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ABSTRACT 

BEV CARLSEN-LANDY 

IDENTITY, AGE, PROPORTION OF ONLINE CLASSES, AND SUCCESS 
AMONG STUDENTS IN A PREDOMINANTLY 

ONLINE DEGREE PROGRAM 

MAY 2012 

Most colleges and universities in the US offer at least some classes 

online, and a significant number of colleges and universities offer degree 

programs either all online or predominantly online. Many of the distance learning 

courses and programs emerge from traditional courses and programs; however, 

in the past decade we have seen the emergence of programs that are designed 

as degree completion programs. These programs tend to target older, non

traditional students who may have significant time lapses in their education. 

Students who enroll in these degree completion programs have a variety of roles 

and role-identities, and they exist within multiple social structures and must 

negotiate between, for example, family, work, community, and education - often 

after a significant time out of the classroom. This study examines the Bachelor of 

General Studies Program at Texas Woman's University as an example of a 

predominantly online degree program. 
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Identity theory research has overlooked identity in online education. The 

intent of this dissertation is to begin to fill this gap in the literature. The results of 

this study suggest support for some hypotheses tested. Age is a significant 

predictor of success in predominantly online degree programs. The results 

indicate that those in their 20s have lower grade point averages than other age 

groups. The analysis also revealed that older students place significantly more 

importance on studying than younger students. 

Race is related to success in the program. Specifically, blacks are less 

successful than whites. Black students believe participating in activities related to 

being a student is less important than whites. However, blacks and Hispanics 

indicate studying is more important than white students believe. 

In addition, extensive commitment, measured by joining organizations 

related to being a student, has a statistically significant relationship with grade 

point average. Those who join organizations tend to have higher GPAs than 

those who do not join organizations. Finally, there is a significant, positive 

relationship between confidence and GPA; those who are more confident tend to 

be more successful. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Distance learning is nothing new, but the rise of the Internet changed the 

delivery of distance education significantly. In the past 15 years we have 

witnessed a significant increase in the number of online classes and programs 

offered and an increase in the number of disciplines and institutions that offer 

them. Most colleges and universities in the US offer at least some classes online, 

and a significant number of colleges and universities offer degree programs 

either entirely online or predominantly on line. Many of the distance learning 

courses and programs come out of the traditional courses and programs offered 

at colleges and universities, but in the past decade we have seen the emergence 

of programs that are designed as degree completion programs. The emphasis 

with these new online and predominantly online degree programs is on enabling 

students to earn a degree quickly with credits earned at a different place(s) and 

time(s). These new programs target older, non-traditional students who may 

have significant time lapses in their education. 

For the purposes of this research, the term "traditional" refers to students 

that enter higher education directly from high school and earn their college 

degree within a few years of entry. "Non-traditional" refers to those who are 
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older, and have not completed their college educations while in their early 

twenties. 

Students who· enroll in programs of this nature exist within multiple social 

structures and must negotiate between, for example, family, work, community, 

and education, often after a significant time out of the classroom. They have a 

variety of roles and role-identities, and they often experience conflict between 

these roles. There may be conflicts of time to devote to various roles, and 

conflicts of status as some roles may be afforded higher status than others. 

Furthermore, students, especially older students, may find themselves off the 

expected lifecourse path and experiencing a transition to college student status 

that is viewed as unusual and in conflict with social norms. We need to 

understand how these students negotiate their student role identity with their 

achieved statuses, such as parent, spouse (significant other), worker, and 

volunteer. 

This dissertation explores which roles become or remain dominant in a 24 

hour day, and which roles get pushed aside and are afforded less time than is 

needed to successfully act within the role. It will also examine whether 

replacement or substitute roles exist. In other words, are there roles, other than 

student, that enable the student to perform well in the online classroom? The 

researcher has participated in such a predominantly online degree program and 

has taught students in the same online degree program for five years. According 

to past research (Burke and Tully 1977; Reitzes and Burke 1980), students who 



enroll in traditional face-to-face classes tend to develop and display a student 

role-identity, but the experiences of the researcher as one of these students and 

working with many of these students suggests a student identity may not develop 

and be displayed by students who enroll in predominantly online degree 

programs. Do these students have a salient identity of "student"? If not, an 

important question is: what is the salient identity of individuals who enroll in 

predominantly online degree programs? 

PURPOSE 

The specific purpose of this dissertation is to determine the prominence, 

salience, commitment, and meaning of identity for students in a predominantly 

on line degree program, and how these factors impact success in this type of 

program. This study questioned whether students who enroll in a predominantly 

online degree program have a salient student identity. This study further 

questions what the meaning of student identity is for participants in a 

predominantly online degree program and whether the meaning of student 

identity changes as a function of the age of the student and/or proportion of 

classes taken online. Finally, this study explores the success of these students in 

terms of self-reported GPA. This research proposes to determine the prominence 

and salience hierarchies as well as the commitment to and meaning of student 

identity for students in these programs across age, proportion of classes taken 

online, and success. 
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The Bachelor of General Studies (BGS) program at Texas Woman's 

University (TWU) in Denton, Texas is one example of a program designed to 

enable degree completion. Students who have completed the equivalent of two 

years of college coursework may major in General Studies. Classes are offered 

in both the traditional face-to-face classroom and the online classroom. Past 

research about the BGS program at TWU indicates that students in the program 

who are 30 - 39 years old and 50 and older are less successful than students in 

the program who are 20 - 29 and 40 - 49 years old (Carlsen-Landy 2010b). 

Identity theory can be utilized to explain, in part, why certain age groups 

are less successful than other age groups. Research demonstrates that a high 

academic identity correlates with higher success in the traditional classroom 

(Reitzes 1980). This dissertation examined whether this finding holds true in the 

online classroom. It is possible that other role-identities will enable the student to 

be successful without utilizing the student identity. Additionally, a more salient 

identity may appear among students in the online classroom. For example, if an 

individual has a role-identity as a teacher he or she may be thinking about 

creating lesson plans, grading papers or many other role-related issues outside 

the classroom; he or she may find it difficult to use a student identity especially 

because the student identity is a counter-role to the teacher identity. An older 

individual may have developed many identities including parent, manager, or 

high level employee. These identities may be more important and/or salient to 

the individual, and may not be easily set aside or reorganized in order to put the 



student identity near the top of the identity hierarchy. Other more salient identities 

may enable the student to be successful in the predominantly on line degree 

program. If an individual has an identity which is highly organized, task oriented, 

and involves critical thinking skills, then he or she may be able to use this identity 

to be successful in online classes without ever developing a student identity. 

This research will help determine the identity meanings of those in 

predominantly online degree programs and identify the identity prominence 

hierarchy and identity salience hierarchy of those in predominantly online degree 

programs. It will also examine whether identity meaning, prominence, and/or 

hierarchy varies by age and/or success. This quantitative study will begin to 

address the existing gap in identity theory research and college students who 

enroll in predominantly online classes by using the BGS program at TWU as an 

example of a predominantly online degree program. 

The online classroom is potentially a new and significantly different 

experience from the traditional classroom for both non-traditional and traditional 

students. The lack of familiarity and the lack of the look and feel of the traditional 

classroom may contribute to and impact an individual's identity meanings, 

hierarchies and commitment in the on line classroom. The inability to interact 

face-to-face with classmates and professors may affect the identity verification 

process. Additionally, instead of spending three hours in a physical classroom, 

online students may work from home, from work, or some other non-school 

location on readings and assignments. The online student may sign into the 
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expectations. Between work and family, a parent may be expected to be 

nurturing and empathetic and an employee may be expected to be objective and 

rational (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985). We anticipate conflicts between 

behavioral expectations for parent and student roles to be similar to the conflict 

between parent and employee roles as students are also expected to be, in most 

cases, objective and rational. Any role can produce stress and anxiety in an 

individual, including time constraints and conflicts in behavior expectations 

(Greenhaus and Beutell 1985). Additionally, a return to college after a long break 

may stem from a disruption in the returning student's lifecourse, or the return to 

higher education may initiate or "trigger a turning point of life event" (Ecclestone, 

Siesta, and Hughes 2010:7). 

Texas Woman's University is one of the many colleges and universities 

that offer a predominantly online degree program designed for the students who 

wish to earn a bachelor's degree and have already completed the first two years 

of college. This degree program can be taken 100% online depending on the 

concentrations chosen for the degree and previous completed coursework, 

although many students do take face-to-face classes. 

RATIONALE OF THE STUDY 

Identity Theory has been actively studied both quantitatively and 

qualitatively since the 1960s. There are a significant number of studies 

concerning student identity that are more than twenty-five years old. The age of 

the existing studies is of concern for comparing findings of current research and 
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for serving as guides for policy. Given this limitation,·it was necessary to draw on 

research such as Jaret and Reitzes' (2009) study concerning college students 

and ethnic identities to use as a basis for comparison for the findings of this 

dissertation. There is a significant lack of current research concerning college 

students and identity theory, and no studies were located that focused 

specifically on college students in online classes or online programs. This 

dissertation makes a contribution to addressing the significant gap in identity 

studies and online classes and programs, and it offers an updated look at student 

identity. 

New technologies have changed the delivery methods of distance 

education classes, and colleges and universities are increasing the numbers of 

courses and degree offered on line. Students can now complete and submit 

schoolwork from home, work, a car, a soccer game - anywhere they have a 

computer and access to the internet. Th is study brings clarification to existing 

research about the genre of degree completion programs which are offered 

predominantly online (Carlsen-Landy 201 Oa, 201 Ob), and offers insight into how 

the adoption of the student identity may affect student success in a 

predominantly online degree program. Much has been written about online 

classes, yet little research examines whether online students embrace the 

identity of student. It is important that this growing population of students in 

online and predominantly online degree programs be included in studies of 

identity. 



We need to understand and identify how the identity process works in 

online classes. We need to ask questions such as: How do identities get verified 

online? Is the process significantly different from off-line? Are there salient 

identities that can contribute to success in online classes? If students are 

successful in these programs without embracing the student role identity are 

there future repercussions such as lack of alumni donations? Is there an 

opportunity for an alternative identity to be used in the online classroom? If so, 

which identity or identities will be enabled and will that lead to success in the 

online environment? How does commitment and identity salience vary among 

these students? Are our identity meanings the same as they were 25 or more 

years ago? Many of these issues will be explored in this study. 

Further, this research is significant because studies using Identity Theory 

have overlooked the student identity of online students, and we cannot assume 

that identity meanings for online students are the same as identity meanings for 

face-to-face students. An age difference and location difference exists between 

face-to-face, traditional students and students in online classes and programs. 

The typical student enrolled in predominantly online degree programs is older 

than traditional students, although an increasing number of traditional students 

are enrolling in online classes. It is important to determine if age makes a 

difference in students' success in these programs. 

Identity theory is derived from the symbolic interactionist tradition, which 

suggests we understand meaning through face-to-face interaction. Cooley 



suggested that we have an emotional reaction to what we imagine others' 

reaction is to our reflected self. Symbolic lnteractionism suggests we construct 

our world through social interaction, and Identity theory argues we verify our 

identities through interactions with others. Obvious questions are: How can one 

have a student identity in an online class? What happens when this interaction is 

online? Do students who enroll in this relatively new form of higher education 

undergo similar identity processes as students who enroll in traditionally degreed 

programs? How is that identity reinforced or verified? Many of the studies 

pertaining to student identity are more than twenty-five years old, so it is possible 

that the identity meanings of students in the traditional classroom have changed. 

Existing literature only investigates identity and the traditional student in 

the traditional brick and mortar classroom. This study begins to address the 

existing gap in research in identity theory and online students. By better 

understanding how identity functions in the online classroom, we are better able 

to address the question of how technological innovations contribute to the 

changing social dynamics of our society. Social interactions via current computer 

technologies are conducted differently than face-to-face interactions. There are 

no shared gestures, interaction may be asynchronous, and participants often 

have only the class in common. This study asks how the situation is defined by 

on line students and how much of that meaning is shared or common between 

participants in online classes. It also questions how online students internalize 

role meanings and expectations in the online setting, whether students are 
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successful in these programs without embracing the ·student role identity, and if 

there are salient identities (other than student) that can contribute to success in 

online classes. By examining the students in a predominantly online degree 

program, this study proposes to address the gap in identity research regarding 

technology, identity, and online education. 

Another contribution of this dissertation is to fill the gap of needed 

research concerning the impact of age on success of college students. Few 

studies examine age as a factor for success in college and existing studies are 

concerned with traditional students in the traditional classroom. Students who 

take online classes tend to be older than traditional students (Altucher and Howd 

2006; Halsne and Gatta 2002; Mattes, Nanney, and Coussons-Read 2003). 

There are many potentially conflicting identities individuals have throughout their 

lives and some identities may be more salient and/or prominent at specific times 

in one's life. For example, those who are 20-29 years old may more easily adopt 

a student identity than older students, because they were more recently enrolled 

in high school, and those 30-39 years old may be more likely to have family and 

partner commitments, and commitments to employers and community. Those 50 

and older may be less experienced with the technologies needed to be 

successful in online classes and they may be set in their ways and have elderly 

parents to care for. Those 40-49 may be successful because their children are 

older, they are ready to complete a degree, and they have a goal for the degree. 

Previous studies (Carlsen-Landy 201 Ob) suggest that age has a significant 

11 



relationship with success in this predominantly online degree completion 

program. Hence, age should have an important relationship to student role

identity. 

This dissertation contributes to the field of sociology of education as well 

as identity theory. It is possible that a lack of student identity may impact the 

individual's perceived connection to the university in the form of organizational 

identification and there may be unforeseen consequences, such as the 

endangerment of the legacy of the alumni (Ashforth and Mael 1989; Mael and 

Ashforth 1992). A better understanding of the salient and prominent identities of 

these students may help tailor drives for future alumni (legacy) contributions to 

the university. Understanding prominence and salience hierarchies and 

commitment of those in a predominantly online degree program can lead to 

better understanding of the students and their performance in predominantly 

online degree programs. The university, the faculty, and the staff may also 

benefit by having a clearer understanding of the role of identity in online classes. 

A better understanding of this population may lead to higher retention and 

success rates. A clearer understanding of identity prominence, salience, and 

commitment can help inform academic advising. Research is necessary to clarify 

how identity works in the online environment and whether identity has an impact 

on success in a predominantly online degree program. The study will contribute 

to filling the existing gap on research concerning student identity in online 

classes and predominantly online degree programs. 
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PLAN OF WORK 

Chapter II provides a review of literature related to this study. It examines 

literature concerning online education, sociodemographic information (such as 

gender, race/ethnicity, and age) about online students, and success in online and 

predominantly online programs. Overviews of symbolic interactionism, roles, role 

conflict, and identity theory are given, and information about identity theory and 

traditional college students is included. Salience, prominence, commitment, 

meaning, and lifecourse are also covered in Chapter II. Chapter Ill discusses the 

methods and describes the specific data, data collection, and coding used in this 

study. Chapter Ill also introduces the hypotheses tested. Chapter IV covers the 

diagnostic, descriptive, and regression analysis of the data. Chapter IV also 

presents the conceptual models for this research and discusses the results of 

hypothesis testing. The conclusion and future research concerns comprise 

Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews literature related to this research. Literature is 

reviewed concerning online education, sociodemographic information (such as 

gender, race/ethnicity, and age) about on line students, and student success in 

online and predominantly online programs. This is followed by overviews of 

symbolic interactionism, roles, role conflict, and identity theory. In the final 

section, concepts of salience, prominence, commitment, and meaning are 

explained, and information about identity theory and traditional college students 

is included. 

ONLINE EDUCATION 

The development of online classes and degree programs has changed 

how students attend higher education. Research suggests that students who 

enroll in online classes are more likely to have personal responsibilities outside of 

schooling which include jobs and families; additionally they report longer than 

average commutes to the campus through which the online class is offered 

(Dutton 2002). Many online students are employed fulltime, take a full load of 

classes, and have responsibilities such as family and/or spouse. Students 

believe they can do it all - work. attend school, and maintain a family. Indeed, 

through portable computing devices and wireless internet students study for or 
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participate in online classes almost anywhere at any time. They can work from 

home, car, or even the grocery store. 

Students enrolled in online classes are typically more comfortable with 

computers, and tend to be non-traditional students aged 26 or older (Mattes, 

Nanney, and Coussons-Read 2003). The typical online student is white, older 

(Altucher and Howd 2006; Halsne and Gatta 2002), wealthier and more likely to 

be female than the typical traditional student (Halsne and Gatta 2002). As higher 

education increasingly embraces online education, research struggles to keep 

pace with the significant changes online classes and online degrees bring to 

education (Walker and Fraser 2005). 

The literature is often not clear as to the specific delivery method for online 

education, but for the purposes of this study the term online refers to classes 

delivered through Blackboard or similar course management systems. This 

method of course delivery is designed to be asynchronous, and there are 

discussion boards, wikis, and biogs which can be incorporated into the class . 

. While there are many studies that evaluate online classes (Alexander, 

Polyakova-Norwood, and Johnson 2003; Bernhardt, Runyan, Bou-Saada, and 

Felter 2003; Hew, Liu, Martinez, Bonk, and Lee 2004; Menager-Beeley 2001; 

Oliver 2000; Starr-Glass 2005; Stewart, Waight, Norwood, and Ezell 2004; 

Wallace, Juban, and Walker 2005), none were located that evaluate a 

predominantly online degree program such as Texas Woman's University's 

Bachelor of General Studies program. 
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Comparisons of students' performance in traditional face-to-face classes 

to their performance in online classes are common topics of study. A plethora of 

studies find that there is no significant difference in performance between online 

and traditional, face-to-face students (Aragon, Johnson, and Shaik 2002; 

Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price, and Richards 2000; Dutton 2002; Neuhauser 

2002; Ryan 2002). Carlsen-Landy (201 0a) found the failure rate was similar 

between SGS students in the face-to-face setting and BGS students online (4.9% 

compared to 6.2% respectively). Previous research indicates that the dropout 

rate in online classes is significantly higher than the dropout rate in face-to-face 

classes (Moore 2002; Sapp and Simon 2005; Serban and Fleming 2001 ). 

However, Carlsen-Landy (2010b) found the course withdrawal rate for the BGS 

students enrolled in face-to-face classes to be significantly higher than the 

withdrawal rate for BGS students enrolled in online classes in the Bachelor of 

General Studies program at Texas Woman's University (43.9% compared to 

29.4% respectively). 

When distance education programs are studied the relationship between 

age, race/ethnicity, gender, and student success is rarely examined. One recent 

program evaluation determined that age, race/ethnicity, and gender were among 

the statistically significant factors in student success (Koch 2006). Koch found 

older students earned higher grades than younger students; white students had 

higher grades than Asian students who had higher grades than black students; 

and women earned higher grades than men. Distance education for this 
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research, however, was delivered as video-presented; this format is significantly 

different from online classes delivered over the Internet using software such as 

Blackboard to facilitate delivery. 

GENDER 

Research suggests that the gender differences found in primary and 

secondary school classrooms are also found in the traditional college classroom. 

Judging women by appearance and encouraging male participation over female 

participation are two examples of gender differences persisting beyond grade 

school (Allen and Madden 2006). However, research concerning gender 

differences and success in online education is inconclusive and often 

contradictory. Recent studies indicate women are enrolling in colleges and 

universities proportionally more than men, they have higher degree attainment 

rates than meri, and women have returned to school to complete their degrees at 

higher rates than men (Diprete and Buchman 2006; Moore 2002). In the United 

States, the gender difference in obtaining a college degree spans all race/ethnic 

· groups, and the gap appears to be growing (Buchanan 2006). Some research

indicates that degree obtainment rates for women over 25 are lower than for

those who are younger because time commitments to other activities distract

from time for education (Jacobs and King 2002; MUiier 2008). Conclusions about

the success of women in online classes differ; some claim there is a gender

difference in specific course offerings and others argue men are less successful

than women in the online environment (Coldwell, Paterson, and Mustard 2008;
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Moore 2002; Muller 2008). One community college study concluded that there 

was a statistically significant relationship between gender and completion of 

online classes; they found the successful completion rate of courses by females 

was 66% compared to the successful completion rate for men of 52% (Aragon 

and Johnson 2008). Other research concluded that gender has no statistically 

significant effect on success in on line classes (Barakzai and Fraser 2005). 

Carlsen-Landy (201 0a, 201 Ob) found there were no race/ethnicity or gender 

differences in the likelihood of success in the program, nor was there a 

statistically significant interaction between race and gender and the likelihood of 

success. 

Some studies suggest there is no difference in the proportion of women in 

the on line or traditional classroom (Carswell et al. 2000; Wisan et al. 2001 ), while 

other studies argue that although 60% of the overall student enrollment was 

female, males outnumbered females in online classes (Lefor, Benke, and Evelyn 

Ting 2003). Others argue that the gap in enrollment may not be gender-related 

- and may have to do with limited access to technology and socio-economic

factors (Bimber 2000). Conflicting findings may also be attributed to specific

types of programs and/or classes. One study concluded that females

outnumbered males in online classes; however, they suggested that the types of

classes offered online were more likely to be enrolled in by women (Serben and

Fleming 2002). At Texas Woman's University females make up 91 % of the

general student population (Texas Woman's University 2006b), and they also
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make up 91 % of the enrollment in online classes (Tex�s Woman's University 

2007, 2010). 

RACE AND ET HNICITY 

Although it is well established that ethnicity and race of the student can 

have a significant effect on student success in the traditional classroom (Brown 

2005; Hagedorn et al. 2007; Hallinan 2006; House 2005, 2006; Landsman 2004; 

Noguera 2004; Olneck 2005; Ray-Taylor 2005), the performance of minorities in 

online classes has been inadequately studied. A recent study (Barakzai and 

Fraser 2005) found no statistically significant difference between the success of 

native English speakers and non-native English speakers in an online class. 

Cultural differences in educational attitudes are acknowledged (Coldwell, 

Paterson, and Mustard 2008), however few detailed studies exist. In their study 

of online learning in Australia, Coldwell et al. (2008) found no significant 

difference between ethnicity and success in coursework. In past research various 

factors, such as how students were grouped, how they accessed the curriculum, 

and the educational policies and practices within specific schools, were found to 

affect learning opportunities in the traditional classroom (Hallinan 2006). These 

studies indicated that whites and non-whites could be affected by the unequal 

distribution of educational opportunities (Hallinan 2006). Further research is 

needed that examines how minorities' success could be impacted by course 

content delivered online. 
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Minorities are enrolling in colleges and universities in increasing 

proportions; however, ethnic differences may affect educational performances 

(Fischer 2007). Studies indicate that black women, like white women, enroll in 

colleges and universities at proportionally higher rates than their male 

counterparts (Diprete and Buchmann 2006). Fischer (2007) points out that blacks 

and Hispanics differ from whites and Asian students in that the former are more 

likely to be first generation students, and typically come from lower 

socioeconomic backgrounds. Some studies indicate that race/ethnicity is 

represented in traditional and online classrooms in similar proportions (Serban 

and Fleming 2006); however there is little information regarding racial/ethnic 

differences in the success of these students. 

A study conducted at University of Michigan University College (UMUC) 

by Wisan, Roy, and Pscherer (2001) suggests that there are racial differences in 

online enrollment, and from 1999 to 2001 UMUC saw an increase in the 

proportion of blacks in the online only classes and a decrease in the proportion of 

whites in online only classes. African-American students comprised 32% of the 

entire student population at UMUC. Their percent of enrollment in classes, 

however, varied by location. Black students comprised 24% of those enrolled 

only in on line classes, 39% of those enrolled only in traditional classes face-to

face classes, and 36% of those enrolled in both online and face-to-face classes. 

The percentages were dramatically different for white students at the same 

university. The general population of UMUC was 50% white. White enrollment in 
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online only classes was 61.5% compared to 39% in traditional classes. For those 

enrolled in a combination of online and traditional classes, whites represent 44%.

