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Introduction

On a global scale, the experiences of the pandemic revealed that a 
university’s most valuable assets include its sustainable built educational 
environment [Agasisti, Soncin, 2021; de Boer, 2021; Du Preez et al., 2022]. 
The university campus is regarded as a pivotal space that influences stu-
dents’ educational experiences [Mackean, 2011; Stanton et al., 2016]. 
Student well-being and success are both shaped by the educational en-
vironment of a university campus [Mackean, 2011; Stanton et al., 2016; 
Mayhew et al., 2016]. The concept of “educational success of students” 
is an umbrella term that encompasses several key components, including 
the completion of the educational program within the prescribed time, high 
academic achievements, the development of skills relevant to contempo-
rary society, and a will for autonomy (agency) [Kinsella et al., 2023; Mar-
ginson, 2023]. The physical environment and live interaction play a crucial 
role in students’ development and the formation of positive educational 
experiences [Kaplan, 2021; Shcheglova et al., 2022].

A thorough examination of the evolution of the Russian higher edu-
cation system over the past decades reveals significant transformations, 
including university mergers, the launch of excellence initiatives such as 
“Project 5-100”, the transition to a three-level education system, and the 
introduction of project-based education. These changes have gradually 
led to improvements in campus and student housing infrastructure as well 
as the external appearance of universities. Historically, the majority of Rus-
sian universities were constructed during the Soviet era, with their archi-
tectural styles and academic foundations reflecting the educational priori-
ties of that time, which were more focused on the acquisition of knowledge 
rather than holistic educational experiences [Ershova, Sungurova, 2021].

Recent scholarly work underscores a critical concern: the prevailing 
infrastructure in numerous Russian higher education institutions is an-
tiquated. This has given rise to a pervasive sense of discontent among 
students with regard to academic and social dimensions, as well as their 
general well-being [CSR, 2021; Vinogradova, Ivanova, 2017]. This dearth 
of modern infrastructure poses a substantial challenge in providing quality 
education, attracting talented students both nationally and internationally, 
and enhancing the global standing of Russian universities.
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In this regard, the quality and availability of on-campus and off-campus 
housing become a critical component of university life, exerting a substantial 
influence on student development. The impact of these living conditions on 
students’ well-being and academic success is a pivotal factor in understand-
ing the significance of adequate student housing. The quality and availability 
of certain student accommodation options, therefore, assume a pivotal role 
in shaping students’ daily experiences and educational outcomes. Conse-
quently, it is crucial that student accommodations are well-maintained and 
strategically situated to ensure optimal functionality and student satisfaction. 
This emphasis on student housing is consistent with broader educational ob-
jectives, aiming to enhance the individual student experience and foster a 
conducive educational environment characterized by stability and support.

According to Maslow’s theory of human needs, the provision of stu-
dent housing fulfills the fundamental layers of physiological and safety 
needs by offering a secure and comfortable living space. Furthermore, the 
strategic design of student housing can foster a sense of belonging and 
community, thereby addressing students’ social needs. The integration of 
sustainability principles into the design and operational aspects of student 
housing emerges as a pivotal element for achieving enduring environmen-
tal, economic, and social sustainability.

A thorough analysis reveals that student housing contributes to broad-
er sustainability efforts by focusing on Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs). The SDGs are part of the Global Agenda 2030, which was formulated 
by the United Nations General Assembly in 2015. The realization of 17 SDGs, 
including 169 targets, is directed at calling for action by businesses, gov-
ernments, higher institutions, and society to change the world [United Na-
tions, 2015]. This contribution extends beyond environmental stewardship 
to include the creation of living conditions that promote student well-being 
and development within student housing. Specifically, student accommo-
dations play a direct role in supporting Good Health and Well-being (SDG 
3), ensuring Quality Education (SDG 4), affordable and clean energy (Goal 
7), promoting Decent Work and Economic Growth (SDG 8), contributing to 
Sustainable Cities and Communities (SDG 11), and fostering Partnerships 
for the Goals (SDG 17). This targeted approach underscores the pivotal 
contribution of student housing to sustainability, demonstrating its integral 
role in achieving the key objectives outlined in the SDGs. 

In the Russian Federation, a Decree on national development goals of 
Russia until 2030 has been issued, aiming to foster the level of living, fulfill 
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the potential, and create comfortable living conditions. The primary five tra-
jectories of this program are focused on the preservation of the population, 
the health and well-being of the population, the creation of opportunities 
for self-realization and talent development, the cultivation of a comfortable 
and safe living environment, and the achievement of decent, efficient la-
bor and successful entrepreneurship. The Russian Federation government 
also creates federal programs and allocates subsidies to support society 
and development level.

This book proposes an expansion of the focus from the traditional role 
of universities in imparting sustainability practices to a more integrated 
approach. In this approach, the living conditions in on- and off-campus 
student accommodations embody sustainable development principles. 
Consequently, they exert a direct influence on the well-being and holistic 
development of students.

Consequently, the primary objective is to enhance the living condi-
tions within student housing in a manner that is inherently sustainable, 
thereby addressing comprehensive economic, social, and environmental 
objectives. This objective is facilitated by the infrastructure and services 
provided, which not only satisfy the immediate needs of students but also 
cultivate a sense of responsibility and awareness regarding sustainability. 
Moreover, these services indirectly contribute to students’ education on 
sustainability through the medium of “lived experiences”. This approach 
underscores the importance of the quality, design, and sustainability of 
student housing as a cornerstone for a comprehensive educational envi-
ronment, fostering the all-around development of students and enhancing 
the institution’s service quality and educational outcomes.

The book is divided into six chapters. Chapter 1 examines the diversity 
of student housing across different countries and its primary functions for 
its various stakeholders. Chapter 2 provides an overview of global student 
housing trends and their current market conditions. Chapter 3 proposes 
a model of Maslow’s “wheels” theory, which serves as an instrument for 
evaluating student housing. This chapter delineates the various types of 
wheels, including personal, social, and intellectual wheels, and proposes 
strategies for aligning student housing with the diverse needs of students. 
Chapter 4 presents the findings of a cross-country analysis of 167 student 
housing units. Chapter 5 offers a discussion of the analysis’ implications 
and puts forth recommendations for enhancing student housing based on 
the analysis.



8

Chapter 1. Student housing  
On- and Off-Campus

A considerable body of research has been conducted on the corre-
lation between the quality of university infrastructure, including student 
housing, and the overall student experience. This correlation has been 
found to have a subsequent impact on student success metrics [Hajra-
souliha, 2016]. A significant portion of the extant literature on the effects 
of student housing has focused on infrastructure elements that enhance 
students’ educational outcomes. For instance, the presence of green 
spaces on campus has been positively associated with improved student 
well-being and quality of life [Kaplan, 1992; Baur, 2020]. Additionally, stu
dies have shown that the availability of accessible learning environments, 
collaborative workspaces, and natural outdoor environments on campus 
contributes positively to student satisfaction and educational achieve-
ments [Triguero et al., 2015]. Furthermore, the integration of students into 
residential learning communities has been demonstrated to facilitate the 
transition for first-year students and enhance their satisfaction with edu-
cational quality [Shcheglova et al., 2020]. 

A considerable number of universities employ their campuses to 
achieve their institutional objectives, including the attraction of students, 
both domestic and international, the enhancement of the quality of life for 
students and faculty, the establishment of conditions conducive not only to 
learning but also to research and innovation, the cultivation of an environ-
ment that is both sustainable and supportive, and the provision of assis-
tance to local communities [Coulson et al., 2014, 2015; Delbanco, 2014]. 
Contemporary perceptions of the university have evolved to encompass 
not only a space for instruction but also a nexus for interaction between 
faculty and students, fostering collaborative creation of educational mate-
rials [Blyth, 2018].

According to Gwosc et al. (2021, p. 229–235), the average proportion 
of students residing with their parents in Europe is approximately 34%, 
with notable deviations observed in certain countries. For instance, the 
percentage exceeds 60% in Italy, Malta, and Georgia, while it drops below 
15% in three Nordic European countries (Finland, Sweden, and Norway) 
due to the higher average age of students in these regions. Conversely, 
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the average proportion of students residing in student accommodations is 
17%, a figure that exceeds 30% in Turkey, the Netherlands, and Sweden. 
As students progress through their academic careers, the proportion of 
students residing with their parents or in student accommodations experi-
ences a decline in all countries. Gwosc et al. (2021) further observed that 
in 80% of countries, the majority of residents in student residences are un-
der 24 years of age and predominantly bachelor’s students, in contrast 
to master’s students. International students also frequently utilize student 
halls, constituting 32% of the total number of students residing in such fa-
cilities.

1.1. Definitions of Student housing  
or students’ accommodations

A broad array of student accommodations has been observed to  
exist around the world, each offering a unique set of benefits to those who 
utilize them. This study will undertake an examination of the various living 
arrangements detailed below:

On-Campus dormitories: Student apartment buildings are frequently 
referred to as “dorms” in the United States. Located on or adjacent to uni-
versity campuses, these facilities offer students the convenience of proxi
mity to their academic buildings. Dormitories may feature both communal 
and private amenities and are designed to house either single or multiple 
students in a single room.

Residence Halls: The system of residence halls in the UK operates in a 
manner analogous to that of dormitories in the United States. These resi-
dence halls are situated on or in close proximity to the campus grounds, 
thereby ensuring convenient access for students. These buildings genera
lly offer single rooms, with the option of shared or individual amenities, 
though rooms that are configured as twins are comparatively infrequent.

Colegio Mayor: Colegios Mayores represent a distinctive institution in 
Spain, offering residential colleges that provide more than mere accom-
modation. These institutions facilitate a multifaceted array of academic 
and cultural activities, fostering a dynamic community environment that 
fosters both personal and academic growth.

Student Residences or Halls of Residence: The term “student accom-
modation” is employed in Germany to denote residential facilities designed 
specifically for students (Studentenwohnheime or Wohnheime). These ac-
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commodations typically take the form of large housing complexes, often 
referred to as halls of residence, which house hundreds of students. The 
individual bedrooms within these complexes are typically furnished and or-
ganized around corridors or shared kitchens.

WG: The German term “Wohngemeinschaft” (WG) denotes a living ar-
rangement in which multiple students share an apartment. Each tenant 
is allotted their own private room, while communal areas, including bath-
rooms, kitchens, and living rooms (if applicable) are shared among resi-
dents. On occasion, dormitories offer WG accommodations.

Private Apartments/Houses: These residencies offer students the op-
portunity to share living spaces, thereby providing a more traditional living 
experience that is distinct from the conventional institutional settings.

Kot: The term “kot” is specific to Belgium and refers to converted study 
rooms that serve as private student apartments. These “kots” often con-
tain shared amenities, such as kitchens and bathrooms, and are available 
for private rent.

Room in a Private House/Shared House: These accommodations, re-
ferred to as “room in a private house” on a global scale and “shared house” 
in Australia, involve the rental of rooms by homeowners, providing students 
with a distinctive living experience within a private residence.

Studio Apartments: A comparison of the living space provided by stu-
dios and traditional dorm rooms reveals that the former is of a larger dimen
sion, with dimensions suitable for one or two occupants. These apartments 
are self-contained, with private kitchens and bathrooms.

Russian Student hostel (“Общежитие”): The concept of communal liv-
ing, wherein students from diverse backgrounds reside together, is a salient 
one. It refers to a specific type of residential accommodation designed to of-
fer affordable housing options. These student hostels are buildings or com-
plexes located in close proximity to educational campuses, where students 
rent shared rooms for less than 100 euros. Facilities often include basic ser-
vices such as communal kitchens, shared bathrooms, and laundry services. 

1.2. Student housing stakeholders

A notable aspect of a location’s influence pertains to its perception by 
stakeholders, defined as individuals who are shaped by their immediate en-
vironment. The quality of student housing is contingent upon the nature and 
strength of its relationship with each stakeholder [Mora and Gaete, 2021].
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The term “stakeholders in student accommodations” refers to a di-
verse group of individuals and organizations with vested interests in the field, 
ranging from those within the educational institution to external entities in 
the wider community [Den Heider, 2012]. The term “internal stakeholders”  
refers to a diverse group of individuals, including students from both domes-
tic and international backgrounds, as well as those participating in exchange 
programs. This group’s diverse needs are highlighted by the inclusion of 
these students. Current and prospective students, along with their families, 
who are considered key external stakeholders, place significant reliance on 
these accommodations. Professors and staff involved in guidance and men-
toring, in conjunction with the administration, play pivotal roles in ensuring 
that the accommodations meet the educational and welfare needs of the 
students. Universities themselves, in their capacity as both providers and 
beneficiaries of student success, are considered central stakeholders. The 
external stakeholders include investors and donors who finance the ac-
commodations, local governments that regulate them, and industrial and 
business partners that may offer opportunities for students.

The involvement of the broader community and non-governmental or-
ganizations (NGOs) as stakeholders in the domain of student housing is 
of considerable significance. This involvement is predicated on the under
standing that these accommodations may wield a profound impact on lo-
cal economies and societal welfare. Moreover, it is posited that universi-
ties could cultivate robust social engagement around dormitories, thereby 
rendering the university space more open and appealing to the commu-
nity. This includes encouraging student tenants to participate in the volun
teering initiatives of local NGOs, fostering a vibrant and collaborative envi-
ronment. This symbiotic relationship underscores the potential for student 
housing to serve as a catalyst for positive community engagement and 
development, emphasizing the importance of inclusive planning and col-
laboration among educational institutions, NGOs, and local communities.

This network of stakeholders exemplifies the intricate interdependen-
cies and diverse interests that influence the provision and management of 
student accommodations (Fig. 1).

Universities frequently engage in collaborative efforts with municipal 
authorities to enhance the external environment, thereby safeguarding 
their assets from devaluation and enhancing the campuses’ appeal to 
prospective students through the improvement of infrastructure and the 
assurance of order and safety in the surrounding areas. However, such 
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collaboration does not occur automatically but rather is the result of close 
cooperation between universities and authorities [Revington, 2022; Revin
gton et al., 2023]. It is also important to acknowledge that, in the absence 
of other variables, students often express a preference for universities lo-
cated in close proximity to the city center. This preference can often be a 
decisive factor in the selection of a university for enrollment [Magni et al., 
2019; Verhetsel et al., 2017].

By emphasizing the significance of students as a primary stakeholder 
group, whose perspectives on housing have a substantial impact on their 
well-being, academic performance, and overall satisfaction, the necessity 
of aligning the design and management of accommodations with students’ 
needs becomes evident. This approach is crucial for fostering a supportive 
living environment. Furthermore, the modernization of student campuses 
and accommodations, driven by generational, social, and economic fac-
tors, as explored in our book, serves as a reflection of the evolving trends 
and developments that are enhancing higher education institutions (HEIs). 
The international trends in student living accommodations are indicative of 
the adaptation to modern needs or habits of the intangible assets for uni-
versities, such as reputation, social responsibility, and internationalization, 
enhancing the student experience.

Figure 1. The stakeholders of university student accommodations 
(Own elaboration)



A HOLISTIC MODEL FOR STUDENT-CENTERED ON- AND OFF-CAMPUS HOUSING — 
A COMPARATIVE CROSS-COUNTRY EVALUATION. ILLUMINATING PATHS TO SUSTAINABILITY 

There is evidence of reciprocal effects between university campuses 
and urban districts, with the development of both providing mutual posi-
tive externalities [Revington et al., 2023]. International research indicates 
a direct correlation between university expansion and urban economic re-
vitalization, underscoring a prospective role for universities in such integ
ration [Mallach, 2018; Garboden, Jang-Trettien, 2020; Goddard et al., 
2014; Zwick, 2018].The pivotal factor determining the significance of uni-
versities in the city is the static nature of their location. In contrast to the 
more mobile commercial sector, which can adjust its location based on 
market conditions, universities tend to maintain a fixed presence in a given 
city or region. This stability fosters a conducive environment for economic 
development through various channels. Universities generate new know
ledge, nurture skilled workforces, and facilitate the emergence of innova-
tive industries and products, contributing to a vibrant and dynamic urban 
ecosystem [Drucker, 2016].

