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1 Introduction and executive summary
Introduction
This report is a presentation of the findings of a major online survey of wellbeing among architecture
students in Australia that was undertaken in 2021. The research project investigates the widely held
perception that there are problems with work-related wellbeing among students and practitioners of
architecture in Australia. This perception has been prominent for some years in professional media
commentary, discussion at industry and educational events, and anecdotal accounts (Kaji-O’Grady,
2016; Kinnaird, 2016; Li Bisset, 2018; Raisbeck, 2016). In 2016 the NSW Architects Registration Board
commissioned a comprehensive literature review, which described a culture in which a high-pressure
work environment has become normalised and identified a pressing need for further research into
perceived systematic problems (Horton, 2016; Karklins & Mendoza, 2016).
There has been much concern about work-related wellbeing in architecture, among both practitioners
and students, but there has also been a lack of large-scale, rigorous primary research to examine
whether such concerns have substance; what might be contributing to them; and what might be done to
engage with or improve the situation. The project seeks to address this gap in knowledge.
This report is the second major output of the project. Previously we published a separate major report
on findings from a survey of wellbeing among architecture practitioners in Australia, which can be found
at the project website, https://thewellbeingofarchitects.org.au/. We encourage readers to consider both
survey reports together.
This student survey report builds on earlier work by numerous other researchers in Australia and
beyond. It is fair to say that wellbeing among architecture students is more thoroughly studied than
wellbeing among architecture practitioners, as discussed in the short literature review below.
In particular, the survey reported here draws upon valuable primary work undertaken by the Student
Organised Network for Architecture (SONA), the national student-membership body of the Australian
Institute of Architects, whose student wellbeing survey administered in 2019 and 2020 provides
important data and questions for further work (Student Organised Network for Architecture [SONA],
2022). The survey presented in this report was based in part on this earlier SONA research, and the
two projects have been undertaken in close collaboration.
At the time the survey was administered, Australia was well into the second year of the COVID-19
pandemic, its major cities intermittently experiencing ‘lockdown’ conditions. This context was addressed
specifically in a small number of the survey questions, however in reading the results of the survey
overall, the effects of the pandemic on the results should be considered.
Further, caution should be exercised in generalising or extrapolating from the findings reported here to
the population of people studying architecture in Australia as a whole. While the number of participants
(600) is notable, the survey has an over-representation of female students and individuals based in
Victoria. This should be considered when interpreting the data.
There is some deliberate repetition in the structure of this report to cater for the needs of different
readers. In particular, there are three levels of detail on the findings – the Executive summary provides
a concise snapshot; Survey Findings: a summary contains a brief but expanded summary. Survey
Findings: detailed discussion presents evidence and discussion of individual survey questions,
interpreted through graphs and tables. Readers can delve into the level of detail and specificity that
best suits their interest.
A series of further research activities and outcomes will follow this report. These include comparing the
findings of the two surveys addressing student and practitioner populations. The research team will use
the results of both surveys to develop questions and priorities to be further examined in a series of
focus groups. The findings of these focus groups will, in turn, be discussed and debated at industry
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forums and events. Finally, the two surveys will contribute to the ultimate goal of the larger project – the
development of tailored resources to support architecture-based workplaces, professional
organisations, and education providers to work towards improving occupational wellbeing through
cultural change.
The survey was part of a larger research project – Architectural Work Cultures: professional identity,
education, and wellbeing, funded by the Australian Research Council 2020–23. Further details on
project funding can be found in Section 5 on page 68. The research team believe this report presents
important findings that require further investigation in future. Active engagement from the student and
academic communities will be needed to address and engage with the issues identified here and
resources will be required to improve wellbeing in areas that are deficient.
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Executive summary of key findings
The wellbeing of the architecture students who responded to this survey is worryingly poor. There
appears to be a range of factors that negatively impact student wellbeing in the field. On average,
students reported moderate levels of psychological distress and high levels of exhaustion. This is an
urgent area of concern for the architecture profession in Australia today.

In particular, the survey of architecture students indicates that:
1. Wellbeing among the surveyed architecture students was much lower than Australian
general population norms (Khor, et al., 2020). Furthermore, poorer wellbeing was
associated with higher psychological distress and burnout.

2. Two thirds of students perceived that their studies had an overall negative impact on
their wellbeing.

3. Students reported having frequently lost sleep to study, with over one third reporting
that they reduced their amount of sleep ‘a few nights a week,’ and 21 per cent reporting
that they reduced their amount of sleep ‘nearly every night’.

4. When the architecture students in this sample are compared with students in earlier
studies from other disciplines, the pattern of scores in the areas of satisfaction of
psychological needs, identity, and perfectionism, suggests there may be cultural issues
contributing to the poor wellbeing of those studying architecture.

5. Students were eager to work hard and achieve high standards in their studies and hoped
to achieve success in their future careers. They were less sure about their sense of
belonging to the architectural services profession and of being recognised and rewarded
for their work.

6. A supportive study environment was an important factor in better wellbeing, quality of
life and sense of efficacy.

7. The strongest positive correlate of wellbeing was study–life balance, while the strongest
negative correlate of wellbeing was a poor campus climate. There was also a clear
association between lower wellbeing and higher precarity in students’ finances.

8. Students reported high levels of exhaustion but did not tend to feel diminished personal
accomplishment (inefficacy).
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Brief review of earlier studies
The design and interpretation of the survey reported here builds on earlier work on student wellbeing
and architectural education by other researchers, in Australia and beyond.
The most frequently cited longitudinal study of wellbeing among architecture students was first
conducted in Canada in 2013 by the Graduate Architecture, Landscape, and Design Student Union in
the John H. Daniels Faculty of Architecture, Landscape, and Design, University of Toronto. The data
gathered were analysed by student volunteers and published in a first Mental Health Report 2013–
2014. The results indicated that workload was the dominant cause of stress for students. However, this
was followed closely by ‘faculty-student interactions, difficulties in achieving work-life balance and
coinciding and conflicting deadlines’ (León, Lilova, Squires, et al., 2014, p. 18).
Since then, the Toronto survey has been conducted annually (excluding 2017). The survey has also
been modified to include more specific questions ‘to better understand the responses given by students’
(Kim, 2020, p. 2) and to gather data relating to issues of diversity and equity. The data in the 2019–20
report indicated that workload and demands of the program were negatively affecting students (Kim
2020).
The second ongoing study into mental wellbeing within architecture education has been run by the UKbased professional magazine, the Architects’ Journal (AJ) which has been collecting data on the mental
wellbeing of British architecture students since 2016. Based on an annual ‘Student Survey’, AJ ‘s study
has sought to draw attention to (what it argues are) the ill-effects of architectural education, describing a
‘worrying landscape of stress-related illness’ (Waite & Braidwood, 2016, para. 1) and the ‘shocking toll
on the mental health of the next generation of architects’ (Waite & Braidwood, 2016, para. 2) exacted
by the pressures of workload, practical training, and student debt (Waite & Braidwood, 2016, Waite,
2017). Analyses of this survey have focussed on the financial struggles of students (Jessel, 2018), and
the psychological effects of architecture school, reportedly leading one student into dramatic ‘physical
and mental decline’ (Hurst, 2016).
In North American literature, the rhetoric is equally strong – painting a ‘blatantly bleak picture of the
architecture student experience’ (Whelan, 2014, para. 1) driven by a ‘culture of suffering’ (Hamer, 2021,
The Culture of Architecture section) founded in the ‘fetishization of exhaustion’ (Keskeys, 2017, para.
5). Meanwhile in Australia, Catriona Li Bisset, writing from the perspective of an architecture student,
notes that factors which can be satisfying and engaging in the study of architecture can also cause
distress (Li Bisset 2018), while Chelsea Dorne describes ‘forced insomnia’ as part of a ‘deeply
embedded culture of overworking and negativity that is one of the primary reasons why mental health is
such a prevalent issue within the architectural student community’ (Dorne, 2016, para. 3).
In scholarly literature, the idea that ‘architecture students have been reported to experience significant
stress’ has been investigated by researchers in psychology (Xie, Yaqoob, Mansell, et al., 2021, p. 3),
whose qualitative approach looked to ‘identify the nuances and dilemmas of stress experiences that
might otherwise be overlooked in survey studies’ (Xie, et al., 2021, p. 5). They observed that
participants experienced stress due to ‘heavy and constant workloads, accepting the culture of working
hard, subjective aesthetics, tutors and their critique’ (Xie, et al., 2021, p. 3). Meanwhile Melissa
Kirkpatrick (Kirkpatrick, 2022), working with the UK-based Architects Mental Wellbeing Forum, has
traced progress (or lack thereof) of the wellbeing of architecture students in the three years between
2018–22, including in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, based on her earlier Masters dissertation
(Kirkpatrick, 2018). Her recent work has shown that the prevalence of architecture students reporting a
mental health problem has increased from one in three in her 2018 study to one in two following the
pandemic (Kirkpatrick, 2022).
Other studies have included reviews of the secondary literature on mental wellbeing in and around
architecture, identifying good practice and policy, and trying to gauge the extent of the challenge across
the sector – for instance recent work by Stead and colleagues (Stead, Gusheh, & Rodwell, 2022) has
discussed the so-called ‘hidden curriculum’ in architectural education in relation to wellbeing, while
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McClean and colleagues (McClean, Holgate, & Bloice, 2019), with support from the Royal Institute of
British Architects, conducted a study seeking to ‘triangulate the current discussion of student mental
health in UK architectural education’ (McLean, et al., 2019, p. 61). They included a literature review of
studies into the mental wellbeing of architecture students; surveys of academic and support staff at
validated UK architecture schools; and interviews with a selection of this cohort. McClean and
colleagues demonstrate that ‘themes of workload balance, competitive pressures and the costs of
architecture education arose as key contributory factors to poor mental health’ while their semistructured interviews highlighted ‘both an understanding and a considered response to the pressing
issue of mental health and well-being in curricula of architecture’ (McClean, et al., 2019, p. 62). The
researchers do acknowledge, however, the limitations of their initial study, suggesting the need for
future research.
Moving outward to related bodies of research, beyond the immediate subject of wellbeing among
architecture students, there has been comprehensive work on curriculum design in architecture
(Bachman & Bachman, 2009; Sara & Parnell, 2013; Soliman, 2017) and on experimental and radical
approaches to architectural education (Colomina, 2012).
Within Australia there has also been a comprehensive mapping of organisational structures and
resources in architectural education, based on the work of Michael Ostwald and Anthony Williams
(2008), later continued, and updated in a major report by the Architects Accreditation Council of
Australia (Architects Accreditation Council of Australia [AACA], 2019).
Researchers have addressed the wellbeing of Australian students as a population – revealing evidence
of alarming levels of poor student wellbeing across the nation’s tertiary sector (Orygen 2017, Rickwood
et al., 2016) and a growing sense of concern among academics, university leadership, and students
themselves (Baik, Larcombe, & Brooker, 2019; Enhancing Student Wellbeing 2021; Veness, 2016).
Although there are many promising university-wide programs of support (Baik, Larcombe, & Brooker,
2017), these appear, albeit with some exceptions (Holgate & Jones, 2011), not to have successfully
engaged with the particularities of architectural education. There still appears to be a lack of reliable
evidence or deep understanding of factors affecting mental health within architecture students. The
survey discussed here, and the larger project of which it is part, aspires to redress this gap.

The Wellbeing of Architects: 2021 Student Survey: Primary Report – July 2022 | 10

2 About the Survey
Survey background and context
This report, and the survey it addresses, are part of a larger research project, ‘Architectural Work
Cultures: professional identity, education and wellbeing’ (known as the Wellbeing of Architects project),
funded by the Australian Research Council Linkage Projects scheme (LP190100926, 2020-2023). This
comprehensive three-year study is one of the first to use interdisciplinary, qualitative, and quantitative
methods to consider how workplace cultures and professional identity affect wellbeing in architecture. It
thus lays the foundations for practical improvements in the future.
The Wellbeing of Architects research project engages with three core constituent groups:
•
•
•

Practitioners: people working in architecture, broadly defined (see ‘Definitions’ below).
Students: people enrolled in architecture courses at tertiary level, including recent graduates
and Higher Degree Research students.
Academics and academic leaders: people teaching architecture at a tertiary level who are
engaged with the design and delivery of curriculum, as well as the pastoral care of students.

This survey addresses only the second of these constituent groups. A second, follow-up survey of this
group is planned in 2023, in the third and final year of the Wellbeing of Architects project. This will offer
the chance to compare findings with this 2021 survey and add a longitudinal element to the project.
This report is complemented by a preceding report, addressing a survey of Australian architectural
practitioners: Shea, T., Cooper, B., Gusheh, M., Kinnaird, B., Stead, N., Orr, K., Battiston, L., & Cox,
J.W. (2022). The Wellbeing of Architects: 2021 Practitioner Survey, Primary Report, Caulfield East,
Australia: Monash University.

Survey participants
The definition of participants as ‘students’ includes anyone who primarily studies architecture at a
tertiary level in Australia, including Bachelor of Architecture, Master of Architecture, and Doctoral
studies in architecture. It also includes those who are on a break or between architectural degrees.
The range of participants invited to respond to the survey therefore included:
•
•
•
•
•

people enrolled in a Bachelor of Architecture (or similar degrees such as Bachelor of
Architectural Studies, including double degrees)
people enrolled in a Master of Architecture (Professional, including double degrees)
people enrolled in a Master of Architecture by research
people enrolled in Doctoral studies in architecture
people who usually studied Architecture but were on a break or between degrees.
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Definitions
A number of key terms are employed throughout this report, with which readers may not be familiar:
Wellbeing

For the purpose of the survey and the wider ‘Wellbeing of Architects’
project, subjective wellbeing is understood in terms as described by the
Government of Victoria (Department of Health 2015, p. iii, following
Diener et al., 2002):
‘Wellbeing is not just the absence of disease or illness. It is a complex
combination of a person’s physical, mental, emotional, and social
health. Wellbeing is linked to how you feel about yourself and your life
… Decades of work on the concept of ‘subjective wellbeing’ have
accumulated to show that ‘subjective wellbeing’ can be measured in
population surveys and the measures are valid, robust, and reliable.’

Subjective Quality of Life

Subjective quality of life, in this report, refers to a person’s overall
evaluation of life across different domains. The survey used the Australian
Unity Personal Wellbeing Index, which is part of an annual survey that
has been conducted by Deakin University and Australian Unity for the
past 20 years, to assess the subjective quality of life of Australians. The
index captures an assessment of personal wellbeing across seven life
domains – ‘your standard of living’, ‘your health’, ‘what you are currently
achieving in life’, ‘your personal relationships’, ‘how safe you feel’, ‘feeling
part of your community’, ‘your future security’.

Basic psychological needs

Basic psychological needs have been described as ‘a universal and
innate nutrient for optimal functioning, personal growth and integration,
well-being and social development’ (Brien, Forest, Mageau, et al., 2012,
pp. 168–9). These are described as ‘the needs for autonomy (to feel free
to choose and organise one’s life), relatedness (to feel efficient in
negotiating life’s challenges), and competence (to have positive and
beneficial interactions with others)’ (Brien, et al., 2012, p. 168).

Perfectionism

‘Perfectionism is commonly conceived of as a personality style
characterized by striving for flawlessness and setting of excessively high
standards for performance accompanied by tendencies for overly critical
evaluations of one’s behavior’ (Stoeber & Otto, 2006, p. 295). This
concept has two basic forms, which include ‘perfectionistic strivings
[which] … are high personal standards and self-oriented perfectionism’
along with ‘perfectionistic concerns [which] … are concerns over
mistakes, doubts about actions, socially prescribed perfectionism, and
perceived discrepancy between actual achievements and high
expectations’ (Stoeber & Otto, 2006, p. 296). The former subscale is
referred to as ‘standards’ and the latter is referred to as ‘discrepancy’.

Inefficacy

Inefficacy has been defined as a lack of accomplishment, also described
as reduced productivity or capability, low morale, and an inability to cope
(Leiter & Maslach, 2016, p. 89). It is widely used as an indicator of
burnout alongside cynicism and exhaustion.
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Survey aims
The aims of the survey were to:
•
•

•
•

understand the wellbeing of people studying architecture, as related to their educational
experiences
understand how the self-reported wellbeing of architecture students may relate to factors
including pedagogical methods in architecture, curriculum design in architecture, working
cultures and conditions among architecture students, and sense of professional identity among
architecture students
develop questions and priority areas to be explored in more depth in later focus groups and
interviews
contribute to the development of tailored resources to support workplaces, and professional and
educational organisations in architecture, as they work towards improved occupational
wellbeing through cultural change

Survey method and structure
A detailed account of the survey methods and theoretical framework is included as Appendix 1:
Theoretical framework and methodological design.
The survey was composed of seven sections as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

personal characteristics enrolment status and employment
educational experiences and practices
career intention and attitudes
personal wellbeing
psychological distress and burnout
impacts of architectural education on wellbeing
open-ended questions about wellbeing in architectural education

Survey procedure and sample
The survey was conducted online in August and September 2021. It took about 15 minutes, on
average, to complete. This report is based on a sample of 600 respondents. They were recruited
through professional and student networks and communications addressed to those studying
architecture in Australia – through callouts in professional media including ArchitectureAU
(ArchitectureAU editorial, 2021; Stead & Gusheh, 2020), Parlour (Stead & McLaughlan, 2021), and the
ACA website and newsletter (Stead, 2021); notifications and presentations to the project’s industry
partners; and social media. The project was approved by Monash University’s Human Research Ethics
Committee (Project ID: 27252), and all respondents were assured of confidentiality and anonymity.

