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ABSTRACT 

This study focuses on Asian Americans and their higher education experience; 

notably, it explains how their various background characteristics explain various levels of 

educational achievements. This study was conceived due in part to the paucity of 

information regarding Asian Americans who do not fall within the rubric of “Model 

Minorities” and largely to scholars pointing in the direction of studying the variability of 

the Asian American experience in college.  

Respondents were classified based on a 2x2 matrix categorized by achievement 

levels and ethnic identity. Outcome variables assessed were levels of academic and social 

self-efficacy, which in turn were compared to reported grade point average. Mediating 

variables were controlled for when applicable. The last portion of the analysis assessed 

levels of college adjustment (and its various components) and the contribution of the self-

efficacy variables in explaining some of the variability. 

The results were not surprising and under-girded previous findings: Ethnically-

attached Asian-Americans derived most of their achievement motivation from external 

sources (family, social expectations, peers), not to high levels of academic self-efficacy. 

In addition, high levels of academic achievement for these Asian-Americans also 

translate to relatively lower levels of personal and academic adjustment.  
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I INTRODUCTION 
 

The success stories of Asian Americans began to appear in the American popular 

press in the mid-1960s, evoking a Horatio Alger image in the minds of the average 

American. These recent immigrants have surpassed other minority groups in terms of 

earnings, occupational prestige, and educational achievement (Hurh and Kim, 1989; Lee 

and Ying, 2001). They have also surpassed White Americans in the percentage of the 

population holding post-secondary degrees, specifically 22.7% for Asian Pacific 

Islanders (API) compared with 13.9% for Whites at the baccalaureate level and 13.0% for 

API and 7.7% for Whites at the post-baccalaureate level (Lee and Ying, 2000).   

 Academic achievement, for many API college students in America, is the means 

to gaining middle class status, giving them greater access to social mobility, security, and 

income.  This particular path to success is associated with many API’s cultural values, 

namely those that stress hard work, discipline, and respect for authority (Brand, 1987; 

Lee, 1996).  

 On the other hand, there are those APIs who do not personify the term “model 

minority.”  For these college students, hours of studying, choosing majors in science and 

engineering, and self-sacrifice are the exception rather than the rule; rather, they assume 

normative, mainstream college activities that do not distinguish them from the rest of the 

campus. This particular API population is sometimes called the “New Raver” group or 

the more pejorative, “Banana” group (yellow on the outside, white on the inside) (Lee, 

1996). This makes for an interesting contrast with other minority groups, such as African 

Americans and Hispanics, for which students who perform well academically are often 
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labeled as “acting white.”  In the case of API, acting white means not working hard or 

doing well academically. 

 Striving for middle class status is pervasive for most members of society; so too, 

many APIs strive for middle class status through high levels of academic achievement. 

The difference is that APIs compete for that status with Whites under perhaps more 

subtle conditions of racism than do other racial groups. Despite their efforts, many APIs 

feel they are not completely accepted into the middle class; in other words, they feel they 

do not command the same respect and power as their White counterparts.  

 Faced with status problems, these APIs seek others with similar issues and form 

ethnic enclaves in which they study similar disciplines, take the same courses, and harbor 

similar life goals. Thus, in this scaled down culture, they tackle similar problems in a 

more familiar environment. This subculture is their means of making connections in the 

face of problems of adjustment in a society that tends to be intolerant of differences 

(Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992; Lee, 1996). 

 Conversely, there are some APIs with no status problems; that is, they believe 

they have the cultural capital to compete aggressively with the majority populace. These 

APIs do not seek solace in ethnic enclaves, and they regularly participate in mainstream 

campus activities.  In this sense they are ethnically detached from other APIs and would 

be more likely to turn to White support systems than to Asian subculture members 

(Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992; Lee, 1996). 

 The preceding represents a mixed bag of findings regarding the Asian American 

experience in higher education: There are APIs who seek mobility through educational 
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achievement, but some do not. And there are those who seek out familiar subunits or  

enclaves on college campuses, and some who choose not to. Although much of the 

educational and sociological literature tend to highlight APIs and their academic 

achievement, as well as their social isolation and collectivity, we can not deduce that this 

is the essence of the Asian American experience. Higher education researchers must also 

study those APIs who do not succeed or more accurately, choose not to fall into the 

rubric of the “model minority;” similarly, they must investigate those social “deviants” 

who do not engage in ethnic exclusivity.  

 The groundwork for a conceptual explanation of the variation mentioned for API 

achievement need to be explained in the context in which they occur. In other words, an 

institutional framework that takes into account the differences in educational experiences 

as well as differences in the structural nature of those experiences needs to be developed. 

It is this reason that anomie theory coupled with the concept of subcultures was used as a 

unifying conceptual framework. 

 The framework first argues a close connection between social structure and behavior. 

In the case of APIs, some adopt an adaptive strategy (conformity to dominant culture 

expectations) of high educational achievement as the means for mobility and some do 

not. Those who do not are exposed to other means to achieve status or do not see 

connections between educational achievement and mobility (Merton, 1957; Nagasawa 

and Espinosa, 1992). 

 Another aspect of the framework explains why some API who face obstacles perhaps 

due to racism or discrimination choose to be ethnically attached. Those who relate to 
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their subculture are able to discuss each others’ problems and experiences within the 

institution in a scaled-down unit that is a more familiar environment. More important, 

subculture group membership mimics the family by providing its members with an 

ethnically supportive system that helps members strive for success in and out of academe.  

It is in the interaction of these concepts that help to explain some of the differences 

among API behavior.  Indeed, there is certainly variability among the API student 

community. A label such as “model minority” is far too simplistic and can even be 

dangerous, obscuring serious needs that exist in API student communities (Cohen, 1955; 

Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992). 

Not only must researchers ask how these discrete characteristics affect the API 

college experience, but just as important, how the interaction of these two factors affect 

their lives, e.g. high achievers/ethnically attached or high achievers/ethnically detached, 

etc.  

Of the many outcome variables that can be expressed through this sorting process, 

there are a few that are of particular interest and of importance; among the more 

important and timely are measures of academic and social self-efficacy. Academic self- 

efficacy is an important factor to research for APIs because the literature has mixed 

conclusions regarding sources of motivation for Asian Americans (Eaton and Dembo, 

1996). Likewise, social self-efficacy takes primacy because scholars have argued that it 

can be a proxy for social integration, which has been found to be directly related to 

academic success (Solberg et al, 1997; Tinto, 1987). Because most APIs have high 

graduation rates, can one assume that most APIs are socially integrated?  
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 Lastly, self-efficacy beliefs influence psychological adjustment through their 

impact on goal-setting and persistence, cognitive efficiency, and emotional adaptiveness 

(Bandura, 1986). These pathways operate at times with relative independence but, as do 

all social cognitive processes and variables, usually influence adjustment in an interactive 

fashion (Maddux and Lewis, 1995). However, little is known regarding the exact 

mechanisms of adjustment for Asian American college students; it is the eventual goal of 

this research to explain some of the variability in the problems commonly associated with 

the college experience for Asian Americans.  

 Thus, the focus of this study has three goals: 1) disaggregate Asian-Americans 

into the two categories of achievement status and ethnic attachment and explore their 

interaction effects; 2) examine how each of these independent variables and their 

interaction affects levels of academic and social self-efficacy; and 3) examine how these 

self-efficacy beliefs explain the variability in college adjustment among API.    

 There are two conceptual frameworks to my study. The first one helps explain 

why some API achievement levels vary, and also why some API choose to be more 

ethnically attached than others. The second framework is psychological in nature and is 

based on social learning theory, specifically Bandura’s self-efficacy theories, and theories 

of adjustment. The relationship between self-efficacy expectations and targeted 

behaviors, such as academic achievement, has been well documented, and it is the goal of 

this study to apply this theory to API students (Maddux and Lewis, 1995; Bandura, 1977, 

1986). Likewise, psychological adjustment is directly linked to efficacy, and this study 

attempts to assess the strength of this relationship among API college students. 
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Research Questions 

 

This research seeks to understand Asian American college students in terms of 

categories of academic achievement status and ethnic attachment as well as their various 

gradations and combinations. Furthermore, it seeks to assess the extent to which 

categories are related, if at all, to academic and social self-efficacy. This research also 

attempts to identify which aspects of academic and social self-efficacy, both in quantity 

and quality, best explain college adjustment among Asian Americans.  More specifically, 

this research will seek to answer the following questions: 

 

1) How are academic self-efficacy beliefs and achievement levels related?   
 

2) Is there also a connection between academic self-efficacy beliefs and ethnic 
attachment? 

 
3) Is there an interaction effect between achievement and ethnic attachment in 

explaining differences in academic self-efficacy? 
 

4) What is the connection between ethnic attachment and social self-efficacy beliefs? 
 

5) How well do academic and social self-efficacy beliefs explain some of the 
variance in college adjustment?  

 

Purpose and Significance of Study 

 

Given the burgeoning population of Asian Americans in the United States and 

proportionally higher participation rates in institutions of higher education (Hirschman 

and Wong, 1986; Goyette and Xie, 1999), it is incumbent on higher education researchers 
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to further understand the Asian American experience in higher education beyond 

conceptions of the “model minority.”  Asian Americans attend many types of higher 

education institutions, from community colleges to public land grant schools to 

prestigious private research universities. More important, their educational experiences 

within a particular institution vary, which lead to variability in educational outcomes. 

Today’s higher education researcher must not envision Asian Americans as a monolithic 

group, nor must they sort them into categories dissaggregating only along ethnic lines; 

rather, I argue that we must study Asian Americans by assessing intra-group differences. 

In this way, we can explain more of the variability in academic achievement and other 

educational outcomes important to the Asian American population. Lee has stated: 

 

…my research suggests that students’ identities, perceptions of opportunities, 

perceptions of schooling, and achievement are linked … my research reveals that  

there is significant intra-group variability among Asian American students. Asian 

Americans do not see themselves as being the same; they do not share a common 

attitude regarding future opportunities or towards schooling (1996, p. 28). 

 

By conceptualizing Asian Americans in academic achievement and ethnic 

attachment categories and their combinations as shown in Table 1:1, one can attend to 

more of the variability in the backgrounds of Asian Americans. There are certainly 

gradations in ethnic attachment as well as levels of achievement, and one could argue that 

“categories” portray static characteristics. One therefore should be aware that students 
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can swirl in and out of these categories for any reason, perhaps developmentally or 

through some intervention by the institution. 

 

Table 1.1: Matrix of Asian Pacific Islander College Characteristics 

High Academic Achievers 

Ethnically Attached 

High Academic Achievers 

Ethnically Detached 

Lower Academic Achievers

Ethnically Attached 

Lower Academic Achievers

Ethnically Detached 

In piecing together the literature on APIs, I have noticed that many social and 

psychosocial variables are related; however, I am not aware of any study that assesses 

and evaluates these relationships, and more importantly, their outcomes.  This study 

seeks to make a contribution to the existing literature on the Asian American higher 

education experience by examining these two variables and their effects on key 

educational outcomes. 

By having the category high academic achievers/ethnic attachment, I am 

describing those APIs who would most likely fall under the “model minority” text.  Lee 

describes these students as “Asian identified students [who] dreamt of jobs in medicine, 

engineering and computer science … Asian identified students were motivated to work 

hard because they felt obligated to their families for the sacrifices they had made” (p. 58, 

1996). 
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The category high academic achievers /ethnically detached corresponds to those 

APIs who tend to associate more with the mainstream college culture and participate in 

activities that have less of an ethnic attachment. However, their drive to succeed 

academically is not diminished.  Nagasawa and Espinosa discuss this phenomenon in the 

context of Merton’s theory of social structure (1992). 

Lower academic achievers/ethnically attached corresponds to those APIs who 

have either rejected the model minority image or who have found a different path to 

social mobility; however, many still cling to ethnic roots.  Many of the Asian American 

students in colleges with a large API population fall in this category (Nagasawa and 

Wong, 1999; Lee, 1996). 

Lower academic achievers /ethnically detached symbolize the “New Ravers” 

(Lee, 1996, p. 63). These students do not see school as their primary key to success, nor 

do they participate in activities that would personify the API culture.   These APIs would 

rather just “get by and have fun along the way” (Lee, 1996, p. 63). 

In addition to systematically placing APIs in these categories, I will also be 

studying the associations they have with key dependent variables.  By studying self-

efficacy beliefs (academic and social) as outcome variables, I seek to understand API 

perception of their ability to perform a particular task or deal with a particular situation 

(Bandura, 1977). I place this study in the context of previous research arguing that many 

APIs, particularly those who are ethnically attached and who are academic hard workers, 

have low levels of academic self-efficacy; in other words, achievement motivation does 

not come from within but from external messages received from parents and from fear of 
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academic failure, more commonly termed as having an external locus of control (Eaton 

and Dembo, 1996).  There is, however, competing literature which finds a high  

correlation between high achieving API and relatively high levels of academic self-

efficacy (House, 1997; Kao, 1995). 

Psychosocially, personal adjustment (social self-efficacy) is increased once 

members of underrepresented groups, who may be denied status in the system, associate 

with others who face similar problems (Cohen, 1955; Tinto, 1975).  The subculture is, 

thus, the means of making connections in the face of problems of adjustment in a society 

that tends to be intolerant of differences, while at the same time, emphasizes the 

importance of education while in college (Tinto, 1975). What the subculture is unable to 

do, however, is to provide its members with the requisite capital to successfully compete 

in the White middle-class labor market after graduation; so membership in the subculture 

may aid academic persistence but might hinder successful competition for commensurate 

rank and salary post-graduation.  It is important to assess and evaluate which dimensions 

of social self-efficacy are affected by subculture membership among APIs:  is it increased 

globally or is it just localized within the subculture? For example, Lee describes Asian- 

identified students having high levels of social self-confidence within their own enclaves 

but lower levels of confidence dealing with African and Anglo-American students; 

conversely, Korean-identified students had no problems associating outside their ethnic 

group (1996). 

By studying how academic and social self-efficacy are connected to the 

variability in adjustment in college, this study seeks to make a contribution to the existing 
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literature on the nature of the Asian-American higher education experience, notably the 

sources of personal and social difficulties while in college.  By taking adjustment issues 

as the dependent variable and self-efficacy beliefs as independent variables, I seek to 

place this study in the context of previous literature that summarizes the potential sources 

of adjustment difficulties, namely: avoiding help-seeking, failure to acknowledge 

resources for dealing with personal issues, stereotypes, family and cultural expectations, 

racism and other acts of discrimination (Yeh and Huang, 1996; Alva, 1993).   

There is widespread belief that APIs are model students who excel academically 

but who suffer from lack of agency; indeed, these pervasive stereotypes impact API 

students from elementary to graduate school. One college student felt pigeonholed: 

 

This stereotype controlled my life. I came home from school and studied. 

Weekends I studied. And why? Because White society created an image of me 

that I needed to keep up or else suffer the consequences of being rejected from 

society. I would be talked about if I did not score an “A” on exams. I was 

unhappy because I could not live my life at a time when I should have had no 

worries. My high school years were spent in a room surrounded by four walls, a 

bed, a desk and a bookshelf. If this is what being a model minority entails, I 

would rather just pass (Lee, 1996, p. 27).     

 

Positive self-efficacy beliefs enable students to construct goals according to what 

they want, and they usually persist even in the face of obstacles. In addition, positive self-
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efficacy beliefs enable students to use their cognitive resources more effectively, i.e. less 

doubt and less worry.  They also are able to become emotionally adaptive, but most 

important, students with greater levels of self-efficacy set higher goals, display greater 

persistence, and choose environments which foster success, in this case good grades, 

enhanced social adjustment and educational success (Bandura, 1986; Maddux and Lewis, 

1995).  

Nowhere in the literature has there been a substantial corpus of scholarship 

investigating academic and social self-efficacy and their affect on psychological 

adjustment in Asian Americans (Sue et al, 1998). Since a preponderance of the literature 

base points to the connections between self-efficacy and adjustment, it is incumbent on us 

to assess and evaluate this arena in attempting to further understand the college 

experience of Asian Americans. 

This research study is quantitative and data has been collected via online 

questionnaire. Although “model minority” status and ethnic attachment can both be 

conceived as a continuum or a developmental process, these two constructs may also 

effectively be categorized into quadrants, providing a snapshot of students at a particular 

point in time and assessing outcomes related to this categorization. This research study is 

divided into five sections: 1) Introduction, 2) Literature Review, 3) Research Methods,  

4) Results, and 5) Summary and Conclusions. 

The first section of the study, the Introduction, gives an overview of the research 

problem, i.e. the need to study other API in the context of motivational achievement and 

adjustment. This section also gives some indication of why the problem is worth 
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exploring or what contribution the proposed study is apt to make to theory and/or 

practice.   

