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ABSTRACT

Author: Inderstrodt, Jill Marie. Ph.D.
Institution: Purdue University
Degree Received: August 2018
Title: Pathways to Persistence: A Study of the Effects of Neighborhood Stress and Family
Communication Patterns on Community College Student Outcomes
Committee Chair: Dr. Steven R. Wilson.
This dissertation draws upon literature from family communication, sociology, public
health, and education to determine what neighborhood and family factors contribute to a
community college student’s commitment to the goal of completing college. Community college
students are more likely to come from low socioeconomic conditions, are more likely to have
parents who did not earn a college degree, and are more likely to be ethnic or racial minorities
than traditional four-year college students. Because of these demographics, community college
students are also more likely to live in neighborhoods with high levels of neighborhood stress:
noise and other pollution, crime, high population density, and social disorder. For this study,
students from a large community college system in a Midwestern metropolitan area (n = 249)
were surveyed about their level of neighborhood stress, perceived individual resilience, Family
Communication Patterns in their families of origin, and commitment to the goal of completing
college.
It was hypothesized that students living in areas with high levels of neighborhood stress
would report lower levels of resilience, and would be less committed to the goal of completing
college, defined by intentions to either earn an associate’s degree or transfer to a four-year
school. It was also hypothesized that participants coming from families of origin with high
levels of conversation orientation and low levels of conformity orientation would be more likely
to commit to completion, both directly and through other paths such as being more resilient and
more integrated into college social life.
Analysis showed no significant relationship between neighborhood stress and
institutional/goal commitment, and showed that neither social integration nor individual
resilience moderated this relationship. Neither conversation orientation nor conformity
orientation were associated with individual resilience, either separately as predictors, or with
individual resilience as a mediator. Regression analysis did show an interaction between
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conversation and conformity orientations in predicting institutional/goal commitment.
Additionally, conversation orientation was shown to have a significant, positive relationship with
social integration, and social integration was shown to be a mediator between conversation
orientation and institutional/goal commitment. Future research should include a reconsideration
of neighborhood stress and FCP measures to better describe the conditions experienced by this
non-traditional, diverse sample. A more detailed explanation of the role of conformity orientation
in non-traditional sample families, including how conformity orientation functions in inspiring
college persistence, is needed.

1

INTRODUCTION

It is often difficult for colleagues from the research-intensive universities whom I
encounter at conferences and in other academic communities to envision the human stories
behind the seemingly staggering data emerging from our classrooms at the large Midwestern
community college where I teach. While my classes are capped at a fairly low number of 25, it is
common that when I enter grades at the end of the semester, I sometimes have as few as five
students left submitting work. For the most part, students do not leave class because they are
lazy. They do not leave because they are not smart enough, or because they are not capable of
completing the necessary work. They leave class for myriad other personal reasons, some of
them tangible, and some would say preventable: childcare falls through for part of the semester
and they are behind on homework beyond recovery; they are housing insecure and that last move
to a friend’s couch or a homeless shelter is the final straw before they stop coming back to class;
they are a disabled veteran and are not able to complete the work and take care of themselves
emotionally and psychologically. Because nearly half of all students earning a degree in 2014
had at some point been enrolled in a community college (Ma & Baum, 2014), the “typical”
community college student is not typical, mainly because there is no typical community college
student.
Demographically, community college students do not represent what we think of as the
standard United States college student. Hispanic students are overrepresented in community
colleges; 22% of community college students are Hispanic. Community college students do not
fit the post-high school stereotype either, as 44% of community college students are over 25,
compared to just 20% of freshman and sophomores at four-year schools. As a whole, community
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college students are older, as only 58% of these students were under the age of 20 when they first
enrolled (Ma & Baum, 2014).
Students who are the first in their family to achieve higher education proliferate in
community colleges. First generation community college students are shown to be ill-prepared
for college, entering with low GPAs, and are not likely to enter college having been part of an
honors program at their high school (Inman & Mayes, 2010). Once in the classroom, African
American students in particular may exert higher effort and engagement than their white
counterparts, but come to college less prepared academically than white students of their own
aptitude (Greene, Marti, & McClenney, 2008). First generation community college students
report wanting to attend a college close to home and tend to not be prepared psychologically for
undertaking the investment of college. This is especially true for the many older students who are
entering college from union or other blue collar professions, where they are used to being highly
competent in their jobs. They must now learn new skills that can often seem difficult, such as
word processing and internet research (Inman & Mayes, 2010). These students may not fully
understand the demands of college before walking into the classroom, which is exhibited in the
statistic that 18% of non-first-generation community college students obtain a bachelor’s degree
within six years, while only 8% of first generation community college students do. They may
also suffer from lower self-esteem than their non-first-generation counterparts. Veterans, an
increasingly common demographic in the community college population, may have more
specific needs such as streamlined programs, sensitivity to the issues they face post-deployment,
and staff capable of managing the increase in PTSD among the student body (Persky & Oliver,
2010). And overall, white students may not be as engaged as their Black and Hispanic
counterparts (Hu & Kuht, 2002; Swigart & Murrell, 2001).
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Although many community college students are older than 20 years old when they enroll,
a large number of community college students still live with one or more of their parents. In
2014, 31% of dependent students (those who are still dependents of their parents for tax
purposes) at community colleges were from the lowest socioeconomic status quartile for
families, and 36% of these dependents were first-generation college students. Dependent
students are more likely to earn an associate’s degree than independent students; part of this
could be due to economic pressure on independent students to solely provide for themselves and
their families (Ma & Baum, 2014). And perhaps because of higher poverty rates amongst these
students, more than two-thirds of community college students work, compared to 20% of
students in 4-year schools; this means that full-time students at 2-year schools are twice as likely
to work full-time as full-time students in four-year schools. These additional hours spent working
could mean that students who are employed full-time are at a risk of non-completion, as the
demands of their jobs compete with the demands of the classroom.
As an example of the significance of persistence and withdrawal in community colleges,
the community college where I teach is the largest community college system in the state, and
the largest singly accredited statewide system in the nation. Our urban region of the college in
Indianapolis is the largest of the system’s fourteen regions. In Fall semester of 2015, the region
had 20,177 students enrolled either part- or full-time. By Spring of 2016, 5,403 of those students,
or 26.78%, had chosen not to return (Ninon, 2016). In a Spring 2016 survey of students who
were enrolled in classes statewide in Fall 2015, but chose not to return the following semester to
the college, 34% of respondents reported leaving the college for personal reasons, citing lack of
motivation, feeling overwhelmed, or not being able to handle college (Ivy Tech Community
College, 2016). Statewide, almost a quarter (24%) of those students who chose not to return were
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students of color, and 57% were eligible for Pell Grants, indicating low socioeconomic status.
The main regional campus is located in one of the highest crime areas of the city, and has
historically been the target of a disproportionate amount of the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police
Department’s crime-fighting efforts (“Six neighborhoods are focus of IMPD’s crime-fighting
plan,” 2014).

Problem Statement
It is clear from these data that failure to persist from one semester to another among
community college students is a problem. Perhaps most salient within these statistics is the fact
that poor students and students of color appear to be at higher risk of leaving college without
graduating than those students from other demographic groups. This begs inquiry as to why these
students leave at higher rates, and begs inquiry into why some students, who assumedly fit the
same profile – poor and disenfranchised – manage to succeed in school from one semester to the
next. The answers to these questions may be found both in the social and environmental
conditions under which these students live, as well as in the individual and family processes that
allow some students to persist and others to fall off the map.

Overview and Purpose of the Research
The low socioeconomic status that describes many community college students, as
evidenced by the number of Pell Grants they utilize, suggests that many of these students live in
neighborhoods characterized by high environmental stress. High stress neighborhoods are those
marked by: low socio-economic status; high population density and overcrowding; high crime
rates, including violent crime, drug activity, and domestic disturbance; poor environmental
conditions, including noise, water, lead, and other pollution; and social disorganization (Ewart &
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Suchday, 2002; Johnson, 2012; Sooman & McIntyre, 1995; Taylor, Repetti, & Seeman, 1997).
Students living in urban poverty are more likely to have negative academic outcomes, and
moving kids out of bad neighborhoods improves their grades (Anderson, Leventhal, & Dupéré,
2014; Byrd & Chavous, 2001; Eamon, 2005).
This dissertation seeks to understand how Family Communication Patterns (FCPs;
Koerner & Schrodt, 2014) may facilitate resilience so as to inspire academic persistence in
community college students who live in neighborhoods with varying levels of stress. We know
that individuals who live in high-stress neighborhoods are more likely to suffer from poor mental
health outcomes, making them ultimately less resilient, or less able to bounce back from life’s
challenges, of which there are many for these students (Eisman, Stoddard, Heinze, Caldwell, &
Zimmerman, 2015; Wandersman & Nation, 1998; Zimmerman, Ramírez-Valles, & Maton,
1999). When life gets hard, students from high-stress areas may be less likely than students
living in areas with little neighborhood stress to recover from the common setbacks mentioned at
the beginning of this introduction: housing insecurity, childcare issues, or mental health
challenges. Some students, however, are able to persevere; they continue in college, earning an
associate’s degree and in many cases, transferring to and completing degrees at four-year
colleges. This dissertation examines whether the communication processes that occur within
families may contribute to resilience in a way that makes community college students from
neighborhoods with varying levels of neighborhood stress more likely to re-enroll in subsequent
semesters.

Preview of Subsequent Chapters
Chapter Two contains a review of the literature on neighborhood stress, resilience,
academic persistence/withdrawal, and Family Communication Patterns. It also discusses the
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ways in which these constructs intersect; namely neighborhood stress with resilience and
academic persistence, and Family Communication Patterns with resilience and academic
persistence. It also contains research aims, questions, and hypotheses.
Chapter Three contains the study design and methods for the project. Included in the
methods section are survey questions for quantitative analysis, including a review of the validity
of the instruments used to compose the survey. These instruments include the Revised-Family
Communication Patterns Instrument (R-FCP), the City Stress Inventory, the Brief Resilience
Scale (BRS), and the Investment Model Scale.
Chapter Four contains results from the collected data.
Chapter Five contains a discussion of the findings as seen through the lens of
neighborhood stress, resilience, Tinto’s theory of academic persistence/withdrawal, and Family
Communication Patterns theory. It also contains limitations of the study and directions for future
research.
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The following chapter presents a review of the relevant literature framing this
dissertation, and offers research questions and hypotheses to that end. The first section reviews
the literature on the constructs measured in this study: neighborhood stress, individual resilience,
institutional/goal commitment, and Family Communication Patterns (FCP). The second section
presents areas of research focus, including research questions and hypotheses.

Neighborhood Stress
Characteristics of high-stress neighborhoods. Community college students are more
likely to be urban, poor, and the first in their family to attend college, meaning that many of
these students reside in neighborhoods with high levels of environmental stress. High-stress
neighborhoods, also expressed as “high crime” or “disadvantaged,” are identified in the literature
according to varying criteria, many of which can be assembled into a few general categories
(Anakwenze & Zuberi, 2013; Ewart & Suchday, 2002; Harburg et al., 1973; Johnson, 2012;
Taylor et al., 1997). First, high-stress neighborhoods house a disproportionate number of
residents who qualify as low socioeconomic status, indicated by high levels of unemployment,
residents who change jobs frequently, and high rates of individuals who are employed in the
informal economy, including the drug trade and sex work (Attar, Guerra, & Tolan, 1994). High
stress neighborhoods contain little commercial activity, including shops and banks, and residents
report being refused services such as taxi rides and credit-based accounts because of the stigma
surrounding living in such a neighborhood (Sooman & Macintyre, 1995; Taylor et al., 1997). On

8
a neighborhood or community level, lower SES leads to higher crime rates, contributing to both
the real and perceived stress of theft and robbery (Taylor et al., 1997).
Second, high-stress neighborhoods tend to be more densely populated, both on a
neighborhood block level, with houses close together or small apartments sharing multiple walls
with other units, as well as on a family level, with several, oftentimes rotating, family members
living under one roof. These close quarters result from both lack of money to purchase housing,
but also from a lack of available housing in the neighborhood (Taylor et al., 1997).
Overcrowding creates myriad problems for residents, including higher mortality, chronic stress,
and resultant depressed immune system function, as well as rodent and insect infestation (Taylor
et al., 1997).
Next, high-stress neighborhoods have higher crime rates than their low-stress
counterparts, including violent crime, drug activity, and public intoxication. Residents of highstress neighborhoods are more likely to see drug dealers near their home, witness domestic
violence and child abuse, know someone who has been or see someone get arrested, and witness
or know about gang activity. They are more likely to have had a friend or family member be or
have themselves been a victim of a violent crime such as a stabbing, shooting, robbery, or
mugging (Ewart & Suchday, 2002). Residents of high-stress neighborhoods report frequent,
unwelcome, and negative interactions with the police.
Fourth, high-stress neighborhoods are characterized by poor environmental conditions. A
key environmental pollutant endemic in these neighborhoods is excessive noise, which results
from overcrowding, domestic disturbance, and traffic. (Taylor et al., 1997). Also included in the
environmental stressors those in high-stress neighborhoods experience are lack of green space or
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park areas, rodent- and insect-infested dwellings, poorly-insulated homes, and high levels of air
and water pollution (Johnson, 2012).
Fifth and finally, neighborhoods that are considered high-stress are often also considered
socially disorganized or instable. Communities that show high levels of instability have a lack of
successful role models for young people, leaving them with either no role models or leaving
them to search for role models outside of the community. The population is often transient, with
families and individuals moving frequently for work, incarceration, or eviction. People are also
economically transient, changing jobs frequently or working in the informal economy.
Community-level chronic stress, detailed above in terms of SES and crime, results in high rates
of drug and alcohol abuse and the economic and interpersonal problems that accompany it:
unemployment and domestic violence. Relationship instability is more common in high-stress
areas, which includes high rates of break-ups and divorce, intimate partner violence, and child
abuse (Ainsworth, 2002; Anakwenze & Zuberi, 2013; Byrd & Chavous, 2009; Lesane-Brown,
Brown, Caldwell, & Sellers, 2005).
High-stress neighborhood health outcomes. While living in a high-stress environment
is correlated with social and economic factors, research shows that the neighborhood
environment also has implications for an individual’s mental health and well-being (Anakwenze
& Zuberi, 2013; Boardman, Finch, Ellison, Williams, & Jackson, 2001; Ewart & Suchday, 2002;
Garbarino & Sherman, 1980; Latkin & Curry, 2003; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2003; Ross &
Jang, 2000; Taylor et al., 1997; Wandersman & Nation, 1998). Myriad negative mental health
outcomes emerge when families reside in high-stress neighborhoods, as adverse social and
physical conditions (e.g., poverty, overcrowding, crime, and poor environmental health) coalesce
and imbue life with a chronic stress that families in low-stress neighborhoods rarely experience.
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Individuals in high-stress areas experience traumatic events at a higher rate, and with more
severe mental health outcomes, than those individuals living in low-stress areas (Breslau, Davis,
Andreski, & Peterson, 1991; Breslau et al., 1998; Davis, Ressler, Schwartz, Stephens, & Bradley,
2008; Switzer et al., 1999). Financial trouble contributes to chronic stress on an individual level;
the lower an individual’s position on the socioeconomic ladder, the more difficult it becomes for
that individual to acquire goods and services that contribute to overall health.
The lack of access to medical services that diagnose and treat mental health conditions
could result in higher prevalence rates of mental health conditions in high-stress areas than the
general population (Anakwenze & Zuberi, 2013; Eisman, Stoddard, Heinze, Caldwell, &
Zimmerman, 2015; Latkin & Curry, 2003; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2003; Taylor et al., 1997).
Researchers show associations between urban poverty and adverse mental health outcomes such
as depressive symptoms relating from social stress and depression as a result of exposure to
neighborhood violence; additionally, depressive and anxiety symptoms have been shown to be
alleviated in parents and children who moved out of high-stress neighborhoods (Leventhal &
Brooks-Gunn, 2003). Taylor et al. (1997) argue that high-stress neighborhoods foster chronic
stress in individuals due to the amount of “hassle and time needed to address basic tasks of
living” (p. 419). Crime, fewer services such as transportation, grocery shopping, and recreation
lead to stress, as well as the environmental factors characterized above. This stress manifests
itself in a comorbidity of health outcomes, such as hypertension, psychological distress, PTSD,
disrupted sleeping and eating patterns such as nightmares, lack of attention, and other anxiety
outcomes.
In her extensive, multivolume work with participants in inner city Detroit, Breslau (1998)
and various groups of colleagues collected trauma-related data in order to determine prevalence
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rates for PTSD and other mental health-related conditions in this high-stress area. In one analysis
of this population’s data, Breslau (1998) found the lifetime prevalence rate for exposure to one or
more traumatic events to be almost 90%, with the sudden unexpected death of a loved one as the
most commonly-experienced trauma. The same study found that assaultive violence occurred at
a higher rate in men than in women, although women were twice as likely to have symptoms
qualifying one for PTSD diagnosis after experiencing a traumatic event. Switzer et. al (1999)
found that 94% of their study population in an outpatient mental health clinic in urban Pittsburg
had experienced at least one trauma in their lifetime, with 42% having had symptoms qualifying
as PTSD diagnosis over the previous year. In yet another study conducted in a hospital serving a
“primary African American indigent population” in the southeast, Davis et. al (2008) identified
22% of the study population as exhibiting symptoms for PTSD diagnosis. Similar to the other
studies, these participants recalled traumas such as being attacked with weapons, being sexually
attacked, or having friends murdered as common traumatic occurrences.
Finally, economic and social conditions in high-stress neighborhoods lead to an
overabundance of drugs and alcohol, both because of the concentrated sales and marketing of
these substances in poor areas, and also because job scarcity and the resultant broad informal
economy produce an abundance of sellers (Hill and Angel, 2005; Latkin and Curry, 2003). Aside
from the obvious negative outcomes of being involved in the use and sale of illicit drugs, the
presence of drugs and alcohol in a community has implications for overall mental health. Ross
and Jang (2000) considered drug activity as a component of overall neighborhood disorder in
their study of Illinois households, with neighborhood disorder inspiring high levels of chronic
fear and mistrust in one’s neighbors. Fear includes “affective – or emotional – response
characterized by being afraid, worried, or concerns about being victimized” (p. 405). The authors
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found that individuals who lived in neighborhoods with more disorder had higher levels of fear
of being robbed or attacked on a daily basis. Stockdale et. al (2007) found in their sample of 60
US communities that higher-stress neighborhoods had more instances of alcohol, drug, and
mental health disorders, and that individuals in high-crime areas were more vulnerable to these
disorders. And finally, Boardman et. al (2001) extrapolated from the Detroit Area Study
referenced above by Breslau (1991, 1998) that neighborhood disadvantage is associated with
drug-related behaviors and higher levels of psychological distress, and that this relationship is
strengthened with increasingly lower incomes.
All of the above mental health outcomes have stark implications for an individual’s
resilience, or ability to bounce back from adverse experiences. The connections between mental
health and resilience will be discussed in the next section.
Neighborhood and academic performance. Although the association between mental
health and academic performance has been thoroughly interrogated in the literature, there are
fewer extant studies examining neighborhood and its association with academic performance.
Byrd and Chavous (2001) surveyed African American eighth graders for both academic success
and neighborhood factors. They examined census tracts, average of the standardized percentage
of college graduates in the neighborhood, as well as the standardized percentage of adults in
professional and managerial jobs, in order to measure collective socialization, or available role
models in the neighborhood. They found that the prevalence of available positive role models
was related to academic behaviors (GPA), but not to school utility value (how much participants
valued their school); the authors suggest that this implies that adults with higher incomes and
better educations model behavior and values for youth. Reaping the academic benefits of an
abundance of role models can be difficult in high-stress neighborhoods. Anakwenze and Zuberi
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(2013) report that living in high-poverty areas can preclude youth from having access to these
role models, and thus to the social capital that comes with knowing and benefitting from
mentoring relationships, as accomplished individuals flee high-crime areas for better jobs, better
schools, and better neighborhoods. Eamon (2005) found that residence in better-quality
neighborhoods is related to reading achievement but not math achievement, with the effect of
poverty on reading achievement explained by residence in lower-quality neighborhoods, lower
levels of cognitive stimulation from an early age, and parent-youth conflict, which will be
addressed in the next section.
Exposure to higher quality neighborhoods appears to be important from early childhood,
with kids exposed to affluent neighborhood conditions in early life showing higher academic
achievement in both reading and math and better behavior indicators than those exposed to
affluence later in childhood (Anderson et al., 2014). In Anderson et al.’s study, the benefits for
reading endured until adolescence, although mathematical achievement did not. Examining this
data longitudinally, extended exposure to affluent neighborhoods was associated with higher
levels of reading achievement in adolescence when controlling for other disparity factors.
Anderson and colleagues argue that this supports early exposure and cumulative exposure
models, but that it may only carry reading skills forward because “affluent neighborhoods’
resources such as libraries and enrichment programs may be especially relevant for early literacy
skills” (p. 133). It should be noted that early and consistent exposure to affluent neighborhoods
was associated with positive academic outcomes, even when controlling for other factors. This
research suggests that neighborhood could be an important factor when examining educational
outcomes.
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Neighborhood stress and parenting. Finally, high-stress neighborhoods can affect
parenting, with parents reporting that high-stress neighborhoods are not conducive to child and
family development (Garbarino & Sherman, 1980). The stressful environments in these
neighborhoods lead to poor mental health in mothers, mothers with low self-esteem, and more
single-parent homes, with single parenting and psychological distress being linked (Ceballo &
McLoyd, 2002). Poverty is associated with more physical punishment and a more acute focus on
obedience than on collaboration (Halpern, 1990; Hanson, McLanahan, & Thomson, 1997;
Kelley, Power, & Wimbush, 1992; McLoyd, 1990, 1998). And the research on protective factors
is mixed, with some research showing that in high-crime neighborhoods, social support can
provide a protective factor against the stressors of daily life and single parenting, and strong
parental support can provide a protective factor for the mental health of these parents’ kids
(Eisman et. al, 2015; Latkin and Curry, 2003; Ramirez-Vallez, Zapert, & Maton, 2000); while
other research suggests that social support can fail to buffer against feelings of fear and mistrust
(Ross & Jang, 2000); depressive symptoms and substance abuse (Latkin & Curry, 2003); and
stress (Ramirez-Vallez et al., 2000).
Summary. High stress neighborhoods are those marked by low socioeconomic status,
high crime, high population density, poor environmental conditions, and social disorganization.
As a result, these communities are plagued by poor mental health outcomes, such as depression,
anxiety, and PTSD. In an academic context, these mental health outcomes could have an
association with other variables considered in this study, including resilience, academic
performance, and parenting. Because community college students are more likely to be poor and
urban, and thus more likely to live in high-stress neighborhoods, the negative outcomes that
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result from living under chronic stress may affect an individual’s ability to succeed at the
community college level.

