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Abstract

Student mental health, stress, and success are interconnected, yet the mechanisms linking
them remain insufficiently understood. Drawing on Stress Optimization and Self-Regulated
Learning (SRL) theories, this study examined how stress appraisals and learning practices
jointly contribute to student mental health and academic functioning in post-secondary
students, supporting a view of student success that comprises both feeling well psychoso-
cially and functioning well academically. Using a sample of 226 university students, the
study replicated prior work on the predictive roles of coping self-efficacy (CSE) and stress
mindset (SM) across indicators of student success, including flourishing mental health,
motivation-related challenges, social-emotional challenges, and GPA. It extended this
work by testing whether metacognitive monitoring and adaptation, and academic social
engagement, mediated these relationships. Results showed that neither CSE nor SM signifi-
cantly predicted GPA, suggesting that stress appraisals alone may be insufficient to explain
academic achievement. However, both CSE and SM significantly predicted flourishing
mental health, and CSE was additionally associated with fewer motivation-related and
social-emotional challenges. Mediation analyses indicated that metacognitive monitoring
partially explained the relationship between CSE and reduced motivation challenges, while
academic social engagement mediated relationships between stress appraisals and social-
emotional challenges and mental health. Findings underscore the value of integrating
psychosocial and educational perspectives in promoting student success.

Keywords: academic well-being; coping self-efficacy; self-regulated learning; stress
optimization; stress mindset; student success

1. Introduction

Student experiences of stress in the academic context are an important component
of academic well-being and academic performance, which together contribute to student
success. In an approach to student success that includes psychosocial and academic
indicators, students strive to do well academically and feel well psychologically and socially
in their academic context (e.g., see Keyes & Haidt, 2003; Kuh et al., 2005; Suldo et al., 2006;
Tinto, 2017). Stress is inherent in motivated performance contexts such as education and
arises whenever goals are pursued (Brooks, 2014; Jamieson et al., 2018). Accordingly, stress
is tightly linked to student success (Park et al., 2017).

Stress is not inherently positive or negative; its impact depends on how students
manage (a) academic demands and (b) their subjective experience of stress (ACHA, 2016;
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Keyes, 2005). Adaptive responses to both are therefore critical for success (Brooks, 2014;
Denovan & Macaskill, 2017; Jamieson et al., 2018; Rudland et al., 2020). Effective self-
regulatory practices support the management of academic demands (Hadwin et al., 2022;
Zollanvari et al., 2017), while stress appraisals shape the adaptive experience of stress
(Barrett, 2006; Gross, 2015; Uusberg et al., 2019). However, limited research has explored
how stress appraisals interact with academic regulatory practices to influence student
success. This study begins to address that gap.

1.1. Literature Review
Stress and Student Success

Stress is an individual’s response to perceived demand or threat (Folkman & Lazarus,
1985; Lazarus et al., 1985). As a non-specific response (Selye, 1976), stress is not inher-
ently positive or negative. Its impact depends not only on situational demands but also
on the individual’s capacity to regulate both those demands and their subjective stress
experience (Bienertova-Vasku et al., 2020; Lazarus et al., 1985). Although stress commonly
arises in achievement-focused contexts, its effects on students vary widely (Brooks, 2014;
Jamieson et al., 2018; Jenkins et al., 2021).

Stress responses are shaped by perceptions of internal cues (e.g., physiological arousal,
cognitive appraisals) and external situational factors. Cognitive appraisals, students’ per-
ceptions and beliefs about stress, directly influence biological, psychological, and behavioral
responses (Barrett, 2017; Epel et al., 2018; Jamieson et al., 2018). Thus, adaptive stress re-
sponses that support student success are likely to involve adaptive cognitive appraisals
(e.g., Jamieson et al., 2018).

Stress is common in academic settings where students pursue personally meaning-
ful goals within evaluative and performance-oriented contexts (Brooks, 2014; Jamieson
et al., 2018; Park et al., 2017). Adaptive responses to stress are essential for well-being
(Denovan & Macaskill, 2017), effective learning (Vogel & Schwabe, 2016), and academic
performance (Yaman-Sozbir et al., 2019). When not managed well, academic-related stress
can (a) reduce academic achievement, (b) decrease motivation, (c) increase risk of dropout,
(d) impair memory, attention, and information recall, and (e) impact learning processes and
academic outcomes (de la Fuente et al., 2020; Pascoe et al., 2020; Vogel & Schwabe, 2016).

Students’ perceptions or appraisals of stress are thought to shape how effectively
they manage stress and, in turn, how stress influences broader aspects of success
(Crum et al., 2017; Epel et al., 2018; Jamieson et al., 2018). Yet little research has exam-
ined how such appraisals affect both performance and psychosocial components of student
success. This research posits that in the university context where stress is expected, student
beliefs or appraisals about stress have the capacity to impact (a) the experience of stress,
(b) subsequent adaptive learning processes, and (c) student success.

This study addresses this gap by examining how stress-related self-beliefs and reg-
ulatory learning practices jointly contribute to student success. First, it replicates prior
findings regarding the predictive roles of coping self-efficacy and stress mindset across
indicators of academic well-being, motivation-related challenges, social-emotional chal-
lenges, and GPA. Second, it extends this work by testing whether metacognitive and social
regulatory practices help explain the relationships between stress-related self-beliefs and
student success outcomes. In doing so, the study integrates psychosocial and educational
perspectives to better understand how students come to both feel well and function well in
academic settings.

Two aspects of student success that are sensitive to stress responses are (a) men-
tal health and well-being and (b) academic challenges. Mental health and well-being
reflect optimal functioning (Diener et al., 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2001) and are linked to psy-
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chosocial functioning (Barbayannis et al., 2022) and academic performance (Howell, 2009;
Keyes, 2007). There is prior evidence that self-beliefs are predictive of (a) aspects of mental
health and well-being (Freire et al., 2019; Rostampour et al., 2023; Melato et al., 2017) and
positive coping (Cattelino et al., 2021). We therefore hypothesized that adaptive stress
appraisals should be associated with flourishing mental health, referred to as academic
well-being in this research.

Academic challenges, defined as the difficulties students encounter in their academic
work (Hadwin et al., 2019), are also integral to student success (Louis & Schreiner, 2012),
provide opportunities for students to engage in self-regulated learning by implementing
adaptive learning practices (Hadwin et al., 2022). Such challenges predict performance,
promote learning and growth, require regulatory control through adaptive learning prac-
tices, and serve as indicators of regulated learning tied to success (Hadwin et al., 2022;
Koivuniemi et al., 2017). Two types of challenges, motivation and social-emotional challenges,
are especially salient, as they are consistently high among students and operate indepen-
dently of goal attainment (Hadwin et al., 2019; Koivuniemi et al., 2017). Motivational
challenges may include students struggling to believe they are capable of completing their
academic work, having difficulty persisting when they encounter obstacles, or feeling dis-
couraged by setbacks. Social-emotional challenges may include students struggling to feel
connected with other students, having difficulty finding enjoyable or meaningful moments
in their academic environment, or experiencing challenges with managing their emotions.

