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The current study examined the impact that components of Social Cognitive Career 

Theory (SCCT) have on choice behavior and academic performance in African American or 

Black, undergraduate students.  SCCT is a highly valued and researched theory, but few studies 

examine the impact that SCCT components have on choice behavior and academic performance 

in Black college students.  This study focused on evaluating SCCT components’ relevance to 

variables that have been shown to predict later objective career success.  This is important 

because African Americans tend to have significantly lower paying and less prestigious jobs, as 

well as attain lower levels of education than most other racial populations in the United States. 

However, there is a paucity of current career development and attainment literature specific to 

the African American undergraduate population.  In an effort to promote understanding of within 

group differences in SCCT variables that can contribute to educational and career success, 247 

African American undergraduates were recruited to participate in this study. The participants 

completed online questionnaires regarding demographic information, self-efficacy, contextual 

barriers, contextual supports, choice goals, and choice behavior. Participants also gave 

permission for researchers to access grades.  Findings indicate that academic coping self-

efficacy, contextual barriers, and contextual supports may be particularly important to academic 

choice behavior in African American college students.  Further, choice behavior appears to be 

important to grade point average.  Implications, limitations, and recommendations for future 

research associated with this study’s findings are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

When looking at the workforce of the United States, it becomes clear that higher paying 

and higher status jobs are not equally distributed across races.  In particular, African Americans 

more often have lower paying and lower status jobs than other racial populations in the United 

States (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2011; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011).  These 

disparities warrant attention as income level and job status influence a person’s access to 

important resources and experiences.  Availability of such resources and experiences can impact 

the trajectory of a person’s life (Goldrick-Rab, 2006; Rojewski, 2005; Trusty & Niles, 2004). 

Due to findings associated with African Americans’ career aspirations, it is particularly 

important to explore the tendency for African Americans to have lower paying and less 

prestigious jobs. Although empirical findings tied to African Americans’ career aspirations are 

mixed, research shows that African American career aspirations do not significantly differ from 

other U.S. racial populations, and in some cases, African Americans aspire to higher status and 

higher paying careers (Arbona & Novy, 1991; Fouad & Byars-Winson, 2005; Jacobs, Karen, & 

McClelland, 1991; Mello, 2009).  Researchers have started to explore these disparities, but 

availability of studies that focus on African American or Black’s career development and 

attainment is sparse and underdeveloped.  Few studies have focused solely on Blacks.  Further, 

researchers that include Blacks in their participant pool typically include a minimal number of 

Black participants.  Another primary shortcoming of the literature is that the majority of the 

studies that include Black participants and focus on career development and attainment look at 

between racial group differences, with Black participants frequently being blended into a 

combined minority group for empirical evaluation.  In addition, the general career literature that 
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does include a sizeable number of Black college students, enabling the consideration of within 

group differences, has often produced mixed results.  Literature that combines different groups 

of people into one group, focuses on between group differences, and produces mixed findings is 

limited in its ability to provide insight on a specific group’s career development.  The SCCT 

literature provides more data specific to Black college students. However, these studies primarily 

recruit Black participants from Historically Black Colleges or Universities (HBCU).  Location of 

recruitment is noteworthy as there is evidence to suggest that Black students at HBCU have 

higher academic outcomes (e.g., retention, graduation rates, GPA) than Black students at 

Predominantly White Colleges or Universities (PWCU; Greer & Brown, 2011).  This finding 

suggests that empirical conclusions specific to Black students at HBCUs may not be 

generalizable to Black students at PWCUs.  Moreover, generally few studies have evaluated 

gender differences, although they have been shown to be of particular relevance within the 

African American population.  Further, when reviewing the African American career 

development and attainment literature, adolescents are disproportionately studied.  While 

adolescence is an important developmental period, the literature would benefit from additional 

information about other age groups.  In particular, the literature has few studies that include 

Black, college students. Understanding of this age group is warranted, because this is a time 

period when an individual is transitioning into adulthood and starting to actively pursue career 

goals (Lent, Hackett, & Brown, 1999).  Another limitation of the African American career 

development and attainment literature is that often only a few important career variables are 

considered, which gives the reader a small view of what is likely a larger more complex picture. 

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) serves as a valuable guide when attempting to 

address gaps in the literature relevant to the phenomenon of African Americans being less likely 
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to attain higher paying and status jobs than most other racial populations in the United States.  

One of reason that SCCT provides a useful focus in this area is because it is a broad theory, 

designed to explain career outcomes.  SCCT explains career development and outcomes through 

complex reciprocal relationships between personal influences (e.g., self-efficacy, choice goals), 

contextual influences (contextual supports, contextual barriers), and behaviors (e.g., choice 

behavior) with each consisting of a number of components.  SCCT has been recognized by 

theorists as a career theory that can serve as a useful and appropriate guide for understanding 

diverse populations (Creager, 2011).  SCCT has also been identified as a culturally sensitive and 

appropriate approach to understanding African Americans’ career development (Pope-Davis & 

Hargrove, 2001).  Further, researchers have found empirical support for SCCT’s hypotheses 

within the African American population (e.g., Constantine, Wallace, & Kindaichi, 2005; Perry, 

Lui, & Pabian, 2010; Melendez & Melendez, 2010; Lent, Brown, Sheu, Schmidt, Brenner, 

Gloster, Wilkins, Schmidt, Lyons, & Treistman, 2005).  Accordingly, SCCT was selected to 

guide the current study because of this theory’s purpose and theoretical and empirical support 

surrounding SCCT’s ability to make meaningful connections regarding African Americans’ 

career development and outcomes. 

 There are many day to day behaviors that contribute to later career outcomes.  SCCT 

defines choice behaviors (a component of SCCT’s behavior) as “efforts to implement goals” 

(Lent, 2005, p.109).  SCCT identifies self-efficacy, choice goals, contextual supports, and 

contextual barriers as holding influential and important relationships with choice behavior (Lent, 

2005).  Available studies in the SCCT literature support the importance of considering choice 

behavior in college students, and SCCT’s hypotheses (Larson, Bonitz, Werbel, Wu, & Mills, 

2012; Lent, Brown, Brenner, Chopra, Davis, Talleyrand, & Suthakaran, 2001; Lent, Brown, 
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Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman, 2003; Lapan, Shaughnessy, & Boggs, 1996).  However, 

these studies have a small number of Black participants.   

 Choice behavior is a broad concept that can be measured in different ways.  Outside of 

the SCCT literature, student adaptation supplies a focus specific to academic behavior in college 

students.  More specifically, student adaptation refers to how a student adapts to college 

demands. Student adaptation includes behaviors associated with student academic, social, and 

personal – emotional adjustment, as well as student attachment to his or her college. These 

behaviors are measureable and relate well to SCCT’s choice behavior.  In addition, a number of 

researchers have shown that students’ adaption or adjustment to college predicts grade point 

average and degree attainment (Baker and Siryk, 1999; Love, Tyler, Thomas, Garriott, Brown, 

and Roan-Belle, 2009; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Woosley, 2003). In turn, grade-point average 

and degree attainment have been shown to be predictive of later salary and job status.  Focusing 

on college students’ choice behavior that impacts grade point average and degree attainment is 

important since these behaviors potentially promote the realization of a higher paying and higher 

(or more prestigious) status career. Therefore, the use of academic adjustment allows this 

research to narrow the broad concept of choice behavior in a meaningful way to specifically 

focus on academic choice behavior, which is relevant to later career outcomes.   

 Grade Point Average (GPA) has been identified in the literature as a relevant indicator of 

later objective career success (objective career success is associated with salary, salary growth, 

promotions, or career status and prestige with career success increasing as these variables 

increase).  In particular, academic achievement associated with GPA has been tied to 

employment (Wiesner, Vondracek, Capaldi, & Porfeli, 2003), and Socioeconomic Status (SES) 

of first job (Halaby, 2006; Roth & Clark, 1998).  Also, SCCT posits that choice behavior directly 
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impacts performance domains (Lent, 2005); SCCT researchers commonly recognize GPA as 

falling within SCCT’s concept of performance domains (Lent & Brown, 2006).  As previously 

highlighted, objective career success is found to be unequally distributed across the United States 

workforce with African Americans tending to experience less objective career success than most 

other racial populations (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2011; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2011).  The combination of theoretical guidance and empirical findings highlight GPA as an 

important marker when working to understand relationships between academic behavior and 

potential career outcomes. The current researcher has only found one recent empirical study 

(Wright, Jenkins-Gaurnieri, & Murdock, 2012) that included, among other variables, academic 

choice behavior and GPA.  However, this study did not specifically evaluate the relationship 

between choice behavior and GPA.  It appears that increased understanding of the relationship 

between choice behavior and GPA in Black, college students would help academic institutions 

be better informed on how to promote academic success in their students.          

 SES is recognized, within the career development literature of ethnic minorities, as an 

influential variable that should be accounted for in research designs (Brown & Lent, 2005).  

Generally, empirical research suggests that SES has an impact on relevant outcomes, with higher 

SES tending to promote more desirable outcomes.  For example, parent/family SES has a 

longstanding impact on offspring’s career outcomes (Ashby & Schoon, 2010; Brown, 2004; 

Swanson & Gore, 2000) and educational outcomes (Strenze, 2007; Ashby & Schoon, 2010; 

Swanson & Gore, 2000; Orr, 2003).  Parent SES also has been shown to impact aspects of career 

development (Ashby & Schoon, 2010; Brown, 2004; Rojewski, 2005; Trusty, 2002; Trusty, Ng, 

& Plata, 2000).  Current career theorists suggest that career development and outcome 

differences found between racial groups may be partly related to variances in SES, rather than 
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differences specific to race (Brown, 2004; Whitson & Keller, 2004).  SES may be particularly 

relevant to Blacks’ career development and outcomes as evidence suggests African Americans 

report more financial barriers to career than other ethnic minorities (Luzzo, 1993). Despite the 

relevance of SES to career development and outcomes, there is limited research that specifically 

evaluates SES’s impact on career development factors and academic behavior in African 

Americans.  SCCT recognizes SES as a relevant factor in career development and outcomes.  

SCCT associates SES with environmental/contextual factors that can act as a support or barrier 

and influence career development and attainment.  Like all contextual factors, SCCT divides 

SES into two types: distal or proximal.  Distal aspects of SES are thought to be most impactful 

earlier in the career development process, but are not believed to have a direct impact on choice 

behavior.  In contrast, proximal aspects of SES (e.g., having financial resources needed to 

complete a desired/relevant task) are posited to be present and impactful later in career 

development when people are starting to pursue their career related goals, and have a direct 

effect on choice behavior (Lent, 2005).  Generally, SCCT suggests that SES impacts career 

development and attainment, because it influences exposure and access to learning opportunities 

(Lent, 2005; Lent & Brown, 1996).  Although SCCT acknowledges SES as relevant to career 

development and outcomes, a small number of studies have included Black participants and 

specifically considered SES’ impact on SCCT factors.  Further, most of the studies that 

specifically evaluate the impact of SES, on what can be identified as SCCT factors, are not 

within the SCCT literature.  This is likely, because SCCT views broader measures of SES, like 

parent SES of adult children, as tapping into distal contextual factors that affect the development 

of other SCCT factors, but do not directly affect choice behavior (Lent, 2005; Lent & Brown, 

1996).  Researchers have found positive, significant relationships between SES and factors (i.e., 
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career expectations, degree attainment expectations) that fall within SCCT’s choice goals (Mello, 

2009; Trask-Tate & Cunningham, 2010).  Two of the studies have specifically evaluated the 

relationship between SES and choice behavior and include Black participants.  Further, these 

studies used concepts of SES that SCCT would identify as broad and distal.  The finding of these 

studies provide mixed results, with one study finding evidence of behavior holding a positive, 

significant relationship with SES (Ostrove & Long, 2007), and the other study not finding 

support for a significant relationship between SES and behavior (Anglin & Wade, 2007).  

Considering the theoretical emphasis and the particular relevance that SES may have with 

Blacks’ career development, it seems important to specifically consider the impact that distal 

aspects of SES have on SCCT factors.      

 SES is a broad and complex factor that makes measurement complicated.  Further, within 

the field of psychology, there does not seem to be an agreed upon way to measure SES 

(Braveman, Cubbin, Egerter, Chideya, Marchi, Metzler, & Posner, 2005 relevant to a study’s 

focus (Braveman, Cubbin, Egerter, Chideya, Marchi, Metzler, & Posner, 2005).  In the current 

study, high school SES and neighborhood SES are used as a control and as a measure of distal 

SES.  The selection of high school and neighborhood SES was influenced by an evaluation of 

SES measures that highlighted the importance of identifying/using specific SES factors relevant 

to a study’s focus (Braveman, Cubbin, Egerter, Chideya, Marchi, Metzler, & Posner, 2005) and 

by recent findings that suggested that these aspects of SES are relevant to SCCT influences and 

choice behavior in Black college students (Garrett, 2013).  Empirical findings and/or typically 

accepted theoretical views indicate that SES will likely affect the empirical presentation of other 

variables in this study.  SES will be controlled for in order to: 1) avoid confounding 
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measurements of individual variables and 2) evaluate the impact of  specific SCCT factors on 

academic choice behavior, outside of the influence of distal SES.   

