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ABSTRACT 

College enrollment rates have increased drastically through the years. Yet, retention rates 

have remained stagnant, particularly from the first to the second year. Some have 

attributed early departure to poor college adjustment. Bridging together theoretical 

perspectives and models rooted in retention research and social media research, this study 

tested a predictive model of college adjustment. An online survey was completed by 611 

(22.8% male, 77.2% female) undergraduates. A path analysis revealed that well-adjusted 

students had strong kinship support, self-esteem and academic self-efficacy, were highly 

involved both academically and socially, and experienced lower levels of loneliness and 

academic stress. Shyness was found to forestall successful overall college adjustment by 

diminishing students' social involvement, which in turn increased perceived loneliness 

and contributed to poor self-esteem. On the other hand, active coping style was found to 

facilitate overall college adjustment by increasing academic involvement, which 

subsequently enhanced academic self-efficacy and self-esteem. The findings also indicate 

that academic Facebook use promotes greater overall college adjustment by enhancing 

students' social involvement. Furthermore, moderation analyses showed that the use of 

Facebook for interpersonal purposes increases social and academic involvement, 

particularly among less shy and high self-esteemed students. Interpretation of these 

results and practical implications are discussed.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the last decade, the number of individuals seeking postsecondary education has 

increased dramatically (Hussar & Bailey, 2014; Snyder, de Brey, & Dillow, 2016). The 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reported that undergraduate enrollment 

increased by 32% from 2001 to 2011 (Snyder & Dillow, 2013). NCES projects that this 

trend in increasing enrollment will continue through 2022 (Hussar & Bailey, 2014). 

These data reflect a polarized job market with increasing job opportunities in high-skill, 

high-wage occupations and declining opportunities in low-wage, low-skill occupations 

(Author, 2010; Buddin & Croft, 2014). Indeed, data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (2014) show that full-time workers age 25 and over with at least a bachelor’s 

degree have a median weekly earning 1.8 times higher than high school graduates and 2.5 

times higher than those without a high school diploma. Additionally, unemployment rates 

are significantly lower among college graduates compared to high school graduates 

(BLS, 2014). 

Although college enrollment continues to increase, graduation rates remain level 

(Buddin, 2012). Only about a quarter of community college students graduate with a 

degree (Schneider & Yin, 2012). Graduation rates at four-year colleges and universities 

are not much better. Recent reports from the Higher Education Research Institute show 

that only 39% of students complete a degree after four years and slightly over 60% after 

six years (DeAngelo, Franke, Hurtado, Pryor, & Tran, 2011). Approximately 60% of all 

those who drop out from four-year institutions do so before the start of the second year 

(Tinto, 2001). 
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Graduation rates are particularly troublesome for underrepresented groups like 

low-income, first-generation college students and ethnic minorities. African American 

and Hispanic students are significantly less likely to earn a college degree than White 

students (Buddin, 2012). Similarly, low-income, first-generation students are more than 

three times more likely to leave school just after their first year compared to their more 

advantaged counterparts (Engle & Tinto, 2008). Recently, President Obama urged 

Congress and institutions of higher learning to increase matriculation rates by making 

college affordable for more families (The White House, 2015); but to engender lasting 

change in post-secondary graduation rates, education reform must also address retention 

and graduation rates. Further research on retention and college adjustment is necessary to 

understand the precursors and predictors of student dropout. 

Research spanning several decades suggests that early university departure results 

from poor college adjustment (Baker & Siryk, 1986; Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994; 

Tinto, 2001). Indeed, a significant number of students voluntarily leave college 

prematurely, irrespective of academic performance (Tinto, 2001). The present study 

describes and empirically examines a conceptual model of college adjustment that 

incorporates students’ characteristics and psychological attributes, institutional 

involvement, Facebook use and perceived peer support and academic stress. The model 

has its roots in retention theories such as Tinto’s (1975) model of institutional departure, 

Bean and Eaton’s (2000) psychological model of college student retention and Astin’s 

(1984, 1999) theory of student involvement. Additionally, it modernizes theories of 

college adjustment by incorporating concepts derived from social networking site (SNS) 

research. Although many researchers in higher education have identified various 
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psychosocial and environmental correlates of college adjustment, there are few integrated 

theoretical models that explain how students adjust to college. This study is an attempt to 

fill the gap in the literature. The proceeding sections briefly discuss the definition of 

college adjustment and describe the key theoretical frameworks underlying the integrated 

model of college adjustment. 

Defining College Adjustment 

College adjustment is an iterative, multi-stage process whereby students must 

develop and employ diverse methods of coping with numerous new and varied academic 

and social demands (Baker & Siryk, 1986). Baker and Siryk (1984) identified four 

adjustment areas pertinent to the college experience: academic adjustment, social 

adjustment, personal-emotional adjustment, and institutional attachment. Academic 

adjustment is measured by assessing students’ motivation to learn, actions taken to meet 

academic demands, and general satisfaction with the academic environment (Baker & 

Siryk, 1984). Social adjustment assesses students’ involvement with others on campus, 

participation in social activities, management of new social freedom, and satisfaction 

with the social environment (Baker & Siryk, 1984; Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994). 

Personal-emotional adjustment measures the psychological and somatic consequences of 

stress associated with being a student (Baker & Siryk, 1984). Poor personal-emotional 

adjustment may manifest as anxiety, low self-esteem or depression (Gerdes & 

Mallinckrodt, 1994). Finally, institutional attachment evaluates the quality of the bonds 

students establish with their institutions (Baker & Siryk, 1984). 

Thus, successful overall college adjustment encompasses academic satisfaction, 

psychological well-being, a sense of community compatibility, and enjoyment of new 
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supportive relationships and experiences (Baker, McNeil, & Siryk, 1985; Baker & Siryk, 

1986; Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994). Conversely, poor college adjustment reflects 

difficulty making or keeping friends, anguish from missing hometown friends or 

relatives, dissatisfaction with curriculum, and psychological and physical health problems 

(Baker et al., 1985; Baker & Siryk, 1986). 

Frameworks for Understanding College Adjustment 

In one of the most widely discussed and utilized models of student integration, 

Tinto (1975) suggested that dropout behaviors are likely to occur when students’ goals, 

values, and attitudes, are incongruous with their college’s and when students’ abilities do 

not match their college’s standards. In Tinto’s longitudinal model (see Figure 1), students 

enter institutions of higher learning with a variety of individual attributes (e.g., ethnicity), 

experiences, and family backgrounds that shape their initial educational goal (i.e., how 

determined students are to complete their degrees) and institutional commitment (i.e., 

students’ determination to complete their degrees at their current colleges). These initial 

commitments influence how students experience the social and academic realms of 

college. 

Tinto (1975) theorized that high levels of social and academic integration further 

strengthen students’ institutional commitment and, thus, the likelihood they will obtain a 

degree. Academic and social experiences are presupposed to have a bidirectional 

relationship; positive experiences in one domain are conducive to positive experiences in 

the other. In his model, academic integration refers to students’ academic performance, 

GPA, and intellectual development. Social integration refers to the fit between the student 

and social system of the university, including informal peer interaction, participation in 
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extracurricular activities and association with faculty and administrative personnel within 

the college.  

Tinto (1988) further elaborated his model by introducing the idea that during the 

transition to college students must go through a rite of passage whereby they leave 

childhood relationships behind and separate from their families in order to completely 

assimilate and incorporate the culture and values of their new environment. According to 

this view, students leave college because they are not able to sever ties with previous 

connections or incorporate new values and beliefs into their lives at school. Although, 

Tinto’s model catalyzed empirical research on undergraduate retention, some 

investigators have questioned the applicability of the model to non-traditional students 

(Bean & Metzner, 1985) and others have contested the notion that students must give-up 

their essential support systems during their transition into college (Cabrera, Nora, 

Terenzini, Pascarella, & Hagedorn, 1999; Nora, 2001-2002; Nora & Cabrera, 1996). 

 Figure 1. Tinto Model of Student Integration (adapted from Tinto 1975, p. 95) 
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Cabrera and colleagues (1993) in particular have maintained that social integration is 

influenced by the degree of support and encouragement from friends and family.  

Bean and Eaton (2000) elaborated upon Tinto’s model by incorporating 

psychological processes that lead to social and academic integration. Their model (see 

Figure 2) bridges attitude-behavior theory, self-efficacy theory, coping-behavior theory 

and attribution theory; it links attitudes, intentions and behavior. According to their 

model, students enter an institution with an array of personal characteristics and 

psychological attributes (e.g., self-efficacy and locus of control) shaped by experiences, 

abilities, and self-assessments. These characteristics affect how students interact with 

their institutions and its personnel in the social and academic domains, as well as how 

they interact with those outside the institution, including parents, spouses, employers, and 

old friends. During these interactions in and out of school, students engage in self-

reflection where they continuously re-appraise their self-efficacy, coping process and 

attributions. Positive self-assessment outcomes, such as high self-efficacy, reduced stress, 

and internal locus of control facilitate social and academic integration, which results in a 

sense of fit and loyalty to the institution. 



7 

 

An alternative view of student persistence, Astin’s Involvement Theory (1984, 

1999), suggests that students’ motivation and effort expended on their studies and 

extracurricular activities will determine their level of engagement and college 

persistence. Astin (1984, 1999) stressed that successful students devote considerable 

energy to their academics, spend most of their time on campus participating in student 

organizations and frequently interact with other students and faculty members. Astin 

(1984, 1999) believed college departure was directly related to student involvement. He 

asserted that the effectiveness of an educational policy or practice depends on the 

capacity of the policy or practice to increase student involvement. 

Three major themes arise from existing retention theories and studies: (1) 

students’ background, characteristics, and personal attributes influence how involved 

they are with their institutions, both socially and academically; (2) students’ institutional 

involvement and family support influence their commitment to obtaining a college degree 

Figure 2. Psychological Model of College Student Retention (adapted from Bean & Eaton 2000, p. 57)  
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from a specific institution; and (3) students’ institutional involvement affects students’ 

perceptions and self-assessment, which, in turn predicts their overall college adjustment 

(i.e., their social and academic integration, sense of belongingness, and commitment).  



9 

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Family Support 

Considerable research has documented the importance of interpersonal 

relationships for healthy functioning (Berndt, 2002; Buhrmester, 1990; Friedlander, Reid, 

Shupak, & Cribbie, 2007; Swenson, Nordstrom, & Hiester, 2008). Previous work shows 

that individuals with high quality interpersonal relationships report greater resistance to 

illnesses (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983) and express fewer psychological symptoms (Hefner 

& Eisenberg, 2009). Also, studies show that perceived availability of support can have a 

positive impact on college adjustment outcomes, including academic performance, 

quality of college life, ability to handle academic stress and retention (Eimers & Pike, 

1997; Mallinckrodt, 1988; Zea, Jarama, & Fernanda, 1995). Students’ institutional 

commitment and decision to remain in school is significantly influenced by support 

provided by individuals in their lives, including family members (Nora, 2001-2002). 

Parental encouragement and support has been shown to promote intellectual development 

and enhance institutional attachment and college completion (Cabrera et al., 1999; 

Cabrera, Nora, & Castaneda, 1993; Nora & Cabrera, 1996). 

Kinship Support 

 Some investigators suggest that networks of relatives beyond the nuclear family 

may also be essential sources of emotional and instrumental support for young people 

(Lamborn & Nguyen, 2004; Taylor, Casten, & Flickinger, 1993; Taylor & Roberts, 

1995). Relationships with extended family are a major source of happiness and buffer 

against stress (Dominguez & Watkins, 2003; Jarrett, Jefferson & Kelly, 2010). Extended 
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kin are relatives such as aunts, uncles and grandparents. Among adolescents, emotional 

support from extended family has been associated with self-reliance and positive 

academic outcomes including higher grades, stronger work orientation and teacher 

bonding (Lamborn & Nguyen, 2004; Pallock & Lamborn, 2006; Taylor, Seaton, & 

Dominguez, 2008). Also, studies show a negative association between kinship support 

and internalizing and externalizing problems (Taylor, 1996; Taylor, Budescu, Gebre, & 

Hodzic, 2014). 

Arnett (2014) maintained that kinship relations play an integral role in the lives of 

emerging adults. A recent study revealed that college students keep in touch with their 

extended kin independently of their interactions with their primary caregivers and feel 

emotionally supported by them (Budescu & Silverman, 2016). Yet, to date, most research 

on the role of family environment on college adjustment has been limited to immediate 

family relations. Given that extended family members are critical sources of support for 

young people (Coll et al., 1996), kinship support is included both as a proxy measure of 

direct family support and as a key predictor of students’ personal attributes and 

institutional involvement. Supportive kin relations may facilitate successful college 

adjustment by nurturing personal attributes such as positive self-concept and adaptive 

coping skills. 

Personal Attributes 

Some key individual factors that contribute to student involvement and 

adjustment include ethnicity, coping style, and shyness (Eaton & Bean, 1995; Fisher, 

2007; Grant-Vallone, Reid, Umali, & Pohlert, 2003; Scheier, Weintraub, & Carver, 1986; 

Shields, 2001). Underrepresented minorities may benefit more from greater social 
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involvement than White/Caucasian students (Fischer, 2007; Pike & Kuh, 2005). Active 

coping style has been shown to buffer against the negative effects of academic stress 

(Struthers, Perry, & Menec, 2000) and to facilitate greater social and academic 

integration (Eaton & Bean, 1995). Shyness on the other hand, may increase students’ 

vulnerability to poor social and emotional adjustment (Mounts, Valentiner, Anderson, & 

Boswell, 2006; Nelson, Padilla-Walker, Badger, Barry, Carroll, & Madsen, 2008). Each 

of these variables and their effect on college adjustment is more closely examined below. 

Race/Ethnicity 

Research suggests that minority students may have greater difficulty adjusting to 

the college environment. For example, ethnic minority students experience higher levels 

of perceived discrimination than non-minorities (Nora & Cabrera, 1996) and tend to have 

poor social experiences in college (Cabrera et al., 1999). Moreover, ethnic minority 

students also tend to face conditions that increase their risk for adjustment difficulties, 

including having a low socioeconomic status (SES) background and being the first in 

their families to attend college (Fischer, 2007). On average, minority students enter 

college with significantly lower academic readiness and less knowledge about the college 

experience than non-minority students (Engle & Tinto, 2008). These students are not only 

disproportionately underprepared to handle the academic demands of college life, but are 

also less likely to engage in academic and social activities that foster successful 

adjustment, including interacting with peers and faculty and participating in 

extracurricular activities (Engle & Tinto, 2008). Schwitzer, Griffin, Ancis, and Thomas 

(1999) suggested that African American students face demands stemming from feeling 
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underrepresented, directly perceiving racism, and difficulty of approaching faculty, as 

they negotiate the transition from home and high school to the college and environment. 

Coping Style 

Coping style is another personal factor that is likely to influence college 

adjustment directly and through its effect on student involvement. How people appraise 

the demands placed upon them by their environment can significantly impact their ability 

to cope with that environment (Folkman, Lazarus, Dukel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 

1986). People experience stress when they believe they cannot deal adequately with the 

demands before them (Folkman et al., 1986). Research provides strong evidence for the 

positive link between active coping and college adjustment (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1992; 

Shields, 2001; Zea, Jarama, & Bianchi, 1995). Active coping encompasses initiating 

direct action and effort to deal with stressful situations. Individuals who employ active 

coping strategies are more likely to seek out social support than those who choose a more 

maladaptive coping strategy like avoidance or denial (Compas, Conner-Smith, Saltzman 

& Thomsen, 2001). 

In one study, Eaton and Bean (1995) showed that students who reacted to the 

academic and social demands of college by exercising approach coping behaviors (i.e., 

using tutoring services, attending informal parties with friends, or holding an office in 

campus organizations) were more integrated into the university environments than those 

who engage in avoidance coping behaviors. In addition, students who avoided social 

interactions and routinely avoided their academic work were less likely to feel they were 

a part of the community and more likely to be dissatisfied with their academic 

performance (Eaton & Bean, 1995). Other researchers have linked maladaptive coping 



13 

strategies to depression, anxiety, and stress (Mahmoud, Staten, Hall, & Lennie, 2012). 

Collectively, the research suggests that students with adaptive coping styles (i.e., active 

coping) may be better equipped to manage the social and academic demands that 

accompany the college transition. 

Shyness 

How well students manage the social demands of college may be influenced by 

their level of shyness. More specifically, shy individuals may experience social 

difficulties because they respond to new social situations with awkwardness and 

inhibition (Cheek & Buss, 1981), behaviors that are likely to discourage future 

interpersonal interactions. Indeed, students with high level of social competence and self-

regard tend to have an easier time forging new relationships with peers, faculty, and 

university personnel than those who tend to be shy or have low self-esteem (Mounts et 

al., 2006). Jones, Briggs and Smith (1986) defined shyness as discomfort and inhibition 

in the presence of others. They maintained that shyness stems from the discomfort and 

inhibition that derives directly from the interpersonal nature of a particular situation as 

opposed to other sources of threat. Consistent with their assertions, experimental studies 

suggest that shy individuals tend to report spending more time focused on themselves 

during an interaction with a stranger than those who are not shy (Melchoir & Cheek, 

1990). Thus, shy individuals opt to spend time with someone they have known for a 

relatively longer time (Arkin & Grove, 1990).  

Research among undergraduates links shyness to loneliness, higher levels of 

depression and anxiety, lower levels of overall self-worth and poorer relationship quality 

(Mounts et al., 2006; Nelson et al., 2008). Shyness has also been associated with 
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perceived social inefficacy (Smith & Betz, 2000) and low constructive coping 

(Eisenberg, Fabes, & Murphy, 1995). Wang and colleagues (2014) have found that the 

association between shyness and subjective well-being was mediated by self-efficacy. In 

other words, shy individuals tended to have lower self-confidence in their capacity to 

achieve their goals, which in turn contributes to decline in their life satisfaction. 

Moreover, shyness may also negatively affect students’ educational experiences. 

Hughes and Coplan (2010) postulated that shyness may inhibit participation in school and 

lead to lower academic engagement. Consistent with their hypothesis, a study of high 

school students showed that shy students tended to be more passive in the classroom than 

their counterparts (Paulsen, Bru & Murberg, 2006). In a longitudinal study of 

communication apprehension among college students, McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield and 

Payne (1989) reported that students with high communication apprehension had lower 

grade point averages and higher dropout rates than students with low communication 

apprehension. Moreover, extroversion and openness have been positively correlated with 

participation in class (Caspi, Chajut, Saporta & Beyth-Marom, 2006).  

Taken together, shyness may hinder successful college adjustment by inhibiting 

adequate social interactions and establishment of supportive relationships. Also, shyness 

may limit communication with individuals (i.e., peers or professors) who could offer 

academic assistance. Shyness, coping style, and ethnicity not only affect students’ 

ultimate adjustment to college but they also directly affect students’ institutional 

involvement and social networking site use, as explained in the following sections. 
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Social Networking Site Use 

In today’s technologically advanced learning environment, traditional in-person 

campus interactions may fail to accurately reflect students’ institutional involvement 

(discussed below). Social networking sites are web-based services that permit individuals 

to develop a public or semi-public public profile, articulate a list of connections, establish 

new connections based on shared interest, political and religious views and activities, and 

maintain pre-existing networks (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). Although, SNSs vary greatly in 

their technical features and uses, there are two distinct categories of SNS use relevant to 

college adjustment that bear further investigation: social utility and academic utility.  