Prior research suggests stress-related self-beliefs like stress mindset and self-efficacy
impact student motivation (Bandura & Locke, 2003; Crum et al., 2017; Pascoe et al., 2020),
likely by reducing perceived threat and supporting adaptive coping (e.g., Freire et al., 2016;
Karademas & Kalantzi-Azizi, 2004), engagement with learning (Boekaerts & Cascallar, 2006),
and mental health (Kashdan et al., 2008). Motivation and social-emotional challenges are
widely experienced by students; these challenges may also be mitigated by regulatory prac-
tices in pursuit of academic goals (Hadwin et al., 2018, 2019). Although stress-related beliefs
have been linked to student experiences and performance (Freire et al., 2019; Jamieson et al.,
2022), few studies simultaneously examine (a) performance and psychosocial outcomes as
components of student success or (b) the regulatory practices that may shape the association
between stress appraisals and success.

This study conceptualizes student success as encompassing student psychosocial
experiences and academic performance outcomes (Kuh et al., 2005; Louis & Schreiner,
2012; Suldo et al., 2006; Tinto, 2017). Although grade point average (GPA) is a common
indicator of academic performance, it is an imperfect measure of student success given
variability in course type and load. As a distal outcome, GPA does not capture specific aca-
demic challenges that impede success. Research indicates that GPA is modestly predicted
by individual factors and is best explained by a combination of individual differences
(Richardson et al., 2012; Robbins et al., 2004; Zollanvari et al., 2017). It correlates with prior
academic achievement, academic self-efficacy, engagement, self-regulated learning (SRL)
strategies, and conscientiousness (Pérez-Gonzdlez et al., 2022). Further, GPA is a measure
of academic achievement or performance and does not adequately represent the range
of factors that comprise student success (Rice et al., 2025). Evidence on the role of stress
appraisals in predicting GPA is mixed (Jamieson et al., 2022; Kapil et al., 2024), whereas
performance-specific cognitions such as academic self-efficacy show stronger associations
(Richardson et al., 2012).

The degree to which students enact self-regulatory learning strategies may mediate
the effect of psychosocial contextual influences (e.g., stress appraisals) on academic per-
formance (see Richardson et al., 2012). Accordingly, this study examines whether SRL
practices mediate the relationship between stress appraisals and broader indicators of
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student success. We hypothesize that stress appraisals and regulatory practices jointly
shape how students manage stress and academic demands, thereby influencing success.

1.2. Theory Informed Expectations Regarding Student Experiences of Stress

Given that stress impacts student success, three perspectives inform a useful framework
for conceptualizing adaptive responses to stress in academic settings (Figure 1): (a) stress
optimization theory (student experiences of stress), (b) student stress appraisals in the academic
context (how a student perceives their environment), and (c) student regulatory responses to stress
appraisals in the academic context (how a student manages their environment).

Self-Regulated

Learning Practices
Metacognitive Monitoring
Metacognitive Adapting
Social Emotional
Engagement

Student Success
Outcomes
Academic Wellbeing

Motivation Challenges
Social Emotional Challenges

Figure 1. Proposed Testable Model.

1.2.1. Stress Optimization Theory

Stress optimization is grounded in the view that stress is unavoidable in motivated
performance contexts such as academic settings (Barrett, 2017; Jamieson et al.,, 2018;
Jenkins et al., 2021). Rather than emphasizing avoidance, stress optimization integrates stress
theories to promote benefiting from acute stressors (Jamieson et al., 2018). Its aim is to foster
thriving, resilience, and adaptive coping amid the pressure and uncertainty inherent in mean-
ingful goal pursuit in (Brooks, 2014; Jamieson et al., 2018; Park et al., 2017). Stress optimization
incorporates research on stress appraisals and stress mindsets, both of which suggest that
stress can (a) support physiological and psychological thriving, (b) enhance performance and
well-being when interpreted as an opportunity for growth, and (c) be viewed as functional
in acute performance contexts (Jamieson et al., 2018, 2022). Drawing from appraisal and
psychological construction theories, the framework emphasizes that internal and external
contextual cues jointly shape the experience of stress (Barrett, 2017, 2022).

1.2.2. Student Stress Appraisals in the Academic Context

Appraisals, self-efficacy, and stress mindset beliefs are key cognitive processes un-
derlying stress and student success. Appraisals involve cognitive evaluations of events
that influence emotional reactions, coping responses, and whether a situation is perceived
as a challenge or threat (Lazarus, 1991; Scherer & Moors, 2019). While appraisals are
typically situation specific, mindsets and self-efficacy beliefs are more stable across contexts
(Poluektova et al., 2023). However, these beliefs are also malleable, experience depen-
dent, and influenced by situational appraisals (Crum et al., 2013, 2017; Usher & Pajares,
2009; Poluektova et al., 2023). These dynamic and interrelated constructs often overlap
(de Ruiter & Thomaes, 2023; Poluektova et al., 2023); thus, this study uses the terms ap-
praisal and belief interchangeably.

Stress optimization theory posits that stress perceptions and coping are shaped by
stress-related beliefs (Crum et al., 2017; Jamieson et al., 2022), processes that remain under-
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explored in academic contexts. The present study examines two stress appraisals expected
to influence student success: stress mindset and coping self-efficacy.

Stress Mindset

Stress mindset reflects general beliefs about whether stress is enhancing or debili-
tating and emphasizes that stress responses can be modified even when stressors cannot
(Crum et al., 2017). A stress-is-enhancing mindset predicts greater psychological and phys-
ical well-being, positive affect, cognitive flexibility, attentional bias toward positive stimuli
(Crum et al., 2017; Keech et al., 2018), mental health (Khan & Shamama-Tus-Sabah, 2020),
and academic performance (Keech et al., 2018), partly through approach coping and re-
duced distress (Jenkins et al., 2021). Although stress mindset has been understudied
in education, research on growth mindset shows related effects on intelligence beliefs
(Dweck, 1999), challenge seeking (Yeager & Dweck, 2012), academic performance and
physiological stress responses (Yeager et al., 2016, 2022), and well-being (Howell, 2017;
Tamir et al., 2007).

This study proposes that a stress-is-enhancing mindset promotes adaptive regula-
tion and student success by predicting better mental health, fewer academic difficulties,
higher GPA, and stronger regulatory practices. However, few studies have compared the
predictive value of stress mindset relative to other stress appraisals or across experien-
tial and performance outcomes. The present research addresses this gap by examining
coping self-efficacy alongside stress mindset to evaluate their relative contributions to
student success.

