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ABSTRACT 

Though numerous studies have investigated the adaptation of Chinese international 

students in the U.S., few studies have talked about the influence of their experiencing a 

new academic culture. Following the Confucian tradition, Chinese academic culture 

canonizes education as the only approach to being a better person, and it can be achieved 

purely by an individual’s effort. Together with the moral indication of performance and the 

highly competitive educational system, Chinese students become obligated to achieve 

academic success, sensitive to negative evaluation, and habituated to a unique learning 

culture that is characterized by silence.  

Their unique academic culture that is distinct from the Western educational tradition 

may contribute to many mismatch problems. Here we focused on learning culture 

mismatch and language mismatch. From two studies using archival data and self-collected 

data, we found that: a) Chinese international students have larger learning culture mismatch 

and language mismatch than Western International students and American students; b) 

They also have lower psychological wellbeing than students from Western origins; c) 

Learning culture mismatch and language mismatch make direct contributions to the lower 

psychological wellbeing of Chinese international students, and learning culture mismatch 

is also associated with lower academic performance; and d) social self-efficacy partly 

mediated the effect of learning culture mismatch and language mismatch, indicating the 

interactive nature of cross-cultural adaptation. We proposed that social-oriented academic 

motivation may be a possible source of academic culture mismatch and possible 

interventions to alleviate the mismatch problems were suggested. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The number of East Asian international students in the U.S. is rapidly increasing. 

As an important financial source and academic production, the total number of 

international students studying in the U.S. reached 1,095,299 in 2019 (“Number”, 2019).  

With the large number of international students, it has raised increasing interest in 

studying the adaptation of the international students to the American academic and social 

settings. Since the adaptation outcomes of students from different origins depend on their 

unique cultural backgrounds, Chinese students have become a popular sample given their 

large number. Surging from 98,235 in 2008 to 369,584 in 2019 (Textor, 2020), Chinese 

students have become the largest group of international students studying in the U.S. 

While all international students must cope with cultural relocation and experience 

psychological difficulties (Leong & Chou, 1996; Mori, 2000; Sandhu & Asrabadi, 1994), 

Asian students in the USA, in particular, perceive greater cultural distance, have more 

difficulties in cross-cultural adaptation, and experience more acculturative stress than 

their European counterparts (Demes & Geeraert, 2014; Yeh & Inose, 2003). Moreover, 

though Chinese students’ high academic performance has been fully illustrated in cross-

national comparisons (NECS, 2020), several studies have shown lower performance of 

Chinese international students compared to other international students (Li, Chen, & 

Duanmu, 2010; Renties & Tempelaar, 2013). Therefore, it is important to understand the 

academic culture among Chinese students and how their cultural academic values and 

beliefs may hinder their psychological and academic adaptation.  
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Chinese Academic Culture 

The academic culture held by a higher education institution includes academic 

attitudes, beliefs and values, and accordingly, what kind of student is desirable. American 

colleges have long valued independent cultural norms (Stephens, et al., 2012a, 2012b). 

Specifically, good students in American colleges should be able to express him/herself, 

pave their innovative pathways, develop personal opinions, and have the courage to 

challenge rules. Such students should be motivated to pursue higher education because of 

their own interest, to expand their knowledge, and to explore their potentials.  

However, most Chinese students are motivated to learn because they are morally 

responsible and expected by parents to do so. Jin and Cortazzi (2006, 2011) pointed out 

that Chinese students look at their academic life in a collective way. In contemporary China, 

academic culture is largely shaped by the Confucius Heritage Tradition and the unique 

Chinese education system, which is characterized by high motivation and passive learning. 

In the following sections, we will introduce three aspects of Chinese academic culture: 

obligation-based academic motivation, relatively passive learning culture, and lower 

English proficiency. These are central aspects of the Chinese academic culture that Chinese 

students habituate to before studying in the USA. 

Obligated to Achieve: Motivation and Fear 

The traditional Chinese educational philosophy provided foundations for Chinese 

students’ high academic motivation and fear of failure by giving education a moral 

indication. In Confucian philosophy, the purpose of education is not only for intellectual 

development but also for the cultivation of virtues (Scollon, 1999). By learning profound 

knowledge and making students constantly practice it in real life, students are expected to 
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be closer to a whole person via education (Tan, 2017). Also, Confucian teaching 

emphasizes the malleability of individual ability, arguing that dullness can be made up for 

by diligence (qin neng bu zhuo, Chen & Uttal, 1988). Therefore, academic performance is 

attributed to students’ own efforts and considered a reflection of students’ moral character. 

Successful students are praised for self-exertion and self-discipline, while failing students 

are blamed for their own laziness and irresponsibility, rather than excused for their lack of 

ability (Stevenson et al., 1990). 

Besides, the emphasis on education has been facilitated by the one-child policy. 

The one-child policy created a large number of one-child households and urged parents to 

invest more in the education of their only children for upward mobility (Zhang, 2017; 

Rosenzweig & Zhang, 2009). Li and Armstrong (2009) argued that the traditional maxims 

in Chinese culture, such as “to be a scholar is to be the top of society” and “through 

studying you will gain beautiful girls and gold house”, drive most Chinese to believe that 

success and fortune will follow after achieving academic excellence. Parents believe that a 

good education will guarantee a better future for their children (Jiang & Ashley, 2000; 

Kipnis, 2011). Therefore, Chinese parents have prioritized the desire for children’s higher 

education. 

Another reason that accounts for the high academic motivation is the social nature 

of academic performance for Chinese students, especially in the parent-child relationship. 

Filial piety is central to the Chinese parent-child relationship and is reciprocal in nature. 

Parents should make their most effort to ensure children’s best possible education, and 

children have the moral obligation to repay with unconditional respect and care and to bring 

honor to their parents (Ho, 1996; Chao, 1996). Individual identity and family identity are 
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interrelated through the pursuit of education. The more a student perceives the importance 

of achieving academically as an honorable thing for the family, the more he/she bases self-

worth on academic achievement (Liao & Wei, 2014). In this case, academic achievement 

is not only a personal matter but also a standard for social approval and a moral obligation 

to bring honor and wealth to the family (Tao & Hong, 2000). 

In order to be acknowledged as a good person, to fight for one’s individual future, 

and to meet others’ expectation and repay parents’ effort, Chinese students are obligated 

to achieve academic success. It is apparent that the familial emphasis on education has a 

positive effect on academic motivation and achievement for Chinese students (Li, Chen, & 

Duanmu, 2010; Fuligni, Tseng, & Lam, 1999; Fuligni, 2001). However, it is also 

burdensome when academic performance is believed to be an outcome of pure individual 

effort. Successful students are praised for self-exertion and self-discipline, while failing 

students are blamed for not exerting effort as he/she should (Stevenson et al., 1990; Tao & 

Hong, 2000). The perception of academic achievement is construed as an obligation to 

parents, and such perception has a series of effects on cognition, affect, and behavior. Tao 

and Hong (2013) argued that Chinese students endorse more social-oriented academic 

motivation (SOAM), pursuing academic goals set by others. Students who have high 

SOAM have strong academic motivation and tend to exert more effort to achieve. However, 

when their actual performance fails expectation, they feel more anxious about losing others’ 

approval, guilty for not living up to family expectations, and ashamed for not working as 

hard as they should.  
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Unique Learning culture: Rote Learning and Silent Student 

In China, the only way to enter higher education is to achieve high scores on the 

National College Entrance Exam (NCEE), which is the one and only standard for Chinese 

college recruitment. However, the exam is highly competitive. In 2019, more than 1,030, 

000 students participated in the National College Entrance Exam (NCEE), but only 15% 

of them were recruited by colleges (Chinese Education Online, 2019).  

The highly competitive exam severely narrows the curriculum and deeply shapes 

the learning culture of Chinese students. Only the subjects and materials that will appear 

on the test are offered to high-grade level students. For the lower-grade level students, 

though the untested subjects are taught, most students will skip them or review the 

materials for the tested subjects in these classes (Yu & Suen, 2005). In terms of learning 

culture, Chinese students tend to focus on memorization with the purpose of obtaining 

satisfying grades (Samuelowicz, 1987). Sayings like “Wen gu er zhi xin” (repeating what 

has been learned can lead you to new knowledge) and “Shu du bai bian, qi yi zi xian” (after 

repeating hundred times the meaning of text reveals itself) are common slogans in Chinese 

classrooms.  

Chinese students’ learning culture is also characterized by silence in class. A typical 

Chinese classroom will have teachers lecturing most of the time. Students often remain 

silent and keep their questions until after class when they come to the podium to ask the 

teacher. This is related to the tradition of respecting teachers and the high power-distance 

in Chinese culture (Hofstede, 1986). Teachers who have the responsibility to “convey 

profound knowledge and nurture students as humans (jiao shu yu ren)” are greatly 

respected as role models (Tan, 2017). Confucian tradition also encourages students to 
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respect teachers as a part of hierarchical relationships in the society. Hofstede (1986) 

explained that students in a society with high power-distance are not expected to actively 

raise questions in class or challenge teachers in public. Usually, they should not speak 

unless invited by the teacher. Listening attentively throughout the class is considered a 

virtue. 

Such a learning approach that emphasizes the repetition of the textbook is often 

viewed as a passive and low-efficient learning culture (Sit, 2013). But Marton and 

colleagues (1996) identified two approaches of repetition: a deep approach characterized 

by a focus on understanding, and a surface approach that focus on simply memorizing the 

material itself. Though the effect of repetition and silent attention for Chinese students is 

not clear yet (Marton, et al., 1996; Leung, 2001; Jin & Cortazzi,1998), the Chinese learning 

culture is clearly different from the Western education culture that emphasizes critical 

thinking, creativity, and initiative (Dahlin & Watkins, 2000; Purdie, Hattie, & Douglas, 

1996). As international students, Chinese students often employ a less active learning 

strategy and report difficulty in adapting to new learning cultures (Li, Chen, & Duanmu, 

2010; Wong, 2004; Li, 2016; Leder & Forgasz, 2004). American faculty often perceived 

Chinese international students as ‘rote learners’ who “tend to memorize rather than 

understand” (Samuelowicz, 1987). Overall, the characteristics of Chinese learning culture, 

such as the didactic and teacher-centered style, great respect for their teacher, and fear of 

losing face make it difficult to adapt to the Western participative style of learning (Chan, 

1999). 
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Studying in English. 

Compared to European students, Asian students in the U.S. have lower English 

proficiency levels and therefore fewer social connections with the local community (Kuo, 

2011). Andrade (2006) reviewed the empirical studies of international students’ adjustment 

and academic achievements in English-speaking universities and suggested that English 

and culture are the primary predictors for academic and socio-cultural adjustment. English 

proficiency is vital for the psychological wellbeing of East Asian international students (Li 

et al., 2014). 

Getting used to communicating in English is certainly the first barrier for Chinese 

international students. While Chinese students may naturally use Chinese English, their 

restricted use of English within their Chinese cohort and massive exposure to American or 

British English accent leads to a preference for native-English accents and expression over 

Chinese English (Fang 2010; Ren 2014; Henze & Zhu 2012). Many Chinese students 

perceive the differences between Chinese English and American English as “errors” 

instead of “local practices”. Moreover, the strong accents, slang and high-speed daily talk 

are new challenges outside the English classroom (Yan & Berliner, 2013). International 

students often put a lot of effort into finding equivalence between their English expressions, 

from pronunciation and the choice of words to grammatical rules (Lustig & Koester, 2006).  

Thus, making conversation with native speakers becomes a stressful practice that 

may receive negative evaluation instead of casual interaction. The fear of getting negative 

evaluation and rejection leads to Chinese students having stronger social anxiety when 

talking with native English speakers (Luo & Neols, 2019). Besides, the academic 
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motivation and expectation may facilitate such anxiety and add more difficulties into 

Chinese students’ academic adaptation. 
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Problems Due to Academic Cultural Mismatch 

Stephens and colleagues (2012) first talked about cultural mismatch among first-

generation college students. Most first-generation college students are from working-class 

family and endorse more interdependent culture, which emphasizes collective motivation 

and relational norms, while elite schools expect students to be models of independent 

culture. Stephens and Townsend (2015) argued that inequality emerges when the cultural 

norms in mainstream institutions do not match the prevalent norms among 

underrepresented social groups, such as interdependent beliefs and values vs. independent 

beliefs and values. Cultural mismatch is likely to generate psychological discomfort, 

increased perceived difficulty of assignments, and discounted academic performance. 

However, Stephens and colleagues only proposed interdependent/independent 

norms to be the source of cultural mismatch. In this research, based on the greater cultural 

distance between Chinese students and American colleges, we argue that the origin of 

cultural mismatch has more dimensions, and the structure of cultural mismatch should be 

discussed from an ecological perspective. Other than independent/interdependent norms, 

cultural mismatch could also be explained by different educational philosophies and 

practices, which could be displayed as learning culture mismatch and language mismatch. 

Chinese academic culture emphasizes individuals’ effort, respect for teachers, 

paying back to others’ expectation, and achievement on highly competitive exams. 

