
ABSTRACT 

PASSINI, JULIA SORENSEN. Student or Adult? A Comparison of Identity Distress Between 
Graduate Students and Community Members. (Under the direction of Dr. Lynne Baker-Ward.) 
 

Identity formation is a pivotal milestone in the age range of emerging adulthood (“EA”; 

ages 18-29; Arnett, 2000; 2014). Most of the literature in the area emphasizes the role of identity 

within college student samples, but there is a lack of understanding of identity distress among 

graduate students. Graduate school is a prolonged period of heightened rates of anxiety, 

depression, frustration, and “pressure to perform” in which students recontextualize themselves 

to adapt their identities in line with their professional goals (Adler & Adler, 2005; Charles, 

2022). This begs the question if graduate students feel “left behind” with reference to societal 

expectations of their age range. Do they feel like “adults” in comparison to those who did not go 

to graduate school? There has yet to be a direct comparison between graduate students and 

emerging adults of the same age range who did not choose to pursue graduate school. Hence, the 

goal of this project was to compare identity distress and the dimensions of emerging adulthood 

between graduate students and workforce members, controlling for age. Additionally, I regressed 

the same variables on overall well-being across groups and examine their predictive qualities. 

Three hypotheses were examined: (1) Graduate students will exhibit greater identity 

distress in comparison to EA’s who did not pursue postgraduate education, and graduate students 

will more closely align to the dimensions of emerging adulthood because they have yet to feel 

like an “adult” in their student role. (2) Identity distress will uniquely contribute toward variance 

in well-being across both groups in a negative association. Additionally, mentorship will act as a 

moderating protective factor against identity distress. (3) Income will moderate the relationship 

between identity distress and well-being across groups where the association will be stronger at 

lower levels of income and buffered at higher levels. 



A sample of 149 graduate students (Mage= 24.89, 65.9% female, 60% single) and 109 

community members (Mage= 25.32, 61.5% female, 51.6% single) completed an online survey via 

Qualtrics. In contrast to predictions, there were no significant differences in the dimensions of 

emerging adulthood nor subscales of identity distress between schooling groups. However, 

consistent with assumptions, graduate students exhibited greater levels of stress and mentor 

support as compared to those not enrolled. In parsing identity distress into factors in an 

exploratory analysis, professional identity distress (in terms of career choice and long-term 

goals) significantly predicted well-being in a negative association. Lastly, income was not a 

significant moderating variable in the relationship between professional identity distress and 

well-being. Additional exploratory analyses are discussed along with possible explanations for 

results. 
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Introduction 

Emerging adulthood (EA) was theorized as a stage of developmental patterns that 

transpire as those between ages 18-29 transition from adolescence to adulthood (Arnett, 2000). 

This period is often characterized as a time of self-focus, instability, possibilities/optimism 

toward the future, identity exploration, and feeling stuck “in-between” the two periods of life. 

Although Arnett (2000) proposed emerging adulthood as an addition to traditional stage theories 

with age-linked milestones, other researchers have objected to this as they claim EA does not 

add any unique goals or milestones as other “stages'' do (Coté, 2014). Given the profound 

changes in role transitions formerly attributed to narrow age ranges, the only thing to remain 

constant is the claim “nothing is normative demographically” among people in this age range 

characterized as emerging adulthood (Nelson, 2021, p. 180). For instance, the average age of 

first-time mothers within the United States is 26, showing an increase in six mean years since 

1970 (Mathews et al., 2002; Stahl, 2020). Hence, as argued by Molgat (2007), emerging 

adulthood needs to be interpreted not as an age-related milestone, but as a developmental 

process. Supporting this position, in a comparison of EA’s five key characteristics across age 

groups ranging from 18 to 60 years old, Arnett and Mitra (2020) found these dimensions are the 

most prevalent during the 18-29 age range but are not exclusive to this group. Every age group 

tested in this study had higher than average rates of answering “yes” to the question “this is the 

time period to find myself.” Therefore, we can infer that emerging adulthood is not a stage if 

there is nothing unique to be developed during it. As such, the following study will treat the idea 

of emerging adulthood as a transitory life period rather than a stage. 
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Although not unique to emerging adulthood, the most significant developmental task 

during the age range from 18-29 is identity development. Adjusting to desired societal roles that 

align with an individual’s ideals during this developmental period has been shown to predict 

successful outcomes later in life (see Nelson, 2022 and Schwartz, 2016 for review). Identity 

development has been heavily linked to indicators of mental health, including well-being 

(Schwartz et al., 2007). The two primary components contributing toward an achieved identity 

are exploration (the evaluation of potential and existing commitments and choices) and 

commitment (the degree to which an individual has made choices about domains of their life; 

Marcia, 1966). A cohesive, achieved identity is a beneficial building block that allows for greater 

psychosocial functioning later in life. In a longitudinal study, Mitchell et al. (2021) found 

emerging adults who had higher identity resolution, or personal coherence through evolving 

time, social change, and role requirements (Hoare, 2002), tended to have higher levels of 

intimacy, generativity, and integrity throughout EA and these levels remained relatively 

consistent throughout adulthood. This was one of the first studies to examine the longitudinal 

importance of identity across age. In contrast, those who had lower identity cohesion, in terms of 

having a fundamental organized sense of self, had lower intimacy and generativity. Although 

Erikson (1968) had originally proposed this milestone of achieving a cohesive identity as 

occurring during adolescence in his psychosocial stage model, the elongation of the transition to 

adulthood has projected the identity process forward in time as well (Arnett, 2000; Meeus, 

2011). 

Identity Distress 

A pressing downside to emerging adulthood is having the time and capability for finding 

a sense of self with an abundance of outlets for exploration, but little structure to do so. Through 
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heavy reconsideration of past choices, worrying about one’s future, and feeling limited in future 

directions in the “age of possibility”, the individual in EA is subject to prevailing rates of 

depression and internalized symptoms regarding one’s path in life (Berman et al., 2004; Luyckx 

et al., 2013). This situation can result in identity distress, defined as feeling incomplete or 

undeveloped in one or more domains of one’s identity and experiencing accompanying 

psychosocial dissonance (Berman et al., 2004). This construct has been found to positively 

correlate with identity exploration, but negatively with identity commitment, which can prolong 

existential anxiety through rumination and maladaptive cycles of thought (Berman et al., 2004; 

Luyckx et al., 2008).  

Longitudinal analyses have shown that identity distress peaks during EA with a decline 

after the college years (Palmeroni et al., 2020). Identity distress is related to heightened negative 

affect, particularly in domains regarding long-term goals, friendships, and career (Samuolis & 

Griffin, 2014). In addition, identity distress has a direct relationship with ruminative exploration, 

or the heavy reconsideration of exploration and commitment that can lead to maladaptive 

internalized behaviors (Luyckx et al., 2008). Ruminative exploration in turn leads to more 

impulsive financial decisions and internalized symptomology in adolescence, EA, and adulthood 

(Ritchie et al., 2013; Vosylis et al., 2021; Wiley & Berman, 2013). While some levels of identity 

reconsideration are normative in adolescence and emerging adulthood, greater degrees of distress 

are reciprocal to psychopathology and can interfere with normal day-to-day functioning and can 

spiral into worse symptomatology (Wiley & Berman, 2013). We know from past research that 

identity issues are a “distinct entity” apart from stress and other psychological maladjustments 

(Berman et al., 2009). Therefore, identity distress is a unique subject to study on its own. Failure 

to establish a coherent sense of self has been associated with suicidality in emerging adulthood 
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(Chandler et al., 2003). Although identity distress has been negatively associated with linear age 

past the “typical” years of emerging adulthood (Palmeroni et al., 2020; Wiley et al., 2011), there 

is little research to date showing if experiencing prolonged identity distress after age 29 has 

problematic effects. Knowing how these identity issues can impact those in adolescence and 

emerging adulthood, it may be crucial to mitigate any threatening factors toward identity 

development and achievement later in life as well. Having a low sense of identity coherence can 

lead to depressive symptoms and in some cases, heightened suicidality (Sokol & Eisenheim, 

2016). While there have been longitudinal examinations of identity development past emerging 

adulthood (Mitchell et al., 2021), there has been no direct comparison of identity distress among 

graduate students and a same-age community sample yet in the literature. 

Emerging adulthood is largely associated with ages 18-29, particularly within affluent 

Western cultures and among those who pursue a college education. Supporting this 

characterization, Hendry & Kloep (2011) conducted thematic analyses of interviews with 

emerging adults who did not enroll in college and found considerable variations from the 

“standard” emerging adult life period depending on psychosocial and economic resources and 

what in turn makes one feel “adult”. In fact, most students who attend college do not consider 

themselves to be “adults” (Nelson et al., 2007). In another qualitative investigation, Molgat 

(2007) conducted an interview study to assess what emerging adults (aged 25-29) believed 

reaching adulthood looked like and if they considered themselves to be adults. The main 

interview question asked was phrased as: “Do you have the impression of being an adult?” If 

participants answered “yes”, the question was followed up with “Since when do you have the 

impression that you are an adult?” Three themes regarding reaching adulthood were autonomy 

from parents, financial independence, and increased responsibilities. In terms of graduate 
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students, I question how closely they align themselves with the dimensions of emerging 

adulthood while they are “in-between” the roles of student and adult. 

There is a plethora of research emphasizing the importance of establishing identity during 

the “college years” (see Arnett, 2018), even to the point of initiating intervention programs to 

promote identity achievement and, in turn, well-being for undergraduate students (see Meca et 

al., 2014). Whereas there is contention in the field advocating for a push away from studying 

college students as representative samples of emerging adults, Nelson (2022) emphasized the 

importance of not overlooking those within higher education by saying “Without this holistic 

approach and structure, the developmental challenges of the time period [EA] will continue to 

place young people at risk for floundering.” (p. 115). Therefore, the college years are a crucial 

time to study identity exploration and are still valuable in contributing to the literature. 

This past work in higher education, however, prioritizes the effects within undergraduate, 

not graduate student samples. Marcia (1993) states identity resolution most commonly takes 

place between the ages of 18-22, also known as prime university age as the average 4-year 

university student graduates by age 23 (Hanson, 2021a). Graduate students are underrepresented 

in this realm of research. Arnett (2015, 2018) discusses the inertia of pursuing a college 

education once graduating from high school, following the momentum from societal 

expectations, but with increasing demands for a highly skilled workforce in society’s current 

information era, this pattern may be evident for graduate students as well as they move on from 

the university years and prolong the transition to adulthood even further.  

Graduate Students and Emerging Adulthood 

The rates of enrollment in graduate school have steadily increased over the decades, with 

a 2.5% jump across all universities in the United States from just 2019 to 2020 (Graduate 
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Enrollment and Degrees Survey, 2020). According to the Council of Graduate Schools, the 

average age of full-time graduate students in the United States is 33 years old (2020). 

Satisfaction within graduate programs is likely to impact mental health. A global survey of 

graduate students and their satisfaction toward their degrees found “Graduate students have 

invested much in their training, but a significant proportion still doubt they're on the path 

towards a satisfying career." (Woolson, 2022, p. 413).  

 Once a student graduates with a bachelor’s degree and moves on to a graduate program 

to pursue a Master’s, Ph.D., or other advanced degree, do they stop being defined as an emerging 

adult, or stop experiencing emerging adulthood? Emerging adulthood is a time of substantial 

transition in academic and career domains of life, and graduate students may experience a further 

“in-between” era as they elect to elongate their role and identity as a student. The line of 

“student” and “future employee” is lost in an ambiguous area as graduate student identity often 

gets overlooked within the university setting (Daniels & Brooker, 2013). To quote their past 

findings further, there is “little to no evidence that suggests students have been encouraged to 

explore their development as students, or that institutions see this student identity development 

as an asset for their graduates or for the potential employer” (p. 68). As graduate students 

reorient themselves in their academic situation, Adler and Adler (2005) raise issues with their 

former identities being “stripped” in order to align toward professionalism and cohort effects.  

In contrast, there is little evidence to support the possibility of graduate students having 

greater identity cohesion by aligning themselves toward a professional academic identity and 

having the motivation to enroll. One might argue graduate students have a stronger sense of self 

because they elect to go pursue further education, but there has been recent research regarding 

the “psychological momentum theory” that reflects Newton’s law - essentially claiming a student 
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in motion tends to stay in motion. The inertia of a student moving from undergraduate to higher 

education explains a “moderate-yet-meaningful” amount of variance in academic engagement 

(Li, 2021). There has been a push in the literature advocating for further study on identity 

development of graduate students, particularly doctoral students (see Sverdlik et al., 2018 for 

review). 

Thus, the problem statement for the current research goes as follows: Identity 

development does not stop after the undergraduate years. In fact, determining the connections 

between identity salience and graduate student mental health are vital in understanding 

contributions toward this group’s mental health and well-being. Waldbuesser and Hosek (2020) 

go as far as to say, “Along with understanding how intergroup communication influences 

graduate student identity and mental health, exploring factors that can improve graduate student 

anxiety, stress, and depression is paramount” (p.132). Past research has drawn direct 

comparisons between undergraduate students and non-student samples in subjective markers of 

adulthood (Molgat et al., 2007) and the dimensions of emerging adulthood (Zaluski, 2012), but 

graduate students are underrepresented in this realm of research. Optimal functioning that 

enhances student success and persistence rests in a balance of academic engagement and 

performance, interpersonal relationships, and psychological well-being (Schreiner, 2012). How 

closely do graduate students align themselves with the dimensions of emerging adulthood, and 

how greatly do they experience identity distress in comparison to individuals of the same age 

who are in the workforce?  

Stressors and Well-being in Graduate Students 

Graduate students have been found to have heightened rates of anxiety and depression as 

compared to the general population. Time spent in academia plays a significant role in graduate 
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student internalized symptomatology, and in comparison to general workers, graduate students 

are on average more anxious and depressed with less work engagement (Gallea et al., 2021). 

This same study also found neurological implications of worse graduate student mental health 

within the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis. In fact, Oswalt and Riddick (2007) found 

the odds for expressing internalized symptomology to be six times higher for graduate students. 

However, this finding is limited because it does not examine any pre-existing disposition toward 

internalized symptoms such as anxiety or depression in students before they enroll. In terms of 

recent years, as society recovers from the disruptions of the COVID-19 pandemic, the prevalence 

of major depressive disorder among graduate students has been found to be two times higher in 

2020 as compared to 2019 (Chrikov et al., 2020). This is important to understand to ascertain the 

susceptibility of graduate students to negative stressors.  