3 Survey findings: a summary
This report presents the survey results in seven parts.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Part 1 respondent characteristics, including personal, enrolment and employment status
Part 2 educational experiences and practices
Part 3 career intention and attitude
Part 4 personal wellbeing
Part 5 psychological distress and burnout
Part 6 the impact of architectural education on wellbeing
Part 7 the results of the open-ended qualitative questions

For a more detailed analysis of the survey findings go to section four on page 18.
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Part one: about the respondents
Personal characteristics
Two-thirds of the respondents were female (67%), meaning there was overrepresentation of women in
the sample. As expected, 72 per cent of respondents were less than 26 years of age with only 7 per
cent being over 35 years of age. Half of the respondents were residents of Victoria (54%), followed by
New South Wales (19%) and Queensland (10%), which indicates an over-representation of Victorian
residents in the survey sample.
Nearly two-thirds of the respondents (64%) were born in Australia. Of those born elsewhere, many were
born in south-east Asia (29%). Just over half of these had been living in Australia for five years or more
(56%), with 52 per cent holding temporary (45%) or student visas (7%).
Most students lived with other people in arrangements that included living with parents and guardians
(44%), shared living arrangements (30%) and living with their partner or family (12%). Very few (10%)
of the respondents reported living alone.
Nearly half (46%) said they were financially insecure, while only a third (36%) described themselves as
somewhat secure or better. Fifteen per cent of the sample reported having unpaid caring
responsibilities, most of which (38%) were for occasional care of others.
Enrolment characteristics
Respondents were evenly split between those who were enrolled in a Bachelor of Architecture (49%)
and Master of Architecture (46%). Only a small percentage was enrolled in research degrees. Most
(83%) of the respondents studied full-time and 17 per cent studied part-time. Most (81%) of the
respondents were enrolled as domestic students, 19 per cent were international students.
A third (34%) of the sample said they had taken a study break, the main reason being for mental
wellbeing (64%) and pursuing work (45%). Two-thirds (66%) of the respondents who had taken a study
break were women. An analysis of the reasons for study breaks indicates that all respondents who took
a study break for ‘parental leave’ and ‘physical illness’ were women. No male, nonbinary or transgender
respondents reported taking a study break for these reasons. Those taking study breaks for ‘mental
wellbeing’, ‘pursuing work’, ‘caring responsibilities’ or being ‘in-between degrees’ were generally
women. Those who reported taking study breaks due to the ‘impact of COVID-19’ were generally men.
Two-thirds of the students reported COVID-19 had no impact on the time it would take to complete their
degree (64%).
Employment characteristics
Two thirds (65%) of students reported working in paid employment with 40 per cent working outside
architecture and 25 per cent working within the architectural field. A further 16 per cent of students
reported that they were looking for work and 19 per cent reported that they were not working.
Of those working outside architecture, most worked in hospitality or retail (51%). Fifty-four per cent of
full-time students worked in paid employment for 15 hours per week or less. Part-time students had a
greater tendency to work in paid employment for 16 or more hours per week with 22 per cent of parttime students working 26–35 hours per week and 10 per cent of this cohort working 36–45 hours per
week.

Part two: summary of findings from educational experiences and practices
Quality of education and educational environment
Nearly half (45%) of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of their education.
About one quarter (26%) were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied, and one third (29%) were neutral. Some
respondents were dissatisfied (27%) or very dissatisfied (20%) with the quality of online learning, with
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only one quarter being satisfied or very satisfied. Dissatisfaction with online learning by nearly 50% of
the respondents is notable, given that the survey coincided with the disruptive impact of COVID-19 on
the delivery of tertiary education.
Support for study
Institutional support was measured using a five-item measure that asked about perceptions of support
received from teachers, mentors and advisors. On average institutional support was rated slightly
above midway, however there were notable variations across the five individual items. Items that rated
the highest were receiving ‘helpful support from a teacher or tutor,’ and feeling that there were people
‘like me’ at their university. The item that was rated lowest was having access to a mentor who could
offer advice and encouragement. Overall, study support from others was rated strongly, with the results
indicating that external support from family, friends and other people in their lives is an important factor
in the experience of students.
Psychological needs at university
Satisfaction of basic psychological needs of students was measured using an established measure
which has mean scores across three dimensions of autonomy (the need to feel free to choose and
organise your life), competence (the need to feel efficient in negotiating life’s challenges), and
relatedness (the need to have positive and beneficial interactions with others). The measures for basic
psychological needs were rated well above midway for competence, autonomy, and relatedness.
However, there were some variations across the individual items. Items that rated the highest were
being able to ‘take on responsibilities in my studies’ and having the ‘ability to do my work well’. The item
that was rated lowest was ‘When with people from my study environment I feel as though I can trust
them’. There was a tendency for respondents to more readily endorse items that addressed their
abilities in concrete ways such as working well in their studies and taking responsibility, compared with
items such as feeling competent.
Scores for the capacity for autonomy in their studies, competence in skills and ability to study effectively
and reach desired goals, and relatedness to others were all rated at higher levels compared with earlier
studies in student populations (i.e., Brien et al., 2012).
Study practices
Study practices were considered through multi-item measures on time management and study
behaviours. Two-thirds of respondents (66%) reported that they procrastinate often and panic at the last
minute, although nearly the same percentage (59%) said that they plan their workload and stick to their
plan.
Twenty-eight per cent of full-time students reported spending 35–44 hours on their studies on average
per week. Twenty-six per cent reported spending 45–60 hours, while 15 per cent said they spent more
than 60 hours on their studies. Frequency of reducing sleep in order to study, among the respondents,
is notable. Over one third (39%) of respondents reported that they reduced their amount of sleep ‘a few
nights a week’ in order to study. A further 21 per cent reported that they reduced their amount of sleep
‘almost every night’.
Study practices were further considered through two multi-item measures focused on perfectionism and
study–life balance, respectively. The measure of perfectionism used in the survey was comprised of
two subscales: standards (striving for high-quality work), and discrepancy (perfectionistic self-criticism).
Together these provide a nuanced picture of perfectionism. Students reported high levels of
perfectionistic striving and lower levels of perfectionistic self-criticism. The combination makes up what
is described in earlier literature as ‘healthy perfectionism’ (Stoeber & Otto, 2006).
We also administered a multi-item measure for study–life balance that evaluated students’ capacity to
manage the balance of their study with life and responsibilities outside of study such as work, family,
and friends. Students reported substantially lower capacity to balance study, work, and family than
students in other fields of study (see Rottinghaus, Buelow, Matyja, et al., 2012).
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Part three: summary of findings from career intention and attitude
Career intention
A majority of students reported that they definitely (58%) or probably (28%) intended to work in
architecture following graduation, and the responses were largely consistent across genders. A majority
of the students also indicated that they definitely (47%) or probably (29%) intended to become a
registered architect following graduation. There were few differences between genders but those who
identified as nonbinary or transgender were more likely to say that they would ‘probably not’ become a
registered architect.
Career attitude
Career attitude was measured using several measures including career aspirations (future career, and
goals and accomplishments), career optimism (feelings of excitement and inspiration about career), and
identity in relation to career (sense of self-image and belonging in relation to the architecture
profession).
The pattern of scores across the measures employed indicates that students were eager to work hard
and achieve high standards in their studies and their future careers, but they were less sure about their
sense of belonging to the architectural field and of being recognised for their work. In general, the
sample showed high levels of career aspirations (e.g. Gregor & O’Brien, 2016) and career optimism
(e.g. McIlveen et al., 2013), and modest levels of identity (e.g. Brenner, et al., 2014) compared with
earlier studies of students in other fields.

Part four: summary of findings from personal wellbeing
Subjective quality of life
This was measured using the Australian Unity Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI) (Cummins, et al., 2021),
with an overall mean score of 59.0 out of 100 (SD = 20.9) for respondents to this survey. This is much
lower than the Australian general population average of 76.5 in 2020 (Khor, Cummins, FullerTyszkiewicz, et al., 2020). However, a recent study of Australian teacher training students revealed a
similar mean score to the present study (M = 56.8, SD = 11.0: Hepburn, Carroll, & McCuaig, et al.,
2021) and an earlier study of Australian undergraduate students had a higher score (M = 78.8, SD =
15.7: Lau, Cummins, & McPherson, 2005). Further analysis is required in order to understand if the
wellbeing of students in this survey was related to studying architecture, or a general experience of
students in Australia during COVID-19.
Change in quality of life since COVID-19
More than half of the students reported that their wellbeing had somewhat worsened or very much
worsened since the advent of COVID-19. Few students said that their wellbeing had improved. As could
be expected, students who said that their quality of life was very much worse or somewhat worse since
the onset of COVID-19 had much lower mean scores for personal wellbeing compared with those who
reported that their quality of life was about the same or better than before COVID-19.
Financial security and wellbeing
Nearly half the respondents said their financial situation was either ‘somewhat insecure’ or ‘very
insecure’.
Respondents who reported that their finances were more precarious reported much lower levels of
wellbeing. The mean scores for personal wellbeing in most levels of financial security fell well below the
Australian norm for this measure and only those who report that their finances were ‘very secure’ had
scores roughly equivalent to the Australian norm.
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Part five: summary of findings from psychological distress and burnout
Psychological distress
Psychological distress was measured using two dimensions: anxiety and depression (see Kroenke,
Spitzer, Williams, et al., 2009). The mean score for overall psychological distress was 5.9 (SD = 3.4)
out of a possible total score of 12 and this indicates a moderately high level of psychological distress
(see Kroenke, et al., 2009). Worryingly, 25 per cent of students had a score of 9 out of 12 or higher on
this measure (see Table 1 in Appendix 2), indicating that they were experiencing severe psychological
distress according to norms provided by Kroenke and colleagues (Kroenke, et al., 2009).
Quality of life since COVID-19 and psychological distress
As could be expected, students who said that their quality of life was very much worse or somewhat
worse since COVID-19 had much higher psychological distress scores compared with those who
reported that their quality of life was about the same or better.
Financial insecurity and psychological distress
There is a clear pattern showing that psychological distress is greater for respondents whose financial
security is more precarious. While the average psychological distress scores for all groups are
indicative of mild to moderate distress (Kroenke, et al., 2009), respondents who report that their
financial situation is ‘very insecure’ reported psychological distress scores that are indicative of
moderate levels of distress.
Burnout
Burnout was measured using three subscales from the Maslach Burnout Inventory: cynicism,
exhaustion, and inefficacy (lack of productivity and capacity) (Schaufeli, Martez, Marques-Pinto, et al.,
2002) which produces scores ranging from 1 (low burnout) to 5 (high burnout). Students reported
relatively high levels of exhaustion (M = 3.9, SD = 1.0). The mean score for exhaustion in our sample is
much higher (nearly double) than that found in our review of over 100 studies using the Maslach
Burnout Inventory for students (M = 3.9 vs 2.3).

Part six: summary of findings from impact of architectural education on wellbeing
Impact of architectural education on wellbeing
There are two clear groups in the sample who had different views on how their studies in architecture
had impacted their wellbeing. Two-thirds of the sample reported that their studies had an overall
negative effect on their wellbeing while a much lower percentage said that their studies had a positive
impact.
Students in the sample said that the study stages that had the most positive impact on their wellbeing
were the ‘beginning of semesters’ (48%) and their ‘year out work experience’ (58%). The ‘end of
semesters’ (73%) and ‘final year of education’ (59%) were the times most likely to have a negative
impact on wellbeing.
Most subject areas were rated as having a positive impact on wellbeing, particularly ‘electives’ (60%)
and ‘history and theory’ (54%), but the sample was split on ‘design’, with nearly half saying that design
had a negative impact (45%) on their wellbeing and nearly half of the students saying that design had a
positive impact (48%) on wellbeing.
‘Tutorials’ (53%) and ‘individual work’ (55%) were the study processes that had the most positive
impact on wellbeing, while ‘online learning’ (63%), ‘public presentations’ (49%) and ‘studio’ (48%) had
the most negative impact on wellbeing.
‘Social interactions with peers’ (74%) and the ‘quality of teaching’ (59%) received the highest ratings
from students for the positive impact of the program on wellbeing, while ‘online learning’ (57%) and
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‘competitive culture among students’ (52%) were rated as having the most negative impact on
wellbeing.
Impact of educational experiences, practices, and career attitude on wellbeing
We examined the relationships between wellbeing and psychological distress and a series of measures
of student experiences in their education. We found that wellbeing was positively associated with most
of these measures. Higher scores on the personal wellbeing index were associated with higher capacity
for study–life balance, support for study, competence, relatedness, career optimism, institutional
support, autonomy, career aspirations, perfectionism (standards), and identity. As could be expected,
better wellbeing was associated with lower levels of perfectionistic self-criticism and a less negative
campus climate.
Furthermore, psychological distress was negatively associated with career optimism, competence and
relatedness, study–life balance, institutional support, and support from others for study. Higher levels of
psychological distress were associated with higher levels of perfectionistic self-criticism and experience
of a more negative campus climate.
Burnout was negatively associated with the satisfaction of basic psychological needs (autonomy,
relatedness, and competence), identity, career optimism, study–life balance, institutional support, and
support for study. All three burnout subscales were positively associated with higher levels of
perfectionistic self-criticism and the experience of a more negative campus climate. Finally, higher
levels of cynicism and inefficacy were also associated with lower levels of perfectionistic striving and
career aspiration.

4 Survey findings: detailed discussion
This section of the report presents a more in-depth discussion of the survey findings and focuses on the
individual questions, illustrated through graphs and discussion of notable analysis.

Part one: about the respondents
Personal characteristics
In this section we report personal information about the people who responded to the survey. These
questions asked about gender, age, residence, place of residence and living arrangements, country of
birth, proficiency in English, financial security, and caring responsibilities. This information allows us to
compare the survey results against other studies and to conduct more detailed correlational analysis
about the experiences of particular groups within the research cohort.
The figures below capture the responses.

Figure 1 displays the distribution of gender in the sample. Two-thirds of the respondents were female,
just under one third were male, and two per cent were nonbinary or transgender. A 2019 report on
Australian architecture education showed enrolments across the country in the Bachelor degree were
50 per cent male and 50 per cent female, and enrolments in the Masters degree were 48 per cent
female and 52 per cent male (nonbinary and transgender were not reported) (AACA 2019). This means
women were over-represented in the present survey sample.
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Figure 1: Gender of respondents

Figure 2 shows that most respondents were less than 26 years of age and few reported being more
than 35 years of age.
40%
36%

30%

26%

20%
10%

22%

10%

6%

0%
Less than 20 years

20 to 22 years

23 to 25 years

26 to 35 years

More than 35 years

Figure 2: Age of respondents

Figure 3 shows that respondents were largely residents of Victoria. The most recent data from the
AACA industry profile (AACA, 2018) showed that enrolments by State and Territory were not available.
However, their 2017 report indicated that New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory had 29
per cent of Master of Architecture graduations, compared with 39 per cent from Victoria and Tasmania.
This suggests that the survey sample is over-represented by respondents from Victoria.
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50%
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40%
30%
20%
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Figure 3: State of residence
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Sixty-four per cent of the sample was born in Australia. Figure 4 shows that for those born elsewhere,
many were born in south-east Asia. There was also a substantial proportion of the respondents who
were born in north-east Asia, and southern-central Asia.
Americas

5%

North Africa & Middle East

6%

North-East Asia

20%

North-West Europe

8%

Oceania

9%

South-East Asia

29%

Southern & Central Asia

16%

Sub-Saharan Africa

7%

Figure 4: Place of birth for those not born in Australia

Figure 5 below displays the distribution of time spent living in Australia for respondents born elsewhere.
More than half have been living in Australia for five years or more.
40%
36%

30%

32%

20%
10%

20%
12%
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Less than 1 year

1-4 years

5 -9 years

10 years or more

Figure 5: Time living in Australia

Figure 6 shows that for those who were not born in Australia, nearly half were either Australian citizens
or permanent residents and more than half were on a temporary or student visa.
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Figure 6: Residency status for those not born in Australia

Twenty-six per cent of the respondents who were not born in Australia reported that they spoke English
as a second language. Figure 7 shows that more than half of these respondents reported that they
spoke English very well and few reported that they were not proficient in English.
80%
60%

60%

40%
33%

20%
0%

7%
Not well

Well

Very well

Figure 7: Proficiency in English for those who speak English as a second language

Figure 8 shows that most students lived with others, mostly their ‘parents-guardians’, but also in ‘shared
living arrangements’ or with their ‘partner-family’.
50%

I live with my partner-family
At home with my parents-guardians

44%

40%
30%

30%

I live in a shared living arrangement
I live alone
I live in student accomodation
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Figure 8: Usual living arrangements
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Figure 9 shows that nearly half of the respondents reported that they were financially insecure while
only a third described themselves as somewhat secure or very secure.
40%
30%

31%
25%

20%
10%

18%

15%

11%

0%
Very insecure

Somewhat insecure

Neutral

Somewhat secure

Very secure

Figure 9: Sense of financial security

Fifteen per cent of the sample reported having unpaid caring responsibilities. Figure 10 shows that of
this group, most reported that this was for ‘occasional care for others’ or ‘shared care of dependent
children’. Few said they had ‘sole care of dependent children’.
Shared care of dependent children

23%

Sole care of dependent children

5%

Elder care

16%

Care for a person with an illness or disability

12%

Occasional care for others

38%

Other

6%

Figure 10: Types of caring responsibilities
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
• Sixty-seven per cent of the respondents were female, meaning women were overrepresented in the survey sample.
• Most respondents were less than 26 years of age (72%) and very few reported being more
than 35 years of age (6%).
• Respondents were largely residents of Victoria (54%), followed by New South Wales (19%)
and Queensland (10%). Victorians are over-represented in the survey sample.
• 64% of the sample was born in Australia. For those born elsewhere, many were born in
south-east Asia (29%). More than half the respondents born elsewhere have been living in
Australia for five years or more (56%). Of those not born in Australia, many held either
temporary visas (45%) or student visas (7%).
• Of the 26% of respondents who did not speak English as a first language, more than half
reported that they spoke English very well (60%) with very few reporting that they were not
proficient in English (7%).
• Most students lived with others including parents/guardians (44%), shared living
arrangements (30%), and partner/family (12%). Only 10% reported living alone.
• Nearly half of the students said they were financially insecure (46%) while only a third
described themselves as either somewhat secure or very secure (36%).
• 15% of the sample reported unpaid caring responsibilities, mostly (38%) ‘occasional care of
others’.

Enrolment characteristics
In this section we report on the enrolment information for the respondents. This includes the degree
they were enrolled in, the study load and their enrolment status. We also asked whether COVID-19 had
impacted the completion of their degree, whether they had taken study breaks, and for what reason.
The figures below capture the responses.