Coping Self-Efficacy

In academic contexts, students’ stress experiences are influenced by their perceived
ability to cope effectively with both the emotion of stress and the demands they face,
referred to as coping self-efficacy (CSE; Chesney et al., 2006). In this study, CSE reflects stu-
dents’ beliefs in their capacity to manage academic stressors such as exams or presentations
as well as the broader demands inherent in university learning. Because academic environ-
ments routinely involve both stress and challenge, we propose that CSE is an important
contributor to student success.

One study found that CSE predicted higher academic well-being and lower motivation
challenges, but not GPA (Kapil et al., 2024). CSE has been more extensively examined in
other motivated performance contexts, including mental health settings (Benight & Harper,
2002; Melato et al., 2017; Midkiff et al., 2018; Singer et al., 2016; Wissing et al., 2011) and
the military (Delahaij & Van Dam, 2017). Related self-efficacy constructs are well estab-
lished in student success research. For example, academic self-efficacy is associated with
(a) academic performance (Klassen & Klassen, 2018), (b) successfully enacting academic
strategies (Bandura, 2001), (c) adaptive coping (Freire et al., 2016; Karademas & Kalantzi-
Azizi, 2004), and (d) flourishing mental health (Freire et al., 2019; Kashdan et al., 2008;
Melato et al., 2017). Based on this literature, we hypothesize that coping self-efficacy will
be positively associated with student success outcomes and with students’ use of adaptive
regulatory practices.

1.2.3. Student Regulatory Responses to Stress Appraisals in the Academic Context

In addition to self-beliefs and perceptions about stress, how students manage their
academic environment also impacts experiences of stress and student success (de la Fuente
et al., 2020). Specific to the academic context, stress is related to regulatory practices that
exert strategic influence on the academic environment (de la Fuente et al., 2020). In stress
optimization literature, attention has been given to the impact of stress-related beliefs on
academic performance (e.g., Jamieson et al., 2022), while specific learning practices and
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behaviors enacted to manage academic demands have been underexamined. Educational
psychology and self-regulated learning (SRL) literature identify processes and behaviors
critical to student success, independent of stress appraisals (Winne & Hadwin, 2008). This
study hypothesizes that such regulatory practices serve as key resources that mediate the
relationship between stress appraisals and student success outcomes.

Metacognitive Regulatory Practices

Students’ regulatory responses to stress appraisals strongly shape their stress experi-
ences and academic success. Adaptive appraisals foster approach motivation and behavior,
supporting effective self-regulation (Freire et al., 2016; Jamieson et al., 2022; Karademas &
Kalantzi-Azizi, 2004). Yet, stress optimization theory provides limited insight into specific
adaptive self-regulatory practices, which can be clarified through self-regulated learning
(SRL) theory.

SRL is an iterative, agentic process through which learners monitor and regulate
external (e.g., tasks) and internal (e.g., cognition, motivation, emotion) environments to
support planning, decision-making, goal setting, and study behaviors (Hadwin et al., 2022;
Winne & Hadwin, 2008). Across models, metacognition is central, underpinning regulation
throughout the learning cycle and interacting closely with emotion (Efklides et al., 2018).

Metacognitive monitoring refers to observing and reflecting on cognitive and affective
states (Perfect & Schwartz, 2002), while metacognitive control or adapting involves adapting
strategies based on this monitoring (Thiede & Dunlosky, 1999). These processes enable
deep learning and effective study organization (Grund et al., 2024). Students engage
metacognition when asking themselves questions such as, “What am I supposed to be doing?”
“Am I remembering the material?” and “Do I understand it?”.

Metacognitive adaptation occurs when students adjust ineffective strategies, for instance,
by redefining tasks, revising plans, or selecting alternative approaches. This study hypothe-
sizes that adaptive stress appraisals promote metacognitive monitoring and adaptation, which
mediate the relationship between stress appraisals and student success outcomes.

Social Regulatory Practices

Regulating social aspects of the academic environment enhances students’ adaptive re-
sponses to stress and management of academic demands (McLean et al., 2023; Tinto, 2017).
Hadwin et al. (2022) defines social and emotional factors as overall psychological, so-
cial, and physical well-being, encompassing emotion regulation (e.g., test stress), social
belonging, and physical health. The social regulatory practice examined here, academic
social engagement, includes helping classmates, connecting with peers, and participating
in university life.

Social and emotional well-being correlate positively with academic performance
(van der Zanden et al., 2018). Students who feel accepted and valued by peers and instruc-
tors demonstrate stronger engagement (Tinto, 2017; Won et al., 2018, 2021) and greater
persistence in their major (Lewis & Hodges, 2015). Social engagement also buffered aca-
demic and mental health challenges during the COVID-19 transition to online learning
(Elmer et al., 2020). Consistent with stress-buffering models, high social support and
access to social resources mitigate the negative effects of stress (Cohen & Wills, 1985;
Southwick et al., 2016).

Although stress appraisals are theoretically linked to student success outcomes such as
GPA, academic challenges, and well-being, empirical findings remain mixed. Stress mindset
has been associated with academic performance (Crum et al., 2017; Jamieson et al., 2022), yet
Kapil et al. (2024) found that coping self-efficacy (CSE), not stress mindset, predicted fewer
motivation challenges and greater academic well-being, with neither appraisal predicting
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GPA. Given these unexpected and inconsistent results, replication is needed to clarify the
role of stress mindset in student success.

Stress is non-specific and expected in academic contexts. Drawing on theory and prior
research, this study proposes that adaptive student responses to stress are shaped by three
key factors: (a) adaptive stress appraisals, (b) self-regulatory practices, and (c) social regula-
tory practices. The study has two aims: first, to replicate Kapil et al.’s (2024) unexpected
finding regarding the predictive roles of stress mindset and coping self-efficacy on student
success; second, to examine whether metacognitive and social regulatory practices mediate
any associations between stress appraisals and student success.

Appraisals and beliefs regarding stress are important aspects of whether stress is expe-
rienced as helpful or harmful (Crum et al., 2017) and facilitates approach over avoidance
coping behavior (Jamieson et al., 2022). Because effective management of learning and aca-
demic demands is central to student success (Hadwin et al., 2022; Winne & Hadwin, 2008),
factors beyond stress self-beliefs are also likely to contribute. Preliminary findings indicated
that stress mindset and CSE predicted several student success outcomes but were unrelated
to GPA, ruling out GPA as a meaningful outcome for subsequent analyses. These results
provided the basis for examining how self-regulatory practices may further explain the
links between stress appraisals and student success.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Purpose and Research Questions

The purpose of this study is twofold. First, the study sought to replicate and clarify
the predictive role of two stress-related self-beliefs, coping self-efficacy and stress mindset,
across multiple indicators of student success, including academic well-being, motivation-
related challenges, social-emotional challenges, and GPA. Four research questions were
addressed: (1) Do stress-related self-beliefs predict academic well-being? (2) Do stress-
related self-beliefs predict motivation challenge appraisals? (3) Do stress-related self-beliefs
predict social-emotional challenges? and (4) Do stress-related self-beliefs predict GPA?

