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ACADEMIC SATISFACTION AMONG EAST ASIAN  

INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS IN THE U.S.: AN EXAMINATION OF SCCT 

Xinling Liu 

Dr. Patrick Rottinghaus, Dissertation Supervisor 

ABSTRACT 

 

With the Asian Hate outbreak during the COVID-19 pandemic, East Asian 

international students experience more overt racial discrimination and attack while 

seeking education afar from home. Despite the increased emphasis on social justice and 

multiculturism in the educational program development, East Asian international students 

may have more experiences of isolation, alienation, and marginalization due to their 

accent, skin color, ancestry, and religion, which is similar yet distinctive compared to that 

against racial minorities in the United States. The current study examined factors that 

contribute to these students’ academic satisfaction, based on the well-being model of 

Social Cognitive Career Theory. Perceived discrimination was used as an environmental 

barrier in the model as its relevance to these students. Data from 324 East Asian 

international students (Mage = 22.30, SDage = 4.82; nfemale = 155, nmale = 162) were 

collected through Qualtrics. Multigroup measurement invariance and multigroup 

structural equation modeling were used to examine the gender differences in 

measurement constructs and relationship. The result showed that two gender groups were 

equivalent at the scalar level and the proposed model fit the data in two sample groups 

well. Significant gender differences in several latent factors and pathways were observed. 

Implications, limitations and future research were discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter introduces the present study on approaches to moderate the negative 

effect of perceived discrimination on the academic satisfaction of East Asian 

international students. First, there is an overview of the East Asian international student 

situation in the U.S., such as the group number, major choices, and gender breakdown. 

Second, the importance of academic satisfaction is addressed. Lastly, the theoretical 

background and the goals of the study are presented. 

East Asian International Students in the United States 

The United States is one of the top choices for study abroad. According to 

Institute of International Education (IIE), the total number of international students’ 

enrollment from the worldwide is around one million (851, 957) in the 2019-2020 

academic year (IIE, 2020). Their attendance in higher education contributed $41 billion 

dollars in 2018-2019, with two-thirds of them were without the sources of funding within 

the United States (NAFSA, 2019). Due to the travel limitations imposed during the 

COVID-19 pandemic in 2020-2021, American higher education facilities had potentially 

lost nearly $1.8 billion in the year of 2020, mostly due to COVID-19 (NAFSA, 2020). 

This suggests that most international students are in a privileged social economic status 

and contribute tremendous financial benefits for U.S. higher education institutions (Zhao, 

2019).   

With the growing emphasis on internationalization in higher education within the 

globalization background, the number of international students in an institution can be 

more than the number of students in a medium-size college. For example, in 2018-2019 
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New York University had enrolled 21,093 international students, University of Southern 

California had enrolled 17,491, and University of Texas – Dallas had enrolled 8,787. 

Among those students, 67.0% international students self-identified as Asian, and 64% 

Asian international students were from East Asia (i.e., China, Japan, South Korea, Hong 

Kong, Macau, Taiwan, Mongolia) (IIE, 2020). Compared with the previous academic 

year (2018-2019), although the proportion of East Asian international students decreased 

5.4%, the number of students remained increased (IIE, 2020). This indicates that research 

must incorporate the growing opportunities for international students to pursue a 

satisfying academic experience, which can better prepare them vocationally and 

psychologically. 

It is necessary to recognize the diversity and complexity of East Asian 

international students. For example, although all the international students face some 

similar challenges, the difference in academic level may influence the type of support and 

adversities they experienced (Elder & Shanahan, 2006). For example, graduate students 

are found to have higher academic connection (Han et al., 2017), but higher work 

avoidance (Kim & Ra, 2015) than undergraduate students. In addition, most 

undergraduate and graduate international students are in different life stages (e.g., a 20-

year-old single college student versus a 30-year-old student with a spouse and child), 

which influence their expectations towards academic work and self-evaluation standard. 

Along with cultural factors, gender is an important predictor of academic 

experiences. Considering the major fields in the United States, the majority of 

international students choose STEM fields (i.e., 21.1% in Math and Computer Science, 

19.8% in Engineering, 8.30% in Physical and Life Sciences, and 3.4% in Health 
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Professions; IIE, 2021) that have been traditionally characterized by underrepresentation 

of women (Lord et al., 2005). Even though 49% of bachelor’s degree recipients in STEM 

as a whole are female, significant gender differences are still found in Engineering 

(16.7% female), Physical and related sciences (26.8% female), and Computer and 

mathematical sciences (23.7% female; NCSES, 2021). The gender ratio among 

international students is 5:4 (Male: Female). Furthermore, international students in 

general are less likely to access to mental health services due to stigmas and cultural 

concerns (Hwang et al., 2014). Among those who visited mental health services, there is 

a large gender discrepancy where female clients are more likely to seek help (e.g., Sheu 

& Sedlacek, 2004). This indicates that there can be a great need to assist international 

students with mental health services and different approaches may be necessary for 

providing services for different genders. 

 In the era of the global pandemic, even though the number of international 

students has declined slightly, the number of East Asian international students will likely 

continue to grow for at least in the next few years (IIE, 2018; QS, 2020). However, Lai et 

al. (2020) found that compared those who chose to return to their home countries, 

students who stayed in their host countries reported higher stress due to COVID-19-

related stressors, including individual, interpersonal, and environmental factors, that led 

to negative impacts on their performance and mental health. Therefore, it is necessary to 

understand the East Asian international student experiences in the era of the global 

pandemic. 
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The Importance of Academic Satisfaction 

Academic satisfaction is perceived as a domain-specific satisfaction that concerns 

students’ satisfaction with their current major and classes. It was originally developed as 

a parallel concept of job satisfaction because of its similarity to a work environment 

(Allen, 1996). Yet, job satisfaction is more distal for the college student population. 

Therefore, academic satisfaction becomes the main outcome measure, defined as 

“enjoyment of one’s role or experiences as a student” (Lent et al., 2007, p. 87). Many 

studies identified academic satisfaction as one of the key factors that can contribute to an 

individual’s well-being (Franzen et al., 2021), social contact (Tian, Zhang, & Huebner, 

2018), and academic experiences (e.g., academic performance, career preparation; 

Shirazi, 2017). The following section reviews the role of academic satisfaction for East 

Asian international students during the era of global pandemic in this section. 

 A positive relationship between academic satisfaction and overall well-being has 

been empirically documented (Tran et al., 2020). Aristovinik and their colleagues (2020) 

found that compared with students with other backgrounds, those from Asia were 

significantly less satisfied with their academic life during the global pandemic. 

Considering the stronger association between academic satisfaction and overall well-

being among Asian samples (Sheu et al., 2020), East Asian international students 

presented high levels of anxiety (Lin et al., 2022) and isolation (Chen et al., 2020) during 

the pandemic. Professionals must recognize the harm and isolation experienced among 

East Asian international student during the global pandemic, and boosting their mental 

well-being and academic satisfaction are critical. As suggested by Lent (2004), 

satisfaction with more valued life domains is expected to have more impact on one’s 
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overall life satisfaction. Promoting East Asian international students’ academic 

satisfaction may especially be meaningful for their well-being during the difficult time. 

Additionally, academic satisfaction can promote social connection (Gopalan et 

al., 2019). Coffman and Gilligan (2002) suggested that students with low satisfaction are 

more likely to withdraw from college prematurely, especially those who are isolated with 

limited academic contact. In addition, most East Asian international students are non-

native English speakers. Therefore, coming from a different language system and cultural 

background often results in greater challenges to connect with native English-speaking 

peers and professors in or out of the classroom. Feeling accomplished academically may 

boost their confidence in living in a different country and system and is likely to 

generalize to other domains (Tian et al., 2018). During the global pandemic, the 

encouragement to work from home and quarantine further isolated international students. 

The importance of promoting academic satisfaction emerged as one of the most important 

factors to facilitate building connections during the global pandemic. 

Further, the overlap between academic experiences and career preparation has 

become an important consideration in one’s career development journey (Nauta, 2007). 

Super (1980) highlighted the importance of the connection and continuity of life stages in 

career development, indicating that the previous stage in life set the foundation for the 

next. Studies also found that academic satisfaction emerged as a strong predictor to the 

current expectation of one’s level of career preparation (Martin & Frenette, 2017). For 

East Asian international students, many are motivated to obtain work experiences in the 

U.S. because of financial gains, family expectations, and the relatively liberal political 

environment (Lin & Flores, 2011); therefore obtaining a satisfactory academic experience 
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may boost their career-related self-efficacy. During the global pandemic, the situation did 

not get any easier, with fewer job opportunities and lower chances of obtaining 

sponsorship for legal status (e.g., obtaining H1B work visa). The changing environment 

of an international student’s home and host country require them to adjust, adapt, and 

revisit their career and citizenship planning (Hari, et al., 2020). With an increased level of 

career ambiguity brought by the global pandemic, building confidence and satisfaction in 

their current academic experiences emerged to be critical. Indeed, satisfactory academic 

experiences could serve to strengthen their resilience when facing the adversity and 

hardship of the career preparation during the pandemic.   

Thus, academic satisfaction has a multidimensional positive influence on East 

Asian international students. Understanding how to enhance their academic satisfaction 

will promote their academic performance, increase career preparation, and boost their 

overall well-being during the global pandemic. 

Critical Issues in the Existing Literature 

Studies have explored many factors that may contribute to academic satisfaction; 

however, limited research has examined pathways in the context of perceived 

discrimination based on the Social Cognitive Model of Well-Being Model (SCWB; Lent, 

2004). This scarcity limits the knowledge base necessary for helping East Asian 

international students attain and maintain psychological well-being and life satisfaction, 

especially in the era of the global pandemic. 

Most studies suggest developing a stronger racial identity commitment as a buffer 

against perceived discrimination; however, this effect was found to be less strong among 

Asian international individuals than other people of color (Yip et al., 2019). Notably, 
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racial identity awareness has been widely discussed in the social context of the United 

States, yet not in East Asia (Yip et al., 2019). Strategies, including fostering positive 

interracial climate (Benner & Graham, 2012), establishing a cooperative learning 

program to establish a common group identity (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000), and 

increasing educator’s racial awareness (Benner & Graham, 2012), that aim to decrease 

the racial discriminatory distress may not apply to international students, due to their 

unique core social identity (i.e., racial identity versus nationality identity). Additionally, 

the existing literatures based on SCWB addressing domain satisfaction targeting people 

of color are mainly focused on the acculturation process (e.g., Hui et al., 2013; Ojeda et 

al., 2011). Although some research investigated the academic environmental factors (e.g., 

support, barriers) with Asian populations (Sheu et al., 2014; Sheu et al., 2017) or without 

(Lent, et al., 2014; Ezeofor & Lent, 2014), no studies have considered perceived 

discrimination as an environmental barrier.  

Another critical issue in the existing vocational literature is the lack of attention to 

international students. Most studies focused on international students are related to 

adjustment issues, such as interpersonal concerns (Popadiuk & Arthur, 2014), 

intrapersonal stress and acculturation (Wei et al., 2007), language proficiency (Sawir et 

al., 2012) and academic adaptation (Wang et al., 2012). Less attention has been paid to 

their academic satisfaction. This may be because East Asian students have consistently 

outperformed their counterparts in the U.S. (PIZA, 2020); however, the exceptional 

academic achievement does not guarantee satisfying academic experiences (Bucker et al., 

2018). To increase academic experiences among international students, scholars have 

proposed training programs targeting skill development, such as increasing language 
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proficiency (Wongtriat, 2010), longer time staying in the States (Zhang & Goodson, 

2011), and improving teaching methods (Smith, 2020). However, these interventions are 

far beyond the capacity of mental health providers.  

Therefore, there is a need to explore factors that can contribute to East Asian 

international students’ academic satisfaction. Existing research has failed to explain 

international students’ academic experiences (e.g., discrimination). Therefore, building 

on the SCWB model, this study aims to address these gaps by examining the role of 

discrimination on academic satisfaction among East Asian international students. 

Theoretical Background 

The Social Cognitive Well-Being model (SCWB; see Figure 1; Lent, 2004) is a 

recently developed model of the broader Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT; Lent, 

Brown, & Hackett, 1994). SCCT is perceived as “an ongoing effort to create a unifying 

framework for understanding career development phenomena” (Sheu et al., 2020, p. 681), 

which was developed by Lent and his colleagues based on Bandura’s (1986, 1997) 

general social cognitive theory of motivation and behavior. This theory integrates the 

career-related components, such as self-efficacy, outcome expectations and personal 

goals, with personal factors (e.g., personality, gender, race/ethnicity) and contextual 

factors (e.g., environmental supports and barriers).  

Furthermore, the theory currently has five interlocking and interrelated models 

with five different emphases (i.e., interest, choice, performance, satisfaction, and process 

of career decision making). The first four models have been examined with multiple 

meta-analytic studies, with findings largely supporting hypotheses regarding interest 

development (e.g., Rottinghaus, Larson, & Borgen, 2003), career-related choices (Lent et 
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al., 2018; Sheu et al., 2010), performance and persistence in academic and occupational 

contexts (Brown et al., 2011), sources of STEM-related self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations (Sheu et al., 2018), and satisfaction and well-being in diverse populations 

(Sheu et al., 2020). The latest SCCT model established by Lent and Brown (2006), self-

management, has also shown promising results in career decision-making among college 

students (Lent, Ezeofor, Morrison, Penn, & Ireland, 2016), and workplace sexual identity 

management (Tatum, Formica, & Brown, 2017). 