 The SCCT literature provides mixed results regarding the impact of gender on SCCT 

factors.  Some studies find that gender has a significant impact on SCCT factors (Gainor & Lent, 

1998; Garrett, 2013).  More specifically, Gainor and Lent (1998) found that Black men reported 

higher self-efficacy than Black women.  Further, Garrett (2013) found evidence for a difference 

between men and women in regards to choice goals and self-efficacy’s relationship, with this 

relationship tending to be negative in men (i.e., as choice goals increased, self-efficacy 

decreased)  and positive in women (i.e., as choice goals increased, self-efficacy increased). Other 

studies’ findings do not supply evidence for gender impacting SCCT factors (Lent, Lopez, Shue, 

& Lopez, 2011; Garriott, Flores, & Martens, 2013; Lent, Miller, Smith, Watford, Lim, Hui, 

Morrison, Wilkins, & Williams, 2013).  Interestingly, the studies that did not provide evidence 

for gender impacting SCCT variables had participant populations with less than half of the 

participants identifying as Black.  Further, both studies that did find evidence for gender 

impacting SCCT factors consisted solely of Black, college students.  Evaluating the impact of 

gender on SCCT influences on academic behavior may be of particular importance within the 

African American population, because Black males are less likely than Black females to attain a 

college degree (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007).  Black males also tend to 

have a lower GPA in college than Black females (DeFreitas, 2012).  Generally, researchers note 

the importance of accounting for and evaluating the effects of socioeconomic status, gender, and 

race jointly (as opposed to evaluating these effects in isolation) in studies aiming to understand 

differences in academic behavior and associated achievement (Steele-Johnson & Leas, 2013; Dill 

& Zambrana 2009).  In an effort to gain insight on what SCCT factors have a meaningful impact 
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on behavior relevant to academic success in Black, college students the impact of SES and 

gender will be evaluated if possible.    

 SCCT identifies supports and barriers as environmental factors that impact career 

development.  Generally, SCCT posits contextual supports as having a positive impact on career 

development and contextual barriers as having a negative impact on career development.  SCCT 

theorizes that “people are more likely to implement their career choices (e.g., to translate their 

goals into actions) if they perceive that their preferred options will be accompanied by minimal 

barriers and ample supports within the surrounding environment” (Lent, 2005, pg. 120).  Further, 

SCCT researchers provide evidence that contextual supports and barriers are separate concepts 

rather than opposites on one spectrum (e.g., good/support vs. bad/barriers; Lent, Brown, Brenner, 

Chopra, Davis, Talleyrand, & Suthakaran, 2001).  SCCT’s hypotheses regarding contextual 

supports have been supported in the literature.  For example, contextual supports have been 

shown to have a direct, positive impact on career certainty (Constantien, Wallace, & Kindaichi, 

2005), aspects of self-efficacy (Alliman-Brissett, Turner, & Skovhold, 2004; Guushue & 

Whitson, 2006), adaptive academic behavior (Kenny, Blustein, Chaves, & Gallagher, 2003), 

college adjustment (Schmidt, Miles, & Welsh, 2011), and academic expectations (Trask-Tate & 

Cunningham 2010).  In contrast, empirical have findings produced mixed results regarding 

contextual barriers’ direct, negative relationship with career development.  Contextual barriers 

have been shown to promote career indecision (Constantien, Wallace, & Kindaichi, 2005), as 

well as negatively impact aspects of self-efficacy (Gibbons & Borders, 2010), academic 

behavior, and career aspirations (Kenny, Bluestein, Chaves, Grossman, & Gallagher, 2003).  

However, other studies did not find support for barriers’ direct, negative impact on self-efficacy, 

choice goals (Lent, Shue, Gloster, & Wilkins, 2010), or aspects of self-efficacy (Garriott, Flores, 
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& Martens, 2013).  A limitation of the contextual factors literature is that there are minimal 

studies that consider a broad range of contextual supports and include Black, college student 

participants.  Only one other study (Garrett, 2013) has evaluated contextual barriers’ impact on 

choice behaviors and also included solely Black, college student participants.  Additionally, 

questions remain about barriers’ role in Blacks’ career development due to mixed findings 

regarding barriers’ direct impact on career development factors.  These limitations are notable, 

because the consideration of contextual factors’ impact on career development has been 

highlighted in the literature as particularly important for Blacks (barriers – Lopez & Ann-Yi, 

2006) and other racial minorities’ career development (support –Whiston & Keller, 2004).  This 

researcher aims to address some of these limitations.  Therefore, in accordance with SCCT, this 

researcher hypothesizes that contextual supports and barriers will have a direct, significant 

relationship with behavior.  It is posited that contextual support will hold a positive relationship 

with behavior and contextual barriers will hold a negative relationship with behaviors.   

 In addition to contextual factors having direct relationships with behavior, SCCT also 

posits that contextual factors hold a number of indirect relationships with choice behavior.  The 

literature that evaluates these posited indirect relationships is limited and mixed (Lent, Brown, 

Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman, 2003; Garrett, 2013). This highlights SCCT’s hypothesis 

that self-efficacy explains a significant portion of (or mediates) the relationship between 

contextual factors and behavior. Considering different ways that contextual influences can 

impact choice behavior is important, because it increases sensitivity of individual differences in 

contextual influences and how they can impact behavior.  Therefore, in accordance with SCCT, 

this study hypotheses that contextual factors will also hold an indirect relationship with 

behaviors.  More specifically, it is posited that self-efficacy will partially mediate a positive, 
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significant relationship between contextual support and behavior.  It is also hypothesized that 

self-efficacy will partially mediate a negative, significant relationship between contextual 

barriers and behavior.    

 SCCT defines choice goals as “the type of activity or career that an individual wishes to 

pursue” (Lent, 2005, p. 105).  SCCT posits that choice goals “help people to organize, direct, and 

sustain their own behavior, even over long intervals without external payoffs” (Lent, 2005, pg. 

105).  Further, SCCT suggests that choice goals are key motivators to behavior (Lent, Hackett, & 

Brown, 1999).  Career and educational expectations align with the SCCT component, choice 

goals.  Educational expectations are the primary focus of this project due to SCCT underpinnings 

and a recent empirical finding.  More specifically, SCCT theorists outline in a measurement 

guideline that “the content focus, level of specificity, and temporal proximity” of SCCT 

variables evaluated should match (Lent & Brown, 2006, pg. 22).  In regard to academic choice 

behavior in college students, it seems that educational expectations are a more appropriate focus 

for choice goals than career expectations.  Furthermore, a study similar to the current study did 

not find career expectations to be a meaningful focus when evaluating SCCT influences’ impact 

on academic choice behavior in African American college students (Garrett, 2013).   Therefore, 

educational expectations will be the primary focus of the current project.  However, the empirical 

studies available do not supply a clear view on how educational expectations (choice goals) 

relate to other SCCT influences, and accordingly leave questions about associated SCCT 

hypotheses.  For example, both Lent et al. (2005), as well as Garriott, Flores, and Martin (2013) 

supply evidence for some SCCT hypotheses involving choice goals, but not for other hypotheses.  

The above studies evaluate other SCCT factors influence on choice goals.  A shortcoming of this 

literature is that the current researcher could only find one empirical study that evaluated 
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educational expectations’ (choice goals’) impact on academic choice behavior in Black college 

students (Lent et.al., 2003).  Lent’s et.al.’s (2003) study did not find evidence for choice goals 

direct impact on choice behavior.  This study is limited in its ability to generalize to the African 

American population since only nine percent of participants identified as African American 

(Lent et al., 2003).  Based on the available research and SCCT theory, it is hypothesized that 

educational expectations will hold a direct, positive, and significant relationship with choice 

behavior.  

In SCCT, self-efficacy “is conceived as a dynamic set of self-beliefs that are linked to a 

particular performance domain and activities” (Lent, 2005, p. 104).  Four studies have looked at 

career-related self-efficacy and behavior in Black, college students.  These studies found support 

for self-efficacy’s positive relationship with behavior (Perry, Lui, & Pabian, 2010; Gainor, 1998; 

Garrett, 2013; Lent, Brown, Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman, 2003). Generally, career 

related self-efficacy has been identified as an important factor in career development across 

populations (Brown, Tramayne, Hoxha, Telander, Fan, & Lent, 2008; Hackett, Betz, Casas, & 

Rocha-Singh, 1992; Pajares & Miller, 1995) and has been related to performance outcomes (e.g., 

GPA, academic retention).  Although career related self-efficacy has consistently been shown to 

be an important variable over the course of career development, researchers have questioned the 

level of measurement specificity necessary to tap into factors relevant to career and also remain 

true to the concept of self-efficacy (i.e., a domain and task specific concept).  Accordingly, the 

current study will use two self-efficacy measures that are thought to be reflective of career 

related self-efficacy to measure different levels of specificity.  This approach is recommended by 

Lent and Brown’s (2006) SCCT measurement guide.  It is hypothesized that self-efficacy will 

hold a positive, significant relationship with academic choice behavior.  Empirical findings (i.e., 
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Lent, Brown, Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman, 2003; Garrett, 2013) and SCCT support 

this hypothesis (Lent, 2005).  

   One of the goals of the current study is to further advance the Black career development 

and attainment literature by addressing the above outlined shortcomings in the literature.  Thus, 

this study will include solely Black college student participants and will study a range of career 

variables.  A second goal of this study is to control for SES and consider the impact of a wide 

range of variables on Blacks’ career development.  Based on guidance from SCCT and findings 

within the current career literature, hypotheses will test a model containing:  1) contextual 

influences (i.e., environmental supports and barriers) and 2) personal influences (i.e., choice 

goals and self-efficacy), which are posited to be predictors of choice behavior.  Further, this 

study will also evaluate the relationship between choice behavior and GPA.  More specifically, 

this study posits that when SES is controlled, self-efficacy, contextual support, and choice goals 

will promote academic success behavior, while contextual barriers will deter academic success 

behavior in Black college students.  It is hypothesized that adaptive academic choice behavior 

will promote grade point average (GPA).  Further, it is posited that the relationship between 

contextual influences and choice behavior will be mediated by self-efficacy, after controlling for 

SES.  In short, the current study is designed to provide a broader and more real world 

understanding of African American career development and attainment.  This understanding 

will, in turn, contribute to the literature aiming to facilitate understanding of factors relevant to 

academic success behavior and GPA in Black, college students. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Participants and Procedures 

 Participants were 247 undergraduate African American college students recruited via 

social groups and class visits affiliated with the University of North Texas (UNT).  Based on the 

recommendations of Reinartz et al. (2009), the obtained sample size was determined to be 

sufficient for Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM).  Additionally, 

Reinartz et al. has suggested that PLS-SEM typically yields greater statistical power with smaller 

samples compared to Covariance-Based SEM (CB-SEM).  Participation was voluntary, and this 

study was approved by the University of North Texas Institutional Review Board.  If participants 

were psychology students, they had the opportunity to receive course credit and four chances to 

win a fifty dollar gift card; participants who were not psychology students received four chances 

to win a fifty dollar gift card.  In order to sample from the traditional age range of an 

undergraduate student, recruitment was aimed at 18- through 25-year-old African 

American/Black males and females. Participants were required to complete an informed consent 

form and a survey packet online. 

Instruments 

Demographic Information and GPA 

 Demographic information for the sample was obtained via a questionnaire with questions 

regarding age, gender, racial identity, employment status, degree path (i.e., major and minor 

selection), U.S. citizenship, country of origin, and course credit status at UNT (e.g., freshman).  

The demographic questionnaire also inquired about parents’ marital status, as well as parents’ 

past education level (i.e., when the participant was in sixth grade), present education level, and 



15 

 

occupation.  The participants were asked to grant the researcher the ability to access grade-point-

average information. 

Choice Behavior – Academic Achievement and Degree Attainment 

This study utilized the Academic Adjustment Scale in the Student Adaptation to College 

Questionnaire (SACQ) to measure adaptive forms of adjustment (including behavior) in college 

students.  The SACQ was selected for this study, because it is tailored for undergraduate students 

and has been used with the African American Population.  In addition, researchers have found 

that SACQ scores predict GPA and continued university enrollment.    

The SACQ is a 67-item, self-report questionnaire that includes four subscales (Academic 

Adjustment, Social Adjustment, Personal-Emotional Adjustment, and Attachment) and a full 

scale score (Baker & Siryk, 1999). Participants are asked to rate the extent to which a statement 

applies to them on a 9-point scale (“applies Very Closely to Me” “Doesn’t Apply to Me at All”). 

Higher scores on the SACQ are indicative of higher levels of adaptation to college (Baker and 

Siryk, 1999). The Academic Adjustment Subscale is designed to assess student success in 

managing typical academic demands found in college experience; this scale has shown a 

consistent, significant relationship with GPA (Baker & Siryk, 1999).  The Social Adjustment 

Scale is designed to assess student success in managing interpersonal-societal demands tied to 

college experience.  The Personal-Emotional Adjustment Subscale is designed to assess student’s 

intrapsychic state during his/her adjustment to college and to discern the level he or she is 

experiencing psychological distress and linked somatic problems.  The Attachment Subscale is 

designed to measure a student’s level of commitment to educational-institutional goals and 

quality of connection to his or her university; this measure has been shown to have a significant 

relationship with remaining enrolled in university (Baker & Siryk, 1999).  Although less 
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consistent than the Academic Adjustment Subscale findings, all of the other SACQ subscales and 

the full scale also have been found to have a significant relationship with GPA (Baker & Siryk, 

1999).  Similarly, although less consistent than the Attachment Subscale findings, the full scale 

score, Academic Adjustment Subscale, and Personal-Emotional Adjustment Subscale also have 

been found to have a significant relationship with remaining enrolled in college.  Reliability 

studies have alpha coefficients ranging from .81 to .90, .83 to .91, .77 to .86, .85 to .91, and .92 

to .95 for the following scales respectively: Academic Adjustment, Social Adjustment, Personal-

Emotional Adjustment, Attachment, Full Scale (Baker & Siryk, 1999).  Similarly, in a recent 

study, analysis of the Academic Adjustment Scale produced a Cronbach’s Alpha of .86 in a 

Black college student sample (Garrett, 2013).  The Academic adjustment scale in this study 

produced a Cronbach’s Alpha of .79.  