Second, the study examined whether selected regulatory practices, specifically
metacognitive monitoring and adaptation and academic social engagement, help explain
the relationships between stress-related self-beliefs and student success outcomes. The
following additional research questions were addressed: (5) Do regulatory practices medi-
ate the association between stress self-beliefs and motivation challenge appraisals? (6) Do
regulatory practices mediate the association between stress self-beliefs and social-emotional
challenges? (7) Do regulatory practices mediate the association between stress self-beliefs
and academic well-being?

2.2. Research Context

Participants were undergraduate students enrolled in an educational psychology
course on learning strategies for university success. The study was conducted at a mid-
sized public research university in Western Canada. Data were collected through regular
course activities, including self-assessments, reflections on learning and well-being, and
discussions on academic success strategies. Students provided informed consent for re-
search participation and were reminded at multiple points of their right to withdraw.
Confidentiality was maintained by replacing names with numerical identifiers.

2.3. Participants

Participants were 226 consenting students enrolled in a semester-long undergraduate
educational psychology elective in January 2022. Participants were from a range of faculties
and included first, second, and upper-year students. The course focused on the science and
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strategies of self-regulated learning, motivation, emotion, behavior, and psychological and
social well-being. Students represented various faculties and academic years. The mean
participant age was 20 years (SD = 1.7), and 44% identified as female.

2.4. Variables and Measures
2.4.1. Stress Appraisals

Predictor variables were two stress appraisals, coping self-efficacy and stress mindset.
Data for coping self-efficacy and stress mindset were collected during week eight of the
term. The assessments used for data collection were included in the weekly diary tool and
a component of the course requirements; thus, missing data did not occur.

Coping Self-Efficacy Scale

Coping self-efficacy was assessed using the 26-item Coping Self-Efficacy Scale (CSES;
Chesney et al., 2006), where higher scores indicate greater coping self-efficacy. Participants
rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from not confident to completely confident
across three subscales: managing unpleasant emotions and thoughts, problem-focused
coping, and seeking support from family and friends. The original prompt (“When things
are not going well for you, how confident are you that you can...”) was adapted to
reflect academic challenges in the academic context (“When things are not going well for
you at school, how confident are you that you can...”). The CSES demonstrates high
internal consistency («x = 0.95) and strong construct validity (Chesney et al., 2006), with
0.70 considered an acceptable minimum for Cronbach’s alpha (Hair et al., 2019). Following
confirmatory factor analysis, only the emotion-focused and problem-focused subscales
(15 items) were retained. The support subscale was excluded due to suboptimal fit indices,
cross-loadings, local misspecifications, and item redundancy. The proposed two-factor
structure of the Coping Self-Efficacy Scale indicated a good overall model fit, supporting
the hypothesized factor structure: x2(89) =181.27, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.970, TLI = 0.965,
RMSEA = 0.070, 90% CI [0.056, 0.086], and SRMR = 0.053. See Hu and Bentler (1999)
for interpreting fit indices. This suggests that confidence in obtaining social support did
not function psychometrically as part of the broader coping self-efficacy construct in this
sample. As a result, findings should be interpreted as reflecting coping self-efficacy related
to emotion- and problem-focused coping, or personal rather than interpersonal coping,
instead of the full range of coping self-efficacy assessed in the original measure. This
modification may improve model fit for the current sample, but it narrows the construct
and should be considered when comparing findings with studies using the full scale.

Stress Mindset Scale

The Stress Mindset Scale (SMS; Crum et al., 2013) is an eight-item measure assessing
beliefs about the nature and consequences of stress, specifically whether stress is viewed as
enhancing or debilitating. Items reflect general stress mindset and domains such as health,
learning, and performance. Participants rated each item on a five-point Likert scale ranging
from never true to always true. Four negatively worded items were reverse scored, and
mean scores were computed, with higher values indicating a stress-is-enhancing mindset.
The SMS demonstrates good internal consistency (x = 0.86; Crum et al., 2013).

2.4.2. Self-Regulated Learning Practices

Self-regulated learning practices (SRL-P) refer to strategies students use to promote
adaptive self-regulation. They were measured using the SRL-P subscale of the Self-
Regulated Learning Assessment and Self-Diagnostic Tool (SRL-PSD-2021; Hadwin et al.,
2021). Students rated their use of specific SRL practices over the past two weeks on a 5-point
Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, with higher scores indicating greater
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engagement in practices linked to academic success. The SRL-P includes three subscales:
Metacognitive Monitoring (3 items; for example, “Asked myself if I was understanding
the material”), Metacognitive Adapting (6 items; for example, “Modified my plans for
the task”), and Academic Social Engagement (3 items; for example, “Helped classmates”).
Reported subscale reliability ranges from 0.70 to 0.84 (Hadwin et al., 2021).

2.4.3. Student Success Experiences and Outcomes

Data for SRL practices (mediator), academic well-being, and academic challenges
(student success outcome variables) were collected during week 11 of the term.

Academic Challenges

Academic challenges were assessed using the 43-item Self-Regulated Learning Chal-
lenges Scale (SRL-C; Hadwin et al., 2022), a component of the Self-Regulated Learning
Assessment and Self-Diagnostic Tool (SRL-PSD-2021; Hadwin et al., 2022). The SRL-C
measures the degree of difficulty students experience in managing various aspects of study,
with higher scores indicating greater academic challenges. Students rated their experiences
over the past two weeks on a 5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
The SRL-C comprises five subscales: motivation, metacognitive, cognitive, behavioral,
and socio-emotional challenges, with reliability coefficients ranging from w = 0.70 to 0.88
(Hadwin et al., 2022). For this study, only the motivation (4 items; w = 0.70) and socio-
emotional (6 items; w = 0.83) subscales were used. Motivation items address struggles with
beliefs, interest, and persistence (for example, “Believing I can do my work,” “Persisting
when things got tough”). Socio-emotional items reflect difficulties with emotional and
relational aspects of academic success (for example, “Feeling connected,” “Managing my
emotions/feelings”).

Mental Health

Mental health was assessed using the nine-item Academic Well-Being Subscale
(AWBS), which measures students’ emotional, psychological, and social flourishing within
the academic context (Rostampour et al., 2023). Students rated each item on a 5-point
Likert scale from never to always. The AWBS was adapted from the Mental Health
Continuum-Short Form (MHC-SF; Keyes, 2002) for use in academic settings and demon-
strates stronger predictive capacity than the MHC-SF, with concurrent validity evidenced
by positive associations with MHC-SF scores, self-regulated learning practices, founda-
tional academic behaviors, and GPA, as well as prediction of a broad range of academic
challenges (Rostampour et al., 2023). Composite reliability (McDonald’s w) ranges from
0.71 to 0.88 for overall and subscale scores, and only overall scores were used in this study.
Students responded to the prompt “How are you doing this term?” Example items include
“I am interested in my classes” (emotional well-being), “In general, I feel confident and
positive about myself as a student” (psychological well-being), and “I have developed
personal relationships with other students in my classes” (social well-being).