Resilience
History of resilience as an academic concept. The study of resilience has changed over
time, since it first emerged as a construct worthy of study. Richardson (2002) identifies three
waves during which the study of resilience evolved into its usage in today’s research. During
Wave 1, Richardson argues that researchers were interested in individual characteristics, and
how these characteristics were related to one’s ability to survive. They wanted to know why
some people were able to rely on these characteristics to thrive in the face of adversity; and
conversely, why some people succumbed to unhealthy coping behaviors when presented with
challenges. Wave 2 shifted to examining how individuals acquire these characteristics or
qualities, as well as the process of coping with difficult situations. This wave was less focused on
resilience as a set of innate qualities, and more on how these qualities come to be within
individuals. During Wave 3, researchers focused on resilience as a set of innate qualities that an
individual possesses, but that need to be recalled and utilized in times of stress and adversity. It
is from this evolution of the concept as a quantifiable construct that we get traditional definitions
of resilience.
Definitions of resilience. Individual researchers’ conceptualizations of resilience range
from the description of these characteristics to the processes that constitute resilience. Perhaps
most compelling in these definitions aren’t the qualities that are defined as resilient qualities, but
rather the events to which resilience is identified as a response. On the more cautionary end of
the spectrum, resilience is viewed as a response to a traumatic experience, with resilient qualities
providing a protective factor against mental breakdown, depression, PTSD, or other
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psychopathology (Green et al., 2014). In other words, if an individual does not possess these
resilient qualities, they can have mental health issues, and those who have mental health issues
are that way because they are lacking in resilience. On the opposite end of the spectrum are
definitions that assume a more everyday approach to resilience, wherein individuals encounter
adversity frequently and in various forms, and adapt or change accordingly (Richardson, Neiger,
Jensen, & Kumpfer, 1990; Richardson, 2002). This broad consideration of resilience frames the
concept in terms of reintegrating or returning to a previous state, and can be applied to both
individuals and institutions.
Lucas and Buzzanell (2012) view the process of developing resilience as both a shortterm and a long-term project through the lens of mining families that encountered periods of
employment followed by periods of unemployment. Short-term resilience was communicated in
these families as a skill that had been mastered and that would be employed in the current crisis,
while long-term resilience was communicated in order to prepare the next generation to
overcome such hardships in their own adult lives. Lucas and Buzzanell’s identification of
resilience as a long-term process dovetails with Maddi and Khoshaba’s (1994) definition of
hardiness as a sub-concept of resilience. Maddi and Khoshaba define hardiness as “interrelated
self-perceptions of commitment, control, and challenge that help in managing stressful
circumstances in a manner that turns them into developmental rather than debilitating
experiences” (p. 265). This idea of hardiness mirrors other definitions of resilience, but augments
the short-term concept of reintegrating from, or adapting to, disruptions in life with a long-term
perspective, that of reflecting on and utilizing the adverse experience to build long-term stamina
and the ability to better adapt to future stressors (Buzzanell, 2010; Richardson, et. al 1990;
Richardson, 2002).
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For the purpose of this dissertation, I rely on the definition of resilience that frames the
resilience measure employed by the dissertation survey’s instrument: the Brief Resilience Scale
(Smith, Dalen, Wiggins, Tooley, Christopher, & Bernard, 2008), which is a derivative of the
longer Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (Connor & Davidson, 2003). The authors of this scale,
as detailed below, define resilience as: (a) resilience embodies the personal qualities that enable
one to thrive in the face of adversity; (b) resilience represents the ability to cope with disruptions
in order to achieve homeostasis; and (c) resilience is a measure of stress-coping ability. Connor
and Davidson see their scale as applicable in studies such as this one, that seek to “investigate
adaptive and maladaptive strategies for coping with stress,” particularly in cases where
individuals are at high risk for stress and its health-based manifestations (p. 81).
Measurement of resilience. Maddi and Khoshaba’s (1994) definition of hardiness
(mentioned above) guides this popular scale (and its many iterations) for measuring individual
resilience, the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) (2003). The original 25-item scale
is drawn from four bodies of work that contribute to the CD-RISC’s overall measurement of
resilience. First, items are drawn from Kobasa’s work on hardiness, wherein individuals who
possess hardiness have a clear sense of their own values and of their own importance, an attitude
of vigorousness toward the environment rather than vegetativeness, a sense of meaning and
usefulness in his or her life as opposed to a nihilistic attitude, and an internal control orientation
wherein the individual knows that only he or she can influence the outcome of a stressful life
situation. Consequently, the CD-RISC assesses the tested individual’s: (a) control, (b)
commitment, and (c) the extent to which they view change as a challenge.
Second, the scale includes items from Rutter’s (1985) work on protective factors against
psychiatric disorder. Items measure the ability of the individual to (a) develop a strategy with a
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clear aim, (b) an orientation to action rather than passivity, (c) level of self-esteem or confidence,
(d) adaptability in coping with change, (e) social problem-solving skills, (f) humor in the face of
stress, (g) strengthening effect on stress, (h) taking on responsibilities for dealing with stress, (i)
secure affectional bonds, and (j) previous experiences of stress and achievement. Third, the scale
utilizes Lyons’s (1991) work on adjustment from trauma, including: (a) patience and (b) the
ability to endure stress and pain over time. Finally, the scale encompasses constructs of: (a) faith
and (b) luck from the documentation associated with Ernest Shackleton’s expedition and
consequent shipwreck. This instrument and its various iterations will be addressed in the
Methods section of this dissertation.
Resilience and mental health. Despite the varying definitions of resilience, many
researchers concur that resilience is in some way related to, or is a construct of, positive mental
health (Connon & Davidson, 2003; Davydov, Stewart, Ritchie, & Chaudieu et al., 2010; Eisman
et al., 2015; Friedli, 2009; Hartley, 2011; Maddi & Khoshaba, 1994; Wandersman & Nation,
1998; Zautra, Hall, & Murray, 2008; Zimmerman, Ramirez-Vallez, & Maton, 1999). When
discussing resilience in the context of mental health, scholars often refer to compensatory models
of mental health and resilience, wherein risk and promotive factors are independent of one
another, with promotive factors essentially eliminating the effects that risks create (Eisman et al.,
2015). In constructing a hypothesis for the present study, this means that even though
neighborhood stress presents multiple risks to students in terms of distractions from their studies,
these students can be successful if the way in which their family communicates provides enough
of a protective factor for them to ignore the distractions and complete college.
Other researchers have found that resilience is related to mental health in its ability to
buffer against psychological distress (Zimmerman et al., 1999) and that resilience in the social
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sphere can lead to resistance to encounters that would lower one’s self-esteem, resulting in
overall negative psychological outcomes (Taylor & Brown, 1994). Maddi and Khoshaba (1994)
identified hardiness, a sub-concept of resilience, as expressing “psychological vitality and
enhanced performance” (p. 265). They argue that hardiness is a measure of mental health
because it “taps the opposite of severe psychopathology” in clinical tests of psychosis, and that
hardiness may be one necessary component of good mental health (p. 271).
When considering the World Health Organization’s definition of mental health as a
“positive state of psychological well-being,” Davydov et al. (2010) argue that mental health is
found in both the positive emotions one experiences in the everyday, combined with functioning
on a level that allows one to thrive. They hypothesize that the construct of mental health has its
roots in resilience, wherein good mental health comes both from having positive experiences,
and remembering one’s own positive, successful reactions to adverse experiences. The repeated
process of coping creates added resilience over time, creating subjective well-being (SWB), a
measure of mental health.
Summary. Resilience is a concept that describes the extent to which individuals are able
to recover psychologically and learn from a range of adverse events, including everyday hurdles
and major traumas. As mentioned in the previous section, individuals living in high-stress
neighborhoods are at risk for poor mental health outcomes based on the stressors they experience
daily in their communities. As a result of poor mental health, they may consequently be less
likely to possess the protective factors necessary to develop resilience to these daily adverse
events and traumas; conversely, if they already possess qualities associated with resilience
(hardiness, action orientation, adaptability, luck, etc.), they may use these skills in a way that
results in better educational outcomes in higher education.
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Academic Persistence/Withdrawal
Community college students who live in high-stress neighborhoods may be at risk for
poor mental health; and, as shown above, may consequently exhibit less resilience in facing
adversity in and out of the classroom. This lack of resilience may lead to poor academic
outcomes, and ultimately could lead to the student dropping out of school when life
circumstances are difficult and resilience is low. On the other hand, students who live in highstress neighborhoods who possess qualities of resilience may overcome adversity and stay in
school, leading to better academic outcomes for them than for their low-resilience counterparts.
One way to measure the outcome of resilience in the academic context is to assess whether
students who enroll in one semester intend to re-enroll in the subsequent semester.
Overview. Although myriad theories and resultant measures exist for predicting and
evaluating college student success, the present study will utilize Tinto’s concepts of academic
persistence and withdrawal to interrogate the processes behind community college students’
attrition from semester to semester. Tinto argues that dropping out of college is not a one-time
decision, but rather a longitudinal process that consists of a series of interactions between the
student and the social and academic environments on campus (Appendix A). These experiences
influence the degree to which the student commits to the institution and commits to completing a
degree there; ultimately, Tinto argues, the strength of these commitments is the most important
factor in predicting whether a student will drop out. The interactions that constitute the process
of academic and social integration are not discrete acts, but rather are informed by four variables
that frame these interactions. The Tinto model of persistence and withdrawal relies on these four
variables for measurement: (a) personal attributes; (b) precollege experiences; (c) goal
attainment; and (d) family background. This dissertation uses parts of Pascarella and Terenzini’s
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(1980) 30-item scale to measure constructs contributing to academic persistence and withdrawal.
The scale will be described in more detail in the next chapter.
Personal attributes. Individual characteristics include demographics, personality, and
academic ability. Key personal attributes commonly measured in studies of academic
persistence/withdrawal are standardized test scores, including the SAT and ACT; and past grade
performance, with grade performance weighing more heavily than standardized test scores,
because it corresponds more closely with grades in college. Personality traits that Tinto lists as
being inversely associated with persistence include: impulsivity, lack of flexibility, instability,
anxiety, restlessness, and overactivity. Perhaps not coincidentally, the converse of these traits:
flexibility, stability, self-control, and thoughtfulness, are traits typically associated with
resilience.
Precollege experiences. Precollege experiences include high school performance; GPA;
average rank in high school class; and even the characteristics of the high school itself, including
facilities, curriculum, and pedagogy. The caliber of students in the high school and their
aspirations and accomplishments can influence the individual in that their entire educational
experience is framed by the expectations set forth in the secondary school system.
Family background. Tinto cites family characteristics such as affluence and education as
likely to influence whether a student will stay in college. Students are more likely to drop out if
their families are poor, or if they come from families wherein they are the first to graduate with a
postsecondary degree. Citing Congdon, Merrill, and others, Tinto argues that “college persisters
tend to come from families whose parents tend to enjoy more open, democratic, supportive, and
less conflicting relationships with their children” (p. 100). College persisters receive more praise
from their family members, and their families are highly interested in their participation in higher
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education. Tinto argues that the foundation of intergenerational mobility could be that families
pass the expectation for educational attainment onto their children, and it sustains across
generations. This variable is of unique interest in the community college population, as a higher
percentage of community college students are first generation, meaning that they are the first in
their families to attend and [hopefully] graduate with a college degree (Ma & Baum, 2014). The
absence of this familial expectation to attend college in first-generation families could influence
other dynamics within the family relationship; namely, that parents who have not been to college
may be less supportive and involved in their adolescents’ schooling in general. But also,
supportive parents, regardless of highest degree earned, may still possess the ability to perform
the communicative acts of being open, democratic, and supportive. This in turn could influence
their child’s decision to stay in school.
Goal commitment. After innate academic ability, commitment to completing college is
the most important attribute in determining whether an individual will persist in college. In
multiple studies seeking to validate Pascarella and Terenzini’s measures, researchers have shown
that when an individual has goals of high-level attainment, they are less likely to withdraw
(Hagedorn, Maxwell, and Hampton, 2001; Morisano, Hirsh, Peterson, Pihl, & Shore, 2010;
Nora, 2001; Nora & Richardson, 2001). As mentioned previously, in Tinto’s model, goal
commitment is posited as a construct resulting from family background, individual
characteristics, and prior educational experiences. Tinto explains that this is because goal
commitment is ultimately a reflection of those three basic variables: the individual, his or her
family, and past educational experiences. Because this dissertation only includes participants
who are currently in school and thus persisting, this study measures constructs that predict
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persistence, including social integration and institutional/goal commitment, instead of dropout
decision as the outcome variable.
The college environment. It is obviously not enough for an individual to rely on his or
her personal and family characteristics to succeed in an institution. Once the student enters
college, academic and social factors can contribute to the longitudinal process of dropping out.
The two processes that further determine if a student will persist in college are academic
integration and social integration.
Academic integration. Tinto argues that academic integration can be measured by both
grades (meeting the academic standards of the institution) and intellectual development (meeting
the norms of the institution). Some studies show grades to be the single greatest predictor of
persistence, but Tinto argues that those who voluntarily withdraw (as opposed to academic
dismissals) often have high grades but are bored, or do not feel that their intellectual
development is congruent with the intellectual climate of the institution. In other words, they
may be smart and learning things, but still don’t feel that they fit in intellectually.
Social integration. According to Tinto, social integration occurs as a composite of
informal social interactions with peers, extracurricular activities, and informal interactions with
faculty. Nonpersisters see themselves as having fewer friends and meaningful relationships on
campus, and do not perceive that they fit into a social scene on campus; key here is the use of “a”
social scene, as even those who do not fit the dominant culture on a college campus can still “fit
in” if they find peers like themselves. Peer groups provide critical friendship, social support, and
academic accountability. Extracurricular activities increase institutional commitment.
Interactions with faculty members outside of the formal classroom increase both social and
institutional commitment, and can increase academic achievement. It should be noted here that
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because of their status as commuter schools, many community colleges do not have vibrant
social scenes. As the following research shows, researchers have found both that community
college students do not rely on social integration in order to persist, but also that social
integration looks different for community college students than it does for traditional four-year
college students.
Academic persistence/withdrawal and community college students. Although many
studies of academic persistence and withdrawal utilize samples of students from four-year
universities and colleges (Bordes-Edgar, Arredondo, Kurpius, & Rund, 2011; Hartley, 2011;
Morrow & Ackerman, 2012; Rigali-Oiler & Kurpius, 2013; and others), the high attrition rates
among community college students in the United States and the consequent loss in terms of state
and federal funding when these students withdraw demands special attention be paid to the
forces contributing to this retention problem. The Tinto model has in turn been both utilized and
problematized in reference to this population. Across the literature, themes emerge as to the
unique ways in which community college students do and do not fit Tinto’s model of
persistence/withdrawal.
Community college students and predictors of persistence/withdrawal. From around the
time Pascarella turned Tinto’s model into an actual measure, an albeit small number of
researchers have been interested in the model as it applies to two-year students. Pascarella,
Smart, and Ethington (1986) found Tinto’s model to be reasonably useful in predicting
persistence in students who start out at two-year schools, but found that individual factors
influencing persistence are dependent on the sex of the student. Bers and Smith (1991)
concluded with mixed results from their study of community college students as measured by the
Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) measure, finding that educational objectives, precollege
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characteristics, and employment status provided more insight into persistence than either of the
integration measures. The authors questioned whether community college students had a more
difficult time seeking out opportunities for social and academic integration. With regard to
academic integration, Pascarella and Chapman (1983a) conducted a study that included two-year
commuter students and found that academic integration indirectly influenced persistence through
its direct effects on institutional commitment.
Social integration appears to predict persistence at the community college level, but
social integration looks different depending on the student and institution. In the above study,
Pascarella and Chapman (1983a) found that social integration did not affect persistence in
community college students; this research is the foundation for both the idea that community
college students do not need to integrate socially per Tinto, but also the impetus for studies that
seek to prove the converse. In a later study by the same authors (Pascarella and Chapman,
1983b) they found that informal contact with faculty members (classified as social integration
per Tinto) was actually negatively correlated with persistence for two-year commuter students.
They hypothesized that this was because those students who had strong interpersonal
relationships with faculty were more likely to transfer out of the community college and into
four-year schools, meaning that the negative correlation would in fact be a good thing, as it
facilitated students “aging out” and moving on to a bachelor’s degree.
Although social integration includes interactions with individuals such as roommates and
fellow club members in four-year college samples, some research has sought to identify exactly
what processes constitute social integration in two-year samples. Karp et al. (2010) used in-depth
interviews and 6-month follow-up interviews and determined that there are unexpected ways in
which community college students engage socially with the institution. They found that 90% of
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the students who reported being “integrated” re-enrolled in the second year, while only twothirds of those who were not integrated re-enrolled. Their analysis was focused on information
networks, networks of individuals with whom community college students could share
information about professors, discuss homework, and access resources; this included faculty and
fellow students. Unlike four-year schools, wherein students make friends, hang out, study
together, and go to social events, community college students spend less time on campus, and
because of their family and work commitments, have little time for friends and socializing. These
informal networks identified by Karp and colleagues – peers who can share notes, or a professor
who they see during office hours, do not look the same as the social networks of four-year
college students, but serve a similar purpose of social integration. Their interviews extricated the
fact that some of these social relationships existed only in the classroom, but still made the
campus life experience meaningful. The authors argued that ultimately these information
networks promote both academic and social integration, and might not be as easily distinguished
as the networks employed by four-year college students.
Summary. Tinto’s model of academic persistence and withdrawal provides an important
framework from which to operationalize the constructs that determine whether a community
college student will continue to enroll in classes. While the community college context is
perhaps idiosyncratic, there is enough extant research with the population to anticipate the model
as reasonably appropriate when examining resilience in high-stress neighborhoods. This
dissertation examines two of the four variables that contribute to social integration: (a) peer
group interactions, and (b) faculty interactions. It also measures the two commitment variables
leading to dropout decisions: (a) institutional commitment and (b) goal commitment. One of the
variables contained in Tinto’s model that is not tested by the specific academic persistence
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measure, family background, can be further interrogated through looking at the ways in which
family communication processes might factor into a student’s resilience and persistence. Tinto
argues that families of first generation college students, of which there are many in both the
high-stress neighborhood demographic and the community college demographic, are less open
and democratic in their communication. If this is correct, then anomalous families that are both
first generation and also open and democratic in their communication might help us to
understand whether this communication breeds resilience in helping community college students
from high-stress neighborhoods to persist.