According to Gwosc et al. [2021, p. 237], students residing in student 
accommodation across all countries have the shortest commuting time to 
the Higher Education Institution (HEI) of 15 minutes one way, compared. 
This is in contrast to students residing with their parents, who have a me-
dian commuting time of 40 minutes (with the shortest times in Ireland, 
Iceland, and Portugal equaling 10 minutes, and the longest in the Nether-
lands).



14

Chapter 2. Global trends of student housing

Historically, in countries such as Spain, the UK, China, and others, 
student housing options were primarily limited to on-campus accom-
modations. This traditional approach provided students with convenient  
living spaces close to their educational institutions, fostering a close-knit 
academic community. However, this model also restricted the diversity and 
flexibility of housing options available to students, reflecting a more uni-
form approach to student living. However, as the demand for higher edu-
cation grew and student populations became more diverse, the need for 
varied housing solutions became evident. This prompted a shift towards 
more inclusive and flexible accommodation strategies.

Off-campus student housing has undergone a global transformation in re-
sponse to shifting student needs and preferences, significantly impacting the 
landscape of student living worldwide. A prominent global trend is the emer-
gence of purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA), reflecting a transi-
tion towards more sophisticated and amenity-rich environments. This shift is 
driven in significant part by the recognition of stable returns on investment in 
student housing by private investors. This trend is particularly evident in coun-
tries with robust higher education sectors, such as the UK, USA, China, and 
Australia, where there has been a notable surge in PBSA projects.

A distinguishing feature of modern PBSAs is their emphasis on ameni-
ties designed to enhance student life. High-speed internet, study rooms, 
fitness centers, and communal kitchens are standard, with some facilities 
offering luxury features such as rooftop terraces and swimming pools. 
Alongside physical amenities, sustainability and eco-friendly designs have 
become crucial in new PBSA developments. Efforts to achieve green build-
ing certifications and incorporate energy-efficient designs are increasingly 
common, catering to environmentally conscious students.

Technological integration is a distinguishing feature of contempo-
rary PBSAs. These developments are characterized by the incorporation 
of smart technology, including keyless entry systems, smart lighting, 
and heating systems. Additionally, applications that enable residents to  
manage various aspects of their living experience from their smartphones 
have become a standard feature.

The global demand for higher education is prompting the expansion 
of PBSA beyond traditional markets to emerging education hubs in Asia, 
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Europe, and Latin America. This growth is accompanied by an increased 
focus on community and well-being. PBSAs are being designed to foster 
a sense of community and support the mental health and well-being of 
students through social spaces and access to community engagement 
programs.

Despite the trend towards luxury, there is a growing recognition of 
the need for affordable student housing options. Developers and institu-
tions are exploring ways to balance luxury with accessibility, with the aim 
of catering to a broader student population. Concurrently, there is a trend 
towards partnerships and collaborations between universities and private 
developers. These partnerships help institutions meet housing needs with-
out bearing the financial and managerial burdens of residence construc-
tion and operation themselves.

The aforementioned trends highlight the dynamism of the sector as it 
rapidly adapts to the shifting demographics and preferences of the global 
student population. The persistent increase in demand for quality higher 
education signifies a favorable outlook for the PBSA market, which is ex-
pected to undergo further growth. This growth presents novel opportuni-
ties for investors, developers, and educational institutions worldwide.

2.1. Student housing market

The COVID-19 pandemic had a profound impact on all aspects of hu-
man life, particularly affecting the student population. Notably, there was 
a significant decrease in student mobility, as evidenced by the substantial 
decrease in issued student permits in 2020 compared to 2019. The United 
States and the United Kingdom, two of the most sought-after destina-
tions for international students, experienced declines of 69% and 40%, 
respectively. This decline can be attributed to the transition from in-per-
son to remote learning, followed by a shift to a hybrid instructional model 
[Ninnemann, 2020].

Contrary to predictions, the impact of the COVID-19 on the occupancy 
rates of various student residences was relatively mild, with most coun-
tries reporting a decline of less than 10%. Specifically, student housing 
in the United Kingdom, Netherlands, Germany, and Central and Eastern 
European countries maintained an occupancy rate of approximately 90%, 
while those in France, Italy, and Spain registered rates of around 80%. This 
resilience underscores a marked preference among students for student 
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housing over alternatives like apartments or family homes, highlighting the 
strong potential for further student housing development. Surveys further 
corroborate this trend, revealing that students favor student housing ac-
commodations over other housing options and choose to remain in dormi-
tories even amidst the predominance of distance learning [Bonard, 2021].

The strong commitment of students to residence halls carries inhe
rently positive economic implications, primarily leading to increased com-
petition among accommodation programs and consequently elevating the 
quality of both the investments and the student housing sector itself. To 
date, Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) has garnered inte
rest from over 700 companies globally. Of particular note is the anticipa-
tion of the European launch of 961 new PBSAs, which is expected to gene
rate an additional 269,942 student accommodation units within the market 
[Bonard, 2023]. This growth is indicative of the significant demand for 
quality student housing and underscores the sector’s substantial potential 
for further development and investment.

As early as 2021, experts observed a marked increase in the demand 
for student housing, driven by a resurgence in demand for domestic ed-
ucation and academic mobility [Bonard, 2022]. This uptick was further 
amplified by students who had postponed their education due to the pan-
demic. By the end of 2021, the capacity of the private student housing mar-
ket was fully utilized by students, highlighting the sector’s robust demand. 
Investors also recognized the low investment risk in this sector, attributed 
to adherence to sanitary standards, which became a pivotal consideration 
in the context of the pandemic [Bonard, 2022]. This trend underscores the 
resilience and growing attractiveness of the student housing market as an 
investment opportunity.

In 2022, European countries that experienced temporary dips in occu-
pancy rates saw their levels surge to an average of up to 98%, according to 
Bonard (2023). This increase coincided with a continued rise in the number 
of international students seeking higher education in Europe, as evidenced 
by a comparison of the 2021/2022 academic year with the 2020/2021 pe-
riod. Croatia, Ireland, and Portugal experienced notable increases in inter-
national student enrollment, with 26%, 20%, and 19% growth, respectively 
[Bonard, 2023]. Despite these encouraging trends, the global capacity 
of the student housing market remains uneven, with disparities in invest-
ment attractiveness observed across different regions, including Eastern 
Europe and Russia. Brissy et al. (2022) emphasize a substantial surge in 
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PBSA investment volumes in 2022, which escalated by 130% compared 
to 2021. According to Bonard (2023), half of the cities under consider-
ation have augmented their market capacities, defined as the percentage 
of total beds to total students. Rome and Madrid have emerged as parti
cularly attractive investment destinations, with total investment volumes of 
0.6% and 7.7%, respectively, in 2022. These cities are viewed as promising 
markets for student housing investments, primarily because their student 
housing markets are expanding and have yet to reach full capacity (See 
Table 3).

In 2022, the demand for rented residential assets, including PBSA, 
remained stable or continued to increase. According to Bonard (2023), 
PBSA assets yielded higher returns compared to Residential Tenancy 
Scheme (RTS) and multifamily residential types. Additionally, there is a 
growing trend towards integrating student housing into the urban fabric, 
often in combination with facilities such as hotels and apartments. This ap-
proach of hybridization has been shown to mitigate profitability risks while 
enhancing the integration of students and academia within the urban envi-
ronment, suggesting a strategic move towards more versatile and commu-
nity-oriented student living spaces [Bonard, 2022].

From 2015 to 2022, there was a marked increase in the population aged 
15–19 across European cities, with Prague experiencing the most signifi-
cant annual five-year growth rate at 5.7%. Projections indicate an expected 
annual growth rate of 5.8% for European cities by 2027. Concurrent with 
this demographic shift, a favorable trend has been observed in student en-
rollment. On average, European countries experienced an increase of 1% 
in student enrollment between the 2020/2021 and 2021/2022 academic 
years [Brissy et al., 2022; OECD, a, b]. The Savills Report [Brissy et al., 
2022] indicates that in 2022, the ratio of total beds to the total number 
of students averaged 12.5% across Europe. Additionally, the market for 
Purpose-Built Student Accommodations (PBSAs) has expanded, with pri-
vate student housing accounting for a 37% share of the student housing 
market. Given the observed trends in student populations across Europe, 
there is a projected increase in demand for PBSAs, though to varying ex-
tents depending on the region.In the UK, for instance, there has been a 
slight decline in the availability of PBSA in certain cities, as demand has 
outpaced the supply [Murphy, 2023]. Additionally, there has been a nota-
ble increase in the number of international students, as evidenced by vari-
ous sources [Brissy et al., 2022; Bonard, 2023]. As indicated in Table 3, the 
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UK and the Czech Republic have the highest proportions of international 
students among the sampled European countries.

Moreover, a notable finding from the Class Conference in November 
2023, a pivotal event in the industry that convened leading experts and 
stakeholders in the Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) sector, 
revealed that “The PBSA sector has witnessed sustained demand, with a 
substantial 2.3 trillion euros anticipated for investment in the market. This 
heightened interest is further supported by an emphasis on sustainability 
and Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) factors, indicating a 
shift towards responsible investment” [The Class Foundation, 2023].

2.2. Affordability of student housing and cost of living

The affordability of student housing is a critical consideration, as many 
students rely on their parents’ income for support. Brissy et al. (2022) 
report that he average rent for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation 
(PBSA) across Europe constitutes 27% of the average household income, 
a percentage that has seen an increase from 2021. According to Bonard 
(2023), cities with over 100,000 students exhibit higher rental costs com-
pared to cities with fewer students, at 42.5 euros per square meter and 
32 euros per square meter, respectively. This discrepancy is further ac-
centuated when comparing recently established PBSAs (2019–2022) to 
their older counterparts, with the former exhibiting a 3.5-euro increase in 
rental costs. Moreover, the global average rental cost for studios, the most 
prevalent housing option among students, experienced a 4.9% increase in 
major cities from 2021 to 2022.

Statistical evidence indicates that 24% of students residing in student 
accommodation and 25% of those living alone express dissatisfaction with 
the cost of living, with the highest rates of discontent reported in Ireland, 
Iceland, Lithuania, and Sweden. In contrast, among students who do not 
live alone, the dissatisfaction rate stands at 20–21%. This discontent is 
understandable, given that approximately 32%–38% of students’ monthly 
expenses are allocated to housing services [Gwosc et al., 2021]. The lack 
of affordable housing options poses a significant risk, potentially leading 
to the emigration of young, qualified scientists, both foreign and local, in 
search of better opportunities.

Affordability has emerged as a persistent theme in discussions con-
cerning student well-being. This phenomenon is evidenced by the findings 
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of the Student Living Monitor, which revealed that concerns over financial 
matters significantly affect well-being. To assist the most vulnerable stu-
dents, initiatives such as scholarships and inclusive rental agreements 
have been proposed [The Class Foundation, 2023].

In order to mitigate potential biases arising from regional differences in 
consumer price levels, a comparative analysis was conducted of the aver-
age rent price per square meter [Bonard, 2023] against the average wages 
in the countries from the sample (Federal State Statistics Service; OECD, 
2024). As illustrated in Figure 2, there appears to be no clear correlation 
between annual salaries and the price per square meter in Purpose-Built 
Student Accommodation (PBSA). The most expensive living units are found 
in the UK, Ireland, and Spain, while rent prices in other countries exhibit a 
more uniform level. Notably, the UK leads in PBSA investment volumes, 
accounting for 73% in 2022 and 60% in 2021, while Spain captures a 7–8% 
share of total PBSA investments. Furthermore, an increase in student pop-
ulations has been observed to lead to heightened interest in the Private 

Figure 2. The annual salary and average rent per sqm in private PBSA across 
European countries, thous. USD

Sources: OECD (2024), Bonard (2023), Federal State Statistics Service of Russia 
(average exchange rate for 2022 according to the Central Bank of Russia).
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Rented Sector as well as Houses of Multiple Occupation, thereby contrib-
uting to escalating rental prices. This phenomenon was particularly evident 
in the UK during the 2020/2021 academic year, when student enrollments 
reached 2.9 million (See Table 3), underscoring the dynamic interplay be-
tween student populations and housing market trends.

Furthermore, there is evidence that the number of room neighbors di-
rectly affects their comfort. For this reason, the presented graphs group 
student housing by the number of residents per room, distinguishing  
between single occupancy and double occupancy (i.e., rooms shared by 
three or more students) (Fig. 3).

Figure 3. The availability of rooms with different options of residents  
per room in student housing, as proportion of total number  

of accommodations in the sample across countries, %

In over 75% of the nation’s sample of accommodations, single-occu-
pancy options are presented, despite the presence of a Russian campus. 
This phenomenon is associated with Russia’s relatively low average salary 
compared to other countries. However, Russian universities offer the most 
affordable student accommodation with roommates, which may enhance 
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the appeal of Russian universities for foreign applicants and indirectly sug-
gest a greater affordability of higher education for local students compared 
to European students. In contrast, in countries such as Germany, France, 
the United Kingdom, and Spain, the single occupancy option is available in 
all of the sampled accommodations. This variation may be attributed to the 
country’s income level compared to others as well as its national culture. 
For instance, in France, double occupancy and three or more occupants 
per room are also popular. In contrast, in Italy and the Czech Republic, the 
proportion of double and single occupancy options is almost equal.

2.3. Quality of university residences living

Despite the significance of the cost of living, students may opt for more 
expensive options. According to Fielding (2019), students in the UK cur-
rently spend approximately 500–800 pounts (or 570920 euros, converted 
using the average 2019 exchange rate based on the European Central 
Bank). This suggests that students are willing to allocate a greater portion 
of their budget toward high-quality services, as indicated by an increase in 
the variety of living options available to them.

It can be argued that modern private purpose-built student accommo-
dation (PBSA) offers significant competition to traditional university halls. 
The annual Global Student Living Index survey indicates that private hou
sing is more satisfying to students than university dormitories. Specifically, 
the survey found that 7% more students felt that the staff in private housing 
were more concerned with student well-being than those in university halls 
of residence. In terms of social connections, only a marginal increase of 
five percent was observed in the belief that university halls facilitate the 
formation of closer friendships compared to private residences [Lindb-
lom, 2023].The advent of the Coronavirus pandemic has led to a paradigm 
shift in the expectations and experiences of students concerning their liv-
ing arrangements. According to Harris Evolution (2021), students have 
expressed satisfaction with certain on-campus amenities, including high-
speed and readily accessible Wi-Fi, additional bedroom space, comfor
table beds, access to athletic facilities, the availability of laundry services, 
ample daylight in residential areas, and well-maintained communal areas 
such as dining halls.

Research findings indicate that, under certain conditions, students 
demonstrate a preference for educational institutions that offer superior 
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facilities and more comfortable accommodations [Trunova et al., 2021; 
VEB.RF and KB Strelka, 2021]. Student satisfaction with the The quality 
of housing conditions has been found to have a direct impact on student 
satisfaction [Reynolds, 2007; Vidalakis et al., 2013; Kobue et al., 2017; 
McDonald, 2019]. Additionally, a positive correlation has been observed 
between the quality of PBSA and students’ academic performance and 
research experience [Devlin et al., 2008]. However, students residing in 
student housing are more likely to report dissatisfaction with their living 
conditions (19%) compared to those living with their parents or in other ac-
commodations. Nonetheless, these students exhibit minimal dissatisfac-
tion with the location of their housing and their commuting times [Gwosc 
et al., 2021].