Figure 11 displays the types of degrees the students in the sample were enrolled in. Nearly all of the
students said they were currently enrolled in a Bachelor of Architecture or a Master of Architecture.
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Master of Architecture
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Other

40%

49%

46%

30%
20%
10%
0%

2%

3%

Figure 11: Current degree
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Figure 12 shows that most respondents were domestic students, and most were enrolled in full-time
study. It was interesting that two-thirds of the students said that COVID-19 had no impact on the time it
would take to complete their degree.
19%

17%
36%

64%
81%
Domestic

83%

International

Full-time

No impact from COVID-19

Part-time

Impact from COVID-19

Figure 12: Enrolment status, study load, and impact of COVID-19 on completion

Thirty-four per cent of the sample said they had taken a study break at some time. Figure 13 shows the
main reasons for a study break: largely for ‘mental wellbeing’ and ‘pursuing work’. The high proportion
of respondents who said they had taken a study break in order to support their mental wellbeing is
notable. Note that percentages do not add to 100% because respondents could check multiple reasons
for a study break.
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60%

80%

Figure 13: Types of study breaks

Sixty-six per cent of respondents who had taken a study break were women. Figure 14 shows the types
of study breaks and indicates that all respondents who took a break for ‘parental leave’ and ‘physical
illnesses’ were women – there were no male, nonbinary or transgender respondents who reported
taking a study break for these reasons. Those taking study breaks for ‘mental wellbeing’, ‘pursuing
work’, ‘caring responsibilities’ or being ‘in-between degrees’ were generally women. Those who
reported taking study breaks due to the ‘impact of COVID-19’ were generally men.
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Figure 14: Types of study breaks by gender

ENROLMENT CHARACTERISTICS – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
● The respondents were evenly split between those who were enrolled in a Bachelor of
Architecture (49%) or a Master of Architecture (46%). Only a small percentage were enrolled
in a research degree.
● Almost two-thirds of the students reported COVID-19 had no impact on the time it would take
to complete their degree (64%).
● Eighty-three per cent of respondents studied full-time, 17 per cent studied part-time while 81
per cent of respondents were enrolled as domestic students and the remaining were
international.
Notable analysis:
● Thirty-four per cent of the sample said they had taken a study break, the main reasons being
for mental wellbeing (64%) and pursuing work (45%).
●

Sixty-six per cent of respondents who had taken a study break were women. An analysis of
the reasons for study breaks indicates that respondents who took a study break for ‘parental
leave’ and ‘physical illness’ were women – there were no male, nonbinary or transgender
respondents who reported taking a study break for these reasons. Those taking study breaks
for ‘mental wellbeing’, ‘pursuing work’, ‘caring responsibilities’ or being ‘in-between degrees’
were generally women. Those who reported taking study breaks due to the ‘impact of
COVID-19’ were generally men.

Employment characteristics
In this section we report on the extent and type of employed work that respondents participated in. This
included their employment status, the sector of employment they work in, and the average number of
hours of paid work they do.
The figures below capture the responses.
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Figure 15 shows that while many respondents were in some kind of paid employment, most were not
working within the architectural field. However, of those who were working in jobs outside of
architecture or who were unemployed, 91 per cent said they would like to work in the same area as
their study.
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40%
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19%

16%

10%
0%

Figure 15: Current employment

Figure 16 shows that, for respondents working outside architecture, most reported working in
‘hospitality-tourism’ or ‘retail-sales’.
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Figure 16: Sector for those not working in architecture

Figure 17 shows that more than half of the full-time students worked in paid employment for ‘15 hours
or less’ per week, while 75 per cent of part-time students worked in paid employment for 16 or more
hours per week.
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Figure 17: Comparing hours of paid work for full-time and part-time students

EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
● Sixty-five per cent of students reported working in paid employment with 40 per cent working
outside architecture and 25 per cent working in the architectural field. A further 16 per cent of
students reported that they were looking for work and 19 per cent reported that they were not
working.
●

Of those working outside architecture, most worked in ‘hospitality-tourism’ or ‘retail-sales’
(51%).

●

Fifty-three per cent of full-time students worked in paid employment for 15 hours per week or
less.

●

Part-time students were more likely to work in paid employment for 16 or more hours per
week with 22 per cent of part-time students working 26–35 hours per week and 10 per cent of
this cohort working 36–45 hours per week.

Part two: educational experiences and practices
Quality of education and educational environment
In this section we report on the respondents’ assessment of the quality of their education and their
experience of online learning; and we use a multi-item measure of campus climate to assess student
perceptions of safety on campus (where safety is understood in the broadest sense).
The figures below capture the responses.
Figure 18 shows that 45 per cent of respondents were satisfied with the quality of their education while
a quarter reported being dissatisfied. We conducted a follow-up analysis to determine whether there
were age-based differences in satisfaction with education and found no differences between age
groups.
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Figure 18: Satisfaction with quality of education

Figure 19 shows that more respondents expressed dissatisfaction with their experience of online
learning (47%), with only a quarter of the respondents feeling satisfied. We conducted a follow-up
analysis to determine whether there were age-based differences in satisfaction with online learning and
found no differences among age groups.
This level of dissatisfaction with online learning is notable, given that the survey coincided with major
impacts to the delivery of tertiary education through online platforms due to COVID-19.
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Figure 19: Satisfaction with the experience of online learning

A measure of campus climate consisting of five individual items was used to assess student
perceptions of psychosocial safety while studying on campus. Scores on these items range from 1 to 5,
with higher scores indicative of poorer psychosocial safety on campus.
The average score (M = 2.0, SD = 0.7) for campus climate was below the midpoint and suggests that
students in this sample felt relatively safe on campus. Figure 21 shows that respondents were less
likely to endorse the item ‘I feel angry when I have to go to my university’ which was rated as well below
midpoint, but more likely to endorse the item ‘I feel isolated when I am at university’.
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HIGHER SCORES = POORER CAMPUS CLIMATE
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Figure 20: Individual item mean scores for campus climate

QUALITY OF EDUCATION AND EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
● Nearly half (45%) of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of their
education. About one quarter were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied (26%), and one third were
neutral (29%).
● Many respondents were dissatisfied (27%) or very dissatisfied (20%) with the quality of online
learning. Only one quarter were satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of online learning.
● The measure of campus climate indicated that respondents generally felt safe on campus.
Notable analysis:
It is notable that nearly 50 per cent of the respondents were dissatisfied with online learning,
especially given that the survey coincided with the disruptive impact of COVID-19 which led to
required use of online platforms for the delivery of tertiary education.

Support for study
In this section we report on the types of support that students experienced. This included institutional
support, and support from others toward their studies.
The figures below capture the responses.
Institutional support was measured through a multi-item measure, consisting of five individual items that
measure perceptions of the support received from teachers, mentors, and advisors, with higher scores
indicating greater levels of perceived support. Scores on these items range from 1 to 5, from low to high
levels of support. The overall score across all five items was slightly above the scale midway point (M =
3.3, SD = 0.9), suggesting modest levels of institutional support. This average score is, however, lower
than that reported in other studies (e.g. Garriott and Nisle, 2017).
Figure 21 shows that the responses to individual items on this scale varied widely, with higher scores
for items such as ‘I feel that there are people “like me” at my university’ compared with items that were
rated much lower such as ‘I have access to a “mentor” who can offer me advice and encouragement’.

The Wellbeing of Architects: 2021 Student Survey: Primary Report – July 2022 | 29

I have access to a positive "role model"

I feel that there are people "like me" at my university

3.7

I have received helpful assistance from a teacher or tutor

3.7

I have access to a "mentor" who can offer me advice and
encouragement

HIGHER SCORES = GREATER LEVEL OF
INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT

3.1

2.7

I have received helpful assistance from a teacher or tutor
when I felt I needed such help

3.5
1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Figure 21: Individual item mean scores for institutional support

Support for study was also measured through a three-item measure focused on support from others.
Figure 22 shows that the overall support score was rated at a relatively high level with a mean rating (M
= 3.8, SD = 1.0) well above the midpoint for the range of scores (1 to 5). This rating was consistent with
a sample of students from an earlier study (Rottinghaus et al., 2012).
Responses to individual items on this scale varied slightly, with the item ‘others in my life are very
supportive of my study’ being most highly endorsed.
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Figure 22: Individual item mean scores for support for study

The Wellbeing of Architects: 2021 Student Survey: Primary Report – July 2022 | 30

SUPPORT FOR STUDY – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
Institutional support was rated slightly above midway (M = 3.3, SD = 0.9), however there were
notable variations across the five individual items.
●

●

Items that rated the highest were ‘I have received helpful assistance from a teacher or tutor
when I felt I needed such help’ (M = 3.7, SD = 1.1), and ‘I feel that there are people ‘‘like me’’
at my university’ (M = 3.7, SD = 1.3).
The item that was rated lowest was ‘I have access to a "mentor" who can offer me advice and
encouragement’ (M = 2.7, SD = 1.4).

Study support from others rated strongly (M = 3.8, SD = 1.0), with all three items being endorsed at
high levels. This suggests external support from family, friends and other people is an important
factor in the experience of students.

Psychological needs at university
In this section we report on the satisfaction of basic psychological needs at university. We used an
established measure which produces scores ranging from 1 to 5 on three dimensions of autonomy (the
need to feel free to choose and organise your life), competence (the need to feel efficient in negotiating
life’s challenges), and relatedness (the need to have positive and beneficial interactions with others)
(Brien et al., 2012, p. 168).
The figures below capture the responses.
Figure 23 shows that students attained slightly higher mean scores on both autonomy and competence
compared with relatedness.
5.0
4.0
3.9

3.8

3.6

3.0
2.0
1.0
Autonomy

Competence

Relatedness

Figure 23: Comparing mean scores for basic psychological needs

Figure 24 below shows individual item mean scores for the measures of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness. While mean ratings for all nine items were roughly at the same level, the items that were
rated most highly are those that focused on capacity for problem solving, responsibility, and work. The
items that focused on decision making, trust and competence were rated lowest.
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3.0
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Figure 24: Individual item mean scores for basic psychological needs

SUPPORTIVE STUDY ENVIRONMENT – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
The measures for basic psychological needs were rated well above midway for autonomy (M = 3.9,
SD = 0.7), competence (M = 3.8, SD = 0.8) and relatedness (M = 3.6, SD = 1.1). However, there
were some variations across the individual items.
●
●

Items that rated the highest were being able to take on the responsibilities of study (M = 4.0,
SD = 0.8), and having the ability to work well (M = 4.0, SD = 0.8).
The item that was rated lowest was being able to trust people from the study environment (M
= 3.5, SD = 1.1).

Notable analysis:
There was a tendency for respondents to more readily endorse items that addressed their abilities in
a concrete way, such as working well and taking responsibility, compared with overall ratings such as
feeling competent.

Study practices
In this section we first asked respondents to reflect on their study practices and habits. We also
measured levels of perfectionism and study–life balance.
The first set of questions asked respondents to reflect on the ways that they planned their time and
study behaviour. To understand the pressures and impacts of managing workload, we also asked how
many hours, on average, they spent studying per week; and how often they reduced their usual amount
of sleep in order to study. When considered together, these questions revealed some interesting
contradictions. For example, many reported positive time-management practices while also reporting
working at the last minute and reduced sleep. Further analysis is needed to understand these
contradictions.
The measure of perfectionism used in this study has two subscales: standards (expectations of highquality work), and discrepancy (perfectionistic self-criticism). Together these provide a nuanced picture
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of perfectionism. Study–life balance uses three items to provide a score on the capacity for respondents
to manage the balance of study and responsibilities outside of study such as work, family, and friends.
The figures below capture the responses.
Figure 25 below displays respondents’ ratings of their study practices. Many students said they
engaged in positive study practices such as planning their workload and sticking to that plan. However,
most students said that they were likely to panic at the last minute and would often procrastinate. Most
students said they did not set a limit on the time spent on each task, and a large percentage said that
they did not feel that they had control of their time and did not feel like they managed their time well.
Not true of me

Neutral

True of me

I AM OFTEN IN A PANIC AT THE LAST MINUTE

21%

13%

66%

I OFTEN PROCRASTINATE

21%

13%

66%

I PLAN MY WORKLOAD AND STICK TO MY PLAN

27%

14%

36%

I FEEL LIKE I MANAGE MY TIME WELL

I FEEL I HAVE CONTROL OF MY TIME

59%
22%

52%

I SET A LIMIT ON THE TIME TO SPEND ON A TASK
AND STOP WHEN I REACH IT

42%
18%

69%

30%
10%

21%

Figure 25: Study practices

Figure 26 shows the hours of study students engaged in per week. Full-time students were more likely
to study 35 hours or more per week while part-time students were slightly more likely to have studied
between 15 and 34 hours per week.
2%
3%

Less than 15

10%

15-24 hours

18%
19%

25-34 hours
35-44 hours

29%
26%

45-60 hours

26%

15%

More than 60 hours

15%

9%
0%

28%

10%

20%
Full-time

30%

40%

Part-time

Figure 26: Comparing hours of study for full-time and part-time students
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Figure 27 shows the frequency with which the respondents reported substantial loss of sleep due to
study. Eighty per cent of the respondents reported that they frequently lost sleep to study with 60 per
cent reporting that they lost sleep a few nights a week or more.
Almost every night

21%

A few nights a week

39%

Once a week

20%

Once a month

11%

Once a semester

4%

Rarely

4%

Never

1%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Figure 27: Frequency of reduced sleep to study

The respondents were asked to rate their agreement on a series of questions about perfectionistic traits
which were measured using two subscales. The first subscale, ‘standards’, measures perfectionistic
strivings and the standards respondents set for themselves. The second, ‘discrepancy’, represents selfcriticism and the perceived discrepancy between respondent achievements and the expectations they
set for themselves. The scores for the perfectionism subscales range from 1 to 5 with higher scores
indicating a stronger sense of perfectionism. Figure 28 shows a pattern of mean scores with a high
level of perfectionistic striving and relatively lower levels of perfectionistic concerns or self-criticism.
This pattern reflects what Strober and Otto (2006) refer to as healthy perfectionism. The scores are also
consistent with the practitioner survey, although the mean scores were slightly higher in the student
sample.
5.0
4.0

4.4
3.6

3.0
2.0
1.0
Standards

Discrepancy

Figure 28: Comparing mean scores for perfectionism subscales

Figure 29 below shows individual item mean scores for the perfectionism subscale standards. The four
items of this subscale focus on performance expectations, and are rated at a high level.
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Figure 29: Individual item mean scores for standards

Figure 30 below shows individual item mean scores for the perfectionism subscale ‘discrepancy’. The
four items of this subscale focus on perfectionistic concerns or self-criticism and are rated substantially
lower than those of the ‘standards’ subscale.

I often feel disappointment after completing a task
because I know I could have done better

I am hardly ever satisfied with my performance

HIGHER SCORES = GREATER LEVEL
OF PERFECTIONISTIC CONCERN

3.7

3.4

My performance rarely measures up to my standards

3.5

Doing my best never seems to be enough

3.9

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Figure 30: Individual item mean scores for discrepancy

The measure of study–life balance captures the capacity of respondents to effectively balance their
study and personal life. The items were rated at a relatively low level with the mean score just below the
midpoint (M = 2.9, SD = 1.0). They were rated lower than by a sample of students from an earlier study
(Rottinghaus et al., 2012). Figure 31 shows similar scores across the three items.
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Figure 31: Individual item mean scores for study–life balance

STUDY PRACTICES – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
● Two-thirds of respondents (66%) said that they procrastinate often and panic at the last
minute, although nearly the same proportion (59%) also said that they plan their workload
and stick to their plan.
● Twenty-eight per cent of full-time students reported spending 35–44 hours on their studies on
average per week. 26 per cent reported spending 45–60 hours, while 15 per cent said they
spent more than 60 hours on their studies.
● Students reported a substantially lower capacity to balance, study, work, and family (M = 2.9,
SD = 1.0) than students in other fields of study.
Notable analysis
● Over one third (39%) of respondents said that they reduced their amount of sleep ‘a few
nights a week’ in order to study. A further 21 per cent said they reduced their amount of sleep
‘nearly every night’.
Students reported high levels of perfectionistic striving (M = 4.4, SD = 0.7) and relatively lower levels
of perfectionistic self-criticism (M = 3.6, SD = 1.0), a pattern which is referred to in related academic
literature as ‘healthy perfectionism’.

Part three: career intention and attitudes
Career intention
In this section we report on the intention to work in the field of architecture, and whether or not
respondents intended to become registered architects. Nearly all respondents (86%) indicated that they
‘probably’ or ‘definitely’ intended to work in the field of architecture and most reported they ‘probably’ or
‘definitely’ wanted to become registered architects (76%). We explored whether gender was a factor in
these responses and found very little difference.
Figure 32 shows that most students said they ‘definitely’ or ‘probably’ intend to work in architecture
following graduation. We conducted follow-up analyses to determine whether there were differences in
the intention to work in architecture following graduation based on gender or age and found no
differences.
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Figure 32: Intention to work in architecture following graduation

Figure 33 below shows intention to work in architecture following graduation by gender. There were few
differences between genders because nearly all respondents reported that they intended to work in
architecture following graduation. However, the respondents most likely to say they would ‘probably not’
work in architecture following graduation identified as nonbinary or transgender and the only
respondents who said they would ‘definitely not’ work in architecture following graduation were female.
Probably or definitely not

MALE

4%

FEMALE

4%

NON-BINARY

9%

12%

12%

Undecided

Probably or definitely

87%

84%

88%

Figure 33: Intention to work in architecture following graduation by gender

Figure 34 shows that most students said they ‘definitely’ or ‘probably’ intend to become a registered
architect following graduation. However, close to one in five students remained undecided.
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Figure 34: Intention to become a registered architect

Figure 35 below displays respondents' intention to become a registered architect by gender. There
were few differences between genders because most respondents reported that they intended to
become a registered architect. However, the respondents most likely to say they were ‘probably not’
going to become a registered architect identified as nonbinary-transgender and the only respondents
who said they would ‘definitely not’ become a registered architect were female.
Probably or definitely not

MALE

FEMALE

NON-BINARY

5%

Undecided

Probably or definitely

16%

7%

13%

79%

19%

74%

87%

Figure 35: Intention to become a registered architect by gender
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CAREER, IDENTITY AND BALANCE – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
● A majority of students said they ‘definitely’ (58%) or ‘probably’ (28%) intended to work in
architecture following graduation and the responses were largely consistent across genders.
● A majority also indicated that they ‘definitely’ (47%) or ‘probably’ (29%) intended to become a
registered architect following graduation.
● There were few differences for gender but those who identified as nonbinary or transgender
were more likely to say that they would ‘probably not’ become a registered architect.