Different from the teacher-dominated and obligation-based academic culture in China, 

American students are encouraged to ask spontaneous questions in class, have informal 

student-teacher relationships, and cultivate unique talent by independently choosing what 

to learn (Godwin, 2009). As a result, Chinese students often report less initiative to interact 

with faculty and other students (Li, Chen, & Duanmu, 2010; Wong, 2004; Li, 2016; Leder 
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& Forgasz, 2004). In this section, two aspects of the academic cultural mismatch and the 

following difficulties will be discussed: learning culture mismatch and language mismatch. 

Learning Culture Mismatch. 

First, being used to the hierarchical culture and teacher-dominated learning, 

Chinese students may find it uneasy when acculturating to the student-teacher relation in 

an independent and self-directed learning culture. The difficulty can be best explained by 

Hofstede’s power-distance model (Hofstede, 1986). In a society with high power distance, 

like China, students should expect teachers to initiate communication and to give outline 

paths to follow, and students should never publicly contradict teachers, and respect teachers 

in- and outside classroom. While in a low power distance society, like America, a teacher 

should respect the independence of his/her students, expect students to initiate 

communication, and to find their own paths, and treat students as equals outside classes. 

New to the American college culture, many Chinese students choose not to actively 

participate in class and not to build a new-style relationship with faculty. “I know other 

American students are active to connect with professors on/off campus. They share a 

friendly relationship among them. But, to me, our professors are professional and nice. But 

we just talk in the classroom and I never send emails or messages to them to ask for some 

academic problems or academic plan or anything else.” (Li, 2016, p. 2265).  

Besides, internalizing diligence according to the Confucian Heritage Tradition, 

Chinese students are concerned about getting negative evaluation and losing face and will 

be less likely to ask spontaneous questions in class because it may be judged as lack of 

diligence (Hodkinson & Poropat, 2014). Mortenson (2006) found that while American 

students appraise seeking social support in terms of goal-based emotions, such as 
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frustration and disappointment, Chinese students tend to link self-coping with face-based 

emotions, such as shame and embarrassment. The self-reliant strategy of solving questions 

is thought to be a display of smartness and diligence, while asking for help is a symbol of 

incompetence and laziness. Therefore, most Chinese international students are still more 

comfortable with solving problems by themselves instead of asking for help (Wong, 2004; 

Kuo, 2011, p. 40). 

Other than faculty, interaction and social connection with domestic students is also 

important for the wellbeing of international students (Wang, Wei, & Chen, 2015; Furnham 

& Alibhai, 1985). However, most Chinese international students are not satisfied with their 

local friendships. Spencer-Oatey et al. (2017) surveyed two thousand international students 

in the UK and found that compared to other international students, Chinese students found 

it more difficult to socialize with local students and were less satisfied with the extant local 

friendships than European international students. In fact, many Chinese international 

students felt stressed when interacting with domestic students due to poor English 

proficiency. Lin and Betz (2009) reported that English proficiency and self-regard were 

positively related to social self-efficacy when talking with Americans in English. With 

poor English proficiency, they are less likely to find someone to go to lunch with or actively 

put themselves in a new social situation, and overall have less confidence to initiate and 

sustain social interactions. Consequently, poor English proficiency and low social self-

efficacy lead to low levels of social support, social connection, and less academic help-

seeking behavior (Yeh & Inose, 2003; Lin, 2006; Ng, 2014). Therefore, English 

proficiency may predict Chinese students’ interaction and friendship with local students, 

which can relate to their academic and psychological adaptation. 
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Language Mismatch 

English proficiency itself also matters a lot for international students. Talking about 

challenges in language, many international students mentioned the difficulty to follow a 

professor’s lectures, raise questions, participate in discussion and group work, and make 

presentations (Yan & Berliner, 2013; Huang, 2005; Sherry et al., 2010). As one student 

said, “There are a lot of vocabularies I do not know, so I have to look them up in my 

dictionary and it takes me a very long time. After I understand the words, I have missed 

his (professor) PPT slides'' (Li, et al., 2018, p. 203). Such deficiency in English will 

certainly affect their academic performance (Berman & Cheng, 2001; Yan & Berliner, 

2013; Kuo, 2011). 

Indeed, learning English itself is difficult for Chinese students. The first reason is 

the great language distance between Chinese and English. The linguistic distance between 

East Asian languages and English is significantly greater than the distance between 

German-English or French-English (Chiswick & Miller, 2005). The greater linguistic 

distance adds difficulty for learning English as a second language and leads to poorer 

English proficiency for Chinese students (Chiswick & Miller, 2005). 

More importantly, improving speaking and listening ability requires practice with 

conversation in daily contexts, and such practice is not supported by the Chinese culture of 

learning a second language. The failure of spreading communicative language teaching 

(CLT) is the best example. CLT emphasizes the communicative intent and learning by 

using.  However, this is in contrast to the Chinese academic culture that values the deep 

reverence for education versus light-hearted activities, teacher-oriented method versus 

student-oriented, repeating profound knowledge from textbooks versus practical learning, 
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and authoritative respect toward teachers versus casual talks. Hence, CLT does not receive 

widespread acceptance in China (Hu, 2002a; 2002b).  

In addition, high academic motivation and performance goals could make Chinese 

students fear of being evaluated and have increased foreign language anxiety, which could 

further impede the speaking of English. From the result of factor analysis, Liu and Jackson 

(2008) found that the foreign language anxiety of Chinese students can be classified in 

three dimensions: fear of negative evaluation, communication apprehension, and test 

anxiety. Students get nervous about making mistakes and feel more anxious when 

responding to teachers or speaking in class (Liu, 2006). Woodrow (2006) found that Asian 

English learners in Australia rank the most anxious situations as communicating with a 

teacher, performing in front of the class, and speaking with native speakers. In each of 

these situations the degree of anxiety is associated with oral performance. Thus, making 

conversation with native speakers becomes a stressful practice that may receive negative 

evaluations. The fear of getting negative evaluation and rejection leads to stronger 

intergroup anxiety when talking with native speakers (Luo & Neols, 2019). 

Therefore, English proficiency is hypothesized to predict the academic and 

psychological adaptation of Chinese international students by impeding interactional 

processes, such as speaking with faculty, presenting in class, and interacting with locals.  
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Overview and Hypotheses 

In this research, we examine whether there is larger cultural mismatch in Chinese 

international students, compared to European international students and American 

students. Then, we investigate the influence of academic cultural mismatch on the 

psychological and academic adaptation of Chinese international students. Specifically, we 

focus on two dimensions of academic cultures: academic participation and English 

capability.  

Given the high academic motivation and the interdependent aspects of academic 

performance in Chinese academic culture, we have the following hypotheses: 1) Due to the 

Chinese academic culture that emphasis obligation, silent attention, and individual effort, 

Chinese students should have more social-oriented academic motivation (SOAM), less 

academic participation, less English proficiency, and less social self-efficacy in English 

than American students and White international students. 2) The distinct American 

academic culture adds difficulty for Chinese international students’ adaptation, such as 

poorer academic performance, greater stress, fewer local friendship, and less belonging, 

compared to American students and White international students. 3) The mismatch of 

personal academic cultural backgrounds and college culture indicates maladaptation. In 

this case, less academic participation of Chinese international students will be associated 

with lower psychological wellbeing and academic performance. 4) English use anxiety 

induced by language mismatch will also negatively influence the psychological wellbeing 

and academic performance of Chinese international students. 5) Social self-efficacy will 

play a mediating role in the effects of language mismatch and learning culture mismatch. 

Specifically, low social self-efficacy may lead to less class participation and less interaction 
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with faculty and other students, and high English use anxiety will lead to reduced social 

self-efficacy in English.  

Using archival data in Study 1, we first tested whether there was a difference in 

academic participation, academic adaptation, and psychological adaptation between 

Chinese international students, White international students, and American students. 

Shown as the ‘learning culture Mismatch’ approach in Figure 1, learning culture is 

operationalized as the level of academic participation that includes three dimensions: class 

participation, interaction with faculty, and interaction with other students. It was expected 

that Asian international students would have more academic cultural mismatch (lower 

academic participation) than White international students and American students. We also 

examined the effect of learning culture mismatch and tested the mediating effect of social 

self-efficacy by looking at the association between academic participation, social self-

efficacy, and academic and psychological adaptation outcome. Academic adaptation is 

represented by GPA, and psychological adaptation is represented by positive wellbeing 

(belonging, happiness, life satisfaction, self-esteem) and negative wellbeing (anxiety, 

depression, loneliness, and social anxiety). We also explored which dimension of academic 

participation plays the most important role in Chinese students’ adaptation.  
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Figure 1 

Conceptual Model 

 

Since the archival data we used in Study 1 does not contain questions about English 

capabilities, we collected our own data in Study 2. In Study 2, we collected data from 

American students and Chinese international students to test the effect of language 

mismatch and the mediating role of social self-efficacy when speaking English. Shown as 

the ‘Language Mismatch’ approach in Figure 1, language mismatch is measured by 

competence aspect (English proficiency) and attitude aspect (English use anxiety). We also 

examined the effect of language mismatch on academic and psychological adaptations 

among Chinese international students, as well as the mediating effect of social self-

efficacy. Academic adaptation here is also represented by GPA, and psychological 

adaptation by positive (belonging and happiness) and negative wellbeing (anxiety, 

depression, loneliness, and social anxiety). In addition, Study 2 also tested the potential 

effect of social-oriented achievement motivation as a source of academic culture mismatch 

for Chinese international students in the USA. Since the endorsement of pursuing 
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achievement for others is likely to cause fear of evaluation, we expect that high SOAM 

scores will indicate more social anxiety in English and less academic participation. 
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STUDY 1: LEARNING CULTURE MISMATCH 

Dataset 

 The analyses for this study were conducted with data from the Wellbeing 

Assessment (“The Wellbeing Assessment,” 2019), which is a national sample of 

undergraduate student wellbeing produced annually. The Wellbeing Assessment provides 

a multidimensional view of student wellbeing alongside student demographic, academic 

engagement, belongingness and life-satisfaction, emotional wellbeing, and academic 

performance. The subset of data used in the study was collected in spring 2019. The 

selected items from the 2019 survey that will be analyzed in this study are shown in 

Appendix A. 

Participants 

 The Wellbeing Assessment was administered to undergraduate students at 28 four-

year colleges and universities across the United States via Qualtrics. Incentives varied by 

institution, with some providing no incentives, other providing small incentives to all 

participants, and some providing larger incentives by random drawing. The Wellbeing 

Assessment research team reviewed all school incentive plans for alignment with IRB 

protocols. A total of 94,819 students were invited to participate; 13,287 (14.01%) 

consented, and the final sample size was 11,923 after removing cases with missing data. 

To obtain the dataset for this study, we filtered the data by cases where students responded 

“Yes” to a question asking if they were studying in the U.S. on an F-1 visa, as this is the 

appropriate visa category for non-permanent resident international students (U.S. 

Department of State, Retrieved at December 12, 2019).  
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These data contain answers from 713 international students, including 210 males 

and 494 females. Among international students, there are 291 Asian, 310 White, 65 Black, 

and 21 students from other races/ethnicities. In order to compare groups that match and 

mismatch the American college culture, we only include Asian international students (n = 

258), White international students (n = 278), and White American students (n = 7106) for 

the following analyses. Though the original citizenship is not recorded in this dataset, it is 

reasonable to assume most Asian students in this national dataset are from China due to 

the dominate number of Chinese international students in the U.S. 

The means of age, percentages of gender, and percentages of undergraduate 

students are similar among the three groups. For 258 Asian international students, there are 

202 females (69%), 227 undergraduate students (78%), with mean age = 20.24. The 278 

White international students include 214 females (69%), 170 undergraduate students 

(61%), with mean age = 20.69. The 7106 White American students include 5548 females 

(71%), 5085 undergraduate students (71%), with mean age = 20.84. 

Measures 

Demographic Information  

Of the demographic information collected, the current study included age, gender, 

ethnicity, and visa status. Participants reported their age numerically in open-response 

format. For gender, participants selected from three options: female, male, and other. 

Participants also reported their race/ethnicity as White, Asian, Black, Native, and Indian. 

Visa status is asked by “Are you studying at your school on an F1 visa” with binary 

answers. This question was used to determine if they are international students.  
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Learning Pulture/Academic Participation 

Class participation. Class participation is a primary measure of learning culture in 

this study, which is asked by selecting items from the “academic engagement scale” in the 

dataset. The selected two questions are: “My opinions are taken seriously in at least one of 

my classes.” and “I actively participate during class.”  

Interaction with faculty. Interaction frequency with faculty is also asked as a 

measure of learning culture. Three items were asked, “I discuss my academic plans with 

an advisor”, “I regularly interact with faculty or staff about academic matters outside of 

class.”, and “During the current academic year, I have worked on a research, scholarly, or 

creative project with a faculty member at my school”.  

Interaction with other students. Two items were selected as the measure of 

academic interaction with other students: “I often study with one or more other students.” 

and “During the current academic year, I have worked with other students on a team-based 

assignment.”  

All the items above measuring learning culture are rated in a 6-point Likert scale, 

from 1-strongly disagree to 6-strongly agree. The average of answers for each scale were 

used with high scores indicating more class participation, more interaction with faculty, 

and more interaction with other students. 