In the context of PBSA amenities offered to students, there is a ten-
dency for variation across different regions, with similarities observed 
within specific regions [Bonard, 2022, 2023]. For instance, the majority of 
student residences in Germany (74%) are equipped with bicycle storage 
facilities, 94% of Lithuanian dormitories feature a communal kitchen, and 
63% of Austrian student housing includes terraces or equipped courtyards. 
Notably, Portugal stands out with the highest number of study rooms (42%) 
among the countries examined. The Bonard report (2023) highlights the 
evolution of amenities offered by private PBSA options over time. Specifical
ly, there has been a twofold increase in the number of student residences 
offering gyms, study rooms, and game rooms over the past three years.

A thriving student campus integrates physical and digital infrastruc-
tures in a manner that optimizes the utilization of space and technology 
by students while simultaneously enhancing the urban environment (Table 
1). While the selection criteria for accommodations may vary based on 
demographic characteristics, affordability remains paramount for all stu-
dents, underscoring the importance of public-private partnerships in pro-
viding affordable housing options for university students and highlighting 
the need for governmental regulation of this rental market. A notable find-
ing is that over 67% of applicants consider the campus to be a pivotal fac-
tor in their college decision-making process. Key considerations include 
the availability of classrooms, the state of libraries, the convenience of liv-
ing quarters, dining facilities, and the quality of meals, as well as access to 
Wi-Fi [McDonald, 2019].

In considering their housing options, students prioritize a number of 
factors, listed in order of importance. These include the dormitory’s loca-
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Table 1.	 Results of research aimed to identify key characteristics of student  
	 housing

Research Results

Duan H. et. al. Metaverse  
for Social Good: A University  
Campus Prototype (2021)

A successful student campus must integrate 
both physical and digital infrastructure, balancing 
them to optimize space and technology utilization 
by students and to enhance the urban environ-
ment.

Ike N., Baldwin Cl., Lathouras A. 
Tertiary students’ housing  
priorities: Finding home away  
from home (2020)

The selection of accommodations for students is 
influenced by their demographic characteristics; 
however, the predominant factor in the selec-
tion of accommodations for all students is its 
affordability. The authors emphasize the neces-
sity of establishing public-private partnerships to 
provide affordable housing for university students 
and the importance of state regulation of this 
rental category.

McDonald L.S. The Impact  
of Campus Facilities  
on the Recruitment of Students  
in Higher Education (2019)

A substantial proportion of applicants — more 
than 67% — cite campus as a pivotal factor 
in their decision to apply to college. 
The pivotal aspects that applicants consider when 
choosing a campus are as follows:
•  availability of classrooms
•  availability and condition of libraries
•  convenience of living quarters
•  availability of dining facilities and quality of 

meals provided
•  access to Wi-Fi.

Kobue T., Oke A., Aigbavboa C. 
Understanding the determinants 
of students’ choice of occupancy 
for creative construction (2017)

Determining factors in students’ housing choices 
are (ranked by importance): the location of the 
dormitory; security level; proximity to the study 
buildings; the number of residents per room; 
availability of laundry facilities; availability 
and speed of Internet; availability of parking; 
design and architectural solutions; availability 
of classrooms and gym; recommendations from 
contacts.

Vidalakis C., Sun M., Papa A.  
The quality and value of higher 
education facilities: a comparative 
study (2013)

Students represent a particularly undemanding 
group of stakeholders on university campuses. 
They do not demonstrate a preference for 
high-tech, bright solutions; rather, they express 
a preference for comfortable, tidy, and focused 
environments that address their needs.
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tion, the security measures in place, the proximity to academic buildings, 
the number of roommates, the availability of laundry facilities, internet 
speed and accessibility, parking availability, and the design and architec-
tural features of the living spaces. This includes the availability of class-
rooms and gym facilities. Recommendations from peers also play a cru-
cial role in these decisions [Kobue et al, 2017]. Notably, students exhibit a 
propensity to demand minimal modifications to campus facilities, esche
wing technologically sophisticated or ostentatious solutions. Instead, they 
prioritize amenities that ensure comfort, cleanliness, and alignment with 
their needs, reflecting a pronounced predilection for pragmatism and con-
venience in their living and learning environments.
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Chapter 3. The Model  
“Student Housing On- and Off-Campus” 

The conceptualization of future student housing must commence with 
the formulation of a model that not only aligns with contemporary market 
demands but also exhibits adaptability to the evolving needs of all stake-
holders (See Fig. 1). The model for European campuses functioned as 
a foundational reference point, and Dutch scholar den Heijer (2011) is 
among the researchers contributing to this field. The model’s appeal lies 
in its grounding in fundamental human needs, as depicted in Maslow’s 
hierarchy of needs from the mid-20th century [Blyth and Worthington, 
2010]. Abbas (2020) employed Maslow’s hierarchy as a theoretical frame-
work to identify students’ service quality needs at universities, pinpoint-
ing the essential aspects of service based on student expectations and 
requirements.

In the context of the aforementioned paradigm, a model was deve
loped, encompassing three layers inspired by Maslow’s hierarchy: person-
al, social, and intellectual (Fig. 4). However, it is argued that in this century, 
a hierarchical structure does not accurately reflect the evolution of society 
towards a more human-centered approach, as exemplified by Society 5.0 
[Keidaren, 2018]. Consequently, we have reinterpreted the model not as 
a rigid hierarchy but as a dynamic framework that responds to the diverse 
needs of student housing facilities and services. The model is construc
ted as three interconnected wheels that may move at different speeds but 
remain perpetually related. This implies that students may prioritize their 
needs in different ways, suggesting that if certain needs are not met by stu-
dent housing, students will seek to fulfill them independently outside their 
accommodation. In addition, as posited by Maslow and Lewis (1987), the 
hierarchy of needs varies from person to person, and human behavior can 
be influenced by numerous motivations. Consequently, student housing 
should regard these needs as equally crucial for students and endeavor to 
address them concurrently.

It is important to acknowledge the limitations of Maslow’s hierarchy 
theory. Contrary to a rigid interpretation that demands the complete fulfill-
ment of fundamental needs before higher-level needs can be addressed, 
Maslow himself acknowledged that an individual might find their physio-
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logical needs met at 80%, their safety needs met at 70%, while their need 
for self-actualization is only approximately 10% satisfied. It is noteworthy 
that Maslow and his proponents acknowledged the non-universality of this 
sequence, recognizing instances where individuals may prioritize con-
tributing to society and self-actualization over their basic needs [Maslow, 
1987, p. 26–27]. Additionally, the relevance of Maslow’s hierarchy to com-
munities and societies is a subject of debate. For instance, if the funda-
mental and social needs of a community are met, its members (regardless 
of whether they constitute a specific group or the entirety of a nation) may 
be more inclined toward self-actualization, irrespective of the satisfaction 
of their individual needs [Compton, 2018].

In Maslow’s psychological theory, the base of the personal layer, en-
titled “Security”, encompasses the necessity for safe student housing en-
vironments. Ascending the hierarchy, the “Physiological” layer addresses 
aspects such as nutrition and rest, underscoring the significance of ade
quate dining facilities and comfortable living quarters. The “Social” layer 
emphasizes the aspects of “Acceptance and Respect” and “Sense of Be-
longing and Friendship”, highlighting the importance of inclusive spaces 
that foster community and peer connections. This layer underscores the 
role of communal areas and organized social activities in enhancing stu-
dents’ sense of belonging. The intellectual layer, symbolized by the con-
cepts of “cognitive” and “aesthetics”, underscores the importance of 
stimulating learning environments and pleasing surroundings. Thus, well-
equipped, aesthetically appealing spaces are essential. At the pinnacle of 
personal development is the self-actualization layer, which symbolizes the 
final stage of personal growth facilitated by opportunities for creativity, re-
search, and innovation.

The “wheel” model depicted (Fig. 4) illustrates a student housing quali-
ty framework that originates from Maslow’s seven-stage pyramid of needs, 
as interpreted by Rodulfo (2018). However, it undergoes a shift towards 
a higher level of interconnection, conceptualized as catering to an inter-
secting spectrum of student needs that span across three core “wheels” 
instead of “layers”: social, intellectual, and personal. The paradigm under 
consideration is one that is holistic and intricately interconnected, map-
ping out the multifaceted nature of student housing life, capturing the in-
tertwining dimensions in a single, cohesive moving structure. At the core 
of this ecosystem is a student-centered perspective that posits the diverse 
needs of students as not being isolated, pyramidal, or linear; rather, they 
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are deeply interconnected, echoing the essence of holistic well-being. In 
the new model, all wheels (before layers) are seen as intersecting, reflec
ting the capacity of student housing facilities to cater to a range of needs 
covered by these wheels. The importance of each wheel, alongside how 
student housing facilities fulfill these needs, will be elaborated upon fur-
ther. There is evidence indicating that certain elements within these wheels 
have a significant impact on students’ well-being and academic success. 
Consequently, we regard these “wheels” as indispensable components of 
a comprehensive ecosystem designed to fortify the student experience. 
Embracing an ecosystemic perspective enables a more profound compre-
hension and fulfillment of students’ needs, thereby nurturing their holistic 
development throughout their academic pursuits.

Figure 4. Our ‘wheel’ model of holistic and sustainable student housing 
based on Maslow’s needs [Rodulfo, 2018], transforms into ‘moving wheels’ 

according to the needs of the students. Created by authors

The findings of the study demonstrated that each class of indicators 
analyzed correlates with one or more of the aforementioned “wheels” (Ap-
pendix 1). For instance, indicators of “Security” may include the presence 
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of student housing security personnel and emergency services, while 
“Physiological” indicators may assess the availability and quality of food 
services and gym facilities. To support the “Social” aspect, indicators such 
as the number and quality of communal spaces and student organizations 
are evaluated. The ‘Intellectual’ aspect encompasses indicators such as 
access to and the state of libraries, in addition to the availability of Wi-Fi and 
technology-equipped study areas. Lastly, the ‘Self-actualization’ compo-
nent is measured through the presence of creative spaces, research op-
portunities, and platforms for student entrepreneurship.

The model promotes a student housing design that acknowledges the 
diverse and intersecting needs of students, ensuring that facilities and 
services are not only comprehensive but also conducive to cultivating a 
healthy and productive academic community.

3.1. The Personal ‘wheel’

An examination of the first wheel reveals that it addresses physiological 
needs, such as sleep, food, water, warmth, and security needs. These 
needs are fulfilled in student housing through the provision of cafes, dining 
rooms, vending machines, adequate living conditions, and the availability 
of bathrooms. The issue of providing proper nutrition for students should 
not be underestimated. Studies indicate that approximately three-quarters 
of university students adhere to irregular meal schedules, and their diets 
frequently lack proteins and fibers [Shuvalova and Popov, 2021]. More 
than a third of students neither purchase complex lunches nor prepare 
them themselves, with about half of the survey participants regularly visi
ting fast-food restaurants. This dietary pattern has been shown to have ad-
verse effects on both objective health indicators and students’ well-being. 
A significant proportion of the student population reports a decline in well-
being due to insufficient and unbalanced diets. Moreover, a study by Ro-
mashov and Kashparova (2020) found that 100% of Russian students re-
siding in student hostels expressed dissatisfaction with the quality of their 
meals. Consequently, the provision of a daily, comprehensive meal has the 
potential to significantly contribute to the promotion of a healthy lifestyle, 
enhancement of well-being, and improvement of educational outcomes.

The second facet of personal needs pertains to a sense of security, en-
compassing physiological and emotional safety, financial stability, health, 
and well-being. This need can be addressed by the presence of dedicated 
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security services and by maintaining a level of oversight regarding student 
consumption, such as alcohol and tobacco use. Research indicates that 
students residing with their families tend to consume less alcohol com-
pared to their counterparts living in dormitories [Gordeeva and Petukhov, 
2014; Lorant et al. 2013]. Consequently, the regulation of alcohol and to-
bacco use in student housing is considered an integral component of the 
security aspect.

A further consideration of the aspect of security involves the remote-
ness of the student housing from university academic buildings, as well as 
the transportation infrastructure features of the studied universities. It is 
noteworthy that this factor affects not only the students’ comfort but also 
their health. According to the results of studies on students’ physical acti
vity at the University of Tübingen in Germany, walking or cycling to campus 
has a beneficial effect on the physical and mental health of students com-
pared to traveling by public transport or private car [Teuber and Sudeck, 
2021]. Therefore, the importance of providing walking and biking paths 
both on and off campus is evident. Furthermore, the extended travel time 
to campus has been shown to have a detrimental impact on students’ aca-
demic performance and future career prospects [Sotomayor et al., 2022]. 
This underscores the necessity for effective student transportation options 
or close access from residential facilities to academic buildings.

A discussion of student housing as a space with creative potential ne-
cessitates, firstly, ensuring that the environment offers all essential condi-
tions for decent and comfortable living. Additionally, it is important to high-
light that, despite the evident social functions of campuses, they should 
also offer often-overlooked opportunities for privacy and seclusion [Bo-
chis et al., 2022; Muntean, Bochis, 2023].

According to Self-Determination Theory and its sub-theory of Ba-
sic Psychological Needs, autonomy is identified as a significant factor 
influencing the motivation, well-being, and effectiveness of individuals, 
including students. The dissatisfaction of Basic Psychological Needs is 
identified as a prevalent cause of emotional exhaustion and the decline 
in academic success [Zupančič et al., 2024, p. 289]. Autonomy, in this 
context, is defined as the capacity to manifest independence and self-
reliance, in the absence of external control and surveillance. Research 
has demonstrated that autonomy, in conjunction with other psychological 
needs such as competence and relatedness, has a positive impact on aca-
demic achievement and fosters intrinsic motivation in students (Ibid.). The 
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satisfaction of the need for autonomy has been demonstrated to have a 
significant impact on reducing the level of emotional burnout, and the link 
between autonomy and motivation, overall student well-being, has been 
substantiated [Zupančič et al., 2024, p. 293–294].

3.2. The Social ‘wheel’

The subsequent wheel comprises two components: a sense of belon
ging and friendship, as well as acceptance and respect, which are realized 
through interactions among individuals. The initial component is mani
fested through the establishment of close relationships with roommates 
and classmates, particularly in shared spaces for work and leisure. The 
secondary component is realized through the demonstration of compe-
tence and the attainment of success in diverse activities offered by cam-
puses, notably student housing for students. To further enhance students’ 
socialization, it is important to cultivate a social environment within the 
student housing that embraces students from diverse academic back-
grounds, fostering their engagement in cultural organizations and events. 

Research indicates that student housing cultural organizations play a 
substantial role in fostering friendships, thereby enhancing students’ so-
cial equity and evoking a sense of belonging to the university community 
[Glass et al., 2018). Engagement in university life is a pivotal factor in stu-
dents’ academic performance and success [Kinzie, Kuh, 2004], and it has 
been demonstrated to increase motivation and persistence [Garza et al., 
2021]. It is particularly salient to incorporate students from the so-called 
‘risk group’ into leisure activities, with the objective of cultivating their 
self-regulation skills, academic autonomy, and social integration, thereby 
averting the onset of social deprivation [King et al., 2021].The satisfaction 
of fundamental social needs has been instrumental in the genesis and evo-
lution of public spaces: well-appointed venues for individuals to convene, 
communicate, and interact with one another. The fundamental function of 
student housing at this stage is to foster social interaction, to establish a 
conducive environment for meeting, and, naturally, to cultivate a sense of 
community [Dremova, Sheglova, 2020].

