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Student wellbeing and flourishing are becoming increasingly essential in the evolving landscape of higher education. The current study explores the relationship between university students’ learning experiences and their hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing. Employing structural equation modelling and regression analyses, the study involves a total of 5,505 undergraduate students from a Hong Kong university, spanning junior to senior years and a wide range of academic disciplines. Findings reveal that students’ hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing are significantly predicted by their learning experiences. Notably, internal factors of students’ learning experiences including cognitive, social, and value developments demonstrate a stronger prediction, while external factors of students’ learning experiences like clear goals and standards, good teaching, feedback, and assessment also significantly contribute to students’ wellbeing. The study extends the current literature and offer new insights into the wellbeing benefits of student learning experiences and underscores the need for holistic strategies and tailored approaches to nurture student flourishing in higher education.
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1 Introduction

In the evolving landscape of higher education, there is an increasing emphasis on the multifaceted objectives that universities aim to achieve for students. Traditionally, the primary aim of university education has been to develop students’ knowledge, understanding, and cognitive capacities, preparing them for employment. However, there is a growing recognition that education’s role in promoting student wellbeing and flourishing extends beyond cognitive development (Oades et al., 2011; Ellyatt, 2022; Vander Weele, 2022; Kristjánsson, 2023; Curren et al., 2024; Kern et al., 2024). Flourishing, closely related to wellbeing, involves achieving an optimal state where various aspects of a student’s life are thriving (de Ruyter et al., 2024). In higher education, flourishing implies that students are not only surviving but thriving; they are intellectually stimulated, emotionally resilient, and socially connected. In recent years, it has been argued that flourishing should be viewed not only as a significant aim but even as the central aim of all educational endeavors (Kristjánsson and Vander Weele, 2024). In addition to academic achievements, universities should prioritize the holistic development of students, encompassing their social, emotional, and character-related capacities (Vander Weele and Hinton, 2024). Such an emphasis on student wellbeing and flourishing holds the promise of better preparing students not only for academic success but also for leading fulfilling lives and contributing meaningfully to society, underscoring that university is not just a pathway to better jobs; it is also a means to better lives (OECD, 2012). Achieving a high state of wellbeing, or student flourishing, is crucial for students to thrive both academically and personally.

Universities have been increasingly implementing initiatives that address and assess various aspects of student wellbeing, recognizing its critical role in fostering academic and personal flourishing. These initiatives include positive psychology interventions (e.g., Hall et al., 2024), mental health services (e.g., Osborn et al., 2022), curriculum-embedded activities (e.g., Upsher et al., 2022), and wellbeing assessments (e.g., Williams et al., 2017). Universities profoundly influence students’ learning experiences, making it crucial to comprehensively understand how university experience, as one of the key factors, shapes student wellbeing and flourishing in order to inform effective institutional practices and policies (Baik et al., 2019; Campbell et al., 2022; Gilmore et al., 2025; Riva et al., 2020).