The SACQ has been used in racially diverse college populations.  In particular, several 

recent studies that included a notable portion of African American college participants have used 

the SACQ (e.g., Melendez & Melendez, 2010; Klasner & Pistole, 2003; Mattanah, Hancock, & 

Brand, 2004); and other recent studies have utilized SACQ and solely sampled from an African 

American college population (e.g., Anglin & Wade, 2007; Love, Tyler, Thomas, Garriott, 

Brown, & Roan-Belle, 2009; Garrett, 2013).  

Social Economic Status 

This study used two questions from the demographics questionnaire to measure SES: 1) 

“Growing-up what was the economic/class status of your neighborhood?”; 2) “What is your idea 

about the economic/class status of the students from your high school?”.  Participants will rank 

their answers on a 3-point scale (1=Lower Class, 2 = Middle Class, 3 = Upper Class) with higher 

scores being indicative of higher SES.  These questions were recently constructed for a similar 
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study and provided evidence that measuring neighborhood and high school SES in this way was 

meaningful to SCCT influences and academic choice behavior in Black college students (Garrett, 

2013).  

SCCT Contextual Influences – Support 

This study used an adapted version of the Contextual Supports Measure (CSM; Lent, 

Brown, Talleyrand, McPartland, Davis, Chopra, Alexander, Suthakaran, & Chai, 2002) to 

measure support relevant to college students’ pursuit of academic and career goals.  In the 

original CSM, some of the questions are specific to math and science areas of work/study (e.g., 

“have friend or family members who would help you with math or science problems”; Lent, 

Brown, Brenner, Chopra, Davis, Talleyrand, & Suthakaran, 2001, pg. 477). The current 

researcher slightly modified CSM questions that are specific to math and science (e.g., “have 

friends or family who could help you with your academic major problems”).  This slight 

modification of the CSM allows inclusion of participants who are interested in areas of 

study/work outside of math and science fields. 

The CSM contains 15 items, which are divided into four conceptual clusters: social 

support and encouragement; instrumental assistance; access to role models or mentors; and 

financial resources.  Participants rank the likelihood they would receive support on a 5-point 

scale (1 = not at all likely; 5 = extremely likely).  Higher CSM scores indicate higher 

expectations of receiving career related support (Lent et al., 2001).  Lent’s et al.’s (2002) CSM 

produced a .88 coefficient alpha, and an adapted version of the CSM used in Raiff’s (2004) 

dissertation yielded a .87 coefficient alpha.  A recent analysis of the CSM in a Black, college 

student sample produced a .88 Cronbach’s Alpha (Garrett, 2013).  Analysis of  the CSM in this 

study produced a Cronbach’s Alpha of .88.  The CSM was selected, because the CSM and a 
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slightly modified CSM have been used in studies that included Black participants.  For example, 

the study that initially evaluated the CSM had twenty two percent of participants identify as 

Black (Lent, et al., 2001).  Further, a slightly different version of the original CSM (Lent, Brown, 

Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman , 2003), modified to align with engineering majors as 

opposed to math and science majors, was used in a study where forty four percent of participants 

identified as Black; this study found that the Engineering CSM produced a coefficient alpha 

value of .86.  Further, the CSM was also selected because of its alignment with the 

undergraduate population and Robert W. Lent’s strong ties to the CMS and SCCT.              

SCCT Contextual Influences – Barriers 

 An adapted version of the Contextual Barriers Measure (CBM; Lent, Brown, Talleyrand, 

McPartland, Davis, Chopra, Alexander, Suthakaran, & Chai, 2002) was used in the current study 

to measure barriers relevant to college students’ pursuit of academic and career goals.  In the 

original CBM, some of the questions are specific to math and science areas of work/study (e.g., 

“Have poor-quality teachers in your math and science-related courses”; Lent, Brown, Brenner, 

Chopra, Davis, Talleyrand, & Suthakaran, 2001, pg. 477). The current researcher slightly 

modified questions that are specific to math and science (e.g., “Have poor-quality teachers in 

your major related courses”).  This slight modification of the CBM allows this researcher to 

include participants who are interested in areas of study/work outside of math and science fields.  

The CBM was selected due to its use in the Black population, its alignment with the 

undergraduate population, and its ties with SCCT.  

The CBM contains 21 items, which are divided into four conceptual clusters: social or 

family influences; financial constraints; instructional barriers; gender and race discrimination.  

Participants rank the likelihood they would experience the barriers included in the CBM on a 5-
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point scale (1 = not at all likely; 5 = extremely likely).  Higher CBM scores indicate more 

numerous/greater expectations of experiencing barriers (Lent et al., 2001).  Lent et al.’s (2001) 

CBM produced a .90 coefficient alpha value.  A recent study’s analysis of the CBM also 

produced a .90 coefficient alpha within a Black, college sample (Garrett, 2013).  Similarly, 

analysis of the CBM in this study produced a Cronbach’s Alpha of .91.  The CBM and slightly 

modified versions of the CBM have been used in studies that contain Black participants.  Lent et 

al., (2001) study that validated that CBM had twenty two percent of participants identify as 

Black.  Further, another study using a slightly modified CBM to align with engineering majors as 

opposed to math majors, had forty four percent of participants identify as Black, and reported 

coefficient alpha of .86 for this measure (Lent, Brown, Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman, 

2003). 

SCCT Personal Influences - Choice Goals  

This study used two questions in the demographic questionnaire to measure educational 

expectations/choice goals: “1) Ideally what level of education would you complete?”; “2) What 

level of education do you think you will actually complete?”.  Participants were asked to respond 

on an 8-point scale (1 = Less than a high school degree; 8 = Professional degree – Ph.D., M.D., 

J.D.) with higher scores representing higher educational expectations in regard to degree 

attainment.  The first question is designed to tap into educational aspirations, and the second 

question is designed to tap into educational expectations. The first question will be used to 

provide context/conceptual understanding, and the data from the second question will be used as 

the measure of educational expectations.  Other studies have used a similar line of questioning to 

measure educational expectations (e.g., Ali & Saunder, 2006; Trask-Tate & Cummingham, 

2010).  Further, a similar study provided evidence that measuring educational 
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expectations/choice goals in this way was meaningful to SCCT influences and academic choice 

behavior in Black, college students (Garrett, 2013).      

SCCT Personal Influences – Self-Efficacy 

As recommended by Lent and Brown (2006), the current researcher used more than one 

self-efficacy measure, allowing for varying levels of domain/task specificity. 

This study used an adapted version of the Academic Coping Self-Efficacy (ACSE; Lent, 

Brown, Talleyrand, McPartland, Davis, Chopra, Alexander, Suthakaran, & Chai, 2002) to 

measure coping efficacy for a variety of barriers that college students’ may face when pursuing 

their major affiliated coursework.  In the original ACSE, some of the questions are specific to 

math and science areas of work/study (e.g., “succeed in a math or science course despite having 

a poor instructor”; Lent, Brown, Brenner, Chopra, Davis, Talleyrand, & Suthakaran, 2001, pg. 

477).  The current researcher used an adapted version of ACSE that slightly alters questions that 

are specific to math and science (e.g., “succeed in courses affiliated with your major despite 

having a poor instructor”).  This slight adaptation to the ACSE allows inclusion of participants 

who are interested in areas of study/work outside of math and science fields. 

The ACSE contains 18 items. These items align with the categories in the CBM (i.e., 

social or family influences; financial constraints; instructional barriers; gender and race 

discrimination).  On the ACSE, participants rank their confidence on a 10-point scale (0 = no 

confidence at all; 9 = complete confidence).  Higher ACSE scores indicate higher coping 

efficacy beliefs (Lent et al., 2001).  Lent’s et al.’s (2001) ACSE produced a .94 coefficient alpha 

value; in this study, twenty two percent of participants identified as Black.  Further, a recent 

study that consisted of Black, college students and used the slightly adapted ACSE also produced 

.94 coefficient alpha (Garrett, 2013).  Analysis of the ACSE in this study produced a Cronbach’s 



21 

 

Alpha of .95.  This measure of self-efficacy was selected because of its alignment with the 

undergraduate population, affiliation with SCCT, and relationship with the barriers measure used 

in this study. 

This study used the Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale (OSE; Abele, Stief, & Andrä, 2000) 

to measure career self-efficacy in a broader capacity than provided in the ACSE.  The scale 

consists of 6 items and asks participants to answer questions (e.g., “I am confident that I could 

deal efficiently with the challenges of my occupation if I only wanted to”) about their confidence 

in areas of career on a 5-point scale (1= not at all; 5 = very much).  Abele, Stief, & Andrä (2000) 

reported support for the construct validity of the OSE.  Further, test-retest reliabilities ranging 

between .62 and .75 have been found in working populations (Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007; 

Higgins, Dobrow, & Chandler, 2008).  A shortcoming of this scale is that it was constructed and 

validated within a European, primarily German speaking, population.  Further, the scale required 

translation from German to English; Andrea Abele-Brehm, a creator of the scale, translated the 

scale to English.  Despite the potential limitations of this scale in the proposed population, the 

OSE was selected, because it was the only career self-efficacy measure the current researcher 

identified that provided a minimal to medium level of specificity and did not limit the 

participants to specific areas of work.  Further, a recent study that consisted of Black college 

students in the United States used the OSE and produced a Cronbach’s Alpha of .77 (Garrett, 

2013).  Similarly, analysis of the OSE in this study produced a Cronbach’s Alpha of .78. 

Hypotheses 

 Hypothesis I: Contextual factors and behaviors associated with academic success will 

have a significant relationship after controlling for SES.  Support and behaviors associated with 
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academic success will have a positive relationship; while, barriers and behaviors associated with 

academic success will have a negative relationship. 

Hypothesis II: Choice goals and behaviors associated with academic success will have a 

positive, significant relationship after controlling for SES. 

Hypothesis III: Self-efficacy and behaviors associated with academic success will have a 

positive, significant relationship after controlling for SES.  

 Hypothesis IV: Barriers will hold an indirect relationship with behavior through its 

impact on self-efficacy after controlling for SES. 

 Hypothesis V: Support will hold an indirect relationship with behavior through its impact 

on self-efficacy after controlling for SES. 

 Hypothesis VI: Choice behavior will hold a positive, significant relationship with GPA. 

If possible, exploratory analyses will test all of the hypotheses separately for males and females, 

assuming these analyses are warranted given the results of preliminary correlational analyses. 

Data Analytic Strategy 

In order to evaluate proposed hypotheses between SCCT influences and choice behavior, 

as well as between choice behavior and GPA, Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling 

(PLS-SEM) was utilized using SmartPLS v. 3.2.  PLS-SEM was chosen instead of traditional, 

covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) due to the state of the obtained data consistent with the 

recommendations of Afthanorhan (2013).  Specifically, the obtained sample was insufficient for 

the high sample size requirements of CB-SEM (Bacon, 1999).  Furthermore, there is limited 

prior research and theory underlying the current model, which Wong (2010) suggests is better 

analyzed using a PLS-SEM approach.  In PLS-SEM, path coefficients indicate the absolute 

magnitude of direct and indirect effects between latent constructs.  Path coefficients are 
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interpreted as follows:  indicates a small effect,  indicates a moderate effect, and 

 indicates a large effect. 

In order to test the specific research questions and hypotheses, 2 conceptual models were 

evaluated using PLS-SEM.  The first model, Model 1, tested hypotheses I, II, III, and VI.  More 

specifically, Model 1 tested the direct relationships between SCCT influences (self-efficacy, 

barriers, support, choice goals) and choice behavior, as well as the direct relationship between 

choice behavior and GPA. The second model, Model 2, tested hypotheses IV and V.  Model 2 

tested the indirect, mediated relationships between contextual influences (support, barriers) and 

choice behavior with self-efficacy acting as the mediator.  In order to create the most 

parsimonious model, SES was removed from both models, because SES (as measured in this 

study) did not have a significant impact on SCCT influences.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Description of the Sample 

 A description of the sample characteristics is presented in Table 1.  The sample consisted 

of 247 participants.  Participants were removed from the sample before analysis due to inability 

to access GPA (n= 164 ), incomplete questionnaires (n = 6) and conflict(s) with participant 

criteria (n = 5).   The sample consisted of female (n = 158 ) and male (n = 89) students who 

identified as Black or African American or multiracial (Black or African American n = 242, 

Multiracial n = 5).   Selection criteria limited participants to ages 18 to 25 in order to sample 

from the emerging adult or traditional range of undergraduate students.  This sample consisted of 

approximately twice as many females as males and had a mean age of 19.9 years (SD = 1.8).  

The majority of participants were born in the United States (91.5%), identified economically as 

middle class (middle class family: 76.4%, middle class neighborhood: 77.7%), and reported 

being satisfied with their major (86.2%).  Participants were somewhat equally distributed across 

academic classifications: freshman (34.2%), sophomore (23.5%), junior (21.0%), and senior 

(21.4%).  Participants mean GPA was 2.78 with reports ranging from 0 - 4.  When reflecting on 

their elementary through high school education, a little less than half of the participants (i.e., 

43.7%) reported that their secondary education prepared them for college.  Also, the vast 

majority of participants reported graduating from a high school in Texas.  In regard to family 

information, 61.9% of participants had at least one immediate family member with a college 

degree or higher.  Among the participants, 36.4 % reported that their parents are married and 

living together with the next highest percentage indicating that participants’ parents never 

married (24.3%). 
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Preliminary Analyses 

Prior to conducting the primary analyses, exploratory and preliminary analyses were 

conducted to examine the state of the obtained data, including examination of missing data and 

testing the assumptions of parametric analyses.  Missing data was minimal (highest missing: 

barrier indicator number 31 at two percent missing), indicating that there was no need for 

imputation of the data.  No significant violations of the assumptions of PLS-SEM were 

identified. 