A substantial corpus of research on the refurbishment of student hou
sing has demonstrated that these spaces can be adapted to meet the 
diverse needs of students [Elnagar et al., 2021; Cascone, Sciuto, 2018; 
Khajehzadeh, Vale, 2016]. To promote socialization and cultivate a sense 
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of community, these spaces should be designed to offer designated areas 
for both work and leisure activities, thereby facilitating interaction and col-
laboration in a group context.

This understanding is further supported by the findings that student 
success rates are closely associated with the quality of support services 
available on campus [Baugus, 2020]. International students frequently 
seek co-curricular services that promote academic enhancement, such 
as computer and skill labs [Lau et al., 2018]. In the complex social environ-
ment of student housing, fostering a sense of belonging becomes critical 
(Wang, Mallinckrodt, 2006). Research indicates that socio-academic in-
tegration, defined as engaging in career planning with instructors or advi-
sors and collaborating with peers, enhances students’ sense of belong-
ing [Garza et al., 2021]. Furthermore, the provision of supportive campus 
environments, offering resources for academic success, non-academic 
coping mechanisms, social support, and promoting diversity, has been 
shown to bolster the sense of belonging, alongside perceptions of rela-
tionships with staff and fellow students [Ibid.).

Figure 5. Characteristics of student housing Infrastructure  
(based on [Niemi, 2021])
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3.3. The Intellectual ‘wheel’

The intellectual ‘wheel’ encompasses three aspects of human need: 
cognitive, aesthetic, and self-actualization. The first aspect, the possibility 
and comfort conditions for the acquisition of new knowledge, can be re-
alized through the facilitation of learning in domestic settings, dedicated 
workspaces, and libraries. 

The aesthetics, defined as the perception of harmony and beauty, play 
a pivotal role in the environment where students reside, work, and interact 
with others. This environment encompasses not only the aesthetic quali-
ties but also the beauty of a sustainable environment, underscoring the 
significance of integrating ecological considerations into aesthetic evalua-
tions [Stieldorf et al., 2020]. 

The sensory dimension of their surroundings plays a pivotal role in 
shaping their daily experiences and interactions, thereby underscoring the 
critical need for thoughtfully designed spaces that not only meet functional 
requirements but also enhance the overall quality of student life through 
their visual and experiential appeal.In this regard, the design, colors, and 
interior are equally important.To make intellectual activity accessible and 
achievable for the individual, it is essential to take care to provide an envi-
ronment that is comfortable for the individual. While the primary objective 
of the university is the transfer of knowledge, the creation of favorable con-
ditions for work and life is also of significant importance. The European ex-
perience demonstrates that the development of a favorable environment 
for academic work and creativity necessitates the allocation of substantial 
resources. However, some universities aspire to transform public space 
into works of art while maintaining its functionality [den Heijer, Tzovlas, 
2014].

Another central thesis proposes a shift in focus to the conception of a 
Fifth Generation University (5GU), centered around the concept of human-
sustainable development [Gaete, 2023]. This innovative model reimagines 
the university as an ecosystem where individuals, engaged in the pursuit 
of knowledge and innovation, do so within a framework that emphasizes 
sustainability, inclusivity, and well-being. Contrary to Humboldt’s empha-
sis on “seclusion and freedom” as fundamental principles, the 5GU model 
adopts a more integrated and holistic approach to the educational envi-
ronment. In the contemporary discourse on university development, the 
emphasis on freedom (in learning processes, research activities, political 
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expressions, and self-governance) remains paramount. However, the in-
tegration of sustainable and human-centric principles offers a novel per-
spective on the coexistence of privacy and communal living.

In the 5GU context, it is important to grant students the autonomy to 
select their learning and leisure methodologies. This is in conjunction with 
recognizing the significant role that timely solitude plays — not only for re-
laxation and recuperation but also as a catalyst for academic and research 
productivity. This approach acknowledges the necessity of solitude for 
personal and academic growth, while also fostering a community that sup-
ports sustainable living practices and social well-being.

The 5GU model, which is employed in the design and management of 
student accommodations, prioritizes more than just the logistical aspect 
of providing roommate choices. It aims to cultivate an environment that 
promotes student socialization and well-being in ways that align with sus-
tainability and inclusivity goals. It is necessary to note that this approach 
addresses concerns such as anxiety and the perception of student hou
sing as unwelcoming, as evidenced by contemporary research [Fosnacht 
et al., 2020]. By creating living spaces that support both individual and col-
lective needs, this model embodies the principles of a human-sustainable-
centered university.

In the context of promoting privacy and self-directed learning, it is es-
sential to provide students with private study spaces (See Fig. 5). In this 
regard, four distinct types of learning environments are identified, each 
characterized by its specific functional attributes. These spaces effectively 
integrate social interaction and intellectual pursuit, addressing the diverse 
needs of the student population. By strategically designing these areas, 
educational institutions can create an environment that supports a harmo-
nious balance between collaborative engagement and solitary reflection, 
nurturing the holistic development of each student.

A further component of the intellectual “wheel” is self-actualization, 
which signifies the cultivation of students’ personalities, novel compe-
tencies, and latent potential through educational and extracurricular 
endeavors. A multitude of studies have demonstrated a direct correlation 
between student satisfaction with leisure activities and their academic 
performance, autonomy, and self-efficacy [Jordan et al., 2018; Yasartürk, 
2019; Jdaitawi et al., 2020]. Concurrently, the efficacy of individual and 
group leisure activities in fostering independence is equivalent, exhibiting 
variability depending on the personal attributes of the student.
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The aforementioned regularity is attributable to the fact that, in con-
trast to learning activities, during leisure time activities, an individual’s in-
ternal motivation (satisfaction, interest, etc.) predominates over external 
motivators (e.g., grades, ratings). This phenomenon fosters the develop-
ment of internal motivation in other types of activities as well. A student 
who predominantly exhibits intrinsic motivation has been shown to demon-
strate greater autonomy in the mastery of knowledge and skills, as well as 
a propensity towards proactivity and creativity when compared with a stu-
dent who predominantly exhibits extrinsic motivation. Furthermore, such 
students have been observed to possess a moral attitude towards educa-
tion, evidenced by a reduced tendency to engage in academic dishonesty 
(i.e., cheating and other forms of falsification of academic results) [Miller 
et al., 2011].

The necessity of developing a diverse campus infrastructure is fur-
ther justified by arguments derived from C. Jennings’ “70:20:10” model of 
learning [Clardy, 2018; Blackman et al., 2016]. Methodological research-
ers contend that learning transcends mere engagement with presented 
information; it also involves undertaking practical tasks related to the 
studied problem. Consequently, a student may acquire a mere 10% of the 
curriculum through passive learning methods such as attending lectures 
and reading literature. Another 20% is absorbed through social learning 
that occurs during interactions with instructors and peers. The majority, or 
70%, of learning happens through experiential or problem-based learning. 
This suggests that 90% of the educational process occurs outside the tra-
ditional classroom setting, underscoring the significant role that experien-
tial interaction plays in developing students’ social capital and in realizing 
the educational process to its fullest. On average, 21% of students with 
high study intensity and 19% with medium study intensity reside in dormi-
tories. A further analysis of age groups according to study intensity reveals 
that the youngest students exhibit a high level of study intensity [Gwosć 
et al., 2021, p. 235]. This finding underscores the imperative to tailor the 
student housing infrastructure to facilitate social interaction and collab-
orative practical work. Therefore, it must be ergonomic and user-friendly, 
integrating solutions that seamlessly blend the digital university environ-
ment with student housing infrastructure.

It is crucial to allocate particular attention to the establishment of envi-
ronments conducive to collaborative student initiatives, such as co-working 
areas and conference rooms. The significance of academic cooperation 
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among students is underscored, as collaboration within universities fre-
quently paves the way for expanded career prospects and enhanced stu-
dent academic achievements. Moreover, it contributes to the generation of 
positive economic externalities on a broader scale. A substantial body of 
research has underscored the pivotal role of university-student collabora-
tions in propelling the sustainable growth of the global economy, particu-
larly in dynamic and uncertain environments [Caniglia et al., 2018; Zulkifli 
et al., 2019; Singh et al., 2023].

As delineated in the aforementioned model, it is evident that to fulfill 
and stimulate cognitive needs within the context of student housing, the 
infrastructure must be designed to address the requirements of more 
foundational levels (Fig. 6).

3.4. Sustainability at student housing 

A significant focus of The Class Conference 2023 was the considerable 
obstacles encountered in incorporating Environmental, Social, and Gover-
nance (ESG) principles into the student housing sector. As in all markets, 
decision-makers encounter difficulties in creating uniform metrics, imple-
menting technical solutions, and clarifying responsibilities. Nevertheless, 
there is an increasing demand for ESG reporting from students, investors, 
and developers. This growing demand has led to a pressing need for im-
mediate action, comprehensive reporting, and a coordinated industry ef-
fort to navigate the intricacies of integrating ESG principles into student 
housing strategies.

There is a consensus among scholars that the efficient use of student 
housing resources hinges on the judicious design and equipping of such 
facilities, in addition to the effective management of resources. This as-
sertion is twofold: first, it is incumbent upon the state and society, as the 
primary investors in public higher education, to ensure the efficient and ap-
propriate management of assets; second, it is equally crucial for the well-
being of students. Research indicates that the condition and serviceability 
of a university’s physical resources, including student housing, is a factor 
in the decision to apply to a particular university [Vidalakis et al., 2013].

The essential attributes of student housing infrastructure must encap-
sulate a range of features to support an enriching living and learning en-
vironment [Poutanen et al., 2015]. Firstly, there should be a pronounced 
openness to the external environment and the region, making the area 
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appealing to residents. The design must emphasize multifunctionality and 
transformability, allowing spaces and equipment within the student hou
sing environment to adapt to various needs and activities. Furthermore, 
the presence of a robust entrepreneurial ecosystem, coupled with com-
prehensive consumer services, is instrumental in cultivating a dynamic and 
nurturing community environment. The infrastructure should foster social 
networking by incorporating open spaces conducive to work and study, 
thereby facilitating collaboration and interaction among students. Lastly, 
the responsible use of resources is paramount. This encompasses the im-
plementation of environmentally friendly spatial solutions, the promotion 
of judicious consumption, and the assurance of environmentally sound 
disposal practices. The synergy of these characteristics is instrumental in 
creating a student housing infrastructure that not only fulfills the practical 
requirements of its inhabitants but also contributes to their academic, so-
cial, and environmental well-being.

Figure 6. Characteristics of Student Housing Infrastructure  
(based on [Poutanen et al., 2015])
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Therefore, contemporary university student housing should satisfy 
multiple sustainable criteria. By addressing the fundamental needs of stu-
dents, such housing can facilitate social adaptation and promote the de-
velopment of research and entrepreneurial activities among its residents. 
To achieve this, the design should integrate spaces that promote privacy 
and public events, areas conducive to both living and learning, and be er-
gonomically and environmentally friendly, technologically advanced, and 
seamlessly integrated into the urban infrastructure.

Therefore, the integration of sustainable architecture and the environ-
mental behaviors of students underscores the holistic approach necessary 
to align student accommodations with the cities or region’s advancement 
towards a sustainable and ecologically responsible future. Within the broa
der spectrum of behaviors aimed at minimizing the environmental impact 
of production and consumption, recycling emerges as a pivotal practice.
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Chapter 4. Blueprints for Sustainability: 
Crafting the Assessment of Student Living

The objective of this chapter is to delineate the methodological frame-
work underlying our study and its findings. Our analysis employs a quan-
titative content analysis approach grounded in documentary data, en-
compassing open university and student statistics, university reports, and 
university websites. We have meticulously collected all available informa-
tion pertaining to student housing options of a particular university from 
our sample. We have implemented a multi-criteria approach to evaluate 
the quality and sustainability of student housing. The selection of thirteen 
cities and universities in seven European countries was based on a set of 
parameters, with the first criterion being the location of the universities in 
seven different sub-regions of Europe. The second criterion was the inclu-
sion of two universities per country, one central and one regional, based on 
their appearance in the QS World University Rankings 2022.

In light of the prevailing circumstances, it is necessary to acknowledge 
the mounting concern among young people, particularly students, regar
ding sustainability issues [Berglund et al., 2020; Leal Filho et al., 2023]. 
This heightened awareness and commitment to environmental steward-
ship are evident in their decisions, including those pertaining to student 
housing. Accommodations that prioritize sustainability not only align with 
the values of environmentally conscious students but also become in-
creasingly appealing options for them. Consequently, it is essential to in-
tegrate sustainable practices and features into student housing to attract 
young individuals who prioritize such values in their living environments.

The map delineates the geographical features relevant to this study 
(Fig. 7). The analysis encompassed 13 universities and 167 student hou
sing facilities located in various European cities, including Navarra (Spain), 
Manchester and Glasgow (UK), Paris and Strasbourg (France), Rome and 
Milan (Italy), Helsinki (Finland), Berlin and Munich (Germany), Prague and 
Brno (Czech Republic), and St. Petersburg (Russia).

The data was collected during the 2021–2022 through a compre-
hensive analysis of media materials obtained from the official websites of 
university student housing.The analysis revealed that the majority of the 
sample consisted of university halls (40%) and student residences (34%). 



39

A HOLISTIC MODEL FOR STUDENT-CENTERED ON- AND OFF-CAMPUS HOUSING — 
A COMPARATIVE CROSS-COUNTRY EVALUATION. ILLUMINATING PATHS TO SUSTAINABILITY 

The commute time to these off-campus residences can vary significantly. 
The data indicates that 40% of student accommodations are operated by 
universities, 31% by private commercial enterprises, 13% by state entities, 
and 11% by non-profit organizations or NGOs. In Italy, Spain, and France, a 
significant proportion of student accommodations are off-campus student 
residences and Colegio Mayors (Spain). In Finland, the majority of student 
accommodations are self-catering flats. The remainder of the sample, in-
cluding the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom, Germany, and Russia, 
are on-campus student accommodations, such as university halls.

The present model was inspired by Maslow’s theory, but it advances 
beyond his work by integrating his hierarchical layers into a more holis-

Figure 7. Territorial coverage of the study 
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tic framework. This model led to the creation of categories for analysis, 
which were built from content analysis of documentary data. A matrix was 
created, consisting of all student housing information provided by open 
sources about living conditions, fees, services offered, number of neigh-
bors, activities provided for students, and so on. This list of features repre-
sents the different criteria in the present study. Typically, student housing 
contains similar information, as students must select their place of resi-
dence and be informed. However, some parts of the sample provide less 
information, and the criteria for the high number of missing values were not 
included in the analysis. All the criteria determined for the analysis were 
classified into categories, enabling us to underscore the primary benefits 
of student accommodations and further incorporate best practices into 
the development of student housing.

The categories that were determined are as follows: domestic, eco-
nomic, service, organizational, social, and leisure. A prototype of this 
template, in conjunction with specific indicators (Table 2), was utilized to 
gather the necessary data for the study. 