Social Self-Efficacy 

Social self-efficacy was measured by the General Social Self-Efficacy Block in the 

questionnaire (see Appendix A). This scale included 3 items asking the confidence of 

making friends and maintaining friendship, such as “I’m good at making friends at my 

school.” “I’m good at maintaining friendships at my school.” and “When conflicts arise in 
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my friendships, I know how to handle them.” Items are rated in a 6-point Likert scale. The 

average of answers was used as the measure for social self-efficacy, in which high scores 

indicate more social self-efficacy. 

Academic Performance 

Academic performance was measured as GPA by a single question. The question 

asked “What is the most recent grade point average (GPA) you have received?” Students 

selected from  

9 options: 1 - A+ (4.0), 2 - A or A- (3.7-3.9), 3 - B+ (3.3-3.6), 4 - B (3.0-3.2), 5 - B- (2.7-

2.9), 6 - C+ (2.3-2.6), 7 - C (2.0-2.2), 8 - C- (1.7-1.9), 9 - D or lower (1.6 or lower). The 

score is reversed in the following analyses, which means a high value in the GPA question 

indicates better academic performance.  

Psychological Wellbeing 

Belonging. School belonging was a three-item measure of students’ sense of 

connectedness and feeling included within their college or university. Items measuring the 

outcome of belonging are: “I feel a sense of belonging to my school.” “I feel accepted at 

my school” and “I feel included at my school.” Pathways of belonging include faculty, 

self-change, school climate, activity, academic experience, and campus events. For 

example, the faculty pathway item is, “There are faculty or staff who help me feel like I 

belong at my school.” Items are rated in a 6-point Likert scale, with scores ranging from 1 

to 6, using the average of answers. High scores indicate more sense of belonging. 

Life satisfaction. Life satisfaction was measured with a three-item scale to provide 

a score of participants’ feelings of contentment with their life and future outlook. Items 

are: “So far I have gotten the important things I want in life.” “Overall, I would say that I 
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am satisfied with my life.” “I am satisfied with the direction my life is going”. Items are 

rated in a 6-point scale, with high score indicating more life satisfaction. 

Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured by three items asking to which extent one 

feels good about him/herself. “I really like myself.” “On the whole, I am satisfied with 

myself.” “I feel that I have a number of good qualities.” Items are rated in a 6-point scale 

from 1 (not at all) to 6 (nearly every day). Scores range from 1 to 5, using the average of 

answers. High scores indicate more life satisfaction or self-esteem. 

Emotional wellbeing. Emotional wellbeing scale asked the frequency of 

experiencing happiness, anxiety, depression, and loneliness within the past two weeks. 

Examples items are: “Feeling cheerful (happiness)” “Not being able to stop or control 

worrying (anxiety)” “Thinking that others would be better off without you (depression)” 

“Feeling left out (loneliness)”. Response options varied on a five-point Likert-type scale: 

1 (not at all), 2 (several days), 3 (half the days), 4 (over half the days), 5 (nearly every day). 

Scores range from 1 to 5, using the average of answers, in which negative emotions are 

reverse coded. High scores indicate high emotional wellbeing. Scores for each emotion 

dimension are also reported separately in group-comparisons. 

Social anxiety. Social anxiety is measured by the three-item social anxiety 

dimension in Emotional Wellbeing scale in this dataset. Questions asked the frequency of 

experiencing social anxiety within the past two weeks, such as “Fearing that you will 

embarrass yourself”. Response options varied on a five-point Likert-type scale: 1 (not at 

all), 2 (several days), 3 (half the days), 4 (over half the days), 5 (nearly every day). Scores 

range from 1 to 5, using the average of answers, in which high score indicates high social 

anxiety. 
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In the group-comparisons and correlations, each measure in psychological 

wellbeing are analyzed separately. But in the SEM examination, they are summarized as 

positive wellbeing (belonging, life satisfaction, self-esteem, happiness) and negative 

wellbeing (anxiety, depression, loneliness, social anxiety) for the simplicity of the model. 

The result showed good factors loadings for these summary variables: .61 to .79 for 

positive wellbeing and .71 to .88 for negative wellbeing.  

Analyses and Results 

Group Comparisons 

 In the group comparison analyses, we tested our first two hypotheses. First, we 

hypothesize that Asian international students have learning cultures that are different 

from students from Western-origins. Specifically, we expect that Asian international 

students (AIS), would have lower scores in class participation, less interaction with 

faculty, and less interaction with other students than White international students (WIS), 

and White American students (WAS). Second, it was also hypothesized that AIS would 

have lower academic and psychological adaptation than WIS and WAS. Specifically, we 

expected to find that AIS had lower GPA, less positive wellbeing, and more negative 

wellbeing than WIS and WAS. Because we hypothesized that the influence of learning 

culture might be mediated by social self-efficacy, it was also expected that ASI would 

have lower social self-efficacy score than WIS and WAS. 

We used multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to compare conceptually 

similar means (vectors) of the three student groups, followed by Tukey’s post hoc tests to 

see which groups were different from each other.  Correlations and Structural Equation 
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Modeling were used to examine the interrelation of variables, and these are described in 

more detail where they are reported. 

As shown in Table 1, AIS, WIS, and WAS have significantly different scores on 

learning culture, social self-efficacy, GPA, and psychological wellbeing. Tukey’s post 

hoc tests show that findings are consistent with our hypotheses. For learning culture, AIS 

have less class participation than WIS (p = .007) and WAS (p = .002). They also have 

less social self-efficacy than WIS (p = .003) and WAS (p = .032). For psychological 

wellbeing, WIS and WAS have more positive wellbeing and less negative wellbeing than 

AIS, which is seen as more belongingness (p WIS = .006, p WAS = .009), more happiness (p 

WIS = .000, p WAS = .000), more life satisfaction (p WIS = .000, p WAS = .000), marginally 

more self-esteem (p WIS = .165, p WAS = .073), less depression (p WIS = .002, p WAS = .001), 

and less loneliness (p WIS = .026, p WAS = .053). However, AIS show higher GPA than 

WAS (p = .012), which is contrary to our hypothesis that AIS would not perform as well 

as their Western-origin counterparts. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive analyses and MANOVAs between Asian international students (AIS), 

White international students (WIS), and White American students (WAS) 

 AIS Mean 

(SD) 

WIS Mean 

(SD) 

WAS Mean 

(SD) 

F p 

Academic Participation - - - 3.29 .00** 

    Class Participation 4.53 (1.12)a 4.82 (1.14)b 4.77 (1.08)b 6.32 .00** 

    Interaction with Faculty 3.77 (1,29) 3.72 (1.42) 3.68 (1.32) .57 .57 

    Interaction with Other 

Students 

4.17 (1.46) 4.12 (1.53) 4.20 (1.51) .42 .66 

Social Self-Efficacy 4.81 (1.12)a 5.15 (1.00)b 5.00 (1.19)b 5.46 .00** 

GPA 6.21 (1.30)a 5.94 (1.65)b 5.92 (1.54)b 4.12 .02* 

Positive Wellbeing - - - 9.94 .00*** 

    Belong 4.10 (.94)a 4.35 (.94)b 4.28 (.94)b 5.30 .01** 

    Happy 2.98 (1.03)a 3.44 (1.10)b 3.38 (1.11)b 18.49 .00*** 

    Life Satisfaction 3.88 (1.18)a 4.35 (1.15)b 4.39 (1.12)b 27.57 .00*** 

    Self-Esteem 4.15 (1.17) 4.33 (1.26) 4.31 (1.23) 2.46 .09† 

Negative Wellbeing - - - 4.42 .00** 

    Anxiety 2.82 (1.07) 2.77 (1.14) 2.85 (1.16) .69 .50 

    Depression 2.12 (1.03)a 1.84 (1.00)b 1.90 (1.02)b 7.08 .00** 

    Loneliness 2.13 (1.20)a 1.89 (1.04)b 1.98 (1.15)b 3.60 .03* 

    Social Anxiety 2.08 (1.11) 2.00 (1.16) 2.10 (1.25) 1.05 .35 

Note. †p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Means that have different superscripts 

are significantly different from each other, and those with the same superscripts are not 

different. 
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Correlations 

From the correlation table (Table 2), we can see that class participation and 

interaction with faculty are correlated with social self-efficacy, GPA, and most of 

measures of positive and negative wellbeing in hypothesized direction. Especially, class 

participation is significantly related with all other variables, such as higher GPA, more 

positive wellbeing, and less negative wellbeing. But interaction with other students is not 

correlated with GPA and is only related with some of the measures in psychological 

wellbeing (life satisfaction, self-esteem, loneliness), 

though it is correlated with social self-efficacy. Social self-efficacy is also correlated with 

all other variables in the expected directions. This provides correlational support for our 

hypotheses that learning cultures mismatch, namely less academic participation, has a 

negative influence on the academic and psychological adaptation of Asian international 

students, and that the effects could be mediated by social self-efficacy. Thus, we will 

examine the hypotheses using SEM. 
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Table 2 

Correlations for AIS (n = 258) 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1 Academic Participate -               

    2 Class Participation .69** -              

    3 Interaction_Faculty .86** .48** -             

    4 Interaction_Other Stu .62** .20** .28** -            

5 Social Self-Efficacy .39** .28** .31** .28** -           

6 GPA .20** -.18** -.15* -0.13 -.31** -          

7 Positive Wellbeing .38** .33** .33** .16* .56** .22** -         

    8 Belong .45** .33** .42** .19** .58** .25** .71** -        

    9 Happy .20** .19** .19** 0.05 .32** 0.02 .74** .40** -       

    10 Life Satisfaction .27** .23** .24** .14* .44** .20** .83** .45** .46** -      

    11 Self-Esteem .26** .27** .20** .13* .41** .16* .84** .43** .49** .63** -     

12 Negative Wellbeing  -.23** -.24** -.18** -0.12 -.43** -0.12 -.75** -,41** -.76** -.55** -.63** -    

    13 Anxiety -.14* -.16** -0.11 -0.04 -.23** -0.07 -.54** -.27** -.56** -.39** -.47** .82** -   

    14 Depression -.16** -.18** -0.12 -0.09 -.34** -.21** -.61** -.32** -.51** -.50** -.57** .87** .67** -  

    15 Lone -.24** -.24** -.16* -.18** -.45** -0.1 -.55** -.32** -.44** -.45** -.53** .81** .48** .67** - 

    16 Social Anxiety -.20** -.14* -.18** -0.11 -.32** -0.08 -.51** -.25** -.40** -.39** -.50** .68** .51** .64** .65** 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01. GPA is rated from high to low: 9, A+ (4.0), 8, A or A- (3.7-3.9), 7, B+ (3.3-3.6), 6, B (3.0-3.2), 5, 

B- (2.7-2.9), 4, C+ (2.3-2.6), 3, C (2.0-2.2), 2, C- (1.7-1.9), 1, D or lower (1.6 or lower). 
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Table 3 

Correlations for WIS (above, n = 278) and WAS (below, n = 7111) 

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

.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 Academic Participate - .65** .86** .62** .29** .21** .40** .39** .28** .36** .33** -.28** -.17** -.23** -.23** -.20** 

    2 Class Participation .63** - .41** .18** .30** .23** .40** .36** .30** .32** .36** -.28** -.18** -.23** -.18** -.14* 

    3 Interact_Faculty .86** .37** - -.30** .17** .16* .27** .25** .17** .27** .24** -.19** -.11 -.17** -.15* -.15* 

    4 Interact_OtherStu .67** .21** .36** - .21** .13* .25** .23** .18** .23** .16** -.15** -.08 -.07 -.15* -.08 

5 Social Self-Efficacy .35** .24** .22** .31** - .07 .54** .63** .41** .43** .37** -.38** -.20** -.23** -.36** -.29** 

6 GPA .17** .18** .13** .07** .10** - .15* .12 .07 .17** .10 -.06 -.03 -.14* .02 .06 

7 Positive W-being .41** .36** .28** .27** .52** -.24** - .75** .81** .88** .86** -.80** -.60** -.66** -.52** -.52** 

    8 Belong .44** .36** .31** .28** .63** .18** .71** - .51** .56** .48** -.52** =.35** -.40** -.39** -.31** 

    9 Happy .28** .23** .18** .20** .34** .17** .82** .45** - .62** .56** -.79** -.58** -.54** -.43** -.48** 

    10 Life Satisfaction .34** .31** .24** .21** .40** .27** .86** .51** .60** - .70** -.64** -.50** -.57** -.38** -.39** 

    11 Self-Esteem .29** .27** .20** .19** .36** .16** .85** .44** -.59** .67** - -.69** -.52** -.64** -.49** -.49** 

12 Negative W-being  -.26** -.23** -.16** .19** -.39** -.18** -.81** -.48** -.79** -.64** -.69** - .85** .84** .77** .69** 

    13 Anxiety -.15** -.16** -.08** -.11** -.23** -.12** -.57** -.32** -.54* -.45** -.51** .82* - .62** .52** .53** 

    14 Depression -.22** -.20** -.13** -.16** -.30** -.20** -.60** -.38** -.59** -.58** -.69** .87** .64** - .58** .60** 

    15 Lone -.21** -.17** -.14** -.17** -.41** -.11** -.57** -.41** -.45** -.46** -.51** .79** .49** .65** - .63** 

    16 Social Anxiety -.19** -.20** -.11** -.13** -.27** -.10** -.53** -.31** -.41** -.42** -.54** .67** .58** .60** .61**  
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SEM Model 

We used MPlus8 to examine the structural equational model. In this model, we 

integrated different measures into several conceptual factors. Academic participation 

integrates class participation, interaction with faculty, and interaction with other students. 