Where there have been findings regarding well-being in graduate students, this 

population is a relatively new target of observation in the literature of identity development as 

the scope pans outward from its narrowed focus on undergraduates and younger emerging adults. 

Rates of depression and anxiety among graduate students have been examined throughout past 

literature, some studies even comparing them to that of undergraduate students, but there are few 

conclusions to be drawn in the differences between graduate students and other emerging adults 

(age 18-29) who did not pursue graduate school. This is an oversight where most researchers 

attribute this development mostly to chronological age. I argue that identity development is not 

an age-related achievement, but a status milestone. Having a “student” identity may exacerbate 

identity distress and wellbeing more strongly than the predictive value of chronological age. The 

current study is focuses on the developmental patterns of identity and identity distress within 

graduate students, who may feel even more “in-between” than other community members as they 
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approach the adult workforce (Arnett, 2006). This comparison will examine the possibility that 

emerging adulthood is more closely linked to having a student identity rather than to 

chronological age.  

Income as a Moderator 

While past research on graduate student well-being has focused more on socialization and 

internal motivators such as self-efficacy (see Sverdlik et al., 2018, for review), financial 

opportunities and resources, along with identity formation, need to be further examined in the 

literature. Identity exploration is a privilege of economic resources. An argument arises whether 

those who experience emerging adulthood only get to do so by having “privileged identities” 

(e.g., White, middle class, family history of education, etc.; Syed & Mitchell, 2013). In a study 

that examined emerging adults in varying economic backgrounds, results showed that those who 

had experienced poverty and/or homelessness tended to focus their decisions (i.e., career choice) 

on financial independence and security rather than identity and career exploration (Bowen et al., 

2021).  

Within graduate school, access to economic resources can vary by department. Past 

research has found that doctoral students in natural science fields (i.e., biology, chemistry) have 

greater departmental financial resources than students in arts, social sciences, or humanities 

(Barnes & Randall, 2012). Lack of resources can predict attrition rates of attending school and 

furthermore satisfaction and well-being (Abiddin & Ismail, 2011). In a comparison of different 

types of allocated funding to students throughout academic careers, students with research 

assistantships had higher rates of staying through the whole program than those who received 

teaching assistantships, scholarships, or other kinds of external funding (Ampaw & Jaeger, 
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2012). Hence, identity distress may differ between fields of study dependent on academic 

resources. 

The burden of student loans along with low stipend pay has been a pressing issue in 

graduate student populations for decades (Golding et al., 1988) and has been growing in 

disparity. Graduate students, while often considered to be employees because of their work as 

research and teaching assistants, receive relatively low pay compared to the national median 

salary for those aged 25-34 ($49,920 per year; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022). The average 

graduate student stipend ranges from $13,000 to $30,000 per year, depending on field of study 

and university. Previous findings from qualitative analyses of interviews of 47 doctoral students 

in various fields suggest financial constraints impose negative effects on both personal and social 

lives while impeding academic progress (Longfield et al., 2006). On top of this, student loans are 

also a pressing issue. At least 60% of graduate students in the United States owe student loan 

debt, with the average amount from graduate school alone exceeding $55,000 (Hanson, 2021b). 

Student debt has been associated with worsening mental health and psychological functioning in 

young adults over prolonged periods of time and higher rates of externalized behavior such as 

substance abuse (Jinhee & Swarn, 2021; Qian & Fan, 2020; Walsemann et al., 2015). While 

loans provide temporary relief, the disparity of economic resources is still an issue in graduate 

students. 

With the economic stress of adult expectations while living on a student stipend and 

managing loans, identity development and exploration may be hindered among graduate 

students. Further, the watching emerging adults in the same age range who have higher income 

on average than a graduate student may exacerbate feeling “left behind” as Grob and colleagues 

(2020) argue most EAs do. 
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Social Support through Mentorship 

As identity is influenced by the judgment of others and social reciprocation (McAdams, 

2001; McLean et al., 2007), emerging adults in university settings draw their social identities and 

support from peers. In contrast, there is evidence that graduate students receive the greatest 

benefits from social support provided by their mentors. Here, I define “mentor” based on 

Chemers and colleagues (2011) as “anyone more experienced than you who has given [you] 

individual support related to your development [as a student]” (p.478). Having at least one 

healthy relationship, including that of a mentor, is vital as a protective factor toward the risks in 

identity development (Murphy et al., 2009; Werner 1993). 

Within graduate school, a mentor is the most influential external factor that is related to a 

doctoral student’s satisfaction, well-being, and achievement (Gube et al., 2017; Lovitts, 2002; 

Zhao et al., 2007). Most literature on this topic focuses on doctoral advisors and there is a lack of 

research on Master’s mentors.  The salience of graduate student identity has been previously 

found to be positively correlated to social support from school faculty and mentors (Waldbuesser 

& Hosek, 2020). Proper mentorship is vital in a graduate student’s career not only as a 

reciprocating audience to reflect their forming identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1987) but also to 

scaffold learning opportunities because “access without support is not opportunity” (Tinto & 

Engstrom, 2008, p.1). 

There are two widely discussed forms of mentoring in the literature: socioemotional and 

instrumental (Eby et al., 2013; Tenenbaum et al., 2001). Socioemotional mentoring involves 

providing the mentee with social and emotional support, whereas instrumental mentoring 

involves providing the pupil with skills and resources to aid them in succeeding and learning 

how to overcome problems. In a study of 189 graduate students (ages 22-61), satisfaction with 
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the graduate school experience and in turn well-being was increased linearly with instrumental 

help (such as networking or presenting posters) and psychosocial help from mentors. Academic 

success rose in this relationship as well (Tenenbaum et al., 2001). In contrast, poor mentorship 

can predict lower identity coherence, which brings risk of maladaptive behaviors (Robnett et al., 

2018). This research helps elucidate the fact that strong mentorship can increase group 

belongingness within a graduate school setting, not unlike peers’ role for undergraduate students, 

and this belongingness acts as an integral component of identity (Syed et al., 2011). 

For these reasons, I chose to explore identity distress in graduate students and address the 

following research questions and hypotheses: 

1) Are there group differences in identity distress and dimensions of emerging adulthood 

between graduate students and community members in the same age range who did not pursue 

graduate school? I predict graduate students will experience greater levels of identity distress, as 

well as stronger dimensions of emerging adulthood, compared to a sample of community 

members in the same age range who have achieved a bachelor’s degree and entered the 

workforce. 

2) What factors predict well-being in graduate students? I hypothesize identity distress 

will have a negative relationship on overall well-being whereas identity cohesion will contribute 

positively toward well-being. Mentorship will act as a moderating protective factor against 

identity distress. 

3) Does income level moderate the relationship between identity distress and well-being? 

I predict an interaction to arise in which the negative contribution of identity distress to well-

being is stronger at lower levels of income and buffered at higher levels of income. 
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Methods 

Participants 

Participants were recruited nation-wide across the United States from online sampling. A 

G*Power analysis, within the parameters of a multiple linear regression seeking a moderate 

effect size, suggested the use of at least 200 participants to obtain appropriate power to examine 

my research aims. Data collection occurred between Summer and early Winter of 2022. 

Recruitment consisted of flyers, email listservs, social media community posts, and word-of-

mouth. Compensation was provided as the chance to win one of four $50 Amazon gift cards. 

The participants in the present study met the following self-reported criteria: (a) ages 18-

30, (b) citizenship in the United States, (c) fluency in English, (d) completion of a bachelor’s 

degree (either B.A. or B.S.), and (e) either current enrollment in a graduate school program or 

absence of any experience in graduate school. Given differences in identity distress and its 

domains across cultures (Seiffge-Krenke & Weitkamp, 2019), only a United States sample was 

collected to reduce variability.  

The constructed survey, administered through Qualtrics, received about 402 responses. 

Ineligible participants, or those who did not meet qualifications and were taken directly to the 

end of the survey, were filtered out of the results. An additional 13 individuals who had been 

recruited for inclusion in the investigation were removed from the sample due to insufficient 

survey response completion or unintelligible responses. The final sample consisted of 149 

graduate students (Mage= 24.89, 65.9% female, 60% single) and 109 community members (Mage= 

25.32, 61.5% female, 51.6% single). A response was deemed incomplete if the respondent did 

not answer more than 75% of the survey. An independent t-test showed no significant difference 
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in age between groups, eliminating a potential confound (t(256) = -1.40, p = .162). Demographic 

characteristics of both graduate students and community members can be found in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Sample 

 

n % n % n %
Gender
   Female 89 66 49 52 138 60
   Male 33 24 36 38 69 30
   Nonbinary 9 7 8 8 17 7
   Other 1 1 2 2 4 2
   Prefer Not to Say 2 2 0 0 2 1
Racial Identity
   White 115 77 83 76 198 77
   Black/ African American 7 5 4 4 11 4
   American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0 3 3 3 1
   Asian 13 9 7 6 20 8
   Hispanic or Latin@ 8 5 3 3 11 4
   Middle Eastern or North African 4 3 0 0 4 2
   Other 1 1 1 1 2 1
Marital Status
   Single 81 60 53 56 134 58
   Co-habitation 37 27 26 27 63 27
   Married 16 12 13 14 29 13
   Divorced 0 0 2 2 2 1
   Widow/Widower 0 0 1 1 1 1
   Prefer Not to Say 1 1 0 0 1 1
Children
   Yes 5 4 8 8 13 6
   No 130 96 87 92 217 94
Personal Income
   Under $20,000 33 24 12 13 45 17
   $20,001 - $40,000 79 59 18 19 97 38
   $40,001 - $60,000 19 14 28 30 47 20
   $60,001 - $80,000 2 2 20 21 22 10
   $80,001 - $100,000 0 0 6 6 6 3
   Over $100,001 2 2 11 12 13 6
Note. N = 258. (n  = 149 for Graduate Students; n  = 109 Community Members). 
Graduate students were on average 24.89 years old (SD  = 2.4). Community members were on average 25.32 years 
old (SD = 2.5).

Graduate Student Community Member Full sample
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At the time of data collection, 77 graduate students were pursuing Master’s degrees and 

72 were enrolled in PhD degrees. Seventy-one graduate students enrolled in their programs 

directly after obtaining their bachelor’s degree whereas 61 worked for at least one year before 

pursuing a graduate degree. For a frequency count of each field of study within the sample, 

please refer to Table 2. The current study did not draw any conclusions in pairwise comparisons 

between fields of study to avoid any violations of power associated with sample size. 

Additionally, due to a technical issue within Qualtrics, information regarding job relevance 

toward the field of study is missing within the current sample. 
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Table 2 

Characteristics of Graduate Student Sample 

 
 

Materials 

Demographics 

Demographic variables collected include age, gender identity, race, income (both 

personal and household aggregate), job status (part-time, full-time, or unemployed), marriage 

status, and whether they have children. Graduate student participants received additional 

n %
Department
   Arts and Humanities 5 4
   Biological and Agricultural Sciences 28 21
   Business and Economics 3 2
   Education 13 10
   Engineering 16 12
   Health Sciences 6 5
   Mathematics and Computer Sciences 5 4
   Physical and Earth Sciences 9 7
   Public Administration and Services 6 5
   Social and Behavioral Fields 24 18
   Other 19 14
Graduate School after Undergraduate
   Directly After 71 54
   Worked 1+ Years 61 46
Degree
   Master's (M.A. or M.S.) 77 52
   Ph.D. 72 48
Year of Enrollment
   First 51 38
   Second 29 22
   Third 19 14
   Fourth 15 11
   Fifth 12 9
   Sixth 6 4
   Other 3 2
Note. N  = 149.



  17 

 

questions regarding their academic careers. Their responses indicated whether they pursued a 

Master’s or Ph.D., year of enrollment in program, field of study, and area/specialty (if 

applicable). 

Identity Distress 

To examine the distress experienced by participants within one or more domains of 

identity, the current study used the Identity Distress Survey (IDS; Berman et al., 2004). This 

measure was based on the DSM-III criteria for Identity Disorder and can also be used to assess 

DSM-IV criteria for Identity Problem, indicating content validity. It is important to note that 

while the measure is rooted in DSM criteria, it is not used as a diagnostic tool within the context 

of the current project. The first 7 items, using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (“Almost Never 

True”) to 5 (“Almost Always True”), captured distress in varying domains of one’s life: long 

term goals, career choice, friendship patterns, sexual orientation and behavior, religion, values 

and beliefs, and group loyalties. Higher scores in these domains indicated greater levels of 

identity distress, and results of this scale have been inversely related to the psychosocial 

adjustment of university students, as measured by ego strengths and social support as a 

protective resource (Gfellner & Córdoba, 2011). Other items include assessment of discomfort 

due to uncertainty over these domains and the frequency of such discomfort. Upon this 

measure’s construction, Gfellner and Cordoba (2011) found internal reliability (α = .84) along 

with appropriate test-retest reliability (κ = .82). This measure demonstrates inter-item reliability 

in university settings (Passini & Baker-Ward, in prep; Sica et al., 2014). A summation of “global 

identity distress” was scored by taking the average of each subscale. Subscales were observed as 

separate constructs as well. The computed final score had lower internal reliability than expected 

in contrast to research with this age group (Cronbach’s α = .65). An exploratory factor analysis 
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was conducted to address this relatively low level of reliability and will further be discussed 

within the results.  

There are thresholds implemented in determining whether a participant exhibits 

“heightened identity distress”, as part of the original measure’s construction. This is based on the 

diagnostic criteria of “Identity Problem” within the DSM-III-R. Since this diagnosis is outdated 

in more recent editions of the DSM circa 1994, I cannot draw a conclusion of labeling 

participants. Therefore, the concept of “heightened identity distress” was examined in a manner 

similar to past research (Meca et al, under review). Participants were considered to have met the 

criteria if they rated their level of “distress” in at least 3 of the 7 listed areas (items 1-7) at a level 

of ‘severe’ or ‘very severe’, indicated that this distress has been present for at least 3 months 

(item 10), and described overall distress (item 8) or interference (item 9) as “moderate or higher” 

(p. 3). A frequency count of levels of distress within each subscale can be found in Table 1A. 

