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1. BASELINE REPORT ON STUDENTS’ WELL-BEING AND IN-

CLUSION  

This report const itutes project partner CaBE’s ( at Aalborg University) del ivery on 

Intellectual Output 3 (IO3)  in the Erasmus+ project “Solut ion by Inclusion:  Devel-

opment of Digital,  Innovat ive, Prevent ion & Intervent ion Solut ions to Strengthen 

Social Inclusion, Well-Being, and Combat Early School Leaving  in Vocational and 

Educational Training (VET) and Second Chance Learning (SCL) Schools ”.  

 

This report constitutes the third work package (W.P.3.7) of IO3 ,  which contains the 

basel ine results on students’ mental well-being and social inclusion at al l partnering 

VET and SCL schools, specif ically  GEM16+, Tradium, and IAL FVG localised in 

Malta, Denmark, and Italy, respect ively.  

 

As previously described in IO3 (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021a), the Solut ion by Inclusion 

project aims to reduce dropout  rates (by 20%) among students at the upper sec-

ondary level in VET/SCL schools by enhancing social inclusion and mental wel l -

being among students. This report contr ibutes to this overal l aim by present ing and 

analysing key patterns in relat ion to four dimensions of mental wel l-being and two 

dimensions of social inclusion taking several  background variables into account.  

Thus, a main purpose of this report is to discover dif ferences/similar it ies between 

the partner ing VET/SCL schools and  assess the generalisabil i ty of  the results.  

 

The four dimensions of mental wel l-being and two dimensions of  inclusion, which 

represent the core outcomes of the stat ist ical analys is in this report ,  are: 

 

1. Emotional Well -Being 

2. Management of Everyday Life  

3. Social Life  

4. School Burnout  

5. Social Inclusion into the Learning Community  

6. Social Inclusion into the Social Community  

 

The data for this basel ine report were gathered using the Final ized quest ionnaire  

(CaBE, 2021), which was developed by CaBE based on a systematic l i terature re-

view and a co-creation process involv ing students from peer advisory boards at the 

three partnering schools  (Krogstrup et al . ,  2021a). The overal l  purpose of the l iter-

ature review and the conducted interviews was to identify key dimensions of mental 

well-being and inclusion based on a combination of theory and students’  expert ise 

in their own l ives (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021a, Krogstrup et al. ,  2021b).  

 

The data were gathered at the three partnering schools  with the f inal quest ionnaire .  

Here, the students answered quest ions on six (exper ienced) dimensions of  mental  
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well-being and social inclusion measured with several questions each, which is 

ideal for complex and mult ifaceted constructs (de Vaus, 2014).  

 

In this report,  the basel ine results are analysed descript ive ly and inferent ial ly. Sev-

eral background var iables are considered to ensure that the identif ied patterns are 

not biased by any confounding var iables.  Thus, the purpose of  this basel ine report 

is to analyse the basel ine results from each partner ing school and compare the m 

to each other to reveal key patterns.  This is important to improve each school’s  

knowledge and evaluation capacity in relat ion to the students’ subject ive mental 

well-being and sense of  social inclusion.  

 

By providing knowledge into general patterns of inclusion and well -being across the 

three partner ing schools , this report also points to possible under lying var iables or 

mechanisms that may increase well -being and inclusion in VET/SCL schools  in gen-

eral.  The f indings are put into perspective by comparing them with highl ighted main 

results from the systematic l i terature  review (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021b).  

 

1.1. READING GUIDE 

This report is structured as fol lowing:  

 

First ,  the method is explained where the data are clar if ied in terms of response 

rate, missing values, and characterist ics of  the study’s core variables.  Since this  

report concerns complex socio-psychological constructs of  mental wel l-being and 

social inclusion, which have been described and def ined in the systematic l i terature 

review (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021b), it  is also explained how val idity and rel iabi l i ty  (both 

conceptual and stat ist ical) have been ensured dur ing the research process.   

 

Second, the stat ist ical results are presented and br ief ly discussed in an analys is  

div ided into three main sect ions where the f irst presents radar charts on the six 

dimensions of  mental wel l-being and social inclusion, whereas the second part con-

cerns possible confounders, specif ical ly the fol lowing background variables: gen-

der, age, physical study environment, and the students’ family situation/constella-

t ion. In the third main section, school -specif ic variables are analysed using radar 

charts to depict grouped patterns of dif ferent student categor ies.  

 

Final ly, the results are summarised in the conclusion , where basic suggest ions and 

pract ical implicat ions are highl ighted. The reader may skip direct ly to the main parts 

of the analysis or  direct ly to the conclusion to attain an overview of the main f ind-

ings. For further understanding of the research process and methodological ap-

proach (e.g. var iable coding), the reader may consult  the method section ( incl.  Ap-

pendix A about val idi ty/reliabil i ty of the factors/ indices).   
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During the analysis, the results are discussed and ref lected upon ( incl.  encountered 

l imitat ions and interpretat ional complexit ies/uncertaint ies). Both theory and previ-

ous research are introduced ad hoc during the analysis and discussion,  but th is 

report primar ily focuses on the empir ical results and interpretat ions thereof.  

 

This report aims at a high level of transparency to al low for comparisons with other 

studies ( incl.  the 2. round of survey data from the Solut ion by Inclusion project due 

to arr ive in ear ly January 2023). Thus, al l essent ial stat ist ical measures are re-

ported either in the text,  in notes of f igures and tables, or in footnotes.  

  

2. METHOD  

In the fol lowing, the dataset is descr ibed, and the methodological approach is ex-

plained. Init ial ly, the data were prepared with the online tool SurveyXact and later 

managed in the program SPSS v. 28, which was used to complete the stat ist ical 

analys is. All data visual isat ions were conducted in Excel/Word.  

 

2.1. DATA 

The survey data were col lected at random from the three partnering schools  to 

ensure a representat ive sample. Below, some core informat ion is  presented regard-

ing responses and missing cases  to assess the qual ity of the col lected data.   

 

Table 1. Survey responses (complete, part ial,  and missing  data)  

 GEM16+ Tradium IAL FVG 

Complete cases  a   55 (86%)  546 (90%)  103 (91%)  

Part ia l  cases b  4 (6%)  43 (7%)  4 (4%)  

Complete ly  miss ing  c  5 (8%)  16 (3%)  6 (5%)  

Total  responses (n )  59 (92%)  589 (97%)  107 (95%)  

Ratio sample/school  59/138 = 0.43  589/845 = 0.70  107/1631 = 0.07  

Note.  a  The percentage  of  responses where a l l  quest ions were answered.  b  The percentage  of  

responses where s tudents  on ly  par t ia l ly  answered the quest ionnai re.  c  the percentage of  cases  

where s tudents  handed in  an ent i re ly  b lank quest ionnai re.  

N = 755 (n  for  each school  combined).    

 

As Table 1 shows, the number of complete cases was sat isfactory on al l partnering 

schools (86–91%), which increased the abi l i ty to general ise from the data as con-

struct- level missingness was no concern (each construct comprised several ques-

t ions, which is why missing data across entire constructs  could potential ly damage 

the study’s val idity).  The percentage of total cases (complete plus part ial) was very 
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good or even excel lent (92–97%) as completely missing cases below 5–10 percent 

are general ly considered less problematic (Hair et al. ,  2019).  

 

However, the rat io sample/school (the sample size compared to the school s ize) 

varied greatly  across the three schools (7–70%), which is why Tradium’s sample is 

considered the most representat ive. The small samples from IAL FVG and GEM16+ 

limited the stat ist ical options and interpretat ions. Sti l l ,  assuming the data were col-

lected at random (not by convenience), even a small sample can provide val id es-

t imates of populat ion parameters (Agresti et al. ,  2018), which is why this report 

contains both descr ipt ive and inferential elements in the analysis.  

 

2.2. BACKGROUND VARIABLES  

Information was collected on var ious background var iables  connected to (1)  indi-

vidual factors, (2) sociodemographic factors , (3) school-related factors, and (4) 

family factors. The specif ic var iables contained in these four categor ies are brief ly 

descr ibed below, including how they were applied in the quantitat ive analysis. 

 

Previous studies have found that socio-demographic factors affect the associat ion 

between mental i l l -being, social inclusion,  and school dropout . Moreover, school-

related factors, and family factors  are typical ly considered very inf luential variables  

in exist ing research on wel l-being and school dropout  (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021b)  

 

Individual factors were added since research has suggested that mental wel l -being 

and dropout r isk var ies by gender  (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021b).  

 

Figure 1.  Categor isat ion of background variables  

 
Source:  Krogstrup e t  a l .  (2021b).   

 

Individual factors:  Data were gathered on students’ gender, age, and ethnicity .  
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In relat ion to gender, the category ‘other’ was omit ted because only seven students 

identif ied with being non-binary. Two cases were omitted from the age var iable  to 

reduce the impact of  highly inf luential cases that  could produce bias.1 The var iable 

ethnicity was excluded from the analysis because most students reported being 

native born while a few reported being foreign born ( inside or outside of EU). 2 Thus, 

insuff ic ient  information was gathered on ethnicity to  val idly apply this var iable to 

test for possible confounders since the samples were too small (see Table 1).     

 

Sociodemographic factors:  A relat ively large number of missing values o n par-

ents’ level of education ’ was registered because many students had answered ‘I  

don’t  know’.3 Hence, that specif ic category was omitted  from this variable. The large 

number of missing values diminished the variable ’s val idity. However, it  was in-

cluded as a control to explore possible ef fects of the parents’  educat ional level.   