Table 2.	 Model Clustered indicators for analyzing student housing

Cate-
gories

Economic 
(domestic)

Additional 
services

Accommoda-
tion arrange-
ments

Social  
(community)

Leisure / 
Learning 
offers

Indica-
tors

Cost of living Vending 
machines

Dormitory 
type

Student self-
government

Creative 
space

Payment 
procedure

Cleaning, 
support ser-
vices

Park 
and sports  
areas (outside)

Mentoring 
and seniors 
ship systems

Entertain-
ment from 
the university

Utility ser-
vices (Wi-Fi)

Medical sta-
tion, hospital

Access 
for guests

Social  
volunteering

Student 
adaptation 
trainingsInstallment/

Credit op-
tions

Cost of emer-
gency calls

Concierge 
service

Academic 
and research 
activities

Special offers 
and dis-
counts

Possibil-
ity to inde-
pendently 
enhance 
the room

Form of ac-
commodation 
for specific 
categories 
of students

Engagement 
of teachers in 
the students’ 
social life

Availability 
of spaces 
for cowor
king, study 
areas, libra
ries
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Cate-
gories

Economic 
(domestic)

Additional 
services

Accommoda-
tion arrange-
ments

Social  
(community)

Leisure / 
Learning 
offers

Optional 
services

Laundries, 
ironing rooms

Alcohol and 
tobacco sales

Leisure  
activities 
availability

Food service 
options

On-campus 
stores and 
pharmacies

Distance from 
classrooms

Availabil-
ity of sports 
events

Organization 
of campus 
gradua-
tion/special 
events for 
graduates

Technical 
equipment 

Supplying 
storage 
rooms

Relation 
to the city 
center

Presence 
of creative 
activities

Furnishing Baths, 
saunas, 
and swim-
ming pools

Format 
of common 
room cleaning

Political 
Expression 
Opportunity

Driving 
School

Control forms

Parking Availability  
of security 
guards

Gyms and 
sports clubs

The analysis of student housing facilities employed a model that cate
gorizes facilities according to the “wheels” of needs they address. The 
model’s objective is twofold: first, to demonstrate how these facilities can 
directly address student needs, and second, to show how they can indi-
rectly meet other student needs (See Appendix 1).

4.1. Unveiling Foundations

The model was constructed following an extensive analysis of a diverse 
sample comprising 167 student housing units across various paradigms in 
Europe. The initial step involved a thorough examination of international 
statistics on student populations and occupancy rates throughout Euro-
pean nations, including Russia, with a specific focus on Saint Petersburg. 
Across these countries, the dataset also reveals the share of international 
students in tertiary education, emphasizing the importance of accommo-
dating the diverse needs of domestic and international students alike. This 
comprehensive statistical analysis offers a glimpse into the state of student 
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housing in several European countries, emphasizing the ongoing efforts to 
provide sustainable and quality accommodations that meet the evolving 
demands of the student population.

The figures delineate exhaustive statistics concerning student en-
rollments, occupancy rates, and the provision of Purpose-Built Student 
Accommodation (PBSA) across a range of European countries, encom-
passing the United Kingdom (UK), Germany, France, Spain, the Czech Re-
public, Italy, Finland, and Russia. The figures encompass the aggregate 
number of enrollments in tertiary education for the years 2021 and 2020, 
accentuating percentage differences that offer insights into trends in hig
her education. Furthermore, the document provides data on the percent-
age of students in tertiary education as a proportion of the population aged 
20–24, drawing from Eurostat (2023) and the OECD (a).

From 2020 to 2021, the United Kingdom witnessed an uptick in higher 
education enrollment, with the figure surpassing 2.99 million in 2021. This 
period of growth also revealed a commendable ratio of Purpose-Built Stu-
dent Accommodation (PBSA) beds to the total number of students, with 
cities such as London, Brighton, Canterbury, and Glasgow exhibiting a 
substantial supply of student housing. A similar trend was observed in Ger-
many, where higher education enrollments increased to over 3.35 million 
in 2021. However, the availability of PBSA beds varied across cities such 
as Munich, Berlin, and Hamburg, highlighting a commitment to providing 
adequate student housing.

France and Spain have also reported increases in tertiary education 
enrollments, with France having approximately 2.8 million and Spain over 
2.26 million in 2021. However, both countries presented different levels of 
PBSA bed availability across various cities, indicating regional disparities 
in student housing provisions. The Czech Republic, Italy, and Finland, with 
smaller student populations, likewise showed increases in enrollments 
and provided data on PBSA beds, highlighting efforts to accommodate 
the housing needs of students. Russia’s data, while distinct in structure, 
revealed a substantial student population of over 1.18 million in 2021, with 
a significant portion of students aged 17–24. The country has a notable 
number of PBSA beds, reflecting a considerable effort to support student 
housing.
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4.2. Enhancing well-being: Personal ‘wheel’

The preliminary stage of our nationwide investigation into the student 
housing landscape concentrated on the evaluation of student housing’s 
potential to promote student well-being. This exhaustive analysis aspired 
to provide a comprehensive viewpoint on the extent to which student ac-
commodations tackle the multifaceted needs of students, thereby influ-
encing their academic success and overall quality of life.

In this evaluative category, an in-depth analysis was conducted into 
the fundamental needs of students residing in the accommodations featu
red in the study. Key aspects under scrutiny included the dining options 
available within university student housing, encompassing the spectrum 
of food service offerings, the provision of kitchens, the presence of food 
vending machines, and the accessibility of food stores. Additionally, we 
examined the logistical aspects of student life, focusing on the distribution 
of commute times to classes, whether by public transportation or on foot, 
across the various campuses in our sample.

A comprehensive investigation was conducted into the security featu
res of the university student accommodations. In this investigation, various 
aspects were assessed, including security and access control measures, 
the availability of medical support, and the ease of contacting emergency 
services. Additionally, policies surrounding alcohol and tobacco purchas-
es were examined. Lastly, the household characteristics inherent to the 
studied university student housing were scrutinized. These characteristics 
included room amenities, parking availability, and the possibilities for utiliz-
ing various services. 

4.2.1. Financial requirements 

The available options for students’ housing include living in dormito-
ries or PBSAs, either independently or with one or more roommates in a 
shared room. Alternatively, students can opt for accommodation through 
an aggregation service, which can provide studios or apartments ranging 
from one to four rooms. The financial analysis encompasses all available 
options (Fig. 8). Consequently, the cost of housing for each category is not 
the primary focus; rather, the analysis examines the range of housing op-
tions available to students at each university, considering factors such as 
the city and country selected.



46

A HOLISTIC MODEL FOR STUDENT-CENTERED ON- AND OFF-CAMPUS HOUSING — 
A COMPARATIVE CROSS-COUNTRY EVALUATION. ILLUMINATING PATHS TO SUSTAINABILITY 

Figure 8. The distribution of cost of living per month across university’s 
student housing, euros 

The cost of living in Russia, the Czech Republic, and the UK has been 
converted into euros using the average European Central Bank exchange 
rate for the period of January 1, 2021 — January 1, 2023, which falls during 
the period of data collection for this book. The highest median for cost of 
living per month is for students at the University of Navarra and Sapienza 
University of Rome. Conversely, the cost of living in Russia and the Czech 
Republic is the lowest. These figures are anticipated to be accurate, par-
ticularly for Russia, given that students in Russia also predominantly reside 
with one or more roommates. 

4.2.2. Exploring the Spectrum of Food Options  
in Student Housing

A survey of student housing options reveals that less than half of the 
options offer full meals to their residents, a service that is often included in 
the cost of housing. The availability of this service is advantageous for stu-
dents, as it can facilitate balanced and regular meal consumption, which 
in turn can positively impact educational outcomes (Table 4). The content 
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analysis revealed that a canteen is present in 26% of residences, 8% offer 
a special order option, and 14% include the cost of meals in the accom-
modation fees. The analysis also identified the practice of providing spe-
cial coupons for preferential meals to students in Spain, France, Italy, and 
Finland. 

Consequently, all student housing options provide students with the 
opportunity to purchase groceries in a store within a 15-minute walking 
radius and subsequently utilize a kitchen for independent cooking, either 
individually or in shared settings, depending on the type of accommoda-
tion. Moreover, all student housing options from the sample provide ac-
cess to nearby cafes, and in the majority of cases, there is a dedicated 
student cafeteria or bistro on the residence premises (28% of student 
housing). Vending machines, which offer students the option to purchase 
both snacks and water, have also gained popularity.

4.2.3. Commute Time to Classes

In considering the characteristics of student housing, it is possible to 
identify infrastructure features such as transport accessibility, the avai
lability of specialized transport for students, the existence of medical sta-
tions or student clinics, emergency services, security services, and pass 
control. In addition, the option or restriction of purchasing alcohol/tobacco 
products within the student housing may be considered.

As illustrated in Figure 9, a comparative analysis of average commute 
times for students between their place of residence and the university 
across various European countries is presented, with a distinction made 
between travel by public transport and on foot. For each country listed —
Germany, Finland, France, the UK, Italy, Spain, the Czech Republic, and 
Russia — the graphic displays two bars representing the average commute 
time in minutes.

In European countries, the majority of students report the duration 
of their commute to university. Commute times on foot are similar across 
all countries, with Spain and Italy displaying some of the shortest walking 
durations. However, Russia, particularly in St. Petersburg, stands out with 
the longest commute time by public transport, significantly exceeding 
those of other countries. In this city, most student housing residents rely 
on public transport, notably the subway, resulting in significantly longer 
commute times compared to their counterparts in other European cities. U
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This phenomenon is further compounded by the geographical distribution 
of HSE educational buildings across different city districts, creating addi-
tional challenges for students. Addressing this issue necessitates strategic 
planning to allocate dormitory placements in closer proximity to academic 
buildings or the provision of dedicated shuttle services between student 
housing and academic facilities.

4.2.4. Student Safety Services and Regulations

A review of the data reveals (Table 5) that student safety services and 
regulations vary across different countries and types of student housing. 
However, there are notable similarities. For instance, the sale and con-
sumption of alcoholic beverages are prohibited in most student accommo-
dations, and the majority of rooms are designated as non-smoking areas. 
Finland represents an exception to this pattern, as the student housing 
included in our sample consists primarily of residence buildings offering 
apartment rentals. Consequently, the living conditions in these Finnish 
residences closely resemble those of ordinary city apartments. Further-

Figure 9. The distribution of commute time to classes using public transport 
(metro, bus, train) and on foot, minutes (among campuses from sample)
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more, smoking and the consumption of alcoholic beverages are permit-
ted in the bars of 9 out of 20 student housing facilities at the University of 
Manchester. This practice can be largely attributed to the national culture 
surrounding British bars.

The implementation of 24-hour video surveillance and dedicated se-
curity measures for student housing has become a prevalent practice. Ac-
cording to the findings of our survey, 59% of these residences are under 
the protection of specialized security organizations. However, a review of 
security protocols reveals that certain housing providers do not make this 
information readily available on their websites.

Emergency services encompass the remediation of pressing utility-
related issues, such as plumbing and electrical work. In 70% of student 
housing, an emergency call for technical assistance is included in the cost 
of living, while some student housing incorporates separate insurance for 
emergency services. In Finland, for instance, only approximately half of all 
student apartments are insured against fire. In certain instances, tenants 
are obligated to install smoke detectors and can opt to purchase insurance 
for their apartments. In the absence of such provisions, the responsibility 
for ensuring the safety of the apartment rests entirely with the tenant. In 
Spain, residents are required to pay a fee for emergency services. Con-
sequently, some student housing initially included such insurance in the 
rental agreement. In Russia, the financial support for emergency services 
is provided from the federal budget, and consequently, it is free of charge 
for students regardless of their country of residence. This is a significant 
support for students in need of urgent assistance [Federal Law “On emer-
gency services and the status of rescuers”, 22.08.1995]. Considering 
medical support, the biggest attention to it was paid by Glasgow Caledo-
nian University — in a half of residences there is first aider on the territory of 
the student housing as well as medical center in the university.

4.2.5. Household characteristics  
of the student accommodations

The household characteristics of the sample student housing provide 
a comprehensive overview of the living conditions and amenities available 
to students. These features play a crucial role in ensuring comfort, conve-
nience, and a supportive living environment conducive to academic suc-
cess and personal well-being. Among the key household characteristics 
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observed are the availability and quality of room amenities, which include 
furnishings, storage solutions, and study spaces designed to meet the 
needs of student residents. 

Furthermore, the configuration of living spaces, whether individual or 
shared, exerts a substantial influence on the social dynamics and privacy 
levels within student housing. Shared spaces, such as kitchens and loun
ges, have been shown to facilitate community building and social interac-
tion, while private rooms offer solitude and quiet necessary for study and 
relaxation. These household characteristics collectively shape the student 
housing experience, underscoring the importance of thoughtful design 
and management in creating a nurturing and efficient living environment 
for students (Table 6).

A critical component of university life is the availability of parking facili-
ties, which play a pivotal role in facilitating the transportation of students 
between their residences and the campus or nearby locations. The pro-
vision of ancillary services, such as laundry, cleaning, and maintenance 
within the housing complex, enhances the overall convenience for stu-
dents. This contributes to an environment where students can prioritize 
their academic pursuits and personal growth without being encumbered 
by household responsibilities. 

As indicated by the data presented in Table 6, the characteristics of 
housing facilities and the availability of support services vary across diffe
rent countries and universities. For instance, the Finnish student housing 
system is distinctive in that universities do not generally provide accom-
modations; rather, students procure apartments through specialized pri-
vate and public organizations. These apartments frequently include private 
bathrooms and kitchens, thereby offering students a degree of autonomy. 
However, this arrangement also entails the responsibility of furnishing their 
spaces, as only 8 out of 15 housing options are fully or partly furnished, 
with just one providing bedding and crockery to students. In contrast, stu-
dent accommodations in other countries usually come fully furnished. In 
the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom, and Germany, for instance, dor-
mitories are typically equipped with all necessary home appliances. 

While not all dormitories provide information about linens and table-
ware, HSE student housing is distinguished by its lofty standards in provi
ding these items. The majority of universities are equipped with self-ser-
vice laundry facilities, with a third also offering full-service laundry options. 
Parking availability is particularly notable in Finland, the UK and Germany. 
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In terms of room amenities, students of Ludwig Maximilian University of 
Munich, The University of Helsinki, The University of Manchester, Glasgow 
Caledonian University and Charles University (Prague) have the highest 
proportion of amenities. Housing and communal services are mostly rep-
resented in Italian, Czech Republic and Russian student housing. Cleaning 
services, on the other hand, tend to be less available in Russian and Fin
nish student housing.

4.2.6. The Integration of student housing  
into the urban landscape

Therefore, it is useful to consider the student housing clustering from 
the sample in terms of distance from the city center (Fig. 10). Thus, one 
might conclude that student housing is overwhelmingly located within the 
city limits (95%). About a third of the residences are located close to the 
central part of the city. Despite students preferring housing in the city cen-
ter, the resources of universities can be very limited due to the high cost of 
land and real estate in prestigious areas. Consequently, the majority of the 
student dormitories in the city center are affiliated with the oldest univer-
sities or are reconstructed buildings that were not originally designed for 
student housing.

Figure 10. Distribution of the sample by distance from the city center
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In considering the context of our model of student housing, it is evident 
that Figure 11 presents a vision that emphasizes the creation of a sustai
nable environment within student housing. This vision is predicated on the 
notion that ecological consciousness and student living can coexist har-
moniously. The concept of a sustainable environment is not confined to 
green building practices or energy efficiency; rather, it is intended to be 
embedded into the very fabric of the student living experience. This vision 
for student housing encompasses more than mere physical spaces; rather, 
it is conceptualized as vibrant ecosystems that foster sustainable lifestyles 

Figure 11. Ecosystem of the model of holistic and sustainable student 
housing (Own elaboration)
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[Chiang et al., 2014]. Key components of this ecosystem include the utiliza-
tion of renewable energy sources, the implementation of waste reduction 
programs, and the integration of green spaces that promote biodiversity 
and mental well-being. This multifaceted approach is designed to educate 
and encourage students to adopt sustainable practices in their daily lives, 
thereby cultivating a culture of environmental stewardship (2020).