Family Communication Patterns (FCP)
Genealogy of a Theory. The four-construct Family Communication Patterns (FCP) has
its origins in the mass communication work of McLeod and Chaffee (1972), who identified two
separate dimensions in the way families structure their communication. Their research was at the
time used to describe the types and volume of television watched by children growing up in
families at the ends of both dimensions. The first dimension, socio-orientation, described the
way in which families produce deference, and the extent to which the family strives for harmony.
Families high in this orientation encourage children to repress anger and avoid arguments, and
the dimension correlates with high parental control and strict punishment. These families value
family cohesion over ideas (Schrodt, Witt, & Messersmith, 2008). Because McLeod and Chaffee
were interested in these family dynamics in terms of children’s media consumption, they also
found that children from families that were highly socio-oriented had high levels of TV
viewership, as well as high levels of viewing violence on TV. When presented with a new social
situation involving new people, the individual from a family high in socio-oriented is concerned
with whether the new people like him or her, and whether the individual likes these new people.
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McLeod and Chaffee used the second dimension, concept-orientation, to describe the
extent to which families foster a spirit of independence of thought and opinion in their children,
and the children’s willingness to hold opinions and views different from the family’s. Highly
concept-oriented families stress the importance of expressing themselves, challenging the beliefs
of those both inside and outside of the family, and discussing ideas and viewpoints freely within
the household; in these families, ideas take precedence over relationships. Children from these
families were found by McLeod and Chaffee to view relatively little television, but to view more
news content overall than those in high socio-oriented families. A person who grew up in a
highly concept-oriented family is perhaps unsurprisingly concerned with concepts when
presented with a new situation. They are likely to question whether a new concept is a good idea,
and to compare the details of the new situation to what the individual already knows.
The authors argued that these two dimensions, socio-orientation and concept-orientation,
were discrete in their presentation; they found no correlation between families in terms of these
orientations, and out of this lack of correlation came a four-category typology from which a
family could be described. McLeod and Chaffee described their typology in terms of the way in
which individuals from these families approach ambiguity. Families high in socio-orientation
and low in concept-orientation were called protective, and individuals from these families handle
ambiguity by being very sensitive to the “liking” part of interpersonal interactions: whether or
not individuals in the new system like them and whether they like them back.
Individuals from these families are highly concerned with “getting along” with others,
but less concerned with the critical thinking and alteration of world view necessary to find this
harmony. Individuals from families with a high socio-orientation and a high concept-orientation
are both concerned with assimilating socially and with having the freedom to develop their own

29
world-view. McLeod and Chaffee called these families consensual and found these individuals
most likely to try and use media to escape from their families; perhaps the high pressure to both
get along with, as well as question, authority repels these individuals from engagement. This also
becomes complicated for those from Consensual families approaching ambiguous situations, as
they ask both “Who is involved and do I like them?” as well as “How can I resolve this situation
to my satisfaction?”
Laissez-faire families have both a low socio-orientation and a low concept-orientation,
and their approaches to family life are inconsistent and are thus difficult for researchers to
predict. Finally, pluralistic families place high value on critical thinking and considering
multiple viewpoints. When confronted with an ambiguous situation, individuals from these
families are highly concerned with collecting all relevant information and comparing it to what
the individual already knows about how the world works.
Communication scholars Ritchie and Fitzpatrick (1990; see also Fitzpatrick and Ritchie,
1994) later revised these orientations in an effort to articulate their functions more specifically,
resulting in the revised instrument, the Revised Family Communication Patterns Instrument
(RFCP) (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a; Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002b; Koerner & Schrodt, 2014;
Ritchie, 1988; Sillars et al., 2014). Instead of the two dimensions of socio-orientation and
concept-orientation, Ritchie (1991) rearticulated these into the similar but more communicationspecific conformity orientation and conversation orientation. Conformity orientation is similar to
McLeod and Chaffee’s socio-orientation, and describes the degree to which communication
within the family “stresses a climate of homogeneity of beliefs, values, and attitudes” (Koerner
& Fitzpatrick, 2002b). Families high in this dimension place importance on uniformity of
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attitudes, beliefs, and values among family members, and stress that children should hold the
same attitudes, beliefs, and values as their parents.
Families high in conformity orientation assume a traditional hierarchical structure, with
little room for re-conceptualizing family order and operations. Individuals within the family are
expected to put family first, spend time with the family, and defer to family values whenever
possible. Research shows that growing up in a family high in conformity orientation can
manifest itself in an individual’s communication in adulthood. Koerner and Cvancara (2002)
found that individuals from these families are more self-oriented as opposed to other-oriented,
and are more likely to use advice-giving and questions with their interlocutors. Families low in
conformity orientation, on the other hand, value individuality of family members above all, and
are willing to sacrifice family cohesion in the name of independent thought. It is not expected
that children in these families will hold the same attitudes, beliefs, or values as their parents; they
are also not expected to spend as much time with the family as those in high-conformity families,
and when they do it is often by choice. Consequently, Koerner and Cvancara found that
individuals from these families are more other-oriented in conversation than their counterparts
from families low in conformity orientation.
The other dimension of Koerner and Fitzpatrick’s RFCP is conversation orientation,
which is analogous to McLeod and Chaffee’s concept-orientation. Conversation orientation
describes the degree to which individuals within a family feel comfortable and safe to discuss a
range of topics in the family setting without fear of being shamed or ridiculed (Koerner &
Schrodt, 2014). Families high in this orientation engage regularly in open communication, and
speak freely and at will. These families often spend time together, but it is not forced or
mandated: because of the communication culture within the family, they enjoy being around
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each other. In these families, communication is a necessary component of family functioning,
and it is what makes being part of a family enjoyable and satisfying. Wilson et. al (2014) found
that children from military families who had a high level of conversation orientation adjusted
better when a parent returned from active duty deployment; these children had fewer behavioral
issues and exhibited more prosocial behaviors than children from military families low in this
dimension. Families low in this dimension have a closed communication style, interacting less
frequently, and are less likely to use discourse as a means to build the satisfying family
relationships that those from families high in the dimension value. The decision-making process
is not a collaborative one; rather it is generally avoided, as communication is not seen as an
integral part of family life. Since these individuals do not tend to spend time together, they also
just don’t communicate a lot.
Based on these two dimensions of conformity orientation and conversation orientation,
Koerner and Fitzpatrick (2002a) identified four different types of families similar to those
identified by McLeod and Chaffee, and carrying the same names. Protective families are low in
conversation orientation and high in conformity orientation. They value assimilation over
conversation and parents make decisions for the rest of the family. Children from these families
consequently may doubt their own ability to make decisions, since they are not used to taking
part in the decision-making process by the time they reach adulthood (Koerner & Fitzpatrick,
2002a). Pluralistic families are high in conversation orientation and low in conformity
orientation. Because they are open in their communication style, they are low in conflict
avoidance, and readily engage children in the decision-making process. Children from these
families are open to considering others’ opinions, but ultimately make their own decisions
(Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a).
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Laissez-faire families are marked by both low conformity orientation and low
conversation orientation, meaning that they avoid both serious conversations with one another,
and quality time spent together. Parents of children raised in these families are minimally
concerned with the decisions their children make or how they come to those decisions. Children
from these families are more likely to give into peer pressure because they aren’t used to the
critical thinking process and feedback loop that accompanies decision-making (Koerner &
Fitzpatrick, 2002a). Finally, consensual families are high in both conversation and conformity
dimensions. Because these families value open communication but also insist on maintenance of
parental values, a tension exists for children from consensual families between agreement and
maintaining the family unit and freethinking. Children from these families tend to adopt their
families’ belief systems, and make decisions based on whether a situation fits with what the
family finds important (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a).
In their meta-analysis of the RFCP instrument and its effects, Schrodt et al. (2008) argue
that the revision of the FCP tool has led not only to more specificity in describing family
dynamics, but has also resulted in higher validity and reliability across studies, allowing
researchers to focus more closely on the behavioral aspects of family communication. The
resultant body of research has measured these behaviors either in terms of the two dimensions
present in the theory, or in terms of the typologies described above. Regarding the dimensions,
research generally shows that: (a) the two dimensions are inversely, albeit moderately, related;
(b) conversation orientation leads to positive outcomes in families and individuals; and (c) the
outcomes associated with conformity orientation are context-dependent. Schrodt also identified
three types of outcomes this research has traditionally addressed in its decades-long history:
cognitive, psychosocial, and behavioral outcomes. Most notable among the results from
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Schrodt’s meta-analysis is that the effect size for conversation orientation and psychosocial
outcomes (depression, anxiety, self-esteem, etc.) is larger than (a) effect sizes for conversation
orientation and both information processing and cognitive outcomes and (b) effect sizes for
conformity orientation and psychosocial outcomes. Because this dissertation addresses
psychosocial outcomes such as self-esteem, depression, and well-being, the following section of
review focuses on articles germane to that realm.
Survey of FCP research. Four decades of Family Communication Patterns research has
yielded dozens, if not hundreds, of studies assessing FCP in terms of cognitive, communicationbehavioral, and psychosocial outcomes. In utilizing the instrument to measure variations on these
constructs, some themes emerge that will be valuable in examining FCP as a factor influencing
community college students’ commitment to completing community college or transferring to a
four-year college. One theme is that FCP research often finds differences in the way that parents
and children experience communicative patterns typical of conversation and conformity
orientations. A second theme is that this work has generally found associations between
constructs contained in the FCP instrument and psychosocial indicators of resilience: selfcontrol, self-esteem, social skills, and stress coping. A third theme is that with a few exceptions,
this research has not been conducted with community college students, or with populations that
share several demographics with the community college population.
Family member perceptions of FCP. In studies that survey multiple members of the
family about their communication patterns, it is common to find that perceptions of FCP vary
from family member to family member, and that these perceptions are temporal. In their study of
families with children in 7th, 9th, and 11th grades, Ritchie and Fitzpatrick (1990), using a
combination of McLeod and Chaffee’s FCP and the revised RFCP, found that children’s
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perceptions of family life change over the course of adolescence. In seventh grade, children were
more likely to agree with their father as to the degree to which the family unit demands
conformity (socio-orientation), and were more likely to identify with their mother’s perception as
to how much open conversation occurs in the family (concept-orientation). However, by the 11th
grade, this dynamic was reversed, with children agreeing with their mother as to the demands of
conformity within the family, and with their father as to the frequency of open communication.
In both cases (7th and 11th grade), correlations between children’s and their parents’ perceptions
of FCPs were only moderate in size rs ranging from .18 to .49). These results highlight the
importance of assessing FCPs from the perspective of community college students themselves,
as their perceptions may vary from those of their parents.
Krcmar (1996) confirmed via experimental manipulation others’ (Austin, 1993; Ritchie
& Fitzpatrick, 1990) findings that parents and children often disagree about the conformity and
conversation orientations of the family, but added nuance to this contestation by identifying the
exact communicative processes that constitute the disconnect. In examining communicative
behaviors in families (as opposed to psychosocial or cognitive outcomes), Krcmar was interested
both in compliance of children based on perceptions of parental control, and the communicative
mechanisms that were seen as being utilized in order to exert this control. Krcmar found that in
general, parents and children did not agree about the norms in their family, as evidenced by child
video selection immediately following discussion about this choice. But the reason for this
disagreement was that parents perceived themselves as using distinct verbal commands (also
known as directives) and solicitations for agreement. Children, on the other hand, recalled more
“global patterns of affect,” wherein they perceived high-control parents negatively. In other
words, high-control parents see themselves as having authority, see themselves as exercising that
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authority through clear commands, and may not give much thought to the affectual implications
of these directives. Their children, on the other hand, evaluate the household in terms of overall
affect, giving little weight to the actual words that are said. Also, younger children were found to
respond more positively to positive affect, although this effect was not found for the older
children participants. This study offers insight into the individual communication processes that
constitute the two orientations.
When surveyed about family of origin with regard to communication behaviors, there are
also differences between male and female respondents. Hsu (1998) examined communication
apprehension (CA) and communication patterns in families of origin among college students.
The researcher hypothesized that students coming from families of origin with high conversation
orientation would be less likely to exhibit communication apprehension because the focus on
free and uninhibited expression of ideas within the family translates into free expression in the
public, interpersonal sphere as well. They also anticipated that individuals from high conformity
orientation families would be more likely to exhibit communication apprehension because the
family environment discouraged discussion. Hsu found that while the above effects were indeed
present, men’s communication apprehension was related to conformity orientation in their
families of origin, but that women’s communication apprehension was related to both
conversation and conformity orientation. This study reinforces the importance of including sex
as an independent variable in the present study; research such as Hsu’s shows that the
dimensions of conformity and conversation orientation may have different implications
depending on the sex of the participant.
A final study adding to the literature differentiating perceptions of FCPs based on
biological sex was conducted by Leustek and Theiss (2017), examining the ways in which
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mothers and fathers contribute to individual and family psychosocial outcomes following laterin-life divorce. While young adults from families high in conversation orientation were expected
to feel less “caught” between parents following the divorce, and young adults from families high
in conformity orientation were expected to feel more caught as a result of both parents
competing for the “right” interpretation of what occurred during the dissolution of the marriage,
researchers found that ultimately perceptions were not divided along dimensional lines but along
sex lines. They found a difference between mothers’ and fathers’ conversation and conformity
orientations; namely, that fathers tended to have higher conformity orientation post-divorce, and
mothers tended to have higher conversation orientation. Interestingly, while mothers’
conversation orientation was not positively associated with their adult children feeling “caught,”
fathers’ conversation orientation was positively associated with feeling caught. Researchers
hypothesized that this was a result of gender norms not supporting open male communication
styles, so that when fathers opened up to their adult children about divorce-related issues, it was
seen as a limiting, rather than freeing, factor.
FCP and psychosocial outcomes. A large subset of the FCP literature examines the
relationship between family communication and psychosocial outcomes commonly associated
with resilience. These psychosocial outcomes include, but are not limited to: self-esteem; selfconcept; desire for self-control; self-confidence, especially related to interpersonal and public
communication; disclosure; sociability; perceived stress; mental health; and subjective wellbeing. The following section details the results of some of these studies.
Huang (1999) conducted research drawing a correlate between perhaps the most germane
of constructs to this study: family communication patterns and personality characteristics,
including self-esteem, self-disclosure, desirability of control, and sociability, all constructs
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related to various measures of resilience (Kobasa, 1979; Lyons 1991; Maddi & Khoshaba 1994;
Rutter, 1985). The researcher found that conversation orientation in the family of origin was
positively associated with self-esteem, self-disclosure, desirability of control, and sociability.
These individuals wanted to control their emotions, had high self-esteem, and were generally
more sociable. In this sample of four-year college students, conformity orientation in the family
of origin was negatively related to self-esteem, and these individuals were more likely to monitor
themselves highly when in the presence of others. This was confirmed by the aforementioned
Hsu (1998) study, in which conformity orientation was positively associated with
communication apprehension in both men and women.
Some important research looks at family communication and attitudes towards openness,
a necessary component in developing strong affectual bonds, one of the constructs measured by
the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale. Avtgis (1999) examined associations between
communication reward and FCP. Communication reward refers to drawing value from
interpersonal interactions, viewing them as positive, helpful, and not manipulative. Avtgis found,
perhaps unsurprisingly, that those who saw communication as rewarding came from families
high in conversation orientation, and those who did not see communication as rewarding came
from low-conversation orientation families. Avtgis argues that when individuals come from
families that value conversation and the open exchange of ideas, they approach others with the
expectation that their ideas will be valued, and that they can listen to another individual and
make up their own mind about their motivations. Individuals from families with high conformity
orientation, however, might approach interpersonal interactions with hesitancy, as they are
accustomed to communicative acts being acts merely of compliance. Similarly, Afifi and Olson
(2005) found direct effects between conformity orientation and disclosure of sensitive
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information for fear of negative consequences. This dovetails with the work of Kelly et al.
(2002), who found that individuals who scored high in measures of reticence, or the belief that it
is better to avoid communication than to risk looking bad, had lower levels of conversation
orientation in their families of origin when compared to a non-reticent sample. This research
suggests that positive outcomes associated with resilience such as strong affectual bonds may
have origins in family communication.
Family communication patterns have also been positioned in relation to mental health and
subjective well-being indicators, which in turn often have been shown to serve as contributors to
academic success (Schrodt & Ledbetter, 2007; Schrodt, Ledbetter, & Ohrt, 2007; Sillars,
Koerner, & Fitzpatrick, 2005; Wilson et al., 2014 ). Schrodt and Ledbetter (2007) found that for
young adults from both divorced and nondivorced families, conversation orientation had a direct
effect on mental well-being. Sillars, Koerner, and Fitzpatrick (2005) found that parents who
understood and empathized with their children were parents who had high conversation
orientation, resulting in a strong child self-concept. Wilson et al. (2014) found that children of
deployed service members coming from high conversation-oriented families had fewer reported
behavior problems and more prosocial behavior. And finally, Schrodt, Ledbetter, and Ohrt
(2007) found that parental confirmation and affection fully mediated the effects of conformity
orientation on you adult children’s self-esteem and perceived stress.
Sampling in FCP studies. It is important to note that, to date, most studies that
operationalize family communication patterns have been conducted with traditional samples;
they most often involve convenience samples of majority-Caucasian 4-year college students, or
were recruited from communication or other courses at 4-year institutions (Hsu, 1998; Huang
1999; Kelly et. al 2002; Leustek & Theiss, 2017; Schrodt, 2005; Schrodt & Ledbetter 2007;
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Schrodt, Ledbetter, & Ohrt, 2007). Additionally, the nature of family communication studies
demands that some samples include other combinations of family members: parents (Wilson et
al., 2014), parent-child dyads (Afifi & Olson, 2005; Haverfield & Theiss, 2017; Krcmar, 1996),
or in order to examine gender differences in FCP, triads (Sillars, Koerner, & Fitzpatrick, 2005).
In other cases, samples of adults who fit a particular description, but most of whom were still
white, have been used (Avtgis, 1999; Rangarajan & Kelly, 2006).
However, a small subset of studies examines FCP using non-traditional samples
(Hutchinson et al., 2003; Mukherji, 2005; Zhang, 2007), but it does not appear that any of these
studies examine community college students specifically. One body of literature that might
dovetail with that of the family communication patterns literature is research that addresses
parenting in urban and high-stress areas. Ceballo and McLoyd (2002) looked at social support of
poor single mothers and their seventh- and eighth-grade children, while taking into account
neighborhood factors such as maternal perception of neighborhood quality, violent crime rates,
and poverty rate for neighborhood families. They found that social support, defined by a
mother’s assessment of her ability to get instrumental help when needed, had a beneficial impact
on parenting behaviors. However, in high crime areas, the effects of this support were
diminished. Additionally, parenting behaviors were moderated by neighborhood characteristics.
While this study did not utilize the RFCP instrument, the parenting constructs that the study did
measure; namely, maternal nurturance and maternal punishment, closely mirror those assessed
with the RFCP. These included nurturance: providing support and affection for the child,
“talking over things” with the child, which closely mirrors conversation orientation; and
punishment: scolding, yelling, hitting, threatening, or sending the child to live with someone
else, which closely mirror conformity orientation.
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Research Aims, Questions, and Hypotheses
According to the above survey of extant literature, multiple studies separately address the
four constructs examined in this dissertation: neighborhood stress, resilience, commitment to
persist academically (in longitudinal studies referred to as “academic persistence”), and Family
Communication Patterns (FCP). The nature of inquiry into disadvantage has caused researchers
to focus easily on marginalized groups for two of the constructs: neighborhood stress and
resilience. This research examines individuals and families in high-stress, high-crime areas,
(Eisman et al., 2015; Ewart and Suchday, 2002; Wandersman & Nation, 1998) as well as those
who have experienced what could be called unordinary, prolonged traumas like living in an area
with gun violence, drug use, and police conflict (Attar, Guerra, & Tolan, 1994; Green et al.,
2014; Lyons, 1991; Zimmerman et al., 1999). Neighborhood stress in the form of “urban” status
has been examined alongside academic persistence (Barbatis, 2010; Fantuzzo, LaBoeuf, Rouse,
& Chen, 2012; Karp et al., 2010; Wasonga, Christman, & Kilmer, 2003), and academic
persistence is commonly looked at in terms of resilience (Campa, 2010; Fantuzzo et al., 2012;
Gonzalez & Padilla, 1997; Hartley, 2011; Perez et al., 2009).
Communication research, however, is less commonly conducted with marginalized
populations, and has traditionally relied on four-year [majority] Caucasian college convenience
samples for analysis (Afifi & Olson, 2005; Avtgis, 1999; Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990; Hsu, 1998;
Huang, 1999; Leustak & Theiss, 2017; Ritchie & Krcmar, 1996). As a result, I could find no
studies that specifically address the two dimensions of Family Communication Patterns –
conformity orientation and conversation orientation – either in direct reference to neighborhood
stress, or combining resilience and academic persistence. This dissertation contributes to the
body of FCP literature by including low-income, urban families and individuals of color in this
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literature. It also integrates a new convenience sample, the two-year college student, into the
FCP literature while building on the limited academic persistence work that has already been
done with two-year commuter community college students. While some of the academic
persistence/withdrawal literature uses community college samples (Bers & Smith, 1991; Karp et
al., 2010; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983b), the variable of two-year status has been valued more
for the transient nature of two-year students, not for the family communication and socioeconomic conditions in which they live per se. This dissertation considers community college
students more for their home lives and home neighborhoods than for the fact that they commute
to and transfer from the institution.
This dissertation investigates how Family Communication Patterns are associated with
resilience in community college students who live in neighborhoods with a range of
environmental stressors in their commitment to persist academically. In order to integrate the
four main constructs addressed by this study in terms of each other, the study contains two
primary research aims. The first aim is to understand the factors that may buffer against negative
effects of neighborhood stress on the commitment to persist academically in community college
students. The second research aim is to understand factors that mediate the impact of Family
Communication Patterns on persistence to commit academically in community college students.
These research aims are illustrated in three conceptual models.
Research Aim 1, illustrated in Figure 1, is to understand the factors that may buffer
against negative effects of neighborhood stress on the commitment to persist academically in
community college students. Some research suggests that high levels of neighborhood stress are
associated with low levels academic success. However, most of this research is focused on k-12
students, and thus not specifically focused on the dimensions of academic and social integration
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(Anderson et al., 2014; Byrd & Chavous, 2009; Cadieux, 2002; Eamon, 2005). This study seeks
to determine if students who live in high-stress neighborhoods are less likely to stay committed
to school-related work, and hence less committed to the goal of completing college. This
commitment is indicated by intentions such as enrolling in the following semester or graduating
or transferring out of the college. I predict that there will be an association between
neighborhood stress and commitment to persist academically, based on measures of
institutional/goal commitment and social integration:
H1: Higher neighborhood stress is associated with lower institutional/goal commitment.
As individual resilience is a characteristic independent of neighborhood, it can be tested
across all students regardless of where they live. The second hypothesis in this study tests the
association between individual resilience and institutional/goal commitment. As with H1, the
association between resilience and commitment to persist has been tested frequently, but mostly
with k-12 or mixed-population (high school, community college, and four-year college) samples
(Campa, 2010; Fantuzzo et al., 2010; Gonzalez & Padilla, 1997; Hartley, 2011; Perez et al.,
2009; Wasonga et al., 2003). I consequently hypothesize that individual resilience will be
associated with institutional/goal commitment, one of the key factors in committing to persist in
college:
H2: Increased individual resilience is associated with higher institutional/goal commitment.
Finally, the proposed relationships between both individual resilience and
institutional/goal commitment, as well as between neighborhood stress and institutional/goal
commitment, necessitate a testing of the interaction between the two predictor variables. That is,
individual resilience may provide a buffer against the effects of neighborhood stress on
institutional/goal commitment in community college, given that individuals high in resilience are
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especially adept at overcoming challenges or obstacles. To date, it does not appear that any
extant research specifically examines if individual resilience moderates neighborhood stress in
influencing commitment to the college and to the goal of completing college. It is proposed that
students exhibiting higher resilience may be more likely to persevere in the face of neighborhood
distractions, leading to a higher level of commitment to completing college:
H3: Individual resilience moderates the effect of living in a high-stress neighborhood on
institutional/goal commitment, such that the impact of living in a high-stress neighborhood on
institutional/goal commitment will be smaller for students who report high levels of individual
resilience than for students who report low levels of individual resilience.
Social integration is another possible factor in a student’s commitment to the goal of
completing college. Having colleagues and professors with whom a student connects outside of
class might lead them to see the institution and college itself differently. H4 proposes that these
two variables will be related:
H4: Increased social integration is associated with higher institutional/goal commitment.
Similarly, social integration could moderate the effects of neighborhood stress on
institutional/goal commitment. Being integrated into campus culture and being comfortable
talking to fellow students and faculty about life within and outside of the college could prevent
the challenges associated with neighborhood stress from affecting a student’s commitment to
completing college. H5 proposes this moderation:
H5: Social integration moderates the effects of neighborhood stress on institutional/goal
commitment, such that the impact of living in a high-stress neighborhood on institutional/goal
commitment will be smaller for students who report high levels of social integration at their
community college than for students who report low levels of social integration.
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Figure 1: Model 1: Hypotheses Related to Research Aim 1.