 

School-related factors:  Apprent iceship agreements var ied across the three 

schools, which is why this variable was unfeasible to employ in a comparative anal-

ysis. The var iable on the physical study environment  (e.g.,  indoor cl imate, noise, 

comfortable furniture in the classroom and other learning environments , etc.)  was 

employed in relat ion to the six dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion.  

  

Family factors: Data were gathered on family constel lat ions  where students had 

the option to select who they current ly l ive with or have l ived with most of their 

l ives. Here, the students could select one or more of the following opt ions: mother, 

father, parents, spouses/partners, others (e.g. grandparents or relat ives), and chi l-

dren’s home or foster home.  However, due to low response rates on most  

categor ies, four main groups were included in the analysis  for  al l schools combined 

to determine whether family constellat ion had any signif icant impact on inclusion 

and mental wel l-being of students overal l  and/or in relat ion to spe cif ic dimensions.  

 

2.3. SCHOOL-SPECIFIC VARIABLES  

In the fol lowing, the school -specif ic variables are descr ibed , which are analysed in 

relat ion to the six dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion in Section 3.3.   

 

 

 
1 Two s tudents reported they were aged 47 and  52, and f ive  students repor ted an age in 

the interval  2–12.  These observat ions were not  cons idered representat ive,  which is  why 

they were omitted  f rom speci f ic  analyses that  inc luded the age var iable.    
2 Percentage of nat ive-born students : Tradium = 97%; GEM16+ 70%; IAL FVG; 93%.     
3 Spec if ic  percentages :  Tradium = 24%; GEM16+ = 37%; IAL FVG = 8%.   
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Table 2. School-specif ic variables/quest ions in the questionnaire  

Variable/quest ion  GEM16+ 
Tra-
dium 

IAL 
FVG 

s_6a: Which year  are you at tending? (1 s t  to  3 r d  year)    ✓    

s_6b: Which overal l  f ie ld of s tudy are you submit ted to?    ✓    

s_6c: How many subjects are you current ly  enrol led to?  ✓      

s_6d: Which subject  are you current ly enrol led to? a   ✓      

s_6e: Which year  are you at tending? (1 s t  to  4 t h  year)      ✓  

s_6f:  Which overal l  f ie ld of  study are you submitted to? 
(e.g.  receptionist ,  hairdresser , e lec tr ic ian  …)  b  

    ✓  

s_7: Do you have an apprent iceship agreement?  ✓    ✓  

s_22: Which opt ions are you enrol led to? c  ✓  ✓    

Note.  A cross means that  the spec i f ic  quest ion was not  a  par t  o f  the school ’s  survey,  whereas a 

t ick  means that  the spec i f ic  quest ion was par t  o f  the school ’s  survey.   

a  Mult ip le -choice i tem wi th  f ive opt ions :  none,  ECDL, phys ics ,  b io logy,  o ther / type.  b  Respondents  

at  IAL FVG could type the opt ion manual ly .  c  Al l  respondents  could  type the opt ion manual ly .  

 

Table 2 displays the school-specif ic variables of the questionnaire, which was ad-

ministered at the three VET/SCL schools. Al l above variables are analysed descr ip-

t ively in relat ion to well -being and inclusion in this report.  However, some catego-

ries were excluded from the analysis due to a low number of responses.  

 

2.4. RESCALING AND REVERSING ITEMS  

Before developing the radar charts, al l  i tems measured on three or four categor ies 

were rescaled to f it  a 5-point scale. The items were rescaled to ensure that al l i tems 

carr ied equal weight ing and importance on each measured construct .   

 

To rescale the items the fol lowing formula was used: 4  

 

𝑦 = (𝐵 − 𝐴) × (𝑥 − 𝑎)/(𝑏 − 𝑎) + 𝐴 

 

A benef it  of rescal ing the items was that it  enabled the opportunity to make cross-

comparisons among the six dimensions of well -being and inclusion (dimensions that  

are conceptual ly related according to the conducted systematic review; Krogstrup 

et al. ,  2021b). Moreover, this made it  easier to interpret the absolute values of wel l-

being and inclusion since an average score above 3 on each dimension could be 

considered posit ive (see Figure 3; scores exceeding the fourth hexagon). A score 

 

 
4 A and B represent the new scale ’s bottom and top point whi le a and b represent the o ld 

scale ’s  bot tom and top point.   
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of 3 represents the midpoint of each dimension  whi le a score above 3 for a specif ic 

group indicates that respondents, on average,  have answered the construct ’s ques-

t ions posit ively/above neutral .5  

 

However, the caveat of this method was that the dispersion around the mean in-

creased on the rescaled var iables, which resulted in less stat ist ical power to detect 

signif icant dif ferences in inferent ial  analyses (cf.  Field, 2018).  Sti l l ,  i t  was possible 

to est imate levels of  stat ist ical s ignif icance in the comparat ive analysis by using 

bias-corrected mult iple comparisons (see Appendix B for s ignif icance levels ).  

 

Besides rescaling into 5-point scales, items and factors were reversed, if  needed, 

to ensure that all dimensions were measured unidirect ional ly  (from low to high). 

Thus, high values on each dimension on the radar charts signify posit ive wel l-being 

or social inclusion, whereas low values signify the opposite.  

 

2.5. INCREASING VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY 

Before init iat ing the analysis, all  ref lect ive factors or indices were careful ly exam-

ined with factor analysis (FA) and rel iabi l i ty analysis  (see Appendix A for infor-

mation on essential val idity and rel iabi l i ty stat ist ics) .6 

 

Although the items and measures for each dimension were derived from previous 

empir ical studies and theoretical ly co-evaluated/val idated in cooperation with stu-

dents, it  was necessary to stat ist ical ly  validate each dimension separately (Hair et  

al. ,  2019). For this reason, all constructs of wel l -being and inclusion were assessed 

using Cronbach’s alpha (α) and FA (spec. principal axis factoring; PAF) to deter-

mine if  any amendments were required before proceeding. 7  

  

 

 
5 For  ins tance,  i f  the or iginal i tem were measured as  [1 =  low;  2 = neutra l ;  3 =  h igh ]  then 

a rescaled vers ion of  th is i tem would be [1 =  low; 3 =  neutra l;  5 =  h igh],  which  p laces 3 in  

the middle of th is  new 5-point  scale as the neutral  score.   
6 A ref lect ive factors  ref lects  an under ly ing phenomenon that  is  of ten fu l ly  or part ly  psy-

chological,  whereas a format ive factor  ( i .e .  an index)  is  a theoret ica l construct cons is t ing 

of  non-ref lect ive i tems that are not  assumed to be corre lated  (Hair  et  a l . ,  2019) .  
7 PAF was appl ied as th is is  general ly cons idered the opt imal  approach for  ref lect ive fac-

tors , which are often mental /psychological  of  nature (F ie ld,  2018) .  
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Figure 2.  Conceptual model of the six dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion  

  

 
Source:  Krogstrup e t  a l . ,  2021a.   

 

 

During this process,  some core characterist ics  of the data were identif ied. These 

are explained for each dimension in the fol lowing  subsect ions: 

 

Emotional Well-Being :  By conduct ing FA a highly val id and re liable (almost per-

fect) unidimensional factor was revealed in the data. This factor was originally 

measured on a 5-point scale, which is why no adaptions were required.  

 

Management of Everyday Life: Using FA, this factor was considered acceptable 

in terms of rel iabi l i ty . The FA revealed two under ly ing and strongly correlated sub-

dimensions; the f irst concerning the abi l i ty to focus , concentrate, and manage re-

sponsibi l i t ies of dai ly l i fe, whereas the other concerned the abi l i ty to adapt to un-

expected situat ions and quickly f ind solut ions. Thus, this factor was considered 

ref lect ive but mult id imensional as it  contained two subdimensions  –  which could be 

cal led (1) Self  Discipline and Mental Focus, and (2) Problem Solut ion Ski l ls.  Thus, 

students scoring high on this factor could be regarded as s ki l led in these areas.  

 

Social Life :  The FA revealed two separate but weakly correlated subdimensions. 

The reliabil i ty was acceptable in terms of Cronbach’s alpha. I t  could have been 

improved by separating the factor into two subdimensions: The f irst subdimension 

concerned empathy and the desire to volunteer and help others, whereas the sec-

ond subdimension concerned the abi l i ty to talk with family members. Although a 
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separat ion of these dimensions was considered to increase rel iabi l i ty ,  separating 

them would have resulted in a less valid factor compris ing only two items, which is 

often considered insuff icient to measure complex constructs (Hair et al. ,  2019).   

 

Furthermore,  the FA suggested that Social Life should be interpreted as an index  

rather than a ref lect ive factor. In this manner, it  measures the students’ social l i fe  

in points based on external condit ions, and it  should thus not  be assumed to ref lect 

an underly ing (mental/psychological)  dimension of  wel l-being .8 

 

School  Burnout :  FA was conducted on al l var iables for this factor, and a single, 

unidimensional structure was uncovered , which pointed to the existence of a ref lec-

t ive factor. However,  one item regarding the students’ assessment of their educa-

t ional and/or occupational future loaded in the reverse direct ion, which entirely in-

val idated the construct. 9 Apparent ly, many students found it  too dif f icult  to answer 

this hypothet ical question about their future. Hence, this item was removed, which 

improved the factor ’s internal rel iabi l i ty and consistency  (see Appendix A).  

