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The purpose of this study was to explore reentry 

students' perceived relationships with school-age children 

during the initial semester of return to undergraduate 

school. Change in student stressors, resources, and 

parent-child relationships were explored and demographic 

characteristics were described. In addition, predictors of 

parent child relationship (PCR) were investigated. 

A sample of 111 students beginning degree programs at 

one of four metropolitan Washington, DC colleges in 

September 1992 completed a mail survey before the semester 

began (T-1). Approximately 10 weeks later (T-2), 86 of 

these completed a follow-up questionnaire. Student 

resources were measured by the Rosenberg Self-esteem 

Inventory, a spouse support measure, and a social support 

measure. Stressors were measured by the Family Inventory 

of Life Events and Changes (FILE) . PCR was measured by the 

Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale, Index of Parental 



Attitudes, and Family Satisfaction Scale. 

One difference was observed when means were compared. 

Fewer· stressors were measured at T-2. However, subjects 

experienced more stressors than might normally be expected 

during the year prior to reentry and continued to 

experience a greater than average number for a year during 

the three month reentry period. Independent variables that 

correlated significantly with measures of PCR were entered 

into multiple regression analysis. Self-esteem was the 

most useful predictor of both Parent-Adolescent 

Communication and Index of Parental Attitudes at T-1. 

Spouse support predicted these measures at T-2 only, 

suggesting that it became a more salient resource after 

reentry. The independent measures were more useful in 

predicting Family Satisfaction, with spouse support and 

self-esteem making the greatest contribution. Independent 

measures were better predictors of all PCR measures at T-2, 

suggesting that subtle changes in perception had occurred. 

The findings add to the reentry literature. 

Counseling implications include: (1) reentry students may 

be at risk for crisis when they enroll in college, (2) 

offering counseling and services to students and 

significant others may facilitate reentry (3) financial 

resources for reentry students need to be further explored. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Current data indicate that students over 25 comprise 

almost half of the undergraduate student population (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 1992). These mature students who have 

been away from the academic setting for a period of years 

are referred to in the literature as reentry students. The 

increase in older student enrollment that began 25 years ago 

is expected to continue until at least the year 2000 

(Crimmins & Riddler, 1985). In addition, reentry students 

are expected to remain a large proportion of undergraduate 

students after the turn of the century (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census, 1992). Because the increase in reentry student 

population corresponds with a decrease in the number of 

traditional age students, it represents an increase both 

proportionately and in absolute numbers. 

Despite the numbers of reentry students enrolled, 45% 

of all undergraduates in 1988 (Chartrand, 1990), the 

graduation rate for these students is lower than that of 

traditional, younger students. In 1980, although 38% of the 

undergraduate student population was over 25, only 27% of 

baccalaureate graduates were over 25 (Braziel, 1987), the 

generally accepted lower age limit for reentry or 

non-traditional students (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1992). 

In addition, Suitor (1985) noted a 15% attrition rate in her 
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reentry subjects over the first two semesters. 

Colleges and universities have responded to growth in 

the reentry student population by assessing its different 

needs and providing services to meet these needs (Copeland, 

1989; Haponski, 1983; Puryear, 1988; Puryear & McDaniels, 

1990; Schlossberg, Lynch, & Chickering 1989). Many services 

offered to reentry students are variations of traditional 

counseling services: study skills, time management, career 

counseling. Although these services may be helpful, 

attrition in this population is frequently related to 

variables such as financial concerns, employment, and family 

responsibilities. Of these, family responsibilities are 

neither identified nor addressed in the literature as 

concerns of traditional students who withdraw. Bean and 

Metzner (1985) found no research that assessed the 

contribution of these variables to the attrition process. 

These authors speculated, however, that deficits in these 

areas contribute to attrition even when academic support is 

strong. Carter (1982), in reviewing exit interviews with 

reentry students planning to withdraw, noted that family 

responsibilities were one of the five most prevalent reasons 

that these students gave as reasons for leaving college. 