Research Aim 2 is to understand factors that mediate the impact of Family
Communication Patterns on persistence to commit academically in community college students.
Although much of the family communication literature addresses resilience both at the individual
and family level (Hauser et al., 1985; Haverfield & Theiss, 2017; McCubbin et al., 1997;
Patterson, 2002a; Patterson, 2002b; Walsh, 1996), and although some of the FCP literature
addresses resilience (Leustak & Theiss, 2017; Noorafshan et al., 2013; Zarnaghash et al., 2013),
with one study addressing academic resilience specifically (Jowkar et al., 2011), none of these
studies take neighborhood environment into account when examining the other two variables. It
has been shown repeatedly that two dimensions of Family Communication Patterns are
consistently related to individual resilience such that conversation orientation is positively
associated with individual resilience, and that conformity orientation is negatively associated
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with individual resilience. Open communication in the family could prepare students to discuss
and debate ideas in a critical way, such that higher levels of problem solving are developed and
individuals see multiple avenues to facing difficult situations. On the other hand, a strict
emphasis on homogeneity in high-conformity families might prevent individuals from bouncing
back from adverse experiences, as they are prepared only to take the course offered to them in
facing challenges. Hypotheses 6 and 7, and Research Questions 1 and 2 therefore reflect these
dynamics with my unique study population, and are illustrated in Figure 2:
H6: Students’ reports of conversation orientation in their families of origin is positively
associated with individual resilience.
H7: Students’ reports of conformity orientation in their families of origin is negatively associated
with individual resilience.
There is also evidence that the two FCPs interact, such that the effect of conformity
orientation varies across levels of conversation orientation, and that these interactions influence
other variables in the models. Hence, I ask:
RQ1: Do conversation orientation and conformity orientation interact to influence individual
resilience?
RQ2: Does individual resilience mediate associations between Family Communication Patterns
(conversation and/or conformity orientation) and institutional/goal commitment?
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Figure 2. Model 2: Research Questions and Hypotheses Related to Research Aim 2.
*RQ2 asks whether conversation orientation, conformity orientation, or their interaction on
institutional/goal commitment exert indirect effects on commitment through individual resilience
(e.g., the H6 path x H2 path).

Conversation orientation might predict social integration at the community college level,
as individuals raised in families with open, democratic communication are shown to be more
other-oriented in their communication style. These enhanced social skills may serve individuals
from high-conversation families, while those who grew up in high-conformity families may feel
less at ease in social situations outside of the family structure.
H8: Students’ reports of conversation orientation are positively associated with measures of
social integration
H9: Students’ reports of conformity orientation are negatively associated with measures of social
integration
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As I predict that the two dimensions will be positively and negatively associated with
social integration respectively, I am interested as to how FCPs function in inspiring social
integration that allows community college students to persist when their neighborhood
environment is stressful. For example, FCPs might impact academic persistence indirectly by
enhancing social integration (mediation), though the degree to which this is true might vary
depending on neighborhood stress (moderated mediation). Thus, I ask:
RQ3: Do conversation orientation and conformity orientation interact to influence social
integration?
RQ4: Does social integration mediate associations between Family Communication Patterns
(conversation and/or conformity orientation) and institutional/goal commitment?
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Figure 3. Model 3: Research Questions and Hypotheses Related to Research Aim 2.
*RQ2 asks whether conversation orientation, conformity orientation, or their interaction on
institutional/goal commitment exert indirect effects on commitment through social integration (e.g.,
the H8 path x H4 path).
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS

Participants
Participants were informed that to be eligible, they had to be a currently-enrolled Ivy
Tech student, and could not be graduating in Spring 2018, as the variable commitment to persist
could only be measured by asking questions alluding to a student’s intent to re-enroll at Ivy Tech
in future semesters. While studies of academic persistence in four-year, residential schools have
traditionally measured persistence from freshman to sophomore year as per Tinto’s original
definition of persistence, previous studies of community college students have examined students
who have persisted in various increments: over multiple, contiguous semesters (Barbatis, 2010);
from the traditional freshman to sophomore progression (Pascarella & Chapman, 1983a); and
from semester one to semester two of enrollment (Bers & Smith, 1991; Karp et al., 2010). The
rationale for measuring intention to persist over multiple, contiguous semesters is that students
are lost at a similarly alarming rate during the first two semesters of community college as are
lost during the first two years at 4-year schools, and consequently institutional retention efforts
are focused on semester-to-semester retention at community colleges (Bers & Smith, 1991).
Because the limitations of this study included that it was not longitudinal and thus did not
include a test/retest study design, this study measured commitment to persist by students who
were currently enrolled and did not intend to graduate in that semester.
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was received from the IRBs of both Purdue
University and Ivy Tech Community College, with the Dean of the School of Arts, Sciences, and
Education (SASE) at Ivy Tech – Indianapolis approving after-class and email recruitment as
well. In the end, however, only emails from instructors were used to recruit participants, as these
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emails yielded more than the required number of participants (see Appendix B). Eighty-six
faculty from the Ivy Tech – Indianapolis region were contacted and asked to post the approved
recruitment email under “Announcements” in their Canvas (Ivy Tech learning management
system) portal for all classes. It is unknown how many faculty completed the posting.
Participants were compensated with a $10 Amazon gift card for their full participation in the
survey.
Before data collection, the study was piloted with six students recruited in person from
colleagues’ face-to-face classes. A short presentation was done in one English and one
Psychology class; three students from each class emailed the author afterwards to express
interest in participating. Design and question elements were edited resulting from their feedback.
Question-specific edits are included in the following descriptions of measures. The study began
by providing informed consent to participants as to the procedures and risks involved (See
Appendices C and D). To ascertain eligibility, participants were then asked if they were
currently: (a) an Ivy Tech student and not planning to graduate in Spring 2018; (b) an Ivy Tech
student planning to graduate in Spring 2018; or (c) not a currently-enrolled student. If they
answered anything other than “currently an Ivy Tech student and not planning to graduate in
Spring 2018,” the survey ended and they were thanked for their time. The survey then asked
demographic questions such as age, sex, race/ethnicity, primary language spoken at home, first
generation status, work status, and whether they were an international student (See Appendix E).
The survey concluded with nine blocks of Likert-type items measuring the following constructs:
neighborhood stress, individual resilience, academic persistence, and family communication
patterns. These scales are described in detail below.
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Exclusion of Inadequate Surveys
Four hundred and fifty (n = 450) surveys were completed in four days of survey
administration. After ending the survey, each survey was examined for viability based on set
inclusion criteria. Immediate exclusion was automatically determined for any survey wherein the
IP Address for the participant was outside of the Indianapolis/Central Indiana area. Surveys were
also automatically excluded if the participant took fewer than six minutes to complete the survey,
as it was determined during the pilot study that the mean number of minutes used to take the
survey was around 15 minutes. Participants also had to complete at least 7 of the 9 scales in the
survey, or their survey was immediately excluded.
Surveys exhibiting some characteristics were flagged for further review. One reason for
flagging was if the first two institutional/goal commitment scale items were assessed the same or
very similar values. These items were “How likely is it that you will drop out of Ivy Tech (leave
Ivy Tech without transferring to another institution) in the near future?” and “How committed
are you to staying at Ivy Tech until you either graduate or transfer? As this series contained one
reverse-coded question, the answers would ideally be located on opposite ends of the 9-point
scale. If a participant reported being highly likely to drop out of Ivy Tech and also highly
committed to staying at Ivy Tech, their survey was flagged.
Another similar flag was administered for lack of variation in answers to the Brief
Resilience Scale. While the R-FCP and CSI all lend themselves to straight-line answers
(choosing the same Likert value for many items in a scale), the BRS poses questions in a way
that should produce some variation. Participants who answered, for example, that they strongly
agree with the statement “I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times,” but also answered that
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they strongly agree with the statement “I tend to take a long time to get over setbacks in my life”
had their surveys flagged for final review.
The question “There was a gang fight near my home” was located in two CSI scales; if
these events were not reported by participants as happening with similar frequency in both
scales, the survey was flagged. And finally, surveys wherein two or more scales were filled
exclusively with middle-row answers (often “neither agree nor disagree”) were flagged as well.
Flagged surveys were reviewed, and any survey exhibiting two or more of the above conditions
was removed for analysis. After reviewing flagged surveys, n = 256 remained. Excluded surveys
included those that were immediately excluded, those excluded after review for flagging criteria,
and those that did not qualify for initial Qualtrics criteria for being allowed into the survey.

Missing Data
A flaw in the Qualtrics survey set-up provided a situation in which the survey was initially
deployed offering participants only seven out of the nine total survey question blocks. This issue
was identified at the conclusion of the first day of deployment, and corrected for all subsequent
surveys. However, this did leave the data set with 94 of 256 surveys wherein two of nine blocks
of questions were missing all data.
In order to manage the missing data, the technique of multiple imputation was chosen.
Multiple imputation is recommended for use with data sets wherein missing data comprises over
5% of data points; for data sets missing fewer than 5% of data points, a single imputation is
sufficient (Shafer, 1999). This study’s data contained 8.9% missing data points (1758/19789 =
.0888), so single imputation was foregone in favor of multiple imputation. MI in SPSS v.24 uses
a Markov Chain Monte Carlo method called fully conditional specification for data missing at
random (MAR), wherein the probability that a data point is missing depends on observed values
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but not missing values (Shafer, 1999). MAR data differs from other types of missing data in that
information about the person and how they might respond to the missing variables can be
extrapolated from their answers to other survey questions. For example, in the case of the survey
for this dissertation, missing scores for the items in the conversation orientation R-FCP scale
could be predicted based on completed items from the conformity orientation scale. MCMC
creates independent draws of missing data points; these scores become part of the next iteration
of the data set, and are then used to draw for all subsequent imputations.
Multiple Imputation in SPSS v.24 was also chosen for its ability to impute at the item, as
opposed to the scale, level. Gottschall et al. (2012) argues that item-level imputation is preferable
to scale-level imputation because within-scale correlations are stronger than between-scale
correlations, so scale-level imputation excludes the best predictors of the missing scores.
Although there is not a wealth of research dedicated to item-level versus scale-level imputation,
the aforementioned comparative study provides some evidence that item-level imputation is
preferable.
Shafer (1999) recommends performing between 5-10 imputations of data unless rates of
missing data are unusually high, and argues that 5 imputations is sufficient in most cases.
Therefore, a series of 5 imputations was performed in SPSS v. 24, replacing the 1758 missing
values and resulting in a complete data set of 256 usable surveys. In some cases, a “pooled”
version of the data was available; in others, such as those utilizing the ANOVA function, no
pooled version was available. In those cases, pooled values were created by hand by calculating
the mean for the function across imputations, which is the method SPSS uses to pool
imputations.
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Procedures
The surveys of N = 256 Ivy Tech students were used for analysis. Demographic survey
questions can be found in Appendix E. Descriptive statistics for demographic variables can be
found in Table 1. Participants ranged in age from 17 to 69 years old (M = 24.42, SD = 7.69), with
51.6% of the sample falling between the ages of 19-21. Most participants were female (n = 182;
71.1%). The majority were also White/Caucasian (n = 154; 60.2%), with 18% (n = 46) of
participants identifying as African American and 7% (n = 18) identifying as Hispanic. Asian
participants constituted 5.1% (n = 13) of the sample, and one participant identified as American
Indian or Alaska Native (0.4%). Some participants identified as two or more races (7.8%; n =
20), and four students (1.6%) chose not to identify their race or ethnicity for the survey. For
analysis purposes, this variable was recoded as Non-White and White/Caucasian. Non-white
participants comprised 39.8% of the sample (n = 102).

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Variables
Frequency Percent
Sex
Male
Female

74
182

28.9
71.1

Race/Ethnicity
American Indian/Alaska Native
Asian
Black (non-Hispanic)
Hispanic
White/Caucasian
Two or more races
Prefer not to answer

1
13
46
18
154
20
4

0.4
5.1
18.0
7.0
60.2
7.8
1.6
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Table 1 continued
Language spoken at home
English
Spanish
Other
No answer

216
11
28
1

84.4
4.3
10.9
0.4

High School/GED
Some college
Technical/associate's degree
Bachelor's degree
No answer
First generation college student
Not first generation
First generation
Don’t know
Work status
Yes
No
Amount of work
Fewer than 40 hours/week
40 or more hours/week
No answer
International Student
Yes
No
How long since lived at home
Currently live with family of origin
Fewer than 5 years
5-10 years
More than 10 years

166
61
17
5
1

64.8
23.8
6.6
2.0
0.4

102
142
12

39.8
55.5
4.7

198
58

77.3
22.7

121
77
58

47.3
30.0
22.7

11
245

4.3
95.7

131
43
34
48

51.2
16.8
13.3
18.8

Previous Schooling

Most participants spoke English in their family of origin (84.4%; n = 216) and most
(55.5%; n = 142) were first generation college students, meaning that neither of their biological
parents had graduated from college. A z-test of proportions showed that females (Z = 7.07; p
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<.001) and first generation students (Z = 5.32; p<.001) were overrepresented in the participant
sample as compared to the general Ivy Tech – Indianapolis population.
In terms of schooling experiences, most students (88.6%; n = 227) had either a high
school diploma/GED only, or had attended some college at an institution other than Ivy Tech,
but had not completed an associate’s degree, other technical degree, or higher. Also, most of the
students (77.3%; n = 198) worked while attending Ivy Tech. Of those who did work, 61% (n =
121) worked part-time, while 39% worked at least, if not more than, 40 hours per week. Overall,
22.7% (n = 58) of participants did not work, 47.3% (n = 121) worked one or more part-time jobs
totaling fewer than 40 hours/week, and 30.1% (n = 77) participants worked full-time or more
than full-time. Eleven participants (4.3%) were international students.
Finally, participants were asked how many years it had been since they lived with their
family of origin. About half (51.2%; n = 131) reported currently living with their family of
origin. Some had lived outside of their family of origin for fewer than five years (16.8%; n = 43);
some between 5-10 years (13.3%; n = 34); and still some had not lived with their family of origin
for more than 10 years (18.8%; n = 48).

Measures
The four constructs included in this study were assessed using four sets of measures. The
order in which measures appeared in the online survey was varied to mitigate order effects.
Neighborhood stress. The degree of neighborhood stress present in participants’
neighborhoods was measured with Ewart and Suchday’s (2002) City Stress Inventory (CSI) (See
Appendix F). The CSI is an 18-item self-report measure containing two subscales, the
Neighborhood Disorder subscale and the Exposure to Violence subscale, and has a possible high
score of 72 and a low score of 18. The 11-item Neighborhood Disorder subscale includes the
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following nine frequency items, rated on 4-point Likert-type scales in increments of 1 (never), 2
(once), 3 (a few times), or 4 (often): How often in the last year: (1) I saw people dealing drugs
near my home; (2) I saw strangers who were drunk or high hanging out near my home; (3) I
heard adults arguing loudly on my street; (4) I heard neighbors complaining loudly about crime
in my neighborhood; (5) Someone I knew was arrested or went to jail; (6) I saw or heard about a
“shooting gallery” near my home; (7) People in the neighborhood complained about being
harassed by police; (8) There was a gang fight near my home; (9) I saw cars speeding or driving
dangerously on my street.
The Neighborhood Disorder subscale also includes the following two magnitude items,
rated on 4-point Likert-type scales in increments of 1 (none), 2 (some), 3 (about half), or 4
(most). How many: (10) Number of neighbors who received food stamps in the last year; (11)
Number of houses or buildings in your neighborhood that were vacant or unoccupied in the last
year. Following the pilot study, the qualifier “(If you are unsure, offer an educated guess)” was
added to (10), as pilot participants consistently expressed verbally that they did not know the
answer to the question.
The 7-item Exposure to Violence subscale includes the following frequency items, rated
on 4-point Likert-type scales in increments of 1 (never), 2 (once), 3 (a few times), or 4 (often):
How often in the last year: (1) A family member was attacked or beaten; (2) A family member
was shot or stabbed; (3) A friend was shot or stabbed; (4) A family member was stopped and
questioned by the police; (5) A friend was robbed or mugged; (6) Someone threatened to hurt a
member of my family; (7) A family member was robbed or mugged.
The scores from the two subscales, Neighborhood Disorder and Exposure to Violence,
are compiled for a possible score (range = 18-72), with higher scores indicating higher levels of