GPA

Academic performance in student success was measured by GPA and students’ self-
reported motivational challenge experiences. Academic performance was measured by
semester GPA. Semester GPA was obtained by institutional data and reported on a nine-
point GPA scale, where 0 = E (0-48%), 1 = D (50-59%), 2 = C+ (60-64%), 4 = B— (70-72%),
5 =B (73-76%), 6 = B+ (77-79%), 7 = A— (80-84%), 8 = A (85-89%), and 9 = A+ (90-100%).
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2.5. Analytic Approach

Analyses were conducted using the open-source R environment (Rosseel, 2012). For
research questions 1 to 3, descriptive statistics and correlations were computed, followed
by separate linear regression analyses for each student success outcome, and additional
correlations of GPA with stress mindset (SM) and coping self-efficacy (CSE).

To address research questions 4 to 6, structural equation modeling (SEM) was con-
ducted in R using the lavaan package (v. 0.6.11; Rosseel, 2012). SEM was chosen to test
the hypothesized model (Figure 1) and examine mediation effects, given its ability to in-
tegrate theory, model multiple endogenous and exogenous variables, and accommodate
non-normal data common in mental health research (Tomarken & Waller, 2005). To mitigate
overparameterization given the small sample, four separate models were estimated, each
testing coping self-efficacy and stress mindset as predictors of academic well-being, moti-
vation challenges, and socio-emotional challenges. Please note that in cases where indirect
effects approach the p = 0.05 threshold, cautious interpretation is warranted; consider
conclusions regarding indirect effects in relation to the reported confidence intervals and
the overall pattern of findings.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

As expected (see Table 1), coping self-efficacy and stress mindset were significantly
positively correlated with each other and with all student experience outcomes (academic
well-being, motivation challenges, and socio-emotional challenges), and were also weakly
positively associated with regulatory practices (monitoring, adapting, academic social
engagement). Academic well-being was significantly related to all study variables. GPA
was positively correlated with monitoring, academic social engagement, and academic
well-being, and negatively correlated with motivation challenges, but showed no significant
association with stress mindset or coping self-efficacy.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations.

Variable = Mean sd o GPA CSE SM AWB MOT_CH SE_CH MON AD ASE
GPA 4.8 2.2 n/a -
CSE 3.11 0.63 0.90 —0.08 -
SM 2.7 0.60 0.78 0.027 0.40 *** -
AWB 3.44 0.67 0.88 0.24 *** 0.45 *** 0.29 *** _
MOT_CH 2.9 0.87 0.78 —0.21*  —0.31** —0.23* —0.37 *** -
SE_CH 2.87 0.84 0.87 —-0.12 —0.35 *** —-0.14* —0.41 *** 0.62 *** -
MON 3.68 0.72 0.78 0.18 * 0.27 *** 0.20 ** 0.46 *** —0.27 = —0.10 -
AD 3.58 0.53 0.85 0.10 0.29 *** 0.23 * 0.49 *** —0.13 —0.10 0.60 *** -
ASE 3.11 0.87 0.76 0.19 ** 0.32 *** 0.22 *** 0.62 *** —0.22 ** —0.30 *** 0.43 *** 0.47 *** -

Note: N = 226; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01,*** p < 0.001. GPA = grade point average; CSE = coping self-efficacy;
SM = stress mindset; AWB = academic well-being; MOT_CH = motivation challenges; SE_CH = social-emotional
challenges; MON = monitoring; AD = adaptation; ASE = academic social engagement.

Linear regression analyses examined whether coping self-efficacy and stress mindset
predicted academic well-being, motivation challenges, socio-emotional challenges, and
GPA, with a Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of 0.025. Four main findings emerged (Table 2).

First, both coping self-efficacy and stress mindset significantly predicted academic
well-being (coping self-efficacy: B = 0.47, t (226) = 7.00, p < 0.001, R? = 0.20; stress mindset:
B =0.35, t(226) = 4.24, p < 0.001, R? = 0.09). Second, both variables significantly predicted
motivational challenges (coping self-efficacy: B = —0.40, t(226) = —4.55, p < 0.001, R? = 0.10;
stress mindset: B = —0.32, t(226) = —3.21, p = 0.002, R? = 0.05). Third, both significantly
predicted socio-emotional challenges (coping self-efficacy: p = —0.23, t(226) = —5.23,
p <0.001, R? = 0.13; stress mindset: p = —0.23, t(226) = —3.21, p =0.005, R? =0.13). Finally,
neither coping self-efficacy nor stress mindset significantly predicted GPA.
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Table 2. Linear Regression Summary for Preliminary Analysis.
Predictor =~ OQutcome B SE B t p R?
CSE AWB 0.47 0.07 0.45 7.00 <0.001 0.20
SM 0.35 0.08 0.29 4.24 <0.001  0.09
CSE Mot Ch —0.40 0.09 —-0.31 —4.55 <0.001 0.10
SM ot —-0.32 0.10 —0.23 —-3.21 0.002 0.05
CSE SE Ch —0.46 0.09 —0.35 —523 <0.001 0.12
SM - —-0.21 0.10 —-0.14 —2.00 0.005 0.15
CSE GPA —-0.27 0.23 —0.08 —1.14 0.26 0.00
SM 0.10 0.27 0.03 0.39 0.70 0.00

Note: N = 226; GPA = grade point average; CSE = coping self-efficacy; SM = stress mindset; AWB = academic
well-being; MOT_CH = motivation challenges; SE_CH = social-emotional challenges.

Because GPA was not significantly correlated with coping self-efficacy or stress mind-
set (Table 3), it was excluded from subsequent analyses to conserve power given the small
sample and complex SEM models. The robust predictive effects of stress mindset and
coping self-efficacy on academic well-being, motivation challenges, and socio-emotional
challenges supported proceeding to SEM and testing mediation.

Table 3. Correlation of GPA, CSE, and SM.

95% Confid Int 1
Variables Estimate  Std. Error  z-Value 14 o -onudence ‘nterva

Lower Upper
CSE-GPA —0.09 0.08 —1.12 0.26 —0.25 0.07
SM-GPA 0.06 0.09 0.59 0.56 —0.28 0.23

Note: N = 226; GPA = grade point average; CSE = coping self-efficacy; SM = stress mindset.

3.2. Model One: Coping Self-Efficacy, Regulatory Practices, and Academic Challenges

Model fit indices indicated acceptable fit x*(613) = 844.90, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.91,
TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.06; see Hu and Bentler (1999) for cutoff guide-
lines. Coping self-efficacy showed significant negative direct effects on both motivation
and socio-emotional challenges and was positively associated with all three regulatory
practices. Three significant indirect effects emerged (Figure 2, Table 4): academic social
engagement mediated the association between coping self-efficacy and socio-emotional
challenges; monitoring mediated the association between coping self-efficacy and moti-
vation challenges; and adapting also mediated the relation between coping self-efficacy
and motivation challenges, with this path associated with increased motivation challenges,
contrary to expectations.