Career attitude
In this section we report on students’ attitudes and perceptions regarding their career aspirations,
career optimism, and identity. We used multi-item measures for each of these three variables, which
are presented below in detail. Career aspirations is a measure that asks respondents to think about
their future career and their goals and accomplishments. Career optimism is measured using an
aggregate of three items that ask about the excitement and inspiration that respondents feel about their
career. Finally, we used a measure of identity in relation to career, which asked respondents to reflect
on their sense of self-image and belonging in relation to the architecture profession.
The figures below capture the responses.
Figure 36 shows the mean scores for career aspirations, optimism, and identity. The scores for each
measure ranged from 1 to 5 with higher scores being more positive. The measure of career aspirations
is indicative of respondents’ level of motivation to achieve career outcomes and was rated at a relatively
high level (M = 3.8, SD = 0.8) and this score is higher than for a sample of students from an earlier
study (Gregor et al., 2019). The measure of career optimism was also rated at a relatively high level (M
= 3.8, SD = 1.1) but lower than for a sample of students from an earlier study (McIlveen et al., 2013).
The measure of identity, which captures students’ sense of value or self-worth in relation to their identity
within the field of architecture, was rated at a relatively modest level (M = 3.2, SD = 1.0) and similar to a
sample of students from an earlier study (Brenner et al., 2014).
We conducted follow-up analyses to determine whether there were differences in career aspirations,
career optimism or identity based on gender, age, and enrolment status (domestic or international).
Younger students (aged 22 years or less) tended to report higher career aspirations compared with
students who were more than 35 years of age and international students were more likely to have
higher career aspirations compared with domestic students. No statistically significant gender
differences were observed for career aspirations. No differences were observed for career optimism or
identity on the basis of gender, age, or enrolment status.
5.0
4.0
3.8

3.8

3.0

3.2
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Career aspirations

Optimism
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Figure 36: Comparing mean scores for career aspirations, optimism, and identity
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Figure 37 shows the individual item mean scores for career aspirations and indicates that students said
they want their work to have a ‘lasting impact’ on the field of architecture and they wanted to be
‘outstanding’ at what they ‘do at work’. They were relatively less positive about being recognised for
their accomplishments.

3.5

I know that I will be recognised for my accomplishments
in my field

3.1

Being outstanding at what I do at work is very important
to me

4.1

I want my work to have a lasting impact on my field

4.2

I want to be among the very best in my field

4.1
1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

HIGHER SCORES = GREATER ASPIRATIONS

I plan to obtain many promotions in my organisation or
business

5.0

Figure 37: Individual item mean scores for career aspirations

Figure 38 below shows individual item mean scores for career optimism. Students were less likely to
endorse items ‘thinking about my career inspires me’, or ‘I get excited when I think about my career’
compared with ‘I am eager to pursue my career dreams’.

4.0

Thinking about my career inspires me

3.7

I get excited when I think about my career

3.6
1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

HIGHER SCORES =
GREATER OPTIMISM

I am eager to pursue my career dreams

5.0

Figure 38: Individual item mean scores for career optimism

Figure 39 shows the individual item mean scores for identity where the item ‘being connected to
architecture is an important part of my self-image’ was rated the highest.
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Figure 39: Individual item mean scores for identity

CAREER ASPIRATIONS, OPTIMISM, AND IDENTITY – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
The pattern of scores across the measures in this section indicates that students were eager to work
hard and achieve high standards in their studies and future careers, but they were less sure about
their sense of belonging to the architectural field and of being recognised for their work. In general,
this sample had:
●
●

high levels of career aspirations (M = 3.8, SD = 0.8) and career optimism (M = 3.8, SD = 1.1)
modest levels of identity (M = 3.2, SD = 1.0) compared with earlier studies of students in
other fields.

Part four: personal wellbeing
This section reports on the wellbeing of respondents by assessing their subjective quality of life,
changes to the quality of their life since COVID-19, and the impacts of financial insecurity on wellbeing.
A literature review was conducted to contextualise these results against other populations. However,
how and if the poor wellbeing of students in this survey is related to 1) studying architecture specifically,
2) the general experience of tertiary study in Australia, or 3) the experience of studying during COVID19 are open questions and further analysis is required to understand these issues.

Subjective quality of life
This section reports on subjective quality of life as measured using the Australian Unity Personal
Wellbeing Index (PWI) which is part of an annual survey that has been conducted by Deakin University
and Australian Unity for the past 20 years (Cummins, et al., 2021) to assess the wellbeing of
Australians. This index captures an assessment of wellbeing across seven life domains – ‘your
standard of living’, ‘your health’, ‘what you are currently achieving in life’, ‘your personal relationships’,
‘how safe you feel’, ‘feeling part of your community’, ‘your future security’. Together these add up to a
total score ranging from 0 to 100.
Respondents in our survey were also asked to compare their quality of life at the time of the survey with
how it was just before the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Figure 40 shows the mean scores across the seven domains of the PWI along with the overall mean
score. They rated ‘how safe you feel’ the highest of all the seven domains and ‘your future security’ was
rated the lowest of all domains. The overall mean score for the PWI was 59.0 out of 100 (SD = 20.9). A
The Wellbeing of Architects: 2021 Student Survey: Primary Report – July 2022 | 41

recent study of Australian teacher training students revealed a similar mean score to the present study
(M = 56.8, SD = 11.0: Hepburn, et al., 2021). The scores for these cohorts are both much lower than
the 2020 Australian general population average of 76.5 (Khor, et al., 2020). However, an earlier study
of Australian undergraduate university students revealed relatively high mean scores on the PWI (M =
78.8, SD = 15.7: Lau, et al., 2005), so further analysis is required to understand if the wellbeing of
students in this survey was related to studying architecture specifically, or the general experience of
students in Australia during COVID-19.
Regardless, this low level of wellbeing is concerning, as studies have shown that student populations
have higher levels of mental ill health compared with the general population in Australia (Stallman,
2010) and other countries (e.g. Holm-Hadulla, Klimov, Juche, et al., 2021).
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Your health

75.6

51.3

What you are currently achieving in life
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55.6

Your personal relationships

78.9
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How safe you feel
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54.6

Your future security
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Your standard of living

100

Architecture students

Figure 40: Individual item and total mean scores for the personal wellbeing index

Change in quality of life since COVID-19
Students were also asked to compare their current quality of life to their quality of life at the beginning of
COVID-19. Figure 41 shows that more than half of the students reported that their wellbeing was
somewhat worse or very much worse since the advent of COVID-19. Few students said that their
wellbeing had improved.
50%
40%

41%

30%

27%

20%
10%
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0%
Very much worse

Somewhat worse

About the same

Somewhat better

4%
Very much better

Figure 41: Current quality of life compared with the beginning of COVID-19
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Figure 42 displays the mean scores for the PWI in the sample by the level of change in quality of life
since COVID-19. As expected, students who said that their quality of life was very much worse or
somewhat worse since the onset of COVID-19 had much lower mean PWI scores compared with those
who reported that their quality of life now was about the same or better. Follow up analyses to examine
potential gender differences showed that there was no influence of gender on the relationship between
change in quality of life since the onset of COVID-19 and their PWI scores.
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80
60
40

Australian norm = 76.5
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20
0
Very much worse
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About the same
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Figure 42: Change in quality of life since COVID-19 and current wellbeing

Financial security and wellbeing
Students were also asked to rate their financial security in response to the item ‘how would you
describe your sense of financial security now?’ Figure 43 shows that the mean PWI scores for each
level of financial security was much lower for those respondents who said that their finances were more
precarious. While the mean PWI scores in most groups fell well below the Australian norm for this
measure, those in very secure financial positions attained scores that were roughly equivalent to the
Australian norm.
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Figure 43: Relationship between financial security and personal wellbeing
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PERSONAL WELLBEING – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
The mean score for the PWI overall was 59.0 out of 100 (SD = 20.9). While this is much lower than
that for the Australian general population, other studies in student populations have shown a similar
range of scores to the present study which suggests the results may not be unique to the experience
of architecture students.
As could be expected, PWI scores were substantially lower for the subset of students who said that
their quality of life was ‘very much worse’ than it was before COVID-19 (M = 47.0, SD = 22.0) and for
those who said their financial situation was ‘very insecure’ (M = 45.4, SD = 19.7).
Nearly half the respondents said their financial situation ranged from ‘somewhat insecure’ to ‘very
insecure’.
Notable findings:
● More than half of the students (56%) said that their quality of life was worse than it was at the
onset of COVID-19.
● Wellbeing was much lower for those respondents who said that their finances were more
precarious. While the mean PWI scores in most groups fell well below the Australian general
population for this measure, those in very secure financial positions have scores roughly
equivalent to the Australian norm.

Part five: psychological distress and burnout
In this section we report on psychological distress and burnout. The measure of psychological distress
has two subscales – anxiety and depression – providing a combined score (Kroenke, et al., 2009). The
measure of burnout has three subscales: cynicism, exhaustion, and inefficacy (reduced productivity
(Schaufeli, et al., 2002).

Psychological distress
The total scores on the psychological distress scale range from 0 to 12 and the mean score was 5.9 out
of 12 (SD = 3.4). This indicates a moderately high level of psychological distress (see Kroenke, et al.,
2009). Worryingly, 25 per cent of students had a score of 9 out of 12 or higher on this measure
indicating that they were experiencing severe psychological distress according to norms provided by
Kroenke, et al., (2009) (see Table 1 that displays the percentiles for measures used in the study in
Appendix 2).
Figure 44 shows the average scores for the psychological distress subscales, which are higher than
typically seen in other studies (see Kroenke, et al., 2009). This figure also shows that students have
reported higher levels of anxiety compared with depression and that the anxiety score for students in
this sample reaches the threshold for anxiety (i.e. score ≥ 3).
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Figure 44: Comparing mean scores for psychological distress subscales

Figure 48 below shows that individual item mean scores for the anxiety and depression items were
consistent with the figure above; higher scores can be seen for the anxiety items.

1.8

Not being able to stop or control worrying

1.5

Feeling down, depressed, or hopeless

1.3

Little interest or pleasure in doing things

HIGHER SCORES =
GREATER DISTRESS

Feeling nervous, anxious, or on edge

1.3

Figure 45: Individual item mean scores for psychological distress

To contextualise these scores, we searched academic databases to find all studies that had
administered this measure in the past five years. There were few student samples with which to
compare the present student sample. However, of the 226 studies found across all populations, 173
reported an overall mean score for psychological distress, and only 20 per cent of those reported a
higher mean score than the present study. Similarly, 106 studies reported a mean score for anxiety, of
which just 17 per cent reported a higher score than that reported in this study. Finally, 112 studies
reported a mean score for depression, of which 19 per cent reported a higher mean score than the
present study. While this is not an extensive analysis, it does show that respondents in most other
studies over the past five years have reported lower levels of psychological distress, anxiety and
depression compared with the students in this study.
Quality of life since COVID-19 and psychological distress
Figure 46 displays the mean psychological distress scores for the sample by the level of change in
quality of life since COVID-19. Students who said that their quality of life was ‘very much worse’ or
‘somewhat worse’ had much higher psychological distress scores compared with those who reported
that their quality of life was about the same or better. Follow up analyses to examine potential gender
differences showed that there was no influence of gender on the relationship between change in quality
of life since the onset of COVID-19 and psychological distress.
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Figure 46: Change in quality of life since COVID-19 and psychological distress

Psychological distress and financial insecurity
We also assessed the impact of financial security on psychological distress. Figure 47 displays the
mean psychological distress scores for each level of financial security. Psychological distress was
much higher for those respondents who reported that their finances were more precarious. While the
average psychological distress scores for all groups were indicative of mild to moderate distress
(Kroenke, et al., 2009), psychological distress was more extreme for those who rated their financial
situations as ‘very insecure’.
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Figure 47: Relationship between financial security and psychological distress
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Burnout
In this section we report on three subscales that provide a measure of burnout. Figure 48 compares the
average scores on the three Maslach Burnout Inventory subscales (cynicism, exhaustion, and
inefficacy) where scores range from 1 to 5 with higher scores indicating greater levels of burnout.
This figure reveals that students in the sample have higher levels of exhaustion compared with their
ratings on cynicism and inefficacy.
5.0
4.0
3.9
3.0

3.0

2.0

2.2

1.0
Cynicism

Exhaustion

Inefficacy

Figure 48: Comparing mean scores for burnout subscales

Cynicism was rated at a modest level with overall ratings on average at the scale midpoint (M = 3.0, SD
= 1.1). Figure 49 shows some slight variations in ratings for the individual cynicism items with the item ‘I
have become less interested in my studies since my enrolment at the university’ being the item that
students were least likely to endorse.

I doubt the significance of my studies

2.9
HIGHER SCORE =
GREATER CYNICISM

I have become more cynical about the potential
usefulness of my studies

3.3

I have become less enthusiastic about my studies

3.1

I have become less interested in my studies since my
enrolment at the university

2.8
1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Figure 49: Individual item mean scores for cynicism

Students reported relatively high levels of exhaustion (M = 3.9, SD = 1.0). It is very concerning that the
mean scores for exhaustion in our sample are much higher (nearly double) than that found in our
review of over 100 studies using the Maslach Burnout Inventory with students (M = 3.9 vs 2.3).
Figure 50 below shows that the individual item mean scores for the measure of exhaustion were rated
at roughly equivalent levels except for one, which was lower.
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I feel burned out from my studies

4.0
3.2

I feel tired when I get up in the morning and I have
to face another day at my university

3.9

I feel used up at the end of the day at university

4.2

I feel emotionally drained by my studies

4.2
1.0

2.0

3.0

HIGHER SCORES =
GREATER EXHAUSTION

Studying or attending a class is really
a strain for me

4.0

5.0

Figure 50: Individual item mean scores for exhaustion

Figure 51 below shows substantial variation across the items in the inefficacy subscale. The pattern of
scores (reverse scoring means that higher scores indicate greater inefficacy) shows that students were
less likely to endorse the items ‘I have learned many interesting things during the course of my studies’,
and ‘I feel stimulated when I achieve my study goals’ compared with other items such as ‘during class I
feel confident that I am effective in getting things done’ and ‘I can effectively solve the problems that
arise in my studies’. This pattern of scores indicates that while students believe they are learning
interesting things, their belief in their academic capacity and competence is weaker.
During class I feel confident that I am effective in getting
things done (r)

2.7
HIGHER SCORES = GREATER INEFFICACY

I have learned many interesting things during the course
of my studies (r)

1.7

I feel stimulated when I achieve my study goals (r)

1.8

In my opinion, I am a good student (r)

2.1

I believe that I make an effective contribution to the
classes that I attend (r)

2.3

I can effectively solve the problems that arise in my
studies (r)

2.5
0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Figure 51: Individual item mean scores for inefficacy
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Response snapshot:
The survey revealed high levels of psychological distress in this sample of students.
The level of psychological distress in this sample was higher than that reported in other studies, with
the average score (M = 5.9, SD = 3.4) indicating a moderate level of distress when compared with
norms. These scores were substantially higher for students who said that their:
●
●

quality of life was ‘very much worse’ than pre COVID-19 (M = 8.6, SD = 3.1)
level of financial security was ‘very insecure’ (M = 7.3, SD = 3.5)

The pattern of results for burnout was mixed; respondents reported a high level of exhaustion (M =
3.9, SD = 0.9), but did not tend to feel diminished personal accomplishment (inefficacy).
Notable findings:
● one in four students reported experiencing severe psychological distress.

Part six: impact of architectural education on wellbeing
In this section we report on how students’ experiences of studying architecture impacted their
wellbeing. We asked students broadly about how their studies had impacted their wellbeing (positively
or negatively) and then asked a more detailed set of questions about the impact on wellbeing of
different aspects of architectural education. We used Likert scales that ranged from ‘very positive’
impact on wellbeing to ‘very negative’. We asked about different stages of students’ education (e.g. first
year, end of semester), different subject areas, study format (e.g. tutorials, studio), and program (such
as level of support from staff).
This section further presents a series of correlational analyses between various multi-item measures,
and their impact on wellbeing.

Impact of architectural education on wellbeing
Figure 52 shows student ratings for how their studies in architecture have impacted their wellbeing.
There are two clear groups in the sample: two-thirds said that their studies had a negative effect on
their wellbeing, while a much lower percentage said that their studies had a positive impact.
We conducted follow-up analysis to determine whether there were differences in how students rated the
impact of study on wellbeing based on their gender, age, and enrolment status (domestic or
international). No differences were observed in mean rating on the basis of gender, age, or enrolment
status.
50%
40%
39%

30%
20%

24%
20%

10%
9%

0%
Very negative

Mildly negative

Neither positive nor negative

8%
Mildly positive

Very positive

Figure 52: Impact of study on wellbeing
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Students were asked to indicate the kind of impact the different stages of their studies had on their
wellbeing. They were asked to rate their experiences on a scale from very negative (1) through neutral
(3) to very positive (5). Figure 53 below shows that the ‘year out or work experience’ and ‘beginning of
semesters’ were the stages of study that had the most positive impact on their wellbeing. The ‘end of
semesters’, followed by the ‘final year of education’ were the stages of study that had the most negative
impact on wellbeing.
Negative

YEAR OUT' OR WORK EXPERIENCE

Neutral

19%

BEGINNING OF SEMESTERS

25%

23%

FIRST YEAR OF EDUCATION

Positive

56%

29%

47%

FINAL YEAR OF EDUCATION

48%

15%

59%

END OF SEMESTERS

38%

12%

29%

73%

9%

18%

Figure 53: Impact of stages of study on wellbeing

Similarly, students were asked to indicate the kind of impact the different subject areas had on their
wellbeing. Figure 54 below shows that ‘electives’ was the subject area that had the most positive impact
on their wellbeing while ‘design’ was the subject area that had the most negative impact on their
wellbeing.
Negative

ELECTIVES

HISTORY & THEORY

PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE

13%

COMMUNICATIONS

Positive

27%

23%

60%
23%

18%

DESIGN

TECHNOLOGY & SUSTAINABILITY

Neutral

54%

33%

49%

48%
28%
24%

7%
27%
32%

45%
45%
44%

Figure 54: Impact of subject areas on wellbeing
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Students were asked to indicate the impact study formats had on their wellbeing. Figure 55 below
shows that ‘individual work’ and ‘tutorials’ were the study processes that had the most positive impact
on their wellbeing. Formats such as ‘online learning’, ‘public presentations’, ‘studio’, and ‘group work’
had the most negative impact on their wellbeing.
Negative
INDIVIDUAL WORK
TUTORIALS

21%

PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS
GROUP WORK

Positive

24%

19%

STUDIO
LECTURES

Neutral

55%

27%

54%

48%

9%

14%

43%

48%

38%

49%

17%

46%

ONLINE LEARNING

34%

23%
63%

31%
19%

18%

Figure 55: Impact of study format on wellbeing

Students were asked to indicate the impact the different aspects of being a student in their faculty or
program had on them. Figure 56 below shows that ‘social interaction with peers’ followed by ‘quality of
teaching’ had the most positive impact on their wellbeing. ‘Online learning’, ‘competitive culture among
students’ and ‘clarity of assessment’ had the most negative effect on them.
Negative
SOCIAL INTERACTION WITH PEERS
QUALITY OF TEACHING

