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Appendix I: Detailed measurement items
Table A.1 Detailed measurement items for key constructs
	Code
	Item
	During
	After

	Individual Resilience (IR)
	

	IR1
	I am motivated to learn things unknown to me
	√
	√

	IR2
	I make main decisions on my own 
	√
	√

	IR3
	My decisions are not easily influenced by outside pressure
	√(D)
	√(D)

	IR4
	I am satisfied with the outcome of decision 
	√
	√

	IR5
	I am persistent in maintaining daily routine even under stressors 
	√
	√

	IR6
	I can identify my main tasks at hand even under stressors
	√
	√

	IR7
	I can focus on my main tasks at hand even under stressors
	√
	√

	IR8
	I can consistently concentrate on main tasks at hand even under stressors
	√
	√

	IR9
	I can develop my own coping strategies on stressors
	√
	√

	IR10
	I think these coping strategies are effective 
	√
	√

	IR11
	When the current situation changes, I am able to quickly adjust my coping strategies
	√
	√

	IR12
	I tend to understand stressors as challenges instead of difficulties
	√
	√

	IR13
	I am satisfied with the living environment I have chosen
	√
	√

	IR14
	I am aware of my precarity as an international student
	√(D)
	√(D)

	IR15
	I can develop my coping strategies on navigating these precarities 
	√
	√

	IR16
	I can quickly recover from adversity (due to stressors or precarities)
	√
	√

	IR17
	I am satisfied with how I recover from adversity
	√
	√

	IR18
	In general, I believe I have made up for the losses caused by the pandemic 
	
	√(D)

	IR19
	In general, I believe I have grown after experiencing the pandemic
	
	√(D)

	Neighborhood interaction frequency (NIF)
	

	NIF1
	How often do you interact with your neighbors?
	√
	√

	Neighborhood help (NH)
	

	NH1
	My neighbors are willing to provide help for me
	√
	√

	NH2
	In emergency situations, I turn to my neighbors as a first source of help
	√
	√

	NH3
	My relationships with neighbors help me know more people
	√
	√

	NH4
	I consider my neighbors to be my main source of social connection
	√(D)
	√

	Neighborhood cohesion (NC)
	

	NC1
	My neighbors and I share common interests that support mutual well-being  
	√
	√

	NC2
	My neighbors and I are willing to actively work together to create a better neighborhood
	√
	√

	NC3
	I believe there is a strong sense of connectedness in my neighborhood  
	√
	√

	NC4
	I prefer to live in an environment with strong neighborhood relationships
	√(D)
	√(D)

	Perceived residential environment quality (PREQ)
	

	PREQ1
	Living in this place gives me a sense of emotional belonging
	√
	√

	PREQ2
	I am satisfied with the availability of facilities in my residential area
	√
	√

	PREQ3
	I feel my residence very convenient
	√
	√

	PREQ4
	I consider myself productive when working from home
	√
	√(D)

	Perceived urban environment quality (PUEQ)
	
	

	PUEQ1
	I think the infrastructure in my city is well-developed
	√
	√(D)

	PUEQ2
	The natural environment in my city is pleasant
	√
	√(D)

	PUEQ3
	I have never experienced any form of exclusion in the city
	√
	√

	PUEQ4
	I think local people welcome international students 
	√
	√

	PUEQ5
	I can easily access the public services I need in the city.
	√
	√

	PUEQ6-1
	I was satisfied with the city’s response to the pandemic
	√
	

	PUEQ6-2
	I believe the city has quickly recovered from the pandemic
	
	√


Note: Items marked with (D) means that corresponding scales were excluded from the final construction of latent constructs according to relevant quality indicators
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Table A.2 KMO results during the pandemic
	[bookmark: _Hlk200311883]Items
	KMO Score
	MR1
	MR2
	MR3

	IR1
	0.95
	0.287
	0.536
	0.330

	IR2
	0.84
	
	0.168
	0.431

	IR3
	0.33
	-
	-
	-

	IR4
	0.94
	0.415
	0.290
	0.566

	IR5
	0.94
	0.307
	0.612
	0.410

	IR6
	0.94
	0.352
	0.701
	0.223

	IR7
	0.92
	0.242
	0.746
	0.289

	IR8
	0.91
	0.499
	0.628
	0.141

	IR9
	0.93
	0.732
	0.428
	0.101

	IR10
	0.95
	0.682
	0.279
	0.308

	IR11
	0.95
	0.677
	0.396
	0.223

	IR12
	0.95
	0.742
	0.258
	0.273

	IR13
	0.95
	0.449
	0.183
	0.486

	IR14
	0.39
	-
	-
	-

	IR15
	0.94
	0.476
	0.421
	0.251

	IR16
	0.94
	0.617
	0.279
	0.421

	IR17
	0.92
	0.594
	0.352
	0.440

	Method : varimax rotation


[bookmark: _Hlk200311963]Note: Items IR3 and IR14 were excluded due to low KMO values, indicating inadequate sampling adequacy 






Table A.3 KMO results after the pandemic
	[bookmark: _Hlk200311923]Items
	KMO Score
	MR1
	MR2
	MR3

