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ABSTRACT 

COVID-19 offered an unprecedented opportunity to apply two well-established theories 

in the context of a pandemic within a specific environment. The theory of planned behavior and 

expectancy violations theory brought insight into health behaviors and behavioral intention of 

college students on one major university campus. In addition, this study found conceptual 

linkages between these two theories in the areas of attitudes, expectancy outcomes and perceived 

behavioral control. This study used survey methodology to examine how participants engaged in 

on-campus educational activities while being informed through the University of Alabama 

messages and other mainstream media. Participants’ trust in themselves, their opinion leaders, 

and University of Alabama administration were also evaluated. Results indicated that the 

theoretical constructs of the theory of planned behavior and expectancy value theory appear to 

work in tandem to predict participation of on-campus activities. This study provides a baseline 

for communication, potential actions, and trust for further research. Health professionals can 

utilize these findings for addressing health care concerns. Findings may also be useful for crisis 

or emergency leaders to craft their messaging for influencing college students and their decision-

making strategies. Finally, this work suggests these two theories should be re-examined for 

potential new connections. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

When thinking about prior college experiences, some people imagine spring break, 

opportunities to travel, access to people different from their own self, and ultimately living away 

from home for an extended period. Certainly, that is how media represents the college experience 

in such movies as Animal House or Pitch Perfect. The anticipation of these new freedoms for 

young adults on their educational activity choices has carried through many generations. 

However, in spring 2020, these general ideas for the fun-loving college experience came to a 

screeching halt through the spread of the global pandemic COVID-19, which shut down face-to-

face learning for elementary through post-secondary students across the United States and in 

many other parts of the globe. This very phenomenon forced college students (among others) 

into total life change in March of 2020 (Hess, 2020), with little opportunity to control their 

decision-making, learning environment, and health behaviors. It was a stark change for much of 

society, but these students, some of whom were away from home for the first time, were 

expected to make decisions on their own to get through the situation. Students were unable to 

return to campus to retrieve their belongings and universities abruptly switched classes to a 

virtual platform, which likely was a jarring experience for most of them.   

Within this dramatic and intense position where few individuals had any experience with 

a global health pandemic, who were these young adults seeking out for information? What 

sources were they reliant upon? Who were their opinion leaders and what level of trust did they 

have in their opinion leaders? And finally, how confident did they feel in their ability to manage 

their own health behaviors and actions within this situation? These questions are the ones this 
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study chooses to investigate, using the events of the COVID-19 pandemic to explore how 

individuals attempted to work through this unprecedented time. In addition, this dissertation 

chooses to examine two long-standing communication and health-related theories—theory of 

planned behavior and the expectancy violation theory—to determine how their theoretical 

constructs may help explain the behavioral intention patterns occurring during this situation. 

Purpose of Study 

How might a population of university students’ expectations of their school life and their 

own health and health behaviors change in this new environment, controlled by a health 

pandemic? This is the overall question this project attempted to answer. This study examined the 

varying levels of trust undergraduate college students self-reported toward opinion leaders, their 

family, and themselves (related to COVID-19). It also examined levels of self-efficacy for their 

own abilities to perform health behaviors (related to COVID-19) and provided insight into 

participants’ perceptions of their abilities to collect data from media sources which may have 

informed their actions (related to COVID-19). Additionally, this work examined how 

undergraduate students perceived their own abilities at finding reliable sources of information to 

inform their decisions about participating in on-campus educational activities and through a 

social distance lens or first-hand. To understand these constructs concisely: who, what/which, 

when, why, and how did undergraduate students access and use media and people resources—

specifically during the current pandemic.  

COVID-19 has been a first-time experience (pandemic) for many people; however, for 

one moment this record of events was applied to a specific population all of whom were 

experiencing the event in the same space—a university campus. These participants provided 

insight into their resources (media and people) to help better explain how the situation inspired 
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or impeded their own attitudes, behaviors, expectancies, trust levels, and their planning within 

their own experiences. 

Theoretical Framework 

Two theories were employed to guide this research: (a) Icek Ajzen’s theory of planned 

behavior (TPB) and (b) Judee Burgoon’s expectancy violation theory (EVT) (Ajzen, 2012; 

Burgoon, 2015). These two theories have been well established in health and communications-

related research. This study attempted to link their theoretical constructs to examine overlaps 

between them. Supported by empirical evidence, Ajzen’s TPB originated from a limitation from 

the theory of reasoned action (TRA) by Fishbein and then further expanded by Fishbein and 

Ajzen (Kazdin, 2000). The original theory of reasoned action offered insight into how 

individuals perceived their own volition, or capacity to act under their own will or through their 

own control (Fishbein, 2009). Ajzen was able to identify that the reasoned action approach 

tended to work poorly when individuals did not have complete control of behaviors; he proposed 

that more focus on behavioral control was needed (Kazdin, 2000). 

The theory of planned behavior uses three types of beliefs to influence one’s control over 

a potential behavior: attitude toward a behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral 

control (Ajzen, 1991), all of which can lead to a desired behavioral outcome (LaMorte, 2019).  

These components lead to the intention of performing a behavior (Ajzen, 1991), or the 

expectancy to perform a behavior, followed by the actual behavioral action (or to not perform a 

specific action) occurs. In essence, one’s beliefs will lead an individual to perform a specific 

action—through perception of control, an individual will be able to organize and plan to engage 

in the behavior within a specific situation, known as self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994). 
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The construct of expectancy is also relevant in EVT, by Burgoon (2015). Originating in 

the discipline as an interpersonal theory for nonverbal communication, this theory’s purpose is to 

predict and explain how nonverbal behavior (perceived) violations in communication create 

certain effects. A few of the main concepts for EVT include expectations and communicator 

reward valence (Burgoon, 2015). This theory focuses on the idea that if one’s expectations and 

trust about behavioral intention can be met, the individual is more apt to engage in the behavior. 

These outcomes are based on human interactions and the perceived attitude of the 

communication from the originator. They are then interpreted by the receiver (Burgoon, 1978).   

This study attempted to link these two theories through elements of overlapping 

concepts—attitudes, expectancy, and perceived control. Specifically, this study demonstrated 

how these ideas, prevalent in both theories, are similar. That is, could a combined framework of 

this similar constructs explain behavioral intentions within the COVID-19 context? 

The COVID-19 Pandemic 

Throughout history, civilizations have been stricken by organisms causing disease to 

human hosts (Santos-Longhurst, 2019). The earliest example is the Plague of Athens, recorded 

all the way back to the Peloponnesian War (430 B.C.) between Athens and Sparta (Editors of 

History.com, 2020). The triggering pathogen, Salmonella enterica serovar Typhi (S. Typhi) 

(Dotzert, 2020) caused between 75,000 – 100,000 deaths (Dotzert, 2020). This event serves as an 

example of how pathogens have been carried between human hosts through wars, trade/business 

routes (Papagrigorakis et al., 2011) and by individuals traveling for pleasure from one location to 

another. 

Today, societies experience the same threat of communicable diseases infiltrating 

populations. The most recent event, COVID-19, also known as SARS-CoV-2 or coronavirus, 
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escalated to pandemic level, was announced to the world by China on December 31, 2019 (WHO 

Timeline - COVID-19, 2020). China’s notice included information about a respiratory 

pneumonia afflicting dozens of citizens of which originated from an unknown source (Muccari et 

al., 2020). Around the globe, countries spent most of 2020 contending with how to adapt to this 

new status of living within a pandemic.  

As the information reached the United States, the threat of COVID-19 was not initially 

perceived as a high-risk issue. Some viewed the pandemic in terms of being fake news—for 

instance, to gain momentum for Bill Gates’ microchip insertion campaign (Goodman & 

Carmichael, 2020). For others, findings (through research) showed that many people have a hard 

time “understanding exponential spread or the way our brain has a hard time noticing 

consequences that happen three weeks later” (Escalante, 2020, para.2). These thought processes 

about COVID-19 perhaps contributed to Americans acting sluggishly, or even being negligent, 

of taking precautions to help slow the virus’s spread.  

Another potential reason for the slow preventative actions toward the virus may be due to 

the experience of U.S. residents and the recent viral threats of Zika and Ebola. The Zika virus 

had emerged from the Americas in January, 2016 (Kindhauser et al., 2016); but there were only 

5,778 cases in the United States over the 2015-2020 time span (Elflein, 2020). Prior to this 

epidemic, another outbreak occurred – Ebola. This disease spread to the United States during 

2014. Only two of the 11 people diagnosed with Ebola died from the illness (2014-2016 Ebola 

Outbreak in West Africa, 2019). These numbers did not stand out for most Americans as being a 

threat to individuals, to their family members, or to their livelihoods. In prior surveys, it was 

found that Americans were concerned about Ebola (Why Are Americans so Scared of Ebola?, 

2014) and Zika (The Zika Virus: Gaps in Americans’ Knowledge and Support for Government 
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Action, 2016) viruses; however, the incidence rates for those infected did not reach high enough 

numbers to draw an outcry for full funding by the U.S. government (The Zika Virus: Gaps in 

Americans’ Knowledge and Support for Government Action, 2016).  

The first United States COVID-19 case was documented in the state of Washington 

(Muccari et al., 2020) on January 21, 2020. From January 21, to January 30, 2020, the World 

Health Organization (WHO) reported 9,000+ cases world-wide (Muccari et al., 2020) over 19 

countries. On February 29, 2020, the first U.S. citizen was reported as deceased from COVID-19 

(Muccari et al., 2020). By March 8, 2020, there were more than 500 cases reported in the U.S., 

with greater than 100,000 cases globally (Muccari et al., 2020). Eventually, European countries, 

including Italy, on March 9 (Schnirring, 2020), and Germany, on March 22, (Emerging COVID-

19 Success Story, 2020), would close their public doors and limit contact between individuals. 

As of the writing of this piece, deaths in the United States reported due to COVID-19 on death 

certificates was 578,520 (CDC, 2020). To put this number in perspective, the state of Wyoming 

has a reported population of 581,075—COVID-19 can be said to have killed almost 99.6% of the 

population of Wyoming. 

Once the bar had been set by countries forcing their own public spaces to be closed, 

individuals were obligated to assess what this pandemic would mean for them. For U.S. residents 

–factories closed, non-essential workers were told to stay home in nearly every industry, and 

even sport teams shuttered their stadiums. All states and territories within the United States of 

America, governed and set their own guidelines for contact limit orders (Moreland et al., 2020). 

Between March 1, and May 31, 2020, 42 states and territories mandated stay-at-home orders 

(Moreland et al., 2020). California was the first state to issue a stay-at-home order on March 19, 

to limit contact between individuals and limit travel for only those identified as having essential 



 
 

7 

jobs or needs (California, 2020). With the doors closed nationally for U.S. schools, this left a 

population at even greater risk compared to older generations: the college student. 

COVID-19’s College Experience 

For countless young adults, the college experience begins before they ever set foot on 

campus for their first class. It even starts before they submit their applications for entry to a 

university. For many, the introduction happens with talking to parents, peers, opinion leaders, 

absorbing mass media through their own online searches for the perfect space they may want to 

call home for the duration of their undergraduate education experience. Communication and 

access to communication tools are contributors to the Generation Z experience as adults. Each 

generation of young adults brings with it cultural, economic, and environmental shifts that 

influence how they will respond when events or crises occur. Arguably, the current generation of 

adults, Generation Z, can be deemed the digital generation, as this cohort is perhaps first to have 

been born within a completely digital period. From the moment they were born, communication 

technology was a mainstay in homes across America, through internet access, mobile devices, 

and social media. All their interactions, information-seeking, and learning has come through the 

lens of technology. In other words, this generation has in the palm of their hands, a technological 

device from which they can access just about any piece of data (or opinions) to help inform their 

decisions; ultimately informing their attitudes and behaviors. Their decisions are applied to daily 

living choices in different roles and environments including the workforce, military, living at 

home, or even being students at a university.  

 Generation Z, born from 1997 onward (Dimock, 2019), carries with them the descriptor 

of being the first generation of true digital natives, or having been brought up with computers 

(Baldinelli, 2020). This characteristic creates a potential interest of study: how Generation Z’s 
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opinion forming and informing combines for decisions to be made? This body of work provides 

the initial insight into how college students at one major university seek and collect information 

from media sources and opinion leaders–specific to educating themselves about COVID-19 to 

inform their living and educational opportunities. This study added a dimension to this new 

frontline of adults: trust in opinion leaders, family, and self during their COVID-19 university 

experience, while also considering how the participants applied these relevancies to their own 

health behaviors. That is, who do these students choose to trust as a source for information? 

These pieces of information, along with the consideration of the applied practices as reported by 

the participants may potentially assist in forming, or confirming, communication practices with 

this generation. 

The University of Alabama Experience 

The University of Alabama (UA) chose to communicate the decision outcomes by 

sending emails to students with announcements from UANews@UA.EDU starting on March 12, 

2020. In this email, UA informed students classes would not be back in session until March 30. 

Students were mandated in this same email not to return to campus after the break. University 

administrators emailed students to stay away, to not retrieve their belongings from their dorm 

rooms, and not return to campus until further directions were communicated. As this plan of 

action was dispersed to current students, future students and their family members learned of 

upcoming campus changes too. The disseminated information probably concerned not just the 

current students, but perhaps the incoming freshmen and their expectations for their college 

experience plans, as well. A timeline of early COVID-19 events on the University of Alabama’s 

campus is included, see Appendix A. 
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For many incoming freshmen, plans may have been scrutinized for an alternative to 

attending college to wait for the slowing of the virus while institutions made accommodations. 

An example of this thought phenomenon was described by CNBC, “college campuses closed 

indefinitely,[and] many college-bound seniors are taking a gap year” (Dickler, 2020, Key 

Points). By school administrators not sharing strategies earlier for students to come (or return) to 

campus, it may have left incoming (and current) students questioning their trust in the university 

administrations—in this case, specifically the UA’s administration. Incoming students had paid 

application fees, met the academic standards to be admitted, received notification of acceptance, 

and began to build levels of expectations and a relationship of trust with the university as an 

institution. The virus had already made the radar of university administrators and now the 

students would be directly affected. Many students did not know what to expect during this 

break, as administrators were grappling with the hardest of decisions. For example, should 

students be notified of changes to campus before they leave? Should students be allowed to 

return to campus once the break was over? Would class modalities need to be addressed if the 

decision were made for students not to return to campus? How would graduations be recognized?  