Social use  

The majority of social networking sites (SNSs) are designed to promote the 

formation of social connections (Donath & Boyd, 2004). For example, Facebook’s 

“Friends” facilitates the formation of new interaction by allowing users to invite others to 

their social networks, accept invitations to join the network of other users, and review the 

profiles of established friends. SNSs also allow users to state and make visible their 

social networks, which afford individuals opportunities to make connections with others 

that they would not have had otherwise (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). Still, most Facebook 

users primarily communicate with people who are already a part of their extended social 

network and not strangers (Joinson, 2008; Raacke & Bonds-Raacke, 2008; 

Subrahmanyam et al., 2008). Lampe, Ellison and Steinfield (2006) surveyed over 1,000 

first-year students at a large Midwestern university and found that students mainly used 

Facebook to learn more about people with whom they shared an offline connection, such 

as people in their classes and residence halls, or people they met at social events.  
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Similarly, utilizing survey and diary-like measures of Facebook, Pempek, 

Yermolayeva, & Calvert (2009) showed that college students, particularly those in their 

first and second year of school, used Facebook to stay in touch with friends from their 

high school or hometown. Lampe and colleagues (2006) suggest that Facebook may 

serve a surveillance function by permitting users to track the activities, interests and 

beliefs of those within their offline network. This surveillance function may be one 

mechanism through which SNSs foster relationship building. By keeping users updated 

on the online activities of their contacts (i.e., comments, posts and picture/videos), 

Facebook could strengthen existing or recently formed ties. In line with this, research 

shows that the more students are motivated to use Facebook to maintain existing 

relationships, the higher their social adjustment (Yang & Brown, 2013). 

The relationships fostered through Facebook may put students’ minds at ease 

about their new environment. Madge, Meek, Wellens and Hooley (2009) reported that, 

even before registration, a majority of first-year students joined Facebook as means of 

making new friends at the university and, by the time they arrived on campus, over half 

had established virtual friendships. Some have suggested that students with large 

numbers of Facebook friends who were fellow peers report better social adjustment than 

those with fewer friends (Gary et al., 2013; Kalpido et al., 2011). Facebook network size 

has been correlated with perceived social support and life satisfaction (Manago, Taylor, 

& Greenfield, 2012). Similarly, DeAndrea and colleagues (2012) described a study of an 

online forum that allowed students to share information with each other the summer 

before arriving to campus. Their findings indicate that the use of the website increased 

students’ expectations of their ability to engage in interactions with faculty outside of the 
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classroom, get helpful information from residence-hall staff, and connect with diverse 

others. 

Academic Use 

Beyond their social uses, SNSs are utilized by college students for academic 

activities (Lampe, Wohn, Vitak, Ellison, & Wash, 2011). However, while researchers 

generally agree about the potential social benefits of such sites, they hold divergent views 

on their academic benefits. Some find that SNSs encourage socialization of students in 

their academic institutions (Yu et al., 2010) and engagement in academics (Selwyn, 

2009). Yu et al. (2010) posited that SNSs affords students the opportunity to learn about 

the norms and cultures of their schools and acquire information about their friends, which 

consequently enhances their self-esteem, performance proficiency, and satisfaction with 

university life. Similarly, Selwyn (2009) suggested that Facebook permits students to 

exchange school-related information school such as requirements of examinations and 

course assignments. Junco et al. (2010) examined the mean difference in engagement 

scores and GPA across pre-health majors in a seminar course, half of whom were 

assigned to use Twitter for class activities. The investigators reported higher engagement 

and GPA scores among the Twitter users. Twitter use led to increased student-faculty 

interaction, prompt feedback and maximized time on task.  

Yet, others report that SNSs have little educational value (Hew, 2011). Some 

studies show that the amount of time spent on SNSs can negatively influence academic 

performance (Kirschner & Karpnski, 2012; Paul, Baker, & Cochran, 2012). For example, 

Junco (2012) reported a negative relation between frequency of Facebook use and the 

amount of time spent preparing for class. The conflicting findings may reflect differences 
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in networking behaviors. Excessive SNS use may be more problematic if the time spent 

online is purely for entertainment versus for seeking out academic-related support. 

Survey responses indicate that students are likely to have a Facebook account and 

are open to the possibility of using Facebook as an instructional tool (Roblyer, McDaniel, 

& Webb, 2010). Irwin, Ball, & Desbrow (2012) studied the use of Facebook pages within 

four specific courses and reported positive feedback from students. Most students 

anticipated that a Facebook page would facilitate learning by enhancing communication 

and interaction between students and instructors as well as by streamlining notification of 

updates and information. This kind of informal academic collaboration may enhance 

students’ perceptions of social support as these interactions also support relationship 

development. Altogether, the literature indicates that Facebook use may influence college 

adjustment directly and indirectly, by providing students a viable platform through which 

to become academically and socially involved at the institution. 

Individual Differences  

A number of scholars have recognized the importance of identifying individual 

characteristics that influence Facebook use (Hargittati, 2008; Raccke, & Bond-Raacke, 

2008). A study from the Pew Internet and American Life Project Center (2013) indicates 

differences in SNS use by race. Across multiple SNSs (i.e., Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter 

and Instagram), there were more Black and Hispanic users than White users. Personality 

characteristics such as extroversion, neuroticism, and openness to new experiences have 

also been shown to be linked to SNS use (Correa, Hinsley, & Zuniga, 2010; Ross, Orr, 

Sisic, Arseneault, Simmering, & Orr, 2008; Wilson, Fornasier, & White, 2010). People 

who are more extraverted and open to new experiences tended to use SNSs more 
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frequently (Correa et al., 2010). Ross et al., (2009) found openness to new experiences 

was associated with greater sociability on Facebook.  

Based on their studies of college students, Ellison et al. (2007) and Steinfield et 

al. (2008) speculated that students who have difficulty engaging with others of immediate 

social circles may see a greater gain in social capital by using Facebook. Consistent with 

their views, heavy SNS use has been linked to poor social skills (Jenkins-Guarnieri, 

Wright, & Hudiburgh, 2012), low self-esteem (Ellison et al., 2007), shyness (Orr et al., 

2009) and low emotional stability (Correa et al., 2010). Shy college students are more 

likely to become involved in online relationships than non-shy students (Ward & Tracey, 

2004). These findings indicate that Facebook use has the potential to relieve some of the 

stress of traditional interpersonal interactions experienced by people who are socially 

inhibited and/or have low self-esteem. Thus, when exploring the connections between 

online social networking and college adjustment, researchers must account for individual 

factors like shyness and self-esteem as potential moderators that could amplify or weaken 

the strength of associations.  

Institutional Involvement 

Personal attributes and social networking site use may directly affect students’ 

institutional involvement. In the present study, institutional involvement describes 

students’ academic and social interactions with and within their academic institutions. 

The types of interactions are classified as “involvement” and their impact on students’ 

experiences are described in further detail below. 
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Academic Involvement 

For over four decades, researchers have been stressing the importance of social 

and academic involvement in student success (e.g., Astin, 1984, 1999; Braxton & 

McClendon, 2002; Braxton et al., 2000; Milem & Berger, 1997; Pascarella & Terenzin, 

2005; Tinto, 1975). For instance, time spent studying has been positively correlated with 

a wide range of academic outcomes including graduation honors, graduate school 

enrollment, retention and overall academic development (Astin, 1993). Engagement in 

educationally purposeful activities during the first year of college may be especially 

beneficial for students who enter college with lower levels of academic achievement 

(Kuh, Cruce, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008). Yet, even if students commit appropriate 

amounts of time to their coursework, their grades may still suffer if they fail to identify 

and respond successfully to professors’ expectations (Collier & Morgan, 2008).  

Several researchers have documented the positive influence of frequent faculty 

interactions on student outcomes (Komarraju, Musulkin & Bhattacharya, 2010; Nora, 

Cabrera, Hagedorn & Pascarella, 1996; Pascarella, 1980; Pike, 1991). Bean and Eaton 

(2001-2002) postulated that faculty interaction permit students to adapt better to 

academic requirements by fostering academic strategies that can be used for future 

assignments. Students who frequently engage in informal interactions with faculty also 

tend to rank faculty members as a source of positive influence on their intellectual and 

personal development (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1976). Student-faculty interaction has 

been positively related to participation in campus activities and degree attainment (Astin, 

1993). Students who are open to new experiences may be more likely to seek out new 

academic and social experiences (Bauer & Liang, 2003). Therefore, students with 
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adaptive coping style may be significantly more likely to partake in academic activities. 

There is abundant evidence to suggest that the quality and frequency of students’ 

academic involvement with their institutions may have a direct and indirect impact on 

their overall college adjustment.  

Social Involvement 

Similarly, ample research shows that social integration correlates with several 

educational outcomes including institutional commitment, retention, college satisfaction, 

and academic performance (Astin & Sax, 1998; Braxton et al., 2000; Fischer, 2007; 

Johnson et al., 2007; Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1980; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977). Involvement in formal social activities, 

such as school organizations and clubs is correlated with college satisfaction and degree 

completion (Astin & Sax, 1998; Kuh et al., 2008). In his extensive and influential study 

of student development, Astin (1993) showed that the sheer amount of student-student 

interaction has a widespread effect on student affective and cognitive development. Most 

notably, student-student interaction was negatively associated with depression and 

positively correlated with leadership development, critical thinking skills, and cultural 

awareness (Astin, 1993). Further, Jacob and Dodd (2003) postulated that extracurricular 

involvement promotes feelings of achievement and self-worth. 

As discussed above, race and ethnicity may also have an impact on social 

involvement. Existing evidence suggests that ethnic student organizations play an 

important role in the adjustment of minority students at predominately White institutions 

(Museus, 2008). One explanation suggested by Museus (2008) is that ethnic student 

organizations may provide minority students opportunities to connect with peers who 
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share similar cultural backgrounds and experiences and thus, maintain strong ties with 

their cultural heritage while facilitating their socialization into the mainstream culture. 

Social involvement in formal activities may facilitate successful college 

adjustment by providing opportunities for establishing positive relationships with peers 

and other university personnel outside of the classroom. For first year students who are 

just getting acclimated to their new environment, maintaining relationships with peers 

through extracurricular activities may be particularly important. Indeed, the time spent 

socializing with peers in the first year is positively associated with social adjustment 

(Hurtado, Carter, & Spuler, 1996), whereas alienation from peers is linked to low 

institutional attachment and poorer social and academic adjustment (Swenson et al., 

2008). Moreover, voluntary withdrawal from college is common among social isolates 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979). To determine the degree and type of isolation (i.e., in-

person vs. online isolation), the integrated model seeks to assess the impact of social 

networking site use on institutional involvement. 

Perceived Experiences 

Institutional involvement influences how students perceive the college 

experience. Students who lack consistent and intimate interactions with others perceive 

their college experience as dissatisfying (Spady, 1970). Moreover, those who perceive the 

attitudes and values of the academic system as incompatible to their own leave the 

university prematurely (Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977; Tinto, 1975). Students are also 

likely to be less committed to a university when their expectations regarding their 

academic and social experiences are not met (Helland, Stallings, & Braxton, 2002). That 

is, when students’ intellectual and social expectations are not fulfilled, they become 
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disheartened and less likely to expend energy on activities that facilitate integration into 

the academic and social communities of their college.  

Milem and Berger (1997) suggested that students’ involvement in the institution 

and the effect that the involvement had on students’ perceptions of peer and institutional 

support influences the levels of subsequent involvement in the campus environments and 

levels of institutional commitment. Furthermore, Tinto (2001) noted that poor student-

institution fit may contribute to feelings of isolation. Therefore, the present study 

examines the effects of students’ perceived academic stress, social support from peers, 

and loneliness on self-assessment and college adjustment.  

Academic Stress 

College students encounter many academic stressors, including pressure to earn 

high grades, keep-up with assignments and deadlines in pursuits of their educational 

goals. Poor time management, as evidenced by last-minute cramming for exams, for 

example, could contribute to stress and poor performance. Indeed, Abouserie (1994) 

pointed out that students are most affected by stressors related to their studies. Students 

who perceive control of their time report significantly greater work and life satisfaction 

(Macan, Shahani, Dipboye, & Phillips, 1990). 

Subjective experience of overload (i.e., feeling that one’s academic load is too 

heavy), rather than actual, objective workload may be a significant contributing factor in 

student burnout (Jacobs & Dodd, 2003). Burnout is traditionally characterized by high 

emotional exhaustion and cynicism (i.e., detached attitude towards one’s work) (Green, 

Walkey, & Taylor, 1991; Schaufeli, Martinez, Marques-Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 

2002). Jacob and Dodd (2003) revealed that exhaustion relates positively to academic 
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stressors such as workload, whereas cynicism negatively relates to relational resources 

such as social support from peers.  

In addition to academic requirements, the classroom environment and relations 

with faculty members may also be sources of stress (Cabrera & Nora, 1994). Deleterious 

consequences of stress on adjustment have been well documented (Cohen, Kamarck, & 

Mermelstein, 1983; Mahmoud et al., 2012; Naquin & Gilber, 1996; Swenson et al., 

2008). Research shows that students with high levels of perceived stress tend to possess 

lower levels of self-esteem (Abouserie, 1994; Hudd & Yokozuka, 2000), exhibit higher 

levels of depressive symptoms (Cohen et al., 1983) and perform poorly academically 

(Friedlander et al., 2007; Struthers et al., 2000). Self-efficacy, which is one’s perception 

of his or her competence has also been shown to be negatively impacted by stress 

(Zajacova, Lynch & Espenshade, 2005). Michie, Glachan and Bray (2001) suggested that 

students who report high levels of academic stress also report negative academic self-

concept and self-esteem.  

Social Support from Peers  

Whereas social involvement measures students’ engagement in activities and peer 

interactions, social support from peers seeks to assess how students perceive the quality 

of those interactions. In the absence of social support from peers, students may perceive 

even greater academic stress. Cohen and McKay (1984) theorized that social support 

buffers the negative effect of stress on health and well-being; those receiving the most 

social support are best protected against the negative impact of stressors. Peers are 

essential sources of support for college students. Students who perceive high levels of 

social support from friends report fewer depressive symptoms (Li, Albert, & Dewelle, 
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2014), higher GPA (Dennis et al., 2005), and a greater sense of personal accomplishment 

and lower levels of emotional exhaustion (Jacob & Dodd, 2003). Moreover, several 

studies have suggested positive relations among peer support, social integration, personal 

and emotional adjustment, and institutional commitment (Buote et al., 2007; Friedlander 

et al., 2007; Milem & Berger, 1997; Swenson et al., 2008).  

Perceived support from peers whom students rely on for tangible aid and guidance 

may provide students a sense of belonging. For first-generation ethnic minority students, 

peers can provide instrumental support that is directly related to academic success by 

sharing information (i.e., notes) and providing advice about classes to take and strategies 

to use (Dennis et al., 2005). Additionally, the development and maintenance of 

friendships fosters perception of competence (Buhrmester, 1990) and self-esteem (Keefe 

& Berndt, 1996). On the other hand, a lack of peer support can lead to feelings of 

isolation and loneliness (Swenson et al., 2008). And, students who feel marginalized and 

unsupported by their peers may be less inclined to be committed to their institution and to 

securing a college degree.  

Loneliness 

Loneliness may also predict college adjustment. Perlman and Peplau (1981) 

defined loneliness as “the unpleasant experience that occurs when a person’s network of 

social relations is deficient in some important way, either quantitatively or qualitatively” 

(p. 31). Personal characteristics believed to increase susceptibility to loneliness include 

shyness, inadequate social skills and low self-regard (Maroldo, 1981; Russell, Peplau, & 

Ferguson, 1978). Research on dysfunctional attitudes in loneliness has shown that lonely 

individuals tend to hold negative views of themselves, entertain doubts about their 
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desirability to others and report being very unsure of themselves in interpersonal 

encounters (Wilbert & Rupert, 1986).  

Although loneliness is one of the most pervasive of human experiences, 

adolescents and young adults appear to be particularly vulnerable (Qualter, Vanhalst, 

Harris, Roekel, Lodder, Bangee, Maes, & Vergagen, 2015). According to Arnett (2000), 

the period between late adolescence and young adulthood represents a unique 

developmental stage when identity and interpersonal issues emerge. As individuals move 

through this phase of life, they seek to establish intimacy through interconnections with 

friends and romantic partners.  

Weiss (1974) distinguished between two forms of loneliness: emotional 

loneliness, which results from the lack of an intimate attachment to another person; and 

social loneliness, which stems from the lack of a social network of friends who share 

common interests and activities. Consistent with Weiss’s speculations, Russell and 

colleagues (1984) observed that deficits in friendships predicted social loneliness among 

college students. Loneliness is also negatively related to social support (Jackson, 

Soderlind, & Weiss, 2000; Nicpon et al., 2006).  

A review of the literature suggests that loneliness is correlated with a variety of 

problems, specifically, depression (Brage, Meredith, & Woodward, 1993), anxiety 

(Russell et al., 1984), drug use (Lamis, Ballard, & Patel, 2014), and dropping out of 

college (Rotenberg & Morrison, 1993). Based on existing work, loneliness may diminish 

students’ confidence and may thereby increase their vulnerability to poor college 

adjustment. 
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Self-assessment 

Students’ perceived college experiences will lead them to either reaffirm or to re-

evaluate their academic competence and self-worth (Bean & Eaton, 2000). The extent to 

which students positively appraise themselves may have a significant impact on their 

college adjustment (Friedlander et al., 2007). Poor self-appraisals are likely to result if 

students feel as if their behaviors continually fail to produce desired outcomes. That is, 

despite investing significant amounts of energy into their studies and social activities, 

students who perceive high academic stress and poor supportive relations are likely to 

assess themselves as inefficacious and powerless. Bandura (1982) suggests that 

perceptions of inability to influence events and social conditions in one’s life can elicit 

feelings of futility. Additionally, students who perceive high levels of loneliness may 

come to believe that their efforts will not produce the outcomes they desire, which could 

lead to lower self-efficacy and self-esteem and, in turn, could impede their college 

adjustment.  

Academic Self-Efficacy 

Academic self-efficacy represents confidence in performing academic tasks such 

as asking questions in class and preparing for exams (Torres & Solberg, 2001). Academic 

self-efficacy is significantly correlated to adjustment among first-year undergraduate 

students (Martin, Swartz-Kulstad, & Madson, 1999). Numerous studies yield consistent 

evidence that academic self-efficacy enhances academic performance (Chemers, Hu, & 

Garcia, 2001; Hsieh, Sullivan, & Guerra, 2007; Zajacova, Lynch, & Espensade, 2005). 

For example, Zajacova et al. (2005) found that students with high academic self-efficacy 

had higher GPAs and earned more academic credits than those with low academic self-
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efficacy. Likewise, Turner and colleagues (2009) found that students with higher 

academic self-efficacy tend to spend more time studying than those with lower academic 

self-efficacy.  

Bandura (1993) maintained that people set standards for themselves in accordance 

with their perceived capabilities and those with high self-efficacy seek out challenges that 

provide opportunities to expand their knowledge and competencies. Consistent with his 

assertions, self-efficacy correlates highly with goal orientation and students with high 

academic self-efficacy not only have higher GPAs, but also are more committed to 

achieving their goals (Hsieh et al., 2007). The literature indicates that students with high 

academic efficacy may succeed not only because they effectively manage their time and 

sustain their efforts, but also because they tailor their behavior to fit their academic 

expectations. That is, students who believe they can manage the academic demands of 

college will exert more effort on academic-related activities to ensure their success. This 

may involve attending classes, spending more time studying for exams and seeking out 

resources available for academic enhancement. Conversely, those who doubt their 

capacity to handle the coursework may engage in self-sabotaging behaviors, including 

missing deadlines and setting low academic aspirations. 