The model posits an integration with the urban landscape, thereby sug-
gesting that student housing should not exist in isolation but rather interact 
dynamically with the surrounding community and natural environment. This 
integration emphasizes the role of student housing in the broader urban 
ecosystem, potentially including features such as community gardens, 
shared public spaces, and pathways that encourage walking or cycling. 
The model’s advocacy for a living-learning environment that benefits both 
students and the local community is predicated on the integration of stu-
dent housing within a well-considered urban landscape, thereby creating 
a seamless blend of academic, social, and environmental objectives. This 
holistic approach enhances the student experience and contributes to the 
sustainable development of the urban area [Dolley et al., 2022].

4.3. Student housing Social ‘wheel’

The present study investigates the opportunities that student housing 
offers for meeting the social needs of its residents, as indicated by the 
model that has been developed. These opportunities are said to include 
a variety of activities/choices that activate social contact — time spent 
together, guest invitations into the residence, participation in leisure/rec-
reational activities, as well as room assignment options, access to urban 
centers, parks, and outdoor sports facilities [Windhorst and Williams, 
2015]. The subsequent analysis will categorize these features into three 
distinct subgroups: students’ social comfort within their housing, enter-
tainment possibilities provided for students, and the inclusion of student 
housing in the general urban context.This approach will allow for a compre-
hensive discussion of how student accommodation can enrich community 
life and promote social integration among students both inside and outside 
their hostel or dormitory.

The distribution of student dormitories on the St. Petersburg stu-
dent housing of the HSE exhibits a city distribution that corresponds to 
the general trend of the sample. Specifically, four of the twelve buildings 
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(33.3%) are located in the historical center or near the city center, while 
eight buildings (66.7%) are situated in different areas of the city. It should 
be noted that housing options outside of the city center are not provided.

In the context of environmental psychology, the consideration of hou
sing options that accommodate pets is of particular relevance, given the 
potential stress that the separation from a pet can induce in students, po-
tentially impeding their socialization. As housing conditions are not univer-
sally designed to accommodate animals, it is important to identify housing 
options that are conducive to pet ownership, particularly for students. The 
findings of the analysis, as outlined by this indicator, are as follows: stu-
dents at only three universities in the sample (Politecnico di Milano, The 
University of Helsinki, University of Navarra) have the opportunity to reside 
in student housing with pets; the websites of four universities do not pro-
vide any information on this matter; and the residences of the remaining six 
universities do not offer accommodations for pets.

4.3.1. Comfortable social environment within student housing

According to the findings of the Student Living Monitor, a comprehen-
sive survey conducted across Europe to assess the impact of students’ 
living environments on their well-being and happiness, there is evidence 
of a correlation between relationships, social impacts, and mental health 
scores [The Class Foundation, 2023]. The promotion of supportive com-
munities and good neighborliness among students has the potential to 
contribute positively to their well-being. Furthermore, even minimal en-
gagement with in-house facilities and services is linked to improved well-
being outcomes. This observation carries two implications. First, it under-
scores the importance of providing top-tier facilities and services while 
motivating student participation. Second, it emphasizes the necessity of 
addressing isolation and loneliness by enhancing access to specialized 
support services.

The distribution of student housing options across the universities un-
der study is illustrated in the accompanying visual (Fig. 12). The categories 
for student housing are divided into three groups. Firstly, accommoda-
tions offering only single rooms, without the option for students to choose a 
roommate, are identified. The remaining offerings for rooms or apartments 
designed for two or more students are found in the majority of universities, 
which offer an option to live without roommates. However, at HSE Saint Pe-
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tersburg, the majority of options are double occupancy or shared with three 
or more roommates, a practice that is less common in other universities. No-
tably, student housing at the University of Navarra in Spain and the University 
of Manchester in the UK predominantly involves single occupancy. 

Figure 12. Options for roommate choice in student residences, %

A comparative analysis of student housing policies reveals a notable 
degree of flexibility in accommodating roommate preferences at institu-
tions such as Glasgow Caledonian University in Scotland, the University 
of Strasbourg in France, Italy’s Technical University of Milan, and the Uni-
versity of Rome La Sapienza, where students’ choices are met in 75% or 
more of the cases. In contrast, the HSE student housing in St. Petersburg 
exhibits a moderate degree of flexibility in this regard. Conversely, students 
at Humboldt University Berlin, the University of Manchester, and Charles 
University exhibit the least autonomy in selecting their roommates.

The observed variability in roommate selection policies is of interest, 
as it appears to reflect both national and institutional tendencies. For in-
stance, Italian student accommodations consistently offer a higher level 
of autonomy in choosing a roommate, while British universities display a 
more restrictive approach. This suggests that the freedom to select room-
mates may be influenced by regional housing market conditions and the 
distinct corporate culture of the universities themselves.
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The trend towards single occupancy in student housing presents a 
multifaceted challenge for Purpose-Built Student Accommodations (PB-
SAs), offering both opportunities and difficulties. The Student Living Moni-
tor (SLM) survey underscores a salient link between social connections 
and mental well-being, identifying loneliness as a pervasive concern that 
adversely impacts student well-being. This phenomenon is particularly sa-
lient in France, where half of the respondents reported feelings of loneli-
ness, and remains significant in Portugal (48%), Denmark, and the United 
Kingdom (46% each). In contrast, Italy and Spain (38% each), along with 
Belgium (39%), report lower instances of loneliness, indicating diverse 
experiences with social isolation across various European contexts [The 
Class Foundation, 2023].

4.3.2. Cultural, leisure opportunities,  
and social-responsible engagement 

The optimal student housing should offer a wide range of social and 
infrastructural features. These features should be designed to enhance the 
residential experience with various leisure activities. These elements, when 
considered together, should forge a holistic living environment. This envi-
ronment should enable students to flourish both socially and academically 
(See Table 7).

The opportunity for residents to host guests in designated spaces has 
been demonstrated to enhance the sense of community and personal 
connections within the housing environment. The availability of external in-
frastructure has been shown to extend the scope of activities beyond the 
confines of student accommodation. Contemporary student housing in-
cludes a vibrant calendar of social events, creative gatherings, and sports 
activities, all aimed at fostering a dynamic community spirit. Many of these 
activities are organized by the student housing itself, offering structured 
opportunities for engagement and participation. Hobby clubs provide a 
platform for students to pursue personal interests in a group setting, pro-
moting social interaction and skill development. The surrounding area’s 
parks and sports facilities offer valuable recreational spaces, while ameni-
ties such as baths, saunas, and pools add a touch of leisure and relaxation 
to the student housing experience. 

With regard to the opportunities available for engagement in leisure 
activities, the distribution within the sample population appears to be bal-
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anced. The highest number of cultural and leisure activities was observed 
in the student housing at the University of Manchester (UK), Glasgow 
Caledonian University (Scotland, UK), and the Italian student housing. In 
Italy, a significant proportion of social events are closely associated with 
Catholicism and coincide with religious holidays, which may not be univer-
sally appealing to all visiting students. Conversely, 73% of Finnish student 
housing units offer a diverse array of social, creative, and sports events, 
though university-organized activities constitute a smaller proportion of 
these offerings, as they are predominantly managed by private business 
entities (PBSA). Notably, certain universities, such as those in Germany, 
France, Italy, and HSE in Saint Petersburg, have a track record of offering 
university-organized activities within their student housing. However, it is 
noteworthy that Czech university student residences do not provide in-
formation on recreational activities for students on their official websites. 
HSE student housing in St. Petersburg offers average leisure opportunities 
based solely on the accommodations available, though the university itself 
provides a variety of activities accessible to all its students, irrespective of 
their living arrangements. Furthermore, all students have access to sports 
halls located within HSE buildings.

The analysis of the provided data indicates that, irrespective of the 
country of residence, the majority of university student housing offers ac-
tive recreational opportunities for its residents. Specifically, 63% of stu-
dent housing provides access to free or discounted gym and sports facili-
ties, 59% offers proximity to nearby parks, and 72% allows guests at the 
resident’s place of residence. The sample also included a few pools and 
saunas, with 16% of the student housing having these amenities. Notably, 
student housing in Helsinki, Finland (87%), stands out for its incorporation 
of saunas, a feature attributable to the local culture and climate specifici-
ties [Heinonen, Laukkanen, 2018].

In nations such as Spain, Italy, and Finland, for instance, there is a 
more pervasive understanding of the importance of integrating social ser-
vice initiatives into the educational curriculum to foster the development of 
future civic-minded citizens. In this regard, student residents in Spain are 
permitted to engage in a variety of volunteer activities with underprivileged 
populations, immigrants, and disadvantaged groups. This encompasses 
external stakeholders such as NGOs and other foundations that have been 
sanctioned by local authorities (SDG 17).
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4.4. More than studying — Intellectual ‘wheel’

The final tier of the university student housing model is of particular 
significance in the context of promoting academic success, self-efficacy, 
and student autonomy. Intellectual needs and the highest need for self- 
actualization will be considered here. To satisfy the intellectual needs of 
the student housing’s inhabitants, there should be appropriate infrastruc-
ture, including co-working rooms, self-study rooms, and libraries. The 
availability of research activities within the student housing context was 
also considered during the evaluation process (Fig. 13).

Figure 13. The availability of self-study rooms and co-working spaces 
in student residence, % of sample across countries

The analysis revealed that the most prevalent rooms in the studied 
student housing were those designated for self-study. Consequently, stu-
dents at the University of Helsinki (Finland) have the option to rent special 
apartments designed to accommodate students, with the potential to al-
locate a specific room or individual area for self-study in each apartment. 
It was observed that all student housing available to students from the 
University of Strasbourg and University of Navarra is equipped with desig-
nated study rooms. The least represented in this category were HSE and 
University of Manchester with an indicator of 25% and 35%, correspon
dingly. Meanwhile, other student housing is about 40–75% equipped with 
study rooms.
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However, the university website does contain information about the 
possibility of using common lounges in student residences. The data pre-
sented indicate that student housing is better equipped with self-study 
rooms than with classrooms for co-working in the majority of student hous-
ing. The exceptions in this case are Spain and Italy, where the rate of avai
lability of study rooms is higher or equal to the rate of self-study rooms. 
The visual representation further elucidates that Czech and Finnish student 
housing exhibit a comparable rate of co-working spaces, with an observed 
figure of 27%. In contrast, the United Kingdom and Russia demonstrate 
a lower prevalence of co-working spaces within student housing, with a 
range of 6 to 8%.

4.4.1. Libraries and research activities in student residences

The presence of libraries and the facilitation of research activities with-
in student residences represent critical facets of academic support that 
extend beyond the traditional classroom environment. As integral compo-
nents of the holistic educational experience, libraries within student hou
sing offer a unique convergence of convenience and resource accessibil-
ity, allowing residents easy access to a wealth of knowledge essential for 
their studies. Similarly, the availability of research activities directly within 
student residences underscores the commitment to fostering a vibrant 
scholarly community, encouraging student involvement in academic inqui-
ry and innovation. A comprehensive examination of the distribution and im-
pact of libraries and research activities across diverse student residences, 
encompassing a range of geographic contexts, offers invaluable insights 
into the evolution of student support services. This analysis not only docu-
ments the current state of these facilities in our sample but also illuminates 
the potential for enhancing the academic and personal growth of students 
through targeted amenities within their living spaces.

Spain and Italy have the highest number of libraries in student housing, 
with residential libraries present in 70% and 56% of the local student hou
sing, respectively (Fig. 14). In contrast, other student housing options fea-
ture libraries in less than 20% of cases. In Russia and the Czech Republic, 
student residences lack libraries entirely. However, it is important to note 
that students have access to the library collections of their respective uni-
versities, which are either located nearby or directly within the academic 
buildings.
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Figure 14. The availability of libraries and research activities in student 
residences, % of sample across countries

A paucity of research activities was observed among the amenities of-
fered by student residences. A survey of websites from Russian and Czech 
universities revealed an absence of information regarding research activi-
ties. In contrast, the United Kingdom and Spain exhibited a notable preva-
lence of student residences offering research activities, with percentages 
of 50% and 43%, respectively. This trend is likely indicative of the broader 
applicability of research activities for the entire student body at a university, 
rather than being confined to individual student residences. However, in 
Spain, Colegios Mayores promote student involvement in clubs or circles 
focused on disciplines such as science, humanities, poetry, and social  
volunteering, enhancing the academic experience and skill development 
of participating students. Some student residences allocate spaces within 
the premises for collaborative interdisciplinary projects, while others foster 
integration with local industries through partnerships that allow students to 
engage with real-world problems, thereby augmenting their research ex-
perience and employability. Some of these activities are connected with 
research and territorial enhancement. 
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4.4.2. Self-actualization opportunities

The concept of self-actualization signifies the zenith of personal deve
lopment, wherein individuals attain their fullest potential. In the context of 
student housing, the provision of self-actualization opportunities is para-
mount in supporting students’ holistic growth beyond academic achieve-
ments. This section explores the array of avenues within student residenc-
es that cater to this highest tier of needs, encompassing leadership roles,  
volunteer work, creative expression, and meaningful interactions with faculty. 
By examining how student housing can facilitate these enriching experiences, 
we can better understand the integral role that living environments play in fos-
tering an atmosphere conducive to personal and intellectual fulfillment.

In order to assess the ability of student housing to meet self- 
actualization needs, an examination of the various opportunities avail-
able to students was conducted. These opportunities include participa-
tion in self-governance and volunteer organizations, free communication 
with faculty, availability of mentoring and student councils, and spaces for 
creative self-actualization (Table 8). Specifically, “student government” 
signifies scenarios where students assume leadership roles within the ac-
commodation settings; “student councils” denote groups responsible for 
various interest clubs (e.g., painting, volunteering, literature, well-being 
centers); “mentoring” involves professors advising students on academic 
and university life; and “faculty involvement in student life” encompasses 
professors and university staff participating in extracurricular activities, 
student organizations, and events outside the classroom (e.g., serving as 
tutors in student clubs, attending campus events, or generally supporting 
students in non-academic areas); “creative spaces” describe designated 
areas for creativity, music, and art. 

Table 8.	 Opportunities for Self-Actualization in Student Housing 

In the cities 
of universities

Student 
govern-

ment

Mento
ring 

institu-
tion

Student 
coun-

cils

Faculty  
involve-

ment in stu-
dent life

Volun-
teering

Crea
tive 

spaces

Germany

Ludwig Maxi
milian University 
of Munich

1/5 * 2/5 2/5 1/5 3/5
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In the cities 
of universities

Student 
govern-

ment

Mento
ring 

institu-
tion

Student 
coun-

cils

Faculty  
involve-

ment in stu-
dent life

Volun-
teering

Crea
tive 

spaces

Humboldt Univer-
sity of Berlin

3/6 4/6 2/6 * * 4/6

Finland

The University 
of Helsinki

5/15 5/15 4/15 2/15 6/15 8/15

France

Sorbonne  
University

1/6 1/6 * 1/6 1/6 1/6

Université 
de Strasbourg

* * 1/18 * * 8/18

UK

The University 
of Manchester

19/20 20/20 18/20 1/20 20/20 3/20

Glasgow Caledo-
nian University

14/24 16/24 14/24 0/24 13/24 21/24

Italy

Politecnico  
di Milano

3/12 8/12 4/12 2/12 6/12 10/12

Sapienza Univer-
sità di Roma

5/8 4/8 4/8 4/8 5/8 6/8

Spain

Universidad de 
Navarra

3/23 4/23 2/23 11/23 13/23 6/23

Czech Republic

Masaryk University 
(Brno)

* * * * * 3/5

Charles University 
(Prague) 

* * * * * 10/12

Russia

HSE National Re-
search University 
(St. Petersburg)

1/12 2/12 1/12 * * 1/12

* data is not found
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As indicated by the data presented in Table 8, the United Kingdom (UK) 
demonstrated a notable prevalence of student councils, student govern-
ment entities, institutions offering mentoring programs, and opportunities 
for volunteering among its student housing sectors. Notably, the UK and 
Italy exhibited a significant presence of institutions engaged in mentor-
ing practices. Conversely, approximately half of the student residences at 
Germany’s Humboldt University in Berlin feature a student government, a 
phenomenon attributed to the university’s academic traditions rather than 
to public policy or general academic norms, as these traditions are less in-
tegrated in the country than in the UK, for example. In contrast, Czech stu-
dent housing websites generally lack detailed information about students’ 
daily lives and activities, focusing instead on physical infrastructure. For 
instance, these websites primarily offer information regarding the creative 
spaces available within their facilities and on campus.