At UMUC, Asian enrollment tended to be proportionally greater in a combination 

of both traditional and online classes and in only traditional classes than their 

enrollment in only online classes. Hispanics, who represented a small 

percentage of the overall population at UMUC, enrolled in proportionally similar 

numbers in online only, face-to-face only, and a combination of online and 

traditional classes (Wisan et al. 2001 ). 

At TWU, whites constitute the majority of students who take at least some 

on line classes. However, the percentage of white students enrolled in online 

classes has decreased from 62% in 2007 (Texas Woman's University 2007) to 

51% in the Spring 2010 (Texas Woman's University 2010). The percentages of 

minorities who enroll in at least one online class at TWU have increased over the 

same three year time period: African-American enrollment increased 4%, from 

18% to 22%; Hispanic enrollment increased 3.5%, from 11 % to 14.5%; and 

- enrollment for Asians increased 3%, from 4% to 7%. The proportion of all other

minorities (American Indian/Alaskan Natives, International students, and Other)

increased from 5% to 6% of students who enroll in at least one online class

(Texas Woman's University 2007, 2010).

The racial divide in traditional education has decreased over the past 

century, and will continue to decrease (Gamoran 2001 ). However, evidence 

indicates that a digital divide in terms of race/ethnicity exists in access to 
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technology. Studies show that Hispanics' use and ownership of computers are 

among the lowest in the United States; however the gap in access is changing 

rapidly (Angiello 2002; Attewell 2001; Natriello 2001 ). It is not clear whether 

access to technology affects the performance of minorities enrolled in online 

. classes. 

Some research indicates that Hispanics may be less successful in the 

online classroom than other racial or ethnic groups. Angiello (2002) found at a 

community college in northern New Jersey that 47% of Hispanics were 

successful in on line classes compared to 62% of white students. At the same 

college the difference in success in the traditional classroom was only 4% with 

whites remaining more successful than Hispanics. Angiello (2002) also found that 

Hispanic and white women had statistically significant higher enrollment than 

their male counterparts in both on line and traditional classes. Additionally, a 

higher proportion of Hispanic women enrolled in online and traditional classes 

than white women (Angiello 2002). Other research, however, found that there 

was no significant relationship between race (whites compared to non-whites) 

and completion of online classes at a community college (Aragon and Johnson 

2008). 

Although not statistically significant, Carlsen-Landy's (201 Ob) bivariate 

analysis suggested that whites tended to be more successful in the BGS 

program than non-whites, and that the gap is larger between white and non-white 

males' success (about 25%) and white and non-white females' success (about 
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6%) in the BGS program. Interestingly, there was a statistically significant 

interaction between race/ethnicity and the proportion of online classes passed to 

online classes dropped or failed. Results suggested that when the proportion of 

online classes passed to not-passed was low, whites were more successful than 

non-whites, but both whites and non-whites had a low probability of success. 

When the proportion of online classes passed to not-passed was moderate to 

high, non-whites were more successful than whites, and the gap in the probability 

of success between them was also greater. There did not appear to be any other 

significant interactions involving race. 

AGE 

Age is included as a student characteristic in most educational studies; 

however the relationship between age and success in primarily online degree 

programs has rarely been examined. When age is taken into consideration, 

research findings conflict regarding performance in face-to-face and online 

classes. Some data suggests that the age range for both traditional and online 

students is similar (Carswell et al. 2000). This research also suggested that 

there is less variation in age among online students when compared to traditional 

students (Carswell et al. 2000). Other studies indicate that older, non-traditional 

students enroll in online classes proportionally less than younger (24 years old 

and younger) traditional students (Moore 2002). In contrast, Wisan et al. (2001) 

found that 26-35 year olds and 36-45 year olds are over-represented in the 

online-only category. Dutton (2002) also found online students are usually older 
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than face-to-face students. At one college designed for adult learners, students in 

traditional classes were typically in their 40s while those enrolled in online 

classes tended to be in their 30s (Lefor, Benke, and Ting 2003). 

Few studies were located that addressed age and success in online or 

predominantly online classes or programs. Some studies suggest age is not a 

predictor of success in an online course (Aragon and Johnson 2008; Coldwell, 

Paterson, and Mustard 2008), while other studies indicate age is a factor that 

impacts degree attainment in the traditional setting (Jacobs and King 2002). The 

length of time away from the academic setting may negatively impact older 

students as they attempt to renew study skills with their return to the educational 

setting (Jacobs and King 2002). Jacobs and King (2002) found more than 80% of 

college students over the age of 25 were returning students who had some 

previous college experience. At TWU, there is evidence that older students 

(those who are in their 30s, 40s, and 50s and older) are less likely to be 

successful than students in their 20s (Carlsen-Landy 201 Ob). Bivariate analysis 

indicated that age, when grouped as an ordinal variable, has a statistically 

significant relationship with success. For 20-29 and 40-49 year olds there was 

about an 80% success rate; however students aged 30-39 and 50 and older had 

success rates less than 70%. Logistic regression results supported the 

statistically significant relationship only for the students 30-39 and 50 and older; 

these two groups are less likely to be successful in the program than 20-29 year 

olds (Carlsen-Landy 201 Ob). 
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At TWU, students 22-30 and 31-40 each comprised about 34% of online

only students in 2007 and 36% and 34% in 201 0 respectively (Texas Woman's 

University 2007, 2010). Students aged 41-50 and 50 and older represented 

about 8% and 3% of enrollment in 2007 and 7% and 3% of enrollment in 2010. In 

the BGS program, the focus of this study, the proportions are similar: students 

20-29 represent about 37.5% of those enrolled, students 30-39 represent about

33%, students 40-49 represent about 9 % and those over the age of 50 represent 

about 1 % of those enrolled. The average age of participants in the BGS program 

at TWU is about 35 years old; this is slightly higher than the published average 

age of 31 years for distance learners at TWU (Texas Woman's University 2006a). 

This information supports existing studies that online learners tend to be older, 

non-traditional students (Dutton 2002; Halsne and Gatta 2002; Mattes et al. 

2003). 

Past research about the BGS program at TWU indicated that students in 

the program who are 30-39 years old and 50 and older were less successful than 

students in the program who were 20-29 and 40-49 years old (Carlsen-Landy 

2010b). Carlsen-Landy (2010b) concluded through the use of bivariate analysis 

of age, grouped by decade, and success that there is a statistically significant 

relationship between age and success in the program. Students 20-29 and 40-49 

years of age had about an 80% success rate, but 30-39 year olds and students 

over 50 years old were only 68% and 64% successful respectively. In addition, 

students in their 30s, 40s, and 50s+ were less likely to be successful than 
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students in their 20s. Logistic regression results indicated a statistically 

significant relationship only for the students 30-39 years old and those 50 years 

and older; these two groups are statistically less likely to be successful in the 

program than 20-29 year olds. 

A statistically significant interaction occurred between age and grade point 

average. Bivariate and regression analysis indicated that grade point average 

was positively related to odds of success, and analysis shows that earning a one

point higher GPA increases the likelihood of success by about three times. The 

interaction between age and grade point average occurred for the 40 year old 

age group. The interaction indicated that when the GPA was low, there was 

similar success for both those in the 40-49 year old group and those in the 20-29 

year group, and the 40-49 year olds were more successful. However, when the 

GPA was high, there was a larger gap between 20-29's success and 40-49's 

success, and 20-29s were more successful (Carlsen-Landy 201 Ob). 

SYMBOLIC INTERACTION, ROLES AND IDENTITY THEORY 

Socially constructed roles are incorporated into our sets of multiple 

identities with most of us giving little thought to the process of role creation and 

identity formation. Even less consideration is given to the salience hierarchy of 

identities, or how identities aid in negotiations of everyday life. Yet, few would 

argue that identity is unimportant. We are quick to introduce our role-identities: 

mother/father, sister/brother, daughter/son, teacher/student, and so on. Identities 

explain who we are and what we do. Who we are, what roles we play, and how 
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role and identity connect have been topics for discussion within psychology, 

sociology, and social psychology for decades. Identities are socially constructed 

and serve as boundaries to separate or distinguish us from each other, they are 

relations within or across the boundary, and identities are "stories about the 

boundary and the relations" (Tilly 2003:608). The roots of identity theory are 

firmly embedded in symbolic interactionism and the theoretical traditions which 

preceded it. The focus of this dissertation is on research which concentrates 

primarily on the sociological social psychology (SSP) of identity. 

There are two primary branches of symbolic interactionism - the traditional 

(i.e., Blumer) and the structural (i.e., Stryker) branch. The overarching premise 

found in both branches is that in order to "understand the reality of a person; one 

must understand the subjective world in which the person lives" (Burke and Stets 

2009:34). We come to understand meaning through interaction with others. Both 

branches support the notion that the self is constructed through social interaction. 

Identity Theory emerges from the structural branch and was introduced by 

Stryker. Identity theory "seeks to explain the specific meanings that individuals 

have for the multiple identities they claim; how these identities relate to one 

another for any one person; how their identities influence their behavior, thought, 

and feelings or emotions; and how their identities tie them in to society at large" 

(Burke and Stets 2009:3). 

Identities are created through social learning, direct socialization, and 

reflected appraisals (Burke and Stets 2009: 193; Stryker 1980[2002]: 63). 
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Socialization is the process by which we are integrated into "organized patterns 

of interaction" (Stryker 1980[2002]:63); it begins at birth and continues 

throughout our lives. We also learn expectations for behavior through 

socialization. Socialization teaches the individual how to be part of social 

interaction. Stryker notes that identities held early in life may be replaced by new 

identities through the ongoing process of socialization (Stryker 1980[2002]:64). 

We learn accepted identity standards through these processes of 

socialization and we learn new roles and identities throughout our lives. We see 

modeling of roles and identities and we practice roles prior to taking on a new 

role-identity (Burke and Stets 2009: 193; Stryker 1980[2002]: 64). We learn how 

others perceive us and what the expectations for our behavior are, in part, 

through role-playing and the imitation of the action of others (Stryker 

1980[2002]:64). For sociologists, identity theory is concerned with how 

individuals define themselves with regards to roles and the meanings of those 

roles. Our role-identities give us "senses of meaningful self' (Thoits and Virshup 

1997: 115) and our behaviors are intended to validate our role-identities (Tho its 

and Virshup 1997:115). Identity is the meanings we give to the roles we hold; 

these meanings define who we are to ourselves and to other members of our 

social group (Burke 1980, Burke and Reitzes 1981; Burke and Stets 2009; Burke 

and Tully 1977). 
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Stryker proposes that we perceive the self as multifaceted, organized in 

various ways, and made up of a variety of "independent" and "interdependent" 

parts which may mutually reinforce or conflict each other (Stryker 2007:1090). In 

other words, an individual has multiple selves or identities; identities may be 

similar and reinforce one another, such as mother and child; and identities can 

be unrelated or conflict, such as parent and employee. Stryker also suggests if 

an individual has a high level of commitment to an identity, then that identity is 

likely to be invoked in various situations, including those in which the identity 

might seem unusual or out of place. If one has the identity of Director at a 

corporation and his or her social network connected to this role is large and the 

individuals in this network are highly important to him or her, then the identity of 

Director is likely to be enacted even when at home or at social events not linked 

to work (Stryker 1968:560; Stets and Burke 2009:47). 

Identity theory states that high levels of commitment, prominence, and 

salience of an identity mean success within that role-identity. Commitment to a 

role-identity is positively linked to salience (Serpe 1987; Stryker 1968). Studies 

show that prominence, salience, and commitment of and to an identity causes 

certain predictable behavior. In the case of student identity, an identity that 

means academic typically means the student will be successful as a student. We 

act according to the meanings we hold for our identities. Hence, if a student has 

a high level of commitment, and prominence and saliency are high on the identity 
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hierarchy for the role-identity of student, then he or she will behave as a student 

is expected to behave and be successful as a student. 

Identity Theory acknowledges that individuals have multiple identities 

which are arranged in a hierarchy with the most salient identity emerging in a 

given situation (Stets 2006: 102). Furthermore, identity theory argues that an 

individual's commitment to a role will determine the salience of that identity, and 

an individual's commitment to a specific role-identity is high if "important 

significant others are judged to want the person to occupy a particular role 

position" (Hogg and White 1995:258). Stryker and Serpe (1982:207) argue that 

commitment is the most important variable in maintaining an identity. 

Commitment is based on the quantity and strength of relationships founded on a 

specific role-identity. 

IDENTITY THEORY AND TRADITIONAL COLLEGE STUDENTS 

Student Identity 

Surprisingly, there are relatively few studies that focus specifically on 

college student identity and no studies were located which focus on the identity 

of online college students. A few studies focused on non-traditional students 

(Chartrand 1990), but not within the context proposed by this study. Research on 

student identity have focused on measurement (Burke and Tully 1977, Reitzes 

and Burke 1980), meaning (Burke and Tully 1977, Reitzes 1981 ), background, 

expectations, and performance (Reitzes and Mutran 1980), behavior (Burke and 
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Reitzes 1981, Reitzes 1980), salience (Serpe 1987), commitment (Burke and 

Reitzes 1991; Serpe 1987), and ethnicity and GPA (Jaret and Reitzes 2009). 

Salience 

Identity Theory acknowledges that individuals have multiple role-identities 

which are arranged in a hierarchy with the most salient identity emerging in a 

given situation (Stets 2006:102; Stryker 1968, 1980[2002]). The salience 

hierarchy indicates the likelihood of a role being invoked in any given situation. 

Multiple role-identities may be simultaneously invoked as long as they are not in 

conflict. When conflict occurs the role-identity with the highest rank in the 

salience hierarchy is the most likely to be followed. In other words, an 

individual's behavior will most likely be that which is congruent with the most 

salient identity (Stryker 1968 and 1980(2002]). 

The most salient role-identities are gender, race, and age, and these role

identities influence the organization and order of the less salient role-identities 

(Burke 1980; Burke and Tully 1977:883). Salient identities change over age and 

identity is constantly changing (Stryker 1980[2002]). Therefore, it is reasonable to 

assume that the salient identities of students may change by age. If there is a 

difference in the meanings of student identity between online students and 

traditional face-to-face students, it is reasonable to propose that the meanings of 

online student identity will change with the proportion of online classes taken. 

Mekolichick (2002) considered why multiple identities appear in a situation 

and found identity meanings related to the appearance of multiple identities in a 
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situation. Structural overlap (or similarity) and structural isolation (or difference in 

meanings in the self) were examined. Simply put, structural overlap is when 

identities share at least some meanings and structural isolation is when there are 

no shared meanings (Mekolichick 2002; Stryker 1980[2002]). Identities which are 

structurally isolated are less likely to be invoked at the same time in a situation; 

however, the greater the overlap, the more likely the identity which is the highest 

in the salience hierarchy will be invoked in a situation (Stryker 1980(20021). 

Structural overlap does not guarantee conflict, however when conflict does occur 

the identity salience hierarchy is a significant predictor of an individual's behavior 

(Stryker 1968). 

A recent study (Jazvac-Martek 2009) applies McCall and Simmons' role 

identity theory (1966[1978]) to doctoral students and their almost simultaneously 

occurring role-identities of student and teacher/academic. This was a 

longitudinal, qualitative study that involved nine doctoral students over a period of 

two years. They found the students "oscillated" between the role-identity of 

student and the role-identity of being an academic. There were points of role 

confirmation for being academic, but there were also times when the role-identity 

of academic was invoked and contrary to verification of the academic identity, 

feedback for the student identity was given. Other research demonstrates that 

the values and identity standards of undergraduate students influence behavior 

in similar ways (Cantwell 2008). An individual's values guide his or her choices 
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and goals, and the salience of these values exceeds the impact of background 

and academic major on student outcome. 

Serpe's (1987) longitudinal study of college freshmen found that students' 

identities and their salience hierarchies remain essentially stable over time and 

place. Five college student identities were used to study the relationship between 

interactional commitment (friendship), affective commitment (intensity or affect) 

and identity salience. The five identities represent points on a continuum of all 

possible student situations from closed (coursework) to opened (dating); the 

identities are "coursework, athletic/recreational, extracurricular, personal 

involvements and dating" (Serpe 1987:46). He concluded that both affective and 

interactional commitments have an effect on identity salience with affective 

commitment more significant, and commitment has a greater effect on identity 

salience than identity salience has upon commitment. 

The salience of some identities may be affected by the situational change 

of entering the university where there are new opportunities for social interaction 

(Serpe 1987:53-54; Stryker and Burke 2000:287). As reported by Stryker and 

Burke (2000), a related study (see Serpe and Stryker 1987) found that when 

students begin their college career they are likely to join groups and 

organizations in which behavior-expectations are similar to "highly salient 

identities" (Stryker and Burke 2000:286) held prior to entering college. The 

salience hierarchy remained stable and only varied or changed when the student 
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was unable to find an opportunity with similar behavior-expectations (Stryker and 

Burke 2000). 

In a study of university students from 1982, Stryker and Serpe (1994) 

tested the concepts of identity salience and psychological centrality to determine 

whether they are complementary, equivalent, or, over-lapping concepts. The 

study examined information supplied by participants about their roles as students 

(academic, athletic/recreational, extracurricular, and friendship or personal non

organizational involvement). They determined that at times the two concepts 

were completely independent although at other times there was significant 

overlap between them. The results indicated that commitment affects both 

centrality and salience, centrality and salience affect role behavior outcomes 

independently from one another, and salience has a greater impact than 

centrality (Stryker and Serpe 1994). They found when students have a highly 

salient academic or student identity, they discuss "studies, grades, and 

classroom experiences" (Stryker and Serpe 1994:18) outside the school setting 

in situations such as work and in social interactions unrelated to academic life. 

Prominence 

Prominence is determined by several things including the degree of 

credence an individual gives his or her role-performances and how much he 

"supports his own imaginative view of his qualities" (McCall and Simmons 

1966[1978]:74). Prominence is also determined, in part, by the varying degree 

and quality of role-support received. McCall and Simmons suggest that the 

34 



individual's commitment to his or her role-identity may be the most significant 

determinant of prominence (74-75). Many determinants of prominence, such as 

"investment, commitment, and self-support of identities" (77) come from within 

the individual and his or her role-performances; however, other determinants, 

such as "social support" (78), come from others for whom the role-identity is 

performed. The prominence hierarchy also helps determine which role-identity's 

performance will be followed when the behavior expectations for one's identities 

conflict with each other in a situation (73-80). Although the prominence hierarchy 

is about the ranked importance of identities and the identity salience hierarchy is 

the ranked likelihood of an identity being enacted, McCall and Simmons' 

prominence hierarchy is similar to Stryker's notion of a salience hierarchy. A 

potentially significant difference is that McCall and Simmons suggest that 

individuals are aware of their prominence hierarchy and Stryker argues that an 

individual may be unaware of where an identity is located on his or her identity 

salience hierarchy (Burke and Stets 2009:46). When multiple identities are 

invoked in a situation McCall and Simmons would argue that identities higher on 

the prominence hierarchy would guide behavior. Stryker would propose a similar 

argument for identities higher in the salience hierarchy. 

Mekolichick (2002) measured identity meaning using the Burke and Tully 

method (1977) and psychological centrality using a rank-order method developed 

by Benson and Trew (see Benson and Trew 1995 and Trew and Benson 1996). 

The psychological centrality of identities is a concept similar to Stryker's identity 
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salience hierarchy, but more closely related to McCall and Simmons' notion of 

prominence. It is an individual's self-ranking of the importance of identities 

(Stryker 2007; Stryker and Serpe 1994). Mekolichick found that as structural 

overlap decreased between identities most psychologically central, it was less 

likely that multiple identities would be invoked. She also found that when 

structurally isolated, the independence of the two psychologically central 

identities increased the likelihood of invoking multiple identities decreased. 

Commitment 

Commitment and salience play an important part when roles conflict or 

compete. If the situation is one in which an alternate identity can be invoked, 

then one with a higher level of commitment and higher saliency is likely to be 

called upon (Burke 1991; Stryker and Burke 2000). Peter Callero's 1985 study of 

role-identity salience of blood donors supports Stryker's notion of commitment 

and a salience hierarchy. Gallero concluded individuals with a high salient 

identity of blood donor are likely to have a large social network related to the role

identity of blood donor, to be frequent blood donors, feel that they are expected 

to give blood,. and to self-define (identify) as a blood donor. Nuttbrock and 

Freudiger (1991) also support Stryker's notion of a link between identity salience 

and behavior, albeit weakly. They found the intensiveness of role commitment to 

be a significant predictor of behavior, but the extensiveness of role commitment 

appears to have no effect on behavior (Nuttbrock and Freudiger 1991 :151 ). 
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Chartrand (1990) studied non-traditional students, defined in this study as 

an individual who has at least three salient role-identities (including student). The 

typical non-traditional student in this study spent about 11 hours per week in the 

student role and had a median age of 27. This study was designed to predict 

personal and academic adjustment of non-traditional students. The results 

support the idea that there is a positive relationship between commitment to the 

role-identity of student and having a positive self-evaluation as a student. 

Chartrand (1990) reported that according to other studies obligations and 

conflicts from family and work were the primary causes of lack of persistence 

among non-traditional students (see Mishler 1983). According to Chartrand 

(1990) studies show that for women who enrolled in college having multiple role

identities, such as employee, parent, and spouse was a predictor for dropping 

out of college (see Astin 1975). Chartrand (1990) suggests that lack of time and 

energy for the role of student may be, in part, an explanation for lower completion 

rates among non-traditional students than among traditional students (see Bean 

and Metzner 1985). 

In a 1991 study, Burke and Reitzes demonstrate that commitment ties an 

individual to an identity or set of meanings and not directly to the individual's role 

paIiners. This tie then links the individual to behavior, social groups and 

organizations, and other individuals. They found that individuals will do what it 

takes to match their reflect�d appraisals (input) to their identity standard - they 

try to change the behavior of others or even change the situation. In their study of 
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college students, they found that the individual primarily tries to align reflected 

appraisals with their identity standard. This suggests that a college student with 

an identity of being highly academically responsible is committed to maintaining 

the perception of being academically responsible at that level. A student with a 

high level of commitment and who has an identity with low academic 

responsibility is likely to spend little time in the role of student as well as be less 

successful (earn a lower GPA) (Burke and Reitzes 1991). 

In 1980, Reitzes developed a measure of a "multidimensional college 

student identity" (Reitzes 1980:113) to examine the relationship between identity 

and plans and behaviors. He proposed that high scores on certain dimensions of 

college student identity would influence specific outcomes (academic 

" · performance, educational expectations, and being involved in social activities).

They found seven dimensions of student identity. Four were determined using 

the Burke and Tully (1977) method; they were "academic responsibility, 

intellectual curiosity, sociability, and personal assertiveness" (Reitzes 1980: 116). 

The other three dimensions come from the literature; they are "commitment to 

ideas, college, and future orientation" (Reitzes 1980: 116). They found that each 

dimension had a statistically significant, moderate, positive relationship with 

educational expectations, participation in social activities, and GPA. In addition, 

the dimensions of sociability, personal assertiveness, and commitment to college 

have a significant, positive relationship with participation in social activities which 

varies in strength. They concluded that "academic responsibility. intellectual 
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curiosity, commitment to ideas, and future orientation" (Reitzes 1980:121) are 

positively related to GP A. They suggest further research using these and other 

dimensions of identity. 

In a related study, Reitzes and Mutran (1980) investigated variables that 

motivate students' plans and behaviors. In this study, six dimensions of student 

role-identity were measured: self-esteem, sociability, intellectual curiosity, 

personal assertiveness, commitment to college, and commitment to ideas. Plans 

and behaviors were measured by academic performance (GPA) and educational 

expectations (degree desired). Other variables included father's educational 

level, income, sex, grades in high school, significant others (friend, family, 

spouse), and praise. The study demonstrated a relationship between the 

variables chosen for the study and future goals. While family background and 

gender did not appear to have a direct causal effect on future status, past 

academic achievement does. Background characteristics such as father's 

educational level may impact self-concepts which may, in turn, affect behavior. 