Well-being  

The Mental Health Continuum Short Form (MHCSF; Keyes, 2005) contains 14 items on 

a 1 (“Almost Never True”) to 5 (“Almost Always True”) scale. This measure yields three 

subscales. Three items load into emotional well-being (“…how often do you feel satisfied with 

life?”), six items represent psychological well-being (“… how often do you feel that you had 

experiences that challenged you to grow and become a better person?”), and five items 

represent social well-being (“…how often do you feel that you had something important to 

contribute to society?”). Confirmatory factor analysis showed evidence of convergent validity 

between all three subscales in correspondence to well-being and functioning, in addition to high 

internal reliability within each subscale (emotional well-being, α = .83; social well-being, α = 

.74; psychological well-being, α = .83) and across the whole measure as well (α = .89, Lamers et 
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al., 2011). Construct validity has been established in this instrument amongst both clinical and 

nonclinical samples in addition to supporting the “dual-continua model” of well-being and 

psychopathology (Franken et al., 2018). This model is substantial in establishing that well-being 

and psychopathology are related but distinct dimensions of mental health and are not equitable in 

measurement (Keyes 2002; 2005). 

While this measure has been shown to be reliable across various demographics (Keyes, 

2005), it is important to note that the presence of positive mental health such as well-being does 

not equate to the absence of mental illness such as depression, anxiety, or stress. Although the 

two are related, they are on different continua. Therefore, the dependent variable for the current 

study is overall well-being. 

Average scores for the MHCSF were calculated both for each subscale and inclusive of 

all responses across subscales to determine an overall score. Subscales can be broken down 

further into constructs for each item or series of items, such as social acceptance, self-

acceptance, and purpose in life. The overall measure was shown to be reliable within our sample 

(α = .86).  

Emerging Adulthood  

I used the Inventory of the Dimensions of Emerging Adulthood (IDEA) to understand the 

degree to which participants relate to the transitional period of emerging adulthood (Reifman et 

al., 2007). This inventory was introduced to participants with the prompt “First, please think 

about this time in your life. By ‘time in your life,’ we are referring to the present time, plus the 

last few years that have gone by, and the next few years to come, as you see them. In short, you 

should think about a roughly five-year period, with the present time right in the middle.” Thirty-

one items are provided with instructions for participants to rate the degree to which they agree or 
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disagree with how each item describes “this time in [their] life”. Scales go from 1 (“Strongly 

Disagree”) to 4 (“Strongly Agree”). Across the 31 items, subscales include the five key 

dimensions of emerging adulthood: identity exploration (“time of finding out who you are”), 

experimentation/possibilities (“time of trying out new things”), instability (“time of confusion”), 

self-focus (“time of personal freedom”) and feeling “in-between” (“time of feeling adult in some 

ways but not others”). There is an additional sixth subscale entitled “other-focused” that is not 

tallied into the final score as summed but should be reverse-coded instead. An example item 

within this subscale includes whether this is a “time of responsibility for others”. This sixth 

subscale was meant for counterbalancing the dimensions of EA and was not used in the rest of 

the project. The original authors (Reifman et al., 2007) reported internal consistency within each 

subscale (.70 < α < .85) along with test-retest reliability in month-long intervals (.64 < α < .76). 

This instrument has appropriate content validity with high scores being previously linked to 

decreased mental health and increased depression (Baggio et al., 2015). If correlations are high 

between subscales (at least 0.6), Reifman and colleagues (2007) suggest computing a grand total 

of items to arrive at a final score. Within the current sample, a correlation matrix did not indicate 

enough relation between subscales to compute a grand total. (Correlation matrix can be seen in 

Table 2A.) 

Mentoring  

Mentoring is a key prospect to observe not only within graduate students, but within the 

workforce as well. To measure participants’ perceptions of the mentoring they received, the 

current study utilized the Socioemotional and Instrumental Mentoring Scales (SIMS, Chemers et 

al., 2010). Derived from past work by Tenenbaum and colleagues (2001), this measure is split 

into two subscales. Socioemotional mentoring uses seven items to understand mentoring that 
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supports students’ emotional development (example item: “Gives you a sense that s/he cared 

about you as a person, not just a student or worker”), whereas the remaining 6 items capture 

instrumental mentoring – or mentoring that aids in students’ understanding of essential tasks of 

science career development (“Helped you figure out for yourself how to understand/analyze a 

problem”). The SIMS is designed to have participants report the extent to which their mentor(s) 

provided them with opportunities in their graduate school career in a 5-point scale. Higher values 

in this measure indicate greater amounts of opportunities provided by mentors. Past research has 

shown both instrumental and socioemotional subscales to be reliable (α = .88; α = .86, 

respectively; Robnett et al., 2018). This measure was calculated as reliable within the context of 

this study (α = .93). 

The SIMS was administered to both groups to understand comparisons drawn between 

graduate students and community members. I slightly adapted phrasing for the workforce sample 

so that they could apply the concept to whomever acts as a mentor in their current position. 

Identity Cohesion  

It is valuable to collect a measure of identity coherence, in addition to observing identity 

distress in my sample, to ensure that my variables are capturing the appropriate concepts. Thus, 

the Erikson Psychosocial Stage Inventory (Rosenthal et al., 1981) was administered. While the 

measure itself is lengthy at 80 items, the current study solely utilized the subscale geared toward 

identity formation to capture a sense of participants’ identity cohesion (Cronbach’s α = .94). Six 

items are phrased in a positive direction toward coherence (e.g., “I know what kind of person I 

am”) whereas the remaining 6 items are phrased in a negative direction (e.g., “I don’t really 

know who I am”). Negative items are reverse scored to arrive at total measure scores as per the 

system of the original measure. Items are rated on a 1 (“Hardly Ever True”) to 5 (“Almost 
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Always True”) Likert scale. Reliability and predictive validity of this measure has been 

consistent throughout research in the past few decades (see Darling-Fisher, 2019, for review). 

This tool was constructed for use with adolescent samples and has often been utilized in such 

investigations. However, it is relatively unexplored within post-college samples, and hence will 

provide a unique perspective in the proposed models. 

COVID-19-related Anxieties  

To parse the looming stressful effects of the overarching pandemic from generalized 

stress within our sample, I utilized The Pandemic Stress Questionnaire (PSQ; Kujawa et al., 

2020) as a covariate. This is a 25-item measure that assesses the severity and frequency of 

experiences related to COVID-19. Scoring for each question (example: “I had difficulties 

obtaining basic supplies because of the Coronavirus pandemic, e.g., food, medicine, and toilet 

paper”) is binary (“yes” or “no”) to assess the frequency of stressful events during the past 

year. Event frequencies are summed to calculate a count score (PSQ-F, Cronbach’s α = .75). If a 

participant answered “yes” to an item they were then prompted to rate how “bad” the experience 

was for them during the pandemic (1 = “Not At All Bad”, 5 = “Extremely Bad”). Average of 

severity (PSQ-S) was then computed from these scores. 

Stress Overload  

To act as an additional covariate in order to separate the unique contribution of identity 

distress on mental health as opposed to overall stress, the Stress Overload Scale was utilized – 

specifically, the 10-item Short form which has been previously validated across a “broad 

demographic spectrum” (Amirkhan, 2016). It is a self-report measure capturing stress-related 

pathologies in wake of stressful experiences with highly reliable psychometric strength. Each 

item prompts the participant with the phrase “In the past week, have you felt…” followed by a 1-
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5 Likert scale (1 = “Not At All”; 5 = “A Lot”). There are two subscales involved within this 

measure, each consisting of 5 items of the 10-item measure: Personal Vulnerability 

(“…inadequate?”; Cronbach’s α = .94) and Event Load (“…that there wasn’t enough time to get 

to everything?”; Cronbach’s α = .94). With subscales combined, the measure was shown to be 

reliable overall (α = .90). 

Procedure 

As described above, participants were recruited nationally across the United States 

through online listservs, social media postings on approved research-focused pages, and word-

of-mouth advertising. According to the survey construction within Qualtrics, the procedure 

involved a remote online survey that took on average twenty minutes to complete. The first block 

of questions involved screening procedures. Participants must have been (a) between ages 18-30, 

(b) United States citizens, (c) college graduates (bachelor’s degree), and (d) currently enrolled in 

graduate school (Master’s or Ph.D.) or (e) without postgraduate education. Individuals who were 

seeking or who had completed professional degrees such as PsyD, M.D., J.D, etc., were not 

included in the sample because highly specialized curricula may impact students’ self-efficacy 

and commitment toward a path of identity, and hence are outside the current of this project. 

Specialized degrees may lead to further variance within my results, therefore I only collected 

data from Master’s and Ph.D. students. Any participants who already had a graduate degree were 

not represented in the analyses, as having earned their degrees may have affected their identity 

development. If a participant indicated they did not meet eligibility requirements within this first 

block of the survey, they were taken to the end of the survey, thanked for their time, and 

informed that they would not be eligible for compensation.  
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Compensation for participation was through the form of entry into a raffle for one of four 

$50 Amazon gift cards. Responses were de-identified upon cleaning. Participant emails were 

removed from their survey responses and entered into a separate encrypted file with no other 

identifying information to randomly select raffle winners. In addition, links to mental health 

resources were provided as a precaution in case any of the material was distressing to 

participants. This procedure was approved by North Carolina State University’s IRB board 

(protocol #25079). 

Data Cleaning 

Because gender identity was unevenly represented across options, with 60% identifying 

as female, 30% male, and 9.6% nonbinary (the remaining 0.4% chose not to disclose their gender 

identity), this variable was dichotomized with women as a comparison point. This was done 

because the sample was mostly comprised of those who identified as women, and preliminary 

data cleaning procedures found no significant differences in the dependent variables between 

those who identified as male and non-binary. This practice also allowed me to control for gender 

within further regression models. A similar process was conducted in dichotomizing marital 

status. I collapsed this variable into two categories: having a partner (“married”, “cohabitation 

with partner”) vs. not having a partner (“single”, “divorced”, “widowed”). The reason was 

twofold: to allow it to be used as a covariate within regression models, and to explore the 

presence of a partner in predicting mental health benefits. Additionally, income was initially 

treated as an ordinal variable with the final bin option of “over $120,000”. With only two 

participants selecting this option, I condensed the largest two bins to normalize the distribution 

and be able to treat income as an interval variable. 
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While reliability is often reported as acceptable if Cronbach’s α is between .70 and .99 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996), some researchers in the social sciences view .60 to be an appropriate 

value as well (Ghazali, 2008). By this criterion, identity distress exhibited an acceptable, but low, 

Cronbach’s alpha (.65). To rectify this and strengthen internal reliability within my dataset, I ran 

an exploratory factor analysis to parcel components of identity distress. Both the resulting 

Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (0.63) and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity (p < 

.001) were acceptable for proceeding. Two factors were found to explain 54% of the variance 

within identity distress. The first factor was comprised of distress in (1) values or beliefs, (2) 

religion, (3) sexual orientation and behavior, (4) group loyalties, and (5) friendships (eigenvalue 

= 2.3). For sake of analysis, this will be called “social identity distress” (α = .68). The second 

factor consisted of (1) long term goals, and (2) career choice (eigenvalue = 1.5). I labeled this 

variable as “professional identity distress” (α = .66). While reliability statistics are still low from 

the perspective of wider research, parceling these components results in stronger tests for my 

hypotheses than the collective measure. The scree plot can be found within Figure 1, and factor 

loading can be observed within Table 3. Components were not strongly correlated to one another 

(r(256) = .15). These components were individually entered in the final regression model. 
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Table 3 

Results From an Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Identity Distress Survey (IDS) 

  

Figure 1 

Scree Plot of Identity Distress Survey Factors 

 

IDS Item
1 2

Factor 1: Social Identity Distress
Values or beliefs 0.76
Friendships 0.74
Sexual orientation 0.65
Religion 0.61
Group loyalties 0.47

Factor 2: Professional Identity Distress
Long term goals 0.88
Career choice 0.79
Note . N =258. The extraction method was principal component analysis with 
an oblimin with Kaiser normalization rotation.

Factor Loading
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Heightened identity distress was computed as according to Berman et al. (2004) in the 

measure’s original construction. Heightened identity distress was exhibited by participants who 

reported ‘severe’ or ‘very severe’ distress in at least 3 of the 7 listed subscales (items 1-7), 

indicated that this distress has been present for at least 3 months (item 10), and indicated overall 

distress (item 8) or interference (item 9) as moderate or higher, was also computed. About sixty 

percent (61.7%) of graduate students exhibited distress in at least 3 of the 7 areas of identity 

whereas 55.9% of community members did in comparison. An independent sample t-test 

indicated no significant difference between the two groups (t(256) = .69, p = .492). Eighty-two 

percent of the current sample indicated they had experienced distress in their identity for at least 

3 months, with 41.5% reporting having distress for over a year.  

Regarding the original measure construction of the IDEA, correlations were run between 

all subscales to determine the possibility of computing an overall score. However, correlations 

among subscales were too low to calculate this score. Per Reifman and colleagues (2007), 

subscales should only condense into a collective measure if they achieve a correlation coefficient 

of at least .6. Therefore, each of the subscales will be examined as individual constructs. (See 

Table 2A for correlation matrix of IDEA subscales).  

Results  

All analyses were conducted using IBM’s SPSS version 27.  

First, I constructed a correlation matrix of all variables to understand associations and determine 

which predictors should be entered into the final regression model predicting well-being. With 

the alpha level set at p < .05, well-being in terms of mental health was significantly associated 

with professional identity distress, age, stress, mentorship, and identity cohesion. To decrease the 

chances of arriving at a Type I error with multiple correlations, I applied a Bonferroni alpha 
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correction by dividing my one-tailed critical value by the number of variables within the matrix. 

This is done to withhold a correlation coefficient under a threshold to allow me to focus on the 

most relevant variables for use in subsequent analyses (Curtin & Schulz, 1998). By adjusting the 

critical value for statistical significance to 0.003, any predictors related to well-being with at 

least that level of significance were entered into the final regression model. Tests were one-tailed 

due to the directional hypotheses. Descriptive statistics along with correlation coefficients can be 

found in Table 4. To see the full matrix including variables that did not relate to my dependent 

well-being variable, refer to Table 3A. 
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Aim 1 

My primary hypothesis predicted graduate students would exhibit greater levels of 

identity distress than emerging adults who did not pursue postgraduate education. I also expected 

to see graduate students have stronger feelings of emerging adulthood based on their ratings of 

the five dimensions. To compare group differences in each dimension of emerging adulthood as 

well as identity distress, a multivariate analysis of covariance was performed with well-being as 

the dependent variable. Because age was significantly correlated with each target variable, it was 

entered as a covariate to isolate the unique effect between graduate students and community 

members. In doing so, a MANCOVA analysis was the best fit to test my hypothesis. This also 

parsed out age as a contributing factor to aid my argument of EA being a life period of transition 

rather than an age-related milestone.  