A close examination of relevant websites reveals that mentoring and 
student councils are particularly salient features of German and British 
student housing. This phenomenon can be attributed, at least in part, to 
the distinct organizational structures of student unions. In Russian univer-
sities, for instance, student councils and senior students are organized by 
faculties, and members of these organizations are permitted to reside in 
any student housing or to rent accommodations on the private market. It is 
also noteworthy that students residing in student housing in Finland have 
opportunities for informal communication with professors.

A salient feature of this demographic is the prevalence of creative 
spaces for students, with over half of the student housing facilities offe
ring dedicated areas for self-discovery and creative pursuits (Fig. 15).  
Volunteering is also a prevalent aspect in many student residences, as evi-
denced by the example of Manchester University’s residences in the UK, 
which offer volunteering activities for students. However, the available data 
are inconclusive regarding faculty involvement in extracurricular activities, 
with this information being reported in only 24% of student housing facili-
ties. Student councils, student governments, and volunteer organizations 
received comparable scores, which may be due to these groups being 
viewed as voluntary student organizations.
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Figure 15. The general structure of campus facilities to provide opportunities 
for student self-actualization, %
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Chapter 5. Lighthouse for Navigating  
the Maze: Illuminating the Path  
of Complexities of Sustainable  
Student Living

The metaphor of a lighthouse serving as a navigational aid through a 
maze aptly symbolizes the chapter’s role in illuminating complex issues. 
The objective was to guide stakeholders in student housing toward under-
standing and solutions. This concept involves offering guidance and clarity 
amidst the complexities and challenges of creating sustainable student li
ving environments.

5.1. Intersecting Paths: A Dialogue on Sustainable 
Student Accommodations (Discussion)

Globally, as the demand for student housing rises, the market conti
nues to demand enhanced quality and efficiency in its solutions. This study 
sought to identify the similarities and differences in the provision of student 
housing to students in the European region. As demand increases and oc-
cupancy rates approach 100%, student housing has emerged as one of 
the most attractive asset classes, with rental growth rates exceeding infla-
tion and projected to continue doing so. Investment in student housing in 
Europe has surged, indicating a robust and resilient sector despite eco-
nomic fluctuations. The emphasis on quality and sustainability has become 
paramount, with new developments increasingly focusing on better envi-
ronmental, social, and governance (ESG) credentials. Student accommo-
dations are adapting to changing demographics and the greater expecta-
tions of students for sustainable living environments. This persistent trend 
underscores the necessity for continuous adaptation and enhancement in 
the design and management of student housing facilities, ensuring that 
they not only meet but exceed the evolving standards for comfort, sustai
nability, and student well-being. In addition, an evaluation was conducted 
to ascertain how the housing facilities meet the mounting technological 
requirements of students, such as a high-speed and reliable internet con-
nection and smart home systems [Gøthesen et al., 2023]. Consequently, 
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this study offers not only a current state of affairs but also the potential 
for identifying future development areas. These areas should be the focal 
point of efforts to enhance the quality of life for students, ensure their well-
being, and promote ecological sustainability. 

The incorporation of the sustainability factor within the context of PBSA 
is not a novel concept in the student housing market. The sustainability 
challenge plays a pivotal role in promoting good health and well-being 
(SDG 3) by fostering healthy living spaces; it contributes to quality educa-
tion (SDG 4) by providing access to academic facilities; and it supports 
economic growth and decent work (SDG 8) through ethical labor practices 
in construction and maintenance; it aids in the development of sustainable 
cities and communities (SDG 11) through the design of accessible and 
eco-friendly student housing; and it strengthens global partnerships (SDG 
17) by collaborating with diverse stakeholders to fulfill these aims.

Frank Uffen, Co-Founder of The Class Foundation (2023), underscored 
the critical role of accommodation settings in shaping student mental health 
and well-being by highlighting the results of a pan-European survey on the 
impact of students’ living environments. Uffen’s insights reveal that ac-
commodation providers must design environments that not only facilitate 
community, a sense of togetherness, and belonging but also ensure that 
accommodation teams actively foster these communities. He emphasizes 
that creating and nurturing such environments is essential for supporting 
mental health and enhancing student well-being within higher education 
housing [The Class Foundation, 2023].

This statement lends support to our thesis that novel approaches to 
investment, including the addition of amenity spaces to address social 
isolation and the acknowledgement of the value of programming on the 
premises, are becoming necessary developments in the sphere of PBSAs. 
Such trends demonstrate shifts in the direction of investment priorities and 
underscore the importance of designing spaces that would be both inte
resting and conducive to people’s well-being.

The array of facilities we have delineated exemplifies the impact of 
national peculiarities and the traditions of both university and community 
institutions. For instance, the existence of saunas and the utilization of pri-
vate organization buildings as student hostels in Finland serve as evidence 
of cultural preferences within nations. This lends substantial support to the 
notion that student housing solutions should be culturally and regionally 
sensitive to enhance the student living environment. It is crucial that ame-
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nities be designed with an international perspective, while also acknow
ledging the significance of local cultural elements. This approach is funda-
mental to fostering a conducive environment for students.

A salient issue that has been identified, particularly in the context of 
Russian student housing, pertains to the necessity of augmenting the 
density of residential facilities in proximity to academic institutions. This 
augmentation has the potential to significantly streamline students’ daily 
schedules, as one of the participants observed. The provision of housing 
in strategic locations within the city is paramount for students, as it not only 
reduces commuting time but also increases the amount of time allocated 
for academic pursuits and leisure activities. This, in turn, has the capacity 
to yield enhanced academic outcomes.

A growing body of research indicates a high demand for single occu-
pancy room choices, which could satisfy students’ need for privacy. This 
need is particularly pronounced among members of the centennial gene
ration. In addition, studies suggest that single occupancy rooms could 
enhance students’ academic performance and psychological well-being. 
Such designated solitary spaces for learning (SDG 3, SDG 4) may offer a 
solution to address these needs.

A review of the existing provisions for medical support in student hous-
ing reveals a conspicuous absence of comprehensive healthcare services 
(SDG 3). This finding underscores the necessity for the implementation of 
such services within student housing complexes, with the objective of en-
suring that students have immediate access to medical care when neces-
sary, thereby promoting their safety and well-being.

The presence of libraries and the proliferation of co-working spaces 
within student accommodations have emerged as significant factors con-
tributing to academic success. These resources have been shown to en-
hance the efficiency of the learning process, providing students with con-
ducive environments for study and collaboration. Consequently, investing 
in such facilities is crucial for supporting student academic growth and 
self-actualization (SDG 8).

In the context of engaging with external stakeholders to promote so-
cietal and local community involvement, certain student housing providers 
offer their residents the opportunity to engage in volunteer activities with 
disadvantaged groups (SDG 17). Additionally, the external infrastructure of 
the campus, encompassing parks, sports facilities, swimming pools, and 
saunas, necessitates dedicated attention (SDG 11). These amenities play 
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a pivotal role in fostering physical health and well-being among students, 
thereby contributing to a more balanced and fulfilling university experi-
ence.

This discussion provides an overview of the present situation and po-
tential enhancements for student housing, as well as laying the ground-
work for forthcoming studies. Our unique, holistic model revises Maslow’s 
hierarchy into interlocking circles that integrate personal, social, and intel-
lectual needs. This model is particularly tailored for students residing tem-
porarily in environments that increasingly resemble their familial homes. 
This approach offers a novel interpretation of Maslow’s framework, which 
is a distinctive contribution to the discourse on student housing by aligning 
it closely with the evolving dynamics of student needs and expectations.

5.1.1. Russian Student dormitories

In the context of Russian student housing, a multitude of challenges 
necessitate the implementation of immediate solutions to enhance the li
ving conditions of students. Primarily, there is an importance to modernize 
and renovate dormitories, as they are often antiquated and deficient in fun-
damental facilities that are crucial for a comfortable and fulfilling life and 
academic experience. Secondly, inadequate maintenance and servicing 
of dormitories, for which students regularly incur expenses, gives rise to 
various grievances. Another salient issue is the variation in the quality and 
availability of student dorms across different regions of Russia. In major 
cities such as Moscow and St. Petersburg, where a significant number of 
students seek academic opportunities, the cost of living is notably higher, 
particularly for rental accommodations, making it challenging for many 
students to afford their studies. Conversely, in smaller cities, rental costs 
are often lower, but the availability of suitable housing options may be limi
ted or incompatible with students’ needs. In light of these challenges, it is 
needed to explore the incorporation of sustainability measures in student 
housing projects. As global focus on sustainable living intensifies, Russian 
student housing must evolve to incorporate eco-friendly measures and 
materials in its construction and operations.

The resolution of these issues has the potential to enhance students’ 
well-being and concurrently augment the global appeal and competitive-
ness of Russian universities. This objective necessitates a collaborative ef-
fort among government authorities, educational institutions, and private 
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developers to invest in the development of modern, affordable, and sus-
tainable housing.

Nevertheless, the findings of this study could not be generalized to 
other cities and universities in Russia, because data collection was limited 
to only one case, that of HSE University, St. Petersburg. This is to say that 
the results are dependent on the experiences and conditions of one edu-
cational institution that may or may not adequately represent the broader 
landscape of student housing in other Russian cities or universities. Con-
sequently, while the findings from HSE University yielded crucial insights 
into student housing under specific conditions, they cannot be extrapo-
lated to represent the full spectrum of housing conditions across Russia. 
This limitation in scope precludes a comprehensive generalization of our 
conclusions and underscores the necessity for further research across a 
more diverse array of institutions to gain a more nuanced understanding of 
the prevailing state of student housing in Russia.

5.2. Boundaries of Inquiry: Recognizing the Scope  
of Sustainable Assessments (Limitations)

The population of this study is limited to Eastern and Western Europe; 
therefore, the findings may not be representative of the diverse housing 
designs for students across the globe. The geographical restriction of this 
study is a limitation; some of the focus areas were selected based on the 
availability and relevance of information, which could not accommodate all 
geographical areas. This selection could also bias the findings and there-
fore call for more studies in the unrepresented areas.

In this study, an empirical investigation was conducted to analyze the 
student housing market, its developmental trends, and their impact on stu-
dents’ self-actualization. The findings of this investigation are presented 
herein, with a focus on synthesizing the extant literature, theories, and a 
comparative model. However, it is important to acknowledge the inherent 
limitations of this study. It is therefore essential to identify these limitations 
to ensure a comprehensive interpretation of the study’s findings and re
commendations.

The characteristics mentioned were derived from the types of student 
housing included in the sample, which introduces a limitation in the analysis 
due to the bias of the examined student housing peculiarities and condi-
tions. Therefore, the study’s generalizability depends on the nature or ho-
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mogeneity of housing types in the stated database. This underscores the 
necessity of not overemphasizing the interpretation of our results based on 
the distinctive characteristics of the student housing contexts that were the 
subject of our investigation.

Despite its implementation on a substantial scale, the spectrum of stu-
dent accommodation types under consideration might not encompass all 
global trends. Consequently, our analysis is geographically focused. The 
selection of focus areas was determined by the availability and relevance 
of data; therefore, these areas may not encompass all regions adequately. 
This selection may impact the generalizability of our findings, underscoring 
the necessity for additional studies in underrepresented fields.

The temporal limitation of our data collection may result in the curtail-
ment of the longevity of our results, given the inherently evolving nature of 
the student housing market. It is plausible that shifts in educational poli-
cies, economic conditions, or external factors, such as a global pande
mic, may precipitate a rapid transformation in the dynamics of the student 
housing sector within a relatively brief period. Consequently, the necessity 
for a consistent and methodical analysis of this sector becomes evident.

The present study is predicated on the theory of Maslow’s Hierarchy 
of Needs, with a particular focus on the concept of negative needs. It is ac-
knowledged that this theoretical framework may impose limitations in its ca-
pacity to adequately address the intricacies of students’ motives and the pro-
cesses of their self-actualization. The metaphor of interconnected wheels, 
which has been employed to illuminate the diverse facets of students’ lives, 
is indeed a realistic depiction. Nevertheless, it appears to be inadequate in 
capturing the entirety of possibilities and needs that extend beyond material 
necessities. This underscores the necessity to employ models that take into 
account psychological and, more specifically, emotional dimensions to a 
greater extent. It also highlights the importance of adopting Michell’s (2000) 
perspective on the value of a more integrative approach to problem identifi-
cation and, consequently, to student maintenance.

The present study encompasses a diverse range of student back-
grounds and specific needs of student populations from various institu-
tions. The study’s limitations stem from its theoretical framework, which 
is a generalized concept of a student. Consequently, the framework may 
constrain the identification of distinct needs and experiences among in-
ternational students, non-traditional learners, and learners with special 
needs. This identified gap serves as a catalyst for future research, which 
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would contribute to the development of more diverse and accommodating 
housing.

From the vantage point of research methods, the present study is en-
cumbered by certain limitations, which are inextricably linked to the inhe
rent characteristics of the data sources and their accessibility, as well as 
the potential biases they contain. The utilization of a wide array of empirical 
materials during the operational phase may not encompass all dimensions 
of student accommodation, a circumstance that could result in a certain 
degree of bias in the study’s conclusions.

Therefore, it is essential to proceed with the conclusions and recom-
mendations in a manner consistent with the factual-situational aspect of 
the case. The study describes widespread models and principles of stu-
dent housing, which address the satisfaction of students’ needs and self-
actualization. It also recognizes the challenges associated with the practi-
cal implementation of the presented models in different educational and 
accommodation systems. Given the implementation difficulties, in addition 
to methodological and theoretical issues, further study and development of 
student housing frameworks are necessary. Consequently, future research 
endeavors should prioritize the identification of these disparities through 
longitudinal studies, the examination of students’ multifaceted experi-
ences, and the exploration of innovative housing provision methodologies. 
While recognizing the inherent limitations of our study, we anticipate that 
our findings will serve as a foundational framework for the development of 
more effective and equitable student housing strategies in the future.

The vision for the future is concretely defined by sustainable dwellings, 
where the concept of ecological student housing serves to transform uni-
versity communities and extend its success beyond the confines of the 
learning environment. The incorporation of green technologies in student 
residences is not merely an effective approach for reducing the environ-
mental footprint; it is also an enriching strategy that enhances students’ 
learning experience by integrating living spaces as teaching tools, thereby 
actualizing and imparting the principles of environmental preservation. 
This approach underscores the interconnected nature of sustainable living 
and overall health, demonstrating its potential to enhance student experi-
ences through the benefits of natural light, fresh air, and exposure to natu-
ral environments.

This is in addition to the sustainable student housing that is being pro-
posed as a key enabler to create a spirit of togetherness in the building. 
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The combination of zones for people’s cooperation and separate areas of 
these dwellings contributes to the social participation of students and pro-
motes a culture of sustainability.