Table 4. Model One: Coping Self-Efficacy to SRL Practices to Academic Challenges Indirect and
Total Effects.

Mediation Relationships B SE p
CSE to Mon to MOT_CH —0.18 0.09 0.04 *
CSE to AD to MOT_CH 0.15 0.08 0.05*
CSE to ASE to MOT_CH —0.03 0.07 0.70
CSE to MOT_CH total effect —0.47 0.13 <0.001 ***
CSE to MON to SE_CH 0.03 0.05 0.62
CSE to AD to SE_CH 0.06 0.06 0.33
CSE to ASE to SE_CH —0.16 0.07 0.02*
CSE to SE_CH total effect —0.49 0.12 <0.001 ***

Note: denotes significance level of * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.001. CSE = coping self-efficacy; SM = stress mind-
set; AWB = academic well-being; MOT_CH = motivation challenges; SE_CH = social-emotional challenges;
AD = metacognitive adaptation; Mon = metacognitive monitoring.
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Figure 2. Model One: Coping Self-Efficacy to SRL Practices to Academic Challenges. Note:
denotes significance level of * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001. CSE = coping self-efficacy;
MOT_CH = motivation challenges; SE_CH = social-emotional challenges; PFC = problem focused
coping; EFC = emotion focused coping.

Coping self-efficacy significantly predicted monitoring (B = 0.35, p < 0.001), adapting
(B =0.38, p < 0.001), and academic social engagement (B = 0.47, p < 0.001). Monitoring
(B=—0.53, p = 0.01) and adapting (B = 0.40, p = 0.03, 95% CI [0.044, 0.746]) significantly pre-
dicted motivation challenges, and academic social engagement predicted socio-emotional
challenges (B = —0.34, p = 0.01). Direct effects from coping self-efficacy to motivation
(B=—0.41, p = 0.002) and socio-emotional challenges (B = —0.42, p < 0.001) were significant,
as were total effects on motivation (B = —0.47, p < 0.001) and socio-emotional challenges
(B=—0.49, p <0.001). The model explained 23% of the variance in motivation challenges
and 24% in socio-emotional challenges. Indirect effects from coping self-efficacy to motiva-
tion challenges via monitoring (B = —0.18, p = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.356, —0.012]) and adapting
(B=0.15, p =0.05, 95% CI [—0.003, 0.303]), and to socio-emotional challenges via academic
social engagement (B = —0.16, p = 0.02) were all significant (Table 4).

3.3. Model Two: Coping Self-Efficacy, Regulatory Practices, and Academic Well-Being

The fit indices of the model were indicative of an acceptable fit of the model to the data
(x? =845.05, df = 582, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.89, RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.07). Coping
self-efficacy positively predicted academic well-being and was significantly associated with
all three regulatory practices. Academic social engagement significantly mediated the
positive effect of coping self-efficacy on academic well-being (Figure 3, Table 5). Specifi-
cally, coping self-efficacy significantly predicted monitoring (B = 0.35, p = 0.002), adapting
(B=10.38, p < 001), and academic social engagement (B = 0.47, p < 001). Academic social
engagement in turn positively predicted academic well-being (B = 0.93, p = 0.002). The indi-
rect effect of coping self-efficacy on academic well-being via academic social engagement
was significant (B = 0.46, p = 0.003), as was the direct effect (B =1.01, p < 0.001, R? =0.70),
yielding a total effect of B = 1.01, p < 0.001. The model accounted for 70% of the variance in
academic well-being (R* = 0.70), demonstrating strong explanatory power.
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Figure 3. Model Two: Coping Self-Efficacy to SRL Practices to Academic Well-Being. Note:
denotes significance level of ** p < 0.01. CSE = coping self-efficacy; PFC = problem focused
coping; EFC = emotion focused coping; SM = stress mindset; AWB = academic well-being;
AD = metacognitive adaptation; Mon = metacognitive monitoring; ASE = academic social engage-
ment; A-WB = academic well-being; H-WB = hedonic well-being; Eu-WB = eudaimonic well-being.

Table 5. Model Two: Coping Self-Efficacy to SRL Practices to Academic Well-Being Indirect and

Total Effects.
Mediation Relationships B SE P
CSE to Mon to AWB 0.11 0.09 0.23
CSE to AD to AWB —0.004 0.09 0.96
CSE to ASE to AWB 0.44 0.17 0.01 **
CSE to AWB total indirect effect 0.55 0.18 0.003 **
CSE to AWB total effect 1.01 0.25 <0.001 ***

Note: denotes significance level of ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. CSE = coping self-efficacy; AWB = academic well-
being; AD = metacognitive adaptation; Mon = metacognitive monitoring; ASE = academic social engagement;
A-WB = academic well-being.

3.4. Model Three: Stress Mindset, Regulatory Practices, and Academic Challenges

The fit indices of the model were indicative of adequate fit of the model to the data
(x? = 550.311, df = 361, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.88, RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.07).

Stress mindset did not exhibit significant direct effects on motivation or socio-
emotional challenges but was positively associated with all three regulatory practices.
Two indirect effects emerged (Figure 4, Table 6). Academic social engagement mediated
the relation between stress mindset and socio-emotional challenges, such that a stress-is-
enhancing mindset predicted fewer socio-emotional challenges via greater engagement.
Monitoring mediated the association between stress mindset and motivation challenges,
indicating that a stress-is-enhancing mindset was linked to reduced motivation challenges
through increased monitoring. Stress mindset significantly predicted monitoring (B = 0.29,
p = 0.005), adapting (B = 0.21, p = 0.03, 95% CI [0.019, 0.415]), and academic social en-
gagement (B = 0.35, p = 0.004). Monitoring negatively predicted motivation challenges
(B=—-0.50, p =0.02,95% CI [—0.908, —0.100]), and academic social engagement negatively
predicted socio-emotional challenges (B = —0.45, p = 0.002). Indirect effects were significant
for motivation challenges via monitoring (B = —0.15, p = 0.046, 95% CI [—0.289, —0.003])
and for socio-emotional challenges via academic social engagement (B = —0.16, p = 0.03,
95% CI [-0.303, —0.017]). The total effect on socio-emotional challenges was also signif-
icant (B = —0.31, p = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.556, —0.062]). The model explained 21% of the
variance in motivation challenges and 15% in socio-emotional challenges. These results
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highlight the role of regulatory practices in linking a stress-is-enhancing mindset to reduced
academic challenges.

.
Figure 4. Model Three: Stress Mindset to SRL Practices to Academic Challenges. Note: denotes

significance level of * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. SM = stress mindset; SM-Deb = stress is debilitating
mindset; SM-Enh = stress is enhancing mindset; AD = metacognitive adaptation; Mon = metacognitive

monitoring; ASE = academic social engagement; Mot_Ch = motivation challenges; SE_Ch = social-
emotional challenges.

