 1,044
having a relationship -,120 097 1,633 1 216 387 733 1,073
living situation 78342 3 oo
living situation(1) 1,041 127 67,653 1 000 2,832 2,210 3,630
living situation(2) 544 135 16,205 1 000 1,724 1,322 2,247
living situation(3) ,283 195 2,109 1 146 1,327 906 1,942
Dutch -,203 102 3,959 1 047 816 68 ,997
study results -114 054 4,371 1 037 ,893 802 ,993
study phase -, 267 110 5,925 1 015 766 618 949
Constant ,309 607 259 1 B11 1,362
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase.
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Table 2.5

Model Summary

Table 2.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Sguare Sguare Chi-square df Sia.
2 249623183 55 A75 Step 2 Step 132,393 11 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 132,393 11 000
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less Maodel 132,393 1 000
than ,001.
Table 2.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(E)
B SE. Waldl df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  law students 264 178 2271 1 132 1,302 424 1,834
Sex -,169 147 1,323 1 250 845 633 1,126
Age ,008 021 082 1 819 1,008 65 1,047
bmi 012 015 634 1 426 1,012 483 1,042
having a relationship =102 143 508 1 ATE 803 JBE3 1,195
living situation 32 461 3 ooo
living situation(1) 502 RED] 25,006 1 000 2,465 1,731 3510
living situation(2) 237 a1 1,543 1 214 1,267 872 1,841
living situation(3) ,380 276 2,000 1 A&7 1,478 BB 2,630
Dutch -,040 146 077 1 782 961 722 1,278
study results 06 080 1,775 1 183 1,112 951 1,300
study phase -, 463 66 7,790 1 005 624 454 871
negative sexual 218 160 1,863 1 172 1,244 909 1,702
EXpPEINENCES
peer pressure lifestyle - BGT 054 91,113 1 oan JB6T G058 637
selfefficacy
problem perception =218 103 4512 1 034 804 658 583
seeking or having help 241 130 3,429 1 064 786 610 1,014
Constant 4,248 1,042 16,626 1 000 69,938

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 2.8 Table 2.9
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R

Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
3 1458 900® 183 2048 Step 3 Step 200,608 15 ,ooo
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 200,608 15 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Madel 200 608 15 ooon

than ,001.
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Table 3.1-3.9. Logistic regression analysis for alcohol (ab)use whereby law students are compared

with non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(B)
B S.E. wald df Sig. Exp(E) Lower Upper
Step1?  law students -,200 74 1,328 1 249 819 582 1,151
Constant 2,192 074 872,809 1 000 8,850
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students.
Table 3.2 Table 3.3
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 1502 4467 001 001 Step1  Step 1,285 1 257
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 1,285 1 257
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less Model 1 785 1 25T
than 001.
Table 3.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|.for EXP(B)
B S5E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2°  law students 007 REE] 001 970 1,007 6B 1,485
Sex -122 61 576 448 Bas (646 1,213
Age -,011 018 364 546 989 ,354 1,025
bmi 010 018 303 582 1,010 9758 1,046
having a relationship 27 62 612 434 1135 826 1,560
living situation 95135 ooo
living situationi1) 1,838 ,203 81,566 ,000 6,282 4,216 9,351
living situationi(2) 1,313 188 48,843 ,000 3,716 2,572 5,370
living situation(3) 8a2 266 11,037 001 247 1,436 4,068
Dutch 1,321 148 78170 ,000 3,745 2,785 5,019
study results -,038 083 205 651 963 818 1,134
study phase 166 RED] B46 ,358 1,180 828 1,679
Constant 47 ,a07 677 411 2110

a. Wariable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study

phase.
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Table 3.5

Model Summary

Table 3.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 1361,903% 072 1449 Step 2 Step 174,332 11 ,oao
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 174,332 11 oo
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Madel 174,332 T 000
than ,001.
Table 3.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C Ifor EXP(B)
B SE. Waldl df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  law students -,029 287 010 1 ,a20 4872 554 1,704
Sex -112 276 166 1 Gad 894 521 1,534
Age -,042 027 2,396 1 122 959 810 1,011
bmi -,001 019 001 1 9758 999 963 1,037
having a relationship 10 248 167 1 682 904 556 1,468
living situation 38713 3 ,aoo0
living situation(1) 1,668 313 28,384 1 ,ooo 5,299 2,869 9,786
living situation(2) 1,473 203 25,355 1 000 4,362 2,459 7,739
living situation(3) 1,143 385 8,799 1 003 3,136 1,474 6,675
Dutch 1,342 227 34,810 1 .ooo 3,826 2,450 5075
study results 043 125 419 1 730 1,044 817 1,335
study phase -,041 266 024 1 77 959 569 1,618
negat_ive sexual -047 270 030 1 861 954 861 1,621
BXPElENCES
peer pressure lifestyle - 557 135 17,073 1 ,oon 573 440 746
selfefficacy
problem perception - 366 72 4542 1 033 693 495 a7
seeking or having help -1849 232 662 1 A6 828 526 1,304
Constant 7576 1,831 17,126 1 000 1950,097

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle sel-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 3.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square
3 596 538° 106 233

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 7
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Table 3.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square df Sig.
Step3  Step 135,309 15 ,aoa
Block 135,309 15 ,aon
Model 135,309 16 ooo
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Table 4.1-4.9. Logistic regression analysis for drug (ab)use whereby law students are compared with

non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 4.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E) Lower Upper
Step1®  law students -,298 A22 5930 ! 015 743 584 944
Caonstant - 611 047 171,31 1 000 543
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students.
Table 4.2 Table 4.3
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 3066,3607 003 004 Step1  Step 6,099 1 014
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 Block 6,099 1 014
because parameter estimates changed by less Maodel £ 099 1 014
than ,001.
Table 4.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step2?  law students -108 135 42 1 423 897 689 1,164
Sex -,833 098 73,018 1 000 435 ,359 526
Age -,030 015 4185 1 042 a7 943 999
bmi -,008 010 827 1 4249 892 73 1,012
having a relationship 037 100 138 1 710 1,038 853 1,262
living situation 116035 3 ooo
living situation(1) 1,380 137 101,399 1 000 2,973 3,038 5197
living situation(2) 822 146 31,839 1 000 2,276 1,710 3028
living situation(3) 450 207 4,907 1 027 1,583 1,054 2,376
Dutch - 141 106 1,758 1 185 6D 706 1,070
study results -,087 056 2,375 1 123 817 822 1,024
study phase 006 115 003 1 955 1,008 204 1,261
Constant 1,478 618 5711 1 017 4,384