The SCWB incorporates social-cognitive variables with personality, behavioral 

and social elements and subjective and psychological well-being (Lent & Brown, 2006). 

The model posits that individuals with higher levels of well-being are more likely to be 

engaged with their valued activities, interact with people in their support system, set and 

make progress towards their goals, and reinforce their personality traits and emotional 

status (Lent & Brown, 2008). Sheu et al. (2020) regarded this model as being both 

integrative and practice-friendly, not only because of its inclusion of personality, social 

and developmental issues, but also due to its direct applicability to inform psychological 

interventions. 
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Figure 1. Social Cognitive Model of Normative Well-being (Lent et al., 2006) 

 

In spite of the SCCT model’s wide application, limited study has focused on how 

specific contextual barriers interact with the key components of the SCWB model. For 

East Asian international students, it should come as no surprised that perceived 

discrimination and stereotype can be a problem when studying in the U.S. Generally 

speaking, perceived discrimination refers to any different treatment or conduct directed at 

individuals or groups due to their race, ethnicity, or national origin (Pager & Shepherd, 

2008). For international students, their perceived discrimination is more related to their 

accent, skin color, ancestry, and religion (Wei & Bunjun, 2021). East Asian international 

students reported the most frequent discriminatory behaviors are negative and hostile 

verbal insultation (e.g.,  “go home”), direct confrontations and physical attacks (Lee & 

Rice, 2007; Wei & Bunjun, 2021). In academic settings, their perceived discrimination 

can be related to class group projects, for example, where they are excluded, rejected, 

devalued, or ignored by faculty members or peers (Hanassab, 2006; Heng, 2017). Studies 
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have shown that perceived discrimination can produce numerous negative consequences, 

ranging from reducing working memory capacity (Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008) to 

deteriorating academic self-perception and persistence (Reynolds et al., 2010). 

It is noteworthy that this research is revised with the rise in Asian Hate sentiment 

in popular press and incidents across the United States due to the COVID-19 pandemic 

(Misra, Le, Goldmann, & Yang, 2020). The hostile and aggressive stereotypes against 

Asian descent has only deepened the experiences of psychological distress (Benner & 

Kim, 2009). Therefore, the present study examined the possible environmental variables 

on East Asian international students’ academic experiences within the SCWB model 

(Lent, 2004). 

Goal of the Current Study 

Following the call to expand the multicultural vocational research of SCWB 

model (Sheu et al., 2020), the current study aims to understand the extent to which 

SCWB model can apply on East Asian international student population in the United 

States. With the growing of internationalization in higher education, obtaining an 

international academic experience is valued. Research must increase the understanding 

East Asian international student’s academic experience in the U.S., especially during the 

global pandemic.  

Another goal of the present study is to expand the existing SCWB model by 

incorporating perceived discrimination. Data were collected through an online platform, 

which includes questions on demographic information, and measures of academic 

satisfaction, academic and barrier coping self-efficacy, academic support, goal progress, 
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outcome expectations, and perceived discrimination. Structural equation modeling was 

used to test an adapted SCWB model.



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides an overview of the key theories and concepts that are 

related to the current study. First, subjective well-being of East Asian international 

students is introduced. Second, a brief description of the theoretical framework, including 

an overview and summary of research addressing the SCWB model, is discussed (Lent & 

Brown, 2006, 2008). Third, the additional variable (i.e., perceived discrimination) is 

reviewed. 

Subjective Well-Being and Culture 

Since ancient times, scholars have been exploring how to have a good life or to 

obtain optimal development. Such discussions have enriched the understanding of well-

being and have generated various models across numerous fields (e.g., psychology, 

sociology, and medicine). In the field of psychology, Ryan and Deci (2001) defined well-

being as “a complex construct that concerns optimal experience and functioning” (p. 

141), with two distinctive but related philosophical roots - hedonic view and eudaimonic 

view – serving as the cornerstones. 

In the hedonic view, well-being serves to pursue personal and sensational 

pleasure, which has generated the study of subjective emotional well-being (SWB; 

Diener & Lucas 1999; Lent et al., 2008). Subjective well-being may be defined as the 

subjective evaluation of one’s life both in affective and cognitive aspects, which consists 

of three distinctive but related elements: (a) life satisfaction, (b) positive affect, and (c) 

(the absence of) negative affect (Diener et al., 2002). Life satisfaction refers to a global or 

cognitive evaluation of one’s life based on the person’s subjective chosen criteria (e.g., “I 
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feel satisfied with my life overall”; Neto, 1995), whereas positive and (the absence of) 

negative affect focus more on the affective and emotional aspects of SWB (e.g., excited, 

bad, happiness). Despite each component of SWB is substantially correlated, they can be 

studied separately  (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith., 1999). 

In the eudaimonic view, well-being, inspired by Aristotle, is more than personal 

happiness. For Ryff (1995), eudaimonic well-being means “the striving for perfection 

that represents the realization of one’s true potential” (p. 100), which consists of six 

components (i.e., self-acceptance, positive relations with others, autonomy, 

environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth). The eudaimonic well-being 

is concerned with individual’s thoughts and actions, rather than emotions, which has 

spawned the study of psychological well-being (PWB) (Lent et al., 2008). Lent et al. 

(2006) proposed that psychological well-being cannot be achieved without subjective 

well-being (Lent et al., 2006). This is certainly true in the case of our life experiences. To 

enhance one’s subjective well-being, an individual needs to engage in their valued 

activities, interact with people in their support system, set and make progress towards 

their goals, as well as reinforce one’s personality traits and emotional status (Lent et al., 

2008). As this case very clearly demonstrated, it is important to recognize the functional 

role of subjective satisfaction in working towards one’s valued goal (Brown & Lent, 

2019).  

What could underline the mechanism of subjective well-being development? 

Despite a long debate over the nature of subjective well-being (nature vs nurture), 

subjective well-being is a malleable variable that can differ individually and societally 

(Diener et al., 2017). For example, studies have shown that environment change can 
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impact on subjective well-being even long after the event happened (e.g., marriage, 

unemployment; Hofmann & Lucas, 2012). A meta-analysis of 13 studies also found an 

average genetic heritability of 0.40 impacting on the variability of subjective well-being 

(Nes & Roysamb, 2015), indicating 60% of impacted variability is not accounted by 

genetics. Similarly, the influence of environment on SWB can also be found in different 

regions (e.g., Oishi, Kesebir, & Diener, 2011). This may indicate that environmental 

factors, such as cultural norms, may have been an important factor in shaping one’s 

SWB.  

Among all the cross-cultural studies on well-being, the comparison between 

European American and East Asian cultural groups has been emphasized in existing 

research. This may be because the concept of well-being is inextricably tied to the 

definition of self and relation to others (e.g., Christopher, Wendt, Marecek, & Goodman, 

2014); Markus, & Kitayama, 1991; Uchida & Kitayama, 2009), and the definition of self 

in East Asian and European cultures are in sharp contrast. Traditionally, European 

cultures value autonomy and independence, with a good life deriving from those who can 

maximize their personal qualities. Whereas East Asian cultures emphasize interdependent 

as well as social harmony, and their perception of “good life” is dependent on their social 

connections and interpersonal relationship. Therefore, compared to European cultures, 

people growing up in East Asian cultures are more likely to be sensitive to and value the 

contextual cues in the environment (Morris & Peng, 1994), especially when making 

decisions that may affect others in the group (Leung & Bond, 1984). 
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Well-Being among East Asian International Students 

East Asian international student, leading their life in both Eastern and European 

background, often times present with extensive mental health concerns due to the cross-

cultural navigation. For example, the potential conflict between personal interest and 

family expectation in major decision may exaggerate East Asian international student’s 

stress. Unlike people of color in the U.S., East Asian international students, especially 

those who study in the U.S. for the first time, may not aware of the resources or language 

skills in navigating this process in a new academic system, which may contribute to sense 

of meaningless and lack of a sense of belonging. Studies found that East Asian 

international students have a higher need in assisting career decision-making (Lin & 

Flores, 2013; Nadermann & Eissenstat, 2018) and adjusting their performance in higher 

education (Gang et al., 2010). East Asian international students have also reported a 

higher level of difficulties in mood adjustment (e.g., anxiety, depression; Zhang & 

Goodson, 2011), and host culture adjustment (e.g., Sam, 2001; Wei et al., 2007).  

However, study results around East Asian international student’s academic 

experiences are inconsistent. For instance, Misra and Castillo (2004) found that 

international students have less academic stress than local American students, even with 

all the challenges mentioned above. It is likely that self-disclosure of personal problems 

may be perceived as a sign of weakness and immaturity in some countries (Uba, 1994), 

which may skew what Misra and Castillo (2004) found in their study. But Misra and 

Castillo’s study also reminded the researchers that the current literature may possibly 

pathologize international student population (Yoon & Portman, 2004) and the negative 

emphasis on international student’s academic experiences can deepen the stereotype and 
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cause more harm. Therefore, more studies are needed to understand international student 

experiences in the U.S., beyond a pathological lens. 

Among the few theoretical frameworks developed to explain human strengths and 

positive adjustment, the social cognitive model of well-being (SCWB) developed by Lent 

(2004) can be useful.  SCWB provides an integrative framework explaining how 

cognitive, social personality, and behavioral variables interact with each other to predict 

well-being outcomes. Despite previous efforts that have been paid in exploring the 

application of SCWB across gender, cultural/racial groups and nationalities, the literature 

falls short of examining cross-cultural validity of such models. 

Theoretical Framework: Social Cognitive Career Theory Well-Being Model 

Since its inception 29 years ago, Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT; Lent et 

al., 1994) has provided a holistic framework in understanding one’s career development 

across the life span (Brown & Lent, 2019; Lent & Brown, 2019; Sheu et al., 2020). Based 

on general Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997), SCCT was extended to 

explain and predict the types of interest that people develop, the types of work and 

educational choice they pursue (Lent et al., 1994), the performance and satisfaction they 

achieve in school and at work, and how people negotiate planned or unplanned 

challenges in their life (Brown & Lent, 2019). SCCT not only considers the career-related 

variables, such as self-efficacy, outcome expectation and personal goals, but also takes 

into consideration both personal factors (e.g., personality, gender, race/ethnicity) and 

contextual factors (e.g., environmental supports and barriers). 

The first three SCCT models (academic and career interest development model; 

choice model; and performance and persistence model) have drawn substantial empirical 
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studies and meta-analyses have supported hypotheses related to interest development, 

choice, performance, and persistence in academic and occupational context (Lent & 

Brown, 2019). The SCCT self-management model (Lent & Brown, 2013), moving away 

from the content of career development (e.g., choice model, interest model), focuses 

more on process. In other words, this model focuses more on how people make school- 

and work-related decisions while managing other important tasks, challenges, and crises. 

The SCCT self-management model has three core constructs: self-efficacy, outcome 

expectation, and goals. Although SCCT self-management model is a relatively new 

model, studies have shown promising results in topics of career decision making in a 

longitudinal study (Lent, Morris, Penn, & Ireland, 2019) and workplace sexual identity 

management (Tatum et al., 2017). 

Social Cognitive Career Theory of well-being model (SCWB; Brown & Lent, 

2019) extended the original SCCT framework to the field satisfaction and well-being in 

both academic and working field. Three core concepts in SCCT model are believed to be 

important contributors to academic and working satisfaction: (a) self-efficacy belief, (b) 

work conditions or outcomes, and (c) goals mechanisms (Brown & Lent, 2019). It 

assumes that a person is more likely to enjoy or feel happy with work/academic 

experiences with a higher self-efficacy and positive hope for work outcome (i.e., outcome 

expectation) while working toward their valued goals (e.g., high GPA, high salary). In 

addition, this model also acknowledges the role of personality traits and environmental 

factors (e.g., resources, barriers) on career development, as shown in Figure 1. To be 

more specific, the key variables that construct this model are: (a) work/academic 

satisfaction, (b) personality and affective traits, (c) goal-directed activity, (d) self-
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efficacy, (e) work condition or outcome, and (f) goal-relevant environmental support and 

obstacles.  

Empirical Studies Related to SCCT Well-Being Model 

Although the SCWB is relatively new, it has drawn extensive attention across a 

variety of populations and life domains, especially in academic and career-related context 

(Brown & Lent, 2019; Sheu et al., 2020). For example, a recent meta-analysis (Sheu, et 

al., 2020) reviewed 100 studies with 154 samples using the SCWB models found the 

model had an overall acceptable fit in both academic and work domain, with culture-

modified model yielding an adequate fit across gender, racial/ethnic groups, and different 

nationalities samples. It is notable that there were some differences across domains and 

nationalities. For example, the positive relationship between environmental support to 

well-being was stronger in the academic setting, whereas the pathways from working 

condition to goal progress and well-being were stronger in the working context. 