Preliminary analyses were conducted to test bivariate relationships to determine if any 

strong relationships needed to be accounted for in primary analysis.  Also, contingency tables, 

ANOVAs, frequencies, as well as summary statistics such as means and standard deviations 

were used to evaluate demographic, independent, and dependent variables to determine if any of 

these variables needed to be taken into consideration.  Overall, these results found no 

problematic relationships and, as such, the conceptual models were not modified prior to testing.   

Prior to testing the theorized models, the model quality was evaluated; see Table 2 and 

Table 3 for an overview of the final outer-loadings and quality appraisal indices.  In order to 

ensure adequate reliability and validity of data used, non-significant indicators and indicators 

with outer loadings less than .600 were removed from the model, which resulted in the removal 

of approximately twelve individual indicators (see Table 2).  Additionally, the average variance 

extracted (AVE), composite reliability (CR), and internal consistency (expressed as Cronbach’s 

α) were evaluated based on the recommendations of Fornell and Larcker (1981), Nunally and 

Bernstien (1994), and Awang (2012).  As shown in Table 2, Self-Efficacy (ACSE) demonstrated 

significant AVE (.557).  The observed AVEs for Self-Efficacy (OSE) and Support approached 

the critical value of .500, AVEs = .473 and .472, respectively.  The AVEs Barriers and Choice 



26 

 

Behavior were well below the critical, minimum cutoff, AVE = .444 and .336, respectively.  

Overall, this suggests that the psychometric properties of the measures used failed to demonstrate 

adequate convergent validity.  Composite reliabilities of all latent constructs were all well 

beyond the minimum cutoff of .70 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  Additionally, internal consistency, 

expressed as Cronbach’s alpha, of all latent constructs was in the good to excellent range, alphas 

ranging from .777 (Self-Efficacy OSE) to .950 (Self-Efficacy ACSE).  Lastly, discriminant 

validity was examined by evaluating the correlations among latent constructs, which indicated 

that all correlations were below the critical threshold of .85, demonstrating that there does not 

appear to be redundancy in the indicators and the overall model. 

T-tests also were used to evaluate any differences in scores for males and females.  The t-

test analyses found that barriers, choice goals, and Occupational Self-Efficacy were significantly 

different across gender at the .05 level (See Table 5).  These results suggest that females reported 

significantly higher choice goals and Occupation Self-Efficacy than did male participants.  Also, 

the t-test results provided evidence that males reported significantly more barriers than did 

females.  Bivariate correlation analyses were also conducted to determine whether variables’ 

relationships were different across gender.  The results showed that relationships between Choice 

Behavior and GPA, Choice Behavior and Choice Goals, High School SES and Neighborhood 

SES, as well as High school SES and Academic Coping Self-Efficacy were significantly 

different across gender (See Table 7 and Table 8).  The relationship between choice behavior and 

GPA holds a significant, positive relationship for male participants at the .01 level with this 

relationship being insignificant for female participants.  Similarly, the relationship between 

Choice Behavior and Choice Goals has a significant, positive relationship at the .05 level for 

male participants with this relationship being insignificant for females.  Analysis of female 
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participant data provided evidence for a positive, significant relationship at the .01 level between 

High School SES and Neighborhood SES; this relationship was insignificant in the male 

participant data.  Lastly, High School SES and Academic Coping Self-Efficacy had a significant, 

positive relationship for males with this relationship being insignificant for females.  These 

significant differences across gender, particularly in relationships associated with Choice 

Behavior, as well as mean differences found, supplies support for running the primary analyses 

after splitting the data by gender.  However, unfortunately, this project does not have a sufficient 

number male and female participants to split the data by gender and run the analysis. 

The researcher also evaluated a difference relevant to this research project (Garrett, 2015) 

and another, similar research project – Garrett, 2013.  The primary difference in data selection 

criteria between the two projects was related to participant consent for the researcher to access 

grade information.  Garrett, 2015 consisted only of participants who gave consent to access 

grades, and Garrett, 2013 consisted of both participants who gave consent to access grades and 

those that did not.  Further, 96 participants that gave consent to access grades in Garrett 2013 

were also included in Garrett 2015 data.  Frequencies and percentages of demographic factors 

were evaluated after the data was split by participants who gave consent to access grades (n = 

247) and those that did not give consent (n = 56); no significant differences in demographic 

factors were found across these two groups.   T-tests were used to evaluate mean differences 

between over lapping measurement data between the two projects (i.e., choice behavior, 

contextual supports, academic barriers, academic coping self-efficacy, occupational self-

efficacy) when the data was split by participants who gave consent to access grades  and those 

that did not give consent.  The analyses showed that only Choice Behavior was significantly 

different at the .05 level across the two groups.  Further, the difference in choice behavior across 
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the two groups remained significant when evaluated at the .01 level. More specifically, the mean 

score of choice behavior was significantly higher in the group of participants that gave consent to 

access grades (M = 5.14) than the group of participants that did not give consent to access grades 

(M = 4.36).  Also, the group that gave consent to access grades produced a larger Choice 

Behavior standard deviation (SD = 1.25) than did the group of participants that did not give 

consent to access grades (SD = 0.51).  Although difference in Choice Behavior data across 

participants who gave consent verses those who did not give consent could be due to within 

group factors. The difference could also be due to differences in n (n= 247 verses n=57).           

Primary Analyses 

 Model 1 tested the direct paths between personal influence, measured as Self-Efficacy 

(ACSE), Self-Efficacy (OSE), and contextual influence, measured as support and barriers, on 

GPA through choice behavior; See Figure 1 for a summary of Model 1.  Barriers were 

significantly, negatively associated with choice behavior (-.215) and GPA (-.202).  Conversely, 

choice goals and choice behavior were both significantly and positively associated with GPA, 

.126 and .274 respectively.  Self-Efficacy (ACSE) was significantly and positively associated 

with choice behaviors (.194).  Self Efficacy (OSE), Support, and Choice goals did not produce 

significant associations with choice behavior.  Further, Support and Self Efficacy (ACSE and 

OSE) did not produce significant associations with GPA.   

 Model 2 examined the potential indirect effects of contextual influences (e.g., support 

and barriers, on self-efficacy, and, in turn, the effect of self-efficacy on choice behaviors on to 

GPA).  An overview of this model is presented in Figure 2.  When testing the indirect path of 

Self-Efficacy through choice behavior on GPA, ACSE was significantly and positively 

associated with choice behavior (.206), which in turn was significantly and positively associated 
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with GPA (.247); however, OSE was not significantly associated with choice behavior.  These 

results suggest that ACSE appears to have an indirect and positive impact on GPA through 

choice behaviors.  Support scores were positively and significantly associated with both ACSE 

(.393) and OSE (.343) scores.  As mentioned, ACSE scores were significantly associated with 

choice behavior.  However, support alone was not significantly associated with GPA.  These 

findings suggest that support increases GPA, but does so through its positive impact on ACSE 

and later through choice behaviors.  Barriers, on the other hand, were significantly associated 

with lower self-efficacy scores for both ACSE (-.143) and OSE (-.278).   However, it would 

appear that ACSE may serve as a buffer between barriers and choice behavior, evidenced by the 

positive association between ACSE and choice behavior.  These findings might suggest that 

sufficient ACSE may, in turn, result in greater choice behaviors, regardless of the number of 

barriers faced. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

Summary of Results 

 In an effort to create a more parsimonious model, SES was removed from analysis as it 

was not found to have a significant impact on SCCT influences.   

 Hypothesis I, tested in Model 1, posited that contextual factors and behaviors associated 

with academic success would have a significant relationship after controlling for SES.  Support 

and behaviors associated with academic success would have a positive relationship; while, 

barriers and behaviors associated with academic success would have a negative relationship.  

This hypothesis was partially supported in this study.  A direct, significant, positive relationship 

was not found between support and choice behavior, nor was a significant, positive relationship 

found between support and GPA.  However, a direct, significant, negative relationship was found 

between barriers and choice behavior, as well as between barriers and GPA.  More specifically, 

as barriers increased, the report of adaptive academic behaviors decreased.  Further, as barriers 

increased, GPA decreased. 

Hypothesis II, tested in Model 1, indicated that choice goals and behaviors associated 

with academic success would have a positive, significant relationship after controlling for SES.  

This hypothesis was not supported as choice goal did not have a significant relationship with 

choice behavior.  However, a significant, positive relationship was found between choice goals 

and GPA.  Therefore, as participants’ report of academic choice goals related to degree 

attainment increased, GPA also increased. 
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Hypothesis III, tested in Model 1, posited that self-efficacy and behaviors associated with 

academic success would have a positive, significant relationship after controlling for SES.  

Hypothesis III was partially supported.  A significant positive relationship was found between 

Academic Coping Self-Efficacy (ACSE) and choice behavior.  However, a significant 

relationship was not found between Occupational Self-Efficacy(OSE) and choice behavior.  

Further, significant relationships were not found between ACSE and GPA, nor between OSE and 

GPA. 

 Hypothesis IV, tested in Model 2, suggested that barriers would have an indirect effect on 

behavior through their impact on self-efficacy after controlling for SES.  This hypothesis was 

partially supported.  Barriers held a significant, negative relationship with both ACSE and OSE.  

OSE did not hold a significant relationship with choice behavior. ACSE had a significant, 

positive relationship with choice behavior.  These results seem to suggest that barriers have an 

indirect relationship with choice behavior through their impact on ACSE, but not through OSE.  

Therefore, it appears that as barriers increase, ACSE decreases, which in turn impacts the 

presence of behaviors that promote academic success.   

 Hypothesis V, tested in Model 2, indicated that support would have an indirect effect on 

behavior through its impact on self-efficacy after controlling for SES.  This hypothesis was 

partially supported.  Support held significant, positive relationships with self-efficacy (ACSE 

and OSE).  OSE did not hold a significant relationship with choice behavior.  ACSE did have a 

positive, significant relationship with choice behavior.  These results seem to suggest that 

support has an indirect impact on choice behavior through its impact on ACSE but not through 

OSE.  More specifically, as the presence of support increases, ACSE increases, which in turn 

seems to promote the presence of more behaviors associated with academic success.        
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 Hypothesis VI, tested in Model 1 and Model 2, posited that choice behavior will hold a 

positive, significant relationship with GPA.  This hypothesis was supported in both models.  As 

the presence of adaptive academic behavior increased, GPA also increased. 

Garrett 2013 vs. Garrett 2015 

 This section notes similarities and differences between this researcher’s overlapping 

projects – Garrett 2013 and Garrett 2015.  Garrett 2015 is an adaptation of Garrett 2013 in an 

effort to construct a more sophisticated and streamlined model that better aligns with SCCT and 

is more meaningful to academic choice behavior and relevant academic outcomes (i.e., Grade 

Point Average) in Black, undergraduate, college students.  For example, measurements were 

changed or removed if associated results in Garrett 2013 did not perform as expected or in 

accordance with SCCT hypotheses.  Garrett 2013 aided in identifying measurements relevant to 

academic choice behavior in Black, college students – an area in the literature that is sparse.  

Salient differences and similarities between Garrett 2013 and Garrett 2015 can be seen in the 

methods.  Garrett 2013 utilized parent’s career as a measure of SES and Garrett 2015 evaluated 

SES of high school and neighborhood.  In Garrett 2015, Career Decision Making Self-Efficacy 

was removed with Occupational Coping Self-Efficacy (OSE) and Academic Coping Self-

Efficacy (ACSE) remaining in the analysis.  The support (SCM) measure remained the same 

across projects.  The Career Barriers Inventory was removed; Contextual Barriers Measure 

(CBM) was kept in Garrett 2015 as the sole measure of barriers.  Choice goals were measured by 

career expectations in Garrett 2013.  In Garrett 2015, choice goals were measured by degree 

attainment expectations or educational expectations.  The same measure was used to evaluate 

choice behavior.  Both projects sampled from an undergraduate population at the same university 

who identified as Black or African American.  The Garrett 2015 sample was limited to 
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participants who gave their consent to access their GPA, as GPA was added as a dependent 

variable in Garrett 2015. Garret 2013 sample consisted of both participants who gave consent to 

access grades and participants who did not give consent to access grades.  Consent to access 

GPA is a notable difference across projects as preliminary analyses showed that participants who 

gave consent to access their GPA had significantly higher choice behavior scores, but also a 

greater variation in scores, than did participants who did not give consent.  Method of analysis 

changed from hierarchical regression to Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling 

(PLS-SEM) from Garrett 2013 to Garrett 2015, respectively.  PLS-SEM was selected in the 2015 

research, in order to utilize an analysis that has greater capability to be sensitive to the multitude 

of relationships (both direct and indirect) hypothesized by SCCT.     

 Differences and similarities were also found between the results of Garrett 2013 and 

Garrett 2015.  In regard to differences, OSE had a positive, significant, and direct impact on 

choice behavior in Garrett 2013, but not in Garrett 2015.  Similarly support had a positive, 

significant, and direct impact on choice behavior in Garrett 2013, but not in Garrett 2015.  In 

Garrett 2013, barriers did not have a significant impact on choice behavior. However in Garrett 

2015, barriers did have a significant, negative, and direct relationship with choice behavior.  In 

Garrett 2013, support and barriers were shown to hold an indirect relationship with choice 

behavior through their impact on OSE; these indirect relationships with OSE were not significant 

in Garrett 2015.  Lastly, Garrett 2015 found a significant relationship between academic choice 

behavior and GPA; this relationship was not evaluated in Garrett 2013.  As to similarities, ACSE 

was found to have a significant, positive, and direct relationship with choice behavior in both 

projects.  Also, both projects found that support and barriers held indirect relationships with 

choice behavior through their impact on ACSE.  SES was not found to have a significant impact 
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in either project.  Differences in findings may be due to a combination of methodological 

changes made between Garret 2013 and Garrett 2015.  Differences in findings could also be due 

to sample differences across projects.   A primary sample difference was related to participants 

giving consent to access GPA.  Garrett 2015’s sample consisted only of participants that gave 

consent, and Garrett 2013’s sample consisted of participants that did and did not give consent.  