There are positive relationships between educational expectations and 

commitments to both college and ideas. In addition, self-esteem, sociability, 

intellectual curiosity, and personal assertiveness were related to academic 

performance. These findings support the notion that self-esteem and self

concepts have an impact on plans and behaviors. 
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Role Conflict 

Role conflict may occur when more than one identity is activated in a 

situation. Role conflict among face-to-face college students at a business school 

was examined as one aspect of a recent study (Buda and Lenaghan 2005). 

Contradicting their hypothesis, they found that students who were working 

perceived school as interfering with work rather than work interfering with school 

as they proposed. In 1982, Beutell and Greenhaus examined role conflict 

between at-home and non-home roles. All the participants were married, living 

with their husband, had at least one child, and attended college; however, not all 

women worked outside the home. They found that when the husband and wife 

had similar levels of worker-identity salience (whether high or low), there was 

less role conflict. Beutel! and Greenhaus (1983) compared the roles of women at 

home such as wife, parent, and spouse to their non-home roles such as 

employee, student, and volunteer. Their focus was on coping and conflict 

behaviors and they included the spouses in their project. Other studies also 

report role-conflict among traditional and/or non-traditional college students. A 

few include: Gilbert and Holahan 1982; Giancola, Grawitch, and Borchert 2009; 

Home 1997, 1998; Kirby, Biever, Martinez, and Gomez 2004. None of these 

utilize identity theory, but they all demonstrate that college students, especially 

non-traditional students, are likely to have conflict between the student role and 

the other roles that they invoke. 
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Meaning 

We come to share meanings, as Mead explained, through interaction, and 

the meanings that we hold for our role-identities lead to predictable role-behavior, 

according to Burke (Burke and Reitzes 1981; Reitzes and Burke 1980). In a 

study involving 640 college students, Burke and Reitzes (1981; Reitzes and 

Burke 1980) identified and measured four meanings for a college student 

identity, and they examined how these different meanings related to the 

academic and social behavior of these college students. The four dimensions of 

college student identity were: Academic Responsibility, Intellectual Curiosity, 

Sociability, and Personal Assertiveness. They argue that the individual is 

interested in validation of his or her identities and that the individual will act in 

ways that offer opportunities for identity validation. They state that "individuals 

are motivated to formulate plans and achieve levels of performance or activity 

that reinforce, support, and confirm their identities ... the self operates in choosing 

behaviors and that the behaviors reinforce and support the self' (Burke and 

Reitzes 1981 :84). Their findings demonstrated that "shared meanings was the 

link between identity and behavior'' (Stryker and Burke 2000:287) and supported 

their theory. For example, they found that a college student who had an identity 

that was "high in Academic Responsibility" (Burke and Reitzes 1981 :90) behaved 

in ways consistent with that role-identity. This student is expected to attend class, 

do homework, do well in class, to consider graduate school and so on. In other 

words, their behavior had the same meanings as their identity. This does not 
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suggest that identity is the only influence on behavior; instead, identity influences 

the path of action an individual takes. This path of action "has meanings that 

correspond to, reinforce� and display the identity meanings of the individual" (91 ). 

The Burke and Tully measure of identity has been used in numerous 

studies including: the salience of blood donor identity (Gallero 1985); body

building and the invocation of multiple identities (Mekolichick 2002); age identity 

(Mutran and Burke 1979a,b); deviance and self-concept (Chassin, Eason, and 

Young 1981; Chassin, Presson, Young, and Light 1981 ); ethnic identity (White 

1989; White and Burke 1987); urban identities (Reitzes 1986); college student 

identities and behaviors (Reitzes 1980), gender (Stets and Burke 1996; Burke 

and Cast 1997; Burke, Stets, and Pirog-Good 1988; Spencer and Drass 1989); 

self-role congruence (Chassin, Zeiss, Cooper and Reaven 1985); and college 

student identity (Burke and Reitzes 1991; Reitzes and Burke 1980). 

Perhaps the study most closely related to this dissertation is concerned 

with college student identities and ethnic identities and the relationships these 

identities have with self-esteem, efficacy, and grade point average (Jaret and 

Reitzes 2009). They found white students are significantly less involved in their 

student identities than black students. The results failed to support the 

hypothesis that Asians would have the highest GPA; instead, they found that 

whites had the highest GPAs. 
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LIFECOURSE PERSPECTIVE 

The idea that our role-identities change or are replaced throughout our 

lives is not exclusive to Identity Theory. The Lifecourse perspective suggests that 

we face transitions throughout our lives such as child to adult and these 

transitions influence the social construction of our identities (Yueng-Tsang and 

Sung-Chan 2006). While our life path has radically changed in the last half of a 

century, most people still visualize a journey that follows the path of childhood, 

education, marriage and family, work, and then retirement. Predominantly online 

degree completion programs stand opposed to the traditional life course as 

individuals return to college at an age traditionally devoted to family and work. 

These non-traditional learners tend not to abandon their family and/or 

employment responsibilities when returning to school; instead, they attempt to be 

successful in all their expected and unexpected roles. In general, once an 

individual exits the twenties, it is accepted that the time for education is over. 

Even though we live in what has been termed 'the information age' and a time of 

'lifelong learning,' it is still considered the norm that most people complete their 

education by the time they enter their thirties. A return to higher education may 

be a major life change to many participants in a predominantly online degree 

completion program and the Lifecourse Perspective may offer some explanation 

for student success in differing age groups. 

Jamieson (2007) indicates that the notion of lifelong learning has gained 

ground in recent years particularly in more affluent nations. She found that those 
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who return to school do so for many reasons, although two primary themes 

surface: for reasons pertaining to employment and for personal reasons such as 

interest in a subject, personal enrichment, and the desire to meet people (381 ). 

The older students (61 years of age and older) were typically those who stated 

personal motivations for attending school, while the younger students (41-50 

years of age for this study) typically cited reasons pertaining to work. 

A recent study from Adshead and Jamieson (2008) suggests that older 

students tend to make more 'rational' decisions about their education and act 

with more agency than younger students. A rational decision is one which many 

policies assume students make regarding their education. Using theoretical 

perspectives provided by both Giddens (1991) and Beck (1992), Adshead and 

Jamison suggest agency and rationality increase as we age and our lifecourse is 

not predetermined by "age, gender. et�nicity and social class" (143). 

In a recent study, Yuen-Tsang and Sung-Chan found that the social 

construction of Chinese Women's social identities impacted their behaviors and 

reactions to marital strife (2006). They found that traditional values were an 

important part of identity. In another recent study, Jamieson and Davey (2003) 

noted that "internal motivation" (266) is an important factor to consider when 

considering an individual's position in the life course. While the traditional 

lifecourse perspective is challenged by many in our current 'learning society.' we 

still feel the tug of traditional norms. In reviewing the data from two qualitative 

studies, Jamieson and Davey found that motivations to participate in higher 
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education vary by age group, thus, older students who share the experiences of 

World War 11 participate for different reasons than students who are considered 

to be 'baby boomers,' and they both p·articipate for reasons different than 

students in the younger cohort. Their study identified differences between 

cohorts regarding the reasons for returning to school, but the study did not 

examine the success of the various cohorts after the return to education. 

CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

Drawing upon these theories of identity and education, a conceptual 

model (Figure 1) was created to illustrate the anticipated relationships between 

the variables used in the study. Age is predicted to have a significant relationship 

with the dimensions of identity and success. Younger students are predicted to 

score higher on dimensions of identity than older students, and young students 

are predicted to be more successful than older students. Race is also predicted 

to have a significant relationship with the dimensions of identity and success. 

Based on previous research, whites are anticipated to score higher on 

dimensions of identity, and whites are expected to be more successful than 

blacks and Hispanics. It is theorized that as the proportion of classes taken 

online increase the scores on dimensions of identity will decrease. Finally, based 

on previous research, the study predicts that as the scores on dimensions of 

identity increase, the students will be more successful. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

METHODS AND DATA 

The research questions and the hypotheses are included in this chapter. 

This is followed by a discussion of the methods and data. This chapter describes 

the specific data collection method, variables, and coding used in this study. 

Following this, the construction of indexes and other measures of identity is 

detailed. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

There are multiple dimensions of identity and student identity. There are 

three facets to the student identity: academic, activities, and social. The 

academic facet can be thought of as academic responsibility and includes 

studying, going to classes and discussing and sharing ideas and knowledge. The 

activities component of student identity includes participating in and/or attending 

events such as lectures, concerts, and other cultural or entertainment events 

related to school. The social facet of student identity includes being involved in 

social activities such as hanging out with friends, feeling connected to others at 

school, and enjoying the social ties made because of being a student. Additional 

dimensions of identity which are included in this research are: salience (the 

likelihood of the identity being invoked), prominence (the importance of the 

identity to the individual), intensive commitment (the strength of relationships and 
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ties associated with the student identity), extensive commitment (ties to friends 

and organizations associated with the student identity), meaningfulness (the 

sense that being a college student is satisfying), and confidence (feeling 

confident in the student identity). 

There are three research questions driving this dissertation. Each 

research question produced multiple central hypotheses, and, as necessary, the 

central hypotheses are broken into hypotheses which specify the dimension of 

identity and the variables for testing as needed. The hypotheses are illustrated 

through the use of figures. The research questions are: 1) Does the significance 

of the multiple dimensions of student identity vary by age, race, and or the 

proportion of classes taken online?; 2) Do high scores on measures of student 

identity predict success?; and 3) How do age, race, and/or the proportion of 

classes taken online relate to student success? 

Research Question 1: Does the significance of the multiple dimensions of 

student identity vary by age, race, and/or the proportion of classes taken online? 

• H1. 1 : Student identity varies by age (Figure 1 and Figure 2).

o H1 . 1 . 1 : Students in their twenties score higher on the salience of the

student identity than students in other age groups.

o Hu.2: Students in their twenties score higher on the prominence of

the student identity than students in other age groups.
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• H1.1.2.1: Students in their twenties are score higher on the

prominence of student identity, when self-rated as important,

than students in other age groups (positive rating).

• H1.1.2.2: Students in their twenties are likely to score higher

on the prominence of student identity, when self-rated as

upset by others' views that the student is not a real student,

than students in other age groups (negative rating).

o H 1.1.3: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

intensive commitment to the student identity than students in other

age groups.

o H1 .1.4: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

extensive commitment to the student identity than students in other

age groups.

■ H1 .1.4_ 1: Students in their twenties are more likely to join

organizations related to being a student than students in

other age groups.

• H1.1.4.f Students in their twenties are more likely to make

friends related to being a student than students in other age

groups.

o H1.1.s: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

student academic identity than students in other age groups.
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• H1.1.s.1: Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for studying than those in other age

groups.

• H1.1.s.2: Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for going to classes than those in

other age groups.

• H1.1.s_3: Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for discussing and sharing ideas with

teachers and students than those in other age groups.

H1.1.5.4: Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for learning and acquiring knowledge

than those in other age groups.

o H1.1.6: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

student activities identity than students in other age groups.

o H1.1.i Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

student social identity than students in other age groups.

0 Hu.a: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of the

meaningfulness of student identity than students in other age

groups.

o H1.1_9: Studenls in their twenties score higher on measures of

student confidence than students in other age groups.
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• H1 .2: Student identity varies by race (Figure 1 and Figure 3).

o H1 .2.1: White students score higher on· measures of the salience of

student identity than black students.

o H1.2.2: White students score higher on measures of prominence of

the student identity than black students.

• H1 .2.2. 1: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when self-rated as important, than black

students (positive rating).

• H1.2.2.2: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when self-rated as upset by others' views

that the student is not a real student, than black students

(negative rating).

o H 1.2_3: White students score higher on measures of intensive

commitment to the student identity than black students.

o H1_2.4: White students score higher on measures of the extensive

commitment to the student identity than black students.

• H 1 .2_4_1: White students are more likely to join organizations

related to being a student than black students.

• H1 .2.4.2: White students are less likely to make friends

related to being a student than black students.

o H1 .2.s: White students score higher on measures of student

academic identity than black students.
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• H1 .2.s.1 : White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for studying than black students.

• H1 .2.s.2: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for going to classes than black students.

• H1 .2.s_3: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for discussing and sharing ideas with teachers

and students than black students.

• H1 .2.s.4: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for learning and acquiring knowledge than

black students.

o H1 .2.6: White students score higher on measures of student

activities identity than black students.

o H1 .2_7: White students score higher on measures of student social

identity than black students.

o H1 .2.8: White students score higher on measures of the

meaningfulness of student identity than black students.

o H1 .2.9: White students score higher on measures of student

confidence than black students.

o H1 .2_ 10: White students score higher on measures of the salience of

student identity than Hispanic students.

o H1 .2_11: White students score higher on measures of prominence of

the student identity than Hispanic students.
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• H1 .2.11.1: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when· self-rated as important, than Hispanic

students (positive rating).

• H1 .2.11.2: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when self-rated as upset by others' views

that the student is not a real student, than Hispanic students

(negative rating).

o H1.2.12: White students score higher on measures of intensive

commitment to the student identity than Hispanic students.

o H1.2.13: White students score higher on measures of extensive

commitment to the student identity than Hispanic students.

• H1.2_13.1: White Students are more likely to join organizations

related to being a student than Hispanic students.

• H1 .2.13.2: White students are more likely to make friends

related to being a student than Hispanic students.

o H1 .2.14: White students score higher on measures of student

academic identity than Hispanic students.

• H1 .2.14_1: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for studying than Hispanic students.

• H1 .2.14_2: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for going to classes than Hispanic students.
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• H 1 .2. 14_3: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for discussing and sharing ideas with teachers

and students than Hispanic students.

• H1 .2.14_4: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for learning and acquiring knowledge than

Hispanic students.

o H1.2.1s: White students score higher on measures of student

activities identity than Hispanic students.

o H 1 .2.16: White students score higher on measures of student social

identity than Hispanic students.

o H1 .2_ 17: White students score higher on measures of the

meaningfulness of student identity than Hispanic students.

o H1.2.18: White students score higher on measures of student

confidence than Hispanic students.

• H1.3: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the scores on

measures of student identity decrease (Figure 1 and Figure 4).

o H1 .3_ 1: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of the salience of student identity decrease.

o H1 .3_2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of prominence of the student identity

decrease.
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• H1.3.2.1: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the score on the prominence of student identity when self

rated as important decrease (positive rating).

• H1.3.2.2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the score prominence of student identity when self-rated as

upset by others' views that the student is not a real student

decrease (negative rating).

o H1.3_3: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of intensive commitment to student identity

decrease.

o H1.3.4: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of the extensive commitment to the student

identity decrease.

■ H1.3.4_1: As the proportion of classes taken online increases,

students are less likely to join organizations related to being

a student.

■ H1.3.4_2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases,

students a re less likely to make friends related to being a

student.

o H 1.3.5: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student academic identity decrease.
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• H1.3.s.1: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for studying

decrease.

• H1�3.s.2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for going to

classes decrease.

• H1.3.5.3: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for discussing and

sharing ideas with teachers and students decrease.

• H1.3.s.4: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for learning and

acquiring knowledge decrease.

o H1.3.6: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student activities identity decrease.

o H1.3.7: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student social identity decrease.

o H1.3.8: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of the meaningfulness of student identity

decrease.

o H1.3.9: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student confidence decrease.
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Research Question 2: Do high scores on measures of student identity 

predict success? (Figure 1 and Figure 5) 

• H2.1: Students with a salient student identity are more likely to be

successful than· students with a low salient student identity.

• H2.2: Students who rank the role of student high on the identity prominence

hierarchy are more likely to be successful than students who rank the role

of student low on the identity prominence hierarchy.

o H2.2.1: Students who rank the role of student high on the identity

prominence hierarchy, when self-rated as important, are more likely

to be successful than students who rank it low (positive rating).

o H2.2.2: Students who rank the role of student high on the identity

prominence hierarchy, when self-rated as upset by others' views

that the student is not a real student, are more likely to be

successful than students who rank it low (negative rating).

• H2_3: Students who have a high level of intensive commitment to student

identity are more likely to be successful than students who have a low

level of intensive commitment to student identity.

• H2_4: Students who have a high level of extensive commitment to student

identity are more likely to be successful than students who have a low

level of extensive commitment to student identity.
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o H2_4_1: Students who join organizations related to being a student

are more likely to be successful than students who do not join

organizations related to being a student.

o H2.4_2: Students who make friends related to being a student are

more likely to be successful than students who do not make friends

related to being a student.

• H2.s: Students who score high on dimensions of student identity are more

likely to be successful than students who score lower on dimensions of

student identity.

o H2 _5_ 1: Students who score high on measures of student academic

identity are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of student academic identity.

• H2 .5.1.1: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for studying are more likely to be successful than

students who score low on the scale.

• H2.5.1_2: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for going to classes are more likely to be successful

than students who score low on the scale.

• H2_5_1.3: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for discussing and sharing ideas with teachers and

students are more likely to be successful than students who

score low on the scale.
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• H2.s. 1.4: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for learning and acquiring. knowledge are more likely to

be successful than students who score low on the scale.

o H2.s.2: Students who score high on measures of student activities

identity are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of student activities identity.

o H2.s_3: Students who score high on measures of student social

identity are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of student social identity.

• H2.6: Students who score high on measures of the meaningfulness of

being a student are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of the meaningfulness of being a student.

• H2.7: Students who score high on measures of student confidence are

more likely to be successful than students who score lower on measures

of student confidence.

Research Question 3: How do age, race, and/or the proportion of classes

taken online relate to student success? (Figure 1 and Figure 6) 

• H3_1: Student success varies by age group.

o H3. 1.1: Students in their twenties will be more successful than those

in other age groups.
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• H3_2: Success varies by race.

o H3.2_1: Whites are more successful than blacks.

o H3.2.2: Whites are more successful than Hispanics.

• H3_3: Students with a higher proportion of classes online will be less

successful than students with lower proportions of classes online.

DATA 

Primary data were collected in the summer of 2011 by using a modified 

version of the instrument developed by Jaret and Reitzes (2009). The survey was 

offered through the online survey tool PsychData to all students enrolled in 

and/or graduated from the Bachelor of General Studies (BGS) program at TWU 

in Fall 2010, Spring 2011, Summer 2011, and Fall 2011. Sociodemographic 

information, including age, race/ethnicity, and gender was collected. Data were 

also collected about the proportion of online classes taken and grade point 

average overall and within the SGS component of participants' transcripts. 

Using a method previously used by Stryker and Serpe (1982, 1994), data 

were collected and Likert scales were used to create indexes which measured 

role-identity salience for the roles of student, parent (or caregiver), employee, 

spouse (or partner) (Burke and Stets 2009) and friend. Identity prominence was 

measured using an adaptation of Burke and Reitzes' (1991) two-step method to 

measure prominence; each of the five role identities (student, parent or 

caregiver, employee, spouse or partner, and friend) was rated by participants as 

to role-identity importance. Role commitment was measured by intensiveness 
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and extensiveness utilizing an adaptation of a four item scale for intensiveness 

(Stets and Biga 2003; Stryker and Serpe 1994) and an adaptation of a two item 

scale for extensiveness (Stets and Biga 2003; Stryker and Serpe 1994). The 

meaning of student identity was measured using Jaret and Reitzes' 2009 

method. 

DAT A COLLECTION 

Most students have multiple roles to align within their everyday lives. They 

may identify as employees, parents, primary caregivers for elderly parents, 

volunteers, and many other identities in addition to their identity of student. This 

study used quantitative methods to better understand the relationship between 

student identity and success in the BGS program. 

The Institutional Review Board granted exempt status to this research on 

April 11, 2011. Primary data were collected for analysis in this study of 

individuals in the population of a primarily online degree completion program at 

Texas Woman's University in Denton, Texas. Participants for this study were 

recruited from the Bachelor of General Studies program at Texas Woman's 

University. An instrument, adapted from Jaret and Reitzes (2009), was 

developed and offered through PsychData, a company that specializes in online 

data collection, to all currently enrolled BGS students and graduates of the 

program from Fall 201 O through Fall 2011. An initial email containing a link to the 

survey was sent in May 2011. The email was sent using the existing BGS mailing 

list. The list of currently enrolled BGS majors was obtained by the Office of 
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Institutional Research and the emails were sent by this office. All mass emails 

used for this study were sent to the SGS mailing list by the Office of Institutional 

Research. Electronic collection of data facilitated handling the large number of 

responses. 

As of Fall 2010 there were 645 students enrolled in the SGS program at 

TWU ("Fact Book" 2010:133). Knowing that on line surveys have notoriously low 

response rates, the researcher sought at least 150 completed surveys with valid 

responses. It is not possible to determine how many individuals received the 

survey each time it was emailed. At Texas Woman's University students may 

elect to have their TWU email forwarded to another email address - this could 

result with the recruitment email ending up in a spam filter, or going to an 

unmonitored email address. The final count for participants was 212; however, 

the number of valid participants after listwise deletion was 111. An initial 

recruitment email followed by two reminder emails was sent to every SGS 

student enrolled at TWU in the Fall 2010, Spring 2011, Summer 2011, and Fall 

2011 semesters. Emails were also sent to all graduates of the SGS program in 

the same timeline. The initial email was sent May 31, 2011. The follow-up email 

was sent June 13th
. The third email was sent to 829 students on July 11th

. Lack 

of sufficient participation delayed the completion of the data collection until late 

August- the beginning of the fall semester. The final email was sent August 29th• 

Responding to the survey acted as affirmative informed consent. The survey took 
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an average of 48 minutes to complete. The results of the survey were 

downloaded directly from PsychData into SPSS. 

VARIABLES 

Independent Variables 

The independent variables included in this study were: Age, 

Race/Ethnicity, and proportion of classes taken online. Because the number of 

valid responses to the survey was 111, data for other independent variables 

collected were not used in this study. Specifically, these variables were: gender, 

marital status/partner status; concentrations for BGS degree, participant 

educational level and achievement expectation, social class, educational 

attainment level of mother and father, self-esteem, and several variables 

concerning race/ethnicity. The student population at TWU is only about 10% 

male; hence, gender could be problematic in that the gender distribution at TWU 

is not representative of the typical distribution at a university. Data for gender 

were collected; however, with the valid responses of 9% male (10) and 91 % 

(101) it was determined that there were too few male participants to be able to

draw sound conclusions about the effect of gender. Thus, gender was not 

included in the final analysis. 

Age. Age was collected as an ordinal variable grouped into four 

categories: 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50+ years of age. The variable for Age was 

dummy-coded to facilitate regression analysis with 20-29 as the reference group. 
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Race and ethnicity. The categories of race and ethnicity were White, 

Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, Alaskan Native/Native American, 

International, and Other. As anticipated, there were few respondents in the 

categories of "Asian/Pacific Islander" (2), "Alaskan Native/Native American" (0), 

"International" (0) and "Other" (2); therefore, these categories were collapsed into 

one, called "Other." This variable was dummy-coded with white as the reference 

category. 

Proportion of online classes. Participants were asked to report the number 

of classes completed in the face-to-face setting and online for their entire college 

career as well as within the SGS program. The data suggested that some of the 

participants may have responded with number of credits completed instead of 

number of classes completed. Of particular concern was the range which was 

equal to 59 with a maximum of 60 classes for three of the cases. This potentially 

incorrect information should not compromise the creation of the variable for the 

proportion of classes online compared to face-to-face as the number of classes 

taken should be directly related to the number of credit taken; for most students, 

one class equals three credits. When creating the variables for the proportion of 

classes taken in the online setting, the proportions should remain the same 

whether computing number of classes or number of credits. 

Students were categorized by the proportion of classes taken online. 

Proportion of online classes was determined by dividing the number of classes 
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taken online by the total number of classes taken. The skewness and kurtosis 

analysis suggests relatively little variation in these variables (see Table 1 ). 

Dependent Variables 

Hypothesis testing involved running a series of regressions, and the 

dependent variable used matched the hypothesis tested. The following variables 

were used as independent or dependent variables as appropriate for the 

hypothesis tested: Identity Salience; Identity Prominence; Intensive and 

Extensive Commitment; Academic, Activities, and Social Student Identity; 

Meaningfulness; and Confidence. Categorized Grade Point Average, used to 

measure success, was utilized solely as a dependent variable. 