Each of these scenarios carried different solutions based on resources available at different 

institutions. For instance, “Harvard University advised students not to return to campus after 

spring break” (Weintraub & Svrluga, 2020, para. 1) and undergraduate student classes switched 

to online modalities. Initially, these changes were felt to be an overreaction as there were no 

reported COVID-19 cases on the Harvard campus. However, less than a week later, professor of 

the practice of economic policy at the Harvard Kennedy School of Government, Jason Furman, 

tweeted: “Today we made the obviously right decision to ask our undergraduates not to return 

after spring break” (Weintraub & Svrluga, 2020, para. 18). Clemson University delayed May and 
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August graduation ceremonies until November 2020 (Graduation, 2020). The effects of the 

pandemic from spring are still reverberating through the academic calendar and into subsequent 

semesters. 

Overview of Document Contributions 

As noted, the pandemic has provided a situation to examine how young adults managed 

this situation, investigating their attitudes, behaviors, and expectations during Covid-19. In 

addition, the dissertation will explore the theoretical constructors of the theory of planned 

behavior and expectancy violation theory. The information gleaned may be a start to providing 

invaluable insight to how this population could be best communicated with for future pandemics 

(viral), weather crises (hurricane or tornado), or personal health choices/preventative health 

behaviors (minimizing sexually transmitted diseases through messaging about fewer sexual 

partners and/or increased usage of condoms). By researching these angles of the college-student 

experience, including the contributing factors for their decisions whether to participate in on-

campus education activities during a pandemic, perhaps the surveys and conversations will 

increase the awareness for the continued attention and implementation of health behaviors 

applied to many different situations.  

Through careful examination of students’ opinions, self-reporting, and planning choices 

for health behaviors, as well as students’ decisions for frequency of participation in on-campus 

educational activities, these data points of thoughts and actions could unlock answers on how to 

best communicate with college students. Additionally, this work may provide insight into the 

first generation of digital natives’ choices for identifying who (people)/or what (media resources) 

their opinion leaders are, by providing a glimpse into their media choices and who or what 

influences their subjective norms  and expectancies 
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The next chapter will outline the literature related to these topics and the potential overlap 

between the theory of planned behavior and expectancy violation theory, along with proposing 

hypotheses and research questions. Chapter 3 will detail the methodological information, which 

was a one-time survey to college students at one university education institution during the 

pandemic. The participants were not asked to participate in the study for comparison data as this 

event is based on the novelty of a first-time experience and adapting to experiences within a 

pandemic. Chapter 4 will provide the results of the data analysis and Chapter 5 will include 

discussion of the results, implications, and limitations.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

This section includes an overview of literature detailing two theories: Icek Ajzen’s theory 

of planned behavior (TPB) and Judee Burgoon’s expectancy violations theory (EVT) and their 

related concepts. Included in this discussion will be details of education experiences, health 

behaviors and the particulars of the university student environments - of class modalities, 

planned education activities, and health behaviors as practiced or offered to University of 

Alabama (UA) students. Additional information regarding media choices and student opinion 

leader(s) preferences will also be discussed. Finally, the research questions guiding this research 

are outlined. 

Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 

The theory of planned behavior (TPB), from Icek Ajzen, and the expectancy violations 

theory (EVT), coined by Judee Burgoon, are the primary focus areas for this study. To 

understand TPB more thoroughly, a first step is understanding how it originated. This social 

psychological theory originated from a limitation of another theory - Ajzen and Fishbein’s theory 

of reasoned action (TRA), in 1967 (Ajzen, 2012). The theory of reasoned action offered insight 

into how individuals perceived their own volition, or capacity to act on their own will/control  

(Ajzen & Madden, 1986). Ajzen was later able to identify that TRA tended to work poorly when 

applied in circumstances of which individuals did not have complete control of behaviors (Ajzen 

& Madden, 1986). Often, these behaviors are assigned a level of (perceived) control over a scale 

continuum, ranging from total control to total lack of control, (Glanz et al., 2015). Therefore, the 

main construct of perceived behavioral control is a key construct for the current study.  A person 
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has total perceived behavioral control or agency when there are no restrictions to the task 

wanting to be performed; perhaps, the needed tools and resources are available to adopt a 

specific behavior (Ham et al., 2015). Conversely, a person has no, or limited, control or agency 

when there are many or strong limitations to keep a person from adopting a behavior (Glanz et 

al., 2015). It was through the realization of these boundaries that Ajzen was able to add the third 

element to TRA: perceived behavioral control 

Key Constructs of TPB  

For the purposes of the current research, these beliefs, along with their definitions (as 

applied through TPB), and how they fit within the responding population of interest, are listed 

below. 

Perceived Behavioral Control is commonly defined as, “The perceived ease or 

difficulty in performing a behavior” (McDonald & Sommers, 2016, p. 4; Ajzen, 1991). That is, 

what are some of the barriers and or conveniences that individuals perceived during COVID-19 

on a university campus when they attempted to attend classes or educational activities?  Potential 

examples of these items include their ability to wash hands regularly and to remain isolated if 

they feel unwell. Perceived behavioral control is related to one’s level of self-efficacy (Bandura, 

2004), which can also be applied through to health behaviors. As part of TPB, this study employs 

an established scale of general self-efficacy. Buckworth defines self-efficacy as “belief in your 

capability to organize and execute actions that will lead to a specific outcome” (Buckworth, 

2017, para. 1).  

In a study published in 2006, to predict mammography participation, self-efficacy was 

found to be the strongest predictor of intention (Tolma et al., 2006). For this study, we examined 
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general self-efficacy and efficacy related specifically to COVID-19 behaviors separately to 

gauge their individual effectiveness. 

Attitude is defined as an individual’s judgement, either positive or negative, toward their 

behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). This suggests that individuals have a specific viewpoint or opinion 

about a specific behavior, which influences their ability to perform that behavior (Lin et al., 

2017). For example, if their views about the recommended health behaviors by the CDC or UA 

are negative, these negative attitudes could lead to negative behavioral outcomes. Similarly, 

views about media sources or university information may also link with behavioral intention. 

Subjective norms are defined as the influential people in one’s life who encourage the 

individual to partake in positive behaviors (Lin et al., 2020) or actions. These are often parents, 

friends or other mentors who have significant influence on the individual. Additionally, Ajzen 

further details subjective norms as, “perceived social pressure to perform or not to perform the 

behavior” (Ajzen, 1991, p. 188). 

Behavioral intention is often employed as the dependent or outcome variable within 

TPB, as it is in the current study. Intention is defined by Pasick et al. as “motivation to engage in 

a particular behavior ” (Pasick et al., 2009, p. 92S). Ajzen’s work details  behavioral intention as 

“Intentions are assumed to capture the motivational factors that influence a behavior” (Ajzen, 

1991, p. 181) and then further as “behavioral intention can find expression in behavior only if the 

behavior in question is under volitional control” (Ajzen, 1991, p. 181). Once intention has been 

established for a behavior, it is more likely that individuals will participate in a behavior (Senger 

et al., 2017) (Ajzen, 1991). What is the intended behavior that these constructs above will 

predict?   
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 The above constructs, attitude toward a behavior, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991) are all predictors leading to a desired behavior (LaMorte, 

2019). In this work, they were applied to university students making decisions regarding their 

education activity choices and on-campus health behaviors. To sum up, the following presents a 

general process of TPB, as employed in the study:   

• Personal attitude: Do I want to do (a specific action)?  

• Subjective norm: Do other people want me to do (a specific action)? 

• Perceived behavioral control: Do I have the necessary ability to do (a specific action)? 

(Ham et al., 2015; Ajzen, 1991).  

The more factors respondents report in consideration of their actions, the stronger the 

intention of performing a behavior should be. Potentially, participants reporting a higher 

likelihood, higher frequency, or higher preference regarding an action, will also indicate a higher 

level of intention toward engaging in that behavior (Ajzen, 1991).  

  When relating TPB with communication, one can assess attitudes potentially are 

influenced by different mass communication media and/or opinion leaders. These attributes then 

potentially influence levels of efficacy and then ultimately intentions by the participants. Prior 

tests of TPB have shown higher levels of intention lead to behavior actions (Ajzen, 1985). The 

very pieces of communication that are resourced create the constructs of TPB. 

Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT) 

 The second theory of focus, EVT, by Judee Burgoon, originated in the discipline of 

communication as an interpersonal theory for non-verbal communication (Burgoon, 1978; 

Burgoon, 2015). This theory’s original purpose was to assist in predicting and explaining how 

non-verbal behavior of perceived violations in communication create certain effects (Burgoon, 
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1978). That is, often individuals use others behaviors to inform their own actions, and Burgoon 

argues that in some cases violations of those expected behaviors can be more informative than 

confirmations of those expected behaviors (Burgoon, 2015; Burgoon & Hale, 1988). 

 More succinctly, “People have expectations of others’ nonverbal communication” 

(Houser, 2005, p. 217). Constructs are listed and defined below as through the parameters of 

EVT and when applied to the population of this study.  

Expectation(s) is defined as expectation as a planned outcome (Bandura, 2004), often 

based on social norms (Burgoon, 1978; Burgoon & Hale, 1988). For the purposes of this current 

study, a question to be asked is if it was perceived for by the participants if their expectations (as 

self-reported by the students) placed on them were being met?  

 (Communicator) reward valence was defined as  the “sum of positive and negative 

attributes brought to the encounter” (Griffin, 2012, p. 92).  Burgoon further describes the usage 

of communicator reward valence as affecting “communication patterns and outcomes by itself 

and in combination with violation characteristics” (Burgoon, 2015, p. 6). For this study, the 

construct examines how much trust the individual has in themselves and their university to meet 

their expectations, as trust or lack of trust can be viewed as a positive or negative attribute. 

Violation valence was defined as the receiver’s response to the expectation (+, -) not 

being met through communication (Houser, 2005; Burgoon, 2015). Again, expectation violations 

can be perceived positively or negatively (Griffin, 2012). An example in the current study of a 

positive expectation violation was if the participant planned to attend a sporting event in person. 

A positive violation of this situation would be if a respondent reports being able to obtain UA 

football game tickets - the crowd was smaller, but they may have felt better students were spread 
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out instead of piled on top of each other. A negative expectation violation example would be a 

student reporting signing up for a hybrid class and the class meeting all but 2 times via Zoom.  

 EVT works to outline what people are expected to do in interpersonal interactions 

(Burgoon, 2015). When expectations are not met, this creates the before mentioned violation, 

which are often based on social norms. Afifi and Metts explored Sally Planalp’s and James 

Honeycutt’s 1985 work further regarding interpersonal relationships (Afifi & Metts, 1998). 

When social norms are violated, individuals do not act in the way anticipated by the 

communicator. Therefore, certain behaviors can have different impacts on interpersonal 

relationships, such as criticism, transgressions or even gestures of inclusion (Afifi & Metts, 

1998). When expectations are violated in a positive manner, the receiver obtained more or was 

provided better quality of the desired item. This, too, is considered an expectancy violation 

(Bogomoletc & Lee, 2021).  

Outcomes considered in this theory include credibility, persuasion and smooth 

interactions by the receivers and the communicators (Burgoon, 2015). All these outcomes are 

based on human interactions and the perceived attitude of the communication from the originator 

and then interpreted by the receiver (Burgoon, 2015). What cannot be evaluated is if the original 

intent of the communication was found to be perceived by the receiver in the same viewpoint. 

This difference in perception can then lead to expectations not being met by either party; thus, an 

expectation has not been met and an expectancy violation has then occurred (Burgoon, 2015; 

Griffin, 2012). 

To further explain the relationship between the constructs of EVT with communication, it 

is necessary to understand that violation r valence (+, -) and expectancies are potentially built 

from communication resources of people (subjective norms) and mass communication sources 
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while attitudes toward experiences are also garnered from these same constructs. This suggests 

that these two theories have some similar constructs that warrant further exploration. 

Overlap of TPB and EVT 

One of the key questions within this research is to explore if any overlap exists between 

TPB and EVT. In reviewing the key constructs above, it would appear that some of the 

constructs are working in the same way to produce behavioral outcomes. By isolating some of 

the components from each theory for further explanation, it becomes clear how the components 

appear similar. For instance, TPB’s concept of attitude toward a behavior “is assumed to be a 

function of readily accessible beliefs regarding the behavior’s likely consequences” (Ajzen, 

2020). These behavioral beliefs are then evaluated by the individual in either a positive or 

negative direction. Once this association is made and a positive or negative connotation is 

employed by the individual, this extension can also be described as violation valence (+, -), 

which appears in Burgoon’s EVT (Yang et al., 2020). That is, the perceived evaluation of an 

attitude in TPB is similar to Burgoon’s violation valence, which suggests that the evaluation is a 

valence of an expectancy. Both could predict the behavioral outcome. 

The next example of overlap is based on Ajzen’s concept of subjective norms, or belief 

that someone important to the individual will support a specific behavior or action (de Leeuw et 

al., 2015). This project includes an examination of subjective norms, or normative beliefs. A 

normative belief  “is the expectation or subjective probability that a given referent individual or 

group approves or disapproves of performing the behavior under consideration” (Ajzen, 2020, p. 

315). Examples of these referent relationships are friends, parents, significant others, university 

president or even a personal physician. These are typical relationships within the social circle for 

undergraduate university students. An example of this is if a university student would attend a 
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face-to-face seminar because their parents would approve versus not attending a face-to-face 

seminar because their parent’s belief the opportunity is too risky during COVID-19. It also 

shows a potential of mixed messaging to the student because the university is offering the 

seminar in a face-to-face forum. This example quickly moves from being an opinion perceived 

from a university student about his/her/they parents and into EVT’s definition of expectancy . 

That is, a normative belief on a college campus is that classes will meet in person—it is an 

expectation set by social norms and by most who attend college. However, what is a social norm 

and an expectation during COVID-19? 

The overlapping of the two theories is shown below in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1: Overlap of Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and Expectancy Violations Theory 
(EVT) 
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Research Questions (RQ):  

 This dissertation proposes two main lines of inquiry: first, the overall examination of how 

students at the one major university navigated the COVID-19 pandemic; and second, how this 

environment provided a vehicle to exam the overlap of two long-standing communication 

theories. This study employed the student population at the University of Alabama in Spring 

2021 to learn about how students gathered information, evaluated their behaviors and university 

directives during a semester of higher-education learning. Using an online survey, data were 

gathered in an attempt to link the key concepts within TPB and EVT, along with their predictive 

power. 