Neutral

Positive

14%

12%

74%

21%

20%

59%

ABILITY TO TAILOR SUBJECT CHOICE ACCORDING
TO INTEREST

26%

27%

47%

SENSE OF BELONGING

26%

27%

47%

LEVEL OF SUPPORT FROM STAFF
FLEXIBLE ENROLMENT OPTIONS
CLARITY OF ASSESSMENT
ONLINE LEARNING
COMPETITIVE CULTURE AMONG STUDENTS

30%

23%

24%

47%

30%
48%
57%
52%

46%
24%

28%
21%

28%

22%
20%

Figure 56: Impact of program on wellbeing
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ARCHITECTURAL STUDIES AND WELLBEING – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot:
The study stages that had the most positive impact on student wellbeing were the ‘beginning of
semesters’ and ‘year out work experience’ (58%). ‘End of semesters’ (73%) and ‘final year of
education’ (59%) were most likely to have a negative impact on wellbeing.
Most subject areas were rated as having a positive impact on wellbeing, particularly ‘electives’ (60%)
and ‘history and theory’ (54%) but the sample was split on ‘design’ with nearly half saying it had a
negative impact (45%) on their wellbeing and nearly half saying it had a positive impact (48%).
The study areas that had the most positive impact on wellbeing were ‘Tutorials’ (53%) and ‘individual
work’ (55%), while ‘online learning’ (63%), ‘public presentations’ (49%) and ‘studio’ (48%) had the
most negative impact.
The aspects of the study program that received the highest ratings were ‘social interactions with
peers’ (74%) and ‘quality of teaching’ (59%), while ‘online learning’ (57%) and a ‘competitive culture
among students’ (52%) were rated as having the most negative impact.
Notable analysis:
There were two clear groups in the sample who had different views on how their studies in
architecture had impacted their wellbeing. Two-thirds of the sample said that their studies had an
overall negative effect on their wellbeing while a much lower percentage said that their studies had a
positive impact. No differences were observed in mean rating for the impact of architectural studies
on wellbeing on the basis of gender, age, or enrolment status.
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Impact of educational experiences, practices, and career attitudes on personal wellbeing
We examined the relationships between wellbeing (as measured by the Personal Wellbeing Index) and
psychological distress (anxiety and depression) and a range of measures that reflected the experiences
of respondents during the course of their education. In the figures below:
●

●

●

positive relationships are indicated by figures between 0 and 1 and are shown in shades of
green. These relationships are called ‘positive’ because as the score on one variable increases,
the scores on the other variables also increase.
negative relationships are indicated by figures between 0 and -1 and are shown in shades of
red. These relationships are called ‘negative’ because as the score on one variable increases,
the score on another decreases.
very weak or statistically non-significant associations are shown in yellow.

We found that wellbeing had positive relationships with many of the measures included in the survey.
Figure 57 shows that higher scores for wellbeing were associated with higher scores on measures of
basic psychological needs (autonomy, relatedness, and competence), career aspirations, career
optimism, identity, institutional support, perfectionistic striving, study–life balance, and support for study.
As could be expected, better personal wellbeing was associated with lower levels of perfectionistic selfcriticism and the experience of a less negative campus climate.
A number of measures had negative relationships with psychological distress, including ‘career
optimism’, ‘competence’, ‘relatedness’, ‘study–life balance’, ‘institutional support’, and ‘support for
study’. Higher levels of psychological distress were associated with lower scores on the measures of
‘optimism’, ‘competence’, ‘relatedness’, ‘study–life balance’, ‘institutional support’, and ‘support for
study’. Positive relationships were observed between psychological distress and ‘perfectionism
(discrepancy)’ and ‘campus climate’. Higher levels of psychological distress were associated with
higher levels of ‘perfectionism (discrepancy) and a more negative ‘campus climate’.
Personal
Wellbeing Index

Anxiety

Depression

Autonomy

0.28

-0.06

-0.22

Campus climate

-0.46

0.27

0.30

Career aspirations

0.10

0.08

0.03

Career optimism

0.32

-0.11

-0.28

Competence

0.40

-0.11

-0.21

Identity

0.09

-0.03

-0.07

Institutional support

0.28

-0.12

-0.16

Perfectionism (standards)

0.10

0.12

-0.03

Perfectionism (discrepancy)

-0.39

0.28

0.31

Study–life balance

0.47

-0.31

-0.25

Relatedness

0.35

-0.14

-0.12

Support for study

0.41

-0.09

-0.16

Figure 57: Relationships between experiences of study and measures of wellbeing and distress
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Impact of educational experiences, practices, and career attitudes on burnout
We also investigated relationships between burnout (as measured by cynicism, exhaustion, and
inefficacy) and the measures that reflected the experiences of respondents during the course of their
education.
We found that burnout was negatively associated with many of the measures included in the survey.
Figure 58 shows that higher levels of burnout were associated with lower levels of basic psychological
needs (autonomy, relatedness, and competence), identity, career optimism, study–life balance,
institutional support, and support for study.
There were positive associations between burnout and ‘perfectionism (discrepancy)’ and ‘campus
climate’. Higher scores on the three measures of burnout were also associated with higher levels of
perfectionism (discrepancy) and the experience of a more negative ‘campus climate’. Finally, higher
levels of cynicism and inefficacy were also associated with lower levels of ‘perfectionism (standards)
and ‘career aspirations’.
Cynicism

Exhaustion

Inefficacy

Autonomy

-0.42

-0.27

-0.55

Campus climate

0.43

0.31

0.26

Career aspirations

-0.21

-0.04

-0.32

Career optimism

-0.45

-0.27

-0.41

Competence

-0.38

-0.21

-0.67

Identity

-0.32

-0.22

-0.22

Institutional support

-0.39

-0.22

-0.34

Perfectionism (discrepancy)

0.24

0.20

0.32

Perfectionism (standards)

-0.18

0.01

-0.37

Relatedness

-0.25

-0.19

-0.31

Study–life balance

-0.24

-0.26

-0.29

Support for study

-0.22

-0.11

-0.26

Figure 58: Relationships between experiences of study and measures of burnout

We also examined the relationships between personal wellbeing, psychological distress, and burnout
and student study practices. Figure 59 below shows associations between student study practices and
levels of wellbeing. In this figure:
•

•

•

positive relationships, indicated by figures between zero and 1, are shown in green and a
greater intensity of green indicates a stronger positive relationship – in positive relationships
both scale scores increase together.
negative relationships, indicated by figures between zero and -1, are shown in red, and a
greater intensity of red indicates a stronger negative relationship – in negative relationships one
scale score will increase while the other scale score decreases.
very weak or statistically non-significant associations are shown in yellow.
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The study practices were rated on a five-point scale from ‘not true of me’ (1) to ‘very true of me’ (5).
While modest but statistically significant relationships were observed between a number of these
practices and wellbeing, several practices stood out as having stronger associations with wellbeing.
Better wellbeing, as measured by the Personal Wellbeing Index, was associated with higher scores on
the following study practices: 'I plan my workload and stick to my plan’, ‘I feel like I manage my time
well’, and ‘I feel I have control of my time’. The truer these practices were for students, the more likely
they were to experience better personal wellbeing.
Poor wellbeing, along with higher scores on the measures of anxiety and depression, were associated
with lower scores on the following study practices: ‘I am often in a panic at the last minute’ and
‘reduction in sleep to study’. The truer these practices were for students, the more likely they were to
experience lower levels of wellbeing and higher levels of anxiety and depression.
Lower levels of psychological distress, as measured by scores for anxiety and depression, were
associated with higher scores on the following study practices: ‘I feel like I manage my time well’ and ‘I
feel I have control of my time’. The truer these practices were for students, the less likely they were to
experience anxiety and depression.
Personal
wellbeing Index

Anxiety

Depression

I plan my workload and stick to my plan

0.21

-0.02

-0.12

I often procrastinate

-0.06

0.04

0.07

I am often in a panic at the last minute

-0.21

0.22

0.22

I set time limit for task and stop when I reach it

0.00

-0.06

-0.02

I feel like I manage my time well

0.25

-0.10

-0.16

I feel I have control of my time

0.35

-0.21

-0.21

Hours of study per week

0.07

-0.11

-0.09

Reduction in sleep to study

-0.27

0.24

0.21

Hours of paid work each week

-0.07

-0.03

0.04

Figure 59: Relationships between study practices and measures of wellbeing and distress

Figure 60 below shows associations between student study practices and their levels of burnout as
measured by cynicism, exhaustion, and inefficacy. In general, more positive study practices were
associated with lower levels of burnout.
The study practices that were most strongly associated with the cynicism subscale were: ‘I feel I have
control of my time’, ‘I feel like I manage my time well’ and 'I plan my workload and stick to my plan’. The
truer these statements were for students, the lower the likelihood of them experiencing burnout as
measured by the cynicism subscale. However, study practices such as ‘I am often in a panic at the last
minute’ and ‘reduction in sleep to study’ were associated with higher levels of cynicism.
The study practice that was most strongly associated with the exhaustion subscale was: ‘I feel I have
control of my time’. The truer this statement was for students, the lower the likelihood of them
experiencing burnout as measured by the exhaustion subscale. However, study practices such as ‘I am
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often in a panic at the last minute’ and reducing sleep to study were associated with higher levels of
exhaustion.
The study practices that were most strongly associated with the inefficacy subscale included: ‘I feel like
I manage my time well’, ‘I feel I have control of my time’, and ‘I plan my workload and stick to my plan’.
The truer these statements were for students, the lower the likelihood of them experiencing burnout as
measured by the inefficacy subscale. However, reducing the amount of sleep they get to study was
associated with higher levels of inefficacy.
Cynicism

Exhaustion

Inefficacy

I plan my workload and stick to my plan

-0.15

-0.08

-0.27

I often procrastinate

0.12

0.04

0.22

I am often in a panic at the last minute

0.17

0.15

0.15

I set time limit for task and stop when I reach it

0.06

-0.01

-0.06

I feel like I manage my time well

-0.20

-0.10

-0.33

I feel I have control of my time

-0.24

-0.23

-0.30

Hours of study per week

0.06

-0.14

0.11

Reduction in sleep to study

0.16

0.27

0.15

Hours of paid work each week

-0.05

0.02

-0.02

Figure 60: Relationships between study practices and measures of burnout

The relationship between wellbeing and burnout
Higher levels of exhaustion were strongly associated with higher levels of anxiety and depression.
Figure 61 shows that, of the three burnout sub-scales, inefficacy was the most strongly associated with
decreased wellbeing.
Personal Wellbeing
Index

Anxiety

Depression

Cynicism

-0.31

0.25

0.37

Exhaustion

-0.22

0.42

0.43

Inefficacy

-0.36

0.12

0.25

Figure 61: Relationships between measures of wellbeing and burnout
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IMPACT OF EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCES, PRACTICES AND CAREER ATTITUDES ON
WELLBEING – KEY FINDINGS
Response snapshot
The educational experiences that were most strongly associated with personal wellbeing were:
●

●

Improved study–life balance and support for study along with a greater satisfaction of basic
psychological needs (as measured by the competence subscale) were associated with better
personal wellbeing.
Higher levels of perfectionism (discrepancy) and a more negative campus climate were
associated with poorer personal wellbeing.

The educational experiences that were most strongly associated with psychological distress were:
●
●
●

Better study–life balance was associated with lower levels of anxiety and depression.
A greater sense of optimism was associated with lower levels of depression.
Higher levels of perfectionistic self-criticism (discrepancy) and a more negative campus
climate were associated with higher levels of anxiety and depression.

The educational experiences that were most strongly associated with burnout were:
●

●

A higher level of optimism, along with a greater satisfaction of basic psychological needs (as
measured by the autonomy and competence subscales), was associated with lower levels of
cynicism, exhaustion, and inefficacy.
Higher levels of perfectionistic self-criticism (discrepancy) and a more negative campus
climate were associated with higher levels of cynicism, exhaustion, and inefficacy.

The educational experiences that were most strongly associated with personal wellbeing,
psychological distress, and burnout were:
●

●

The truer the statements ‘I feel I have control of my time’ and ‘I feel like I manage my time
well’ were for students, the greater likelihood that they had better personal wellbeing and
lower levels of psychological distress and burnout.
Frequently losing sleep to study was associated with poorer personal wellbeing and higher
levels of psychological distress and burnout.

Notable findings:
Study–life balance, constructive time-management skills, and better sleep scheduling were
associated with higher levels of wellbeing and lower levels of psychological distress and burnout.
The experience of a more negative campus climate and higher levels of perfectionistic self-criticism
were associated with poorer personal wellbeing and higher levels of psychological distress and
burnout.

Part seven: responses to qualitative open-ended questions
The survey included five reflexive, open-ended questions, which yielded lengthy qualitative responses.
Not all respondents answered each question, but 356 individuals answered at least one open-ended
question, many with long and detailed responses. In this report the number following a direct quotation
indicates the anonymised number allocated to each respondent.
Some of the open-ended questions were explicitly reflective – asking respondents to look back across
their whole educational experience, including factors or incidents that may have impacted their
wellbeing.
The questions related to the presence of personal factors that may have influenced wellbeing, asking
respondents to reflect on incidents that had arisen during their education, and to detail actions that they
had taken to support their wellbeing. Two key culminating questions asked, ‘What do you think are the
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greatest challenges for the wellbeing of people studying architecture today?’ And ‘If you could do one
thing to improve the wellbeing of people studying architecture, what would it be?’
Analysing these qualitative responses required a different process to the statistical quantitative
approach in the rest of the survey. Each of the five open-ended questions was manually coded
according to theme. These responses are summarised and discussed below, with a brief selection of
indicative responses.