This sample difference is notable as a significant difference in choice behavior scores was found 

between participants who gave consent and did not give consent to access grades. It is hoped that 

Garrett 2015 is more aligned with SCCT and is a more accurate indicator of meaningful factors 

impacting academic choice behavior and performance in Black, college students.  

SCCT – Academic Choice Behavior within a Black, Undergraduate Population 

 SCCT is a broad theory that explains career development and outcomes through complex 

reciprocal relationships within three major categories: personal influences, contextual influences, 

and behaviors.  SCCT’s choice actions or choice behaviors fall within the broad category of 

behavior and is action oriented, typically consisting of observable aspects of behavior.  More 

specifically, choice behaviors are one’s “efforts to implement goals” (e.g., studying for a test, 

attending class; Lent, 2005 pg. 109).  Choice behavior was selected as a dependent variable in 

this study, because choice behavior is posited to impact performance, and the researcher was 

particularly interested in gaining insight on how and what SCCT influences impacted behavior 

associated with relevant aspects of academic performance.  GPA was used in this study as a 

dependent variable to evaluate academic performance.   

 This study included multiple SCCT influences and evaluated multiple SCCT hypotheses 

in an exclusively Black, college population.  The study was designed with the intention to 

improve understandings about SCCT’s influences on academic success behavior, academic 
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performance (i.e., GPA), and associated within group differences found in the Black, college 

student population.  This sample’s variance in demographic information highlights the 

importance of considering within group differences.  Although all participants identified as 

Black or African American and attended the same university, this study’s participant population 

varied demographically in a number of different ways.  For example, this participant population 

included approximately two times more female participants than male participants and 

approximately half of the participants were employed.  Also, half of the participants fell within 

the 18 to 19 age range with 20 to 21 being the next largest age range (approximately 30 % ) with 

the remaining participants falling within the 22 to 25 age range. Approximately half (43%) of the 

participants reported that their secondary education helped to prepare them for college; 40% 

indicated that they were moderately prepared.  The remaining 17% reported lower levels of 

preparedness for college.  A little over half of the participants reported having an immediate 

family member that had earned a college degree or higher with the remainder of participants 

being first generation college students.  Also, participants were diverse in regard to academic 

classification with participants being somewhat equally distributed across classifications (i.e., 

freshman, sophomore, junior, senior).  In contrast, this participant population was relatively 

homogenous in regard to birth place, major satisfaction, and SES.  More specifically, the vast 

majority of participants were born in the U.S.  Also, the majority of participants reported being 

satisfied with their major, as well as identified their family SES, neighborhood SES, and high 

school SES as middle class.  In sum, it appears that both the differences and similarities in 

participants’ demographic information highlight the importance of studies allowing for 

consideration of and sensitivity to diversity that occurs within racial groups. 
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Two models were run to evaluate SCCT hypothesized direct and indirect relationships in 

regard to how personal influences (self-efficacy and choice goals) and contextual influences 

(support and barriers) impact choice behavior and academic performance (i.e., GPA).  In these 

models, the impact that choice behavior had on academic performance was also evaluated.  

Choice behavior was measured by the use of the Academic Adjustment Scale, which is a self-

report measure designed to assess student success in managing typical academic tasks found in 

the college experience.  GPA, as measured in this study, is participants’ actual academic grades.  

While choice behavior, as measured in this study, has been shown to have a significant 

relationship with GPA (Baker & Siryk, 1999), it is not directly measuring behavior – rather it is 

measuring the report of participants’ behavior.  In contrast, GPA is directly measuring academic 

performance as defined by SCCT.  This difference in the measurement of choice behavior and 

GPA may be highlighted when looking at preliminary correlation analyses.  These analyses show 

that choice behavior holds a positive relationship with self-efficacy.  In contrast, a relationship 

between self-efficacy and GPA does not appear to be salient, which is somewhat incongruent 

with SCCT hypotheses.  The primary analyses supply for a broader context in which to identify 

and understand SCCT relationships.     

  The primary results of this study provide support for SCCT’s hypotheses that personal 

influences (i.e., self-efficacy) and contextual influences (i.e., barriers) have a direct impact on 

behavior.  The results also provide evidence for the posited SCCT hypothesis that behavior has a 

direct impact on performance (i.e., GPA).  Lastly, support was found for SCCT hypotheses that 

contextual influences (i.e., barriers and support) hold an indirect relationship with behavior, 

through contextual influences impact on self-efficacy.  A personal influence (i.e., choice goals) 

and contextual influence (i.e., barriers) were found to have direct impact on GPA.  This latter 
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finding is outside the scope of SCCT hypotheses.  The breadth of SCCT in regard to 

hypothesized relationships and considered influences seems to provide meaningful sensitivity for 

the different and complex ways in which behavior and performance can be impacted.  Further, 

the results of this study seem to supply additional evidence for the utility of SCCT when working 

to understand factors relevant to academic behavior and performance in Black, college students.   

SCCT – Contextual Influences 

Support 

 Within SCCT, contextual supports are generally defined as “environmental variables that 

can facilitate the formation and pursuit of individuals’ career choices” (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 

2000 pg.42).  Moreover, SCCT suggests that support has positive impact on choice behavior.  In 

this study, support was not shown to have a direct impact on choice behavior.  This finding 

aligns with the majority of the SCCT literature that includes Black college students (Lent, 

Brown, Brenner, Chopra, Davis, Talleyrand, & Suthakaran, 2001; Lent, Brown, Schmidt, 

Brenner, Lyons, & Triestman, 2003) and conflicts with findings of studies that are not guided by 

SCCT that found significant relationships between support and choice behavior (Gloria, Kurpius, 

Hamilton & Willson, 1999; Love, Tyler, Thomas, Garriott, Brown, & Roan-Belle, 2009).  This 

difference in findings may be due to differences in the theoretical underpinnings, with the SCCT 

studies having a broader focus – accounting for more contextual and personal influences than 

non-SCCT studies.  It may be that support does not have a direct impact on behavior when 

evaluated within a larger scope that considers a number of contextual and personal influences.  

Other influences may have a more direct impact on academic choice behavior (e.g., in this study 

– self-efficacy and barriers) with support having a more indirect impact on choice behavior.  The 

analyses of this study suggest that support has an indirect impact on behavior through its impact 
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on self-efficacy.  Therefore, support may have a meaningful impact on behavior through its 

impact on other influences, but does not have direct impact when considered within a larger 

scope of influences.           

 In contrast to the results found in this study, a similar study by this researcher (Garrett, 

2013) guided by SCCT found a direct, positive relationship between support and choice 

behavior. The findings of Garrett 2013 were used to inform salient method changes to this study 

– Garrett, 2015 with the aim of enhancing measurement and analysis in a way that better aligned 

with SCCT.  Therefore, Garrett, 2015 may more accurately represent SCCT and accordingly 

produce results similar to what is found in the larger SCCT literature.  However, it should be 

considered that while SCCT suggests that support and barriers are two different entities, it is also 

acknowledged that support and barriers can have an impact on one another, support having the 

potential to compensate for experienced barriers and barriers having the potential to minimize 

the impact of support.  In this study, supports and barriers held a strong, negative relationship – 

as supports increased the reported of barriers decreased and vise versa.  It may be that although 

conceptually different, the impact of supports and barriers on choice behavior may be difficult to 

separate and understand in isolation due to their intertwined nature.  Therefore, the results of this 

study and other findings within the majority of SCCT literature are not understood as indicative 

of support being inconsequential to academic behavior and performance.  In particular, the 

results of this study suggest that support has an indirect impact on behavior through its impact on 

personal influences (i.e., self-efficacy). 

Barriers 

 SCCT defines barriers as contextual influences that negatively impact or impede career 

development.  Further, SCCT, barriers are specific to environmental factors and are related to but 
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conceptually different from “detrimental personal factors” (e.g., low self-efficacy; Lent, Brown, 

& Hackett, 2000 pg.39).  SCCT posits that barriers have a negative impact on choice behavior.  

Generally, SCCT indicates that “people are more likely to implement their career choices (e.g., 

to translate their goals into actions) if they perceive that their preferred options will be 

accompanied by minimal barriers and ample supports within the surrounding environment” 

(Lent, 2005, pg. 120).  This study found that barriers had a direct, negative relationship with 

choice behavior.  As the perception of barriers increased, the presence of adaptive academic 

behavior decreased and vice versa. The literature is limited and conflicting in regard to the 

evaluation of barriers impact on choice behavior in Black students.  The results of this study 

align with one study (Kenny, Bluestein, Chaves, Grossman, & Gallaher, 2003) and conflicts with 

the results of three other studies (Lent, Brown, Brenner, Chopra, Davis, Talleyrand, & 

Suthakaran, 2001; Lent, Brown, Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman, 2003; Garrett, 2013).  

With the exception of Garrett (2013), the conflicting findings may be due to differences in the 

studies’ participant populations.  Kenny, Bluestein, Chaves, Grossman, and Gallaher’s study 

(2003) had a higher percentage of Black participants than did Lent et.al.’s (2001).  There is 

evidence that suggests that racial minorities expect to face significantly more career-related and 

educational barriers than their Caucasian peers (Luzzo & McWhirter, 2001; Fouad & Byars-

Winston, 2005).  Due to Black’s minority status in the U.S., barriers may be a more salient factor 

and accordingly, hold a more direct role in academic and career development for Black students 

than their White peers who hold majority privilege.       
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SCCT – Personal Influences 

Choice Goals 

 In SCCT, choice goals are identified as “the type of activity or career the individual 

wishes to pursue” (Lent, 2005, pg. 105).  SCCT posits that choice goals “help people to organize, 

direct, and sustain their own behavior, even over long intervals without external payoffs” (Lent, 

2005, pg. 105).  Further, SCCT suggests that choice goals are key motivators to academic and 

career behavior (Lent, Hackett, & Brown, 1999).  Choice goals are thought to have a positive 

relationship with choice behavior.  This study did not find a direct relationship between choice 

goals and choice behavior.  The results of the current study conflict with the results of two other 

studies (Rojewski & Hill, 1998; Lent, et al., 2003) and align with one study (Garrett, 2013) that 

evaluated the direct relationship between choice goals and choice behavior in the Black 

population. The above mentioned conflicting studies found a significant relationship between 

choice goals and behavior, but the current study did not find a significant, direct relationship 

between choice goals and behavior.  Conflicting findings could be a result of participant 

population differences.  For example, Lent, et.al.’s (2003) study consisted of college students, 

but only had nine percent of participants identify as Black or African American.  In contrast, 

Rojewski and Hill’s (1998) study had sixty six percent of participants identify as African 

American, but sampled exclusively from an adolescent population.  These conflicting findings 

could also be due to differences in how choice behavior was measured.  Lent et al.’s (2003) 

study used persistence as a measure of academic choice behavior (or the number of semesters 

students remained in their selected major – up to three semesters); Rojewski and Hill’s (1998) 

study assessed the presence/absence of academic risk behavior (with low scores being an 

indication of less risk behavior). The current study used academic adjustment as a measure of 
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academic choice behavior.  The differences across the identified studies that conflict with the 

current study’s findings make it difficult to compare findings.  Further, the study that produced 

similar findings (Garrett, 2013) consisted of solely Black, college students and utilized the same 

measure of behavior.  Alternatively, it may be that choice goals impact choice behavior 

differently across gender.  The preliminary analyses of this study found a meaningful difference 

between male and female participants in regard to the relationship between choice goals and 

choice behavior.  More specifically, in male participants, as choice goals increased so did the 

presence of more adaptive choice behavior.  In the preliminary analyses, the relationship 

between choice goals and choice behavior were not meaningful in female participants.  It could 

be that choice goals, as measured in this study, have an impact on choice behavior in males, but 

not in female participants.  The difference in the relationship between choice goals and choice 

behavior in male and female participants is further informed by other preliminary analyses that 

found that males reported significantly lower choice goals than female participants.  The 

combination of these preliminary results seem to suggest that choice goals may be meaningful to 

Black, male college students’ academic behavior.  Although this relationship between choice 

goals and choice behavior in male participants aligns with SCCT hypotheses, it is concerning in 

the context of the other finding that males reported significantly lower choice goals than female 

participants.  However, the difference in choice goals across gender could supply insight into the 

larger phenomenon that Black males are less likely than Black females to attain a college degree 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2012; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007), and that Black males tend to have lower 

GPAs in college than Black females (DeFreitas, 2012).  Unfortunately, gender differences could 

not be evaluated in the primary analyses, due to an insufficient number of male and female 

participants.  It could also be that choice goals no longer have a meaningful relationship with 
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choice behavior even in male participants when considered in a larger context as was done in the 

primary (analysis included all variables using PLS-SEM) but not preliminary analyses (only 

considered two variables using bivariate correlation analysis).   

 According to SCCT choice goals are thought:  1) to “help people to organize, direct, and 

sustain their own behavior, even over long intervals without external payoffs” (Lent, 2005 

p.105); and 2) to be key motivators of behavior (Lent, Hackett, & Brown, 1999).  When 

reflecting on the results of the primary analyses of this study, the participants’ expected level of 

degree attainment does not appear to tap into what helps organize, direct, sustain, and/or 

motivate academic behavior in Black, college students.  However, the results also showed that 

choice goals, as measured in this study, did hold a significant positive relationship with GPA.  