The Review of the Literature focuses on theories and past studies that lend 

support to the categorization process, and it also familiarizes the reader with the API 

population, their background characteristics and educational habits. The review discusses 

self-efficacy theories in the context of the majority population, as well as with the API 

population and discusses the association between self-efficacy and adjustment. 

This research was a case study and quantitative in nature. It is difficult to say how 

typical the selected case really was, since there were no research controls and only one 

institution was assessed; thus, one should be cautious in drawing general conclusions 

from this single case study. However, this problem can be reduced if multiple case 

studies involving several replications of a single case were implemented.  Nevertheless, 

data were collected via on-line questionnaire, which students found through an 

introduction email sent for the study. Several published questionnaires were used for the 

on-line site, and batch data were collected using web-building applications and database 

software.  When the data were collected, it was always important to perform a 

confirmatory factor analysis to ascertain how well the data “held up,” since the surveys 

used were not primarily normed on an API student population. An analysis of variance 

and covariance were used to determine if mean levels of self-efficacy were significantly 

different in each of the categories. And last, multiple regression analysis was used to 

determine the correlation between the criterion variable (adjustment) and the predictor 

variables (self-efficacy). 
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The Results section and Summary detail the findings of the study, both 

descriptive and inferential. The Results section goes in depth profiling the API students in 

order give the reader contextual information for the subsequent analytical results. The 

Summary section discusses the results of the study in the context of theoretical, 

methodological and practical implications mentioned throughout the study. Moreover, 

this section reports the limitations of the research, as well as the practical applications 

and possible future directions for scholars.    
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II    REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 

Much of the literature explaining the success of APIs falls into one of three 

theoretical perspectives: the cultural explanation model, relative functionalism, and the 

cultural ecology model (Lee, 1996; Lee and Zane, 1998). The cultural explanation model 

argues that “Asian cultures promote the value of education…and [they] are successful 

because they are taught to value education and learning” (Lee, 1996, p. 53). The relative 

functional model combines the elements of the cultural explanation model within a social 

and historical context. According to this concept, early Asian American immigrants who 

were excluded from labor unions and who were forced into self-employment, pushed 

their children into education in the hopes that they would have better lives. This theory 

has been supported by more recent research which found that discrimination in primarily 

non-educational areas has led Asian Americans to view education as a relatively 

functional means of upward mobility (Suzuki, 1990).  Cultural ecologists view Asian 

American success in the context of opportunity structures. They provide insight into the 

relationship between school and future success; in particular, they attempt to explain that 

achievement differences between voluntary and involuntary minorities lay in the fact that 

voluntary minorities believe in the notion that school success will lead to social mobility.  

These models by themselves, however, do not explain significant intra-group 

differences among APIs; in other words, they fail to consider the impact of student 

identities, perceptions of opportunities, and perceptions of schooling on key educational 

outcomes (Lee, 1996). Thus this study will attempt to categorize APIs to better 

understand within-group differences, their origins, and effects. 
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 The review of the literature is organized into five sections. The first section 

discusses the rationale behind the categorization process. The second describes entering 

API characteristics in institutions of higher education. The third, fourth, and fifth sections 

discuss academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy and lastly, the effects of academic and 

social self-efficacy on college adjustment. 

 

Rationale Behind the Categorization Process 

 

Much of the educational literature on APIs focuses on between-group differences 

rather than within-group differences; in other words, there is a tendency to sort APIs 

along lines of ethnicity rather than social and psychological variables (Hurh and Kim, 

1989; Goyette and Xie, 1999; Barringer, Takeuchi and Xenos, 1990; Whang and 

Hancock, 1994; Hirschman and Wong, 1986; Lese and Robbins, 1994; Leong and Chou, 

1994; and Crystal, 1989).  In doing so, significant intra-group variability is hidden. Lee 

explains “Asian Americans do not see themselves as being the same; they do not share a 

common attitude regarding future opportunities or towards schooling” (1996, p.28). 

Similarly, Matute-Bianchi identified five ethnic-identity subgroups among students with 

Mexican descent; each had developed particular strategies, accommodations, and coping 

mechanisms in response to their situation in the United States (1986). 

 Some writers warn about the “essentializing” of Asian Americans and silencing 

the diversity of Asian American experiences. Lowe (1991) writes: 
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A politics based on ethnic identity facilitates the displacement of intercommunity 

differences – between men and women, or between workers and managers – into 

a false opposition of ‘nationalism’ and ‘assimilation’ (p. 30). 

 

Lee’s ethnography about Asian Americans enabled me to think about the process 

of disaggregating Asian Americans into the following components to be used in my 

research (1996).  Her study described the complex experiences that APIs encountered in 

high school and college with regards to their identity, perceptions of opportunity, and the 

“model minority” stereotype; it did not essentialize APIs based on ethnic boundaries or 

nationality. The categorization process is a manifestation of identity and how that identity 

influences attitudes towards schooling and achievement.  

 

High Academic Achievers/Ethnically Attached 

 

This category represents what the media might consider the “model minority” and 

can be described as pan-ethnic, diverse in social class, adequate English-language skills, 

coming from mostly immigrant parents, quiet, respectful of authority, hardworking, and 

interacts predominantly with other students of Asian descent (Lee, 1996; Brand, 1987; 

Hurh and Kim, 1989; and Alva, 1993).  Furthermore, these APIs, many of whom are 

immigrant minorities, believe in the connection between hard work, effort and social 

mobility and therefore respect from the dominant group (Ogbu, 1987, 1991).  
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 Merton’s anomie theory (used more contemporarily by Nagasawa and Espinosa, 

1992) argues a close connection between social structure and human behavior, 

specifically deviant behavior (1957). In Merton’s view, deviant behavior is the result of 

the societal condition marked by the disjunction between society’s overemphasis on 

success goals (the middle class) and its under-emphasis on the legitimate means for 

achieving those goals (Merton, 1957). According to his theory, there are various modes 

of adaptation (conformity, ritualism, innovation, retreatism, and rebellion), and this 

category of APIs choose conformity as an acceptable response (Merton, 1957).  

Moreover, forming ethnic enclaves is a direct response to “status problems” when APIs 

are subtly denied power in the system (Cohen, 1955; Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992; and 

Tinto, 1975).  It is their means to scale down into a smaller subunit and deal with 

problems in a more familiar environment (Tinto, 1975; and Attinasi, 1986). In summary, 

the theory is stated as such: 

 

If an actor strives for status in the middle class system and adopts the means 

legitimately structured to achieve status in that system, then the actor will join a 

subculture that supports striving within the legitimate structured means only if she 

or he is unable to meet the status criteria of the middle class system (i.e., the actor 

is faced with a status problem) (Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992, p. 140). 
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High Academic Achievers / Ethnically Detached 

 

Social class is a distinctive marker of difference in this category. The APIs 

categorized in this quadrant are aware of class differences and the stratified nature of the 

API community (Lee, 1996). Although these API still believe that school success is 

essential for social mobility in the U.S., forming enclaves with other APIs could be 

destructive; in other words, socializing with the “high class” Whites is the key to success 

and that learning the “American way” enables social mobility (Lee, 1996). 

 The irony behind the first category, high academic achievement/ethnically 

attached, is that although APIs adopt a legitimate means to improve social class, they lack 

the “criteria for social class status” (Cohen, 1955, p. 79). Despite their efforts, APIs are 

not completely accepted into the middle class in a sense that they do not command the 

same level of respect, deference and power as their White counterparts.  Hence, 

associating with other students besides those of their own race provides these API with 

the needed cultural capital indispensable in breaking the glass ceiling (Nagasawa and 

Espinosa, 1992; Lee, 1996; Suzuki, 1980).  

 

Lower Academic Achievers/Ethnically Attached 

 

Educational attainment is highly influenced by the opportunities available for 

upward mobility, both in and out of the educational system. In aggregate, APIs have 

fared well in the educational system, but we cannot ignore that many API students 
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perceive problems in upward mobility because of limitations in English proficiency, 

discrimination, and various cultural conflicts (Sue and Okazaki, 1990). Barringer et al. 

have shown that high levels of educational attainment by API often do not lead to 

commensurate levels of occupational success and income (1990). Ethnic minority 

students develop personal “theories” about their likelihood for success, and these 

“theories” are essentially subjective beliefs and attitudes that minority students construct 

in response to feedback from parents, teachers, and others in positions of power (Ogbu, 

1983). Based on the relative functionalism concept, it is expected that levels of academic 

practices will be of a higher caliber for those students whose educational experiences 

support the relationship between schooling and mobility and consequently lower for 

those who do not see that connection (Alva, 1993; Ogbu, 1983).  This quadrant reflects 

APIs who maintain close ties with the family and culture, however, because of weak links 

between school experiences and subsequent social and educational success, progressively 

worse academic practices are experienced. 

 

Lower Academic Achievers /Ethnically Detached 

 

This category represents APIs who do not see educational success as the main means 

to mobility in the United States; in addition, they are ethnically detached meaning that 

they are not members of the API subculture within their campus. The theory used to 

construct the first category can also explain this category: API students who are not 

members of the student subculture may place less emphasis on academics; hence, may 
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not perform as well in college as those in the subculture. In addition, the theory suggests 

that students who perceive they do not have status problems are unlikely to relate to the 

subculture. It may be that these students have colluded with the status norms of the 

middle-class and are therefore exposed to other options to achieve status in the system 

(Kitano and Daniels, 1988). Therefore, these APIs may find it unnecessary to 

wholeheartedly invest in higher education, to relate exclusively to other APIs, and to 

depend single-mindedly on academic success to ensure mobility. In this sense, they are 

ethnically detached from other APIs and may be more likely to turn to majority (White) 

support systems than to API subculture members (Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992). 

 

Social Variables  

 

Few studies have investigated the relationship of achievement and ethnic 

attachment categories with social variables (e.g., socio-economic status, family structure, 

education status of parents, gender, and ethnicity). The majority of existing studies 

describe the social characteristics of API subsumed under the “model minority” category 

but not the others (Brand, 1987; Hurh and Kim, 1989). Many of the “model minority” 

parents arrived in the U.S in the mid-1960s after a new immigration law passed which did 

away with exclusionary quotas. Most of the new immigrants came from Hong Kong, 

Taiwan, South Korea, India and the Philippines, and most were middle-class Asian 

professionals – doctors, lawyers, engineers, and academics –seeking economic 

opportunity in America (Hirshman and Wong, 1986). Many of the parents of “model 
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minorities” came from intact families: average 71% intact versus 65% for Whites. 

Obtaining the baccalaureate for API parents was higher than Whites: 31% vs. 22.2% for 

mothers and 42% vs. 28% for fathers. The SES index comparison (scored with the 

Duncan Socioeconomic Index Scale) is as follows: 0.08 for Whites and 0.25 for API 

parents (Goyette and Xie, 1999). There was a higher percentage of males 70% versus 

30% for females that can be subsumed under the rubric of “model minority,” and most 

are either Chinese, Korean, South Asian or Japanese (Kitano and Daniels, 1988).  

Obviously the literature base for APIs consistently focuses on “model minority” issues 

and not enough on the variability of the Asian American experience.  

 

Self-Efficacy  

 

Psychological theories such as self-efficacy beliefs are another lens for 

understanding student success in education (Bean and Eaton, 2000; Chemers et al, 2001; 

Eaton and Dembo, 1996).  One can argue that academic practices are behaviors and that 

behaviors are psychologically motivated (Bandura, 1997).  Studies have shown that self-

efficacy can provide much insight into the “motivation and behavioral components” of 

students (Bean and Eaton, 2000), and research has shown a positive relationship between 

levels of self-efficacy beliefs and measures of academic outcomes, such as study habits, 

classroom participation, ability to make friends, and persistence (Bean and Eaton, 2000; 

Chemers, 2001; Bandura, 1986).  Chemers et al have also argued that “self-efficacy has 

its most powerful motivational effects through the process of cognized goals;” in other 
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words, goals provide the basis for self-regulation of effort by providing a standard for 

judging the adequacy and effectiveness of goal-relevant effort and strategy (2001, p. 56). 

 Operationally, self-efficacy expectations can be assessed as one’s confidence to 

successfully perform or complete a target behavior (Solberg et al, 1993, Bandura, 1986); 

it is the degree of confidence students have in their ability to successfully perform a 

variety of tasks (e.g. taking notes, joining in class discussion, making friends, leading a 

performance, or acing a test, etc.). Past studies involving 3,000 college students, 

primarily Caucasian, investigated the links between self-efficacy and various college 

performance outcomes. Results showed that even after accounting for mediating 

variables, the relationship between college performance (i.e. scoring high on multiple 

choice exams and discussion essays) and self-efficacy yielded a moderate effect size of 

.35.  Moreover, self-efficacy accounted for 14% of the variance in their academic 

performance and 12% of the variance in academic persistence (Multon, Brown, and Lent, 

1991). Another study that investigated over 5,000 students and across all school levels 

(secondary through college) found that self-efficacy was also found to be moderately 

correlated with persistence on a given task (r= .34, p< . 05).  

 

Academic Self-Efficacy for API 

 

In the literature discussing self-efficacy beliefs in APIs, there is inconsistency in 

the theory and findings about a direct relationship between self-efficacy and academic 

achievement. More specifically, studies have shown Asian American middle school 
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students reporting significantly lower levels of self-efficacy in mathematics ability while 

reporting higher scores on mathematics tests (Whang and Hancock, 1994).  In a study of 

two Bay Area middle schools with a total of 353 API students compared with 830 

Caucasian students who were administered the Schoenfeld Questionnaire (assesses self-

concept of ability, perceptions of parental beliefs, causal attributions, perception of 

mathematics, and task and ego involved motivations), API students who outperformed 

the White students in mathematics had statistically lower levels of academic self-efficacy 

compared with the White students (p < .05). Moreover, regression analysis showed that 

among successful math students, API attributed less of that success to ability (R2 = 8% )

compared with White students (R2 = 34%). The outcomes showed that API students 

attributed their success to task-involved factors such as not wanting to look dumb and 

having no choice but to do well. White students, on the other hand, attributed success to 

ego-involved factors such as having a prerequisite amount of ability.   

 Another study which assessed 154 API and 372 non-API high school students 

concluded that a significant difference was found in the types of beliefs attributed to 

achievement behavior. API students’ fear of negative consequences best explained their 

performance on a given task while the non-API students attributed performance to ability 

(Eaton and Dembo, 1996). 

 

These conclusions are corroborated by other researchers (Stigler et al, 1985; 

Stevenson and Lee, 1990). However, House has found that “[generalized] efficacy and a 
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high motive to succeed were related to achievement outcomes for Asian American high 

school students” (1997, p. 105).   

 The relatively higher perceptions of ability, i.e. self-efficacy beliefs, and 

confidence among majority students may undermine any sense that they need to work 

hard. By contrast, the lower levels of self-efficacy among APIs may motivate them to 

address the subject matter more aggressively and to work harder (Whang and Hancock, 

1994). This is indirect support that Asian students may be more task-involved rather than 

ego-involved.  

 The higher achievement levels of APIs, considered model minorities, may be 

because they believe that performance is associated to both an “internal and controllable 

source -- effort” (Skinner, Wellborn, and Connell, 1990).  The source of this message 

comes from parental expectations of APIs which tend to be academically more stringent 

than majority parents, thus lowering self-efficacy domains for Asians (Goyette and Xie, 

1999; Eaton and Dembo, 1996; Whang and Hancock, 1994).  The pressure to please 

parents, however, corresponds with API students demonstrating a greater fear of low 

academic performance than do their non-Asian counterparts (Eaton and Dembo, 1996). 

Conversely, recent studies have indicated that assimilated APIs (ethnically 

detached) have lower levels of academic achievement and rates of persistence in college 

(Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992; Lee and Zane, 1998). For example, Sue and Okazaki 

have revealed that third generation Japanese-Americans had nearly the same dropout 

rates as Whites (1990).  The significant difference in academic performance between 

more recent API immigrants and those who have been in the United States for some time 
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can be attributed to parental and social expectations.  Acculturated students with no status 

problems are unlikely to relate to the Asian subculture, its expectations and behaviors. 

Cohen states that persons with no status problems, in this case APIs who speak English 

well and who have the cultural capital to navigate the challenges of the middle class, take 

on the status norms of the middle class and have other options to achieve status in the 

system besides academic achievement (1955). As a corollary, one would assume that API 

who are ethnically detached rely on self-efficacy beliefs (ability) rather than effort beliefs 

to guide their achievement motivation. 