Similarly, the positive relationship between support and well-being was stronger among 

the non-U.S. sample, whereas the relationship between goal progress and well-being was 

stronger among the U.S. sample. These moderating effects of the academic field and 

samples from non-U.S. countries suggest the need for more studies focusing on non-U.S. 

samples in the academic field. 

Another interesting result from this meta-analysis is that it suggests that 

environmental supports and self-efficacy play a more salient role in promoting well-being 

in students rather than working adults (Sheu et al., 2020). It is possible that the different 

nature of two environmental and performance experiences lead to this difference in the 

study. For example, students’ perception of academic satisfaction mainly depends on the 
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perceived feedback on their test or resources of switching majors, or subjective perceived 

competence on their schoolwork. Whereas working adults’ satisfaction may be 

differentially sensitive to different types of competence across fields (e.g., written 

communication as an editor versus listening as a counselor) and compensation (e.g., day 

off or extra money during holiday). For international students, Sam (2001) argued that 

they are more in the mode of “students” rather than “foreigners” or “workers” in the 

process of adjustment, which may suggest  a functional role of environmental support for 

international students as well. 

Outcome Variables 

The SCWB model posits that people are more like to feel satisfied within a life 

aspect when they (a) engage and make progress towards their valued personal goal, (b) 

see themselves as efficacious at the behaviors that they are required to perform 

successfully, (c) receive or anticipate positive outcome as a result of their engagement, 

(d) have environmental supports and resources needed to pursue their personal goals and 

develop their efficiency, (e) possess favorable levels of affects, and (f) are generally 

satisfied with their life as a whole.  

The understanding of domain satisfaction based on SCWB has been widely 

studied and the main predictors and paths (e.g., person-cognitive variables, contextual 

variables) indicated significant path coefficients to domain satisfaction (Brown & Lent, 

2019). Those predictors account for 54% of the variance of academic satisfaction and 

43% of the variance of work satisfaction (Brown & Lent, 2019). However, it is also 

notable that some meaningful differences in parameters were among samples across 

race/ethnicity and nationalities. For example, two meta-analyses (Sheu et al., 2018, 2020) 
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found that students with interdependent/collectivistic cultural orientations tended to 

receive more support which more strongly impacted on academic satisfaction, and their 

academic satisfaction further functioned as a main predictor of global satisfaction. 

Whereas goal progress is found to be strongly linked to academic satisfaction among U.S. 

samples, and minority samples yielded a larger path size of this link than majority 

samples. These differences suggest the potential different needs contributing to academic 

satisfaction in specific populations. 

Person-Cognitive Variables 

Self-efficacy. First proposed by Bandura (1977), self-efficacy refers to a person’s 

beliefs about one’s capability to perform given actions or courses of behaviors (Lent & 

Brown, 2013). Self-efficacy is proposed to have three behavioral consequences and four 

sources of efficacy information. Three behavioral consequences of self-efficacy are: (1) 

approach versus avoidance behavior; (2) quality of performance; and (3) persistence in 

facing obstacles. People with higher efficacy are postulated to have an approach 

behavior, have better quality of performance, and tend to be persistent when faced with 

failure or discouragement. Those behavioral consequences make self-efficacy an 

important construct in understanding behavior. With regards to the sources of self-

efficacy, four elements were assumed as following: (1) mastery experience refers to the 

experience of successfully performing the behavior; (2) vicarious learning or modeling; 

(3) social persuasion, such as the encouragement and support from others; and (4) less 

negative emotion arousal, such as less anxiety. These sources of self-efficacy are 

important not only because of its initial development, but are also meaningful to build 

and strengthen self-efficacy in a certain domain (Betz, 2000). 
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A positive relationship between self-efficacy and academic outcomes through the 

SCCT model has been empirically documented. A meta-analysis study conducted with 

143 studies over a 30-year period (1983 through 2013) further found that self-efficacy 

yielded a medium path to outcome expectations, interest and goals in the SCCT choice 

model across gender and ethnicity (Lent et al., 2018). In a literature review consisting of 

41 independent samples from 21 countries (Sheu & Bordon, 2017), researchers found 

robust evidence of the mediating role of self-efficacy on academic and job satisfaction, 

with successful past experiences and physiological state as the key sources. Among 

limited studies on academic-related self-efficacy conducted on international populations, 

self-efficacy was found to be positively associated with English proficiency (Wang et al., 

2018), academic achievement (Khan et al., 2016) and psychological well-being and life 

satisfaction (Bulgan & Çiftçi, 2017). 

Outcome expectations was conceptualized as one’s anticipated consequences of 

attaining one’s goals or performing one’s work role (Bandura, 1986; Lent & Brown, 

2008), which is emphasized in the SCCT interest, choice and performance models. In the 

SCWB model, the outcome expectations focuses on the prospective outcomes initially 

(Lent, 2004) and then was expanded to a broader scale, including either received (i.e., 

work condition) or upcoming (i.e., outcome expectation) rewards (Brown & Lent, 2019). 

Lent and Brown (2008) explained that the rewards that people received or are currently 

receiving may carry forward to their future expectation or outcomes. An example of work 

conditions or expectations can be the person-environmental fit and job security (Sheu et 

al., 2020). 
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Outcome expectations is closely related to one’s self-efficacy. Often, people may 

have a positive and optimistic expectation of their future when they have a high self-

efficacy.  However, self-efficacy may sometimes outweigh the expectation. People may 

still hold a negative expectation towards their future, if one is with a high capability in 

achieving the task (Ezeofor & Lent, 2014; Lee & Flores, 2019).   

However, the current literature presented inconsistent results towards the impact of 

outcome expectation in the SCCT model. Academic outcome expectations were found to 

be predictive of goal progress and academic satisfaction among women engineers in the 

U.S. (Lee & Flores, 2019), and African college students in the U.S. (Ezeofor & Lent, 

2014). However, this effect was not found in other samples, such as Mexican American 

college students (Ojeda et al., 2011) and college students in Singapore, Taiwan  and 

China (Sheu, Chong, Chen, & Lin, 2014; Sheu et al., 2017). Meta-analyses indicated that 

outcome expectation produced a medium-size path in the association from self-efficacy 

and environmental support to career interest and choice goals (Sheu et al., 2010), and in 

the SCWB model, outcome expectations had a relatively small (mostly <.10) effect on 

the pathway to goal progress and domain satisfaction (Sheu et al., 2020). 

This small-size effect is likely to be a result of cultural sensitivity. As Bandura 

(1986) indicated, outcome expectation is likely to be more desirable when it fits their 

culture. For people who favor an individualistic culture, individual rewards may be more 

attractive, whereas those who are in interdependent/collectivistic cultures may value 

more on the societal recognition and interpersonal harmony (Sheu et al., 2020). 

Therefore, it would be interesting to explore the role of outcome expectation among East 
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Asian international students, a group in a cross-cultural setting with mixed individualistic 

and collectivistic cultures. 

Goal-related behavior is the third key concept in the SCWB model, in addition 

to self-efficacy and outcome expectation. The process of obtaining a personal goal 

involves various cognitive endeavors, including cognitive evaluation (e.g., self-efficacy, 

outcome expectations) on the goal feasibility, and cognitive determination to affect an 

outcome or to attain the level of performance (Bandura, 1986). In SCCT, goals are seen 

as the key role linking choice and performance behavior (Lent et al., 1994), and the 

SCWB model emphasizes on subjective evaluation of goal progress in the given domain 

life. 

Existing research has indicated that goal progress presented a small-to-medium 

effect size on the association of social-cognitive variables to domain satisfaction across 

samples (Ezeofor & Lent, 2014; Hui et al., 2013a; Lent et al., 2014; Ojeda et al., 2011; 

Sheu et al., 2014). Result of a meta-analysis identified goal progress as the important 

mediator in linking self-efficacy and outcome expectations to domain satisfaction (Sheu 

et al., 2020).  

Contextual Variables 

As noted previously, a variety of goal-related contextual supports and 

constraints can be important sources of satisfaction. Goal-oriented environmental 

supports can be divided into two types, objective environment (e.g., economic conditions, 

parental behaviors, and peer influences) and subjective psychological environment (i.e., 

subjective interpretation of a particular environment variable; Lent et al., 2000). In other 

words, although environmental support is related to one’s objective conditions, it can also 
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be determined through a person’s understanding of their environment (e.g., the support 

from social settings or academic settings). 

Contextual support has been linked to goals, actions, and outcomes across SCCT 

models directly or indirectly. For example, social support appeared to provide an 

essential platform for development of self-efficacy and outcome expectation. Sexual 

minorities who are in the affirmative work climate are more likely to disclose their sexual 

identities which will yield positive outcomes for their work satisfaction (Tatum, 2018). In 

addition, contextual support systems can also promote students’ perceived confidence in 

solving specific tasks. Sources of self-efficacy (e.g., encouragement, role model) can, to 

some extent, be a source of environmental support (Bandura, 1986; Lent et al., 1994). 

The absence of environmental support is assumed to diminish satisfaction both directly or 

indirectly through self-efficacy and outcome expectations (Sheu et al., 2010). In other 

words, when lacking environmental support, an individual’s satisfaction may decrease 

through low confidence and low outcome expectations. However, when one perceives 

environmental support, they are more likely to have a lasting change of positive affection, 

which can, in turn, promote their satisfaction (Lent et al., 2009, 2012).  

Although the SCWB has included several aspects that were not covered in 

previous models, such as satisfaction, there are still pieces that need to be examined. For 

example, although research shows that nationality may serve as a moderator for various 

pathways of SCCT (Sheu et al., 2020), no research has focused on exploring possible 

ways in which nationality interacts with contextual factors such as discrimination. 

Examining new constructs with existing factors in the SCWB model will help further 
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exploration of the model’s application, as well as provide a more well-rounded 

understanding of an individual’s career development.  

Perceived Discrimination  

Perceived discrimination refers to overweighing members of group characteristics 

through the construction of social, cultural, and psychological significance (James et al., 

2010), which denies the equal opportunities to access power, benefits, and privileges just 

because of the discrimination. African Americans, Latinx, American Indians/ Alaskan 

natives, Asians, Pacific Islanders, and other communities of color have been derogated 

and discriminated due to their skin color, which happens not only interpersonally, but is 

across levels. At an individual level, how people feel, believe, and interact with others 

would express negative evaluations on historically excluded groups. At the organizational 

level, the policy, rules and the expectations from the public and system may be beneficial 

for some groups of people and disadvantageous for other groups of people. At the 

societal level, how people believe what is right or wrong may also reflect on others. 

Extensive meta-analyses have established significant relationships between perceived 

discrimination and various consequences of health, including depression, anxiety, and 

posttraumatic stress with effect sizes ranging from 0.20 and 0.34 (A. D. Benner et al., 

2018; Paradies et al., 2015; Schmitt, Branscombe, Postmes, & Garcia, 2014). 

Although educators and college leaders have advocated for the racial justice into 

program development, students of color and other marginalized populations have 

indicated the academic environment remains questionable with regards to their needs. A 

longitudinal experimental study echoed that students of color still experience negative 

treatment from peers, instructors, advisors, and others in college (Haskins & Singh, 
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2014). For those who are from underrepresented minority groups, their physical 

appearance also appeared to be a predictor for persistence in fields of science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) through college graduation, as well as 

being viewed as having less STEM ability for advanced courses (Williams, George-

Jones, & Hebl, 2019). Moreover, marginalized students continue to experience isolation, 

alienation, and marginalization in the classroom, and they often were taken as the 

representative voice for their own race/ethnicity/nationality or culture (Haskins & Singh, 

2014). 

When considering these experiences of isolation, alienation, and marginalization, 

one of the most common issues facing international students is that of language barrier. 

This can be especially true among those students from East Asian countries, whose 

language system can differ greatly when compared to European languages (e.g., 

pronunciation, grammar, syntax). This language barrier can become a functional cover of 

perceived discrimination in excluding and isolating international students in a subtle yet 

distressing way. For example, international students can be excluded from a study group 

because of the presumption that lack of English fluency is often deemed detrimental to 

the group’s overall performance (e.g., cost more time and energy in editing group work). 

These presumptions among local students can expand and reinforce the feeling of being 

excluded and marginalized and can produce larger structural barriers if those beliefs are 

embedded in teachers and employers, such as employment opportunities and academic 

achievement. The exclusion across levels can pose serious strains on the mental health 

and well-being of international students (Ahmed, 2012). 
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It is noteworthy that the experiences of perceived discrimination against 

international students can be similar yet distinctive when compared to perceived 

discrimination against racial minorities in the United States. Perceived discrimination 

against international students is more related to their accent, skin color, ancestry, and 

religion (Wei & Bunjun, 2021). For example, the experiences of discrimination can be 

more direct among peers, such as exclusion in the classroom, verbal insults such as “go 

home”, direct confrontations and physical attacks (Lee & Rice, 2007). In the academic 

setting, international students have encountered shock and distressed in seeing their own 

culture or country being labeled as “backward” and “violent” in the course materials 

(Wei & Bunjun, 2021). In group discussions or group projects, their contributions have 

been devalued, ignored or rejected by faculty members or peers (Hanassab, 2006; Heng, 

2017). Researchers also noticed the perceived discrimination can be overt and subtle, 

such as Islamophobia (Gholami, 2021), xenophobia (Yeo, Mendenhall, Harwood, & 

Huntt, 2019), and sexual and gender-based violence (Bonistall Postel, 2020; Forbes-

Mewett & McCulloch, 2016).  