1.1 University students’ wellbeing

Defining wellbeing is complex and multifaceted, with multiple theoretical frameworks present in the literature (Marsh et al., 2020). While definitions of wellbeing vary across frameworks and in the higher education context (e.g., Barkham et al., 2019; Dodd et al., 2021), these frameworks often distinguish between hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing. Hedonic wellbeing primarily involves happiness and life satisfaction, focusing on the cognitive and affective facets of wellbeing, such as subjective experiences of joy, contentment, and overall life satisfaction, as posited by Diener’s (1984) theory of subjective wellbeing. Eudaimonic wellbeing, rooted in the concept of living a fulfilling and meaningful life (Steger, 2009), involves realizing one’s potential and pursuing personal growth (Ryff, 1989; Ryan and Deci, 2001). Additionally, social wellbeing is another crucial dimension, particularly in a university context (Eloff et al., 2022; Makaremi et al., 2024; Lemyre et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2021; Stallman et al., 2018). Social wellbeing entails social connections and a sense of belonging within a community. Altogether, hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing provide a multifaceted framework for understanding students flourishing, emphasizing the importance of feeling good, functioning well, and being socially connected. Psychological indicators such as positive emotions and life satisfaction exemplify hedonic wellbeing; a sense of meaning, purposeful goal orientation, and self-realization characterize eudaimonic wellbeing; while feelings of social connectedness, community, and belonging underpin social wellbeing (Henderson et al., 2013; Joshanloo, 2016). Growing evidence suggests that students with higher levels of wellbeing tend to achieve better academic outcomes, maintain healthier lifestyles, and demonstrate increased resilience (Durlak et al., 2011; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005; Tejada-Gallardo et al., 2020). Student wellbeing has also been linked to their engagement and performance in curricular, co-curricular, and extracurricular activities in universities (Cox and Brewster, 2020; Plakhotnik et al., 2021). Recent work highlights the link between learning and wellbeing across contexts, from school-based studies (Collie and Hascher, 2024) to holistic models like art-of-living (Schmitz et al., 2022).

To explain the linkage between learning and wellbeing, several psychological theories offer conceptual grounding. Self-Determination Theory (Ryan and Deci, 2000) posits that wellbeing is enhanced when students experience autonomy, competence, and relatedness—core psychological needs that can be cultivated through meaningful learning experiences. The broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001) explains how positive emotions, often triggered by meaningful learning, can expand cognitive and behavioral repertoires and build psychological resources. In addition, theories of social wellbeing (e.g., Keyes, 1998) emphasize the importance of social integration, acceptance, and coherence as central components of wellbeing. Together, these theories underscore the multifaceted pathways through which learning experiences contribute to student wellbeing and flourishing. Complementing these frameworks, educational models such as Biggs’ 3P model (Biggs and Tang, 2011; Kember et al., 2020) and Behavioral Learning Theory (de la Fuente-Arias, 2017) emphasize that quality teaching and supportive environments play a critical role in students’ cognitive, social, and value developments. Together, these perspectives illuminate the positive associations between student wellbeing and learning experiences.



1.2 University students’ learning experiences and wellbeing

The conceptualization of the university student experience can be traced back to two primary lenses (Fryer et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2023). The first lens, originating in Great Britain, focused on the relationship between learners’ cognitive processing and their perceptions of assessment. This led to the development of large-scale surveys like the Course Experience Questionnaire, which assesses students’ cognitive processing and perceptions of learning environments and has been widely used in Australia, the United Kingdom, and Hong Kong (Entwistle and Ramsden, 1983; Ramsden, 1991; Lizzio et al., 2002; Sun and Richardson, 2012; Webster et al., 2009; Zhao et al., 2017a,b). The second lens, prevalent in the United States, gave rise to the development of a theory of student engagement and the National Survey of Student Engagement (Kuh et al., 1997). According to Kuh (2009), university engagement involves the amount of time and effort students invest in activities that are empirically linked to desirable university educational outcomes, as well as the strategies universities use to encourage student engagement in these activities.

Despite their differences, these two traditions share the ultimate goal of understanding and enhancing the student learning experiences. The learning experiences of university students involve the synergy of internal and external factors that shape students’ university experience and engagement. Internally, it involves students’ cognitive, social, and value development as they engage in academic and extracurricular activities both inside and outside the classroom. Externally, it includes the learning environment, such as students’ perceptions of assessment, quality teaching, feedback, and clear goals and standards provided by teachers to foster student engagement and achieve desirable educational outcomes. Both internal and external factors of the student learning experiences play a substantial role in wellbeing (Baik et al., 2019; Gilmore et al., 2025).