Table 6. Model Three: Stress Mindset to SRL Practices to Academic Challenges Total and Indirect Effects.

Mediation Relationships B SE p
SM to Mon to MOT_CH —0.15 0.07 0.05
SM to AD to MOT_CH 0.07 0.05 0.14
SM to ASE to MOT_CH —0.04 0.05 0.45
SM to MOT_CH total indirect effect —0.11 0.06 0.06
SM to MOT _CH total effect —0.31 0.13 0.01 **
SM to MON to SE_CH 0.03 0.05 0.62
SM to AD to SE_CH 0.02 0.04 0.60
SM to ASE to SE_CH —0.16 0.07 0.03 *
SM to SE_CH total indirect effect —-0.12 0.06 0.05*
SM to SE_CH total effect -0.17 0.12 0.16

Note: denotes significance level of * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. SM = stress mindset; AD = metacognitive adapta-
tion; Mon = metacognitive monitoring; ASE = academic social engagement; Mot_Ch = motivation challenges;
SE_Ch = social-emotional challenges.

3.5. Model Four: Stress Mindset, Regulatory Practices, Academic Well-Being

The fit indices of the model were indicative of adequate fit of the model to the data
(x* = 491.66, df = 338, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.06).

Stress mindset directly predicted higher academic well-being and was positively
associated with all three regulatory practices. Academic social engagement mediated the
association between stress mindset and academic well-being (Figure 5, Table 7). Stress
mindset significantly predicted monitoring (B = 0.27, p = 0.01, 95% CI [0.067, 0.467]),
adapting (B =0.22, p = 0.03, 95% CI [0.019, 0.415]), and academic social engagement (B = 0.47,
p < 0.001), and academic social engagement positively predicted academic well-being
(B=0.1.03, p = 0.001). The indirect effect via academic social engagement was significant
(B=10.44, p = 0.01, 95% CI [0.093, 0.779]) and the direct effect was marginally significant
(B=10.34,p = 0.05, 95% CI [0.001, 0.687]), yielding a total effect of B = 0.78 (p = 0.002).
The model accounted for 69% of the variance in academic well-being (RZ = 0.69). These
findings align with evidence that stress-is-enhancing mindsets support adaptive coping and
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proactive engagement (Keech et al., 2018; Jenkins et al., 2021) and that social connectedness
is a key pathway linking positive stress beliefs to academic thriving (Crum et al., 2013).

Figure 5. Model Four: Stress Mindset to SRL Practices to Academic Well-Being. Note: denotes
significance level of * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. SM = stress mindset; SM-Deb = stress is debilitating
mindset; SM-Enh = stress is enhancing mindset; AD = metacognitive adaptation; Mon = metacognitive
monitoring; ASE = academic social engagement; A-WB = academic well-being; H-WB = hedonic
well-being; Eu-WB = eudaimonic well-being.

Table 7. Model Four: Stress Mindset to SRL Practices to Academic Well-Being Indirect and Total Effects.

Mediation Relationships B SE p
SM to Mon to AWB 0.07 0.07 0.31
SM to AD to AWB —0.02 0.05 0.72
SM to ASE to AWB 0.35 0.16 0.03 *
SM to AWB total indirect effect 0.44 0.18 0.01 **
SM to AWB total effect 0.78 0.25 0.002 **

Note: denotes significance level of * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. SM = stress mindset; AD = metacognitive adaptation;
Mon = metacognitive monitoring; ASE = academic social engagement; AWB = academic well-being.

4. Discussion

Student success is facilitated by effectively navigating academic demands and the
inevitable stress that is experienced in the academic context. When managed well, stress is
an important resource in navigating academic demands and goals (de la Fuente et al., 2020)
and integral to well-being (Ng et al., 2009). It is not possible to eliminate either academic
stress or demands in support of student success; therefore, the focus shifts to how students
are managing both.

Findings indicate that student success depends on managing academic demands and
associated stress effectively. When regulated constructively, stress can serve as a resource for
achieving academic goals (de la Fuente et al., 2020) and supports well-being (Ng et al., 2009).
As academic stress and demands are unavoidable, the focus shifts to how students regulate
them. This study examined the direct effects of stress appraisals on student success and the
mediating role of metacognitive and social regulatory practices. Stress mindset and coping
self-efficacy represent general beliefs about stress and context-specific coping perceptions,
respectively. The study explored the predictive value of these constructs for student success
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and how regulatory practices influence the relationship between stress appraisals and
outcomes. Overall, findings highlight that adaptive responses to academic stress supporting
student success are impacted by (a) adaptive stress appraisals, (b) metacognitive regulatory
practices, and (c) social regulatory practices.

4.1. Adaptive Stress Appraisals

Appraisals, individual evaluations shaped by personal and contextual factors, are
central to stress responses (Epel et al., 2018). Prior research shows that stress appraisals
determine whether stress is perceived as a resource or detriment (Crum et al., 2017; Jamieson
et al., 2022), facilitate approach motivation and behavior (Freire et al., 2016), and support
higher mental health (Crum et al., 2013, 2017; Yeager et al., 2022). Consistent with these
findings, the present study hypothesized that adaptive stress appraisals (e.g., stress-is-
enhancing mindset, higher coping self-efficacy) predict greater student success. Results
supported this hypothesis for academic well-being, motivation, and social-emotional
challenges, but not academic performance.

4.1.1. Coping Self-Efficacy in the Present Study

This study examined coping self-efficacy (CSE) as a predictor of student success,
extending prior research that has largely focused on other contexts (Benight & Harper,
2002; Melato et al., 2017). Consistent with findings from related self-efficacy literature
(Cattelino et al., 2021; Freire et al., 2019; Won et al., 2023), CSE was directly associated with
increased academic well-being and reduced social-emotional and motivational challenges,
though effects were modest and unrelated to GPA. CSE, encompassing both emotion-
and problem-focused coping, captures students’ perceived ability to manage stress and
academic demands, promoting adaptive coping and success.

Given GPA’s distal nature and multifactorial influences (Richardson et al., 2012;
Robbins et al., 2004), its relation to CSE may be indirect and detectable over longer pe-
riods through enhanced well-being and reduced challenges. The cross-sectional design
limits inference about iterative regulation cycles, emphasizing the need for longitudinal
research to clarify CSE'’s role in promoting self-regulated learning, consistent with mas-
tery experience theories (Usher & Pajares, 2009). These conclusions align with emerging
evidence linking high coping self-efficacy to active problem-solving, help-seeking, and
other adaptive regulatory behaviors that facilitate academic achievement (Freire et al., 2019;
Hadwin et al., 2022).