Regarding experiences of perceived discrimination, researchers also noticed the 

heterogeneity within international student group. For example, two studies, 10 years 

apart, have drawn a consistent conclusion that students from non-English speaking 

countries (e.g., China) reported having more perceived discrimination experiences than 

those from European countries (Lee & Rice, 2007; Park et al., 2017). This may indicate 

the need to differentiate international students’ experiences based on their original 

countries and cultures. In addition, Tsai and Wei (2018) found that the strategies of 

coping with perceived discrimination among students from China was moderated by 
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gender. Females are more likely to internalize the cause of discrimination, whereas males 

are more likely to externalize and challenge the acts of racism against them.  

This study adopted SCWB model to understand East Asian international students’ 

experiences of perceived discrimination, highlighting to what extent perceived 

discrimination impacts their academic satisfaction in the context of U.S. universities. This 

is especially relevant as U.S. universities rely on the enrollment and retention of 

international students, where academic progress and well-being are crucial. Under the 

SCCT framework, perceived discrimination has been found to be a strong contextual 

predictor that is negatively associated with physical and mental health, and educational 

outcomes (Hall, Nishina, & Lewis, 2017). Therefore, it is reasonable to add perceived 

discrimination into the SCWB model as a contextual variable for this study. 

Summary 

The SCWB model provides a solid framework in understanding to what extent 

that cognitive and contextual variables can contribute to one’s well-being. Given that the 

SCWB model is primarily based on an individualistic social norm, many studies have 

tested and continuously advocated for the importance of cultural consideration of this 

model in its use with culturally diverse populations. Due to East Asian international 

students’ tendencies to be exposed to both collectivistic and individualistic cultures, an 

additional purpose for selecting this theory is to examine its applicability to an 

understudied group in the well-being literature.  

The current study is the first to test the SCWB model with a sample of East Asian 

international students. The main purpose of this study is to examine social cognitive 

predictors of academic satisfaction with a sample of East Asian international college 
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students. The specific SCWB model factors that were tested herein include: (a) academic 

satisfaction, (b) academic support, (c) academic self-efficacy, (d) coping self-efficacy, (e) 

academic goal-progress, (f) academic outcome expectations, and (g) perceived 

discrimination. The following hypotheses are proposed (see Figure 2): 

Hypothesis 1: The hypothesized structural model will provide a good fit to the overall 

data, with achieving configural, metric, and scalar invariance across 

gender samples. 

Hypothesis 2: The multigroup structural model will fit the data from East Asian 

international male, female and overall samples to an acceptable level. 

Hypothesis 2a: Academic support will have positive effect on academic satisfaction 

and will be partially mediated by self-efficacy, outcome expectation, and 

goal progress. 

Hypothesis 2b: Self-efficacy will have positive effect on academic satisfaction and 

will be partially mediated by outcome expectation and goal progress. 

Hypothesis 2c: Outcome expectation will have positive effect on academic 

satisfaction and will be partially mediated by goal progress. 

Hypothesis 2d: Goal progress will have positive effect on academic satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 2e: Perceived discrimination will have negative effect directly and 

indirectly on academic satisfaction through self-efficacy, outcome 

expectation, and goal progress. 
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Figure 2. Proposed research model 

 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

The present chapter presents an overview of the study method and procedure. 

First, the target population, recruitment strategy, and data collection procedure will be 

discussed. Next, the measurements included in the questionnaire will be introduced. 

Finally, the data analysis plan will be presented. 

Participants  

A total of 324 East Asian international students who have been studying in the 

U.S. attended the study. Of these participants, 155 identified as female (5.0%), 162 

identified as male (47.5%), 7 identified as transgender (2.2%) and one identified as 

nonbinary (0.3%). Their age ranged from 18-49 with a mean of 22.3 (SD = 4.82). In 

terms of their region of origin, 207 (63.8%) reported from China, 25 (7.7%) were from 

Japan, and 78 (24.1%) were from South Korea. 

Among these participants, 37 (11.5%) reported as a freshman, 95 (29.5%) 

reported as sophomores, 66 (2 .5%) identified as juniors, 52 (16.1%) identified as seniors, 

and 72 (22.4%) reported as graduate students. In terms of English level, 80 (24.8%) 

reported a very high level of English proficiency, 136 (42.1%) reported a high level, 103 

(31.9) reported a low level of English proficiency and 4 (1.2%) reported as very low.  

In terms of their experiences in the U.S., their time staying in the U.S. ranged 

from 1-22 years with a mean of 5.1 years (SD = 4.52). A total of 273 (84.5%) participants 

identified as a first-generation international student, whose parents or family members 

have never received higher education in the U.S. 
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Procedure 

Approval to collect data was secure with the Institutional Review Board. The 

study was conducted in compliance with a protocol highlighting six unique methodology 

issues in research with immigrants and refugees (Pernice, 1994). The six unique 

methodology issues are contextual issues, conceptual issues, linguistic issues, sample, 

cultural etiquette, and personality characteristics. Although East Asian international 

students are different from immigrants and refugees, they shared similar characteristics, 

such as language barriers, cross-cultural challenges, and lack of support. Thus, this study 

adopted this framework and addressed these six aspects throughout the data collection 

process.  

First, it is important to provide a safe space to not feel exposed to risk and to 

protect participants’ confidentiality. The demographic survey did not collect names, 

emails, or other identifying information.  

Second was to consider recruiting participants based on their cultural etiquette. 

Given that people are more likely to complete the survey with individual requests, 

participants initially were recruited using a snowball sampling method utilizing personal, 

social, and professional contacts in the state of Missouri. Distribution of flyers was done 

through emails to the local East Asian student government, and asked participants to 

forward the information to other East Asian international students. Further, the researcher 

distributed the information through social media platforms which are popular among East 

Asian international students (e.g., Facebook, WeChat, Instagram), and reached out to 

more participants by sending additional emails to East Asian student organizations at the 

top 20 universities in the U.S. that host the most international students listed in the Open 
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Door Report (2018). The recruitment flyers and emails included a link and QR code 

leading to the online questionaries, noting that this is a research study that focuses on “the 

educational experiences of East Asian international students.” Further, to make sure to a 

better understanding East Asian international students’ experiences in completing the 

survey, personal feedback was collected from peers to improve the survey quality. 

The recruitment criteria for eligible participants included: (a) Be a full-time 

student (≥18 years old) currently enrolled in an American college or university; (b) Be an 

international student currently holding a student visa (i.e., F-1, M-1, J-1 visa); (c) 

Originally come from East Asian countries and regions (e.g., China, South Korea, Japan, 

Hong Kong, Macau, Taiwan); (d) Not a full-time employee of any company; (e) 

Currently studying in the U.S. at the time of the survey. Two validity items were 

designed to detect any invalid responses in the survey. For example, the instructions will 

state “Please choose ‘1 = strongly disagree’ for this item.” Participants will be included 

in the sample when appropriately completing these three validity items. 

The online questionnaire included a virtual informed consent that covered an 

introduction and goals of the current study; potential risks and benefits; and contact 

information of the researcher and IRB office. The survey took around 20-25 minutes to 

complete. Based on the agreement, participants can join a raffle when completing the 

questionnaires. The prize was a $5 Amazon gift card for the first 50 respondents, and $15 

Amazon gift card for the rest of the participants with a 17% odd of winning. If 

participants decided to join the raffle, they have left their contact information (i.e., email 

address). The contact information was only used for the purpose of compensation. 
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Measures 

Demographic and Career Aspiration Questionnaire  

Participants were asked to indicate their gender, race, age, nationality, academic 

level, academic field, career aspiration, location of their institution, relationship status, 

whether they have been to the United States before, and the length of time in the United 

States. See Appendix B for the full list of questions. 

Academic Support 

Academic Support was assessed with a 9-item measure developed by Lent et al. 

(2005), which indicates endorsement of a series of statements related to available support 

in their intended major (refer to Appendix B with full scale). The example items are “At 

the present time, I feel support from important people in my life for pursuing my current 

course of study” and “I can get helpful assistance from my advisor.” Higher scores 

indicate better perceptions of support for their academic efforts. Responses on both scales 

were obtained along a 5-point scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree 

(5). Studies reported coefficient alpha values of .81 and .84 among the students in U.S. 

(Lent et al., 2005), a value of .79 among college students in Taiwan and Singapore (Sheu, 

et al., 2014), and a value of .82 among college students in China (Sheu, et al., 2017). 

Previous studies indicated that the variable was correlated with academic self-efficacy, 

and outcome expectations across countries (Lent et al., 2005; Sheu, et al., 2014, 2017). In 

this study, the Cronbach’s alpha for scale score on the East Asian international student’s 

perceived academic support was .86. 
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Self-Efficacy  

Self-efficacy measurements include two sub-scales: academic milestone self-

efficacy and Academic Coping Efficacy Scale (Lent et al., 2005). The two types of self-

efficacy are to be tested as separated, yet correlates, constructs. Academic self-efficacy 

was assessed with a 5-item measure referring to students’ confidence in their ability to 

perform well academically (e.g., “How much confidence do you have in your ability to 

excel in your intended major over the next semester?”). Academic Coping Efficacy Scale 

was tested with 7 items tapping participants’ confidence in overcoming barriers in the 

academic setting (e.g., “Cope with a lack of support from professors or advisors”). 

Participants responded both scales on a 10-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (no 

confidence at all) to 9 (complete confidence) scale. Lent et al. (2005) reported internal 

consistency estimates of .89. and .88 for academic milestone self-efficacy and .81 and .85 

for academic coping efficacy in college student in U.S. Shue et al. (2014) reported .85 as 

the overall internal consistency estimates as the general reliability value of academic self-

efficacy scale among college students in Taiwan and Singapore. Later, Shue et al. (2017) 

reported .90 as the overall reliability value of academic self-efficacy in college students 

in China. Previous studies found academic self-efficacy was predictive of academic 

outcome expectation and goal progress in college student samples across nations (Lent et 

al., 2005; Sheu, et al., 2014, 2017). In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha for scale scores on 

the East Asian international student’s academic self-efficacy and barrier coping self-

efficacy were both .90. 
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Academic Outcome Expectations 

The 10-item academic outcome expectations scale (Lent et al., 2003) was used in 

this study, which was originally developed by Lent et al. (2003) to test participants’ 

expectation in obtaining favorable outcome after receiving higher education in the United 

States. Data was collected with a 9-point scale, ranging from 0 (Strongly disagree) to 9 

(Strongly agree). Higher scores indicate a higher expectation of favorable education 

outcome. Sample items include “earning an attractive salary” and “receiving a good job 

(or graduate school) offer.” Previous studies have reported reliability estimates of .91 in a 

college student sample in U.S. (Lent et al., 2003), .91 in a college student sample in 

Taiwan and Singapore (Sheu, et al., 2014), and .94 in a college student sample in China 

(Sheu, et al., 2017). This variable was found to be positively correlated with academic 

supports and well-being outcomes in Taiwan and Singapore (Sheu et al., 2014). In this 

study, the Cronbach’s alpha for scale scores on the East Asian international student’s 

academic outcome expectation was .95. 

Academic Goal Progress  

A 7-item instrument developed by Lent et al. (2005) was used to test how much 

progress students believe they are making toward their academic goals (e.g., “Completing 

all course assignments effectively”). Responses were obtained along a 5-point scale, 

ranging from 1 (no progress at all) to 5 (excellent progress). Higher scores indicate 

greater progress towards those goals. Previous studies reported internal consistency 

estimates ranging from .84 to .86 among college students in the U.S. (Lent et al., 

2005), .90 among college students in Taiwan and Singapore (H. Bin Sheu et al., 2014), 

and .87 among college students in China (Sheu et al., 2017). Previous studies have found 
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that goal progress was predictive of academic well-being across nations (Lent et al., 

2005; Sheu, et al., 2014, 2017). In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha for scale scores on the 

East Asian international student’s academic goal progress was .87. 

Academic Satisfaction  

An 8-item measure was adopted to assess participants’ level of satisfaction with 

different aspects of their academic experience along a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree) scale. A sample items is, “I like how much I have learned in my classes” (Lent et 

al., 2005). Higher score indicates better satisfaction. The studies reported reliability 

estimate of .86 and .87 among college students in the U.S. (Lent et al., 2005), .89 in a 

college student sample in Taiwan and Singapore (Sheu, et al., 2014), and .88 in a college 

student sample in China (Sheu, et al., 2017). Studies showed that academic satisfaction 

was positively correlated with academic supports and goal progress as well as life 

satisfaction across nations (Sheu, et al., 2014, 2017). In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha 

for scale scores on the East Asian international student’s academic satisfaction was .87. 