Identity salience. Identity Salience is the likelihood that an identity will be 

invoked, possibly over the expected identity (Nuttbrock and Freudiger 1991; 

Stets and Biga 2003; Stets, Carter, Harrod, Cerven, and Abrutyn 2008; Stryker 

and Serpe 1994). Participants were asked to rank the order they would discuss 

their role-identities in several different situations similar to those used previously 

by Jaret and Reitzes (2009), Nuttbrock and Freudiger (1991 ), Stets and Biga 

(2003), Stets, Carter, Harrod, Cerven, and Abrutyn (2008), and Stryker and 

Serpe (1982, 1994). They were also asked to think about having a free day in 

which they could plan the order of which role-identity they would be and then 

rank order the five listed role-identities. The results from these two sets of 

questions were combined to create a scale for identity salience (Stryker and 

Serpe, 1982). 
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In the current study, the participants were asked to think about someone 

they met for the first time. The participant was told that he or she wished to share 

information about his or her role-identities with this new person that will help the 

new person to really get to know the participant; however they had a limited 

amount of time to have this discussion. Participants were asked to rank order the 

role identities of student, parent/caregiver, employee, spouse/partner (Burke and 

Stets 2009), and friend as to the order the participant would bring them up in the 

conversation for each specific situation. These categories were used primarily 

based on the knowledge the researcher holds about this population being 

studied. The situations were: 1) meeting someone for the first time at a party; 2) 

meeting a friend of a friend; 3) meeting a new co-worker; 4) (virtually) "meeting" a 

classmate in an online class; 5) meeting someone in a coffee shop; and 6) going 

on a date for the first time. The responses to each situation were coded from 

mostly likely to tell (coded as 5) to least likely to tell (coded as 1) for each of the 

role-identities. Reliability was tested and Cronbach's alpha indicated acceptable 

reliability for the scale: Student Salience Index a = .830. Next, the scores for 

each of the seven variables were added together and divided by 7; thus, salience 

was operationalized by creating an index for which the role identity with the 

highest score (5) was the most salient and the role identity with the lowest score 

was the least salient (1 ). The Student Salience Index was included in the 

analysis in this study. The seven variables used to create this scale showed 

skewness and kurtosis within acceptable ranges (see Table 1 ). 
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Identity prominence. Identity Prominence refers to the importance of an 

identity to one's self (Stryker and Serpe 1994). Using an adaptation of Burke and 

Reitzes' (1991) measurement of prominence, each of the five role-identities was 

rated by participants as to role-identity importance. In Burke and Reitzes (1991) 

the two steps were averaged for each role-identity, and a high score indicated a 

prominent identity. 

Each participant was asked to rate the importance of each role-identity 

using a Likert scale coded 1-5, from "Not very important," "somewhat important," 

Important," "Very Important," and N/A. For the second step, each participant 

used a Likert scale to choose how he or she would feel if someone said they had 

no right to call themselves each identity (such as "real student"). Responses 

categories were coded 1 through 6; from "not very upset," "only somewhat 

upset, 11 "moderately upset," "upset, 11 to "very upset," and NIA. The variables were

recoded with the NAs as 1. Next, the variables were added together creating an 

index that ranged from 1 (low prominence) to 9 (high prominence). Cronbach's 

alpha for the Student Prominence equaled .552. The two recoded variables used 

to create this scale are both negatively skewed (Ranked Importance of Student 

Role = -1.466; Ranked Importance of Negative View of Student Role = -1.459) 

and they are both leptokurtic (2.514 and 1 .405 respectively). The index created 

by the variables is also negatively skewed (-1 .405) and highly kurtotic (1.854) 

(see Table 1 ). When standardized, alpha increases slightly to .608. Neither the 

transformations nor standardization appeared to alter the analysis or significantly 
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improve Cronbach's Alpha. Therefore, the decision was made to proceed without 

standardizing or transforming the variables and, because alpha is less than .70, 

the variables intended to be used to create the Prominence scale will be used in 

the analysis instead of the scale for Prominence. The variables are: 1) the 

prominence of student identity, when self-rated as important (positive rating); and 

2) the prominence of student identity, when self-rated as upset by others' views

that the student is not a real student (negative rating). 

Intensive role commitment. Commitment to role is typically determined by 

measuring the intensiveness (the strength of relationships associated with a role

identity) and extensiveness (the number of ties associated with a role-identity) of 

ties (Burke and Stets 2009). Intensiveness is considered qualitative and was 

measured using a four item scale used by Stets and Biga (2003) and Stryker and 

> Serpe (1994). The scale was adapted to fit this study. For each role-identity

participants were asked: 1) How important is it that your closest family members

view you as being involved in activities related to the (student, caregiver,

employee, partner, and friend) role-identity; 2) How important is it that your best

friend view you as being involved in activities related to the (student, caregiver,

employee, partner, and friend) role-identity; 3) How good do your closest family

members think you are at activities related to (student, caregiver, employee,

partner, and friend) role-identity; and 4) How good does your best friend think

you are at activities related to (student, caregiver, employee, partner, and friend)

role-identity. A Likert scale was used for the four responses. For items one and
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two the responses included "not at all important" to" very important" (coded 1-4); 

for items 3 and 4 responses included "below average" to "excellent" (coded 1-4). 

Indexes were created for intensive commitment to each identity by taking 

each set of questions asked per role and first totaling the score per question 

(coded as 1 =1 point, 2= 2 points, 3 = 3 points, and 4 = 4 points) to create a new 

variable. For example, if a participant responded the question "How important is it 

that your closest family members view you as being involved in activities related 

to the employee role-identity?" with "3) Important" then the new variable had a 

value of 3 for this participant; in this example, the new variable was labeled 

"Intensive Commitment Employee Importance By Family." After each set of 

questions was addressed per role-identity, then the new variables were totaled 

by role. For example, the four variables created to represent intensive 

commitment to the role-identity of "employee" were added together to create an 

index for "Intensive Commitment Employee" for which the scores ranged from 6 

to 16. Cronbach's alpha indicated acceptable reliability for the Intensive 

Commitment Student Scale (a = .821 ). The index for Intensive Commitment 

Student was included in the analysis; the rest of the indexes (intensive 

commitment for the other roles) will be used in future analyses. 

Extensive role commitment. Data were also collected to create an index 

for "Extensiveness of Commitment." Extensiveness, considered quantitative, is 

thought of in terms of how many friends one would lose if he or she did not have 

a specific role-identity (Burke and Stets 2009). Extensiveness was measured 

68 



using a two item scale which asked: 1) Did you join any organizations related to 

your (student, caregiver, employee, partner, and friend) role-identity? (coded: 

No=0, Yes=1 ); and 2) Did you make any friends through activities related to 

being a student? (coded: No=0, Yes=1) (Stets and Biga 2003; Stryker and Serpe 

1994). The two-item scales were found to be unreliable with the exception of the 

Parent/Caregiver Index (Extensive Commitment Employee Index a = .440; 

Extensive Commitment Friend Index a = .541; Extensive Commitment 

Parent/Caregiver Index a = .819; Extensive Commitment Spouse/Partner Index a 

= .529; Extensive Commitment Student Index a = .500). Because the reliability is 

so low, the variables for the extensive commitment student identity index were 

included in the analysis separately instead of as an index. The variables 

measuring extensive commitment to Friend, Parent/Caregiver, Spouse/Partner, 

and Employee will be used in future analyses. 

College student identity. Identity refers to the meanings we give to the 

roles we hold; these meanings define who we are to ourselves and to other 

members of our social group (Burke 1980, Burke and Reitzes 1981; Burke and 

Stets 2009; Burke and Tully 1977). In a study involving 640 college students, 

Burke and Reitzes (1981; Reitzes and Burke 1980) identified and measured 

meanings for a college student identity, and they examined how these different 

meanings related to the academic and social behavior of these college students. 

They argued that the individual is interested in validation of his or her identities 

and that the individual will act in ways that offer opportunities for identity 
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validation. They state that "individuals are motivated to formulate plans and 

achieve levels of performance or activity that reinforce, support, and confirm their 

identities ... the self operates in choosing behaviors and that the behaviors 

reinforce and support the self' (Burke and Reitzes 1981 :84). Their findings 

demonstrated that "shared meanings was the link between identity and behavior" 

(Stryker and Burke 2000:287) and supported their theory. For example, they 

found that a college student who had an identity that was "high in Academic 

Responsibility" (Burke and Reitzes 1981 :90) behaved in ways consistent with 

that role-identity. The student who has an identity "high in academic 

responsibility" (90) is expected to attend class, do homework, do well in class, to 

consider graduate school and so on. In other words, their behavior had the same 

meanings as their identity. This does not suggest that identity is the only 

influence on behavior; instead, identity influences the path of action an individual 

takes. This path of action "has meanings that correspond to, reinforce, and 

display the identity meanings of the individual" (91 ). 

Jaret and Reitzes (2009) utilized factor analysis to identify three facets of 

College Student Identity; these were College Student Academics, College 

Student Activities, and College Student Social Identity. In addition, they 

measured student well-being by using indexes created to measure College 

Student Confidence (Self-Esteem), and College Student Meaningfulness 

(Efficacy). Jaret and Reitzes found, with the exception of College Student 

Academics, all indexes demonstrated sufficient reliability coefficients (.70 or 
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higher) to be used as indexes in their study. This dissertation used the indexes 

created and tested by Jaret and Reitzes (2009), �nd it retested the alpha 

coefficient for all indexes. Indexes with an acceptable alpha coefficient (. 70 or 

higher) were utilized in data analysis and stand-alone statements used for any 

indexes without sufficient alpha coefficient were included in the data analysis 

process. This dissertation includes indexes for College Student Activities, 

College Student Social Identity, College student Confidence, and Meaningfulness 

of being a college student. Similar to the testing by Jaret and Reitzes (2009), the 

index for the Academic Student Identity had a low alpha coefficient (.661 ); 

therefore, the variables intended to be used to create the index for Academic 

Identity were used as individual variables. 

College student academic identity. To create the indexes participants were 

asked, via survey, to "Think about yourself as a college student and about the 

things that are special and distinctive about being a college student" (Jaret and 

Reitzes 2009:352). Using a five-point Likert scale coded 1 for "Not at All 

Important" and 5 for "Very Important" participants were asked to rate the 

following factors of student identity meaning of College Student Academic: 

studying; going to class; discussing and sharing ideas with teachers and 

students; and learning and acquiring knowledge. These items were added 

together to create an index which measured College Student Academics. Scores 

on the index ranged from 4 to 20 with 4 indicating low meaning and 20 indicating 

having high academic identity. This index had an alpha coefficient of .59 in Jaret 
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and Reitzes study; therefore they used the individual items in their analysis 

instead of an index created using these items. Th� alpha coefficient in the current 

study was .661; therefore, as with the Jaret and Reitzes study, the individual 

variables were used. instead of the index. 

College student activities identity. Using the same Likert scale, student 

identity meaning of College Student Activities was measured with an index 

created by combining the following factors: participating and/or attending school

related athletic activities; participating and/or attending cultural events such as 

school-related lectures, concerts, plays, and other entertainment or cultural 

activities; and participating in student clubs and organizations (Jaret and Reitzes 

2009; Stryker and Serpe 1994). These three items were added together to create 

an index which measures College Student Activities. Scores on the index ranged 

from 3 to 15. A low score indicated low meaning and a higher score indicated 

having high college student activities identity. This index had an alpha coefficient 

of .80 in Jaret and Reitzes study; thus, it was incorporated into Jaret and Reitzes' 

analysis. The alpha coefficient was .832 in the current study, thus this index was 

used in the analysis. 

College student social identity. The student identity meaning of College 

Student Social was measured by creating an index which combines the following 

factors rated on the same Likert scale: the importance of hanging out with school 

friends; feeling connected to other college students; enjoying and valuing social 

ties and contacts made as a college student; has made good friends with other 
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college students; and is happy with college student friends. With the exception of 

the variable "I don't feel connected to other college students," which was 

negatively worded, the variables were reverse-coded and added. The scores 

ranged from a low of 5 to a high of 25; the higher the score, the higher the 

meaning of College Student Social. The College Student Social Index for 

sociability had an alpha score of .84 and was, therefore, used in the Jaret and 

Reitzes' analysis (352). Cronbach's alpha coefficient was .839 in the current 

study; therefore this index was used in the analysis. 

Meaningfulness of being a college student. Participants were asked to 

rank the following factors regarding meaningfulness on a Likert scale (1 = 

Strongly Agree to 5 = Strongly Disagree): being a college student is meaningful 

to me; doing student things is rewarding; and being a college student gives me a 

sense of meaning and direction (Jaret and Reitzes 2009: 352). These factors 

were combined to create an index which measures Meaningfulness of student 

identity in Jaret and Reitzes study. The variables were reverse-coded, and the 

alpha coefficient of .745 was sufficient for this index to be used in this study. The 

minimum was 4 and the maximum was 15; the higher the number the more 

meaningfulness of the student identity. 

Confidence as college student. Confidence was measured by responses 

on the same Likert scale (1 = Strongly Agree to 5 = Strongly Disagree) to the 

following factors: I feel good about myself as a college student; I'm satisfied with

myself as a college student; I feel that I am a failure as a college student; I feel 
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confident as a college student; and I can decide what I do as a college student 

(Jaret and Reitzes 2009)� 

The variables were reversed coded, with the exception of "I feel that I am 

a failure as a college student," and then combined into an index which measured 

confidence. Scores ranged from 10 to 25; the higher the score on the scale, the 

higher the level of confidence. Reliability of the scale was tested. Alpha = .832 

and therefore this index was used in the analysis. 

Success. The final dependent variable in this study is self-reported GPA. 

Success is defined in multiple ways according to the literature. In some studies 

success refers to the success or failure of a program which is measured by 

student satisfaction and student achievement of educational objectives (Hallett 

and Essex 2006), and in other studies success refers to the grades earned by 

students (Bernard, Brauer, Abrami, and Surkes 2004; Hallett and Essex 2006; 

Koch 2006; Moore 2002; Sulaiman and Mohezar 2006; Wallace et al. 2005). 

Success has also been defined as a passing grade in a course (D or better) and 

failure as either withdrawing from the class or earning a failing grade in the 

course (Angiello 2002). 

This research replicated a practice from a previous study (Jaret and 

Reitzes 2009) and success or academic performance was operationalized as 

self-reported Grade Point Average (GPA). Specifically success was to be defined 

as a GPA of 2.0 or better (a C or higher) and lack of success was defined by a 

GPA of less than 2.0 {a D or lower) for the purposes of logistic regression 
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analysis. A GPA of 2.0 is required to complete the BGS program and graduate 

from TWU. Self-reported GPA was collected for each student's overall grade 

point average and for the grade point average within the BGS program. The 

results of self-reported GPA, however, showed only one respondent with an 

overall grade point average below 2.0 and only seven respondents with below a 

2.0 within the BGS program. Hence, logistic regression could not be employed 

using success as a dichotomous dependent variable. Logistic regression analysis 

was therefore rejected. 

Grade point average was categorized as an ordinal variable with nine 

categories: below 2.0 to above 3.75 (below 2.0 coded as 1; 2.00-2.24 coded as 

2; 2.25-2.49 coded as 3; 2.50-2.74 coded as 4; 2.75-2.99 coded as 5; 3.00-3.24 

coded as 6; 3.25-3.49 coded as 7; 3.50-3.74 coded as 8; and 3.75 and above 

coded as 9) (Jaret and Reitzes 2009) in preparation for multiple regression 

analysis. The ordinal variable for overall GPA of the participants was included in 

the analysis. Due to low valid responses and time constraints only the overall 

grade point average was included in the analysis. The nine-category variable, 

GPA, was treated as an interval ratio variable for regression analysis. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Using SPSS versions 19 and 16, descriptive statistics were utilized to 

determine measures of central tendency as well as the kurtosis and skewness of 

each interval ratio variable. The results of the descriptive analysis of interval 

ratio variables and the variables used to create indexes are presented in Table 1. 
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The data were analyzed using a variety of analytical techniques including 

bivariate and multivariate techniques to determine the validity of the quantitative 

hypotheses. Descriptive statistics were utilized to describe the participants. 

Factor analysis was applied to all index components to confirm that the factors 

loaded similarly to what the literature indicated. Scatterplots were examined to 

determine the direction and linear relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables. Regression diagnostics were run and a correlation matrix 

created to determine tolerance, VIFs, and potential multicollinearity issues. 

Finally, a series of OLS regressions were used with the appropriate dependent 

variables. The regressions are summarized in tables for each regression and 

illustrated in conceptual diagrams. The analyses are reported in chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The data analysis and testing of the hypotheses are included in this 

chapter. Descriptive statistics were employed to describe the characteristics of 

the participants. This is followed by a discussion of the interpretation of 

Scatterplots created between each of the indexes used and the dependent 

variable, Overall Grade Point Average. Next is the presentation of the correlation 

matrix and regression diagnostics. The final section explains the regressions and 

summarizes the results of the hypothesis testing. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS 

The participants in this study were enrolled in and/or graduated from the 

Bachelor of General Studies program at Texas Woman's University in Fall 2010, 

Spring 2011, Summer 2011, and Fall 2011. The BGS program is one of several 

predominantly online degree completion program offered at TWU. Students 

enrolled in the program may take classes in the traditional face-to-face setting; 

however most classes within the concentrations that make up the BGS degree 

may be taken online. 

Age 

The age distribution for students in on line-only classes in 2010 is: 34.0% 

22-30 years old, 34.0% 31-40 years old, 7% 41-50 years old, and 3% 50 and
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older (Texas Woman's University 2010). Past research of the BGS predominantly 

online program (Carlsen-Landy 2010a, 2010b) in�icated a similar distribution: 

37.5% 20-29 years old, 33% 30-39 years old, 9% 40-49 years old, and 1 % aged 

50 and older. The sample of students from the BGS program used for the current 

study reflects a slightly different distribution: 29.7% 20-29 years old, 36.0% 30-39 

years old, 26.1 % 40-49 years of age, and 8.1 % aged 50 and older. 

Race and Ethnicity 

The racial/ethnic distribution for undergraduate enrollment at TWU is 

47.7% white, 20.8% black, 20.1 % Hispanic, and 11.4% other. Interestingly the 

racial/ethnic distribution for students enrolled in the BGS program is quite 

different: 60.5% white, 24.2% black, 14.0% Hispanic, and 5.3% other (Texas 

Woman's University 2011). The sample of BGS students who participated in this 

research is similar to the distribution reported by TWU. For the sample, whites 

constituted 63.1 %, blacks represented 24.3%, Hispanics made up 9.0% of the 

sample, and other consisted of 3.6%. 

Location of Classes 

Overall, throughout the respondents' college careers, 55.8% had most of 

their classes in the traditional face-to-face classroom, and 44.2% had 50% or 

more of their classes in the online setting. As students in the BGS predominantly 

on line degree program it is of little surprise that 88.5% reported taking their 

classes 50% or more online which left only 11.5% taking primarily face-to-face 

classes. 
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Dimensions of Identity 

Salience. The mean for overall student identity salience was 3.13 on a 

scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being the most salient. Not surprisingly, the score was 

highest when the participants thought about rank ordering their identities when 

speaking with an online classmate (4.48) and lowest when thinking about rank 

ordering their identities when with a friend (Table 1 ). This suggests that the 

salience of the student identity increases when acting within the role of student. 

Prominence. The participants had a mean prominence score of 4.48 on a 

scale of 1 to 5 when ranking the importance of their student identity and they had 

a mean score of 5.17 on a scale of 1 to 6 when ranking how they would feel if 

someone suggested the student had no right to call him or herself a student 

(Table 1 ). This indicates that being a student is important to the participants. 

Commitment. The average score for intensive commitment was 12.51; 

scores ranged from 6 to 16 (Table 1 ). The results for extensive commitment to 

the student identity were that 55.9% joined organizations related to this role

identity, and 68.5% made friends related to this role-identity. Many students 

(38.9%, mean = 2.36) joined 1 or 2 organizations related to their student identity. 

The response categories for number of friends made related to the student 

identity were proportionally highest at 1, 2, 5, and 10 or more (13.5, 10.8, 10.8, 

and 17.1 % respectively; mean= 4.31 ). 

Student identity. The student identity is comprised of three dimensions: 

the academic identity, the activities identity, and the social identity. 
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College student academic identity. When asked how important studying 

was to the participant as a student most participants (N=111) responded that it 

was "Very Important" (73.9%) or "Important" (18.9%). No one selected "Not at all 

Important," one chose "not so Important" (.9%), and 6.3% selected "In Between." 

Most participants believed attending classes was either "Very Important" (62.2%) 

or "Important" (20.7%), and all respondents rated "Graduating from College" as 

either "Important" (2.7%) or "Very Important" (97.3%). Surprisingly, 19.8% of the 

responses indicated that "Discussing and Sharing Ideas with Teachers and 

Students" was "In Between" (12.6%), "Not So Important" (5.4%), or "Not at All 

Important" (1.8%); however, the majority responded that sharing ideas was either 

"Important" (41.4%) or "Very Important" (38.7%). Almost all of the participants 

believed that "Learning and Acquiring Knowledge" was either "Important" (18.0%) 

or "Very Important" (81.1 %) and only one (.9%) believed it was "In Between." 

College student activities identity. Over three-quarters (76.6%) of the 

participants believed that it is either "Not so Important" or "Not at All Important" to 

attend athletic activities compared to less than ten percent (9.9%) who believed 

that it is "Important" or "Very Important" to attend them. Although not as extreme, 

the results were similar for attending school-reiated lectures, concerts, and other 

cultural or entertainment activities and for participating in school-related cubs and 

organizations. Over half (54.9%) indicated cultural or entertainment activities 

were either "Not so Important" or ''Not at All Important," and almost two-thirds 

(63.0%) indicated participating in clubs and organizations was either "Not so 
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Important" or "Not at All Important." Similar to the results for athletic activities, 

about ten percent believed cultural or entertainment activities are "Important" or 

"Very Important" to attend (12.4%), and about ten percent believed school

related clubs and organizations are "Important" or "Very Important" to join 

(10.8%). 

College student social identity. For College Student Social Identity only 

5.4% of the participants felt that hanging out with school friends was "Important" 

or "Very Important" to them as a student. The majority (39.6%) of participants 

either "Agreed" or "Strongly Agreed" they do not feel connected to other college 

students; however 35.1 % either "Disagreed" or "Strongly Disagreed" with this 

statement. About a third of respondents (30.6%) either "Disagreed" or "Strongly 

Disagreed" that they enjoy and value the social ties and contacts made as a 

college student while slightly more (39.6%) "Agreed" or "Strongly Agreed." The 

results for the final variables for social identity were "I've made good friends with 

other college students" and "I'm happy when I'm with my college friends." The 

majority of participants 'Disagreed" or "Strongly Disagreed" (45%) and less than 

a third "Agreed" or "Strongly Agreed" (27.9%) that they made good friends with 

other college students. The majority of participants also "Disagreed" or "Strongly 

Disagreed" (37.8%) that they were happy when with their college friends; 21.6% 

"Agreed" or "Strongly Agreed" with this statement 

Meaningfulness of being a college student. Over three-quarters of the 

respondents (81.9%) either "Agreed" or "Strongly Agreed" with the statement 
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"Being a college student is meaningful to me.'' Just over a third (36.8%) "Agreed" 

or "Strongly Agreed" that "Doing student things is rewarding" compared to slightly 

less than a third ( 25.2%) who either "Disagreed" Or Strongly Disagreed" with the 

statement. A strong majority (84.6%) of participants felt being a college student 

gave them a sense of meaning and direction. 

Confidence as college student. The participants responded 

overwhelmingly "Agreed" or "Strongly Agreed" which suggests they are confident 

as a college students: 94.6% indicated they felt good about themselves being as 

a college student; 92.8% are satisfied with themselves as a college student; 

90.9% feel confident as a college student; 86.4% believe they can decide what to 

do as a college student; and 85.6% "Disagree" or "Strongly Disagree" with the 

statement "I feel that I'm a failure as a college student." 