 

Social Inclusion into the Learning Community :  FA was conducted, but init ia l ly 

val idity and rel iabi l i ty  was below average. Cronbach’s alpha was below the standard 

threshold of 0.7 (Field, 2018) , and the factor loading for item 18 on school l ik ing 

was weak (λ = 0.48; Hair et al. ,  2019).  

 

I t  is debatable whether items 19a–19c (see CaBE, 2021) concern inclusion into the 

learning community or, more specif ically, teacher support.  For this reason,  item 18 

was removed, which resulted in a much-improved measure with an acceptable 

Cronbach’s alpha value and a unidimensional structure in the FA with acceptable 

or strong factor loadings above 0.6 or c lose to 0.7 (see Appendix A).  

 

Social Inclusion into the Social Community :  The FA resulted in below average 

measures for val idity and rel iabi l i ty. Specif ically, var iable 21 had a very weak factor 

loading (λ = 0.38), indicat ing a low correlat ion with the construct ’s other items. 10 

This impl ies that if  a student spends t ime with other students during recess/break,  

it  does not  (causal ly)  guarantee experienced  inclusion. This makes theoret ical 

sense since researchers dist inguish between psychological inclusion and act ive 

part ic ipation as two dist inct dimensions of inclusion (Qvortrup & Qvortrup, 2018). 

 

 
8 For  ins tance,  s tudents who do not  have a mother ,  fa ther ,  or  s ib l ings  wi l l  natura l ly  score 

lower on this  construct ,  which is  why i t  should be considered an index .  In th is manner,  th is  

index prov ides a basic  gauge of  the s tudents ’ soc ia l capi tal  rather than their  wel l -being as 

a psychological  or  mental  construct .   
9 I tem 17:  ” I  feel that  my educat ional  and/or  occupational  future looks br ight . ”  
10 I tem 21:  ”How of ten do you hang out with other  students dur ing recess/break?”  (See the 

f inal ised quest ionnaire ; CaBE, 2021).    
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Hence, variable 21 was removed. Subsequently,  item 18 on ‘school l ik ing ’ was 

added to this construct instead, whic h increased Cronbach’s alpha from 0.65 to 0.7,  

reaching the standard threshold of 0.7 (de Vaus, 2014; Field, 2018).  

 

I t  can be argued theoretical ly that school l iking is connected to inclusion into the 

social community as it  involves a social outcome rather than an academic. For in-

stance, school l iking is also part the factor Social Well-Being in the Danish Student 

Well-Being Questionnaire (DSWQ), which concerns the students’ sense of belong-

ingness in the school community, their sense of safety and security, and their sub-

ject ive exper ience of  discr imination and bul ly ing behaviour (MCE, 2 021).   

 

I t  is also common to dist inguish between social and academic dimensions/aspects 

of inclusion in education research (Messiou,  2012; Qvortrup & Qvortrup, 2018), 

which is another reason the item on school l ik ing was transferred to this dimension 

instead as this was considered more in al ignment with general theory on inclusion.  
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3. ANALYSIS  

The stat ist ical analysis is divided into three main sections:  

 

In Sect ion 3.1.,  the six dimensions of well -being and inclusion are examined using 

a radar chart  in a comparative analysis . Moreover, i t  is examined whether observed 

dif ferences are stat ist ically signif icant and thus general isable. In the accompanying 

subsect ion,  the standardised effects are assessed using the stat ist ician Jacob Co-

hen’s well-known measure: Cohen’s d  (Cohen, 1988).  The purpose of this subsec-

t ion is to provide object ive  (commonly agreed upon) measures of the observed dif -

ferences so that these are not interpreted based on subject ive criter ia.   

 

In Sect ion 3.2.,  the background factors are examined ( incl.  gender, age, the physi-

cal study environment , and family constel lat ions) in relat ion to the six dimensions 

of well-being and inclusion to determine whether these have any signif icant inf lu-

ence on the core outcomes of the analysis  and thus possibly on dropout.  

 

In Section 3.3.,  school-specif ic var iat ions of wel l -being and inclusion are examined 

in greater detai l  using radar char ts (div ided into several subgroups).   

 

3.1. SIX DIMENSIONS OF WELL-BEING AND INCLUSION 

In this main section,  the six dimensions of wel l -being and inclus ion are examined 

by ut i l ising a radar chart to depict dif ferent yet conceptually related dimensions.  

 

The six dimensions of well -being and inclusion were ident if ied in a systemat ic re-

view. These include four dimensions of mental wel l -being: (1) Emotional Well -Be-

ing, (2) Management of Everyday Life, (3)  Social Life, and (4) School Burnout;  plus, 

two dimensions of inclusion: (5) Social inclusion into the Social Community, and (6) 

Social Inclusion into the Learning Community (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021b).  

 

Besides being val idated as part of previous  empir ical research (e.g. Management 

of Everyday Life was derived from the  well-known and widely val idated Strength 

and Diff icult ies Questionnaire; SDQ; see Krogstrup et al.  2021b), al l s ix dimensions 

were assessed by involving students in a creative co-creation process with the aim 

of highl ight ing questions of special importance to the student s before the f inal ques-

t ionnaire was administered in the schools  (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021a).  
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Figure 3.  Radar chart on six dimensions of wel l-being and inclusion  

 

Note.  The larger  the area the radar  char t  covers ,  the more pos i t ive the resul t .  The factor  School  

Burnout  has been reversed so that  a  h igh score i s  pos i t ive ,  ind icat ing a low degree o f  burnou t .   

 

Figure 3 shows the mean score (M) on six dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion  

on scales (1–5) for each of the partnering schools . I t  is important to note that a 

mean score above 3 is mathematically posit ive in absolute terms, which should be 

kept in mind when interpret ing these “raw” ( i.e. unstandardised) results (see Sec-

t ion 2.4.).  Thus, if  one school scores lower than another it  is not necessar i ly nega-

t ive as this also depends on the absolute scores.  

 

On Emotional Well-Being, Tradium (M = 4.17) had the highest score while GEM16+ 

(M = 3.75) and IAL FVG (M = 3.33) had lower scores. Thus, al l  schools had posit ive 

scores in absolute terms, which suggests that the students, in general,  experience 

a posit ive degree of happiness, l i fe sat isfact ion, and meaning in l i fe regarding i ts 

sense of direct ion. Moreover,  the students are mostly happy with var ious as-

pects/parts of their personal ity and feel confident in thinking and expressing per-

sonal ideas and opinions. However, fewer students responded posit ively  in relat ion 

to this construct  at GEM16+ and IAL FVG compared to Tradium, which implies that 

more could be done to improve their  emotional wel l -being. All  comparisons were 

stat ist ically signif icant, suggesting that the sampled school dif ferences  actual ly re-

f lect populat ion dif ferences with a high degree of certainty  (see Appendix B).  
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In relat ion to Management of Everyday Life, the scores were quite similar. Tradium 

(M = 3.56) had the highest score, whereas IAL FVG (M = 3.33) scored second high-

est whi le GEM16+ (M = 3.16) scored lowest, barely reaching a score above 3.  This 

indicates that most students have an average abil i ty to manage responsibi l i t ies of 

everyday l ife,  focus/concentrate (on tasks), f inish their work and be attent ive,  and 

keep a good balance between schoolwork and spare t ime. Although the observed 

school dif ferences were quite small,  they were stat ist ical ly s ignif icant , except be-

tween IAL FVG and GEM16+ (p > 0.05). This impl ies that students at Tradium are 

better at handl ing everyday l ife compared to students at GEM16+ and IAL FVG.  

 

Regarding Social Life, a similar pattern emerged. Tradium (M = 3.86) had the high-

est score,  whereas GEM16+ (M = 3.68) and IAL FVG (M = 3.29) scored lower. Again, 

al l scores were posit ive (above the scale’s mathemat ical midpoint = 3), which im-

pl ies that most students exper ience a posit ive social l i fe in which they are compas-

sionate and empathetic  (report that  they care about others’ feel ings and that they 

often volunteer to help others: e.g. parents, fr iends, chi ldren, and teachers), f ind it  

easy to talk to close fr iends about things that bothers them, and f ind it  easy to talk 

to family and relat ives (e.g. their mother, father, sibl ings, or other family members). 

Nonetheless, there is apparent ly room for improvement when comparing the 

schools, part icular ly at IAL FVG, although their absolute score was st i l l  posit ive.  

 

On Social Life, al l di f ferences between GEM16+ and Tradium as wel l as between 

Tradium and IAL FVG were stat ist ically s ignif icant , indicat ing that students at Tra-

dium rate their social l i fe higher compared to  students at the other schools . Why 

this discrepancy occurs is not evident from the data, but the possible causes for 

these patterns could be explored further (e.g. with qual itat ive method s, which can 

be ut i l ised to attain a deeper understanding of social processes; Bryman, 2021).  

 

The factor School Burnout revealed an unexpected result  by contrast ing the con-

sistent pattern of the previous factors. Tradium scored lowest (M = 3.09), whereas 

IAL FVG (M = 3.39) and GEM16+ (M = 3.49) scored highest . This suggests that 

students at Tradium exper ience greater levels of burnout compared to students at 

GEM16+ and IAL FVG, which implies that they more often feel overwhelmed by 

schoolwork, lack motivat ion, think about giv ing up, f ind their schoolwork uninterest-

ing, and more often have debil i tat ing feelings of lack or inadequacy. This result  is 

fair ly surpr is ing given that students from Tradium also exper ienced the highest de-

gree of emotional well -being. Although the scores from all schools were above the 

dimension’s midpoint (M > 3), th is f inding suggests that more should be done to 

reduce stress and burnout  among students,  especia lly at Tradium.  