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study

phase.
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Table 4.5

Model Summary

Table 4.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelinood Square Square Chi-square df sig.
g 2809,721° L 119 Step 2 Step 211,954 11 ,ooon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 211,954 1 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 211,954 11 ,0oo
than ,001.
Table 4.7
Variables in the Equation
5% C.I.for EXP(B)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  law students - 053 184 083 1 773 048 61 1,361
Sex - 48 161 18,459 1 000 523 388 703
Age -028 024 1,383 1 240 a72 928 1,019
bmi - 010 010 930 1 335 990 970 1,010
having a relationship 120 148 666 1 414 1128 845 1,508
living situation 65,166 3 000
living situation(1) 1,469 195 56605 1 000 4,343 2,963 6,368
living situation(2) (113 206 11,083 1 001 1,983 1,325 2,968
living situation(3) 706 295 5726 1 017 2,026 1,136 3,613
Dutch 121 162 637 1 425 1,129 838 1,520
study results 196 034 5,460 1 019 1,218 1,032 1,433
study phase -236 74 1,827 1 ATT 790 562 1,112
negative sexual 360 165 4783 1 029 1,434 1,038 1,981
EXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle - 524 058 80,799 1 .ooo 592 528 664
selfefficacy
problem perception -199 106 3,564 1 059 B9 666 1,008
seeking or having help - 277 134 4274 1 034 758 582 bag
Constant 4503 1,069 17,744 1 000 90,309

a.Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 4.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox &5SnellR Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square
3 13839257 183 258

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number &
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Table 4.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square df Sig.
Step 3  Step 268,520 15 ,aon
Block 268,520 15 ,aon
Model 258,520 15 ,aoa
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Table 5.1-5.9. Logistic regression analysis for psychological complaints whereby law students are

compared with non-law students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.
Table 5.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(E)
B S.E Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  law students 310 136 5224 1 022 1,364 1,045 1,780
Constant -1,550 058 697,343 1 000 212
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students.
Table 5.2 Table 5.3
Model Summary ) .
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R _ _
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df 3ig.
1 22729267 ooz 003 Step1 Step 5032 1 025
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 5,032 1 023
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 5,032 1 025
than ,001.
Table 5.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C .|.for EXP(B)
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2*  law students 226 146 2,308 1 122 1,264 042 1,671
Sex 51T 127 16,582 1 0o 1,678 1,308 2,152
Age 028 013 4,829 1 028 1,030 1,003 1,057
brni -,007 015 230 1 631 093 965 1,022
having a relationship -, 284 123 5357 1 021 752 580 Rl
living situation 11,121 3 011
living situation(1) -,040 155 068 1 794 60 709 1,301
living situation(2) 353 158 4972 1 026 1,423 1,044 1,941
living situation(3) ,354 222 2,623 1 1058 1,431 027 2,210
Dutch 021 126 028 1 (365 1,022 788 1,308
study results -271 065 17,173 1 000 762 671 BET
study phase -108 132 BT 1 43 Bog 693 1,163
Constant -1,034 706 2,146 1 143 ,355

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study

phase.
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Table 5.5

Model Summary

Table 5.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelinood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 21771007 025 040 Step 2 Step 58,724 11 aaa
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 58,729 11 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 58,729 11 000
than ,001.
Table 5.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|far EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  law students ,340 187 3,307 1 069 1,405 074 2,028
Sex 073 AT 182 1 670 1,076 7649 1,505
Age 033 022 2,422 1 120 1,034 aa1 1,078
bmi -,021 020 1,092 1 296 979 a4 1,018
having a relationship -187 164 1,305 1 ,263 329 601 1,144
living situation 5617 3 132
living situation(1) -1az2 205 789 1 374 834 558 1,245
living situation(2) 163 208 616 1 433 1177 783 1,770
living situation(3) 329 284 1,347 1 246 1,330 747 2,423
Dutch 404 64 6,037 1 014 1,497 1,085 2,067
study results - 150 086 3,017 1 082 861 727 1,018
study phase -114 182 392 1 531 892 625 1,274
negative sexual 610 168 13,223 1 ,000 1,841 1,325 2,558
BXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 1449 059 ,388 1 011 1,161 1,034 1,304
self-efficacy
problem perception 33 14 8,473 1 004 1,393 1,114 1,741
seeking or having help 1,223 61 57,750 1 ,000 3,399 2,479 4,658
Constant -3,867 1,135 11 608 1 001 021

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 5.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Table 5.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square
3 12187107 100 149

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number &
hecause parameter estimates changed by less

Chi-square df Sig.
Step 3 Step 127 GBS 15 000
Block 127 GBS 15 000
Model 127 664 15 000

than ,001.
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Table 6.1-6.9. Logistic regression analysis for disability whereby law students are compared with

non-law students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 6.1
Variables in the Equation
85% C |for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  law students -,038 178 048 831 963 679 1,365
Constant -2,056 070 854 583 000 128
a. Wariahle(s) entered on step 1; law students.
Table 6.2 Table 6.3
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell B Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 1686,4919 000 000 Step1  Step 045 1 830
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 046 1 830
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 046 1 830
than 001.
Table 6.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C |for EXP(E)
=] SE. Waldl df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2% law students - 187 196 638 1 424 855 582 1,256
Sex 436 154 8,047 1 008 1,547 1,144 2,001
Age 047 015 10,588 1 001 1,048 1,019 1,079
bmi -004 015 078 1 T80 996 (967 1,026
having a relationship - 610 168 14 680 1 o0o 543 3497 142
living situation 5,608 3 132
living situation(1) 105 1494 294 1 588 1,111 760 1,624
living situation(2) 315 198 2,536 1 A1 1,370 ,930 2,018
living situation(3) B 282 4014 1 045 1,761 1,012 3,062
Dutch -,236 147 2,574 1 108 780 582 1,054
study results -108 074 1,872 1 AT a7 768 1,048
study phase -,3448 163 4 664 1 032 706 B13 871
Constant -2,743 818 11,223 1 001 064

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: law students, Sex, Age, bhmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study

phase.
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Table 6.5 Table 6.6

Model Summa
i Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
g 1603,215° 018 037 Step 2 Step 43 661 11 ,oon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 Block 43,661 11 000
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less Maodel 43 661 11 .aon
than ,001.
Table 6.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C | for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(E) Lower Upper
Step 3*  law students -,096 243 67 1 692 ang 564 1,463
Sex 168 208 582 1 445 1172 | 1,763
Age 052 023 5,052 1 025 1,053 1,007 1,102
bmi -014 022 415 1 A1a 986 44 1,029
having a relationship - B77 212 10,196 1 001 508 336 770
living situation 4 358 3 225
living situation{1) 075 266 oar 1 TGE 1,078 653 1,780
living situation(2) 323 265 1,611 1 204 1,382 83a 2277
living situation(3) G628 368 3,066 1 080 1,876 928 3,785
Duteh 015 191 006 1 936 1,016 Nfel:) 1,478
study results -093 102 829 1 363 811 745 1,114
study phase -,398 223 3,203 1 074 BT 434 1,039
negat_i\re sexual 156 207 bG8 1 451 1,168 | 1,752
exXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 247 080 9453 1 ooz 1,280 1,094 1,499
selfefficacy
problem perception 2449 37 3,320 1 068 1,283 RN 1,678
seeking or having help 774 191 16,448 1 aao 2,169 1,482 3,154
Constant -5,536 1,366 16,413 1 ooo 004

a. “ariable(s) entered on step 1. law students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results, study
phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selfefficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 6.8 Table 6.9