 

Social Self-Efficacy 

 

Social and academic integration into the academic system of colleges and 

universities have generated a substantial body of literature on dropout behavior (Tinto, 

1987; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991).  However, the decision to depart from college can 

also be understood in terms of psychological theories and processes. Pascarella and 

Terenzini state, “Developmental theories and the research based on them suggest that 

other important student traits may be overlooked if the perspective is strictly sociological 

(1991, p. 58).  Social self-efficacy is one such psychological concept that may help us 

better understand student retention and other research similar to it.  In fact, “social self- 

efficacy … may serve as an index of social integration” (Solberg et al, 1997).  Solberg 

found that some measures of social self-efficacy, such as positive roommate relationship 

expectations, had a high degree of correlation with college persistence among Hispanic 
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students (1997).  Social self-efficacy has also been linked to personal adjustment levels as 

measured by psychological and physical health outcomes. For example, improvements in 

social self-efficacy (ability to make friends) accounted for 50% of the variance in 

subsequent improvements in depression levels (Kavanaugh, 1992). In addition, treatment 

programs for anxiety disorders emphasize the importance of being able to make accurate 

judgments about one’s ability to perform coping behaviors as a primary source of change 

(Barlow, 1988).  Hence, research shows that strong social self-efficacy expectations 

about a given behavior will increase the likelihood that a positive behavior will be 

performed when appropriate.   

 The link between ethnic subcultures and academic and social integration has not 

been given sufficient attention in research (Nagasawa and Wong, 1999).  In other words, 

ethnic social networks’ role on campus in aiding students’ integration into the campus 

social and academic systems is largely unexplored. Among only a few scholars who have 

studied this process, Tinto argues that ethnic subcultures that focus on academic effort 

and success in college are more likely to facilitate integration of their members into the 

general college social and academic systems than subgroups that do not (1987). He also 

explained that ethnic subcultures on campus provide: 1) a niche or enclave for minority 

students on campus; 2) help for its members to meet the social and academic demands of 

college; and 3) integration into the social systems on campus for survival, i.e. it manages 

to reduce the size of the college environment (1987).  Tinto emphasizes that enclaves can 

be a means to greater campus-wide social integration, which is one of the requirements 

for persistence. But he also argues that ethnic enclaves can be problematic for some and 
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can act as a barrier to becoming more independent, giving less opportunity for students to 

integrate and assimilate into the dominant culture. 

 Given the research of Solberg (1997) positively relating social integration to 

social self-efficacy among Hispanics, one might be interested in how this construct, 

social self- efficacy, relates to Asian American college students and their participation in 

ethnic enclaves on campus. Tinto argues that for minority students, ethnic social 

networks are likely to maximize success in college, both socially and academically 

(1987). One can plausibly argue that social self-efficacy is a moderating variable that 

affects social and academic integration and subsequent academic success. 

 

Figure 2.1:  Sketch of the Theory of Minority Students’ Survival in College (Tinto, 1987, 
p.59) 
 

Formation/Participation  
 Social Networks 
 

Barriers  [social self-efficacy] 

 

Social/Academic Integration Success in college 

 

This theory suggests that minority students are more likely to survive if they are 

members of ethnic networks on campus; however, this theory also suggests that minority 

students who do not perceive barriers, i.e. those who do not perceive status problems, are 

not likely to relate to ethnic social networks on campus. For instance, in colleges where 
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the number of minority students is small, minority students are likely to be integrated or 

absorbed into the campus culture and to do well academically (Tinto, 1987). 

 Thus, the status of ethnic attachment in college likely influences levels of social 

self-efficacy and subsequent social and academic integration for many Asian Americans 

(Lee, 1996). For those students who lack the “criteria for social class status,” (Cohen, 

1955, p. 55), i.e. language skills or cultural capital to navigate through the mainstream 

student community, associating with an ethnic subculture “supports striving within the 

means legitimately structured … and will do well in the course of action taken” 

(Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992, p. 140); in other words, integrating with a subculture for 

this student group will likely breed academic success. This is a challenge to Tinto’s view 

that all students must integrate into the greater campus community to experience 

educational success: While many API students would benefit in integrating into the 

greater campus social system, there are also many API who lack the criteria for social 

class status and would benefit greater by integrating into smaller ethnic enclaves.  

That said, there are API who choose to be ethnically detached and are unlikely to 

relate to the subculture, but despite trying to fit in, they still face discrimination. Lee talks 

about one of the API students she studied: 

 

According to Kevin, the best way to get through school was to do the minimum 

 amount of work and to enjoy the maximum amount of fun. In his opinion,   

academic high achievers were missing out on the fun. Kevin explained that he 

was “more relaxed” about school than other Asians were because he knew that 
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there more to life than studying. Kevin criticized his other peers for not being able 

to get along with non-Asians. He believed that studying and doing well in school  

 prevented Asians from being accepted by non-Asians. Kevin wanted to be  

 accepted by non-Asians and believed that being less fixated on school would  

help him. Despite his efforts, I never observed him socializing with any non-

Asian students. Kevin spent his lunch periods socializing with other Asians (1996, 

p.64). 

 

Lee argues that one critical difference between API similar to Kevin and other 

API who were more like model minority was the fact that students like Kevin (a New 

Raver) were solely oriented towards their (non-Asian) peers. However, despite focusing 

on gaining acceptance through socializing and being “cool,” New Wavers still perceived 

the mainstream campus to be hostile and unaccepting (Lee, 1996).  

 

College Adjustment 

 

Regardless of varying opinions over what psychological health is and how one 

might best achieve it, most scholars seem to conclude that a “sense of control over our 

behavior, our environment, and our own thoughts and feelings is essential for good 

psychological adjustment” (Maddux and Lewis, 1995, p. 37). Indeed, the most common 

complaints of emotional distress that lead people to seek professional help are both 

characterized by the belief that the good things in life cannot be obtained and the bad 
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things in life cannot be avoided through one’s efforts (Bandura, 1977). This sense of 

personal control, mastery, or efficacy is at the heart of self-efficacy theory. A self-

efficacy approach to personal adjustment proposes that a sense of personal efficacy or 

control is essential for psychological adjustment and behavioral effectiveness (Bandura, 

1977, 1986). For example, low self-efficacy expectancies are an important feature of 

psychological maladjustment such as depression, anxiety problems, specific fears, social 

and interpersonal anxiety, and substance abuse and addictions (Gibbons and Weingart, 

2001; Solberg and Villareal, 1997; Betz and Voyten, 1997; Strecher et al, 1986). One 

must understand, however, that research into personal adjustment in the United States is 

primarily rooted in Western thought, i.e. independence, control, and mastery (Chemers et 

al, 2001; Chun et al, 1998). When minorities have been deliberately studied, most of the 

widely published studies have been on Blacks and Hispanics and less on API and Native 

Americans; therefore, pervading theories on adjustment have been created primarily by 

studying the Anglo experience and less on the minority experience, if at all.  It is 

common for scholars and researchers to use theories on personal adjustment fluidly, for 

instance, applying Western-oriented theories to the Black experience, often without 

validation (Porter and Washington, 1993). All too often, perceptions of adjustment for 

API have been defined by Western ideals, again often without validation. One should be 

cognizant of this shortcoming in the API literature and readily critique conclusions that 

apply to API. 

 Academic and social self-efficacy are important factors that influence adjustment 

of college students because a perception of control in these arenas are influential in 
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academic persistence.  For instance, several studies have shown academic and social self-

efficacy to provide insight into the motivational and behavioral components of academic 

and social integration and persistence (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Solberg, 1993). In addition, 

Solberg (1993) found that academic and social measures of efficacy showed a positive 

relationship with college persistence. 

 Studies of API college students suggest that they experience major adjustment 

difficulties (Sue et al, 1998; Abueg and Chun, 1998; and Roberts et al, 1998).  Early 

studies reported that recently immigrated Chinese students who have spent six or fewer 

years in the U.S were more likely than White students to experience loneliness, isolation, 

and anxiety based on 300 structured interviews in a large Midwest university (Sue and 

Zane, 1985). Similarly, other studies have concluded that API college students in general 

reveal greater disturbance in adjustment and manifest increased measures of depression 

and anxiety (Okazaki, 2002, Kao, 1995). Okazaki (2002) studied levels of depression 

among over 1,000 undergraduate students using the Beck Depression Inventory and 

reported that API students had above average levels of depression and had significantly 

higher scores compared with Whites and other underrepresented minorities. However 

data is mixed regarding how levels of acculturation affect levels of adjustment. For 

example, Kao (1995) used the NELS-1988 to assess information from 24,599 eighth 

graders and reported a moderate indirect relationship between acculturation and levels of 

depression among API. Moreover, Keefe et al (in press) concluded that there was a direct 

relationship between acculturation and adjustment utilizing the MMPI-2 among 2,450 

undergraduate API.  
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Nevertheless, all of these studies go beyond suggesting that APIs are not a model 

minority in terms of mental health; moreover, they support the conclusion that API have 

poorer mental health than do Whites. 

 Academically, many Asian parents impose high expectations on their children, 

notwithstanding society, and some studies suggest that depression and other forms of 

adjustment difficulties occur when outcome expectancies are high without commensurate 

levels of academic self-efficacy (Maddux and Meier, 1995).  For instance, Lee and Ying 

examined the attitudes and behavior regarding academic achievement from the 

perspective of 153 Asian American adolescents considered model minorities and 

concluded that over half (57.5%) exhibited a negative attitude towards academics while 

the majority (83%) exhibited an embracing behavior; these findings suggest significant 

distress and maladjustment among API students even though, behaviorally, they may be 

embracing academic achievement (2001).  

 The literature base has some research investigating adjustment difficulties among 

Asian American college students of varying ethnicities; for instance, Westermeyer (1988) 

studied refugees from Southeast Asia; Sue and Zane (1985) studied Chinese students; and 

Sasao (1992) studied Korean, Filipino and Japanese students; however, there is little to 

no research investigating within group differences of API.  Furthermore there is little to 

no information relating academic self-efficacy to adjustment issues. 

 Social self-efficacy is another important predictor in personal adjustment by 

buffering students from the potential harm due to stress in college. For individuals who 

perceive that social support will be available, or more specifically, are confident in their 
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abilities to make lasting supportive friendships, psychological distress is reduced and 

personal adjustment is heightened (Chemers et al, 2001; Solberg et al, 1997). Research 

has consistently shown that among Caucasian students, belief that one has social support 

has a buffering effect on college adjustment and integration and has a direct role in 

minimizing distress (Bean and Eaton, 2000). Bean has also stated that a strong sense of 

social self-efficacy, i.e. confidence in the ability to make friends, confidence in the ability 

of find intimate relationships, etc., enables the student to gain confidence in his or her 

ability to survive and adapt; the reciprocity of these processes allows the student 

confidence and motivation to persist to graduation (2000).  

Asian American populations have been found generally to be more collectivist in 

nature; thus many writers have argued that social support systems, specifically ethnic 

enclaves, are directly related to the experience of personal adjustment possibly mediated 

by social self-efficacy (Lee, 1996).  However, Tsai et al have found in her studies of 

college-aged, Chinese-Americans, that racially and ethnically mixed networks of friends 

afford the reward of better person-environment fit and of an increased sense of social 

competence; second only was the ethnically-same network (2001). Tsai et al, however, 

did not disaggregate levels of acculturation and generation-levels of the Asian students, 

which, according to research, have a bearing on social and group processes. Her research 

also focused solely on Chinese Americans – a more diverse sample is needed. In addition, 

the campus she studied had API students representing the largest racial group (2001).  

 In her ethnography of Asian American adolescents, Lee argued that group 

solidarity among APIs enabled them to “feel more comfortable with one another” (based 
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on language and culture) and to feel more respected and not embarrassed because of their 

“broken English.” As a result, they experienced less stress and reduced social anxiety 

(1996).  However, Lee maintains that there seems to be a difference between recent 

immigrants, who recognize themselves as just Asians vs. those who identify as Asian-

Americans. Asian-identified students predominantly socialized with other Asians; 

whereas Asian-American identified students regularly advocated “building bridges with 

other people of color” (Lee, 1996, p. 43).  Asian Americans were deemed to be more 

socially progressive vis a vis recent immigrants and looked at social inclusion in a diverse 

society as a primary factor in determining levels of social self-efficacy and subsequent 

personal adjustment.  
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III  RESEARCH DESIGN 
 

This study was both exploratory and evaluative. It was exploratory in that it 

sought to explore the practicality of the sorting process and the subsequent distribution of 

the API in the various categories of achievement and ethnic attachment.  It was 

evaluative in that it sought to examine whether there were significant differences in levels 

of academic and social self-efficacy within the categorization continuum. As part of the 

evaluative purpose of this study, the following hypotheses were examined to help answer 

Research Questions One through Five. 

 

Hypothesis 1:   There is no difference between high achievers and lower 

achievers in terms of academic self-efficacy beliefs 

 

Hypothesis 2: There is no difference between ethnically attached and 

ethnically detached API in terms of academic self-efficacy 

beliefs 

 

Hypothesis 3: There is no interaction effect between achievement and 

ethnic attachment in terms of academic self-efficacy beliefs 

 

Hypothesis 4:   There is no difference between ethnically attached and 

ethnically detached API in terms of social self-efficacy 

beliefs  
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The last portion of this study was again exploratory in that it sought to examine 

the strength of the predictors, academic and social self-efficacy, in explaining the 

differences in college adjustment scores among Asian-Americans (Research Question 7). 

Other variables were not used as controls because the focus of this analysis is simply to 

compare the contribution of the efficacy variables in predicting adjustment. 

 

Data Sources and Subjects 

 

Undergraduate API students at the University of Arizona were the source of the 

data for this study. The University of Arizona is a large research university (Research 1) 

in Southern Arizona, and its admission requirements are in the “selective” category. Its 

population of API is smaller than other institutions of similar quality and size. For 

example, among comparative schools who are members of the American Association of 

Universities (AAU), The University of Arizona has proportionally fewer API, making it 

an atypical university for API college students (Consortium for Student Retention Data 

Exchange, 2004).    

Since there were relatively few API students at the University of Arizona (about 

1,500 full-time undergraduate; about 6% of the total undergraduate population), the entire 

population who made their email public was notified via email to complete the on-line 

survey, which consisted of 1) The “Model Minority” Questionnaire (self-constructed), 2) 

The Multi-group Ethnic Identity Measure (Phinney, 1992); 3) The College Academic 

Self-Efficacy Scale (Owen, 1998); 4) Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Social Skills (Moe 
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and Zeiss, 1982); and 5) The Baker-Siryk Adjustment to College Scale (Baker-Siryk, 

1980).  There was a possibility that the questionnaires were sent to non-Asian Americans 

due to data processing errors or mislabeling on the students’ part; so the disclaimer form 

reiterated the requirements for participation: “To participate you must be Asian American 

who is either a permanent resident, 1st, 2nd, 3rd generation or higher and an undergraduate 

student at the University of Arizona.” 

 

Instrumentation 

 

Assignment of API into their respective quadrants was accomplished by 

combining the “Model Minority” Questionnaire and the Multi-Group Ethnic Identity 

Measure, the latter a published questionnaire. I created the The “Model Minority” 

Questionnaire because there was no such questionnaire available and was constructed by 

initially asking twenty Asian American college students via email, attending various large 

public universities, “In your own opinion, what are the characteristics of a “model 

minority” for Asian Americans?” Upon receiving the responses, a content analysis was 

performed and the top five characteristics were used in the questionnaire. The content 

analysis revealed that the top five characteristics deemed to be representative of “model 

minorities” were:  1) studies for many hours; 2) studies more than socializes; 3) has a 

regular study routine; 4) reads for many hours; 5) has a high grade point average; 6) does 

not get into trouble; 7) does not speak English well; and 8) studies in groups. 



49 

 Construct validity was assessed by administering the questionnaire to 63 API 

students between the ages of 21 and 32: eight were community college students; twenty-

four were students at a very selective private university, and thirty-one were current 

students at a major public university. A hypothesis was constructed and stated that there 

will be a difference in responses (using the eight measures) between the students who 

have overall grade point averages above and below 3.00.  A Likert-type scale was used 

with the following choices: strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree.  

Using an independent t-test, there were significant differences (p<0.05) in 

responses between students who had an overall grade point average above 3.00 and those 

below 3.0. However, there was no difference between the two types of students when 

asked about English proficiency and the frequency of getting into trouble. Furthermore, 

the reliability estimate was .85 for the full scale, using Cronbach’s Alpha. After 

evaluating the results of the pilot testing, I decided to drop the items, “does not speak 

English well,” and “does not get into trouble.”  Face validity has been established, given 

my methodology of questionnaire construction, and therefore it appears to measure what 

it purports to measure.  