 

For School Burnout it  was also examined whether the observed dif ferences were 

stat ist ically signif icant. Signif icant dif ferences were revealed between GEM16+ and 
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Tradium, and between Tradium and IAL FVG. These results suggest that students 

at Tradium are more l ikely to experience higher levels of burnout.  

 

On Social Inclusion into the Learning Community, the pattern dif fered from the pre-

vious. GEM16+ (M = 4.35) scored highest followed by Tradium (M = 3.94) and IAL 

FVG (M = 3.45). Although al l schools had an average score above 3, GEM16+ had 

an exceptional ly high score above 4. These results imply that most students expe-

rience a posit ive degree of teacher support (measured as an aspect of the learning 

community).  Note that the item on school l ik ing was excluded  from this factor (see 

Section 2.5) as this was deemed a social outcome not conceptual ly belonging to 

the learning community  (cf.  CaBE, 2021; the f inal quest ionnaire) .  

 

In relat ion to Social Inclusion into the Learning Community, students at GEM16+ 

exper ienced signif icantly more inclusion compared to students at IAL FVG and Tra-

dium; these dif ferences were highly signif icant ( p < 0.001). No stat ist ical dif ference 

was conf irmed between IAL FVG and Tradium on this dimension. I t  is surprising 

that students at GEM16+ are much more l ikely to exper ience stronger inclusion into 

the learning community. However, although this result  was signif icant,  it  must be 

emphasised that the sample for GEM16+ was small and had fewer complete cases 

(see Table 1). Hence, th is result  should be interpreted with caution .  

 

In relat ion to Social Inclusion into the Social Community, Tradium (M = 3.91) had 

the highest score while GEM16+ (M = 3.77) and IAL FVG (M = 3.42) scored lower,  

but st i l l  above average in absolute values  as all scores were above 3. This impl ies 

that most students at the three VET/SCL schools experience a posit ive degree of  

inclusion into the social community, which, as measured, specif ical ly means that  

they f ind it  easy to talk to fr iends in school about dif f icult  matters, and that they 

mostly enjoy hanging out wi th other students dur ing recess/break. In addit ion, in-

cluded students mostly feel they belong in school and  that their peers accept them 

as they are (cf.  the f inal ised questionnaire, W.P.3.6). Although the overal l level of  

social inclusion was posit ive, the school dif ferences are nevertheless noteworthy.  

In addit ion, the mean scores below 4 indicate that improvements are possible.   

 

For Social Inclusion into the Social Community, a signif icant dif ference was con-

f irmed between Tradium and IAL FVG as well as between GEM16+ and IAL FVG. 

This implies that students at GEM16+ experience higher degree s of inclusion into 

the learning community compared to students from Tradium and IAL FVG, whereas 

no signif icant dif ference was evident between Tradium and GEM16+.  

 

In the fol lowing subsection, the sizes of the observed dif ferences are assessed 

using standardised measures to avoid arbitrary interpretat ions.   
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STANDARDISED EFFECTS  

In this subsect ion, the standardised effects are assessed on each dimension of 

well-being and inclusion using Cohen’s d (Cohen, 1988) .11 John Hatt ie’s (2009) in-

terpretat ion of Cohen’s d in educat ional contexts is appl ied.12  

 

The purpose is to object ively assess the size of  the observed dif ferences between 

the three schools on the six dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion. 

 

Figure 4 .  Standardised effects  

 

Note.  To ca lcu late the s tandard ised ef fect /d i f ference  on each factor / index,  Cohen’s  d  was used  

(Cohen,  1988)  Al l  means were compared  to  the  grand mean set  a t  500.  School  Burnout  was re-

versed so that  a  h igher score ind icated a low degree of  burnout .   

 

 

 

11 Cohen’s  d is  a s tandardised measure of  effect s ize ( i .e . d if ference) between  two group 

means.  The s tandard formula  is  d = (M1  −  M2) /s  (Cohen,  1988).  The pooled standard dev i-

at ion was used as there was no contro l  group in th is  basel ine s tudy (cf .  F ie ld, 2018) .   
12 Hatt ie  (2009)  suggested  that  d i f ferences measured wi th Cohen’s  d in  educational  con-

texts  should be interpreted as fo l lows:  ±0.2 = smal l ;  ±0.4 =  medium; ±0.6 =  large.  This  is  

equal to 20, 40, and 60 points ,  respect ive ly,  on Figure 4.   
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Figure 4 displays the mean dif ferences between the three schools  measured using 

Cohen’s d. In the following, the depicted dif ferences are interpreted as small,  me-

dium, or large (only signif icant dif ferences are highl ighted in the fol lowing analysis:  

See Appendix B for detai ls on specif ic p-values).  

 

As shown in the top of  Figure 4, Tradium’s score on Emot ional Well-Being was 57 

points higher than GEM16+ and 98 points higher than IAL FVG. This suggests a 

moderate to large dif ference on perceived emotional well -being for students at Tra-

dium compared to students at GEM16+ and IAL FVG. In addit ion, s tudents at 

GEM16+ experienced lower emotional well-being to a small extent compared to the 

grand mean (31 points below the grand mean of 500 points).  

 

For Management in Everyday Life, the dif ference between Tradium and GEM16+ 

was largest . Tradium scored moderately higher score on everyday l ife management 

compared to GEM16+ (56 points).  Compared to IAL FVG, students at Tradium re-

ported slight ly higher skil ls in  everyday l i fe management (32 points).  

 

In relat ion to the index in Social Life, there was a large dif ference between Tradium 

and IAL FVG (65 points) . The dif ference between GEM16+ and Tradium was small  

(24 points)  and non-signif icant.  

 

School Burnout was h ighest at Tradium (which was theoret ically unexpected as they 

scored highest on Emotional Well -Being). Compared to GEM16+ (41 points) and IAL 

FVG (31 points) , the mean dif ferences were small,  yet close to moderate. Students 

at IAL FVG and GEM16+ reported an equal degree of  school burnout .  

 

Social Inclusion into the Learning Community was substantially stronger  at GEM16+ 

compared to both Tradium (73 points) and IAL FVG (91 points). These were among 

the largest observed (and stat ist ical ly s ignif icant)  dif ferences in the data.  

 

Social Inclusion into the Social Community was highest at Tradium, but at a similar 

level at GEM16+. IAL FVG scored signif icantly lower than both GEM16+ ( 47 points) 

and Tradium (66 points). These dif ferences were moderate to large.  

  

In summary,  IAL FVG scored lower, especial ly on emotional well -being, social l i fe, 

and social inclusion into the learning community (moderate to large dif ferences). 

Tradium scored highest among the three schools on four dimensions and average 

on social inclusion into the learning community . Tradium’s students reported higher 

levels of burnout ( i.e. a lower score) to a small extent. GEM16+ was placed around 

average on most dimensions; they scored sl ight ly better on burnout  and had an 

almost perfect score on social inclusion into the learning community .  
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3.2. BACKGROUND FACTORS 

In this second main section of the analysis, the inf luence of background factors is 

assessed in relat ion to students’ sense of  wel l-being and inclusion. 

 

GENDER, AGE, AND EMOTIONAL WELL-BEING 

To investigate whether gender inf luenced the dimensions of well -being and inclu-

sion, a complex factorial model was formed, specif ical ly a MANCOVA (mult ivariate 

analysis of covar iance), which examines the explanatory var iables including a co-

variate in relat ion to several l inearly combined outcomes assumed to be theoreti-

cal ly related (Field, 2018).  

 

In this factorial  model, the fol lowing background variables were employed to test 

for possible confounding variables : gender and age (other background factors were 

init ial ly included, specif ical ly  ethnicity and parents’ educat ional level ,  but these re-

sulted in inval id and too small groups that ult imately biased the model).  

  

Figure 5 .  Emot ional Well-Being by gender 

 

Note.  MANCOVA was conducted  wi th  the age var iab le as  a covar ia te . 13 Gender d id  not  have any 

s ign i f icant  overa l l  impact  on the s ix  d imensions of  wel l -be ing and inc lus ion .  However,  a  d i f fe rence  

was found between males  and females  at  Tradium (95% CI ) .   

 

Figure 5 depicts the mean score of emotional wel l -being for  the three partner ing 

 

 
13 Age was centered at M = 17.28.  
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VET/SCL schools. This bar chart  indicates that gir ls have lower emot ional wel l -

being than boys at Tradium and at IAL FVG. However, the stat ist ical test showed 

that no gender dif ference was present at IAL FVG or GEM16+, only at Tradium. 

Hence, i t  is plausible that this gender dif ference is  context specif ic  or cultural .    

However, at Tradium, gir ls (M = 4.06) scored a bit  lower than boys (M = 4.28), but 

st i l l  above the grand mean (M = 4.02), which is why this relat ive dif ference should 

not be over interpreted or exaggerated.  

 

Nonetheless, gender is seemingly an important background factor in relat ion to  

emotional wel l -being and related dimensions . Research in lower secondary educa-

t ion in Danish publ ic schools has found that gir ls (grades 4–10; ages 10–16) typi-

cal ly experience more social marginalisat ion and lower social well -being than boys 

(Andersen, 2021; Jensen et al. ,  2020). The Danish Student Well -Being Question-

naire (DSWQ), which is the most comprehensive survey on wel l-being in Denmark, 

as it  involves al l public schools , has also consistently shown that gir ls score lower 

on social wel l -being compared to boys (MCE, 2022).   