Self-Esteem 

Self-esteem is another component of self-evaluation that is an important factor in 

behavioral, cognitive and emotional adjustment (Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins, 

Moffitt, & Caspi, 2005; Leary & Baumesister, 2000; Rosenberg, 1965). Leary and 

Baumesister (2000) argued that self-esteem was an internal monitor of the degree to 

which one is valued as a relational partner, which is defined as any member of a 



29 

relationship. They maintained that people with high self-esteem feel they are valued by 

others whereas those with low self-esteem question their value as relational partners. 

Leary, Tambor, Terdal, and Downs (1995) have found that exclusion results in lower 

self-esteem to a greater degree than inclusion raises self-esteem. Also, Nordstrom, 

Swenson, and Hiester (2012) demonstrated that high social anxiety diminishes self-

esteem, which in turn impedes personal-emotional adjustment and institutional 

attachment. College students rank praise from others as the most importance source of 

self-esteem, followed by perceived competence (Schwalbe & Staples, 1991).  

Numerous researchers have examined the correlates and consequences of self-

esteem. Substantial evidence suggests that high self-esteem promotes psychological well-

being and goal achievement, and fosters social resources and effective coping (Bandura, 

1977; Byrd & McKinney, 2012; Friedlander et al., 2007; Rosenberg, Schooler, 

Schoenbach, & Rosenber, 1995; Ryan, Stiller, Lynch, 1994; Sowislo & Orth, 2013). 

Emerging adults with high self-esteem are less likely to experience emotional and social 

loneliness (Zhao, Kong & Wang, 2013) and more likely to report better adjustment to 

college than those with low self-esteem (Hickman, Bartholomae, McKenry, 2000; 

Mooney, Sherman, & Presto, 1991). Moreover, researchers have demonstrated the 

adverse long-term effects of poor self-esteem on adjustment. In one prospective study, 

Trzesniewski and colleagues (2006) showed that adolescents with low self-esteem had 

higher levels of criminal behavior and poorer mental and physical health during 

adulthood compared with adolescents with high self-esteem. Likewise, in their meta-

analysis of longitudinal studies, Sowislo and Ortho (2013) found support for the notion 

that low self-esteem constitutes a causal risk factor of depression. Thus, there is 
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considerable evidence that self-assessment and the interplay of self-esteem and academic 

self-efficacy will have an impact on students’ overall college adjustment. 

Current Study 

Objectives 

This study has two major objectives. First, to test the explanatory power of the 

integrated model of college adjustment (see Figure 3) developed based on existing 

retention models and social networking research. Second, to identify moderators of the 

associations of Facebook use, social and academic involvement and college adjustment. 

The prevailing body of literature on college adjustment focuses primarily on first 

year students. Very little is known about the adjustment process of students who are 

further along in their studies. It is plausible that social involvement may not be as 

important among more advanced students, who may already have well established 

relationships on campus, as younger students. Also, underclassmen who are just 

becoming acquainted with their new environment may rely more on Facebook for 

establishing new relationships and accessing academic-related information and, therefore, 

may derive greater benefit from it than upperclassmen. Given this, the fit of the proposed 

model is compared across class year (underclassmen vs. upperclassmen). 

The second objective of the study is to identify conditions that might influence the 

effects of Facebook use on institutional involvement and college adjustment. Specifically, 

do personal characteristics such as shyness and self-esteem moderate the influence of 

social and academic Facebook use on academic involvement, social involvement and 

college adjustment?  
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Hypotheses 

Objective one. The proposed model (Figures 3 and 4) examines the processes 

that explain college adjustment. Similar to previous models (i.e., Astin 1984, 1999; Bean 

& Eaton, 2000; Cabrera et al., 1993; Tinto, 1975, 1993), the proposed model predicts that 

students' family support, background (i.e., ethnicity) and personal attributes (i.e., shyness 

and coping style) influence their academic and social involvement, which in turn 

influences students’ perception of academic stress, peer support, and loneliness. In 

accordance with Bean and Eaton’s assertions (2000), students’ perceived experiences are 

expected to result in self-assessment of academic competence and self-esteem, which in 

turn will predict overall adjustment. Additionally, social media research indicates that 

SNS use may benefit students (DeAndrea et al., 2011; Junco et al., 2010; Yu et al., 2010); 

thus, Facebook use for social and academic purposes are expected to predict college 

adjustment directly and indirectly (via academic and social involvement).  

The bidirectional arrows in the model indicate correlations between variables. The 

bidirectional arrows between academic and social involvement are similar to the 

interrelationship between academic experiences and social integration indicated by Tinto 

(1975) and supported by Nora and Cabrera (1996). Listed below are the study’s specific 

hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Kinship support, ethnicity, shyness, active coping, and Facebook 

use for social and academic purposes will directly and indirectly (via social and 

academic involvement) predict college adjustment.  
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Hypothesis 2: Social and academic involvement will predict college adjustment 

both directly and indirectly through its effect on students’ perceived experiences 

of academic stress, social support from peers, and loneliness.  

Hypothesis 3: The perceived experiences of academic stress, social support from 

peers, and loneliness will have a direct effect on college adjustment, as well as 

indirect effects through academic self-efficacy and self-esteem.  

Hypothesis 4: Academic self-efficacy and self-esteem will have direct effects on 

college adjustment. 
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Figure 3. Hypothesized Model of College Adjustment 
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A-Coping = Active coping 

AFB use = Academic Facebook use 

SFB= Social Facebook use 

A-Involve = Academic involvement 

S-Involve = Social involvement 

Peer Support = Perceived social support from peers, 

A-Efficacy = Academic self-efficacy 

 

Figure 4. Hypothesized path model of college adjustment. 

 A-Coping = Active coping; AFB use = Academic Facebook use; SFB= Social 

Facebook use; A-Involve = Academic involvement; 

 S-Involve = Social involvement; Peer Support = Perceived social support from 

peers, 

 A-Efficacy = Academic self-efficacy. 

 

Figure 4. Hypothesized Path Model of College Adjustment 
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Objective two. Based on previous work (Ellison et al., 2007; Jenkins-Guarnieri et 

al., 2012; Orr et al., 2009), the associations of Facebook use type (social and academic), 

institutional involvement (social and academic involvement), and college adjustment are 

expected to be moderated by shyness and self-esteem. Specifically, the links among the 

aforementioned variables are expected to be stronger for students with high levels of 

shyness and low levels of self-esteem.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Sample 

Participants were recruited from several introductory psychology courses at a 

major semipublic university on the east coast using the Human Subject Pool Management 

Software, Sona. In order to participate, students had to be Facebook users. Respondents 

received course credit for completing an anonymous, self-report questionnaire about their 

Facebook use, dispositions, and college experiences. Of the 632 undergraduate students 

who completed the questionnaire, the final sample was comprised of 138 (22.8%) men 

and 466 (77.2%) women, with an average age of 21.7 years (SD = 3.43).  

Procedures 

Data were collected during the 2014 school year. All surveys were administered 

online through Qualtrics Surveys and took 45-60 minutes to complete. In accordance 

with Temple University’s Internal Review Board (IRB), all participants were asked to 

provide an electronic signature to a consent form at the beginning of the survey. 

Additionally, participants were assured that any information they provided would be kept 

confidential and that their participation was voluntary. At the end of the survey, 

participants were provided the researcher’s contact information if they should have any 

questions regarding the study. 

Measures 

The questionnaire completed by the participants included sections assessing 

demographics, reasons for Facebook use, perceived social support, shyness, self-esteem, 

coping, academic stress, school involvement and adjustment to college. The Cronbach’s 
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coefficient alphas (Cronbach, 1951) of each measure used were calculated by SPSS. The 

range for the reliability scores was .77 - .96. The lower bound was near .8, which is 

considered good for basic research (Nunnaly, 1978).  

Demographic characteristics. The demographics section of the questionnaire 

included questions on participants’ gender, age, race/ethnicity, class year, place of birth, 

employment status, and place of residence. As part of the demographics, participants also 

provided parental background information including parental educational levels, income 

and place of birth.  

Kinship support. Social support from extended family was assessed with 18 – 

items taken from Taylor, Casten, and Flickinge (1993). The measure assessed 

individuals’ perceptions of social and emotional support from adult kin. Areas of social 

support examined included advice and counseling (e.g., “When I am worried about 

something, I look at my relatives for advice”) and problem solving (e.g., “I can count on 

my relatives to help when I have problems”). Respondents indicated their level of 

agreement with each item on a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

4 (strongly agree). Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of perceived kin 

support. Additionally, the measure contained two questions about how often respondents 

see or talk to their kin (1 = Hardly ever; 2 = A few times a year; 3 = Once a month; 4 = 

Once a week; 5 = Several times a week; 6 = Everyday), and how many kin live within an 

hour’s drive (1 = none; 2 = 1 or 2; 3 = 3 – 5; 4 = 6 – 10; 5 = 11 – 19; 6 = 20 or more). 

The scale has adequate psychometric qualities, with Cronbach’s alpha above .7 (Taylor et 

al., 2008). In this study, the 4-point Likert scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .90.  
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Active coping. The coping style of students was measured using Carver, Scheier, 

and Weintraub’s (1989) COPE Inventory. The multidimensional instrument assesses 

broad range of coping responses to stress. The COPE Inventory contains 15 scales. Each 

subscale contains four items measuring aspects of problem-focused coping (e.g., active 

coping – “I take direct action to get around the problem”), emotion-focused coping (e.g., 

acceptance – “I accept that this has happened and that it can’t be changed”) and avoidant 

coping (e.g., mental disengagement – “I turn to work or other substitute activities to take 

my mind off things”). The psychometric properties of the COPE scales have been shown 

to be adequate, with an average Cronbach’s alpha reliability of .79 and test-retest range 

from .46 - .86 (Carver et al., 1989). This study only used the active coping subscale, 

which had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .81.  

Shyness. Shyness was measured using the Revised Cheek and Buss Shyness 

Scale (RCBS; Cheek & Melchior, 1985). The 20-item scale assessed symptoms 

representing the somatic (e.g., “Sometimes being introduced to new people makes me 

feel physically upset”), cognitive (e.g., “When in a group of people, I have trouble 

thinking of the right things to talk about”), and behavioral (e.g., “I have trouble looking 

someone right in the eye”) components of shyness. Possible scores on each item ranges 

from 1 (very uncharacteristic or untrue) to 5 (very characteristic or true). The RCBS has 

excellent psychometric qualities, including high internal consistency (α = 0.94) and test-

retest reliability (α =.91) (Melchior & Cheek, 1990). The measure also had a high 

reliability in this study with α =.93. 

Facebook use. Participants were asked to indicate how many hours they spend on 

SNS, how many other SNSs beside Facebook they use and the number of Facebook 
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friends they have. Also, participants completed the Facebook Intensity Scale (FIS; 

Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). The FIS measured respondents’ active engagement 

and emotional connection with Facebook. The scale contains six items on a five point 

Likert scale, ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Example items 

include, “I feel out of touch when I haven’t logged onto Facebook for a while” and “I 

would be sorry if Facebook shut down.” In this study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient for 

the FIS was .85. In addition to the FIS, academic Facebook use and social Facebook use 

were measured. A measure of social and academic motives for Facebook use was 

comprised using previous work (Ellison et al., 2007; Ellison et al., 2011; Joinson, 2008; 

Wright, Rosenberg, Egbert, Ploeger, Bernard, & King, 2013). More information on the 

measure is found in Table 1.  

Academic involvement. Academic involvement was measured using items taken 

from the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student Survey (UWES-SS; Schaufeli, 

Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002). The UWES-SS is comprised of 14 items, 

constituting three subscales that reflect the underlying dimensions of engagement: vigor 

(5 items), dedication (5 items), and absorption (4 items). All items are scored on a Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Dedication refers to being 

strongly involved in one’s study and experiencing a sense of significance, enthusiasm, 

inspiration and pride. Students were asked to respond to statements such as, “I find my 

studies to be full of meaning and purpose.” Absorption is characterized by full 

concentration and happy engrossment in one’s academic work. Example items assessing 

absorption include, “When I am studying, I forget everything else around me” and “Time 

flies when I’m studying.” The validity and internal consistency of the UWES-SS has 
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been well established (Schaufeli et al., 2002). A sum of the nine items comprising the 

absorption and dedication subscales was computed to serve as an indicator of academic 

involvement. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the measure was .85. 

Social involvement. The sum of two items (“I am very involved with social 

activities in college” and “I have several close social ties at college”), rated on a 5-point 

Likert-scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used to measure 

social involvement. The measure had adequate reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient of 0.77.  

Academic stress. Academic stress was measured using 17 items adapted from the 

Undergraduate Stress Questionnaire (USQ; Crandall, Preisler, & Aussprung, 1992). 

Academic stressors included: multiple assignments due the same day, numerous 

deadlines, inadequate preparation for tests and poor test performance. Participants 

responded to each item on a 5-point scale, where, 0 = Event did not occur, 1 = Event 

occurred but was not stressful, 2 = Event occurred and was a little stressful, 3 = Event 

occurred and was somewhat stressful, and 4 = Event occurred and was very stressful. In 

this study, the USQ had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.87. 

Perceived social support from peers. Perceived social support from friends was 

measured using the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet, 

Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988). The MSPSS is designed to assess perceived availability 

of support from three sources: family, friends, and significant other. Items are rated on a 

7-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7 (very strongly agree). 

The scale is comprised of 12 items, with 4-items for each subscale. It has been shown to 

have good internal and test-retest reliability across diverse samples (Cecil, Stanley, 
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Carrion, & Swann, 1995). This study used the perceived social support from friends 

subscale, which had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.94.  

Loneliness. Loneliness was measured using the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell, 

Peplau, & Ferguson, 1978). The 20-item scale measures feelings of loneliness and social 

isolation by asking participants to rate each item as either 0 (I often feel this way), S (I 

sometimes feel this way), R (I rarely feel this way) or N (I never feel this way). Scores 

range from 20 to 69, with higher scores indicating more loneliness. The measure’s 

substantial psychometric properties include high reliability (Peplau et al., 1978) and good 

construct, concurrent, and discriminant validity (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980; 

Weeks, Michela, Peplau, & Bragg, 1980). Consistent with previous studies, the 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of UCLA loneliness scale was 0.96 in this study. 

Academic self-efficacy. Academic self-efficacy was measured using a subscale 

derived from the Maslach Burnout Inventory – Student Survey (MBI-SS; Schaufeli et al., 

2002). The MBI-SS is a self-report instrument composed of 16 items with three 

subscales: Exhaustion (EX; 5 items), Cynicism (CY; 5 items), and Efficacy (EF; 6 items). 

The Efficacy subscale was used in this study. Example items from the subscale include “I 

can effectively solve the problems that arise in my studies” or “I believe that I make an 

effective contribution to the classes that I attend.” The MBI-SS internal consistencies 

typically range from .70 to .90 (Schaufeli et al., 2002). In this study, the efficacy subscale 

had an adequate reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.81.  

Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured using Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (RSE; 

Rosenberg, 1965), a 10-item measure with four-point response scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale is a 
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unidimensional, global measure that has been shown to possess good internal consistency 

and reliability (Grey-Little, Williams, & Hancock, 1997). A sample item is, “I feel that 

I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.” The scale was scored in 

accordance with Rosenberg’s directions, where responses were summed to form a total 

score, with higher scores reflecting higher self-esteem. In the present study, the RSE had 

a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.79. 

College adjustment. Twenty-one items adapted from The Student Adaptation to 

College Questionnaire (SACQ; Baker & Siryk, 1989) was used to measure the 

effectiveness of student adjustment to college. The SACQ contains 67 items subdivided 

into four subscales (academic, social, personal-emotional and institutional) addressing 

different aspects of adjustment. The academic adjustment subscale appraises a student’s 

success in coping with the educational demands of college life (e.g., “Lately, I have been 

giving a lot of thought to dropping out of college altogether and for good”). The social 

adjustment subscale contains items dealing with the interpersonal and social demands of 

college (e.g.,” I am having difficult feeling at ease other people at college”). The 

personal-emotional subscale contains items relevant to a student’s physical and 

psychological well-being (e.g., “I haven’t been able to control my emotions very well 

lately”). The school attachment subscale evaluates the quality of the bonds students 

establish with their institutions, including items such as, “lately I have been giving a lot 

of thought to transferring to another college”. The SACQ also yields a full-scale score as 

an index to overall adaptation to college. The SACQ and its subscales have been shown 

to have high reliability (Baker & Siryk, 1986). This study used an overall adjustment 

scale consisting of 4 – social adjustment items, 6 – academic adjustment items, 7 – 
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personal-emotional items, and 4 – school attachment items, rated on a 5-point Likert-type 

scale from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree”. The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient for the overall scale was 0.89. 

Analysis Plan 

Data Management 

Prior to analysis, several steps were taken to clean the data file. These steps 

included examining the accuracy of data entry, checking for missing data, and testing 

assumptions of multivariate procedures through various IBM SPSS programs. To ensure 

the accuracy of the data, descriptive statistics and graphic representations of the study’s 

variables were examined through IBM SPSS FREQUENCIES. The mean and standard 

deviation of continuous variables were examined, ensuring the values were within range.  

Missing data. A few of the key study variables had more than 5% of cases with 

missing data. These included, self-esteem, which had 9.0% missing cases, shyness with 

5.7% missing cases, and loneliness with 12.3% missing cases. A series of t-tests were run 

to see if missingness on these variables was related to any other variables, with alpha = 

.05. Additionally, a table of correlations and Little’s MCAR test were computed. The 

result of the Little’s MCAR test was not significant, suggesting the null hypothesis, 

missing values are at random should be retained (χ2 = 1135.90, df = 1076, p =.10). The 

results from the t-tests were also non-significant, indicating that the patterns of 

missingness were not systematic. Despite this fact, use of listwise deletion would have 

resulted in a substantial reduction in sample size given participants had missing data on 

different variables; thus, multiple imputation with 10 iterations was used to replace the 

missing values for the continuous variables. 
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 Outliers. Univariate outliers among the continuous variables were sought by 

inspecting their standardized scores. As recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), 

cases with standardized scores in excess of ±3.29 were considered outliers. Additionally, 

graphical methods for finding univariate outlier were used including plots of histograms 

and boxplots. Eighteen cases were identified as univariate outliers and dropped from 

analyses. Four other cases were identified through Mahalanobis distances as multivariate 

outliers with p < .001 and removed from analyses.  

Data transformation. The variables, academic stress and perceived social 

support from peer were found to violate the normality assumption. Academic stress was 

positively skewed and perceived social support from peer was negatively skewed. To 

reduce the severe skewness, academic stress was subjected to a square root 

transformation. Also, as recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), to reduce the 

negative skewness, perceived social support from peers was reflected and transformed 

using a log transformation. Since the scale was reflected prior to the transformation, its 

interpretation is the opposite of what it originally was. That is, high value on the log 

transformed measure indicates low perceived social support from peers.  

The assumption of linearity was checked using bivariate scatterplots and was 

found to be satisfactory. Also, examination of the intercorrelations between the 

independent variables confirmed that multicollinearity was not an issue.  