As previously noted, the COVID-19 environment was unprecedented in most areas - 

certainly on a university campus. Both the students and administration were sent scrambling to 

figure out how to be the least disruptive to student education. There was no road map to follow, 

so institutions communicated with students, parents, faculty, and staff through various means - 

information websites, email, and texts, for example. The University of Alabama announced on 

March 12, 2020, that students would not return after the scheduled Spring Break, which began 

the following day. For many students, this meant anything left in their campus homes was not 

retrievable until further notice was given. It was a time of much uncertainty.  

 Given that backdrop, this study employs one key dependent variable of behavioral 

intention - participating in on-campus educational activities. When students come to campus, 

there is a general expectation that classes will be held in person and that a vibrant on-campus life 

is available. In viewing the university experience through a normative lens, campus life generally 

includes various group engagement opportunities, including social events, fraternity/sorority 

activities, student clubs, academic lectures, and an engaging nightlife. Specifically for the 

University of Alabama, moderate temperatures and several competitive sports teams adds to the 
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appeal for many students. It follows that most students on campus expect and plan to engage in 

various in-person educational activities.  

This dissertation evaluated the key constructs of the well-established theories of TPB and 

EVT.  To perform that evaluation, the constructs first need to be empirically tested to ensure 

their veracity within this situation of COVID-19. That is, do the six constructs that have been 

developed as part of the two theories have positive relationships with behavioral intention - in 

this case, participation in on-campus educational activities? However, the researcher proposes 

that these constructs may work in concert with each other as well to have predictive power that 

may be different than their individual roles. Therefore, this study also investigated how these six 

constructs work together, with the expectation that some overlap exists among these constructs.  

 Based on those ideas and the above literature, two research questions were proposed: 

RQ1: What is the relationship among the six theoretical constructs on an individual’s intended 

participation in on-campus educational activities (behavioral intention)? 

a. Perceived behavioral control 

b. Attitudes 

c. Subjective norms 

d. Expectancy outcomes 

e. Communicator reward valence 

f. Violation valence 

RQ2: Among the six key theoretical constructs employed within the theory of planned behavior 

and expectancy violations theory, when combined, which have predictive power over 

participation in on-campus educational activities? 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD 

In this study, we used a survey to measure participant behaviors, attitudes and 

experiences. The survey consisted of true/false statements, sliding number gauges, Likert scales, 

and demographic items. Most answer choices for the respondent were unforced and participants 

were able to skip questions if they did not wish to answer. The survey questions were developed 

using existing scales and measures applied from studies on Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior 

(TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) and Burgoon’s expectancy violations theory (EVT) (Burgoon, 1978). 

The participants for this study were recruited from the University of Alabama in 

Tuscaloosa, Alabama. The population of interest was undergraduate students registered at the 

university. Initially, recruitment was limited to those who had access to participate in a college of 

the university’s Sona Systems subject pool. Later, recruitment decisions were made to widen the 

access to the survey to potentially reach more participants (discussed below). Participants were 

asked to answer survey questions about their student involvement and skills within their 

experiences regarding COVID-19.  

 This study was reliant on the population of undergraduate students for participants. While 

many researchers and academics are not willing to consider university students who are 

participating in studies for class credit as a credible source population, this study needed a 

university population to understand best how to communicate during times of crisis within this 

popular environment. When the need arises to evacuate, calm, or re-focus a campus population, 

the procedures to do so should be informed by data from a similar peer group within a similar 
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environment. College campuses can be viewed as their own microcosm. Campuses have already 

been dealing with weather issues, accidental deaths, suicides, and now pandemics.  

Pilot Study 

 To inform this study, two pilot studies were executed to gain the best language and 

experiences of the population of interest (see Appendix B for specific wording). The first pilot 

study was administered during the summer term to an online mass communication introductory 

class. This group of pilot test participants is representative of the population of interest for this 

study. Questions were then adapted, and a second pilot survey was performed with a fall 

semester of undergraduate students at UA. In addition, two students provided information and 

insight into their own experiences of having been diagnosed with COVID-19 during the fall 

semester. The two students explained the process and questions they had about being tested and 

having to quarantine during their experience. These conversations were invaluable as they were 

able to articulate their own points of concern while describing what they perceived as working 

(or not working) through their own process. These conversations were used to mimic their 

experiences within the survey instrument. After the pilot studies were compiled, a final version 

of the survey instrument was created in Qualtrics. 

Recruitment 

The first participant recruitment tool was UA’s Sona Systems program. Undergraduate 

level students were signed up through different classes offered by the College of Communication 

& Information Sciences. Students enrolled in classes through this college may be required to 

participate in research to meet a class requirement for class credit. Students volunteer to 

participate in this choice of research option. The screening requirements noted that the survey 
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was available only in English and that students needed to be at least 18 years of age. The 

instrument was approved through UA’s IRB protocol system (see Appendix E). 

To reach as many students as possible for participation, the researcher sought out 

additional offices on campus. Various offices agreed to share a recruitment email, although 

overall participation was less-than-ideal. Of the 116 surveys started for this study, 75 were 

completed resulting in a final sample size of 75 UA students. 

Basic Sample Descriptives: The participant population pool was asked to identify their 

gender with 71.2% self-reporting as female; and race with 85.3% self-reporting as 

Caucasian/white. Participants were asked whether they live off/on-campus, with 66% self-

reporting as living off-campus this semester. They were asked whether they were asked to 

quarantine due to exposure to COVID-19, with 54.7% self-reporting they did not quarantine due 

to exposure (at the point of participation in the survey). They were asked whether they had been 

quarantined due to having COVID-19, with 72% (at the point of participating in the survey) 

reporting they did not quarantine due to having COVID-19.  

Measures: Dependent Variable 

The main dependent variable in this analysis was one’s willingness to participate in 

education-related activities. Respondents were asked 16 questions about participating in different 

styles of class modalities such as face-to-face (social), hybrid (slightly socially distant), and 

online structures (social distance), along with questions about attending social and athletic events 

that would have them interacting with other people. These questions were combined into a 

summative index (of participation in on-campus educational activities) (M = 25.81, SD = 5.33, 

Cronbach’s α = .79). Examples of these questions included if during the current semester 

participants had attended a live campus sports events in person or watched a televised campus 
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sports event from a dorm or apartment). Another example was spending time on the Quad with 

friends or spending time on the Quad alone (see Appendix D for the full battery of questions). 

Measures: Independent Variables 

The independent variables of interest focus on the six theoretical constructs from the two 

theories discussed previously. Some constructs were operationalized using multiple variables to 

best capture those ideas. Listed below are the constructs of applied measurement to the 

independent variables. Appendix D has a full list of the battery of questions, along with their 

means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s alpha. 

Perceived Behavioral Control: This complex construct was split into three dimensions 

as part of the operationalization process. Each dimension is first clearly defined and labeled, with 

specific measurement to follow. The three dimensions were: a) Perceived control, which was 

defined as ways that individuals could demonstrate their own agency within the COVID-19 

environment through their health behaviors; b) General self-efficacy, proposed by Tolma et al., 

(2006), which focused on an individual’s belief that they have resources and ability to manage 

(Tolma et al., 2006) the COVID-19 environment; and c) Frequency of planning, which examines 

the kinds of planning and proactivity an individual has to prevent or react (Lin et al., 2020) to a 

COVID-19 diagnosis. 

Perceived control was measured by questions asking participants whether they felt they 

could make their own decisions for health behaviors in their daily living. A five-item battery of 

questions asked if participants could quarantine if they felt sick, if they were tested for COVID-

19, if they wash their hands for a full 20 seconds, use hand sanitizer and if they could stay home 

if they felt ill (M = 20.91, SD = 3.93, Cronbach’s α = .79). These items, measured on a 1 to 5 
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item scale, where 1 was never and 5 was always, were combined into a summative index, 

perceived control (see Appendix C for the full list of questions). 

General self-efficacy measures were adapted from the general self-efficacy scale, in its 

original form of 10 questions, with a 4-choice response format for participants to choose which 

level best describes their self-identified perceptions to each statement, which were combined into 

a summative index (M = 31.85, SD = 5.1, Cronbach’s α = .89). The questions were evaluated by 

participants to describe the frequency each of the statements described to their own self. The four 

answer choices are not at all true, hardly true, moderately true, and exactly true (Schwarzer & 

Jerusalem, 1995) for participants to self-evaluate such statements as, “I can always manage to 

solve difficult problems if I try hard enough” and “If someone opposes me, I can find the means 

and ways to get what I want.” The adaptation made to the GSE scale was adding the preface to 

each statement, “When thinking about potential problems that could affect me during this 

pandemic” (see Appendix C for the full list of questions). 

Frequency of Planning: This variable examined how individuals specifically planned for 

a health behavior situation, such as exposure to COVID-19. The original scale used four items, 

and the responses were based on a Likert scale battery of 5 choices (Lin et al., 2020). The 1-5 

scale, where one means strongly disagree and five means strongly agree, was combined into a 

summative index (M = 16.03, SD = 4.08, Cronbach’s α = .94). The referenced original scale 

carried a Cronbach’s α = .91, in Lin, et al.’s 2020 work about study participants’ help-seeking 

behaviors of sexual problems in women with heart failure. The wording was slightly changed 

from the original survey questions to the current study, by adding an overall initial statement of: 

Listed below are different ways you might plan your processes about COVID situations that 

could occur. Then, the original survey questions were presented: I have made a detailed plan 
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about (when to seek help, where to seek help, how to seek help, etc.). Respondents were asked to 

list their level of agreement for the four statements (see Appendix C for the full list of questions).  

Attitudes: The construct of attitudes was operationalized into three dimensions. Ajzen’s 

construct defined attitudes as an evaluation of a behavior (Ajzen, 1991), so opinions regarding 

certain ideas would better inform one’s behavioral intention. The three dimensions were; 1) 

General Health Behaviors during COVID-19, which asked respondents for their perceptions of 

COVID-19 recommended health behaviors; 2) UA Media Sources, which asked respondents to 

provide insight about the types and frequency of UA media choices they utilize to gain 

knowledge and information about COVID-19 to influence their own decisions regarding health 

behaviors and planning their education participation choices; and 3) Other media sources, which 

asked respondents to provide insight about the types and frequency of non-UA media choices 

they utilize to gain knowledge and information about COVID-19 to influence their own 

decisions regarding health behaviors and planning their education participation choices. 

In measuring general health behaviors, the survey asked three sets of questions, 

comprised of 15 total items, asking what direct actions the participant took to minimize the 

spread of COVID-19, what available resources are provided by the university, and actions the 

participant took if they thought they were exposed to COVID-19.  These 15 items, measured on a 

1 to 5 scale, where 1 was never and 5 was always, were combined into a summative index called 

general health behaviors (M = 53.52, SD = 8.32, Cronbach’s α = .77). Examples include how 

frequently participants stand 6 feet apart, whether they have access to sinks for handwashing, and 

whether they wear a mask (see Appendix C for the full battery of questions).  

UA media sources was measured by asking participants to answer a set of questions 

comprised of 5 items based on UA-created media sources, which was combined into a 
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summative index (M = 12.83, SD = 5.00, Cronbach’s α = .83).  Examples of the types of media 

sources included: the UA COVID-19 training webpages, informational emails, and emails sent 

out under the name from President Dr. Stuart Bell. The questions were asked in a Likert scale 

format, with a scale of 1-5, ranging from never to always. All participants had access to the UA 

media sources inquired about in the survey as they were either posted on the UA main webpage 

for access or sent directly to participant’s UA student email (see Appendix C for the full battery 

of questions). 

The index other media sources was measured through questions to participants about 

seeking information about COVID-19 from mainstream media sources. This scale was a single 

section of 11 items combined into a summative index (M = 20.81, SD = 7.87, Cronbach’s α = 

.82). Examples of these sources included items such as digital signs, government health websites, 

and newspapers. The questions were asked in a Likert scale format, with a scale of 1-5, ranging 

from low as always and high as never. The items were reversed coded to one being never and 

five being always (see Appendix C for full battery of questions). 

Subjective Norms was operationalized to focus on the type of influential relationships and 

individuals that a participant has in his/her life. Respondents were asked six questions asking 

how often they seek opinions from different social relationships regarding whether they should 

participate in on-campus educational activities (see Appendix C for a full battery of questions). 

These items, measured on a 1 to 5 item scale, where 1 was never and 5 was always, were 

combined into a summative index called opinion leaders (M = 14.50, SD = 3.96, Cronbach’s α = 

.65). Relationship examples included church members, employers, friends, grandparents, 

medical professionals (not related to the participant) and parents. While the Cronbach’s α did not 

reach the goal of .70, it is important to consider the relationships mentioned are relevant to the 
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university undergraduate population and perhaps the inconsistency came from a different source 

such as the availability of said relationships during a pandemic. Some scholars have noted that 

small sample sizes and specialized populations can artificially lower those scores 

(Spiliotopoulou, 2009). 

Expectancy outcomes were defined as the planned outcomes that the participants were 

seeking. These were operationalized by asking participants what on-campus educational 

activities they planned to participate in next semester. These 16 items were called next semester 

activities and included questions about attending classes, social events, and sports events within 

the next semester. These were combined into a summative index (M = 62.001, SD = 7.98, 

Cronbach’s α = .69). This scale was created to be identical to the current semester of activities 

(see Appendix C for full battery of questions). This Cronbach’s α did not meet the goal of .70. 

However, given the uncertainty of the pandemic, participants may have had difficulty answering 

this question about a future semester. In the current state of living, many activities are hard to 

plan. Respondents were not asked if they would be attending the university in the next semester, 

nor was next semester defined as the researcher did not want to impede the thoughts process of 

respondents by differentiating as if they saw an upcoming summer semester as their next 

semester or if they were taking the summer session off and would be viewing their next semester 

as the fall semester.  

Communicator reward valence was operationalized through a battery of questions asking 

participants to rate how well their expectations had been met regarding COVID-19 precautions 

and directives from the university. Examples of questions included inquiries regarding 

expectations related to campus changes in activities after the semester started and expectations of 

participant’s own sense of their social life. The survey questions were worded in a 5-point Likert 
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scale format of 1-5, with 1 being defined as “Far short of expectations” and 5 defined as “Far 

exceeds expectations” (see Appendix C for the full list of questions). The six items were 

combined into a summative index (M = 17.08, SD = 4.23, Cronbach’s α = .72).  