 The Multi-Group Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM) was utilized to assess ethnic 

attachment and was based on the elements of ethnic identity that were common across 

groups so that it can be used with all ethnic groups. The questionnaire was administered 

to 134 Asian American, 131 African American, 89 Hispanic, 12 White, 11 Black, 1 

American Indian, and 8 mixed background college students (aged 18-34 yrs). Reliability, 

assessed by Cronbach’s alpha, was .81 for the high school sample and .90 for the college 
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sample. On the basis of recent work, including a factor analysis of a large sample of 

adolescents, it appeared that the measure can best be thought of as comprising two 

factors, ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive component) and 

affirmation, belonging, and commitment (an affective component). Construct validity has 

been established via criterion referencing and interviews; in doing so, two items have 

been dropped and a few minor modifications have been made (Phinney, 1992).  

 The two factors, with this version, are as follows: ethnic identity search, items 1, 

2, 4, 8, and 10; affirmation, belonging, and commitment, items 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12 (none 

of the items are reversed). The preferred scoring is to use the mean of the item scores; 

that is, the mean of the 12 items for an over-all score, and, if desired, the mean of the 5 

items for search and the 7 items for affirmation.  Thus the range of scores is from 1 to 4 

(Phinney, 1992).  

 The MEIM has been used numerous times in the past and has been well-received 

by other researchers. Ponterotto et al. (2003) have reported that “a review of 12 studies 

incorporating the MEIM as two subscales—Ethnic Identity (EI) and Other-Group 

Orientation (OGO)—to be relatively distinct, have satisfactory levels of internal 

consistency, and have moderate degrees of construct and criterion-related validity” (p. 

510).  Worell (2000) also used the MEIM to study 275 gifted students and has found 

reliability coefficients of 0.89 for Ethnic Identity and 0.76 for Other-Group Orientation. 

 I decided to choose the MEIM over other scales because it was piloted and 

normed primarily on API students. In addition, the instrument had a lot of face validity 

vis a vis the type of information I was attempting to assess for my research.  Compared 
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with the other two ethnic identity instruments I thought about using, the MEIM had the 

highest reliability coefficient for the construct of interest. 

 The College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (CASES) measures the level of 

confidence students have regarding several aspects of schoolwork from taking notes to 

meeting professors to taking examinations. There were a total of 33 items on the original 

questionnaire with a Likert-type scoring system utilizing 5=Quite a Lot to 1=Very Little. 

In calculating an overall CASES score, the author suggested calculating a mean rather 

than a sum. With missing data (e.g., omitted items), a sum score is incorrect; the mean 

considers missing data without penalizing the respondent. Also, the mean score is in the 

original metric of the scale, so there is a simple frame of reference for interpreting scores 

(Owen, 1998). 

 CASES should be interpreted as unidimensional, that is, a single overall score 

should be computed. This conclusion was clearly confirmed when the author used a large 

database of 3,417 college students and tested several confirmatory factor models (3-

factor, 2-factor, and 1-factor). The 1-factor model was clearly the best, so scoring as one 

overall measure continues to be the smartest idea.   

 The study involved a combined sample of 3,417 students from 22 separate data sets 

collected over an 8-year period from various intact classes at various universities in the 

Northeast.  No biographic data was collected, except sex (the total sample is 53% 

female), and so the questionnaire can only give impressionistic views of SES and ethnic 

status. In general, however, these are middle-class White students, with less than 10% 

minority in the sample. 
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 At the college level, Asian students tended to get higher grades than their US 

counterparts, but they are more modest in their beliefs about academic proficiency. (Same 

thing in physical health and emotional health self-efficacy.) 

 In creating the 1-factor confirmatory factor model, a principle axis common factor 

model was utilized, ranking all 33 items by their factor loading. Then five parcels were 

created, which are little groupings of the original items. Three items (3, 23, and 27) 

showed puny loadings and were tossed out.  Using parcels in the confirmatory model has 

two benefits: There are fewer parameters to estimate, and thus the model is cleaner; and 

the reliability of each parcel is far more reliable than individual items. The overall scale 

alpha reliability estimate, omitting the three poor items, was 0.94 (Owen, 1998).  
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Figure 3.1:  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of CASES 
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The College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale has not been used widely by 

practitioners and educators; however, I found it ideal because it solicited levels of 

confidence specifically from college students that included assessing a wide array of 

academic pursuits from writing essays to taking objective tests to mastering content in a 

math course. Furthermore, the instrument was piloted on about 120 API college students 

and has maintained a high reliability estimate of 0.86 for this population (Owen, 1998).  

Other academic self-efficacy instruments were more general and were used on students 

ranging from high school to college.  

I II



54 

 Hirose et al used CASES on 1,385 Japanese college students and successfully 

maintained the one-dimensional aspect (reliability estimate 0.79) of the instrument for 

this population. Moreover, the authors were successfully able to account for the variance 

in student adjustment within each college major utilizing information gleaned from their 

academic self-efficacy (1999). Santiago and Einarson (1998) used CASES with slight 

modification on wording on graduate science and engineering students investigating 

possible predictors to academic self-efficacy. 

 The Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Social Skills consists of twelve different 

attributes  in particular social situations; in other words, it measures subjects’ perceptions 

of their ability to demonstrate social skill attributes at a high level in a variety of social 

situations. The twelve attributes are being warm, attractive, friendly, socially skillful, 

trusting, assertive, humorous, confident, open and self-disclosing, speaking fluently, 

communicating clearly, and maintaining a positive outlook. I will utilize two social 

situations, phrased exactly the same manner as in the original questionnaire, with the 

exception that I will place the conversation within the context of White or API students:  

1) In your own opinion and making your very best effort in a lively, interesting 

conversation with a group of other students who are not Asian-Americans (e.g. 

predominantly White setting), can you … and, 2) In your own opinion and making your 

very best effort in a lively, interesting conversation with a group of other students who 

are predominantly Asian-Americans, can you …    Choosing the first scenario will assess 

the students’ level of social confidence interacting with the mainstream campus and could 

be a proxy for social integration with the main campus body (Solberg et al, 1997), while 
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the second scenario addresses the social effects of interacting with one’s own ethnic or 

cultural group. The outcomes of both scenarios are important to assess in order to 

compare and contrast categorical differences among API and to address the mechanisms 

behind college adjustment. 

 Subjects rate how confident they are in performing each of the twelve attributes in 

a specific context on a scale from 10 to 100 with 10 being “quite uncertain” and 100 

being “certain.” Social self-efficacy scores are calculated across attributes and situations.  

Strength scores are mean of the summed confidence ratings including zero confidence. 

The sum is then divided by 12, the total number of ratings. 

 The validation of the instrument was performed on 115 undergraduate students: 

more than half were White and the remaining students were primarily Asian and Black. 

The pilot test information concluded that the test-retest reliability ranges from .25 to .88. 

Internal consistency via coefficient alpha is above .80. Construct validity was determined 

via correlation between this scale and the instrument, Self- Efficacy for Social Situations 

(p<0.001) (Moe and Zeiss, 1982). 

 There have been a few studies that have successfully used the Self-Efficacy 

Questionnaire for Social Skills. Fichten et al (1987) commented that the scale had good 

internal consistency and acceptable validity in assessing 155 college students. The 

instrument also had acceptable construct validity when compared with the College 

Interaction Self-Efficacy Scale and findings show that the two instruments were 

significantly related to social and dating anxiety, self-esteem, and absence/presence of 

negative thoughts (Fichten et al.,1987).  Gaudiano and Herbert (2003) administered the 
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Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Social Skills to 151 individuals (ages 17-55) with social 

anxiety disorder. The results revealed good validity comparing individuals pre- and post 

treatment and comparing results with the Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale and the Self-

Efficacy for Social Situation Scale. Moreover, reliability ranged from .50 to .76 using 

test-retest method.  

 The Baker-Siryk Adjustment to College Scale is used to measure adjustment to 

college and is a self-rating, Likert-type scale constructed with the assumption that 

adjustment to college is multi-faceted and involves demands varying in both kinds and 

degree. These demands require a variety of coping responses (or adjustments) that will 

themselves vary in effectiveness. Thus, the scale in its current form consists of 67 

statements alluding to various aspects of experience of adjusting to college, and the 

student is asked in effect to assess on a nine-point rating scale for each statement how 

well he or she is dealing with the aspect in question. Specifically, the student is instructed 

to indicate the degree to which each statement applies to him or her. 

 An academic adjustment subscale consists of 24 items referring to various facets 

of the educational demands characteristic of the college experience. A social adjustment 

subscale has 20 items pertaining to various facets of the interpersonal-societal demands 

inherent in that experience. The personal-emotional subscale contains 15 items aimed at 

determining how the student is feeling both psychological distress and its somatic 

accompaniments, and lastly, a goal commitment/institutional attachment subscale is 

composed of 15 items relating to the student’s feelings about college in general and at the 

college of attendance. In particular, it assesses the quality of the relationship or bond that 
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is established between the student and the institution. In addition to the subscale scores, 

the instrument also yields a full-scale score as an index of overall adjustment to college, 

higher scores indicating better adjustment. 

 Pre-tests performed on nearly 600 university students resulted in coefficient 

alphas that  ranged between .64 and .68 for the academic adjustment subscale; .90 to .91 

for the social adjustment subscale; .81 and .85 for the personal/emotional subscale; and 

.90 and .91 for the attachment subscale; and .93 and .95 for the full scale (Baker-Siryk, 

1980). 

 Correlations among the subscales range from .86 to .87, the higher values 

occurring in the comparisons of the social adjustment and attachment subscales, as would 

be expected since they share several common items. The range of correlations among the 

three subscales that do not share common items is from .36 to .64 (Baker-Siryk, 1980). 

 Regarding validity, statistically significant relationships have been found between 

subscales and several criterion variables expected to be relevant to the subscales. 

Criterion variables – representing important behaviors or accomplishments in the lives of 

the students – include attrition, appeals for services from a psychological clinic, grade 

point average, election to an academic honor society, and involvement in social activities.  

Other indications of validity include differences among Black students in their 

adjustment to predominantly White colleges as a function of differences in prior 

interracial experience (Baker-Siryk, 1980). Structured interviews were also implemented 

to assess the validity of this instrument. A total of 86 students (33 male, 53 female) were 

divided into groups that clearly represented differences in adjustment to college.  Content 
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analysis showed a correspondence between scale and interview data and can be seen as 

instances of criterion and/or construct validity for the instrument and as indications of 

promise for its use in practical situations.   

 Grading the questionnaire involves some reverse coding procedures, given the 

fact that some of the items in each subscale must be answered in a negative fashion to 

indicate a high level of adjustment. Nevertheless, the 9-point Likert-type scale ranges 

from “Applies very closely to me” to “Doesn’t apply to me at all.”  The score for a 

subscale is the sum of scores for the items constituting the subscale, while the full-scale 

score is the sum of scores for the 67 items. 

 The Baker-Siryk Adjustment to College Scale has been used successfully and by 

many researchers and practitioners in the past.  Abe et al (1998) used the instrument to 

assess the differences between international students who participated in an International 

Peer Program and those who did not. Orrego and Rodriguez (2001) applied the 

instrument to investigate the effects of familial communication patterns with subsequent 

adjustment to college. Montgomery et al (2003) used the scale to validate optimism 

ratings by 300 college students using the social, academic, personal, and goal 

commitment subscales. 

 

Demographic Variables 

 

As indicated, there is sparse information relating specific API social variables 

with the initial categorization process. The five variables I collected were socio-economic 
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status, family structure, education status of parents, gender, and ethnicity. These factors 

are viewed as important criteria in stratifying API families and may be important in 

helping the reader better understand some of the reasons behind the placement of students 

in one of the four categories.  Socio-economic status was assessed using salary ranges in 

able for students to have a more concrete understanding of its meaning. Family structure 

was assessed by asking the students if both parents are alive and living with each other, 

or both alive divorced and living apart, or one or both deceased. Educational level of the 

parents was assessed by giving students the choice of marking the highest level of formal 

education of their mother and father separately, e.g. grammar school or less, some high 

school, high school graduate, postsecondary school other than college, some college, 

college degree, some graduate school, and graduate degree.  Lastly, ethnicity was 

assessed by providing the students specific choices regarding the major API ethnic 

groups found in the United States:  Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Filipino, Thai, Laotian, 

Vietnamese, East Indian/Pakistani, Native Hawaiian, and Biracial. 

 

Data Collection Procedures 

 

The data was collected using online forms to facilitate timely responses but most 

important, to reduce the costs of data gathering.  Microsoft Front Page was used to create 

the online forms and a local server was used to host the site.  The Registrar’s office was 

contacted and given a copy of the Human Subject’s Approval Form for the dissertation. 

All the names and email addresses of undergraduate Asian Americans was requested, but 
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unfortunately there was a  significant number of students who do not make their personal 

information public. 

 Each student was emailed an introduction explaining the research and given the 

opportunity to participate. If the student decided to participate, a hot link was provided to 

move them into the disclaimer section, which contained all the necessary information 

required by the University of Arizona Institutional Review Board. Upon reading the 

disclaimer, the student was again given the opportunity to continue to the questionnaire 

by clicking on a link. The students were told that the entire questionnaire would take 

approximately 12 minutes to complete.  Each student was given a unique 6-digit number 

that was entered into a database. They were instructed to enter this unique identification 

number on the questionnaire form which served two purposes: 1) to identify the winner in 

a cash reward used as an incentive to participate; and 2) to provide some semblance of 

security for those who might try to enter data twice or for those who might be 

unauthorized to participate in the research. Two weeks later a follow-up letter was mailed 

out for non-respondents. 

 

Data Analysis 

 

The categorization process was accomplished by assessing student total sum score 

on the “Model Minority” Questionnaire and the Multi Ethnic Identity Measure, both 

utilizing a Likert-type scale from 1 to 4. The “Model Minority” Questionnaire had five 
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questions and therefore can have a minimum of 5 (with all the responses as 1) and a 

maximum of 20 (with all the responses as 4) 

 

lower  achieving               higher achieving  

 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 __13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

The median score is between 12 and 13; therefore, if a student’s total score falls within 

the range of 5 to 12 they will be placed in the lower achievement category; if their score 

falls between 13 to 20, then they will be placed in the higher achievement category. 

Incidentally, exploratory factor analysis will be performed to ensure the integrity of the 

questionnaire; hence, there is the possibility that a reduced number questions will be used 

to measure model minority status. 

 The Multi-group Ethnic Identity Measure had six questions and therefore can 

have a minimum of 6 (with all the responses as 1) and a maximum of 24 (with all the 

responses as 4). 

 

ethnically detached              ethnically attached  

 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
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Fifteen is the median; therefore, if a student’s total score falls within the range of 

six to 15, then they will be placed in the ethnically detached status; if their score falls 

between 16 to 24, then they will be placed in the ethnically attached status. Exploratory 

factor analysis will be performed to ensure the integrity of the measure; therefore, there is 

the possibility that fewer questions will be used to measure ethnic identity. 

Demographic variables will be cross-tabulated on the four categories to 

investigate whether each of the categories is again associated with certain gender types, 

college educational status, ethnicity, educational level of parents, relationship status of 

parents, and parental income. Cramer’s V will be used to evaluate relationships between 

the four category process and the demographic variables. Cramer’s V is the appropriate 

statistic used when data is in nominal format. It measures the strength of a relationship of 

two nominal variables when one or both have three or more levels (Morgan and Griego, 

1998).   

. Hypotheses 1-5 will be tested using analysis of variance or analysis of covariance, 

depending on the presence of covariates. The analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) differs 

from the standard analysis of variance (ANOVA) because it not only uses information 

about the dependent variable (Y), it also uses information about an additional variable (X, 

called the covariate) that is correlated with the dependent variable.  The goal of 

ANCOVA is to control for differences in the covariate, thereby achieving greater 

efficiency than the corresponding ANOVA and reducing the effects of chance differences 

between groups (Borg and Gall, 1989).      A correlation matrix will be initially calculated 

between the dependent variable and demographic independent variables to determine 
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what variables are significantly correlated with the dependent variable. This flagged 

variable will thus be controlled to reduce chance differences among the categories. The 

College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (CASES) utilizes a Likert-type scale from 1 (very 

little) to 5 (quite a lot) and uses an overall mean for determining overall level of academic 

self-efficacy (Owen, 1998); likewise, The Self-Efficacy Scale for Social Skills uses a 

Likert-type scale (10-100) recoded to1 (quite uncertain) to 5 (quite certain) and uses an 

overall mean for assessing social self-efficacy (Moe and Zeiss, 1982). Since both of these 

measures were normed primarily on an Anglo population sample, exploratory factor 

analysis will be performed to determine their integrity on a primarily Asian population.  