Positive Wellbeing is created from belonging, happiness, life satisfaction, and self-esteem. 

Similarly, negative wellbeing is composed from anxiety, depression, loneliness, and social 

anxiety. All factor loadings are above .60, except for interaction with other students which 

loads .37 on academic participation.  

The model showed a significant model result: χ2(84) =5680.82, p < .000. However, 

the χ2 and the other fit indices suggest that the model fit was not good, but we examine the 

model to derive some ideas about the potential relations between variables.  From Figure 

2 and Table 4, we can see that the results are overall consistent with our hypothesis that 

academic participation level influences academic and psychological adaptation. 

Specifically, academic participation has significant direct effects on social self-efficacy 

and positive wellbeing. Social self-efficacy also has significant direct effects on GPA, 

positive wellbeing, and negative wellbeing. Though the direct pathway from academic 

participation to GPA and negative wellbeing is not significant, all three indirect pathways 

predicting GPA - positive wellbeing, and negative wellbeing through social self-efficacy - 

are significant. 
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Figure 2 

Direct Pathways among Asian International Students 

 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Table 4 

 Direct and Indirect Pathways in the Model 

Note: ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Academic Participation = Class Participation + 

Interaction with Faculty + Interaction with Other Students. Positive Emotion = Belong + 

Happy. Negative emotion = anxiety, depression, lone, social anxiety.  

  

 B SE 95% CI p 
     

Direct Effects     

 Academic Participation -> Positive Wellbeing .30 .08 (.13, .46) .000*** 

Social Self-Efficacy -> Positive Wellbeing .46 .07 (.33, .59) .000*** 

 Academic Participation -> Negative 

Wellbeing 

-.13 .09 (-.30, .04) 
.15 

Social Self-Efficacy -> Negative Wellbeing -.36 .07 (-.50, -

.23) 
.000*** 

 Academic Participation -> GPA .17 .10 (-.35, .02) .08 

Social Self-Efficacy -> GPA .27 .08 (-.43, -

.10) 
.001*** 

Academic Participation -> Social Self-

Efficacy 

.45 .07 (.32, .58) 
.000*** 

     

Indirect Effects     

Academic Participation -> Social Self-

Efficacy -> GPA 

.12 .04 (-.14, -

.03) 
.003** 

Academic Participation -> Social Self-

Efficacy  

->Positive Wellbeing 

.21 .04 (.08, .21) .000*** 

Academic Participation -> Social Self-

Efficacy  

->Negative Wellbeing 

-.17 .04 (-.16, -

.05) 

.000*** 
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Which Dimension of Academic Participation Is the Most Powerful? 

In multiple regressions shown in Table 5 different student groups have different 

patterns, and class participation has the strongest prediction across all three student groups. 

Class participation significantly influences all three adaptation outcomes for the WAS, and 

largely promotes positive and decreases negative wellbeing for WIS and AIS. 

Interaction with faculty has a large coefficient when predicting AIS’s positive 

wellbeing and WIS’s GPA. Though it also shows its influence in predicting WAS’s GPA, 

positive wellbeing, and negative wellbeing, taking the large sample size of WAS into 

consideration, the small coefficients may indicate that this is a small effect. Interaction with 

other students shows no effect for AIS, but it is more important for students with Western-

origin, especially WAS. For WAS, more interaction with other students visibly increases 

their positive wellbeing and reduces their negative wellbeing. Increasing interaction with 

other students is also related with more positive wellbeing for WIS. 
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Table 5 

Which Dimension of Academic Participation Is the Most Powerful? 

DV Predictors White American 

Students 

White International 

Students 

Asian International 

Students 

  β p R2 β p R2 β p R2 

GPA 

 

   .05**   .08**   .07* 

Gender -.10 .00**        

Age -.03 .04*  -.06 .33  -.13 .07  

Class 

Participation 

.15 .00** 

 

-.09 .16 

 

-.03 .71 

 

 Interaction with 

Faculty 

.06 .00** 

 

.20 .00**  .11 .13 

 

 Interaction with 

Other Students 

.00 .76 

 

.07 .33  .10 .21 

 

Positive 

Wellbeing 

 

   .18**   .19**   .14** 

Gender -.05 .00**  .03 .61  -.04 .55  

Age -.02 .11  .07 .23  -.02 .78  

 Class 

Participation 

.28 .00** 

 

.33 .00**  .20 .00** 

 

 Interaction with 

Faculty 

.11 .00** 

 

.08 .23  .20 .01* 

 

 Interaction with 

Other Students 

.16 .00** 

 

.15 .01*  .05 .42 

 

          

Negative 

Wellbeing 

 

   .08**   .10**   .07** 

Gender .01 .53  -.07 .24  -.02 .80  

Age -.05 .00**  -.08 .20  -.03 .67  

Class 

Participation 

-.18 .00** 

 

-.24 .00**  -.21 .00** 

 

 Interaction with 

Faculty 

-.04 .00** 

 

-.05 .49  -.06 .41 

 

 Interaction with 

Other Students 

-.15 .00** 

 

-.08 .18  -.07 .30 

 

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

 Findings in Study 1 supported most of our hypotheses. Comparing group means, 

we found that AIS have a learning culture different from the students from Western-

origins, specifically, less class participation. AIS also have less social self-efficacy, less 

positive wellbeing, and more negative wellbeing. We also found from correlations and 

SEM that for AIS, less academic participation is associated with less social self-efficacy 

and then lower GPA, less positive wellbeing, and more negative wellbeing. But we did 

not find that AIS had worse academic performance in this dataset. Instead, AIS showed 

higher GPAs than WIS and WAS. 

In Study 1, examined whether Chinese international students have distinct 

academic culture and worse academic and psychological adaptation, compared to White 

American students and White international students. The study also examined the effects 

of learning style mismatch on adaptation outcomes. In Study 2, we examined the impact 

of language mismatch on the adaptation for Chinese international students, as well as the 

mediative role of social self-efficacy. Because the archival data did not contain questions 

about language, we collected our own data in Study 2. 

Moreover, in Study 1, the archival data used ethnicity, “Asian”, instead of 

nationality, “Chinese”, as demographic information. Though other East Asian countries, 

such as Japan and Korea, are also deeply influenced by the Confucius educational 

philosophy and share similar academic culture (Shin, 2012; Kim, 2009), the broad sample 

may have led to a smaller effect of cultural mismatch. Therefore, in Study 2, we collected 

online-questionnaires from Chinese-only international students and compared their 
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psychological wellbeing and academic performance with American college students, 

expecting to reveal a more accurate effect. 
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STUDY 2: LANGUAGE MISMATCH 

Participants 

 We recruited 104 students from the Wake Forest Psychology department subject 

pool and 155 students from the Chinese international student online community. Answers 

from the Psychology subject pool are mainly from White American students from the 

Introductory Psychology class. They received 0.5 course credit for their participation. 

Chinese international students were recruited from social media, and they received a 5-

dollar Amazon gift card after filling out the Qualtrics survey online.   

There were 179 students who finished the survey, including 86 international 

students and 94 American students. Only Chinese international students and White 

American students were selected for analyses, resulting in 80 Chinese and 79 White 

American students. For Chinese international students, there are 52 females and 27 males, 

mean age = 23.65. Most of them are graduate students (n = 59). For White American 

students, 39 are females, mean = 19.12, and most are first-year undergraduate students (n 

= 63). The group differences on age, gender, and student class level may impair the 

between-group comparisons. Indeed, the White American students from a single university 

Introductory Psychology class may not be a representative sample of American students. 

However, comparing them with the Chinese international students provides some 

information about the consequences of academic culture mismatch. 

Measures 

Demographic Information 

 Questions asking demographic information were the same as in Study 1, including 

age, gender, ethnicity, and visa status. Participants also reported their race/ethnicity as 
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White, Asian, Black, Native, or Indian. Visa status was asked by “Are you studying at your 

school on an F1 visa” with binary answers. An additional question was asked if they were 

Chinese, with binary options. This question and the question asking if they were Chinese 

were used together to determine if they were Chinese international students.  

 We also asked about the university they were attending, where they were living, 

and what kind of classes they took to know if they attend in-person classes. Among Chinese 

international students, 11 were not in the US and 8 had no visa because of attending fully 

online courses.  

Language Mismatch 

Perceived English Proficiency. The 3-item Perceived Level of English Mastery 

Scale (PLEM, Barratt & Huba, 1994) was used. Questions were, “What is your current 

level of English”, “How comfortable are you communicating in English?”, and “How often 

do you communicate in English?”, asking in a 5-point scale. The average of answers was 

used as the total score, in which high scores indicate high English proficiency. 

English Use Anxiety. The anxiety from using English was measured by an 8-item 

scale developed by Clément and Baker (2001). Example questions are, “When I make a 

telephone call, I get mixed up if I have to speak English”, “In a restaurant, I feel calm when 

I have to order a meal in English” (see full items in Appendix B). Items were asked using 

a 6-poing Likert scale, with scores ranging from 1 to 6. High scores indicate more English 

use anxiety.  

Language Distance. To capture the language mismatch for American students, two 

questions were asked for all participants: “Is English your first language?” and “To which 

degree do you think the way you speak at college is different from the way you speak at 



38 
 

home?” The first question is answered with binary options, and the score of the second 

question ranges from 1-almost the same to 6-extremely different, in which high score 

indicates greater language distance. 

Social Self-Efficacy 

Social self-efficacy when using English (SSE_E). The Perceived Social Self-

Efficacy scale (PSSE, Smith & Betz, 2000) was used to measure social self-efficacy in 

English. Participants were first instructed to imagine themselves interacting in English. 

Then, the 25 items that measure the level of confidence in a variety of social situations 

were asked, such as “Find someone to go to lunch with” and “Put yourself in a new and 

different social situation.” Items were scored from 1 (no confidence at all) to 5 (complete 

confidence). The total score was calculated by averaging all the answers, in which high 

scores indicate more social self-efficacy when using English. See full items in Appendix 

B. 

Social self-efficacy when using Chinese (SSE_C). Social self-efficacy when using 

Chinese was also measured by The Perceived Social Self-Efficacy scale (PSSE, Smith & 

Betz, 2000). The only difference is that participants were instructed to imagine themselves 

interacting in Chinese before filling out the following items. Items were scored from 1 (no 

confidence at all) to 5 (complete confidence). High scores indicate more social self-efficacy 

when using Chinese. See full items in Appendix B. Only Chinese international students 

filled out this scale. 

Learning culture 

Academic participation. To replicate the findings in Study 1, the scale of academic  

participation was also used in this study. Items were the same as used in Study 1, including  
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class participation, interaction with faculty, and interaction with other students. 

Academic help-seeking behavior. The avoidance of help-seeking dimension of 

Computer Science Help Seeking Scales (CSHSS, Pajares, Cheong, & Oberman, 2004) was 

adapted to measure the general academic help-seeking tendency. The avoidance of help-

seeking is asked in 9 items; e.g., “I don’t ask for help in this class even when the work is 

too hard to solve on my own.” (See full items in Appendix B). Questions were asked on an 

8-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (most definitely false) to 8 (most definitely true). The 

total score was calculated by averaging all the answers and reversed, in which high scores 

indicate more academic help-seeking behavior. 

Academic Adaptation 

Academic performance was asked by the same question in the archival dataset used 

in Study 1, “What is the most recent grade point average (GPA) you have received?” But 

instead of choosing letter grade, the question here asked students to fill a number within 4-

point system.  

Psychological Adaptation 

  Scales of belonging and emotional wellbeing were used as measures of 

psychological adaptation. The scales were the same as those used in Study 1. 

Social-Oriented Achievement Motivation 

Tao & Hong (2014) developed the social-oriented achievement motivation scale 

with a total 59 items. This study used a 15-item short version of the scale. Example 

questions are, “I study hard because teachers always praise diligent students”, “I try my 

best to meet my parent’s expectations so as not to disappoint them”, and “If I don’t do well 

on school examinations, I feel I can’t face my relatives and friends” (see full items in 
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Appendix B). Items are rated in a 5-point scale, from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

Average of the ratings was used as the score for this scale. High scores indicate more social-

oriented achievement motivation. 

Analyses and Results 

Group Comparisons 

First, we examined hypotheses 1 and 2 by using Hotelling’s T2 tests to compare the 

scores of language mismatch (English proficiency, English use anxiety, Language 

Distance), social self-efficacy in English, academic interaction (academic participation and 

academic help-seeking), psychological adaptation (emotional wellbeing, social anxiety, 

belonging), and academic adaptation (GPA) between Chinese international students and 

American students. We controlled gender, age, and study class for all the group-

comparison tests. 