Perceived Discrimination  

A nine-item measure adapted from the Everyday Discrimination Scale (EDS; 

Williams et al., 1997) was used in this study. This subscale assesses of perceived 

common discrimination in daily life (Barnes et al., 2004). Sample items are “You are 

treated with less courtesy than other people”, and “You are threated or harassed”. Each 

item will be rated on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1 (Never) to 4 (Often). Higher scores 

indicate greater stress from discrimination. In a sample of Asian American, Gee et al. 

(2007) reported a high internal consistency of the total scores of EDS (Cronbach’s α 

= .91). This scale has also significantly predicted self-reported ill health, well-being, and 
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psychological distress (Williams et al., 1997). In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha 

for scale scores on the East Asian international student’s perceived discrimination 

was .89. 

Data Analysis 

The collected data were analyzed with SPSS 23.0 and R 1.3.1 to test the research 

hypotheses. First, the amount of missing data of each item were reported (percentage or 

range). Second, Cronbach’s alpha and descriptive statistics such as mean, standard 

deviation, skewness, and kurtoisis were calculated. The bivariate correlations among 

variables were also tested with the whole sample and male and female samples 

separately. Then, before testing the measurement model, item parcels were created 

following Rogers and Schmitt’s (2004) factor algorithm.  

For the model fit testing, this study followed Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-

step modeling approach. The measurement model was first assessed to see if it shows 

acceptable fit for the structural model and then assessed the model fit. The model fit test 

was examined for both the whole sample and male and female samples separately. The 

following fit indices were used to evaluate the model it: root-mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI). 

According to Hu and Bentler’s (1999) recommendations, RMSEA values less than .08 

will be considered as a fair fit, and values less than .05 will be an acceptable fit; and CFI 

and TLI values larger than .90 will be considered acceptable fit and values greater 

than .95 as a good fit. 

 Next, measurement invariance of the measurement model was examined in male 

and female samples, following three steps: configural invariance, metric invariance, and 
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scalar invariance. The Chi-square difference test has been used traditionally as an 

indicator of significant differences nested in two different models. If the Chi-square 

model fit test is not statistically significant between two models, this indicates that the 

more restrictive model was supported. Once the scalar invariance was achieved, latent 

means were compared across groups. Male sample was the referent group, where the 

factor means and variance were set as 0 and 1, respectively. Wald test and Cohen’s d 

values were calculated to assess the significance of the latent mean differences between 

samples (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016). Then, the structural model with proposed paths 

was assessed in male and female samples. Once the model was finalized, multigroup 

invariance of each path was tested and the direct and indirect paths were also examined 

for male and female groups.



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the data analysis procedures employed and results for the 

current study. First, data screening and missing data analysis procedures are explained 

and conducted. Second, item parceling, and structural equation modeling (SEM) were 

used to test the proposed model of East Asian international students’ academic 

satisfaction. Third, measurement invariance and latent means differences across male and 

female samples were conducted and presented. Finally, the direct and indirect effects 

from the proposed model in male, female and the total samples are presented through 

multigroup SEM analysis. 

Missing data, Data Screening and Preliminary Analyses 

The data were first screened at the item level. To clean the data, cases with more 

than 20% missing data were removed (n = 986; Peng et al., 2006). In addition, another 53 

individuals were also excluded from the preliminary analysis because (a) they missed 

indicating agreement on the research contract (n = 24), (b) their responses to validity 

items were incorrect (n = 25), and (c) their country of origin is not located in East Asia (n 

= 4). After data screening, a total of 325 cases were used for study.  

Means, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis, and Cronbach’s alpha internal 

consistency estimates for each study variable and intercorrelations between study 

variables are presented in Table 1. Among the study variables, skewness and kurtosis 

values did not exceed the absolute value of 1 (Byrne, 2010), indicating the data met the 

hypothesis of univariate normality. Academic satisfaction showed significant positive 

correlations with academic support (r = .64, p<.001), academic self-efficacy (r = .68., 
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p<.001), barrier coping self-efficacy (r = .64, p<.001), outcome expectation (r = .73, 

p<.001), and goal progress (r = .73, p<.001), and showed significant negative correlation 

with perceived discrimination (r = -.17, p<.001). 

Table 1  

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Internal Consistency Estimates among 

Observed Variables 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Academic support  --  .64***  .48***  .65*** .56***  .64***  -.25***  

2. Academic self-efficacy  --  .75***  .80***  .77*** .68***  -.27**  

3. Coping self-efficacy  --  .78***  .66*** .64***  -.14* 

4. Outcome expectation    --  .74***  .73***  -.23*** 

5. Goal progress     --  .73***  -.19** 

6. Academic satisfaction     --  -.17** 

7. Perceived discrimination       --  

M  3.62 7.10  6.70  6.97  3.63 3.72  2.30  

SD    .68 1.86  1.59  1.74    .68    .69    .63  

α    .86   .90    .90    .95    .87    .87    .89  

Skewness   -.33 -.32  -.24  -.23  -.17  -.26  -.19 

Kurtosis     .40 -.53   .01  -.61   .02   .08  -.47 

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01, ***p< .001 

 

Item Parceling and Assessment of Measurement Model 

Following Matsunaga’s (2008) guidelines, three parcels were created for each 

latent variable, through a factorial algorithm (Rogers & Schmitt, 2004). To be more 

specific, each parcel sequentially comprised the items with the highest to lowest factor 

loadings upon the given measure and alternated the direction of taking turns through the 

parcels. This would allow capitalizing the item distribution evenly across the parcel. The 

factor loadings of parcels in the measurement model are presented in Table 2. 

Standardized factor loadings ranged from .786 to .954 across factors and were significant 

at p < .001, suggesting successful creation of item parcels. Correlations among factors are 

also shown in Table 3.   
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Table 2  

Factor Loadings of the Measurement Model (N = 325) 

  Factor B (SE) β (SE) p 

Academic Satisfaction    

Parcel 1 1.000 (.000)  .835 (.021) <.001 

Parcel 2  .649 (.036)  .837 (.021) <.001 

Parcel 3  .685 (.038)  .836 (.021) <.001 

Academic Support    

Parcel 1 1.000 (.000)  .853 (.021) <.001 

Parcel 2 .910 (.055)  .798 (.025) <.001 

Parcel 3  .932 (.055)  .827 (.023) <.001 

Perceived Discrimination    

Parcel 1 1.000 (.000)  .877 (.017) <.001 

Parcel 2  .656 (.038)  .786 (.024) <.001 

Parcel 3  .729 (.038)  .832 (.021) <.001 

Goal Progress    

Parcel 1 1.000 (.000)  .877 (.014) <.001 

Parcel 2 2.137 (.078)  .954 (.008) <.001 

Parcel 3 2.188 (.086)  .927 (.010) <.001 

Outcome Expectations    

Parcel 1 1.000 (.000)  .928 (.011) <.001 

Parcel 2  .957 (.036)  .901 (.013) <.001 

Parcel 3  .498 (.023)  .819 (.021) <.001 

Academic Self-Efficacy    

Parcel 1 1.000 (.000)  .898 (.015) <.001 

Parcel 2  .671 (.033)  .852 (.019) <.001 

Parcel 3  .635 (.034)  .810 (.022) <.001 

Barrier Coping Self-

Efficacy   
 

Parcel 1 1.000 (.000)  .855 (.021) <.001 

Parcel 2 1.048 (.057)  .873 (.020) <.001 

Parcel 3 1.000 (.057)  .841 (.022) <.001 
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Table 3  

Correlations and Standard Errors of Latent Variables in the Measurement Model (N = 

325) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Academic Satisfaction  

- .739 

(.034) 

*** 

-.177 

(.062) 

** 

.843 

(.025) 

*** 

.810 

(.025) 

*** 

.749 

(.031) 

*** 

.726 

(.034) 

*** 

2. Academic Support 

 

- 

-.282 

(.059) 

*** 

.644 

(.041) 

*** 

.715 

(.033) 

*** 

.717 

(.034) 

*** 

.552 

(.047) 

*** 

3. Perceived Discrimination 

 

 - 

-.208 

(.061) 

** 

-.237 

(.058) 

*** 

-.283 

(.057) 

*** 

-.153 

(.061) 

** 

4. Goal Progress 

 

  - 

.805 

(.025) 

*** 

.858 

(.022) 

*** 

.747 

(.032) 

*** 

5. Outcome Expectation 

 

   - 

.847 

(.020) 

*** 

.847 

(.021) 

*** 

6. Academic Self-Efficacy 

 

    - 

.821 

(.025) 

*** 

7. Barrier Coping Self-Efficacy 

 

     - 

Note. All estimates are standardized. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 

The measurement model with the inclusion of created parcels showed an 

acceptable fit with the data. As presented in Table 4, the model demonstrated good fit 

[X2/df < 3, CFI values >.95, and RMSEA <.08] for the overall group, and both male and 

female groups separately. Hence, the proposed model will be used for further analyses.  
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Table 4  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for female, male and the whole sample 

 CFI TLI RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR X2 df X2/df p 

Total 

Sample 
.974 .967 .053 [.045, .062] .028 323.091 168 1.923 <.001 

Female .960 .949 .065 [.051, .079] .038 277.745 168 1.653 <.001 

Male .955 .944 .073 [.059, .085] .035 309.823 168 1.844 <.001 

 

Measurement Invariance and Latent Mean Differences 

The measurement invariance of the model by gender, across female and male 

samples, was conducted. First, configural invariance was tested, which is to examine if 

the model structure is identical across gender samples without constraining any model 

parameters across groups. As shown in Table 4, this model fit the data well. Second, 

metric invariance was examined by constraining factor loadings to be identical across the 

gender groups. Achieving metric invariance suggests the relationship between items and 

their associated latent factors are equivalent across the gender groups. The metric 

invariance showed good model fit (see Table 5), indicating items are interpreted the same 

way by each group. When comparing the configural invariance, the chi-square model fit 

test of metric invariance was not statistically significant, ∆X2 (∆df) = 19.298 (14), ∆CFI 

= -.001, p = .154, indicating the metric invariance model is supported. Following metric 

invariance, scalar invariance was the next level of the measurement invariance analysis. 

Scalar invariance constrains item intercepts to be equal across groups. The resulting 

model showed a good model fit without statistically significance as compared to the 

metric model, ∆X2 (∆df) = 21.245 (14), ∆CFI = -.001, p = .096. Therefore, scalar 

invariance was achieved, suggesting that it is plausible to examine gender differences by 

these measurements.  
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Table 5  

Model Fit Indices and Comparison for Configural, Metric, and Scalar Invariance Models 

(N= 325) 

 X2 df P RMSEA [90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR 
Nested Model Comparison 

∆X2 (∆df) ∆CFI p 

Configural 578.779 336 <.001 .069 [.060, .079] .956 .946 .038 - - - 

Metric 598.077 350 <.001 .069 [.059, .078] .956 .947 .047 19.298(14) -.001 .154 

Scalar 619.322 364 <.001 .068 [.059, .077] .954 .947 .048 21.245(14) -.001 .096 

Because scalar invariance was met for each measurement, latent factor means can 

be compared across groups (Gregorich, 2006). To compare between male and female 

groups, the male sample was set as the reference group where the factor means and 

variance were set as 0 and 1, respectively. As shown in Table 6, participants in both 

gender groups reported a similar level in academic satisfaction, goal progress, outcome 

expectation, academic self-efficacy, barrier coping self-efficacy and perceived 

discrimination. However, males reported statistically significant higher levels of barrier 

coping self-efficacy than female sample (Cohen’s d = .378). 

Table 6  

Gender Differences in Latent Mean Differences, with Male as Referent Group 

Latent Factor Latent mean SE p Cohen's d 

Academic Satisfaction -.126 .125 .316 -.124 

Academic Support .001 .125 .994 .001 

Goal Progress -.120 .123 .326 -.121 

Outcome Expectation -.224 .117 .055 -.228 

Academic Self-efficacy -.075 .121 .553 -.075 

Barrier Coping Self-efficacy -.345 .114 .002 -.378 

Perceived Discrimination -.184 .118 .119 -.191 

 

Multigroup Structural Equation Modeling 

Having established the proposed research model, multigroup structural equation 

modeling was used to examine if there were any substantive differences in the structural 

relationships between gender groups. Overall, the model showed a fair fit with the data 
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(see Table 7), X2 (168) = 323.09, p <.001; CFI = .974, TIL = .967, SRMR = .028, 

RMSEA = .053, 90% CI [.045,.062]. The model explained 3.5%, 52.1%, 82.1%, 75.9% 

and 81.6% of the variance in barrier coping self-efficacy, academic self-efficacy, 

outcome expectation, goal progress and academic satisfaction in the whole sample. Then, 

differences in gender groups were examined at the sample level, while constraining the 

paths to equality. If the path-constrained model resulted in a significant difference, the 

path will be denoted as having significant differences across gender groups. As showed in 

Table 6, no significant differences were found, indicating the model fit does not have 

significant gender differences at the sample level. The model path coefficient estimates 

for the two-samples are presented in Figure 3. 