Factor Analysis of Measure of Facebook use 

A measure of Facebook use for academic and social reasons was created by the 

researcher based on prior work (e.g., Ellison et al., 2007; Ellison et al., 2011; Joinson, 

2008; Wright et al., 2013). The 12 items that comprised the measure were subjected to a 
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maximum likelihood factor analysis with oblique rotation. Oblique factor analysis was 

chosen because it was believed it would be highly unlikely for the factors not to be 

correlated (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Table 1 shows the final pattern of factor loadings. 

Eleven of the 12-items loaded significantly (>.5) to one of the two factors obtained and 

none of the items had substantial cross-loading. The first factor had high loading on six 

items related to academic related activities and accounted for 37.80% of the variance. 

Factor two explained 15.33% of the variance and contained five items dealing with social 

relationships.  

For each item, participants indicated their level of agreement on a five point 

Likert scale, with values ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A total 

score was computed for the academic Facebook use and social Facebook use subscales. 

The academic Facebook use subscale sample items include, “I use Facebook to get 

assistance on homework assignments from peers” or “I use Facebook to get advice about 

what classes I should take.” The social Facebook use sample items include, “I use 

Facebook to learn more about other people in my class” or “I use Facebook to keep in 

touch with my old friends.” The item “I use Facebook to meet new people” was dropped 

since it did not load to either construct. The academic Facebook scale had a Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient of .86. The social Facebook scale had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 

0.79. 
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Table 1. Factor Loading of Facebook Measure 

 Factors 

Academic 

Facebook use 

Social 

Facebook use 

I use Facebook to setup study groups. .769 .271 

I use Facebook to organize activities on my campus. .760 .265 

I use Facebook to get assistance on homework assignments from 

peers. 
.802 .326 

I use Facebook to get advice about what classes I should take. .808 .275 

I check my school’s Facebook profile to stay current about 

what’s going around campus. 
.631 .311 

I use Facebook to find information related to class assignments. .794 .322 

I use Facebook because all my friends are on it. .198 .714 

I use Facebook to feel involved with what is going on with other 

people. 
.263 .735 

I use Facebook to check out someone I met socially. .215 .757 

I use Facebook to learn more about other people in my classes. .398 .726 

Facebook makes it easier to learn more about other people living 

near me on campus. 
.381 .703 

I use Facebook to meet new people .345 .367 

Eigenvalues 4.070 3.306 

Percentage of Total Variance 37.796 15.327 

Note. Loading greater than 0.50 are maintained and shown in boldface. 
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Preliminary Analyses 

Preliminary data analyses consisted of a series of t tests and one-way ANOVA to 

determine whether institutional involvement (i.e., social and academic involvement), 

perceived experiences (i.e., social support from peer, academic stress, and loneliness), 

self-assessment (i.e., academic self-efficacy and self-esteem) and college adjustment 

varied across ethnicity, gender, first-generation status, residence and class year. Ethnicity 

was dichotomized into White and non-White. Although the college experience may differ 

substantially across minority groups, the proportions of students in various ethnic groups 

were too small to be examined separately. Correlations were also calculated between all 

key continuous variables.  

Primary Analyses 

Two statistical procedures were used for the main analyses. The first was a path 

analysis and the second a moderation analysis. The path analysis was employed to 

examine the explanatory power of the hypothesized model of college adjustment and to 

test whether the path coefficients significantly differ across class year (underclassmen vs. 

upperclassmen). The path analysis was conducted in three phases. First, the fit of the 

hypothesized model was tested for the total sample. Modifications were made until an 

acceptable model fit was obtained. In the second phase, the fit of the retained model was 

examined across first-and-second year students and third-and-fourth year students 

separately. Once the indices of fit for the two groups were determined to be adequate, a 

chi-square difference test was implemented. The chi-square difference test was used to 

determine if the same model of college adjustment can be used for the two student types. 

The chi-square difference test entailed getting model estimates for the two groups 
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separately without any parameter constraints (i.e., baseline model), repeating the 

procedure except this time, imposing a cross-group equality constraint on the path 

estimates (i.e., constraint model), and then taking the difference of the chi-squares of the 

unconstraint and constraint models. A significant chi-square difference indicates that the 

two groups are different and that the same model cannot be used for both groups. To 

detect which paths are different, each path coefficients was compared and assessed for 

statistical significance at the a priori alpha of .05. In the final phase of the path analysis, 

the direct and indirect path estimates were obtained for the final model.  

The path analyses were conducted using Mplus version 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 

1998 – 2015). To determine model fit, several different goodness-of-fit indexes were 

used. They included the model chi-square (χ2), the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA), the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), the 

Bentler Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI). As recommended 

by Hu and Bentler’s (1999), acceptable model fit was defined by non-significant model 

chi-square, RMSEA < .06, CFI ≥ .95, and SRMR≤ .08. The RMSEA’s confidence 

interval can also be used to evaluate the goodness of fit of a model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). A confidence interval with the lower bound less than .05 and upper bound that 

does not exceed .10 indicates a good fit. The bootstrap option in Mplus was also used to 

estimate the indirect paths.  

To test the moderating effects of shyness and self-esteem on the associations of 

Facebook use with social and academic involvement and overall college adjustment, 

series of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analyses were performed using the 

PROCESS macro for SPSS, Model 1 (Hayes, 2013). The computational tool has several 
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advantages including a number of valuable output options for visualizing and probing an 

interaction including Johnson-Neyman (Johnson & Fay, 1950) values for quantitative 

moderators. For all analyses, Facebook intensity, an indicator of respondents’ active 

engagement and emotional connection with Facebook, gender and ethnicity were 

included as controls. The variables were centered prior to creating the multiplicative 

interaction terms to help with interpretation. Significant interactions were probed by 

examining the relationship of the focal variable with the dependent variable at high (1 SD 

above the mean) and low (1 SD below the mean) levels of the moderator (Holmbeck, 

2002).   
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Results 

Description of Sample 

The characteristics of the study population are presented in Table 2. Of the 611 

respondents, 19.7% were first-year students, 22.0% were sophomores, 30.9 % were 

juniors and 27.3% seniors. The majority of participants identified themselves as 

White/Caucasian (63.6%), followed by Asian American (10.1%), African American 

(10.1%), Mixed (6.6%), Hispanic (5.3%), and Other (4.3%). Also, over 87% of 

participants were U.S.-born. Only 15.9% of participants came from a household where 

neither parent held a college degree. The median combined parental income for the 

sample fell in $70,001 - $80,000 range. With respect to participants’ residence, over 70% 

lived away from home (48.5% lived in off-campus housing and 21.6% lived in campus 

housing). Approximately half of the respondents (53.9%) were employed part-time; 8.5% 

were employed full-time, and the remaining 37.5% were not employed. 

In terms of social media use participants spent an average of 2.48 hours per day 

on SNSs. In addition to Facebook, respondents reported using an average of 2.81 SNSs. 

A majority of respondents (70%) used their phones for most of their Facebook activities, 

and over three-fifths (61.6%) indicated that they had 400 or more Facebook friends. A 

little over 50% of participants maintain contact with 11 to 50 Facebook friends offline.  
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 Table 2. Participant Characteristics  

Variable  N (%) 

Gender 
  

 Male 138 (22.8) 

 Female 467 (77.2) 

Race/Ethnicity   

 African American/ Black 61 (10.1) 

 Asian/Asian American 61 (10.1) 

 White/Caucasian American 384 (63.6) 

 Latino(a)/Hispanic 32 (5.3) 

 Other/ More than one race 66 (10.9) 

Class Year   

 Freshman 120 (19.7) 

 Sophomore 135 (22.2) 

 Junior 188 (30.9) 

 Senior 166 (27.3) 

Housing   

 On/off campus 428 (70.2) 

 At Home 182 (29.8) 

First-Generation Status  

 Yes 95 (15.9) 

 No 501 (84.1) 

Employment   

 Unemployed 229 (37.5) 

 Employed Part-time 329 (53.9) 

 Employed Fulltime 52 (8.5) 

Parental Income  

 Less than $10,000 16 (2.7) 

 $10,001 - $40,000 103 (17.3) 

 $40,001 - $60,000 103 (17.3) 

 $60,001 - $80,000 96 (16.1) 

 $80.001 - $100,000 101(17) 

 Above $100,001 176 (29.6) 
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Group Differences on Key Study Variables 

The results from the independent samples t tests are found in Tables 3 and 4. 

There was a significant racial difference in social Facebook use, t (602) = - 4.47, p < .01, 

d = 0.36, with White students (M = 16.59, SD = 3.46) reporting higher social Facebook 

use than non-White students (M = 15.04, SD = 4.41). Racial differences also existed in 

social, t (602) = - 2.90, p < .01, d = 0.24, and academic involvement, t (602) = 2.13, p < 

.05, d = 0.17. White students (M = 5.90, SD = 2.19) reported higher social involvement 

than non-White students (M = 5.40, SD = 2.05). On the other hand, non-White students 

(M = 25.16, SD = 4.46) reported higher academic involvement than White students (M = 

24.29, SD = 5.00). Lastly, White students (M = 77.08, SD = 11.71) indicated greater 

overall college adjustment than non-White students (M = 74.42, SD = 11.43), t (602) = - 

2.71, p < .01, d = 0.22. A significant gender effect was found for academic Facebook use, 

t (603) = - 2.03, p < .05, d = 0.17, such that females (M = 14.56. SD = 5.18) reported 

greater Facebook use for academic purposes than males (M = 13.53, SD = 5.28). There 

were no gender differences on social Facebook use, academic and social involvement, 

academic stress, log of perceived peer support, loneliness, self-efficacy, self-esteem and 

college adjustment.  

With regards to first-generation status, there was a significant difference between 

first-generation students and non-first-generation students on levels of social Facebook 

use, t (594) = - 2.81, p < .05, d = 0.23, social involvement, t (594) = - 2.46, p < .05, d = 

0.20, and log of perceived peer support, t (594) = 2.24, p < .05, d = 0.18. First-generation 

students reported significantly lower levels of social Facebook use (M =15.10, SD = 

4.45) than non-first-generation students (M = 16.29, SD = 3.65). Interestingly, the two 
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groups did not significantly differ in their use of Facebook for academic reasons. First-

generation students also indicated significantly lower social involvement (M = 5.25, SD 

= 2.15) than non-first-generation students (M = 5.84. SD = 2.14). Additionally, first-

generation students reported significantly lower levels of (log)perceived social support 

from peer (M = 0 .36, SD = 0.21) than non-first-generation students (M = 0.30, SD = 

0.20). However, students’ academic involvement, perceived academic stress, loneliness, 

academic self-efficacy, self-esteem and overall college adjustment did not significantly 

vary based on first-generation status.  

Similarly, whether students lived at home or away from home did not make a 

significant difference in terms of academic Facebook use, academic involvement, 

perceived college experiences (i.e., academic stress, log of perceived peer support and 

loneliness), self-assessment (i.e., academic self-efficacy, self-esteem) and overall college 

adjustment. Nonetheless, residence differences were observed in terms of social 

Facebook use, such that, students living away from home reported greater social 

Facebook use (M = 16.24, SD = 3.86) than those living at home (M = 15.78, SD = 3.93), 

t (608) = - 2.19, p < .05, d = 0.18. Moreover, students living away from home reported 

higher levels of social involvement (M = 6.04, SD = 2.12) than students living at home 

(M = 5.03, SD = 2.06), t (608) = - 5.43, p < .01, d = 0.44. The level of Facebook 

intensity, an indicator of habit strength (Ellison et al., 2007) did not significantly vary 

across race/ethnicity, gender, first-generation status nor residence status.  
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Table 3. Facebook use, Institutional Involvement, and College Adjustment T-test by 

Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

 

 

Outcome 

Race/Ethnicity  Gender 

Non-White 

(n = 220) 

White 

(n =384) 
t  

Female 

(n = 467) 

Male 

(n =138) 
t 

Facebook use 

Intensity 2.9 (0.9) 3.0 (0.8) -1.23  3.0 (0.9) 2.9 (0.8) -1.20 

Acad. 14.2 (5.6) 14.4 (5.0) -0.33  14.6 (5.2) 13.5 (5.3) -2.03* 

Social 15.0 (4.4) 16.6 (3.5) -4.47**  16.1 (4.0) 15.8(3.7) -0.70 

Institutional Involvement 

Social 5.4 (2.1) 5.9 (2.2) -2.90**  5.7 (2.2) 5.80 (2.14) .35 

Acad. 25.2 (4.5) 24.3 (5.0) 2.13*  24.7 (4.7) 24.2 (5.3) -1.21 

Perceived Experiences 

AS a 3.9 (1.5) 3.7(1.4) 1.54  3.8 (1.4) 3.66 (1.37) -0.88 

PSSPb 0.3 (0.2) 0.3 (0.2) 1.93  0.3 (0.2) 0.35 (0.21) 2.56* 

LO 41.9 (12.7) 40.3 (12.6) 1.49  40.8 (12.8) 40.8 (12.2) -0.03 

Self-Assessment 

ASE 18.7 (3.0) 19.0 (3.0) -1.03  19.0 (2.9) 18.4 (3.23) -2.17* 

SE 30.2 (4.5) 30.2 (4.3) 0.10  30.1 (4.5) 30.5 (3.94) .96 

College Adjustment 

Overall 74.4 (11.4) 77.1 (11.7) -2.71**  76 (11.7) 76.6 (11.6) .56 

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01.  

AS a = Academic stress variable was transformed using square root. 

PSSP b = Perceived social support from peers, variable was reflected and then 

transformed using Log transformation.  

LO = Loneliness 

ASE = Academic self-efficacy. 

SE= Self-esteem 
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Table 4. Results of Facebook Use, Institutional Involvement, and College Adjustment T-test 

by First-generation Status, and Residence 

 First-Generation Student  Residence Status 

Outcome 
Yes 

(n = 95) 

No 

(n = 501) 
t  

Away 

Home 

(n = 428) 

Home 

(n=182) 
t 

Facebook Use 

Intensity 2.8 (0.9) 3.0 (0.8) -1.34  2.9 (0.9) 2.9 (0.9) -0.32 

Academic 13.7 (5.4) 14.5 (5.2) -1.52  14.4 (5.2) 14.0 (5.2) -0.85 

Social 15.1 (4.5) 16.3 (3.7) -2.81*  16.2 (3.9) 15.5 (3.9) -2.19* 

Institutional Involvement 

Social 5.3 (2.2) 5.8 (2.1) -2.46*  6.0 (2.1) 5.03 (2.1) -5.43** 

Academic 24.5 (4.9) 24.6 (4.7) -0.27  24.4 (4.8) 25.1 (4.8) 1.66 

Perceived Experiences 

ASa 3.7 (1.4) 3.7 (1.4) .06  3.7 (1.3) 3.9 (1.6) 1.19 

PSSPb 0.4 (0.2) 0.3 (0.2) 2.24*  0.3 (0.2) 0.3 (0.2) 1.55 

Loneliness 41.4 (13.0) 40.6 (12.6) .55  40.5 (12.4) 41.3 (13.3) 0.67 

Self-Assessment 

ASE 18.6 (3.2) 19.0 (2.9) -1.30  18.8 (3.0) 19.2 (2.9) 1.59 

SE 30.7(4.5) 30.2 (4.3) 1.08 
 

30.2 (4.3) 30.3 (4.4) 0.24 

College Adjustment 

Overall 74.3 (9.9) 76.6 (11.9) -1.77  76.5 (11.4) 75.2 (12.2) -1.24 

Note: *p < .05, ** p < .01.  

Away from home represents residence on or off campus. 

ASa = Academic stress variable was transformed using square root. 

PSSPb = Perceived social support from peers, variable was reflected and then transformed 

using Log transformation.  

ASE = academic self-efficacy. 

SE= self-esteem. 
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The results of the One-Way ANOVA for the effects of class year on key variables 

are presented in Table 5. The effect of class year was significant for academic Facebook 

use, F (3, 605) = 3.39, p < .05, η2 = 0.02, academic self-efficacy, F (3, 605) = 3.27, p < 

.05, η2 = 0.02, and self-esteem, F (3, 605) = 4.84, p < .01, η2 = 0.02. Post hoc analyses 

using the Scheffé post hoc criterion for significance indicated that average Facebook use 

for academic purposes was significantly higher among sophomores (M = 15.43, SD = 

5.39) than seniors (M = 13.54, SD = 5.17), t (299) = 3.14, p < .05, d = 0.36. All other 

pairwise comparisons were non-significant. 

Yet, post hoc analyses also revealed that average academic self-efficacy was 

significantly higher for seniors (M = 19.32, SD = 2.88) than sophomores (M = 18.30, SD 

= 2.99), t (299) = 3.00, p < .05, d = 0.35. Again, all other pairwise comparisons were non-

significant. With respect to self-esteem, the Scheffé post hoc criterion for significance 

suggested that average self-esteem was higher for seniors (M = 30.77, SD = 4.33) than 

sophomores (M = 29.39, SD = 4.12), t (299) = 2.77, p = .05, d = 0.32. Students’ class 

year did not significantly influence their level of academic involvement, perceived 

academic stress, log of perceived peer support, loneliness and overall college adjustment.  
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) for the 

Effects of Class year on Key Variables 

 

 

Outcomes 

Freshman 

(n = 120) 
 

Sophomore 

(n = 135) 
 

Junior 

(n = 188) 
 

Senior 

(n = 166) 
ANOVA 

M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD F (3, 605) 

Facebook use  

Intensity 2.8 0.9  3.0 0.8  2.9 0.9  2.98 0.89 0.9 

Academic 14.4 5.4  15.4 5.4  14.1 4.9  13.5 5.2 3.4* 

Social 16.3 4.0  16.5 3.6  15.6 4.1  16.0 3.7 1.6 

Institutional Involvement  

Academic 24.6 5.3  24.0 4.6  25.0 4.7  24.7 4.7 1.0 

Social 6.0 1.2  6.0 2.2  5.6 2.2  5.4 2.1 2.8* 

Perceived Experiences 

AS a 3.9 1.3  3.8 1.5  3.6 1.4  3.7 1.5 2.0 

PSSP b 0.3 0.2  0.3 0.2  0.3 0.2  0.3 0.2 0.2 

Loneliness 41.1 13.0  41.2 12.4  41.0 12.6  40.0 12.8 0.3 

Self- Assessment 

ASE  18.7 3.0  18.3 3.0  19.0 2.9  19.3 2.9 3.3* 

SE 29.4 4.6  29.4 4.1  30.7 4.1  30.8 4.4 4.8** 

College Adjustment 

Overall  75.9 11.8  74.2 12.1  76.2 11.3  77.5 11.4 2.1 

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01.  

AS a = Academic stress variable was transformed using square root. 

PSSP b = Perceived social support from peers, variable was reflected and then transformed 

using Log transformation.  

SE = Self-esteem 

ASE = Academic self-efficacy. 
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Intercorrelation of Focal Study Variables 

The means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha and intercorrelations for all key 

study variables are presented in Table 6. Kinship support was positively related to active 

coping (r = .21, p < .01), academic involvement (r = .14, p < .01), social involvement (r = 

.10, p < .05), academic self-efficacy (r = .23, p < .01), self-esteem (r = .33, p < .01), and 

overall college adjustment (r = .35, p < .01). Kinship support was also negatively 

correlated with shyness (r = - .33, p < .01) and loneliness (r = - .28, p < .01). Shyness was 

associated with higher levels of Facebook use for social reasons (r = .13, p < .01), 

academic stress (r = .13, p < .01), and loneliness (r = .52, p < .01). Shyness was also 

significantly and negatively associated with active coping (r = - .31, p < .01), academic 

involvement (r = - .22, p < .01), social involvement (r = - .21, p < .01), log of perceived 

peer support (r = - .24, p < .01), self-esteem (r = - .51, p < .01), academic self-efficacy (r 

= - .31, p < .01), and overall college adjustment (r = - .42, p < .01). 