Research highlights the importance of internal factors in student wellbeing. Academic competencies such as critical thinking, problem-solving, and teamwork have been linked to positive outcomes across multiple wellbeing domains, including physical, social, and environmental wellbeing (Baumann et al., 2014; Vázquez-Parra et al., 2023). Academic and social experiences also play a central role in fostering wellbeing (Brooker and Vu, 2020), particularly through students’ sense of purpose and meaningful engagement in learning (Stanton et al., 2016). Social participation and a sense of community further support wellbeing across diverse university contexts (Cicognani et al., 2008). In Chinese higher education, internal aspects of engagement—such as academic challenge and learning with peers—have been shown to mediate the link between personal wellbeing and academic performance (Yu et al., 2018).

External factors also matter to student wellbeing. A growing body of qualitative research emphasizes the importance of good teaching, pedagogy, and assessment practices—including timely and effective feedback—as key to supporting wellbeing (Upsher et al., 2023; Baik et al., 2019). Feedback, in particular, plays a dual role: while it supports learning cognitively, it can also evoke emotional responses that affect wellbeing, highlighting its complex impact (Jones et al., 2020; Turnbull, 2022). Studies across the UK, Canada, and African higher education systems consistently show that supportive teaching environments, strong teacher-student relationships, and accessible student services contribute to student wellbeing (Riva et al., 2020; Lindsay et al., 2023; Eloff et al., 2022). In Chinese universities, where peer and teacher support are crucial, a supportive environment can further influence student wellbeing (Zou et al., 2024).



1.3 The current study

Overall, the literature underscores the multifaceted nature of student wellbeing, emphasizing the complexity and dynamics of internal and external factors of student learning experiences in shaping student wellbeing and flourishing. While valuable insights have been gained from existing studies—many of which as reviewed earlier are based on qualitative methods—their findings can be difficult to generalize statistically supported conclusions. Additionally, many studies have examined wellbeing as a global measure, leaving a gap in understanding how learning experience factors affect specific dimensions of wellbeing. To address these research gaps, the current study is designed to investigate the following research questions: to what extent do university students’ learning experiences predict their hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing? We hypothesize that both internal and external learning experiences will positively predict all three dimensions of wellbeing.

The significance of the study is manifold. It extends the current literature on students’ wellbeing and learning experiences by providing new empirical evidence and useful insights into the wellbeing benefits of student learning. From a pedagogical perspective, this study sheds light on effective academic practices, teaching methods, and learning environments that can enhance student wellbeing. Psychologically, it provides a deeper understanding of how various dimensions of wellbeing are influenced by learning experiences. Practically, the findings will guide higher education institutions in developing targeted policies and interventions to enhance student wellbeing and learning. Overall, this study aims to contribute to the development of holistic strategies to nurture student flourishing in higher education.




2 Methods


2.1 Participants

All undergraduate students in their first, second, and final years at a Hong Kong university were invited to participate in the study. The final sample included 5,505 students, with a representative gender ratio of 58% female. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 24, spanning junior to senior years. This sample represents approximately 47% of the undergraduate student population and encompasses all academic faculties and disciplines within the university.



2.2 Measures

The Student Learning Experience Questionnaire (SLEQ; Zhao et al., 2017a,b) was employed to assess students’ wellbeing and learning experiences. The SLEQ includes scales that measure hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing, as well as students’ perceptions of their learning experiences, covering both internal and external factors. Respondents rated their agreement with each SLEQ item on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), with higher ratings indicating more positive perceptions. The SLEQ has demonstrated adequate reliability and validity (Zhao et al., 2017a,b).

Students’ wellbeing was assessed by nine items capturing hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing. Sample questions included “I feel happy” (hedonic wellbeing), “My life is valuable and worthwhile” (eudaimonic wellbeing), and “I feel I am really part of the university” (social wellbeing). In the current study, the wellbeing scales exhibited Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from 0.86 to 0.94. The internal factors of university learning experiences were assessed by 19 items related to students’ perceptions of their attainment of educational outcomes, which fell into three domains: cognitive (knowledge pursuit, critical thinking, lifelong learning, and problem-solving; Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93), social (empathetic understanding, intercultural skills, communication skills, and collaboration; Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91), and value (personal integrity and ethics, global perspective, and civic commitment; Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88). The external factors of university learning experiences were assessed by 12 items related to students’ perceptions of the learning environment, which fell into four domains: clear goals and standards (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.90), good teaching (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.86), feedback from teachers (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93), and assessment for understanding (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91).