58
neighborhood stress. Initial reliability tests conducted by Ewart and Suchday using high school
student samples produced Cronbach’s alphas of 0.88 for neighborhood disorder and 0.85 for
exposure to violence, with test-retest correlation coefficients of 0.82 for neighborhood disorder
and 0.75 for exposure to violence. The measure was validated by correlating each subscale with:
(a) four SES indices from the 1990 Census, and (b) measures of dysphoric trait affect, stressinducing attitudes, and emotional reactivity to a peer encounter. Participants were surveyed again
after 12 months if they continued to reside in the same location. In studies using this measure,
totals from the two subscales of neighborhood disorder and exposure to violence are summed to
produce a single numerical score for each participant.
Reliability tests for both subscales and for the composite variable showed high reliability
in the Ivy Tech student sample, with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from α = 0.874 – α =
0.903, which is an acceptable level of reliability (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Alphas for all test
variables can be found in Table 2. Based on the high reliability of the scale and lack of negative
feedback from pilot participants, all items were retained for analysis.
Individual resilience. Multiple scales exist for measuring individual resilience; one of
these is the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) and its many iterations (2003) (See
Appendix G). The original CD-RISC contains 25 total items, drawn from: (1) Kobasa’s work on
hardiness, including control, commitment, and the extent to which change is viewed as a
challenge; (2) Rutter’s work on protective factors and psychiatric disorder, including strategy,
action orientation, self-esteem, adaptability, problem-solving, and others; (3) Lyons’s work on
positive adjustment to trauma, including patience and ability to endure stress or pain; and (4)
Shackelton’s writings on faith, belief in benevolent intervention, or luck. The scale has been
tested in both general and clinical populations, and over time has proven valid in 10-item
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(Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007; Coates, Phares, & Dedrick, 2013), 5-item (Green et al., 2014),
and 2-item (Vaishnavi, Connor, & Davidson, 2007) versions. This study used a resilience scale
that includes the popular CD-RISC but in a shorter format, the Brief Resilience Scale (BRS)
(Smith et al., 2008). This is a 6-item scale aimed at exacting whether a person has the ability to
bounce back from adverse experiences, what the authors argue is the earliest and most basic
definition of resilience. Three items: 2, 4, and 6, are reverse coded and an overall score is
identified by finding the mean of the six items.
The six items used for this study are ranked on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree: (1) I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times; (2) I
have a hard time making it through stressful events (reverse scored); (3) It does not take me long
to recover from a stressful event; (4) It is hard for me to snap back when something bad happens
(R); (5) I usually come through difficult times with little trouble; and (6) I tend to take a long
time to get over set-backs in my life (R).
In prior research, this measure showed internal consistency with alphas of .70-.95 and
test-retest reliabilities of .69 for one month, and .62 for three months (Windle, Bennett, & Noyes,
2011). When compared to the CD-RISC, ego resiliency, and health outcomes, the BRS showed
high discriminant predictive validity, and showed no difference when administered to men and
women. A methodological review by Windle, Bennett, and Noyes (2011) found the BRS to have
the third highest psychometric rating compared to eighteen other resilience scales. Analysis of
Ivy Tech student responses was consistent with the above trends, with the BRS showing high
reliability (α = 0.813). However, unlike in previous studies, females in the Ivy Tech sample
scored higher on the scale than males. Based on reliability results and lack of negative feedback
from pilot participants for this scale, all items were maintained for analysis.
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Academic persistence. Pascarella and Terenzini’s (1980) 30-item scale consists of five
sub-scales meant to measure dimensions of academic integration, social integration, goal
commitment, and institutional commitment. It should be noted again that there is some
disagreement amongst researchers as to whether social integration factors as heavily in two-year
samples as it does in four-year residential samples in predicting persistence. This disagreement
stems from Pascarella and Chapman’s (1983a) findings that social integration played a lesser
role in persistence of both 2-year and 4-year commuter institutions than did academic
integration. Further research has found that both academic and social integration contribute to
student persistence in two-year samples (Bers & Smith, 1991), and also that integration into
community college is both academic and social (Karp et al., 2010). Two constructs were
measured contributing to academic persistence: social integration and institutional/goal
commitment; they were measured using five subscales (see Appendix H). The subscales used to
measure these constructs are detailed below:
Social integration. Scale 1 measures Peer-Group Interactions, and includes items such
as: (a) The student friendships I have developed at this college have been personally satisfying;
(b) My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive influence on my
personal growth, attitudes, and values; and (c) It has been difficult for me to meet and make
friends with other students (reverse coded).
Scale 2 assesses students’ nonclassroom interactions with faculty, which are seen as
contributing to social integration as detailed in Chapter 2. Tinto’s model differentiates
nonclassroom interactions with faculty from those that that are purely academic in nature as
uniquely influencing student persistence. It includes questions such as: (a) My nonclassroom
interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on my personal growth, values, and
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attitudes; (b) My nonclassroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on my
intellectual growth and interest in ideas; (c) Since coming to this college I have developed a
close, personal relationship with at least one faculty member; and (d) I am satisfied with the
opportunities to meet and interact informally with faculty members.
Scale 3 measures faculty members’ interest in students and teaching, and contains the
following reverse-coded questions: (a) Few of the faculty I have had contact with are generally
interested in students; (b) Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are willing to
spend time outside of class to discuss issues of interest and importance to students; (c) Few of
the faculty members I have had contact with are generally outstanding or superior teachers; and
(d) Few of my courses this year have been intellectually stimulating.
Although designed with four-year college students in mind, Pascarella and Terenzini’s
tool has shown to be replicable with two-year samples, with Bers and Smith (1991) showing
academic and social integration scales predicting persistence with educational objectives;
additionally, intent to reenroll, precollege characteristics, and employment status all contributed
to the cumulative R-squared, indicating that other factors may also affect persistence.
Longitudinally, Pascarella et al. (1986) found that in two-year students, academic integration,
institutional commitment, and social integration had positive direct effects on persistence in men,
while academic integration, social integration, and socioeconomic status had positive, direct
effects on persistence in women.
This resulted in a 17-item scale measuring social integration. Analysis showed an
acceptable level of reliability (α = 0.810) and pilot study participants did not report difficulty or
confusion completing the three sub-scales; thus, all items were retained in the final analyses.
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Institutional and goal commitment. Scale 4 measures institutional and goal commitment.
Questions in this assessment include: (a) It is important for me to graduate from college; (b) I
have no idea at all what I will major in (R); (c) It is not important for me to graduate from this
college (R); and (d) It is likely that I will register at this college next fall. The five subscales are
then summed (with eight total items reverse-coded), resulting in five separate integration scores.
For this dissertation, Scale 4 and four questions from Rusbult’s (1998) Investment Model
Scale were adapted to create a 10-item scale measuring institutional/goal commitment. The
Investment Model Scale items were added to strengthen the institutional/goal commitment scale
in anticipation of a need for additional items related to Ivy Tech students’ experiences. One item
from the Investment Model Scale (“How long do you plan to stay at Ivy Tech?”) was removed
before deployment of the main survey because of confusion expressed by pilot participants,
resulting in a 9-item scale, six from Pascarella and Terenzini, and three from Rusbult. A qualifier
was also added to the question: “How likely is it that you will drop out of Ivy Tech (leave Ivy
Tech without transferring to another institution) in the near future?” “Drop out” was seen by
pilot study participants as vague in the community college context and necessitated further
clarification.
Following data collection, reliability analysis showed both Pascarella and Terenzini’s
Scale 5 (α = 0.479) and the Investment Model Scale (α = 0.571) to have less-than-desirable
reliabilities. Because the Investment Model Scale alpha was higher if Item #3 (“How attached
are you to Ivy Tech?”) was deleted, Item #3 was deleted, leaving the Investment Model Scale
with two (as one item had been deleted during pilot testing) highly-correlated items (α = 0.70).
Inter-item correlations between these two items and the original six from Scale 5 showed that
when the last four items in Scale 5 were deleted, the resulting four-item scale had a reliability of
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0.70. The final scale contained the following items: (a) It is important for me to graduate from
college; (b) I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend Ivy Tech; (c) How
likely is it that you will drop out of Ivy Tech (leave Ivy Tech without transferring to another
institution) in the near future? (R); and (d) How committed are you to staying at Ivy Tech until
you either graduate or transfer?
Family Communication Patterns. The Revised Family Communication Patterns (RFCP) instrument (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990) offers two versions of the tool, one for parents
and one for children. Both are partitioned into two parts: one set of questions assesses the
conversation orientation dimension, and one set of questions assesses the conformity orientation
dimension. Since this study assessed students’ resilience and academic persistence in terms of
their family of origin, the survey used the “Child” version of the instrument (See Appendix I). It
is a 26-item instrument and includes questions assessed on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree. Because the survey administered to Ivy Tech
students referred to family of origin, questions were altered slightly to reflect past tense and used
“parent or guardian” in place of “parent,” as it was anticipated that some participants would not
have grown up in a parent-headed household.
The questions assessing conversation orientation include statements such as: (a) In our
family we often talked about topics like politics and religion where some persons disagree with
others; (b) My parent or guardian often said something like “Every member of the family should
have some say in family decisions;” and (c) I usually told my parent or guardian what I was
thinking about things. The questions assessing conformity orientation include statements such
as: (a) When anything really important was involved, my parent or guardian expected me to obey
without question; (b) In our home, my parent or guardian would usually have the last word; and
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(c) My parent or guardian felt that it was important to be the boss.
A meta-analysis by Schrodt, Witt, and Messersmith (2008) found an average r=.285
between FCP and overall outcome variables, with a slightly larger effect when the R-FCP rather
than the original FCP was used to measure family communication. In their analysis, they found
that the average effect size for conversation orientation and psychosocial outcomes, like the
outcomes measured in this dissertation, were greater in magnitude (average r=.46) than effect
sizes for conversation orientation and information processing (r = -.238) or behavioral outcomes
(r=.276), indicating that conversation orientation may better predict psychosocial outcomes such
as anxiety, depression, and subjective well-being than other outcomes.
Pilot participants did not experience challenges completing either of the two R-FCP
scales, and reliability for the conformity orientation scale (α = 0.842) and conversation
orientation scale (α = 0.941) were both high and acceptable. Consequently, data collected from
both scales were retained for the final analysis.
Table 2. Reliability for Test Variables
Scale
Conformity Orientation
Conversation Orientation
Investment Model Scale
Institutional/Goal Commitment
Social Integration
Resilience
Neighborhood Stress

α

Scale after items deleted
Conformity Orientation
Conversation Orientation
Institutional/Goal Commitment
Social Integration
Resilience
Neighborhood Stress

α

0.850
0.943
0.680
0.475
0.836
0.820
0.902

0.850
0.943
0.700
0.836
0.820
0.902
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS

Normality and Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics for all scaled variables can be found in Table 3. All variables were
assessed for normal distribution. Conformity orientation, conversation orientation, social
integration, resilience, and neighborhood disorder all displayed normal distribution, with skew
and kurtosis between -1.0 and +1.0. In contrast, institutional/goal commitment, exposure to
violence, and neighborhood stress did not display normal distribution, with skew and/or kurtosis
< -1.0 or > 1.0. The non-normally-distributed variables that were positively skewed, exposure to
violence and neighborhood stress, were transformed using a basic log transformation (Fink,
2009). Institutional/goal commitment, which was negatively skewed, was transformed by first
reflecting the data and then performing a basic log transformation. These transformations gave
neighborhood stress a normal distribution, but left exposure to violence and institutional/goal
commitment with still-non-normal distributions.
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Table 3. Scaled Variable Descriptive Statistics
Variable
Min Max
Conformity Orientation
9.72 77.00
Conversation Orientation
15 114.00
Institutional Goal Commitment
5 29.00
Social Integration
34 85.00
Resilience
1
5.00
Neighborhood Disorder
-6 41.00
Exposure to Violence
0 21.00
Neighborhood Stress Total
-2 62.00
After transformation
Neighborhood Stress Transformed
0.84
1.79
Exposure to Violence Transformed
-0.39
1.32
Institutional Goal Commitment Transformed 0.01
1.40
Institutional Goal Commitment Inverse DF
-0.2
1.21

M
SD
50.95 12.98
67.36 22.59
26.31 2.97
59.15 9.73
3.43 0.79
18.59 7.26
8.50 3.00
27.10 9.11
1.41
0.91
0.48
0.49

Skew Kurtosis
-0.37
0.36
-0.30
-0.83
-3.33
16.17
-0.07
0.02
-0.35
-0.13
0.71
0.82
2.20
6.45
1.14
1.95

0.13 0.35
0.15 -2.02
0.24 1.18
0.22 -0.67

0.95
24.74
0.83
-0.12

To normally distribute institutional/goal commitment, the variable was transformed
again, this time using the inverse distribution function (IDF) to normalize scores. Otherwise
known as the “two-step” for its two-step algorithmic approach, the IDF first computes data to
statistical uniformity using a percentile rank function (Templeton, 2011). Once the data are
uniform, data are then transformed using the inverse normal distribution function, wherein new
values represent a z-score calculated using the following formula: p = μ + √2 σ erf—1 (-1 + 2Pr),
where μ = mean of p (0 is recommended), σ = standard deviation of p (1 is recommended), erf1 =
inverse error function, and Pr = probability from Step 1. This method, computed in SPSS, left
institutional/goal commitment normally distributed. Table 4 shows that raw scores correlated
highly with those transformed using the two-step process.
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Table 4. Bivariate Pearson Correlation for Institutional/Goal Commitment

IGComm
IGComm 2step

IGComm IGComm 2step
x
0.923
0.923

x

Before performing Pearson correlations, univariate outliers were removed via boxplot
analysis. This was completed by removing extreme cases from the original data set that, after
transformation, were still more than 3 interquartile ranges beyond the middle 50% of the
distribution in the boxplot. Seven cases were removed, resulting in 249 total cases for final
analysis. After removing extreme outliers, the original data set was imputed once again.
A Bivariate Pearson correlation matrix can be found in Table 5. This matrix contains
correlations for variables using transformed scores for neighborhood stress and two-step
transformed scores for institutional/goal commitment. Before performing correlations, race was
re-coded into white/non-white for ease of analysis. Descriptive statistics for this variable can be
found in Table 6. The matrix shows significant findings related to Family Communication
Patterns (FCP), neighborhood stress, and resilience. The two dimensions of FCP, conformity
orientation and conversation orientation, were significantly inversely correlated, indicating that
as conformity orientation increased for Ivy Tech students, conversation orientation decreased. In
addition, conversation orientation was significantly negatively correlated with neighborhood
stress, suggesting that students who lived in areas with high levels of neighborhood stress were
more likely to describe their families as having low conversation orientation. Individual
resilience was significantly positively correlated with age, as the older a participant was, the
more likely they were to report being able to bounce back from adverse experiences.

Table 5. Pearson Correlations for Scaled Variables

Variable
1. Conformity
Orientation
2. Conversation
Orientation

1.
Conformity

2.
Conversation

3.
Social
Int.

4. IG 2Step

5.
Resilience

6.
Neighborhood
Stress

7. Sex

8.
Race/Ethnicity

9. Age

10. First
Gen

X
-0.493**

X

3. Social Integration

-0.035

0.215**

X

4. IG Comm (2-step)

-0.003

0.037

0.131*

X

5. Resilience
6. Neighborhood Stress
(trans)

-0.088

0.061

0.027

0.096

X

0.137

-0.154*

-0.029

0.033

-0.080

X

7. Sex

0.011

0.013

0.061

-0.018

-0.112

0.048

X

8. White/Non-White

0.017

-0.087

-0.056

0.105

-0.080

-0.113

-0.97

X

9. Age

0.041

-0.054

0.045

0.022

0.218**

0.067

0.060

-0.073

X

10. First Generation
-0.007
-0.055
0.072
-0.008
0.116
0.044
0.061
-0.255**
0.090
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; *.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. Male coded as 1; Female coded as 2. Non-white coded
as 1; White/Caucasian coded as 2. First generation college student coded as 2 (No, parents did not hold higher ed degree); Parents hold higher ed
degree coded as 1.

X
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Table 6. White/Non-white Descriptive Statistics After Re-coding
Race re-coded
White
Non-white
Did not answer
Total

Frequency Percent
147
59.0
98
39.4
4
1.6
249
100

The matrix also shows significant findings related to institutional/goal commitment. Only
one correlation was significant for this variable: institutional/goal commitment was significantly
positively correlated with social integration. This suggests that those committed to Ivy Tech as
an institution and to graduating or transferring from Ivy Tech also reported being integrated
socially, both with fellow students and faculty members outside of class.

Model 1
Model 1, shown in Figure 4, illustrates the hypothesis of a correlation between the
amount of stress in a student’s neighborhood and their commitment to both their chosen college
and the goal of completing college (H1). It predicts that increased individual resilience in
community college students will be associated with higher commitment to the goal of
completing college (H2). It also proposes that both individual resilience and social integration
will moderate the effects of living in a high-stress neighborhood on an individual’s commitment
to the goal of completing college, such that this commitment will be higher for students who are
more resilient and/or more socially integrated into college life outside of the classroom (H3).
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Figure 4. Model 1
*Path coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level. All beta coefficients are unstandardized.

Individual resilience as moderator. To test H1-H3, where individual resilience was the
moderator, the linear relationship between neighborhood stress and institutional/goal
commitment was examined, along with the interaction between neighborhood stress and
individual resilience. The transformed neighborhood stress variable and individual resilience
variable were centered according to Warner (2013), in order to distinguish effects of the
predictors from those of the interaction between neighborhood stress and individual resilience.
The interaction term was then computed using these centered scores. Standard multiple linear
regression was performed, with the following independent variables entered all in one step:
neighborhood stress (transformed); individual resilience; the product term of neighborhood stress
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and individual resilience (both centered); and the demographic control variables of age, sex, race
(white/non-white), and first generation college student status. These were the only control
variables entered because they coincided with demographic data available from Ivy Tech, along
with international student status. International student status was not included because of the
small percentage of participants falling in this category (4.3%). Institutional/goal commitment
(transformed using the two-step IDF) was analyzed as the dependent variable. Results for this
regression are summarized in Table 7.
Table 7. Regression Table – Individual Resilience
Variable
B
SE B
t
Neighborhood Stress
(trans)
0.670
1.166
0.574
Individual resilience
0.297
0.185
1.605
NSxIR (interaction)
-2.609
1.733
-1.505
Sex
0.082
0.284
0.289
Race (white/non-white)
0.001
0.001
0.741
Age
-0.001
0.001
-0.965
First Generation
-0.049
0.234
-0.208
R = .192, R2 = 0.037, adjusted R2 = .009, F(7, 248) = 1.333, p = .255

Sig. (p)
0.567
0.109
0.141
0.772
0.459
0.334
0.835

To determine if the assumptions for regression were met, the standardized residuals from
the regression were plotted against the standardized predicted values. Histograms of each
imputation showed no clear residual outliers (those with z-scores smaller than -3 or larger than
3). Mahalanobis D was performed, which did not identify any outliers (df = 7; P ≤ 0.001). There
did not appear to be a trend in the graph of residuals; however, there was one clear outlier that
was consistent across imputations. This case was identified in the original (non-imputed) data. It
was determined to be an outlier based on the presence of high neighborhood stress scores, not
because of data entry errors; hence, it was retained because the scores appeared to reflect the
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participant’s true perception of his or her neighborhood state, not because of data entry or other
data-related error (Warner, 2013, p.572).
The overall regression, including all seven predictors, was not statistically significant, R
= .192, R2 = 0.037, adjusted R2 = .009, F(7, 248) = 1.333, p = .255. Institutional/goal
commitment could not be predicted from this set of seven variables.
To assess the contributions of individual predictors, the t ratios for the individual
regression slopes were examined. None of the independent variables were predictors of
institutional/goal commitment. The lack of significance of R, R2, and adjusted R2, as well as the
lack of significant tests for individual predictors suggests that individual resilience does not act
as a moderator between neighborhood stress and institutional/goal commitment; that is, the
impact of living in a high-stress neighborhood is not lower on an individual’s commitment to the
institution and to completing college for those with higher levels of individual resilience. It also
suggests that neighborhood stress in general does not predict institutional/goal commitment.
Hence, H1, H2, and H3 are not supported.1
Social integration as moderator. H4 predicted that higher levels of social integration
would be associated with higher levels of institutional/goal commitment. H5 predicted that social
integration would moderate the relationship between neighborhood stress and institutional/goal
commitment, such that the impact of living in a stressful neighborhood would be lower on
institutional/goal commitment for those participants who reported higher levels of social
integration in community college. The relationship between neighborhood stress and
institutional/goal commitment was examined again, this time with social integration as a
1

Multicollinearity diagnostics were performed for the regression analysis, first including the
interaction term and then excluding the interaction term in an effort to examine the effect of the
interaction on collinearity. In both cases, both VIF and tolerances were close to 1, indicating that
multicollinearity was not a concern.
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moderator. The social integration variable was centered, and the interaction term of
neighborhood stress (transformed) and social integration was computed using social integration
(centered) and neighborhood stress (previously centered). Standard linear multiple regression
was again performed, with the following variables entered in one step as predictors:
neighborhood stress (transformed); social integration; the product term of neighborhood stress
and social integration (both centered); and the demographic control variables of age, sex, race
(white/non-white), and first generation college student status. Institutional/goal commitment,
transformed using the two-step IDF process, was entered as the dependent variable. Results for
this regression are summarized in Table 8.
Table 8. Regression Table – Social Integration
Variable
B
SE B
t
Neighborhood Stress
(trans)
0.670
1.143
0.586
Social Integration
0.041
0.015
2.740
NSxSI (interaction)
0.150
0.126
1.193
Sex
0.035
0.284
0.123
Race (white/non-white)
0.001
0.001
0.817
Age
-0.001
0.001
-1.308
First Generation
-0.064
0.234
-0.274
R = 0.222, R2 = 0.049, adjusted R2 = .022, F(7, 248) = 1.787, p = .09

Sig. (p)
0.559
0.006
0.233
0.902
0.414
0.191
0.784

Similar to the process employed for neighborhood stress and individual resilience above,
the standardized residuals from the regression were plotted against the predicted values. Again,
histograms of each imputation showed no clear residual outliers. Mahalanobis D was performed,
which identified three outliers (df = 7; P ≤ 0.001). These outliers were also clearly visible in the
graphs of residuals, and outliers appeared to be consistent across imputations 1-5. One of the
outliers represented the survey discussed in the previously-discussed regression, the one with a

74
high neighborhood stress score. The second outlier was examined and appeared to be labeled as
such because of an extreme score assessed to the neighborhood stress question “I saw cars
speeding or driving dangerously on my street” during the imputation process (this scale was not
completed by the participant in the original survey; therefore, all scores for the variable were
imputed). In the case of the third outlier, the survey was examined closely, and it was determined
that the survey was most likely deemed an outlier because the participant scored high on
measures of both social integration and neighborhood stress, which was not common (and not
hypothesized). It appeared that the participant lived in an area with higher-than-average
neighborhood stress, including theft, battery, police activity, and noise pollution, but not violent
crime such as knife or gun violence. The participant also rated their experience at Ivy Tech
highly in terms of their colleagues and interactions with faculty. The first and third outliers were
retained, as their presence as outliers appeared to be due to legitimate extreme scores, and not for
data entry or other survey-based errors (Warner, 2013, p.572). The second outlier was retained as
deleting it from the data set did not change the significance of the regression or the contributions
of individual predictors.
The overall regression, including all seven predictors, was not statistically significant, R
= 0.222, R2 = 0.049, adjusted R2 = .022, F(7, 248) = 1.787, p = .09. Institutional/goal
commitment could not be predicted from this set of seven variables.
To assess the contributions of individual predictors, the t ratios for the individual
regression slopes were examined. One of the seven predictors, social integration, was
significantly predictive of institutional/goal commitment: t(249) = 2.740, p = .006, as predicted
by the model. This predictive relationship was as expected; the positive sign for the slope for
social integration indicated that higher scores on social integration (reporting positive
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experiences with both college peers and faculty members outside of class) predicted higher
commitment to the institution and to the goal of completing college. The other predictors—age,
sex, race, first generation status, and neighborhood stress—did not predict commitment to the
institution and to the goal of completing college. The partial r for the prediction of
institutional/goal commitment from social integration when controlling for the other six
predictors (pr = 0.173) was only slightly weaker than the zero-order Pearson’s r between
institutional/goal commitment and social integration (r = 0.215). In other words, controlling for
demographic variables does not substantially weaken the relationship between social integration
and institutional/goal commitment. The squared semi-partial correlation (sr2 = 0.030) gives an
estimate of how much of the variance in social integration (i.e., 3%) is shared with
institutional/goal commitment after controlling for other predictor variables.
These findings provide support for H4, as social integration was positively associated
with institution and goal commitment even when controlling for demographics. However, the
lack of significance of R, R2, and adjusted R2 as well as the lack of significance for individual
tests suggests that social integration does not act as a moderator between neighborhood stress
and institutional/goal commitment; that is, the impact of living in a high-stress neighborhood is
not lower on institutional/goal commitment for those with higher levels of social integration.
Hence, H5 was not supported. Once again, neighborhood stress also was not associated with
institutional/goal commitment in general, contrary to H1.2

2

Multicollinearity diagnostics were performed for this regression as well, first including the
interaction term of neighborhood stress and social integration, and then excluding the interaction
term in an effort to examine the effect of the interaction on collinearity. In both cases, both VIF
and tolerances were close to 1, indicating no problems with multicollinearity.
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Model 2
Model 2, shown in Figure 5, illustrates the proposed hypothesis of a positive association
between conversation orientation and individual resilience (H6), and a negative association
between conformity orientation and individual resilience (H7). It asks if conversation orientation
and conformity orientation interact to influence individual resilience (RQ1). It also asks if
individual resilience mediates associations between the two dimensions of FCP and
institutional/goal commitment (RQ2). In the model, individual resilience mediates the
relationship between the dimensions of FCP and commitment to both completing college and the
college itself. In the case of conversation orientation, high levels of open conversation within the
family should create resilience in the individual, making them more likely to be committed to the
goal of completing college, and to the college itself. In the case of conformity orientation, high
levels of conformity demands placed by the family structure cause an individual to be less
resilient, which in turn leads to lower commitment, both to the college and to the goal of
completing college on behalf of the individual.
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Figure 5. Model 2
*Path coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level. All beta coefficients are unstandardized.