 Finally, Violation Valence was operationalized into two separate dimensions: 1) Truth, 

which asked respondents to rate their perception of how truthful they felt sources of information 

to be: and 2) Disappointment, which asked participants to rate their level of disappointment 

among their sources of information. Truth violation valence: Participants were asked about three 

relationships in connection to them—UA, family and self. Using a sliding scale of 0-100, 

participants were asked to rate how truthful they thought the source was being to them. The 

decision not to define who UA is to the participant was intentional as this was not a survey about 

branding or public relations. The researcher also opted not to define family to the participants as 

each person defines family within their own experience and realm.  It is a study about how 

participants were assigning meaning to the stated relationships and truth. The questions were 

presented as a sliding arrow on a number bar with numbers 0-100 marked, with 0, on the left, 

described on the survey as, “The further left the slider is, the less truthful you feel the source has 

been. The further right the slider is, the more truthful you feel the source has been.”  

The assigned response numbers were then placed into segments of 0-20, 21-40, 41-60, 

61-80, and 81-100.The items was then recoded to low representing more truth, which allowed it 

to match the directionality of the disappointment violation valence, outlined below. Although 

truth and disappointment are oppositional in meaning, it was easier in comparison to have them 

operating analytically in the same way. This was then converted into the summative index of 

truth violation valence (M = 14.17, SD = 4.90, Cronbach’s α = .64). While the Cronbach’s α did 

not reach the goal of .70, it is important to consider the relationships mentioned are relevant to 
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the university undergraduate population and perhaps the inconsistency came from a different 

source such as the availability of said relationships during a pandemic.  

 Similarly, Disappointment violation valence was measured by asking participants about 

their level of disappointment in how each of the three relationships communicated reliable 

information to them regarding COVID-19. The three relationships were UA, family, and self. 

The questions were presented as a sliding arrow on a number bar with numbers 0-100 marked, 

with 0 described on the survey as, “The further left you slide the arrow the less disappointed you 

feel the source has been. The further right the slider is, the more disappointment you feel from 

the source.” The assigned response numbers were then placed into segments of 0-20, 21-40, 41-

60, 61-80, and 81-100.  This was then converted into the summative index of disappointment 

violation valence (M = 7.85, SD = 3.80, Cronbach’s α = .77). 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

Below are the findings using bi-variate correlations and regression. The dependent 

variable of interest was participation in on-campus education activities. 

The first research question examined the relationships among the six key constructs 

within the theory of planned behavior and expectancy violation theory upon the behavioral 

intention variable of participation in on-campus educational activities. Among those constructs, 

three included multi-dimensional measures, which were tested through linear regression. The 

remaining three were unidimensional scales and were tested through a bivariate correlation. 

Specifically, in RQ1, a there was an examination of perceived behavioral control, which was 

operationalized in three dimensions of self-efficacy, perceived control, and frequency of 

planning on participation in on-campus educational activities. Results are presented in Table 1. 

Results indicated a significant and positive relationship for the general self-efficacy construct 

(standardized β = .26, p = .037) and for perceived control construct (standardized β = .38, p = 

.002). Frequency of planning was not significant (standardized β = -.08, p = .52). The model was 

significant (R2 = .18, p = .01). This analysis and all others of this study used SPSS version 25. 

Table 1: Linear Regression of Perceived Control on Participation in On-Campus Education 
Activities 

Variable B SE  t p R2   
Constant 38.40 10.93 3.51 .001** .18**   
General self-efficacy .57 .27 2.14 .04*    
Frequency of planning -.23 .35 -.65 .52    
Control of health behaviors .99 .34 2.94 .005**     
Note. N= 75.   

     
** = p < .01, * = p < .05        
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RQ1b examined the construct of attitudes, also operationalized in three dimensions of 

general healthy behaviors, UA media sources and other media sources. These were loaded into a 

linear regression where the dependent variable was participation in on-campus educational 

activities. Results indicated a significant, positive relationship only for UA media sources 

(standardized β = .42, p = .01). Results for general health behaviors (standardized β = .02, p = 

.90) and other media (standardized β = .18, p = .32) were not significant. The model was 

significant (R2 = .27, p = .01). 

Table 2: Linear Regression of Attitudes on Participation in On-Campus Education Activities 

Variable B SE  t p R2  
Constant 55.42 10.20 5.44 .001** .27**  
General health 
behaviors .03 .23 .13 .90 

  
UA media source .93 .35 2.68 .01**   
Other media source .26 .26 1.00 .32    
Note. N= 75.   

    
** = p < .01, * = p < .05       

 

  

RQ1cde examined the constructs of subjective norms (measured through opinion 

leaders), expectancy outcomes (measured through participation in on-campus education activities 

next semester) and communicator reward valence. As these were unidimensional constructs, all 

were measured through bivariate correlations with participation in on-campus educational 

activities. No significant relationship was found between subjective norms and on-campus 

educational activities (r = .24, p = .09). However, significant results were found for expectancy 

outcomes (r = .65, p = .001) and communicator reward valence (r = .41, p = .001). 
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RQ1f examined the construct of violation valence, which was also operationalized in two 

dimensions of truth violation valence and disappointment violation valence. These were loaded 

into a linear regression where the dependent variable was participation in on-campus educational 

activities. Results indicated a significant, negative relationship for truth violation valence 

(standardized β = -.42, p = .002), which means that when participants deemed information from 

sources to be more truthful, they reported engaging in fewer on-campus activities. Results for 

disappointment violation valence were not significant (standardized β = .02, p = .90). The model 

was significant (R2 = .18, p = .01). 

 
Table 3: Linear Regression of Violation Valence on Participation in On-Campus Education 

Variable B SE  t p R2 
Constant 82.94 4.09 20.29 .001** .18** 
Disappoint violation valence .04 .37 .12 .90  
Truth violation valence -1.62 .50 -3.22 .002**   
Note. N= 75.   

   
** = p < .01      

 

 

RQ2 examined the relationships among the six key constructs with the dependent 

variable of participation in on-campus educational activities when all were working in tandem. A 

multiple regression was conducted with all 11 independent variables of interest on the dependent 

variable. The results are presented in Table 4. The model was significant (R2 = .90, p = .001). 

Statistically significant results were found for the construct of perceived behavioral control, 

including dimensions of general self-efficacy (standardized β = .39, p = .013) and perceived 

control during COVID-19 (standardized β = .48, p = .004). In addition, statistically significant 

results were found for expectancy outcomes (standardized β = .68, p = .001) and one dimension 
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of the attitudes construct—other media sources (standardized β = -.29, p = .042). It is noteworthy 

that the findings for other media sources was negative, indicating that those who had negative 

attitudes toward use of non-UA media reported participating on more on-campus activities.  

 

Table 4: Multiple Regression Examining Key Constructs on Participation in On-Campus 
Educational Activities 

Variable   B SE   β t p R2  
      .001 .90  
Constant  -14.86 12.94   .27   
Attitudes         
  General health 
behaviors -.02 .17 -.12 -.13 .90   
  UA media  .11 .29 .06 .37 .72   
  Other media  -.52 .23 -.29 -2.26 .04   
Subjective 
norms         
  Opinion 
leaders  .37 .28 .15 1.34 .20   
Perceived behavioral control       
  Control of health 
behaviors 1.24 .36 .48 3.50 .004   
  General self-efficacy .84 .29 .38 2.90 .01   
  Frequency of planning -.54 .29 -.24 -1.86 .09   
Violation 
valence         
  Disappoint  .07 .35 .03 .20 .84   
  Truth  -.39 .44 -.10 -.90 .38   
Expectancy outcome        
  Next semester  .82 .19 .68 4.45 .001   
Com. reward valence        
  Com. reward valence .03 .35 .02 .09 .93    
Note. N = 75.         
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 

In this dissertation, the dual theories of the theory of planned behavior and expectancy 

violation theory were explored, particularly with respect to how they intermingle to explain 

behavioral intentions. Set against the backdrop of an unprecedented pandemic of COVID-19 on a 

college campus, the study focused on how college students responded by planning, acting, and 

seeking sources of information to help them make decisions for themselves. Findings from the 

present study suggest that respondents who felt they had more perceived control over their 

behaviors, higher expectancy outcomes, and a negative attitude about mass media usage were 

more likely to engage in on-campus educational activities. In addition, findings indicated a clear 

theoretical connection between these two well-established communication-based theories.  A 

discussion of these findings is presented. 

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) has been applied to many subjects, populations, 

and study designs. Research over the years has demonstrated the resiliency of Ajzen’s (Ajzen, 

2011) work and the breadth of usage. Some may argue that it is no longer necessary to relate to 

additional subjects. However, it is imperative to understand that humans are continuously being 

exposed to new and different experiences. For this reason, the application of TPB is relevant for 

further research studies. In this vein, it is important to discover if new experiences are re-shaping 

how people react within the confines of a potential experience, such as a crisis like the current 

pandemic. The experience of a pandemic from the perspective of a pool of undergraduate college 

students falls well within the parameters of why TPB should continue to be explored. The new 
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COVID-19 environment has set the scene with new challenges for college students’ attitudes, 

subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control, as this present study worked to discover 

information through the lens of the college students’ experience. While this list of intangible 

traits formed the current study, the factoring of media influences on these traits was also 

considered. Optimistically, this study takes TPB a step further by evaluating its key constructs in 

tandem with expectancy violations theory.  

Connections between the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and Expectancy Violations 
Theory (EVT) 

The conceptual linkages found between the theory of planned behavior and expectancy 

violations theory is the key contribution of this dissertation. The findings indicated that three of 

the six constructs from the two theories were significant predictors of participation in on-campus 

educational activities. For review, this analysis found that the concepts of perceived behavioral 

control and attitudes from TPB were found to be significant predictors, as was the expectancy 

outcome construct from EVT. Broadly, this suggests support for the idea that more review of 

these theories together is needed.  

 As previously, the theory of planned behavior evolved from the theory of reasoned 

action. Ajzen argued that an individual’s perceived behavioral control was a stronger factor in 

motivating an individual to engage in a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). It follows then that perceived 

control during COVID-19 and general self-efficacy - both dimensions of perceived behavioral 

control in this analysis - were significant predictors. The definition of perceived behavioral 

control focuses on how much agency an individual believes they have over their behaviors 

(McDonald & Sommers, 2016). The dimension of self-efficacy examined an individual’s 

perceived agency on a general level, while perceived control during COVID-19 focused on 
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behaviors related to pandemic guidelines (e.g. handwashing and isolating). Prior work by Tolma 

et al., (2006), for example, has found that general self-efficacy has been a strong predictor for 

health behaviors, so this finding supports their work. 

 However, it is noteworthy that in addition to general self-efficacy, a specific dimension 

of behavioral agency related to COVID-19 was also significant. Given the unprecedented nature 

of COVID-19, along with the population of young adults, this result warrants some discussion. 

In effect, these results indicate that one’s efficaciousness on a general level does not necessarily 

translate to their efficaciousness as it relates to COVID-19 behaviors. One way to consider this 

finding is through the lens of recent work by Xue et al. (2021) regarding self-efficacy levels 

during the lockdown period. That study indicated that self-efficacy among new parents (to an 

infant up to three months of age) was lower during the pandemic lockdown than for other new 

parents (up to three months of age) before or after the lockdown period (Xue et al., 2021). While 

starting at a university is a different scenario than parenting, there are several potential 

similarities: responsibility for daily living, decision making in an ongoing and changing 

atmosphere, young adulthood, and the overall COVID-19 experience. One could make the 

argument that new university students were in some ways “parenting” themselves for health, 

academic success, and daily living activities.  

The dimensions proposed in this dissertation, self-efficacy and behavioral agency, had 

two separate and distinct influences on one’s participation in on-campus educational activities. 

The two variables were also not significantly correlated (r = .05, p = .65). It appears that while 

these young adults may have felt self-sufficient in managing the challenges of their daily lives, 

the parameters and uncertainty surrounding COVID-19 concerned them in some ways. This 

finding was supported by Xue et al.’s findings, as those scholars also suggested that the period of 
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lockdown for COVID-19 had some unique influence on self-efficacy, which also appears to be 

the case in the current study. The current study did not consider the timing of lockdown, as the 

university environment was an open choice for the participants to make when considering their 

post-secondary path. The potential long-term effects of the lockdown on undergraduate college 

students would be an interest topic for a different study and could be examined with a 

comparison study post COVID-19 and an undergraduate student population. 

 Attitudes was the next construct with significant findings in this research. This construct 

also hails from TPB and was defined as an evaluation of a behavior (Lin et al., 2017). In TPB, 

attitudes about behavioral intention are said to reinforce behaviors that may occur or may be 

avoided, as suggested by Gao et al. in work with Asian populations and predicting exercise (Gao 

et al., 2020). Those scholars found that Chinese patients with Type 2 Diabetes were more likely 

to exercise when they had a positive view of their identity. In the current research, the findings 

indicated that individuals with negative attitudes about other media sources (non-UA media) 

were more likely to participate in on-campus educational activities.  

This inverse relationship (negative attitude increases participation) makes sense upon 

reflection. Mainstream media were consistently sending messages to follow federal guidelines 

during COVID-19 by wearing masks, maintaining a social distance, and getting vaccinated 

(Vraga & Bode, 2021). Other messages, however, may have been misleading. Vraga and Bode 

(2020) examined some of the misinformation graphics and found those mixed messages to be 

confusing for some. Perhaps these mixed messages contributed to the actions of some 

participants in this study, although mainstream media influence was beyond the scope of the 

current study. Overall, the insight of Vraga and Bode suggests as more information about the 

effects of COVID-19 become available, media messages may need to be examined further.  
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As noted, many of the participation activities examined here involved engagement with 

groups (e.g., attending sports events, face-to-face classes). During COVID-19, these were not the 

directives provided through the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). In fact, the 

CDC followed the guidance of the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) when it 

came to reviewing a sub-population of those who would be directly affected by COVID-19 

(Atherstone et al., 2021). The CDC opted to follow COVID-19 mitigation practices for college 

and university student athletes (who were also potential participants through the current study). 

The NCAA governs all collegiate sports, and guidance to the CDC was based on the conference 

membership, school and sport (Atherstone et al., 2021). The decision by the CDC to collaborate 

with the NCAA for COVID-19 mitigation practices for college student-athletes is also an 

indicator that a university is an environment which should be considered as its own microcosm 

and its populations to be considered on a case-by-case basis. Admittedly, some UA students were 

likely not adhering to set guidelines, by UA, city of Tuscaloosa, the state of Alabama, or the 

CDC. This was made clear in the airing of the  infamous “COVID-19” parties in Tuscaloosa 

campus from Summer 2020 (Hutchinson, 2020).  