2.3 Analysis procedure

Data were collected via an online survey administered near the end of the academic year. Students were invited through university emails and the university’s student portal. Informed consent was obtained before participation. Ethical approval was granted by the university’s Human Research Ethics Committee.

To gain an overall picture of the associations between students’ wellbeing and their university learning experiences, structural equation modeling (SEM) was applied, where students’ wellbeing, internal factors of learning experiences, and external factors of learning experiences were modelled as three latent variables. The latent variable of wellbeing was specified using three observed indicators—hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing—to allow a parsimonious model that reflects the interconnected nature of these components while accounting for measurement error. The latent internal factors variable was formed from students’ average scores on cognitive, social, and value development domains; the latent external factors variable was based on average scores across clear goals and standards, good teaching, feedback from teachers, and assessment for understanding. All observed variables demonstrated adequate reliability (Cronbach’s alpha > 0.80) and were supported by factor analytic evidence. The SEM analysis was conducted using Mplus 8 (Muthén and Muthén, 2017). Based on the literature (Bentler and Bonett, 1980; Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Lance et al., 2006), a good model fit is typically indicated by a comparative fit index (CFI) greater than 0.90, a Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) greater than 0.90, and a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) less than 0.06, and a Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) less than 0.08.

Further, a multivariate linear regression model was utilized to yield a more detailed examination of the associations. Specifically, this analysis quantified each internal and external factor of university learning experiences in predicting the hedonic, eudaimonic, and social dimensions of students’ wellbeing, while controlling for demographic variables including gender, academic discipline (e.g., arts, science, medicine, business and law), student year (first, second, and final years), and student status (local and non-local students). To check for multicollinearity, bivariate correlations and variance inflation factors (VIF) were examined. All VIF values were below 3, indicating no serious multicollinearity concerns.




3 Results

From the SEM (Figure 1), students’ wellbeing was significantly associated with internal factors (β = 0.51, p < 0.001) and external factors (β = 0.24, p < 0.001) of university learning experiences (CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.074, SRMR = 0.038), with internal factors showing a stronger association. From the regression analysis (Table 1), focusing on hedonic wellbeing, internal factors containing students’ cognitive and value developments, and external factors including clear goals and standards, feedback from teachers, and good teaching were significant predictors of students’ hedonic wellbeing. Regarding eudaimonic wellbeing, internal factors including students’ cognitive, social, and value developments, and external factors like clear goals and standards, good teaching, and assessment for understanding were significant predictors of students’ eudaimonic wellbeing. For social wellbeing, internal factors including students’ cognitive, social, and value developments, and external factors such as clear goals and standards and feedback from teachers were significant predictors of students’ social wellbeing. Overall, various internal and external factors of university learning experiences significantly predicted different dimensions of students’ wellbeing, with internal factors generally showing stronger predictions.
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FIGURE 1
 Students’ wellbeing and university learning experiences through structural equation modeling (SEM). All parameter estimates from the SEM are reported based on standardized solutions. *** p < 0.001.



TABLE 1 Multivariate linear regression analysis of university learning experiences as predictors of students’ wellbeing.