Academic Facebook use was correlated with higher levels of social involvement 

(r = .37, p < .01) and academic stess (r = .09, p < .05). There was an inverse relationship 

between academic Facebook use and self-esteem (r = - .10, p < .05). Similar associations 

were observed for social Facebook use, such that higher use was linked to higher levels 

of social involvement (r = .22. p < .01), greater log of perceived peer support (r = .09, p < 

.05), and lower self-esteem (r = - .10, p < .05). Furthermore, there was a significant 

positive correlation between social Facebook use and loneliness (r = .09, p < .05). 

Social and academic involvment were both positively related to log of percieved 

peer  support (r = .25, p < .01 and r = .16, p < .01, respectively), academic self-efficacy (r 

= .12, p < .01 and r = .65, p < .01, respectively) and overall college adjustment (r = . 24, 



59 

p < .01 and r = .43, p < .01, respectively). Higher levels of social and academic 

involvement were also associated with lower levels of loneliness (r = - .24, p < .01 and r 

= - .25, p < .01, respectively). There were significant negative correlations between 

loneliness and self-esteem (r = - .38, p < .01), academic self-efficacy (r = - .33, p < .01), 

and overall college adjustment (r = - .60, p < .01). Moreover, higher levels of loneliness 

was associated with highe levels of academic stress (r = - .24, p < .01). Lastly, academic 

self-efficacy was significantly and positively correlated with self-esteem (r = .46, p < .01) 

and overall college adjustment (r = .60, p < .01). 
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Primary Results 

Tests of the Hypothesized Model 

Goodness-of-fit indices for the initial and final models are presented in Table 7. 

As can be seen, the conceptual model as originally specified did not adequately represent 

the relationships among the observed variables for the sample, [(χ2 (38), N=604) = 

814.171, p < .001; RMSEA = 0.184 (90% CI = [.17 - .20]); CFI = 0.608; TLI= 0.216, 

SRMR = 0.143]. Post hoc model modifications were performed in an attempt to develop 

a better model fit. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) noted that models can be improved by 

imposing additional paths, thus, modification indices (MIs) were requested from Mplus 

to identify important paths omitted from the intial model. The modification indices 

provided estimates of how much the chi-square value of the model would be reduced if 

particular parameters were freed or unconstrained (Rosseel, 2012). 

On the basis of the modification indices ouput and empirical relevance, eleven 

direct paths and two correlations were estimated (see Figure 5). Each path was added one 

at a time until an adequate model fit was obtained. The direct paths included: 

(1) kinship support  self-esteem,  

(2) kinship support  loneliness,  

(3) active coping  academic self-efficacy,  

(4) active coping  self-esteem,  

(5) active coping  loneliness, 

(6) shyness  loneliness,  

(7) shyness  perceived peer support, 

(8) shyness  self-esteem, 

(9) academic involvement  academic self-efficacy,  

(10) academic involvement  self-esteem, and 

(11) social involvement  self-esteem. 
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Two of the perceived experiences variables (peer support and loneliness) were 

correlated with each other as well as the two self-assessment indicators (academic self-

efficacy and self-esteem).  

 

 

 

Figure 5. Modified Path Model of College Adjustment 

A-Coping = Active coping 

AFB use = Academic Facebook use 

SFB= Social Facebook use.  

A-Involve = Academic involvement 

S-Involve = Social involvement. 

Peer Support = Perceived social support from peers,  

A-Efficacy = Academic self-efficacy 

Efficacy = Academic self-efficacy. 
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The values of fit statistics of the modified model were favorable. The Bentler 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI = 0.959) and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 

(SRMR = 0.045) were within the range of values recommended by Hu and Bentler 

(1999). The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) also indicated good 

fit, (RMSEA=.073, with 90% confidence interval .059 - .088). The lower bound of the 

confidence interval was less than .06, supporting the rejection of the close-fit hypothesis. 

The upperbound was less than.10, indicating that the poor fit hypothesis could be 

rejected. The model chi-square was statisitically significant, χ2 (25) = 106.567, p < .01, so 

that the exact-fit hypothesis could not be rejected. It has been suggested that a significant 

model chi-square results from a large sample size (Steinger, 1990). The modified overall 

model was deemed to have a good fit.  

  

Table 7. Goodness-of-Fit Indexes of Initial and Final Model of College Adjustment 

Index Initial Model Final Model 

XM
2 814.171 106.567 

dfM 38 25 

P <.001 <.001 

RMSEA (90% CI) 0.184   (.173– 0.195) 0.073 (0.059 – 0.088) 

Pclose-fit H0 <.001 .004 

CFI 0.608 0.959 

TLI 0.216 0.875 

SRMR 0.143 0.045 

XB
2 2055.02 2055.02 

 dfB 76 76 

Note. N = 604. 

CI, confidence interval; XM
2 = Chi-Square Test of Model Fit; RMSEA = Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square 

Residual; XB
2 = Chi-Square Test of Model Fit for the Baseline Model.  
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Tests of Invariance Across Groups 

Path analyses were then conducted to determine whether the model fit the data 

equally well in underclassmen and upperclassmen. The modified model was tested for 

each group separately. The model fit each group well, thus, no additional path 

modification was made. Table 8 shows the chi-squares for the parameter freed (i.e. 

unconstraint) and constraint models. The chi-square difference of 58.93 with 51 degrees 

of freedom was not significant at an alpha level of .05, providing evidence for path 

invariance. Since the chi-square difference was not significant, the estimates of the direct 

and indirect effects were obtained using the combined set of underclassmen and 

upperclassmen. 

  

Table 8. Comparing Model Fit Between Upperclassmen and Underclassmen  

Models χ2 df 

Constrained Model 183.808 101 

Unconstrained Model 124.877 50 

Chi-square Difference (∆χ2) 58.931 51 

Note. ∆ χ2 = 58.93 is not significant at α = .05 
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Direct and Indirect Path Estimates 

Family support (support from kin) 

The unstandardized and standardized estimates of the path coefficients in the 

model are presented in Table 9. With regards to the exogenous variables, overall college 

adjustment was directly predicted by kinship support (b = 0.116, p < .01). Contrary to 

expectation, kinship support did not have a significant indirect effect on college 

adjustment through its effect on social or academic involvement. Instead, kinship support 

indirectly predicted college adjustment through self-esteem (b = 0.016, p < .05). That is, 

higher levels of social kinship support were associated with higher levels of self-esteem, 

which in turn predicted higher levels of college adjustment.  

Personal attributes (race/ethnicity, shyness, coping style) 

Race/ethnicity had a significant direct effect on college adjustment (b = 0.065, p < 

.05). Also, race/ethnicity had an indirect effect on college adjustment through social 

involvement, such that being White was associated with greater social involvement, 

which in turn resulted in greater college adjustment (b = 0.011, p < .05). The path from 

race/ethnicity to social involvement, to self-esteem was also significant (b = - 0.002, p < 

.05). Interstingly, higher levels of social involvement was related with lower levels of 

self-esteem, which in turn was associated with poorer college adjustment (b = - 0.02, p < 

.01). Also, the path from race/ethnicity to social involvement, to loneliness, and then 

college adjustment was significant (b = 0.004, p < .05). Being White predicted higher 

levels of social involvement which was associated with lower levels of perceived 

loneliness, which in turn resulted in higher levels college adjustment (b = 0.04, p < .01). 

Moreover, race/ethnicity had significant indirect effect on college adjustment through its 
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effect on academic involvement, such that, being non-White was associated with higher 

levels of academic involvement, which in turn predicted higher academic self-efficacy 

and contributed to positive college adjustment (b = - 0.017, p < .05). 

Shyness did not have a significant direct effect on college adjustment (b = 0.002, 

p > .05 ). However, the exogenous variable was found to have several significant indirect 

effects on college adjustment. Shyness was found to have an indirect effect on college 

adjustment through its influence on social involvement (b = - 0.26, p < .01) and perceived 

loneliness (b = - 0.11, p < .01). Higher levels of shyness predicted lower levels of social 

involvement, which in turn resulted in poorer college adjustment. Similarly, higher levels 

of shyness resulted in greater perceived loneliess, which in turn had a negative impact on 

college adjustment.  

Moreover, the path predicting college adjustment starting at shyness and passing 

through social involvement, perceived loneliness, and self-esteem was significant (b = -

0.002, p < .05). That is, higher levels of shyness predicted lower levels of social 

involvement, which in turn predicted greater perceived loneliness, which subsequently 

resulted in lower self-esteem, which in turn predicted poorer college adjustment. Similar 

results were observed for the path predicting college adjustment from shyness and 

passing through social involvement, log of perceived peer support, and academic self-

efficacy (b = - 0.006, p < .05). Furthermore, shyness was found to have a negtive indirect 

effect on college adjustment through its impact on academic involvement. Specifically, 

higher levels of shyness were found to result in lower levels of academic involvement, 

which in turn lowered academic self-efficay, which then led to poorer college adjustment  

(b = - 0.019, p < .05).  
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Active coping did not have a significant direct effect on college adjustment. It was 

found to have significant indirect effects on college adjustment primarily through its 

influence on academic involvement. Active coping had a positive effect on academic 

involvment, which in turn contributed to successful college adjustment by reducing 

perceived loneliness (b = 0.01, p < .05) and enhancing academic self efficacy (b = 0.06, p 

< .01) and self-esteem (b = 001, p <. 01). Moreover, active coping indirectly impacted 

college adjustment by directly influencing academic self-efficacy (b = 0.06, p < .01) and 

self-esteem (b = 0.03,  p < .01).  

Facebook use (social and academic purposes) 

Contary to prediction, social Facebook use (i.e. forming and maintaining 

interpersonal relationships) did not have a significant direct (b = 0.011, p > .05) nor 

indirect effect on college adjustment. Likewise, the hypothesized direct path from 

Facebook use for acdemic reasons to college adjustment was not statistically significant 

(b = - 0.037, p > .05). Nonetheless, academic Facebook use had a significant indirect 

effect on college adjustment through social involvement (b = 0.036, p < .01). Higher 

levels of academic Facebook use predicted greater social involvement, which in turn 

resulted in higher levels of college adjustment. The path from academic Facebook use to 

college adjustment that passes through three sequential intermediate variables, social 

involvement, loneliness, and self-esteem was significant (b = 0.003, p < .05). This 

indicates that high academic Facebook use lead to greater social involvement, which in 

turn reduced loneliness. Low levels of loneliness predicted high self-esteem, which in 

turn predicted greater college adjustment. Similarly, the path beginning with academic 

Facebook use and going through social involvement, then loneliness, followed by 
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academic efficacy, and ending with college adjustment was significant (b = 0.001, p < 

.05). Furthermore, the path predicting college adjustment that starts with academic 

Facebook use and goes through social involvement, log of perceived peer support from 

peers, and then self-esteem was significant (b = 0.002, p < .05). Specifically, higher 

levels of Facebook use for academic reasons predicted higher levels of social 

involvement, which in turn, resulted in greater log of perceived peer support . Greater log 

of perceived peer  support  lead to increased self-esteem, which in turn, contributed to 

positive college adjustement.  

Institutional invovlement (social and academic involvement) 

Social involvement was significantly linked to college adjustment both directly (b 

= 0.112, p < .05) and indirectly though its effect on perceived experiences of loneliness 

and the log of perceived peer support. Higher levels of social involvement were 

associated with lower levels of perceived loneliness, which in turn, resulted in greater 

levels academic self-efficacy and self-esteem, which then contributed to higher college 

adjustment (b =.004, p < .05 and b = 0.008, p < .05, respectively). Similarly, Higher 

levels of social involvement predicted higher levels of (log) perceived social support 

from peers, which in turn predicted greater academic self-efficacy and subsequently 

resulted in higher levels of college adjustment (b = 0.01, p < .01).  

The effect of academic involvement on college adjustment was purely indirect. 

Academic involvement indirectly predicted college adjustment through its impact on 

loneliness, which in turn had a direct effect on self-esteem (b = 0.01, p < .05). Academic 

involvement was also found to have an indirect effect on college adjustment through 

academic self-efficacy (b = 0.181, p < .01) and self-esteem (b = 0.024, p < .01).  
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Perceived experiences (academic stress, peer support and loneliness) 

Academic stress was found to have only a direct effect on college adjustment, 

such that, higher levels of academic stress were associated with poorer college 

adjustment (b = - 0.150, p < .01). The hypothesized indirect effects of academic stress 

through academic self-efficacy and self-esteem were non-significant (b = - 0.02, p > .05 

and b = - 0.01, p > .05, respectively). On the other hand, log of perceived social support 

from peers did not significantly predict college adjustment directly (b = 0.02, p > .05). 

Instead, the relationship between log of perceived social support from peers and college 

adjustment was indirect by way of academic self-efficacy (b = 0.04, p < .05) and self-

esteem (b = 0.02, p < .05). 

Likewise, loneliness indirectly predicted college adjustment through its effect on 

academic self-efficacy (b = - 0.03, p < .05) and self-esteem (b = - 0.06, p < .01). That is, 

high levels of loneliness predicted lower levels of academic self-efficacy and self-esteem, 

which in turn, predicted lower levels of college adjustment. Loneliness also had a 

significant negative direct effect on college adjustment (b = - 0.03, p < .01). 

Self-assessment (academic self-efficacy and self-esteem) 

Lastly, academic self-efficacy and self-esteem had significant direct effects on 

college adjustment (b = 0.33, p < .01 and b = 0.18, p < .01, respectively). Students with 

higher levels of academic self-efficacy and self-esteem reported better college adjustment 

than students with lower levels of acadmic self-efficacy and self-esteem. 
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Table 9. Direct and Indirect Path Estimates of College Adjustment 

Parameters b SE β 

Kinship support  College adjustment    

Total 0.17** 0.04 4.74 

Direct 0.12** 0.03 3.92 

Total Indirect 0.05* 0.02 2.24 

Specific Indirect 

Kinship support  Self-esteem C. Adjustment 0.02* 0.01 2.18 

Race/ethnicity  College adjustment    

Total 0.05 0.03 1.65 

Direct 0.07* 0.03 2.29 

Total Indirect -0.01 0.01 -1.01 

Specific Indirect    

Race  Soc. Involvement  C. Adjustment 0.01* 0.01 2.16 

Race  Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  C. Adjustment 0.004* 0.00 2.02 

Race  Soc. Involvement  SE  C. Adjustment -0.002* 0.00 -1.99 

Race  Acad. Involvement  ASE  C. Adjustment -0.02* 0.01 -2.35 

Shyness  College adjustment    

Total -0.26** 0.04 -7.11 

Direct  0.002 0.04 0.05 

Total Indirect -0.26** 0.03 -8.78 

Specific Indirect    

Shy  Soc. Involvement  C. Adjustment -0.03** 0.01 -3.00 

Shy  Soc. Involvement  PSSPa  ASE  C. Adjustment -0.002* 0.00 -2.34 

Shy  Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  C. Adjustment -0.01** 0.00 -2.98 

Shy  Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  SE  C. Adjustment -0.002* 0.00 -2.40 

Shy  Soc. Involvement  SE  C. Adjustment 0.01* 0.00 2.37 

Shy  Acad. Involvement  ASE  C. Adjustment -0.02* 0.01 -2.30 

Shy  PSSPa  ASE  C. Adjustment -0.01* 0.00 -2.35 

Shy  Loneliness  C. Adjustment -0.11** 0.02 -5.39 

Shy  Loneliness  ASE C. Adjustment -0.01* 0.01 -2.44 

Shy  Loneliness  SE C. Adjust -0.03** 0.01 -3.49 

Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01. 

N = 604 

Race (0 = Non-White, 1= White). 

C. Adjustment = college adjustment.  

PSSPa = log perceived social support from peers. 

SE = self-esteem. 

ASE = academic self-efficacy. 

All indirect effects were estimated but only those that were significant are presented. 
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Table 9. Direct and Indirect Path Estimates of College Adjustment (Continued) 

Parameters b SE β 

Active coping  College adjustment    

Total 0.26** 0.04 7.29 

Direct  0.03 0.03 0.87 

Total Indirect 0.23** 0.03 8.70 

Specific Indirect    

A. Coping  Acad. Involvement  Loneliness  C. Adjustment 0.01* 0.00 2.02 

A. Coping  Acad. Involvement  ASE  C. Adjustment 0.06** 0.01 5.30 

A. Coping  Acad. Involvement  SE  C. Adjustment 0.01** 0.00 2.71 

A. Coping  Loneliness  C. Adjustment 0.03** 0.01 2.74 

A. Coping  ASE  C. Adjustment 0.06** 0.01 4.27 

A. Coping  SE  C. Adjustment 0.03** 0.01 2.77 

Academic Facebook use  College adjustment 

Total 0.03 0.04 0.94 

Direct -0.04 0.03 -1.08 

Total Indirect 0.07** 0.02 3.79 

Specific Indirect    

AFB  Soc. Involvement  C. Adjustment 0.04** 0.01 3.26 

AFB  Soc. Involvement  PSSPa 
 ASE  C. Adjustment 0.002* 0.00 2.39 

AFB  Soc. Involvement  PSSPa 
 SE  C. Adjustment 0.001* 0.00 1.94 

AFB  Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  C. Adjustment 0.01** 0.00 3.03 

AFB  Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  ASE  C. Adjustment 0.001* 0.00 2.03 

AFB  Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  SE  C. Adjustment 0.003* 0.00 2.49 

AFB  Soc. Involvement  SE  C. Adjustment -0.01** 0.00 -2.73 

Social Facebook use  College adjustment    

Total 0.02 0.04 0.65 

Direct 0.01 0.04 0.31 

Total Indirect 0.01 0.02 0.79 

Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01. 

N = 604 

AFB = Academic Facebook use. 

C. Adjust = college adjustment. 

PSSPa = log perceived social support from peers. 

SE = self-esteem. 

ASE = academic self-efficacy. 

All indirect effects were estimated but only those that were significant are presented. 
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Table 9. Direct and Indirect Path Estimates of College Adjustment (Continued)  

Parameters b SE β 

Academic Involvement  College adjustment 

Total 0.31** 0.04 7.76 

Direct  0.07 0.04 1.66 

Total Indirect 0.24** 0.03 7.63 

Specific Indirect    

Acad. Involvement  Loneliness  C. Adjustment 0.03* 0.01 2.16 

Acad. Involvement  Loneliness  SE  C. Adjustment 0.01* 0.00 2.02 

Acad. Involvement  ASE  C. Adjustment 0.18** 0.03 6.90 

Acad. Involvement  SE  C. Adjustment 0.03** 0.01 2.75 

Social involvement  College adjustment 

Total 0.15** 0.03 4.52 

Direct  0.11** 0.03 3.53 

Total Indirect 0.04 0.02 2.12 

Specific indirect    

Soc. Involvement  PSSPa 
 ASE  C. Adjustment 0.01* 0.00 2.54 

Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  C. Adjustment 0.04** 0.01 3.50 

Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  ASE  C. Adjustment 0.004* 0.00 2.14 

Soc. Involvement  Loneliness  SE  C. Adjustment 0.01** 0.00 2.67 

Soc. Involvement  SE  C. Adjustment -0.02** 0.01 -2.83 

Academic stress  College adjustment 

Total -0.17** 0.03 -5.53 

Direct  -0.15** 0.03 -5.01 

Total Indirect -0.02 0.01 -1.85 

Log Perceived Social Support from Peers  College Adjustment 

Total 0.03 0.04 0.75 

Direct  0.02 0.03 0.71 

Total Indirect 0.05** 0.02 3.31 

Specific Indirect    

PSSPa  
ASE  C. Adjustment 0.04** 0.01 2.87 

PSSPa 
 SE  C. Adjustment 0.02* 0.01 2.20 

Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01. 