Thus, a student who is stressed by family responsibilities 

or financial need may drop out despite the availability of 

workshops on study skills, time management, and career 
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development. Conversely, students with strong family 

supports tend to persist in their academic efforts even when 

academic supports are lacking. Almost all of the 

contemporary research done on the reentry population 

addressed the needs of female students (Astin, 1976; 

Christian & Wilson, 1985; Coats, 1988; DerKarbetian & Best, 

1984; Gerson, 1985; Hooper & Traupmann, 1983; Leavitt, 1989; 

Roehl & Okun, 1984; Ross, 1988; Suitor, 1988). Little 

attention has been given to reentry males even though men 

comprise more than one-third of all reentry students 

(Degroot, 1981; U.S Bureau of the Census, 1992). 

Entering undergraduate school after a prolonged absence 

or for the first time requires major adjustments on the part 

of the reentry student. This endeavor requires time, 

energy, risk, and financial commitment. The student comes 

with great hopes for the future but may have a limited 

concept of the impact this endeavor will have on day to day 

existence. Many individuals add the student role to an 

already full life that includes spouse, parent, and employee 

roles (Gilbert & Holahan, 1982; Gerson, 1985; Suitor, 1985). 

Individuals who adapt most effectively to the student role 

and make a strong commitment to their courses may do so by 

investing less time in spouse and parent roles. 

A significant number of students experience strain when 

they return to undergraduate school {Flannery & Apps, 1987). 
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A student who drops out because of inability to cope with 

multiple roles loses an opportunity and may experience 

decrease in self-esteem. The college, in turn, loses 

tuition and a potentially successful student and alumnus. 

The family that encourages a parent to return to 

college is likely to be one that supports individual growth. 

Perhaps because of this, the possibility that return to 

college can be stressful for student and family is 

minimized. The family is a system. As such, changes in one 

member affects other members and the family as a whole 

(Olson, Mccubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, Wilson, 1989). A 

parent•s return to undergraduate school can be expected to 

influence the dynamics within the family and between 

individuals. Changes in the dynamics of the spouse and/or 

parent-child relationships are areas where reentry stress 

can manifest itself. Despite this, little attention has 

been given to studying these important reentry student 

concerns. 

Several studies have explored spouse support and spouse 

relationships of reentry students (Firestein, 1984; 

Huston-Hoberg & Strange, 1986; Scott & King, 1985; Suitor, 

1985). Flannery and Apps (1987) identified balancing family 

and school time and spending time with immediate family as 

two of the most serious barriers to learning. Only one 

study was found that explored the impact of return to 
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undergraduate school on mother-child relationships (Kelly, 

1983). No studies were found that addressed father-child 

relat·ionships. While the educational mission of a college 

suggests that the student role of reentry individuals is of 

primary interest, the reality that neither counseling nor 

family relations scholars have focused on family concerns of 

reentry students seems a serious omission. 

College student counseling traditionally focuses on 

promoting individual development, an approach often used to 

address the needs of the late adolescent leaving home for 

the first time and beginning efforts to differentiate from 

the family of origin. Family focused counseling may be more 

beneficial for the reentry student, especially when family 

pressures influence a student's academic career. Counseling 

addresses the needs of healthy individuals coping with 

change and challenge. The return of the reentry 

student/parent to undergraduate school creates change and 

challenges the individual student and the family system. 

Family counseling in the college or university setting may 

help students and significant others cope with stressors and 

changes associated with academic life and its inherent 

commitments. 

Statement of the Problem 

The increased enrollment of reentry students in 

undergraduate programs is a trend that is likely to continue 
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through the beginning of the next century. Despite programs 

initiated to help reentry students adjust to academic life, 

their attrition rate is higher and their graduation rate 

lower than traditional younger students (Reehling, 1980). 

Tinto (1987) found that over a 100 year period, 45% of all 

traditional undergraduates completed their education in four 

years, with 61% earning degrees after this period. While no 

comparable numbers are available on the reentry population, 

Reehling (1980) found that 41% of an original study sample 

(N=323} had completed certificates or degrees six years 

later. 

Family concerns are often given as a reason reentry 

students drop out. While it is possible that family focused 

counseling may help these students and provide support that 

will allow them to remain in school, there is insufficient 

information available to make such a recommendation at this 

time. This lack of information about reentry students• 

needs guides the focus of this study. 

While there is limited data available about reentry 

students• marital relationships, there is almost none that 

addresses their concerns as parents. Reentry students join 

school age offspring in a parallel student role. Both 

parent and child are now engaged in studying, taking 

examinations, and experiencing the stressors and rewards 

that accompany the student role. This role shift is a 
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relatively new phenomena in family dynamics. While it is 

possible that shifts in roles are accompanied by changes in 

relationships, very little is known about the phenomena. 