Model Summa
v Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R _ _
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
3 g11,711° &0 a0 Step 3 Step 62,006 15 ,ooo
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 Block 62,006 15 000
because parameter estimates changad by less Model 62,006 15 000
than ,001.
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Appendix 16: Logistic regression analyses whereby psychology students are compared

with non-psychology students

Table 1.1-1.9. Logistic regression analysis for physical complaints whereby psychology students are

compared with non-psychology students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  psychology students 300 265 1,275 1 2549 1,348 Bo2 2,269
Constant -1,147 049 553976 1 000 318
a Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students.
Table 1.2 Table 1.3
Model Summary Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R Chi-square df Sig.
likelihood Square Square
Step f f Step1  Step 1225 1 268
a
1 2651,541 0 0 Block 1,225 , 268
a. Estimation terminated a_t iteration number 4 Maodel 1,225 1 268
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.
Table 1.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|.for EXPB)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 27 psychology students 287 270 1,132 1 287 1,333 il 2,261
Sex 568 115 24,456 1 000 1,766 1,409 2,212
Age 026 013 4,032 1 045 1,026 1,001 1,052
bmi 005 00a \285 1 587 1,005 987 1,024
having a relationship 227 108 4,440 1 035 1,264 1,016 1,540
living situation 10,702 3 013
living situation(1) -,370 A3 7,995 1 005 691 534 893
living situation(2) -,373 140 7144 1 008 689 524 905
living situation(3) -124 189 432 1 A1 383 609 1,280
Dutch L0580 15 a1 1 GE2 1,062 839 1,317
study results - 166 059 7.857 1 005 247 755 451
study phase -100 19 708 1 400 G0s 7 1142
Constant -1,513 B16 6,027 1 014 220

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study
results, study phase.
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a. Wariable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problemn perception, seeking or having help.

Table 1.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox &5SnellR Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square
3 13658937 046 067

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Table 1.5 Table 1.6
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Model Summary
Chi-square df Sig.
-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Step 2 Step 60,833 11 ,aon
2 25372200 026 03s Block 60,933 11 aon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Model 60,933 " 000
because parameter estimates changed by less
than 001.
Table 1.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  psychology students 436 370 1,380 1 238 1,647 7448 3185
Sex RET 159 1,415 1 234 1,208 B85 1,648
Age 036 020 3,213 1 073 1,037 897 1,079
hmi 000 012 ,000 1 996 1,000 a76 1,024
having a relationship ,330 149 4,935 1 026 1,391 1,040 1,861
living situation 13,775 3 003
living situation(1) -,502 REY 10,694 1 001 553 Re-1: ;789
living situation(2) -537 188 8,164 1 004 585 404 845
living situation(3) -158 257 378 1 538 854 516 1,413
Dutch 088 151 ,338 1 561 1,002 812 1,468
study results 194 080 5,865 1 018 823 703 964
study phase -,0a2 70 ,202 1 589 813 G55 1,272
negatlive sexual 025 168 023 1 Ba0 1,028 738 1426
EXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle 124 056 4,945 1 026 1,132 1,015 1,262
self-efficacy
problem perception a0 07 g2 1 399 1,094 888 1,348
seeking or having help 221 138 2,563 1 109 1,247 852 1,633
Constant -2,028 1,019 3,064 1 046 132

Table 1.9
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-square df Sig.
Step 3  Step 47,304 14 ,000
Block 57,304 15 000
Model 57,304 15 oo
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Table 2.1-2.9. Logistic regression analysis for smoking whereby psychology students are compared

with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(B)
= SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 1®  psychology students 013 251 003 1 860 1,013 6189 1,687
Constant -539 043 156,876 1 .00o 584

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students.

Table 2.2 Table 2.3

Model Summary

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R - ] )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square ar Sig.
1 3150,109° 000 000 Step1  Step 003 1 60
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 Block 003 ! 960
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 003 1 960
than ,001.
Table 2.4
Variables in the Equation
95% I for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2°  psychology students -.0&0 262 037 1 848 851 AT0 1,588
Sex -435 085 21,042 1 ,000 4T 537 J79
Age 001 012 004 1 847 1,001 877 1,026
bmi 017 013 1,829 1 A B5 1,018 ,993 1,043
having a relationship -122 .0a7 1,585 1 ,208 Bas 732 1,070
living situation T6 01 3 ,ooo
living situation(1) 1,016 125 65,766 1 ,000 2,763 2,161 3,532
living situation(2) 510 133 14,674 1 ,000 1,865 1,283 2,182
living situation(3) 263 RET 1,832 1 176 1,300 889 1,802
Dutch -194 102 3,638 1 086 823 674 1,005
study results - 126 054 5 466 1 019 882 794 880
study phase -,252 109 5,330 1 021 TTT 628 963
Constant 386 603 410 1 522 1,472

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1. psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study
results, study phase.
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Table 2.5

Model Summary

Table 2.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B ) .
Step likelihood Sguare Sguare Chi-square dr Sig.
9 2964 6547 054 074 Step 2 Step 130,057 11 ,oon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 130,057 1 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 130,057 11 000
than 001.
Table 2.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
= SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  psychology students -483 401 1,451 1 228 B17 281 1,354
Sex 138 146 2ag 1 346 871 654 1,160
Age 007 021 0ag 1 752 1,007 L] 1,048
bmi 012 018 x| 1 424 1,012 ,383 1,042
having a relationship -102 143 &13 1 474 903 683 1,194
living situation 32022 3 oo
living situation(1) 875 179 23,825 1 000 2,398 1,688 3,407
living situation(2) 194 188 1,060 1 ,303 1,214 839 1,755
living situation(3) 352 278 1,636 1 201 1,422 829 2,440
Dutch -,020 1458 019 1 891 980 738 1,303
study results 088 079 1,243 1 265 1,002 k] 1,274
study phase -422 165 6,526 1 011 &5 A74 06
negative sexual 229 B0 2,037 1 154 1,267 918 1,720
EXPETNENCes
peer pressure lifestyle - 563 058 a0 628 1 Joon AT0 507 640
selfefiicacy
problem perception -,223 103 4733 1 030 800 654 are
seeking or having help =237 130 3,342 1 JOE8 789 JB11 1,017
Constant 4320 1,041 17,226 1 000 78217