	Predictors
	Wellbeing: hedonic
	Wellbeing: eudaimonic
	Wellbeing: social



	β
	SE
	p
	β
	SE
	p
	β
	SE
	p

 

 	Students’ learning experiences: internal factors


 	Cognitive 	0.254*** 	0.026 	<0.001 	0.251*** 	0.025 	<0.001 	0.139*** 	0.026 	<0.001


 	Social 	−0.004 	0.029 	0.879 	0.093** 	0.028 	0.001 	0.157*** 	0.029 	<0.001


 	Value 	0.152*** 	0.027 	<0.001 	0.182*** 	0.028 	<0.001 	0.209*** 	0.028 	<0.001


 	Students’ learning experiences: external factors


 	Clear goals and standards 	0.135*** 	0.021 	<0.001 	0.059** 	0.020 	0.003 	0.076*** 	0.021 	<0.001


 	Good teaching 	0.065** 	0.023 	0.004 	0.061** 	0.021 	0.004 	0.035 	0.022 	0.105


 	Feedback from teacher 	0.067** 	0.021 	0.002 	0.011 	0.021 	0.599 	0.087*** 	0.021 	<0.001


 	Assessment for understanding 	0.018 	0.022 	0.412 	0.062** 	0.021 	0.003 	0.020 	0.022 	0.356





All regression coefficients (β) are reported based on standardized solutions. ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
 



4 Discussion

The current study provides empirical evidence showing that students’ wellbeing is significantly predicted by both internal and external factors of university learning experiences, with internal factors showing a stronger prediction. Internal factors including cognitive, social, and value developments, and external factors like clear goals and standards, good teaching, and feedback from teachers, were significant predictors of hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing. These findings emphasize the importance of a tailored approach to examining various dimensions of students’ wellbeing within a university learning environment.

The present findings offer empirical support for several foundational psychological and educational theories that explain the connection between learning and wellbeing. The strong predictive role of internal factors supports Self-Determination Theory, which posits that autonomy, competence, and relatedness are critical for wellbeing (Ryan and Deci, 2000). The contribution of external factors echoes educational models such as Biggs’ 3P model (Biggs and Tang, 2011; Kember et al., 2020), emphasizing the role of the learning environment. By identifying which aspects of learning experiences are most closely tied to different wellbeing dimensions, this study offers nuanced support for and adds empirical depth to these theoretical frameworks. By identifying which aspects of learning experiences are most strongly associated with distinct dimensions of wellbeing, this study advances existing theoretical frameworks by adding empirical depth and providing new insights into how university learning contributes not only to academic outcomes but also to students’ wellbeing and flourishing.


4.1 Students’ hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing

Findings of the study show that, among the three dimensions of wellbeing, students’ learning experiences most strongly predicted eudaimonic wellbeing, followed by hedonic and social wellbeing. This finding aligns with the growing recognition that eudaimonia—encompassing constructs such as personal growth and meaning—reflects a deeper form of psychological functioning and flourishing than the more experience-based nature of hedonia (Huta and Waterman, 2014). As such, eudaimonic wellbeing is likely to be more directly influenced by meaningful learning experiences that cultivate students’ values, competencies, and holistic development.

From a Self-Determination Theory perspective (Ryan and Deci, 2000), eudaimonic wellbeing is fostered when students’ needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness are met. Internal learning experiences—such as cognitive development (e.g., critical thinking), social development (e.g., communication and collaboration), and value development (e.g., integrity and civic commitment)—correspond to these needs and support students’ self-directed growth. External factors such as assessments for understanding, good teaching, and clear goals and standards further enhance the learning environment by reinforcing competence, autonomy, and connection. These internal and external factors collectively contribute to enhanced eudaimonic wellbeing by providing intrinsic drivers and external supports that catalyze student flourishing.

The influences of students’ learning experiences on hedonic and social wellbeing are also significant. Hedonic wellbeing, encompassing pleasure, happiness, and life satisfaction, is predicted by both internal and external factors within the university environment. According to the broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001), positive emotions broaden an individual’s thought-action repertoire, building enduring personal resources. Internal factors such as cognitive and value development can trigger positive emotions, enhancing students’ hedonic wellbeing by broadening their capacities and resilience. External factors, including clear goals and standards, good teaching, and constructive feedback, create a positive learning environment that reinforces these positive emotions. This helps students associate their academic experience with pleasure and contentment, elevating their overall satisfaction—a key component of hedonic wellbeing.