Conversation orientation and individual resilience. H6 predicted that students’ reports
of conversation orientation in their families of origin would be positively associated with
individual resilience. To test this hypothesis, a simple bivariate Pearson correlation initially was
performed. The relationship was shown to be non-significant, r = 0.058, p = 0.366. H6 was
therefore not supported; students’ reports of conversation orientation in their families of origin
were not associated with individual resilience.
Conformity orientation and individual resilience. H7 predicted that students’ reports
of conformity orientation in their families would be negatively associated with individual
resilience. To test this hypothesis, a simple bivariate Pearson correlation was performed. The
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relationship was shown to be non-significant, r = -0.026, p = 0.690. H7 was therefore not
supported; students’ reports of conformity orientation in their families of origin were also not
associated with individual resilience.
Conversation and/or conformity orientation as mediated by individual resilience.
The mediation as part of Model 2 can be seen above in Figure 5; it asks if individual
resilience will mediate associations between family communication (conversation and/or
conformity orientation) and institutional/goal commitment. To answer RQ1 and RQ2, the
mediation model was constructed in three parts by exploring: (a) the effect of FCPs on goal and
institutional commitment (the total effect, or “c”); (b) the effect of FCPs on individual resilience
(the “a” path), and (c) the effects of FCPs and resilience on commitment (the “b” and “c’”
paths).3 First, conversation and conformity orientations were centered and an interaction term
was computed using the centered scores for conformity and conversation orientations. Then, a
regression was performed to calculate the total effect (c path) of conversation orientation,
conformity orientation, and the interaction term on institutional/goal commitment. Results of this
regression can be found in Table 9.

3

This model was constructed both with and without demographic control variables. As
significance did not change based on the presence of controls, results reported here are absent the
inclusion of control variables.
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Table 9. Model 2 – Part 1 Regression Results
Variable
B
SE B
t
Sig. (p)
Conformity Total
0.015
0.013
1.121
0.263
Conversation Total
0.011
0.007
1.536
0.126
Conv X Conf Interaction
-0.001
0.000
-2.153
0.031
R = 0.1778, R2 = 0.032, adjusted R2 = 0.02, F(3, 248), p = 0.056 DV = IGComm

The unstandardized regression coefficient (B) for conversation orientation was 0.011,
which was not statistically significant, t(248) = 1.536, p = 0.126. The unstandardized regression
coefficient (B) for conformity orientation was 0.015, which was not statistically significant,
t(248) = 1.121, p = 0.263. There was no significant total effect of either of the FCP variables as
main effects on institutional/goal commitment. With regard to RQ1, the unstandardized
regression coefficient (B) for the interaction of conversation and conformity orientation was 0.001, which was statistically significant at the .05 confidence level, t(249) = -2.153, p = 0.031.
The significant interaction means that the relationship between conformity orientation and
institutional/goal commitment varies across levels of conversation orientation (and vice versa).
To visualize the nature of the conversation orientation-by-conversation orientation
interaction, the regression prediction lines were graphed. This graph can be seen in Figure 6. For
conformity orientation, the values of 22 and 77 were chosen, corresponding to the minimum and
maximum for the variable. For conversation orientation, three values were selected to represent
the mean (50.95), one standard deviation below the mean (37.97), and one standard deviation
above the mean (63.93). In order to predict institutional/goal commitment values, conversation
orientation and conformity orientation variables were centered using means from the original
data and an interaction term was created by multiplying the center variables. Values were then
entered into the regression equation:
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predIGComm = 24.77 + 0.015(conf) - 0.011(conv) – (-0.001)(interaction)

Where 24.77 = unstandardized coefficient for the constant, 0.015 = unstandardized coefficient
for conformity orientation, 0.011 = unstandardized coefficient for conversation orientation, and
(-0.001) = unstandardized coefficient for the interaction term. The equation was graphed using
conformity orientation as the x-axis, institutional/goal commitment as the y-axis, and the
regression lines for the three selected levels of conversation orientation.

Figure 6. Line Graph of Conversation and Conformity Interaction.
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Results for the graph show that conformity orientation in families of origin is negatively
associated with institutional/goal commitment in community college at low levels of
conversation orientation in families of origin. In other words, students coming from protective
families (high conformity and low conversation) may be less likely to be committed to their
institution and to the goal of completing college, even more so than students coming from
laissez-faire families (low conformity and low conversation). Additionally, at high levels of
conversation orientation, low levels of conformity orientation are associated with low levels of
institutional/goal commitment, and high levels of conformity orientation are associated with high
levels of institutional/goal commitment. In other words, students coming from consensual
families of origin (high conformity and high conversation) may be more likely to be committed
to the goal of completion than students coming from pluralistic families (low conformity and
high conversation). In this sample, conversation appears to mitigate the negative effects of
conformity orientation on commitment to the goal of completing community college, in that
conformity orientation in one’s family of origin only undermines commitment when
conversation orientation is low.
Given that Family Communication Patterns were significantly associated with
institution/goal commitment (i.e., conformity x conversation orientation interaction), the
mediation model was therefore constructed in full based on the presence of a significant total
effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986). A regression was performed to predict the partial effect of
conversation orientation, conformity orientation, and the interaction on individual resilience (a
paths). The results for this regression can be found in Table 10. The unstandardized regression
coefficient (B) for conversation orientation was 0.003, which was not statistically significant,
t(248) = 1.053, p = 0.292. The unstandardized regression coefficient (B) for conformity
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orientation was 0.000, which was not statistically significant, t(248) = -0.090, p = 0.929. The
unstandardized regression coefficient (B) for the interaction was 0.000, which was not
statistically significant. In other words, the association between conformity orientation and
individual resilience did not vary across levels of conversation orientation (or vice versa). In
sum, conformity orientation, conversation orientation, or the interaction of the two FCP
dimensions could not be used to predict individual resilience.

Table 10. Model 2 – Part 2 Regression Results
Variable
B
SE B
t
Sig. (p)
Conformity Total
0.000
0.005
-0.090
0.929
Conversation Total
0.003
0.002
1.053
0.292
Conv X Conf Interaction
0.000
0.000
-1.331
0.183
R = 0.104, R2 = 0.011, adjusted R2 = 0.000, F(3, 248) = 0.905, p = 0.442; DV =
Individual resilience

Finally, a regression was performed to predict institutional/goal commitment from both
FCPs (as separate dimensions and a combined product term) and individual resilience. This
regression estimated the effect of conversation orientation, conformity orientation, and the
interaction on institutional/goal commitment that was not mediated by individual resilience, or
the direct effect (c′ paths). Results for the regression can be found in Table 11. Even after
controlling for individual resilience, the interaction of conversation orientation and conformity
orientation was still significant, B = -.001, t(248) = -2.166, p = 0.031. As before, the main effect
for conversation orientation was not significant, B = .010, t(248) = 1.447, p = 0.150, and neither
was the main effect for conformity orientation , B = 0.015, t(248) = 1.130, p = 0.258. The
regression also estimated the effect of individual resilience on institutional/goal commitment
after controlling for FCPs (b path). The unstandardized regression coefficient was not significant,
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B = 0.243, t(248) = 1.341, p = 0.181. In terms of how well FCPs and individual resilience predict
institutional/goal commitment, the model was statistically significant, R = 0.202, R2 = 0.04,
adjusted R2 = 0.066, F(2, 246) = 2.539, p = 0.044. These variables as a set do predict a small but
significant amount of variance in institutional/goal commitment.

Table 11. Model 2 – Part 3 Regression Results
Variable
B
SE B
t
Sig. (p)
Conformity Total
0.015
0.013
1.130
0.258
Conversation Total
0.010
0.007
1.447
0.150
Conv X Conf Interaction
-0.001
0.000
-2.166
0.031
Individual resilience
0.243
0.181
1.341
0.181
R = 0.202, R2 = 0.04, adjusted R2 = 0.066, F(3, 248) = 2.539, p = 0.44; DV =
IGComm
To address RQ2, a Sobel test4 of significance of the mediation was performed using tstatistics from the a and b paths for each of the three hypothesized indirect relationships (i.e.,
“ab”). For the interaction of conversation and conformity orientations, the null hypothesis of H 0:
ab = 0 was retained; z = 0.828, p = 0.408, [t(248) = -1.33, t(248) = 1.341]. For conversation
orientation, the null hypothesis was retained; z = 0.828, p = 0.408, [t(248) = 1.053, t(248) =
1.341]. For conformity orientation, the null hypothesis also was retained; z = 0.090, p = 0.928,
[t(248) = -0.090, t(248) = 1.341]. The product that represents the effect of conversation
orientation on institutional/goal commitment mediated by individual resilience was not
statistically significant. The interaction between the two FCP dimensions did predict

4

The author acknowledges that bootstrapping (Preacher & Hayes, 2004) is the preferred method
for significance testing in mediation; however, bootstrapping is not currently available for
mediation analysis using imputed data in either SPSS v.24 or AMOS 25.0. The author will
explore options to learn R, which allows for bootstrapping of imputed data in mediation analysis,
for future publication.
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institutional/goal commitment (RQ1), but this association was not mediated by individual
resilience (RQ2).

Model 3
Model 3, shown in Figure 7, illustrates two proposed hypotheses and two research
questions. H8 predicts that students’ reports of conversation orientation in their families of origin
will be positively associated with social integration in community college. H9 predicts that
students’ reports of conformity orientation in their families of origin will be negatively
associated with social integration in community college. RQ3 asks how conversation orientation
and conformity orientation interact to influence social integration. Finally, RQ4 asks whether
social integration mediates associations between conversation orientation and institutional/goal
commitment.
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Figure 7. Model 3
*Path coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level. All beta coefficients are unstandardized.

Conversation orientation and social integration. To assess H8, a simple Pearson
correlation was performed between conversation orientation and social integration. Conversation
orientation was shown to have a significant, small-to-moderate positive relationship with social
integration, r = 0.215; p < 0.001; a scatterplot of the relationship supported this correlation and
its significance. H8 was therefore supported; students’ reports of conversation orientation in their
families were positively associated with their reports of being integrated socially in their
community college.
Conformity orientation and social integration. To assess H9, a simple Pearson
correlation was performed between conformity orientation and social integration. Conformity
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orientation was shown to have no significant association with social integration, r = -0.013; p =
0.838. Conformity orientation in a student’s family of origin and social integration into a
student’s community college were not associated, meaning that H9 was not supported.
FCP interaction and social integration. To assess RQ3, the interaction between
conformity and conversation orientations was examined in relation to social integration.
Conversation orientation and conformity orientation were both centered, and the interaction term
of conversation orientation and conformity orientation was computed using the centered
variables. Standard linear multiple regression was performed, with conversation orientation,
conformity orientation, the product term of both FCP dimensions, and the demographic control
variables of age, sex, race (white/non-white), and first generation college student status entered
in one step as predictors. Social integration was entered as the dependent variable. Results for
this regression are summarized in Table 12.

Table 12. Model 3 – FCP Interactions Regression Results
Variable
B
SE B
t
Conformity Total
0.051
0.057
0.903
Conversation Total
0.098
0.029
3.351
ConfxConv interaction
-0.003
0.002
-1.222
Sex
0.433
1.199
0.361
Race (white/non-white)
0.003
0.004
0.655
Age
0.003
0.004
0.678
First Generation
1.065
1.001
1.064
R = .244, R2 = 0.059, adjusted R2 = .032, F(7, 248) = 2.176, p = .04
DV = Social Integration

Sig. (p)
0.367
0.001
0.222
0.718
0.513
0.498
0.288

Standardized residuals from the regression were plotted against the predicted values.
Histograms of each imputation showed no clear residual outliers. One outlier was clearly visible
in the graphs of residuals, and it appeared to be consistent across imputations 1-5. The outlier
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appeared to be labeled extreme for the participant’s reporting of low scores on both conversation
orientation and conformity orientation. Although rare, low conversation and low conformity
orientation in families is a legitimate and quantifiable family type according to Koerner and
Fitzpatrick (2002a), and is designated as laissez faire. The outlier was therefore retained, as its
presence as an outlier appeared to be due to legitimate extreme scores, and not for data entry or
other survey-based errors (Warner, 2013, p.572).
The overall regression, including all seven predictors, was statistically significant, R =
.244, R2 = 0.059, adjusted R2 = .032, F(7, 248) = 2.176, p = .04. Social integration can be
predicted from this set of seven variables.
To assess the contributions of individual predictors, the t ratios for the individual
regression slopes were examined. One of the seven predictors, conversation orientation, was
significantly predictive of social integration: t(248) = 3.351, p < .001, as predicted by the model.
The other predictors—the interaction between the two FCP dimensions, conformity orientation,
age, sex, race, first generation status, and neighborhood stress—did not predict commitment to
the goal of completing college.
In response to RQ3, findings suggest that although a predictive relationship between
conversation orientation and social integration exists, conversation orientation and conformity
orientation do not interact to influence social integration. The partial r for the prediction of social
integration controlling for the other six predictors (pr = 0.214) was slightly stronger than the
zero-order Pearson’s r for the prediction of social integration from conversation orientation
without controlling for other variables (r = 0.196), indicating that the part of conversation
orientation that was unrelated to the other six variables was predictive of increased social
integration. The squared semi-partial correlation (sr2 = 0.046) gives an estimate of how much of
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the variance in conversation orientation (i.e., 4.5%) is shared with social integration after
controlling for other predictor variables (i.e., small to moderate in size).
Conversation orientation as mediated by social integration. The hypothesized
mediation as part of Model 3 can be seen in Figure 8. To answer RQ4, the mediation model was
constructed in three parts. Because conversation orientation was the only FCP to predict the
mediator (social integration), it was the focus of the mediation model. First, a regression was
performed to calculate the total effect (c path) of conversation orientation on institutional/goal
commitment. The results from this regression can be found in Table 13. The unstandardized
regression coefficient (B) was 0.004, which was not statistically significant t(248) = 0.663, p =
0.508, meaning that the relationship between conversation orientation and institutional/goal
commitment was not predictive; there was no effect of conversation orientation on
institutional/goal commitment. Although Baron and Kenny (1986) recommend against
continuing with the mediation model when there is no significant total effect present, recent
research supports completing the model regardless, as the strength of the mediation should be
evaluated on the strength of the indirect effect, not on the presence or absence of a total effect.
Additionally, individual predictors can have stronger relationships with dependent variables
when controlling for other predictors (Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Warner, 2013; Zhao, Lynch, &
Chen, 2010).
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Figure 8. Model 3 Mediation
*Path coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level. All beta coefficients are unstandardized.

Table 13. Model 3 Mediation – Part 1 Regression Results
Variable
B
SE B
t
Sig. (p)
Conversation Total
0.004
0.006
0.663
0.508
R = 0.045, R2 = 0.002, adjusted R2 = -0.0006, F(3, 248) = 0.5962, p = 0.500; DV =
IGComm

Next, a regression was performed to predict the partial effect of conversation orientation
on social integration (a path). The results for this regression can be found in Table 14. The
unstandardized regression coefficient (B) was 0.078, which was statistically significant, meaning
that the relationship between conversation orientation and social integration was predictive,
t(248) = 3.104, p = 0.002.
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Table 14. Model 3 Mediation – Part 2 Regression Results
Variable
B
SE B
t
Sig. (p)
Conversation Total
0.078
0.025
3.104
0.002
2
2
R = 0.196, R = 0.038, adjusted R = 0.035, F(3, 248) = 9.905, p = 0.002; DV = Social
Int.

Finally, a regression was performed to predict institutional/goal commitment from both
conversation orientation and social integration. This regression estimated the effect of
conversation orientation on institutional/goal commitment that was not mediated by social
integration, or the direct effect (c′ path). The results for the regression can be found in Table 15.
This relationship was not significant, B = 0.001, t(248) = 0.171, p = 0.864. The regression also
estimated the effect of social integration on institutional/goal commitment (b path). The
unstandardized regression coefficient was significant, B = 0.040, t(248) = 2.654, p = 0.008. In
terms of how well conversation orientation and social integration predict institutional/goal
commitment, the model was statistically significant, R = 0.175, R2 = 0.030, adjusted R2 = 0.022,
F(2, 247) = 3.877, p = 0.02. These two variables do a small but significant job in predicting
institutional/goal commitment.

Table 15. Model 3 Mediation – Part 3 Regression Results
Variable
B
SE B
t
Sig. (p)
Conversation Total
0.001
0.006
0.171
0.864
Social Integration
0.040
0.015
2.654
0.008
2
2
R = 0.175, R = 0.030, adjusted R = 0.022, F(3, 248) = 3.878, p = 0.023; DV = IGComm
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A Sobel test of significance of the mediation was performed using t-statistics from the a
[t(247) = 2.654] and b [t(247) = 2.654] paths. The null hypothesis of H0: ab = 0 was rejected; z =
2.02, p = 0.04. The product that represents the effect of conversation orientation on
institutional/goal commitment mediated by social integration is statistically significant. The
answer to RQ4 is that yes, social integration mediates the relationship between conversation
orientation and institutional/goal commitment.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION

This dissertation addressed the ways in which the level of stress present in a community
college student’s neighborhood, as well as the patterns of communication employed by his or her
family of origin, influence that student’s commitment to completing college. This study relied on
two research aims, expressed in three conceptual models. The first research aim was to
understand the neighborhood stress – institutional/goal commitment relationship, including
factors that might buffer against negative effects of neighborhood stress in a community college
student’s goal of completion (which, in the case of this sample, could mean either graduating
from the community college or transferring to a four-year institution). The second research aim
was to understand the Family Communication Patterns (FCPs) – institutional/goal commitment
relationship, including factors that might mediate this relationship in helping (or hindering)
community college students in becoming committed to the goal of either graduating or
transferring. This chapter explores the implications of findings from the two research aims,
acknowledges limitations of the study, and makes recommendations for future research in the
areas of neighborhood stress, individual resilience, family communication, and academic
persistence.