Table 7  

Model Fit Indices for overall samples (N= 325) and comparison for Models with or 

without Constraint for two samples (N= 317) 

 X2 df p 
RMSEA  

[90% CI] 
CFI TLI SRMR 

Nested Model Comparison 

∆X2 (∆df) ∆CFI p 

All 323.09 168 <.001 .053 [.045, .062] .974 .967 .028 - - - 

Two samples* 628.57 363 <.001 .068 [.059, .077] .955 .948 .045 - - - 

Two samples** 661.13 385 <.001 .067 [.059, .076] .953 .949 .078 32.56(21) -.002 .051 

Note. Two samples* indicates that the model constrained the loadings and intercepts; 

Two samples** indicates that the model constrained the loadings, intercepts as well as 

regression and correlation paths. 

Next, the model was examined for each gender group separately. First, the model 

showed acceptable fit in male sample: X2 (168) = 309.823, p <.001; CFI = .955, TLI 

= .944, SRMR = .035, RMSEA = .072, 90%CI [.059, .085]; and acceptable fit in female 

group as well: X2 (168) = 277.745, p <.001; CFI = .960, TLI = .949, SRMR = .038, 

RMSEA = .065, 90% CI [.051, .079]. In the male sample, the model explained 4.3%, 

53.8%, 84.7%, 76.9%, and 73.9% of the variance in barrier coping self-efficacy, 



48 
 

academic self-efficacy, outcome expectation, goal progress and academic satisfaction and 

for the female sample, 2.8%, 52.0%, 78.2%, 74.6% and 91.7% in the same sequence. The 

model path coefficient estimates for male and female sample is presented in Figure 4 and 

Figure 5. 
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Table 8  

Model Fit Indices and Comparison for male (N= 155) and female (N= 162) 

 X2 df p RMSEA [90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR 

Male 309.823 168 <.001 .072 [.059, .085] .955 .944 .035 

Female 277.745 168 <.001 .065 [.051, .079] .960 .938 .038 

 

Direct Effects 

As shown in Figure 3, perceived discrimination did not predict any factors in the 

two samples. It only showed a significant negative correlation with academic support. 

Academic support appeared to be a stronger predictor that was positively regressed on 

almost every variable of this study at the .001 level, except for the goal progress. Barrier 

coping self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy were positively and highly correlated 

with each other and they were both positively regressed on outcome expectation. Only 

academic self-efficacy emerged as a positive, direct predictor for goal progress (β = .633, 

p < .001), but yielded a moderate, and statistically significant, negative path to academic 

satisfaction in this sample. This could indicate statistical suppression given the bivariate 

relationships between variables. The same suppression effect was also presented in other 

groups (male and female samples in Future 2 and 3). Furthermore, academic satisfaction 

was positively predicted by goal progress (β = .622, p < .001) and academic support (β 

= .351, p < .001), and outcome expectations also was regressed on goal progress (β 

= .282, p = .007).   
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Figure 3. Structural model with East Asian International Students (N = 325). Only latent 

factors and significant paths are shown for clarity of presentation. All the estimates for 

path coefficients are standardized. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 

Next, the model structure was examined separately in male and female samples 

(see Figure 4 and Figure 5). In the male sample, consistent to the results in the whole-

sample analyses, perceived discrimination did not regress on any factors of the model. In 

the female sample, perceived discrimination is a source of their academic self-efficacy (β 

= -.258, p = .001). Whereas academic support was a source of four variables in both 

samples: academic self-efficacy (β male = .740, p male < .001; β female = .591, p female < .001), 

barrier coping self-efficacy (β male = .643, p male < .001; β female = .415, p female < .001), 

outcome expectation (β male = .198, p male = .005; β female = .309, p female < .001) and 

academic satisfaction (β male = .395, p male < .001; β female = .305, p female = .001).  

The predictors of outcome expectations and goal progress were also examined. 

For outcome expectations, other than academic support, barrier coping self-efficacy (β 

male = .356, p male = .017; β female = .521, p female < .001) was also a source for both samples, 
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and academic self-efficacy was an additional source of outcome expectation in male 

students (β male = .426, p male = .012). Whereas goal progress was predicted by academic 

self-efficacy in both samples (β male = .808, p male = .001; β female = .558, p female < .001), 

and outcome expectation is an additional predictor in female sample (β female = .382, p 

female = .005). 

As for the predictors of academic satisfaction, both academic support (β male 

= .392, p male < .001; β female = .305, p female < .001) and goal progress (β male = .475, p male 

= .003; β female = .779, p female < .001) in both male and female groups yielded positive 

associations. In addition, female students also reported a statistically significant 

association between academic self-efficacy and academic satisfaction (β female = -.394, p 

female = .006). 

 

 Figure 4. Structural model with the male East Asian International Students sample (n = 

155). Values in circles are percentage of the variances explained. All the estimates for 

path coefficients and correlations are standardized. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. Thick 
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lines indicate significance in the male sample and dashed lines indicate no significance in 

male sample. 

 
Figure 5. Structural model with the female East Asian International Students sample (n = 

162). Values in circles are percentage of the variances explained. All the estimates for 

path coefficients and correlations are standardized. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. Thick 

lines indicate significance in the female sample and dashed lines indicate no significance 

in female sample. 

 

Indirect Effects 

Having examined the direct paths among the latent factors, the indirect effects 

were also tested and presented in Tables 9-11. In the whole sample, academic satisfaction 

was predicted by academic support through academic (β = -.253, p = .006) and barrier 

coping self-efficacy (β = -.202, p = .006). In addition, academic satisfaction was also 

predicted by academic support through paths academic self-efficacy and goal progress (β 

= .272, p < .001), barrier coping self-efficacy and goal progress (β = .218, p < .001), 

academic self-efficacy, outcome expectation and goal progress (β = .030, p = .042), as 

well as barrier coping self-efficacy, outcome expectation and goal progress (β = .024, p 
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= .045). Furthermore, academic support can also indirectly link to academic satisfaction 

through outcome expectations and goal progress (β = .045, p = .031). Outcome 

expectations also showed an indirect association with academic satisfaction through goal 

progress (β = 4.223, p = .007). 

In East Asian international male students, no statistically significant indirect paths 

were found in the model. However, in the female group, academic satisfaction was 

predicted by both perceived discrimination (β = .102, p = .032) and academic support (β 

= -.233, p = .009) indirectly through academic self-efficacy. Both perceived 

discrimination (β = -.112, p = .018) and academic support (β = .092, p = .035) can 

indirectly regress on academic satisfaction through both academic self-efficacy and goal 

progress. In addition, academic support can also indirectly link to academic support 

through barrier coping self-efficacy (β = -.164, p = .015), barrier coping self-efficacy and 

goal progress (β = .181, p = .006) or outcome expectations and goal progress (β = .092, p 

= .035) in the female sample. Academic satisfaction was also indirectly linked to 

outcome expectation through goal progress in the female group (β = 5.723, p = .005). 
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Table 9 

Parameter Estimates for the Indirect Effects in East Asian International students (N = 

325) 

Parameter β SE 95 CI p  

Perceived Discrimination ->Academic 

self-efficacy -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.032 .022 [-.01, .074] .136 

Perceived Discrimination -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

-.035 .022 [-.077, .008] .111 

Perceived Discrimination -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Outcome Expectation 

-> Academic Satisfaction 

-.005 .004 [-.013, .003] .254 

Perceived Discrimination -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Outcome Expectation 

-> Goal progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

-.004 .003 [-.01, .002] .187 

Perceived Discrimination -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

-.001 .021 [-.043, .041] .958 

Perceived Discrimination -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Goal progress 

-> Academic Satisfaction 

.001 .023 [-.044, .047] .958 

Perceived Discrimination -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic Satisfaction 

.000 .003 [-.006, .006] .958 

Perceived Discrimination -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.000 .003 [-.005, .005] .958 

Academic support ->Academic self-

efficacy -> Academic Satisfaction 
-.253 .092 [-.433, -.073] .006** 

Academic support -> Academic self-

efficacy -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.272 .071 [.134, .411] <.001*** 

Academic support -> Academic self-

efficacy -> Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.036 .024 [-.01, .083] .128 

Academic support -> Academic self-

efficacy -> Outcome Expectation -> 

Goal progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.030 .015 [.001, .059] .042* 

Academic support -> Barrier coping 

self-efficacy -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

-.202 .074 [-.346, -.058] .006** 

Academic support -> Barrier coping 

self-efficacy -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.218 .058 [.104, .331] <.001*** 

Academic support -> Barrier coping 

self-efficacy -> Outcome Expectation 

-> Academic Satisfaction 

.029 .019 [-.009, .067] .132 

Academic support -> Barrier coping 

self-efficacy -> Outcome Expectation 
.024 .012 [.001, .048] .045* 
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-> Goal progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

Perceived Discrimination -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic Satisfaction 
-.004 .007 [-.018, .01] .597 

Perceived Discrimination -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

-.003 .006 [-.015, .009] .595 

Perceived Discrimination -> Goal 

progress -> Academic Satisfaction 
.024 .026 [-.027, .074] .365 

Academic support -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic Satisfaction 
.054 .028 [-.002, .109] .059 

Academic support -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.045 .021 [.004, .085] .031* 

Academic support -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction 
.002 .043 [-.082, .087] .957 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal progress 

-> Academic Satisfaction 
4.223 1.570 [1.145, 7.301] .007** 

Note. CI = confidence interval; *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 

  



56 
 

Table 10  

Parameter Estimates for the Indirect Effects in Male East Asian International students (N 

= 155) 

Parameter β SE 95% CI p  

Perceived Discrimination 

->Academic self-efficacy -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

-.013 .034 [-.080, .054] .698 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Academic self-efficacy -> 

Goal progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.011 .027 [-.042, .064] .692 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Academic self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.002 .006 [-.009, .013] .713 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Academic self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.001 .002 [-.004, .006] .709 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

-.019 .038 [-.093, .056] .621 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Goal progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.015 .030 [-.043, .074] .613 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.003 .007 [-.010, .016] .655 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.001 .003 [-.004, .007] .646 

Academic support ->Academic 

self-efficacy -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

-.353 .243 [-.829, .124] .147 

Academic support -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Goal progress 

-> Academic Satisfaction 

.284 .149 [-.007, .576] .056 

Academic support -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.055 .065 [-.071, .181] .394 

Academic support -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress 

-> Academic Satisfaction 

.025 .026 [-.026, .075] .339 

Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

-.307 .210 [-.718, .105] .144 
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Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.247 .129 [-.007, .501] .056 

Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

.048 .056 [-.062, .158] .395 

Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.021 .022 [-.022, .065] .340 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction 

-.004 .008 [-.020, .012] .656 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

-.002 .004 [-.009, .006] .657 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Goal progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.008 .027 [-.045, .061] .766 

Academic support -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

.035 .035 [-.033, .103] .319 

Academic support -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress 

-> Academic Satisfaction 

.015 .018 [-.019, .050] .381 

Academic support -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

-.010 .050 [-.108, .088] .841 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 

2.454 2.430 [-2.308, 7.216] .312 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 
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Table 11  

Parameter Estimates for the Indirect Effects in Female East Asian International students 

(N = 162) 

Parameter β SE 95 CI p  

Perceived Discrimination 

->Academic self-efficacy -> 

Academic Satisfaction .102 .047 [.009, .195] .032* 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Academic self-efficacy -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction -.112 .048 [-.205, -.019] .018* 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Academic self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction -.009 .009 [-.027, .009] .341 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Academic self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction -.014 .010 [-.034, .006] .169 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Academic Satisfaction .037 .040 [-.042, .115] .358 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Goal progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction -.041 .043 [-.125, .044] .348 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction -.003 .005 [-.012, .006] .482 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Barrier coping self-efficacy -> 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction -.005 .006 [-.017, .007] .410 

Academic support ->Academic 

self-efficacy -> Academic 

Satisfaction -.233 .090 [-.409, -.057] .009** 

Academic support -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction .257 .083 [.094, .42] .002** 

Academic support -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic 

Satisfaction .020 .020 [-.020, .060] .320 

Academic support -> Academic 

self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction .033 .022 [-.010, .075] .133 

Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Academic 

Satisfaction -.164 .067 [-.295, -.032] .015* 
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Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction .181 .065 [.052, .309] .006** 

Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic 

Satisfaction .014 .015 [-.014, .043] .330 

Academic support -> Barrier 

coping self-efficacy -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction .023 .016 [-.008, .054] .149 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Outcome Expectation -> 

Academic Satisfaction -.006 .012 [-.028, .017] .621 

Perceived Discrimination -> 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction -.009 .018 [-.044, .026] .610 

Perceived Discrimination -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction .045 .053 [-.058, .149] .390 

Academic support -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Academic 

Satisfaction .057 .043 [-.027, .141] .181 

Academic support -> Outcome 

Expectation -> Goal progress -> 

Academic Satisfaction .092 .044 [.006, .177] .035* 

Academic support -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction .023 .075 [-.124, .17] .761 

Outcome Expectation -> Goal 

progress -> Academic 

Satisfaction 5.723 2.047 [1.71, 9.735] .005** 

Note. CI = Confidence interval; *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to examine the East Asian international students’ 

academic experiences based on Social Cognitive Career Theory satisfaction model (Lent 

& Brown, 2006) in the era of a the COVID-19 pandemic. Overall, this study found that 

after aggregating three parcels for each individual instrument (e.g., academic satisfaction, 

outcome expectations), the data fit the model well with achieving configural, metric and 

scalar measurement invariance across female and male groups. Mean difference tests 

were also examined across two gender groups. Additionally, no significantly predictive 

role of perceived discrimination was found on socio-cognitive constructs directly in the 

model. Lastly, theoretical and practical implications, limitations and directions for future 

research are also discussed in this chapter. 