What personal factors have had an impact on your wellbeing?
We asked this question to account more fully for the whole person and the life circumstances that could
impact their wellbeing, both in education and elsewhere. This included pre-existing mental health
conditions and major life events, stresses, and responsibilities. Many respondents framed the personal
factors in their life as having been exacerbated by their architectural education, compounding existing
difficulties that they faced. In most cases, respondents elaborated on how their education complicated
pre-existing personal factors.
The most commonly reported personal factors were mental health conditions or symptoms of
psychological distress. These respondents reported a mix of pre-existing mental health conditions
before undertaking studies and the perception that architectural education placed additional pressures
on their mental wellbeing. These conditions ranged from mild performance-based stress and anxiety to
severe psychological distress, including suicidal ideation and reports of suicides of peers. Respondents
often linked distress to cultural pressures, expectations, lack of time, financial security and difficulty
juggling study with other aspects of their life. Physical health conditions also affected respondents and
were reported to often be exacerbated by their studies.
The following sample of responses illustrates some of the factors that respondents cited as affecting
wellbeing in their education:
‘Feeling like I no longer have control of time which brought upon short periods of intense stress.
Prior to going to university, I rarely experienced stress.’ 399
‘I have had significant health issues throughout my Masters degree, which causes fatigue, pain
and makes it hard to concentrate. My anxiety and pain always gets worse when university is on
due to stress.’ 376
‘increase in severity of anxiety and depression, I had to start being medicated’ 394
‘My eyes and back have deteriorated considerably… the work-load also tends to take a toll on
mental health’ 123
Student Survey respondents reported heavy reliance on social support, which was often linked to
financial security, and living arrangements. Many respondents felt that their studies impacted on their
ability to commit to relationships, friends and family. Respondents who had experienced major life
events in their social circles – such as the illness or loss of loved ones and episodes of conflict or
relationship breakdowns – felt that the events had a substantial impact on wellbeing.
‘I think when you choose to study architecture, you initially don’t understand quite what you
have signed up for. Over the past 5 years, I have had to sacrifice a lot of things and a lot of my
time. I am lucky in the sense that I have gone on this journey with such a supportive family that
have learned to understand that study has become my key priority to ensure that I can achieve
my goals. This is not to say that it's not hard to give up so much of your time for something
when you don’t know if you are guaranteed a job from it in the end.’ 156
‘It is hard to do this degree with any outside distraction, if one mishap happens in my personal
life I don’t have time to process it or deal with it in this degree. The workload is too much, you
can only handle it when there’s nothing major going on with your life. There’s too much stress,
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[so] that sometimes I forget to take care of myself. Special consideration is great but applying
for it means you’re going to be behind as everything moves so fast each week. There’s no
breather between assignments most of the time which adds great stress.’ 569
Many respondents felt that the requirements of time and labour in architectural education placed undue
pressure on students. Respondents perceived cultural pressure to prioritise the production of highquality work above their wellbeing and other necessary commitments. They elaborated on the lack of
empathy or acknowledgement (by both university peers and teachers) of competing demands that
affected the time available for them to do university work.
‘The balance between architecture and being able to be any sort of decent parent is really,
really hard. The competitive nature is toxic, the public shaming of crits can be awful. I have had
huge success and some big hits in that department. The hits hurt.’ 169
‘Stress from ridiculous and unrealistic deadlines. Personal hardships are not respected by tutors
who believe architecture should be a cut-throat course.’ 68
‘I have very little time for socialising or pursuing enjoyable hobbies outside of study or class
time, which has meant that I suffer often from depression during semester time. I often am not
able to spend quality time with family or see friends for many weeks. A lot of the time my life
feels like a parade of endless assignments and late nights. People often remark that I look
exhausted, and I am.’ 526
Respondents facing financial pressure or financial insecurity commonly elaborated on various additional
strains and stressors on their wellbeing. The majority of respondents who spoke to this theme felt that
agency over their time was considerably reduced, as were the choices available to them. Many
respondents with financial pressures said that they felt considerably disadvantaged by the perceived
excessive time required to complete study workloads to the expected quality. Many respondents
perceived a lack of empathy and acknowledgement of students who lacked financial safety nets.
Several respondents stated that some teaching staff were unnecessarily harsh and oblivious to
students’ financial situations, and resultant obligations. Some respondents noted that the expense of
required course materials was an additional financial burden and cause for stress. This was reported to
have been exacerbated by COVID-19 reducing the access of many respondents to facilities and
resources that would assist in their education. Furthermore, respondents often reported that having to
do paid employment whilst studying had impacted their self-confidence at university and contributed to
stress, exhaustion and compromising relationships with peers and tutors.
Respondents also reported decreased self-confidence and self-esteem, hardship due to COVID-19,
difficulty juggling caring roles and responsibilities, exclusion, and discrimination due to language
barriers, biases against international students, and sexism and ableism.
Respondents expressed how these challenges compounded:
‘Financial insecurity and lack of appropriate workspaces at home to enable effective studying.
Anxiety around entering architectural practice and the financial insecurity this will have on my
ability to thrive in the long term.’ 64
‘A sense of inadequacy coupled with frustration of not being able to achieve the quality of work I
would like to know I am capable of due to the sheer amount of work given to students who
often, as in my case, need to work alongside study to afford to live.’ 281
‘Shared housing and the rental market has made it difficult to set up a study space (as we need
a lot of items to complete the course)’ 292
‘Trying to balance work/study loads. Especially as a financially independent Masters student,
the expectation to study 50+ hours a week but the need to work 25 hours for financial security is
extremely taxing on one’s mental health, stress and anxiety. It leaves little time for sleep,
socialisation, exercise, or rest’ 533
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Have any specific incidents had an impact on your wellbeing?
When asked whether any specific incidents impacted their wellbeing, respondents reported incidents
that had both positive and negative effects. Incidents of a negative nature outweighed positive incidents
at a ratio of just under 5:1 in the responses which shed light on a variety of themes. In line with a
general emphasis on social supports in the university environment, COVID-19 was often mentioned as
a source of further tension. The positive experiences reported shed light on strategies that made
meaningful, enduring impacts on students’ feelings of efficacy, passion, and wellbeing.
‘[T]he tutor or studio lead creates the culture. Yelling at students is unproductive and creates a
toxic culture where staff become unapproachable and students become disengaged. I think it’s
possible to create a competitive culture that is supportive but it starts with the direction and
attitude of the tutor/studio lead during weekly crits.’ 286
‘The first things that come to mind were during first year and involved receiving feedback from
tutors that felt personal and harsh. It felt this way, as a lot of the things they said (which I
understand did make sense now) were said in a way that belittled me. Tutors scoffing and
rolling their eyes at the work I’d produced. It felt unfair to be judged so harshly after only a few
weeks/months into the course, having no previous architectural education beforehand. The
result of these remarks left me for a long-time very self-conscious and I thought I should not be
doing architecture. Having said this – I have also had many, many moments, such as study trips
and talks with tutors and other students that have been very uplifting and given me great
confidence in becoming an architect’ 590
Negative incidents, as reported by students, were reported to stem from both extrinsic and intrinsic
sources. Expectations were perceived to be the primary cause of negative events by students.
Respondents articulated systemic concerns relating to the academic culture in which unrealistic
expectations were rife, and were the cause of psychological distress. Respondents frequently
connected events to a lack of empathy; or conflict between students and staff in relation to course
quality, including course organisation and structure, workload, and personal conduct. Cultural aspects
were seen to be maintained and reinforced by a combination of staff, students and university
behaviours.
‘I had an awful final semester of my undergrad. 5 subjects, 3 babies, 1 hr commute each way,
COVID. It was an all-round shit show. I got ripped apart in my final crit and it certainly made me
feel poorly about myself considering I nearly broke myself to get things up on the board. In the
same semester another student was pulling an all-nighter, crashed his bike and broke his jaw.
In my 5th semester a student in my group was so tired trying to build a model, he put a Stanley
knife through his hand and required 10+ stitches. It shouldn’t come to that.’ 571
‘The tutor insisted I cannot have friends outside of architecture if I intend to do well (I was
already in a position where I am achieving HDs and Ds regularly). When attending an
architecture support study session in first year, I hoped to get some advice on how to ‘switch off’
and manage work life balance. I was deeply disappointed to have the fifth year student tell me
that I need to have architecture in every facet of my life (on Instagram, watching on Netflix,
reading articles in my spare time, extra software tutorials in the holidays etc.) apart from
breeding a toxic culture, this is also in my opinion untrue for any design career – inspiration from
ALL facets of life, and a multitude of areas etc.’ 75
‘I was denied an extension of an assignment in my first semester of uni due to personal
bereavement, which caused a lot of unnecessary stress. In addition, the response from the
subject co-ordinator and tutor was completely unempathetic. Knowing what I know now, I
should have escalated this, however the design faculty is small and it does feel like ‘people talk’
if you’re causing too much trouble as a student, or raising issues to faculty members above
lecturers and co-ordinators.’ 249
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Respondents reported that unsympathetic responses from teaching staff harmed student–tutor
relationships and often detracted from learning experiences, especially in incidents in which guest
critics delivered personal attacks as opposed to constructive criticism. Respondents felt that the culture
within architecture schools often prompted harmful competitiveness within the environment, as well as
favouritism and discrimination. Moreover, many respondents spoke of incidents in which they felt that
staff were grooming them for a work-life of exploitation and exhaustion. Students attributed overexertion to this environment and felt that the nature of architectural education could sometimes
demotivate students when personal comparisons were made, affecting students’ self-esteem and
progress.
‘Some pessimistic tutors like to make it known that it’s expected that you’re worn out by
architecture and that you will not get paid enough for the amount of effort you’re expected to put
in, insinuating that you are expected to sacrifice your wellbeing in order to make it in the field.’
105
‘[There is a] deeply toxic competitive and highly sexist culture among students: I was once told
in my Bachelors that there are ‘just no smart women in architecture’. Other incidents include
being brought to tears in front of a jury at a public critique (only to learn later that they actually
regarded the work highly but felt the need to criticise it publicly).’ 137
‘Once an assistant tutor explicitly told me that I have chucked shit onto my collage and then
went on to say shut up (this happened in my first semester).’ 107
The positive incidents reported by students spoke to similar themes but were framed around the
adjustments that teaching staff made to enhance their education, frequently involving instances in
which tutors had made extra efforts to support student wellbeing. Students were aware that these
positive experiences often involved substantial contributions of goodwill, time, expertise, empathy and
communication, and many students called for increased resourcing to support staff willing to take such
initiatives.
‘A shift away from lectures, and universities cutting funding for support for students or staff have
been noticeable.’ 90
‘Coming back to study my Masters was a bit shocking, with the volume of work and
expectations of outputs; I was really pushing myself beyond my limits until I had a conversation
with my lecturer who encouraged me to put more emphasis on my home life and to look more
toward finding balance / not needing to achieve at the highest level constantly.’ 187
Many respondents spoke about experiences which they attributed to a supportive tutor or lecturer.
Often respondents spoke fondly of staff who fostered their interests and motivated the respondent to
take pride in their work or adjust the student’s expectations to positively influence wellbeing. Many
students praised staff who were seen as skilled and knowledgeable individuals who delivered highquality teaching.
‘Individualised attention from academics, being invested in as a thinker and regarded as a
human being with something to bring: working alongside students and members of faculty with
different levels of experience. In this case two elective subjects run by generally out of reach
academics gave me a chance to specialise and connect with what I found personally
interesting. Honestly those instances revived my passion for the subject and also made the
whole thing more worthwhile. It also allowed me to feel seen by the faculty’ 359
Respondents also commented on the positive impact of opportunities to partake in meaningful and
interesting work which aligned with their personal values, interests and abilities, and which exposed
them to a community of like-minded individuals with shared values. Likewise, respondents reflected
positively on experiences in which they were able to acquire and practice new skills that renewed their
passion and involvement in architecture. Students frequently reported that they were willing to be
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challenged and work hard, and enjoyed testing their skills, but that supportive environments were
crucial in retaining their attention and motivation to enhance their growth.
‘One of my classes involved meeting industry professionals from different practices and fields of
architecture to show there are options and different ways of working in architecture. It gave me
hope to persevere and reminds me why I chose to pursue a career in this industry’ 357
The support of peer groups and communities was a strong theme. Respondents often reported that
these relationships contributed positively to a sense of inclusion and solidarity, as well as shared and
gained knowledge. Many respondents expressed gratitude for those staff willing to help students’
learning through novel experiences, connections with industry, and opportunities to network. Often,
respondents felt that these experiences contributed positively to their career outlooks and raised
opportunities to strengthen social bonds in the architectural community. Respondents commonly
expressed the opinion that their inclusion in events acknowledged their contributions and showcased
the diversity of means available to practice architecture, broadening their perspectives about different
opportunities.
‘Definitely the positive of studying architecture was the social interaction with other architecture
students, which greatly improved my wellbeing’ 550
‘Falling in love with particular buildings and architects has had a positive impact on my
wellbeing. Being empowered to make design decisions that will positively impact my world’ 491
‘The only positive thing I loved about this course is the community of people on campus.
Learning was so much more enjoyable because if I don’t understand a task or need guidance I
can ask anyone in class. Motivation to study when your friends are doing it with you. I guess I
miss the campus setting so much as sometimes it was an escape from personal life matters’
108
‘Studio mates are the new family I’ve met during my study in architecture – the majority are the
types to work hard, play hard – academically high-achieving and perfectionists, unfortunately
they were also one of the sources of stress at times.’ 579
Respondents who benefited from flexible learning provisions – including alternative study workloads,
extensions or other university-based support – expressed gratitude for these. Many felt that flexible
provisions assisted them to take pride in improvement, progress and learning. Assistance on the part of
universities was often seen as entailing support at both the faculty level, and within teacher–student
relationships.
‘Positive: when a staff member took half an hour out of their day to sit with me and talk about
my future in the industry and further study. I was so overwhelmed about what I wanted to do
and whether architecture was even right for me.’ 164

What actions have you taken to address your wellbeing in architectural education?
The most frequent responses to this question were focused on taking breaks, engaging in timemanagement strategies, attending to physical wellbeing, and seeking medical intervention.
Taking breaks away from study to support wellbeing was reported to be a useful action to increase
respondents’ quality of life. Of those respondents who spoke to this theme, many noted that the
strategy was complicated by feelings of guilt, attributed to taking time away from their study workload.
Students elaborated on many different kinds of study breaks, from daily or weekly breaks to pausing
studies for a number of months or even years.
‘I try to take mental health days if possible (rarely) and understand that sometimes what you
have is enough to get a pass and killing yourself over an assignment won’t achieve anything in
5 years time.’ 436
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‘Making sure I take breaks from study to exercise, clean, shower, cook, etc’ 166
Respondents commonly reported engaging in time-management strategies and routines to more clearly
plan their study loads. It was interesting that respondents who set time limits and boundaries on studies
reported more benefit to their wellbeing compared to students who spoke about time management as a
strategy to increase architectural production without setting boundaries or limits.
‘I have had to set clear boundaries about how much reasonable time I should allocate to study,
and to take rest and mental health days where needed. I have had to restructure my thoughts
about GPAs and balance my priorities of being a high achiever, working and having a rich and
balanced family and personal life’ 377
‘I try to take breaks from my study, have some time for myself, but there often isn’t a lot of
opportunity to do that. I go to events and talks run by the school to motivate myself when I get a
bit overwhelmed and worried about the next step in my career path’ 411
‘I have a morning routine, I try to stretch, meditate, journal and exercise every day. I deferred for
a year when my friend passed away to focus on my mental health. I like to make plans to be
organised. I have one day off, no uni work, each week. I find that really helps me.’ 579
‘I volunteered in a hospital, did a remote studio to give back to a disadvantaged community and
spent my summer doing surf lifesaving. Basically, I recovered my sense of worth and general
sanity from the awful culture, from throwing myself into nearly full-time volunteering work.’ 462
Many respondents also reported seeking to improve their physical and psychological wellbeing, both
independently, and with professional guidance from psychologists, counselling services and doctors.
Participating in physical activities such as sporting commitments, exercise and meditation was often
reported as a positive way to allocate time free from architectural commitments. Respondents who
sought help from medical professionals such as psychologists reported a range of experiences, with
some students finding it challenging to access professional help due to wait-times.
‘I have sought medical advice and counselling. I have been on sleeping medication and
antidepressants as a direct result of Architecture school. I was never on them before and have
been able to come off my medication this year as I am taking a year to work in practice.’ 534
‘I have seen the University counselling approximately 3 times. I would like to be able to go more
but it usually takes at least 2 months to get in. I ended up quitting my jobs (for the most part)
and moving home in order to reduce the stress on myself, so that I could finish the degree in a
healthier state of mind’ 547
‘I went and saw a GP who recommended I pause my studies due to the impacts stress was
having on my mental and physical health’ 464
A number of respondents re-arranged time commitments in order to assist wellbeing. These strategies
were reported with varying levels of success, with students who integrated more diverse experiences to
balance their lifestyle often reporting more positive experiences. Conversely, many respondents rearranged time commitments so that they could allocate more time to studies, sometimes involving
sacrifices such as extending studies, decreasing work commitments and reducing financial agency, as
well as decreasing social commitments or extracurricular commitments that previously benefited
wellbeing.
‘I decreased [my] study load, avoided social situations with peers so as not to be a part of a
community of competitivity and late nights. This has meant that I became isolated from my
immediate peers but it helps my mental health.’ 215
‘Have been proactive seeking support for my mental health as I feel it is declining rather than
remaining neutral and manageable. This is a very long process and I often find that the
requirements of the course compromise my wellbeing and the steps I need to take personally to
improve. Studying part time is a way to help my overall wellbeing, however the workload I am
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able to complete is very stretched out and is taking a very long time because the energy
reserved for studios has to be done with no over small subjects, as those become heavily
demanding as well’ 492
‘When I really felt like I couldn’t handle my stress and anxiety anymore I attempted getting help
from the uni counselling services but the counsellor was only there for 8 weeks as they were
casual employees, and within the 8 weeks there were multiple times when I couldn’t attend
sessions because of remote learning and the whole family being home. They were not aware
that I was seeking out help or how bad my wellbeing and mental state had gotten’ 565
‘Psychological help and trimming back my workload as much as I can has helped balance and
allowed me to find my specific passions in the field’ 157
A number of respondents perceived that they had exhausted their strategies for supporting their
wellbeing, and felt that they were stranded at a point of no return. Other respondents detailed the
limited success of their attempts to take action, leading to increased cynicism and apathy. Within this
group, some inertia was linked to lengthy waits for counselling services or faculty assistance; and some
felt that previous strategies had disadvantaged them at university, and left them feeling stigmatised.
When asked what actions they had taken to support their wellbeing, they said:
‘None. Once assignment deadlines approach I’ve had several instances of bulk-buying energy
drinks, completely stopping exercise and showering, and ruining my sleep schedule for days on
end to complete major assignments.’ 439
‘None. If anything I treat myself with lollies and sugar which is not good for my physical health. I
really need to seek professional help for this but I’m scared and feel I should not need it.’ 545

What do you think are the greatest challenges for the wellbeing of people studying architecture today?
This question was one of the most important of the open-ended questions, intended to produce an
overall indication of the key issues regarding wellbeing for people studying architecture.
The most common theme was the excessive workload and pressure within architectural education.
Undue workload was linked to the excessive time commitment required, cultural expectations, and
pressure to produce large volumes of work. Many respondents spoke of cultural norms of overwork,
and internalising pressures, often contributing to overexertion and burnout. Respondents observed that
overwork was often connected to poor organisation of course assessments, lack of explanation of
content and assessment goals, and a disjunct between the content students were taught and the work
they were expected to produce.
‘I guess the greatest challenge is that we as students might/might not feel heard when we are
demonstrating our opinions. The feedback is always vague which makes it really difficult to
figure out the best way to do things in order to get decent grades. I have struggled a lot trying to
understand the given materials but there are just too many and there’s only one way to go
through all of them in a significant time-consuming self-study process.’ 299
‘The workload is tremendously overwhelming and it feels like in order to get anything done, let
alone to a good standard, you need to sacrifice all of your time, your social life, and part of your
wellbeing.’ 564
Respondents elaborated on a spectrum of impacts of excessive workload and expectations, detailing a
range of negative psychological and physical effects. In several cases, respondents spoke to themes of
burnout, exhaustion, lack of balance in life, as well as physical effects like back-pain, eye-strain and
disregard of physical and psychological needs. Respondents attributed cultural norms and expectations
within university culture that were seen to celebrate unreasonable commitments to architectural study to
the detriment of wellbeing. Respondents felt it was difficult to maintain interests and commitments
outside of architectural study.
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‘The workload. When compared with other students from different courses it seems as if we are
the busiest. To top it off, most of the tutors seem agitated if all the deliverables are not
completed for a class.’ 123
‘Late night culture is big in architecture school often because people feel so pressed for time
that they regularly work late. So many people in my course smoke cigarettes, consume a lot of
unhealthy but accessible food. There’s not a lot of time for taking a wellbeing day without feeling
guilty or like you’re losing time on project work – filling this survey right now feels guilty’ 492
‘Doing well academically is important for students, however in order to do well in architecture
you need to dedicate all your time to the degree. This isn’t sustainable and has caused severe
mental health issues for myself and my peers.’531
Within their studies, some respondents reported struggling to engage with content. Difficulties included
the breadth of learning objectives, challenges learning new software, and pressure to produce highquality drawings, learn building tectonics, and communicate at a high level. Many respondents also
identified the challenges of a singular, narrow focus on design and aesthetics rather than process,
leading to unreasonable hours of study and difficulty maintaining work output over the duration of the
course.
Respondents reported a lack of support (perceived to be exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic),
which restricted the support mechanisms of face-to-face learning support from tutors and peers.
Respondents cited a need for greater understanding on the part of tutors, as well as opportunities for
greater collaboration and community within their peer-groups.
‘Architecture is a practice that should involve collaboration between students, of ideas and
work, to ensure a great learning environment. However, now that everything is online, we are
missing out on important connections’ 235
‘Challenge to not get burnt out, and push through hard times, especially when there is no drive
to do anything, since everything is online. If I were at campus it would be easier since you have
your friends physically there, however in a digital mindset and communication based learning,
having to adjust is very difficult’ 170
‘Lack of support and resources to turn to. Although universities say they are there for us to
access, it’s a challenge to get in touch as resources are very stretched. The competitive nature
of Architecture is also very challenging’ 476
‘The studio culture is incredibly troubling. The hours to deliver design are immense with the
results openly discussed, which is stressful. The format fosters the same type of architect and
doesn’t encourage those with diverse skills’ 283