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efiicacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 2.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox &5SnellR Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square
3 1458 6613 153 204

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Table 2.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square df Sig.
Step 3 Step 195 848 15 .0oo
Block 199 548 14 000
Model 199 548 14 oon
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Table 3.1-3.9. Logistic regression analysis for alcohol (ab)use whereby psychology students are

compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  psychaology students 041 404 010 1 E18 1,042 ATz 2,300
Constant 2,156 068 1004,206 1 000 8639
a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: psychology students.
Table 3.2 Table 3.3
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Model Summary Chi-square df Sig.
-2 Log Cox&SnellE Magelkerke E Step 1 Step 010 1 914
Step likelihood Square Square el 010 1 919
1 1593,721° ,ooo ,ooo Model 010 1 914
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number &
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than 001.
Table 3.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C|for EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2  psychology students -.040 A28 044 1 B34 H14 L] 2116
Sex -120 61 556 1 A56 Ba7 647 1,215
Age -,011 018 (365 1 545 989 954 1,025
bmi 010 018 308 1 579 1,010 975 1,046
having a relationship 127 162 613 1 433 1,135 826 1,560
living situation a7 =561 3 aoo
living situation(1) 1,838 202 82968 1 000 6,285 4,232 9,335
living situation(2) 1,312 185 50,281 1 000 3713 2,584 5,336
living situation(3) 882 265 11,086 1 001 246 1,437 4,060
Dutch 1,320 149 78217 1 000 3744 2,794 5,016
study results -,038 082 217 1 G4 962 819 1,131
study phase 167 180 861 1 ,353 1,181 k| 1,680
Constant 748 908 694 1 408 2113

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study

results, study phase.
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Table 3.5

Model Summary

Table 3.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

_-2 !_l:ug Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R Chi-square df Sig.
Step likelihood Square Square
; 1361,861° 072 149 Step 2 Step 174,374 11 ooo
Block 174,374 11 ooo
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 6
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 174,374 11 000
than ,001.
Table 3.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.lfor EXP(B)
B S5E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3®  psychology students 077 61 014 1 807 1,081 296 3,543
Sex =17 275 182 1 664 8aa A4 1524
Age -,042 027 2427 1 114 8549 810 1,011
bmi -,00m 019 om 1 870 9949 963 1,037
having a relationship =101 248 167 1 683 904 556 1,468
living situation 40,013 3 K[ ]o]
living situation(1) 1,672 A1 28,920 1 ,oon 5324 2,854 97493
living situation(2) 1,478 288 26,234 1 ,ooo 4382 2,450 7714
living situation(3) 1,144 385 3,841 1 003 3,140 1477 6675
Dutch 1,34 227 34 876 1 ,ooa 3,822 2,448 5964
study results 046 123 144 1 705 1,048 824 1,332
study phase -.048 267 030 1 863 H55 Rl 1,611
negat_ive sexual -,051 271 035 1 851 850 559 1618
BXPENENCES
peer pressure lifestyle - A58 135 17120 1 K[ ]o] A73 440 746
selt-efficacy
problem perception -, 366 72 4,540 1 033 693 495 971
seeking or having help - 187 231 Bh4 1 418 824 527 1,308
Constant 7,562 1,830 17,084 1 0oo 1923329

a.Wariable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help,

Table 3.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Table 3.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox &5SnellR Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square
3 506 5347 106 233

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 7
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Chi-sguare df Sia.
Step 3 Step 135,313 14 ,aoa
Block 135313 14 ,aoa
Model 135,313 15 ,aoa
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Table 4.1-4.9. Logistic regression analysis for drug (ab)use whereby psychology students are

compared with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 4.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1Lfor EXP(B)
B 5E Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1*  psychology students - 186 264 548 1 459 822 4480 1,381
Constant - 651 044 222,085 1 .ooo 621
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students.
Table 4.2 Table 4.3
Model Summary
2 Log Cox&SnellR  Nagelkerke R Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
a
[ 3071887 000 000 step1  Sstep 561 1 454
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 Block 561 1 454
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Modal 561 1 454
than ,001. ode - -
Table 4.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B s.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2*  psychology students =185 27T JABE 1 481 823 474 1,415
Sex -B34 047 73,264 1 000 434 359 526
Age -,031 015 4,440 1 034 a70 943 epels
bmi -,008 010 604 1 437 Gg2 973 1,012
having a relationship 040 A00 A6 1 GaG 1,041 856 1,266
living situation 119,133 3 ooo
living situation(1) 1,396 136 105012 1 000 4,038 3,092 5,273
living situation(2) A 144 34,041 1 000 2,318 1,747 3,074
living situation(3) 470 207 5,161 1 023 1,600 1,067 2,400
Dutch - 147 106 1,924 1 165 863 702 1,063
study results -,080 056 2,065 1 151 823 828 1,029
study phase ,000 14 000 1 1,000 1,000 799 1,251
Constant 1,432 615 5,418 1 020 4,188

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study

results, study phase.
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Table 4.5

Model Summary

-2 Log Cox & sSnellR Magelkerke R

Table 4.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square o Sig.
5 2809 8617 086 119 Step 2 Step 211,814 11 ,ooo
- - - - - Block 211,814 11 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 211,814 11 000
than ,001.
Table 4.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  psychology students - 488 425 1,320 1 251 614 267 1,411
Sex - 643 151 18,251 1 ,0o0 526 391 706
Age -02a 024 1,466 1 226 a7z 827 1,018
hmi -010 010 G916 1 ,338 840 870 1,010
having a relationship A2 148 676 1 411 1,129 845 1,608
living situation 66507 3 ,ooo
living situation(1) 1,474 1958 57,376 1 000 4,365 2,081 6,301
living situation(2) a3 ,204 11,538 1 001 1,999 1,340 2,881
living situation(3) 709 ,294 5,793 1 016 2,031 1,141 3,617
Dutch 120 151 624 1 424 1,127 838 1,616
study results 1ag 083 5,665 1 017 1,219 1,036 1,434
study phase -,227 A74 1,710 1 191 747 567 1,120
negative sexual 364 185 4,850 1 028 1,438 1,041 1,088
BXpPEMENCES
peer pressure lifestyle - 5258 058 80,916 1 000 591 527 (GBI
sel-efficacy
problem perception -,201 106 3613 1 057 818 GBS 1,006
seeking or having help =271 134 4 063 1 044 763 586 883
Constant 4,497 1,069 17,714 1 000 809,766

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, hmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selfefiicacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 4.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Table 4.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square
3 1382 630° 1594 261

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number &
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Chi-square df Sia.
Step 3 Step 260,814 15 ,aon
Block 268,814 15 ,aon
Model 260,814 15 000
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Table 5.1-5.9. Logistic regression analysis for psychological complaints whereby psychology students

are compared with non-psychology students.

Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 5.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(B)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  psychology students 018 312 003 53 1,018 BE3 1,877
Constant -1,496 054 777625 .ooo 224
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1; psychology students.
Table 5.2 Table 5.3
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell B Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 2277,955° 000 000 Step1  Step 003 1 953
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 003 1 853
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less
P ged by Model 003 1 953
than ,001.
Table 5.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2°  psychology students 03z AT 010 1 R 1,033 Ratala] 1821
Sex 528 127 17,274 1 000 1,695 1,322 2174
Age 032 013 5,800 1 016 1,032 1,006 1,059
bmi -,0oa 015 256 1 613 993 JG64 1,022
having a relationship -,287 123 5418 1 020 751 580 856
living situation 10,285 3 0168
living situation(1) -,070 153 206 1 G50 933 61 1,260
living situation(2) AN 156 3993 1 046 1,364 1,006 1,851
living situation(3) 334 22 2,289 1 130 1,396 606 2152
Dutch 032 126 063 1 a0 1,032 806 1,31
study results -, 286 065 18,600 1 000 751 662 B&2
study phase -,091 A3 454 1 487 913 705 1,181
Constant -,941 706 1,781 1 a2 390

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study

results, study phase.
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Table 5.5

Model Summary

Table 5.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R Chi-square df Sia.
Step likelihood : Square Square Step2  Step 56,394 1 000
- 2179,435 024 033 Block 56,394 11 ,aoo
a. Estimation terminated a!t iteration number 5 Madel 56,394 T 000
bhecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.
Table 5.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper

Step 3% psychology students 271 395 471 1 452 1,312 605 2,845

Sex 093 A7 208 1 585 1,008 786 1,534

Age 037 021 3,030 1 a2 1,038 ,995 1,082

bmi -023 020 1,256 1 262 are 940 1,017

having a relationship - 188 164 1,319 1 251 829 601 1,142

living situation 5080 3 166

living situation(1) -215 ,203 1,115 1 291 807 542 1,202

living situation(2) 0ag ,208 238 1 627 1,104 738 1,650

living situation(3) 287 ,282 1,038 1 308 1,333 i 2317

Dutch 425 164 6,735 1 009 1,630 1,110 2,100

study results -173 085 41566 1 041 g1 12 993

study phase - 085 81 222 1 Gas a18 544 1,300

negaive sexual G158 168 13,448 1 000 1,849 1,331 2,568

BXQElNEnCes

peer pressure lifestyle 1462 058 6567 1 o010 1,164 1,038 1,307

selfefficacy

problem perception 334 14 868462 1 003 1,396 1,116 1,746

seeking or having help 1,212 161 56,908 1 000 3,360 2,452 4,603

Constant -3,736 1,130 10,940 1 001 024

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, hmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 5.8 Table 5.9
Model Summary
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R

Step likelihood Sguare Sguare Chi-square df Sig.
3 1221,4933 098 46 Step 3 Step 124 882 15 oon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Block 124,882 15 oa
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less Model 124 882 15 0oo

than ,001.
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Table 6.1-6.9. Logistic regression analysis for disability whereby psychology students are compared
with non-psychology students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 6.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B 5E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower pper
Step1®  psychology students -139 404 118 1 731 B70 354 1,820
Constant -2 058 065 988084 1 ,000 128
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: psychology students.
Table 6.2 Table 6.3
Model Summary . .
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df sig.
1 1686,4147 000 oop  Stepl Step 123 1 726
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 Block 123 1 728
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Madel 123 1 726
than 001.
Table 6.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.I.for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2% psychology students - 115 A08 ] 1 78 R=1h| 400 1,084
Sex 431 164 7,860 1 005 1,639 1,139 2,079
Age 046 014 10,045 1 002 1,047 1,018 1,076
brmi -,004 015 071 1 790 086 96T 1,026
having a relationship - 609 1649 14,618 1 000 44 393 743
living situation f 886 3 a1z
living situation(1) 125 193 422 1 G816 1,133 T77 1,653
living situation(2) 341 195 3,037 1 081 1,406 853 2,062
living situation(3) R: 282 4,244 1 03a 1,787 1,029 3,105
Dutch -,243 147 2,729 1 098 784 588 1,046
study results -,098 078 1,588 1 208 806 778 1,056
study phase -, 357 162 4,836 1 028 700 504 JAR2
Caonstant 2,796 814 11,780 1 001 061

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study
results, study phase.
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Table 6.5

Model Summary

Table 6.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df sig.
2 1603,785® 018 036 Step 2 Step 43088 11 ,ooon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 Block 43,088 " 000
bhecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 43,088 11 000
than ,001.
Table 6.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1for EXP(E)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  psychology students 274 Aar4d 333 1 64 1,314 A18 3,330
Sex 146 208 493 1 482 1,187 770 1,739
Age 051 023 4872 1 026 1,082 1,006 1,101
bmi -,014 022 427 1 A14 986 44 1,029
having a relationship - 673 212 10,098 1 001 510 337 773
living situation 4 487 3 213
living situation(1) 086 285 113 1 a7 1,089 JGE1 1,795
living situation(2) ,337 252 1,797 1 RE] 1,401 B56 2,295
living situation(3) 635 350 3129 1 077 1,886 934 3,811
Dutch 011 a1 003 1 954 1,011 L] 1,470
study results -,086 01 720 1 306 18 753 1,119
study phase -, 415 222 3492 1 062 660 427 1,021
negat_ive sexual 4B 207 500 1 480 1,167 q72 1,736
EXpEIEBNCES
peer pressure lifestyle 247 080 9,434 1 002 1,280 1,003 1,498
selfefficacy
problem perception 254 37 3430 1 064 1,289 85 1,686
seeking or having help 773 a1 16,393 1 00o 2167 1,490 3,151
Constant 5,577 1,366 16,664 1 000 004

a.Wariable(s) entered on step 1; psychology students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch, study results,
study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selfefficacy, problem perception, seeking or having help.

Table 6.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Table 6.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell B Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square
3 g11,553° 0s0 091

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number &
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than 001.