Measurement Invariance and Latent Mean Differences 

This study was the first to test Lent and Brown’s (2006) SCCT satisfaction model 

among a sample of East Asian international students in the United States. The finding 

enriches the current studies of SCCT satisfaction model by showing the data fit the model 

well with achieving configural, metric and scalar measurement invariance across female 

and male groups (Hypothesis 1). This indicates that the pattern of factor structure, item 

loadings, and item intercepts can be considered the same between these two groups. The 

data also indicate a good fit in both male and female gender groups (Hypothesis 2). This 

result is consistent with previous studies (Lent et al., 2018; Sheu et al., 2020), supporting 

the generalizability of the SCCT satisfaction model across gender. However, as the items 

were aggregated into three parcels of each instrument, this result cannot suggest the 
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measurement invariance of each individual instrument. To fulfill this hypothesis, all 

items should be included as separate indicators without item aggregation. 

The comparison of latent mean difference tests showed that female and male 

students adopted similar academic experiences in academic satisfaction, academic 

support, goal progress, outcome expectation, and academic self-efficacy, and similar 

levels of perceived discrimination with regard to race (Table 6). However, males reported 

a statistically higher level of barrier coping self-efficacy than female students. The higher 

score may suggest that male students overall feel more capable in coping with challenges 

than their female peers. This may be a result of gender socialization that males are 

expected to be strong and self-defensive in face of adversity, whereas females are 

expected to be receptive, compromising, cooperative, and to solve a conflict through a 

relational approach (Sizoo, 2000). Tsai and Wei (2018) found a similar result that 

Chinese international male students are more likely to use behavior-oriented coping skills 

when perceiving discrimination than female students. Therefore, in the face of perceived 

discrimination, under the cultural expectations and societal pressure, male students can 

feel empowered to act as “expected of a man,” whereas female students have a greater 

tendency to respond less or not respond at all.  

Overview of Findings in the Model 

Overall, the SCCT satisfaction model fits the data well both in the total sample, and 

female and male samples separately. In particular, academic support played a significant 

role in this SCCT model. This result is consistent with previous studies (e.g., Hui et al., 

2013; Sheu et al., 2017) that reported academic satisfaction is related to the 

environmental factors, such as perceived support.  
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Also, academic support significantly predicted outcome expectations, and academic 

and barrier coping self-efficacy. These findings are consistent with previous studies 

indicating that stronger self-efficacy in both academic performance and barriers copings, 

as well as more positive outcome expectations are all related to favorable environmental 

atmosphere (e.g., Ojeda et al., 2011; Sheu et al., 2014). The results imply that East Asian 

international students who have a favorable academic environment are more likely to feel 

confident in academic work, coping with challenges and maintain a positive outlook for 

their future. 

Goal progress is one of the major predictors of academic satisfaction and had a 

strong association with academic self-efficacy in this sample of East Asian international 

students. The results are consistent with previous studies as well as the SCCT satisfaction 

theoretical framework (Lent, 2004) that life satisfaction is influenced by goal progress. 

Many studies reported that students are more likely to feel satisfied, especially when they 

were confident to a short-term goal and received immediate feedback on their progress 

through exams and tests (Lent et la., 2005). 

However, goal progress was not associated with academic support, or perceived 

discrimination. This shows that students’ goal progress in the present sample is not 

predicted by contextual supports or barriers. This founding is inconsistent with the 

theoretical hypothesis that contextual supports and barriers had direct effects on goals 

(Lent et al., 2008), but was consistent with previous studies conducted in Asia (Sheu et 

al., 2014, 2017). They also found a nonsignificant relationship between contextual factors 

and goal progress among college students in China (Sheu et al., 2017) and Taiwan, but 

not in the Singapore college sample (Sheu et al., 2014). Due to the inconsistent findings 
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within the Asian population, it again highlights the complex sub-cultures within the 

broader Asian population. For East Asian international students, academic self-efficacy 

played a more important role than academic support in promoting goal progress, which 

can be practically meaningful in terms of future development of intervention (Sheu et al., 

2014). 

One of the critical cognitive variables in the SCCT model, outcome expectations, 

did not predict academic satisfaction directly, but indirectly through goal progress. Upon 

closer examination, it was only female students in this sample who perceived a more 

positive outcome that were more likely to make progress on their work, and indirectly 

predict academic satisfaction via progress, but not among their male counterparts. The 

role of outcome expectations was unclear in the current literature. Some studies found 

that outcome expectations can be useful in predicting interest or major choice (e.g., 

Byars-Winston et al., 2010; Quimby, Seyala, & Wolfson, 2007), but researchers also 

found its insignificant association with interests, goals, and persistence (e.g., Lent et al., 

2005; Lent et al., 2001). Lent et al. (2011) argued the accuracy of the outcome 

expectations measurement in capturing the essence of the expected outcomes among 

college students, whereas Sheu et al. (2020) argued that the relation from outcome 

expectations to academic satisfaction is largely mediated through indirect effects rather 

than direct effects. Considering the inconsistent results about the role of outcome 

expectations, more studies related to the effect of outcome expectations in the academic 

field is needed. 

The direct effects of perceived discrimination on the cognitive variables in the 

SCCT model were also not fully supported in this study. This suggests that subjective 
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perceived discrimination does not necessarily translate to academic experiences. This 

result is inconsistent with the existing literature (e.g., Xu et al., 2021; Wei et al., 2012, 

2021) that perceived discrimination does negatively impair international students’ 

academic functioning. The result in the current study may reflect the complex and 

nuanced relationship between perceived discrimination and academic experiences. It is 

possible that the essence of the perceived discrimination matters. The Perceived 

Discrimination Scale (Williams et al., 1997) was to examine daily discrimination in 

social relationships, the mismatching domains making it hard for students to translate 

across contexts (e.g., from the unfair treatment experiences in the restaurant to the study 

group exclusion). It may be helpful to use a measurement specifically testing their 

academic discriminatory experiences, such as perceived language discrimination.  

Another possible reason of nonsignificant role of perceived discrimination can be 

the unique racial experience of East Asian international students. Participants in this 

study have had less exposure to living experiences as a racial minority, and they may 

expect to be treated differently as relocating to a foreign country. A study also found non-

U.S.-born Asian students have higher well-being levels than U.S.-born Asian students 

under the similar level of discrimination act (Wang et al., 2019). It is possible that 

different racial experiences in the early childhood can alleviate the minority distress in 

the U.S.  

Moreover, the East Asian values and philosophy carried by international students 

may cultivate adaptability, perseverance and resilience. Students are more likely to 

persevere and be motivated to perform well academically due to the value placed on 

education in the East Asian culture. This implies that students may experience stronger 
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positive activating emotions (e.g., hope, contentment) and less negative emotions (e.g., 

shame and anxiety; Datu & Fong, 2018) when achieving their academic goals, which, in 

turn, can cultivate resiliency and hardiness in their life.  

However, it is still concerning to notice that the perceived discrimination 

significantly affected female students’ satisfaction indirectly via the cognitive variable 

(i.e., academic self-efficacy) and its pathways (i.e., academic self-efficacy and goal 

progress). This result indicates that female students are more likely to internalize the 

external barriers than male counterparts, and this process can further prevent females 

from making progress towards their goals and achieving satisfaction in their work. Tsai 

and Wei (2018) reported a similar result that female Chinese international students were 

more likely to use internalization as a coping strategy in facing discrimination. However, 

they interpreted internalization as a way for self-improvement, which may help them 

avoid being preoccupied by their experiences of racial discrimination and instead 

redirecting their focus to their cultural values (e.g., relationship harmony). Different from 

this study result, the “self-examination” over perceived discrimination does not help with 

self-improvement. It instead lowers their self-beliefs in approaching their goals and 

feeling satisfied with their academic experiences. Due to the inconsistent findings in the 

relationship between perceived discrimination and self-efficacy, more studies are needed. 

Lastly, despite the failure of perceived discrimination to predict any constructs in 

this study, its significantly negative correlations with all the variables still deserve 

attention. As shown in Table 1, perceived discrimination played a profound role in 

academic experiences, showing statistically negative correlations with all the other 
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academic variables. Therefore, addressing the negative impact of discrimination on East 

Asian international students is especially important. 

Despite the evidence of overall model-data fit, several individual paths did not meet 

the criteria for statistical or practical significance. For example, the mediation direction of 

the academic support, academic self-efficacy and academic satisfaction as opposed to 

what previous studies indicated, showing a change in direction of relationships (i.e., 

direction of regression coefficients compared to respective bivariate correlations), which 

suggested goal progress acts as a suppressor in this sample (MacKinnon, Krull, & 

Lockwood, 2000; Maassen & Bakker, 2001; Yang, Haydon, & Miller, 2013). A 

suppression effect refers to when the “magnitude of the relationship between an 

independent variable and a dependent variable becomes larger when a third variable is 

included” (Mackinnon et al., 2000, p. 2). But this result is consistent with a meta-analysis 

examining the SCCT satisfaction model. Sheu et al. (2020) proposed that it is possible 

that the relation of self-efficacy to academic satisfaction are largely mediated by goal 

progress rather than being direct. Therefore, future study should examine the role of 

academic self-efficacy, goal progress and academic satisfaction. Caution should be taken 

when interpreting this direct effect in this study.  

Practical Implications 

This study provides new insight into the role of perceived discrimination in the U.S. 

higher education setting. The East Asian international students in this study did not report 

a significant negative association between perceived discrimination and their academic 

functioning. As surprising as it is, it implies the unique characteristics of international 

students. Coming from a different country with a different upbringing than U.S.-born 
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minorities, East Asian international students may hold another way of understanding and 

coping with discrimination. Practitioners and professors may need to cautiously examine 

international students’ experiences, not pathologizing or overlooking the unique strength 

of international students in the U.S.  

However, it is also concerning to note the negative role of discrimination on 

academic self-efficacy among female students. In considering the significant associations 

between academic self-efficacy and other socio-cognitive variables, it is important to 

provide appropriate intervention to increase self-efficacy. Based on Bandura’s (1977) 

four sources of self-efficacy, there are various strategies that mental health professionals 

might use to enhance East Asian international students’ self-efficacy. For example, it can 

be helpful to host workshops to teach step-by-step strategies to cope with common 

challenges (e.g., academic goal setting, expected communication with professors, 

presentation skills, group discussion skills). East Asian international students may also 

benefit from learning skills in seeking academic feedback and support proactively to 

promote academic satisfaction, joining affect management workshops or interventions 

(Sheldon, & Lyubomirsky, 2006) as well as obtaining acknowledgment on their own 

holiday to promote positive affect. These activities to increase self-efficacy may allow 

East Asian international students to achieve a positive academic environment and 

increased perceived institutional support. 

Consistent with previous research, this study again highlights the critical role of 

institutional atmosphere and support on the academic experiences for students of color. 

This study specifically highlighted the protective function of support to enhance 

international students academic satisfaction. Administrators of international students 
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organizations can develop more tailored and supportive programs that focus on their 

unique challenges and barriers (e.g., writing program, career decision making program, 

communication skills, language barriers), with teachers and other students across gender 

and nationality, cultivating a sense of “family” that people are working towards a 

common goal. Conchas (2001) found that this collaborative and inclusive atmosphere can 

foster a sense of belongness, which can be a key to improve the academic experiences of 

students of color. Academic institutions (e.g., international center, women’s center) 

should acknowledge the unique challenges among female students, who are more 

vulnerable to discrimination. Administrators and organizations need to create programs 

that challenge the gender roles, provide the provision of role models, develop workshops 

for domestic students to enhance understanding and for international students to 

challenge negative self-talk when facing unfair treatment. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Despite its contribution to the literature, this study still has a number of limitations 

that can inform future studies. First, the participants in this study may not be appropriate 

to generalize to all East Asian international students in the U.S. Although this study has 

taken a step further than previous studies in differentiating Asian international students, it 

is incumbent for researchers and clinicians to acknowledge the heterogeneity of this 

broad group. A large portion of the current sample self-identified as binary gender 

identity, and this study may not represent the experiences of non-binary gender identified 

individuals. Similarly, the majority of the participants identified as heterosexual, and this 

study may not represent the experiences of sexual minorities. Relatedly, educational level 

(undergraduate vs graduate students) and academic programs (STEM vs non-STEM) 
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were also introduced as additional factors and potential mediators between environmental 

support/barriers and traditional socio-cognitive variables of SCCT. Researchers are 

encouraged to consider adding those variables in future studies based on the SCCT 

satisfaction model. It would be also interesting to apply this model to a narrower level, 

such as cultural heritage identification and intersectional perspectives. Thus, future 

studies should consider investigating the complex intersectionality of identities by 

gathering larger samples. 