Pillai’s trace shows evidence of a main effect of school groups (p = .008). For further fit 

statistics in this multivariate analysis of variance, refer to Table 5. After controlling for age, there 

were no significant group differences in identity distress, even when this measure was factored 

into social (F(1,226) = 0.10, p = .93, η2 = .00) and professional domains (F(1,226) = 1.10, p = 

.298, η2 =.05). Similarly, there were no group differences on any of the five dimensions of 

emerging adulthood. However, some variables did show main effect differences. Pairwise 

comparisons show graduate students (M = 17.78, SD = 5.19) on average exhibited significantly 

more stress than community members (M = 15.85, SD = 4.79) in terms of event load (F(1,226) = 

7.86, p = .006, η2 = .034) and higher levels of mentorship (M = 3.17, SD = 0.86) than community 

members (M = 2.89, SD = 0.97), (F(1,226) = 5.38, p = .021, η2 = .023). Overall, postgraduate 

education status explains 10% of the variance within the sample on this measure of stress. 
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Table 5 

Multivariate Tests for Comparison between Graduate Students and Workforce Members 

 

Aim 2 

My second aim hypothesized that identity distress uniquely contributes to variance in 

well-being over and above the contribution of demographic factors, stress, and the dimensions of 

emerging adulthood.  

To determine what factors predicted well-being, a hierarchical regression was conducted 

in four steps. The overall fit of the final model was significant (R2 = .32, F(10, 219) = 11.70, p < 

.001). 

I included school group status (graduate student or community member) as well as 

demographic variables (age, gender identity, and partner status) in Step One (R2 = .06, F(4, 223) 

= 4.74, p = .001). Gender identity was dichotomized with those identifying as female as the 

reference point. This was done because the sample was mostly comprised of those who identified 

as women, and data cleaning procedures found no significant differences in dependent variables 

Measure F(1,226) η
2

M SD M SD

Well-being 39.98 10.62 36.98 12.75 3.09 0.14

Professional IDS 3.18 0.89 3.05 1.08 1.21 0.01

Social IDS 2.06 0.62 2.06 0.67 0.01 0.01

Identity Exploration 3.2 0.53 3.25 0.64 0.74 0.01

Possibilities 3.09 0.53 3.13 0.65 0.66 0.01

Instability 3.14 0.51 3.09 0.58 0.51 0.01

Self-focus 3.12 0.51 3.20 0.60 1.62 0.01

In-between 3.26 0.69 3.19 0.78 0.28 0.01

Stress 17.77 5.19 15.85 4.79 8.04** 0.3

Mentorship 3.18 0.97 2.88 0.97 5.37* 0.2

Income 0.26 0.17 0.46 0.23 51.98*** 0.19

* p  <.05

** p<.01

*** p<.001

Graduate Student Community Member
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between those who identified as male and non-binary. Partner status was also coded 

dichotomously where 0 = no partner (single, divorced, widow/er) and 1 = partner (cohabitation 

or married).  

I added the dimensions of emerging adulthood in Step Two (R2 = .26, F(8, 221) = 10.96, 

p < .001). Three subscales of emerging adulthood significantly regressed onto well-being. With 

higher self-focus (β = .21, p = .019), and possibilities for the future (β = .20, p =.023) well-being 

was predicted to increase in tandem. In contrast, instability negatively related to well-being (β = -

.28, p < .001) 

I included the mentorship in Step Three (R2 = .28, F(9, 220) = 10.93 , p<.001). Higher 

scores in perceived mentorship predicted better well-being within participants on average (β = -

.17, p = .005). 

I entered professional identity distress as a predictor for the fourth and final step of this 

model (R2 =.32, F(10, 219) = 11.70, p < .001). The final step showed several predictors 

regressing onto well-being. Being enrolled in graduate school tended to predict better well-being 

on average (β = -.14, p = .016). Age negatively predicted well-being, meaning each increase in 

age tended to predict worse well-being by -0.14 (p = .017). Gender identity was not a significant 

predictor (β = -.07, p = .241). Within the final model, two of the five dimensions of emerging 

adulthood significantly predicted well-being. Self-focus, (β = .22, p = .011) was positively 

associated with well-being whereas instability (β = -.16, p = .011) had a negative predictive 

relationship onto the dependent variable. Possibilities for the future lost significance between 

models (β = .15, p = .066). Lastly, professional identity distress did uniquely contribute to mental 

health in a negative association over and above the contribution of other predictors (β = -.23, p < 

.001). To see the full breakdown of this regression model, refer to Table 6.  



  33 

 

V
ar

ia
b
le

B
β

SE
B

β
SE

B
β

SE
B

β
SE

In
te

rc
ep

t
6
7
.2

5
7
.9

7
5
7
.4

4
1
0
.1

6
5
0
.6

9
1
0
.2

8
4
9
.9

2
1
0
.0

1

S
ch

o
o
l 
G

ro
u
p

-2
.6

3
-0

.1
1

1
.5

2
-3

.4
6

-0
.1

5
*

1
.3

6
-2

.8
3

-0
.1

2
*

1
.3

6
-3

.2
2

-0
.1

4
*
*

1
.3

3

A
g
e

-1
.1

5
-0

.2
5
*
*
*

0
.3

2
-0

.8
5

-0
.1

8
*
*

0
.2

9
-0

.8
4

-0
.1

8
*
*

0
.2

9
-0

.6
8

-0
.1

5
*

0
.2

9

G
en

d
er

 I
d
en

ti
ty

-1
.0

8
1
.5

3
-0

.0
5

4
.2

4
1
.4

5
0
.1

8
*
*

-1
.6

5
1
.3

7
-0

.0
7

-1
.5

7
1
.3

4
-0

.0
7

P
ar

tn
er

 S
ta

tu
s

3
.7

2
1
.6

2
0
.1

6
*

4
.2

4
0
.1

8
*
*

1
.4

5
4
.1

3
0
.1

8
*
*

1
.4

3
3
.6

3
0
.1

5
*
*

1
.4

0

Id
en

ti
ty

 E
x
p
lo

ra
ti
o
n

-1
.0

7
-0

.0
5

1
.5

9
-1

.2
8

-0
.0

6
1
.5

7
-0

.8
0

-0
.0

4
1
.5

3

In
st

ab
il
it
y

-5
.9

6
-0

.2
8
*
*
*

1
.3

0
-5

.4
6

-0
.2

5
*
*
*

1
.2

9
-3

.5
1

-0
.1

6
*

1
.3

7

P
o
ss

ib
il
it
ie

s
3
.0

9
0
.2

0
*

1
.7

1
3
.4

3
0
.1

7
*

1
.6

9
3
.0

5
0
.1

5
1
.6

5

S
el

f-
fo

cu
s

4
.4

1
0
.2

1
*

1
.8

6
4
.2

2
0
.2

0
*

1
.8

3
4
.5

9
0
.2

2
*

1
.7

9

M
en

to
rs

h
ip

2
.1

2
-0

.1
7
*
*

0
.7

5
1
.8

1
0
.1

4
*

0
.7

3

P
ro

fe
ss

io
n
al

 I
d
en

ti
ty

 D
is

tr
es

s
-2

.7
0

-0
.2

3
*
*
*

0
.7

5

R
2

0
.0

6
0
.2

6
0
.2

8
0
.3

2

ΔR
2

0
.2

1
*
*
*

0
.0

3
*
*

0
.0

4
*
*
*

N
ot
e.

 N
 =

 2
5
8
. 
In

 M
o
d
el

 1
, 
I 

en
te

re
d
 c

o
n
tr

o
l 
d
em

o
g
ra

p
h
ic

 v
ar

ia
b
le

s 
o
f 

sc
h
o
o
l 
g
ro

u
p
, 
ag

e,
 g

en
d
er

 i
d
en

ti
ty

, 
an

d
 p

ar
tn

er
 s

ta
tu

s.
 I

n
 M

o
d
el

 2
, 
I 

en
te

re
d
 t
h
e 

d
im

en
si

o
n
s 

o
f 

em
er

g
in

g
 a

d
u
lt
h
o
o
d

(i
d
en

ti
ty

 e
x
p
lo

ra
ti
o
n
, 
in

st
ab

il
it
y
, 
p
o
ss

ib
il
it
ie

s,
 a

n
d
 s

el
f-

fo
cu

s)
. 
In

 M
o
d
el

 3
, 
I 

en
te

re
d
 m

en
to

rs
h
ip

. 
M

o
d
el

 4
 e

x
am

in
ed

 t
h
e 

u
n
iq

u
e 

co
n
tr

ib
u
ti
o
n
 o

f 
p
ro

fe
ss

io
n
al

 i
d
en

ti
ty

 d
is

tr
es

s 
as

 a
 p

re
d
ic

to
r.

G
ra

d
u
at

e 
st

u
d
en

t 
=

 1
, 
W

o
rk

fo
rc

e 
m

em
b
er

 =
 2

.

P
ar

tn
er

 =
 1

, 
N

o
 p

ar
tn

er
 =

 0
.

F
em

al
e-

id
en

ti
fy

in
g
 =

 0
, 
O

th
er

 =
 1

.

*
p

<
.0

5

*
*
p

<
.0

1

*
*
*
p

<
.0

0
1

M
o
d
el

 1
M

o
d
el

 2
M

o
d
el

 3
M

o
d
el

 4

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  34 

 

Aim 3 

Income was limited in range within the graduate student sample and displayed a 

leptokurtic distribution. I computed a logarithmic transformation of income to rectify this and 

correct the positively skewed distribution, treating it as an interval variable. After centering my 

variables, I computed an interaction term to test my hypothesis. I proposed income would 

significantly moderate the relationship between professional identity distress and well-being. 

Through regression analyses (R2 =.14, F(3, 226) = 12.68, p < .001), the constructed interaction 

term did not significantly predict well-being (β = .12, p = .063). By splitting the file by school 

group, I was able to parse if the interaction worked differently on well-being per group. 

However, the constructed interaction term was not significant for either graduate students (β = 

.11, p = .212) or community members (β = .-.02, p = .086). Therefore, there is no evidence of a 

moderating effect of income in the relationship between professional identity distress and well-

being.  

Additional Analyses 

          To observe if emerging adulthood or any other dependent measure was affected by linear 

age, I treated my sample as one group and then dichotomized it into 133 “younger” emerging 

adults (age 20-25; Mage = 23.30) and 95 “older” emerging adults (age 26-29; Mage = 27.57). This 

decision was made by splitting groups by the mean age of 25. Controlling for student status, a 

MANCOVA showed evidence of age effects in: well-being (p = .017; younger M = 40.35, older 

M = 36.53) possibilities for the future (p = .004; younger M = 3.20, older M = 2.98); self-focus (p 

= .002; younger M = 3.25, older M = 3.03), personal income (p = .003; younger M = 2.29, older 

M = 2.80), and household income (p = .026; younger M = 3.40, older M = 3.95). Overall, it 

appears that younger emerging adults (age 20-25) have better well-being and identify more 
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closely toward the dimensions of emerging adulthood whereas older emerging adults have higher 

income on average. Refer to Table 7 for full statistics.  

Table 7 

MANCOVA Comparing Younger EA and Older EA 

 

          Comparing the same dependent variables as Aim 1 between Master’s (N = 66) and 

doctoral students (N = 69), the degree for which the participant was working toward held 

significant main effects. Whereas doctoral students reported higher levels of mentor support on 

average (M = 3.34) compared to Master’s students (M = 2.99), (F(1, 133) = 5.65, p = .019, η2 

=.04), they also exhibited higher levels of several dimensions of emerging adulthood. Students 

acquiring a PhD, regardless of field, exhibited greater levels of instability (M = 3.27), identity 

exploration (M = 3.31), and feeling stuck “in-between” adolescence and adulthood (M = 3.47) 

than Master’s students (M’s = 3.00; 3.31; 3.05). This overall model explains approximately 28% 

of the variance between groups. Results and variance explained by this model can be found in 

Tables 8 and 9. 

Measure F(1,216) η
2

M SD M SD

Well-being 40.35 10.85 36.53 12.31 6.14* 0.03

Professional IDS 3.06 0.92 3.22 1.03 1.60 0.01

Social IDS 2.08 0.65 2.04 0.68 0.20 0.01

Identity Exploration 3.29 0.54 3.14 0.62 3.74 0.02

Possibilities 3.20 0.53 2.98 0.63 8.20** 0.04

Instability 3.14 0.52 2.08 0.55 0.72 0.01

Self-focus 3.25 0.54 3.03 0.54 9.17** 0.04

In-between 3.31 0.76 3.12 0.76 4.25* 0.02

Stress 16.92 5.30 17.10 4.85 0.06 0.01

Mentorship 3.09 0.88 3.00 0.96 0.53 0.02

Income 0.30 0.23 0.40 0.19 12.43*** 0.05

* p  <.05

** p<.01

*** p<.001

Younger EA (20-25) Older EA (26-29)
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Table 8 

Multivariate Tests Comparing Master’s and Ph.D. Students 

 

Table 9 

MANCOVA by Degree Type 

 

    Another interesting finding came from a moderation analysis to examine the interaction of 

mentorship in the relation between professional identity distress and well-being. Across groups, 

the interaction (β = .12, p = .043) was significant in the overall regression with well-being as the 

dependent measure (R2 =.19, F(3, 235) = 18.60, p < .001). To parse this between groups, I split 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.
Partial Eta 
Squared

Intercept Pillai's Trace 1.00 2663.64 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.99
Wilks' Lambda 0.00 2663.64 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.99
Hotelling's Trace 286.18 2663.64 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.99
Roy's Largest Root 286.18 2663.64 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.99

Degree Pillai's Trace 0.28 3.59 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.28
Wilks' Lambda 0.72 3.59 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.28
Hotelling's Trace 0.39 3.59 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.28
Roy's Largest Root 0.39 3.59 13.00 217.00 <.001 0.28

Measure F(1,122) η2

M SD M SD

Well-being 41.27 10.40 38.74 10.77 1.30 0.01

Professional IDS 3.02 0.86 3.33 0.88 3.37 0.03

Social IDS 2.18 0.67 1.94 0.56 4.19* 0.03

Identity Exploration 3.08 0.59 3.32 0.44 7.48** 0.05

Possibilities 3.03 0.56 3.14 0.51 1.84 0.01

Instability 3.00 0.53 3.27 0.46 9.77** 0.07

Self-focus 3.04 0.53 3.20 0.47 4.80* 0.04

In-between 3.05 0.68 3.47 0.63 16.15*** 0.11

Stress 16.94 4.87 18.57 5.39 3.77 0.03

Mentorship 2.99 0.84 3.34 0.85 6.53* 0.05

Income 0.24 0.23 0.28 0.09 0.60 0.01

* p  <.05

** p<.01

*** p<.001

Master's Ph.D.
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the dataset between school group statuses. While the interaction was not significant in graduate 

students, (β = .03, p = .673), high levels of mentorship buffered the negative relationship 

between professional identity distress and well-being in community work force members (R2 

=.22, F(3, 96) = 9.05, p < .001),  (β = .18, p = .049).  The graphed interaction can be found in 

Figure 2. 