Chi-square df Sin.
Step 3  Step 62,164 15 oo
Block 62,164 15 oo
Model 62,164 15 oo
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Appendix 17: Logistic regression analyses where economics and business students are
compared with non-economics and business students

Table 1.1-1.9. Logistic regression analysis for physical complaints whereby economics and business
students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 1.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1*  economics and business - 416 166 6,311 1 012 660 ATT 813
students
Constant -1,095 080 477,825 1 ,000 \335
a.Variahle(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students.
Table 1.2 Table 1.3
Model Summary . .
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Souare Souare Chi-square df Sig.
1 2646,002® 003 o4 Step1  Step 6,765 1 ,009
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 6,765 1 009
bhecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 6,765 1 008
than 001.
Table 1.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|.for EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 27  economics and business -3758 AT 4,796 1 029 BT 491 961
students
Sex 546 118 22,396 1 000 1,727 1,377 2,165
Age 025 013 3,899 1 048 1,025 1,000 1,061
bmi 005 ,009 265 1 607 1,005 ,986 1,024
having a relationship 231 108 4,601 1 032 1,260 1,020 1,556
living situation 11,137 3 011
living situation(1) -3re 131 8,319 1 004 GBS ,530 826
living situation(2) -388 140 7717 1 005 678 516 892
living situation(3) -143 180 567 1 451 86T 587 1,258
Dutch 019 116 027 1 86D 1,019 813 1,270
study results -178 060 4,008 1 003 836 744 940
study phase -075 19 396 1 529 028 734 1172
Constant -1,295 624 4,307 1 038 274

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and husiness students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase.
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Table 1.5

Model Summary

Table 1.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R ) ] )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square ar Sig.
7 7533,248° 027 041 Step 2 Step 64,805 11 ,0oo
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 64,905 ! .000
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 64,805 11 000
than ,001.
Table 1.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3  economics and business - 465 23 4,051 1 044 628 389 988
students
Sex 164 158 1,061 1 303 1178 862 1,611
Age 036 020 3,080 1 079 1,036 906 1,079
bmi 000 012 000 1 891 1,000 977 1,024
having a relationship 336 149 5077 1 024 1,399 1,045 1,873
living situation 14016 3 003
living situation(1) - 604 182 11,115 1 001 546 ,382 774
living situation(2) - 545 188 £8,403 1 004 &80 401 B8as
living situation(3) a2 258 409 1 480 8aa 503 1,382
Dutch 048 152 0ag 1 754 1,049 778 1,414
study results 216 081 7,003 1 [if:] 806 Gea 945
study phase -039 170 053 1 818 962 684 1,342
negatli\re sexual 015 B8 Joog 1 830 1,015 730 1,411
EXpPErences
peer pressure lifestyle 121 056 4,706 1 030 1,129 1,012 1,260
selfefficacy
problem perception oTs 07 530 1 A6T 1,081 87T 1,332
seeking or having help 222 138 2,599 1 A07 1,249 853 1,636
Constant -1,694 1,030 2,708 1 400 R

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and husiness students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or

having help.
Table 1.8 Table 1.9
Model Summary ) ]
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R _ _
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df 3i0.
3 1362 944® 049 ara Step 3 Step 60,2562 15 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 60,252 15 000
because parameter estimates changad by less Maodel £0,252 i5 000

than ,001.
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Table 2.1-2.9. Logistic regression analysis for smoking whereby economics and business students are
compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 2.1
Variables in the Equation
§5% C.|for EXP(E)
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1*  economics and business 020 133 o022 1 881 1,020 785 1,325
students
Constant - 641 045 144238 1 000 hg2

a.Variahle(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students.

Table 2.2 Table 2.3

Model S
odel summary Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Sguare Sguare Chi-square df Sig.
1 3150,089° 000 000 Step 1 Step 022 1 881
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 Block 022 1 881
because parameter estimates changed by less Madel 022 1 881
than ,001.
Table 2.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2*  economics and business - 066 42 217 1 642 836 704 1,236
students
Sex - 441 085 21,390 1 000 643 533 775
Age 001 012 004 1 849 1,001 877 1,026
bmi 017 012 1,902 1 168 1,017 ,893 1,043
having a relationship -122 .0a7 1,585 1 208 8BS 732 1,070
living situation TG 362 3 .ooo
living situation(1) 1,013 125 65,341 1 000 2,754 2,154 3521
living situation(2) 507 133 14,476 1 000 1,659 1,278 2,155
living situation(3) 259 RET 1,782 1 182 1,206 ,BBE 1,896
Dutch -,200 103 3,787 1 052 819 670 1,001
study results -128 054 5622 1 o018 BEO 791 a78
study phase -248 109 5136 1 023 7RO 630 967
Constant 430 610 497 1 481 1,537

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1; economics and husiness students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase.
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Table 2.5
Model Summary

Table 2.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-sguare df sig.
2 2964 4747 054 074 Step 2 Step 130,237 11 ,0oa
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 Block 130,237 11 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Madel 130,237 11 000
than 001.
Table 2.7
Variables in the Equation
a5% C.| for EXP(B)
B 5.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  economics and business - 418 213 3873 1 0449 658 433 a3
students
Sex -181 147 1,615 1 218 834 625 1,113
Age 007 021 120 1 724 1,007 967 1,048
hmi 0 014 579 1 447 1,011 983 1,041
having a relationship -.084 143 430 1 512 A 688 1,208
living situation 31,603 3 ooo
living situation(1) 864 180 23,162 1 000 2,372 1,668 3,372
living situation(2) 180 188 12 1 340 1,197 827 1,732
living situation(3) 335 276 1,477 1 224 1,398 814 2,400
Dutch - 069 146 164 1 B85 342 707 1,256
study results 074 074 a7 1 351 1,077 822 1,258
study phase -412 166 6,184 1 013 662 478 916
negat_i\re sexual 208 160 1,642 1 200 1,228 8ar 1,681
BXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle -,566 058 91,897 1 oo 568 506 637
sel-efficacy
problem perception -, 226 103 4 855 1 028 798 653 A75
seeking or having help -,247 130 3,606 1 058 781 605 1,008
Constant 4,604 1,050 19,213 1 0aa 59,822

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle selt-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or

having help.
Table 2.8
Model Summary
-2 Loqg Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square
3 14572177 164 207

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than 001.

Table 2.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square df Sig.
Step3  Step 202,291 14 ,aon
Block 202,291 15 ,aon
Model 202,291 15 ooo
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Table 3.1-3.9. Logistic regression analysis for alcohol (ab)use whereby economics and business

students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 3.1
Variables in the Equation
895% C.|for EXP(B)
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1®  economics and business -.207 88 10748 1 288 B13 550 1,201
students
Constant 2,183 072 920474 1 ,ooo 8,870

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students.