 However, perhaps the reason behind student participation in on-campus activities could 

be ideological in nature. In recent years, perceptions of mainstream media have become more 

politically polarized in public opinion (Tsfati et al., 2014). Certainly, former President Donald 

Trump’s catchphrase of  “fake news” and his resistance to enacting COVID-19 safety measures 

(Dyer, 2020) while in office has had some impact on public opinion (Escalante, 2020). As 

COVID-19 and its ramifications became tied to the 2020 presidential election, UA students may 

have been more likely to follow the political candidate of their choice. To be sure, the current 
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study did not address political leanings, but future research may wish to investigate this 

connection. 

Perhaps the clearest predictor within the constructs was the expectancy outcome. If 

individuals want to engage in a behavior - in this case returning to campus in future semesters 

and participating in activities - it followed that they would have positive expectations about their 

intentions. University leaders generally assume that college students want to participate on 

campus, by attending events, activities, and classes, so it certainly follows that this would be a 

strong predictor within the constructs. It is possible that students—or at least participants in this 

study—assumed that once vaccinations were available and the pandemic was controlled, 

engagement on college campuses would return to prior years’ activity levels. This assumption of 

widespread vaccination up-coming availability (Phillips, 2021) may have been a potential 

indicator for why participants had a harder time divulging their planning for their next semester. 

This expectation could be exacerbated by the unavailability of data - in this case, the news of the 

upcoming COVID-19 vaccine - and further acceptance of the fluid change in the environment 

due to instant gratification for these Generation Zs (What You Should Know About Your 

Millennial and Gen Z Employees, 2019). 

While this exploratory study found connections between the theories, the results were not 

as clear as initially proposed. The research suggested two areas of overlap: 1) Attitudes (TPB) 

and communicator reward valence (EVT); and 2) subjective norms (TPB) and expectancies 

(EVT). In the final result, attitudes and expectancies were significant predictors, but 

communicator reward valence and subjective norms were not. This finding indicates a 

connection between the two theories, but it may be that broader definitions are needed. For 

example, in defining attitudes as an evaluation about a behavior (Ajzen, 1991), perhaps 
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expectations of the behavior need to considered more strongly as part of that evaluation. Ajzen 

argued that individual positive or negative judgments would influence these attitudes - or a 

valence, as Burgoon (2015) would say. However, those opinions also should consider general 

expectations and norms - such as attending a college class in person. Further, subjective norms 

were examined through the lens of opinion leaders. With the unprecedented COVID-19 

pandemic, there were few “norms” - most everything was fluid. Therefore, gathering a positive 

or negative valence, as needed for the communicator reward valence, may not have been 

practical.  

While the overlap may not have been as clear as proposed, the findings indicate that the 

constructs within these two theories suggest areas of overlap. This finding supports prior work 

that TPB can work in concert with other theoretical constructs, such as self-determination 

motivation and the construct of autonomous motivation (Chan et al., 2020). Those authors also 

suggested that TPB can be adaptable. Future research may wish to test this proposed overlap in a 

different setting. One such way to apply Chan et al.’s work to this current study is to consider 

adapting self-determination motivation constructs to times of uncertainty (such as a pandemic), 

or health crises and examine how autonomous motivation may affect the decision towards 

tangible behaviors versus thought processes (actions versus intention). Chan et al.’s work 

reminds the reader that research using “single theories has demonstrated efficacy in the 

prediction of health behavior” (Chan et al., 2020, para. 1). It is now the time to use theories in 

concert to integrate constructs from multiple theories to address shortcomings, conditions, and 

explanations of behaviors (Chan et al., 2020).  

This described practice of applying constructs in concert is exactly the foundation for 

what this dissertation pushed to do. The next level would be to consider if the findings of 
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reciprocity, or mutual dependence, between constructs could be found. The researcher believes 

there would be potential to find reciprocity, similar to the method for  use by Chan et al., (2020),  

as the dependent variable (participation in educational activities) was autonomously motivated 

by the culture of campus and expectations for what university living would have been. Once this 

level of reciprocity was found, it could be considered if the overlap in constructs between TPB 

and EVT was also reciprocal.  

Returning to the idea of using the end value of reciprocity to events of uncertainty, it may 

be found to show that it is the catalyst for what creates an overlap between theories. For instance, 

in cancer prevention behaviors, it may be found to be reciprocal for a change in diet to control 

weight (which may lead to lower cancer risks), leads to better health choices. At the same time, 

making better health choices (diet and exercise) lowers the risk of cancer. But what attitude is the 

catalyst for the onset to the behavior change - looking more fit, fear of death, financial security, 

or any other possibility that may be associated with autonomous motivation? An example of 

reciprocity in the current study could be to look for the frequency of asking opinion leaders for 

advice about campus related decisions and asking for the frequency of seeking media resources 

(and type) to inform their campus related decision to undergraduate students. To ferret out the 

potential and proposed level of reciprocity would be a follow-up question to find out if the 

participants ask for input or look for information first. Then participants could be asked which 

tool they perceive as most frequently ending their search for information before moving forward 

with their decision action. In this way, it may be found out if the undergraduate student uses both 

pieces to inform them and the information is used reciprocally. 

As a final point, the predictive role of two dimensions of perceived behavioral control 

harkens back to the foundation of Ajzen’s TPB. He noted that the more control an individual felt 
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he or she had over a behavior (Ajzen, 1985), the more likely that person was to engage in that 

behavior. Certainly, that was noted here. The participants who felt they were the most prepared 

and able to fight risks of COVID-19 - through their own self-efficacy and preventive behaviors - 

reported participating in more on-campus education activities. Again, this could be due to 

participants formulating their own plans of preparedness, or it could be because UA set certain 

rules, hygiene reminders, and social distancing caps in place for the students to follow for their 

own perceived safety. A middle attitude would be to say that perhaps both sides were working to 

limit he spread of COVID-19. Perhaps, students felt prepared and confident in their behaviors to 

participate, and UA offered support with taped Xs on the floor for distancing, hand sanitizing 

stations placed conveniently, and smaller group sizes allowed for gathering. 

Other Noteworthy Findings 

As part of this analysis, all six existing theoretical constructs were tested to examine their 

relationship to the behavioral intention variable. One variable - subjective norms - was not 

significantly associated. Although one cannot adequately interpret a null relationship, this 

finding is not unexpected in this context. Because the pandemic was unprecedented, perhaps it 

makes sense that there is no “norm” from which individuals can evaluate. This finding may be an 

anomaly, although it is partially supported by a 2008 study from (Latimer & Martin Ginis, 2005). 

Those authors found that subjective norms were a significant predictor for intention to exercise, 

but only for those individuals who had a fear of a negative evaluation from others. Perhaps that is 

what happened here - an element of peer pressure existed in students expressing their willingness 

to participate in on-campus activities, which may have influenced their answers.  
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To be clear, prior work has found subjective norms to be an important element of TPB, in 

myriad settings - for example, the intentions of buying green foods (Ham et al., 2015). If 

subjective norms can be found to influence consumer purchasing of green foods, then this same 

phenomenon may be found to encourage other health and environmentally responsible behaviors. 

These behaviors could be likened to behaviors needed during a pandemic (being health and 

environmentally conscious). Why was Ham et al.’s work able to show significance of subjective 

norms regarding purchasing intention of green food, but the current study did not show 

significance within the construct of subjective norms? To apply this idea into everyday life, 

shoppers have all looked at what foods someone is placing in their grocery cart in a store. This 

idea clearly explains Ham et al.’s findings. It is curious, then, that participants did not identify 

social norms as a factor in their decision-making. Watching another student, or fear of being 

watched or shamed on campus for not participating in COVID-19 mitigating behaviors would 

appear to motivate students to comply or report compliance. Perhaps in this case students are 

challenging social norms, showing their independence as young adults and pushing back 

administration directives. One potential explanation for consideration would be that “perhaps 

college students, exercising their newfound adulthood, do not necessarily follow expected norms. 

Many a demonstration have started on college campuses challenging the norm (i.e. Kent State). 

So in this situation, the finding of a null may be significant in itself” (T. J. Weida, personal 

communication, June 19, 2021).  Future researchers could further investigate this nonsignificant 

finding.   

It is also worth noting that UA media was a strong positive predictor in the initial 

predictive analyses (RQ1b), and other media sources was not significant (with a positive y-

intercept line). However, that relationship was reversed in the final overall analysis of the key 
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constructs, as discussed previously. This likely indicates the specificity of UA media to this 

event. Students at UA would likely need UA media information to help inform their decision 

making regarding COVID-19 risks when applied to their activity participation choices. This is 

similar to work by Chen et al. that suggests motivations about health information seeking are 

dependent in part on personal circumstances, or controllability, (Chen et al., 2019). In this case, 

the personal circumstance was their limitation to access in-person resources due to COVID-19. 

Possible reasons for this difference could be due to participants relying on the university for 

classes, events, classes, food resources, and their overall living accommodations.  

In looking forward, it would benefit UA to continue providing COVID-19 updates, or 

other health-related messages, through UA media sources. The UA media source reported most 

frequently as being accessed were the UA information emails. The least accessed as reported by 

study participants was the UA Training webpage. When considering this information, students 

were required to go to the UA Training webpage to receive “credit” for their own COVID-19 

training. While the link encouraged students to use the site for later questions, or to access 

information, it may be worth considering that students would not return to the site after receiving 

their credit knowing emails would be following with the most up-to-date information for the UA 

campus environment. Students may have also felt sufficiently trained after receiving their 

required credit and would look for additional information elsewhere. This perspective is more of 

a framing context for their accessing of UA media choices and needs to be more thoroughly 

investigated.  

The violation valence construct was examined through the individual summative indexes 

of disappointment violation valence and truth violation valence. Perceptions of truth telling by 

university officials was significant in initial analyses for participants when asked about their 
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current level of in-person activity participation. The level of participation was reported lower in 

on-campus academic activities if the participants perceived the university administration was 

telling the truth about COVID-19 risks and safety. In other words, if participants self-reported 

they believed the university administration was being truthful about COVID-19 risks by limiting 

contact and increasing social distancing practices, then these participants reported participating 

in fewer on-campus activities. Conversely, if participants perceived the university administration 

as being less truthful, they self-reported participating in more on-campus educational activities. 

This demonstrates support of EVT in that when expectations are negatively violated, participants 

acted differently than the administration might have preferred (Burgoon & Hale, 1988). This 

could be a level of rebellion in play, but a more likely scenario is that when individuals do not 

trust their authorities, they tend to challenge those rules. Further examination to find out more 

about the different motivation(s) is needed, as it is unclear why that inverse relationship exists. 

One such way to explore this motivation would have been to offer one-on-one interviews with 

undergraduate students to potentially gaining a better understanding.  

Practical Contributions 

 When thinking about the contributions this research makes, it is imperative to understand 

that the participants are not acting only toward their own benefit. Instead, they may be inspired to 

potentially a stronger, healthier UA campus in order to have activities available for more 

students to participate or attend. They may have also been motivated for any other unnamed 

reasons of which this research did not cover. This altruistic (helping for the greater good) 

approach could be applied to the city and the state (Tuscaloosa, Alabama) as potentially 

benefitting from this endeavor. Therefore, this study offers some practical contributions.  
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For example, better preparations could also be made by the university help students 

participate in COVID-19 mitigating health behaviors. Participants reported almost 57% of the 

time they could never or rarely obtain a mask easily on campus if they forgot to bring one. This 

shows that over half of the time, students likely had a negative association with being able to 

access a mask if one is simply forgotten from living quarters. While having vending machines 

with masks in them is a nice idea, it was not necessarily helpful if the vending machines were 

located inside of those class buildings where a mask is required. Increased disposable mask 

availability would have potentially improved participants’ attitudes towards their own situation 

on campus. 

 Another contribution from this work is to provide insight into the media sources being 

accessed by the campus student population to educate themselves about COVID-19 to assist in 

making decisions about their health behaviors and activities. Participants self-reported they 

obtained their information always, most of the time, and about half of the time from social media 

about 53.5% of the time, and they also reported online news sites as resources always, most of 

the time, and about half of the time at 48.6% of the time. Comparing these numbers with 

participants reporting using podcasts at about 12.9%, it may be beneficial to do some research 

into if podcasts were available or would be used by students if they would be accessed to relay 

health situation information. Another example for what participants reported as an option of 

where they were not accessing information was through social media influencers at about 18.1% 

of the time. Perhaps, while accessing social influencers is a popular entertainment pastime, it 

may be worth additional research to find out why participants are not accessing personalities to 

inform them about situations such as health behaviors. For example, a recent study by public 

health scholars suggested that reliance on social media can influence individuals positively and 
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negatively regarding mental health behaviors, which suggests that those sources may not always 

be constructive as information sources (Luxton et al., 2012). 

 One of the interesting findings of this study was the difference of impact between UA 

media and other media. As noted, UA media was a positive predictor when the concept of 

attitudes was examined alone on participation; however, with all constructs together, the role of 

other media as a negative predictor was significant. While this indicates that UA sources and 

other media were functioning in different ways - at least within the perceptions of the 

participants of this study, it is not clear what those differences were.  

One potential reason for this finding is that students were dependent on UA media for 

their missives and directives when students were on campus (or attending virtually). Other media 

would be supplemental to their daily living. An interesting note is that UA did not announce until 

March 1, 2021 that Fall 2021 classes would be in person (Coronavirus, 2021), which was after 

this data collection was deployed (February 22). It may have been that participants may have felt 

that communication from UA was not as forthcoming about future semesters, despite its frequent 

communication early in the pandemic (see Appendix A for a list of UA communication during 

the early part of the pandemic). Perhaps participants, and students collectively, did not feel UA 

was adequately communicating with them either by frequency or by quality of information that 

was applicable to their situation. Future research may wish to investigate further the frequency 

and effectiveness of the communication from UA to students, as this could have both theoretical 

and practical impacts. 

 The descriptive findings in this study can be used by those who are ultimately responsible 

for student lives and well-being within the university setting. Participants self-reported that their 

expectations for their social lives were far below their expectations for a combined percentage of 
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52.7. Results indicated that 21.7% of participants self-reported their grades have been far short of 

their expectations. Expectations for their own health were reported at 32.5% far short of 

expectations and short of expectations. When considering these numbers, the information is 

valuable in the realization that while the students are young adults, they may also be facing their 

own self-esteem concerns and may not have the skills to help themselves out of a cycle. 

However, those concerns were beyond the scope of this dissertation and should be examined in 

future research. 

