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Measures used for the covariates
Expectancy. We control for students’ expectancy using a single item measured on a 5-point Likert scale reading: “How likely do you think it is that you will be able to successfully complete your degree?”.
First-generation students. We assessed first-generation students using the parental ISCED-Classification (OECD 1999). All students whose parents had no academic background (ISCED 0 – 4) were included as first-generation students. Students with at least one parent with a higher education degree (ISCED 5 – 6) were included as continuing-generation students. 
Socio-economic status. We use the Highest International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (HISEI) to measure students’ socio-economic status (Ganzeboom, 2010). For this, students first describe each parents’ occupation, which is then given an ISEI score based on the average level of education and earnings of job holders [from 10 (e.g. kitchen helpers) to 90 (e.g. judges)]. Based on the ISEI scores of the two parents’, the HISEI was calculated by selecting the higher of the two scores.


Missing values
[bookmark: _Hlk129683934]The NEPS started with 17,910 first-year students in the winter term 2010/11 (wave 1) and followed this cohort during the course of their studies. Most measurement instruments used in the present study were surveyed exclusively in wave 4 or 5, where the cohort size dropped to 11.202 (wave 4) and 12.693 (wave 5) participants due to panel attrition. For our analyses, we included all participants with complete datasets in our variables of interest, resulting in a sample of N = 6.321 university students. A detailed breakdown of missing values and their underlying mechanisms for all variables of interest is shown in Table S1.
STUDY VALUES ACROSS DISCIPLINES 

The differences between the total number of participants and the actual number of participants used in our study can, in large part, be attributed to missing values in students’ grades. Of the 2.793 students with missing values in grades, 1.231 answered “don’t know” and 702 answered “my performance has not been evaluated yet”. It seems likely that students who cannot remember their current grade place less value on being successful at their studies and thus might show a lower attainment value than their fellow students. To investigate possible associations to our variables of interest, we compared the mean differences between students with and without missing values for grades in regards to intrinsic value, utility value, attainment value and cost. T-tests reveal no significant mean differences for intrinsic (MG = 3.17, MNA = 3.15, p = .077) and utility value (MG = 3.39, MNA = 3.40, p = .450), but indicated significant mean differences for attainment value (MG = 3.24, MNA = 3.21, p < .001) and cost (MG = 2.36, MNA = 2.42, p < .001). However, effect sizes for these differences were very small (d = .07 for attainment value and d = -.08 for cost). All in all, missing values in grades were most likely not missing at random, which might introduce a bias into our sample. This could lead to a small overestimation of our results for attainment value and cost, which must be kept in mind when interpreting the result

	Measures 
	Wave
	Participants
	Missing (n)
	Missing (%)
	Mechanisms underlying the missing value

	Study values
	5
	12.694
	610
	4.81
	System-missing value (610)

	Costs
	4
	11,202
	497
	4.44
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Cancelled questionnaire (127), statement denied (41), missing due to filter (329)

	Dropout Intention
	4
	11,202
	459
	4.10
	Cancelled questionnaire (127), statement denied (77), missing due to filter (329)

	Grade
	4
	11,202
	2,793
	24.93
	Don’t know (1,231), my performance has not been evaluated yet (702), Cancelled questionnaire (243), statement denied (31), missing due to filter (561)

	Expectancy
	4
	11,202
	580
	5.18
	Cancelled questionnaire (201), statement denied (50), missing due to filter (329)


Table S1. Missing Values and their underlying mechanisms.







Note. Information on intrinsic value, utility value, and attainment value were identical and are therefore pooled in this table.

Descriptive analyses
Descriptive statistics for all variables of interest including their mean, standard deviation and intercorrelations are presented in Table S2. Students’ expectancy was relatively high, while their dropout intention was low. Of the value dimensions, utility value had the highest mean, followed by attainment value, intrinsic value and cost. Additionally, utility value showed a positive medium-sized correlation with attainment value, while expectancy showed a medium-sized negative correlation with dropout intention. 
Table S2. Associations between the study measures.
	Measures
	M (SD)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	1 Intrinsic value
	3.17 (0.54)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 Utility value
	3.39 (0.50)
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3 Attainment value
	3.24 (0.46)
	.18*
	.45*
	
	
	
	
	

	4 Cost
	2.35 (0.87)
	-.05*
	.04*
	-.01
	
	
	
	

	5 Expectancy
	4.53 (0.66)
	.14*
	.03*
	.16*
	-.12*
	
	
	

	6 Dropout intention
	1.35 (0.50)
	-.19*
	-.10*
	-.20*
	.16*
	-.44*
	
	

	7 Grade
	2.20 (0.57)
	-.12*
	.02
	-.23*
	.09*
	-.37*
	.26*
	


Note. Columns report the Pearson correlation coefficient. *p < .05.



Test of measurement invariance
As a requirement for cross-group comparison, we investigate if the measurement properties of our scales were equal across academic disciplines. Following a common classification of invariance types (Schmitt & Kuljanin, 2008; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000), a series of nested models with increasing constraints were tested. The following parameters were restricted: configural invariance: non; weak invariance: loadings; strong invariance: loadings and intercepts; strict invariance: loadings, intercepts and residuals. Results of our measurement invariance tests can be found in Table S3.
Table S3. Measurement invariance testing across all nine disciplines.
	Model
	Type of invariance
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	RMSEA

	1
	Configural invariance
	3973.743
	1485
	0.928
	0.049

	2
	Weak invariance
	4182.024
	1573
	0.924
	0.049

	3
	Strong invariance
	4708.697
	1661
	0.912
	0.051

	4
	Partial strong invariance
	4503.518
	1645
	0.917
	0.050

	5
	Partial strict invariance
	4899.709
	1749
	0.909
	0.051


The tests indicated that weak measurement invariance was supported, as changes in CFI were not greater than .04 (Cutoff: CFI < .010), while changes in RMSEA were not greater than .01 (Cut‑off: RMSEA < .015). However, strong measurement invariance could not be established (CFI = 0.012). Following the iterative process of Beaujean (2014) and Luong and Flake (2021), we identified and freed non-invariant item intercepts. Afterwards, the tests indicated strong (CFI = 0.007, ) and strict measurement invariance (CFI = 0.008, ) for the model.
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