Therefore one’s expected level of degree attainment may be meaningful to academic 

performance. 

Self-Efficacy 

 SCCT defines self-efficacy as one’s belief in his/her ability to successfully complete a 

task (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 2000), and “is conceived as a dynamic set of self-beliefs that are 

linked to particular performance and activities” (Lent, 2005, p.104).  In regard to this study, 

performance is synonymous to GPA, and activities are synonymous to academic choice 

behavior.   Generally, SCCT posits that self-efficacy has a positive relationship with choice 

behavior.  SCCT suggests that as a person’s confidence in their ability to complete a specific task 

increases, so does their effort or behavior toward accomplishing this task.   SCCT researchers 

highlight measurement as a dilemma that career self-efficacy researchers face, because there 

cannot be one measure of self-efficacy since self-efficacy is specific to the domain and 

associated tasks in question (Lent & Brown, 2006; Betz & Hackett, 2006).  Based on the 
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recommendations of SCCT’s theorists (Lent & Brown, 2006), this study used two different self-

efficacy measures (i.e., ACSE and OSE) which varied in domain focus and task specificity.  

ACSE has high task specificity and OSE has low task specificity. This study found a positive, 

direct relationship between academic coping self-efficacy (ACSE), and academic choice 

behavior.  Therefore, as academic coping self-efficacy increases so did the presence of adaptive 

academic choice behavior.  The above findings align with the two other studies that evaluated the 

relationship between self-efficacy and academic choice behavior in Black, college students 

(Lent, Brown, Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, & Treistman, 2003; Garrett, 2013).  In contrast, a direct 

relationship was not found between OSE and choice behavior.  The results of this study seem to 

highlight the importance of considering domain focus and task specificity emphasized by self-

efficacy theorists.  Academic coping self-efficacy is focused on academic college life and has a 

high level of task specificity.  College students have a current/proximal reference point - they are 

actively gaining experiences to inform their understanding of academic coping self-efficacy, 

which enhances their ability to answer academic coping self-efficacy specific questions.  

Occupational self-efficacy (OSE) focuses on self-efficacy associated with one’s future career, 

and the task specificity is low (the questions are broad).  It may be that the OSE level of 

specificity is too low and/or not closely related or relevant to academic choice behavior in 

college students.  It seems that self-efficacy relevant to one’s ability to cope with academic 

concerns is more meaningful to academic behavior than self-efficacy related to career 

attainment.   

Choice Behavior and GPA 

 This study found a direct, positive relationship between academic choice behavior and 

GPA.  More specifically, as the presence of adaptive academic choice behavior increased, Grade 
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Point Average also increased.  This finding aligns with SCCT theory in regard to how behavior 

is posited to impact performance domains like GPA or that as one’s efforts to implement goals 

(i.e, choice behavior) increase, the likelihood of desirable outcomes (e.g., higher GPA) will also 

increase (Lent, 2005).  However, this is the first study evaluated the relationship between 

academic choice behavior and GPA in Black college students.  Preliminary bivariate correlation 

analyses that evaluated differences between male and female participants provided evidence for a 

difference across gender in regard to the relationship between choice behavior and GPA. These 

analyses revealed that as the presence of more adaptive academic behavior (i.e., choice behavior) 

increased, GPA also increased for male but not female participants.  However, while the overall 

findings suggest that choice behavior is relevant to GPA across gender, the correlational analyses 

suggest that choice behavior only has a meaningful relationship with GPA in males.  Given that 

this study had more females than males and preliminary analyses suggested that the relationship 

between choice behavior and GPA is not meaningful in females, it would seem that choice 

behavior and GPA should not hold a direct, positive relationship in the primary analyses that 

included all participants.  It may be that choice behavior and GPA do hold a meaningful 

relationship in female participants when evaluated in a larger context and using a more 

sophisticated analysis.  Alternatively, the relationship between choice behavior and GPA in the 

male participant population may be strong enough to compensate for the difference in regard to 

the number of male verses female participants in this sample.  The results of this study seem to 

suggest that academic choice behavior, as measured in this study, is meaningful to academic 

performance in Black college students.  In the future, the literature may benefit from collecting a 

sufficient number of both male and female Black, college students to better evaluate whether 

gender difference exist in regard to the impact that choice behavior has on GPA. 
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Indirect Effects 

 SCCT researchers have also started to evaluate indirect relationships between personal 

influences and choice behavior – positing that self-efficacy will impact the relationship between 

contextual influences and choice behavior.  The results of this study did find some support for 

contextual influences holding an indirect relationship with behavior through its impact on self-

efficacy.  More specifically, the results of this study suggest that both contextual support and 

barriers have an indirect effect on behavior through its impact on academic coping self-efficacy 

(ACSE).  This finding aligns with Lent, Brown, Schmidt, Brenner, Lyons, and Treistman’s 

(2003) study that found that self-efficacy mediated the relationship between support and choice 

behavior, as well as the relationship between barriers and choice behavior.  This study’s results 

partially align with Garrett (2013) results that found that support, but not barriers, held an 

indirect relationship with behavior through academic coping self-efficacy.  The difference in 

findings between Garrett, 2013 and Garrett, 2015 are likely due to methodological difference, as 

a number of other factors remained the same (e.g., measurement) across the two studies.  Further, 

it should be noted that in the current study, ACSE, but not Occupational Self-Efficacy had an 

impact on the relationship between contextual influences and academic choice behavior.  This 

finding seems to align with theorists’ emphasis on considering relevant self-efficacy 

domain/focus (i.e., what self-efficacy tasks are relevant to academic choice behavior).  When 

compared to the other self-efficacy measures, the ACSE targeted a focus (i.e., academic coping) 

that overlaps the most with academic choice behavior’s focus (i.e., academic adjustment).  The 

results of this study also highlight the importance of academic coping self-efficacy.  For 

example, students who struggle with academic coping self-efficacy may not get the maximum 

benefit out of their contextual supports.  Considered in a different respect, contextual supports in 
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isolation may not be sufficient to promote academic success behavior.  In addition to 

bolstering/enhancing support, it may be equally important to attend to academic self-efficacy and 

associated skill sets.  Further, academic coping self-efficacy may act as a protective factor 

against contextual barriers.  Although barriers held a significant, negative relationship with 

academic coping self-efficacy, academic coping self-efficacy still held a significant, positive 

relationship with choice behavior.  Therefore, working to promote a student’s academic self-

efficacy could reduce the negative impact that contextual barriers have on behavior.        

SES 

 Socioeconomic status (SES) is identified as a relevant contextual influence in SCCT.  

SCCT suggests that SES impacts career development through exposure and access to learning 

opportunities, with individuals who have higher SES tending to have greater exposure and access 

(Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1999). The results in this study did not find SES to have an impact on 

SCCT influences; this finding conflicts with both theoretical suppositions and the majority of 

empirical findings within the larger career development literature.  Generally, research shows 

that parent/family SES has a longstanding impact on offspring’s career outcomes (Ashby & 

Schoon, 2010; Brown, 2004; Swanson & Gore, 2000) and educational outcomes (Strenze, 2007; 

Ashby & Schoon; 2010; Swanson & Gore, 2000; Orr, 2003).  Parent SES also been shown to 

impact aspects of career development (Ashby & Schoon, 2010; Brown, 2004; Rojewski, 2005; 

Trusty, 2002; Trusty, Ng, & Plata, 2000).   

Current career theorists suggest that career development and outcome differences found 

between racial groups may be partly related to variances in SES rather than differences specific 

to race (Brown, 2004; Whitson & Keller, 2004).  SES may be particularly relevant to Blacks’ 

career development and outcomes as evidence suggests African Americans report more financial 
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barriers to career than other ethnic minorities (Luzzo, 1993). Despite the relevance of SES to 

career development and outcomes, there is limited research that evaluates SES’s impact on 

career development factors and academic behavior in African Americans.  When looking more 

closely at findings specific to SES and academic choice behavior the results are mixed.  Ostrove 

and Long (2007) found that SES significantly impacted academic choice behavior, while Anglin 

and Wade (2007) did not find a significant relationship.  Interestingly Ostrove and Long’s (2007) 

participant population consisted primarily of White, college students, while Anglin and Wade’s 

(2007) participant population consisted of Black, college students.   

The insignificance of SES in the current study could be a product of how SES was 

measured.  This study evaluated the impact that both neighborhood SES and high school SES 

had on SCCT influences.  These measures of SES were selected, because correlation analyses in 

a previous study (Garrett, 2013) suggested that these measures of SES were relevant to academic 

choice behavior in Black college students.  As previously noted, SCCT identifies SES as falling 

under contextual factors and posits that SES impacts career development and attainment due to 

its influence on exposure and access to learning opportunities (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1999).  

Considering the results of the current study in conjunction with SCCT’s hypothesis of how SES 

impacts career development, it seems that college students’ neighborhood SES growing up and 

high school SES may have a more direct impact on the African American population through 

limiting access to postsecondary education, as these measures of SES are not current or proximal 

to a college student contextual experience.  Therefore, it may be that neighborhood SES and/or 

high school SES may have a significant impact when sampling from a larger population or from 

population who have not already attained acceptance into a 4 year college.  Additionally, in this 

sample there was little variance in SES, with the majority of participants reporting middle class 
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status.  The limited SES variance in this sample makes it difficult to truly assess the impact SES 

has on SCCT factors.  Alternatively, it may be that high school SES has a meaningful impact on 

males, but not females.  Preliminary analyses showed that male and female participants in this 

study differed in a meaningful way in regard to the relationship between high school SES and 

academic coping self-efficacy.  More specifically, in male participants, as high school SES 

increased, academic coping self-efficacy increased.  In the preliminary analyses the relationship 

between high school SES and academic coping self-efficacy was not meaningful for females.  It 

may be that different factors tied to SES impact personal influences differently across gender.  

The larger phenomenon that Black males are less likely to attain a college degree than Black 

females (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007), and tend to have lower GPAs 

than Black females (DeFreitas, 2012), seem to suggest that Black males may face unique 

challenges in regard to academic success.  If SES factors tied to higher high school SES 

promotes higher academic coping self-efficacy in males, then this aspect of SES could also be 

meaningful to adaptive academic behavior, given the relationship found between academic 

coping self-efficacy and adaptive academic behavior.  Although there is substantial empirical 

evidence and theoretic support for SES’ impact on important educational and career outcomes, it 

is unclear what aspects of and how SES impacts SCCT influences and academic choice behavior 

in Black, College Students.            

Implications 

 This study highlights the potential relevance of academic coping self-efficacy (ACSE) to 

adaptive academic behavior in Black college students.  It seems that the ACSE could act as 

beneficial tools to mental health counselors in university counseling centers.  When relevant, a 

counselor could use the ACSE to determine areas of efficacy that would benefit from bolstering 
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to improve academic behavior.  Further, this measure could be used in a university counseling 

setting to identify potential areas where skills would benefit from being improved in order to 

increase academic success behavior.  

 Contextual barriers also proved to be relevant to academic choice behavior and to grade 

point average in this study.  Contextual barriers held a direct relationship with choice behavior 

and an indirect relationship with choice behavior through barriers’ impact on academic coping 

self efficacy.  Generally, barriers proved to have a negative impact on academic choice behavior 

and grade point average, such that as barriers increased, the presence of adaptive academic 

behavior decreased and grade point average also decreased.  However, it should be noted that 

self-efficacy appeared to act as a buffer against contextual barriers with higher levels of 

academic coping self-efficacy promoting the presence of more adaptive academic behaviors and 

associated higher grade point average in the presence of barriers.  These findings appear to 

highlight the importance of attending to contextual barriers in Black college students while 

honoring the role that academic coping self-efficacy might play in helping Black college students 

overcome barriers.  These findings appear to highlight the utility of universities working to foster 

the development of academic coping self-efficacy in their students. 

 Contextual supports proved relevant to academic choice behavior through their impact on 

academic coping self-efficacy in this study.  As contextual supports increased, so did academic 

coping self-efficacy, which in turn appeared to promote increases in the presence of adaptive 

academic choice behavior.  These findings seem to highlight that support while important, may 

not be sufficient on its own to promote adaptive academic behavior and associated academic 

performance in Black college students.  The findings of this study again seem to point to the 

importance of academic coping self efficacy in Black college students.  Universities may benefit 
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from working to enhance academic coping self-efficacy in order for their students to be able to 

fully benefit from and capitalize upon contextual supports offered by the university. 

 Preliminary analyses of this study supplied evidence for differences across gender.  In 

particular the relationship between academic choice behavior and grade point average, choice 

goals and choice behavior, and the relationship between high school SES and academic coping 

self-efficacy were significantly different across gender in the preliminary analyses.  Further, 

preliminary analyses also revealed that males reported significantly lower academic degree 

attainment expectations, lower occupation self-efficacy, and significantly higher barriers than 

female participants. Unfortunately, this study did not have a sufficient number of participants to 

evaluate gender differences in the primary analyses, which leaves questions regarding whether 

contextual and personal influences impact academic choice behavior and grade point average 

differently across gender.  The preliminary analyses of this study supply universities with caution 

in regard to using a unilateral approach to promoting adaptive academic choice behavior and 

academic success in Black, male and female college students.     

Limitations 

 The discrepancies between the results and the SCCT hypotheses found in this study 

should not be seen as indication of discrediting SCCT hypotheses.  Rather, the significant 

findings of this study should be viewed as SCCT factors that are particularly relevant to 

academic choice behavior associated with academic success.  Due to SCCT’s broad nature, it is 

difficult to evaluate SCCT in its entirety.  For example, academic adjustment is just one way to 

measure academic choice behavior; academic choice behavior is one aspect of the larger concept 

- choice behavior; and choice behavior is one component in the broad category of behavior.  