It is worth nothing that feelings of increased self-efficacy were correlated with a higher 

level of job satisfaction in prior work (Xue et al., 2021), which in turn may help to explain in the 

current study why feelings of disappointment and reporting grades as lower than expected were 

found. There may be additional factors involved; or, maybe participants reported anticipating 

having lower grades than they expected. However, their actual final grade may not have reflected 

the negative perception. The researcher did not ask for any direct information about grades, nor 

did the researcher ask for GPA’s from participants or from school administration to verify if 

grades had indeed dipped with the pandemic versus non-pandemic semesters. A recent study 

found that 85% (of 14,712 respondents) of the undergraduate college students surveyed reported 

negative outcomes regarding their grades during the Fall 2020 semester (Kubrak, 2021). This 

data supports the findings from the current study regarding how participants testified to their own 

expectations of their grades.  

Kubrak also reports that while academic changes (class modalities, expectations, varying 

schedules, etc.) was one over-arching cause of lower grades, another cause was just as essential 

to consider: decreased mental health (Kubrak, 2021). The negative impact ascribed to mental 

health for undergraduate students included such concerns as health, family responsibilities, 
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feelings of loss from the typical expectation of the college experience, and increased levels of 

chronic depression and anxiety (Kubrak, 2021). Additionally, there was a 29% decrease in 

students seeking mental health services at universities during the pandemic (Kubrak, 2021). This 

decrease could perhaps be attributed to many reasons and may have even been a reality for UA 

participants to the current study. These students may have been at home with parents (and felt a 

level of stigma within their family unit) and did not feel comfortable having a conversation with 

a mental health professional over text, a phone, or an email. Conversely, perhaps fewer services 

were available to the participants during the pandemic. With this finding in the Kubrak, (2021) 

article, one has to wonder if campuses will cut future budgets for mental health services since 

less students sought the services during the pandemic. 

Dennon (2021) described the transition to remote learning as having led to increased 

anxiety levels, depression measures, and suicides (Dennon, 2021). It is possible that the effects 

of the health crisis, which prompted the shift to remote learning, in combination with all of the 

pivots the university had to undertake led to the current study’s participants having not met their 

expectations in several areas. Participants self-reported on the sliding scale how disappointed 

they felt in themselves about obtaining information about COVID-19 safety as 38% reported 

feeling negatively about their experience. When thinking about young adults and the pressures of 

a pandemic, these numbers may be useful to university personnel as they think and plan for next 

campus steps. An opposite viewpoint, as found by Xue et al., is that the new parents did not 

report feelings of anxiety or depression at a different rate due to COVID-19 (Xue et al., 2021). 

One item of interest to further research would be to see if there is a cultural difference in 

reporting feelings of anxiety or depression as the Xue et al. study was based on a university 

hospital in Zurich, Switzerland.  
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 In essence, to utilize this research at a practical level, university personnel could have 

offered a “suggestion” hotline for students to text (or call) to make suggestions about what items 

were needed to improve their experience in this unprecedented time. While preparation of the 

institution is indeed needed, it has to be considered that what a university’s administration may 

focus on as a practical need is not what a typical undergraduate student may identify.  

Future Research 

 When looking at what this study provides to lend direction to future research, there are 

options from many viewpoints: theoretical, methodological, practical, in the context of health 

communication, and even generation or decision-making research from a sociological 

perspective. 

Theoretical: This future work could lend itself further evaluations of the connections 

between the constructs of TPB and EVT theory with much research, data application, and 

continued testing. The current findings do not necessarily mean that the findings are applicable 

to all situations. Academically, this would be the primary reason to continue researching the 

relationship of overlap between TPB and EVT - to continue to move the theories forward within 

the parameters of current society, such as initiating the same survey when the pandemic has 

declined. A later study could investigate how our society views its relationships and 

communication within the context of a social distancing environment. EVT was initially used to 

show how physical distance affected levels of trust in relationships (Burgoon, 1978). Over the 

past year, the social distancing mantra has kept individuals at greater than six feet apart. What, if 

any, are the lasting results of social distancing?  

One of the expected findings of this dissertation was the relationship between college 

students and subjective norms, which were operationalized here as opinion leaders. That 
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expected relationship did not materialize within this analysis. The rationale was that participants 

may be more reliant on opinion leaders’ advisement is due to family members (parents, 

grandparents) helping to pay for their college or negotiations between friends about what 

activities they are willing to participate in as a social group or bubble. However, no significance 

was found for that rationale. Future research should investigate this idea more deliberately, as 

subjective norms are frequently included in most TPB-related research. Further, more research is 

needed on the relationship between subjective norms and attitudes of undergraduate college 

students. 

 Another area to continue extended research would be on the relationship between 

subjective norms and attitudes of undergraduate college students. In work by Fang et al. (2017), 

no direct relationship was found between normative beliefs and behavioral intentions, but there 

was a relationship found between normative beliefs and attitudes, which led to changes in 

behavioral intentions (Fang et al., 2017). Potentially greater insight into how these constructs 

influence each other could help improve the understanding of the current generations’ motivation 

towards engagement of academic activities and practicing health behaviors.   

This pandemic provides a unique opportunity for further theoretical development. For 

example, the responsibility to examine the findings through a sociological lens could provide 

additional insight into other areas (perhaps nursing homes), military veteran studies (those 

returning from conflict areas), generational studies (population), or decision-making studies for 

influencing participation and health behaviors. A future study could utilize the Decision Styles 

Questionnaire (DSQ), for more information about deciding which health behaviors emphasize 

for a healthier campus (Leykin & DeRubeis, 2010). These decision-making outcomes could also 
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be applied to experiences of potential (or identified crisis), as already demonstrated in this work 

of a pandemic environment. 

Limitations 

 Within the parameters of this study design, limitations do need to be considered. A 

unique limitation to this study was simply the fluidity of a pandemic experience. It could even be 

argued that the experience was constantly mutating based on preferences of habits for 

information seeking. Scientific news was being updated, fake news was being deployed, and 

political beliefs were used as reasoning for the occurrence of COVID-19 being 

reported/happening. Even more surprising, some people did not believe the pandemic was an 

actual event. This study did not consider if participants had prior bias toward the pandemic, their 

political affiliations, or their belief system regarding how they define scientific versus fake news. 

 Another limitation to this study was the population size, n = 75. The small sample size 

may exacerbate the possibility of Type I error. The significant relationships reported here could 

have been artificially inflated due to the small sample size. All results should be interpreted with 

caution. While efforts were made to increase the participant pool, the result was not as large as 

the researcher had hoped. Further, the sample was not representative of the university. This was a 

sample of convenience, as these were the participants available to the researcher. The ‘small’ 

descriptor also applies to the limitation of the study being initiated at a single major university. 

The single university was chosen due to limitations of travel, different universities having 

different mandates for different ways of handling the pandemic (such as suspending classes), and 

limitations for how students could participate in research as outlined by the university itself.  

Many respondents may have spent time preparing for their own university experience and 

the images they may have built in their mind were not going to match the reality of their 
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experience. Based on these potential expectations, it could be assumed university students were 

having to adapt their own expectations of their experiences to the boundaries, rules, and margins 

being placed and changed around them. These restrictions were mandated on national, state, 

county, city, and campus level. For students arriving from out-of-state, they may have even 

experienced conflicting limitations from their home environments. For instance, Georgia and 

Florida did not mandate the same mask-wearing requirement rules as Alabama. Respondents 

living in these states may have answered questions (reporting less frequency) depending on their 

own travel back-and-forth between their home state and Alabama. 

 The fluidity, or transitional environment, of the study was further apparent depending on 

at what point in the semester respondents participated in the survey. Questions were worded in 

such a way to keep the questions consistent regardless of the point in the semester. An example 

of this was through the questions asking if participants have or plan to participate in 

__(activity)__ this semester. Some researchers may declare this to be a double-barreled question. 

The distinction for these to not be labeled as double-barreled questions is that the emphases is 

placed on the idea for what respondents are doing (or have done) THIS semester versus what 

they plan to do NEXT semester. The difference is in a believed-to-be-happening action instead 

of a potential option that may not even be a choice.  

Staying in the same idea of fluidity, it should also be noted that university administration 

provided limited direction to participants in their UA media updates regarding future planning. 

This may also have limited participants from reporting what they wanted to plan for their next 

semester experiences. Conversely, participants may have perceived less limitations to their 

planning for next semester as news of the COVID-19 vaccines were being made available to the 

general population. 
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This same fluidity of time and event changes may have also created an additional 

limitation. This limitation is based on the timing of the participants’ providing insight into their 

current participation and their responses for their planning, or next semester, responses. This is 

an essential consideration specifically for the viewpoint of those who had been quarantined for 

either exposure or diagnosis of COVID-19. By not knowing when the quarantine occurred, it 

may have changed some of the participants’ responses. For instance, if participants were 

quarantined due to a diagnosis of COVID-19 in a different semester than when they were 

participating in the survey, they may have experienced feelings of invincibility from having been 

told they may have a natural immunity for a set number of months after having COVID-19. A 

potential opposite reaction is also a possibility for participants who reported being quarantined 

due to exposure to COVID-19. Some participants may have curtailed their activities to avoid 

being quarantined for another time period after their first experience, for any reason including 

contracting COVID-19 or another exposure to COVID-19. 

 Besides a survey not being able to show causality, it must be stated that an additional 

limitation to the study design was regarding actions or events respondents self-reported they 

would like to participate in during their next semester. However, at in the time period the survey 

was offered, it was not known if the activities would be available to the participants or not. For 

instance, participants were asked about their plans for next semester to ride public transportation 

(such as a bus) or hire a golf cart to tote them around on campus (social distance). The argument 

could be made that the university may end allowing non-university owned golf carts on campus 

and the reality of a golf cart ride not being available could have changed a respondent’s self-

reporting. If a respondents knew that this choice was under consideration, their responses may 

have been different.  
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Overall Conclusions  

 Considering Ajzen’s proposal of TPB was in 1985 and Burgoon’s EVT was developed in 

1978, it seems likely that the constructs employed may be adaptable to more contemporary 

communication and health scenarios. At the point of this study, there are no indications that this 

type of linkage has been considered before. Certainly, the findings of this study suggest review 

and further study. One way to analyze similar constructs is through simple observation of 

society’s environment. For instance, Burgoon’s theory is based on the premise of proximity of 

intercommunication (Burgoon, 1978). Proximity of people has morphed in our society so much 

that individuals no longer need to stand next to each other to have a conversation. Instead, people 

sit in the same room (at the same table) and text each other via handheld devices instead of 

speaking aloud. Werker and Ooms (2020) examined this phenomenon by explaining the benefits 

of face-to-face communication as learning through social contacts, and by psychological 

information when describing partnerships in learning, while allowing for the characteristics of 

modern technology to have overcome the issues of missing personal, organizational, and 

cognitive proximity (Werker & Ooms, 2020). Ajzen’s theory is grounded in what individuals 

plan to do (Ajzen & Madden, 1986), not necessarily what they are doing. In this time of fluidity 

during a pandemic, it should be considered that plans are being made and then sometimes 

canceled, followed by potential re-planning. 

Each generation has challenged the fundamental beliefs and characteristics assigned to 

the generations that have come before it. This is a process of society—to gain acceptance and 

capital within a group of those who have previously been leaders and now are being asked to 

step aside. For young adults, they will be asserting their presence and questioning the generations 

ahead of them. If they do not feel the information that is being passed down to them is reliable, 
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accurate and trustworthy, this study suggests it will lead to diminished trust and, potentially, 

oppositional behaviors. The current climate of social unrest in the U.S. amidst a global pandemic 

suggests that a lack of trust and perceived behavioral control may be key factors motivating 

some of this unrest (Galea & Abdalla, 2020). In the microcosm of UA, these students who may 

be perceiving decreased levels of administrative trust, could choose to transfer to other schools 

(for a short-term solution) or they may choose actions of retribution later such as not sending 

their future children to UA or the monetary punishment of not supporting UA through future 

donations or gifts. Decreased administrative trust is not only about handling COVID-19, it 

potentially could also trickle into conversations about the reputation of the university. The 

reputation of the University of Alabama is one support of the on-going mission of this education 

institution. 

 Finally, this exploratory study has been able to examine the constructs of two well-

established theories and find significant connections. Despite the limitations of a small sample 

size, the key contribution of this dissertation is that concepts from both theories have predictive 

power, which suggests that perhaps these two theories can and do work in tandem. 
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Announcement Date: 
February 28, 2020 

• No known cases of COVID-19 in Alabama 
• All University-sponsored international travel (Levels 2 and 3) suspended effective 

immediately 
• University-sponsored travel to other countries (Level 1) strongly discouraged 
• If those who are traveling are asked to comply with self-isolation requirements 
• Suggested health behaviors shared 

March 4, 2020   
• All University-sponsored international travel scheduled for March is canceled (anywhere 

outside of the US for university business or academic purposes 

March 9, 2020 
• System officials issued guidance advising against any non-essential domestic travel 
• Faculty, staff and students on UA System campuses encouraged to evaluate alternative 

methods of remote participation 
• Students, faculty and staff with concerns about travel should not be required to travel 
• Students, faculty and staff with concerns about travel should not be disciplined for not 

traveling 

March 10, 2020 
• UA has no reported cases of the virus 
• Review of local guidelines provided (travel) 

March 11, 2020 
• Review of local guidelines provided (travel) 

March 11, 2020 (Spring Break Advisory) 
• System officials issued guidance for spring break to students, faculty and staff 
• Current plans call for maintaining normal operations 
• Possibility UA could move to alternative methods of delivery based on COVID-19 in 

Alabama 
• Students who develop symptoms during spring break (or are exposed) will be provided 

alternative remote learning platforms 
• Reminder to monitor emails 

March 12, 2020 
• Announcement that UA is committed to slowing the spread of coronavirus while 

maintaining mission of teaching, research and service 
• Reminder of social distancing 
• Classes canceled until March 30, 2020 
• Students instructed not to return to campus when classes resume as classes will resume 

via distance learning 
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• Travel (foreign and domestic) continue to be suspended 
• All non-essential university events are canceled until March 30, 2020 
• Essential personal may be required to work over spring break 
• Exposed or sick individuals are reminded not to return to campus 

March 18, 2020 
• “COVID-19 pandemic affects our community and the world.” 
• Emergency Declaration for The University of Alabama is made to protect against the 

health crisis 
• Governor has prohibited on-premises service at restaurants in Tuscaloosa 
• No further person-to-person or on-site instruction for the semester 
• Move out plan for on-campus housing being developed 
• Cancellation of spring commencement and other events are announced 
• Interim/Summer education abroad classes are canceled 
• Announcement made of online models of instruction will continue for all students 

through interim and regular summer terms 
• UA System is working with UA System COVID-19 Task Force, infectious disease 

specialists at sister campuses and ADPH 

March 20, 2020 
• Reminder that students may not return to campus after spring break 
• Reminder of social distancing 
• Health Info site created with new section: Student Assistance 
• Bama Dining locations moved to take-out or drive-through services only 