As predicted (see Table6), Chinese international students (CIS) have significantly 

less English proficiency, more English anxiety, greater language distance, and less SSE_E 

than White American students. Besides, for Chinese international students, SSE_E is 

significantly lower than social self-efficacy in Chinese (t = - 8.74, p <.001). CIS also have 

less sense of belonging and less happiness. Though CIS do not have less academic 

participation, they showed significantly less academic help-seeking behaviors, and the 

Hotelling’s T2- test showed a marginally significant group differences on academic 

interaction. Hotelling’s T2-test also shows significant between-group differences on 

positive and negative wellbeing. However, Chinese international students have higher 

GPAs than White American students, which is opposite to the hypothesis. Though WAS 

have a visibly higher SOAM mean than CIS, results show no significant mean difference 
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between the two groups. Considering the correlation between age and SOAM (see Table 

7), the mean gap may be a reflection of the age difference between the WAS and CIS group. 

Table 6 

Descriptive Analyses and Hotelling’s T2 – Tests between Chinese International 

Students (CIS) and White American Students (WAS) 

 WAS Mean (SD) CIS Mean (SD)    F    p 

Language Mismatch - - 31.12 .00*** 

    English Proficiency 4.87 (.38) 3.60 (.77) 20.31 .00*** 

    English Use Anxiety 2.41 (.54) 3.01 (.49) 4.64 .00*** 

    Language Distance 2.18 (1.24) 4.36 (1.18) 46.81 .00*** 

Social Self-Efficacy in Chinese - 4.38 (1.45) - - 

Social Self-Efficacy in English 4.32 (.73) 3.11 (.74) 29.69 .00*** 

Academic Interaction - - 2.69 .07† 

    Academic Help-Seeking 6.14 (1.66) 5.96 (1.54) .05 .91 

    Academic Participation 3.47 (.59) 3.53 (.64) 5.40 .02* 

SOAM 3.30 (.74) 2.83 (.64) 18.55 .69 

GPA 3.71 (.33) 3.79 (.20) 9.88 .00** 

Positive Wellbeing - - 6.34 .00** 

    Belong 4.09 (.67) 3.72 (.64) 7.20 .01** 

    Happy 3.96 (1.07) 3.12 (.98) 10.49 .00*** 

Negative Wellbeing - - 2.85 .03* 

    Anxiety 2.68 (1.25) 2.58 (1.00) 6.56 .02* 

    Depression 1.73 (.94) 1.94 (.98) 8.28 .00** 

    Loneliness 1.87 (.97) 1.84 (1.06) 2.52 .12 

    Social Anxiety 2.09 (1.29) 2.05 (1.00) 1.66 .20 

Note. † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Correlations 

As shown in Table 7, for the CIS, we found that English capabilities were 

associated with the hypothesized mediators, like SSE_E, academic participation, and 

academic help-seeking, but were not directly associated with academic and psychological 

adaptations. English proficiency was significantly associated with more SSE_E and more 

academic participation. Interestingly, it was also associated with higher SSE_C. English 

anxiety was associated with less SSE_E, more SOAM, and loneliness. Language distance 

was not significantly correlated with English proficiency or English use anxiety among 

Chinese international students, which indicates that this might not be a valid measure for 

language mismatch for CIS. But language distance is associated with less SSE_E among 

WAS. 
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Table 7 

Correlations for Chinese international students (above) and White American students (below) 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 13.1 13.2 14 14.1 14.2 14.3 14.4 

1 Gender - .06 .02 .23* -.27* .18 .24* .08 .15 -.11 .04 -.26* .07 .01 .09 -.02 -.13 .02 -.02 .05 

2 Age .12 - .63** .08 -.20 .15 -.09 .24* .13 -.32** .05 .01 -.02 .01 -.04 -.20† -.24* -.19† -.19† -.17 

3 Study Class .09 .83** - -.01 -.09 .28* -.04 .16 .21† -.18 .00 -.10 .08 .07 -.26* -.32** -.30* -.30** -.17 -.13 

4 English Pro .05 .15 .02 - -.34** -.00 .50** .26* .02 -.01 .31** .02 .08 .17 .01 .04 .06 -.01 .03 .03 

5 English Anx -.05 .19† -.08 .20† - -.05 -.26* -.10 -.24* .39** -.08 -.06 .09 .00 .13 .15 .09 .14 .23* .20 

6 Lang Dis .29** -.17 -.18 .01 .08 - -.20† -.11 -.04 -.09 .05 .17 -.03 -.06 -.01 -.06 -.22† -.09 -.03 -.05 

7 SSE_E -.02 -.02 .11 .03 .03 -.27* - .44** -.12 -.02 .37** -.16 .53** .39** .48** -.18 -.09 -.15 -.15 -.17 

8 SSE_C - - - - - - - - .08 -.20† -.20† -.20† .38** .24* .37** -.28* -.24* -.25* -.22* -.21† 

9 AHS .02 -.14 -.01 .19† .08 .03 -.09 - - -.17 .10 .20† .00 .06 -.04 -.36** -.24* -.35** -.38** .-45** 

10 SOAM -.13 -.15 -.23* -.04 .02 .06 .14 - -.20† - .14 .04 -.03 .03 -.06 .26* .19† .25* .31** .28* 

11 Aca Parti -.04 -.12 -.07 .10 .11 -.13 .36** - .19 .33** - .00 .38** .43** .25* -.14 -.13 -.18 -.10 -.08 

12 GPA -.24* -.34** -.38** .00 .17 .15 -.04 - .12 .07 .07 - .02 .06 -.00 -.06 -.03 -.02 -.06 -.15 

13 PosWell -.07 .05 .11 .14 .14 -.17 .41** - .15 -.10 .33** -.05 - .75** .90** -.38** -.34** -.33** -.31** -.31** 

    13.1 Belong -.25* .04 .08 .12 .20 -.18 .29** - -.17 .12 .40** .19† .74** - .40** -.29* -.14 -.36* -.31** -.30** 

    13.2 Happy .05 .04 .10 .11 .07 -.13 .38** - .09 -.21† .20 -.18 .91** .40** - -.34** -.38** -.29* -.23* -.23* 

14 NegWell -.05 -.15 -.22* -.07 -.12 .14 -.18 - -.24* .32** -.14 .12 -.55** -.37** -.52** - .83** .94** .92** .90** 

    14.1 Anxiety -.11 -.20 -.20† -.12 -.04 .13 -.14 - -.18 .28* -.14 .18 -.38** -.23* -.38** .86** - .78** .62** .60** 

    14.2 Depress -.02 -.08 -.15 -.07 -.25* .11 -.25* - -.22† .22* -.23* .01 -.53** -.39** -.49** .83** .59** - .83** .78** 

    14.3 Lonely .00 -.12 -.20† -.01 -.25* .12 -.08 - -.25* .35** -.06 .13 -.57** -.48** -.48** .86** .62** .74** - .86** 

    14.4 Soc Anx -.03 -.12 -.19† -.03 .05 .12 -.16 - -.18 .26* -.07 .08 -.44** -.23* -.46** .87** .69** .59** .65** - 

Note. † p<.10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. English Pro, English proficiency, English Anx, English use anxiety; SSE_E, social self-efficacy in 

English, SSE_C, social self-efficacy in Chinese, AHS, academic help-seeking, PosWell, positive wellbeing, Soc Anx, social anxiety. 
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Both SSE_E and SSE_C of CIS were related with English capabilities, 

psychological and academic adaptation outcomes in the expected directions, but SSE_E 

seemed to have no effect on negative wellbeing. Students having high SSE_E tended to 

have more English proficiency and less English anxiety, more academic participation, more 

belonging, and more happiness. Students having higher SSE_C also had higher English 

proficiency, and tended to adapt better in both academic and psychological aspects. For the 

WAS, English proficiency was marginally associated with more English anxiety and less 

academic help-seeking, which showed a different pattern compared with the CIS.  English 

anxiety was negatively related with depression and loneliness. People with more SSE_E 

tended to have less language distance, more academic participation, more belonging, more 

happiness, and less depression. Academic participation also showed a positive effect, 

which was associated with more belonging and less depression. Interestingly, age and study 

class which differed between the two samples, showed few correlations with the study 

variables. 

SEM within Chinese International Students. 

We used MPlus8 to examine the structural equational model. According to the 

original hypothesis, we expected that the predicting effect of English proficiency and 

English use anxiety would have direct effects on academic and psychological adaptation, 

and there would also be indirect pathways via social self-efficacy, academic participation 

and academic help-seeking behaviors. 

However, from the correlational analyses, we can see that the original model may 

not be the most appropriate estimate. As shown in Figure 3, the original model only showed 

a few significant pathways, and the model fit results were (χ2(92) =2240.54, p < .001). 
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Specifically, the SEM results did not show any direct or indirect effect from language 

mismatch to GPA, and academic participation and PSSE_E were not independent from 

each other, which suggest additional mediating routes beyond the original model. 

Figure 3 

Direct Pathways in Original Model among Chinese International Students 

 

Note. Orange lines indicate significant direct pathways. 

Therefore, we revised the original model into the following one, mainly by deleting 

GPA as an outcome and constructing wellbeing valence-specific pathways (AHS-negative 

wellbeing and academic participation-positive wellbeing) (see Fig 4.) The revised model 

showed a somewhat better model fit, with χ2(104) =2253.47, p < .000, CFI = .044, TLI = -

.094. More importantly, it has more clean and significant pathways in analyses of direct 

and indirect effects. 

  



46 
 

Figure 4 

Revised Model among Chinese International Students 

 
Note. † p<.1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 

As Table 8 shows, English proficiency has direct effects on SSE_E, positive 

wellbeing, and a marginal effect on negative wellbeing. Similarly, English use anxiety also 

has direct effects on academic help-seeking behavior, positive wellbeing, and negative 

wellbeing. SSE_E has direct effects on both academic participation and academic help-

seeking behavior, and both positive and negative wellbeing. As expected, academic 

participation is directly related to more positive wellbeing, which confirmed the effect of 

learning culture mismatch in Study 1, while academic help-seeking behavior is related to 

less negative wellbeing. 
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Table 8 

Revised Model: Model Fit Results 

Note. † p<.1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001. EngPro, English proficiency; EngAnx, 

English anxiety; SSE_E, social self-efficacy in English. AHS, academic help-seeking; 

AcaParti, Academic Participation; PosWell, positive wellbeing; NegaWell, negative 

wellbeing. 

  

 B  95% CI p 
     

Direct Effects     

EngPro -> PosWell -.29 .14 (-.65, -.02) .037* 

EngPro -> NegWell .22 .12 (-.02, .45) .067† 

EngPro -> SSE_E .46 .09 (.29, .64) .000*** 

EngPro -> AcaParti .16 .12 (-.07, .39) .161 

AcaParti -> PosWell .30 .13 (.05, .56) .020* 

EngAnx -> PosWell .25 .12 (.01, .50) .040* 

EngAnx -> NegWell .12 .11 (-.19, .34) .267 

EngAnx -> SSE_E -.10 .10 (-.30, .10) .320 

EngAnx -> AHS .29 .11 (.08, .49) .007** 

AHS -> NegWell .41 .09 (.23, .60) .000*** 

SSE_E -> PosWell .80 .13 (.55, 1.05) .000*** 

SSE_E ->   NegWell -.29 .12 (-.52, -.06) .012* 

SSE_E -> AcaParti .29 .12 (.06, .51) .012* 

SSE_E -> AHS .20 .11 (-.02, .41) .072† 

Indirect Effects     

EngPro -> SSE_E -> PosWell .37 .10 (.17, .56) .000*** 

EngPro -> AcaParti -> PosWell .05 .04 (-.03, .13) .238 

EngPro -> SSE_E -> AcaParti .13 .06 (.02, .25) .027* 

SSE_E -> AcaParti -> PosWell .09 .05 (-.01, .19) .082† 

EngPro -> SSE_E -> AcaParti -> PosWell .04 .03 (-.01, .09) .105 

EngPro -> SSE_E -> NegWell -.13 .06 (-.26, -.01) .029* 

EngPro -> SSE_E -> AHS -> NegWell .04 .02 (-.01, .09) .128 

EngAnx -> SSE_E -> PosWell -.08 .09 (-.25, .08) .335 

EngAnx -> SSE_E -> AcaParti -> PosWell -.01 .01 (-.03, .01) .395 

EngAnx -> SSE_E ->   NegWell .03 .03 (-.03, .09) .355 

EngAnx -> AHS ->  NegWell .12 .05 (.02, .22) .025* 

SSE_E -> AHS -> NegWell .08 .05 (-.02, .18) .105 

EngAnx -> SSE_E ->  AHS -.02 .02 (-.07, .03) .387 

EngAnx -> SSE_E -> AHS -> NegWell -.01 .01 (-.03, .01) .396 
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As for the indirect effects, SSE_E is an important mediator for English proficiency 

but not for English use anxiety, which bridges the relation from English proficiency to both 

positive and negative wellbeing. On the other hand, English use anxiety has indirect effects 

on negative wellbeing through academic help-seeking. 

Surprisingly, though English proficiency has a positive indirect effect on 

psychological wellbeing, such that it relates to increasing positive wellbeing and 

decreasing negative wellbeing, English proficiency also shows negative direct effects on 

Chinese students’ psychological wellbeing. As shown in Table 8, in the revised model, 

English proficiency of CIS is directly associated with more negative wellbeing and less 

positive wellbeing, though they are not significantly correlated in the correlation table. In 

other words, English proficiency has negative effects on CIS’s wellbeing only after 

controlling the mediating effect of SSE_E. Similarly, the direct effect of English anxiety 

showed a positive relationship with positive wellbeing. This may indicate multiple routes 

of English proficiency and English use anxiety influencing the wellbeing of CIS. We will 

talk more about it later in discussion section.  
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Exploratory Analyses 

 English capability predicting Social Self-Efficacy when using English for CIS. 