N = 604 

C. Adjust = college adjustment.  

PSSPa = log perceived social support from peers. 

SE = self-esteem. 

ASE = academic self-efficacy. 

All indirect effects were estimated but only those that were significant are presented 
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Table 9. Direct and Indirect Path Estimates of College Adjustment (Continued) 

Parameters b SE β 

Loneliness  College Adjustment    

Total -0.32** 0.40 -8.09 

Direct  -0.24** 0.04 -6.42 

Total Indirect -0.08** 0.02 -4.38 

Specific Indirect    

Loneliness  ASE  C. Adjustment -0.03* 0.01 -2.53 

Loneliness  SE  C. Adjustment -0.06** 0.02 -3.64 

Academic Self-efficacy  College adjustment 

Total 0.33** 0.04 7.85 

Direct  0.33** 0.04 7.85 

Total Indirect -- -- -- 

Self-esteem  College adjustment 

Total 0.18** 0.04 4.16 

Direct  0.18** 0.04 4.16 

Total Indirect -- -- -- 

Covariance    

Acad. Involvement & Soc. Involvement  0.08 0.04 1.91 

PSSPa & Loneliness 0.25** 0.04 6.07 

Acad. Self-esteem & Self-esteem 0.17** 0.05 3.62 

Disturbance Variance     

Academic Involvement 0.83** 0.03 30.43 

Social Involvement 0.80** 0.03 27.09 

Academic Stress 1.00** 0.004 261.67 

Perceived Social Support from Peersa 0.90** 0.02 38.50 

Loneliness 0.68** 0.04 18.25 

Acad. Self-efficacy 0.51** 0.03 15.94 

Self-esteem 0.54** 0.03 19.66 

Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01. 

N = 604 

C. Adjust = college adjustment.  

PSSPa = log perceived social support from peers. 

SE = self-esteem. 

ASE = academic self-efficacy. 

All indirect effects were estimated but only those that were significant are presented. 

The disturbance variances represent the unexplained variances in the outcome variables. 
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Moderation Results 

Tables 10 shows the results for the moderation of shyness on the links among 

Facebook use for social purposes and social and academic involvement. The results 

suggested that the associations of social Facebook use with social involvement and 

academic involvment were significantly moderated by shyness (b = - .003, p < .01). 

Specifically, tests of simple effects for the social involvement – Facebook use interation 

(Figure 6) indicated that while all levels of shyness were found to have a positive 

association between social Facebook use and social involvement, the association was 

strongest for less shy students (b = .20, p < .01) weaker for moderately shy students (b = 

.15, p < .01), and weakest for very shy students (b = .11, p < .01). Application of the 

Johson-Neyman Technique revealed that the association between social Facebook use 

and social involvement transitions from statistical significance to non-significance when 

shyness reaches  and exceeds 75.79.  

As for the effects on academic involvement (Figure 7), higher social Facebook 

use was associated with significantly higher levels of academic involvment, but only for 

moderately shy (b = .17, p < .05) and very shy (b = .30, p < .01) students. Although, less 

shy students tended to report greater academic involvement compared to extremely shy 

students, their level of academic involvement was not significantly impacted by social 

Facebook use (b = .05, p > .05). Application of the Johson-Neyman Technique revealed 

that the association between social Facebook use and academic involvement transitions 

from statistical non-significance to significance when shyness equals 52 (with range 20 -

100). 
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Table 10. Moderation of Shyness on the Association of Social Facebook use and 

Social and Academic Involvement  

 Social Involvement Academic Involvement 

Variable b SE t b SE t 

Gender -.01 .20 -.03 .38 .50 .76 

Race .32 .18 1.83 -.97* .39 -2.49 

FBI -.24* .12 -2.08 -.65* .29 -2.24 

SFB  .15** .03 5.69 .17* .07 2.59 

Shyness -.04** .01 -6.17 -.08** .01 -5.95 

SFB X Shyness -.003* .002 -2.09 .01* .00 2.46 

 R2 Increase due to Interaction(s) 

 Social Involvement Academic Involvement 

∆R2  .006 .009 

 F (df1, df2) F (1, 597) = 4.35 F (1, 597) = 6.07 

 P .04 .01 

Conditional effect of social Facebook use on social involvement and academic 

Involvement for low, moderate, and high values of shyness 

 Social Involvement Academic Involvement 

 b SE t b SE t 

Low (M - 1SD) .20** .03 6.03 .05 .07 0.71 

Moderate .15** .03 5.60 .17* .07 2.59 

High (M + 1SD) .11** .04 2.91 .30** .09 3.22 

Note. * p < .05, **p < .01. 

Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female); Race (0 = Non-White, 1 = White). 

FBI = Facebook Intensity; SFB = Social Facebook use.  

Interaction terms were centered. 

R2 
social involvement =.13; R2 

Academic involvement =.08. 
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Figure 6. The Moderating Effect of Shyness on the Association of Social Facebook 

use and Social Involvement 

Figure 7. The Moderating Effect of Shyness on the Association of Social Facebook 

use and Academic Involvement 
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Tables 11 shows the results for the moderation of self-esteem on the associations 

of social Facebook use and social and academic involvement. The link between social 

Facebook use and social involvement was significantly moderated by self-esteem (b = 

.01, p < .05). As illustrated in Figure 8, a simple-slope analyses indicated that for both 

high and low self-esteemed students, higher levels of social Facebook use was associated 

with significantly higher levels of social involvement. However, the association was 

more pronounced for students with high self-esteem (b = .19, p < .01) than low self-

esteem (b = .09, p < .05). Application of the Johson-Neyman Technique revealed that the 

association between social Facebook use and social involvement transitions from 

statistical non-significance to significance when self-esteem reaches a value of 26.20. 

The association of social Facebook use and academic involvement was not moderated by 

self-esteem (b = - .01, p > .05).  
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Table 11. Moderation of Self-esteem on the Association of Social Facebook use, 

Social Involvement and Academic Involvement  

 Social Involvement  Academic Involvement 

Variable b SE t  b SE t 

Gender .01 .20 .05  .57 .48 1.19 

Race .31 .18 1.69  -.97* .38 -2.57 

FBI -.22+ .12 -1.92  -.70* .29 -2.43 

SFB  .14** .03 5.00  .18** .06 2.76 

Self-esteem .05** .02 2.62  .38** .04 8.69 

SFB X Self-esteem .01* .01 2.26  -.01 .01 -1.28 

R2 Increase due to Interaction(s) 

∆R2  .01  .003 

 F (df1, df2) F (1, 597) = 5.10  F (1, 597) = 1.63 

 P .02  .20 

Conditional effect of social Facebook use on social involvement and academic 

involvement for low, moderate, and high values of self-esteem 

 Social Involvement   

 b SE t     

Low (M - 1SD) 09* .04 2.31     

Moderate .14** .03 5.00     

High (M + 1SD) .19** .03 5.52     

Note. * p < .05, **p < .01, + p < .10.  

Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female). 

Race (0 = Non-White, 1 = White). 

FBI = Facebook Intensity; SFB = Social Facebook use.  

Interaction terms were centered. 

 R2 
social involvement =.08; R2 

Academic involvement =.14. 
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Tables 12 and 13 show the results for the moderation of shyness and self-esteem 

on the links between Facebook use for academic purposes and institutional involvement 

(i.e. social and academic involvement). Academic Facebook use predicted greater social 

(b = .16, p < .01) and academic (b = .09, p < .05) involvement. The relationships were not 

however, moderated by shyness nor self-esteem.  

  

 

Figure 8. The Moderating Effect of Self-esteem on the Association of Social 

Facebook use and Social Involvement 
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Table 12. Moderation of Shyness on the Association of Academic Facebook use, Social 

Involvement and Academic Involvement  

 Social Involvement  Academic Involvement 

Variable b SE t  b SE t 

Gender -.15 .19 -.79  .41 .50 .82 

Race .53 .17 3.17  -.73 .38 -1.90 

FBI -.22 .10 -2.21  -.44 .25 -1.74 

AFB  .16** .02 9.80  .09* .04 2.23 

Shyness -.03** .01 -5.41  -.07** .01 -5.45 

AFB X Shyness .00 .00 .21  .00 .00 1.18 

 R2 Increase due to Interaction(s) 

∆R2 .000  .002 

F (df1, df2) F (1, 597) = .04  F (1, 597) = 1.387 

P .83  .24 

Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01.  

Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female); Race (0 = Non-White, 1 = White).  

FBI = Facebook Intensity; AFB = Academic Facebook use.  

Interaction terms were centered.  

R2 
social involvement =.20; R2 

Academic involvement =.07. 

 

Table 13. Moderation of Self-esteem on the Association of Academic Facebook use, 

Social Involvement and Academic Involvement  

Variable 
Social Involvement  Academic Involvement 

b SE t  b SE t 

Gender -.14 .20 -.72  .56 .47 1.19 

Race .49** .17 2.92  -.74* .37 -2.00 

FBI -.25* .10 -2.48  -.54* .25 -2.19 

AFB  .17** .02 9.75  .13** .04 3.04 

Self-esteem .06** .02 2.91  .38** .05 8.60 

AFB X Self-esteem .01 .00 1.51  -.01 .01 -.98 

 R2 Increase due to Interaction(s) 

∆R2  .003  .002 

 F (df1, df2) F (1,597) = 2.264  F (1,597) = .957 

 P .13  .33 

Note. * p < .05, **p < .01.  

Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female); Race (0 = Non-White, 1 = White). 

FBI = Facebook Intensity; AFB = Academic Facebook use. 

Interaction terms were centered.  

R2 
social involvement =.17; R2 

Academic involvement =.14. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was twofold: first, to test a theoretical model of college 

adjustment and determine whether there were differences in the model by class year 

(underclassmen vs. upperclassmen); second, to examine whether shyness and self-esteem 

moderate the associations among Facebook use, institutional involvement (i.e. social 

involvement and academic involvement), and college adjustment. After some minor 

modifications, a path analysis provided substantial empirical evidence of a good fit of the 

data to the hypothesized model. The fit did not vary significantly between underclassmen 

and upperclassmen, which indicates that the key predictors of college adjustment remain 

stable across class year. The findings on each objective and hypothesis are discussed in 

detail in the following sections. 

Family Support 

Kinship Support 

The first hypothesis was that kinship support, ethnicity, shyness, active coping, 

and Facebook use for social and academic purposes will directly and indirectly, via social 

and academic involvement, predict college adjustment. The hypothesis was mostly 

supported by the results. Kinship support had a significant direct effect on college 

adjustment. Students who received higher levels of social support from extended family 

tended to report greater overall college adjustment than those who did not. This finding is 

consistent with previous work that shows that kinship support promotes psychological 

well-being and higher academic achievement (Jarrett et al., 2010; Lamborn & Nguyen, 

2004; Taylor et al., 2014; Taylor et al., 2008).  
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Contrary to expectation, kinship support did not indirectly predict college 

adjustment through academic involvement and social involvement. Instead, kinship 

support promoted college adjustment by boosting self-esteem. Cohen (2004) suggested 

that social support fosters the perception that life’s challenges are not insurmountable. 

Students from supportive families may be more confident in their abilities to effectively 

overcome the demands of college. These findings emphasize the essential role extended 

family plays in college student adjustment. Supportive kin may be important for 

successful college adjustment not because they promote involvement behaviors but 

because they allow students to maintain psychological well-being as they are confronted 

by transitional stressors.  

Personal Attributes 

Race/Ethnicity 

The path analysis revealed a direct effect of ethnicity on college adjustment, such 

that White students tended to report better overall college adjustment than their minority 

counterparts. More importantly, as predicted, ethnicity had a significant indirect effect on 

college adjustment via social involvement. That is, White students were more likely to 

report better college adjustment because they were more likely to be socially engaged 

than non-White students. The finding is consistent with previous work that suggests 

minority students are generally less involved on campus than non-minority students 

(Engle & Tinto, 2008; Flowers, 2004). For example, Wang and Kennedy-Phillips (2013) 

found that, compared to White students, Asian American sophomores are less involved 

with peers. Minority students, who are often at institutions where they are 

underrepresented may find it particularly difficult to find others to whom they can relate 
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to, and thus, may choose not to invest as much time forging relationships and engaging in 

extracurricular activities as their counterparts. Minority students may be more likely to be 

exposed to discrimination on campus (Nora & Cabrera, 1996), which also may make 

them less inclined to be actively involved in campus-wide social activities. On the other 

hand, minority students may not have sufficient time to develop close personal 

relationships with other students or participate in different student organization as 

nonminority students because of additional responsibilities such as employment and 

family obligations. Previous findings indicate that minority students were more likely to 

work off-campus and be responsible for dependent children (Nora et al., 1996).  

Interestingly, in this model, minority status predicted higher academic 

involvement, which in turn led to higher academic self-efficacy, and better overall 

college adjustment. In other words, for minority students, dedicating a significant amount 

of time to studies results in greater college adjustment by fostering feelings of high 

academic competence. This is supported by Kuh and colleagues’ (2008) assertions that 

African American students may benefit more than White students from higher 

engagement in educationally purposeful activities. They found that while at the lowest 

levels of engagement, African American students were less likely to persist than their 

White counterparts, at average amount of engagement, they were more likely than White 

students to return the next year. The indirect effects of race/ethnicity on college 

adjustment found in this study suggest that the differences in college adjustment observed 

between White and minority students can be explained partly by their levels of social and 

academic involvement. Social involvement may have a more significant influence on 
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college adjustment for White students whereas, academic involvement may play a more 

pivotal role in the adjustment of minority students.  

Shyness 

The effects of shyness on college adjustment were purely indirect. This suggests 

that shyness alone does not predispose students to poor college adjustment. Extreme 

shyness was found to forestall successful college adjustment by reducing social 

involvement. This finding does not come as a surprise given that shy individuals have 

been identified by their propensity for social anxiety and withdrawal (Cheek & Watson, 

1989). Fearing negative evaluations, extremely shy students may actively avoid social 

situations where they may have to interact with others whom they are not familiar. Also, 

their tendency for high self-consciousness may impair their ability to open up to others 

and form meaningful relationships. 

Shyness was also found to negatively impact college adjustment by reducing 

academic involvement, which in turn, results in decreased academic self-efficacy. This is 

consistent with previous work that showed one of the mechanisms through which shyness 

was linked to academic achievement was through academic engagement (Hughes & 

Coplan, 2010). Extreme shyness may serve as a barrier for active in-class participation 

and out-of-class academic interaction. Low academic participation may foster feelings of 

low academic competence among very shy students, which may in turn contribute to poor 

college adjustment.  

Coping Style 

Similar to shyness, active coping did not have a significant direct effect on college 

adjustment. This finding was inconsistent with predictions and previous findings of 
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Aspinwall and Taylor (1992) and Zea et al. (1995). It may be that active coping 

influences the component parts of college adjustment differently, and the use of a 

combined college adjustment measure might have cancelled out the effects. Indeed, 

Leong and colleagues (1997) suggested that active coping may be important for positive 

academic and personal-emotional adjustment and not so much for social adjustment and 

institutional attachment. 

However, active coping was indirectly related to college adjustment through 

academic involvement, which in turn had an effect on academic self-efficacy. Students 

high on active coping were found to be more academically involved and in turn to have 

positive academic self-efficacy. Positive academic self-efficacy was then related to better 

college adjustment. Also, high academic involvement among high active copers led to 

enhanced self-esteem, which in turn resulted in greater college adjustment. The findings 

suggest that active coping style may be advantageous for overall college adjustment 

because it promotes academic involvement, which is essential for positive self-esteem 

and academic self-concept. Students with high active coping style are likely to be more 

motivated to increase their efforts to meet the academic demands of college than those 

with low active coping style. High level of academic involvement is also likely to 

increase learning and improve students’ chances of doing well in school, which in turn 

could increase students’ confidence in themselves and their abilities. On the other hand, 

students with low active coping orientation may become disengaged from their studies, 

which could contribute to poor performance and lack of confidence, subsequently 

hindering their adjustment. 
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Contrary to prediction, no indirect effect of active coping on college adjustment 

through social involvement was found. Active coping was not significantly related to 

social involvement, which suggests that social stressors may not influence active coping 

utilization as much as other forms of stressors (e.g., academic stressors). The finding was 

surprising considering previous work has shown approach coping behaviors to have 

significant positive effects on both academic and social integration (Bean & Eaton, 

1995). It is possible the difference observed may be related to how active coping was 

measured. Whereas, Bean and Eaton (1995) used a measure of coping behaviors (where 

respondents indicate the degree to which they actually engaged in each stress response), 

this study used a measure of coping dispositions (where respondents indicate the degree 

to which they usually engage in each stress response). Additional research is needed to 

determine whether the finding in this study is indicative of a general trend whereby active 

coping is significantly related to some student involvement behaviors (e. g., academic 

involvement) and not others (e.g., social involvement). 

Facebook Use 

Examination of the role of Facebook use in college adjustment suggested that the 

effect is likely to be indirect. Greater use of Facebook for academic related activities led 

to increased social involvement and in turn, greater college adjustment. This result is 

consistent with previous work (e.g., Gray et al., 2013) that showed that the use of 

Facebook for collaborative academic activities was related to bonding social capital. It 

stands to reason that the more time students spend on Facebook interacting with peers 

about class assignments and organizing study groups, the more opportunities they have to 
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form offline social ties. The school-related information shared through Facebook can help 

establish common ground from which students can build and form connections.  

Preliminary results also suggested that the use of Facebook for academic reasons 

may alleviate academic stress. Surprisingly, however, academic Facebook use did not 

predict college adjustment directly nor indirectly through academic involvement. 

Students’ reported levels of academic involvement were unaffected by academic 

Facebook use. This finding was unexpected considering that the existing literature 

provided evidence of a positive association between SNS use and academic engagement 

(Junco et al., 2010; Selwyn, 2009; Yu et al., 2010). The results of this study suggest that 

academic Facebook use may not have as many academic benefits as previously thought. 

Facebook use for maintaining contact and learning about other students (i.e., 

social reasons) was a significant predictor of social involvement, which confirms 

predictions and adds to previous literature relating Facebook use and social capital 

(Ellison et al., 2011; Ellison et al., 2007; Manago et al., 2012; Maksl et al., 2012; 

Steinfield et al., 2008). Interestingly, social Facebook use did not predict college 

adjustment directly or indirectly by way of social involvement. In one recent study, Yang 

and Brown (2013) found that Facebook use to maintain existing relationship led to better 

social adjustment. In another study, Kalpidou, Costin, and Morris (2011) positively 

linked social connections on Facebook to emotional and overall college adjustment for 

upperclassmen, but not for underclassmen. 

 It is unclear whether the lack of significant findings in this study stems from the 

specific sample used (underclassmen and upperclassmen) or measure of college 

adjustment (overall college adjustment). Social Facebook use may be more closely 
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related to social and personal-emotional adjustment and not academic adjustment and 

institutional attachment. Future studies should examine whether social Facebook use 

relates differently to the component parts of college adjustment.  