Some colleges provide child care services for parents of 

pre-school children (Puryear, 1988). No references were 

found that documented assistance to parents whose off spring 

are school age or older. 

Knowledge about the effects of return to undergraduate 

school on family relationships is needed before the 

possibility of offering family focused counseling as a 

student service can be considered. While such a service may 

help reentry students cope more effectively and remain in 

school, there is insufficient evidence available to make 

such a proposal at this time. In this study, one aspect of 

family relationships, reentry students• perceived 

relationships with school age children was investigated. It 

was anticipated that information gleaned from the study 

would be useful to college counselors and administrators 

interested in developing programs that facilitate retention. 

Further, it was expected that study results would interest 

family relations scholars interested in healthy family 

functioning. 

In this study, reentry parents' perceptions of change 

in relationship with their children was investigated. Study 

results should provide knowledge needed to discern whether 
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family counseling might help reentry students persist in 

their academic efforts. 

conceptual Framework 

All families are under some stress most of the time 

(Olson, 1988). Most deal with stress by utilizing coping 

mechanisms that have been effective in the past. From time 

to time, events occur that cannot be dealt with by existing 

coping mechanisms. This is true when such events represent 

major upsets, normal developmental events, or planned change 

(Mccubbin & Figley, 1983). The family that lacks skills to 

deal with challenges must develop new skills that build on 

personal, family, or community resources. If a family or 

individual is unable to cope, a crisis ensues. 

A parent's return to undergraduate school represents a 

major change for most families, one that differs 

substantially from previous changes. This is true even when 

this event is planned and perceived as positive by family 

members. Because they lack experience dealing with this 

particular event, student and family often experience 

initial stress and disorganization as they learn to cope 

with change in family roles and responsibilities. The 

family is a system. Change in one member of the system, in 

this case the parent-student, is experienced to some degree 

by all other family members. Thus, if the reentry parent is 

strained by return to undergraduate school, his or her 
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spouse and/or children will also experience strain to some 

degree. 

Contemporary family stress theory has its roots in 

Hill's (1958) theory of families in crises. Hill's work is 

commonly referred to in the literature as the ABCX model. 

Hill postulated that a crisis {X) is the product of the 

interaction of an event (A), the family's resources (B), and 

the family's definition of the event as stressful (C). The 

family lifestyle provides a backdrop for this interaction. 

Thus, families that are strained prior to a potentially 

stressful event or those that have limited resources may be 

at greater risk for crises than those that are relatively 

stress free when an event occurs. More specifically, 

families with combined deficiencies in B and C factors 

(limited resources and tendency to define events as 

hardships) tend to perceive themselves as incapable of 

coping with stressful events and, thus, are more crisis 

prone than those with adequate resources and positive 

outlooks. 

A crisis is a subjective experience. An event that 

precipitates a crisis in one family may be a welcome 

challenge to another. A parent's return to undergraduate 

school is an event (A) that may impact differently on 

individual families. This will depend on their resources 

(B) and their perception of this event (C) . Whether members 
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identify a parent's return to school as a challenge or a 

threat will influence how they respond to this event. An 

acute crisis period lasts approximately six weeks (Caplan, 

1964). After this period, the crisis is typically resolved 

at some level. It is likely, then, that a reentry family 

will experience the initial adjustment phase that follows 

return to undergraduate school during the first half of the 

student's first semester in college. 

Hill's work focused on pre-crisis variables. In 

addition, Hill was primarily interested in catastrophic 

crises. Although Hill provided direction for subsequent 

researchers, he provided no way to study the aftermath of a 

given event (Boss, 1988). Contemporary family theorists 

(Mccubbin & Patterson, 1983; Olson, Russell, & Sprenkle, 

1980, 1989) have provided additional theory, research, and 

instruments that allow measurement of pre and post crisis 

variables. In expanding Hill's original model, Mccubbin and 

Patterson (1983) formulated the Double ABCX Model (see 

Figure 1) to describe family response to stress over time. 

Factors in the expanded model are the accumulation of 

stressors after a crisis (aA), resources that emerge in 

response to a crisis (bB), and new coping mechanisms that a 

family develops to cope with a perceived crisis situation 

(cC). Mccubbin and Figley (1983) further expanded stress 

theory to include both normative and catastrophic events. 
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The return of mature students to undergraduate school is an 

exciting social trend that provides a bridge to new 

opportunities and careers. It is also an event that many 

students identify as stressful and that may result in 

normative crisis. 