We found that Chinese international students have significantly higher social self-efficacy 

when they are using Chinese (mean = 4.38) compared with using English (mean = 3.11), t 

(1, 79) = -8.74, p = .000. Furthermore, English proficiency and English use anxiety together 

explained 30% of the variance of SSE_E for Chinese international students (p = .00, 

coefficient of English proficiency = .42). But for White American students, English 

capability did not significantly account for their social self-efficacy in English (p = .75). 

These findings support the hypothesis that language mismatch undermines the social self-

efficacy of Chinese international students. 

 Possible Explanation of SOAM. Another purpose of this study was to explore the 

influence of social-oriented academic motivation (SOAM) on language mismatch, social 

self-efficacy, and academic participation, and to provide a possible explanation for the 

source of academic cultural mismatch. According to the correlation results, SOAM was 

significantly correlated with academic participation and academic help-seeking for 

American White students, and significantly associated with English use anxiety and SSE_C 

for Chinese international students. We further examined the prediction of SOAM on those 

variables using regression. 

In the multiple regressions (see Table 9), we found that for CIS, more SOAM 

indicates an increase in English use anxiety and slightly more academic help-seeking. This 

may indicate that SOAM promotes their academic motivation but also impeded smooth 

communication by increasing anxiety. For WAS, SOAM showed a positive effect on the 

increased academic participation and academic help-seeking behavior. 
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Table 9 

Hierarchical Regressions of SOAM’s Effects among WAS and CIS 

DV Predictors White American 

Students 

Chinese International 

Students 

 
 β p R2 β p R2 

English Use 

Anxiety 

 

   .01   .21*** 

Age -.06 .60  -.08 .44  

Gender -.09 .47  -.23 .03*  

SOAM -.03 .79  .34 .00**  

Social Self-

Efficacy in 

Chinese 

   -   .08 

Age -   -.20 .10  

Gender -   .06 .62  

SOAM -   -.13 .27  

Social Self-

Efficacy in 

English 

   .02   .07 

Age .01 .96  -.11 .33  

Gender .01 .93  .25 .03*  

SOAM .15 .19  -.03 .78  

Academic 

Participation  
 

  .13*   .06 

 Age -.05 .67 
 

.13 .27 
 

 Gender .01 .95 
 

.03 .77 
 

 School Model -.14 .20 
 

-.17 .14 
 

 SOAM .30 .01** 
 

.19 .12 
 

Academic  

Help-Seeking 
  

 .10   .11† 

 

 
Age .04 .71 

 
.22 .07† 

 

Gender .20 .08† 
 

.15 .17 
 

 
School Model 

-.11 .35 
 

-.12 .27 
 

 
SOAM 

.24 .04* 
 

.26 .03* 
 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01. In School Model question, we asked what kind of operation 

model their college adopt for the current semester (1, in-person; 2, hybrid modal; 3, 

virtual model). 
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Discussion 

First, consistent with hypotheses about language mismatch, we found that CIS have 

more English use anxiety and less English proficiency than WAS. We also confirmed the 

finding in Study 1 that CIS have less positive wellbeing and more negative wellbeing than 

WAS. Though the finding of less academic participation of CIS in Study 1 was not 

replicated in Study 2, we found significant lack of academic help-seeking behavior of CIS. 

And similar as Study 1, we found significantly higher GPA of CIS compared to White 

American students. Though we controlled gender and age in group comparisons, the 

demographic distinction may still have impacts on the result. The age and gender 

differences between groups will be further discussed in the general discussion. 

In SEM analyses, we revised the original model according to correlations and the 

original model fit the results. After deleting GPA as an outcome and constructing wellbeing 

valence-specific pathways (AHS-negative wellbeing and academic participation-positive 

wellbeing), we found that the two measures of language mismatch both show predictions 

for psychological adaptation, but in different pathways. The patterns for English 

proficiency are more consistent with our hypotheses that language mismatch influences 

positive and negative wellbeing through social self-efficacy. Academic participation here 

has strong relations with SSE_E and was therefore indirectly influenced by English 

proficiency, but it did not build a bridge from English proficiency to positive wellbeing. 

As for English use anxiety, its reducing effect on positive wellbeing was not related to 

SSE_E, but is mediated by increasing academic help-seeking. 

However, surprisingly, though the indirect effect of English proficiency increased 

positive wellbeing and reduced negative wellbeing, and the direct effect of English 

proficiency showed that more English proficiency was associated with less positive 
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wellbeing and more negative wellbeing. The case was similar for English anxiety where 

the indirect effect of English anxiety was related to increased positive and reduced negative 

wellbeing.  However, the direct effect of English anxiety showed a positive relationship 

with positive wellbeing. Possible explanations for this will be discussed in the General 

Discussion. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

From two studies, we examined five hypotheses about how learning culture 

mismatch and language mismatch may have negative impacts on Chinese international 

students’ academic and psychological wellbeing. Overall, most of the findings from the 

two studies supported our hypotheses. 

First, we examined whether Chinese international students have a larger learning 

culture mismatch and language mismatch than White international students and typical 

American students. We found from the two studies that Chinese international students have 

less academic participation, less academic help-seeking behavior, more English use 

anxiety, less English proficiency, and larger language distance than the other groups of 

students. 

Secondly, we examined whether Chinese international students have less 

adaptation in American colleges than their European-origin counterparts and American 

students. In Study 1, results showed that Asian international students had less positive 

wellbeing and more negative wellbeing than White international students and White 

American students, but higher GPAs. In Study 2, we replicated the disadvantage in positive 

and negative wellbeing of CIS, though no difference was found among specific negative 

emotions. We also found higher GPAs of CIS in Study 2. Therefore, it is reasonable to say 

that Chinese international students in the U.S. have lower psychological adaptation. We 

will talk more about the findings of GPA difference later. 

Study 1 examined whether learning culture mismatch leads to lower psychological 

wellbeing and academic performance for Chinese international students. From correlations 

and SEM, we found that academic participation was related to high GPA, more positive 
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wellbeing, and less negative wellbeing via increasing social self-efficacy. In Study 2, it 

was also confirmed that academic participation had a direct effect on positive wellbeing. 

We also examined in Study 2 whether language mismatch led to lower 

psychological and academic adaptation for Chinese international students. We found that 

both English proficiency and English use anxiety had significant direct effects on positive 

wellbeing and significant indirect effects on negative wellbeing. Especially, English 

proficiency had a large indirect effect on positive wellbeing via social self-efficacy. 

However, no pathway was found that affected GPA. Therefore, the influence of 

psychological adaptation of language mismatch was confirmed in this research, but not for 

academic adaptation. 

Finally, we also tested whether social self-efficacy played a mediating role in the 

process of language mismatch and learning culture mismatch. Findings were more 

supportive in Study 1 that social self-efficacy mediated all the effects of academic 

participation on increasing GPA, increasing positive wellbeing, and decreasing negative 

wellbeing. While for Study 2, social self-efficacy only mediated the influence of English 

proficiency on increasing positive wellbeing and decreasing negative wellbeing, but not 

for English use anxiety. Therefore, we can confidently say that social self-efficacy does 

serve as a mediator for academic participation and English proficiency. But no evidence 

was found for English use anxiety. 

Learning culture Mismatch: Importance of Class Participation 

As expected in our hypothesis, we found that academic participation had a strong 

influence on the academic and psychological adaptation of Chinese international students 

in the U.S. It was shown in multiple regressions that class participation was an especially 
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important dimension in learning culture mismatch. That is, actively engaging in class and 

believing their opinions are taken seriously in class are vital for the adaptation of Chinese 

international students. 

The importance of participating in discussions in the Western classroom has been 

of recent interest (Gaylon, et al., 2012; Kim, et al., 2020).  Academic participation benefits 

students from various backgrounds in American colleges. American colleges value and 

encourage students to actively participate in class and interact with faculty as an important 

approach for learning (Bailey, et al., 2020; Novo, et al., 2020). However, many 

international students encountered problems in joining the highly participative American 

classroom. The non-English-speaking background students, such as Korean, Turkish, and 

Sudanese, often have less class participation than American students (Yildirim, 2017; 

Marlina, 2009; Tatar, 2005). In the Chinese classroom, in particular, frequently asking 

questions in class is not encouraged and is even considered disrespectful to teachers. The 

teacher-centered classroom and the hierarchical teacher-student relationship make it 

especially uneasy for Chinese students to adapt into the self-directed and participative 

American learning culture. 

The stereotype that Chinese students are ‘silent learners’ and their possible 

identification as the ‘cultural other’ may further hinder Chinese international students’ 

participation in class (Samuelowicz, 1987; Zheng, 2010). Therefore, it is important to see 

the initiative and personal effort when Chinese students choose to actively adapt and attend 

in the American classroom. Marlina (2009) found in an Australian university that Asian 

students’ class participation was influenced more by classroom context than by their 

original cultures. Therefore, to encourage their participation in class discussion, it is 
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important to develop interventions for international students to help them feel more 

belonging and more accepted. Possible intervention methods are discussed in the last part 

of Discussion.  

Language Mismatch: Influence of English Proficiency and Anxiety 

In Study 2, we found that though English proficiency and English use anxiety had 

almost no correlation with adaptation outcomes, both had significant indirect effects on 

Chinese students’ psychological wellbeing. High English proficiency was associated with 

more positive wellbeing and less negative wellbeing through social self-efficacy in 

English, and high English use anxiety was related to more negative wellbeing by 

decreasing academic help-seeking behavior. 

The benefits of English capability for international students are frequently 

mentioned in existing literature. English proficiency has often been viewed as a primary 

attribute for the adjustment of international students (Andrade, 2006). While some native 

students also experience language problems in academic activities, their perceived English 

difficulty is not significantly related to academic performance, which is not true for non-

native students (Berman & Cheng, 2001; Li, Chen, & Duanmu, 2010). One reason could 

be that for native students, the perceived difficulty is largely in writing, but for international 

students it is in oral communication and listening comprehension. These can directly 

influence their social self-efficacy when raising questions in class and interacting with 

faculty (Berman & Cheng, 2001; Yan & Berliner, 2013; Kuo, 2011). This is particularly 

true for Chinese students. When talking about challenges in language, many Chinese 

international students mentioned the difficulty to follow a professor’s lectures, raise 
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questions, participate in discussion and group work, and make presentations (Yan & 

Berliner, 2013; Huang, 2005; Sherry et al., 2010). 

For Chinese international students, their English competence, measured by English 

proficiency, is interrelated with their attitude about speaking English. For many students 

learning English in the Chinese classroom, lack of oral practice but having a high 

performance-goal may make the English-speaking situation challenging and lead to anxiety 

about losing face. Woodrow (2006) examined the ranking of stressful situations with Asian 

English learners in Australia and found that students are most anxious when 

communicating with the teacher, performing in front of the class, and speaking with native 

speakers, and the degree of anxiety is associated with oral performance. This may impede 

their help-seeking behavior when encountering academic problems. Then, they either leave 

the problems unsolved or expend enormous amounts of time trying to solve the problems 

by themselves (Wong, 2004). Both could lead to the accumulation of stress, loneliness, and 

anxiety. 

Two Opposite Effects of Language Mismatch 

Moreover, we found two opposite effects of language mismatch. Through social 

self-efficacy, English proficiency benefits the Chinese international students by improving 

positive wellbeing and decreasing negative emotions. Low English use anxiety is also 

associated with less negative wellbeing via increasing academic help-seeking behaviors. 

However, when controlling for mediators, both English proficiency and English use 

anxiety show reversed direct effects in which high English proficiency links to less positive 

wellbeing and more negative wellbeing, while high English use anxiety relates to more 

positive wellbeing. 
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Few previous research studies report such positive effects of language mismatch. 

One possible explanation is that proficient English and high comfort when speaking 

English may indicate a high acculturation level. Previous studies have found acculturation 

level predicts an identity gap which leads to depression (Jung, et al., 2007). An identity gap 

refers to the differences between or among different layers of one’s identity and tends to 

occur in the process of or as a result of communication (Jung & Hecht, 2004). International 

students may feel they often “hide some aspects of myself/cannot freely express the ‘real 

me’ in communication with American”. In this case, speaking English may act as a frequent 

cue of cultural distance and induce psychological discomfort. 

Moreover, Gao (et al., 2005) reported that though English proficiency helps a lot in 

improving self-confidence, Chinese students who start learning English after age 16 have 

more identity split that those who start at 9-12 years of age. If students frequently speak 

English with a high identity gap, the acculturation process may harm their psychological 

wellbeing. Future research should examine whether language assimilation results in 

negative effects on psychological wellbeing for international students by raising their 

identity conflict. 