The final analysis, which is exploratory, will attempt to explain the strength of the 

predictive variables (academic and social self-efficacy) in explaining the variability in 

college adjustment. The Baker-Siryk Adjustment to College Scale has four subscales, 

academic adjustment, social adjustment, personal-emotional adjustment, and 

attachment/goal commitment, with each subscale averaging 17 questions, and with a 

Likert-type scale, 1 to 5 (many reverse coded).  Again since the Adjustment to College 

Scale was normed primarily on an Anglo sample, a factor analysis will be performed to 

determine if the factor loadings are similar or different from a primarily Asian 

population. 

Once the subcategories are determined for this sample, they will be regressed into 

The College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale and The Self- Efficacy Scale for Social Skills 

to determine which behaviors explain adjustment and to what extent they explain the 

variability in college adjustment for Asian Pacific Islanders.  
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Limitations 

 

There are several limitations to this study that may limit generalizability. The 

sampling method was not random; rather, volunteers were solicited via email from a list 

that was not 100% complete (some students did not make their e-mail public). Bias, such 

as having highly motivated students participate, may have affected the study. There was a 

slight skew to the data; in other words, the distribution of API among the four categories 

did not assume a normal distribution (Kolmogrov-Smirnov test, p<0.05).  

Furthermore, online surveys at universities usually receive low response rates, 

especially those administered late in the semester. My response rate of about 20% is low, 

given that I studied a very specific population group. However, the sample size was 

ample, given the results of a power analysis, to reject a false null hypothesis. 

The instruments that I used were designed and normed primarily on Anglo 

students. Only a few of the students in the pilot sample were API; hence, validity and 

reliability outcomes were borne primarily from a White student sample, and the 

adaptability of these research tools on this population remains suspect. However, factor 

analysis improved the validity of these questionnaires. Another limitation was lack of a 

tool that appropriately measured “model minority” status. The questionnaire I developed 

for this study was adequate; however, two of the eight items could not be used since they 

lacked adequate inter-correlation with the other items in the questionnaire. Generally, the 

fewer the items in a questionnaire, the less valid it becomes.  



65 

 A control group would have been helpful to illustrate the differences between the 

API experience and the majority experience. For instance, a comparison between White 

and API performance and related levels of self-efficacy would have underscored the 

uniqueness of the API college population and their cultural idiosyncrasies. Furthermore, 

the context of the study was unique given the very low proportion of API, compared to 

other large public universities. Social behaviors and quality of personal development of a 

minority group may be dependent upon their size relative to the dominant group; thus, the 

outcomes of this study may have limited applicability to other similarly sized public 

universities.  

 One must lastly realize, as alluded to earlier in Chapter One, that the categories 

created for subject participants are not static representations of their psychological or 

identity development but rather are snapshots of their current status. Students can, and 

often do, swirl in and out of these states precipitated by factors such as social variables in 

and out of the institution, emotional status, and intellectual development.  Hence, 

measuring generational status and controlling for them may have been a powerful 

explanatory factor but was not assessed. 
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IV   RESULTS 
 

The results of this research are presented in two stages: descriptive and 

inferential. First, descriptive statistics profile the University of Arizona API population 

sample in general. In further exploring demographic profiles, cross-tabulations were 

performed to determine patterned relationships in achievement status and ethnic 

attachment categories and certain demographic variables. These are depicted in Tables 

4.7-4.12. 

Next, differences in scores of the dependent variables, academic and social self-

efficacy, were assessed using the independent variables, academic achievement status and 

ethnic attachment.  Either an ANOVA or an ANCOVA was used as the statistical 

procedure. Before ANOVAs or ANCOVAs were calculated, factor analysis was 

performed to assess the fidelity of the questionnaires and to determine whether the API 

self-efficacy outcomes have multiple or different factor loadings from the population the 

questionnaires were standardized. Last, multiple regression analyses were performed and 

presented with the Baker-Saryk College Adjustment Scale as the dependent variable and 

the self-efficacy measures as the independent variables.  Factor analysis was again 

performed on the College Adjustment Scales to assess the fidelity of the subscales on this 

API sample.  There were some system-missing data, meaning some students failed to 

respond to some of the questions. However, there were no user-missing data, meaning 

none of the respondents were flagged because the question(s) did not apply to them. 
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Demographics 
 

Demographic information is presented in the following tables to give the reader a 

general idea of the sample API population that responded to my study in Fall 2002. The 

overall response rate was about 14%. Table 4.1 depicts the distribution of educational 

status among the sample API at the University of Arizona.  Included for reference is the 

profile of all undergraduate API at the University of Arizona during this fall semester. 

The frequencies in each category are fairly similar with sophomores having the greatest 

representation in the study (compared with all undergraduate API where seniors have 

greatest representation). Table 4.2 depicts the distribution of males and females 

represented in the study with females outnumbering males almost two to one (compared 

with all undergraduate API where females outnumber males by four percentage points).  

Table 4.3 depicts that almost a third of the respondents were Chinese (29%), followed by 

biracial (20%), Korean (13%) and Vietnamese (12%). Each of the other ethnic groups 

was below 10% of the sample size.  Table 4.4 describes income categories for the 

respondents’ families. Most were in the $50,000 to $70,000 range (21%); although, a 

relatively high percentage of families fell in the $150,000 or more category (10%). Table 

4.5 shows that the 79% of the respondents reported that their parents were both alive and 

living with each other, and 70% has a college educated parent. If we were to profile likely 

respondents, they would probably be Chinese women who came from fairly well-to-do, 

college educated, intact families.  
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Table 4.1:  Educational status  
 

f* %  f** %  
Freshman  52 24% 283 19%  
Sophomore 61 29% 396 26%  
Junior  48 22% 335 22%  
Senior   53 25% 504 33%  
Total  214 100% 1518 100%  

* number of API in study sample 
**  number of API in university population (Fall 2002) 
 

Table 4.2:  Gender  
 

f*  % f** % 
Male 75 35% 784 52% 
Female 139 65% 734     48% 

214 100% 1518 100% 

* number of API in study sample 
**  number of API in university population (Fall 2002) 
 

Table 4.3:  Ethnicity type 
 

f %
Chinese  62  29% 
Korean  28   13% 
Japanese 13  6% 
Filipino  16  8% 
Thai  3 1%
Laotian  1 0.5%
Vietnamese  25  12% 
Other S.E. Asian  7 3%
East Indian/Pakistani  15  7% 
Native Hawaiian  1 0.5%
Biracial  42  20% 
 214  100% 
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Table 4.4:  Parental income category 
 

f %
Less than 10,000  5 2%
10,000 to 30,000  26  12% 
30,000 to 50,000  29  14% 
50,000 to 70,000  44  21% 
70,000 to 90,000  22  10% 
90,000 to 110,000  26  12% 
110,000 to 130,000  24  11% 
130,000 to 150,000  9 4%
Greater than 150,000  21  10% 
 214  100% 

Table 4.5:  Relationship status of parents 
 

f %
Both alive and living with   168   79% 
each other  
Both alive and divorced  38   18% 
or living apart  
One or both deceased  8 4%

214   100% 

Table 4.6:  Parental educational level 
 f %
Grammar school or less  5 2%
Some high school  13  6% 
High school graduate  24  11% 
Postsecondary school other  3 1%
than college  
Some college  17  8% 
College degree  71  33% 
Graduate degree  80  37% 
 214  100% 
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Relationships Between Demographic Variables and Academic Achievement Status and 
Ethnic Attachment Categories 

 

Before patterned demographic relationships can be determined using academic 

achievement status and ethnic attachment categories as independent variables, 

exploratory factor analysis was performed on both the “Model Minority” Questionnaire 

and the Multi-Group Ethnic Identity Measure to improve the validity of the 

categorization process. Factors were generated using principal components analysis 

extraction method. A component matrix was generated using Varimax rotational method.   

The Multi-Group Ethnic Identity Measure with six variables loaded on one factor 

(as predicted by the author), with all coefficient alphas greater than 0.60. This factor can 

be described as belonging or commitment to one’s ethnic group and accounts for about 

60% of the variance.  

The “Model Minority” Questionnaire with five variables loaded on two factors; 

however, only one factor will be used, which accounts for 60% of the variance. There 

were three coefficient alphas for that factor that were all above 0.70, and it was described 

as “commitment to study.”  The questions used along with their alphas were: How many 

hours do you study in any given week? (0.753); I have a regular study routine (0.748); 

and How many hours do you read a day? (0.746). Thus, for the final categorization 

process, all the questions from the Multi-group Identity Measure, and three questions 

from the “Model Minority” Questionnaire will be used.  

 Table 4.7 depicts the cross-tabulation between year in college and academic 

achievement/ethnic attachment categories. Cramer’s V was used to evaluate relationships 
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between the four category process and the demographic variables. It is the appropriate 

statistic used when data is in nominal format. It measures the strength of a relationship of 

two nominal variables when one or both have three or more levels (Morgan and Griego, 

1998).  Because Cramer’s V is not significant, one can conclude that year in college and 

the four categories are independent of each other. In other words, categories from one 

variable do not help to accurately predict the frequencies for the other variable.  The 

outcome suggests that as one develops as a college student, one does not necessarily 

move across categories of change. 

 

Table 4.7: Year in college by Academic Achievement Status/ Ethnic Attachment 
Categories 
 

1 2 3 4
Freshman 21.2 (11) 15.4 (8) 38.5 (20) 25.0 (13)

Sophomore 16.4 (10) 9.8 (6) 45.9 (28) 27.9 (17)

Junior 14.6  (7) 10.4 (5) 43.8 (21) 31.3 (15)

Senior 21.2 (11) 15.4 (8) 36.5 (19) 26.9 (14)

Cramer’s V=0.071, p>0.5   
1=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached 

 2=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached 
 3=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached  
 4=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached  
 

Table 4.8 depicts the relationship between gender and academic achievement 

status/ethnic attachment categories. Since Cramer’s V is significant, one can conclude 

Academic Achievement Status/          
Ethnic Attachment Categories % (N) 



72 

that gender and the academic achievement status/ethnic attachment categories are related.  

Most males and females were in category three and four, informing us most of the 

respondents were in lower academic achievement category. This outcome seemed 

anathema to expectations in that one would expect “model minorities” to participate in 

this study more readily than non-“model minority” students. Furthermore, there were 

slightly more females compared with males as “model minorities.”  Research shows that 

males are more likely to be “model minorities” (Kitano and Daniels, 1988).   

 

Table 4.8: Gender by Academic Achievement Status/Ethnic Attachment  
 Categories 
 

Academic Achievement Status /          
 Ethnic Attachment Categories % (N) 

1 2 3 4
Male 14.7 (11) 5.3 (4) 42.7 (32) 37.3 (28) 

Female 20.3 (28) 16.7 (23) 40.6 (56) 22.5 (31) 

Cramer’s V= 0.213, p<0.05   1=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached 
 2=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached 
 3=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached  
 4=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached  

Table 4.9 depicts the relationship between ethnic groups and academic 

achievement/ ethnic identity categories. Since Cramer’s V is not significant, there is no 

relationship between these variables. There are too few numbers within each cell to draw 

any conclusions about ethnic groups and the categories. 
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Table 4.9: Relationship of ethnic group by Academic Achievement Status/Ethnic               
Attachment categories 
 

Academic Achievement Status/          
 Ethnic Attachment Categories % (N) 

1 2 3 4
Chinese 16.1 (10) 11.3   (7)     3.5 (27) 29.0 (18) 
Korean   7.4   (2) 14.8   (4) 29.6   (8) 48.1 (13) 
Japanese 30.8   (4) 7.7   (1) 38.5   (5) 23.1   (3) 
Filipino   6.3   (1) 12.5   (2) 43.8   (7) 37.5   (6) 
Thai      0 0 66.7 (2) 33.3   (1) 
Laotian      0 0 100 (1) 0 
Vietnamese 44.0 (11) 0 32.0 (8) 24.0   (6) 
Other S.E. Asian 28.6   (2) 14.3   (1) 57.1   (4) 0 
East Indian/Pakistani 33.3   (5) 13.3   (2) 40.0   (6) 13.3   (2) 
Biracial   9.5   (4) 23.8 (10) 42.9 (18) 23.8 (10) 
Native Hawaiian                    0  0 100 (1) 0  
Cramer’s V = 0.249, p>0.5      1=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached 
 2=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached 
 3=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached  
 4=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached  
 

Table 4.10 depicts the relationship between income groups and academic 

achievement status/ethnic attachment categories. Since Cramer’s V is not significant, 

there is no relationship between these variables. Previous research does show, however, 

that the financially better off a family, the more likely their student would be a “model 

minority” (Goyette and Xie, 1999). 
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Table 4.10:  Relationship of parental income by Academic Achievement Status/Ethnic  
Attachment categories 
 

Academic Achievement Status/          
 Ethnic Attachment Categories % (N) 

1 2 3 4
Less than 10,000 20.0 (1) 40.0 (2) 40.0   (2) 0
10,000 to 30,000 26.9 (7) 11.5 (3) 42.3 (11) 19.2   (5) 
30,000 to 50,000 31.0 (9) 3.4 (1) 34.5  (10) 31.0   (9) 
50,000 to 70,000 15.9 (7) 15.9 (7) 36.4  (16) 31.8 (14) 
70,000 to 90,000 13.6 (3) 4.5 (1) 45.5  (10) 36.4   (8) 
90,000 to 110,000 15.4 (4) 11.5 (3) 53.8  (14) 19.2   (5) 
110,000 to 130,000 0 26.1 (6) 39.1    (9) 34.8   (8) 
130,000 to 150,000 22.2 (2) 0 55.6    (5) 22.2   (2) 
Greater than 150,000 19.0 (4) 9.5 (2) 42.9    (9) 28.6   (6) 
Cramer’s V = 0.207, p>0.05   1= High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached 
 2= High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached 
 3=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached  
 4=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached  
 

Table 4.11 depicts the relationship between parental relationship status and the 

academic achievement status/ethnic attachment categories. Since Cramer’s V is 

significant, there is a relationship between these variables. API who had living mothers 

and fathers were categorized more often as “model minority” compared with API who 

had at least one mother or father deceased. API who had at least one parent missing were 

more likely to be categorized as non-“model minority,” and this finding is consistent with 

the literature (Goyette and Xie, 1999). The last category, one or both deceased, must be 

interpreted with caution because of the low numbers in each cell. 
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Table 4.11: Relationship of parental relationship status by Academic Achievement 
Status/ Ethnic Attachment categories 
 

Academic Achievement Status/         
Ethnic Attachment Categories % (N) 

1 2 3 4
Both alive and living with each other 45.5 (76) 25.7 (44) 18.0 (30) 10.8 (18)
Both alive and divorced or living apart 15.8   (6)      15.8 (6) 28.9 (11) 39.5 (15)
One or both deceased   12.5 (1) 12.5 (1) 37.5   (3) 37.5 (3)
Cramer’s V = 0.246, p<0.05               1=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached 
 2=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached 
 3=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached  
 4=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached  
 

Table 4.12 depicts the relationship between parent educational levels and the 

academic achievement status/ethnic attachment categories. Since Cramer’s V is not 

significant, there is no relationship between these variables. The literature does state a 

direct relationship between parental educational levels and scholastic performance. 

Perhaps a larger sample would have distinguished a relationship between the two 

variables. 
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Table 4.12 Relationship of parental educational level by Academic Achievement 
Status/Ethnic Attachment categories 
 

Academic Achievement Status /          
Ethnic Attachment Categories % (N) 
1 2 3 4

Grammar school or less 20.0 (1) 20.0 (1) 40.0  (2) 20.0  (1) 

Some high school 38.4 (5)     15.3 (2)  23.1  (3)     23.1  (3) 
 

High school graduate      12.5 (3)        12.5 (3)     62.5 (15)     12.5  (3) 
 
Postsecondary school  
other than college 0 33.3 (1)      0 66.7   (2) 

 
Some college 0 17.6 (3)    58.8 (10)  23.5   (4) 

 
College degree 23.9 (17) 11.3 (8) 38.0 (27) 26.8 (19) 

 
Graduate degree 16.5 (13) 11.4 (9) 39.2 (31) 32.9 (26) 
Cramer’s V = 0.183, p>0.5  1=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached 
 2=High Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached 
 3=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Attached  
 4=Lower Academic Achievement / Ethnically Detached  
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ANOVA and ANCOVA of Academic Achievement Status /Ethnic Attachment 
Categories and Academic and Social Self-Efficacy 

 

Before analyzing academic achievement status/ethnic attachment categories and 

their respective levels of academic and social self-efficacy, exploratory factor analysis 

was performed to assess the integrity of both the academic and social self-efficacy scales 

on this API population sample.  Factors were generated using principal components 

analysis extraction method. A component matrix was generated using Varimax rotational 

method.   