Success 

Grade point average has a possible range of 4.0 with a minimum of 0.0 

and a maximum of 4.0 at Texas Woman's University. The participants in this 

study reported an overall GPA with a range of 3.922 and a minimum of 0.0 and a 

maximum of 3.922. The average GPA overall was 3.054.The categorized overall 

GPAs were higher than expected with only one self-reported GPA (0.9%) of less 

than 2.0 and about 11 % with GPAs ranging from 2.0 to 2.499. The category 3.25 

to 3.499 was the modal category, with 26.1 % of the scores. Almost two-thirds 

(63%) of the overall self-reported GPAs were a 3.0 or higher. 
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DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS 

Scatterplots 

Scatterplots were created for all scales and other variables treated as 

interval ratio and the dependent variable, Overall Grade Point Average, to 

determine the direction and linear relationship between them. There appears to 

be a weak, positive linear relationship between GPA and 1) age (R2 = .072) and 

2) the student confidence scale (R2 = .075). There is a slight positive linear

correlation between GPA and 1) the proportion of on line to face-to-face classes 

overall (R2 =.024); 2) the student activities index (R2 = .034); and 3) the intensive 

commitment scale (R2 = .035). There is a very weak positive linear relationship 

between GPA and 1) the student meaningfulness scale (R2 = .012); and 2) 

prominence negatively ranked by others (R2 = .01 O);. There appears to be a 

slight negative, linear relationship between GPA and 1) the academic identity 

scale (R2 
= .003); and 2) prominence self-ranked (R2 

= .003). There is a weak, 

negative linear correlation between GPA and 1) Student Salience Index (R2

=.011); and 2) student social identity index (R2 = .031). There is almost no 

relationship indicated by the scatter plot between GPA and 1) studying ((R2 < 

.001 ); 2) going to classes (R2 = .005); 3) discussing and sharing ideas with 

teachers and students (R2 = .002); and 4) learning and acquiring knowledge (R2

= .006). 
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Correlations 

Appendix A presents the correlation matrix for all variables including the 

individual variables for the scales with alphas of less than . 70 (Prominence, 

Academic, and Extensive Commitment). Multicollinearity does not appear to exist 

because none of the correlation coefficients have a value of . 70 or greater. There 

appears to be a moderate, negative, significant correlation between grade point 

average and blacks (r= -.333, p<.01 ). The negative correlation between black 

and GPA suggests support for Hypothesis 3.2: Success varies by race. 

A weak, positive correlation, significant at the p<.01 level, exists between 

grade point average and 1) those in their 30s (r = .253) and 2) the confidence 

index (r = .274). The correlation between grade point average and those in their 

thirties offers support for Hypothesis 3.1: Student success varies by age group. 

However, it appears to contradict Hypothesis 3.1.1: Students in their twenties will 

be more successful than those in other age groups. There is a significant, 

positive correlation between confidence and grade point average (r = .274). 

There are no other significant correlations between GPA and the variables used 

in the analysis. 

Regression Diagnostics 

Regression diagnostics were run; the results are displayed in Table 2. 

There were no coefficients with VIFs over 10, and there were no coefficients with 

tolerances below .1 0; thus multicollinearity is not an issue in this analysis. The 
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Normal Probability Plot displayed a relatively straight line with the cases 

clustering tightly around the regression line for all models. 

REGRESSIONS 

Regression: Overall Model 

Success. Table 3 presents multiple regression results using all variables 

to predict success as measured by GPA. This regression model is illustrated by 

Figure 1. The model is significant (F = 2.928, df = 21, 89; p < 001 ), and the 

variables used explain 41 % of the variation in the dependent variable, GPA 

(R2=.409). Those in their thirties (8=1.247, p <.01) and those fifty and older (B= 

1.674, p < .05) indicate a statistically significant relationship with GPA. Both 

indicate that they are more successful (have higher grade point averages) than 

those in their 20s. Race also has a significant relationship with success; 

specifically, blacks (B=-1.220, p<.05) tend to be less successful (have lower 

grade point averages) in the program than whites. Extensive commitment 

through joining organization(s) related to the student identity (B=.937, p <.05), 

and confidence (B=.140, p <.05) demonstrate statistically significant relationships 

with grade point average. Those who joined organizations (extensive 

commitment) and those who scored higher on the confidence index tend to be 

more successful in the program, holding all else constant. 
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Regressions Predicting Dimensions of Identity 

Salience. Multiple regression results using age, race/ethnicity, and 

proportion of classes online (illustrated by Figures 2, 3, and 4) to predict salience 

are presented in Table 4. The model is not significant (p = .434). 

Prominence. The regression model predicting prominence (Table 5) as 

measured by Likert scale of the participants' response to ranking role-identities in 

order of importance (referred to as "Positive Rating") is not significant ( p = .074). 

The model predicting Prominence (Negative Rating) (Table 6) is not significant (p 

= .673). 

Intensive commitment. Table 7 gives the results predicting Intensive 

Commitment by age, race/ethnicity, and proportion of online classes. The model 

is not significant (p = .623). 

Extensive commitment. Extensive commitment was measure by two 

dichotomous variables: Joined Organizations and Made Friend (both had 

response choices of Yes or No). Logistic regression was utilized to predict 

Extensive commitment; both models were not significant (Table 8 and Table 9). 

Academic student identity. There are four dimensions to the Academic 

Student Identity: Studying, Attending Classes, Sharing Ideas, and Learning and 

Acquiring Knowledge. Regressions were run for each dimension. Table 10 

presents multiple regression results predicting Studying. The model is significant 

(F = 2.099, df = 7, 103; p = .050), and the variables used explain 12.5% of the 

variation in Studying (R2=.125). Those in their 40s tend to study more than those 
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in their 20s (B = .418, p < .05) and Hispanics tend to study more than whites (B =

.491, p < .05). No other variables were significant in the model. 

The results for predicting Attending Class are presented in Table 11. The 

model is not significant (p = .507). Regression results for predicting Sharing 

Ideas is presented in Table 12. The model is not significant (p = .175). Table 13 

presents multiple regression results predicting Learning and Acquiring 

Knowledge. The model is not significant ( p = .185). 

Activities student identity. The results for predicting an Activities Student 

Identity are presented in Table 14. The model is significant (F = 2.961, df = 7, 

103; p < .01 ), and the variables used explain 16.8% of the variation in the 

dependent variable, activities (R2=.168). Blacks are less likely to become 

involved in activities related to being a student than whites (B = -2.407, p < .001) 

Social student identity. Table 15 presents the results for predicting the 

Student Social Identity. The model is not significant ( p = .191 ). 

Meaningfulness. The results for predicting meaningfulness of the Student 

Identity are presented in Table 16. The model is not significant (p = .170). 

Confidence. Table 17 presents the results for predicting Confidence in 

being a student. The model is not significant (p = .820). 

Regression by Dimensions of Identity 

Success. The results for predicting success, as measured by categorized 

GPA, by dimensions of identity are presented in Table 18 and illustrated by 

Figures 1 and 5. The model is significant (F = 2.162, df = 14, 96; p < .05). The 
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only dimension of identity with a significant relationship with success is 

confidence. Students with greater confidence as a student are more successful 

than those with lower confidence (8 = .147; p < .05). 

Regression by Age, Race and Ethnicity, and Proportion of Online Classes 

Success. Table 19 presents the results for predicting success by age, 

race/ethnicity, and proportion of online classes; this relationship is illustrated in 

Figures 1 and 6. The model is significant (F = 5.200, df = 7, 103; p < .001 ). Those 

in their 20s appear to be less successful than those in any other age group. 

Those in their 30s (B = 1.569; p < .001 ), 40s (B = 1.007; p < .05), and 50 and 

older (B = 1.817; p < .01) are have higher GPAs than those in their 20s. Blacks 

are less successful than whites (B = -1.250; p < .01 ). 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

Research Question 1: Does the significance of the multiple dimensions of 

student identity vary by age, race, and or the proportion of classes taken online? 

Tables 20 and 21 present the means and percentages for appropriate 

variables grouped by age and race respectively. With a few exceptions, the 

significance of student identity as measured by dimensions of identity does not 

vary by age, race, and/or proportion of classes taken online. When comparing 

age groups by the proportion of online classes taken, there appears to be little 

variation among the groups. Those in their 40s take proportionately the fewest 

classes online - they take about 39% of their classes online compared to those 

in their 20s who with proportionately the most online classes, take more than 
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46% of their classes online. There is fittle variation in the mean scores for 

studying, attending class, discussing ideas, or acquiring knowledge across the 

age group. There is also limited variation in the mean scores on the other 

measure of student identity and no significant relationship appears between age 

and these measures with the exception of studying, a component of the 

academic student identity (Table 1 0 and Table 20). 

For salience and prominence, those in their 50s score higher than those in 

other age groups; however, there is no statistical significance apparent in the 

relationship. Those in their 20s joined organizations related to being a student 

and made more friends through being a student at higher rates than those in 

other age groups. About two-thirds of those in their 20s joined organizations 

compared to 50% of thirty year olds, 52% of forty years olds, and 56% of those 

fifty and older. More than 75% of those in their 20s made friends through being a 

student, compared to 62% of those in their 40s, 68% of those in their 30s, and 

67% of those 50 and older. Given this information, it is not surprising that the 

twenties scored higher on the social index than other groups, although the 

relationships are not significant. 

• H 1 . 1 : Student identity varies by age (Figure 1 and Figure 2). 

Student identity appears to vary by age for some of the sub-hypotheses, thus the 

null is rejected for H 1 . 1 . 

o H 1 . 1 .1: Students in their twenties score higher on the salience of the

student identity than students in other age groups.
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There appears to be no statistically significant relationship between age and 

salience (Table 4). The model is not significant (p = .434), thus there was failure 

to reject the null. 

o H1 . 1 .2: Students in their twenties score higher on the prominence of 

the student identity than students in other age groups.

There is no statistically significant relationship between age and prominence 

(Table 5 and Table 6). The null was not rejected. 

• H1.1 .2.1 : Students in their twenties are score higher on the

prominence of student identity, when self-rated as important,

than students in other age groups (positive rating).

The model (Table 5) is not significant for predicting prominence when self-rated 

as important (p = .074), thus there was failure to reject the null. 

• H 1 .1 .2.2: Students in their twenties are likely to score higher

on the prominence of student identity, when self-rated as

upset by others' views that the student is not a real student,

than students in other age groups (negative rating).

The model (Table 6) is not significant for predicting prominence when self-rated 

as upset by others' views that the student is not a real student (p = .673), thus 

there was failure to reject the null. 

o H 1 .1.3: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

intensive commitment to the student identity than students in other

age groups.
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There is no significant relationship between age and intensive commitment. The 

model (Table 7) was not significant (p = .623), thus the null was not rejected. 

o H1.1.4: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

extensive commitment to the student identity than students in other

age groups.

There is no significant relationship between measure of extensive commitment 

and age (Table 8 and Table 9) 

• H 1 .1.4_ 1: Students in their twenties are more likely to join

organizations related to being a student than students in

other age groups.

There is no statistically significant relatidnship between the likelihood of joining 

organizations related to being a student and age. The model was not significant 

(p = .970), thus the null not was not rejected. 

• H 1 .1.4.2: Students in their twenties are more likely to make 

friends related to being a student than students in other age 

groups. 

There is no statistically significant relationship between the likelihood of making 

friends related to being a student and age. The model was not significant (p = 

.170), thus the null not was not rejected. 

o H 1 . 1 _5: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of 

student academic identity than students in other age groups. 
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There is a statistically significant relationship between studying, a component of 

the academic identity, and age, thus the null was rejected for H1 .1.s-

• H1 . 1 .s.1 : Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for studying than those in other age

groups.

The model (Table 10) predicting studying is significant (F = 2.099, df = 7, 103; p 

= .050). There is a significant relationship between age and studying, thus the 

null is rejected. However, the findings contradict the research hypothesis and 

reveal that those in their 40s study more that those in their 20s (B = .418, p <.05). 

• H1 .1.5.2: Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for going to classes than those in

other age groups.

There is not a statistically significant relationship between going to classes and 

age. The model was not significant (p = .507), thus there was failure to reject the 

null (Table 11 ). 

• H1 .1.5.3: Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for discussing and sharing ideas with

teachers and students than those in other age groups.

There is not a statistically significant relationship between discussing and 

sharing ideas with teachers and students and age. The model was not significant 

(p = .175), thus there was failure to reject the null (Table 12). 
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• H1.1.s.4: Students in their twenties score higher on the

academic identity scale for learning and acquiring knowledge

than those in other age groups.

There is not a significant relationship between learning and acquiring knowledge 

and age. The model was not significant (p = .185), thus there was failure to reject 

the null (Table 13). 

o H1.1.6: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

student activities identity than students in other age groups.

There is no statistically significant relationship between age and participating in 

student activities. The model is si�Jnificant (F = 2.961, df = 7, 103; p < .01 ), and 

the variables used explain 16.8% of the variation in the dependent variable, 

activities (R2=.168); however, age is not significant. Thus, the null is not rejected 

(Table 14). 

o H1 . 1 _7: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

student social identity than students in other age groups.

The model (Table 15) predicting the student social identity is not significant (p =

.191 ). There is no significant relationship between age and the social identity 

resulting in failure to reject the null. 

o H1 . 1 .a: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of the

meaningfulness of student identity than students in other age

groups.
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There is not a significant relationship between age and meaningfulness (Table 

16). The model is not significant (p = .170). The null is not rejected. 

o H1.1_9: Students in their twenties score higher on measures of

student confidence than students in other age groups.

There is no significant relationship between age and confidence (Table 17). The 

model is not significant (p = .820), therefore the null is not rejected. 

• H 1 .2: Student identity varies by race (Figure 1 and Figure 3).

The null is rejected for central hypothesis H 1 .2 because regression results 

indicate support for some of the sub-hypotheses (Tables 4 - 17). 

- o H1 .2. 1 : White students score higher on measures of the salience of 

student identity than black students. 

There is no statistically significant difference between white and black students 

and salience. The model (Table 4) is not significant (p = .434). Thus, the null is 

not rejected. 

o H1 .2.2: White students score higher on measures of prominence of

the student identity than black students.

Neither model (Table 5 and Table 6) predicting prominence is significant. Thus 

the null is not rejected. 

■ H 1 _2_2_1: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when self-rated as important, than black

students (positive rating).
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There is no difference between white and black students regarding prominence, 

when self-rated as important (Table 5). The mod.el is not significant (p = .074); 

the null is not rejected. 

• H1.2.2.2: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when self-rated as upset by others' views

that the student is not a real student, than black students

(negative rating).

There is no difference between white and black students regarding prominence, 

when self-rated as upset by others' views that the student is not a real student 

(Table 6). The model is not significant (p = .673); the null is not rejected. 

o H1.2_3: White students score higher on measures of intensive

commitment to the student identity than black students.

There is no difference between white and black students and intensive 

commitment. The model (Table 7) is not significant (p = .623). The null is not 

rejected. 

o H1_2.4: White students score higher on measures of the extensive

commitment to the student identity than black students.

There is no significant difference between white and black students' scores on 

measures of extensive commitment. The models (Table 8 and Table 9) are not 

significant; the null is not rejected. 

■ H1.2.4.1: White students are more likely to join organizations

related to being a student than black students.
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There is no difference between white and black students' likelihood of joining 

organizations related to being a student (Table 8). The model is not significant (p 

= .970); the null is not rejected. 

• H1.2.4_2: White students are less likely to make friends

related to being a student than black students.

There is no difference between white and black students' likelihood of making 

related to being a student (Table 9). The model is not significant (p = .170); the 

null is not rejected. 

o H1.2.s: White students score higher on measures of student

academic identity than black students.

The null is rejected for hypothesis H 1 .2.5 because regression results indicate 

support for some of the sub-hypotheses listed below. 

• H1.2.5. 1: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for studying than black students.

There is no difference between black and white students' scores on studying 

(Table 10). The model is significant (F = 2.099, df = 7, 103; p = .050); however, 

there is not a significant relationship between white and black students and 

studying. 

• H 1 .2.5.2: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for going to classes than black students.
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There is no difference between black and white students' scores on attending 

classes (Table 11 ). The model is not significant (p = .507); the null was not 

rejected. 

• . H1.2.s.3: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for discussing and sharing ideas with teachers

and students than black students.

There is no significant difference between black and white students' scores on 

sharing ideas (Table 12). The model is not significant (p = .175); the null was not 

rejected. 

• H1.2.s.4: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for learning and acquiring knowledge than

black students.

There is no difference between black and white students' scores on learning and 

acquiring knowledge (Table 13). The model is not significant (p = .185); the null 

was not rejected. 

o H1.2.6: White students score higher on measures of student

activities identity than black students.

The model (Table 14) predicting activities is statistically significant (F = 2.961, df 

= 7, 103; p < .01 ). There is a significant difference between white and black 

students' score on student activities. The null is rejected. Blacks are less likely to 

be involved in student-related activities than white students (8 = -2.407, p < 

.001). 
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o H1 .2.1: White students score higher on measures of student social

identity than black students.

The model (Table 15) predicting social identity was not significant (p = .191 ). The 

null was not rejected. There is no difference in how white and black students 

score on social identity. 

o H1 .2.a: White students score higher on measures of the

meaningfulness of student identity than black students.

The model (Table 16) predicting meaningfulness was not significant (p = .170). 

The null was not rejected. There is no difference in white and black students' 

scores on the meaningfulness of being a student. 

o H1 .2.9: White students score higher on measures of student

confidence than black students.

The model (Table 17) predicting confidence was not significant (p = .820). The 

null was not rejected. There is no difference in how white and black students 

score on the confidence of being a student. 

o H1 _2_10: White students score higher on measures of the salience of

student identity than Hispanic students.

The model (Table 4) predicting salience was not significant (p = .434). The null 

was not rejected. There is no difference in how white and Hispanic students 

score on salience. 

o H1 _2_11 : White students score higher on measures of prominence of

the student identity than Hispanic students.
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The models (Table 5 and Table 6) predicting prominence were not significant. 

The null hypotheses failed to be rejected. There is no difference in how white and 

Hispanic students score on measures of prominence. 

• . H1 .2.11 .1: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when ·self-rated as important, than Hispanic

students (positive rating).

Table 5 presents the results predicting prominence, when self-rated as important. 

The model is not significant (p = .074). The null was not rejected. 

• H1 .2.11 .2: White students score higher on the prominence of

student identity, when self-rated as upset by others' views

that the student is not a real student, than Hispanic students

(negative rating).

Table 6 presents the results predicting prominence, when self-rated as when 

self-rated as upset by others' views that the student is not a real student. The 

model is not significant (p = .673). The null was not rejected. 

o H1 .2.12: White students score higher on measures of intensive

commitment to the student identity than Hispanic students.

Table 7 presents the results predicting intensive commitment. The model is not 

significant (p = .623). The null was not rejected. There is no significant difference 

between white and Hispanic students' commitment to being a student. 

o H1 .2.13: White students score higher on measures of extensive

commitment to the student identity than Hispanic students.
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The models (Table 8 and Table 9) predicting extensive commitment are not 

statistically significant. The null was not rejected .. There is no difference between 

white and Hispanic students' extensive commitment to being a student. 

• H1 .2. 13_1 : White Students are more likely to join organizations

related to being a student than Hispanic students.

Table 8 presents the results predicting extensive commitment through joining 

organizations related to being a student. The model is not significant (p = .970). 

The null was not rejected. 

• H1 _2_ 13.2: White students are more likely to make friends

related to being a student than Hispanic students.

Table 9 presents the results predicting extensive commitment through making 

friends related to being a student. The model is not significant (p = .170). The null 

was not rejected. 

o H1 _2_ 14: White students score higher on measures of student

academic identity than Hispanic students.

The null is rejected for hypothesis H 1 _2_14 because regression results indicate

support for some of the sub-hypotheses listed below. 

■ H1 .2. 14_ 1 : White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for studying than Hispanic students.

The model (Table 1 0) predicting studying is significant (F = 2.099, df = 7, 103; p

= .050). Contrary to the stated hypothesis, Hispanic students score higher on the 

scale for studying than white students (B = .491, p < .05). The null is rejected. 
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• H 1 .2.14.2'. White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for going to classes than Hispanic students.

The model (Table 11) predicting attending classes is not significant (p = .507). 

The null is not rejected. There appears to be no difference between white and 

Hispanic students and the importance of attending classes. 

• H1.2. 14_3: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for discussing and sharing ideas with teachers

and students than Hispanic students.

The model (Table 12) predicting sharing ideas is not significant (p = .175). The 

null is not rejected. There appears to be no difference between white and 

Hispanic students and the importance of sharing ideas. 

• H 1 .2.14.4: White students score higher on the academic

identity scale for learning and acquiring knowledge than

Hispanic students.

The model (Table 13) predicting learning and acquiring knowledge is not 

significant (p = .183). The null is not rejected. There appears to be no difference 

between white and Hispanic students and the importance of learning and 

acquiring knowledge. 

o H1 .2.15: White students score higher on measures of student

activities identity than Hispanic students.

The model (Table 14) predicting activities is significant (F = 2.961, df = 7, 103; p 

< .01 ); however, the null is not rejected. Hispanics score lower than whites on the 
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activities index; however, the difference is not statistically significant (B = -1.000; 

p = .308). 

o H1.2.16: White students score higher on measures of student social

, identity than Hispanic students. 

The model (Table 15) predicting the student social identity is not significant (p = 

.191 ). The null is not rejected. There appears to be no difference between white 

and Hispanic students and the score on the social identity index. 

o H1.2.11: White students score higher on measures of the

meaningfulness of student identity than Hispanic students.

The model (Table 16) predicting the meaningfulness of being a student is not 

significant (p = .170). The null is not rejected. There appears to be no difference 

between white and Hispanic students and the meaningfulness of being a student. 

o H1.2.18: White students score higher on measures of student

confidence than Hispanic students.

The model (Table 17) predicting the student confidence is not significant (p = 

.820). The null is not rejected. There appears to be no difference between white 

and Hispanic students and the score on the meaningfulness index. 

• H 1.3: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the scores on

measures of student identity decrease (Figure 1 and Figure 4).

Proportion of classes taken in the online setting had no significant relationship 

with any dimensions of student identity. Thus, the null was not rejected for the 
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central hypothesis, H1.3, nor was the null rejected for any of the sub-hypotheses 

H1.3_1 through H1.3_9. 

o H1_3_ 1 : As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of the salience of student identity decrease.

The model (Table 4) is not significant (p = .434). The null is not rejected. 

o H1.3_2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of prominence of the student identity

decrease.

The models (Table 5 and Table 6) are not significant. The null is not rejected. 

• H 1 .3_2_( As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the score on the prominence of student identity when self

rated as important decrease (positive rating).

The model (Table 5) is not significant (p = .074). The null is not rejected. 

• H1 .3_2_2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the score prominence of student identity when self-rated as

upset by others' views that the student is not a real student

decrease (negative rating).

The model (Table 6) is not significant (p = .673). The null is not rejected. 

o H1 .3.3: As the proportion of classes taken on line increases the

scores on measures of intensive commitment to the student identity

decrease.

The model (Table 7) is not significant (p = .623). The null is not rejected. 
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o H1.3.4: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of the extensive commitment to the student

identity decrease.

The models (Table 8 and Table 9) are not significant. The null is not rejected. 

• H1.3.4.1: As the proportion of classes taken online increases,

students are less likely to join organizations related to being

a student.

The model (Table 8) is not significant (p = .970). The null is not rejected. 

• H1.3.4_2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases,

students are less likely to make friends related to being a

student.

The model (Table 9) is not significant (p = .170). The null is not rejected. 

o H1.3_5: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student academic identity decrease.

Although the model (Table 10) for predicting studying is significant (F = 2.099, df 

= 7, 103; p = .050), there is no significant relationship between the proportion of 

classes taken on line and studying. All other models for aspects of the student 

academic identity were not significant (Tables 11-13). The null was not rejected. 