	IR1
	0.85
	0.256
	-
	0.616

	IR2
	0.77
	0.219
	-
	0.673

	IR3
	0.46
	-
	-
	-

	IR4
	0.92
	0.261
	0.484
	0.450

	IR5
	0.84
	0.634
	-
	0.192

	IR6
	0.93
	0.599
	0.234
	0.281

	IR7
	0.90
	0.606
	0.246
	0.223

	IR8
	0.89
	0.567
	0.175
	0.167

	IR9
	0.93
	0.696
	0.309
	0.220

	IR10
	0.93
	0.586
	0.465
	0.117

	IR11
	0.85
	0.647
	0.323
	0.175

	IR12
	0.86
	0.512
	0.484
	0.126

	IR13
	0.91
	0.286
	0.665
	-

	IR14
	0.37
	-
	-
	-

	IR15
	0.84
	-
	0.537
	0.242

	IR16
	0.86
	0.248
	0.693
	-

	IR17
	0.84
	0.200
	0.625
	0.109

	IR18
	0.71
	0.204
	0.363
	0.181

	IR19
	0.61
	
	0.173
	0.317

	Method : varimax rotation


[bookmark: _Hlk200311952]Note: Items IR3 and IR14 were excluded due to low KMO values, R18 and IR119 were further removed  because of poor performance in factor loadings (all loadings were below the 0.4 threshold)





[bookmark: appendix_III]Appendix III: Loading percentage and performances of exploratory factor analysis on individual resilience
Table A.4 EFA results during the pandemic
	Items / Indices 
	CA
	MFUS
	SD

	IR9 
	0.732
	
	

	IR10 
	0.682
	
	

	IR11 
	0.677
	
	

	IR12 
	0.742
	
	

	IR15 
	0.476
	
	

	IR16 
	0.617
	
	

	IR17 
	0.594
	
	

	IR1 
	
	0.536
	

	IR5 
	
	0.612
	

	IR6 
	
	0.701
	

	IR7 
	
	0.746
	

	IR8
	
	0.628
	

	IR2 
	
	
	0.431

	IR4 
	
	
	0.566

	IR13 
	
	
	0.449

	Cronbach’s alpha (α)
	0.918
	0.882
	0.650

	Variance explained
	26.4%
	20.8%
	12.2%












Table A.5 EFA results after the pandemic
	Items / Indices 
	CS
	PR
	SD

	IR5
	0.634
	
	

	IR6 
	0.599
	
	

	IR7 
	0.606
	
	

	IR8 
	0.567
	
	

	IR9 
	0.696
	
	

	IR10 
	0.586
	
	

	IR11 
	0.647
	
	

	IR12
	0.512
	
	

	IR4 
	
	0.406
	

	IR13
	
	0.669
	

	IR15 
	
	0.582
	

	IR16
	
	0.685
	

	IR17 
	
	0.594
	

	IR1 
	
	
	0.635

	IR2 
	
	
	0.649

	Cronbach’s alpha (α)
	0.882
	0.844
	0.644

	Variance explained
	22.4%
	17.9%
	9.1%













Appendix IV: Discriminant validity
[bookmark: Table4]Table A.6. Discriminant validity during the pandemic (based on FL criteria)
	First-order constructs
	CA
	MFUS
	SD
	NIF
	NH
	NC
	PREQ
	PUEQ

	CA
	0.817 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MFUS
	0.771
	0.824
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SD
	0.720
	0.620
	0.756
	
	
	
	
	

	NIF
	0.446
	0.388
	0.450
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	NH
	0.282
	0.311
	0.313
	0.230
	0.742
	
	
	

	NC
	0.457
	0.437
	0.331
	0.328
	0.483
	0.849
	
	

	PREQ
	0.654
	0.532
	0.637
	0.540
	0.296
	0.478
	0.812
	

	PUEQ
	0.648
	0.524
	0.524
	0.398
	0.257
	0.523
	0.781
	0.785



Table A.7 Discriminant validity after the pandemic (based on FL criteria)
	First-order constructs
	CS
	PR
	SD
	NIF
	NH
	NC
	PREQ
	PUEQ

	CS
	0.741
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PR
	0.623
	0.740
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SD
	0.449
	0.341
	0.853
	
	
	
	
	

	NIF
	0.341
	0.257
	0.223
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	NH
	0.435
	0.320
	0.202
	0.668
	0.718
	
	
	

	NC
	0.375
	0.411
	0.268
	0.345
	0.470
	0.789
	
	

	PREQ
	0.318
	0.311
	0.173
	0.321
	0.524
	0.492
	0.725
	

	PUEQ
	0.476
	0.401
	0.225
	0.370
	0.460
	0.584
	0.525
	0.697





Appendix V: Control-variable path estimates
Table A.8 Model-during
	Pathways
	Original est.
	95% Bootstrap CI
	P-values
	T statistics