Institutional Involvement  

Academic and Social Involvement 

High levels of academic and social involvement are recognized as an integral part 

of personal well-being and as a prerequisite for educational achievement (Astin, 1984, 

1999; Tinto, 1975). Earlier retention studies showed that social isolation was the single 

most powerful source of influence on student dropout, even over the effect of academic 

performance (Pascarella &Terenzini, 1979). In this study, hypothesis two was that social 

involvement and academic involvement would predict college adjustment both directly 

and indirectly through their effects on students’ perceived experiences of loneliness, 

social support from peers, and academic stress. Consistent with past research (Cabrera et 

al., 1999; Fischer, 2007) and prediction, academic involvement and social involvement 

were positively associated with college adjustment. Also, it was found that academic 

involvement and social involvement facilitated college adjustment by reducing the 

perception of loneliness. The findings confirm Perlman and Peplau’s (1984) assertions 

that situations that increase the frequency of interactions and initiations of new 

relationships are likely to affect incidents of loneliness.  

The results suggest that high academic and social involvement may encourage 

interactions with diverse members of the college community including peers, faculty and 

administration. These interactions may in turn increase a sense of belongingness and 

connection, which could help prevent or alleviate loneliness. Less involved students may 
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have fewer satisfying social relationships and, thus, are more susceptible to loneliness 

than more involved students. There is evidence that people feel less lonely when they are 

satisfied with their social relationships (Jackson, Soderlind, & Weiss, 2000). 

As expected, results also showed a significant direct effect of social involvement 

on perceived social support from peers, which in turn significantly predicted self-esteem 

and academic self-efficacy. Understandably, socially involved students reported greater 

perceived availability of support from their peers, and consequently higher self-esteem 

and academic self-efficacy than non-involved students. High self-esteem and academic 

self-efficacy in turn contributed to better overall college adjustment. If the desire for 

inclusion and peer acceptance is a major motive of human beings (Leary, 1990; Leary & 

Baumeiser, 2000), then the lack of supportive relations may inevitably create an impaired 

self-concept and increase the likelihood of poor adjustment.  

Also, the findings affirm Bandura’s (1997) assertion that changes in self-efficacy 

stem from verbal persuasions. The findings of the study suggest that peer support and 

encouragement may boost students’ academic self-efficacy and increase the likelihood of 

successful college adjustment. The findings echo previous studies that have documented 

positive relations among peer support, social integration, personal-emotional adjustment, 

academic achievement, institutional commitment and retention (Bean, 1985; Buote et el., 

2007; Dennis et al., 2005; Friedlander et al., 2007; Milem & Berger, 1997: Swenson et 

al., 2008). Also, it is in line with Yarcheski, Mahon, and Yarcheski’s (2001) observation 

that self-esteem mediates the link between social support and well-being in adolescents.  

The hypothesized indirect effect of academic involvement on college adjustment 

through perceived support from peers was not supported. This suggests that excessive 
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academic focus may not foster the development of peer relationships. Also, academic 

involvement and social involvement did not predict college adjustment by the way of 

academic stress. The results suggest that factors other than level of students’ involvement 

may contributes to academic stress. Academic stress may be more strongly related to 

other academic factors such as academic ability, precollege performance and motivation. 

Specifically, academic stress may be greater for students with poor academic 

backgrounds.  

Perceived Experiences 

Academic Stress 

The third hypothesis was that students’ perceived academic stress, social support 

from peers and loneliness directly and indirectly, by way of academic self-efficacy and 

self-esteem, predicted college adjustment. Consistent with this prediction and research 

documenting the detrimental consequences of stress (Friedlander et al., 2007; Rosenberg, 

Schooler, & Schoenbach, 1989; Strauther et al., 2000; Zajacova et al., 2005), high levels 

of academic stress were associated with poor college adjustment. However, academic 

stress did not have a significant influence on students’ self-esteem and academic self-

efficacy. This was unexpected given that past research has established an inverse 

relationship between stress and self-esteem (Hudd et al., 20000). Thus, stress was 

expected to reduce college adjustment by reducing self-esteem and academic self-

competence. Wilburn and Smith (2005) proposed that chronic stress may have a stronger 

negative effect on self-esteem than acute stress; self-esteem becomes extremely taxed 

after prolonged exposure to stress. It is quite possible that students recall acute stress 

more vividly than chronic.  
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Social Support from Peers and Loneliness 

Contrary to prediction, perceived social support from peers by itself does not 

contribute to college adjustment. Instead, perceived social support from peers indirectly 

exerts its influence through self-esteem and academic self-efficacy. Paradoxically, the 

results suggest that the perception that one cannot rely on others actually hinders one’s 

ability to be self-reliant and confident in one’s endeavors. Thus, efforts to improve 

college adjustment should focus on improving student-student relationships.  

With regard to perceived loneliness, consistent with predictions, loneliness 

contributed to poor college adjustment directly and indirectly via self-esteem and 

academic self-efficacy. Loneliness was found to forestall adjustment by contributing to 

negative self-esteem and academic self-efficacy. Perlman and Peplau (1981) have 

suggested that loneliness may foster self-blaming. Lonely individuals are likely to 

attribute their social failures to themselves (Perlman & Peplau, 1981) and disregard 

positive evidence about their physical, social and physical attributes (Goswick & Jones, 

1981).  

Self-assessment  

Academic Self-Efficacy and Self-Esteem 

Not surprisingly, academic self-efficacy and self-esteem were among the 

strongest determinants of college adjustment. Students with high academic self-efficacy 

and self-esteem reported greater college adjustment than students with low academic self-

efficacy and self-esteem. The findings expand on existing research that showed the 

positive influence of academic self-efficacy on GPA (Zajacova et al., 2005), personal-

emotional adjustment (Solberg & Villarreal, 1997) and persistence (Torres & Solberg, 
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2001). Also, the findings of this study are supported by Ramos-Sanchez and Nichols’ 

(2007) study that showed confidence in academic ability was associated with better 

adjustment to college. Moreover, the findings are in line with the well documented 

positive association between self-esteem and college adjustment (Friedlander et al., 2007; 

Grant-Vallone et al., 2003; Hickman et al., 2000; Mooney et al., 1991). Academic self-

efficacy and self-esteem are vital psychological resources that promote effective coping, 

adaptive causal attribution, and task persistence (Bandura, 1997; Leary & Baumeiser, 

2000). People are less apt to avoid challenging situations if they feel good about 

themselves and are confident in their abilities. Interventions designed to improve college 

adjustment should focus on fostering feelings of self-confidence, worth and adequacy in 

students.  

Additional Findings  

Although not of primary interest in this study, the effects of first-generation status 

and residence on social involvement were informative. The findings suggest that first-

generation students were less likely to engage in activities that promote college 

adjustment including joining student organizations and interacting with other students on 

campus than students with college-educated parents. Similar results were obtained in 

studies by Engle and Tinto (2008) and Terenzini and colleagues (1996). Existing research 

suggests that parents without a college degree, lacking the requisite personal experience, 

may not be able to equip their children with techniques and strategies necessary to 

navigate the college social environment successfully (Cabrera & La Nasa, 2001; Fischer, 

2007).  
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Compared to their second-generation peers, first-generation college students 

perceive the college environment as less supportive and report less progress in their 

learning and intellectual development (Pike & Kuh, 2005). Consistent with this, the 

current study found that first-generation students were less likely to perceive available 

social support from peers than non-first-generation students. Similarly, students who 

commuted from home reported lower levels of social involvement than those who lived 

on-campus. This may be attributed to the fact that students who live at home may not 

have as easy access to social activities held on campus as those who live on-campus. The 

findings suggest that universities should take extra steps to ensure information about on-

campus activities are made available to first-generation and commuter students.  

Moderation of Shyness and Self-esteem on Facebook use – Institutional Involvement 

Links 

The second objective of the study was to determine if shyness and self-esteem 

moderates the assocations of academic and social Facebook use, academic involvement 

and social involvement. It was hypothesized that the links between Facebook use and 

academic involvement and Facebook use and social involvement would be stronger for 

extremely shy students and students with low self-esteem. Contrary to predictions, the 

positive effect of social Facebook use on social involement were stronger for less shy 

students and students with high self-esteem. The findings may reflect the inability of 

those with extreme shyness and low self-esteem to effectively use Facebook to fulfill 

their social needs. Similar results have been observed in recent studies. For example, Orr 

and colleagues (2009) observed that while shy individuals spent more time on Facebook, 

they had fewer online friends than non-shy individuals. Likewise, Yang and Brown 
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(2015) found that less socially competent students were less socially adjusted and satified 

with their college experience because they thought Facebook was not a useful tool for 

maintaining social connections and thus engaged in fewer interactions with on-campus 

friends via the platform.  

The results of the current study also suggest that, although Facebook may afford 

students the means for learning about and forming connections with their classmates, for 

individuals who are shy or have low self-esteem, this interaction may not translate into 

meaningful offline relationships. Nonetheless, social uses of Facebook were found to 

increase academic involvement, particularly among extremely shy students. Interestingly, 

neither shyness nor self-esteem moderated the relationships between academic Facebook 

use and academic  and social involvement. Academic Facebook use had positive impacts 

on academic involvement and social involvement regardless of levels of shyness and self-

esteem. When Facebook use is aimed at enhancing academic outcomes as opposed to 

social relationships, it is not surprising that personality traits do not make a difference. 

Limitations and Future Directions  

Several limitations of this research should be noted. First, the sample was drawn 

from psychology students at a single university. Although one might expect comparable 

results for similar students and other large, ethnically diverse, semi-public universities, 

care should be used in generalizing the findings from this study. Second, this study relied 

on an electronic self-report method of data collection which suffers from several 

limitations such as intentional deception, misunderstanding of survey questions, and poor 

recollection of past behaviors, all of which can contribute to inaccurate data. Still, there 

are several advantages to using an online survey including convenience for respondents 
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and reduction in data entry errors. Participants can complete the online survey on their 

schedule and at their pace. Third, although previous theories and research strongly 

suggest the direction of paths specified in the model, the cross-sectional design precludes 

any inferences about causation. This issue can be addressed in a future study with a 

longitudinal design. Fourth, the model tested only included two dimensions of social 

involvement (peer ties and extracurricular participation); the model would benefit from a 

more robust assessment of social involvement, that includes, for example, participation in 

sports and social interactions with faculty. Lastly, the aggregating of all minority students 

represents another limitation of the study. Future research should examine differences in 

engagement, experiences and perceptions of the college environment across minority 

groups.  

Future research should continue to test the validity of the integrated model in 

different types of postsecondary institutions and student groups. Additional research is 

needed on the college adjustment process of non-residential students. For students who 

live at home, it is unclear to what degree engagement in social activities on campus 

influences their adjustment at the institution. Considering the increasingly diverse college 

population, it is imperative that researchers continue to investigate the processes of 

interactions that lead individuals of different racial/ethnic backgrounds, immigration and 

first-generational status to experience adjustment difficulties. For instance, future 

research should explore how family support may interact with ethnicity to influence 

college adjustment. The moderating effects of coping style on the association between 

academic stress and college adjustment should also be examined.  
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The role of social media use in college adjustment should also be the focus of 

future research. We do not have enough information about which online networking 

behaviors facilitate or hinder the college adjustment process. The use of SNSs in 

academia remains under-researched. More studies are needed to understand how faculty 

members are using SNSs in the classroom and the effects it has on student involvement.  

Implications and Interventions 

College administrators seeking to help students successfully transition to college 

may consider educating students about what to expect from college life and fostering 

supportive peer relationships through mentoring programs and ample extracurricular 

activities in diverse areas. Braxton and McClendon (2002) offer institutions several 

recommendations for fostering social adjustment, including making sure information 

communicated to prospective students is accurate and inviting prospective students to 

campus to talk with faculty and current students so that they can develop a realistic 

picture of collegiate experiences.  

Institutions can help transitioning students feel as if they are an integral part of the 

community by providing abundant opportunities for formal and informal interactions. 

Mohr, Eiche, and Sedlacek (1998) found that returning and non-returning seniors differed 

most on scales relating to institutional alienation and productive, meaningful contact with 

faculty and advisors. Non-returning seniors reported feeling as if no one on campus cared 

about what happened to them academically. Thus, colleges should also make easily 

accessible academic, personal and social support services for advanced students who are 

further along in their studies. 
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Administrators can also reach current and prospective students through online 

social networks. The relative ease of maintaining connectivity with students through 

information posting is one benefit of SNS use that can improve institutional involvement 

(Wandel, 2008). Heiberger and Harper (2008) urged college administrators to use 

available electronic media to stay connected to college social networks, promote relevant 

events, and help students feel safe and at-home on campus. However, administrators must 

take care to facilitate the kinds of SNS use most beneficial to students’ adjustment. 

Access to different resources through SNSs may be particularly beneficial for first-

generation undergraduates who have limited knowledge about college. First-generation, 

college-bound high school seniors can reduce the anxiety and uncertainty they may have 

about college by interacting with prospective peers and university staff via SNSs. 

Academic self-efficacy, self-esteem, and loneliness were among the strongest 

indicators of college adjustment. College counseling services should focus on helping 

students develop a better sense of self and teaching students about ways to combat 

loneliness. People derive efficacy information from mastered skills (Bandura, 1989), 

thus, to increase students’ academic self-efficacy, universities should offer academic 

enrichment programs. Relief from loneliness requires forming of network of friendships 

that provide a sense of social integration. To minimize loneliness, students need increased 

opportunities for social contact.  
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CONCLUSION 

Understanding the causes of variability in students’ responses to the college 

experience is key to advancing the retention literature. The path analyses provided 

significant evidence that the integrated model of college adjustment examined in this 

investigation is an accurate estimator of overall college adjustment. Additional research 

on the specific influence of each predictor on the different component parts of college 

adjustment will be even more insightful. Until then, the findings of this study can help 

college administrators and counselors devote more resources to programs and services 

most likely to help students succeed. 
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APPENDIX 

Questionnaire 

Student ID: ____ ____ ____ ________ ____ 

Thank you for taking the time to be part of this research study.  This study is designed to 

understand the manners in which college students are engaged with social networking 

sites such as Facebook.  We are interested in the kinds of motives students have for 

utilizing social networking sites and the influence such uses have on their adjustment.  

You will be asked to provide information about your level of involvement with social 

networking sites, the activities you engage in, and the purposes you have for using such 

sites.  Additionally, you will be asked to provide information about your mental health, 

experiences with various substances, coping behaviors, social support and academic 

aspiration and commitment.  There are no right or wrong answers.  All identifiable 

information that is obtained in connection with this study will remain confidential and 

individual responses will not be linked to any names. 

I. Demographic 

a.   What year were you born?  ________________________________ 

b.   Gender  ____ Female ____ Male 

c.   Would you describe yourself as Latino (a)/Hispanic? ____ Yes ____ No 

d.   How would you describe your race/ethnicity?  Please check all that apply 

____ African American/Black  

____ Native American/ Alaskan Native 

____ Asian/Asian American/ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Island  

____ White/Caucasian American 

____ Other (Please Specify):  ____________________________________ 

e.   Were you born in the United States?   ____ Yes ____ No 

f.   How many years have you lived in the United States?  ______________ 

g.   Are you an international student?  ____ Yes ____ No 

h.   What is your current relationship status? 

____ Single   ____ In a committed relationship  

____ In a causal relationship ____ Married/civil union  

i.   What is your enrollment status? ____Enrolled fulltime     ____Enrolled part-time 

j.   Did you begin college at Temple or somewhere else? 
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   ____ At Temple   ____Somewhere else   

k.   What is your employment status? 

____ Unemployed ____ Employed part-time ____ Employed fulltime  

l.   What is your current living situation? 

____Living in campus housing  ____ Living in off-campus housing 

 ____ Living with relative 

 m. How many semesters have completed at Temple? If it’s your first semester, put 0. 

_______________________ 

n.   Mother’s country of birth?  _____________________________ 

o.   Father’s Country of birth?   _____________________________ 

p.   What is the highest level of education that your mother completed? 

____ Less than HS       ____ Associate Degree (2 years)  

____ Graduate or Professional Degree  ____ HS or GED  

____ Bachelor’s Degree (4 years)  ____ I don’t know 

____ Some college    ____ Some Graduate School  

q.  What is the highest level of education that your father completed? 

____ Less than HS    ____ Associate Degree (2 years)  

____ Graduate or Professional Degree  ____ HS or GED   

____ Bachelor’s Degree (4 years)  ____ I don’t know 

____ Some college    ____ Some Graduate School  

r. Please estimate your parents’ combined income for the past year: 

____ Less than $10K  ____ $10,001 - $20,000  

____ $20,001 - $30,000 ____ $30,001- $40,000 

____ $40,001 - $50,000  ____ $50,001 - $60,000 

____ $60,001 - $70,000 ____ $70,001 - $80,000   

____ $80,001 - $90,000 ____ $90,001 - $100,000   

____ $100,001+  

II. Kin-relation 

Here are some questions about your family and relatives.  Please indicate how much you 

agree or disagree with each statement.   

a. I should keep in close contact with my relatives.       
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4 = Strongly agree       3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

b. I should try to keep in touch with my relatives but sometimes it's better not to see 

them very often.             

4=Strongly agree       3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

c. I believe an older person should be cared for by the family, not in home for the aged.  

4=Strongly agree       3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

d. It's best not to see my relatives too often because they create problems for me.  

4=Strongly agree        3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

e. Having many relatives nearby is good because I can always rely on them in times of 

need.  

4=Strongly agree       3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

f. One of the good things in life for me is to talk and have fun with my relatives.   

 

4=Strongly agree         3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

g. It's best to go to a relative first rather than a teacher or counselor when a person has 

an emotional problem and needs help.     

    

4=Strongly agree        3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree  

h. I would rather not have too many relatives living nearby because they limit my 

independence.   

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

i. Friends are more dependable in times of need than relatives.        

4=Strongly agree         3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

j. I think an individual should try to make it on his\her own and not depend on his\her 

family for help.      

          

4=Strongly agree         3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

k. When I am worried about something I look to my relatives for advice.  
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4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

l. We can count on our relatives to help when we have problems.  

 

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

m. Relatives have an obligation to help each other.  

   

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

n. Sometimes I feel my relatives depend on my family too much to help them with their 

problems.  

 

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

o. If I needed help with a problem I would talk to a friend before I would tell a relative. 

 

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

 

p. If I were in some kind of trouble I would call a relative for help. 

  

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

q. When we have to make important family decisions we ask our relatives for advice. 

 

4=Strongly agree         3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

r. Sometimes my relatives know more about me than I want them to know. 

  

4=Strongly agree         3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

s. I am close to my relatives. 

  

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

t. We often get together with my relatives just to visit and have fun. 

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

u. Family gatherings like reunions and holiday celebrations are not much fun for me. 

  

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 
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v. I really don't have much in common with my relatives.  

 

4=Strongly agree           3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

w. I enjoy going places with my relatives. 

  

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

x. I wish I could see my relative more often. 

  

4=Strongly agree          3=Agree  2=Disagree  1= Strongly disagree 

III. Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support  

We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each statement 

carefully. Indicate how you feel about each statement. 

1 = Very Strongly Disagree 2 = Strongly Disagree   3 = Mildly Disagree  

4 = Neutral       5 = Mildly agree   6 = Strongly agree 

 7 = Very strongly agree 

a. There is a special person who is around when I am in need.  

 ____1        ____2 ____3  ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

b. There is a special person with whom I can share my joys and sorrows.  

 ____1      ____2 ____3  ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

c. My family really tries to help me.  

 ____1     ____2  ____3  ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

d. I get the emotional help and support I need from my family.  

 ____1      ____2 ____3  ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

e. I have a special person who is a real source of comfort to me.  