Figure 2 

Mentorship Moderating Professional Identity Distress and Well-being 

 

In conjunction with the original scoring methods of the Mental Health Continuum short 

form, scores can be categorized into “Languishing”, “Moderate”, and “Flourishing”. However, 

based on a chi-square test goodness of fit test, I cannot conclude any association between 

graduate student status and categorized mental health (χ2(2) = 1.01, p = .58). 



  38 

 

 While the sample held significant difference in variance across groups in terms of 

personal income (Levene’s p < .001) and household income (Levene’s p = .016), I interpreted 

results without assuming equal variance. Therefore, these calculations utilize un-pooled 

variances with a correction to the degrees of freedom. Over half of graduate students (58.5%) 

reported their personal income fell within the category of “$20,001 - $40,000” (M = 1.92) with 

average household income within the ordinal bin of the same category of $20,000 – $40,000. 

Average personal income of community members fell within the category of “$40,001 - 

$60,000” and household income of $60,001 - $80,000. Within the present MANCOVA, when 

controlling for age, graduate students had significantly less personal (F(1, 227) = 65.65, p < .001, 

η2 = .23) and household income than community member counterparts (F(1, 227) = 9.16, p = 

.004, η2 = .04).  

There were no differences in dependent variables when testing between graduate students 

who decided to go to graduate school straight away from their undergraduate careers or those 

who chose not to pursue graduate school, even when controlling for age. Results can be found in 

Table 4A. These additional analyses, while not hypothesized, were useful in gaining insights 

regarding influences on each group and gleaning information relevant to my overall research 

aims. 

Discussion 

          In the current project, I explored potential differences between graduate students, both 

Master’s and PhD level, and individuals of a similar age range who were not enrolled in graduate 

school. Across these groups, I examined what contributes toward wellbeing, particularly within 

the realms of identity development and the dimensions of emerging adulthood. In this discussion 

section, I will delineate the findings of each research aim with potential explanations of these 
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results. Along with this material, I will present limitations and implications for future research 

outside the scope of this project. 

Aim 1: Group Differences in IDS and IDEA 

The first aim of this project was to explore group differences between graduate students 

and their same-age counterparts. The literature is unclear regarding whether the dimensions of 

emerging adulthood are primarily age-related or influenced by the continuous identification as a 

student and further feeling “stuck” between adolescence and adulthood (Arnett & Mitra, 2020; 

Grob, 2020). Findings from the current study’s MANCOVA analyses, when controlling for age, 

revealed no significant differences between groups. This goes against my hypothesis stating 

graduate students would exhibit greater levels of identity distress and stronger relations toward 

the dimensions of emerging adulthood than community counterparts. My analyses did, however, 

provide evidence that graduate students are under more stress in terms of event load than their 

peers who do not go to graduate school. Further, in contrast to expectations, mentoring did not 

ameliorate this difference. 

Identity distress, with limited reliability within this dataset, proved to be interesting to 

study when parsing it into factors through an exploratory analysis. This delineation of identity 

distress components is rooted in past literature. Segnier and Noyman (2005) claimed that 

adulthood is represented by two “tasks”: career and family. In their examination of the 

relationship between future orientation and identity in young adults, they found significant 

associations in career-based future orientation and identity cohesion. Therefore, I feel confident 

in separating identity distress into professional and social components. This interpretation of the 

identity distress survey is unique to the current project and could be a novel contribution in 

further examination. 
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I initially predicted group differences in identity distress, and while that hypothesis was 

not supported, I was especially surprised to reach null findings regarding career choice and long-

term goals, or “professional identity distress.” Where my hypothesis was based on research by 

Gallea et al. (2021), indicating that graduate students exhibit less well-being and more depressive 

symptoms compared to the general population, my results seem to indicate that graduate students 

do have unique positive factors that can buffer negative aspects of depressive symptoms and 

perhaps bolster well-being. Through my MANCOVA, there were no significant differences in 

well-being between groups within this sample, graduate students did exhibit more stress on 

average which is negatively correlated to well-being. A study of over 3600 graduate students, 

both at the Master’s and doctoral levels from 10 campuses around the United States, found that 

graduate students utilize social support, department climate, and optimism about career prospects 

as protective factors against symptoms (Charles et al., 2020). This conflicts with international 

survey data, which indicate that graduate students are disillusioned about finding a job through 

academic “rose-colored glasses'' (Woolson, 2022). 

Aim 2: Regressing Well-being 

           The predictive value of school enrollment status went against my hypothesis. While I 

predicted that being in graduate school would predict worse mental health, the contrary appeared 

significant where enrollment status contributed toward better well-being overall. 

           While student status did successfully regress onto well-being, I cannot infer directionality. 

This begs the question: does graduate school bolster well-being, or do those who choose to go to 

and remain in graduate school have inherently different sources of support and motivation to 

pursue their degree? Even further, do graduate students who experience worse mental health 

have higher rates of leaving the program and are therefore missing from my collected sample? 
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A potential explanation for this unexpected finding could be rooted in students’ 

adaptability to educational institutions. Students with high levels of identity cohesion have “high 

psychosocial adaptability” to higher educational institutions (Zhylin et al., 2022). Identifying 

themselves with higher educational institutions may strengthen well-being, but past research 

does not establish the directionality of the effect. Therefore, it remains unclear whether graduate 

school bolsters identity coherence and well-being, or if those who elect to enroll in graduate 

school tend to have higher levels of identity on average.   

There could also be a difference in characteristics between those who choose to go to 

graduate school or not. Doctoral students have been identified as exhibiting two types of 

“survival strategies” to maintain motivation throughout their academic career. There are internal 

strategies, such as self-reliance and achievement, which in turn correlate to satisfaction, and 

external strategies such as social support through family, friends, or mentors (Geraniou, 2010). 

One limitation to the current study is the lack of understanding in the motivation of graduate 

students. While I collected information on demographics and curricula, I did not gather 

information about intrinsic motivation or reasons why a person chose to go to graduate school. 

Aim 3: Income as a Moderator 

           While my test of interaction effects surrounding income was not significant, thus not 

supporting my hypothesis, this may fall in line with past literature suggesting a threshold in the 

relationship between income and well-being. There has been a common trend across findings 

about a “threshold” in the relationship between income and well-being where the positive linear 

relationship plateaus around the $75-80,000 income milestone (Kahneman & Deaton, 2010). The 

non-significant findings of my interaction effects could be attributed to this. However, this 

concept has been tackled in recent years where that threshold has been refuted and the 
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correlation continues to increase past this $75,000 marker (Killingsworth, 2021). This may be 

due to inflation rates in the United States where this marker is calculated to equal roughly 

$102,000. While this may contribute toward the fluctuating role of income within studying well-

being, my sample did not average at this threshold. Workforce members did have significantly 

higher income than graduate students, however. Further examination of the role of income 

should be examined to understand its impact more thoroughly. 

Professional Identity Development 

This was the first study to parse the Identity Distress Survey (Berman et al., 2004) into 

“social” and “professional” identity distress. While factor loading was exploratory within the 

current project, this delineation could prove to be useful in examining the role of professional 

identity, especially within graduate school. Professional identity development gives us greater 

insight toward the tensions between personal and professional values and how the workplace 

influences your sense of self (see Trede et al., 2012 for review).  

About 21% of graduate students within the current sample reported it was “less than 

likely” they would find a job relative to their degree’s field of study after graduating. This falls in 

line with past research as well, where a survey of 3,253 graduate students across the globe 

conducted by Nature (2022) found roughly less than one-third of students expect to find a 

permanent and pertinent job one year after graduation (Woolson, 2022). As one of the big 

“tasks” of adulthood is establishing a career, it was surprising that graduate students did not 

experience greater distress in this domain than community members did. There is a possibility 

that this lack of significance revolves around instability within the job market at time of data 

collection. The emerging market, especially considering disruptions caused by the COVID-19 

pandemic, has been highly subject to fluctuations. This perceived job instability within the 
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workforce has shown to have a significant negative impact on employee work satisfaction and 

sense of worth (Nemteanu et al., 2021; Smith & Guillotin, 2022). 

Mentorship did not significantly moderate the relationship between identity distress and 

well-being in graduate students as expected. This goes against the current body of literature 

claiming that sufficient mentoring has a “nurturing” role in forming a professional identity (see 

Toh et al., 2022 for review). Mentorship was more prevalent in PhD students in comparison to 

Master’s students, but it still did not buffer any negative effects of distress. The role of mentors, 

and the social support they provide especially in terms of identity development, warrants further 

research outside the scope of this current study. 

The overall differences between Master’s and Ph.D. students were unexpected. Overall 

Ph.D. students exhibited greater levels of identity exploration, instability, self-focus, feeling in-

between adolescence and adulthood, and stress. Therefore, it can be inferred with these results 

that Ph.D. students experience the dimensions of emerging adulthood with greater intensity than 

do Master’s students. Direct comparison of these two groups has been relatively unexplored until 

now, especially in terms of identity development and the dimensions of EA. These differences 

could be attributed toward Ph.D. programs having less consistent structure overall. Identity 

development during Ph.D. programs has been studied in terms of being “under construction” 

(McAlpine & Lucas, 2011). but there is little evidence to show direct comparison or why these 

differences are evident.  

Additionally, regarding the group differences in the dimensions of emerging adulthood 

between younger and older emerging adults, it may appear that younger EA have stronger 

overall wellbeing because they align closer to the dimensions. We see from the regression output 

that possibilities/optimism toward the future, and self-focus uniquely contribute toward well-
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being, so the higher mean levels of this within younger EA could indicate stronger well-being. 

Older EAs report higher income, which may be linked toward more experience in life, but it does 

not equate to well-being. I argue well-being is fostered through experience and optimism that 

comes with being an emerging adult in this case (Arnett, 2000), however this warrants further 

study and replication for a greater understanding. 

With these results in mind, I stand by my argument that emerging adulthood is a 

developmental process rather than a stage. It is not limited by age nor specific milestones much 

like a step in the psychosocial model. While age was inversely correlated with the dimensions of 

EA it did not change results in comparing group differences. Emerging adulthood is a dynamic 

process of fluctuating status markers, both internal and external, that comprise an identity. 

Limitations 

While this study is a unique contribution to the literature, especially in expanding 

comparisons between groups of emerging adults based on enrollment status of graduate school, 

the findings are not without limitations. For instance, this is purely self-report data with no 

experimental qualities, and all data were collected remotely. I avoided order effects of survey 

blocks by randomizing the order and asked for demographic information at the end of the survey 

to avoid stereotype threat due to priming, but there was still no guarantee participants were 

truthful and took proper consideration in their survey responses. In addition to this, I had no 

measures to ensure participants were paying attention throughout the survey. To obtain a greater 

understanding of what makes a graduate student feel like an “adult”, mixed methods may be 

needed such as qualitative interviewing and thematic analysis. 

An issue also resided in the measurement tools used. The Stress Overload Scale may not 

have been the best choice of measure considering one subscale is personal vulnerability, which 
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conflates with identity distress, while the other subscale is event load which may be collinear 

with the dimensions of emerging adulthood. Perhaps a better measure would be closer to trait 

anxiety or the Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen et al., 1983). 

Another measurement issue I ran into was that involving the Identity Distress Survey 

(Berman et al., 2004). Results are interpreted in light of low reliability (alpha = .65). My past 

research has utilized this same measure with no issue (Meca et al., under review; Passini & 

Baker-Ward, in prep). The internal consistency within the sample is surprising to me as the IDS 

has been an empirically valid tool in several past studies (Berman et al., 2004; Meca et al., 2017) 

Though I ran an exploratory factor analysis to alleviate the issue of low reliability, I did not reach 

the level of reliability I wanted. Replication of this study would be necessary to understand the 

underlying statistics more thoroughly.  

Additionally, where I discuss the identity distress of those in graduate school and how 

they may feel “stuck” without job prospects or being able to feel like an “adult,” I lack sufficient 

information to understand my participants' motivations or intrinsic goals for choosing to go to 

graduate school. Research has been conducted to understand graduate student academic 

motivation and found strength of motivation to be “strikingly low” (Hegarty et al., 2013). 

However, this study only drew comparisons between business and liberal arts students without 

comparison of motivation to a greater population. While this literature is still too narrow, it 

provides sufficient stepping stones toward a broader understanding of what factors could 

motivate students. I would be curious to further examine correlations between academic 

motivation and enrollment status and see if there is a definitive point of burnout, or loss of 

motivation in students. I also lack any information on attrition within graduate school, meaning 
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participants in my sample are only a sample of those who were able to stay. Future research can 

include those who elected to drop out of their curriculum along with their motivations. 

I also do not have information whether participants are considering enrolling in graduate 

school. If someone has the mentality of becoming a student, preparing for a shift within their 

professional identity development and how they view themselves, there may be differences 

compared to those who have no interest in postgraduate education. Performance in 

undergraduate curriculum is highly correlated with future enrollment in graduate school (Mullen 

et al., 2003), however there is not much research on motivations and reasonings for pursuing 

higher degree past baccalaureate and therefore it is difficult to understand without use of 

qualitative research. Gender differences within graduate school deserves further examination as 

well. My results did not reach conclusions in comparing those who identify as women to men 

nor nonbinary participants. That does not mean there isn’t disparity in academic settings. Roksa 

and colleagues (2022) found across 53 institutions women in doctoral programs have lower 

publication rates than men. Nonbinary students are overlooked within meta-analyses as well.  