Social wellbeing involves the quality of relationships and a sense of belonging within the university community. Our study suggests that internal factors, particularly social development including communication skills, collaboration abilities, and intercultural competence, play a crucial role in shaping social wellbeing. Students who possess strong social skills are better equipped to communicate effectively, resolve conflicts, and build trust with teachers and peers, thereby fostering their social wellbeing. Regarding external factors, our study indicates that a supportive learning environment characterized by constructive feedback and clear guidance is essential for fostering a sense of belonging among students. Such an environment enables psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999). When students feel psychologically safe and supported, they are more likely to engage openly, share ideas, and participate actively in the academic community, enhancing their social wellbeing.

Our findings echo the existing literature by emphasizing the important role of student learning and development in fostering eudaimonic, hedonic, and social wellbeing, while adding new value by contextualizing these findings within East Asian culture, which prioritizes collective goals, academic achievement, and social harmony (Choi and Nieminen, 2012; Ho, 2020). The particularly strong prediction of eudaimonic and social wellbeing by internal learning experiences may reflect cultural values in East Asian education systems that stress self-discipline, purposeful striving, and communal connectedness. This cultural orientation may amplify the impact of cognitive, social, and value development on students’ sense of meaning and belonging. Overall, the results underscore the importance of both holistic student development (e.g., cognitive, social, and value dimensions) and a supportive learning environment (e.g., clear guidance and constructive feedback) in promoting wellbeing among Asian students. At the same time, the cross-cultural relevance of these findings suggests that the relationship between learning experiences and wellbeing may reflect a broader pattern that extends across diverse cultural contexts.



4.2 Influences of internal and external factors on students’ wellbeing

Extending previous findings that different personal attributes might have differential influences on student development (Yu et al., 2018), our study reveals a diversified influence of students’ learning experiences on wellbeing. Findings from our study indicate that internal factors have a stronger influence on students’ wellbeing compared to external factors. This can be attributed to the inherently intrapersonal nature of internal factors. Cognitive, social, and value developments are deeply rooted in students’ personal growth and self-perception. Cognitive development significantly predicts all three wellbeing dimensions—hedonic, eudaimonic, and social, by fostering critical thinking and self-reflection, which are essential for regulating oneself and enhancing academic performance (Ghanizadeh, 2017; Guamanga et al., 2024). Social development predicts eudaimonic and social wellbeing, enabling students to build meaningful relationships and a sense of belonging and satisfaction (Bye et al., 2019), though it does not significantly predict hedonic wellbeing. One possible explanation is that hedonic wellbeing—focused on pleasure—is more influenced by individual achievement or external rewards than by interpersonal skills, which may contribute more to deeper, long-term wellbeing like purpose or belonging. Value development predicts all three dimensions, and is closely linked to wellbeing by helping students enhance their positive affect across emotional, social, moral, and intellectual domains (Lovat, 2010; Joshanloo and Ghaedi, 2009). These deeply ingrained personal aspects of development are likely to have a more profound and lasting impact on wellbeing than external factors.

External factors, while perceived as less influential, also significantly impact wellbeing. Findings of our study highlight the wellbeing benefits of external factors such as clear goals and standards, good teaching, assessment for understanding, and feedback from teachers. Our findings expand on previous qualitative research (e.g., Upsher et al., 2023; Baik et al., 2019) on the influence of external factors on student wellbeing by providing quantitative evidence. Clear goals and standards are particularly predictive of all three dimensions of wellbeing—hedonic, eudaimonic, and social. They provide students with a sense of direction in their learning and practice, which helps develop self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986), a crucial component of psychological functioning. When students understand what is expected of them, they are more likely to engage actively in various learning activities. This engagement can lead to greater satisfaction and enjoyment, foster a sense of mastery and personal growth, and strengthen social bonds within the learning community, collectively contributing to students’ hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing.