If you could do one thing to improve the wellbeing of people studying architecture, what would it be?
Respondents identified a wide range of measures which they thought would lead to improvement, from
cultural change to specific initiatives to support wellbeing for architecture students. The most common
request was for increased transparency around wellbeing in architectural education, and
acknowledgement of the issues of wellbeing that students face. Respondents felt that struggles relating
to wellbeing were not discussed openly or regularly enough, and that students would benefit from
greater discussion and workshopping of strategies that supported wellbeing.
Respondents elaborated on changes that would promote more manageable workloads. Many noted
that by adjusting workloads and expectations to deliver course output, there would be greater
opportunity for more in-depth learning, greater feedback, and greater support of diverse learners’
needs.
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Many respondents saw improvement to the studio culture as a key mechanism to improve wellbeing,
involving greater collaboration, support and leadership from teaching staff to promote better habits and
conduct that students could take into their working lives. A number of respondents perceived that an
emphasis on learning and process, rather than outcome, was important in this transition to alleviate
some of the unreasonable stress and pressure of architectural education – they felt this would shift
learning motivations from extrinsic fear to intrinsic passion.
‘Implore universities to heed the fair work guides and provide an opportunity for students to do
good work without leaving the rest of their life by the wayside.’ 363
Respondents also elaborated on the need for time-management strategies to be incorporated into the
course. On a similar note, respondents called for better organisation of courses and teaching – some
reporting frustration with conflicting assessments and a lack of organisation and professionalism on the
part of tutors and universities. Many respondents perceived that better organisation by academic staff
would help to make workloads more manageable, and help tutors to align their expectations of students
more reasonably. Part of this call was for staff to provide greater clarity in assessments in order to avoid
ambiguous feedback, and to provide more formal written feedback throughout the semester to help
students track their progression, reducing strain prior to major assessment milestones.
‘Structure courses and workload better.’ 416
‘Reduce the workload, focus equally on learning workshops and experiences that don’t always
require such a large output of content. I think coordinators and universities feel very driven by
producing amazing projects they can market, that everything else, including the quality and
diversity of learning, gets skewed sometimes. I understand the importance of doing to learn, but
often you are so overworked and burnt out by the end of semester that what you have learnt
hasn’t been able to meaningfully sink in’. 532
‘Admin, Admin, Admin… tutors cannot expect students to have the high standards they
demand, whilst failing as a faculty to provide organised and structured programs, quite often
leaving students running around trying to work around poor management instead of focusing on
their work. At the end of the day, there needs to be a line drawn culturally between university
and work culture. We are paying for a course to be educated and supported, there will be time
where the tables are turned, we become employees and can afford to take on that added stress
that comes with work.’ 319
‘Instigate better communications amongst students – groupwork wise – if we’re meant to be
working together in our career, it should be practiced in class. Moreover, not being able to know
the unit progression, or how we are doing in studio until the very end is stressful. Although the
mid sem crits are meant to give feedback, the time between mid sem and finals is important. I
feel not every student receives equal or equitable attention’ 561
Respondents also called for greater equity, inclusion and diversity that would support the learning
needs and interests of a greater variety of architecture students. Supporting this theme, respondents
called for more opportunities to learn about diverse architecture career options, so that students could
find alternative paths to ‘doing’ architecture or ‘being architects’. Many expressed a desire to support
these improvements, and a willingness for greater collaboration. Additionally, respondents called for
more paid-time allocated for teaching staff to support students’ wellbeing. They also wanted
opportunities to enhance industry preparedness, including practical upskilling, career trajectories, and
greater knowledge of in-demand industry skills. Some expressed a need for more mentoring
opportunities.
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Is there anything else you would like to add regarding wellbeing in architecture?
In this final question in the survey, respondents generally elaborated further on their responses to
previous questions. The most common response was a call to action to better promote and support
wellbeing in architecture.
‘This lack of wellbeing means a lack of diversity, it’s not attractive.’ 562
‘I think there are some tutors who are super supportive and encourage wellbeing, which is so
great. I think if more staff get on board with this, and this culture is encouraged from first year, it
will continue to improve.’ 199
‘Just stop glamourising less sleep. Constant coffee drinking. Staying in studio all the time. Stop
glamourising broody old male architects. If you can’t pay female architects equally at least teach
about them at universities and lessen the misogynistic nature of the fraternity. Bridge the gap
between actual practice and what’s being taught at the universities. Get students to show how a
practice works.’ 310
‘The concept of architects being struggling artists that need to work all night has to change.
Architecture is a profession where time management is essential and this needs to start at uni.
Get students on site!’ 202
Many respondents spoke about the need for greater care, support and kindness within architectural
education, saying that it would require a culture shift in which greater value was placed on wellbeing,
and balance. Respondents regarded the promotion of greater equity and inclusion as being important to
support meaningful change, some wanted the culture of suffering for one’s passion to be eliminated,
and many focused on calibrating more reasonable expectations of workloads and pressure.
Respondents’ answers to the open-ended questions provided, as evidenced above, very thoughtful
analysis that demands unpacking. They underscore the role that empowered students themselves
could play in changing the culture of architectural education towards better wellbeing for all.
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7 Appendices
Appendix 1

Theoretical framework and methodological design

Survey two: students. August/September 2021
Context
This survey forms part of a larger project investigating the wellbeing of people working in and studying
architecture, which aims to develop tailored resources to contribute to greater wellbeing for these
groups. The larger project encompasses a range of primary research activities, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

in-depth pilot interviews with key stakeholders
baseline surveys (one for practitioners, one for students)
focus groups across all constituent groups
supplementary interviews across all constituent groups
industry forums and discussions
follow up surveys (one for practitioners, one for students)

In the overall project, there are three main constituent groups:
•
•
•

Practitioners: people working in architectural practice, broadly defined
Academics: people teaching in architecture at a tertiary institution
Students: people enrolled in, or just graduated from, architecture study at tertiary level

The current survey is the second of the baseline surveys within the project. It addresses the third of the
above constituent groups – the other groups are addressed in separate research activities.
It should be noted that there will be a degree of overlap between the constituent groups – this is a
characteristic of architectural culture – for instance people who are both studying and working in
architecture, or people who are both working and teaching in architecture. Participants with dual
identities were invited to complete the survey that was most relevant to their main role.
Aims
This survey had five aims.
1)

To better understand the wellbeing of people studying architecture, as related to their
educational experiences.

2)

To better understand how the self-reported wellbeing of architecture students may be related
to factors including pedagogical methods in architecture, curriculum design in architecture,
working cultures and conditions among architecture students, sense of professional identity
among architecture students, etc.

3)

To build upon the preliminary findings of an earlier series of 12 pilot interviews with key
stakeholders.

4)

To develop questions and areas of focus to be explored in more depth in later focus groups
and interviews.

5)

To contribute to the development of tailored resources to support workplaces, and
professional and educational organisations in architecture, as they work towards improved
occupational wellbeing through cultural change.
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Theoretical framework
The theoretical framework of the project draws upon Self Determination Theory (SDT), developed by
Edmund Deci and Richard Ryan (Ryan and Deci, 2017), which frames three basic psychological needs
for self-determination: competence, connection, and autonomy. SDT is increasingly used as a
theoretical framework to understand wellbeing at work (Van den Broeck et al., 2016).
Sample and procedure
The survey was conducted online in August and September 2021. It took around 15 minutes on
average to complete. We received 600 responses from students recruited through professional
networks and communications addressed to those studying architecture in Australia. The project was
approved by Monash University’s Human Research Ethics Committee, and all respondents were
assured of confidentiality and anonymity.
A follow-up survey is planned for the third year of the project. This will include, where possible, followup of the respondents who completed the baseline survey to add a longitudinal component.
Participants in the survey were also invited to participate in the focus groups.
Background and demographic measures
The survey included questions on:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

respondent demographics (e.g. gender, age)
education (e.g. current enrolment, highest level of education completed, discipline)
study load (e.g. enrolment status, contact hours, self-directed study)
expected post-study employment (e.g. academia, architectural practice)
study breaks (e.g. time out of the workforce for parental leave, travel, wellbeing)
caring responsibilities (e.g. care of dependent children, elder care)
impact of the coronavirus pandemic

Discipline-specific questions derived from pilot interview findings
The survey included a number of architecture-specific questions derived from the pilot interviews and
the research literature. The questions included the impact on student wellbeing from:
●
●
●
●

each stage of architectural study
subject areas (e.g. public presentations, design)
study processes
the architectural program overall

Multi-item Measures
Respondents were also asked to respond to a series of previously validated multi-item measures that
addressed issues such as career aspiration, burnout, study–life balance, and wellbeing. These
measures are described below. Further information on these measures can be obtained from the
research team.
Detailed description of the multi-item measures used in the survey
Basic psychological needs scale
The measure of psychological needs used in this study was a modified version for student use of the
measure developed by Brien and colleagues (Brien et al., 2012) and contains three subscales –
autonomy, competence and relatedness – to measure the satisfaction of psychological needs. This
three-factor scale contains nine items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5
strongly agree). Each of the subscales are averaged to a single score ranging from one to five with
higher scores indicating a greater satisfaction with respect to the need for autonomy, competence and
relatedness. Sample items include ‘My studies allow me to make decisions’ (autonomy), ‘I have the
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ability to do my work well’ (competence) and ‘When I’m with the people from my study environment, I
feel understood’ (relatedness).
Campus climate
This measure captures student perceptions of psychosocial safety on campus and was adapted from
the Institutional and Psychosocial Campus Climate Inventory (Souza et al., 2019). This measure
contains five items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree)
and averaged to a single score ranging from one to five with higher scores indicating poorer
psychological safety. A sample item is ‘I find fitting in at my university difficult’.
Career aspirations
The measure of career aspirations used in this study was the achievement aspiration subscale from the
Career Aspiration Scale – Revised that was developed by Gregor and O’Brien (2016). This measure
contains eight items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree)
and is averaged to a single score ranging from one to five. Higher scores indicate higher levels of
motivation for career outcomes. A sample item is ‘I want to be among the very best in my field’.
Career optimism
The measure of career optimism used in this study was taken from the Short-Form Career Futures
Inventory (McIlveen et al., 2013). This measure contains three items that are rated on a five-point Likert
scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree). A sample item is ‘I get excited when I think about my
career’.
Cynicism
Cynicism (a dimension of burnout) was measured by the cynicism subscale of the Maslach Burnout
Inventory for students (Schaufeli et al., 2002). The four items from this subscale are rated on a fivepoint Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree) and averaged to a single score ranging from
one to five with higher scores indicating a higher level of cynicism or indifference towards studies. A
sample item is ‘I doubt the significance of my studies’.
Exhaustion
The measure of exhaustion (a dimension of burnout) used in this study was the exhaustion subscale
from the Maslach Burnout Inventory for students (Schaufeli et al., 2002). This measure contains five
items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree) and averaged
to a single score ranging from one to five with higher scores indicating a greater level of exhaustion. A
sample item is ‘Studying or attending a class is really a strain for me.’
Identity
We used a modified version of the identity prominence scale developed by Brenner and colleagues
(Brenner et al., 2014) to measure respondents’ sense of value or self-worth regarding their identity. This
measure contains three items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5
strongly agree) and averaged to a single score ranging from one to five with higher scores indicating
greater identity prominence. A sample item is ‘Being connected to architecture is an important part of
my self-image.’
Inefficacy
Six items from the Maslach Burnout Inventory for students (Schaufeli et al., 2002) were used to
measure inefficacy. Each of the items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5
strongly agree). The six items are reverse scored so that higher scores indicate a lower belief in
academic capacity and competence (i.e. inefficacy) before averaging to a single score ranging from one
to five. A sample item is ‘I believe that I make an effective contribution to the classes that I attend’
(reversed).
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Institutional support
This measure taps student perceptions of the support they receive from teachers, mentors and advisors
(Garriott and Nisle, 2018). This measure contains five items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1
strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree) and averaged to a single score ranging from one to five with
higher scores indicating higher levels of perceived institutional support. A sample item is ‘I have
received helpful assistance from a teacher or tutor when I felt I needed such help.’
Perfectionism
This measure of perfectionism is a short form version of the Almost Perfect Scale – Revised (Rice et
al., 2014). This scale measures respondents’ sense of value or self-worth regarding their identity as an
architect or allied professional. This measure contains eight items that are rated on a five-point Likert
scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree) and averaged to a single score ranging from one to five
with higher scores indicating greater performance expectations (standards) and higher levels of
perfectionistic self-criticism (discrepancy). Sample items include ‘I have high expectations for myself’
(standards) and ‘Doing my best never seems to be enough’ (discrepancy).
Psychological distress
This measure of psychological distress is a brief screening scale that measures the frequency of
respondents’ experience of psychological distress (Kroenke et al., 2009). This two-factor measure
contains four items that are rated on a four-point Likert scale (0 not at all to 3 nearly every day) and
summed to a single score ranging from zero to 12 with higher scores indicating greater levels of
depression or anxiety. Sample items include ‘Over the last 2 weeks, how often have you been bothered
by the following problems?’ ... ‘feeling nervous, anxious, or on edge’ (anxiety) and ‘little interest or
pleasure in doing things’ (depression).
Study–life balance
The measure of study–life balance was adapted from the Career Futures Inventory (Rottinghaus et al.,
2012). This measure contains three items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree
to 5 strongly agree). A sample item is ‘I am good at balancing multiple life roles such as student, family
member, or friend’.
Subjective quality of life
We measured subjective quality of life using the Australian Unity Personal Wellbeing Index (Mead and
Cummins, 2008; Cummins et al., 2021). This measure captures an assessment of wellbeing across
seven different life domains that sums to a total score ranging from 0 to 100, with higher scores
indicating a better subjective quality of life. These seven items ask how satisfied respondents are with
their standard of living, health, current achievements in life, personal relationships, safety, community
connection, and future security. This measure has been extensively validated and normed.
Support
This measure of support is a subscale adapted from the Career Futures Inventory (Rottinghaus et al.,
2012). This measure contains three items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagree
to 5 strongly agree) and averaged to a single score ranging from one to five with higher scores
indicating higher levels of perceived support from family and friends. A sample item is ‘My family is
there to help me through my study challenges’.

The Wellbeing of Architects: 2021 Student Survey: Primary Report – July 2022 | 76

Appendix 2

Summary statistics for measures used in the study

Table 1 displays the percentiles for all multi-item measures described in Appendix 1. The percentiles
are the percentage of scores that fall below a specific value. For example, 75 per cent of scores on the
measure of psychological distress fall below a score of 9.0, which means that 25 per cent of
respondents have a score of 9.0 or above indicating severe psychological distress for this percentile
group.

Table 1: Percentiles for measures used in the study
10th
percentile

25th
percentile

50th
percentile

75th
percentile

90th
percentile

Supportive study environment
Campus climate
Institutional support
Support for study
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness

1.0
2.2
2.3
3.0
2.7
2.3

1.4
2.8
3.3
3.5
3.3
3.0

2.0
3.2
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.7

2.4
4.0
4.7
4.3
4.3
4.3

2.8
4.6
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0

Study practices
Perfectionism - standards
Perfectionism - discrepancy
Study–life balance

3.3
2.0
1.7

4.0
2.9
2.3

4.8
3.8
3.0

5.0
4.5
3.7

5.0
5.0
4.7

Measure

Career attitudes
Career aspirations
Career optimism
Identity
Personal wellbeing
Personal Wellbeing Index

2.8
2.3
1.7

3.2
3.0
2.3

3.8
4.0
3.0

4.4
4.7
4.0

4.8
5.0
4.7

32.1

42.9

60.7

75.0

85.7

Psychological distress
Psychological distress
Anxiety
Depression

2.0
1.0
0.0

3.0
2.0
1.0

6.0
3.0
2.0

9.0
5.0
4.0

11.0
6.0
6.0

Burnout
Cynicism
Exhaustion

1.3
2.6

2.3
3.4

3.0
4.0

3.8
4.8

4.5
5.0

Inefficacy

1.3

1.8

2.2

2.7

3.0
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Appendix 3

Demographic comparisons for scale scores

Table 2 compares the mean scores (standard deviations in brackets) for the measures of a supportive
study environment and the satisfaction of basic psychological needs as discussed in part two on
educational experiences and practices. We compare subgroups of respondents in the survey on the
basis of their personal and study characteristics as well as their living arrangements.

Table 2: Comparing mean scores for measures of supportive environment by demographic
Campus
climate

Institutional
support

Support

Autonomy

Competence

Relatednes
s

Gender
Male
Female
Nonbinary-transgender

2.0 (0.7)
2.1 (0.7)
2.1 (0.8)

3.3 (0.9)
3.3 (0.9)
3.2 (1.2)

3.7 (0.9)
3.8 (1.0)
3.4 (0.8)

3.9 (0.7)
3.9 (0.7)
3.4 (1.1)

3.8 (0.8)
3.8 (0.8)
4.1 (0.5)

3.7 (0.9)
3.6 (1.0)
3.1 (1.1)

Age
Less than 20 years
20 to 22 years
23 to 25 years
26 to 35 years
More than 35 years

2.1 (0.6)
1.9 (0.7)
2.0 (0.7)
2.2 (0.7)
2.0 (0.4)

3.3 (0.8)
3.3 (0.9)
3.5 (0.8)
3.3 (1.0)
3.3 (0.8)

4.2 (0.7)
3.7 (1.0)
3.8 (0.9)
3.7 (1.1)
3.7 (1.0)

3.8 (0.7)
3.8 (0.7)
3.9 (0.7)
3.8 (0.7)
3.8 (0.6)

3.8 (0.8)
3.8 (0.9)
3.9 (0.8)
3.7 (0.8)
4.0 (0.8)

3.4 (0.8)
3.7 (1.0)
3.7 (0.9)
3.6 (1.1)
3.3 (0.9)

Current degree
Bachelor of Architecture
Master of Architecture
Master of Arch. (research) or PhD

2.0 (0.7)
2.0 (0.7)
2.1 (0.8)

3.3 (0.8)
3.4 (0.9)
3.2 (1.3)

3.8 (1.0)
3.8 (1.0)
3.6 (0.9)

3.9 (0.7)
3.8 (0.7)
3.8 (0.8)

3.8 (0.8)
3.8 (0.8)
3.3 (0.9)

3.5 (1.0)
3.7 (0.9)
3.4 (1.3)

Enrolment status
Domestic
International

2.0 (0.6)
2.2 (0.7)

3.4 (0.9)
3.1 (0.8)

3.9 (0.9)
3.5 (1.0)

3.9 (0.7)
3.8 (0.6)

3.9 (0.8)
3.5 (0.9)

3.7 (1.0)
3.6 (1.0)

Study loading
Full-time
Part-time

2.0 (0.7)
2.0 (0.7)

3.3 (0.8)
3.3 (0.9)

3.8 (1.0)
3.8 (1.0)

3.9 (0.7)
3.8 (0.8)

3.8 (0.8)
3.8 (0.9)

3.7 (0.9)
3.6 (1.1)

Usual living arrangements
I live with my partner/family
At home with my parents/guardians
I live in a shared living arrangement
I live alone
I live in student accommodation

1.9 (0.6)
2.0 (0.6)
2.1 (0.7)
2.1 (0.8)
2.2 (0.8)

3.3 (0.8)
3.4 (0.9)
3.3 (0.9)
3.3 (1.1)
3.2 (1.0)

3.9 (1.0)
4.0 (0.9)
3.6 (1.1)
3.6 (0.9)
3.8 (1.1)

3.9 (0.6)
3.8 (0.7)
3.8 (0.7)
3.9 (0.7)
3.9 (0.8)

4.0 (0.7)
3.8 (0.8)
3.8 (0.9)
3.7 (0.8)
3.6 (0.9)

3.6 (0.9)
3.7 (0.9)
3.6 (1.0)
3.8 (0.8)
3.7 (1.3)

State of residence
Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland
South Australia
Tasmania
Victoria
Western Australia

2.0 (0.7)
2.0 (0.7)
1.8 (0.6)
1.9 (0.7)
2.0 (0.7)
2.0 (0.3)
2.1 (0.7)
1.9 (0.6)

3.2 (0.9)
3.4 (0.9)
3.7 (0.2)
3.4 (0.9)
3.1 (0.8)
3.4 (0.7)
3.3 (0.9)
3.7 (1.0)

3.3 (0.9)
3.9 (0.9)
3.7 (2.3)
3.8 (0.8)
3.7 (1.0)
3.9 (1.2)
3.7 (1.0)
3.9 (1.0)

4.0 (0.9)
3.7 (0.8)
4.4 (0.7)
3.9 (0.6)
3.5 (0.8)
4.1 (0.6)
3.9 (0.7)
4.0 (0.6)

4.5 (0.6)
3.8 (0.8)
4.6 (0.5)
4.0 (0.9)
3.6 (1.0)
3.9 (0.7)
3.8 (0.8)
3.9 (0.8)

3.3 (1.3)
3.7 (1.1)
4.2 (0.7)
3.6 (0.8)
3.6 (1.0)
3.7 (1.0)
3.6 (0.9)
3.8 (1.0)

Group
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Table 3 compares the mean scores (standard deviations in brackets) for the multi-item measures of
study practices as discussed in part two on educational experiences and practices. We compare
subgroups of respondents in the survey on the basis of their personal and study characteristics as well
as their living arrangements.