March 23, 2020 
• Student Health Center and Pharmacy reopened on March 23, 2020 
• Counseling Center appointments are available when campus is in session 
• Ferguson Mail Center remaining closed for mail and package pick-up services 

indefinitely 

March 26, 2020 
• Student refunds for housing, dining and parking will be prorated 
• Limited business operations continue for time being 
• Coping tips provided 

March 27, 2020 
• Announcement made for students to be able to choose between pass/fail or letter grade 

preferences 
• City of Tuscaloosa announces adoption of 24/7 curfew 
• Zoom accounts made available for all students 
• Technology help is provided 
• Students experiencing food insecurity encouraged to apply for assistance 
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• Reminder Student Health Center and Pharmacy are open 

March 30, 2020-Message from President 
• Welcome back to students—virtually back 

March 31, 2020 
• Announcement made for students to be able to choose between pass/fail or letter grade 

preferences 
• Bama Dining locations still providing take-out or drive-through services only 

April 2, 2020 
• Campus Mail Services will forward packages to permanent home address 
• UA Graduate School temporarily waives test score requirements 
• Tuscaloosa still under curfew 

April 6, 2020--Message from President 
• Week 2 of Online instruction 

April 8, 2020 
• Interim and early summer courses to be taught remotely 
• SHC providing telemedicine for students 
• Telepsychiatry appointments are available 
• Pharmacy offering curbside pick-up 
• Rented textbook return date extended through May 31, 2020 
• Zoom upgrade required 

April 10, 2020 
• May graduates invited to participate in summer commencement ceremonies 

April 13, 2020 
• 3 weeks remaining in the semester 

April 14, 2020 
• Governor’s stay-at-home order still in effect 
• UA Printing Services is still open 

April 15, 2020 
• Refund notices delayed due to technical issues 
• Bama Bound to be held virtually 
• UA System Team to Develop Comprehensive Health and Safety Plan 

April 16, 2020 
• Announcement that student employees have been receiving pay and will do so through 

April 17, 2020 
• All classes being taught remotely 
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April 17, 2020—Message from Finis St. John, Chancellor (The University of Alabama System) 
April 20, 2020 

• Report of Moody Music Building catching on fire due to lightning strike on April 19, 
2020 

• Prospective and admitted students will be visiting campus virtually 

April 21, 2020 

• Tide Together Support Fund information available 

April 24, 2020 
• Student services are virtual 
• UAB launches symptom tracker to improve disease tracking 
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APPENDIX B: PILOT STUDY 
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Student Activity Project 
 

 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 

 
Q9 This is a pilot study for a survey to be used for research. By completing this survey, you will 
receive bonus points in your class. In order to keep your confidentiality, the researcher 
conducting this pilot survey will not have access to your answers until your name and CWID# 
are stripped from the data. An individual, not related to the project or to your class, will be the 
only person who sees your name and your CWID# in connection with your answers. Your 
survey answers connected to your name/CWID# will NOT be shared with your instructor, the 
researcher or used for any publication. The researcher greatly appreciates your time and honest 
answers. Thanks for participating! 
 
 

 
Q3 I agree to voluntarily participate in this survey and I affirm that I am eighteen years of age or 
older. 

o No  (1)  

o Yes  (2)  
 

Skip To: End of Survey If I agree to voluntarily participate in this survey and I affirm that I am eighteen years of age 
or... = No 
 

 
Q13 Name (Without providing your name, there will be no way to know who to give credit to for 
the extra points.) Please type your first and last name here. 
 
 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Q14 CWID#: (Without providing your CWID# if there is an issue that arises, this is to provide a 
second source to identify who receives bonus points-- to ensure you receive your extra credit 
points). Please type your CWID# here: 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q16 In which year were your born? Please click on the button labeled with the year of your birth. 

o 1995  (1)  

o 1996  (2)  

o 1997  (3)  

o 1998  (4)  

o 1999  (5)  

o 2000  (6)  

o 2001  (7)  

o 2002  (8)  

o 2003  (9)  

o 2004 or later (2005, 2006, etc.)  (10)  

o Prefer not to say  (11)  
 
 

 
Q18 Please click on each of the semesters that you have attended the University of Alabama as 
an enrolled student. Click on all of the semesters that apply to you. 

▢ Spring 2020  (1)  

▢ Summer 2020  (2)  

▢ Fall 2020  (3)  
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Q20 Including the number of hours you are currently enrolled in, which best describes your 
classification as an undergraduate student at the University of Alabama? Please click on the 
button that best describes your student status. 

o Freshman (0-30.999 hours)  (1)  

o Sophomore (31-60.999 hours)  (2)  

o Junior (61-90.999)  (3)  

o Senior (91 hours or more as an undergraduate)  (4)  

o I am not registered as an undergraduate student at the University of Alabama  (5)  

o Unsure  (6)  

o Prefer not to answer  (7)  
 
 

 
Q22  Which gender do you most closely identify as? Please click on the button that you feel 
best applies to your identity.  

o Female  (1)  

o Male  (2)  

o Other  (3)  

o Prefer not to answer  (4)  
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Q24 With which race(s) do you most closely identify? Please click on the button(s) that you feel 
best applies to your identity. If you are bi-racial, you may choose more than one.) 

▢ American Indian or Alaska Native  (1)  

▢ Asian  (2)  

▢ Black/African American  (3)  

▢ Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  (4)  

▢ Hispanic/Latinx  (5)  

▢ White/Caucasian  (6)  

▢ Other  (7)  

▢ Prefer Not to Answer  (8)  
 
 

 
Q27 Listed in this section of questions, please click on the button next to the frequency for how 
often you have participated in the following activities for THIS semester. If you have not 
participated in the activity, please click the button labeled 'Not applicable.' 
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This semester, I have ___________________________. 
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 Never (1) Rarely (2) About half 
the time (3) 

Most of the 
time (4) Always (5) 

Not 
Applicable 

(6) 

registered 
for face-to-

face classes 
(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
registered 
for online 

classes (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  
agreed to 

meet a 
professor in 

his/her 
office for a 

face-to-face 
meeting (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

agreed to 
meet with a 
professor 

virtually (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

planned to 
participate 

or have 
participated 
in an OFF-
CAMPUS  
industry 

immersion 
trip (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

planned to 
participate 

or have 
participated 

in a 
VIRTUAL 
industry 

immersion 
trip (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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attended 
social group 

activities 
face-to-face 
on campus 

(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

attended 
social group 

activities 
virtually (8)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
gone to a 

UA library to 
study (9)  o  o  o  o  o  o  

have 
studied in 

my dorm or 
my 

apartment 
(10)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
 

 
Q28 For the questions in this section, please click on the button next to the frequency for how 
often you have participated in the following activities for THIS semester.  
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This semester, I have ___________________________. 

 Never (1) Rarely (2) About half 
the time (3) 

Most of the 
time (4) Always (5) 

Not 
Applicable 

(6) 

attended or 
plan to attend 

a live 
sporting 

event at a 
campus 

facility (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

watched/or 
plan to watch 
a UA sporting 

event from 
my dorm or 

my apartment 
(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

spent time in 
the Quad 
relaxing 
alone (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
spent time in 

the Quad 
visiting with 
friends (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
eaten INSIDE 

of a food 
place on 

campus (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

bought food 
from a food 

truck (6)  o  o  o  o  o  o  
ridden public 
transportation 

on campus 
(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
ridden in a 
golf cart on 
campus (8)  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q30 Do you plan to enroll in classes for the Spring 2021 semester? Please click the box that 
best describes your plans right now. 

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  
 

Skip To: Q29 If Do you plan to enroll in classes for the Spring 2021 semester? Please click the box that best des... = 
Yes 

Skip To: Q29 If Do you plan to enroll in classes for the Spring 2021 semester? Please click the box that best des... = 
Maybe 

Skip To: End of Survey If Do you plan to enroll in classes for the Spring 2021 semester? Please click the box that best 
des... = No 
 

 
Q29 Now, think about your plans for NEXT semester.  
 
 
Please click on the button next to the description if you can see yourself participating in the 
following activities NEXT semester.  
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Next semester, I would like to ____________________. 
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 Definitely 
not (1) 

Probably 
not (2) 

Might or 
might not 

(3) 

Probably 
yes (4) 

Definitely 
yes (5) 

Not 
Applicable 

(6) 

register for 
face-to-face 
classes (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  
register for 

online 
classes (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  

agree to 
meet a 

professor in 
his/her 

office for a 
face-to-face 
meeting (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

agree to 
meet with a 
professor 

virtually (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

plan to 
participate 
in an OFF-
CAMPUS 
industry 

immersion 
trip (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

plan to 
participate 

in a 
VIRTUAL 
industry 

immersion 
trip (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

plan to 
attend 

social group 
activities 

face-to-face 
on campus 

(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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attended 
social group 

activities 
virtually (8)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
plan to go to 
a UA library 
to study (9)  o  o  o  o  o  o  

plan to 
study in my 
dorm or my 
apartment 

(10)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 

 
Q31 Still thinking about your plans for NEXT semester.  
 
 
Please click on the button next to the description if you can see yourself participating in the 
following activities NEXT semester.   
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Next semester, I would like to ____________________. 

 Definitely 
not (1) 

Probably 
not (2) 

Might or 
might not 

(3) 

Probably 
yes (4) 

Definitely 
yes (5) 

Not 
Applicable 

(6) 

attend a live 
sporting 

event at a 
campus 

facility (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
watch a UA 

sporting 
event from 
my dorm or 

my apartment 
(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

spend time in 
the Quad 

visiting with 
friends (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
spend time in 

the Quad 
relaxing 
alone (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
eat INSIDE of 
a food place 
on campus 

(5)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

buy food from 
a food truck 
on campus 

(6)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

ride public 
transportation 

on campus 
(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
ride in a golf 

cart on 
campus (8)  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 

End of Block: Default Question Block 
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APPENDIX D: VARIABLE SCALE CONSTRUCTION 
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Please note that the identifiers (D3, G1, L1, R1, etc.) refers to the numbered question within the 

survey to participants and were noted for the researcher’s own records. 

       
Variable and Scale Construction  
 

         
  Summary Usage Means SD Reliability 

D3  
Birth year.  

D3: Birth 
year 

Control (not 
used) for 
statistical 
purposes      

G1  
Semesters 
enrolled as 
UA student. 

G1: 
Semesters 
attend 

Control (not 
used) 

   

G2 
Classification 
of class by 
enrollment 
hours.  

G2: Class Control (not 
used) 

   
G3  
Live off/on 
campus. 

G3: Off/On-
campus Control 

      

G10_1 
Opinion 
leaders: about 
participating 
in on-campus 
activities. - 
church 
members 

G10: Opinion 
leaders: 
church 
members 

TPB: 
Subjective 
norms 

1.63 0.96 0.65 
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G10_2 
Opinion 
leaders: about 
participating 
in on-campus 
activities.  - 
employer 

G10: Opinion 
leaders: 
employers 

TPB: 
Subjective 
norms 

1.81 0.97 0.65 

G10_3 
Opinion 
leaders: about 
participating 
in on-campus 
activities. - 
friends 

G10: Opinion 
leaders: 
Friends 

TPB: 
Subjective 
norms 

3.87 1.08 0.65 

G10_4 
Opinion 
leaders: about 
participating 
in on-campus 
activities. - 
grandparents 

G10: Opinion 
leader: 
Grandparents 

TPB: 
Subjective 
norms 

1.77 1.03 0.65 
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G10_5 
Opinion 
leaders: about 
participating 
in on-campus 
activities. - 
medical 
professional 
(person) 

G10: Opinion 
leaders: 
Medical 
professional 

TPB: 
Subjective 
norms 

2.11 1.29 0.65 

G10_6 
Opinion 
leaders: about 
participating 
in on-campus 
activities. - 
parents 

G10: Opinion 
leaders: 
Parents 

TPB: 
Subjective 
norms 

3.31 1.21 0.65 

G21_1 
Disappoint-
ment scale: 
University of 
Alabama 

G21: 
Disappointm
ent: UA 

EVT: 
Disappoint 
violation 
valence 

2.66 1.52 0.77 
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G21_2 
Disappoint-
ment scale: 
your family 

G21: 
Disappointm
ent: Family 

EVT: 
Disappoint 
violation 
valence 

2.66 1.54 0.77 

G21_3 
Disappoint-
ment scale: 
yourself 

G21: 
Disappointm
ent: Yourself 

EVT: 
Disappoint 
violation 
valence 

2.52 1.52 0.77 

G24A_1 
This semester 
I have 
attended/plan 
to attend a 
live sporting 
event. 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
live sporting 
event 

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

5.98 1.68 0.79 

G24A_2  
This semester 
I have 
watched/plan 
to watch a 
UA sporting 
event from 
my dorm or 
home. 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD 
sport/dorm 
room    

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

6.56 1.44 0.79 
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G24A_3  
This semester 
I have spent 
time/plan to 
spend time in 
the Quad 
relaxing 
alone 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD 
Quad/alone   

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

5.53 1.36 0.79 

G24A_4  
This semester 
I have spent 
time/plan to 
spend time in 
the Quad 
visiting with 
friends 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
Quad/friends    

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

6.21 1.35 0.79 

G24A_5  
This semester 
I have eaten 
/plan to eat 
INSIDE of a 
food place on 
campus 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
inside food 
place    

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

7.21 1.25 0.79 
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G24A_6  
This semester 
I have bought 
food/plan to 
buy from a 
food truck 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD Food 
truck   

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

6.02 1.65 0.79 

G24A_7  
This semester 
I have ridden 
public 
transportation 
on campus 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
Public 
transportation    

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

4.98 1.4 0.79 

G24A_8  
This semester 
I have hired/ 
plan to hire a 
golf cart to 
transport me 
on campus 

G24: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD solo 
transport   

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

5.15 1.51 0.79 

G26_1   
This semester 
I have 
registered for 
face-to-face 
classes 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
F2F class    

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

3.56 1.29 0.79 
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G26_2   
This semester 
I have 
registered for 
online classes 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD online 
class 

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

3.52 1.21 0.79 

G26_3   
This semester 
I have agreed 
to meet a 
professor in 
his/her office 
for a face-to-
face meeting 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
F2F professor   