A factor analysis was performed on the College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale in 

which coefficient alphas above 0.60 were chosen as a criterion. There were five variables 

that loaded into one factor that accounted for 61% of the variance. That factor can be 

called “self-efficacy in obtaining good grades” and is composed of the following 

questions: writing an "A" research paper or essay (0.798); scoring in the top 25% on 

essay tests (0.771); scoring in the top 25% on  "objective" tests (multiple-choice, T-F, 

matching) (0.650); earning very good grades in most courses (As and high Bs) (0.663); 

and getting better grades than most students in your classes (0.660). The other two 

factors, self-efficacy in class participation and self-efficacy in understanding class 

content, were not used for two reasons. They were less aligned to the topic of my 

research, and they explained less of the variance. 

A factor analysis was also performed on the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for 

Social Skills in which a coefficient alpha of 0.60 was chosen as a criterion. The 

questionnaire was divided into two groups:  one was social self-efficacy while with non-
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Asians (i.e. socializing primarily with a group of students who were White) and the other 

was social self-efficacy while with other Asians. The social self-efficacy measures while 

with non-Asians loaded into only one factor, which explained 57% of the variance. The 

social self-efficacy measure while with other Asians also loaded into one factor, 

accounting for 54% of the variance.  The questionnaires have thus maintained their 

integrity, as described by the author. 

A correlation matrix was then generated to determine which of the demographic 

variables were significantly correlated with the dependent variable and hence should be 

controlled. The results show that none of the demographic variables were significantly 

correlated with the academic self-efficacy variable; in other words, there were no 

covariates to this dependent variable. However, year in college and parental income were 

significantly correlated with API social self-efficacy while socializing primarily with 

other non-Asians (i.e. socializing primarily with a group of students who were White) 

(p<.05); therefore, these covariates will be controlled.  Last, there were no significant 

correlations between any demographics and levels of API social self-efficacy while 

socializing with other Asians.   

 

Academic Self-Efficacy 

 

Table 4.13 depicts mean academic self-efficacy scores as well as number of 

students for each academic achievement status/ethnic attachment categories. In 

aggregate, mean academic self-efficacy scores were lower for those ethnically attached 
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(3.55) versus those ethnically detached (3.84). Mean scores were higher for those in the 

high academic achievement status (3.81) versus lower academic achievement status 

(3.66). Categorically, mean academic self-efficacy scores were highest in the high 

academic achievement /ethnically detached (3.84) and lowest in the lower academic 

achievement /ethnically attached (3.49). 

 

Table 4.13: Mean academic self-efficacy scores by categories 

 
Ethnic attachment 

 
Ethnically Attached   Ethnically Detached         Mean 

Academic Achievement Status 

High Academic Achievement  3.78 (39)          3.84 (27)                3.81 (66) 

Lower Academic Achievement 3.49 (88)          3.83 (59)                3.66 (147) 

Mean     3.55 (127)          3.84 (86) 

1=very little self-efficacy 2=little 3=moderate 4=a lot 5=quite a lot 

 

Since there were no covariates to the dependent variable, an analysis of variance 

was used for the next analysis instead of an analysis of covariance, which controls for 

confounding variables. An analysis of variance is presented in Table 4.14. Only the main 

effect of ethnic attachment was statistically significant, F(1, 210)=5.78, p<0.05. The main 

effect of academic achievement status and the interaction effect between academic 

achievement status and ethnic attachment were not significant.  This outcome partially 

supports previous research that argues that ethnically attached API in general tend to 
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have lower levels of academic self-efficacy (Whang and Hancock, 1994). What it did not 

statistically support was significantly lower efficacy scores for high achieving API who 

were also ethnically attached compared with API who were high achieving but ethnically 

detached.  Perhaps a greater sample size would have resulted in statistical significance.   

 

Table 4.14: Analysis of variance of academic self-efficacy scores by categories 

Source        SS(Type III) DF  MS  F 
Academic Ach. Status (AAS)  1.82  1  1.82  3.46  
Ethnic attachment (EIS)  3.04  1  3.04  5.78* 
AAS x EIS    0.69  1  0.69  1.30 
Within     110.3  210  0.525 
Total     116.53  214   
*p<0.05 
 

Social Self-Efficacy while Socializing with Non-Asians 
 

Table 4.15 depicts mean social self-efficacy scores (while socializing with non-

Asians, i.e. primarily Whites). Mean adjusted scores are also shown below the regular 

mean as a result of controlling for covariates, year in school and parent income levels, 

which were significantly correlated with social self-efficacy scores.   

In aggregate, ethnically detached API had higher mean social self-efficacy scores 

while socializing with non-Asians (4.28) compared with those ethnically attached (4.18). 

The difference in self-efficacy scores was small between the high academic achievement 

(4.24) and lower academic achievement API (4.22).  Categorically, lower academic 
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achievement / ethnically attached API had the lowest levels of social self-efficacy (4.14 

adj.) while lower academic achievement / ethnically detached had the highest (4.29 adj.). 

 

Table 4.15: Mean and adjusted means of social self-efficacy scores (while socializing 
with non-Asians) by categories 
 

Ethnic attachment 
 

Ethnically attached     Ethnically detached     Mean 
Academic Achievement Status 
 
High Academic Achievement  4.19 (39)     4.27 (27) 
 4.21 (adj.)     4.26 (adj.)      4.24 (66) 
 
Lower Academic Achievement 4.15 (88)     4.29 (59) 
 4.14 (adj.)     4.29 (adj.        4.22 (147) 

Mean                4.18 (127)     4.28 (86) 

1=quite uncertain of self-efficacy  2=uncertain 3=moderately certain 4=certain 5=quite certain 

 

Controlling for year in school and parent income levels, the main effects of 

academic achievement status and ethnic attachment were statistically insignificant. 

Likewise the interaction between academic achievement and ethnic attachment was also 

statistically insignificant (p>.05).  

Statistical significance aside, the outcome of this particular study corresponds to 

previous research and theory. Nagasawa and Espinosa argue that API who strive for 

social status but lack the means to obtain status in the system (e.g. lack language skills, 

cultural capital, or personality) will adopt a means legitimately structured (scholastic 

achievement) and will join a subculture that supports their social goals. API who are in 
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the first category fit this profile, and because they lack the traits to assimilate with the 

majority student population, they exhibit the low levels of social self-efficacy while 

socializing primarily with majority (White) students. Conversely, those API in the fourth 

category have the highest levels of social self-efficacy. These API perceive they do not 

have to rely on scholastic achievement or to attach themselves to ethnic enclaves for 

social mobility. 

 

Table 4.16: Analysis of Covariance of social self-efficacy (while socializing with non-
Asians) by categories  
 
Source        SS(Type III) DF  MS  F 
Academic Ach. Status (AAS)  0.132  1  0.132  0.271 
 
Ethnic attachment (EIS)  0.412  1  0.412  0.847 
AAS x EIS    0.132  1  0.132  0.272 
Within     97.34  200  0.487 
Total     98.01  203 
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Social Self-Efficacy while Socializing Primarily with Other Asians 

 

Table 4.17 depicts mean social self-efficacy scores (while socializing primarily 

with other Asians).  In aggregate, API who were ethnically attached had higher mean 

scores (4.22) than API who were ethnically detached (3.95). There was little difference 

between high academic achievement (4.09) and lower academic achievement status 

(4.08).  Categorically, social self-efficacy scores were highest with API in the high 

academic achievement / ethnically attached category (4.28) and lowest in the high 

academic achievement status / ethnically detached category (3.90). 

 

Table 4.17: Mean social self-efficacy scores (while socializing with other Asians) by 
categories 
 

Ethnic attachment 
 

Ethnically attached     Ethnically detached      Mean 
Academic Achievement Status  

High Academic Achievement  4.28 (38)  3.90 (27)           4.09 (65) 

Lower Academic Achievement 4.16 (88)  4.01 (59)          4.08 (147) 

Mean     4.22 (121)  3.95 (86) 

1=quite uncertain 2=uncertain 3=moderately certain 4=certain 5=quite certain 

 

An ANOVA was used instead of ANCOVA because there were no covariates to 

the dependent variable.  Table 14.8 depicts the results of the ANOVA. Only the main 

effect of ethnic attachment was statistically significant (p<.05). API who were ethnically 
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attached had significantly higher levels of social self-efficacy while with other API. The 

other main effect of academic achievement status and the interaction effect of academic 

achievement and ethnic attachment were not statistically significant.   

 Categorically, the cell mean with the highest level of social self-efficacy (while 

socializing with other API) was in the first category (mean=4.28). In other words, API 

who worked hard and who were ethnically attached had the highest levels of confidence 

in socializing with other API.  This may be because the API in this category most often 

depend on each other for emotional support in their quest for academic excellence. This 

particular outcome supports the contention that API who strive to achieve academically 

will join a subculture that support their goals in order to be socially adjusted. 

 

Table 4.18: Analysis of variance of social self-efficacy scores (while socializing with 
other Asians) by categories 
 
Source        SS(Type III) DF  MS  F 
Academic Ach. Status (AAS)  .00873  1  1.82  0.193 
 
Ethnic Attachment (EIS)  3.05  1  3.05  6.73* 
AAS x EIS    0.341  1  0.341  0.752 
Within     94.77  209  0.453 
Total     98.17  212 
*p<0.05 
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Patterns in Grade Point Average 

 
Because grades are the most popular, and arguably the most important, metric that 

determines whether an API student is indeed a “model minority,” I wanted to further 

investigate patterned relationships in grade point average and the 4x4 categorization 

process. 

Table 4.19 depicts that, in aggregate, API who were ethnically attached were less 

likely (by roughly seven percentage points) to have a grade point average over 3.5 and 

more students in the 0- 2.5 range. 

 

Table 4.19:  Percentages in each grade point average category by ethnic attachment 

 

Ethnically attached        0.8% (1)       9.4% (12)      55.5% (71)      34.4% (44) 

 Ethnically detached                                7.0% (6)         51.2% (44)      41.9% (36) 

 

Table 4.20 illustrates that API categorized under the high academic achievement category 

are more likely to have a grade point average above 3.5 by nearly twelve percentage 

points. 

 

Grade point average 
 

0 – 1.5 1.5-2.5  2.5-3.5  >3.5 
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Table 4.20:  Percentages in each grade point average category by academic achievement 
status 
 

High Academic Achievement      1.5% (1)       4.5% (3)      48.5% (32)      45.5% (30) 

Lower Academic Achievement        10.1% (15)     56.1% (83)     33.8% (50) 

 

More important, Table 4.21 depicts categorical differences, and API in the first 

category,  high academic achievement / ethnically attached, have the highest percentage 

of students earning greater than a 3.5 grade point average (46.2%), while the API under 

the category lower academic achievement / ethnically attached have the lowest 

percentage of grade point average above 3.5 (28.4%).  The very low grades of the latter 

category depressed overall grades for the ethnically attached students.  

Among the API considered “model minorities” (high academic achievement), 

those who had some attachment to their culture and identity enjoyed the advantage of 

higher grades, enabling cultural identity to be a protective factor. In fact, the API in this 

category had the most students earning above a 3.5, but they had one of the lowest levels 

of academic self-efficacy. Arguably, task orientation guided their motivational 

achievement.  Conversely, among those API who were not considered model students, 

ethnic attachment affected them negatively. In fact, there was about a twelve percentage 

Grade point average 
 

0 – 1.5  1.5-2.5  2.5-3.5  >3.5 
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point difference in the number of students who obtained a grade point average above 3.5 

between non-“model minorities” who were ethnically attached (28.4%) versus those who 

were not (40.7%). 

 
Table 4.21: Percentages in each grade point average category by categories 

 

High Academic Achievement /      2.6% (1)          2.6% (1)        48.7% (19)     46.2% (18)  
Ethnically Attached 
 
High Academic Achievement /      7.4% (2)        48.1% (13)      44.4% (12) 
Ethnically Detached 
 
Lower Academic Achievement /   12.5% (11)      59.1% (52)     28.4% (25) 
Ethnically Attached 
 
Lower Academic Achievement /     6.8% (4)        52.5% (31)     40.7% (24) 
Ethnically Detached 
 

Multiple Regression Analysis (College Adjustment Scales) 

 

Before the College Adjustment Scales were regressed into the academic and 

social self-efficacy scales, exploratory factor analysis was performed to assess the 

integrity of the adjustment subscales on this particular API population sample.  Five 

factors were generated using principal components analysis extraction method. A 

component matrix was generated using Varimax rotational method.  The rotational sums 

Grade point average 
 

0 – 1.5  1.5-2.5  2.5-3.5  >3.5 



88 

of the squared loadings accounted for 58% of the variance.  Table 4.22 depicts the 

various factor weights or loadings for each question; loadings less than .50 were 

suppressed. The factors generated based on this API sample were quite similar to the 

original factors that were proposed by the author of College Adjustment Scales (Baker 

and Syrik, 1984). The only difference was the addition of a fifth factor, commitment to 

the students’ particular university (in this case, The University of Arizona), since there 

was enough of a difference in factor loadings in goal/institutional commitment to warrant 

an additional fifth factor.  

 Factor 1 contains questions pertaining to personal/emotional adjustment.  Such 

questions delved into students’ feelings and psychological state while at college. Factor 2 

assessed the level of social adjustment into the college environment. Social adjustment 

can be operationalized as involvement in social activities, getting along with friends, and 

having close social ties at the school. Factor 3 assessed academic adjustment to the 

college environment with such measures as the ability to keep up with college-level 

work, satisfaction with grade outcomes, and motivation for study. Factor 4 assessed goal 

commitment/institutional attachment, while factor 5 assessed commitment to the 

University. 
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 Regression analysis was used to explore which of the self-efficacy variables best 

predicted each of the subscale measures in the College Adjustment Scales. Regression 

analysis is the ideal statistic because it reveals the amount the dependent variable is 

expected to change when the other independent variables are controlled. Initially, 

regression analysis was to be performed in each of the categories in the 4x4 matrix; 

however, since there was no interaction effect between academic achievement status and 

ethnic attachment categories, it was no longer important to explore this arena. Instead it 

became more important to explore the differences and similarities in ethnic attachment 

status (main effect), since previous ANOVA analyses found a significant difference 

between those API who were ethnically attached and those who were not, in levels of 

academic and social self-efficacy. In other words, since differences were found in levels 

of self-efficacy, one might also conclude that different personal factors predict various 

issues in college adjustment. 

Table 4.23 shows the subscale means for the College Adjustment Scales, sorted 

on ethnic attachment categories.  Ethnically attached API fared worse than their 

ethnically detached counterparts in three out of five subscales.  

 



90 

Table 4.22: Mean scores for subscales of the College Adjustment Scales 

 
Subscales      Ethnically   Ethnically 
 Attached (N=126)  Detached (N=86) 
 

Mean                           Mean                  
Personal/Emotional Adjustment*         3.2                   3.8                      

Social Adjustment* 3.6                               3.1   

Academic Adjustment* 3.1                   3.3  

Goal Commitment/         4.5                   4.6            
Institutional Attachment* 
 
Commitment to the                    3.9                               3.9                     

 University of Arizona* 
 
*higher scores indicate higher levels of adjustment 
 

Regression analyses were then conducted to evaluate the prediction of the 

following dependent variables for ethnically attached and non-attached API:  1) 

Personal/emotional adjustment, 2) social adjustment, 3) academic adjustment, 4) goal 

commitment/institutional attachment, and 5) commitment to the University. The 

independent variables were:  1) academic self-efficacy, 2) social self-efficacy while 

with non-Asians, and 3) social self-efficacy while primarily with other Asians. 
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Personal/Emotional Adjustment for Ethnically Attached API 

 

Table 4.24 depicts that among ethnically attached API, one’s social self-efficacy 

while with non-Asian students (that is, socializing primarily with Whites) was a 

significant predictor in explaining the variability in personal/emotional adjustment; 

therefore, it is the best predictor with a Beta weight of .488 (p<.001).  The regression 

equation for predicting personal/emotional adjustment is 

 
Predicted Personal/Emotional Adjustment= .488 Social Self-Efficacy Score while with 

 Non-Asians + 1.516 
 

The correlation between the adjustment index and the measure of self-efficacy was 

.38, indicating a moderate positive relationship between the two variables. 