Accordingly, this study is only tapping into a small portion of the behaviors identified in SCCT.  
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Therefore, not all SCCT hypotheses tied to personal influences, contextual influences, and 

behavior may apply to this study’s selected/narrowed focus. 

Some specific limitations of this study are that all of the measures used, with the 

exception of GPA, were self-report measures, and data collection was conducted online.  Self-

report measures are always vulnerable to biased reporting, which can leave questions about the 

accuracy of the results.  A self-report measure of particular note was the one used for the 

dependent variable, academic adjustment, as this was the second time this measure was used to 

assess choice behavior.  The academic adjustment measure was carefully selected and seems to 

align with SCCT concept of choice behavior.  However, because academic adjustment has not 

been used by SCCT researchers/theorists, other than this researcher, there is no empirical 

confirmation that academic adjustment truly taps into what SCCT identifies as choice behavior.  

Further, it is unclear to what extent academic adjustment directly translates into actual choice 

behavior.  The fact that this study collected data online is another potential limitation.  No 

environmental controls can be put in place when data is collected online.  Further, when data is 

collected online, participants do not have direct access to the researcher, which limits 

participants’ ability to ask questions about the study’s materials. 

Choice goals did not hold significant relationships as predicted by SCCT.  It may be that 

the measurement selected by the researcher to measure choice goals, the level of education that 

participants expect to attain, does not sufficiently tap into SCCT’s personal influence, choice 

goals.  Although choice goals as measured in this study did not have a significant relationship 

with behavior, as predicted by SCCT, choice goals did have a significant relationship with 

performance/GPA.  This latter finding may suggest that while choice goals, as measured in this 

study, do not accurately tap into SCCT’s choice goals it may represent something meaningful to 
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performance outcomes.  SES was removed from the study, because as it was measured in this 

study, it did not hold any significant relationship with SCCT influences as predicted by SCCT.  

The conflicting result may be related to how SES was measured as the majority of research and 

theorist agree that SES has relevant impact on career development and outcomes.  There was 

little variance in reported SES as the majority of participants identified their family SES, 

neighborhood SES, and high school SES as middle class. The lack of variance in SES makes it 

difficult to evaluate SES’ true impact.  It could be the results tied to SES in this study are tied to 

population sample.  SES as measured in this study targeted distal SES (neighborhood SES, high 

school SES) thought to impact the development of SCCT influences.  It may be that by sampling 

solely from a college population, distal SES influences have already had an impact in regard to 

access to a higher education, which may not be observable within a college population. 

 Another limitation of this study is tied to convergent validity within some of the measures 

– occupational self-efficacy (OSE), support, barriers, and choice behavior.  The items within 

each of these measures do not appear to be relating in a way that would suggest that they are 

measuring the same construct.  Issues with convergent validity within some of the measures, 

particularly one of the dependent variables (i.e., choice behavior), has implications for the 

interpretability of the results.  For example, the results did not provide evidence for either self-

efficacy (OSE) and choice behavior or support and choice behavior having significant 

relationships, which deviate from SCCT hypotheses; these findings in the study could be more of 

a product of convergent validity and not have real world implications.   

Other limitations of this study are tied to implications of preliminary analyses.  In order 

to promote adequate reliability and validity of data used, non significant indicators and indicators 

with outer loadings less than the critical value were removed totaling twelve indicators removed 
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(7 indicators from CBM, 1 indicator from ACSE, 4 indicators from CSM).  Removal of these 

indicators is a deviation from the original measures, which calls into question how much the 

removal of these indicators impacted the results, as well as the legitimacy of the adapted 

measures.   Bivariate correlation analyses provided evidence suggesting that relationships among 

certain variables (i.e., choice behavior and GPA, choice behavior and choice goals, high school 

SES and academic coping self-efficacy, high school SES and neighborhood SES) were 

significantly different across gender.  The results of these bivariate correlation analyses supplied 

sufficient evidence to split the data by gender and run primary analyses separately for males and 

females.  However, unfortunately, this research study did not have an adequate number of 

participants to split the data by gender, which resulted in potentially meaningful differences 

across gender not being evaluated.  Additionally, preliminary analyses that evaluated differences 

across Garrett 2013 and this study (i.e., Garrett 2015) found evidence to suggest that participants 

who did not give consent to access grades and those who did give consent to access grades 

significantly differed in regard to choice behavior.  Notably, participants who did give consent to 

access grades appeared to have significantly higher choice behavior scores or reported more 

adaptive academic choice behavior than participants who did not give consent to access grades.  

This finding brings to question the generalizability of this study’s conclusions as data is 

exclusively from participants who gave consent to access grades.        

 A final limitation of this study relates to its generalizability of the results to other Black, 

college populations in the United States.  Participants in this study were recruited exclusively 

from a large public university in Texas.  Further, the vast majority of participants were born in 

the United States and graduated from a high school in Texas.  Accordingly, the results of this 
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study may not be applicable to Black international students, as well as may not generalize to 

Black, college students outside of Texas. 

Future Directions 

 The larger career development and SCCT literature is limited and provides mixed results 

as to the relevance of gender on academic behavior and academic performance 

domains/outcomes in Black, college students.  The limited and mixed nature of this aspect of the 

literature leaves the impact of gender relatively unknown in regard to its relevance to contextual 

influences, personal influences, as well as behavior and performance domains or academic 

outcomes in this population.  The preliminary analyses of this study provided evidence for the 

importance of evaluating differences across gender.  Because the number of participants in this 

study was insufficient to evaluate differences across gender in the primary analyses, this research 

was not able to meaningfully contribute to the literature in this regard.  However, the results in 

the preliminary analyses appear to highlight the importance of future SCCT research evaluating 

gender differences in Black college students.  There is also justification for additional study of 

gender differences in academic outcome, because Black males tend to be less likely to attain a 

college degree (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007), and Black males tend to 

have lower GPAs than Black females (DeFreitas, 2012).  It seems that increased understanding 

around gender differences for male and female Black college students warrants further 

exploration and needs clarification.        

 Findings related to SES in this study conflicted with the general findings of the 

predominate literature.  It seems that the career literature in general and also SCCT’s body of 

work does not supply direction in regard to what facets of SES are relevant to Black college 

students academic choice behavior and associated performance domains (e.g., GPA).  Thus, 
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further evaluation of the impact of a number of SES variables on choice behavior would offer the 

literature an opportunity to better account for a factor that likely plays an important role in the 

Black college student’s experience.   

Conclusions 

 The results of this study highlighted SCCT influences that may be particularly relevant to 

choice behavior associated with academic success in African American college students. The 

results of this study showed that components falling under both SCCT personal influences and 

contextual influences had a significant and direct impact on academic choice behavior.  

However, contrary to what was predicted, not all personal and contextual influences had a direct 

impact on academic choice behavior.  Overall, the results suggest that contextual barriers, 

contextual supports, and academic coping self-efficacy are of particular importance to academic 

choice behavior in African American college students.  Further, results suggest that academic 

choice behavior is important to academic success or GPA in Black college students.  The 

evidence suggested that choice goals and barriers were also meaningful to GPA.  Gaining insight 

regarding what factors are relevant to behaviors associated with academic success in 

understudied/minority populations is important, because increased knowledge in this area can 

help universities better promote academic success and associated positive career outcomes in 

their students. 
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Table 1 

Frequencies for Demographics 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Variables    Frequency  Percent 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Age   Total Sample n = 247 

 

 18    65   26 

 

 19    56   23 

 

 20    42   17 

 

 21    36   15 

 

 22    27   11 

 

 23    9   4 

 

 24    7   3 

 

 25    4   2 

 

Gender 

 

 Female    161   64 

 

 Male    89   36 

 

UNT Classification 

 

 Freshman   86   34 

 

 Sophomore   57   23 

 

 Junior    51   20 

 

 Senior    52   21 

 

 Other    4   2  

___________________________________________________________________ 
Note. All percentages were rounded to whole numbers. 
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Table 1 cont. 

Frequencies for Demographics 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Variables    Frequency  Percent 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Years at UNT 

  

 Less than 1 Year  122   49   

  

 1 Year    22   9 

  

 2 Years   41   16 

  

 3 Years   44   18 

 

 4 Years   13   5 

  

 5 Years   4   2 

 

 Other    4   2 

 

Major Satisfaction 

 

 Yes    214   86 

 

 No    14   6 

 

 Uncertain   22   9 

 

Minor Satisfaction 

 

 Yes    153   66 

 

 No    23   10 

 

 Uncertain   55   24 

 

Ethnicity/Race 

 

 African America or Black 245   98 

 

 Other/Multiracial  5   2 

___________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 1 cont. 

Frequencies for Demographics 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Variables    Frequency  Percent 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Born in the United States 

 Yes    228   92 

 

 No    21   8 

 

First Generation Born in the United States 

 

 Yes    49   20 

  

 No    198   80 

  

 Other    2   1 

 

Job 

 

 > 35 hours   9   4 

 

 25 – 35 hours   31   13 

 

 15-24 hours   54   22 

 

 < 15 hours   11   4 

 

 Not employed   143   58 

 

Parents 

 

 Married, Living Together 91   36  

 

 Married, Living Apart  12   5 

 

 Divorced, Parent(s)  36   14      

 Remarried 

  

 Divorced, Neither Remarried 27   11 

 

 Parent(s) Deceased  16   6 

 

 Never Married or Other 68   27   

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 1 cont. 

Frequencies for Demographics 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
Parent’s Current Education Level Mother  Mother  Father  Father 

     Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 Partial High School  4  2  16  6  

 

 High School Degree  40  16  57  23 

 

 Vocational Training  16  6  16  6 

  

 Partial College   65  26  59  24 

 

 Community College  20  8  10  4 

         Degree 

  

 College Degree  67  27  58  23 

 

 Partial Graduate  12  5  6  2 

 

 Master’s Degree  24  10  16  6 

 

 Professional Degree  2  1  10  4 

 

Parent’s Past Education Level Mother  Mother  Father  Father 

     Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 Partial High School  7  3  17  7 

 

 High School Degree  50  20  56  23 

 

 Vocational Training  14  6  20  8 

  

 Partial College   79  32  59  24 

 

 Community College  17  7  8  3 

  

 College Degree  65  26  63  26 

 

 Partial Graduate  9  4  2  1 

 

 Master’s Degree  8  3  14  6 

 

 Professional Degree  1  0  7  3 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Parent’s past education level is the parent’s education level when the participant was in the sixth grade. 
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Table 1 cont. 

Frequencies for Demographics 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Variables    Frequency  Percent 

___________________________________________________________________ 

First Generation College Student 

 Yes    70   28   

  

 No    180   72 

 

Family SES 

 Upper Class   4   2 

 

 Middle Class   191   76 

 

 Lower Class   54   21 

 

Neighborhood SES 

 Upper Class   9   4 

 

 Middle Class   195   78 

 

 Lower Class   46   18 

 

High School SES 

 Upper Class   39   16 

 

 Middle Class   185   74 

 

 Lower Class   26   10 

 

College Preparation 

 Very Prepared   31   12 

 

 Prepared   78   31 

 

 Somewhat Prepared  99   40 

 

 Minimally Prepared  33   13 

 

 Not Prepared at All  9   4 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note: SES refers to economic/class status. 
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Table 2 

Measurement Model Quality Assessment: Outer Loadings 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 Barriers Choice Behavior Self-Efficacy Self-Efficacy Support    

 (CBM) (SACQ) (ACSE) (OSE) (CSM) 

Indicator 

_____________________________________________________________________________

Barriers_16 [.515]      

Barriers_17 [.445]      

Barriers_18 [.545]      

Barriers_19 .638      

Barriers_20 [.560]      

Barriers_21 [.518]      

Barriers_22 .623      

Barriers_23 .636      

Barriers_24 .715      

Barriers_25 .655      

Barriers_26 [.543]      

Barriers_27 .712      

Barriers_28 .739      

Barriers_29 .663      

Barriers_30 .667      

Barriers_31 .662      

Barriers_32 .702      

Barriers_33 .617      

Barriers_34 [.452]      

Barriers_35 .606      

Barriers_36 .644      

SACQ_10  .604     

SACQ_17  .544     

SACQ_25  .532     

SACQ_29  .595     

SACQ_32  .584     

SACQ_39  .689     

SACQ_52  .672     

SACQ_58  .592     

SACQ_6  .621     

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Bracketed numbers document indicators that were removed for model analysis due to in sufficient outer 

loadings.   

 

 

 

 

 



62 

 

Table 2 cont. 

Measurement Model Quality Assessment: Outer Loadings 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 Barriers Choice Behavior Self-Efficacy Self-Efficacy Support    

 (CBM) (SACQ) (ACSE) (OSE) (CSM) 

Indicator 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

ACSE_1   .593    

ACSE_10   .767    

ACSE_11   .746    

ACSE_12   .803    

ACSE_13   .839    

ACSE_14   .801    

ACSE_15   .792    

ACSE_16   .720    

ACSE_17   .719    

ACSE_18   .758    

ACSE_2   .699    

ACSE_3   [.585]    

ACSE_4   .648    

ACSE_5   .653    

ACSE_6   .722    

ACSE_7   .753    

ACSE_8   .831    

ACSE_9   .783    

OSE_1    .665   

OSE_2    .715   

OSE_3    .732   

OSE_4    .620   

OSE_5    .637   

OSE_6    .749   

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Bracketed numbers document indicators that were removed for model analysis due to in sufficient outer 

loadings.   
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Table 2 cont. 