 ____1     ____2 ____3  ____4  ____5  ____6    ___7 

f. My friends really try to help me.  
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 ____1     ____2         ____3            ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

g. I can count on my friends when things go wrong.  

 ____1    ____2 ____3  ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

h. I can talk about my problems with my family.  

 ____1      ____2 ____3           ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

i. I have friends with whom I can share my joys and sorrows.  

 ____1  ____2     ____3          ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

j. There is a special person in my life who cares about my feelings.  

 ____1            ____2     ____3 ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

k. My family is willing to help me make decisions.  

 ____1  ____2     ____3 ____4  ____5  ____6  ____7 

l. I can talk about my problems with my friends. 

 ____1  ____2         ____3        ____4  ____5     ____6 ____7 

IV. Social networking site use 

The next sets of questions are about social media particularly Facebook.  We would like 

to know which social networking websites you use, how often, and for what purpose. 

a. Do you currently have a Facebook account? ____ Yes ____ No 

b. If no, why not? 

____Do not have regular computer access         ___Have never heard of Facebook before 

____Do not have time       ____Not interested   ____ Other (Specified)_________ 

c. Beside Facebook, how many other social networking sites do you use? __________ 

d. Which social networking site do you use the most? __________________________ 

e. On a typical day, how many hours do you spend on the internet? ________________ 
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f. What you’re on the internet, how many hours do you spend on social networking 

sites? ____ 

g. How much time did you spend on Facebook yesterday? ____________________ 

h. How many friends do you have on Facebook? 

1 = 10 or less  2 = 11 – 50  3 = 51 – 100  4 = 101 – 150  

5 =151 -200  6 = 201 – 250  7 = 251 – 300  8 = 301 – 350

 9 = 351 – 400   10 = more than 400 

i. Of the friends you have on Facebook, how many do you have regular contact with 

offline?  

1 = 10 or less  2 = 11 – 50  3 = 51 – 100  4 = 101 – 150  

5 =151 -200  6 = 201 – 250  7 = 251 – 300  8 = 301 – 350

 9 = 351 – 400   10 = more than 400  

j. Of the friends you have on Facebook, approximately how many did you meet online? 

1 = 10 or less  2 = 11 – 50  3 = 51 – 100  4 = 101 – 150  

5 =151 -200  6 = 201 – 250  7 = 251 – 300  8 = 301 – 350

 9 = 351 – 400   10 = more than 400   

k. Are you friends with your extended family on Facebook?      ____ Yes         ____ No 

l. Do you use Facebook to communicate with your extended family?   ____ Yes   __ No 

m. Are you friends with your professors on Facebook?         ____ Yes           ____No 

n. Did you visit Temple’s Facebook page when applying to college?   ____Yes     __ No 

o. Do you use another language, other than English on Facebook?    ____ Yes ___ No 

p. If yes, which language do you use the most    ____ English          ____ Other language 

q. Is English your native language?      ____ Yes           ____ No 

r. Do you use Facebook for online dating?     ____ Yes           ____ No 

s. Do you look for love or potential partner through Facebook? ____ Yes           ____ No 

t. If yes, how satisfied are you with using Facebook for looking for a romantic partner? 
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1 = Very unsatisfied  2 = Unsatisfied 3 = Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4 = Satisfied   5= Very satisfied 

IVB. For the next set of questions, indicate how you engage in the following 

Facebook activities 

6 = More than once daily 5 = 2 or more times weekly 4 = Once weekly  

3= Twice monthly  2 = Once monthly  1 = Less than once monthly 

a. How often do you post on other people’s Walls?  

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6  

b. How often do you change your Facebook status?  

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6  

c. How often do you chat with others on Facebook?  

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6  

d. How often do you post pictures or comment on friends’ picture? 

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6  

e. How often do you coordinate events on Facebook? 

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6  

f. How often do browse other people’s Facebook profile?  

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6  

g. How often do you post stories on Facebook?  

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6  

h. How often do you play games on Facebook?  

____1  ____2  ____3   ____4  ____5  ____6 



134 

The next set of statements are about your attitudes toward Facebook and the activities 

you might engage in.   

IVC. Facebook Intensity Scale (FIS) & motives for Facebook use 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.   

a. Facebook is part of my everyday activity. 

      1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree   5= Strongly agree  

b. I am proud to tell people I’m on Facebook. 

      1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

c. Facebook has become part of my daily routine.   

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree  

d.  I feel out of touch when I haven’t logged onto Facebook for a while.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

e. I feel I am part of the Facebook community. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

f. I would be sorry if Facebook shut down.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

g.  I stay on Facebook longer than originally intended.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

h. I feel restless, moody, depressed, or irritable when attempting to cut down or stop 

Facebook use. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

i. I have repeatedly made unsuccessful efforts to control, cut back, or stop Facebook 

use. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

j.  I have jeopardized or risked the loss of significant relationship, job, educational or 

career opportunity because of Facebook. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

k. I lie to my family member, friends and others about how much time I spend on 

Facebook. 

 1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 
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Academic-related activities 

a. I use Facebook to setup study groups. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

b. I use Facebook to organize activities on my campus.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

c.  I use Facebook to get assistance on homework assignments from peers. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

d. I use Facebook to get advice about what classes I should take. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree  

e.  I check my school’s Facebook profile to stay current about what’s going around 

campus.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

f.  I use Facebook to find information related to class assignments.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

Sociability  

a. I use Facebook because all my friends are on it.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

b.  I use Facebook to feel involved with what is going on with other people.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

c.  I use Facebook to check out someone I met socially.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

d.  I use Facebook to learn more about other people in my classes.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

e.  Facebook makes it easier to learn more about other people living near me on campus.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

f.  I use Facebook to keep in touch with my old friends.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

g.  I use Facebook to meet new people.   

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

h.  Facebook makes it easier to be myself 
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1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

i.  Facebook makes it easier for me to interact with other who are different from me.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

Entertainment and relaxation 

a. I use Facebook to pass the time.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

b.  I use Facebook to help me get my mind off my problems.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

c.  I use Facebook to overcome loneliness. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

d.  I use Facebook to release tension. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

Information seeking 

a. I use Facebook to keep up-to-date with social and political affairs.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

b.  I use Facebook to stay up-to-date about current events. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

Social support      

a. I use Facebook to reach out to my friends when I am upset.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

b.  I use Facebook to share my most private worries and fears with someone. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

c.  I use Facebook because it makes me feel good about myself. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

d. I use Facebook to get advice about a crisis.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

e.  I use Facebook for emotional support. 

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 

f. Using Facebook makes me feel closer to others.  

1= Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree    5= Strongly agree 
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The next sets of questions regard your mental and behavioral health.  The items ask 

about how you feel about yourself, how you cope with different stressors and activities 

you might engage in during a typical day such as smoking a cigarette.  

V. Shyness Scale 

Please read each item carefully and decide to what extent it is characteristic of your 

feelings and behavior. 

1= Very uncharacteristic or untrue  2 = Uncharacteristic  3 = Neutral 

4 = Characteristic    5 = Very characteristic or true 

a. I feel tense when I’m with people I don’t know well. 

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

b. During conversations with new acquaintances, I worry about saying something dumb.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

c. I am socially somewhat awkward.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

d. I do not find it difficult to ask other people for information.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

e. I am often uncomfortable at parties and other social gatherings.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

f. When in a group of people, I have trouble thinking of the right things to talk about.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

g. I feel relaxed even in unfamiliar social situations  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

h. It is hard for me to act natural when I am meeting new people.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

i. I feel painfully self-conscious when I am around strangers.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

j. I am confident about my social skills.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

k. I feel nervous when speaking to someone in authority.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

l. I have trouble looking someone right in the eye. 
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____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

m. I am usually a person who initiates conversation.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

n. I often have doubts about whether other people like to be with me.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

o. Sometimes being introduced to new people makes me feel physically upset (for 

example, having an upset stomach, pounding heart, sweaty palms, or heat rash).   

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

p. I do not find it hard to talk to strangers.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

q. I worry about how well I will get along with new acquaintances.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

r. I am shy when meeting someone of the opposite sex.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

s. It does not take me long to overcome my shyness in a new situation.  

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5 

t. I feel inhibited in social situations.   

____1  ____2   ____3   ____4   ____5  

VI. COPE Inventory     

People have unique ways of dealing with stress in their life. Below is a number of 

statements that describe how some people react when dealing with stressful situations. 

Please indicate to what degree you engage in these behaviors when something is stress 

you out.    

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2 3 4= I usually do this a lot 

Active coping 

a. I take additional action to try to get rid of the problem.    

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

b. I concentrate my efforts on doing something about it.   

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

c. I do what has to be done, one step at a time.     

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 
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d. I take direct action to get around the problem.    

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

Seeking social support for instrumental reasons 

e. I ask people who have had similar experiences what they did.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

f. I try to get advice from someone about what to do.    

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

g. I talk to someone to find out more about the situation.   

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

h. I talk to someone who could do something concrete about the problem.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

Seeking social support for emotional reasons 

i. I talk to someone about how I feel.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

j.  I try to get emotional support from friends or relatives.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

k. I discuss my feelings with someone.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

l. I get sympathy and understanding from someone.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

Positive reinterpretation & growth 

m. I look for something good in what is happening.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

n. I try to see it in a different light, to make it seem more positive.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

o. I learn something from the experience.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

p. I try to grow as a person as a result of the experience.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

Acceptance 

a. I learn to live with it.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 
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b. I accept that this has happened and that it can't be changed.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

c. I get used to the idea that it happened.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

d. I accept the reality of the fact that it happened. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

Turning to religion 

a. I seek God's help. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

b. I put my trust in God.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

c. I try to find comfort in my religion. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

d. I pray more than usual. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

Denial 

a. I refuse to believe that it has happened. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

b. I pretend that it hasn't really happened. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

c. I act as though it hasn't even happened.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

d. I say to myself "this isn't real." 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

Mental disengagement 

a. I turn to work or other substitute activities to take my mind off things. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 

b. I go to movies or watch TV, to think about it less.  

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot   

c. I daydream about things other than this. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot 
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d. I sleep more than usual. 

1 =I usually don’t do this at all 2  3        4= I usually do this a lot  

VII. The UCLA Loneliness Scale 

Indicate how often each of the statements below is descriptive of you. Select one letter 

for each statement. 

 O = I often feel this way S = I sometimes feel this way       R = I rarely feel this way

 N = I never feel this way 

a. I am unhappy doing so many things alone.   O  S R N 

b. I have nobody to talk to.      O  S R N 

c. I cannot tolerate being so alone.     O  S R N 

d. I lack companionship.      O  S R N 

e. I feel as if nobody really understands me.   O  S R N 

f. I find myself waiting for people to call or write.   O  S R N 

g. There is no one I can turn to.     O  S R N 

h. I am no longer close to anyone.     O  S R N 

i. My interests and ideas are not shared by those around me.   S R N 

j. I feel left out.       O  S R N 

k. I feel completely alone.      O  S R N 

l. I am unable to reach out and communicate with those around me. R N 

m. My social relationships are superficial.    O  S R N 

n. I feel starved for company.     O  S R N 

o. No one really knows me well.     O  S R N 

p. I feel isolated from others.     O  S R N 

q. I am unhappy being so withdrawn.    O  S R N 

r. It is difficult for me to make friends.    O  S R N 

s. I feel shut out and excluded by others.    O  S R N 

t. People are around me but not with me.    O  S R N 
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VIII. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself.  If you 

strongly agree, select 4.  If you agree with the statement, select 3. If you disagree, select 

2.  If you strongly disagree, select 1. 

a. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.         4  3 2        1 

b. At times, I think I am no good at all.           4  3 2        1 

c.  I feel that I have a number of good qualities.    4  3 2        1 

d. I am able to do things as well as most other people.    4  3 2        1 

e. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.     4  3 2        1 

f. I certainly feel useless at times.       4  3 2        1 

g. I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 2        1 

h. I wish I could have more respect for myself.    4  3 2        1 

i. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.   4  3 2        1 

j. I take a positive attitude towards myself.     4  3 2        1 

IX. Life Satisfaction 

Below are five questions about your life. Tell me whether you agree or not using the 

number below.  There are no right or wrong answers. 

   1 = Strongly disagree  2 = Disagree      3 = Slightly disagree  

   4 = Neither agree nor disagree  5 = Slightly agree   6 = Agree 7 = Strongly agree 

a. In most ways my life is close to what I want.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. My life is great. 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7  

c. I am satisfied with my life.  

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life.  

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing  

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 
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X. CES-D  

Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or behaved.  Please tell me how often you 

have felt this way during the past week.  

1 = Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day)     

2 = Some or a little of the time (1-2 days)  

3 = Occasionally or moderate amount of time (3-4 days)  

4 = Most or all of the time (5-7 days) 

During the past week:   

a. I was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

b. I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor. 

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time   

c. I felt that I could not shake off the blues even with help from my family or friends. 

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time   

d. I felt that I was just as good as other people.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

e. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

f. I felt depressed.  

1= Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

g. I felt that everything I did was an effort. 

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

h. I felt hopeful about the future.  

1= Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

i. I thought my life had been a failure.  
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1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

j. I felt fearful. 

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

k. My sleep was restless.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

l. I was happy. 

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

m. I talked less than usual. 

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

n. I felt lonely.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

o. People were unfriendly.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

p. I enjoyed life.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

q. I had crying spells.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

r. I felt sad. 

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

s. I felt that people dislike me.  

1 = Rarely/none of the time     2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

t. I could not get “going”.  
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1 = Rarely/none of the time      2 = Some/ a little of the time  

3 = Occasionally/ moderate amount of time  4 = Most/all of the time  

 

XI. Undergraduate Stress Scale 

Please indicate whether the following events has happened to you at any time during the 

last week and indicate how stressful the event was. 

0 = Event did not occur  

1 = Event occurred but was not stressful  

2 = Event occurred and was a little stressful  

3 = Event occurred and was somewhat stressful  

4 = Event occurred and was very stressful 

In the past week…… 

a.  you had a lot of tests.     0 1 2 3 4 

b.   assignments in all classes were due the same day. 0 1 2 3 4 

c.  you had a lot of deadlines to meet.     0 1 2 3 4 

d.  you went into a test unprepared.                0 1 2 3 4 

e.  you had projects/research papers due.    0 1 2 3 4 

f.   you did badly on a test.      0 1 2 3 4 

g.   you did worse than expected on test.    0 1 2 3 4 

h.   you had a class presentation.     0 1 2 3 4 

i.   you were working while in school.    0 1 2 3 4 

j.   you crammed for a test.      0 1 2 3 4 

k.   you are trying to decide on a major.    0 1 2 3 4 

l.   noise disturbed you while trying to study.               0 1 2 3 4 

m.   you couldn’t understand your professor.    0 1 2 3 4 

n.   you stayed up late writing a paper.    0 1 2 3 4 

o.   you walked to a professor.     0 1 2 3 4 

p.   you got to class late.      0 1 2 3 4 

q.   you sat through a boring class.                0 1 2 3 4 
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XII. Burnout and Engagement Scale 

The following statements describe how some college students feel regarding academics 

and college in general. Please indicate to what degree you agree/disagree with the 

following statements.   

Exhaustion 

a. I feel emotionally drained by my studies.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2    3   4 = Strongly agree 

b. I feel used up at the end of a day at university. 

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3   4 = Strongly agree 

c. I feel tired when I get up in the morning and I have to face another day at the 

university.  

     1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

d. Studying or attending a class is really a strain for me.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3   4 = Strongly agree 

e. I feel burned out from my studies.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

Cynicism  

a. I have become less interested in my studies since my enrollment at the university. 

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

b. I have become less enthusiastic about my studies.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

c. I have become more cynical about the potential usefulness of my studies.  

 1 = Strongly disagree    2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

d. I doubt the significance of my studies.  

 1 = Strongly disagree    2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

Professional Efficacy 

a. I can effectively solve the problems that arise in my studies. 

      1 = Strongly disagree    2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

b. I believe that I make an effective contribution to the classes that I attend.  

      1 = Strongly disagree    2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

c. In my opinion, I am a good student.  

      1 = Strongly disagree   2     3  4 = Strongly agree 
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d. I feel stimulated when I achieve my study goals.  

      1 = Strongly disagree      2    3  4 = Strongly agree  

e. I have learned many interesting things during the course of my studies.  

      1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

f. During class I feel confident that I am effective in getting things done.  

      1 = Strongly disagree   2    3   4= Strongly agree 

Dedication 

a. I find my studies to be full of meaning and purpose.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

b. My studies inspire me.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

c. I am enthusiastic about my studies.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

d. I am proud of my studies.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

e. I find my studies challenging.  

 1 = Strongly disagree   2    3  4 = Strongly agree 

XIII. Student Adjustment to College Questionnaire (SACQ) 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.   

1 = Strongly disagree  2 = Disagree  3 = Neither agree nor disagree               

4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree 

 

Academic 

a. I’ve been keeping up to date on my academic work.  

  1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

b. I am satisfied with the level at which I am performing academically. 

  1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

c. I’m not really smart enough for the academic work I am expected to be doing now. 

  1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

d. I am quite satisfied with my academic situation at college.   

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  
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e. Lately, I have been giving a lot of thought to dropping out of college altogether and 

for good.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

f. I’m not doing well enough academically for the amount of work I put in. 

  1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

Social  

a. I am very involved with social activities in college.   

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

b. I have several close social ties at college.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

c. I feel that I have enough social skills to get along well in the college setting.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

d. I am having difficulty feeling at ease with other people at college.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

e. I am satisfied with the extent to which I am participating in social activities in 

college.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

f. I feel I am very different from other students at college in ways I don’t like. 

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

g. I am quite satisfied with my social life at college.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

Emotional      

a. Lately I have been feeling blue and moody a lot. 

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

b. I haven’t been able to control my emotions very well lately.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

c. I really haven’t had much motivation for studying lately.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

d. I have been getting angry too easily lately.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  
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e. I haven’t been sleeping well.   

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

f. I have been feeling lonely a lot at college lately.   

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

g. I have trouble coping with college stress.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

School-attachment 

a. I am pleased now about my decision to attend this college in particular.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

b. I wish I were at another college or university.  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

c. I expect to stay at this college for a bachelor’s degree  

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

d. Lately I have been giving a lot of thought to transferring to another college . 

 1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 4= Agree  4 = Strongly agree  

XIV Performance 

Which of the following best describes your grades so far? 

____  Mostly A’s  ____  About half B’s and half C’s ____  Mostly D’s 

____  About half A’s and half B’s ____  Mostly C’s  ____  Mostly below D 

____  Mostly B’s   ____  About half C’s and half D’s ____ I don’t know 

e. If you have not received your grades, what do you expect to get at the end of the 

semester? 

____  Mostly A’s  ____  About half B’s and half C’s ____  Mostly D’s 

____  About half A’s and half B’s ____  Mostly C’s  ____  Mostly below D 

____  Mostly B’s   ____  About half C’s and half D’s ____ I don’t know 

f. How much time do you currently put into your homework each week, including 

reading assignments? 

____  None  ____  30 minutes – 1 hour  ____  About 2 or 3 hours      

____  About 4 or more hours 

g. What is the highest level of education that you ideally would like to complete, if it 

were up to you? 
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1 = An associated degree  2 = Bachelor degree  3 = Master’s degree  

4 = Other professional degree 

h. Do you have any concern about your ability to finance your college education? 

____  None (I am confident that I will have sufficient funds) 

____ Some (but I probably will have enough funds) 

____  Major (not sure I will have enough funds to complete college) 

 

 

THANK YOU! 

 

 