 

In a study based on data from the Health Behavior in School -Aged Children (HBSC), 

which was conducted in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, and Sweden (N = 5,883) in 

2018, Lyyra et al.  (2021) found that gir ls generally score higher on lonel iness , 

whereas boys typical ly score higher on posit ive mental wel l -being indicators. Simi-

lar ly, Parviainen et al.  (2020) found that females in VET were prone to higher levels 

of depression than males, suggesting that  problem is also present in VET schools.  

 

THE PHYSICAL STUDY ENVIRONMENT 

In this part of the analysis, the importance of the physical study environment  is 

assessed. For this purpose,  a correlat ional analysis (CA) was conducted to assess 

the associat ion between the physical environment and each dimension of wel l -being 

and inclusion.  

  

Table 3.  CA on the physical study environment , well-being, and inclusion  

 Dim. 1  Dim. 2  Dim. 3  Dim. 4  Dim. 5  Dim. 6  

GEM16+:  PSE  0.361**  0 .505**  0 .303*  0.345**  0 .297*  0.368**  

Tradium: PSE  0.308**  0 .252**  0 .182**  0 .251**  0 .290**  0 .395**  

IAL FVG:  PSE  0.486**  0 .267**  0 .321**  0 .268**  0 .404**  0 .396**  

Note.  Spearman’s  rho ( r s )  was appl ied to  examine the b ivar ia te (ord ina l )  corre la t ions.  

Dimensions:  1  =  Emot ional  Wel l -Being;  2  =  Management  of  Everyday  L i fe ;  3  =  Soc ia l  L i fe ;  4  = 

School  Burnout ;  5  = Soc ia l  Inc lus ion in to the Learn ing Communi ty ;  6  =  Soc ia l  inc lus ion in to the 

Soc ia l  Communi ty .  PSE = Phys ica l  Study Env i ronment  (ord ina l  var iab le:  sca le 1–4) .   

*  p  < 0.05,  * *  p < 0.01,  * **  p  < 0.001.  
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In Table 3 the bivariate correlat ions  are shown for the physical study environment  

paired with each of the six dimensions of well -being and inclusion. 14 Al l associat ions 

were signif icant  (marked with one or more asterisks [*]  in the table cel ls),  and twelve 

of these were moderate to strong (rs  > 0.30) whi le f ive were weak (rs  < 0.30). 

 

Interest ingly, al l  bivariate correlat ions between the physical study environment and 

social inclusion into the learning community (Dim. 6)  were close to 0.40. This sug-

gests that the students’ exper ience of the physical study environment correlated 

moderately with their exper ience of inclusion into the learning communit y. The same 

applied to the other dimensions in general (but to a lesser extent ),  which suggests 

that students who experience a better physical study environment tend to simulta-

neously exper ience higher wel l-being and more inclusion on average.  

 

Although there is strong evidence of signif icant associat ions between the physical 

study environment and dif ferent aspects of wel l -being and inclusion, the direct ion 

of these associat ions cannot be determined solely from cross-sectional data. Based 

on the CA shown in Table 3, it  is equal ly  possible that students with stronger wel l-

being and sense of  inclusion in general rate the physical study environment higher 

due to emot ional posit iv ity (e.g. mood bias) or more stable personal ity traits.15  

 

St i l l ,  the physical study environment is seemingly an inf luential variable that may 

explain at least part  of the students’ wel l -being and exper ienced inclusion as it  is 

l ikely that method variance, if  present, accounts for at most 41 percent of the vari-

ance when working with att itude measures, or around 31 percent of the var iance in 

the f ield of educat ion (Cote & Buckley, 1987; Podsakoff et al. ,  2003).   

 

 

 
14 Bivar iate corre lat ions of  r s  range between −1 and +1 and are interpreted as fo l lows :  ±0.1 

= smal l ;  ±0.3 =  medium; ±0.5 =  large (F ie ld,  2018) .   
15 To reduce common-rater  effec ts ,  other  respondents  (e.g. teachers)  could rate the phys-

ical  study environment  in  future cross-sect ional  surveys  (see Podsakoff  et a l . ,  2003) .  
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Figure 6.  The physical study environment by school  

 

 

As shown in Figure 6, there was a tendency for students at  GEM16+ to rate the 

physical study environment higher compared students at Tradium and IAL FVG.  

 

Although it  seems clear that there is a dif ference between in the samples from the 

bar chart ,  i t  is necessary to conduct a stat ist ical test to determine whether these 

results can be general ised to the populat ion of students at three VET/SCL schools  

(especial ly as the sample sizes are vastly dif ferent) and to assess whether the 

standardised dif ferences are small,  medium, or large.  Thus, an inferential  stat ist ical 

test provides more detai led informat ion than  basic descr ipt ive stat ist ics.  

 
In the following contingency table, the dif ferences in students’ rat ing of the physical 

study environment are displayed for each of the partner ing VET/SCL school. Alt-

hough this table may seem complicated, i t  is concisely explained in the text  and the 

table note, which should ideal ly make it  comprehensible for all readers.  
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Table 4.  Crosstabulat ion of physical study environment and school 

Dependent variable  Partnering VET/SCL Total 

GEM16+ Tradium IAL FVG 

Physical 
Study En-
vironment 

Good/Very good Count 54a 437b 44c 535 

Expected Count 41.4 415.8 77.8 535 

% Partnering VET/SCL 94.7% 76.4% 41.1% 72.7% 

Standardised Residual 2 1 -3.8  

Poor/Very poor Count 3a 135b 63c 201 

Expected Count 15.6 156.2 29.2 201 

% Partnering VET/SCL 5.3% 23.6% 58.9% 27.3% 

Standardised Residual −3.2 −1.7 6.2  

Total Count 57 572 107 736 

Expected Count 57 572 107 736 

% Partnering VET/SCL 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Note.  Each subscr ip t  le t ter  denotes  a  subset  o f  par tner ing  VET /SCL school  categor ies  whose  co l -

umn proport ions do not  d i f fer  s ign i f icant ly  f rom each other  a t  the 0.05 leve l .  Zero ce l ls  (0%) have 

an expected count  less than 5.  The min imum expected count  is  15.57.  

χ2 (d f )  =  71.635(2) ,  p < 0 .001  ( two-s ided).  Ef fect :  Φ c  =  0 .31;  BCa 95% CI  = [0 .24–0.39] . 16 

 

Table 4 shows the crosstabulat ion of the physical study environment and the three 

partner ing schools. The former variable was recoded into two categor ies  to conduct 

a proper stat ist ical test with expected counts  above 5 as needed (Field, 2018).17  

 

The results show that 94.7% of the students at GEM16+ rated the physical study 

environment as good or very good. Only 5.3% of their students rated the physical 

study environment as poor or very poor. In comparison, 41 .1% of the students at 

IAL FVG rated their physical study environment as good or very good while 58.9% 

of their students rated the physical study environment as poor or very poor. At 

Tradium, 76.4% of the students rated the physical study environment posit ively 

while 23.6% of the students rated it  negatively. Of the students combined, 72.7% 

rated the physical study environment posit ively across the three VET/SCL schools.  

 

Using a chi-square test (χ2) there was strong stat ist ical evidence that students at 

GEM16+ rated the physical study environment higher than students at Tradium and 

IAL FVG. Moreover, students at Tradium rated the physical study environment sig-

nif icant ly higher than students at IAL FVG. The effect size was est imated to be 

weak to moderate (Φc  = 0.31; see notes under Table 4).18 

 

 

 
16 Boots trapped (bias-corrected) conf idence intervals  were calculated (see F ie ld,  2018).   
17 The var iable was coded as fo l lows: 1 =  ’Good/Very good ’;  2 = ’Poor/Very poor ’ .   

18 Cramer ’s  V (Φc) :  0.1 = smal l ;  0 .3 = medium; 0.5 =  large (Fie ld,  2018) .    
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In addit ion, it  was examined whether gender ( individual factor) plays a role in rela-

t ion to students’ rat ing of the physical study environment.  Here, the stat ist ics indi-

cate that males and females rate the physical study environment equal ly  high.  

 

FAMILY SITUATION  

For the mult iple-choice question: “Please answer this quest ion for the home where 

you have l ived all or most of your l i fe and t ick the people you l ive(d) with” , the most 

selected categor ies were mother (96.3%), father (86.5%), and sibling(s) (75 .9%).  

 

The remaining categories, such as foste r/chi ldren’s home or family relat ives/guard-

ians, were rarely selected on this mult iple-choice question, which made these cat-

egor ies infeasible to analyse in more detai l  in relat ion to family s ituation .19  

 

Table 5 .  Whom the student l ives with or have l ived with most  of l i fe 

 GEM16+ Tradium IAL FVG Total  

Mother   93.6% (44)  97.3% (547)  92.2% (94)  685 

Father  63.8% (30)  89.1% (501)  82.4% (84)  615 

Sib l ing(s)  48.9% (23)  82.4% (463)  52.9% (54)  540 

Tota l  47 562 102 711 

Note.  The s tudents  were  presented wi th  seven d i f ferent  mul t ip le -choice categor ies  whereo f  three 

are inc luded in  th is  tab le .  The ind iv idual  s tudent  could se lect  a  category  on each quest ion,  mean-

ing that  the percentages  in  th is  tab le a re of  the  to ta l  counts  fo r  each  school .  Counts / f requenc ies  

are inc luded in  brackets  in  the tab le ce l ls .  N = 711.    