Measurement Model Quality Assessment: Outer Loadings 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 Barriers Choice Behavior Self-Efficacy Self-Efficacy Support    

 (CBM) (SACQ) (ACSE) (OSE) (CSM) 

Indicator 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Support_1     .647  

Support_10     .712  

Support_11     .663  

Support_12     .663  

Support_13     .597  

Support_14     .541  

Support_15     [.538]  

Support_2     [.545]  

Support_3     [.579]  

Support_4     .800  

Support_5     .676  

Support_6     .665  

Support_7     .740  

Support_8     .639  

Support_9     [.576]  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Bracketed numbers document indicators that were removed for model analysis due to in sufficient outer 

loadings.   
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Table 3 

Measurement Model Quality Assessment: AVE and Reliability 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 Barriers Choice Behavior Self-Efficacy Self-Efficacy Support   

 (CBM) (SACQ) (ACSE) (OSE) (CSM) 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

AVE .444 .336 .557 .473 .472  

CR .918 .838 .955 .843 .899  

Cronbach's α .905 .788 .950 .777 .876 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Note. AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = Composite Reliability. 
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Table 4 

Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges for All Variables 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable    M  SD  Possible Range  Actual Range 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Choice Behavior   5.40  1.14  1-9     1.51-8.18 

 

GPA     2.77  0.80  0-4    0-4 

 

High School SES   2.15  0.45  1-3               1-3 

 

Neighborhood SES   1.95  .51  1-3    1-3 

 

Contextual Support              3.69  0.74  1-5        1-5    

 

Contextual Barriers   2.26  0.73  1-5         1-5 

 

Choice Goals                       6.76  1.18  1 - 8                   4-8 

 

Academic Coping SE   7.75  1.53  1-10    1-10  

 

Occupational SE   2.16  0.80  1-5    1-4.33 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note.  Variables represent the following scales and scoring systems: Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ), Contextual Supports Measure 
(CSM), Contextual Barriers Measure (CBM), Academic Coping Self-Efficacy (ACSE), and the Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale (OSE). 
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Table 5 

Female and Male - Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges for All Variables 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable    M  SD  Possible Range  Actual Range 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Choice Behavior             

 Female    5.37  1.21  1-9    1.51-8.18 

 Male    5.46  0.98  1-9    3.45-7.97    

 

GPA              

 Female    2.84  0.78  0-4    0-4   

 Male    2.66  0.82  0-4    0.14-4 

 

High School SES    

 Female    2.12  0.44  1-3    1-3 

 Male    2.20  0.46  1-3    1-3 

 

Neighborhood SES    

 Female    1.90  0.55  1-3    1-3 

 Male    2.02  0.43  1-3    1-3 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note.  The choice behavior variable represents the following scale and scoring system: Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ).  
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Table 6  

Correlations for All Variables 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Choice Behavior   .10 .01 -.05 .25** -.29** .08 .34** .31** 

       

2. GPA     .00 .07 .17** -.23** .15* .10 .08 

      

3. High School     .28**  .11  .01  .07 .08 .00           

SES 

 

4. Neighborhood       .11  .02  .11 -.01 .08  

SES 

             

5. Contextual        -.34** .10 .46**  .41**  

Support 

 

6. Academic            .04 -.28** -.41** 

Barriers  

 

7. Choice          .18**  .14* 

Goals 

 

8. Academic             .57** 

Coping SE 

 

9. Occupational             blank 

SE 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. * = p < .05; ** = p < .01.  SE represents Self-Efficacy.  Values have been rounded to two decimal places.  
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Table 7  

Female Correlations for All Variables 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Choice Behavior   (.01) -.04 -.08 .30** -.32** (-.01) .34** .34** 

       

2. GPA      .05  .08  .23** -.20*  .12 .09 .06 

      

3. High School     (.44**) .08 .06 .06 (-.02) -.03           

SES 

 

4. Neighborhood       .08  .05  .07  -.01  .04  

SES 

             

5. Contextual        -.42** .17* .51** .48**  

Support 

 

6. Academic            .00 -.29** -.40** 

Barriers  

 

7. Choice           .18*   .14 

Goals 

 

8. Academic             .63** 

Coping SE 

 

9. Occupational             blank 

SE 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. * = p < .05; ** = p < .01.  SE represents Self-Efficacy.  Values have been rounded to two decimal places.  

Correlations in parentheses indicate relationships that were significantly different at the .05 level for female and 

male participants.   
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Table 8  

Male Correlations for All Variables 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Choice Behavior   (.30**) .12 .06 .15 -.27* (.26*) .36** .29** 

       

2. GPA     -.10 .01 .04 -.26* .17 .11 .05 

      

3. High School     (-.08) .15 -.04 .07 (.26*) .02           

SES 

 

4. Neighborhood      .18 .01 .15 -.06 .12  

SES 

             

5. Contextual        -.19 -.04 .35** .26*  

Support 

 

6. Academic            .15 -.24* -.37** 

Barriers  

 

7. Choice          .17 .08 

Goals 

 

8. Academic            .46** 

Coping SE 

 

9. Occupational             blank 

SE 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. * = p < .05; ** = p < .01.  SE represents Self-Efficacy.  Values have been rounded to two decimal places.  

Correlations in parentheses indicate relationships that were significantly different at the .05 level for female and 

male participants. 
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Figure 1. Visual Depiction of Model 1 Significant Results – Hypotheses I-III & VI. 

 

 
 
Note: * = p < .05. 
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Figure 2. Visual Depiction of Model 2 Significant Results – Hypotheses IV & V. 

 

 
 

 
Note: * = p < .05. 
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University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 

the following explanation of the purpose, benefits and risks for the study and how it will be 

conducted. 

 

Title of the Study: The Black College Student Experience 

Student Investigator: Krista L. Garrett, MA, University of North Texas (UNT) Department of 

Psychology. 

Supervising Investigator: Vicki Campbell, PhD. 

 

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a research study which involves you 

reporting on your experience in college and important factors in your life that influence your 

college experience.  

 

Study Procedures:  If you agree to participate, the time commitment will be approximately 1 

hour. You will be asked to fill out questionnaires online about your confidence in certain areas, 

the supports and barriers in your life, your experience as an undergraduate, and your career 

goals. 

 

Foreseeable Risks: The risks from participating in this study are considered minimal. Some 

questions may address information you feel is personal. It could be uncomfortable to disclose 

this information or make you more aware of concerns that you have.  Alternatively, you may find 

that it does not bother you at all. If you have any concerns or problems, please contact the 

researchers who will be prepared to help you find appropriate assistance.  

 

Benefits:  This study is not expected to be of any direct benefit to you, but we hope to learn 

more about important factors that promote or interfere with academic success behavior. 

 

Compensation for Participants: If allowed by your course syllabus or professor, you may 

receive extra credit upon completion of this study’s questionnaires.  All participants who 

complete this study’s questionnaires will have four chances to win a fifty dollar Visa Gift Card.  

Once data collected is complete, the gift cards will be distributed.  Winners will be randomly 

selected from participants who completed all of this study’s questionnaires.  Once a participant 

has won a gift card, he/she will be removed from the drawing for the remaining gift cards. 

Winners will be notified by email.  

 

Procedures for Maintain Confidentiality of Research Records: The confidentiality of your 

information will be maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this study.  To 

safeguard your privacy – during data collection consent form information and questionnaires will 

be kept on a password protected and reputable survey provider (Qualtrics) that will only be 

accessible to the investigators.  After data collection is complete, consent form information and 

questionnaires will be saved electronically in separate, password protected files that will only be 

accessible to the investigators.  Only the investigators will see your specific responses, and your 
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name will not be on any questionnaires. Only summarized data will be reported concerning the 

study.  Please feel free to contact the investigators with any questions or concerns.  

 

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Krista 

Garrett at kristaculp@my.unt.edu or Vicki Campbell at vlc@unt.edu . 

 

Review for the Protection of Participants:  This research study has been reviewed and 

approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at 

(940) 565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of research subjects. 

 

Research Participants’ Rights: 

 

- You have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or discomforts of the study. 

 

- You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your refusal to participate or 

your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty or loss of rights or benefits. 

 

-You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be performed. 

 

- You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily consent to participant 

in this study. 

 

- Upon request you will be given an electronic copy of this form.  You may request a copy of this 

form from kristaculp@my.unt.edu . 

 

   Yes, I consent to participate in this study.  I have read all of the above and confirm the research 

participants’ rights. 

 

   Click here to leave the study’s website. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:kristaculp@my.unt.edu
mailto:vlc@unt.edu
mailto:kristaculp@my.unt.edu
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CONSENT FOR STUDENT RELEASE OF GRADES 

 
Title of Study: The Black College Student Experience 

 

Purpose: In conjunction with this study, we would like to obtain your grades and your UNT 

registered major(s) selection from the Fall and Spring Semester following your participation in 

this study as an indication of how you are doing academically.  Under the Family Educational 

Rights and Privacy Act of 1974, as Amended (FERPA), we must have authorization from you in 

order to obtain these records.  If you do not wish to release your grades, you still may participate 

in this study.  Please indicate the yes or no response of your choice.   

 

 

Yes, I give my permission for the investigators to obtain my grades and major selection 

information for the Fall and Spring Semester following my participation. 

 

No, I do not give my permission for the investigators to obtain my grades and major selection 

information.  
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CONSENT FOR STUDENT RELEASE OF CONTACT INFORMATION 

FOR A FOLLOW-UP STUDY 

 
Title of Study: The Black College Student Experience 

 

 

Purpose: We plan to do a follow-up study in approximately one year.  If you are interested in 

participating in the follow-up study, please provide contact information below. Giving the 

researchers permission to contact you and providing your contact information does not mean you 

are obligated to participate in the follow-up study.  If you do not want to be contacted for the 

follow-up study, you may still participate in this study.  Please indicate the yes or no response of 

your choice and follow the directions below. 

 

 

 

Yes, I give my permission for the investigators to contact me for the follow-up study. 

 

No, I do not give my permission for the investigators to contact me for the follow-up study. 

 

 

 

If you gave your permission above to be contacted for a follow-up study, please provide your 

email address and another form of contact (e.g., phone number).  This information will ONLY be 

used to contact you to see if you are interested in participating in the follow-up study. 

 

 

Email Address: 

 

Other Form of  

Contact: 
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APPENDIX B 

DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
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Demographics Questionnaire 

 

INSTRUCTIONS:  In the space next to the items below, please enter the number that best 

answers the question.  Fill in information when requested in the spaces provided.  Please answer 

every item.  

_____    Age                                                                            

 

_____  Gender  

           1.  Female 

           2.  Male          

 

_____   Year of birth  (e.g., 70 if born in 1970)    

 

_____  Are you an United States Citizen 

           1. Yes            

           2. No 

 

_____  Were you born in the United States 

           1. Yes            

           2. No 

 

_____  Were you or your siblings the first in your family to be born in the United States? 

                   1. Yes            

           2. No 

 

If you were not born in the United States, where were you born? (If you were born in the United 

States leave this question blank) 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

_____  Year in school 

                                1. Freshman 

  2. Sophomore 

  3. Junior 

  4. Senior 

  5. other (please specify) __________________________________________ 

 

What is your current major(s)? 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

What is your current minor(s)? 

 

________________________________________________ 
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_____  Are you satisfied/secure in your major(s) selection? 

           1. Yes 

           2. No 

           3. Uncertain 

 

_____  Are you satisfied/secure in your minor(s) selection? 

           1. Yes 

           2. No 

           3. Uncertain 

   

_____  Your grade point average in school (fill in)  

                     

_____  Ethnic/racial background 

                                   1. African American 

                                   2. Native American 

                                   3. Caucasian 

   4. Asian 

   5. Hispanic 

   6. other (please specify) 

__________________________________________ 

 

 

_____   How much time do you work at a job each week? 

  1. more than 35 hours a week 

  2. 25-35 hours 

  3. 15-24 hours 

  4. less than 15 hours 

  5. not employed 

 

 _____  Are your parents:                     

    1.  married, living together            

                             2.  married, living apart               

    3.  divorced, mother remarried             

    4.  divorced, father remarried             

    5.  divorced, both remarried 

  6.  divorced, neither remarried               

    7.  both parents deceased               

                    8.  mother deceased                     

    9.  father deceased                     

     10.  never married 

          11.  other (please specify)_______________________ 
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_____  What is your father’s current educational level? 

1. less than a high school degree

2. high school degree

3. vocational training/trade school

4. some college

5. community/jr. college degree

6. college degree

7. some graduate courses

8. master's degree

9. professional degree (for example Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)

_____  What was your father’s educational level when you were in 6
th

 grade? 

1. less than a high school degree

2. high school degree

3. vocational training/trade school

4. some college

5. community/jr. college degree

6. college degree

7. some graduate courses

8. master's degree

9. professional degree (for example Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)

_____  What is your mother’s current educational level? 

1. less than a high school degree

2. high school degree

3. vocational training/trade school

4. some college

5. community/jr. college degree

6. college degree

7. some graduate courses

8. master's degree

9. professional degree (for example Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)

_____  What was your mother’s educational level when you were in 6
th

 grade? 

1. less than a high school degree

2. high school degree

3. vocational training/trade school

4. some college

5. community/jr. college degree

6. college degree

7. some graduate courses

8. master's degree

9. professional degree (for example Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)
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What is your father’s current occupation? To preserve confidentiality, please state generally 

(e.g., clerk in store vs. clerk in WalMart). 

 

__________________________________________________________ 

 

What was your father’s occupation when you were in 6
th

 grade? To preserve confidentiality, 

please state generally (e.g., clerk in store vs. clerk in WalMart). 

 

__________________________________________________________ 

 

What is your mother’s current occupation? To preserve confidentiality, please state generally 

(e.g., clerk in store vs. clerk in WalMart). 

 

__________________________________________________________ 

 

What was your mother’s occupation when you were in 6
th

 grade? To preserve confidentiality, 

please state generally (e.g., clerk in store vs. clerk in WalMart). 

 

__________________________________________________________ 
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