■ H1.3_5_1: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for studying

decrease.
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There is no statistically significant relationship between the proportion of classes 

taken on line and studying (B = .296; p = .291 )(T�ble 10). The null was not 

rejected. 

• . H1 .3.s.2: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for going to

classes decrease.

The model (Table 11) is not significant (p = .507). The null is not rejected. 

• H1 .3.s.3: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for discussing and

sharing ideas with teachers and students decrease.

The model (Table 12) is not significant (p = .175). The null is not rejected. 

• H1 .3_5.4: As the proportion of classes taken online increases

the scores on the academic identity scale for learning and

acquiring knowledge decrease.

The model (Table 13) is not significant (p = .185). The null is not rejected. 

o H1 .3.6: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student activities identity decrease.

The model (Table 14) predicting involvement in student-related activities is 

significant (F = 2.961, df = 7, 103; p < .01 ). However, there is no statistically 

significant relationship between the proportion on classes taken online and the 

activity index (B = 1.421; p = .263). The null is not rejected. 
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o H1.3_7: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student so�ial identity decrease.

The model (Table 15) is not significant (p = .191 ). The null is not rejected. 

o H1.3_a: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of the meaningfulness of student identity

decrease.

The model (Table 16) is not significant (p = .170). The null is not rejected. 

o H1.3_9: As the proportion of classes taken online increases the

scores on measures of student confidence decrease.

The model (Table 17) is not significant (p = .820). The null is not rejected. 

Research Question 2: Do high scores on measures of student identity 

predict success? (Figure 1 and Figure 5) 

Overall, high scores on measures of student identity do not appear to predict 

success as measured by grade point average in a predominantly online degree 

program (Table 18). The model is statistically significant (F = 2.162, df = 14, 96; p 

< .05); however, the only statistically significant relationship is between 

confidence and success. 

• H2.1: Students with a salient student identity are more likely to be

successful than students with a low salient student identity.

There is no statistically significant difference between students with high or low 

salient student identities and success (B = -.256; p = .289)(Table 18). The null 

was not rejected. 
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• H2.2: Students who rank the role of student high on the identity prominence

hierarchy are more likely to be successful than students who rank the role

of student low on the identity prominence hierarchy.

There is no significant difference between students with high or low prominent 

student identities and success (Table 18). The null was not rejected. 

o H2.2.1: Students who rank the role of student high on the identity

prominence hierarchy, when self-rated as important, are more likely

to be successful than students who rank it low (positive rating).

There is no statistically significant difference between students with high or low 

prominent student identities, when self-rated as important, and success 

(B = -.584; p = .059)(Table 18). The null was not rejected. 

o H2.2.2: Students who rank the role of student high on the identity

prominence hierarchy, when self-rated as upset by others' views

that the student is not a real student, are more likely to be

successful than students who rank it low (negative rating).

There is no significant difference between students with high or low prominent 

student identities, when self-rated as upset by others' views that the student is 

not a real student, and success (B = .264; p = .059.113)(Table 18). The null was 

not rejected. 

• H2.3: Students who have a high level of intensive commitment to student

identity are more likely to be successful than students who have a low

level of intensive commitment to student identity.
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There is not a statistically significant difference between students with high or low 

intensive commitment and success (B = .019; p = .81 0)(Table 18). The null was 

not rejected. 

• H2.4: Students who have a high level of extensive commitment to student

identity are more likely to be successful than students who have a low

level of extensive commitment to student identity.

There is no significant difference between students with low levels of extensive 

commitment to being a student and success (Table 18). The null was not 

rejected. 

o H2.4_ 1: Students who join organizations related to being a student

are more likely to be successful than students who do not join

organizations related to being a student.

There is no statistically significant difference between students who join or do not 

join student-related organizations and success (B = .746; p = .068)(Table 18). 

The null was not rejected. 

o H2.4_2: Students who make friends related to being a student are

more likely to be successful than students who do not make friends

related to being a student.

There is no statistically significant difference between students who make or do 

not make student-related friends and success (B = -.178; p = .682)(Table 18). 

The null was not rejected. 
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• H2.s: Students who score high on dimensions of student identity are more

likely to be successful than students who score lower on dimensions of

student identity.

There were no statistically significant relationships between dimensions of the 

student identity and success (Table 18). The null is not rejected. 

o H2.s.1: Students who score high on measures of student academic

identity are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of student academic identity.

There is no significant relationship between high or low scores on measures of 

student identity and success (Table 18). The null is not rejected. 

• H2.5. 1.1: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for studying are more likely to be successful than

students who score low on the scale.

There is no significant relationship between high or low scores for studying and 

success (B = -.597; p = .107)(Table 18). The null is not rejected. 

■ H2.5.1.2: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for going to classes are more likely to be successful

than students who score low on the scale.

There is no significant relationship between high or low scores for attending 

classes and success (B = .263; p = .161 )(Table 18). The null is not rejected. 

109 



• H2 .s. 1.3: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for discussing and sh�ring ideas with teachers and

students are more likely to be successful than students who

score low on the scale.

There is no significant relationship between high or low scores for discussing and 

sharing ideas with teachers and students and success (B = .215; p = .359)(Table 

18). The null is not rejected. 

• H2 .s.u: Students who score high on the academic identity

scale for learning and acquiring knowledge are more likely to

be successful than students who score low on the scale.

There is no significant relationship between high or low scores for learning and 

acquiring knowledge and success (B = .364; p = .466)(Table 18). The null is not 

rejected. 

o H2 .5.2 : Students who score high on measures of student activities

identity are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of student activities identity.

There is no significant relationship between high or low scores for student 

activities and success (B = .133; p = .091 )(Table 18). The null is not rejected. 

o H2 .5.3: Students who score high on measures of student social

identity are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of student social identity.
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There is no significant relationship between high or low scores for student social 

identity and success (B = -.062; p = .237)(Table.18). The null is not rejected. 

• H2_5: Students who score high on measures of the meaningfulness of

being a student are more likely to be successful than students who score

lower on measures of the meaningfulness of being a student.

There is no significant relationship between high or low scores for 

meaningfulness and success (B = .055; p = .519)(Table 18). The null is not 

rejected. 

• H2.i Students who score high on measures of student confidence are

more likely to be successful than students who score lower on measures

of student confidence.

There is a statistically significant relationship between high or low scores for 

confidence and success (B = .147; p < .05)(Table 18). The null is rejected. As 

predicted, those who score higher on the confidence index tend to have higher 

grade point averages and are more successful than those with low levels of 

confidence. 

Research Question 3: How do age, race, and/or the proportion of classes 

taken online relate to student success? (Figure 1 and Figure 6) 

Table 19 presents the model for Research Question 3. The model is 

significant (F = 5.200, df = 7, 103; p < .001 ). Contrary to previous research on 

this population, this study suggests that those in their thirties are more successful 

than those in their twenties. An examination of the means for GPA suggests that 
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those 50 and older have the highest GPAs, followed by those in their thirties; it 

also suggests that those in their 20s are the least successful group (Table 20). 

• H3 _1: Student success varies by age group.

When grouped by age (Table 20), the mean scores clearly show those in their 

l 30s and those 50 and older have higher GPAs than those in their 40s, and the

twenty year olds have the lowest average GPA. The significant, positive 

correlation between those in their thirties and GPA (r = .253; p < .01 )(Correlation 

Matrix) suggests support for central hypothesis H3.1: Student success varies by 

age group. Furthermore, the regression model reveals a statistically significant, 

positive relationship between age and GPA. The null was rejected for H3 _1. 

Student success appears to vary by age. 

o H3.1.1: Students in their twenties will be more successful than those

in other age groups.

Hypothesis H3 _1_1 is contradicted by the regression results (Table 19). The null is 

rejected. However, in opposition to the prediction that those in their 20s would be 

more successful than the other age groups, the results indicate that students in 

their 20s are the least successful group. Specifically, those in their thirties are 

more successful than those in their twenties (B = 1.569; p < .001 ); those in their 

forties are more successful than those in their twenties (B = 1.007; p < .05); and 

those fifty years of age or older are more successful than those in their twenties 

(B = 1.817; p < .01 ). 
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• H3 _2: Success varies by race.

The correlation matrix indicated a moderate, negative, significant correlation 

between GPA and blacks (r = -.333; p < .01 )(Correlation Matrix). Regression 

analysis confirmed this finding. The null was rejected for hypothesis H3.2. Whites 

have the highest average GPA, followed by, Hispanics, and then blacks (Table 

21 ). 

o H3 _2.1: Whites are more successful than blacks.

Regression results indicate that blacks are less successful than whites (B-1.250; 

p < .01 ). Thus, the null is rejected. 

o H3.2.2: Whites are more successful than Hispanics.

Regression results do not suggest that Hispanics have lower GPAs than whites 

(B = -.239; p =.678). The null is not rejected. 

• H3 .3: Students with a higher proportion of classes online will be less

successful than students with lower proportions of classes online.

There is no support for Hypothesis H3_3 (B = .864; p = .248); thus, the null is not 

rejected (Table 19). 

Significant findings and conclusions are summarized in Chapter V. This is 

followed by a discussion of the implications of the results and a brief discussion 

of the limitations of the research. The final section of Chapter V enumerates 

future related research. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter summarizes the significant findings of this research. This is 

followed by a discussion of the implications of the findings. Next is a brief 

discussion of the limitations of the research. The final section of this chapter 

enumerates future related research. 

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 

Identity theory research has overlooked identity in the online classroom 

and in predominantly online degree programs. The intent of this dissertation was 

to begin to fill this gap in the literature. The results of this study suggest support 

for some of the hypotheses tested. 

Student success, as measured by grade point average, among students in 

this predominantly online degree program varies by age. Age was used to predict 

success directly, without the identity variables (Table 19) and age was included 

in the overall model, which included all variables (Table 3), to predict success. In 

the overall model (Table 3), there is a statistically significant, positive relationship 

between those in their 30s and GPA compared to those in their 20s. Additionally, 

there is a statistically significant, positive relationship between those 50 and older 

and GPA compared to those in their 20s. The results indicate that participants in 

their 30s and participants 50 and older are more successful in the BGS program 
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than participants in their 20s. The data also suggests that those in their 50s or 

older have the highest GPAs, next are those in th�ir 30s, followed by those in 

their 40s, and those in their 20s have the lowest mean grade point average 

(Table 20). 

When age, race, and proportion of online classes are used to predict 

success (Table 19), age is a significant predictor of success. Those who are 30 

to 39, 40 to 49, and 50 years of age and older are significantly more successful 

than those 20 to 29 years of age. 

Age also has a significant relationship with studying, a component of the 

student academic identity. Those who are 40 to 49 years old and 50 years of age 

and older place more importance on studying than those in their 20s. 

The results demonstrate that success among students in a predominantly 

online degree completion program varies by race. The overall model predicting 

success (Table 3) and the model using age, race, and proportion of online 

classes to predict success (Table 19) both show a statistically significant 

relationship between race and grade point average. Specifically, blacks are less 

successful (have lower GPAs) than whites. In a comparison of mean GPAs, 

whites have the highest average GPA, followed by Hispanics, and then blacks 

(Table 21 ). 

Black students believe participating in activities related to being a student 

is less important than white students in the study (Table 14). In addition, race has 
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a statistically significant relationship with studying. Both blacks and Hispanics 

believe studying is more important than white stud,ents (Table 10). 

Hypothesis testing indicates a significant relationship between high levels 

of commitment to the student identity and the likelihood of success in the 

program in the overall model (Table 3). Specifically, extensive commitment, 

measured by joining organizations related to being a student, has a statistically 

significant relationship with grade point average. Those who join organizations 

tend to have higher GPAs. This relationship was not significant when dimensions 

of identity were used to predict success (B = .746; p = .068) (Table 18). 

There is a significant, positive relationship between confidence and GPA. 

The relationship is significant in both the overall model (Table 3) and the model 

using dimensions of identity to predict success (Table18). 

IMPLICATIONS 

This dissertation begins to address the gap between Identity Theory 

research and online education. This research also contributes findings from 

recently collected data to the body of research concerning student identity, much 

of which is more than twenty-five years old. Additionally, this study contributes 

findings on the impact of age on success for students in predominantly online 

degree completion programs. 

Previous research on this population (Carlsen-Landy, 201 Ob) indicated 

that students in their 30s, 40s, and 50 and older are less successful than those in 

their 20s. The current study appears to contradict that finding. The 2010 study 
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used official student records from TWU to obtain data used for analysis; thus this 

suggests that generally more successful students participated in the current 

study and, therefore, the results are somewhat skewed. 

The current study found that blacks were less successful (had lower grade 

point averages) than whites. This supports previous findings (Carlsen-Landy, 

2010b) studying this population as well as studies of other student populations 

(Jaret and Reitzes, 2009). Jaret and Reitzes (2009) found that blacks had more 

positive identities on measures of meaningfulness, confidence, activities, and 

studying. The current research found black students scored lower than whites on 

activities. Black students' average score on activities was much lower than 

whites (9.667 compared to 12.329), and their average score was lower than 

Hispanics (11.100). This appears to, in part, contradict Jaret and Reitzes' finding. 

In support of Jaret and Reitzes' findings, the current study also found that black 

and Hispanic students believe studying is more important than white students. 

Although not statistically significant, this research also had similar results to Jaret 

and Reitzes' findings in that blacks scored higher on meaningfulness, 

confidence, and studying. 

Identity theory suggests that a high level of commitment leads to higher 

identity salience (Serpe 1987; Stryker 1968; Stryker and Serpe, 1982), and 

higher salience means the identity is more likely to be invoked in any given 

situation (Stryker 1980 [2002]). It is puzzling that salience appears to have no 
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significant relationship with any variables used in this study. Perhaps a larger 

dataset would uncover relationships not apparent in this study. 

Identity theory also suggests that an identity with high levels of 

commitment, prominence, and salience means success within that identity leads 

to certain behavior. Thus, a student with a salient academic identity is, typically, 

successful academically. We can expect, therefore, that students with low 

commitment are not as successful as those with high levels of commitment. The 

results of the current study appear to agree with past research as extensive 

commitment, measured by joining organizations related to being a student, has 

an impact on success, as measured by grade point average, in the program. The 

implication is that students who join organizations related to the role of student 

may become more committed to being a successful student. It should be noted, 

however, that intensive commitment and extensive commitment (measured by 

making friends as a student) do not have direct effects on success in the 

analysis. Past research argues that commitment is the most important variable 

in maintaining an identity (Stryker and Serpe 1982); however, this study found no 

relationship between salience and commitment (or any other variable). 

McCall and Simmons (1966[1978]) propose that commitment to an identity 

may be the most important predictor of identity prominence. However, this study 

found no significance between prominence and the variables used in the 

analysis. 
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It is curious that the proportion of online classes to face to face classes 

has no statistical significance in any of the models. It is possible that classes 

taken prior to entering the BGS program were primarily traditional classroom

based classes and if accurate data within the BGS program were available this 

finding may change. 

LIMITATIONS 

The study has limited generalizability. TWU is about 90% female, and with 

an N equal to 111, there was not a large enough sample of males to explore 

potential gender differences. Predominantly online degree programs target 

typically older, non-traditional students when compared to the typical 

undergraduate student; thus, comparisons to current studies which focus upon 

face-to-face classes and programs may not be reliable. An additional limitation is 

the accuracy of the self-reported GPA. There was only one GPA reported below 

2.0 which indicates that the less successful student did not participate in the 

survey. As with any study which relies on participants to self-report, the accuracy 

of the information in this study is limited by the accuracy of the responses by the 

participants. Intentionally or unintentionally, participants may not accurately 

report the information requested. Without access to official resources, information 

from the participant, such as grade point average, may not represent the 

population of BGS students. In addition, information regarding dropouts from the 

program and classes dropped limits potential understanding of factors that may 

have had an impact on success. 
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FUTURE RESEARCH 

Clearly, more research needs to be done on students in predominantly 

online degree completion programs at this university and similar populations at 

other universities. Although these programs are quickly becoming ubiquitous, 

research tends to overlook predominantly online degree programs. This study 

contributes to closing some of these gaps in the literature. It also raises new 

questions and opens the door for more studies in this area. 

TWU has 89.5% female (Texas Woman's University 2011) enrollment and 

the findings of this research need to be viewed from within this context. 

Unfortunately, there were too few male respondents to create a clear picture of 

potential gender differences in the SGS program - a larger, more robust dataset 

may address this problem. A larger dataset may also allow for the inclusion of 

Asians when analyzing the possible effects race or ethnicity has on identity and 

success within the program. 

A larger, more robust dataset may be gleaned in several ways. A shorter, 

more streamlined survey may increase the response rate and produce more 

completed surveys. In addition, requesting the participant's student ID number in 

order for grade point averages, location of classes, and other information to be 

pulled directly from student records, instead of relying on self-reported GPA, may 

offer clearer results. Future studies should also include qualitative work - panel 

discussions grouped by age, focus groups, and possibly individual interviews 

would be appropriate. 
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A qualitative study would cast light on the various role identities 

participants in the predominantly online degree program juggle, and would 

potentially offer a clearer picture of the identities of these students. Focus groups 

and individual interviews may allow researchers to probe the meanings of the 

various components of student identities in greater depth. Together with 

additional quantitative research, this information could be used to tailor classes 

and instructor trainings to ensure that students are given the best opportunities 

for success in predominantly online degree programs. 
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Correlation Matrix for Variables Used in the Analysis (including index variables for which 
Cronbach's Alpha is <.70), TWU BGS Students, 2011. 

er, er, -"' ai 
...J � + 

E<( (') 'i 
+ (.) 

C. 0 C E a. 0 0 ro tJJ :5 a. Q) e 
(!) 0 LO ai :t e 'ffi ,q- 0 

C. C. C. 
Cl) 

GPA 1.00 

30-39 .253** 1.00 

40-49 -.001 -.446** 1.00 

50+ .159 -.223 -.117 1.00 

Black -.333** -.032 .045 -.091 1.00 

Hispanic .017 .157 -.187* -.093 -.178 1.00 

Other -.068 -.145 -.115 .120 -.110 -.061 1.00 

PropOL .154 .007 -.115 .005 -.282** .043 .103 1.00 

Salience -.103 -.164 -.066 .126 .032 -.096 .050 -.038 1.00 

Prom pos -.075 -.111 -.113 .128 .154 .146 .076 .034 .274** 1.00 

Prom neg .102 .066 -.121 .069 -.064 .114 -.110 -.008 .141 .437** 1.00 

Study -.029 -.127 .191* .108 .107 .120 .028 .034 .057 .390** .269** 

Attend .070 .077 .016 .066 -.088 .142 -.102 -.057 -.023 .160 .135 

Share .042 -.019 .068 .039 .186 .134 .031 -.123 -.128 .259** .074 

Acquire .079 .041 .036 .061 .117 .073 .091 .119 -.043 .323** .177 

Activities .184 -.052 .051 .106 -.352*'' -.043 -.066 .182 .019 -.113 -.053 

Social -.176 -.045 -.133 .046 .217* -.014 .062 -.121 .063 .074 .056 

Meaningfulness .110 .076 .054 -.015 .221* .003 .065 .011 .174 .382** .174 

Confidence .274** .031 .093 .049 .054 -.002 .020 -.011 .158 .324** .193* 

Intensive Comm . 186 -.039 .024 .017 -.210* .010 .071 .061 .121 .328** .352** 

Ex Comm Org .080 -.089 -.049 -.002 .123 -.100 .172 -.056 .089 .089 .006 

Ex Comm Fri -.099 -.016 ·.082 -.012 .114 .010 .027 .020 -.029 .048 -.066 

Two-tailed *p < .05 **p < .01 

135 



(continued) (Correlation Matrix for Variables Used in the Analysis (including index 
variables for which Cronbach's Alpha is <. 70), TWU BGS Students, 2011. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Interval Ratio Variables Used in Analysis 

Mean Standard Variance Skewness Kurtosis Range 
Deviation 

Grade Point Average 
Categorized 5.901 1.858 3.454 -.372 -.521 8.00 
Overall 3.054 .534 .285 -1.826 8.369 3.922 

Proportion of Classes Completed 
Online/Face-to-face 

Overall .429 .223 .050 .330 -.738 .943 

Student Salience Index 3.13 .750 .563 -.269 -.128 4 
At Party 2.93 1.042 1.086 .048 -.559 4 
With Friend 2.55 1.077 1.159 .315 -.463 4 
With Co-worker 2.86 1.124 1.264 -.025 -.865 4 

With Online Student 4.48 1.026 1.052 -1.844 2.256 4 

In Coffee Shop 3.14 1.111 1.234 -.047 -.780 4 
On Date 3.16 .968 .937 -.210 -.383 4 
Free day 2.79 1.105 1.220 .339 -.446 4 

Student Prominence Index 9.649 1.622 2.630 -1.405 1.854 7 

Ranked Importance 4.478 .699 .488 -1.466 2.514 3 

Negative Importance 5.171 1.190 1.416 -1.459 1.405 5 

Student Intensive Commitment 12.51 2.693 7.252 -.369 -.673 10 

Student Extensive Commitment 1.24 .789 .622 -.463 -1.243 2.000 

Academic Index 6.126 2.289 5.238 1.223 1.471 11.00 

Studying 4.66 .640 .409 -1.888 3.103 3 

Attend Class 4.32 1.079 1.163 -1.590 1.580 4 

Discuss Ideas 4.10 .943 .890 -1.127 1.155 4 

Acquire Knowledge 4.80 .423 .179 -1.897 2.622 2 

Social Identity Index 13.090 4.439 19.701 .156 -.381 18.00 

Activities 11.505 2.972 8.834 -.973 .931 12.00 

Meaningfulness 11.676 2.461 6.057 -.605 .066 11.00 

Confidence 21.919 3.183 10.130 -1.367 2.469 15.00 

N=111 
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Table 2. Results of Linear Regression for Multicollinearity Diagnostics Using Variables for Indexes
with Alpha <.70 

B SE Beta t test P-Value Tolerance VIF 

Age: 
Thirties 1.247 .416 .324 3.00 .004 .571 1.753 
Forties .700 .465 .166 1.505 .136 .545 1.834 
Fifties 1.674 .634 .247 2.639 .010 .759 1.318 

Race 
Black -1.220 .465 -.283 -2.626 .010 .572 1.747 
Hispanic -.155 .587 -.024 -.263 .793 .805 1.242 
Other -.860 .896 -.087 -.960 .340 .816 1.226 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .976 .754 .117 1.293 .199 .809 1.236 

Student Identity 
Salience Index -.176 .226 -.071 -.777 .439 .799 1.252 
Prominence Index 

Positive Rate -.328 .295 -.1236 -1.110 .270 .539 1.855 
Negative Rate .159 .157 .102 1.015 .313 .660 1.515 

Commitment - lntensive-.034 .076 -.050 -.451 .653 .549 1.821 
Commitment - Extensive 

Joined Organizations .937 .377 .252 2.487 .015 .649 1.540 
Made Friends (1=Yes)-.259 .401 -.065 -.646 .520 .655 1.526 

Academic 
Study -.361 .362 -.124 -.998 .321 .429 2.331 
Attend .048 .181 .028 .264 .793 .599 1.669 
Share .339 .220 .172 1.542 .127 .532 1.881 
Acquire .036 .466 .008 .077 .939 .592 1.689 

Activities Index .068 .075 .108 .906 .367 .466 2.144 
Social Index -.042 .049 -.100 -.866 .389 .495 2.020 
Meaningfulness Index .061 .081 .081 .758 .451 .576 1.738 
Confidence Index .140 .061 .240 2.284 .025 .601 1.664 

Constant 2.223 2.655 .837 .405 

R .639 
R2 .409 
Adjusted R2 .269 
F 2.928 
df 21,89 
p-value <.001 

N=111 
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Table 3. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Grade Point Average 

8 (SE) 95%CI 95%CI 
Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties 1.247 (.416) .421 2.074 3.000 .004 .324 
Forties .700 (.465) -.224 1.623 1.505 .136 .166 
Fifties 1.674 (.634) .414 2.935 2.639 .010 .247 