 

As Table 5 displays,  most students either l ive or have l ived with their mother most 

of their l ives (approx. 92–97%). A large percentage of students , but fewer compared 

to the f irst category, either l ive or have l ived with their father most of their l ives 

(approx. 64–89%), and the same applied to sibl ing(s) (approx.  49–82%).  

 

This subsequent analysis investigates whether students who live with  their mother,  

father,  both of their parents , or both of their parents along with  one or more sib-

l ing(s) have greater well -being compared to other  groups. I f  this is the case, then 

the students’ family situat ion may inf luence the results on wel l -being and inclusion 

which is cr it ical to assess  to develop an understanding of the root causes.  

 

Since a radar chart is a descr ipt ive method, an inferential method is ut i l ised in this 

section to examine whether the above hypothesis  is supported for the student body 

 

 
19 Only 9 respondents across the three VET/SCL schools repor ted that they had l ived on a  

fos ter /chi ldren’s  home most  of  their  l ives, which is why th is category was excluded.   
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at the three VET/SCL schools  combined. Specif ical ly, a MANOVA was created to 

assess all s ix dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion in a single model (by creating 

a l inear composite variable) whi le including interact ion effects (e.g.,  there could be 

a combined effect of family situat ion where students who l ive with both of their  

parents exper ience greater wel l-being and inclusion). 20  

 

As MANOVA is an advanced mult ivar iate method, this analysis does not go in depth 

with al l stat ist ics or parameter est imates . Rather, the main results are interpreted 

and reported. I t  was attempted to make a separate MANOVA analysis for  each 

school. However,  spl it t ing the dataset by school resulted in too few respondents in 

several categor ies for the samples from IAL FVG and GEM16+. Hence, an analysis 

was conducted on the entire dataset to explore  possible connections between family 

background and the dimensions of social inclusion and well -being.  

 

Init ial ly,  a non-signif icant result  was found for the overall MANOVA that examined 

al l possible associat ions and var iable interact ions (p = 0.107–0.563). 21 This sug-

gests that family background does not have an overal l signif icant impact on wel l -

being and inclusion as a combined variable.  However, this does not exclude the 

possible impact on the individual dimensions of well -being and inclusion.  

 

 

 
20 MANOVA: Mul t ivar iate analysis  of var iance ,  which is an inferent ia l  method that conta ins 

several outcomes combined into a l inear  composite var iable  (F ield,  2018) .  
21 Pi l la i ’s  trace s tat ist ic  was used for  the overal l  MANOVA, which is  general ly  cons idered 

the most  val id approach (Fie ld,  2018) .  
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Figure 7. Family constel lat ions and the six dimensions of inclusion and wel l -being 

 

Note.  No s ign i f icant  overa l l  e f fec t  was  found us ing MANOVA (p > 0.05) .  However,  s ign i f icant  be-

tween-subject  e f fects  were found,  which are descr ibed in  the analys is .   

Sample s ize per  group:  L ived(d)  wi th  both paren ts  p lus s ib l ing(s) :  n = 453.  L ive(d)  wi th  both par-

ents :  n = 556.  L ive(d)  wi th  mother  or  fa ther :  n = 116.  Other  groups:  n = 28.    

 

Looking at Figure 7,  the vert ical bars display relat ively identical results on most 

dimensions of inclusion and wel l -being. For the most part,  the descr ipt ive stat ist ics 

show that students who l ive(d) with both parents plus one or more sibl ings, and 

students who l ive(d) with both parents , in general,  exper ience higher emotional  

well-being, better  management of  everyday l ife,  stronger social l i fe,  and better  

inclusion into the social community , but no signif icant dif ference was present for  

neither school burnout nor for social inclusion into the learning community, which 

in fact showed opposite and unexpected patterns. However, s ince the category ‘Al l 

other groups’ contain very few respondents (n = 28), these results  are most l ikely 

caused by random f luctuation and should thus not be general ised.  

 

The MANOVA revealed a signif icant effect for management in everyday l ife for the 

group of students who live(d) with both parents plus one or more siblings (p = 0.045) 

and for students who l ive(d) with both parents ( p = 0.013). Students who live(d) 

with both parents also reported signif icantly higher social inclusion into the social 
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community (p = 0.039). However, the dif ferences were all  very small (n2
p  = 0.006–

0.012), below small effects (Field, 2018). 22 

 

To summarise, the f indings indicate that , although family constel lat ion plays a sig-

nif icant role in relat ion to specif ic dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion, the meas-

ured dif ferences were very small  in general.  Hence, there is  weak evidence that 

certain family constel lat ions affect inclusion and well -being,  which indicates that  

this background variable is not a confounder of general concern in this study,  

which is why the general results are not considered biased by this var iable.   

 

Thus, the overall  effect of this background factor was considered in relat ion to the 

general results of well -being and inclusion as intended (cf.  Krogstrup et al. ,  2021a).  

 

3.3. SCHOOL-SPECIFIC BACKGROUND FACTORS 

In this third main section of the analysis, the school specif ic questions are analysed 

descr ipt ively and in relat ion to the six dimensions of well -being and inclusion. 

 

First,  the variable about apprenticeship agreement is examined, which was meas-

ured for both GEM16+ and IAL FVG. Second, the  inf luence of  year of attendance is 

examined in relat ion to wel l -being and inclusion for Tradium and IAL FVG. Third, 

the levels of wel l -being and inclusion are examined in relat ion to the specif ic sub-

jects the students were enrol led in at Gem16+, Tradium, and IAL FVG.  

 

APPRENTICESHIP AGREEMENT  

In the cross-sectional survey, the students were asked: “Do you have an appren-

t iceship agreement?” Basical ly, the students could answer either yes or no , which 

is shown in the fol lowing radar chart .  Based on the l iterature review, it  was expected 

that students with an apprent iceship agreement  would have higher well -being and 

sense of inclusion in general  (Krogstrup et al. ,  2021a) .  

 

 
22 Par t ia l  e ta squared (n2

p)  is  interpreted as fo l lows:  0.02 = smal l ;  0.13 = medium; 0.26 =  

large (F ie ld,  2018).   
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Figure 8.  Do you have an apprent iceship agreement?  

 

Note.  The response “Not  re levant ,  I  don’ t  need an apprent iceship  in  my educat ion/ th is  semester”  

was merged wi th  the category  ‘No,  no t  yet ’ .  IAL FVG:  n = 107;  GEM16+:  n  = 59 .  

 

Figure 8 shows the sense of inclusion and wel l -being for students with or without 

an apprenticeship agreement  at GEM16+ and IAL FVG. 

 

Unexpectantly, the results show that students at IAL FVG with an apprent iceship 

agreement exper ienced less inclusion and lower wel l-being on al l dimensions com-

pared to students without an apprent iceship agreement . The opposite was the case 

at GEM16+ where students with an apprenticeship agreement experienced greater 

well-being and inclusion. However, due to the low response rate in the category 

‘Yes’ at both schools, it  is possible that  these results are not representat ive  (as 

indicated by the scores that var ied to a large extent  on most dimensions). Hence,  

more data is needed to draw more accurate conclusions. 23 

 

St i l l ,  i t  can be noted that students  at IAL FVG with an apprent iceship agreement on 

average had a negat ive score on social inclusion into the learning community, which 

dragged the average score below 3 ( inside the fourth hexagon from the midpoint).   
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In addit ion, other causes than the apprenticeship agreement could under lie these 

dif ferences. I t  is curious that students at  IAL FVG had a score below 3 on social 

inclusion into the learning community, which implies that the students in this cate-

gory responded negatively to most or even al l  quest ions of this construct.   

 

YEAR OF ATTENDANCE  

The students at IAL FVG and Tradium were asked “Which year are you attending ?” 

where students at IAL FVG could choose between one to four years  

and students at Tradium could choose between  one to three years. In the fol lowing, 

radar charts are used to depict the self -reported levels of wel l -being and inclusion 

among students on dif ferent years of attendance at Tradium and IAL FVG.  

 

Figure 9. Which year are you attending? (Tradium)  

 

Note.  n  = 574.  

 

 

 
23 At GEM16+ only  6 students answered that they had an apprent iceship agreement , and 

the same appl ied to 15 at  IAL FVG,  which is  why these results  are not  general isable.   
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Figure 9 shows that students at Tradium exper ienced similar levels of inclusion and 

well-being and al l dimensions except for school burnout. Thus, the results indicate 

the levels of school burnout increase after the f irst year of attendance and that the 

level of burnout remains higher during the rest of the educational programme.  

 

These results are considered general isable and signif icant  (p < 0.001), which is 

because the sample size is larger from Tradium and thus more representat ive.  In 

fact,  the burnout levels dropped to a large extent  (d = 0.74) between the f irst  and 

the second year  at Tradium, which indicates that burnout levels r ise quite intensely , 

which is problematic since burnout and educat ional stress are known to lead to 

higher dropout intensions (Eicher et al. ,  2014; Krogstrup et al. ,  2021b).  

 

 

Figure 10. Which year are you attending? (IAL FVG)  

 

Note.  No students  who answered the quest ionnai re at tended the 1 s t  year .  n  = 107.  

 

Figure 10 shows that the levels of inclusion and wel l -being at IAL FVG were also 

similar on most dimensions when comparing the years of attendance. There were 

somewhat larger levels of wel l -being dur ing the second and fourth year .  
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The students felt  less included in  the learning community dur ing the third year , but 

it  is uncertain whether this tendency appl ies to the school in general ,  which is why 

this f inding is not considered part icularly important in this report.  

  

FIELD OF STUDY AND SUBJECTS SUBMITTED TO 

Students at IAL FVG answered the quest ion “Which overal l f ield  of study are you 

submitted to?”, whereas students at GEM16+ and Tradium answered the question 

“Which options are you enrol led to?”  