It is likely that most families that encourage parents 

return to college are healthy, functional families. All 

reentry families share a common volitional stressor, return 

to undergraduate school. The decision to return to 

undergraduate school is choice made by an individual within 

a family system. As such, if stress results from this 

decision, it has potential to have both positive and/or 

negative impact on the reentry student and on relationships 

within and between individual members. Whether or not this 

event results in crisis will depend on the family's 

resources and perception of the event. Because families can 

emerge from crises functioning at the same level, a higher 

level, or a lower level (Mccubbin & Figley, 1983; Hill, 

1958), a parent's return to undergraduate school may be 

associated with growth and satisfaction in family 

relationships, no difference in family relationships, or 

decreased satisfaction and possibly dysfunction in family 

relationships. 
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Purpose 

The general purpose of the study was to explore change 

in reentry students• perceptions of their relationships with 

school age children during the first semester of return to 

undergraduate school. In addition, demographic variables, 

selected personal resources, and stressors are described and 

their relationship to perceived parent-child relationship 

change explored. 

Research Questions 

Based on the above purpose statement, the following 

research questions were addressed. 

1. What changes in measures of perceived parent-child 

relationship, personal resources, and stressors occur during 

the initial semester of return to undergraduate school? 

2. Which demographic measures, personal resources, and 

stressors predict change in reentry students' perceptions of 

parent-child relationship during the initial reentry 

semester. 

Definition of Terms 

Children 

In this study the term refers to off spring of reentry 

children who are at least five years of age but no more than 

nineteen. 
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Stressor 

An event that has potential to cause change in a family 

because it disturbs the status quo (Boss, 1988}. 

Volitional Stressor 

An event that is wanted or sought out even though it 

disturbs the status quo (Boss, 1988}. 

Strain 

The consequent effect of stressors on the human being. 

Stress 

A state manifested by a specific syndrome which 

includes changes in the biological system. 

Assumptions 

1. Pencil and paper measurements can be used to ascertain 

parents perceived relationships with their children. 

Limitations 

1. A purposeful sample of reentry students attending public 

and private institutions of higher education within a large 

metropolitan area was used. Because the sample was not 

random, it cannot be assumed that the results of the study 

can be generalized. 

2. Participation in the study was voluntary. Reentry 

students who chose to participate may differ from those who 

elected not to respond. 

3. The focus of the study was limited to reentry parents' 

perceived relationships with children who were school age 
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and who resided with the parent. 

4. The Social Support Scale was used for the first time in 

this study. The results of this measure should be 

considered tentative at this time. 

Organization 

Chapter one consists of an introduction, problem 

statement, conceptual framework and study purpose. Research 

questions, definition of terms, assumptions, and limitations 

are also addressed. Chapter two provides a review of 

relevant literature. Chapter three describes the research 

design and methods to be used. Chapter four presents the 

results of the data analysis. Chapter five presents a 

summary, conclusions, and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The general purpose of this study was to explore 

change in reentry students' perceptions of their 

relationships with school age children during the first 

semester of reentry into undergraduate school. In addition, 

demographic variables, personal resources, and stressors 

were described and their relationship to perceived parent-

child relationship were explored. 

This chapter is divided into two sections. The first 

section provides background information on reentry students 

and includes demographic profiles, reentry problems and 

family concerns. The second section presents family stress 

theory. This section includes research on the Double ABCX 

model, reentry stressors, and student resources. 

The Reentry Student 

For the greater part of history the college campus has 

been the almost exclusive enclave of the late adolescent. 

Curriculum, student services, and campus life were designed 

to meet the needs of this group. In the United States, 

initial change in this trend came in the late 1940's when 

returning World War II veterans, mostly male, took advantage 

of G.I. benefits and sought college education after 

completing military obligations. While this changing 

population caused an initial stir on the campus and 
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challenged faculty perceptions of what constituted an 

undergraduate, the infusion of federal aid to colleges 

provided through the program enhanced institutional 

acceptance of this student group (Hoover, 1947). 