Income also proved to be an obstacle within the context of the current study. Hypotheses 

regarding income were not supported through the present analyses. My findings could be due to 

lack of variance within the graduate student sample. Most participants fell within the range of 

$20,000 - 40,000 with 83% of graduate students reporting less than $40,000. According to the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, the national average income in recent years is about $53,000, 

meaning our graduate student sample falls under the mean salary. With such leptokurtic income 

data, even when taking a square root transformation of the variable, results may be skewed in 

turn. This relationship between income and well-being is still worth future examination, however 
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interpretation is limited within the current scope. With a wider range of participants, and a better 

measure of income, results may prove to be different. 

In terms of future directions, there is potential to explore professional identity distress 

and its relationship toward identity development not only in emerging adulthood, but across ages 

as well. Based on my present results, there were no differences in any of the dimensions of 

emerging adulthood dependent on graduate school enrollment. There are remaining gaps 

regarding the longitudinal effects of prolonged identity distress in emerging adulthood, and if 

these mean levels fluctuate as one graduates from being a student or returns to school after 

entering the workforce. While this study was novel, there are ways its design could be 

strengthened. Qualitative methodology, such as interviews and thematic analyses, would greatly 

benefit the current work and contribute toward identity development literature. 

Conclusions 

           Identity shifts throughout periods of life, and as we continue to change roles and how we 

view ourselves identity distress may heighten as well. This was the first study to directly 

compare identity distress and the dimensions of emerging adulthood between graduate students 

and EAs in the labor work force, and in turn how much these components predict well-being. 

Looking at the findings of this study, identity distress can be parsed into professional and social 

domains. These results showed how professional identity distress contributes toward well-being 

across the sample, providing a novel contribution toward understanding what facets of identity 

bring the most distress in emerging adulthood. I can also infer the moderating role of mentorship 

on professional identity distress and well-being, along with the disparity of the dimensions of EA 

between doctoral students and Masters’ students. However, with the current study structured as a 

single time point observational survey, there is more to do to understand identity and its role. 
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According to McLean (2022), we need to understand the diversity of experiences we collect in 

order to understand the “whole person”. 

          This realm of study is worth further examination so we can know how to buffer the 

maladaptive effects of identity distress on well-being and have greater understanding into what 

goes into identity development whether one feels like an “adult”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  49 

 

REFERENCES 

Abiddin, N. Z., & Ismail, A. (2011). Attrition and completion issues in postgraduate studies for 

           student development. International Review of Social Sciences and Humanities, 1(1), 

           15-29.  

Adler, P. A., & Adler, P. (2005). The identity career of the graduate student: Professional 

           socialization to academic sociology. The American Sociologist, 36(2), 11-27. DOI:  

           10.1007/s12108-005-1002-4 

Amirkhan, J. H. (2016). A Brief Stress Diagnostic Tool: The Short Stress Overload Scale.  

           Assessment, 25(8), 1001–1013. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116673173  

Ampaw, F. D., & Jaeger, A. J. (2012). Completing the three stages of doctoral education: An  

           event history analysis. Research in Higher Education, 53, 640-660.             

           https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-011-9250-3  

Arnett, J. J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens 

           through the twenties. American Psychologist, 55(5), 469-480.  

Arnett, J. J. (2006). Emerging adulthood: Understanding the new way of coming of age. In J.  

           J. Arnett & J. L. Tanner (Eds.), Emerging Adults in America: Coming of Age in the 21st  

           Century (pp. 3–19). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/11381- 

           001 

Arnett, J. J. (2015). Emerging adulthood: The winding road from the late teens through the  

           twenties – Second edition. Oxford University Press.  

Arnett, J. J. (2018). Conceptual foundations of emerging adulthood. In Emerging adulthood and  

           higher education (pp. 11-24). Routledge. 

Arnett, J. J., & Mitra, D. (2020). Are the features of emerging adulthood developmentally  



  50 

 

           distinctive? A comparison of ages 18–60 in the United States. Emerging Adulthood,  

           8(5), 412–419. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696818810073 

Baggio, S., Iglesias, K., Studer, J., & Gmel, G. (2015). An 8-item short form of the inventory of  

           the dimensions of emerging adulthood (IDEA) among young Swiss men. Evaluations &  

           The Health Professions, 38(2), 246-254. https://doi.org/10.1177/0163278714540681 

Barnes, B. J., & Randall, J. (2012). Doctoral student satisfaction: An examination of disciplinary,  

           enrollment, and institutional differences. Research in Higher Education, 53, 47-75.  

           https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-011-9225-4  

Berman, S. L., Montgomery, M. J., & Kurtines, W. M. (2004). The development and validation  

           of a measure of identity distress. Identity: An International Journal of Theory and  

           Research, 4(1), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532706XID0401_1  

Berman, S. L., Weems, C. F., & Petkus, V. F. (2009). The prevalence and incremental validity of  

           identity problem symptoms in a high school sample. Child Psychiatry Human  

           Development, 40(2), 183-195. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-008-0117-6. 

Bowen, E., Ball, A., Jones, A. S., & Miller, B. (2021). Toward many emerging adulthoods: A  

           theory-based examination of the features of emerging adulthood for cross-systems  

           youth. Emerging Adulthood, 9(3), 189–201. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696821989123 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2022). Labor force statistics from the current population survey.  

           Retrieved from https://www.bls.gov/cps/earnings.htm 

Chandler, M. J., Lalonde, C. E., Sokol, B. W., Hallett, D., & Marcia, J. E. (2003). Personal  

           persistence, identity development, and suicide: A study of native and non-native North  

           American adolescents. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development,  

           68(2) i-138. Retrieved from https://www.jstor.org/stable/1166217  



  51 

 

Charles, S. T., Karnaze, M. M., & Leslie, F. M. (2022). Positive factors related to graduate  

           student mental health. Journal of American College Health, 70(6), 1858-1866.  

           https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2020.1841207  

Chemers, M. M., Zurbriggen, E. L., Syed, M., Goza, B. K., & Bearman, S. (2011). The role of  

           efficacy and identity in science career commitment among underrepresented minority  

           students. Journal of Social Issues, 67(3), 469-491.  

Chrikov, I., Soria, K. M., Horgos, B., & Jones-White, D. (2020). Undergraduate and graduate  

           students’ mental health during the COVID-19 pandemic. SERU Consortium, University  

           of California - Berkeley and University of Minnesota.. Retrieved from the University of  

           Minnesota Digital Conservancy, https://hdl.handle.net/11299/215271. 

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). Perceived Stress Scale. APA PsychTests.  

           https://doi.org/10.1037/t02889-000 

Côté, J. E. (2014). The dangerous myth of emerging adulthood: An evidence-based  

            critique of a flawed developmental theory. Applied Developmental Science, 18(4),  

           177–188. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2014.954451 

Curtin, F., & Schulz, P. (1998). Multiple correlations and Bonferroni’s correction. Biological  

           Psychiatry, 44(8), 775-777. 

Daniels, J., & Brooker, J. (2013). Student identity development in higher education: Implications  

           for graduate attributes and work-readiness. Educational Research, 56(1), 65-76.  

           https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2013.874157 

Darling-Fisher, C. S. (2019). Application of the modified Erikson Psychosocial Stage Inventory:  

           25 years in review. Western Journal of Nursing Research, 41(3), 431-458.  

           https://doi.org/10.1177/0193945918770457 



  52 

 

Eby, L. T. D. T., Allen, T. D., Hoffman, B. J., Baranik, L. E., Sauer, J. B., Baldwin, S.,   

           Morrison, M. A., Kinkade, K. M., Maher, C. P., Curtis, S., & Evans, S. C. (2013). An  

           interdisciplinary meta-analysis of the potential antecedents, correlates, and consequences  

           of protégé perceptions of mentoring. Psychological Bulletin, 139(2), 441.  

           https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029279 

Erikson, E. H. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. New York: W.W. Norton & Company. 

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (1996). Validity and reliability. How to design and research in  

           education. New York: McGraw-Hill, INC, 3, 153-171. 

Franken, K., Lamers, S. M., Klooster, P. M., Bohlmeijer, E. T., & Westerhof, G. J. (2018).  

           Validation of the mental health continuum-short form and the dual continua model of  

           well-being and psychopathology in an adult mental health setting. Journal of Clinical  

           Psychology, 74(12), 2187-2202. https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.22659 

Gallea, J. I., Medrano, L. A., & Morera, L. P. (2021). Work-related mental health issues in  

           graduate student population. Frontiers in Neuroscience, 15.  

           DOI:10.3389/fnins.2021.593562 

Geraniou, E. (2010). The transitional stages in the PhD degree in mathematics in terms of  

           students’ motivation. Educational Studies in Mathematics, 73, 281-296.  

           https://doi.org/10.1007/s10649-009-9205-1  

Gfellner, B. M., & Córdoba, A. I. (2011). Identity distress, psychosocial maturity, and adaptive  

           functioning among university students. Identity, 11(2), 136-154.  

           https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2011.540740 



  53 

 

Ghazali, R., Ahmad, A., Uli, J., Suandi, T., & Hassan, S. A. (2008). Commitment to change  

           among managers in a selected service organization in Malaysia. International Journal  

           of the Humanities, 6(8). 

Golding, J. M., Lang, K., Eymard, L. A., & Shadish, W. R. (1988). The buck stops here: A  

           survey of the financial status of PhD graduate students in psychology, 1966– 

            1987. American Psychologist, 43(12), 1089–1091. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003- 

            066X.43.12.1089 

Grob, R., Schlesinger, M., Wise, M., & Pandhi, N. (2020). Stumbling into adulthood: Learning  

           from depression while growing up. Qualitative Health Resources, 30(9), 1392-1408.  

           https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732320914579 

Gube, J., Getenet, S., Satariyan, A., & Muhammad, Y. (2017). Towards “operating within” the  

           field: Doctoral students’ views of supervisors’ discipline expertise. International Journal  

           of Doctoral Studies, 12, 1-16. Retrieved from  

           http://www.informingscience.org/Publications/3641  

Hanson, M. (2021a). College graduation statistics. Education Data Initiative. Retrieved from  

           https://educationdata.org/number-of-college-graduates/ 

Hanson, M. (2021b). Average graduate student loan debt. Education Data Initiative. Retrieved  

           from https://educationdata.org/average-graduate-student-loan-debt 

Hegarty, N., Brasco, R., & Lu, F. L. (2013). What motivates students in graduate school? An  

           empirical study. Business Education & Accreditation, 4(2), 39-47, Available at SSRN:  

           https://ssrn.com/abstract=2144976  

Hendry, L. B., & Kloep, M. (2011). Lifestyles in emerging adulthood: Who needs stages  

           anyway? In J. J. Arnett, M. Kloep, L. B. Hendry, & J. L. Tanner Debating emerging  



  54 

 

            adulthood: Stage or process? (pp.77-106). Oxford University Press. 

Hoare, C. H. (2002). Erikson on development in adulthood: New insights from the unpublished  

           papers. Oxford University Press on Demand. 

Jinhee, K., & Swarn, C. (2021). Financial debt and mental health of young adults. Journal of  

           Financial Counseling and Planning. DOI: 10.1891/JFCP-18-00048 

Kahneman, D., & Deaton, A. (2010). High income improves evaluation of life but not emotional  

           well-being. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 107(38), 16489-16493.  

           https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1011492107  

Keyes, C. L. M. (2002). The mental health continuum: From languishing to flourishing in life.  

           Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 43(2), 207–222. https://doi.org/10.2307/3090197  

Keyes C. L. M. (2005). Mental illness and/or mental health? Investigating axioms of the  

           complete state model of health. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 73, 539–  

           548. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.73.3.539 

Keyes, C.L.M. (2006). Mental health in adolescence: Is America’s youth flourishing? American  

           Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 76, 395–402. 

Killingsworth, M. A. (2021). Experienced well-being rises with income, even above $75,000 per  

           year. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118(4).   

           https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2016976118  

Kujawa, A., Green, H., Compas, B. E., Dickey, L., & Pegg, S. (2020). Exposure to COVID-19  

           pandemic stress: Associations with depression and anxiety in emerging adults in the  

            United States. Depression and Anxiety, 37(12), 1280-1288.  

            https://doi.org/10.1002/da.23109  

Lamers, S. M., Westerhof, G. J., Bohlmeijer, E. T., ten Klooster, P. M., & Keyes, C. L. (2011).  



  55 

 

           Evaluating the psychometric properties of the mental health continuum-short form  

            (MHC-SF). Journal of Clinical Psychology, 67(1), 99-110.   

           https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20741 

Li, T. (2021). Academic inertia, self-determined motivations, and academic engagement: A  

           validation of psychological momentum theory. Purdue University Graduate School.  

           Thesis. https://doi.org/10.25394/PGS.14924913.v1  

Longfield, A., Romas, J., & Irwin, J. D. (2006). The self-worth, physical and social activities of  

           graduate students: A qualitative study. College Student Journal, 40, 282-292. 

Lovitts, B. E. (2002). Leaving the ivory tower: The causes and consequences of departure from  

           doctoral study. Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 

Luyckx, K., Schwartz, S. J., Berzonsky, M. D., Soenens, B., Vansteenkiste, M., Smits, I., &  

           Goossens, L. (2008). Capturing ruminative exploration: Extending the four-dimensional  

           model of identity formation in late adolescence. Journal of Research in Personality,  

           42(1), 58-82. DOI: 10.1016/j.jrp.2007.04.004 

Mathews, T. J., & Hamilton, B. E. (2002). Mean age of mother, 1970-2000. National Vital  

           Statistics Report, 51(1). Published by the Center for Disease Control and Prevention.  

           Accessed from https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr51/nvsr51_01.pdf  

Marcia, J. E. (1966). Development and validation of ego-identity status. Journal of Personality  

           and Social Psychology, 3, 551–558. 

Marcia, J. (1993). The ego identity status approach to ego identity. Ego Identity, 3-21. DOI:  

           10.1007/978-1-4613-8330-7_1 

McAdams, D. P. (2001). The psychology of life stories. Review of General Psychology, 5(2),  

           100-122. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.2.100  



  56 

 

McAlpine, L., & Lucas, L. (2011). Different places, different specialisms: Similar questions of  

           doctoral identities under construction. Teaching in Higher Education,  

           16(6), 695-706. DOI: 10.1080/13562517.2011.570432 

McLean, K. C., Dunlap, D., Jennings, S. C., Litvitskiy, N. S., & Lilgendahl, J. P. (2022).  