Table 3: Comparing mean scores for measures of study practices by demographic
Perfectionism –
standards

Perfectionism –
discrepancy

Study–life balance

Gender
Male
Female
Nonbinary-transgender

4.3 (0.8)
4.5 (0.7)
4.3 (0.9)

3.5 (1.0)
3.7 (1.0)
3.2 (1.2)

2.9 (1.0)
2.9 (0.9)
3.2 (0.4)

Age
Less than 20 years
20 to 22 years
23 to 25 years
26 to 35 years
More than 35 years

4.7 (0.6)
4.4 (0.8)
4.4 (0.6)
4.3 (0.8)
4.5 (0.6)

3.6 (1.1)
3.8 (1.0)
3.5 (1.0)
3.6 (1.0)
3.6 (1.2)

3.1 (0.9)
2.9 (1.0)
2.9 (0.8)
2.8 (1.0)
3.0 (1.0)

Current degree
Bachelor of Architecture
Master of Architecture
Master of Arch. (research) or PhD

4.4 (0.8)
4.4 (0.7)
4.1 (0.8)

3.7 (1.0)
3.6 (1.0)
3.8 (1.1)

2.9 (1.0)
2.9 (0.9)
3.0 (1.3)

Enrolment status
Domestic
International

4.5 (0.7)
4.1 (0.9)

3.6 (1.0)
3.6 (1.0)

2.9 (1.0)
2.9 (1.0)

Study loading
Full-time
Part-time

4.4 (0.8)
4.5 (0.6)

3.6 (1.0)
3.6 (1.1)

2.9 (1.0)
2.9 (0.9)

Usual living arrangements
I live with my partner/family
I live at home with my parents/guardians
I live in a shared living arrangement
I live alone
I live in student accommodation

4.5 (0.6)
4.5 (0.7)
4.4 (0.7)
4.3 (0.9)
4.2 (1.1)

3.4 (1.1)
3.7 (1.0)
3.7 (1.0)
3.6 (1.1)
3.6 (1.1)

3.0 (1.0)
2.9 (1.0)
2.8 (0.9)
2.7 (0.9)
3.3 (1.1)

State of residence
Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland
South Australia
Tasmania
Victoria
Western Australia

4.8 (0.2)
4.4 (0.7)
4.6 (0.5)
4.4 (0.8)
4.5 (0.8)
4.5 (0.6)
4.4 (0.7)
4.4 (0.8)

2.4 (1.3)
3.7 (0.9)
2.8 (1.4)
3.4 (1.0)
4.1 (0.6)
3.9 (0.8)
3.6 (1.1)
3.6 (1.0)

4.0 (1.4)
2.9 (1.0)
4.4 (0.7)
3.0 (0.8)
2.7 (1.0)
2.7 (0.8)
2.8 (1.0)
2.8 (1.0)

Group
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Table 4 compares the mean scores (standard deviations in brackets) for the measures of career
attitude as discussed in part three on career intention and attitude. We compare subgroups of
respondents in the survey on the basis of their personal and study characteristics as well as their living
arrangements.

Table 4: Comparing mean scores for measures of career attitude by demographic
Career aspiration

Career optimism

Identity centrality

Gender
Male
Female
Nonbinary-transgender

3.8 (0.7)
3.8 (0.8)
3.4 (0.6)

3.8 (1.0)
3.8 (1.1)
3.0 (1.2)

3.2 (0.9)
3.1 (1.0)
2.4 (1.3)

Age
Less than 20 years
20 to 22 years
23 to 25 years
26 to 35 years
More than 35 years

4.0 (0.9)
3.9 (0.7)
3.7 (0.8)
3.7 (0.7)
3.4 (0.7)

3.8 (1.1)
3.8 (1.1)
3.7 (1.0)
3.8 (1.1)
3.7 (1.0)

2.8 (1.1)
3.3 (1.0)
3.1 (0.9)
3.2 (1.1)
3.1 (0.7)

Current degree
Bachelor of Architecture
Master of Architecture
Master of Arch. (research) or PhD

3.8 (0.7)
3.7 (0.8)
4.1 (0.8)

3.9 (1.0)
3.7 (1.1)
3.9 (1.4)

3.1 (1.0)
3.2 (1.0)
3.3 (1.5)

Enrolment status
Domestic
International

3.7 (0.7)
3.9 (0.8)

3.8 (1.0)
3.6 (1.1)

3.1 (1.0)
3.2 (1.0)

Study loading
Full-time
Part-time

3.8 (0.7)
3.5 (0.8)

3.8 (1.0)
3.5 (1.2)

3.2 (1.0)
3.0 (1.1)

Usual living arrangements
I live with my partner/family
I live at home with my parents/guardians
I live in a shared living arrangement
I live alone
I live in student accommodation

3.6 (0.6)
3.8 (0.8)
3.8 (0.8)
3.8 (0.7)
3.8 (0.9)

4.1 (0.6)
3.8 (1.1)
3.7 (1.0)
3.6 (1.2)
3.7 (1.3)

3.1 (0.6)
3.1 (1.0)
3.1 (1.1)
3.5 (1.0)
3.2 (1.2)

State of residence
Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland
South Australia
Tasmania
Victoria
Western Australia

3.3 (0.4)
3.7 (0.8)
3.9 (0.3)
3.6 (0.8)
3.9 (0.6)
3.4 (0.9)
3.9 (0.7)
3.8 (0.7)

4.3 (0.5)
3.7 (1.1)
4.8 (0.4)
3.9 (1.1)
3.8 (1.0)
3.2 (1.3)
3.8 (1.0)
3.9 (1.0)

2.8 (0.7)
3.1 (1.0)
3.4 (0.5)
3.3 (1.0)
3.1 (1.1)
2.7 (0.6)
3.1 (1.0)
3.3 (0.9)

Group
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Table 5 compares the mean scores (standard deviations in brackets) for the Personal Wellbeing Index
as discussed in part four on personal wellbeing along with the measures of psychological distress,
anxiety and depression as discussed in part five on psychological distress and burnout. We compare
subgroups of respondents in the survey on the basis of their personal and study characteristics as well
as their living arrangements.

Table 5: Comparing mean scores for measures of wellbeing and distress by demographic
Personal
Wellbeing
Index

Psychological
distress

Anxiety

Depression

Gender
Male
Female
Nonbinary-transgender

59.4 (20.1)
59.0 (21.1)
58.0 (22.3)

5.4 (3.3)
6.2 (3.4)
4.4 (3.6)

2.9 (2.0)
3.6 (1.9)
2.1 (2.0)

2.5 (1.8)
2.7 (1.9)
2.3 (2.0)

Age
Less than 20 years
20 to 22 years
23 to 25 years
26 to 35 years
More than 35 years

62.4 (19.0)
60.6 (21.1)
59.3 (18.9)
55.9 (22.3)
56.9 (23.6)

6.4 (3.4)
5.7 (3.6)
6.1 (3.1)
6.2 (3.3)
5.0 (3.2)

3.4 (1.9)
3.1 (2.1)
3.5 (1.9)
3.5 (2.0)
3.0 (1.9)

3.0 (1.7)
2.6 (2.0)
2.6 (1.7)
2.7 (1.9)
2.0 (1.8)

Current degree
Bachelor of Architecture
Master of Architecture
Master of Architecture (research) or PhD

58.3 (20.9)
59.2 (20.2)
61.0 (27.9)

6.0 (3.5)
6.0 (3.3)
5.5 (4.0)

3.3 (2.0)
3.3 (1.9)
3.2 (2.4)

2.7 (1.9)
2.6 (1.8)
2.4 (2.2)

Enrolment status
Domestic
International

61.2 (20.1)
49.4 (21.7)

5.8 (3.4)
6.2 (3.5)

3.3 (2.0)
3.2 (2.0)

2.5 (1.9)
2.9 (1.8)

Study loading
Full-time
Part-time

58.2 (20.8)
62.6 (20.1)

6.0 (3.5)
5.8 (3.3)

3.3 (2.0)
3.3 (2.0)

2.7 (1.9)
2.5 (1.8)

Usual living arrangements
I live with my partner/family
I live at home with my parents/guardians
I live in a shared living arrangement
I live alone
I live in student accommodation

62.2 (22.3)
60.2 (20.2)
56.3 (21.0)
60.8 (20.4)
60.3 (25.6)

4.5 (3.0)
6.1 (3.4)
6.1 (3.4)
6.1 (3.4)
5.3 (4.2)

2.8 (1.9)
3.3 (2.0)
3.5 (2.0)
3.4 (2.2)
2.5 (2.0)

1.7 (1.6)
2.8 (1.8)
2.6 (1.9)
2.7 (1.8)
2.7 (2.5)

State of residence
Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland
South Australia
Tasmania
Victoria
Western Australia

74.1 (15.8)
62.2 (21.7)
60.7 (52.6)
60.0 (20.5)
55.8 (22.0)
55.1 (20.1)
59.6 (20.5)
54.9 (15.7)

3.8 (2.2)
5.4 (3.5)
4.7 (5.7)
5.9 (3.0)
6.4 (3.3)
6.1 (3.3)
6.0 (3.4)
6.8 (3.5)

2.3 (1.9)
2.9 (2.0)
2.7 (3.1)
3.3 (1.7)
3.4 (1.6)
3.2 (1.7)
3.4 (2.0)
4.2 (2.2)

1.5 (1.0)
2.5 (1.9)
2.0 (2.6)
2.6 (1.9)
3.1 (2.0)
2.9 (2.2)
2.6 (1.8)
2.7 (1.9)

Group
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Table 6 compares the mean scores (standard deviations in brackets) for the three burnout subscales as
discussed in part five on psychological distress and burnout. We compare subgroups of respondents in
the survey on the basis of their personal and study characteristics as well as their living arrangements.

Table 6: Comparing mean scores for measures of burnout by demographic
Group

Cynicism

Exhaustion

Inefficacy

Gender
Male
Female
Nonbinary-transgender

3.0 (1.2)
3.1 (1.1)
2.3 (1.2)

3.8 (0.9)
4.0 (0.9)
3.5 (1.2)

2.1 (0.7)
2.2 (0.6)
2.1 (0.7)

Age
Less than 20 years
20 to 22 years
23 to 25 years
26 to 35 years
More than 35 years

3.1 (1.0)
3.0 (1.1)
3.2 (1.2)
3.0 (1.2)
2.8 (1.0)

4.2 (0.7)
3.9 (1.0)
3.9 (0.9)
3.9 (1.0)
3.5 (0.8)

2.3 (0.8)
2.2 (0.6)
2.1 (0.6)
2.1 (0.6)
1.9 (0.5)

Current degree
Bachelor of Architecture
Master of Architecture
Master of Architecture (research) or PhD

3.0 (1.2)
3.1 (1.1)
3.5 (0.9)

3.9 (0.9)
3.9 (0.9)
3.9 (1.0)

2.2 (0.6)
2.1 (0.6)
2.3 (0.7)

Enrolment status
Domestic
International

3.0 (1.1)
3.0 (1.1)

3.9 (0.9)
3.7 (1.0)

2.1 (0.6)
2.4 (0.6)

Study loading
Full-time
Part-time

3.1 (1.2)
3.0 (1.1)

3.8 (1.0)
3.9 (0.9)

2.2 (0.6)
2.1 (0.6)

Usual living arrangements
I live with my partner/family
I live at home with my parents/guardians
I live in a shared living arrangement
I live alone
I live in student accommodation

2.4 (1.0)
3.2 (1.1)
3.2 (1.2)
2.7 (1.2)
2.8 (1.2)

3.4 (1.0)
4.0 (0.9)
4.0 (0.9)
3.8 (1.0)
3.8 (1.3)

1.9 (0.5)
2.2 (0.6)
2.2 (0.6)
2.2 (0.6)
2.3 (0.7)

State of residence
Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland
South Australia
Tasmania
Victoria
Western Australia

1.9 (1.0)
3.1 (1.1)
1.8 (1.0)
2.9 (1.2)
3.0 (1.2)
2.8 (1.4)
3.1 (1.1)
2.8 (1.2)

3.0 (0.7)
3.7 (1.1)
2.9 (0.8)
3.9 (0.7)
4.1 (0.7)
3.7 (0.8)
4.0 (0.9)
3.7 (1.2)

1.8 (0.5)
2.2 (0.6)
1.6 (0.7)
2.2 (0.6)
2.4 (0.8)
2.1 (0.6)
2.2 (0.6)
2.0 (0.6)
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Appendix 4

Impact of architectural study contexts on wellbeing and burnout

The tables below display the correlations between the scores on measures for a supportive study
environment, satisfaction of basic psychological needs, study practices and career attitude and the
scores for the Personal Wellbeing Index, anxiety and depression (Table 7); and the three burnout
subscales (Table 8) as discussed in part six on the impact of architectural education on wellbeing.

Table 7: Relationships between experiences of study and measures of wellbeing and distress
Personal Wellbeing
Index

Anxiety

Depression

Supportive study environment
Campus climate
Institutional support
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Support

0.46**
0.28**
0.28**
0.40**
0.35**
0.41**

-0.27**
-0.13*
-0.06
-0.11*
-0.14**
-0.10*

-0.30**
-0.16**
-0.22**
-0.21**
-0.12*
-0.16**

Study practices
Perfectionism (standards)
Perfectionism (discrepancy)
Balance

0.10*
-0.39**
0.47**

0.12*
0.28**
-0.31**

-0.03
0.31**
-0.25**

0.10*
0.32**
0.09

0.08
-0.11*
-0.03

0.03
-0.28**
-0.07

Career attitude
Career aspirations
Career optimism
Identity
*p<.01, **p<.001

Table 8: Relationships between experiences of study and measures of burnout
Cynicism

Exhaustion

Inefficacy

Supportive study environment
Campus climate
Institutional support
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Support

-0.43**
-0.39**
-0.42**
-0.38**
-0.25**
-0.22**

-0.31**
-0.22**
-0.27**
-0.21**
-0.19**
-0.11*

0.40**
0.34**
0.55**
0.67**
0.31**
0.26**

Study practices
Perfectionism (standards)
Perfectionism (discrepancy)
Balance

-0.18**
0.24**
-0.24**

0.01
0.20**
-0.26**

0.37**
-0.32**
0.29**

-0.21**
-0.45**
-0.32**

-0.04
-0.27**
-0.22**

0.32**
0.41**
0.22**

Career attitude
Career aspirations
Career optimism
Identity
*p<.01, **p<.001
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The tables below display the correlations between the scores on the individual study practices items
and the scores for the Personal Wellbeing Index, anxiety and depression (Table 9); and the three
burnout subscales (Table 10) as discussed in part six on the impact of architectural education on
wellbeing.

Table 9: Relationships between study practices and measures of wellbeing and distress

Study practices
I plan my workload and stick to my plan
I often procrastinate
I am often in a panic at the last minute
I set a limit on the time to spend on a task and stop …
I feel like I manage my time well
I feel I have control of my time
Other circumstances
Hours of study per week
Frequency of significant reduction in sleep to study
Hours of paid employment each week
*p<.01, **p<.001

Personal
Wellbeing Index

Anxiety

Depression

-0.21**
0.06
0.21**
0.00
-0.25**
-0.35**

0.02
-0.04
-0.22**
0.06
0.10*
0.21**

0.12*
-0.07
-0.22**
0.02
0.16**
0.21**

-0.07
0.27**
0.07

0.11*
-0.24**
0.03

0.09
-0.21**
-0.04

Table 10: Relationships between study practices and measures of burnout
Cynicism
Study practices
I plan my workload and stick to my plan
I often procrastinate
I am often in a panic at the last minute
I set a limit on the time to spend on a task and stop …
I feel like I manage my time well
I feel I have control of my time
Other circumstances
Hours of study per week
Frequency of significant reduction in sleep to study
Hours of paid employment each week
*p<.01, **p<.001

Exhaustion

Inefficacy

0.15**
-0.12*
-0.17**
-0.06
0.20**
0.24**

0.08
-0.04
-0.15**
0.01
0.10*
0.23**

-0.27**
0.22**
0.15**
-0.06
-0.33**
-0.30**

-0.06
-0.16**
0.05

0.14**
-0.27**
-0.02

0.11*
0.15**
-0.02
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