Table 3.2 Table 3.3

Model Summary

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 15915943 000 001 Step 1 Step 1,037 1 408
a. Estimation terminated atiteration number s Block 1,037 1 308
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 1,037 1 308
than 001.
Table 3.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step2®  economics and business 063 219 083 1 774 1,065 604 1,635
students
Sex - 118 162 519 1 AT1 890 649 1,222
Age -,011 o018 ,359 1 549 989 954 1,025
hmi 010 o018 ,309 1 578 1,010 a7s 1,046
having a relationship 128 162 620 1 431 1,136 827 1,562
living situation 58,027 3 ,000
living situation(1} 1,838 202 83,034 1 ,000 6,287 4,233 9,336
living situation(2) 1,314 185 50,355 1 ,000 3,720 2,588 5,347
living situation(3) 883 265 11,006 1 001 2418 1,438 4,064
Dutch 1,325 150 78,029 1 ,000 3,763 2,804 5,049
study results -,036 083 185 1 GET 965 820 1,135
study phase 162 180 804 1 ,370 1,175 826 1,673
Constant 706 17 504 1 441 2,027

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and husiness students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,

study results, study phase.
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Table 3.5

Model Summary

Table 3.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 1351.8213 a7z 1449 Step 2 Step 174,414 11 ,ooa
a. Estimation terminated at iteration numbier & el 174414 L 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Model 174,414 11 ,0oa
than 001.
Table 3.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|Lfor EXP(B)
B SE. wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lawer Upper
Step 3% economics and business =277 316 768 1 381 758 408 1,408
students
Sex - 151 278 296 1 Ral:1i 860 4498 1,482
Age -042 027 2,453 1 17 954 810 1,011
bmi -,001 014 00 1 74 BEE] 862 1,038
having a relationship =107 247 189 1 664 888 563 1,458
living situation 40,149 3 ,aoo0
living situation{1) 1,678 311 24,054 1 ,ooa 5,354 2804 9,856
living situation{2) 1,484 284 26,352 1 ,oon 4408 2502 7,768
living situation(3) 1,138 384 8,784 1 003 3124 1471 6,635
Dutch 1,320 228 33,359 1 000 3,742 230 5,858
study resuits 036 123 083 1 J73 1,036 814 1,318
study phase -010 264 001 1 BG4 8490 Ra:1] 1,676
negatlive sexual - 068 271 063 1 801 934 549 1,589
EXpEriences
peer pressure lifestyle - 556 134 17,237 1 ,000 A73 441 745
self-efficacy
problem perception -a78 73 4800 1 028 BBA& 488 861
seeking or having help - 185 231 639 1 424 831 528 1,308
Constant 7,764 1,843 17,749 1 000 2355426
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and husiness students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self~effiicacy, problem perception, seeking or
having help.
Table 3.8 Table 3.9
Model Summary . .
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke B
Step likelihoaod Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
3 595 8057 107 234 Step 3 Step 136,043 14 ooo
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 7 Block 136,043 15 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 136,043 15 000

than ,001.
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Table 4.1-4.9. Logistic regression analysis for drug (ab)use whereby economics and business students
are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 4.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 1 economics and business -180 139 1,675 1 106 B35 B35 1,007
students
Constant -637 046 1094881 1 000 529
a.Variahle(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students.
Table 4.2 Table 4.3
Model Summary . ]
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df 3.
1 3070,754% 001 001 Step 1 Step 1,705 1 142
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 Block 1,705 1 192
because parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 1,705 1 142
than ,001.
Table 4.4
Variables in the Equation
95% .| for EXP(B)
B S.E. Wald df 3ig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 27  economics and business -,336 151 4,959 1 026 714 531 960
students
Sex - B6E 098 77,434 1 000 421 347 510
Age -,031 015 4,558 1 033 ,a70 842 297
hmi -,oog 010 BT 1 414 ,092 a72 1,012
having a relationship 041 100 164 1 685 1,041 56 1,267
living situation 117,809 3 000
living situation(1) 1,384 136 103,193 1 000 3,990 3,085 5211
living situation(2) 824 144 32,601 1 000 2,280 1,718 3,025
living situation(3) 454 207 4,799 1 028 1,674 1,049 2,363
Dutch 1758 107 2,680 1 01 839 a1 1,035
study results -,081 056 2,665 1 103 013 818 1,018
study phase 019 115 027 1 869 1,019 814 1,276
Constant 1,640 623 6,924 1 009 5154

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,

study results, stucy phase.
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Table 4.5

Model Summary

Table 4.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-Fl i . .
2 !_ng Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R Chi-square df Sig.
Step likelihood Square Square
Step 2 Ste 216,396 11 ooo
2 2805,279°3 088 122 . .
— , — Block 216,396 11 000
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4
hecause parameter estimates changed hy less Model 216,396 11 000
than ,001.
Table 4.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.1.for EXP(E)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3  economics and business -634 226 7,900 1 005 530 341 825
students
Sex - 705 162 21,416 1 oon 404 36T 666
Age -028 024 1,387 1 234 a72 827 1,018
bimi -010 010 1,027 1 A1 840 870 1,010
having a relationship 138 1448 867 1 3562 1,148 858 1,636
living situation 64 613 3 ooo
living situation{1) 1,461 1495 56,082 1 oon 4310 284 6,318
living situation{2) 671 204 10,775 1 om 1,956 1,310 2,918
living situation{3) 682 2495 5347 1 0 1,978 1,110 3,528
Dutch 054 1563 150 1 6949 1,061 786 1,43
study results 74 084 4 605 1 03z 1,198 1,016 1,408
study phase -,208 174 1,421 1 233 812 BTT 1,143
negative sexual 333 165 4 061 1 044 1,396 1,009 1,930
exXperiences
peer pressure lifestyle - 533 058 83,420 1 oon k1N 523 658
selt-efficacy
problem perception -,204 106 3724 1 054 816 BE3 1,003
seeking or having help -,284 135 4432 1 035 753 a7 a8
Constant 4925 1,083 20,668 1 .ooo 137,686
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1; economics and business students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or
having help.
Table 4.8 Table 4.9
Model Summary ) )
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
-2 Log Cox &SnellR Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df 3.
3 13758047 a8 26T Step 3 Step 266,641 15 Joon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 Block 266,641 15 000
because parameter estimates changed by less Madel 266,641 15 000

than 001.
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Table 5.1-5.9. Logistic regression analysis for psychological complaints whereby economics and

business students are compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 5.1
Variables in the Equation
§5% C 1for EXP(B)
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 1  economics and business - 648 20 10,373 1 001 523 352 Rl
students
Constant -1,435 055 678,925 1 ,0oo 238

a. Variahle(s) entered on step 1: economics and husiness students.