Second, this study did not support including perceived discrimination to the SCCT 

satisfaction model due to its insignificant association with other variables, but future 

research is necessary. For example, specifying the perceived discrimination content can 

be helpful to understand East Asian international student’s academic experiences, such as 

language discrimination or the sense of safety. Also, qualitative methodologies can be 

used to capture the unique lived experiences and the nuances of academic satisfaction, 

racial identity development and perceived discrimination in this specific population. 

Furthermore, institutional factors can also be helpful to add in the model. The contextual 

factors (e.g., academic support, perceived discrimination) of the current study still remain 

at the person level. Considering higher levels of context such as institution type (e.g., 

predominantly white institutions) may have added more insight on the academic 

experiences of East Asian international students. 

Another limitation of the current study is its cross-sectional nature, which does not 

allow for examination of causal relationships. Therefore, longitudinal, experimental or 

intervention studies can be helpful to test causality relationships, as well as the model’s 

practical use in the reality among this population, such as ways in promoting self-
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efficacy, facilitate goal progress, environmental support. In addition, this study did not 

include affect variables or psycho-social factors (e.g., anxiety, adjustment) in the current 

population. Future studies may also add those variables in the SCCT satisfaction model 

and re-examine the relationship between goal progress and academic satisfaction, 

considering the suppressor role of academic self-efficacy in this study.  

Conclusion 

East Asian international students are a unique group with great complexity and 

diversity that need more attention and services from academic institutions, which include 

the mental health professionals in university counseling centers. Even though the number 

of international students dropped slightly due to the COVID-19 global pandemic, the 

number of East Asian international students will likely continue to grow at least in next 

few years (IIE, 2018; QS, 2020). This is because the overseas academic credentials and 

experiences will provide unique skills which provide them advantages for future 

employment (Arthur & Flynn, 2011). Thus, the primary purpose of the present study was 

to test Lent’s (2004) Social Cognitive Career Theory satisfaction model among East 

Asian international students in the era of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

This study found that the SCCT satisfaction model was generally applicable to all 

the samples, as well as male and female samples separately. Meaningful gender 

differences were found in the latent mean differences of the main constructs and their 

pathways. However, perceived discrimination was not a significant factor to academic 

satisfaction among East Asian international students. This result suggested that East 

Asian international students are unique in perceiving their racial identity and experiences, 

and mental health providers and psychologists should be careful when steering them 
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towards academic satisfaction. Most importantly, this study highlighted the protective 

role of academic support and provides vital information and suggestions for implications, 

for both institutional and individual levels, to increase East Asian international students’ 

academic satisfaction, and how this effort can be specified to the needs of different 

gender groups. If institutions can change towards celebrating diversity and inclusivity, 

the next generation of East Asian international students will receive a more positive 

message when making their effort and participation globally.  
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Appendix A 

Consent Form to Participate in a Research Study 

 

Researcher’s name:  Xinling Liu, M.A. 

Advisor: Patrick J. Rottinghaus, Ph.D. 

    

Project Title: Expanding Social Cognitive Career Theory: Academic Satisfaction among 

East Asian International students in the U.S.  

 

My name is Xinling Liu, a doctoral student in the Counseling Psychology program at the 

University of Missouri-Columbia. I am inviting you to participate in a research study to 

examine factors that influence academic satisfaction of East Asian international students 

in the U.S. Xinling Liu will be supervised by Patrick J. Rottinghaus, Ph.D., who is an 

Associate Professor at the University of Missouri-Columbia (Email: 

rottinghausp@missouri.edu).  

 

Your participation is voluntary. The submission of this form indicates your agreement to 

participate. You will be asked to complete an online survey including various aspects of 

your academic experiences as an East Asian international student in the United States. 

The survey may take approximately 20-25 minutes of your time and you may discontinue 

the survey at any time. Compensation will be randomly drawn from participants through 

a raffle. Specifically, the first 50 respondents will get a $5 Amazon gift card, and a $15 

Amazon gift card will be randomly drawn from the rest of the participants with a 17% 

odd of winning. 

 

To be included in this study, you must meet the following criteria: 

(1) You are a student (≥18 years old) currently enrolled in an American 

college or university as a full-time student; 

(2) You are an international student currently holding a student visa (i.e., 

F-1, M-1, J-1 visa);  

(3) You are originally from East Asian countries and regions (e.g., China, 

Japan, Mongolia, North Korea, South Korea, Hong Kong, Macau, and 

Taiwan; Kort, 2005); 

(4) You are not a full-time employee of any company; 

(5) You are currently studying in the U.S. at the time of the survey. 

 

The collected data will be stored anonymously in a secured online storage system and 

only the researchers will be given assess to them. The data collected from this study will 

be used only for the purpose of academic communication (e.g., dissertation, meetings, 

academic publications). Presented data will be in summary or aggregate form only and no 

reference will be made in oral or written reports that could be linked to your identity. 

 

If you have any questions regarding this research study, or wish to receive further 

information before consenting to participate, you may contact Xinling Liu at 

mailto:rottinghausp@missouri.edu
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xld3y@umsystem.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant, you 

may also contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Missouri-

Columbia at irb@missouri.edu or (573) 882-3181. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this research. 

 

 

Xinling Liu, M.A. 

Department of Educational, School and Counseling Psychology 

University of Missouri–Columbia 

 

 

____Yes, I consent to participate in the study. 

____ No, I do not consent and I will not participate in the study. 

  

mailto:xld3y@umsystem.edu
mailto:irb@missouri.edu
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Appendix B 

QUESTIONNAIRES 

Demographics 

1. Are you an international student from East Asia? Yes / No 

     - International Student: F1 Student Visa holder without U.S. citizenship 

     - East Asia: China, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Macau, Japan,Mongolia, North Korea, and 

South Korea 

2. Location of your college/university: 

Midwest (IA, IL, IN, KS, MI, MN, MO, NK, NE, OH, SD, WI)/ Northeast (CT, MA, 

ME, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT)/ South (AL, AR, DC, DE, FL, GA, KY, LA, MD, MS, 

NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA, WV) / West (AK, AZ, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, NM, NV, OR, 

UT, WA, WY) 

3. Please indicate your age in years: ____________________________ 

4. Gender: Male / Female / Transgender/ Nonbinary / 

Other (Please specify:_____________________) 

5. Sexual orientation: Heterosexual / Lesbian / Gay / Bisexual / Queer / 

Other (Please specify:________________________) 

6. Country/Region of origin: China/ Japan/ Hong Kong/ Macau/ South Korea/ Taiwan 

Other (Please specify:________________________) 

7. What is your college major? _________________ 

8. Year in college: 

 First year / Sophomore / Junior / Senior / Graduate student 

Other (Please specify:_______________________) 

9. Where do you want to work after graduation? 

Stay in the U.S./ Home country/ Other countries/ Other (Please 

specify:_____________________) 

10. What do you plan to do after graduation? 

Further Education/Searching for jobs (industrial position)/ Searching for jobs 

(Academia)/take a gap year/ I have no clue at all/ Other (Please 

specify:_____________________) 

11. Have you been to United States before? Yes / No 

12. How many years have you been attending school in the U.S.? (e.g., 1, 2, 3, etc.) 

13. How many years have you been living in the U.S.? (e.g., 1, 2, 3, etc.) 

14. Are you currently living in the United States? Yes / No 

15. How do you describe your English fluency? Very High/High/Average/Low/Very low 

16. Are you a first-generation college student (i.e., neither parent nor guardian has earned 

a bachelor’s degree)? Yes/No/Other (Please specify__________) 

17. Are you a first-generation international student (i.e., neither parent nor guardian has 

earned a bachelor’s degree from a U.S. institution)? Yes/No/Other (Please 

specify__________) 
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Academic Support Scale (Lent, Singley et al., 2005) 

Instructions: Many factors can either support or hinder students' academic and social 

adjustment. Here we are interested in learning about the types of situations that may 

support your progress in your intended major. Using the 1-5 scale, please indicate how 

much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 

 

  

At the present time, I… Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Not sure Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. Have access to a “role model” 

(e.g., someone I can look up to 

and learn from by observing) in 

my academic major 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Feel support from important 

people in my life (e.g., teachers) 

for pursuing my intended major 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Feel that there are people 

“like me” in this academic field 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Get helpful assistance from a 

tutor, if I felt I needed such help 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Get encouragement from my 

friends for pursuing my intended 

major 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Get helpful assistance from 

my advisor 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Feel that my family members 

support the decision to major in 

my intended field 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Feel that close friends or 

relatives would be proud of me 

for majoring in my intended 

field 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Have access to a “mentor” 

who could offer me advice and 

encouragement 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (Lent, Singley et al., 2005) 

Part I. Instructions: The following is a list of major steps along the way to completing 

an undergraduate degree. Please indicate how much confidence you have in your ability 

to complete each of these steps in relation to the academic major that you are most likely 

to pursue. Use the 0-9 scale below to indicate your degree of confidence. 

 

Part II. Instructions: Here we are interested in knowing how well you believe you could 

cope with each of the following barriers, or problems, that students could possibly face in 

pursuing an undergraduate degree. Please indicate your confidence in your ability to cope 

with, or solve, each of the following problem situations. 

How much confidence do you 

have in your ability to: 
No Confidence Some Confidence 

Complete 

Confidence 

1. Remain enrolled in your 

intended major over the next 

semester.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. Remain enrolled in your 

intended 

major over the next two 

semesters. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. Excel in your intended major 

over the next semester. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. Excel in your intended major 

over the next two semesters. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. Complete the upper level 

required courses in your intended 

major with an overall grade point 

average of B or better 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

How confident are you that you 

could: 
No Confidence Some Confidence 

Complete 

Confidence 

1. Cope with a lack of support 

from professors or your advisor. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. Complete a degree despite 

financial pressures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. Continue on in your intended 

major even if you did not feel 

well-liked by your classmates or 

professors. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. Find ways to overcome 

communication problems with 

professors or teaching assistants 

in your courses. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. Balance the pressures of 

studying with the desire to have 

free time for fun and other 

activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Academic Outcome Expectation (Lent, Singley et al., 2005) 

Instructions: Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or 

disagree with each of the following statements. 

 

  

6. Continue on in your intended 

major even if you felt that, 

socially, the environment in these 

classes was not very welcoming 

to you. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. Find ways to study effectively 

for your courses despite having 

competing demands for your 

time. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Graduating with an 

undergraduate/graduate degree will 

likely allow me to: 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Unsure Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. ... receive a good job (or graduate 

school) offer 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2. ... earn an attractive salary 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3. ... get respect from other people 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4. ... do work that I would find 

satisfying 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

5. ... increase my sense of self-worth 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6. ... have a career that is valued by 

my family 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

7. ... do work that can “make a 

difference” in people’s lives 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

8. ... go into a field with high 

employment demand 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

9. ... do exciting work 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10. ... have the right type and 

amount of contact with other people 

(i.e., “right” for me) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Academic Goal Progress (Lent, Singley et al., 2005) 

Instructions: Now we would like for you to rate each of the same goal statements in 

terms of how much progress you are making toward each one at this point in time. That 

is, indicate how effectively you feel you are meeting or working toward each goal at 

present, regardless of how important the goal is for you. 

 

  

How much progress are you 

making toward each of these 

goals at this point in time (i.e., 

so far this semester: 

No 

Progress 

At All 

A little 

Progress 

Fair 

Progress 

Good 

Progress 

Excellent 

Progress 

1. Excelling at your academic 

major 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. Completing all course 

assignments effectively 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. Studying effectively for all of 

your exams 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Remaining enrolled in your 

academic major 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Completing academic 

requirements of your major 

satisfactorily 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Achieving / maintaining high 

grades in all of your courses 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Learning and understanding 

the material in each of your 

courses 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Academic satisfaction scale (Lent, Singley et al., 2005) 

Instructions: Using the scale below, indicate your level of agreement with each of the 

following statements. 

  

 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Not sure Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I feel satisfied with the 

decision to major in my intended 

field. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I am comfortable with the 

educational atmosphere in my 

major field. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. For the most part, I am 

enjoying my coursework. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. I am generally satisfied with 

my academic life. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I enjoy the level of intellectual 

stimulation in my courses. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. I feel enthusiastic about the 

subject matter in my intended 

major. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I like how much I have been 

learning in my classes. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Perceived Discrimination Scale (Williams et al., 1997) 

Instructions: How often in your daily life have you been discriminated against in each of 

the following ways because of such things as your race and ethnicity? 

 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

1. You are treated with less courtesy than other people. 1 2 3 4 

2. You are treated with less respect than other people. 1 2 3 4 

3. You receive poorer service than other people at 

restaurants or stores. 

1 2 3 4 

4. People act as if they think you are not smart. 1 2 3 4 

5. People act as if they are afraid of you. 1 2 3 4 

6. People act as if they think you are dishonest. 1 2 3 4 

7. People act as if they think you are not as good as they are. 1 2 3 4 

8. You are called names or insulted. 1 2 3 4 

9. You are threatened or harassed. 1 2 3 4 
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