Social Self-Efficacy as a Dynamic Mediator 

Social self-efficacy serves as a dynamic mediator in this research. In Study 1, social 

self-efficacy mediated the predicting effect of academic participation on academic and 

psychological adaptation of Chinese international students. While in Study 2, social self-

efficacy mediated the influence of language mismatch and predicted academic 

participation level. That is, social self-efficacy was influenced by academic participation, 

but can also influence academic participation. 
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This indicates that the two mismatch processes are not independent from each other. 

The processes of both language mismatch and learning culture mismatch are 

communicative in nature, which means the effects will be displayed within social 

interactions, affecting social self-efficacy. Students with less English proficiency and more 

English anxiety have less social self-efficacy, and get nervous about making mistakes and 

feel more anxious when responding to teachers or speaking in class (Liu, 2006).  In this 

case, it is natural for them to choose not to participate in class discussion or start 

conversation with faculty. One case Li (2006, p. 2265) provided said, “I know other 

American students are active to connect with professors on / off campus. They share a 

friendly relationship among them.” But “To me, our professors are professional and nice. 

But we just talk in the classroom and I never send emails or messages to them to ask for 

some academic problems or academic plan or anything else.” 

SOAM: Possible Source of the Academic Cultural Mismatch 

In Study 2, we explored the effect of SOAM as a possible source of the academic 

cultural mismatch. As expected, we found that SOAM did significantly associate with more 

English use anxiety for Chinese international students. This is consistent with previous 

studies about SOAM, such that high SOAM indicates more sensitivity and fragility in terms 

of academic achievement. Tao and Hong (2013) argued that students with high SOAM 

tend to be positively or negatively reinforced by others’ evaluations, and the standards of 

success are defined by others. Though they usually have stronger academic motivation, 

when their actual performance fails, they feel greater anxiety for the fear of losing others’ 

approval, ashamed for not living up to family expectations, and guilty for not working as 

hard as they should be. Therefore, they might care more about performance and be more 
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sensitive to judgment situations, like speaking English with native speakers, and thus feel 

more anxious about possible failure (Mortenson, 2006; Hodkinson, & Poropat, 2014; Rao, 

2002; Kuo, 2011).  

However, SOAM did not predict academic participation for Chinese international 

students, but it was associated with more academic participation for White American 

students. This may indicate a cultural-dependent influence of SOAM. In Chinese culture, 

SOAM, as an indicator of collective cultural and filial-piety, is often considered to be 

related with traditional learning culture, such as learning by listening. But for American 

students, the expectation from parents may fuel their motivation to follow their known 

learning culture: actively participating in class and interacting with faculty. Since Lareau 

(2011) and Stephens (2012) have argued that American working-class students have a more 

collective learning culture compared to upper-middle class students, future research should 

explore whether the fueling effect of SOAM on academic participation is moderated by 

social class. 

Academic Adaptation Is Less Influenced by Cultural Mismatch? 

Both in Study 1 and Study 2, we found that AIS have higher GPAs than WIS and 

WAS, and CIS have higher GPAs that WAS. However, it needs to be noted that both data 

sets have weaknesses in unbiasedly reflecting academic performance difference. For Study 

1, the population of Asian international students included students not only from China, 

but from all other Asian countries, like Japan, Korea, India, etc. Though some East Asian 

countries are also deeply influenced by the Confucian educational philosophy and share 

similar academic culture (Aoki, 2008; Steven, et al., 1986), they also have different 

language distances from English and many cultural-psychological differences that could 
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distinguish their academic adaptation in the U.S (Wang, 2003; Houri, et al., 2012;). 

Therefore, the broad sample may lead to a distorted reflection of academic achievement.  

In Study 2, the academic class difference between CIS and WAS group was 

problematic. Among Chinese international students, we collected 80 valid answers from 

52 females and 27 males, with mean age = 23.65. Most of them were graduate students (n 

= 59). However, for the American White students, there were 39 females and 39 males, 

with mean age = 19.12. Since they were recruited from Introductory Psychology classes at 

one university, most of the American White students were first-year undergraduate 

students (n = 63). But for Study 1, the mean age of students for all three groups (Asian 

international students, White international students, and White American students) was 

around 20.5 and female percentages are within 69.48% ~ 73.19%. Though we controlled 

gender, age, and study class in Study 2, the between-group differences of age and gender 

in Study 2 may still indicate a questionable GPA comparison result. 

Another surprising finding was that though learning culture mismatch impacted 

GPA, language mismatch showed no effect. In the existing literature, the importance of 

English capability in academic achievement for international students has been illustrated 

in many quantitative studies (Xu, 1991; Martirosyan, et al., 2015). Qualitative studies also 

report that many international students identify language problem to be the most significant 

difficulty in their college lives (Yan & Berliner, 2013). English deficiency makes all 

academic works a challenging task, such as unknown words on slides, long sentences in 

lecture, and unfamiliar expressions during class discussion (Li, et al., 2016).  

A possible indication is that GPA does not reflect academic maladaptation of 

Chinese international students. As shown in the correlations in Study 1 and Study 2, GPA 
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is not correlated with positive or negative wellbeing, which is rare to see among students. 

It is possible that Chinese international students put so much emphasis on academic 

performance that they are willing to maintain a good GPA no matter what happens or how 

they feel in daily life. In this case, GPA may not be an appropriate measure of academic 

adaptation. 

Another possibility is that Chinese international students are a highly selected group 

that could have higher GPA compared to most American students, so the academic 

advantage as a direct advantage does not reflect their academic adaptation outcome. If that 

is the case, it would be better to examine the longitudinal GPA change from the first-year 

to the fourth year. In fact, Crawford and Wang (2015) analyzed the 4-year trajectory of 112 

Chinese undergraduate students in the UK and found a dramatic drop in performance from 

first year to sophomore year, and increasingly significant performance gaps between 

Chinese and UK students in the final academic year. 

Possible Interventions: Belonging and English Growth Mindset 

 Given the learning culture mismatch and language mismatch, it is important to 

make students feel secured and accepted for their academic and psychological adaptation. 

Because the fear of negative evaluation and self-alienation seem to be main difficulties of 

class participation and academic interaction, an English growth mindset intervention and a 

belonging intervention are proposed as possible ways to reduce problems induced by 

academic cultural mismatch. 

An English growth mindset intervention would focus on the anxiety for using and 

learning English. The fear of negative evaluation and anxiety when using English could be 

related to a fixed mindset about English learning. A fixed mindset in second language 
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learning refers to the belief about the difficulty and probability of improving one’s second-

language skills. Luo and Noels (2019a) argued that a fixed mindset about language learning 

makes people set performance goals of learning, attribute mistakes to personal 

incompetence, and feel anxious about and try to avoid challenging situations. They also 

found from empirical studies that a fixed mindset increases the avoidant response in failure 

situations, language anxiety, and the expected rejection from native speakers due to a lack 

of language proficiency (Luo & Noels, 2017, 2019b, 2020). By imparting the message that 

one’s second language level can be improved by practice, language mindset intervention 

is expected to ameliorate the language anxiety and improve cross-cultural interaction and 

adjustment for Chinese international students. 

A belonging intervention aims to normalize common difficulties during an 

academic transition and has been shown to temper students’ worries about belonging by 

conveying embracing messages. For example, Black students stigmatized in academic 

settings may be more sensitive than white students to negative feedback from professors 

about their academic performance, and this may contribute to their self-stereotype or 

perception of hostility. Walton and Cohen (2007) provided a social-belonging intervention 

by presenting information that most students from all races worry during their first year of 

college -- wondering whether they belong on campus. After the intervention, students 

appreciate that their initial feelings of belonging uncertainty do not mean that they cannot 

or will not come to belong. During the seven days following intervention, the Black 

students in the treatment group had a significantly higher sense of academic fit and 

confidence in academic success than the control groups. Moreover, the social-belonging 

intervention broke the vicious cycle of negative social experiences and feelings of not 
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belonging. The intervention could have a long-term effect on students’ sense of belonging, 

self-reported health, and academic performance (Walton & Cohen, 2011).  

For Chinese international students, the learning culture mismatch could build the 

stereotype and self-stereotype of nerdiness and shyness. Lack of academic success might 

make them uncertain about whether their silence in class will receive negative feedback or 

failing an exam will make them ‘less Asian’ (Leong & Ward, 2000). In this case, a social 

belonging intervention could be designed to address learning culture mismatch. For 

example, a message saying that all international students, and even American students, 

have worried about the different learning cultures of American colleges compared with 

their high schools (or graduate school from their undergraduate study), and all students 

wonder whether they can successfully adapt to the new learning culture and achieve 

academic excellence.  

Indeed, the belonging intervention could focus on the language mismatch problem. 

As previously stated, Chinese students may be more sensitive to rejection and doubt their 

language ability, and therefore feel more anxious when speaking with native people and 

perceive less connectedness (Lou & Noels, 2019). On the other hand, the perceived poor 

English proficiency of Chinese students also makes local students more anxious about 

intergroup communication, creating more negative attitudes toward Chinese students, and 

making them less likely to accept a Chinese student into their cohort (Imamuraa, Ruble, & 

Zhang, 2016). A social-belonging intervention could be designed based on the vicious 

cycle of language stigmatization. For example, the intervention could give the message that 

all international students, regardless of nationality, have worried about their language 

ability and whether they will be accepted by the community, but later they found it just 
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takes time to know each other and people surely accept them. Empirical studies should 

examine the effect of such interventions. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questionnaire used in the Wellbeing Assessment Dataset in Study 1 

Demographics 

 

These items ask you to describe aspects of your demographic identity and experience. We 

ask these questions for two reasons. First, these demographics allow us to determine how 

well our survey sample represents the student body. Second, understanding more about 

your background helps your school to tailor programs, policies, and other resources to 

your unique needs.  

 

There are no right or wrong answers. If you don’t know which answer to choose, select 

one that seems like it is the most true for you, even if it is not exactly right. 

 

1. CLASS (as mentioned, “CLASS” is a variable label that students won’t see): What 

class are you in?  

Your class standing is determined by the number of credit hours you have earned.  If 

you’re not sure which answer to choose, select the one that seems like it is the most true 

for you. 

1. First year or freshman  

2. Sophomore  

3. Junior   

4. Senior  

5. Graduate student (only added to schools  

 

DISTANCE: Are you primarily a distance learning? (only added to schools  

1. No 

2. Yes 

 

2. GENDER: Which best describes you? (select one) 

1. Female 

2. Male 

3. Other 

3. TRANS: Are you transgender? (select one) 

1. No 

2. Yes 

 

4. SEX_ORIENT: How do you describe your sexual orientation? (select one) 

1. Asexual 

2. Bisexual 

3. Gay 

4. Heterosexual 

5. Lesbian 

6. Other 
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5. ETHNICITY: Are you Hispanic or Latino? (select one) 

1. No 

2. Yes 

 

6. RACE: Select one or more of the following races: (select all that apply) 

1. RACE_1: American Indian or Alaska Native 

2. RACE_2: Asian 

3. RACE_3: Black or African American 

4. RACE_4: Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

5. RACE_5: White 

 

7.  PAREDU: Has one or more of your parents or guardians completed at least one year 

of college? 

1.  No 

2.  Yes 

3.  Don’t know    

 

8.  AGE: What is your age? (drop-down menu) 

1.  Younger than 17 

17-40.  Ages 17-40 are coded with the age numbers 

41.  Older than 40 

 

9. GPA: What is the most recent grade point average (GPA) you have received? For 

first-year students, this could be your GPA senior year of high school. For all others, 

report your current GPA in college. (select one) 

 

10. MAJOR:  Which of these fields best describes your major? (Select up to 2) [These are 

individual variables in the data set: MAJOR_1, MAJOR_2, etc.] 

1. Not yet selected a major 

2. Agriculture 

3. Biological/life sciences (biology, biochemistry, botany, zoology, etc.) 

4. Business (accounting, business administration, marketing, management, etc.) 

5. Communication (speech, journalism, television/radio, etc.) 

6. Computer and information sciences 

7. Education 

8. Engineering 

9. Ethnic, cultural studies, and area studies 

10. Foreign languages and literature (French, Spanish, etc.) 

11. Health-related fields (nursing, physical therapy, health technology, etc.) 

12. History 

13. Humanities (English, literature, philosophy, religion, etc.) 

14. Liberal/general studies 

15. Mathematics 

16. Multi/interdisciplinary studies (international relations, ecology, environmental 

studies, etc.) 
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17. Parks, recreation, leisure studies, sports management 

18. Physical sciences (physics, chemistry, astronomy, earth science, etc.) 

19. Pre-professional (pre-dental, pre-law, pre-medical, pre-veterinary) 

20. Public administration (city management, law enforcement, etc.) 

21. Social sciences (anthropology, economics, political science, psychology, 

sociology, etc.) 

22. Visual and performing arts (art, music, theater, dance, etc.) 

23. Other (please specify) ____________________________  *Note: The 

variable name for text entries for MAJOR_23 is MAJOR_23_TEXT. 

 

11. F1VISA: Are you studying at your school on an F1 Visa? 

1. No 

2. Yes 

 

12. Please indicate how often you have experienced the following during the current 

academic year: 
  1 2 3 4 5 

FIN_RES_
1 

During the current academic year, I 

have worried about being able to pay for 

my educational expenses. 

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Very often 

FIN_RES_

2 
During the current academic year, I 

was unable to participate in events and 

activities at school because I didn’t have 

enough money. 