Race 
Black -1.220 (.465) -2.143 -.297 -2.626 .010 -.283
Hispanic -.155 (.587) -1.321 1.012 -.263 .793 -.024
Other -.860 (.896) -2.640 .920 -.960 .340 -.087 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .976 (.754) -.523 2.475 1.293 .199 .117 

Student Identity 
Salience Index -.176 (.226) -.625 .273 -.777 .439 -.071 
Prominence Index 

Positive Rate -.328 (.295) -.914 .259 -1.110 .270 -.123
Negative Rate .159 (.157) -.152 .470 1.015 .313 .102 

Commitment - lntensive-.034 (.076) -.185 .117 -.451 .653 -.050 
Commitment - Extensive 

Joined Organizations .937 .377 .188 1.686 2.487 .015 .252 
Made Friends (1 =Yes)-.259 .401 -1.056 .538 -.646 .520 -.065 

Academic 
Study -.361 .362 -1.079 .358 -.998 .321 -.124 
Attend .048 .181 -.313 .408 .264 .793 .028 
Share .339 .220 -.098 .777 1.542 .127 .172 
Acquire .036 .466 -.890 .962 .077 .939 .008 

Activities Index .068 .075 -.081 .216 .906 .367 .108 
Social Index -.042 .049 -.138 .054 -.866 .389 -.100 
Meaningfulness Index .061 .081 -.100 .223 .758 .451 .081 
Confidence Index .140 .061 .018 .262 2.284 .025 .240 

Constant 2.223 2.655 -3.052 7.498 .837 .405 

R .639 
R2 .409 
Adjusted R2 .269 
F 2.928 
df 21,89 
p-value <.001 
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Table 4. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Salience* 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI t p 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties -.349 .181 -.707 .010 -1.928 .057 -.224 
Forties -.311 .199 -.706 .083 -1.566 .120 -.183
Fifties .102 .286 -.466 .669 .354 .724 .037 

Race 
Black .009 .178 -.344 .362 .051 .959 .005 
Hispanic -.231 .261 -.749 .286 -.886 .378 -.089 
Other -.029 .399 -.820 .762 -.073 .942 -.007 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f -.173 .338 -.843 .497 -.512 .610 -.051 

Constant 3.420 .226 2.971 3.869 15.108 <.001 

R .253 
R2 .064 
Adjusted R2 <.001 
F 1.003 
df 7,103 
p-value .434 
*Model not significant

Table 5. Multiple Regression Results Predicting �ominence (Positive Rating)* 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI p 13

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties -.251 .146 -.542 .039 -1.722 .089 -.174 
Forties -.278 .163 -.602 .047 -1.701 .092 -.176
Fifties .016 .226 -.434 .465 .069 .945 .006 

Race 
Black .279 .163 -.046 .603 1.707 .091 .172 
Hispanic .302 .207 -.109 .713 1.459 .148 .124 
Other .167 .319 -.467 .802 .524 .601 .045 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .123 .269 -.412 .657 .456 .650 .039 

Constant .246 .947 -1.636 2.128 .260 .796 

R .339 
R2 .115 
Adjusted R2 .055 
F 1.916 
df 7,103 
p-value .074 
*Model not significant
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Table 6. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Prominence (Negative Rating)* 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI p � 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties -.004 .290 -.578 .570 -.014 .989 -.002 
Forties · -.295 .319 -.927 .337 -.927 .356 -.110 
Fifties .289 .459 -.621 1.199 .630 .530 .067 

Race 
Black -.168 .285 -.734 .398 -.587 .558 -.061 
Hispanic .341 .418 -.488 1.171 .816 .417 .082 
Other -.820 .639 -2.087 .447 -1.284 .202 -.129

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f -.153 .541 -1.226 .920 -.282 .778 -.029 

Constant 5.331 .363 4.612 6.051 14.702 <.001 

R .213 
R2 .045 
Adjusted R2 -.020 
F .698 
df 7, 103 
p-value .673 
*Model not significant

Table 7. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Intensive Commitment* 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI p 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties -.168 .654 -1.466 1.129 -.258 .797 -.030
Forties .120 .720 -1.308 1.547 .166 .868 .020 
Fifties -.126 1.036 -2.181 1.929 -.122 .903 -.013

Race 
Black -1.322 .645 -2.601 -.044 -2.052 .043 -.212
Hispanic -.164 .945 -2.038 1.709 -.174 .862 -.018
Other .667 1.443 -2.196 3.529 .462 .645 .046 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f -.006 1.222 -2.429 2.418 -.005 .996 <.001

Constant 12.868 .819 11.244 14.492 15.710 <.001 

R .221 
R2 .049 
Adjusted R2 -.0.16 
F .759 
df 7, 103 
p-value .623 
*Model not significant
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Table 8. Logistic Regression Results Predicting Extensive Commitment (Joined Organizations)* 

Logit (B) (SE) 95% Cl
8 

Lower 

Age: 
Thirties -.524 .503 .221 
Forties -.587 .552 .188 
Fifties . -.551 .819 .116 

Race 
Black .530 .496 .642 
Hispanic -.575 .716 .138 
Other 20.916 20022.229 <.001 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f -.477 .933 .100 

Constant .697 .628 

Model x2 2.301 
df 8 
p-value .970 
Cox-Snell Pseudo R

2 
.080 

Negelkerke Pseudo R2 .107 

Two-tailed test; 895% confidence interval for odds ratio 
*Model not significant

Upper 

1.587 
1.641 
2.870 

4.494 
2.287 

3.863 

Wald P-Value Odds 
Ratio 

1.086 .297 .592 
1.131 .288 .556 

.452 .501 .577 

1.141 .286 1.699 
.646 .421 .562 

<.001 .999 <.001 

.261 .609 .621 

1.231 .267 2.008 

Table 9. Logistic Regression Results Predicting Extensive Commitment (Made Friends)* 

Logit (B) (SE) 95% Cl8 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties -.352 .544 .242 2.043 

Forties -.590 .586 .176 1.749 

Fifties -.317 .833 .142 3.722 

Race 
Black .702 .552 .684 5.959 

Hispanic .135 .760 .258 5.082 

Other .221 1.227 .113 13.818 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .407 .986 .218 10.370 

Constant .743 .668 

Model x2 11.604 
df 8 
p-value .170 
Cox-Snell Pseudo R

2 .028 
Negelkerke Pseudo R

2 .039 

Two-tailed test; 
8
95% confidence interval for odds ratio 

*Model not significant
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Wald P-Value Odds 
Ratio 

.419 .518 .703 
1.012 .314 .555 

.145 .703 .728 

1.618 .203 2.019 
.032 .859 1.145 
.032 .857 1.247 

.171 .679 1.503 

1.239 .266 2.103 



Table 10. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Studying 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI t 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties .034 .149 -.262 .329 .225 .822 .025 
Forties .418 .164 .093 .744 2.552 .012 .289 
Fifties .453 .236 -.016 .921 1.917 .058 .194 

Race 
Black .279 .147 -.012 .570 1.901 .060 .188 
Hispanic .491 .215 .065 .918 2.283 .024 .221 
Other .222 .329 -.430 .874 .676 .500 .065 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .296 .278 -.257 .848 1.062 .291 .103 

Constant 4.253 .187 2.883 4.623 22.789 <.001 

R .353 
R2 

.125 
Adjusted R2 .065 
F 2.099 
df 7,103 
p-value .050 

Table 11. Multiple Regression Results Predicting�ttending Classes* 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI t p 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties .256 .261 -.261 .773 .982 .329 .114 

Forties .249 .287 -.320 .818 .869 .387 .102 

Fifties .494 .413 -.325 1.314 1.197 .234 .126 

Race 
Black -.203 .257 -.712 .307 -.790 .432 -.081 

Hispanic .519 .377 -.228 1.266 1.378 .171 .138 

Other -.472 .575 -1.613 .669 -.821 .414 -.082 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f -.326 .487 -1.293 .640 -.670 .504 -.068 

Constant 4.277 .327 3.630 4.925 13.099 <.001 

R .240 
R

2 .058 
Adjusted R2 -.006 
F .903 
df 7,103 
p-value .507 

*Model not significant
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Table 12. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Sharing Ideas* 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI p 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties .109 .224 -.335 .553 .487 .627 .056 
Forties .308 .246 -.181 .796 1.249 .215 .144 
Fifties .366 .355 -.337 1.070 1.033 .304 .107 

Race 
Black .482 .221 .044 .919 2.184 .031 .220 
Hispanic .688 .323 .047 1.329 2.128 .036 .210 
Other .435 .494 -.544 1.415 .884 .380 .086 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f -.269 .418 -1.099 .560 -.643 .521 -.064 

Constant 3.870 .280 3.314 4.426 13.807 <.001 

R .304 
R2 

.093 
Adjusted R2 

.031 
F 1.501 
df 7, 103 
p-value .175 

*Model not significant

Table 13. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Learning and Acquiring Knowledge* 

B (SE) 95%CI 95%CI p 13 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties .140 .100 -.059 .339 1.397 .165 .160 

Forties .177 .110 -.042 .396 1.604 .112 .185 

Fifties .224 .159 -.091 .540 1.412 .161 .146 

Race 
Black .212 .099 .016 .409 2.149 .034 .217 

Hispanic .199 .145 -.089 .486 1.373 .173 .135 

Other .297 .221 -.142 .736 1.341 .183 .132 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .341 .187 -.031 .712 1.817 .072 .180 

Constant 4.460 .126 4.211 4.710 35.499 <.001 

R .302 

R2 .091 

Adjusted R2 
.029 

F 1.475 

df 7,103 

p-value .185 

*Model not significant
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Table 14. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Student Activity Identity 

B (SE) 95% Cl 95% Cl t p 13 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties -.169 .675 -1.508 1.171 -.250 .803 -.027
Forties .326 .743 -1.148 1.800 .439 .662 .048 
Fifties .887 1.070 -1.235 3.010 .829 .409 .082 

Race 
Black -2.407 .666 -3.727 -1.087 -3.617 <.001 -.349 
Hispanic -1.000 .976 -2.935 .935 -1.025 .308 -.097 
Other -2.048 1.490 -5.004 .907 -1.374 .172 -.129 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f 1.421 1.262 -1.082 3.924 1.126 .263 .107 

Constant 11.548 .846 9.871 13.226 13.653 <.001

R .409 
R2 

.168 
Adjusted R2 .111 
F 2.961 
df 7, 103 
p-value <.01 

Table 15. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Student Social Identity* 

B (SE) 95% Cl 95%CI p 13 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties -1.114 1.054 -3.205 .978 -1.056 .293 -.121 
Forties -1.997 1.160 -4.298 .305 -1.721 .088 -.199 
Fifties -.034 1.671 -3.347 3.280 -.020 .984 -.002

Race 
Black 2.097 1.039 .037 4.158 2.019 .046 .204 
Hispanic .181 1.523 -2.840 3.202 .119 .906 .012 
Other 1.282 2.327 -3.333 5.896 .551 .583 .054 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f-1.823 1.970 -5.730 2.085 -.925 .357 -.092 

Constant 14.225 1.321 11.606 16.844 10.771 <.001 

R .300 
R2 .090 
Adjusted R

2 .028 
F 1.457 
df 7,103 
p-value .191 
*Model not significant
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Table 16. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Meaningfulness* 

B (SE) 95% Cl 95%CI p 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties .958 .584 -.199 2.116 1.642 .104 .188 
Forties .980 .642 -.293 2.254 1.527 .130 .176 
Fifties .665 .925 -1.169 2.499 .719 .474 .074 

Race 
Black 1.584 .575 .443 2.724 2.754 .007 .277 
Hispanic .571 .843 -1.101 2.243 .678 .499 .067 
Other 1.692 1.288 -.862 4.246 1.314 .192 .129 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .1.007 1.090 -1.156 3.169 .923 .358 .091 

Constant 10.091 .731 8.641 11.541 13.806 <.001 

R .306 
R2 .093 
Adjusted R2 .032 
F 1.517 
df 7,103 
p-value .170 
*Model not significant

Table 17. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Student Confidence* 

B (SE) 95% Cl 95%CI p 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties .987 .779 -.558 2.532 1.266 .208 .150 
Forties 1.401 .857 -.299 3.102 1.634 .105 .194 
Fifties 1.404 1.234 -1.044 3.852 1.138 .258 .121 

Race 
Black .605 .768 -.918 2.128 .788 .433 .082 
Hispanic .436 1.125 -1.796 2.668 .387 .699 .039 
Other .995 1.719 -2.415 4.404 .579 .564 .059 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .361 1.456 -2.526 3.249 .248 .804 .025 

Constant 20.706 .976 18.771 22.641 21.221 <.001 

R .184 
R2 .034 
Adjusted R2 -.032 
F .517 
df 7,103 
p-value .820 
*Model not significant
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Table 18. Multiple Regression Results for �sions of Identity Predicting Success 

B (SE) 95%CI 95% Cl p � 

Lower Upper 

Salience Index -.256 .240 -.733 .221 -1.066 .289 -.103 
Prominence Index 

Positive Rate -.584 .305 -1.189 .022 -1.914 .059 -.219 
Negative Rate .. 264 .165 -.063 .591 1.601 .113 .169 

Commitment- Intensive .019 .077 -.135 .172 .241 .810 .027 
Commitment - Extensive 

Joined Organizations .746 .404 -.057 1.548 1.845 .068 .200 
Made Friends (1 =Yes)-.178 .434 -1.039 .682 -.411 .682 -.045 

Academic 
Study -.597 .367 -1.325 .131 -1.627 .107 -.205 
Attend .263 .186 -.106 632 1.414 .161 .153 

Share .215 .233 -.248 .679 .923 .359 .109 
Acquire .364 .497 -.623 1.352 .733 .466 .083 

Activities Index .133 .078 -.022 .288 1.708 .091 .213 

Social Index -.062 .052 -.165 .041 -1.190 .237 -.147 

Meaningfulness Index .055 .086 -.115 .226 .647 .519 .073 

Confidence Index .147 .066 .015 .279 2.216 .029 .027 

Constant 1.841 2.808 -3.732 7.415 .656 .513 

R .490 
R

2 
.240 

Adjusted R
2 

.129 
F 2.162 
df 14,96 
p-value <.05 

Table 19. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Success 

B (SE) 95%CI 95% Cl p 

Lower Upper 

Age: 
Thirties 1.569 .398 .780 2.358 3.943 <.001 .407 

Forties 1.007 .438 .139 1.875 2.300 .023 .239 

Fifties 1.817 .630 .567 3.067 2.883 .005 .268 

Race 
Black -1.250 .392 -2.028 -.472 -3.188 .002 -.290 

Hispanic -.239 .575 -1.379 1.163 -.417 .678 -.037 

Other -.578 .878 -2.320 1.163 -.659 .511 -.058 

Overall Classes 
Proportion online to f2f .864 .743 -.610 2.338 1.162 .248 .104 

Constant 4.901 .498 3.913 5.889 9.837 <.001 

R .511 
R2 .261 
Adjusted R2 .211 
F 5.200 
df 7,103 
p-value <.001 
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Table 20. Means for Age on Variables Used in the Analysis 

Overall 
Mean 20-29 30-39. 40-49 50+ 

Grade Point Average 
Categorized 5.901 4.879 6.525 5.897 6.889 

(1.883) (1.569) (1.858) (1.364) 
Overall 3.054 2.763 3.224 3.092 3.302 

(.672) (.383) (.456) (.321) 

Proportion of Classes Completed 
Online/Face-to-face 

Overall .429 .463 .431 .386 .433 

(.211) .237) (.236) (.165) 

Student Salience Index 3.13 3.31 2.96 3.04 3.44 

(.731) (.692) (.776) (.864) 

Student Prominence Index 9.649 9.818 9.650 9.276 10.222 

(1.570) (1.594) (1.790) (1.302) 

Ranked Importance 4.478 4.636 4.375 4.345 4.778 

(.603) (.705) (.814) (.441) 

Negative Importance 5.171 5.182 5.275 4.931 5.444 

(1.286) (1.132) (1.252) (.882) 

Student Intensive Commitment 12.51 12.55 12.38 12.62 12.67 

(2.818) (3.019) (2.227) (2.449) 

Student Extensive Commitment 
% joined orgs 66.7 50.0 51.7 55.6 

% made friends 75.8 67.5 62.1 66.7 

Academic Index 11.505 6.636 6.125 5.759 5.444 

2.547) (2.584) (1.662) (1.333) 

Studying 4.66 4.55 4.55 4.86 4.89 

(.794) (.677) (.351) (.333) 

Attend Class 4.32 4.09 4.42 4.34 4.56 

(1.260) (.984) (1.010) 1.014) 

Discuss Ideas 4.10 4.00 4.08 4.21 4.22 

(.935) (1.118) (.819) (.441) 

Acquire Knowledge 4.80 4.73 4.82 4.83 4.89 

(.517) (.385) (.384) (.333) 

Social Identity Index 13.090 14.091 12.825 12.103 13.778 

(4.626) (5.223) (3.331) (2.224) 

Activities 11.505 11.242 11.300 11.759 12.556 

(2.818) (3.695) (2.642) (12.556) 

Meaningfulness 11.676 11.212 11.925 11.897 11.556 

(2.902) (2.336) (2.006) (2.744) 

Confidence 21.919 21.182 22.050 22.414 22.444 

(3.468) (3.202) (2.934) (2.744) 

Race 
%White 51.5 62.5 72.4 77.8 

% Black 27.3 22.5 27.6 11.1 

% Hispanic 12.1 15.0 0.0 0.0 

% Other 9.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 

N=111 (20 -29: N = 33; 30 - 39: N= 40; 40 - 49: N=29; 50+: N=9)(standard deviation in parentheses)
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Table 21. Means for Race on Variables Used in the Analysis 

Overall 
Mean White Black· Hispanic Other 

Grade Point Average 
Categorized 5.901 6.343 4.815 6.000 5.250 

(1.718) (1.665) (1.886) (2.872) 
Overall 3.054 3.180 2.785 3.138 2.437 

(.427) (.408) (.439) (1.634) 
Proportion of Classes Completed 
Online/Face-to-face 

Overall .429 .460 .318 .460 .548 
(.222) (.216) (.173) (.221) 

Student Salience Index 3.13 3.13 3.17 2.90 3.32 
(.752) (.672) (.852) (1.133) 

Student Prominence Index 9.649 9.543 9.704 10.400 9.250 
(1.621) (1.683) (1.075) (2.363) 

Ranked Importance 4.478 4.343 4.667 4.800 4.750 
(.740) (.620) (.422) (.500) 

Negative Importance 5.171 5.200 5.037 5.600 4.500 

(1.058) (1.372) (.966) (2.380) 

Student Intensive Commitment 12.51 12.83 11.52 12.60 13.50 

(2.365) (2.953) (2.893) (1.915) 

Student Extensive Commitment 
% joined orgs 51.4 66.7 40.0 100.0 

% made friends 64.3 77.8 70.0 75.0 

Academic Index 6.126 6.429 5.778 4.900 6.250 

(2.393) (2.100) (1.729) (2.218) 

Studying 4.66 4.57 4.78 4.90 4.75 

(.714) (.506) (.316) (.500) 

Attend Class 4.32 4.34 4.15** 4.80 3.75 

(1.006) (1.262) (.422) (1.893) 

Discuss Ideas 4.10 3.91 4.41 4.50 4.25 

(1.004) (.747) (.850) (.500) 

Acquire Knowledge 4.80 4.74 4.89 4.90 5.00 

(.472) (.320) (.316) (.000) 

Social Identity Index 13.090 12.386 14.778 12.900 14.500 

(4.348) (4.041) (5.466) (4.041) 

Activities 11.505 12.329 9.667 11.100 10.500 

(2.506) (3.246) (3.510) (1.732) 

Meaningfulness 11.676 11.257 12.630 11.700 12.500 

(2.563) (1.944) (2. 791) (1.291) 

Confidence 21.919 21.786 22.222 21.900 22.250 

(3.207) (3.534) (2.025) (3.594) 

N=111 (White: N = 70; Black: N= 27; Hispanic: N=10; Other: N=4) (standard deviation in parentheses) 
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Identity, Age, Proportion of Online Classes, and Success Among Students in a Predominantly Online 
Degree Program 

My name is Bev Carlsen-Landy and I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of Sociology and 
Social Work. My dissertation will examine how the prominence, salience, commitment, and meaning of 
identity for students in a primarily online degree program works. If you have declared that you are a 
Bachelor of General Studies student, then I invite you to participate in my study. Participation in the study 
and completion of the survey is completely voluntary. 

Please carefully read the information about my research below. The link to the survey is near the end 
of this email. If you have questions please feel free to contact either my advisor or me at the phone numbers 
given. 

Title: Identity, Age, Proportion of Online Classes, and Success Among Students in a Predominantly Online 
Degree Program. 

Researcher: Bev Carlsen-Landy, M.A. .................................................................... 940/898-
2052 

Advisor: James Williams, Ph.D ...... .................................................................. 940/898-2052 

Evaluation and Purpose of the Research 

You are invited to participate in a research project for Ms.Carlsen-Landy's dissertation at Texas Woman's 
University. The purpose of this dissertation is to detem1ine the prominence, salience, commitment, and 
meaning of identity for students in a predominantly online degree program, and how these factors impact 
success in this type of program. This study examines whether students who enroll in a predominantly online 
degree program utilize a salient student identity. This study further questions what the meaning of student 
identity is for participants in a predominantly online degree program and whether the meaning of student 
identity changes by the age of the student and/or proportion of class taken on line. Finally, this study intends 
to explore the success of these students in terms of self-reported GPA. This research proposes to detem1ine 
the prominence and salience hierarchies as well as the commitment to and meaning of student identity for 
students in these programs across age, proportion of classes taken online, and success. 

This study will collect and analyze data through an online survey. You are eligible to participate in this study 
if you are a student who is a declared Bachelor of General Studies major. 

Research Procedures 

For this study, you are asked to spend a maximum of one hour completing an online survey administered 
through Psych Data - the link is given below. 

Potential Risks 

Potential risks related to your participation include possible fatigue or physical discomfort during the 
completion of the survey. To avoid fatigue, you may take breaks as needed during the completion of the 
survey. If at any point during the completion of the survey, you experience physical or emotional discomfort, 
you may stop answering questions and cease participation in the project. Another potential risk is loss of 
time; to address this potential risk, time spent is exp acted to be a maximum of 60 minutes per participant. 
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There is a potential risk of loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading and internet transactions, thus
anonymity and confidentiality are potential risks; however, no names or other identifying information will be
collected or recorded during the study. 

There is a potential loss of confidentiality for those requesting a summary of the research. Recruitment
emails will contain two links; the first link will be to the survey and a second ink will be to enter an email
address if the student would like to receive a summary of the results of the study. Email addresses are 
collected separately from the survey information, and one does not have to participate in the study in order 
to request a summary of the study. Email addresses will be downloaded from Psych Data and stored on the 
researcher's personal computer which is password protected. Once summaries are emailed to those who 
requested a copy, then the file containing the email address will be deleted from the computer. 

TWU does not provide medical services or financial assistant for injuries that might happen because you are 
taking part in this research. 

Participation and Benefits 

Your involvement in this research study is completely voluntary, and you may discontinue your participation 
in the study at any time without penalty. The only direct benefit of this study to you is that at the completion 
of the study a summary of the results will be mailed to you upon request.* 

Questions Regarding the Study 

If you have any questions about the research study you may ask the researchers; their phone numbers are 
at the top of this form. If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this research or the way this 
study has been conducted, you may contact the Texas Woman's University Office of Research and 
Sponsored Programs at 940-898-3378 or via email at IRB@twu.edu. 

The completion of the survey constitutes your informed consent to act as a participant in this research. 

----------------t'age Break·---------

Potential risks related to your participation in this survey include: 

• possible fatigue or physical discomfort during the completion of the survey. To avoid fatigue, you
may take breaks as needed during the completion of the survey. If at any point during the
completion of the survey, you experience physical or emotional discomfort, you may stop
answering questions and cease participation in the project.