Good teaching significantly predicts both hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing, as suggested by our study. Good teaching contributes to a positive learning environment that fosters student engagement and motivation (Ramsden, 2003). When students perceive their teachers as competent, caring, and supportive, they are more likely to experience enjoyment and satisfaction in their learning journey, thus enhancing their hedonic wellbeing. Good teaching also encourages deep learning (Biggs and Tang, 2011), helping students find meaning and purpose in their academic pursuit, which contributes to their sense of eudaimonic wellbeing. However, good teaching alone may not be sufficient to predict social wellbeing, which involves the quality of relationships and a sense of belonging within the educational community. While good teaching can facilitate positive interactions, it is the broader context of student-teacher and peer relationships, along with institutional support, that plays a more critical role in fostering social connections.

Feedback and assessment practices also play crucial roles in shaping different dimensions of student wellbeing. Our study indicates that feedback from teachers significantly predicts both hedonic and social wellbeing, while assessment for understanding primarily predicts eudaimonic wellbeing. Effective feedback is central to student academic performance (Hattie and Timperley, 2007). Constructive and timely feedback helps students recognize their progress and areas for improvement, boosting their confidence and satisfaction. Engaging in feedback exchanges allows students to develop interpersonal skills and a sense of connection, which are essential components of social wellbeing. Assessment for understanding, on the other hand, strengthens self-regulated learning strategies (Clark, 2012; Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2006) and challenges students to engage deeply with the material and apply their knowledge in meaningful ways.



4.3 Limitations and future directions

The study has some limitations. First, the reliance on self-reported data may introduce biases such as social desirability bias or recall bias. Future research could benefit from incorporating objective measures of wellbeing and academic performance. Second, the cross-sectional design—where all measures were collected at a single time point—limits causal interpretations. While SEM allows for the testing of theoretical associations among latent constructs, it does not establish causal direction and remains open to alternative explanations, including bidirectional influences and the potential impact of third variables such as self-efficacy or personality traits. Additionally, the findings may not be generalizable to all university students. Efforts should be made to include more culturally diverse and representative samples in future research. Future research directions could include subgroup analyses—such as by gender or academic discipline—and examine the longitudinal associations between internal and external factors of students’ learning experiences and their wellbeing. Additionally, exploring the role of digital and online learning environments in influencing these factors could provide insights relevant to the increasingly digital nature of higher education.



4.4 Practical implications

Findings of this study have several practical implications for universities aiming to enhance student wellbeing, offering both explicit and implicit approaches to foster student wellbeing and flourishing. Explicitly, universities can prioritize student wellbeing by strengthening wellbeing support services, offering workshops and courses to build wellbeing literacy, and creating extracurricular opportunities that allow students to apply wellbeing concepts in real-life contexts. Given the strong link found between learning experiences and eudaimonic wellbeing, these initiatives should particularly emphasize self-determined learning, meaning-driven engagement, and holistic growth.

Implicitly, universities can foster students’ cognitive, social, and value development by embedding these factors into university-wide learning outcomes and curricular design. This includes integrating critical thinking, collaboration, ethics, and civic responsibility into coursework and assessment strategies. Informed by the findings that external factors such as clear goals and standards significantly predict student wellbeing, universities could enhance these areas by offering professional development and communities of practice for faculty, with a focus on student-centered pedagogy and inclusive assessment practices. Furthermore, universities should create a supportive and inclusive environment that fosters social connections and a sense of belonging. Initiatives such as mentorship programs, peer support groups, and inclusive social events can help integrate students from diverse backgrounds and enhance social bonds.




5 Conclusion

In conclusion, the present study provides compelling empirical evidence that various university learning experiences significantly influence students’ hedonic, eudaimonic, and social wellbeing. By integrating a multidimensional wellbeing framework with both internal and external learning experience predictors, this study extends the literature with quantitative evidence and highlights the wellbeing benefits of student learning experiences. Overall, the study underscores the need for holistic strategies and tailored approaches to nurture student flourishing in higher education.
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