 

In the following analysis, the students’ responses have been recoded and catego-

rised and subsequently analysed in relat ion to their overal l sense of well -being and 

inclusion and depicted on radar charts.  

 

Most students at GEM16+ (75.4%) answered that they study four subjects or more . 

Although the students at GEM16+ can study mult iple subjects, they can basical ly 

choose between ECDL (European Cert if icate of Digital Literacy),  physics, and biol-

ogy as their core subject  (Government of  Malta, 2022).  

 

Table 6. Which options are you enrolled to? (GEM16+)  

 ECDL  Physics Biology Other Total  

Percent  35.8% 37.7% 30.2% 9.4% 113.2% 

Count  19 20 16 5 60 

Note.  Each s tudent  could se lect  mul t ip le  opt ions .  N = 59 .   

 

Table 6 shows that  most students at GEM16+ attend classes in physics, ECDL, or 

Biology. Of the students, 9.4% have chosen other options.  Thus, since these sub-

jects are primary at GEM16+, it  is examined whether any variat ion was present 

based on which main option for  subject the students were enrolled in.  
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Figure 11. Well-being and inclusion by subject f ie ld (GEM16+)  

 

Note.  n  = 55  

 

As shown in Figure 11, no apparent dif ference was present at GEM16+ based on 

core subject f ie ld.  The only dimension that was noticeably lower was management 

of everyday l ife for ECDL; however, this dif ference is most l ikely random. 

 

At Tradium, the students could select ‘Economics’,  ‘Market ’,  or ‘ Internat ional lan-

guage’. In addit ion, they had the opt ion to manual ly type another f ield of study. Of 

the students who answered ‘other’,  33 students typed ‘Law’ as their  main subject.   

 

Table 7. Which overal l f ie ld of study are you submitted to ? (Tradium) 

 
Economics Market  

Internat ional  

Language 
 Law  Total  

Percent  35.0% 49.7% 9.3%  5.9%  100% 

Count  195 277 52  33  557 

Note.  Each s tudent  could se lect  a  s ing le f ie ld  of  s tudy.   
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As shown in Table 7, most students at Tradium who answered the questionnaire 

selected ‘Market’ (49.7%) whereas ‘Economics’ (35.0%) was the second most fre-

quent ly chosen category fol lowed by ‘International Language’ (9.3%).  

 

The students at IAL FVG could write their response in the questionnaire manual ly, 

which means that many dif ferent responses were registered with few counts. In the 

fol lowing table and radar chart ,  only their  top three choices are displayed. 

 

Table 8. Which overal l f ie ld of study are you submitted to ? (IAL FVG) 

 Pastry maker   Cook  Waiter   Total  

Percent  40%  38.5%  21.5%  100% 

Count  26  25  14  65 

Note.  ‘Maker ’  was re label led ‘Pastry  maker ’ ;  ‘Chef ’  was re label led ‘Cook ’ .   

 

As shown in Table 8,  most students at IAL FVG part ic ipate in courses related to the 

service or restaurant industry. However,  students at IAL FVG also part ic ipate in 

courses on beauty (e.g. beaut ic ian) or business in a more general sense (e.g. shop 

assistant).  Thus, only the most popular subjects are shown in the table.  
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Figure 12. Well-being and inclusion by overal l  f ield of study ( IAL FVG) 

 

Note.  n  = 61.   

 

As shown in Figure 12, students pract ic ing at becoming waiters experienced less 

well-being and inclusion on average than  those studying to become cooks or pastry 

makers. However, due to the low count of waiters , these results should be inter-

preted with caut ion since a few negat ive responses can easily skew the distr ibut ion 

of scores and thereby affect the mean score a great deal.   

 

St i l l ,  this is something that wi l l  be further  looked into during the analysis of the next  

round of measurement where the next results wil l  be compared to the basel ine re-

sults presented in this report.   

  

Since the students at Tradium could select a single overal l  f ie ld of study in the 

survey, and since al l categories contained suff ic ient responses ( n > 30), a radar 

chart has been made to examine whether wel l -being and inclusion varied across 

the dif ferent subject f ie lds at Tradium, where the number of responses was greater , 

result ing in more generalisable f indings .  

 
 

 

 

1

2

3

4

5
Emotional Well-Being

Management of Everyday
Life

Social Life

School Burnout

Social Inclusion into the
Learning Community

Social Inclusion into the
Social Community

Pastry maker Cook Waiter



Del ivery of  Inte l lectual  Output 3:  A comparat ive s tudy of the basel ine resul ts of wel l -be-

ing and inc lus ion .  Del ivered by CaBE, Aalborg Univers ity ,  01 -07-2022.  

 

  

 

33 

 

 

Figure 13. Well-being and inclusion by overal l f ield of study (Tradium) 

 

Note.  The category  ’o ther ’  conta ined responses by 48 s tudents ,  o f  which  33 s tud ied Law.   

 

As shown in Figure 13, no apparent dif ferences emerged on wel l-being and inclu-

sion as experienced by students in various subject f ields  at Tradium. On all dimen-

sions, the scores were above or close to the midpoint (M = 3).  

 

As it  can be seen, school burnout is the dimension where the students score the 

lowest at Tradium, which is the case no matter the overal l f ie ld of study. This sug-

gest that school burnout is a general problem at Tradium for al l students , in other 

words, it  is apparently not a subject-specif ic problem.  

 

I t  can be observed in the sample that students who study market in general score 

a bit  higher on most dimensions. However,  these small dif ferences should not be 

exaggerated. Hence, no subject -specif ic dif ferences at Tradium can be inferred 

from the data at this point ,  which suggests that  the primary drivers of well-being 

and inclusion are not  subject-specif ic, but  rather of a more general nature .  
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4. CONCLUSION 

In this report,  the mean dif ferences between Tradium, GEM16+, and IAL FVG were 

examined on four dimensions of wel l -being and two dimensions of inclusion.  The 

mean dif ferences were assessed using both  unstandardised ( i.e. raw scores) and 

standardised measures. The unstandardised scores were depicted on radar charts  

while the standardised scores were depicted on a 500-point scale.24  

 

Based on the main radar chart (See Figure 3)  and elaborate analysis of the six 

dimensions of wel l -being and inclusion, the fol lowing is concluded:  

 

•  Al l mean scores (M) on the six dimensions were posit ive ( M > 3 on the scales 

from 1 to 5). This indicates that  wel l-being and social inclusion is posit ive on 

average in the three partner ing schools .  

•  Students at Tradium experienced signif icantly higher emotional wel l-being 

than students at IAL FVG and GEM16+ –  moderate to large dif ferences.  

•  Students at Tradium scored signif icant ly  higher on management of everyday 

l ife than students at GEM16+ and IAL FVG –  small to medium dif ferences.  

•  Students at Tradium exper ienced signif icantly more school burnout compared 

to students at IAL FVG and GEM16+. These dif ferences were small ,  but c lose 

to moderate, which was unexpected as this contrasted the other dimensions 

where Tradium typical ly had relat ively strong scores.  

•  Students at Tradium reported a signif icantly higher score on social l i fe than 

students at IAL FVG –  a large dif ference.  

•  Students at GEM16+ had an almost perfect score on social inclusion into the 

learning community (Me d  = 5; M = 4.35), signif icantly higher than both IAL 

FVG and Tradium –  a huge dif ference (almost 1 std. dev. ; see Figure 4).  

•  Students at Tradium exper ienced signif icantly more social inclusion into the 

social community than students at IAL FVG – a large dif ference.  

 

In summary, the f indings suggest that all schools had posit ive well-being and inclu-

sion scores (above each scale’s midpoint).  St i l l ,  the results also highl ight  specif ic 

dimensions where at tention could be focused in pract ice to boost students’ sense 

of wel l-being and self-perceived social inclusion.  

 

For the measured background variables  (x) in relat ion to the six dimensions of wel l -

being and inclusion (y),  the following is concluded:  

 

 
24 Cohen’s d  was interpreted from Hatt ie ’s (2009) s tandard cr i ter ia designed for educat ional  

research where s tandard deviat ions of  0.2,  0.4,  and 0.6 are  considered smal l ,  medium, 

and large,  respect ive ly (see F igure 4 where standard dev iat ions of 0.2, 0.4, and 0.6 cor-

respond to 20, 40, and 60 points,  respect ive ly ) .  
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•  At Tradium, gir ls experienced (slight ly) less emotional wel l -being than boys,  

which was not surprising since recent empir ical stud ies in Nordic countr ies  

have shown that boys in general score higher on  posit ive mental wel l -being 

indicators, whereas gir ls score higher on negat ive indicators such as lonel i-

ness and social marginal isat ion  (Andersen, 2021; Lyyra et al . ,  2021).   

•  No signif icant gender dif ference in terms of wel l -being or inclusion was ob-

served at IAL FVG or GEM16+.  

•  The physical study environment  correlated signif icantly  (most ly moderately)  

with al l factors of well -being and inclusion. This suggests that students who 

exper ience the physical study environment as good/very good are much more 

l ikely to experience higher wel l-being and inclusion.   

•  In all partnering schools, the physical study environment was especially as-

sociated with social inclusion into the learning community.  

•  However, it  is l ikely that students with higher wel l-being rate the physical 

study environment posit ively part ly due to psychological factors  such as tran-

sient mood or more stable personal ity or character traits – known as common-

rater bias, which can inf late effects  (see Podsakoff et al. ,  2003) .   