A steady and relatively small number of older 

undergraduates on campus became the norm for the twenty plus 

years that followed. This trend began to change in the late 

1960's when demographic, social, and family changes brought 

a new group, females over age 25, to the campus in large 

numbers. In examining national enrollment figures, Crimmins 

and Riddler (1985) observed that the number of women over 

age 35 on campuses grew 114% between 1972 and 1982. The 

male student population over 35 grew 33% during this period. 

Growth for the under 35 age group was smaller, 60% for women 

and 12% for men. These authors predicted a moderate increase 

in the number of older students through 1990 and a 

substantial increase through 2000. In 1988, Hirschorn 

reported that 45% of college .students were over 25. 

Brazziel (1987, 1989) predicted fewer young people and an 

abundance of older persons in the years ahead, a projection 

that suggests that the numbers of older students enrolled in 

college will remain high. 

Crimmins and Riddler (1985} observed that reentry 

students were likely to be married, female, employed, and 

attending college part-time. Baillie (1976) reported that 
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reentry students were currently or previously employed, 

married or previously married, had a family, and were tax 

paying citizens. Hughes (1983) described reentry students 

as responsible for self and sometimes others, fulfilling 

several roles, and perceiving formal education as one of 

several conflicting priorities. While these generalities 

apply to most reentry students, this is by no means an 

homogenous group (Benjamin, 1979; Harris, 1987; Hughes, 

1983; Marlow, 1989; Kasworm, 1990). On the contrary, adult 

undergraduates bring diverse backgrounds and expectations to 

the undergraduate experience. 

Interest in reentry females has dominated research 

efforts with this population (Astin, 1976; Ballmer & Cozby, 

1981; Brandenburg, 1974; Christian & Wilson, 1985; Coates, 

1988; Hildreth, Dilworth-Anderson & Rabe 1983; DerKarbetian 

& Best, 1984; Gerson, 1985; Hooper, 1979; Hooper & Traupman, 

1983; Kausch, 1988; Leavitt, 1989; Lundgren, 1983; Mohney & 

Anderson, 1988; Mikolaj & Boggs, 1991; Read, Elliott, 

Escobar, & Slaney, 1988; Reehling, 1980; Ross, 1988; Roehl & 

Okun, 1984; Sands, 1984; Speer & Dorfman, 1986; Suitor, 

1985, 1987, 1988; Teachman & Paasch, 1989). 

Fewer studies have addressed the needs of both male and 

female reentry students (Degroot, 1980, Flannery & Apps, 

1987; Gilbert & Holahan, 1982; Gilbert, Manning, & Ponder, 

1980; Harris, 1987; Huston-Hoberg & Strange, 1986; Malin, 
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Bray, Dougherty & Skinner, 1980; Martin, 1988; Wilson, 

1990). No contemporary studies were found that addressed 

the needs of reentry males only. One study addressed 

differences in intent to return to college in females in two 

ethnic groups (Teachman & Paasch, 1989). Several studies 

considered students enrolled in a particular curriculum 

(Kausch, 1988; Baj, 1985). 

A number of these studies have been carried out in 

large state universities (Flannery & Apps, 1987; Gilbert & 

Holahan, 1982; Gilbert, Manning, & Ponder, 1980; Hooper, 

1979; Hooper & Traupman, 1983; Malen et al., 1980; Read et 

al., 1988; Roehl & Okun, 1984; Sands, 1984; Suitor, 1985, 

1987; Wilson, 1990). A smaller number involved students 

enrolled in liberal arts colleges and four year state 

institutions (Ballmer & Cozby; 1981; Degroot, 1980; Leavitt, 

1989; Mikolaj & Boggs, 1991; Mohney & Anderson, 1988; Speer 

& Dorfman, 1986). Two were based on responses of students 

attending community colleges or technical schools {Huston-

Hoberg & Strange, 1986; Reehling, 1980). One was based on a 

sample drawn from a predominantly minority campus (Martin, 

1988). Sample sizes for these studies ranged from 33 to 746 

with only five studies including more than 100 participants 

and most with less than 50. One additional study was based 

on analysis of a data subset from the National Longitudinal 

Sample of the 1972 High School Graduating Class (Teachman & 
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Paasch, 1989). 