• loss of time; to address this potential risk, time spent is expected to be a maximum of 60 minutes
per participant.

• loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading and internet transactions, thus anonymity and
confidentiality are potential risks; however, no names or other identifying information will be
collected or recorded during the study.

There is a potential loss of confidentiality for those requesting a summary of the research. Email addresses 
needed to send a summary of the research are collected separately from the survey information, and one 
does not have to participate in the study in order to request a summary of the study. Email addresses will be 
downloaded from Psych Data and stored on the researcher's personal computer which is password 
protected. Once summaries are emailed to those who requested a copy, then the file containing the email 
address will be deleted from the computer. 

The return of your completed questionnaire constitutes your informed consent to act as a participant in this 
research. 
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Before you begin: 

You will need a copy of your (official or unofficial) college transcript and a copy of your OARS Course List 
before your begin the survey. 

To access you unofficial transcript: Please open another browser window so you may access your unofficial 
transcript through Webadvisor. Go to the TWU website (www.twu.edu ) and log onto Pioneer Portal. Next, 
select Webadvisor and log onto Webadvisor. Then select "unofficial transcript" and, from the drop down 
menu, select undergraduate and click Submit. This is your unofficial transcript. Leave this window open 
because you will need information from it at various points in the survey, or you may print a copy of your 
transcript so you can refer to it as needed. 

To access OARS: Go to the TWU website (www.twu.edu ) and click on OARS near the top right side of the 
home page. Log in and your course list will come up. Print a copy of this report or leave the browser window 
open so you may refer to it as needed. 

---------------age Break--------

No 
Yes 

1. Are you currently or were you a declared Bachelor of General Studies Major at Texas Woman's
University?

Question Logic 
If [No] is selected, then skip to question [GO TO END OF SURVEY] 
If [Yes] is selected, then skip to question [#2) 

---------------r-age Break--------

No 
Yes 

2. Does your major on your TWU unofficial transcript list your major as 10102 General Studies?

Question Logic 
If [No] is selected, then skip to question [GO TO END OF SURVEY] 
If [Yes] is selected, then skip to question [#3) 

---------------rage Breal<--------

3. Have you graduated from Texas Woman's University with a degree in General Studies (a BGS or

No 
Yes 

Bachelor of General Studies degree)?

Question Logic 
If [No] is selected, then skip to question [#5) 
If [Yes] is selected, then skip to question [#4] 

---------------rage Break--------
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4. When did you graduate?

t .�-�·�'=��== ... Ii 
- Fall 2004
- Spring 2005
- Summer 2005
- Fall 2005
- Spring 2006
- Summer 2006
- Fall 2006
- Spring 2007
- Summer 2007
- Fall 2007
- Spring 2008
- Summer 2008
- Fall 2008
- Spring 2009
- Summer 2009
- Fall 2009
- Spring 201 0
- Summer 2010
- Fall 2010
- Spring 2011
- Summer 2011

_____________ _..,age Break--------

5. What is your gender?

Male 
Female 

6. What is your age as of your last birthday?

18-19 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50 and older 

7. What is your Race/Ethnicity?

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
Alaskan Native/Native American 
International 
Other (Please specify) 
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8. In which one of the following "generations" would you place yourself?

Immigrant or 1st generation (you are foreign-born and came to U.S. after age 12). 
1.5 generation (born abroad, but entered U.S. while age 6 to 12). 
2nd generation (either you were born in the U.S., but one or both of your parents are foreign-born, or you 
came to U.S. before age 6 and one or both of your parents are foreign-born). 
3rd or higher-generation (you were born in the U.S. and both your parents were born in the U.S.). 

9. What are your two or three BGS concentrations? (You must select at least 2)
Art 
Business 
Computer Science 
Criminal Justice 
Dance Studies 
English 
Government 
History 
Math 
Sociology 

10. Are you currently in a marriage or married like partnership?

No 
Yes 

11. What is your current Level of Education?

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Other (please specify) 

12. What is the highest level of education you expect to get?

Associates degree or less than bachelor's degree 
B.A. or B.S. (graduate from college) 
M.A./ M.S (master's degree) or J.D. (law degree)
M.D. or DDS
Ph.D. or Ed. D
Other (please specify)

13. What is the Social Class of the family you grew up in:

Working Class 
Working/Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Middle/Upper Class 
Upper Class 
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14. a. What is the highest grade in school your father completed:

8th grade or less 
9th or 10th grade 
11th grade 
12'h grade (graduated from high school) 
Completed one to three years of college 
Graduated from college 
Went to graduate or professional school 

15. b. What is the highest grade in school your mother completed:

8th grade or less 
9th or 10th grade 
11th grade 
12'h grade (graduated from high school) 
Completed one to three years of college 
Graduated from college 
Went to graduate or professional school 

---------------f-"'age Break--------

16. a. For your entire degree, including college/university level work completed at other institutions,
how many classes have you completed (received a grade other than W or WF) on line?

Choose from O to 59 

17. b. For your entire degree, including college/university level work completed at other institutions,
how many classes have you completed (received a grade other than W or WF) face-to-face?

Choose from O to 59 

18. c. Within the BGS program, how many classes have you completed (received a grade other than W
or WF) online?

Choose from O to 59 

19. d. Within the BGS program, how many classes have you completed (received a grade other than W
or WF)face-to-face?

Choose from O to 59 

20. e. How many Ws and/or WFs have you received in online classes overall as an undergraduate?

Choose from O to 59 

21. f. How many Ws and/or WFs have you received in face-to-face classes overall as an
undergraduate?

Choose from O to 59 

22. g. How many Ws and/or WFs have you received in online classes as a BGS student?

Choose from O to 59 
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23. h. How many Ws and/or W/Fs have you received in face-to-face classes as a BGS Student?

Choose from O to 59 

You have already completed more than 25% of the survey. Thanks I 

24. What is your overall GPA as stated on your transcript? (This is listed near the bottom under Total
Credits: GPA)

25. What is your GPA in the BGS program? (If you are unsure enter the number of As, Bs, Cs, Os, Fs,
and WNVFs received and it will be automatically calculated.)

---------------Page Break--------

26. Think about the following role-identities:

1. student
2. parent ( or caregiver)
3. employee
4.spouse(orpartne�
5. friend

How many hours per day do you spend in each role? (cannot total >24) 

27. Think about the following role-identities

1. student
2. parent ( or caregiver)
3. employee
4. spouse(orpartne�
5. friend

How many hours per week do you spend in each role? (cannot total> 168) 

Please think about the following role-identities you ma}' hold: student, parent/ caregiver, employee, 
spouse/partner, and friend. Imagine that you are in the following situations in which you meet someone new. 
You would like to share information about who you are (your role-identities) so that this new person can 
really get to know you - however, you have a limited amount of time to have this discussion. 

Please rank order the role identities of student, parent/caregiver, employee, spouse/partner, and friend as to 
the order you would bring each up in the conversation for each specific situation. 

165 



28. What is the order you would discuss your role identities when meeting someone for the first time at
a party?

1
st Choice 

2
nd 

Choice 
3

rd 
Choice 

4th Choice 
5th Choice 

29. What is the order you would discuss your role identities when meeting someone for the first time
who is a friend of a friend?

1
st 

Choice 
2nd Choice 
3

rd 
Choice 

4
th 

Choice
5

th Choice 

30. What is the order you would discuss your role identities when meeting someone for the first time
who is a new co-worker?

1st Choice 
2

nd 
Choice 

3
rd 

Choice 
4

th 
Choice

5
th 

Choice 

31. What is the order you would discuss your role identities when (virtually) "meeting" someone for the
first who is a classmate in an on line class?

1
st 

Choice 
2

nd 
Choice 

3
rd 

Choice 
4

th 
Choice 

5th 
Choice 

32. What is the order you would discuss your role identities when meeting someone for the first time in

a coffee shop?

1
st 

Choice 
2nd 

Choice 
3

rd 
Choice 

4
th 

Choice 
5th 

Choice 

33. What is the order you would discuss your role identities when meeting someone for the first time on
a date?

1st 
Choice 

2
nd 

Choice 
3

rd 
Choice

4
th 

Choice 
5th Choice 
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34. Think about having a free day in which you can plan the order of what role-identity you will be.
Rank the order of the following:

Student 
Parent (or caregiver) 
Employee 
Spouse ( or Partner) 
Friend 

Please rank the following role-identities you have using the scale provided (1 = Not very Important; 2 = 
Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very Important; 5 = NIA): 

35. Employee
36. Friend
37. Parent or Caregiver
38. Spouse or Partner
39. Student

Please consider the following role-identities that you may hold and answer the follow question about each 
one. How would you feel if someone told you that you had no right to call yourself a real ___ (1=Not 
very Upset; 2 = only somewhat upset; 3 = moderately upset; 4 = upset; S=Very Upset; 6 = NIA) 

40. Employee
41. Friend
42. Parent or caregiver
43. Spouse or partner
44. Student

45. Think about the following role-identities and rank them according to their order of importance for
you:

Student 
Parent (or caregiver) 
Employee 
Spouse ( or Partner) 
Friend 

---------------r--age Break---------------

46. How important is it that your closest family members view you as being involved in activities related
to your employee role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 
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47. How important is it that your best friend views you as being involved in activities related to your
employee role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

48. How good do your closest family members think you are at activities related to your employee role-
identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

49. How good does your best friend think you are at activities related to your employee role-identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

50. How important is it that your closest family members view you as being involved in activities related

to your friend role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

51. How important is it that your best friend views you as being involved in activities related to your

friend role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

52. How good do your closest family members think you are at activities related to your friend role-

identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

53. How good does your best friend think you are at activities related to your friend role-identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 
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54. How important is it that your closest family mEimbers view you as being involved in activities related
to your parent or caregiver role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

55. How important is it that your best friend views you as being involved in activities related to your
parent or caregiver role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

56. How good do your closest family members think you are at activities related to your parent or
caregiver role-identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

57. How good does your best friend think you are at activities related to your parent or caregiver role-
identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

58. How important is it that your closest family members view you as being involved in activities related
to your partner or spouse role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

59. How important is it that your best friend views you as bein;;i involved in activities related to your

partner or spouse role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

60. How good do your closest family members think you are at activities related to your partner or

spouse role-identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 
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61. How good does your best friend think you are at activities related to your partner or spouse?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

62. How important is it that your closest family members view you as being involved in activities related
to your student role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

63. How important is it that your best friend views you as bein•;;J involved in activities related to your
student role-identity?

Not very important 
Somewhat important 
Important 
Very Important 

64. How good do your closest family members think you are at activities related to your student role-
identity?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

65. How good does your best friend think you are at activities related to your student?

Below average 
Somewhat average 
Above average 
Excellent 

You are more than halfway through the survey. Your participation is very important. Thank you for 
your timer 

----------------t"'age Break·--------

Using the choices of 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, or 10 or more: 

66. How many organizations have you joined related to your employee role-identity?
67. How many organizations have you joined related to your friend role-identity?
68. How many organizations have you joined related to your parent/caregiver role-identity?
69. How many organizations have you joined related to your spouse/partner role-identity?
70. How many organizations have you joined related to your student role-identity?
71. How many friends have you made through activities related to being an employee?
72. How many friends have you made through activities related to being a friend?
73. How many friends have you made through activities related to being a parent/caregiver?
7 4. How many friends have you made through activities related to being a spouse/partner?
75. How many friends have you made through activities related to being a student?
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Think about yourself as a college student and the things that are special and distinctive about being a 
college student. How important are the following activities to � as a student (1 = Very Important, 2 =
Important, 3 = In Between, 4 = Not so Important, and 5 = Not at all Important): 

76. Studying
77. Going to Classes
78. Graduating from College
79. Discussion and sharing ideas with teachers and students
80. Learning and acquiring knowledge

Think about yourself as a college student and the things that are special and distinctive about being a 
college student. How important are the following activities to� as a student (1 = Very Important, 2 =
Important, 3 = In Between, 4 = Not so Important, and 5 = Not at all Important): 

81. Participating and/or attending school-related athletic activities
82. Participating and/or attending school-related lectures, concerts, plays, and other cultural or

entertainment activities
83. Participating in student clubs and organizations

Think about yourself as a college student and the things that are special and distinctive about being a 
college student. How important are the following activities to� as a student (1 = Very Important, 2 =
Important, 3 = In Between, 4 = Not so Important, and 5 = Not at all Important): 

84. Hanging out with school friends

---------------age Break--------

Think about yourself as a college student. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements (1 =
Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = In Between, 4 = Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree)? 

85. I don't feel connected to other college students.
86. I enjoy and value the social ties and contacts that I've macle as a college student.
87. I've made good friends with other college students.
88. I'm happy when I'm with my college friends.
89. Being a college student is meaningful to me.
90. Doing student things is rewarding for me.
91. Being a college student gives me a sense of meaning and direction.
92. I feel good about myself as a college student.
93. I'm satisfied with myself as a college student.
94. I feel that I'm a failure as a college student.
95. I feel confident as a college student.
96. I can decide what I do as a college student.
97. As a college student I feel pushed around.
98. As a college student, I feel I'm in control of situations most of the time.
99. I am uncertain about myself as a college student.
100. I know what I'm doing as a college student.
101. Sometimes I question the value of being a college student.
102. As a college student I'm with other people who do not matter to me.

---------------t"age Break:--------
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103. Now we are interested in your ethnicity, in other words, th13 national or cultural groups from which
you descend. On the line below please write-in your ethnicity. If you are not sure what ethnicity to
name, it may be because you have several options.

Some people are of mixed background - with parents or: grandparents who are of different
nationality, race, or religion. If that's the case, feel free to either describe the kind of mixed
background you have or write in the ethnic group that identify with most strongly.

Some people are not sure what ethnicity to list because ethnic groups are not always mutually
exclusive (a person can be Jamaican, Cariobean, or Blac�:; another can be Mexican or Latino). We
want you to choose the ethnicity name or label that is most meaningful to you

Finally, for some people choosing their ethnicity is hard because they are removed by several
generations from their immigrant ancestors. If you do not identity with a particular European
ancestry or other immigrant nationality, you may choose some other American cultural background
as your ethnicity (e.g., Cajun, White Anglo-Saxon Protestant, Yankee, Southern Baptist, Mormon).

My ethnicity is _________ ,

How important are the following activities to YQ.Y. as a member of ycur ethnic group ( 1 = Very Important, 2 =
Important, 3 = In Between, 4 = Not so Important, and 5 = Not at all Important)? 

104. Eating or preparing special food that I associate with my ethnic heritage
105. Listening to my ethnic music
106. Dressing in clothing or styles tied to my ethnic group
107. Engaging in social and entertainment activities that I associate with my ethnic background
108. Learning my ethnic culture and history
109. Following my ethnic group's traditions and practices
110. Participating in organizations or social groups that include mostly members of my ethnic group
111. Spending time with friends from my own ethnic group

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements (1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = In 
Between, 4 = Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree)? 

112. I feel good about myself as a member of my ethnic group.
113. I am satisfied with myself as a member of my ethnic group.
114. I feel that I'm a failure as a member of my ethnic group.
115. I feel confident as a member of my ethnic group.
116. I can decide what I do as a member of my ethnic group.
117. As a member of my ethnic group I feel pushed around.
118. I'm in control of the situation when I am with members of my own ethnic group.
119. I am uncertain about myself as a member of my ethnic group.
120. I know what I'm doing when I'm with members of my ethnic group.
121. Being a member of my ethnic group is meaningful to me.
122. Doing things as a member of my ethnic group is rewarding for me.
123. Being a member of my ethnic group gives me a sense of meaning and direction.
124. Sometimes I question the value of being a member of my ethnic group.
125. I don't feel connected to others in my ethnic group.
126. As a member of my ethnic group I feel tha: I belong to an important group.
127. 1 enjoy and value the social ties and contacts that I've made as a result of being a member of my 

ethnic group.
128. As a member of my ethnic group I'm with people who do not matter to me.
129. I've made good friend with other members of my ethnic group.
130. I'm happy when I'm with friends in my ethnic group.

You are very close to being done. Less than 25% left to complete. Thank you for you help! 
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---------------J.Jage Break--------

For each of the following, please choose the response that best completes the sentence. 

131. Being a member of my ethnic group makes me quite_· __ most people of other ethnic groups.

Different from 
Similar to 

132. I feel that being a member of my ethnic group ______ in life.

Is an advantage 
Makes little difference 
Is a disadvantage 

133. I feel that my ethnic group and my ethnic identity are ___ important things about who I really
am as a person.

among the least 
moderately 
among the most 

134. I feel that members of other ethnic groups often ___ towards members of my ethnic group.

mistreat or act unfairly 
treat well and act fairly 

135. Being a member of my ethnic group has given me __ meaningful customs or traditions.

Many 
Few 
No 

136.1 feel that being a member of my ethnic group is something for which many people I encounter look 
at me with __ _ 

Respect 
disrespect 

137. Being a member of my ethnic group makes ___ in my preferences in things like food, music, or
style of dress.

No difference 
Some difference 
A big difference 

138.1 am ____ in learning about my ethnic group's culture and history as/than I am about other 
ethnic groups' cultures and histories. 

More interested 
Equally interested 
Less interested 

139.1 feel that members of other ethnic groups often ___ members of my ethnic group. 

Mistrust 
Trust 
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140. I prefer socializing and working with members of my ethnic group ___ with people of other
ethnic groups.

More than 
As much as 
Less than 

141. Being a member of my ethnic group ___ things like where I live or who my friends are.

Has affected 
Has not affected 

---------------age Break---------------

Now think of yourself as a person. How important are each of the following descriptions of Y.QY (1 = Very 
Accurate, 2 = Accurate, 3 = In Between, 4 = Not so Accurate, 5 = Not at all Accurate)? 

142. I am competitive
143. I am passive
144. I am excitable in a crisis
145. I am aware of the feelings of others
146. My feelings are easily hurt
14 7. I am easygoing
148. I cry easily
149. I am tense
150. I am high-energy
151. I like to be in control

What is special about the person you are (1= Strongly Agree, 2 = .A.gree, 3 = In Between, 4 = Disagree, 5 = 
Strongly Disagree)? 

152. I feel good about myself.
153. As a person I am satisfied with myself.
154. I feel that I'm a failure.
155. I feel confident about myself.
156. I can decide what I do in my life.
157. I feel pushed around.
158. I feel I'm in control of situations most of the time.
159. I am uncertain about myself.
160. I know what I'm doing.
161. Being the person who I am is meaningful to me.
162. Doing the things that I do is rewarding for me.
163. As a person I have a sense of direction and purpose.
164. Sometimes I wonder whether I'm someone of value.
165. I'm not connected to others.
166. I belong to an important group.
167. I enjoy and value the social ties and contacts that I've made.
168. I'm with others who do not matter to me.
169. I've made good friends.
170. I'm happy when I'm with my friends.

---------------Page Break--------
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Next are some questions about how you feel about yourself. Do you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree with each of the following statements are (1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = 
Agree, 3 = In Between, 4 = Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree)? 

171. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
172. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
173. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I'm a failure.
17 4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
175. I take a positive attitude toward myself.
176. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
177. I certainly feel useless at times.
178. At times, I think I am no good at all.
179. I wish I could have more respect for myself.
180. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

Finally, some questions about your different relationships. If you do not have the listed role please check 
the "not appropriate" box. How important are each of these role and relationships to you (1 = Very 
Important, 2 = Important, 3 = In Between, 4 = Not so Important, and 5 = Not at all Important)? 

181. Good Friend
182. Student
183. Member of a racial or ethnic group
184. Member of a religion/religious affiliation
185. Volunteer/member of a club or organization
186. Occupation/work role
187. Son/Daughter
188. Sister/Brother
189. Partner/Companion/Spouse
190. Father/Mother

---------------1-'age Break---------------

191. Which one of the following roles is most important to you? Which is the second most important to
you? Which is the third most important to you?

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 

Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 
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192. Roles you would use to describe yourself to others when meeting a new person at a party. Choose
your first, second, and third choice:

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

193. Roles you would use to describe yourself to others when talking to a person on a plane.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

194. Roles you would use to describe yourself to others when meeting a friend of a close friend.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

195. Roles you would use to describe yourself to others when meeting a new neighbor.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 
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196. Roles you would use to describe yourself to others when in a chat room on the internet.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

197.0ther's roles you would ask about when meeting a new person at a party. 

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

198. Other's roles you would ask about when talking to a person on a plane.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

199. Other's roles you would ask about when meeting a friend of a close friend.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 
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200. Other's roles you would ask about when meeting a new neighbor.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 

·. Volunteer/member of a club or organization
Occupation/work role
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

201. Other's roles you would ask about when in a chat room on the internet.

Good Friend 
Student 
Member of racial/ethnic group 
Member of religion/religious affiliation 
Volunteer/member of a club or organization 
Occupation/work role 
Son/Daughter 
Sister/Brother 
Partner/Companion/Spouse 
Father/Mother 

How do you feel about yourself? Do you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or 
strongly disagree with each of the following statements (1= Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = In Between, 4 = 
Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree)? 

202. There is really no way that I can solve some of the problems I have
203. Sometimes I feel that I'm being pushed around.
204. I can pretty well control things that happen to me.
205. I often feel helpless in dealing with the problems of life.
206. There is little I can do to change many of the important things in my life.
207. I can do just about anything I really set my mind to.
208. What happens to me in the future mostly cepends on me.
209. When trying to learn something new, I soon give up if I am not initially successful.

How do you feel about yourself? Do you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or 
strongly disagree with each of the following statements (1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = In Between, 4 = 
Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree)? 

210. I feel that my life has a direction and purpose.
211. I still really don't know who I am or what I want in my life.
212. I tend to be anxious.
213. I live by my values and beliefs.
214. I am satisfied with who I am as a person.
215. I'm comfortable with myself.
216. I know I matter to those who are important to me.
217. People listen to what I say.
218. I know what is best for me.

---------------Automatic Page Break.-----
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Identity, Age, Proportion of Online Classes, and Success Among Students in a Predominantly Online 
Degree Program 

You have completed the survey! Thank youl 

For maximum confidentiality, please close this window. 

Copyright© 2001-2012 PsychData®, LLC. All rights reserved. 
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APPENDIX E 

IRB Approval Letter 
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ornrnN OAllAS HOUSTON 

April J 1, 2011 

Ms. Bev Carlsen-Landy 
1107 Me1Tibrook Lane 
Allen, TX 75002 

Dear Ms. Carlsen-Landy: 

lnsti�1tii::ntol Revim,.- i!,qtird! 
Office of R11seocrd, 01d $p,,monid Programs 
P.O. ll<,x 415619, Oenl!m, TX i6204-!i6l9 
940-898-3:178 FAX 9.d0--8913-4416 

e·mail; IRS,'1!wu.eclv 

Re: Identity, Age, Proportion of Onlim� Cla.m,s, a11d Su::ce:.s Among Students in a Predomi11a111Jy 
Online Degree Program (Protocol #: 16632) 

The above referenced study has been reviewed by the T\VU Institutional Review Board (IRB} and was 
determined to be exempt from furtl1er review. 

If applicable, agency approval lett�rs must be submitt<:d to the JRB upon receipt PRIOR to any data 
collection at that agency. Because a .,;igncd cons,:m: fonn is not required for exempt studies, the filing 
of signatures of participants with the TWU JRB is not nec1:ssary. 

Any modifications to this study must be submitted for review to the IRB using the Modification 
Request .Fonn. Additkmally, the IRB must be notiffod immediately of any unanticipated incidents. If 
you have any questions, please contact the TWU lRB. 

Sincerely, 

..__ ) ,-I". r', I\A ('I .,..._ 
.� ... �r �o..o, l"tJJ.

Dr. K,1thy DcOmcllas, Chair 
Jnstilutional Review Board - Denton 

cc. Dr. James Williams, Department ... ,f Sociology & Sccial Work
Graduate School

181 