Neighborhood Stress
As part of Research Aim 1, neighborhood stress was hypothesized to be negatively
associated with institutional/goal commitment (H1). Both individual resilience (H3) and social
integration into the college (H5) were hypothesized to moderate the effects of neighborhood
stress on commitment, such that the impact of living in a high-stress neighborhood would be
lower for those community college students showing higher levels of individual resilience and/or
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social integration. The data did not support any of these hypotheses. Neighborhood stress was
not associated with institutional/goal commitment directly; it was also not associated with
individual resilience or social integration, and neither of the two functioned as moderators. From
this sample of community college students, neighborhood stress could not be used to predict
whether or not participants would be committed both to Ivy Tech and to the goal of completing
an associate’s degree or transferring to a four-year institution.
At first glance, these findings suggest that neighborhood stress might not be a factor in
determining whether a community college student will decide to drop out of school. One
possible explanation, however, could be related to the way in which neighborhood stress,
individual resilience, and/or institutional/goal commitment were measured. In terms of
variability, it was not possible to compare scores from this dissertation to scores on previous
studies that utilized the CSI, because those two studies did not report descriptive statistics in their
publications. Consequently, the means from previous studies and this dissertation could not be
compared. The mean for the total neighborhood stress score for this dissertation was 27.116; (sd
= 8.615) out of a minimum score of 18 and a maximum score of 62. This seems to be a low mean
based on other information known about the population, indicating either that there was not a lot
of neighborhood stress experienced by participants, or that the scales lacked construct validity, at
least for the U.S. community college population surveyed.
Although the measure showed high reliability in previous studies (Neighborhood
Disorder α = 0.88; Exposure to Violence α = 0.85) and in this dissertation (Neighborhood
Disorder α = 0.903; Exposure to Violence α = 0.874), several factors could have affected the
predictive and/or construct validity of the measure. In terms of constructs, the neighborhood
stress literature lists myriad conditions by which to measure environmental stress. The literature
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review for this dissertation uses this extensive body of work to categorize high-stress
neighborhoods as those containing: (a) a disproportionate number of residents who qualify as
low SES; (b) high population density; (c) high rates of crime; (d) poor environmental conditions
such as noise, lack of green space, rodent and insect infestation, and high levels of water and air
pollution; and (e) social disorganization and instability. Although the measure was chosen for its
ability to assess both neighborhood disorder and exposure to violence, upon closer examination
during the analysis stage of this dissertation, the neighborhood disorder subscale was shown to
reveal more about neighborhood crime than disorder. The subscale describes primarily the crime
aspect (violence, drug activity, police activity) of neighborhood stress. Of the 18 CSI items, 16
of the items are violence-focused, while one of the remaining items is related to the SES of
neighbors, and the other is related to poor environmental conditions. Although the CSI purports
to measure neighborhood stress and disorder, what it appears to measure relative to the extant
literature on high-stress neighborhoods is neighborhood violence and crime, which may be
extreme occurrences for the sample of participants surveyed for this dissertation.
Participants in this survey may experience high levels of other stressful events in their
neighborhoods, especially those related to living in an area with low SES and low social
organization. Although the survey did not ask participants for SES data, the sample
demographics appeared to be similar to that of the general Ivy Tech – Indianapolis student
population, as only female and first generation students were overrepresented in the sample. As
55% of Ivy Tech students receive Pell Grants, indicated by financial need, and 43% of
independent Ivy Tech students have adjusted gross income of less than $16,000 per year, it
would be reasonable, based on the other concomitant demographic data, that a similar proportion
of survey participants are also low-income and Pell Grant recipients. If they are also living in
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poor neighborhoods, they may be experiencing the types of non-violent neighborhood outcomes
such as water, air, and noise pollution, high population density, and social instability. Survey
items that ask participants about the proximity of roommates and neighbors, noise and other
pollution, and availability of role models, mentors, and social networks, might better capture
neighborhood stress as Ivy Tech – Indianapolis students experience it.
Additionally, the measure for institutional/goal commitment proved problematic, in terms
of both distribution and reliability. Even after items were added from the Investment Model
Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998), and others were deleted from the new, combined measure, the
measure still had lower reliability (α = 0.70) and had to be transformed to reach normality. It is
true that Pascarella and Terenzini’s scales predicting academic persistence have exhibited
reliability and validity across 4-year and 2-year college samples, and that the social integration
scale was reliable for this dissertation. But the institutional/goal commitment items were
somehow not appropriate for this sample. Attempting to predict an association from two scales,
one of which possibly lacks construct validity and one appears generally unreliable, could be the
reason for a lack of conclusive findings in this model.
Another explanation for the lack of associations is that the neighborhood stress –
institutional/goal commitment hypotheses were based primarily on studies of k-12 students
living in bad neighborhoods (Anakwenze & Zuberi, 2013; Anderson et al., 2014; Byrd and
Chavous, 2001; Eamon, 2005). It is possible that the effects of neighborhood stress decrease as
one ages (mean age for the sample was 25 years old), or that by the time they reach the college
level, students who live in high-stress areas are inured to the conditions that are otherwise seen
as distracting in the neighborhood stress/academic success literature: police and criminal activity,
noise, and social disorder. The other two studies validating the CSI both used high school
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samples, one in the US and one in India. Older students in this dissertation’s sample were also
more resilient, as evidenced by the significant Pearson correlation between participant age and
resilience. Neighborhood stress may look or feel different to older students, or have different
outcomes, than it does for school-aged teenagers. The lack of a negative association between
neighborhood stress and individual resilience could also suggest that community college students
who live in stressful areas are already as resilient as their peers, evidenced by the fact that they
have overcome stressful neighborhood conditions and are enrolled in college.

Individual Resilience
Individual resilience was hypothesized in both research aims as mediating relationships
between the independent variables (neighborhood stress and the two FCP dimensions) and
institutional/goal commitment. After completing the analysis of all models, individual resilience
was not associated with any of the scaled or demographic variables except for age. This was
surprising, given the body of literature on resilience and indicators commonly associated with
neighborhood stress; namely race, poverty, and SES (Eisman et al., 2015; Ewart, Jorgensen,
Suchday, Chen, & Matthews, 2002; Zimmerman et al., 1999). It was also surprising given the
body of literature on FCPs and resilience (Haverfield & Theiss, 2017; Jowkar et al., 2011;
Leustek & Theiss, 2017; Noorafshan et al., 2013).
The lack of findings here points to possible construct validity issues with the Brief
Resilience Scale (BRS) relative to neighborhood stress and Family Communication Patterns.
Traditionally, studies of FCPs and resilience, or other psychosocial outcomes similar to
resilience, have found associations between the constructs. The measure was chosen for
parsimony, as it was shown to be highly correlated with the longer Connor-Davidson Resilience
Scale. Although the BRS has shown high discriminate predictive validity relative to longer
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measures, ranks highly among resilience scales in terms of psychometric rating, and showed high
reliability with this dissertation’s sample (α = 0.813), individual resilience was not positively
associated with conversation orientation and negatively associated with conformity orientation as
expected. It also did not act as a mediator or moderator as hypothesized. The BRS treats
resilience as an individual trait or psychosocial outcome rather than a process (Buzzanell, 2010),
as other studies linking FCPs and resilience have done (Haverfield & Theiss, 2017; Jowkar, et
al., 2011; Leustek & Theiss, 2017). The quantitative studies linking the two constructs use
various measures to assess resilience; some of these, such as Wagnild and Young’s (1993)
Resilience Scale, contain items that differ drastically from the Brief Resilience Scale in their
approach. The BRS is focused on the concept of “bouncing back,” posing statements such as “I
tend to bounce back quickly after hard times” and “I take a long time to get over set-backs in my
life.” Wagnild and Young’s scale, on the other hand, offers a broader set of statements, such as
“I feel proud that I have accomplished things in life” and “I take things one day at a time.”
Retrospectively, it could be that while valid and reliable, the BRS was suited more to the
psychological evaluation of bouncing back, and less to the consideration of resilience as a
process, as much of the communication literature sees it. Buzzanell (2010) views resilience
exclusively through a relational lens, identifying processes such as maintaining and using
communication networks, and downplaying negative emotions while foregrounding positive
emotions, as the processes by which resilience is developed. Measures that reflect the
communicative nature of resilience might better describe the construct relative to the other
variables measured in this study.
The lack of clear association also presents the possibility that individual resilience does
not play as strong of a role in the development of committed community college students as the
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neighborhood stress and FCP literature would suggest. It should be noted that individual
resilience is not explicitly mentioned in the Tinto model of persistence, nor is it a construct
measured or considered as part of Pascarella and Terenzini’s measure to test that model. Tinto
posits “individual attributes” as a precursor to commitment and eventual persistence, but
resilience does not appear frequently in the academic persistence literature. The hypothesized
models from this dissertation could be placing too much weight on individual resilience as a
necessary construct to commitment, and not enough weight on other types of individual
attributes. Much of the literature on resilience outcomes relates resilience to mental health in
some way. Many studies suggest that resilience is a precursor to mental health, in that resilience
provides a buffer against negative environmental effects like those explored in this dissertation
that can lead to poor mental health outcomes: depression, substance abuse disorders, and
psychological disorders (Davydov et al., 2010; Hartley, 2011; Maddi & Khoshaba, 1994;
Wandersman & Nation, 1998). It is possible that the Brief Resilience Scale, while internally
consistent and reliable, does not accurately describe community college students’ ability to
bounce back from hard times, or that community college students’ perceptions of themselves and
their ability to bounce back differs from, for example, a four-year college student population’s
perception of bouncing back from adverse experiences. Indeed, it appears that no studies exist
that use the BRS to assess community college students. Concrete measures of mental health,
such as those that describe specific symptoms related to anxiety, depression, or substance abuse,
might be more appropriate than those utilized by the BRS; alternately, the BRS might predict
mental health outcomes rather than academic ones.
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Family Communication Patterns, Social Integration, and Commitment
Predicted academic persistence, indicated by an intention to continue at the community
college level, was based on two constructs from Tinto’s model of academic persistence (1975):
social integration and institutional goal/commitment. In Tinto’s model, both of these constructs
lead to decisions about whether to withdraw from school. Social integration and
institutional/goal commitment were assessed in this dissertation using Pascarella and Terenzini’s
(1980) scales, designed and tested to operationalize Tinto’s model. Additional items were added
to institutional/goal commitment from the Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) in order
to increase the information gleaned about participants’ commitment to Ivy Tech Community
College. Institutional/goal commitment was posited as the dependent variable in all three
conceptual models in the dissertation, with social integration functioning as a mediator or
moderator between neighborhood stress or FCPs and the DV. Conversation orientation and
conformity orientation were posited as predictors in Models 2 and 3, some of the findings for
which have already been discussed in previous sections. FCP and academic persistence-related
outcomes will be discussed here together, as they comprise the majority of variables from
Models 2 and 3.
In Model 1, institutional/goal commitment was not shown to be associated with
neighborhood stress; however, it was shown to be significantly positively associated with social
integration, in that social integration was predictive of institutional/goal commitment. In other
words, students who were highly integrated with community college peers and faculty outside of
class could be predicted to have a higher level of commitment to the goal of completing college.
In Model 2, the relationship between conversation orientation and institutional/goal commitment
was shown to vary across levels of conformity orientation. And in Model 3, conversation
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orientation was shown to be positively associated with social integration, although the
association was small to moderate. Conformity orientation was not significantly positively or
negatively associated with social integration, but social integration was shown to mediate the
relationship between conversation orientation and institutional/goal commitment. These findings
are important, both because they support extant literature on academic persistence, and because
they contribute new understandings to this literature. First, findings related to the two academic
persistence variables are discussed; then, findings that integrate academic persistence and FCPs
are discussed.
Most notable is the finding that social integration is positively associated with
institutional/goal commitment. Across the persistence literature, this is the question that is
debated when approaching two-year college samples: How does social integration function in
community colleges, most of which are commuter schools, many of which employ far more
adjunct than fulltime faculty, and most of which provide scant opportunities for students to
socialize outside of the classroom? Early studies by the measure’s authors (Pascarella and
Chapman, 1983a) show social integration to lack influence on persistence in 2- and 4-year
commuter students; however, this argument has since been challenged by the work of Bers and
Smith (1991) and Karp (2010). The findings of this dissertation also suggest that social
integration occurs in the community college sample, and that it has the same characteristics of
social integration in 4-year schools, as the items used for this survey were the same as those used
for previous studies of persistence in residential samples.
The interaction that occurred in Model 2 between conversation orientation and
conformity orientation in influencing institutional/goal commitment is compelling because of
conversation orientation’s unique mitigating effect on possible negative effects of conformity
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orientation in families. In the sample, conformity orientation was negatively associated with
institutional/goal commitment at low levels of conversation orientation, meaning that community
college students were less likely to be committed to the goal of completing or transferring when
conformity orientation in the family of origin was high but conversation orientation was low.
However, at high levels of conversation orientation, low levels of conformity orientation were
actually associated with lower levels of institutional/goal commitment, and high levels of
conformity orientation associated with higher levels of institutional/goal commitment. In other
words, community college students coming from families that have a high demand for
uniformity of values, harmony, and obedience of family members were more likely to be
committed to the goal of completing college, as long as there was also a high level of
conversation in the family; these families (high conformity – high conversation) are called
consensual families. Conversely, students coming from families with low levels of conformity
orientation were less likely to be committed to the goal of completion and to the institution if
conversation was also high. These families (low conformity-high conversation) are called
pluralistic, and have been upheld in the literature since McLeod and Chaffee (1972) as
contributing to the most ideal outcomes in terms of child development, including socialization
and communication outcomes (Elwood & Schrader, 1998; Hsu, 1998). The findings from this
dissertation suggest that students coming from consensual families might be more committed to
completing college than students coming from the most ideally democratic of families, the
pluralistic ones.
While this interaction supports the notion that conversation orientation mitigates the
effects of conformity orientation on institutional/goal commitment, it also begs inquiry into
conformity’s associations with academic persistence. Although it does not appear that studies
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exist that consider conformity orientation’s relationship to academic outcomes, communication
apprehension, a measure often negatively associated with desirable academic outcomes, has been
studied in relation to FCP dimensions. CA has been associated with academic outcomes such as
academic achievement (McCroskey, Booth‐Butterfield, & Payne, 1989) and attitudes towards
school and final grades (Hurt & Preiss, 1978). Elwood and Schrader (1998) studied FCPs and
communication apprehension (CA) and found that with public speaking as the dependent
variable, at moderate levels of conformity orientation, CA decreased as conversation orientation
increased, but that at high levels of conformity orientation, CA increased as conversation
orientation increased. The authors suggest that students from consensual families lack confidence
in sharing their ideas openly as a result of being made to conform to their parents’ views;
however, it appears from both the Elwood and Schrader study and this dissertation that some
moderate to high level of conformity orientation in the family could lead to positive academic
outcomes. Perhaps these students commit more easily to the project of completing college and to
the institution, as they are expected to be similarly committed to their family structure, because
they are expected to put the institution of family above all. Consensual families also exert
pressure to agree in the preservation of harmony, while at the same time valuing open
communication and new ideas. Students from these families may do well in the college setting,
as they are able to follow the often prescriptive demands of the college classroom, while also
expressing themselves well in speaking and/or writing.
Conformity orientation could also function differently for this dissertation’s less
traditional, more diverse sample. In their 2018 essay, Soliz and Phillips advocate for increased
diversity in sampling in family communication studies, and specifically in FCP research. Much
of the existing research conducted with non-dominant sample populations has focused
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exclusively on specific ethnic and racial subgroups, not on samples that include an internal
diversity; this lack of comparative analysis means that there is little understanding as to how the
dimensions of FCPs function differently across racial, ethnic, and SES groups. The authors
discuss a forthcoming study in which the traditionally-predicted negative association between
conformity orientation and conversation orientation is shown to vary across racial groups, with
the negative association disappearing for Latino and African American samples. Soliz and
Phillips’s preliminary findings indicate that while conversation orientation maintains the same
positive association with psychosocial outcomes as detailed in Schrodt, Witt, and
Messerschmidt’s meta-analysis (2008), the negative association between conformity orientation
and these outcomes is not consistent across racial and ethnic groups. This supports the findings
in this dissertation that conformity might function differently alongside high levels of
conversation orientation than previously thought, especially for different racial or socioeconomic
groups. In other words, the assumed negative conversation-conformity association, or the
preferencing of pluralistic family types in the literature, may be due to historical bias in using
white, middle class samples to conduct FCP research. The consensual family in general might
demand further exploration relative to demographic variables.
In Model 3, conversation orientation in community college students’ families of origin
was shown to have a small to moderate association with social integration into the college.
Students who reported open, honest, free-flowing communication in their families of origin were
more likely to be integrated into their college communities through interactions with peers and
family outside of the classroom. This finding supports the myriad studies documented in Schrodt
et al.’s (2008) meta-analysis, which found conversation orientation in particular to be strongly
associated with psychosocial outcomes such as self-esteem, relational satisfaction, and
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communication apprehension, to name a few. Community college students who grow up in
families with an open flow of communication may find it easier to connect with fellow students
and faculty members because of their higher self-esteem and lack of CA. Conformity orientation
in families, however, was not associated positively or negatively with social integration as part of
Model 3.
Model 3 also helped to answer the question of whether conformity orientation and
conversation orientation interact to influence social integration. Once again, conversation
orientation was found to be predictive of social integration, but conversation orientation and
conformity orientation did not interact to influence social integration. Given the results from
Model 2, wherein conversation and conformity orientation interacted to influence
institutional/goal commitment, with students from consensual families having higher levels of
commitment than those from pluralistic families, it is curious that conformity orientation is not
associated with social integration in a similar way. In other words, social integration does not
appear to be the reason that students from consensual families have higher levels of commitment.
Hamon and Schrodt (2012) argue that the type of conformity measured by the R-FCP is
“potentially oppressive,” as items in the conformity orientation scale reflect family hierarchy and
conflict avoidance. The parenting literature, they suggest, captures a different type of conformity
called “demandingness,” wherein conformity is focused on creating behaviors that will serve
children in society as they are able to “self-regulate, communicate assertively, and demonstrate
social grace” (p. 162). Hamon and Schrodt do not propose this, but the R-FCP’s conformity
scale’s items such as “When I was at home, I was expected to obey my parent’s or guardian’s
rules,” might be tapping into the construct of demandingness, wherein children learn skills such
as self-control. Participants scoring high on conformity orientation could be living in families
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that are somewhat oppressive but also somewhat [positively] demanding. This would explain
why participants from consensual families are committed to the institution but are not necessarily
socially integrated: they are academically successful in school (measured by items such as
“getting good grades is important to me” in the institutional/goal commitment scale, and
indicated by CA research showing that students from families high in conversation orientation do
better in school), but are less concerned with or skilled at making friends, as their primary
support system is their family.
Finally, Model 3 addressed the research question of whether social integration mediated
the relationship between conversation orientation and institutional/goal commitment. Once
again, conversation orientation was predictive of social integration. In addition, the relationship
between social integration and institutional/goal commitment was significant, as was the
mediation as a whole. Social integration was found to mediate the relationship between
conversation orientation and institutional/goal commitment. In other words, social integration
helps to explain the relationship between growing up in a home with open, honest
communication, and being committed to the goal of completing or transferring from community
college.
Practical Implications
This dissertation has multiple practical implications, particularly for academic
administrators and faculty at community colleges similar to Ivy Tech. As social integration is
shown in this dissertation to be associated with institutional/goal commitment (and thus
associated with persisting at the community college level), social integration might be one of the
first steps for administrators and faculty to consider in attempting to retain students. Based on the
Pascarella and Terenzini measure, this could include providing more opportunities for students to
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connect outside of class, both within the built environment and through clubs and other student
groups. Much of this work, however, can also be done in the classroom, as previous research
shows that integration for community college students includes interactions such as sharing notes
and asking questions about homework. Faculty can provide these opportunities in class through
interactive activities that encourage sharing of personal information and ideas that could then
lead to meaningful interactions outside of class. Faculty, too, can be trained to interact with
students on a personal level during class, and make themselves available outside of class, so that
students feel more integrated socially, and eventually more committed to the goal of completion.
This dissertation also has practical implications for Ivy Tech students who are parents.
Although the study revealed some surprising results regarding conformity orientation, one
relationship that appears to remain fairly constant across the literature is the positive
psychosocial outcomes associated with open, democratic communication within the family. As
the inverse correlation for neighborhood stress and conversation orientation suggests, students
from high-stress neighborhoods may be more likely to come from families low in conversation
orientation. If they are parenting in a way similar to how they were parented, they may also be
heading families low in conversation orientation. Interventions may exist that could teach skills
to Ivy Tech student parents aimed at fostering open communication in the family.
Strengths and Limitations
A main strength of this study is the way in which it contributes to recent revelations that
conformity orientation (a) might better be tested using a modified version of the R-FCP scale
that more specifically addresses the experiences of non-white, non-middle class samples; and (b)
may function differently (and possibly positively) in some families, especially those that are non-
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white and/or lower in socio-economic status. This study offers some initial evidence that an
increase in diverse sampling by FCP researchers may yield surprising results.
One of the main limitations of this study was its cross-sectional design, the ease of which
lends itself to accessibility but not always to the depth needed to understand the causal nature of
variables such as social integration and institutional/goal commitment. The next subsection
details how a longitudinal design might better serve the combination of FCPs and academic
persistence. Additionally, the retrospective nature of the R-FCP instrument could be problematic,
which in the case of community college students, asked them to remember what it was like
growing up in their families of origin. For the 32.1% of participants who had not lived with their
family of origin for more than five years, the recall process could have been clouded by recalling
family life more positively or more negatively than they viewed their family while living with
them, either because of positive or negative family events that had occurred since leaving, or
because they simply didn’t remember.
A second limitation is considered at length in this discussion; that is the issue of the
various measures used for the four test variables and their appropriateness for the study
population. As was discussed previously, the City Stress Inventory measures neighborhood
stress, but is limited in its narrow focus on crime and violence as primary causes of stress. Crime
and violence may not be experienced by community college students with the same influence as
they were experienced by the high school-age participants the CSI surveyed for validation.
Future studies should consider either a different instrument that measures all aspects of
neighborhood stress, including noise and environmental pollution, overcrowding at the unit,
building, and block level, and social disorder, or designing a new instrument that considers the
kinds of neighborhood stress that community college students might experience. Similarly, the

108
Brief Resilience Scale was shown to be reliable across studies, including this one, but did not
interact with, mediate, or predict this dissertation’s variables as expected based on, in the case of
FCPs, a large body of extant literature supporting FCP-individual resilience associations. Future
studies should take this into account and use a resilience scale that is more suited to resilience as
a process, not only as an individual characteristic.