•  A chi-square (χ2) test revealed that students at GEM16+ rated the physical 

study environment signif icant ly higher than students at Tradium and IAL FVG; 

vice versa, students at IAL FVG rated the physical study environment lower 

than students at GEM16+ and Tradium – a medium effect (Φc  = 0.31). 

•  Female and male students rated the physical study environment equal l y.  

•  Family constellat ion did not have an overal l impact on the six dimensions of 

well-being and inclusion. However, when assessing the individual dimensions 

of wel l-being and inclusion, one third-level interact ion emerged, suggesting 

that students who l ive(d) with both parents along with one or more sibl ings , 

in general,  exper ience greater management of l i fe. S t i l l ,  this result  was barely 

signif icant and revealed only a  miniscule effect (n2
p  = 0.006).  

•  Moreover, it  was found that students who live(d) with both parents experience 

greater management of everyday l ife (n2
p  = 0.009) along with stronger inclu-

sion into the social community  (n2
p  = 0.012) – both very small dif ferences.  

•  Final ly, it  was found that students who l ive(d) with both parents exper ience d 

stronger emot ional wel l -being (n2
p  = 0.006).  

•  Al l dif ferences in relat ion to family constel lat ion were very small ,  which sug-

gests that many other  factors inf luence students’ wel l -being.  

 

In summary, gir ls experienced lower wel l -being at Tradium, which points to a pos-

sible (contextual /cultural) gender dif ference. Students at the three partnering 

schools rated the physical study environment signif icantly dif ferent. Hence, the 

quality of the physical study environment could be a cause ( i.e. a mechanism) of 

well-being and social inclusion as these variables were often moderately correlated. 
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Thus, enhancing the physical study environment could provide addit ional benefits 

in terms of increased well -being and perceived inclusion among students.  

 

Family constellat ion was found to be a posit ive contr ibutor to individual dimensions 

of wel l-being and inclusion. The overal l effect of family constel lat ion on inclusion 

and wel l-being was non-signif icant .  

 

For the school-specif ic var iables, the fol lowing is concluded:  

 

•  At IAL FVG, students with an apprent iceship agreement scored lower on wel l -

being and inclusion compared to students without  an apprenticeship agree-

ment whi le the opposite was the case at  GEM16+.  Due to a low number of  

responses among students with an apprenticeship agreement , further infor-

mation is needed to draw more accurate conclusions.  

•  Students at IAL FVG experienced similar levels of inclusion and wel l -being 

across the dif ferent  classes (years of attendance). The largest variat ions 

were evident  in relat ion to social inclusion into the learning community and 

social inclusion into the social community .   

•  Students at Tradium experienced similar  levels of inclusion and wel l -being 

across the three years of attendance except for  the dimension on school 

burnout.  Students at  Tradium experienced much larger burnout levels dur ing 

the second and third year  compared to the f irst  (p < 0.001, d = 0.74).  Due to 

the sample size this f inding is considered signif icant and reliable/val id.  

•  In relat ion to overall f ie ld of study or specif ic subject f ie lds  and their connec-

t ion with levels of inclusion and wel l -being, no important dif ferences were 

evident at Tradium or GEM16+. However,  at IAL FVG , waiters general ly had 

lower wel l-being compared to other groups. Sti l l ,  this result  is uncertain due 

to the low number of responses in each category.   

 

In summary, no discernible pattern was present for students with/without an ap-

prenticeship agreement. More data is  needed to draw more accurate conclusions 

as the data showed contrast ing patterns for IAL FVG and GEM16, which were most 

l ikely random. Moreover, students at Tradium exper ienced much higher levels of  

burnout after the f irst  school year. Finally, waiters at IAL FVG exper ienced reduced 

well-being and lower inclusion on al l dimensions, but th is result  was also based on 

very few respondents and should  therefore be interpreted with caution.   

 

For more accurate results  on the school-specif ic variables,  larger samples are 

needed for the next round of measurement . The next round of data col lect ion wil l  

occur in fal l 2022 and wil l be available for analysis ear ly in 2023.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

Table 9.  Val idity and reliabil i ty stat ist ics of the six dimensions  

Factor/ index 
No.  

items 
Cronbach’s alpha 

(α)  
AVE 

Emot ional Well -Being ( fac tor)  5 0.875 58.98% 

Management of  Everyday Li fe  ( index)  6 0.691 31.23% 

Socia l L i fe  ( index)  7 0.773 38.89% 

School Burnout  ( fac tor )  4 0.735 41.08% 

Socia l Inc lus ion into the Learning Commu-
nity  ( factor)  

3 0.747 50.44% 

Socia l Inc lus ion into the Soc ia l Community 
( fac tor)  

4 0.695 39.89% 

Note.  AVE = Average var iance ext racted .  Factors  are assumed to re f lec t  under ly ing constructs 

that  are of ten regarded as psychologica l  and/or  soc ia l  phenomena.  Ind ices are ( format ive )  theo-

ret ica l  construct ions cons is t ing of  non-ref lec t ive  i tems (Hai r  e t  a l . ,  2019).   

 

In terms of internal val idity, AVE was very good for Emotional Well -Being and good 

for Social Inclusion into the Learning Community. This measure should ideal ly be 

above 50 percent for al l ref lect ive factors (Hair et al. ,  2019). However, some re-

searchers argue that  values below or close to this benchmark is acceptable if  only 

rel iabi l i ty is  establ ished (Gaskin, 2022; Malhotra & Dash, 2011). Hence, this com-

mon val idity requirement is often considered too str ict in organisational studies . 

 

Cronbach’s alpha was acceptable for al l factors , although Emotional Well-Being and 

Social Inclusion into the Learning Community were the most valid and rel iable over-

al l.  For factors, Cronbach’s alpha should  preferable be above 0.7 in standard re-

search or at least above 0.6 for exploratory analysis (Field, 2018; Nunnal ly, 1978).  

 

For indices, the theoretical construct ion is primary, which is why Cronbach’s alpha 

and AVE are not cr i t ical.  In this sense, the indices were val idated theoretically 

during the systemat ic review process and co -evaluated by students in a coopera-

t ive, co-creation process before data col lect ion  (cf.  Krogstrup et al. ,  2021a).   

 

Adapt ions were made to the factors to optimise both val idity and rel iabi l i ty .  

  



Del ivery of  Inte l lectual  Output 3:  A comparat ive s tudy of the basel ine resul ts of wel l -be-

ing and inc lus ion .  Del ivered by CaBE, Aalborg Univers ity ,  01 -07-2022.  
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APPENDIX B 

 

Table 10. Mult iple comparisons (Univariate ANOVAs) 

Hochberg ’s  post  hoc test  a  

 

Dependent  var iab le   p-value   

95% CI  

Lower 

Bound  

Upper 

Bound  

Emotional  Wel l -Being   
GEM16+ 

Tradium 0.001**  −0.68 −0.15 

IAL FVG 0.004**  0 .11 0.74 

Tradium 
GEM16+ 0.001**  0 .15 0.68 

IAL FVG < 0.001***  0 .64 1.04 

IAL FVG 
GEM16+ 0.004**  −0.74 −0.11 

Tradium < 0.001***  −1.04 −0.64 

Management of  Everyday Life  
GEM16+ 

Tradium < 0.001***  −0.64 −0.16 

IAL FVG 0.370 −0.45 0.11 

Tradium 
GEM16+ < 0.001***  0 .16 0.64 

IAL FVG 0.006**  0 .05 0.41 

IAL FVG 
GEM16+ 0.370 −0.11 0.45 

Tradium 0.006**  −0.41 0.05 

Social  Li fe   
GEM16+ 

Tradium 0.228 −0.43 0.07 

IAL FVG 0.004**  0 .10 0.68 

Tradium 
GEM16+ 0.228 −0.07 0.43 

IAL FVG < 0.001***  0 .38 0.75 

IAL FVG 
GEM16+ 0.004**  −0.68 −0.10 

Tradium < 0.001***  −0.75 −0.38 

School Burnout  
GEM16+ 

Tradium 0.011*  0.07 0.73 

IAL FVG 0.900 −0.29 0.49 

Tradium 
GEM16+ 0.011*  −0.73 −0.07 

IAL FVG 0.013*  −0.55 −0.05 

IAL FVG 
GEM16+ 0.900 −0.49 0.29 

Tradium 0.013*  0.05 0.55 

Social  Inclusion into the Learning 

Community  
GEM16+ 

Tradium < 0.001 * **  0 .40 1.08 

IAL FVG < 0.001 * **  0 .53 1.33 

Tradium 
GEM16+ < 0.001***  −1.08 −0.40 

IAL FVG  0.227  −0.07 0.45 

IAL FVG 
GEM16+ < 0.001***  −1.33 −0.53 

Tradium 0.227 −0.45 0.07 

Social  Inclusion into the Social  

Community  
GEM16+ 

Tradium 0.420 −0.38 0.10 

IAL FVG 0.010*  0.06 0.63 

Tradium 
GEM16+ 0.420 −0.10 0.38 

IAL FVG < 0.001***  0 .31 0.67 

IAL FVG 
GEM16+ 0.010*  −0.63 −0.06 

Tradium < 0.001***  −0.67 −0.31 

Note.  a  Hochberg ’s  post  hoc test  was used as th is  correct s  for  b ias when g roups vary  in  s ize (F ie ld ,  

2018).  Sign i f ican t  d i f fe rences are f lagged wi th  an aster isk  (* )  in  the co lumn ‘ p-value ’ .  

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