Several authors urged caution in interpreting study 

results (Cross, 1979; Harris, 1987; Hughes, 1983; Kasworm, 

1990). This call for caution is based on the observation 

that most studies are institution specific, based on 

descriptive survey data, and possibly biased because they 

are based on the responses of cooperative, voluntary 

participants (Hughes, 1983). Few studies employed random 

samples. A summary of the reentry student profile is given 

below. 

Demographic Profile 

Most reentry students are in their mid-thirties, though 

measures of central tendency for age ranged from a median of 

30 (Flannery & Apps, 1987) or mean of 31 (Martin, 1988) to a 

median of 41 (Speer & Dorfman, 1986) or mean of 56 in Hooper 

and Traupman's (1983) study of older reentry females. Two 

thirds of reentry students are female (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census, 1992). Marriage rates ranged from 34% to 77% 

{Flannery & Apps, 1987; Gilbert & Holahan, 1982). Most 

reentry students were employed either full or part time 

(Flannery & Apps, 1987; Huston-Hoberg & Strange, 1986; 

Wilson 1990). 

Reasons for Reentry 

Many reentry students gave career related reasons for 

returning to college (Hildreth et al., 1983; Hu, 1985; 
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Spanard, 1990; Wilson's, 1990). Percentages of students who 

identified this as a very important or the most important 

reason for return ranged from 24% (Wilson, 1990) to 80% (Hu, 

1985). Between 25% and 45% indicated that they were 

returning to college because it was something they'd always 

wanted to do (Wilson, 1990; Hildreth et al., 1983). ·Earning 

a degree was important to between 58% and 69% (Hildreth's et 

al., 1983; Spanard, 1990) and most important to 18% of one 

sample (Spanard, 1990). Achieving independence or identity 

was identified as very important to a large number (Hildreth 

et al., 1983; Spanard, 1990). 

Mohney and Anderson's (1988) subjects identified the 

need for increased competence, security, and sense that "the 

time is now" as factors that motivated reentry. Study 

results support Kasworm's {1990} assertion that there is 

considerable variability within the category 11 reentry 11 and 

that age alone cannot be used for identifying unique 

characteristics. 

Reentry Problems 

Several studies described problems common to reentry 

students. Attrition is a problem for some. In a six year 

follow up after an initial study, Reehling (1980) found that 

while three-fourths of study participants (N=323) continued 

their education, only half accomplished their educational 

goals. Those who had not achieved personal objectives had 
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more children and had set higher goals. Reasons given for 

dropping out included job responsibilities, lack of time 

and/or money, and illness. Further, Reehling observed that 

reentry parents found it difficult to achieve educational 

goals in the time originally planned. 

Spanard (1990) found that most reentry students drop 

out because of deficits in finances and personal resources. 

She observed that retention models for traditional students 

cannot be applied to reentry students. Retention and 

graduation rates for reentry students were higher at 

selective private colleges, followed by selective public 

universities, state universities, and state colleges. 

Retention and completion rates were lowest in two year 

community colleges. 

Lance, Lourie, & Mayo (1979a) found students concerned 

about time management, fear of dulled memory, and not being 

bright enough. Similarly, Wilson (1990) found students 

concerned about finances, class schedules, rusty study 

skills, and lack of confidence, with more females concerned 

about all problems but one; men had more financial concerns. 

While a number of studies focused on concerns of reentry 

females, Malen et al. (1980) found no evidence to suggest 

that reentry is more problematic for females. In the Malen 

et al. study, males experienced greater difficulty with 

reentry. 
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Several studies identified stress as a reentry problem 

(Campbell, Wilson, & Hanson, 1980; Flannery & Apps, 1987; 

Suitor, 1985). Campbell et al. (1980) found that 90% of 

reentry students identified stress as a concern during their 

first semester and 95% identified it as a concern one year 

later. 

Coping with Family concerns 

A number of studies addressed reentry students college 

based needs. Few explored family concerns of this group. 

Studies that addressed family issues most often explored 

role conflict, spouse relationships, and problems associated 

with reentry. 

Hooper (1978, 1979) identified ways of dealing with 

academic stressors and described three types of coping 

behavior in reentry females; agreement, egalitarian, and 

disagreement. Agreement women added the student role to 

existing family roles and arranged their lives at the 

convenience of their families. These individuals suffered 

guilt over the negative impact they perceived return to 

college had on the family and indicated that they would drop 

out if the family seemed upset. Egalitarian women 

accommodated the student role to family needs but 

experienced less guilt than agreement women. Egalitarian 

women perceived the student role as deserving of family 

support but would drop out if a crisis occurred. 
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Disagreement women used the student role as a lever to force 

changes in family roles and decision making processes. 