Approximately 16% of the variance was accounted for by its linear relationship with 

the self-efficacy variable. Given that confidence to interact with the majority student 

body is a major force in API’s emotional state underscores API students’ reliance on 

acceptance into the dominant group for personal well-being. In universities where the 

percentage of API is relatively low, acceptance into ethnic subcultures may not be 

enough to reach high levels of adjustment. 
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Table 4.23: Multiple regression analysis of personal/emotional adjustment on  
 academic and social self-efficacy               
 

Social self-efficacy while       .488       .384  4.577      .160  
with non-Asians 
 
F (1,121) = 20.948*** 
 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

 

Social Adjustment for Ethnically Attached API 
 

As depicted in Table 4.25, social self-efficacy while with non-Asians explained most 

of the variability (18%) in social adjustment for ethnically attached API. Confidence in 

socializing  with other Asians was also a significant predictor for social adjustment, and 

together, both predictors explained 22% of the variability in social adjustment. The 

correlation between social adjustment and the social self-efficacy with non-Asians was 

.42; the correlation between social adjustment and social self-efficacy with other Asians 

was .35.  Both indicating a moderate positive relationship. The regression equation is  

 
Predicted Social Adjustment= .417 Social Self-Efficacy while with Non-Asians + 

.227 Social Self-Efficacy while with other Asians + 1.037 
 

Independent variables          B      Beta       t           R2
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Table 4.24: Multiple regression analysis of social adjustment on academic and   
 social self-efficacy 

 

Social self-efficacy while      .417     .344         3.983       .180  
with non-Asians 
 
Social self-efficacy while                  .227     .213         2.461        .219                
with other Asians   

 
F (2,124) = 17.092*** 
 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
 

Academic Adjustment for Ethnically Attached API 
 

Table 4.26 portrays that academic self-efficacy was a significant predictor for 

academic adjustment for ethnically attached API and explained 29% of the variance. 

It is not a surprise that academic self-efficacy be the sole significant predictor for 

academic adjustment for ethnically attached API since academic capital may be the 

only trump card for ethnically attached API. Its relatively high degree of correlation 

to the dependent variable supports earlier arguments and theories for the need of 

ethnically attached API to succeed scholastically gain status in the system (Nagasawa 

and Espinosa, 1992).   The correlation coefficient between academic adjustment and 

academic self-efficacy is .54, indicating a moderately strong association. The 

regression equation is 
Predicted Academic Adjustment = .597 Academic Self-Efficacy + 1.102 

Independent variables    B Beta               t                  R2
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 Table 4.25: Multiple regression analysis of academic adjustment on academic and  
 social self-efficacy      
 

Academic self-efficacy                             .597   .535     7.055           .286 
 

F (1,125) = 49.769*** 
 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
 

Goal Commitment/Institutional Attachment for Ethnically Attached API 
 

Table 4.27 shows that academic self-efficacy was significant at the 0.01 level and 
explained roughly 8% of the variance in goal commitment/institutional attachment.  
Since academic adjustment and goal commitment were inter-correlated, these results 
are not surprising. The correlation between the goal commitment/institutional 
attachment and academic self-efficacy was .28, a small but nonetheless significant 
finding. The regression equation is 
 

Goal Commitment/Institutional Attachment= .223 Academic Self-Efficacy + 3.756 
 

Independent variables          B                Beta           t      R2
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Table 4.26: Multiple regression analysis of goal commitment/institutional  
 attachment on academic and social self-efficacy 
 

Academic self-efficacy      .223  .278  3.215      .078 
 

F (1,124) = 10.338** 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

 

Commitment to the University for Ethnically Attached API 
 

Table 4.28 illustrates that social self-efficacy while socializing primarily with 

non-Asians was a significant predictor for ethnically attached API in their 

commitment to their university and explained about 5% of the variance in their 

commitment to their school. This predictor is similar but less in explanatory power to 

personal/emotional adjustment.  The correlation between student commitment to the 

University and the self-efficacy variable was .23, a small positive association. The 

regression equation is 

 
Commitment to the University of Arizona= .311 Social Self-Efficacy while with Non-Asians + 2.637 

 

Independent variables          B             Beta         t            R2
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Table 4.27: Multiple regression analysis of commitment to the University of  
 Arizona on academic and social self-efficacy      
 

Social self-efficacy while      .311            .229      2.622     .053  
with non-Asians 

 
F (1,125) = 6.876* 

 *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
 
Regression analyses were again conducted to assess the predictive patterns of the self-

efficacy variables to college adjustment; this time, however, the analyses were 

constrained to ethnically detached API.  

 

Personal/Emotional Adjustment for Ethnically Detached Students 
 

Table 4.29 shows that among ethnically detached API, social self-efficacy while 

with non-Asians and academic self-efficacy explained about 20% of the variance in 

personal/emotional adjustment.  This group depended less on their confidence to 

interact with other non-Asians for personal adjustment, mainly because they may 

have already established social networks with majority students. The correlation 

between personal/emotional adjustment and social self-efficacy was .37, and the 

correlation between personal/emotional adjustment and academic self-efficacy was 

.28. The regression equation is  

Independent variables          B              Beta          t        R2
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Personal/Emotional Adjustment= .455 Social Self-Efficacy with non-Asians + .358 Academic Self-Efficacy 

+ .427 

 
Table 4.28: Multiple regression analysis of personal/emotional adjustment on  

 academic and social self-efficacy 
 

Social self-efficacy while                 .455          .352          3.550      .131 
 with non-Asians 

 
Academic self-efficacy       .358      .271           2.730   .204 
 

F (2,83) = 10.390*** 
 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
 

Social Adjustment for Ethnically Detached Students 
 

Table 4.30 shows that social self-efficacy with non-Asians and academic self-efficacy 

were significant predictors for social adjustment among ethnically detached API. 

Both predictors explained about 29% of the variance in social adjustment. Even 

though this group of API has assumed established social networks with non-Asian 

peers, their social adjustment still depends highly on successful interaction with 

majority students. Lee highlighted that White-oriented API still felt marginalized and 

were not considered core members of the group (1996).  The correlation between 

Independent variables          B       Beta   t             R2
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social adjustment and social self-efficacy was .51 while the correlation between social 

adjustment and academic self-efficacy was .23. The regression equation is 

 
Social Adjustment= .713 Social Self-Efficacy while with non-Asians  

+ .293 Academic Self-Efficacy - .856 

 

Table 4.29: Multiple regression analysis of social adjustment on academic and  
 social self-efficacy 
 

Social self-efficacy while                 .713        .489      5.259      .253 
 with non-Asians 

 
Academic self-efficacy       .293     .187       2.011       .288 
 

F (2,85) = 16.767*** 
 
*p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 
 

Academic Adjustment for Ethnically Detached Students 
 

Similarly, Table 4.31 shows that academic self-efficacy and social self-efficacy while 

with non-Asians are significant predictors for academic adjustment for ethnically 

detached API; both predictors explained about 28% of the variance in academic 

adjustment scores. In contrast with ethnically identified API, this group depended on 

their confidence in both the social and academic front for academic adjustment. 

Independent variables          B     Beta            t            R2
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Perhaps this group indirectly relies on positive group interaction with non-Asians in 

the academic setting to obtain requisite levels of academic adjustment. The 

correlation between academic adjustment and academic self-efficacy was .49; while 

the correlation between academic adjustment and social self-efficacy was .26. The 

regression equation is 

 
Academic Adjustment= .601 Academic Self-Efficacy + .265 Social Self-Efficacy with non-Asians  - 

.101 
 

Table 4.30: Multiple regression analysis of academic adjustment on academic and  
 social self-efficacy 
 

Academic self-efficacy       .601  .463        4.944         .230 
 

Social self-efficacy while                             .265      .219    2.342         .278 
with non-Asians 
 
F (2,85) = 15.955*** 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
 

Goal Commitment/Institutional Attachment for Ethnically Detached Students 
 

Table 4.32 shows that social self-efficacy while with non-Asians was the best 

predictor for goal commitment/institutional attachment and explained about 13% of 

the variance. This is in contrast with the ethnically attached group who relied solely 

Independent variables          B              Beta            t               R2



100 

on academic confidence. So, one can assume that persistence can be explained by 

contrasting factors: academic achievement for the ethnically attached and social 

achievement for the non-ethnically attached. The other predictor, academic self-

efficacy, added just an additional 4% to the explained variance. There was a .36 

correlation between goal commitment/institutional attachment and social self-

efficacy; likewise there was a .23 correlation between goal commitment and academic 

self-efficacy. The regression equation is 

 
Goal Commitment/Institutional Attachment= .339 Social Self-Efficacy with non-Asians + 

.221 Academic Self-Efficacy + 2.291 

 
Table 4.31: Multiple regression analysis of goal commitment/institutional  
 attachment on academic and social self-efficacy 
 

Social self-efficacy while                   .339          .341       3.404      .128 
 with non-Asians 

 
Academic self-efficacy         .221          .207             2.061           .170 

 
F (1,85) = 8.511*** 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
 

Independent variables          B             Beta               t                 R2
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Commitment to the University for Ethnically Detached Students 

 

Table 4.33 shows that the only significant predictor for commitment to the University 

was social self-efficacy while with non-Asians. This predictor explained about 9% of 

the variance and is correlated to one’s commitment to the University of Arizona with 

a coefficient of .31. The regression equation is 

 
Commitment to the University of Arizona = .390 Social Self-Efficacy while with non-Asians 

+2.214 
 

Table 4.32: Multiple regression analysis of commitment to the University of  
 Arizona on academic and social self-efficacy 
 

Social self-efficacy while                  .390          .134       2.913         .093 
 with non-Asians 
 
F (2,84) = 8.483** 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
 

Independent variables          B              Beta             t                R2
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Table 4.33:  Comparison of Predictors and R2 for College Adjustment Subscales 
 
Dependent Variable                     Predictors         

 
Subscale    Ethnically Attached                      Ethnically Detached 

 
Personal/emotional  Social Self-Efficacy with     

 adjustment   non-Asians (16%) 
 

Social adjustment  Social Self-Efficacy with  
 non-Asians (18%) 
 

Social Self-Efficacy with 
 other Asians (4%) 
 

Academic adjustment Academic Self-Efficacy 
 (29%) 

 

Goal commitment/  Academic Self-Efficacy  
 Institutional attachment     (8%) 

 

Commitment to the  Social Self-Efficacy with     
 University        non-Asians (5%) 

 

Social Self-Efficacy with  
Non-Asians (13%) 
 
Academic Self-Efficacy  
(7%) 
 
Social Self-Efficacy with  
Non-Asians (25%) 
 

Academic Self-Efficacy  
(4%) 
 

Academic Self-Efficacy  
(23%) 
 
Social Self-Efficacy with  
Non-Asians (5%) 
 
Social Self-Efficacy with  
Non-Asians (13%) 
 
Academic Self-Efficacy  
(4%) 
 

Social Self-Efficacy with  
Non-Asians (9%) 
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V CONCLUSION 

This chapter presents a summary of the findings reported in Chapter Four. The 

empirical findings reported in Chapter Four are discussed in terms of the theoretical, 

methodological, and practical implications of the issues raised throughout this study. This 

chapter concludes with a brief discussion of both the limitations of this study as well as 

implications for future research. 

This study attempted to discover whether and how disaggregating Asian Pacific 

Islanders into achievement and ethnic attachment categories revealed patterns regarding 

their levels of academic and social self-efficacy. Furthermore, this study sought to 

explore which particular aspects of academic and social self-efficacy best explain the 

variability in college adjustment. Undergraduate APIs at the University of Arizona were 

used as the population sample, utilizing a web-based questionnaire to obtain data for the 

study. The conceptual logic of Lee’s book, Unraveling the “Model Minority Stereotype 

(1996), provided the inspiration for studying API from an intra-group perspective. 

Merton’s theory on social structures (1957), in addition to Cohen’s theory on subcultures 

(1955) provided some theoretical understanding for researching API in this manner. 

Nagasawa and Espinosa used Merton’s anomie theory on social structures to explain the 

behavior of model minorities by arguing that society’s overemphasis on success goals 

enables individuals to employ any means to attain them; in this case, model minorities 

choose to conformity as an acceptable response to attain middle-class status (1992).  

Nagasawa and Espinosa also used Cohen’s theory to explain the collectivist nature of 

many API.  More specifically, they stated that all too often, APIs who strive for status in 
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society are denied opportunities, power, and respect; therefore, API seek others with 

similar problems and develop effective interactions that improve issues of adjustment 

(1992). 

Additional analyses, not part of the main hypotheses, were performed in this study 

such as assessing the relationship between the categorized API and key demographic 

variables. In addition, patterns in grade point average were assessed.  

 

Hypothesis 1: There is no difference between high achievers and lower achievers in 
terms of academic self-efficacy beliefs 

 

This hypothesis explored the question of whether high achieving API are any 

different in their levels of academic self-efficacy compared with lower achieving API. 

High-achieving API had a mean self-efficacy score of 3.81, while lower-achieving API 

had a mean score of 3.66. Two-way analysis of variance concluded no significant main 

effects between the achievement categories; therefore, the null hypothesis was not 

rejected at the 0.05 level. One caveat is in order: There was a difference in self-efficacy 

scores but it was not statistically significant for this study; perhaps the lack of 

significance had more to do with lack of a large enough sample size than lack of a real 

difference in the population. 

 If the conclusion pointed to a lack of a difference, then the finding contradicts 

social-cognitive theories that argue a direct relationship between performance and self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Perhaps those API who are high achievers are motivated by a 
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sense of duty to perform scholastically, rather than motivated by a sense of ability. This 

would arguably depress levels of academic self-efficacy. 

 

Hypothesis 2: There is no difference between ethnically attached and ethnically detached 
API in terms of academic self-efficacy beliefs. 

 

The second hypothesis explored the question of whether ethnically attached API 

are any different in their levels of academic self-efficacy compared with API who are 

ethnically detached. Mean scores of ethnically attached API were 3.55, while those 

detached had a mean score of 3.84. A two-way analysis of variance concluded a 

significant main effect in ethnic attachment categories; therefore, the null hypothesis was 

rejected at the 0.05 level. 

 This conclusion supports some findings in the literature that argue that ethnically 

attached API are more task-oriented and rely on this orientation for achievement 

motivation, rather than a sense of ability (Skinner, Wellborn, and Connell, 1990).  This 

argument would theoretically lower levels of self-efficacy for ethnically attached API 

when confronted with questions that assess self-confidence in performing particular 

academic tasks. 

 

Hypothesis 3: There is no interaction effect between achievement and ethnic attachment 
 in terms of academic self-efficacy beliefs 
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This hypothesis explores the question of whether an interaction exists between 

achievement status and ethnic attachment in mean scores of academic self-efficacy. The 

cross-tabulation analysis in Chapter Four indicated that high achieving API who were 

ethnically attached had a lower average academic self-efficacy score than their 

counterparts who were ethnically detached.  Similarly, API who were not considered high 

achievers but ethnically attached had lower average academic self-efficacy scores than 

their counterparts who were ethnically detached; however, a two-way analysis of 

variance indicated that there was no significant interaction effect between achievement 

and ethnic attachment status. In other words, the null hypothesis was not rejected at the 

0.05 level; however, a larger sample size may have created statistical significance.  

Because of the lack of interaction effects, the results of this study do not statistically 

support the popular argument that API who place a lot of effort on their studies and who 

are ethnically attached, are particularly at risk for low levels of academic self-efficacy 

(Whang and Hancock, 1994; Stigler et al, 1985; Stevenson and Lee, 1990).  

Because the main effect of ethnic attachment was found to be significant at the 

0.05 level, it remains the key factor in explaining differences in academic self-efficacy 

for API.  

The results of these three hypotheses support the argument that ethnically 

attached API are more task rather than ego-involved (Whang and Hancock, 1994). 

Achievement motivation does not stem from self-perception of ability; rather, it emanates 

from a controllable source – effort. The source of this message may have come from API 

parental expectations, which tend to be academically more stringent than majority 
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parents, thus lowering self-efficacy domains for Asians (Goyette and Xie, 1999; Eaton 

and Dembo, 1996). Statistical significance might have been realized for the interaction 

effects had there been more power; in other words, had there been a larger sample size, a 

significant difference between the some of the levels of the independent variables might 

have been noted. 

 

Hypothesis 4: There is no difference between ethnically attached and ethnically detached 
API in terms of social self-efficacy beliefs. 