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Very often 

FIN_RES_

3 
During the current academic year, I 

contributed money to help support my 

family. 

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Very often 

 

13. PAY: How are you paying for your college costs? 
  1 2 

PAY_1 Resources from your family (e.g., parent or relative 

savings, etc.) 

No  Yes 

PAY_2 Your own personal resources (e.g., your savings, 

income from a job, etc.) 

No Yes 

PAY_3 Financial aid that does not need to be repaid (e.g., 

scholarship or grant money) 

No Yes 

PAY_4 Financial aid that you will repay (student loans) No Yes 

PAY_5 Financial aid that your parent/family will repay (loans 

in your parent/family’s name) 

No Yes 

PAY_6 Other: (write-in) No Yes 
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Active Academic Participation 

This set of items asks you about your academic experience. There are no right or wrong 

answers. If you don’t know which answer to choose, select one that seems like it is the 

most true for you, even if it is not exactly right. 

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 Participation 1 2 3 4 5 6 

ACAEN

G_7 

My opinions are taken seriously in at least 

one of my classes. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

ACAEN

G_11 

I actively participate during class. Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

 Faculty       

ACAEN

G_8 

I regularly interact with faculty or staff 

about academic matters outside of class. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

ACAEN

G_9 

I discuss my academic plans with an 

advisor. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

ACAEN

G_13 

During the current academic year, I have 

worked on a research, scholarly, or creative 

project with a faculty member at my school. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

 Other Students       

ACAEN

G_10 

I often study with one or more other 

students. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

ACAEN

G_12 

During the current academic year, I have 

worked with other students on a team-based 

assignment. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

 

 

Social Self-Efficacy 

 
This set of items asks you about your friendships. There are no right or wrong answers. If 

you don’t know which answer to choose, select one that seems like it is the most true for 

you, even if it is not exactly right. 

 

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 
 General Social Self-Efficacy 1 2 3 4 5 6 

FRIENDS_

4 
I’m good at making friends at my 

school. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

FRIENDS_
6 

I’m good at maintaining friendships at 

my school. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

FRIENDS_

8 
When conflicts arise in my friendships, I 

know how to handle them. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 
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Belonging 

 

This set of items asks you about your sense of belonging at your school. There are no 

right or wrong answers. If you don’t know which answer to choose, select one that seems 

like it is the most true for you, even if it is not exactly right. 

 

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
BELONG_F
S 

Factor score for BELONG items. Mean = 50, SD = 10.  

BELONG_1 I feel a sense of belonging to my school. Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

BELONG_2 I feel accepted at my school. Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

BELONG_3 I feel included at my school. Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Slightly 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

 

Emotional Wellbeing 

 

These items ask you about how you have been feeling lately. There are no right or wrong 

answers. If you don’t know which answer to choose, select one that seems like it is the 

most true for you, even if it is not exactly right. 

 

Over the past two weeks, how often have you experienced any of the following:  

 

**Note: You will see all-caps labels in the left-hand columns of the item tables and next to some of 

the item numbers. These are just variable names that we use to help us sort and analyze data. 

Students will not see those labels. 
SWB_FS Second-order factor score comprised of the factors for happiness, self-esteem, life 

satisfaction, anxiety, depression, social anxiety, and loneliness. Mean = 50, SD = 10.  
 Happiness 1 2 3 4 5 

HAPP_FS Factor score for HAPPY items. Mean = 50, SD = 10. 99% of scores lie between 20 and 80. 
HAPPY_1 Feeling cheerful Not at All Several days Half the 

days 
Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 

HAPPY_2 Being in good spirits Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 

Nearly every 

day 

HAPPY_3 Feeling happy Not at All Several days Half the 
days 

Over half the 
days 

Nearly every 
day 

HAPPY_4 Feeling satisfied Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 

Nearly every 

day 

HAPPY_5 Feeling full of life Not at All Several days Half the 
days 

Over half the 
days 

Nearly every 
day 

 Anxiety      

ANX_FS Factor score for ANX items. Note that some original Anxiety items were removed. Mean 

= 50, SD = 10.  
ANX_1 Feeling nervous, anxious or on edge Not at All Several days Half the 

days 
Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 
ANX_2 Not being able to stop or control 

worrying 

Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 

ANX_5 Being concerned that something bad 

might happen 

Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 
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 Depression      
DEP_FS Factor score for DEP items. Note that some original Depression items were removed. 

Mean = 50, SD = 10.  
DEP_1 Feeling depressed Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 
DEP_6 Thinking that others would be better 

off without you 

Not at All Several days Half the 
days 

Over half the 
days 

Nearly every 
day 

DEP_7 Feeling like you have let yourself, 

friends, or family down 

Not at All Several days Half the 
days 

Over half the 
days 

Nearly every 
day 

 Loneliness      
LONE_FS Factor score for LONE items. Note that some original Loneliness items were removed. 

Mean = 50, SD = 10.  
LONE_2 Feeling left out Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 
LONE_4 Feeling like no one understands you Not at All Several days Half the 

days 
Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 
LONE_5 Feeling excluded Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 
 Social anxiety      
SOCANX_F
S 

Factor score for SOCANX items. Mean = 50, SD = 10. 

SOCANX_1 Feeling an intense and persistent fear 

of a social situation in which people 

might judge you 

Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 

SOCANX_2 Fearing that you will embarrass 

yourself 

Not at All Several days Half the 

days 

Over half the 

days 
Nearly every 

day 

SOCANX_3 Fearing that people will notice that 

you are anxious 

Not at All Several days Half the 
days 

Over half the 
days 

Nearly every 
day 
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Life Satisfaction & Self-Esteem 
 

This set of items asks how satisfied you are with several areas in your life. There are no 

right or wrong answers. If you don’t know which answer to choose, select one that seems 

like it is the most true for you, even if it is not exactly right. 

 

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Life satisfaction       

LIFESAT_F
S 

Factor score for LIFESAT items. Note that some original Life Satisfaction items were 

removed. Mean = 50, SD = 10.  

LIFESAT_

1 
So far I have gotten the important things 

I want in life. 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Slightly 

disagree 
Slightly 

agree 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

LIFESAT_

2 
Overall, I would say that I am satisfied 

with my life. 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Slightly 

disagree 
Slightly 

agree 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

LIFESAT_
4 

I am satisfied with the direction my life 

is going. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

 Self-esteem       
SELFEST_

FS 
Factor score for SELFEST items. Note that some original Self Esteem items were removed. 

Mean = 50, SD = 10.  
SELFEST_
1 

I really like myself. Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

SELFEST_

3 
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Slightly 

disagree 
Slightly 

agree 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

SELFEST_

4 
I feel that I have a number of good 

qualities. 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Slightly 

disagree 
Slightly 

agree 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

 

 
  



85 
 

APPENDIX B 

English Use Anxiety 

Clément, R., & Baker, S. C. (2001). Measuring social aspects of L2 acquisition and use: 

Scale characteristics and administration. University of Ottawa. 

1. When I make a telephone call, I get mixed up if I have to speak English. 

2. Every time that I meet an English-speaking person and I speak with him/her in 

English, I feel uneasy. 

3. I feel uneasy whenever I speak English. 

4. In a restaurant, I feel calm when I have to order a meal in English. * 

5. I feel confident and relaxed when I have to ask for directions in English. * 

6. I feel comfortable when I speak English among friends where there are people who 

speak English. * 

7. I get shy speaking English with a superior. 

8. I get nervous every time I have to speak in English to a salesclerk. 
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Academic Help Seeking Behavior 

Pajares, F., Cheong, Y. F., & Oberman, P. (2004). Psychometric analysis of computer 

science help-seeking scales. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 64(3), 

496-513. 

Avoidance of help seeking  

1. I don’t ask for help in this class even when the work is too hard to solve on my own.  

2. If I need help to do a computer science problem, I prefer to skip it rather than to ask for 

help. 

3. I don’t ask for help in this class even if I don’t understand the lesson.  

4. If I didn’t understand something in this class, I would guess rather than ask someone 

for help.  

5. I would rather do worse on an assignment I couldn’t finish than ask for help in this 

class.  

6. Even if the work was too hard to do on my own, I wouldn’t ask for help in this class.  

7. I would put down any answer rather than ask for help in this class.  

8. I don’t ask questions in this class even if I don’t understand the lesson.  

9. If work in this class is too hard, I don’t do it rather than ask for help. 
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Social-Oriented Achievement Motivation 

Tao, V. Y., & Hong, Y. Y. (2014). When academic achievement is an obligation: 

Perspectives from social-oriented achievement motivation. Journal of Cross-

Cultural Psychology, 45(1), 110-136. 

1. I try my best to meet my parent’s expectations so as not to disappoint them. 

2. Before I do anything, I first consider whether my goals fit my parent’s expectations. 

3. I am concerned with whether my school performances meet my parents’ expectation. 

4. I always pursue the goals my parents intend for me. 

5. I study hard because teachers always praise diligent students 

6. If I don’t do well on school examinations, I feel I can’t face my relatives and friends. 

7. I would feel regretful to my ancestors if I do not achieve more than most other people. 

8. I work hard to reach the academic standards my parents set for me. 

9. My teachers’ expectations and demands are the primary force for my studying harder. 

10. One of my life’s main goal is to make my parents proud. 

11. I usually try my best to do the things my parents think are valuable. 

12. I work hard to achieve the levels of standards set by my classmates and the friends 

13.  I prefer that the quality of my accomplishments be determined by others. 

14. I worry my grades will fail behind those of my classmates if they are working harder 

than me. 

15. When a teacher praises other students in my class, I feel I must work harder to do 

better. 
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Perceived Social Self-Efficacy Scale 

Heather Smith and Nancy Betz, 2000 

 

Please read each statement carefully. Then decide how much confidence you have that 

you could perform each of these activities successfully. Please use the following key: No 

Confidence at all (1)  little Confidence (2) Moderate Confidence (3) Much Confidence 

(4)  Complete Confidence (5) 

How much confidence do you have that you could: 

1. Start a conversation with someone you don’t know very well. 

2. Express your opinion to a group of people discussing a subject that is of interest 

to you. 

3. Work on a school, work, community, or other project with people you don’t know 

very well. 

4. Help to make someone you’ve recently met feel comfortable with a group of your 

friends. 

5. Share with a group of people an interesting experience you once had. 

6. Put yourself in a new and different social situation. 

7. Volunteer to help organize an event. 

8. Ask a group of people who are planning to engage in a social activity (e.g., go to a 

movie) if you can join them. 

9. Get invited to a party that is being given by a prominent or popular individual. 

10. Volunteer to help lead a group or organization. 

11. Keep up your side of the conversation. 
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12. Be involved in group activities. 

13. Find someone to spend a weekend afternoon with. 

14. Express your feelings to another person. 

15. Find someone to go out to lunch with. 

16. Ask someone out on a date. 

17. Go to a party or social function where you probably wont know anyone. 

18. Ask someone for help when you need it. 

19. Make friends with a member of your peer group. 

20. Join a lunch or dinner table where people are already sitting and talking. 

21. Make friends in a group where everyone else knows each other. 

22. Ask someone out after he/she was busy the first time you asked. 

23. Get a date to a dance that your friends are going to. 

24. Call someone you’ve met and would like to know better. 

25. Ask a potential friend out for coffee. 
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Perceived Social Self-Efficacy Scale Chinese version 

指导语：请仔细阅读下面每一个陈述，然后根据你确信自己能够成功地完成每项活

动的程度，在答卷纸上每个题号后面相应的等级数字上画圈。  

    [1]                [2]                  [3]                  [4]               [5]  

完全没有信心      有一点信心       中等程度的信心           很有信心               完全有信

心  

 

你在多大信心你能够：  

1、很好地开始和你不认识的某个人交谈。  

2、对一群正在讨论一个自己感兴趣话题的人们表明你自己的观点。  

3、和你不是很熟悉的人们一起在学校、工厂、社区或是其他企业等工作。  

4、帮助一位你刚认识的人感觉自在地融入你的朋友圈中。  

5、对一群人讲述一次你曾有过的令人感兴趣的经历。  

6、使自己处于一个新的不同以往的社交场合。  

7、志愿组织一项活动。  

8、询问一群打算组织社会活动（如：看电影）的人们，你是否可以加入他们之

中。  

9、参加一位知名人士或众人喜欢的人士举行的晚会。  

10、志愿协助领导一个群体或组织。  

11、在谈话中坚持自己的立场。  

12、投入于群体的各项活动。  

13、找到一个人一起度过某个周末下午。  

14、向另一个人表达自己的感受。  

15、找到一个人一起出去吃午餐。  

16、邀请一个人出去约会。  

17、出席一个你可能不认识任何人的舞会或社交宴会。  

18、当你需要时，请某人帮助。  

19、与你的同龄人结交朋友。  

20、加入一桌很多人早已经在座并交谈的午餐或是晚餐。  

21、到人家的老朋友圈中结交新朋友。  

22、再一次邀请某人外出，尽管你第一次相邀时他/她因为太忙而没成功。  

23、去一个你的朋友们也会在场的舞会约会。  

24、给你见过后想加深了解的某人打电话。  

25、邀请一个可能成为你朋友的人外出一起喝咖啡。 
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