Future Directions
The findings from this dissertation suggest three important directions for future research
on FCPs and/or academic persistence: (a) continuing to explore diverse samples, (b) conducting
longitudinal research, and (c) assessing the validity of measures. First, this study uses a sample
unique to the academic persistence literature and the Family Communication Patterns literature,
both because of its ethnic and racial diversity (59% white/39% non-white) and its 2-year, urban
community college population. As mentioned previously, there is a demand for a diversity of
sampling in both literatures, as almost all research on FCPs is with white, 4-year college
samples, and most of the research on academic persistence in with 4-year college samples as
well. Future studies combining these two constructs with neighborhood stress should use nontraditional populations in order to continue to test the validity of the scales with different
populations.
Second, a little over half (51.2%) of the participants in this sample were living with their
families of origin at the time of survey administration. This suggests that it would be possible to
amass a large enough sample size for a longitudinal study that asks participants both about
communication within their family of origin, as well as their experience in community college.
From a family communication perspective, this would increase recall accuracy and produce a
more exact assessment of the student’s family type in terms of FCPs. From a
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persistence/withdrawal perspective, conducting a longitudinal study would allow researchers to
survey participants not only about their intentions to persist or withdraw from community
college, but to survey participants as to whether they actually re-enroll and complete subsequent
semesters. Longitudinal research could also sort out the temporal order of variables, such as
whether social integration precedes or follows from commitment. Persistence/withdrawal also
could be used as the outcome of a longitudinal study instead of predictive measures such as
institutional/goal commitment. This would provide a clearer picture of the causal relationships
between neighborhood stress, FCP, social integration, and completing community college.
Third and finally, this dissertation’s findings reinforce the already-identified need for a
more specific measure for neighborhood stress, and a reconceptualization of the conformity scale
of the R-FCP. Although the CSI has shown high validity and reliability, it appears to only test
one or two of the characteristics of a high-stress neighborhood. A new measure for neighborhood
stress would seek to integrate the five areas of stress identified in the literature: low SES, high
population density, crime, poor environmental conditions, and social disorganization.
Additionally, more research needs to be conducted into the construct of conformity
orientation and the accuracy with which it describes families where cohesion and harmony are
privileged over independence; this has already been acknowledged in the literature and several
studies tackle this problem (Hesse, Rauscher, Goodman, & Couvrette, 2017; Horstman et al.,
2018). It is possible that the current subscale of the R-FCP describes a dynamic that is
“potentially oppressive” rather than what the parenting literature suggests conformity to be,
which is a demandingness that ultimately leads to self-regulation (Hamon & Schrodt, 2012).
Future studies should explore this concept of conformity with an eye towards non-white, non-4-
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year college student populations, in order to increase understanding of how conformity functions
in other contexts.
Despite these limitations, this dissertation contributes to the literature on several of the
constructs measured, including Family Communication Patterns and academic persistence, using
a non-traditional sample. It offers new perspectives on FCPs in relation to the persistence of
community college students, especially regarding conformity orientation. Finally, it presents new
possibilities for the exploration of neighborhood stress in relation to family communication and
academic persistence of community college students.
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APPENDIX A: TINTO’S MODEL OF DROPOUT FROM COLLEGE
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APPENDIX B: RECRUITMENT EMAIL TO IVY TECH FACULTY

Dear _________________ (name of faculty member),
My name is Jill Inderstrodt and I am a full-time faculty member in Communication here at Ivy
Tech-Indianapolis. I am also currently working to finish my PhD at Purdue University. I am in
the process of distributing the survey for my dissertation to Ivy Tech students. It asks students
questions about their neighborhood, family life, and experience at Ivy Tech. The survey takes
students about 15 minutes, and at the end they receive a $10 Amazon gift card if they both
complete the survey and submit their Ivy Tech email address, which is not linked to their survey
answers. I am hoping to reach at least 175 students before the end of the school year.
I was wondering if you would be willing to post the following short blurb in your
Announcements on IvyLearn for each of your classes. You are welcome to edit it as necessary to
fit your class. And even better, I was wondering if you would be willing to mention the survey in
any face-to-face class you might have. If you would like me to come to your class to advertise
personally to your students, I’m more than willing to do that as well.
Please let me know if I can answer any questions about the survey. I thank you so much for your
help.
Regards,
Jill Inderstrodt
Announcement for IvyLearn:
Survey for Ivy Tech students - $10 Amazon gift card
Hello Class,
A colleague of mine here at Ivy Tech, Jill Inderstrodt, is conducting a survey as part of a research
project. The survey takes about 15 minutes and asks questions about your family, neighborhood,
and experiences at Ivy Tech. All answers are anonymous and will not be shared with me or any
other individuals.
Upon completion of the survey, you will receive a $10 Amazon gift card, sent to your Ivy Tech
email address.
To take the survey, follow this
link: https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3JioGT48vo9KDK5
If you have questions about the survey or its contents, please email Jill
directly: jmi3@purdue.edu.
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APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT FOR PILOT SURVEY
PARTICIPATION

RESEARCH PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM
The Effects of Family Communication Patterns on Individual Resilience in Community College
Students Who Live in High-Stress Neighborhoods. Steven R. Wilson and Jill Inderstrodt Brian
Lamb School of Communication Purdue University
What is the purpose of this study? The overall purpose of this study is to better understand the
role that communication within the family plays in helping community college students stay in
school from one semester to the next. You are participating in a pilot interview in advance of a
larger study. This interview will serve to help researchers better tailor the final study design to
meet community college students’ needs.
What will I do if I choose to be in this study? If you choose to be in this study, you will
participate in a 45-60 minute session. The session will be conducted in person or over Skype,
depending on your preference.
During the session, you will read and answer questions about a survey that will be presented to
students like you online in the future. The questions will be focused on the family that you lived
with growing up, the neighborhood you currently live in, your ability to bounce back from
difficult situations, and your feelings and attitudes about various aspects of your experience at
Ivy Tech Community College.
How long will I be in the study? Choosing to participate in this pilot study requires completing
one 45-60-minute session.
What are the possible risks or discomforts? Risks from participation in this study are minimal,
which means no greater than you would encounter in your daily life. Breach of confidentiality is
always a possible risk, but the researchers will take steps to ensure that no one except the
researchers has access to the audiotape of your session (those steps are described below). It also
is possible that you might experience negative emotions by answering questions about your
family of origin or your neighborhood. You are free to skip any question that you would prefer
not to answer. If you did find yourself experiencing negative emotions after the session, you are
encouraged to contact Ivy Tech Counseling Services: 317-916-7627.
Are there any potential benefits? Potential benefits include helping Ivy Tech and other schools
like it better understand what factors contribute to students dropping out of community college
before finishing their degrees.
Will I receive payment or other incentive? For your participation in this study, you will
receive a $10 Amazon gift card.
Will information about me and my participation be kept confidential? All data will be kept
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confidential. We are asking for permission to audio-record this so that we can listen to your
feedback, but the researchers listed above will be the only ones who ever listen to the audiotape
of your interview. The audio file will be kept on the researcher’s password protected computer.
The project's research records may be reviewed by departments at Purdue University responsible
for regulatory and research oversight, but you will remain anonymous.
What are my rights if I take part in this study?
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate, or if you agree
to participate, you can withdraw your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits
to which you are otherwise entitled.
Who can I contact if I have questions about the study?
If you have questions, comments or concerns about this research project, you can talk to the
Principal Investigator. Please contact Steve Wilson, Professor, Brian Lamb School of
Communication, Purdue University, (765) 414-0094 or wilson25@purdue.edu.
If you have questions about your rights while taking part in the study or have concerns about the
treatment of research participants, please call the Human Research Protection Program at (765)
494- 5942, email (irb@purdue.edu)or write to:
Human Research Protection Program - Purdue University Ernest C. Young Hall, Room
1032 155 S. Grant St., West Lafayette, IN 47907-2114
Documentation of Informed Consent
I have had the opportunity to read this consent form and have the research study explained. I
have had the opportunity to ask questions about the research study, and my questions have been
answered. I am prepared to participate in the research study described above. I will be offered a
copy of this consent form after I sign it.
__________________________________________ Participant’s Signature Date
__________________________________________ Participant’s Name
__________________________________________ Researcher’s Signature Date
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APPENDIX D: INFORMED CONSENT FOR MAIN SURVEY
PARTICIPATION

RESEARCH PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM
The Effects of Family Communication Patterns on Individual Resilience in Community College
Students Who Live in High-Stress Neighborhoods. Steven R. Wilson and Jill Inderstrodt Brian
Lamb School of Communication Purdue University
What is the purpose of this study? The purpose of this study is to better understand the role
that communication within the family plays in helping community college students stay in school
from one semester to the next. You are participating in an online survey that will help us
understand how family communication helps students like you stay in school.
What will I do if I choose to be in this study? If you choose to be in this study, you will
participate in a 30-45 min online survey.
During the survey, you will read and answer questions that will be presented to students like you
online. The questions will be focused on the family that you lived with growing up, the
neighborhood you currently live in, your ability to bounce back from difficult situations, and
your feelings and attitudes about various aspects of your experience at Ivy Tech Community
College.
How long will I be in the study? Choosing to participate in this study requires completing one
30-45- minute online survey.
What are the possible risks or discomforts? Risks from participation in this study are minimal,
which means no greater than you would encounter in your daily life. It is possible that you might
experience negative emotions by answering questions about your family of origin or your
neighborhood. You are free to skip any survey question that you would prefer not to answer. If
you did find yourself experiencing negative emotions after the interview, you are encouraged to
contact Ivy Tech Counseling Services: 317-916-7627.
Are there any potential benefits? Potential benefits include helping Ivy Tech and other schools
like it better understand what factors contribute to students dropping out of community college
before finishing their degrees.
Will I receive payment or other incentive? For your participation in this study, you will
receive a $10 Amazon gift card. At the end of the survey, you will be directed to a separate
screen that will ask for your Ivy Tech email address. This form will not be connected in any way
to your survey. The Amazon gift card will be sent electronically to your Ivy Tech email.
Will information about me and my participation be kept confidential? You will not be asked
your name or other identifying information when completing the survey. The researchers will
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have no way of knowing whether you completed the survey or, if you did, which survey
responses came from you.
What are my rights if I take part in this study?
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate, or if you agree
to participate, you can withdraw your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits
to which you are otherwise entitled. If there is a specific survey question that you’d prefer not to
answer, you may also skip that question.
Who can I contact if I have questions about the study?
If you have questions, comments or concerns about this research project, you can talk to the
Principal Investigator. Please contact Steve Wilson, Professor, Brian Lamb School of
Communication, Purdue University, (765) 414-0094 or wilson25@purdue.edu.
If you have questions about your rights while taking part in the study or have concerns about the
treatment of research participants, please call the Human Research Protection Program at (765)
494- 5942, email (irb@purdue.edu)or write to:
Human Research Protection Program - Purdue University Ernest C. Young Hall, Room
1032 155 S. Grant St., West Lafayette, IN 47907-2114
If you agree to participate in the study, please click here: ________
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APPENDIX E: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS FOR SURVEY
INSTRUMENT

Demographic Info
Which of the following best describes you?
a. I attended Ivy Tech Community College for the first time in Fall 2017 and am currently
enrolled in classes at Ivy Tech in Spring 2018.
b. I started attending Ivy Tech Community College in a semester other than Fall 2017
c. This is my first semester at Ivy Tech Community College
d. I do not attend Ivy Tech Community College
Sex
a. Female
b. Male
c. Other/I prefer not to answer
Please list your age _______________
How do you identify in terms of your race or ethnicity?
1. American Indian or Alaska Native
2. Asian
3. Black (non-Hispanic)
4. Hispanic
5. White/Caucasian
6. Native American or other Pacific Islander
7. Two or More Races
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8. Prefer not to answer
What is the primary language that you spoke at home growing up?
1. English
2. Spanish
3. A language other than English
What schooling did you have prior to enrolling at Ivy Tech?
1. High school/GED
2. Some college at an institution other than Ivy Tech
3. Completed a technical or other associate’s degree
4. Completed a bachelor’s degree
5. Some graduate work
6. Completed a graduate degree
Did either of your biological parents earn an Associate’s Degree or higher before you
enrolled at Ivy Tech Community College?
1. Yes
2. No
3. Don’t know
Do you work while enrolled at Ivy Tech Community College?
1. Yes
2. No (Skip to: are you an international student?)
What is your current employment status?
1. One or more part-time job(s) (fewer than 40 hours per week)
2. One or more part-time jobs (40 or more hours per week)
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3. Full time (40 hours per week)
4. A combination of full- and part-time jobs (more than 40 hours per week)
Are you an international student?
1. Yes
2. No
How long has it been since you lived full-time with your family of origin (the family you
grew up with)?
1. I currently live with my family of origin
2. Fewer than 5 years
3. 5-10 years
4. More than 10 years
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APPENDIX F: CITY STRESS INVENTORY

Instructions: Life in some neighborhoods can be stressful. We want to know about the stress you
have experienced in your neighborhood during the PAST YEAR. By “neighborhood,” we mean
the streets, houses, or buildings close to your home. By “home,” we mean the house or apartment
where you stay at night or on weekends. Some students spend part of the week staying with one
parent, relative, or friend, and part of the week staying with another. If you USUALLY do this,
we would like to know about stress you have experienced in BOTH neighborhoods.

Listed below are stressful things that students at this and other community colleges have
experienced in their neighborhoods. For each event listed, please indicate if this event, or
something like it, happened in the neighborhood(s) where you lived during the PAST YEAR.
Indicate if the event happened, and how often, by clicking the circle to the right of each event on
the list.
Which of the following best describes your experience in your neighborhood in the past
year?

1
2
3
4
5
6

I saw people dealing drugs near my
home
I saw strangers who were drunk or high
hanging out near my home
I heard adults arguing loudly on my
street
I heard neighbors complaining loudly
about crime in my neighborhood
Someone I knew was arrested or went to
jail
I saw or heard about a “shooting gallery”
near my home

Never

Once

A few
times

Often

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

141
7
8
9

People in my neighborhood complained 1
about being harassed by police
There was a gang fight near my home 1
I saw cars speeding or driving 1
dangerously on my street

2

3

4

2
2

3
3

4
4

Listed below are additional things that you may have seen in your neighborhood(s). For each
event listed, please indicate how many of these things you have witnessed in the neighborhood(s)
where you lived during the PAST YEAR. Indicate if you have witnessed these things and how
many, by clicking the circle to the right of each event on the list.
How many of the following have you witnessed in your neighborhood(s) in the past year?

None

1
2

Number of neighbors who received food 1
stamps in the last year
Number of houses or buildings that were 1
vacant or unoccupied in the last year

One

A few

Most

2

3

4

2

3

4

Next, listed below are acts of violence that you may have experienced in your neighborhood. For
each event listed, please indicate if this event, or something like it, happened in the
neighborhood(s) where you lived during the PAST YEAR. Indicate if the event happened, and
how often, by clicking the circle to the right of each event on the list. If it happened to someone
you know, but it occurred outside of your neighborhood, please do not count it in this survey.

How often did each of the following events occur in your neighborhood in the past year?

1
2
3
4

A family member was attacked or beaten
A family member was stabbed or shot
A friend was stabbed or shot
A family member was stopped and

Never

Once

A few
times

Often

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
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5
6
7

questioned by the police
A friend was robbed or mugged 1
Someone threatened to hurt a member of 1
my family
A family member was robbed or mugged 1

2
2

3
3

4
4

2

3

4
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APPENDIX G: BRIEF RESILIENCE SCALE

Instructions: We are going to ask you some general questions about yourself. Please indicate the
extent to which you agree with each of the following statements:

1
2
3
4
5
6

I tend to bounce back quickly after
hard times
I have a hard time making it through
stressful events
It does not take me long to recover
from a stressful event
It is hard for me to snap back when
something bad happens
I usually come through difficult
times with little trouble
I tend to take a long time to get over
set-backs in my life

Strongly Mostly
Disagree Disagree

Neither
Agree
Nor
Disagree

Mostly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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APPENDIX H: INSTITUTIONAL/GOAL COMMITMENT AND SOCIAL
INTEGRATION SCALES

Instructions: We are going to ask you some questions about your experience at Ivy Tech
Community College. Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following:
1. Peer Group Interactions – measures social integration
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

1
2
3

4

5
6

7

Since coming to Ivy Tech I have developed close 1
personal relationships with other students
The student friendships I have developed at Ivy
Tech have been personally satisfying
My interpersonal relationships with other Ivy Tech
students have had a positive influence on my
personal growth, attitudes, and values
My interpersonal relationships with other Ivy Tech
students have had a positive influence on my
intellectual growth and interest in ideas
It has been difficult for me to meet and make
friends with other students at Ivy Tech
Few of the Ivy Tech students I know would be
willing to listen to me and help me if I had a
personal problem
Most students at this college have values and
attitudes different from my own

Not
Sure

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2. Nonclassroom Interactions with Faculty – measures social integration
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

1

2

3

My nonclassroom interactions with Ivy Tech 1
faculty have had a positive influence on my
personal growth, values, and attitudes
My nonclassroom interactions with Ivy Tech 1
faculty have had a positive influence on my
intellectual growth and interest in ideas
My nonclassroom interactions with Ivy Tech 1
faculty have had a positive influence on my career
goals and aspirations

Not
Sure

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5
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4

5

Since coming to Ivy Tech I have developed a close, 1
personal relationship with at least one faculty
member
I am satisfied with the opportunities to meet and 1
interact informally with faculty members

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

3. Faculty Members’ Interest in Students and Teaching – measures social integration
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Not
Sure

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

The faculty members I have had contact with at Ivy 1
Tech are generally NOT interested in students

2

3

4

5

2

The faculty members I have had contact with at Ivy
Tech are generally NOT outstanding or superior
teachers
The faculty members I have had contact with at Ivy
Tech are NOT willing to spend time outside of class
to discuss issues of interest and importance to
students
Most of the faculty I have had contact with at Ivy
Tech are interested in helping students grow in
more than just academic areas
Most faculty members I have had contact with at
Ivy Tech are genuinely interested in teaching

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3

4

5

4. Institutional and Goal Commitment – measures institutional/goal commitment 5
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6

5

It is important for me to graduate from college 1
I am confident that I made the right decision in
choosing to attend this Ivy Tech
It is likely that I will register for classes at Ivy Tech
next fall
It is not important to me to graduate or transfer
from Ivy Tech
I have no idea at all what I want to major in
Getting good grades is not important to me

Not
Sure

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Items 1 and 2 were the only items used from this scale in the final analysis.
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5. Investment Model Scale – measures institutional/goal commitment6
Instructions: Please rank the following statements on a scale of 1 to 9, with 1 indicating “not
very: likely, committed, or attached” and 9 indicating “very: likely, committed, or attached.”

1

2

3
4

6

Not
very
likely
1
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

2

3

5

3

6
6

7
7

8

2

4
4

9
9

How likely is it that you will drop
out of Ivy Tech (leave Ivy Tech
without transferring to another
institution) in the near future?
How committed are you to staying 1
at Ivy Tech until you either graduate
or transfer?
How attached are you to Ivy Tech? 1
How long do you plan to stay at Ivy 1
Tech?

Very
likely

5

8

Item 4 was removed after the pilot study and before deployment of the survey to the general
population; item 3 was removed for final analysis.
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APPENDIX I: REVISED FAMILY COMMUNICATION PATTERNS
INSTRUMENT (R-FCP)

Instructions: For the final section, we would like you to think about your family of origin, or the
family you grew up living with. We understand that for many community college students, you
may have lived with multiple families growing up, and for varying periods of time, or you may
not have spent a majority of your time living with family with whom you are connected by
blood. If this is the case, please imagine the family/household with which you spent the most
time when you were growing up. If you spent time in one household as a young child, and time
in a different household as a teen, please answer the following based on the household you lived
in as a teen.

1

2

3

4

5

6

In our family we often
talked about topics like
politics and religion where
some persons disagree
with others.
My parent or guardian
often said something like
“Every member of the
family should have some
say in family decisions.”
My parent or guardian
often asked my opinion
when the family was
talking about something.
My parent or guardian
encouraged me to
challenge their ideas and
beliefs.
My parent or guardian
often said something like
“You should always look
at both sides of an issue.
I usually told my parent or

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly Agree
Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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7
8
9

10

11

12

13

14

15

1

2
3
4

guardian what I was
thinking about things.
I could tell my parent or
guardian almost anything.
In our family we often
talked about our feelings
and emotions.
My parent or guardian and
I often had long, relaxed
conversations about
nothing in particular.
I really enjoyed talking
with my parent or
guardian, even when we
disagreed.
My parent or guardian
encouraged me to express
my feelings.
My parent or guardian
tended to be very open
about his or her emotions.
We often talked as a
family about things we had
done during the day.
In our family, we often
talked about our plans and
hopes for the future.
My parent or guardian
liked to hear my opinion,
even when I didn’t agree
with him or her.

When anything really
important was involved,
my parent or guardian
expected me to obey
without question.
In our home, my parent or
guardian would usually
have the last word.
My parent or guardian felt
that it was important to be
the boss.
My parent or guardian
sometimes became

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly Agree
Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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5

6
7

8

9

10

11

irritated with my views if
they were different from
theirs.
If my parent or guardian
didn’t approve of it, they
didn’t want to know about
it.
When I was at home, I was
expected to obey my
parents or guardian’s rules.
My parent or guardian
often said things like
“You’ll know better when
you grow up.”
My parent or guardian
often said things like “My
ideas are right and you
should not question them.”
My parent or guardian
often said things like “A
child should not argue with
adults.”
My parent or guardian
often said things like
“There are some things
that just shouldn’t be
talked about.”
My parent or guardian
often said things like “You
should give in on
arguments rather than risk
making people mad.”

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