	Paths to IR

	H_LF → IR
	0.033
	[−0.128; 0.208]
	0.707
	0.377

	H_LO → IR
	−0.010
	[−0.180; 0.132]
	0.899
	−0.127

	F_LC → IR
	0.010
	[−0.139; 0.164]
	0.892
	0.136

	F_LO → IR
	0.068
	[−0.053; 0.188]
	0.274
	1.098

	n_nbg → IR
	−0.053
	[−0.201; 0.083]
	0.468
	−0.727

	n_local → IR
	−0.103
	[−0.253; 0.045]
	0.176
	−1.360

	F_H → IR
	0.210**
	[0.070; 0.340]
	0.003
	3.071

	F_N → IR
	−0.121
	[−0.232; 0.023]
	0.065
	−1.859

	F_E → IR
	0.029
	[−0.092; 0.159]
	0.651
	0.454

	F_F → IR
	0.076
	[−0.080; 0.217]
	0.308
	1.022

	H_TF → IR
	−0.063
	[−0.156; 0.087]
	0.305
	−1.030

	F_TF → IR
	−0.011
	[−0.148; 0.124]
	0.881
	−0.150

	Paths to PEQ

	H_LF → PEQ
	−0.185
	[−0.322; 0.023]
	0.033
	−2.157

	H_LO → PEQ
	0.359***
	[0.197; 0.506]
	< 0.001
	4.596

	F_LC → PEQ
	−0.108
	[−0.271; 0.056]
	0.195
	−1.301

	F_LO → PEQ
	0.063
	[−0.080; 0.206]
	0.394
	0.855

	n_nbg → PEQ
	0.147
	[−0.032; 0.292]
	0.077
	1.783

	n_local → PEQ
	−0.047
	[−0.171; 0.077]
	0.465
	-0.732


Note: Main structural paths are reported in Table 8. For H_LF → PEQ the parametric p value indicates significance while the percentile CI includes zero; this path should be interpreted as marginal or non-significant. Local friend support (H_LF), local organizational support (H_LO), communication frequency with local friends (F_LC), interaction frequency with local organizations (F_LO), number of neighbours (n_nbg), number of local friends (n_local), family support (F_H), family negativity (F_N), family expectations (F_E), family communication frequency (F_F), transnational friend support (H_TF), and communication frequency with transnational friends (F_TF). 



Table A.9 Model-after
	Pathways
	Original est.
	95% Bootstrap CI
	P-values
	T statistics

	Paths to IR

	H_LF → IR
	−0.088
	[−0.367; 0.155]
	0.503
	−0.671

	H_LO → IR
	0.192
	[−0.019; 0.360]
	0.051
	1.964

	F_LC → IR
	0.013
	[−0.171; 0.217]
	0.899
	0.127

	F_LO → IR
	−0.061
	[−0.219; 0.088]
	0.432
	−0.788

	n_nbg → IR
	0.035
	[−0.114; 0.168]
	0.617
	0.501

	n_local → IR
	0.087
	[−0.080; 0.248]
	0.311
	1.017

	F_H → IR
	0.219*
	[0.058; 0.422]
	0.021
	2.334

	F_N → IR
	−0.087
	[−0.219; 0.063]
	0.241
	−1.177

	F_E → IR
	0.055
	[−0.124; 0.237]
	0.558
	0.587

	F_F → IR
	0.209*
	[0.017; 0.364]
	0.017
	2.424

	H_TF → IR
	−0.077
	[−0.225; 0.157]
	0.427
	−0.797

	F_TF → IR
	−0.049
	[−0.220; 0.133]
	0.586
	−0.545

	Paths to PEQ

	H_LF → PEQ
	0.203
	[−0.018; 0.422]
	0.071
	1.821

	H_LO → PEQ
	0.227*
	[0.044; 0.421]
	0.015
	2.463

	F_LC → PEQ
	−0.032
	[−0.235; 0.148]
	0.751
	−0.318

	F_LO → PEQ
	0.007
	[−0.140; 0.143]
	0.919
	0.101

	n_nbg → PEQ
	0.003
	[−0.141; 0.160]
	0.975
	0.032

	n_local → PEQ
	0.028
	[−0.137; 0.196]
	0.749
	0.321


Note: Main structural paths are reported in Table 10







Appendix VI: Robustness check 
Table A.10 Structural paths with standard errors clustered by city tier
	Phase 
	Path
	Estimate
	P-values
	T statistics

	During
	NIF → IR
	0.172***
	< 0.001
	6.53

	During
	NSS → IR
	0.129**
	0.004
	2.93

	During
	PEQ → IR
	0.548***
	< 0.001
	34.74

	After
	NIF → IR
	0.112
	0.436
	0.78

	After
	NSS → IR
	0.198**
	0.005
	2.86

	After
	PEQ → IR
	0.305**
	0.009
	2.65


Note: Auxiliary OLS regressions of the IR construct scores on the three focal predictors, estimated separately per phase, with standard errors clustered by city tier (London / Tier 1 / Tier 2 / Tier 3). Because these auxiliary regressions exclude the control-variable paths, coefficients are not totally the same as the full PLS estimates. The check concerns the robustness of the significance pattern under place-level clustering.