 

This hypothesis explored mean differences in social self-efficacy between AP 

who were ethnically attached and those who were detached. Social self-efficacy 

outcomes were further narrowed and assessed in the context of socializing primarily with 

non-Asians; likewise, outcomes were assessed while socializing primarily with Asians. A 

two-way analysis of variance found a significant mean difference between these two 

groups in social self-efficacy while socializing primarily with Asians. Specifically, API 

who were ethnically detached had significantly lower levels of confidence in performing 

particular social tasks while socializing primarily with other Asian students. On the other 

hand, ethnically attached API had about 30% higher levels of social self-efficacy in 

performing particular social tasks with other Asian students. This outcome may be a 

function of the size of the API population at the university. Given the relatively small 

percentage of API (4% of the student population), it would seem easier for ethnically-

attached API to be absorbed and integrated with the majority than for ethnically-detached 
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API, who relate primarily to the majority culture, to integrate with a smaller, more 

exclusive cultural enclave (Tinto, 1987). Based on this argument, ethnically-detached 

API in schools with much larger Asian populations would find it easier to relate and be 

accepted into social networks that are predominantly API. 

Conversely, there was no significant difference between ethnically attached and 

detached API in mean social self-efficacy score while socializing primarily with non-

Asians. The fact that there was little difference in social self-efficacy scores between API 

who were ethnically attached and those who were not attached is notable and underscores 

the benefits of social networks on campus. The API who were ethnically attached and 

who participated in the API student subculture were able to meet the social demands of a 

predominantly White college environment by effectively “reducing the size of the 

[college] environment” (Tinto, 1987). In effect, building coalitions on campus did not 

isolate API from the majority, reducing social self-efficacy while interacting with that 

group; rather, it enhanced integration into the social systems of the university. Coalition-

building within the Asian community enabled its members to wield more power and 

recognition, thereby enhancing levels of confidence while interacting with the non-Asian 

community. 

 

Discussion of Regression Results 

 

API are generally considered “outsiders” on the college campus, and their small 

numbers   make them feel alone and anonymous. Personal/emotional adjustment hinges 
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on the capacity to not only gain acceptance in an ethnic subculture but possibly more 

important, in their confidence to interact with the majority population (Nagasawa and 

Wong, 1999). API who are considered loners are at a particularly high risk of dropping 

out of college (Nagasawa and Wong, 1999). These arguments may account for the lower 

levels of personal/emotional adjustment for ethnically attached API compared with their 

ethnically detached counterparts. Regression analysis also illustrates that the variability in 

personal/emotional adjustment of ethnically attached API in this sample is largely 

explained by social self-efficacy while with non-Asians. In other words, the comparably 

lower levels of personal/emotional adjustment of ethnically attached API can be 

predicted by relative levels of social self-confidence while interacting with majority 

students.  Conversely, personal/emotional adjustment of ethnically detached API depends 

less on confidence interacting with other non-Asians on campus, mainly because they 

may already have established social networks with majority students. In addition, the fact 

that some of the variability in personal adjustment for ethnically detached API is 

explained by their sense of academic self-efficacy underscores that other factors may 

predict psychological distress and related somatic complaints.  

Social adjustment pertains to interpersonal-societal demands and one’s ability to 

cope with the situation (Moe and Zeiss, 1982). Scholars argue that it is a proxy for social 

integration and is a key factor in dropout decisions (Solberg and Villareal, 1997; Tinto, 

1987). The social adjustment score for ethnically attached API is higher than their 

detached counterparts, and their score can be predicted by their relative levels of social 

self-efficacy while with non-Asians and while with other Asians.  The higher adjustment 
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score of ethnically attached API can be explained by their group membership in campus 

organizations and ethnic social networks -- places they are accepted and treated with 

respect. Since their social adjustment depends less on their self-efficacy while interacting 

with a non-Asian group, their scores are higher. As a corollary, this might explain the 

lower social adjustment scores for ethnically detached API: their social adjustment index 

depends highly on their social self-confidence to interact primarily with  non-Asians. 

Even though they are detached ethnically, they still face a social barrier in penetrating 

majority student networks. One of Lee’s key findings in her research described New 

Ravers and the predicament with their social networks. She discussed that even though 

New Ravers socialized primarily with Whites, they were still marginalized and were not 

core members of the group (1996). The outcome of my research underscores this 

observation; in other words, ethically detached API still face social adjustment issues 

even if they have integrated and assimilated with the majority student population. 

 Academic adjustment is another key factor in the student persistence literature 

(Tinto, 1987). For ethnically attached API, academic self-efficacy explains a high 

proportion of the variability for academic adjustment, about six percentage points more 

than their detached counterparts. Moreover, academic adjustment for ethnically detached 

API is also dependent on some aspect of social self-efficacy.   This outcome supports the 

theory that ethnically attached API “adopts means legitimately structured to achieve 

status in the system” in contrast with ethnically detached API who see other options to 

mobility and success rather than just academic achievement (Cohen, 1955, p. 79; 

Nagasawa and Espinosa, 1992).  
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Goal commitment/institutional attachment refers to the motivation to complete a 

degree (Moe and Zeiss, 1982). Among ethnically attached API, eight percent of the 

variability in goal commitment is explained by academic self-efficacy. In contrast, the 

variability in goal commitment among ethnically detached API is explained by social 

self-efficacy while with non-Asians. These outcomes are not surprising and are similar in 

nature to the predictors for social and academic adjustment, key ingredients for goal 

commitment/institutional attachment (Tinto, 1987). In other words, ethnically attached 

API depend more on academically-related confidence while ethnically detached API 

depend less on academic-related confidence and more on social skills to aid persistence. 

Commitment to their particular university is similar to goal 

commitment/institutional attachment. The former refers specifically to satisfaction and 

goal commitment with their specific university, while the latter measures goal 

commitment/institutional attachment in general. Among ethnically attached API, 

commitment to their particular university is dependent less on social self-efficacy while 

with majority students, compared with API who are ethnically detached.  In other words, 

API who are ethnically-attached have established networks and relationships within their 

ethnic lines, and their commitment to their university is in large part dependent on these 

factors and less on the relationships between themselves and the majority student 

population. 
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Discussion of Patterns in Grade Point Average 

 

Grade point average is a popular metric used to assess and evaluate student 

quality. Scholastic performance is related to academic self-efficacy since student 

perception of ability guides motivational achievement (Bean and Eaton, 2000; Chemers, 

2001; Bandura, 1986). In this study, however, the greatest percentage of API earning a 

grade point average above 3.5 lies in the high achievement/ethnically attached category. 

According to theory, this group should also have the highest levels of academic self-

efficacy, but they do not. According to Table 4.13, the high achievement/ethnically 

attached category has lower levels of academic  

self-efficacy (3.78) compared with the high achievement/ethnically detached category 

(3.84)  and lower achievement/ethnically detached category (3.83). Although the 

differences are relatively small, it is important to note that there is a slight negative 

correlation between the two measures, which is anathema to theoretical postulates 

(Bandura, 1986). These conclusions corroborate past studies that link “model minorities” 

with lower levels of academic self-efficacy (Whang and Hancock, 1994; Stigler et al, 

1985; Stevenson and Lee, 1990). 

 

Concluding Thoughts and Limitations of the Study 

 

Insofar as demographic background is concerned, there were some trends that are 

worth mentioning: Most of the participants were female; Chinese; had a modal parental 
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income in the $50,000 to $70,000 range; had parents who were both alive and living 

together; and most had at least a college degree. The only student/student-family 

attributes that had patterned relationships with the 4x4 categorization process were 

gender and family relationship status. The expressed patterns show more males and 

females as lower achieving; in other words, it appears that most APIs in this sample did 

not conform to the “model minority.”  In addition, the study showed that API whose 

parents were both alive and living together or both alive and divorced or living apart were 

primarily in the lower achievement categories. These results are somewhat different from 

conclusions reached in the past arguing that females and students who come from intact 

families tend to fall more in the category of high achievers (Goyette and Xie, 1999). 

However, APIs who had parents both alive and living together tended to be more 

ethnically attached – a conclusion supported by the literature (Goyette and Xie, 1999; 

Lee, 1996). The admission requirements at this university may be the contributing factor 

to the number of lower achieving API students. Perhaps API students with higher 

achievement qualities gain entrance to more competitive institutions. Moreover, previous 

research profiled a high percentage of highly selective institutions, where the API student 

mix tended to be skewed towards the top 5% in test scores and parental income over the 

$100,000 mark.  

 This study partially supported past research that concluded “model minorities” 

had lower levels of academic self-efficacy compared with other API who were not. 

Research outcomes failed to prove statistically that high achieving API who were also 

ethnically attached had lower levels of academic self-efficacy than comparative groups. It 
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did, however, find that ethnic attachment status was related to academic self-efficacy, i.e. 

ethnically attached API had significantly lower levels of academic self-efficacy. 

Moreover, ethnic attachment was related to social self-efficacy. Specifically, ethnically 

attached API had more social confidence while with other API, in contrast to ethnically 

detached API who had less social self-efficacy around other API.  

 The fact that persons with high levels of self-efficacy are seen as more “adjusted” 

is culturally bound or socio-culturally defined in Western thought. Personality and views 

of the self have typically been investigated from a Western perspective. This perspective 

emphasizes the centrality of the individual and the independent self in identity formation 

(Kao, 1995).  Therefore healthy and successful individuals in Western culture are viewed 

as being self-directed, self-confident, having high self-esteem, demonstrating an internal 

locus of control, and having a positive self-concept. Unfortunately examining personality 

in this fashion provides a very narrow view of personality. For example, Western views 

of healthy behavior may be seen as unhealthy and isolating in more collective cultures 

such those in the East, which focus more on external factors and the importance of proper 

human relationships as the basis of society (Lee and Ying, 2001). 

 In spite of its limitations, this study provides empirical information that can help 

student personnel workers, counselors, and faculty become more informed regarding the 

challenges and issues that face API college students in the context of this particular 

university. Counselors and advisors, in particular, should benefit from the outcome of this 

research informing them of the effects of API students maintaining close ties with their 

ethnic heritage. Based on their behavior, these students may be viewed as “model 
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minorities,” as they seek and maintain academic success, but their relatively low levels of 

confidence may be a manifestation of constantly feeling a great deal of pressure to 

succeed in order to honor family and the family’s name. University professionals should 

maintain a critical eye and balance socio-cultural aspects of the API community with 

their own professional knowledge of working with students.  

 It is often challenging to argue against the “model minority” stereotype. 

Compared with the racial stereotypes of other ethnic/racial groups, “model minority” 

appears to be a constructive and positive label. However, despite its strengths and 

apparent privileges, it also casts rather dangerous linkages given how it has been used by 

the dominant group: It prescribes how API should behave; it is used against other 

minority groups and silences claims of inequality; it silences and mitigates the varied 

experiences of other API who do not / choose not to subscribe to the “model minority” 

paradigm; and last it is dangerous because many API use the stereotype to judge their 

self-worth. When this occurs, one loses their identity.  

 With regards to socially-focused theories, the conclusions of this study challenge 

general models of persistence; more specifically, the results contradict with the central 

constructs of integration and assimilation.  Numerous persistence models are 

interactionalist in nature and emphasize social relationships with peers; and those who do 

so take ownership of their institution at a more consistent level than those who do not 

(Tinto, 1993; Braxton, 1997). Most student affairs programming encourage interaction 

with other students and involvement from its participants. Ironically, the assimilation of 

APIs to a majority (white) model of behavior runs counter to institutional goals of 
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academic excellence, i.e. APIs who maintain close ties with their ethnic heritage and 

ethnic group are more likely to achieve higher grades compared with those who are more 

white-identified. Therefore, general concepts of integration must be critiqued from a 

multicultural perspective and not be blindly perceived as a “positive experience [which 

increases] intentions and commitments both to the goal of college completion and to the 

institution in which the person finds him/herself … negative or malintegrative 

experiences serve to weaken intentions and commitments, especially commitment to the 

institution, and thereby enhance the likelihood of leaving” (Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, 

and Hengstler, 1992).  

 The results of this study also challenge psychologically-focused student 

development theories, namely the assumed relationship between self-efficacy and 

achievement. For instance, API who were considered “model minorities” and who had 

some attachment to their culture and identity enjoyed the advantage of having the most 

students earning above a 3.5 grade point average; however, the API in this category had 

one of the lowest levels of academic self-efficacy. This critique to Bandura’s (1997) 

argument that self-efficacy can provide much insight into the motivation and behavioral 

components of students, and research has shown a positive relationship between levels of 

self-efficacy beliefs and measures of academic outcomes reinforces the need to place 

student developmental theories in the context of a diverse student population.   

 Indeed, the services of student affairs professionals towards API ought to be 

delivered with some sensitivity to the results of this study.  Organizationally, campus 

professionals should divest themselves from a rational, majority-centric model to more of 
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a cultural model. A cultural perspective acknowledges context as an important factor; it 

explains unusual and also routine behavior; it accommodates differing behaviors within 

the institution and within student subcultures; lastly, it acknowledges the validity of 

subjective views.  Cultural perspectives enable one to understand the seemingly myopic 

drive for some API to academically succeed only to sacrifice social activities. At the 

same time, it allows one to understand why some API are “unusual” and tend to act 

White. The framework emphasizes history, tradition, evolving circumstances, and 

individual motives in creating meaning.  A cultural framework helps one to understand 

why assimilation into the greater campus environment may not be to the best interest of 

some API but advantageous for some. Student services professionals must, however, be 

skilled in balancing general research outcomes regarding API with outcomes proposing 

further dissaggregation into subgroups. In other words, API do share some common 

cultural characteristics such as their emphasis on the family and the importance of loss of 

face (Sue et al, 1998). Aggregate research is helpful in providing baseline information to 

later inform more specific group research. 

The delivery of mental health policies on college campuses are often directed to 

aggregate student populations, rather than individuals.  Psychopathology among college 

students is often described as harboring anti-social behaviors and lack of self-confidence 

to succeed, to name just a few (Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991). Based on the outcomes 

of this research, White-centered API tend to have lower grade point averages compared 

with API who are ethically-attached. Obviously, this pathology is academically adaptive 

for some API given that many API who had relatively lower levels of academic self-
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efficacy had the highest grade point averages. Again, it appears that low-self confidence 

is an impetus for motivational achievement.  

Student affairs professionals should be aware of important characteristics of API. 

They should be sensitive to their English speaking proficiency, their country of origin 

(and thus political history), and their social background. Given this information, one can 

make sound judgments when counseling or advising students. For instance, if a student 

came into an academic adviser’s office and complained of somatic issues brought on by 

indecision regarding a major, would one treat the issue as a student problem or a problem 

with the student’s family?  If the student were a first generation immigrant from China, 

one might talk about family expectations (realistic and unrealistic); however, if they were 

a fourth generation Japanese-American student, one might explore issues of 

indecisiveness as a pathology. Maintaining this frame of mind would enable professionals 

to stay abreast of the ever-changing API student population. Japanese-Americans were 

the largest group of API decades ago, but now they are outnumbered by Chinese, 

Filipinos, and Indochinese (Sue et al, 1998). Given shifting demographics, social goals 

have evolved over time. Today many API are lauded because of remarkable 

achievements in academics and in the marketplace; hence, they have experienced 

increased social acceptance (in contrast to attitudes 20 years ago) and have turned some 

focus away from social justice goals.  

Student affairs professionals must also be aware of the complexity of adjustment 

issues for API. For instance, why do some API who seem to have many friends still act 

maladjusted? Why do they end up dropping out and fail to complete a degree? Results of 
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this study suggest that API who considered themselves ethnically-detached and 

presumably well integrated into the greater campus community had lower levels of social 

adjustment compared to API who were ethnically-attached. There is the possibility that as 

these API tried hard to fit into the majority culture, they faced increasing discrimination 

and marginalization. Residence hall and campus activities professionals need to be aware 

of the current campus ecology; thus, they must provide all students with adequate and 

appropriate diversity training to relate with API and other multicultural students. At the 

same time, they should be aware of other options for API who face difficulty in 

penetrating certain student groups.   

This study informs campus professionals who work closely with APIs of the 

complexity of interpreting outcomes in terms of achievement, motivation, and adjustment 

and their interaction with socio-cultural norms that each student brings with them. API 

college students are often just seen as ideal students with high retention and graduation 

rates and commensurate high grades. Very seldom do faculty and staff critically examine 

the background API students bring with them, both collectively as a group and as 

individual students, because educational outcomes, such as retention and graduation 

rates, are often what matters most on college campuses. Professionals who work 

intimately with these students need to be sensitive to their background characteristics and 

how they affect their motivational achievement to succeed  academically and to view 

themselves in the context of various campus communities. Complicated as it may seem, 

this level of understanding is vitally important in order to serve this ever increasing 

population effectively. 
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