Table 5.2 Table 5.3

Model Summary

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & SnellR Hagelkerke R ] ]
Step likelihoad Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 2266,042° 005 008 Step 1 Step 11,816 1 00
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & Bl 11,916 L 001
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel 11,816 1 00
than ,001.
Table 5.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 2®  economics and business - 639 208 9 463 1 ooz 528 351 793
students
Sex 486 A28 14,544 1 ,0o0 1,827 1,267 2,089
Age 031 013 5,623 1 018 1,032 1,005 1,059
bmi -,008 015 319 1 572 992 ,963 1,021
having a relationship -,284 124 5,293 1 021 762 JAE1 Re L]
living situation 4740 3 020
living situation(1) -,092 154 (356 1 551 912 675 1,233
living situation(2) 286 156 3,367 1 067 1,33 981 1,807
living situation(3) 307 222 1,919 1 166 1,350 880 2,009
Dutch 017 27 018 1 805 983 767 1,261
study results -,309 065 22,230 1 000 734 646 838
study phase -, 055 132 A71 1 679 947 73 1,227
Constant - 676 718 645 1 422 562

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1. economics and business students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,

study results, study phase.
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Table 5.5

Model Summary

Table 5.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
2 21687617 028 046 Step 2 Step 67,068 11 Loon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 Block 67,068 11 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Maodel f7,068 11 000
than ,001.
Table 5.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C | for EXP(B)
B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  economics and business - 648 266 5929 1 0158 A23 310 a3
students
Sex 059 A72 A7 1 732 1,061 757 1,485
Age 037 021 2,938 1 0ar 1,038 695 1,082
bmi -022 020 1,212 1 2T a7a 840 1,018
having a relationship -180 BRI 1,197 1 274 835 605 1,153
living situation 5038 3 1649
living situation(1) 229 204 1,258 1 262 706 533 1,186
living situation(2) 093 205 207 1 49 1,098 734 1,641
living situation(3) 260 283 842 1 359 1,297 744 2,258
Dutch 368 AE5 4 967 1 026 1,446 1,045 1,999
study results -195 086 5190 1 023 823 636 473
study phase -029 182 026 1 872 a7 ,GBO 1,387
negative sexual 595 168 12,478 1 000 1,812 1,303 2,520
EXPETNEenCes
peer pressure lifestyle 149 L080 6,210 1 013 1,161 1,032 1,306
selfefficacy
problem perception 3149 14 7,795 1 00& 1,376 1,100 1,721
seeking ar having help 1,214 1 57,018 1 000 3,366 2,456 4613
Constant -3,363 1,143 8,654 1 003 035

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or

having help.
Table 5.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox &Snell R Magelkerke B
Step likelihood Square Square
3 12154152 103 153

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number &
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than 001.

Table 5.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square df Sig.
Step 3 Step 130,960 16 ,aoo
Block 130,960 14 ,aoo
Model 130,960 15 000
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Table 6.1-6.9. Logistic regression analysis for disability whereby economics and business students are
compared with non-economics and business students.
Step 1 N = 2393, step 2 N = 2348, step 3 N = 1206.

Table 6.1
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXP(B)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step1¥  economics and bhusiness - 459 237 3752 1 053 632 3497 1,008
students
Constant -2018 087 B804 884 1 000 133

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and husiness students.

Table 6.2 Table 6.3

Model Summa
v Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & SnellR Magelkerke R _ )
Step likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
1 1682,3607 0oz 003 Step1  Step 4177 1 041
a. Estimation terminated at itaration number 5 Block a7 1 041
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 4177 1 oM
than ,001.

Table 6.4
Variables in the Equation
95% C.Lfor EXF(B)
B S5E. Wald df Sig. ExpiB) Lower Upper
Step 2°  economics and business - 471 249 3,586 1 058 524 383 1,017
students
Sex 396 154 6,583 1 010 1,486 1,088 2,010
Age 045 014 9,844 1 002 1,046 1,017 1,076
hmi -,005 015 1058 1 T46 895 966 1,025
having a relationship - 611 160 14,595 1 ,aono 543 397 743
living situation f 669 3 1248
living situation(1) 07 143 309 1 A&7 1,113 763 1,624
living situation(2) 320 1496 2,679 1 102 1,378 938 2,022
living situation(3) Rilitd 283 3,983 1 046 1,759 1,011 3,062
Dutch -,278 148 3,523 1 061 757 B6T 1,012
study results =113 arg 2,043 1 153 Bod 766 1,043
study phase -,330 163 4113 1 043 718 523 989
Constant -2,530 829 9311 1 002 080

a. Wariable(s) entered on step 1: economics and business students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase.
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Table 6.5

Model Summary

Table 6.6

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R ) )
Stap likelihood Square Square Chi-square df Sig.
7 15999083 020 039 Step 2 Step 46 968 11 ,ooon
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number & ez 46,968 i 000
hecause parameter estimates changed by less Model 46 9648 11 Joon
than ,001.
Table 6.7
Variables in the Equation
95% C.|for EXP(B)
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
Step 3*  economics and business - 864 69 5543 1 018 414 203 864
students
Sex 401 ,208 231 1 631 1,106 734 1,666
Age 051 023 4,802 1 027 1,063 1,006 1,102
hmi -014 022 425 1 514 986 845 1,029
having a relationship - 670 213 9 866 1 ooz a12 337 Ti7
living situation 4233 3 237
living situation(1) ] 256 071 1 780 1,070 549 1,767
living situation(2) 327 252 1,685 1 194 1,387 B46 2,274
living situation(3) 601 ,360 2,784 1 L] 1,825 900 3,608
Dutch - 063 193 108 1 746 939 544 1,371
study results -,105 102 1,067 1 ,302 900 737 1,099
study phase -,352 ,223 2,488 1 RRE 703 454 1,089
negat_ive sexual 13 208 285 1 Ge7 1118 745 1,682
BXpEMENCES
peer pressure lifestyle 245 ,081 9,038 1 003 1,278 1,089 1,499
sel-efficacy
problem perception 234 37 2934 1 087 1,264 967 1,652
seeking or having help 778 RES 16,557 1 il 2177 1,497 3,167
Constant 5177 1,378 14,107 1 000 006

a.Variable(s) entered on step 1: economics and husiness students, Sex, Age, bmi, having a relationship, living situation, Dutch,
study results, study phase, negative sexual experiences, peer pressure lifestyle self-efficacy, problem perception, seeking or

Table 6.9

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

having help.
Table 6.8
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell R Magelkerke R
Step likelihood Sguare Sguare
3 9051542 n&as 100

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5
hecause parameter estimates changed by less
than ,001.

Chi-square df Sia.
Step 3 Step £8,534 15 ,aon
Block 8,534 15 .aon
Model 68,534 15 ,aoa
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