4.1.2. Stress Mindset in the Present Study

This study examined stress mindset’s impact on student success, aligning with prior
work linking it to well-being, performance, and health (Crum et al., 2013, 2017; Keech
et al., 2018; Jenkins et al., 2021). Stress mindset directly predicted academic well-being and,
via academic social engagement, was associated with fewer socio-emotional challenges,
though its effects on student outcomes were modest and variable. Prior research similarly
found limited predictive power for mental health and motivation (Kapil et al., 2024). Stress
Mindset Scale items assess both general beliefs about stress (e.g., Item 1. The effects of stress
are negative and should be avoided) and self-referent beliefs regarding personal experiences
of stress (Item 2. Experiencing stress facilitates my learning and growth), which may differ
within individuals and account for varied findings. For example, one may believe stress is
generally enhancing while experiencing it as debilitating personally. This distinction may
influence stress mindset’s effects on student success.

Critiques of mindset research in intelligence domains regarding effect sizes, construct
validity, and inflated claims (Burnette et al., 2023; Macnamara & Burgoyne, 2023; Sisk
et al., 2018; Yan & Schuetze, 2023) may also explain stress mindset’s modest impact here.
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Current evidence suggests stress mindset influences health and academic performance
mainly indirectly through behaviors such as proactive coping and perception of somatic
symptoms, underscoring the need for contextually nuanced measurement and interventions
in educational settings (Keech et al., 2018).

4.2. Metacognitive Regulatory Practices

This study hypothesized that adaptive stress appraisals enhance approach moti-
vation and support self-regulatory behaviors (Freire et al., 2016; Jamieson et al., 2022;
Karademas & Kalantzi-Azizi, 2004). Given stress optimization theory’s limited guidance
on specific regulatory practices, self-regulated learning (SRL) literature informed expecta-
tions, highlighting metacognitive monitoring and adapting as key components (Panadero,
2018; Perfect & Schwartz, 2002).

Findings confirmed that coping self-efficacy and stress mindset predicted monitoring
and adapting. Monitoring partially mediated the negative associations between both ap-
praisals and motivation challenges, while adapting partially mediated a positive association
between coping self-efficacy and motivation challenges. Thus, self-regulation contributes
to student success beyond stress appraisals alone.

Notably, adapting increased motivation challenges despite its mediation effect, pos-
sibly reflecting the resource demands or effort involved in adapting. Stress optimization
theory explains this via psychological construction of emotion (resource depletion during
adaptation; Barrett, 2017) and the biopsychosocial model (increased perceived demands
elevating motivation challenges; Jamieson et al., 2018). In sum, stress appraisals foster
motivation and self-regulation, which influence student success, though regulatory effort
may temporarily increase challenges due to cognitive and behavioral adaptation demands.

4.3. Social Regulatory Practices

Student engagement with and regulation of social aspects of their academic environ-
ment is linked to multiple positive outcomes, including psychological, social, and physical
well-being and stress management (Hadwin et al., 2022). Social regulatory practices con-
tribute to mental health (Elmer et al., 2020), academic performance (Hadwin & Jarvels,
2011; Lobczowski, 2020; Won et al., 2018, 2021; van der Zanden et al., 2018), and buffer
against stress’s negative effects (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Southwick et al., 2016). Among
these, academic social engagement showed particular impact, demonstrating (a) moderate
full mediation between stress mindset and academic well-being, (b) strong partial media-
tion between coping self-efficacy and academic well-being, and (c) small partial inverse
mediation between coping self-efficacy and socio-emotional challenges. Thus, academic
social engagement appears to promote student success beyond coping self-efficacy or stress
mindset alone. These findings align with growing evidence emphasizing the critical role of
social regulatory processes in student success (Elmer et al., 2020; Hadwin & Jarveld, 2011;
Hadwin et al., 2022; Lobczowski, 2020; McLean et al., 2023; Tinto, 2017; Won et al., 2021;
van der Zanden et al., 2018).

4.4. Implications for Practice

Practically, these findings suggest that higher education professionals move beyond
approaches that focus solely on reducing student stress or improving academic perfor-
mance in isolation. With stress and academic demands inherent to university learning,
faculty, staff, and institutional leaders can better support student success by helping stu-
dents develop adaptive stress appraisals alongside self-regulated and socially regulated
learning practices. For example, instructors can explicitly normalize academic challenges,
embed opportunities for metacognitive monitoring and adaptation, and structure courses
to promote meaningful academic social engagement. Student support services can simi-
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larly integrate stress appraisals like coping self-efficacy and stress mindset alongside SRL
strategies into advising, counseling, orientation, and academic skills programming. These
approaches may be especially important because the present findings suggest that stress-
related self-beliefs are most beneficial when connected to concrete regulatory practices that
help students feel well and function well in academic settings.

4.5. Future Research

Future research can examine these relationships longitudinally to clarify how stress
appraisals, regulatory practices, and student success outcomes influence one another
over time. Because GPA is a distal and multiply determined outcome, future studies
can also consider more proximal indicators of academic functioning, such as persistence,
engagement, course completion, learning strategy use, and changes in motivation across the
term. Intervention studies are also needed to determine whether programs that integrate
adaptive stress appraisals and SRL practices can improve both student well-being and
academic functioning. Finally, future work can examine whether these associations differ
across student populations, disciplines, and institutional contexts.

4.6. Limitations

This study offers valuable insights into student success but has several limitations.
First, the sample size, though sufficient, was modest relative to the number of variables,
underscoring the need for replication with larger samples. Also, as enrollment is voluntary,
it is also not clear if the participants represented a typical student with respect to indicators
of student success such as engagement, motivation, mental health, and self-regulated
learning capacity. Second, the cross-sectional design suits exploratory analysis of coping
self-efficacy, an understudied construct in academic research, yet limits causal and tem-
poral inference; longitudinal studies with repeated measures are warranted. Third, the
variable-centered approach constrains understanding of individual differences in stress,
self-regulated learning (SRL), and mental health, suggesting value in person-centered
and qualitative methods. Fourth, only three regulatory practices were examined due to
sample size constraints; future research should extend analysis to additional SRL-informed
practices. Fifth, stress was conceptualized as embodied but assessed only through cognitive
appraisals; integrating physiological indicators such as cortisol or heart rate would provide
a more comprehensive perspective. Lastly, some measures (e.g., AWBS and SRL-PSD) are
newly developed and require further validation across diverse samples. Several subscales
contained few items and were analyzed independently, which may affect construct validity.

4.7. Conclusions

In the challenging and stressful university context, feeling capable of coping with
academic stress and academic demands and engaging in adaptive self and social regulatory
practices contributes to student success. Findings from this research indicated that stress
appraisals and regulatory practices contribute to the student experience aspect of student
success, which includes academic well-being and academic challenges. Eliminating stress
is not a realistic option and may even be counter to overall mental health and performance,
which are supported by adaptive responses to stress and achieving goals (e.g., see Ng et al.,
2009; Ryff, 2016; Yaman-Sozbir et al., 2019). Thus, supporting students to regulate both
stress and learning is integral to student success.
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