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

2.16 1.45 0.79 

G26_4   
This semester 
I have agreed 
to meet with 
a professor 
virtually 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD virtual 
professor 
meeting 

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

3.65 1.31 0.79 
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G26_7   
This semester 
I have 
attended 
social group 
activities 
face-to-face 
on campus 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
F2F on 
campus 
social 

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

3.5 1.49 0.79 

G26_8   
This semester 
I have 
attended 
social group 
activities 
virtually 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD virtual 
social 

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

2.92 1.93 0.79 

G26_9 
This semester 
I have gone 
to a UA 
library to 
study 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
Library   

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

2.1 1.42 0.79 

G26_10   
This semester 
I have 
studied in my 
dorm or my 
apartment 

G26: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD studied 
dorm 

Dependent 
variable: 
Current/NO
W 

4.5 0.9 0.79 
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G27_1   
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
attend a live 
sporting 
event at a 
campus 
facility 

G27: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
live sporting 
event NEXT 

EVT: 
Expectancy 4.55 1.14 0.69 

G27_2 
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
watch a UA 
sporting 
event from 
my dorm or 
my apartment 

G27: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD 
sport/dorm 
room NEXT 

EVT: 
Expectancy 3.74 1.27 0.69 

G27_4   
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
spend time in 
the Quad 
relaxing 
alone 

G27 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD NEXT 
Quad/alone    

EVT: 
Expectancy 3.4 1.41 0.69 
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G27_3  
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
spend time in 
the Quad 
with friends 

G27: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
Quad friends 
NEXT 

EVT: 
Expectancy 4.44 0.81 0.69 

G27_5   
Next 
semester, I 
would like to 
eat INSIDE 
of a food 
place on 
campus 

G27: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
NEXT Food  
place 

EVT: 
Expectancy 4.67 0.82 0.69 

G27_6  
Next 
semester, I 
would like to 
buy food 
from a food 
truck on 
campus 

G27: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD NEXT 
Food truck   

EVT: 
Expectancy 3.92 1.11 0.69 

G27_7  
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
ride public 
transportation 
on campus 

G27: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
public 
transportation  

EVT: 
Expectancy 2.81 1.41 0.69 
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G27_8  
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
hire a golf 
cart to be 
transported 
on campus 

G27: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD NEXT 
solo 
transportation  

EVT: 
Expectancy 2.84 1.6 0.69 

G25_1   
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
register for 
face-to-face 
classes 

G25: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
F2F class 
NEXT 

EVT: 
Expectancy 4.65 0.81 0.69 

G25_2  
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
register for 
online classes 

G25: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD NEXT 
online class 

EVT: 
Expectancy 3.31 1.44 0.69 
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G25_3  
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
agree to meet 
a professor in 
his/her office 
for a face-to-
face meeting 

G25: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
professor F2F 
meeting 
NEXT 

EVT: 
Expectancy 4.21 0.98 0.69 

G25_4 
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
agree to meet 
with a 
professor 
virtually 

G25: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD NEXT 
virtual 
professor 

EVT: 
Expectancy 3.79 1.31 0.69 

G25_7  
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
plan to attend 
social group 
activities 
face-to-face 
on campus 

G25: 
EB42:B45du
cational 
activities 
participation:  
F2F 
oncampus 
social NEXT 

EVT: 
Expectancy 4.45 1.08 0.69 
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G25_8  
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
attended 
social group 
activities 
virtually 

G25: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD NEXT 
virtual social 

EVT: 
Expectancy 3.1 1.28 0.69 

G25_9   
Next 
semester I 
would like to 
plan to go to 
a UA library 
to study 

G25: 
Educational 
activities 
participation:  
professor 
Library 
NEXT 

EVT: 
Expectancy 3.61 1.33 0.69 

G25_10 
Next 
semester, I 
would like to 
plan to study 
in my dorm 
or my 
apartment 

G25: 
Educational 
activities 
participation: 
SD NEXT 
study dorm 

EVT: 
Expectancy 4.6 0.84 0.69 
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L1_1  
When 
washing my 
hands there 
are enough 
sinks 
available to 
social 
distance (6 
feet apart) 
from another 
sink user. 

L1 6ft sinks 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.88 1.05 0.77 

L1_2   
When 
washing my 
hands at a 
public sink, 
there are 
enough sinks 
that I do not 
feel rushed. 

L1 sink rush 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.97 1.06 0.77 
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L1_3   
When 
needing to 
wash plates, 
food utensils, 
or cups from 
meals there 
are enough 
facilities 
available to 
do so without 
having to use 
bathroom 
sinks. 

L1 sink 
facilities 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.73 1.42 0.77 

L1_4   
When I 
forget to 
bring a mask, 
I can easily 
obtain one on 
campus. 

L1 mask 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

2.56 1.31 0.77 
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L1_5   
When 
entering a 
room on 
campus, I 
look for 
sanitary 
cleaning 
cloths so I 
can wipe 
down my 
space before 
I sit down. 

L1 sanitize 
cloths 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

2.39 1.25 0.77 

L2_1   
I get tested 
for COVID 
regularly, not 
only if I am 
showing 
symptoms. 

L2 test show 
no symptoms 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

2.05 1.21 0.77 

L2_2   
I go to get 
tested for 
COVID if I 
am showing 
symptoms of 
the virus. 

L2 test have 
symptoms 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

4.03 1.31 0.79 
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L2_3   
If I am 
feeling 
unwell, I stay 
at home or in 
my door 
room. 

L2 Stay 
home 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

4.17 1.03 0.79 

L2_4   
I quarantine 
myself for 
the full 
recommende
d time frame 
if I have been 
requested to 
do so by a 
healthcare 
provider. 

L2 quarantine 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

4.44 1.05 0.79 

L2_5  
 I keep my 
hands clean 
by washing 
or using hand 
sanitizer 
throughout 
the day. 

L2 hands 
clean 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

4.32 0.84 0.79 
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L2_6   
When it 
comes to 
washing my 
hands, I 
lather up for 
a full 20 
seconds. 

L2 hand 
wash time 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.95 1.02 0.79 

L2_7  
 I stay 6 feet 
apart from 
other people 
in public 
areas such as 
when 
standing in 
lines at social 
events or for 
meals. 

L2 6ft lines 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.37 1.22 0.77 
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L2_8  
I minimize 
contact with 
people who 
are not in my 
close social 
circle (best 
friends, dorm 
mates, 
teammates, 
etc.). 

L2 social 
circle 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.31 1.33 0.77 

L2_9   
I use to-go 
ordering to 
access meals. 

L2 to-go 
meals 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.05 1.17 0.77 

L2_10   
I clean 
/sanitize my 
living area 
with 
household 
cleaners. 

L2 sanitize 
living space 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.77 1.21 0.77 
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L2_11  I 
wear a face 
masks that 
covers my 
nose and 
mouth at the 
same time. 

L2 face mask 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

4.52 0.91 0.77 

L2_12  
I limit my 
travel away 
from campus, 
such as 
returning to 
my 
hometown, 
for visits. 

L2 limit 
travel 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

3.11 1.37 0.77 

L3_1   
I would know 
what to do to 
ensure other 
people were 
not exposed. 

L3 
Confidence  
ensure others 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

4.64 0.63 0.77 

L3_2 
I would know 
how to be 
tested for 
COVID-19. 

L3 How test 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

4.66 0.67 0.77 
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L3_3  
I would know 
where to look 
up reliable 
information 
on the 
internet for 
planning my 
next steps. 

L3 Attain 
info 

TPB: 
Attitudes: 
General 
Health 
Behaviors 

4.51 0.95 0.77 

L4_1  
I have made a 
plan about 
WHEN to 
seek help. 

L4 FOP: 
When 

TPB: FOP 
Planning/inte
ntion 

3.97 1.09 0.94 

L4_2   
I have made a 
plan about 
WHERE to 
seek help. 

L4 FOP: 
Where 

TPB: FOP 
Planning/inte
ntion 

4.13 1.08 0.94 

L4_3   
I have made a 
plan about 
HOW to seek 
help. 

L4 FOP: 
How 

TPB: FOP 
Planning/inte
ntion 

4.13 1.11 0.94 
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L4_4  
 I have made 
a plan 
ABOUT how 
much time to 
spend on 
seeking help 
before 
actively 
starting an 
action to help 
my situation. 

L4 FOP: 
Time 

TPB: FOP 
Planning/inte
ntion 

3.79 1.15 0.94 

L6_1  
...I can 
always 
manage to 
solve difficult 
problems if I 
try hard 
enough. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.36 0.56 0.89 

L6_2  
...If someone 
opposes me, I 
can find the 
means and 
ways to get 
what I want. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

2.88 0.68 0.89 
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L6_3  
...it is easy 
for me to 
stick to my 
aims and 
accomplish 
my goals. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

2.99 0.89 0.89 

L6_4   
...I am 
confident that 
I could deal 
efficiently 
with 
unexpected 
events. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.11 0.75 0.89 

L6_5 
...thanks to 
my 
resourceful-
ness, I know 
how to 
handle 
unforeseen 
situations. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.2 0.75 0.89 
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L6_6 
 ...I can solve 
most 
problems if I 
invest the 
necessary 
effort. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.48 0.72 0.89 

L6_7   
...I can 
remain calm 
when facing 
difficulties 
because I can 
rely on my 
coping 
abilities. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.09 0.79 0.89 

L6_8   
...when I am 
confronted 
with a 
problem, I 
can usually 
think of 
several 
solutions. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.2 0.64 0.89 
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L6_9   
...if I am in 
trouble, I can 
usually think 
of a solution. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.32 0.64 0.89 

L6_10  
...I can 
usually 
handle 
whatever 
comes my 
way. 

L6 GSE 

TPB: 
Perceived 
behavioral 
control 

3.23 0.75 0.89 

L7_1 
Trustworthy/ 
truthful 
relationship: 
University of 
Alabama 
(Reversed) 

L7 Truth UA 
EVT: Truth 
violation 
valence 

2.7 1.53 0.64 

L7_2 
Trustworthy/ 
truthful 
relationship: 
Family 
(Reversed) 

L7 Truth 
family 

EVT: Truth 
violation 
valence 

2.07 1.29 0.64 
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L7_3 
Trustworthy/ 
truthful 
relationship: 
You 
(accessing 
your own 
resources) 
(Reversed) 

L7 Truth 
Yourself 

EVT: Truth 
violation 
valence 

1.63 1.1 0.64 

L8 
Quarantine 
due to 
possibly 
being 
EXPOSED to 
COVID 

L8 Q xpose 
to COVID Control 

   

L9 
Quarantine 
due to 
HAVING 
COVID 

L9 Q DX to 
COVID Control 

      

R1_ 
University of 
Alabama 
health 
website (from 
the student 
health center) 

R1: UA 
Media  

TPB: 
Attitude 2.41 1.19 0.83 
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R1_2 
University of 
Alabama 
COVID-19 
Resources 
webpage 

R1: UA 
Media  

TPB: 
Attitude 2.36 1.3 0.83 

R1_3 
University of 
Alabama 
COVID-19 
Training 
webpage 

R1: UA 
Media  

TPB: 
Attitude 2.05 1.23 0.83 

R1_4 
University of 
Alabama 
information 
email 

R1: UA 
Media  

TPB: 
Attitude 3.17 1.34 0.83 

R1_5 
University of 
Alabama 
email from 
President Dr. 
Stuart R. Bell 

R1: UA 
Media  

TPB: 
Attitude 2.85 1.41 0.83 

R2_1 
Trust in my 
social life 
this semester 

R2: 
Expectations 
of social life 

EVT: 
Communicat
or reward 
valence 

2.61 1.08 0.72 
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R2_2   
Trust in my 
grades this 
semester 

R2 
Expectations 
of grades 

EVT: 
Communicat
or reward 
valence 

3.16 1.03 0.72 

R2_3  
Trust in my 
health 

R2 
Expectations 
of health 

EVT: 
Communicat
or reward 
valence 

2.89 1.07 0.72 

R2_4   
Trust in  
University of 
Alabama's 
communi-
cation about 
COVID-19 

R2 
Expectations 
communicati
on COVID 

EVT: 
Communicat
or reward 
valence 

2.92 1.04 0.72 

R2_5   
Trust in 
University of 
Alabama's 
communi-
cation of 
COVID-19 
action plan 

R2 
Expectations 
COVID 
action plan 

EVT: 
Communicat
or reward 
valence 

2.8 1.19 0.72 
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R2_6   
The 
University of 
Alabama's 
campus 
activity 
changes after 
the semester 
started 

R2 

EVT: 
Communicat
or reward 
valence 

2.7 1.11 0.72 

R4_1  
Other media. 
- Government 
websites--
such as CDC 

R4 Other 
media govt 
websites 

TPB: 
Attitudes 2.58 1.44 0.82 

R4_2   
Other media. 
Health 
websites  

R4 Other 
media health 
websites 

TPB: 
Attitudes 1.79 1.13 0.82 

R4_3  
Other media. 
Magazines 

R4 Other 
media 
magazines 

TPB: 
Attitudes 1.32 0.7 0.82 
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R4_4   
Other media. 
Medical 
resources IE: 
pamphlet or 
brochure 
from a health 
facility 

R4 Other 
media 
Medical 
resources 

TPB: 
Attitudes 1.63 1.03 0.82 

R4_5   
Other media. 
Newspapers 

R4 Other 
media 
Newspapers 

TPB: 
Attitudes 1.52 0.97 0.82 

R4_6  
 Other media. 
Podcasts 

R4 Other 
media 
Podcasts 

TPB: 
Attitudes 1.56 1.18 0.82 

R4_7   
Other media. 
Social media 

R4 Other 
media Social 
media 

TPB: 
Attitudes 2.56 1.43 0.82 

R4_8  
 Other media. 
Social media 
influencer 

R4 Other 
media Social 
media 
influencer 

TPB: 
Attitudes 1.55 1.02 0.82 
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R4_9   
Other media. 
Electronic or 
digital signs 
found in 
hallways, on 
walls or on 
roadways 

R4 Other 
media 
Electronic 
signs 

TPB: 
Attitudes 2.21 1.29 0.82 

R4_10  
Other media. 
Online news 
sites 

R4 Other 
media Online 
news sites 

TPB: 
Attitudes 2.42 1.45 0.82 

R4_11  
Other media. 
Other sources  

R4 Other 
media Other 
sources 

TPB: 
Attitudes 1.66 1.24 0.82 

D1 Gender  D1 Gender Control 
   

D2 Race(s) D2 Race 
Control 
(addressed, 
not used)       
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