         Stability and change in autobiographical reasoning: A 4-year longitudinal study of    

         narrative identity development. Journal of Personality, 90(3), 343-356. 

McLean, K. C., Pasupathi, M., & Pals, J. L. (2007). Selves creating stories creating selves: A  

           process model of self-development. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11(3),  

           262-278. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307301034 

Meca, A., Eichas, K., Quintana, S., Maximin, B. M., Ritchie, R. A., Madrazo, V. L., Harari, G.  

            M., & Kurtines, W. M. (2014). Reducing identity distress: Results of an identity  

           intervention for emerging adults. Identity, 14(4), 312-331.  

           https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2014.944696 

Meeus, W. (2011). The study of adolescent identity formation 2000-2010: A review of  

           longitudinal research. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 21(1), 75-94.  

           https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00716.x 

Mitchell, L. L., Lodi-Smith, J., Baranski, E. N., & Whitbourne, S. K. (2021). Implications of  

           identity resolution in emerging adulthood for intimacy, generativity, and integrity across  

           the adult lifespan. Psychology and Aging, 36(5), 545-556. 

http://dx.doi.org.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/10.1037/pag0000537 

Molgat, M. (2007). Do transitions and social structures matter? How “emerging adults”  

           define themselves as adults. Journal of Youth Studies, 10(5), 495–516.  

            https://doi.org/10.1080/13676260701580769 



  57 

 

Mullen, A. L., Goyette, K. A., & Soares, J. A. (2003). Who goes to graduate school? Social and  

           academic correlates of educational continuation after college. Sociology of Education,  

           76(2), 143–169. https://doi.org/10.2307/3090274 

Murphy, D. A., Marelich, W. D., Herbeck, D. M., & Payne, D. L. (2009). Family routines and 

           parental monitoring as protective factors among early and middle adolescents affected by  

           maternal HIV/AIDS. Child Development, 80(6), 1676-1691.  

            https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01361.x  

Nelson, L. J. (2021). The theory of emerging adulthood 20 years later: A look at where it has  

           taken us, what we know now, and where we need to go. Emerging Adulthood, 9(3), 178- 

           188. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696820950884 

Nelson, L. J. (2022). “Guiding my success”: Providing a developmental lens to strengthen the  

            whole person. In Cultivating Student Success: A Multi-faceted Approach to Working  

            with Emerging Adults in Higher Education. Oxford. 

Nelson, L. J., Padilla-Walker, L. M., Carroll, J. S., Madsen, S. D., Barry, C. M., & Badger, S.  

            (2007) “If you want me to treat you like an adult, start acting like one!” Comparing the  

           criteria that emerging adults and their parents have for adulthood. Journal of Family  

           Psychology, 21(4), 665-674. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.665 

Nemteanu, M.-S., Dinu, V., Dabija, D.-C. (2021). Job insecurity, job instability, and job  

           satisfaction in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Competitiveness,  

           13(2), 65–82. https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2021.02.04  

Oswalt, S. B. & Riddick, C. C. (2007). What to do about being overwhelmed: Graduate  

           students, stress and University Services. The College Student Affairs Journal, 27(1),  

           24-44.  



  58 

 

Palmeroni, N., Claes, L., Verschueren, M., Bogaerts, A., Buelens, T., & Luyckx, K. (2020).  

           Identity distress throughout adolescence and emerging adulthood: Age trends and  

           associations with exploration and commitment processes. Emerging Adulthood, 8(5),  

           333–343. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696818821803 

Qian, Y., & Fan, W. (2020). Student loans, mental health, and substance use: A gender  

           comparison among US young adults. Journal of American College Health.  

            https://doi.org/10.1080/0744841.2021.1909046 

Reifman, A., Arnett, J.J., & Colwell, M.J. (2007). Emerging adulthood: Theory, assessment, and  

           application. Journal of Youth Development, 2(1), 37-48.  

           https://doi.org/10.5195/jyd.2007.359 

Research, Nature (2022): Nature Careers Graduate Survey 2022. figshare. Dataset. 

            https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21277575.v3   

Ritchie, R. A., Meca, A., Madrazo, V. L., Schwartz, S. J., Hardy, S. A., Zamboanga, B. L.,  

           Weisskirch, R. S., Kim, S., Whitbourne, S. K., Ham, L. S., Lee, R. M. (2013). Identity  

           Dimensions and Related Processes in Emerging Adulthood: Helpful or Harmful? Journal  

           of Clinical Psychology, 69(4), 415-432. DOI: 10.1002/jclp.21960 

Robnett, R. D., Nelson, P, A., Zurbriggen, E. L., Crosby, F. J., & Chemers, M. M. (2018).  

           Research mentoring and scientist identity: Insights from undergraduates and their  

           mentors. International Journal of STEM Education, 5(1); 41. doi: 10.1186/s40594-018- 

           0139-y 

Roksa, J., Wang, Y., Feldon, D., & Ericson, M. (2022). Who is publishing journal articles during     

          graduate school? Racial and gender inequalities in biological sciences over time. Journal  

          of Diversity in Higher Education, 15(1), 47-57. https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000336 



  59 

 

Rosenthal, D. A., Gurney, R. M., & Moore, S. M. (1981). From trust on intimacy: A new  

           inventory for examining Erikson's stages of psychosocial development. Journal of Youth  

           and Adolescence, 10(6), 525-537. 

Samuolis, J., & Griffin, K. W. (2014). Identity distress and negative affect in college students.  

           Identity, 14(4), 246-254. https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2014.944694  

Schreiner, L. A. (2012). From surviving to thriving during transitions. In L. A. Schreiner, M. C.  

            Laurie, & D. D. Nelson (Eds.), Thriving in transitions: A research- based approach to  

           Center for the First- Year Experience and Students in Transition. 

Schwartz, S. J. (2016). Turning point for a turning point: Advancing emerging adulthood  

           theory and research. Emerging Adulthood, 4(5), 307–317.   

           https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696815624640 

Schwartz, S. J., Zamboanga, B. L., Rodriguez, L., & Wang, S. (2007). The structure of cultural  

           identity in an ethnically diverse sample of emerging adults. Basic and Applied Social  

           Psychology, 29(2), 159-173. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530701332229  

Seiffge-Krenke, I., & Weitkamp, K. (2019). How individual coping, mental health, and parental  

           behavior are related to identity development in emerging adults in seven countries.  

           Emerging Adulthood, 8(5). https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696819863504 

Seginer, R., & Noyman, M. S. (2005) Future orientation, identity and intimacy: Their relations in  

           emerging adulthood, European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 2(1), 17-37, DOI:  

           10.1080/17405620444000201 

Smith, C., & Guillotin, B. (2022). The impact of workers not returning to the job market.  

           Proceedings of the 18th European Conference on Management and Governance, 18(1).  

           https://doi.org/10.34190/ecmlg.18.1.933  



  60 

 

Sokol, Y., & Eisenheim, E. (2016). The relationship between continuous identity disturbances,  

           negative mood, and suicidal ideation. Primary Care Companion, 18(1).  

           DOI:10.4088/PCC.15m01824 

Stahl, A. (2020). New study: Millennial women are delaying having children due to their careers.  

           Forbes. Accessed from https://www.forbes.com/sites/ashleystahl/2020/05/01/new-study- 

           millennial-women-are-delaying-having-children-due-to-their-careers/?sh=3710f470276a 

Sverdlik, A., Hall, N. C., McAlpine, L., & Hubbard, K. (2018). The PhD experience: A review  

           of the factors influencing doctoral students’ completion, achievement, and well-being.  

           International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 13, 361-388. https://doi.org/10.28945/4113  

Syed, M., Azmitia, M., & Cooper, C. R. (2011). Identity and academic success among  

           underrepresented ethnic minorities: An interdisciplinary review and integration. Journal  

           of Social Issues, 67(3), 442-468. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2011.01709.x  

Syed, M., & Mitchell, L. L. (2013). Race, ethnicity, and emerging adulthood: Retrospect and 

            prospects. Emerging Adulthood, 1(2), 83–95. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1978). Intergroup behavior. Introducing Social Psychology, 401-466. 

Tenenbaum, H. R., Crosby, F. J., & Gliner, M. D. (2001). Mentoring relationships in graduate  

           school. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 59, 326-341. 10.1006/jvbe.2001.1804 

Thompson, M. P., & Swartout, K. (2018). Epidemiology of suicide attempts among youth  

           transitioning to adulthood. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 47, 807-817.  

           https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0674-8 

Tinto, V., & Engstrom, C. (2008). Access without support is not opportunity. Inside Higher Ed,  

           9, 8-18.  



  61 

 

Toh, R. Q. E., Koh, K. K., Lua, J. K., Wong, R. S. M., Quah, E. L. Y., Panda, A., Ho, C. Y.,  

         Lim, N., Ong, Y. T., Chua, K. Z. Y., Ng, V. W. W., Lauren, S., Wong, C. H., Yeo, L. Y.    

         X., See, S. Y., Teo, J. J. Y., Renganathan, Y., Chin, A. M. C., & Krishna, L. K. R. (2022).  

         The role of mentoring, supervision, coaching, teaching and instruction on professional 

         identity formation: a systematic scoping review. BMC Medical Education, 22(1), 1-14.  

         https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03589-z 

Trede, F., Macklin, R., & Bridges, D. (2012). Professional identity development: A review of the  

            higher education literature. Studies in Higher Education, 37(3), 365-384. DOI:  

           10.1080/03075079.2010.521237 

Vosylis, R., Sorgente, A., & Lanz, M. (2021). The role of financial identity processes in financial  

           behaviors and financial well-being. Emerging Adulthood, 10(5), 1132-1145.  

           https://doi.org/10.1177/21676968211016142  

Waldbuesser, C., & Hosek, A. M. (2020). Graduate student identity salience and mental health.  

           Ohio Communication Journal, 58, 132-144. 

Walsemann, K. M., Gee, G. C., & Gentile, D. (2015). Sick of our loans: Student borrowing and  

           the mental health of young adults in the United States. Social Science & Medicine, 124,  

           85-93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.11.027 

Werner, E. E. (1993). Risk, resilience, and recovery: Perspectives from the Kauai Longitudinal  

           Study. Development and Psychopathology, 5(04), 503.  

           https://doi.org/10.1017/s095457940000612x  

Wiley, R. E., Berman, S. L., Marsee, M. A., Taylor, L. K., Cannon, M. F., & Weems, C. F.  

            (2011). Age differences and similarities in identity distress following the Katrina disaster:  

            Theoretical and applied implications of Erikson’s theory. Journal of Adult Development,  



  62 

 

           18, 184-191. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-011-9130-2 

Wiley, R. E., & Berman, S. L. (2013). Adolescent identity development and distress in a clinical  

           sample. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 69(12), 1299-1304. DOI: 10.1002/jclp.22004 

Woolson, Chris (2022). “What hope do I have?”: Students question the value of their degrees, a  

           Nature survey finds. Nature, 611(413-416). 10.1038/d41586-022-03586-8 

Zaluski, S. D. (2012). Emerging adulthood: A mixed method comparative analysis across  

           vocational settings. [Doctoral dissertation, University of Saskatchewan]. Retrieved from  

           https://harvest.usask.ca/handle/10388/ETD-2012-06-380  

Zhao, C. M., Golde, C. M., & McCormick, A. C. (2007). More than a signature: How advisor  

           choice and advisor behaviour affect doctoral student satisfaction. Journal of Further and  

           Higher Education, 31, 263-281. https://doi.org/10.1080/03098770701424983 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  63 

 

APPENDICES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  64 

 

Appendix A: Tables 

      Table 1A

 

   Table 2A 

 

 



  65 

 

M
SD

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

1.
 W

el
l-

be
in

g
38

.3
2

11
.8

7
--

2.
 A

ge
25

.0
7

2.
47

-.
19

**
--

3.
 S

tr
es

s 
(E

ve
nt

 L
oa

d)
16

.8
7

5.
19

-.
15

*
-.

01
--

4.
 P

ro
fe

ss
io

na
l 

ID
S

3.
14

0.
96

-.
35

**
.0

7
.3

1*
*

--

5.
 S

oc
ia

l 
ID

S
2.

05
0.

68
-.

13
-.

07
.2

5*
*

.1
7*

*
--

6.
 I

de
nt

it
y 

E
xp

lo
ra

ti
on

 (
ID

E
A

)
3.

22
0.

57
.1

8*
*

-.
14

*
0.

06
.1

3*
.0

4
--

7.
P

os
si

bi
li

ti
es

 (
ID

E
A

)
3.

10
0.

58
.3

5*
*

-.
21

**
-.

16
*

-.
03

-.
07

.5
9*

*
--

8.
 I

ns
ta

bi
li

ty
 (

ID
E

A
)

3.
11

0.
54

-.
29

**
-.

03
.4

0*
*

.4
2*

*
.1

3*
.1

7*
-.

03
--

9.
 S

el
f-

F
oc

us
 (

ID
E

A
)

3.
16

0.
54

.3
7*

*
-.

19
**

-.
15

*
-.

02
-.

15
*

.5
8*

*
.7

1*
*

-.
13

*
--

10
. 

F
ee

li
ng

 I
n-

B
et

w
ee

n 
(I

D
E

A
)

3.
21

0.
73

-.
01

-.
19

**
.1

7*
*

.1
7*

*
.0

9
.4

6*
*

.2
6*

*
.3

1*
*

.2
1*

*
--

11
. 

M
en

to
rs

hi
p

3.
05

0.
90

.2
9*

*
-.

05
-.

07
-.

13
*

.0
3

.1
7*

*
.2

1*
*

-.
12

.2
0*

*
.1

0
--

12
. 

Id
en

ti
ty

 C
oh

es
io

n
3.

32
0.

73
.6

5*
*

-0
.0

8
-.

19
**

-.
43

**
-.

38
**

0.
12

.2
5*

*
-.

28
**

.3
7*

*
-.

13
.2

1*
*

--

13
. 

P
an

de
m

ic
 S

tr
es

s
2.

98
0.

80
-.

07
0.