A modest utilization of on-campus services and facilities has been 
demonstrated to be positively associated with student well-being [The 
Class Foundation, 2023]. The integration of personal support services with 
the organization of community activities has been shown to exert a favo
rable influence on the enhancement of students’ welfare. Specifically, the 
activation of certain end-use facilities, such as community lounges, ga
ming facilities, and other shared recreation areas and green spaces, has 
been observed to be associated with positive mental health self-reports 
among students. Furthermore, students who utilize the services or fa-
cilities offered by their accommodations are more inclined to recommend 
their place of residence.

The discourse on sustainable student housing is inextricably linked to 
policy and planning considerations. The development of green dwellings 
that are resilient to future changes necessitates a collaborative approach 
that engages educational institutions, governments, and the private sec-
tor to formulate supportive policies and innovative planning strategies. The 
examination of successful case studies in sustainable student housing 
serves a dual purpose: it provides inspiration and offers a framework for fu-
ture developments. These case studies reveal innovative design solutions 
and the transformative potential of sustainable living spaces in fostering a 
more sustainable future for all. Additionally, the economic aspects of these 
green buildings are a key focus, highlighting not only the long-term savings 
through energy efficiency but also the broader potential for making sus-
tainable living accessible through innovative funding models and public-
private partnerships.

As sustainable dwellings become increasingly prevalent, they signify a 
cultural shift towards environmental stewardship on university campuses 
and in the broader community. This transition is facilitated by educational 
programs focused on sustainability, student-led green initiatives, and a 
general movement towards integrating sustainability into every facet of 
university life. Moreover, in the face of climate change, these sustainable 
housing projects serve as exemplars of resilience and adaptability, incor-
porating designs and materials that reduce the overall carbon footprint and 
enhance the campus’s ability to withstand environmental challenges.
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5.3. Recommendations for PBSA managers

In light of the mounting necessity for adequate student housing, as 
evidenced by the findings of our research, we present a series of recom-
mendations aimed at enhancing the living and learning environments of 
students. The implementation of these strategies by academic institutions 
and student housing providers has the potential to significantly elevate the 
quality of student accommodations. These measures are designed to fos-
ter environments conducive to academic success, personal growth, and 
the cultivation of a strong sense of community (See Fig. 16).

It is needed to implement a comprehensive strategy to enhance the 
quality of student housing. This strategy should encompass a diverse ar-
ray of housing options that cater to the multifaceted needs and financial 
capacities of students. The objective is to ensure that all students have ac-
cess to accommodations that align with their individual requirements. This 
necessitates the provision of a range of room configurations, including in-
dividual rooms and shared suites, along with flexible pricing structures that 
enhance affordability and accessibility.

In the contemporary student housing context, sustainability initiatives 
stand as a pivotal element. The integration of energy-efficient designs, 
waste reduction programs, and green spaces within student housing fa-
cilities serves a dual purpose. Firstly, it contributes to the minimization of 
environmental impact. Secondly, it fosters mental well-being and ecologi-
cal awareness among students. These measures underscore the commit-
ment to creating living spaces that are both eco-friendly and conducive to 
student health.

The culture of engaging with stakeholders, particularly students, is cru-
cial. The collection and consideration of student feedback is pivotal for the 
continuous enhancement of student housing. Engaging with students on a 
regular basis to understand their experiences and address their concerns 
is essential to ensure that housing services evolve to meet their evolving 
needs. This feedback loop is instrumental in maintaining high standards of 
living and satisfaction.

In order to support the physical and psychological well-being of stu-
dents, it is significant to offer access to mental health services, recreational 
facilities, and wellness activities within student housing complexes. These 
initiatives foster a balanced lifestyle that is fundamental for both academic 
success and personal development. Moreover, the provision of accessible 
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Figure 16. Recommendations for PBSA managers
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and comprehensive medical services in these housing complexes plays a 
crucial role in ensuring student safety and well-being. Furthermore, en-
hancing external infrastructure by developing recreational facilities such 
as parks, sports facilities, and amenities like pools and saunas is recom-
mended. This approach not only promotes healthier lifestyles but also 
contributes to a more vibrant and engaging community life for students, 
creating an environment that supports their overall growth and well-being.

The integration of student housing with academic and social programs 
underscores the pivotal role of accommodations in the comprehensive 
educational experience. By meticulously interweaving housing with extra-
curricular activities and social events, student housing metamorphoses into 
a dynamic milieu for learning, personal growth, and community building.

The enhancement of the student housing experience is predicated on the 
facilitation of community engagement, which establishes connections be-
tween students and the local community. The provision of volunteer opportu-
nities, cultural exchanges, and collaborations with local organizations fosters 
the development of a stronger sense of belonging and social responsibility 
among students, thereby integrating them more profoundly into the commu-
nity fabric. To further bolster community programs, it is critical to customize 
approaches to accommodate the diverse needs of students, acknowledging 
the limitations of a one-size-fits-all strategy. The adaptation of these programs 
is essential for ensuring that all students, irrespective of their backgrounds or 
interests, are able to identify meaningful avenues for engagement and benefit 
from the enriched community life that surrounds them.

The promotion of autonomy and self-governance within student hou
sing communities has been demonstrated to empower students, enabling 
them to take an active role in the management of their living spaces. The 
encouragement of student-led initiatives and governance structures has 
been shown to foster leadership skills and a sense of ownership, thereby 
contributing to a vibrant and collaborative housing environment.

It is crucial to allocate particular attention to students who may en-
counter feelings of loneliness. It is essential to ensure that interventions 
are inclusive and responsive to the diverse needs of the student popula-
tion. By cultivating an environment where each student feels supported 
and connected, institutions can more effectively address the issue of lone-
liness and promote a healthier, more engaged community.

The promotion of inclusivity and accessibility within the domain of stu-
dent housing is imperative. It is paramount for accommodations to be re-
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ceptive to students from diverse backgrounds and to be fully accessible 
for individuals with disabilities. The establishment of an atmosphere that 
honors diversity and fosters inclusivity serves to enhance the overall stu-
dent experience and nurture a supportive community environment.

A critical need that has been identified is the enhancement of the proxi
mity of dormitories to academic buildings. Such improvements have the 
potential to significantly ease students’ daily routines and bolster their 
academic engagement. Additionally, the provision of single rooms has the 
potential to enhance privacy and personal space, addressing a substantial 
gap in current offerings and contributing positively to the overall student 
experience.

The implementation of robust security protocols, the assurance of se-
cure access, and the provision of emergency services are instrumental 
in fostering a safe living environment. This environment enables students 
to focus on their studies and personal development without the encum-
brance of undue concern for their safety.

Investing in safety and security measures is important for the well-
being of students. The implementation of libraries and co-working spaces 
within student housing has the potential to transform study habits and pro-
mote academic collaboration, thereby significantly impacting students’ 
academic performance. Furthermore, the creation of diverse opportu-
nities for student fulfillment through extracurricular and leisure activities 
supports students’ holistic development by offering avenues for personal 
growth, social interaction, and creative expression.

Digital infrastructure has become an indispensable component of 
modern education, playing a pivotal role in facilitating academic success, 
communication, and personal recreation in the digital age. The integration 
of high-speed internet and digital learning tools within student residences 
not only enhances educational outcomes but also fosters a connected and 
engaged student community. This infrastructure enables a diverse array of 
educational activities and personal interests, underscoring its crucial role 
in supporting the holistic development of students in the 21st century.

5.4. Horizons Reached: Concluding Insights  
on Sustainable Student Living (Conclusion)

In summary, the present study has embarked on a thorough inves-
tigation of the PBSA market, emphasizing its evolving dynamics and the 
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mounting demand for student housing in the face of potential epidemio-
logical challenges. Through a meticulous examination of extant research 
on student housing issues, infrastructure, and the development of univer-
sities, we have underscored the pivotal role of student housing environ-
ments in meeting student needs and fostering self-actualization.

In this study, we developed a conceptual model to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of student housing. This model draws on A. Maslow’s hierarchy 
of needs and the human-centered Fifth Generation University (5GU) con-
cept. An extensive review of the literature was also conducted. The model 
focuses on the imperative of meeting each level of student needs within 
the housing environment. It underscores the crucial role of student hou
sing infrastructure in promoting student development.

The empirical evidence provided in this study confirms the need and 
practicality of fulfilling all student requirements via meticulously designed 
student housing infrastructures. The study reveals that, while the extent 
may vary, student housing infrastructures accommodate a broad spec-
trum of student needs. Conducting a cross-country analysis has laid the 
groundwork for identifying exemplary practices in student housing and 
investigating the factors contributing to the differences noted in research 
indicators.

This research is poised to make a significant contribution to the aca-
demic discourse on PBSA, thereby establishing a foundation for future 
inquiries into the enhancement of student housing models designed to 
support holistic student development. It underscores the necessity for a 
collaborative effort among stakeholders to innovate and implement hou
sing solutions that are responsive to the diverse needs of students, thereby 
fostering an environment conducive to self-actualization and academic 
achievement. This paper’s descriptive analysis establishes a foundation 
for exploring actionable strategies that cater to the evolving necessities 
of students, with the aim of empowering their academic pursuits and per-
sonal development within the university landscape.

5.5. Further Research

This approach will be instrumental in future research on student hou
sing by expanding the scope and engaging students from diverse geo-
graphical regions. To ascertain the components of student housing and 
support services that may necessitate enhancement, it is recommended 
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that students be surveyed regarding their unmet needs using the proposed 
Maslow “wheels” model. This approach would not only facilitate the refine-
ment of services to align more closely with students’ actual needs but also 
promote a more student-centered approach to service development.

Engagement of this nature has been shown to be a source of empo
werment for students, as it provides them with a voice in the decisions that 
affect their daily lives and the environment in which they learn. By taking 
into consideration student feedback and implementing relevant insights, 
educational institutions can strive to meet not only minimum standards, 
but also the contemporary needs of their diverse student bodies. This 
approach fosters a distinctive sense of community and responsiveness, 
which has been demonstrated to have a substantial positive impact on stu-
dent satisfaction and success.

The security level merits consideration in the future. It is urgent to elu-
cidate the implications of security within the context of Purpose Build Stu-
dent Accommodation, particularly with regard to the adequacy of medical 
facilities. A salient question pertains to the designation of libraries as co-
working spaces and the subsequent impact on students’ well-being and 
academic success. The necessity of equipping libraries with the requisite 
tools to fulfill this role must be ascertained.

In order to assess the satisfaction of students with regard to their ac-
commodations, it is essential to implement a systematic evaluation that 
encompasses both interviews and surveys. These instruments should en-
compass an exploration of the array of amenities currently available, as 
well as any perceived deficiencies. The initial phase of the research should 
entail a cataloging of the existing attributes of student housing, including 
safety protocols, the range of amenities provided, proximity to educational 
facilities, the quality of living spaces, communal areas, and the support 
services on offer. A systematic evaluation of these attributes is essential to 
ascertain their alignment with the fundamental and sophisticated require-
ments of the student demographic.

Subsequent research pieces should entail direct interactions with stu-
dents to ascertain their specific grievances and suggestions regarding 
their living conditions. This might encompass a range of issues, from the 
need for enhanced internet services and upgraded physical facilities to the 
augmentation of opportunities for community engagement and local cul-
tural integration. There is a need for students to prioritize these needs, as 
this assists in identifying crucial areas that require attention.
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Furthermore, students should be encouraged to submit proposals 
for specific improvements that could enrich their residential experience. 
The assessment of these recommendations’ potential impacts can pro-
vide substantial insights into the development of more responsive student 
housing policies and management practices. Aligning this feedback with an 
adapted version of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs offers a structured frame-
work for identifying which needs are being met satisfactorily and where 
service gaps persist. This comprehensive approach ensures that housing 
services are more closely aligned with students’ actual requirements and 
guarantees that enhancements are strategic and centered around the 
student experience, fostering a nurturing environment that supports both 
personal and academic development. Consequently, this enhances the 
overall student experience in higher education.

The emerging trend of commercial Purpose-Built Student Accommo-
dations (PBSAs) offers an intriguing case study, primarily due to the en-
hanced understanding of and greater financial resources available to meet 
students’ needs. The objective of this study is to conduct a comparative 
analysis between university-managed dormitories and PBSAs across vari-
ous aspects, including living conditions and the cost of accommodation. 
The objective of this research is to conduct a comprehensive comparative 
analysis of university dormitories and PBSAs, with the aim of evaluating 
which housing option better aligns with the needs of students. This com-
parative analysis will provide valuable insights into the advantages and po-
tential drawbacks of each housing option, thereby assisting both students 
and educational institutions in making informed decisions regarding hou
sing strategies that best support student needs and enhance their overall 
university experience.

Expanding the geographical scope of the study to include additional 
countries or regions would significantly enhance its validity and applica
bility. By enabling a comparative analysis across a range of educational 
and cultural contexts, such an expansion could identify unique regional 
challenges and innovations in student housing. This approach would not 
only increase the relevance of the research but also deepen our under-
standing of global trends and regional particularities in student accommo-
dation solutions.

The incorporation of surveys administered to managers of Purpose-
Built Student Accommodations (PBSAs) and university residence halls 
could serve to further enrich the research. The inclusion of these entities 
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would facilitate the acquisition of a more comprehensive set of data re-
garding the management and operational effectiveness of these facilities 
in meeting the needs of students. The analysis of the insights gathered 
from these managers could yield invaluable data regarding operational 
challenges, best practices, and the strategic objectives that guide facility 
offerings. Such data could illuminate the degree to which management 
strategies align with student satisfaction outcomes. These enhancements 
would offer a comprehensive view of the global student housing landscape, 
equipping stakeholders with essential insights into the elements that drive 
successful student accommodation models and highlighting areas in need 
of improvement.
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Appendix 1 

This matrix outlines the relationship between student housing options 
and students’ needs as defined by a modified version of Maslow’s hierar-
chy, here referred to through the metaphor of ‘wheels’. These wheels — 
personal, social, and intellectual  — encompass a range of needs from 
physiological and security to self-actualization. Each housing option or 
amenity is evaluated based on its capacity to satisfy these needs, using a 
system of one or two check marks. Two check marks indicate that a par-
ticular option primarily satisfies a specific type of need, while one check 
mark suggests the option indirectly fulfills the student need.

This structured approach allows for a nuanced understanding of stu-
dent accommodations’ role beyond mere living spaces, highlighting their 
potential to support a well-rounded student experience. It emphasizes the 
importance of a holistic design in student housing that considers not just 
the physical but also the emotional, social, and intellectual well-being of 
students, encouraging a more informed and strategic approach to the de-
velopment and enhancement of student housing infrastructures.

For example, complex meals available in cafeterias or nearby cafes 
receive two check marks under physiological needs, indicating a direct 
contribution to this basic requirement. On the other hand, the availability of 
kitchen facilities receives one check mark under social needs, suggesting 
that while not directly fulfilling a social requirement, it provides an indirect 
benefit by facilitating communal activities around food preparation.

The matrix covers a broad spectrum of facilities and services, inclu
ding food service options, kitchen availability, security measures, medical 
support, room amenities, social and leisure activities, and the availability of 
academic and self-study spaces. Each of these categories is analyzed for 
its impact across the three wheels of needs.

Utilizing this matrix, those in charge of student housing can obtain a 
clear understanding of how effectively current accommodations address 
the full spectrum of student needs. This framework acts as a mechanism 
for pinpointing deficiencies in services and potential areas for enhance-
ment. Amenities that specifically cater to cognitive and self-actualization 
requirements, including co-working spaces, libraries, and platforms for re-
search and artistic pursuits, highlight the importance of student housing in 
promoting educational achievements and individual development.
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The matrix of connection between student housing options and stu-
dents’ needs according to the ‘wheels’ (two check marks  — this option 
mostly satisfies most of this type of need, one check mark — this option 
indirectly satisfies the student need).
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