05
.2

4*
*

.1
6*

.2
0*

*
0.

12
-.

04
.0

2
-.

01
-.

01
-.

03
-.

08
--

14
. 

P
an

de
m

ic
 F

re
qu

en
cy

9.
22

3.
98

.0
9

-.
14

*
.2

3*
*

.1
0

.2
5*

*
.2

3*
*

.0
8

.1
1

.1
6*

.1
3

.0
6

-.
01

.3
9*

*
--

15
. 

In
co

m
e

2.
50

1.
29

-.
04

.2
6*

*
-0

.1
0

-.
29

**
.0

3
-.

07
-.

10
-.

28
**

-.
03

-.
19

**
.0

4
.0

6
.0

3
-.

06

**
 C

or
re

la
ti

on
 i

s 
si

gn
if

ic
an

t 
at

 t
he

 0
.0

1 
le

ve
l 

(1
-t

ai
le

d)
.

* 
C

or
re

la
ti

on
 i

s 
si

gn
if

ic
an

t 
at

 t
he

 0
.0

5 
le

ve
l 

(1
-t

ai
le

d)
.

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  66 

 

Table 4A 

Multivariate Test for Comparison between Directly Entering Graduate School and Working 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Measure F(1,119) η2

M SD M SD
Well-being 41.11 9.51 38.67 11.96 0.30 0.01
Professional IDS 3.14 0.88 3.27 0.89 0.01 0.00
Social IDS 2.15 0.64 1.96 0.60 1.05 0.01
Identity Exploration 3.25 0.55 3.17 0.50 0.45 0.01
Possibilities 3.10 0.54 3.10 0.53 1.03 0.01
Instability 3.12 0.52 3.20 0.49 1.32 0.01
Self-focus 3.12 0.53 3.14 0.48 1.69 0.01
In-between 3.29 0.69 3.27 0.67 0.34 0.00
Stress 17.75 5.27 17.84 5.25 0.20 0.01
Mentorship 3.28 0.79 3.03 0.93 2.26 0.02
Income 0.25 017 0.28 0.17 0.81 0.01
* p  <.05

Directly from Undergraduate Worked +1 year
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Appendix B: Measures 

Identity Distress Survey 

(Berman et al., 2004) 

To what degree have you recently been upset, distressed, or worried over the following issues in 

your life? (1) Not at all; (2) Mildly; (3) Moderately; (4) Severely; (5) Very Severely 

1. Long term goals? (e.g., finding a good job, being in a romantic relationship, etc.). 

2. Friendships? (e.g., experiencing a loss of friendships, change in friends, etc.). 

3. Sexual orientation and behavior? (e.g., feeling confused about sexual preferences, 

intensity of sexual needs, etc.). 

4. Career choice (e.g. deciding on trade or profession, etc.). 

5. Religion? (e.g., stopped believing, changed your belief in God/religion, etc.). 

6. Values or beliefs? (e.g., feeling confused about what is right or wrong, etc.). 

7. Group loyalties? (e.g., belonging to a club, school group, gang, etc.). 

8. Please rate your overall level of discomfort,(how bad they made you feel), about all of 

the above issues that might have upset or distress you as a whole. 

9. Please rate how much uncertainty over these issues as a whole has interfered with your 

life (for example, stopped you from doing things you wanted to do, or being happy). 

10. How long (if at all) have you felt upset, distressed, or worried over these issues as a 

whole? 

Never or less than a month (2) 1 to 3 months  (3) 3 to 6 months  (4) 6 to 

12 months (5) More than 12 months 

 

 



  68 

 

Inventory to Dimensions of Emerging Adulthood 

(Reifman et al., 2007) 

Is this period of your life a…  

Strongly Disagree (1)   Somewhat  Disagree (2)    Somewhat  Agree (3)

 Strongly  Agree (4) 

 

1. time of many possibilities?      

   

2. time of exploration?      

   

3. time of confusion?         

4. time of experimentation?      

   

5. time of personal freedom?      

   

6. time of feeling restricted?      

   

7. time of responsibility for yourself?      

   

8. time of feeling stressed out?      

   

9. time of instability?         

10. time of optimism?         
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11. time of high pressure?      

   

12. time of finding out who you are?      

   

13. time of settling down?*      

   

14. time of responsibility for others?*      

   

15. time of independence?      

   

16. time of open choices?      

   

17. time of unpredictability?      

   

18. time of commitments to others?*      

   

19. time of self-sufficiency?   

  

20. time of many worries?      

   

21. time of trying out new things?      
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22. time of focusing on yourself?      

   

23. time of separating from parents?      

   

24. time of defining yourself?      

   

25. time of planning for the future?      

   

26. time of seeking a sense of meaning?      

   

27. time of deciding on your own beliefs and values?    

     

28. time of learning to think for yourself?      

   

29. time of feeling adult in some ways but not others?    

     

30. time of gradually becoming an adult?      

   

31. time of being not sure whether you have reached full adulthood? 

* reverse coded 

 

Mental Health Continuum (Short Form) 

(MHCSF; Keyes, 2005) 



  71 

 

Please answer the following questions about how you have been feeling during the past month. 
Place a check mark in the box that best represents how often you have experienced or felt the 
following: 
 

 During the past 
month, how often did 
you feel… 

NEVER 
(0) 

ONCE 
OR 
TWICE 
(1) 

ABOUT 
ONCE 
A 
WEEK 
(2) 

ABOU
T 2 OR 
3 
TIMES 
A 
WEEK 
(3) 

ALMOS
T 
EVERY 
DAY (4) 

EVERY 
DAY (5) 

1 happy       

2 Interested in life       

3 Satisfied with life       

4 That you had 
something important 
to contribute to 
society 

      

5 That you belonged to 
a community (like a 
social group, or your 
neighborhood) 

      

6 That our society is a 
good place, or is 
becoming a better 
place, for all people 

      

7 That people are 
basically good 

      

8 That the way our 
society works makes 
sense to you 

      

9 That you liked most 
parts of your 
personality 

      

10 Good at managing the 
responsibilities of 
your daily life 
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11 That you had warm 
and trusting 
relationships with 
others 

      

12 That you had 
experiences that 
challenged you to 
grow and become a 
better person 

      

13 Confident to think or 
express your own 
ideas and opinions 

      

14 That your life has 
sense of direction or 
meaning to it 

      

 
 

Socioemotional and Instrumental Mentoring Scales 

(SIMS; Chemers et al., 2011; Tenenbaum et al., 2001) 

1. Given you a sense that they cared about you as a person, not just a student or worker. 

2. Gave you the sense that they understood your background. 

3. Gave you the sense that they and you shared similarities of background, personality, or 

other important personal characteristics. 

4. Given you the impression they believed in you. 

5. Told you that you could do something you thought was too hard for you. 

6. Earned your trust. 

7. Helped you overcome insecurities about your abilities, if you had any. 

8. Given you challenging assignments that presented opportunities to learn new skills. 

9. Helped you meet other people in your field. 

10. Helped you figure out for yourself how to understand/analyze a problem. 
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11. Helped you figure out for yourself how to solve/test a problem. 

12. Helped you figure out for yourself how to understand and explain the solution. 

13. Helped you with a presentation (in-house or external). 

14. Taught you specific problems. 

Scale Responses: from (1) Not at all, (2) To a small extent, (3) To some extent, (4) To a large 

extent, to (5) To a very large extent 

 

 

Stress Overload Scale 

(Amirkhan, 2016) 

Below, you will find 10 questions about your feelings during the past month. You are to select 

the rating that best describes how much you felt that particular feeling in the last week. Please be 

as honest as possible as there are no right or wrong answers. 

IN THE PAST MONTH, have you felt: 

1. …inadequate? 

2. …swamped by your responsibilities? 

3. …that the odds were against you? 

4. …that there wasn’t enough time to get to everything? 

5. …like nothing was going right? 

6. …like you were rushed? 

7. …like there was no escape? 

8. …like things kept piling up? 

9. …like just giving up? 
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10. …like you were carrying a heavy load? 

Scale Responses: from (1) Not at all, (2) Slightly, (3) Moderately, (4) Very, to (5) A lot 

Erikson Psychosocial Inventory (Identity Subscale) 

(Rosenthal et al., 1987) 

1. I change my opinion of myself a lot.* 

2. I’ve got a clear idea of what I want to be. 

3. I feel mixed up.* 

4. The important things in life are clear to me. 

5. I’ve got it together. 

6. I know what kind of person I am. 

7. I can’t decide what I want to do with my life.* 

8. I have a strong sense of what it means to be male/female. 

9. I like myself and am proud of what I stand for. 

10. I don’t really know what I’m on about.* 

11. I find I have to keep up a front when I’m with people.* 

12. I don’t really feel involved.* 

Scale Responses: from (1) Hardly ever true, (2) Occasionally true, (3) About half the time, (4) 

Usually true, to (5) Almost always true 

* reverse coded 

COVID-19 Experiences Scale 

(Kujawa et al., 2020) 

Below is a list of events related to the pandemic that may or may not have happened to you. 

Please decide whether you have had each of these experiences as a result of the recent 
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coronavirus pandemic. For each event which has happened, please decide how bad it was when it 

happened to you. When rating how bad each event was when it happened, please consider how 

much of a negative impact it had on your life, how often the event occurred, and how long it was 

a problem for you. 

General life disruption subscale 

1. I had difficulty obtaining basic supplies because of the Coronavirus Pandemic, (e.g., 

food, medicine, and toilet paper) 

2. I had to move unexpectedly because of the Coronavirus Pandemic. 

3. I had problems with my visa or the Student and Exchange Visitor Information System 

because of the Coronavirus Pandemic, (e.g., unable to renew). 

4. I had to cancel travel or experienced a major disruption in travel plans because of the 

Coronavirus Pandemic. 

5. I had to cancel or postpone important events because of the Coronavirus Pandemic, (e.g., 

events for a club, sporting events, and major celebrations) 

6. I had to take on additional responsibilities caring for others, (e.g., children and other 

family members), due to the Coronavirus Pandemic. 

Interpersonal subscale 

7. I was unexpectedly separated from family, friends, or others close to me because of the 

Coronavirus Pandemic, (e.g., due to moves or travel restrictions) 

8. I was unable to be with close family, friends, or partners because of the Coronavirus 

Pandemic. 

9. I had conflicts or arguments with my partner or family members due to Coronavirus, 

(e.g., conflicts about living arrangements, shared work space, and schedule expectations). 
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10. I experienced racism or discrimination due to the Coronavirus Pandemic. 

11. Someone close to me died from COVID‐19. 

Financial subscale 

12. I experienced significant financial strain due to the pandemic, (e.g., due to travel, 

purchasing supplies, and paying for housing). 

13. I temporarily or permanently lost a job or had my work hours greatly reduced due to the 

Coronavirus Pandemic. 

14. Someone I rely on for financial support, (e.g., partner or parent), temporarily or 

permanently lost a job or had their work hours greatly reduced because of the 

Coronavirus Pandemic. 

Education/professional goals subscale 

15. My workload increased substantially because of the Coronavirus Pandemic. 

16. I was unable to complete important requirements for my education or professional goals 

due to the Coronavirus Pandemic, (e.g., coursework, taking the SAT, or GRE, thesis). 

17. I had problems with online courses and/or remote work, (e.g., slow connection, no 

computer or internet access, and major differences in time zone). 

Health (self) subscale 

18. I had symptoms of COVID‐19, (e.g., cough, fever, and trouble breathing), but was unable 

to get tested. 

19. I was tested for COVID‐19. 

20. I was diagnosed with COVID‐19. 

21. I had difficulty accessing or paying for physical or mental health care for myself or my 

dependents due to the Coronavirus Pandemic. 
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22. I was quarantined for 2 weeks or longer due to possible exposure to COVID‐19 or due to 

international travel. 

Health (close others) subscale 

23. Someone close to me had symptoms of COVID‐19, (e.g., cough, fever, and trouble 

breathing), but was unable to get tested. 

24. Someone close to me was diagnosed with COVID‐19 

25. Someone close to me was quarantined for 2 weeks or longer due to possible exposure to 

COVID‐19 or due to international travel 

 

Demographic Information 

What is your age to the closest year? 

- [Text entry] 

What gender do you identify with? 

- Female 

- Male 

- Non-binary 

- Other [text entry] 

- Prefer not to answer 

Please select one (or more) option that best describes your racial background. 

- White and/or European American  (1)  

- Black and/or African American  (2)  

- American Indian or Alaska Native  (3)  

- Asian  (4)  
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- Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander  (5)  

- Hispanic or Latin@  (6)  

- Middle Eastern or North African  (7)  

- Other  (8)  

 

If graduate student: 

What year of your program are you currently enrolled in? 

- First 

- Second 

- Third 

- Fourth 

- Fifth 

- Sixth 

- Other [text entry] 

What degree are you pursuing? 

- Master’s 

- Ph.D 

- Psy.D 

- Other professional degree [text entry] 

Which department will award your degree? 

- Arts and Humanities 

- Biological and Agricultural Sciences 

- Business and Economics 
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- Education 

- Engineering 

- Health Sciences 

- Mathematics and Computer Sciences 

- Physical and Earth Sciences 

- Public Administration and Services 

- Social and Behavioral Fields 

- Other [Text Entry] 

What is your specialty area/program within your department? 

[Text Entry] 

Are you a full-time or part-time student? 

- Full-time 

- Part-time 

Did you enter your graduate school track directly after undergraduate? 

- Yes 

- No, I worked for 1+ years first 

What do you feel is the likelihood of getting a job in your desired field after graduating? 

- Not likely at all 

- Somewhat unlikely 

- Neutral 

- Somewhat likely 

- Very likely 
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What is your marital status? 

- Single 

- Co-habitation with partner 

- Married 

- Divorced 

- Widow/Widower 

- Prefer not to answer 

 

Do you have children? 

- Yes 

- If so: how many? 

- No 

What is your mean personal income from all sources (not household)? 

- Under $20,000 

- $20,001 - $40,000 

- $40,001 - $60,000 

- $60,001 - $80,000 

- $80,001 - $100,000 

- $100,001-$120,000 

- Above $120,000 

What is your mean household income from all sources (not personal)? 

- Under $20,000 

- $20,001 - $40,000 
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- $40,001 - $60,000 

- $60,001 - $80,000 

- $80,001 - $100,000 

- $100,001-$120,000 

- Above $120,000 

 