These students said that they would never consider dropping 

out. Families of disagreement women resisted change and 

tried to get students to return to their former traditional 

selves. Hooper (1979) concluded that reentry had positive 

effects on children while increasing stress for all family 

members. 

Ballmer and Cozby (1981) found that families of reentry 

women differed from families of non-returners on a number of 

dimensions that suggested that return to undergraduate 

school had both positive and negative aspects. While 

reentry families were less cohesive and independent and more 

conflictual, there was no difference between the two groups 

on achievement or marital adjustment. Spreadbury (1983) 

found that a majority of husbands, family members, and 

friends reacted positively to women's decisions to reenter. 

These reentry students thought husbands, children, and 

family melnbers had suffered some, but not significantly. 

Sands and Richardson (1984) found that home-school conflicts 

impeded satisfaction in the student role. 

In Suitor's (1985, 1987) study, marital happiness 

declined over the first year for full-time students only. 

Flannery and Apps (1987) found that 68% of their subjects 

considered balancing school and family time a somewhat 
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serious or serious problem. Twenty-five percent considered 

children's acceptance of reentry a somewhat serious problem .. 

Most studies that explored gender differences found 

reentry a more difficult experience for females (Carne, 

1984; Chaney, 1988; Gilbert & Holahan, 1982; Kinner & 

Townley, 1986; Lance et al., 1979). Two found no 

differences when all stressors were considered (Flannery & 

Apps, 1986; Fry, 1992). One found reentry a more difficult 

experience for men (Malen et al., 1980). DeGroot (1980) 

explored demographic differences and concluded that male and 

female students represented different population. 

The Reentry Student as Parent 

National surveys reveal that parents are very 

concerned about relationships with children (Veroff, Kulka, 

& Douvan, 1981). Despite this, there is very little 

research that addresses parent-child relationships of 

reentry students. This may be because there has been little 

research interest in families that function adequately and 

are not in treatment (Olson, 1989). Research findings that 

addressed parent-child relationships were often drawn from 

studies that dealt with broader issues. 

Astin (1976), Leavitt (1989), and Teachman and Paasch 

{1989) found that for women, age of children influenced the 

decision to reenter. Further, child care was identified as 

a situational barrier to reentry {Apt, 1978; Apps, 1986). 

25 



Apt (1978) and Brandenburg (1974) concluded that reentry is 

a more difficult experience for women with young children at 

home. 

Kelly (1982) studied parent-child relationships of 

reentry females. Mothers in this study thought children had 

benefitted from their own increased happiness. More than 

half of both parents thought that parent-child relationships 

had improved. A number of fathers were skeptical, however, 

and questioned how mother-child relationships could improve 

when mothers spent less time with children. One quarter of 

the mothers and one third of fathers thought that mother-

child relationships had deteriorated. Mothers continued to 

spend more time with children than fathers. 

Women in Leavitt's (1989) study expressed concern that 

the strain of multiple roles had a negative effect on 

children. However, like Kelly's (1982) subjects, more than 

half reported improvement in children's school performance. 

Leavitt•s subjects were concerned that they were less 

available to children and questioned the effects of their 

absence on the children's well being. 

Katz (1976) investigated home life and relationships of 

mature female students. While he did not directly explore 

parent-child relationships, he observed that families were 

closer after reentry and that children expressed more 

interest in school. In addition, children assumed more 
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responsibility and independence. 

Spreadbury (1983) found that while mothers were most 

concerned about the effects of reentry on children, they 

identified few ways in which children's lives had changed. 

Children in this study supported reentry by doing household 

tasks. 

Fry (1992) found an association between reentry 

parents' perceptions of change in parent-adolescent 

relationship since reentry and identified family problems. 

However, parent-adolescent relationship change was not a 

useful predictor of family problems. 

While a few studies addressed reentry students as 

parents, research on families in which both parents work has 

relevant results. For example, Leslie, Anderson, and 

Branson (1991) found that while working mothers spent less 

time with children, fathers did not assume additional 

responsibility. The authors questioned who was assuming 

responsibility and speculated that non-family caretakers 

might be doing so. It would seem that this question is a 

salient one for reentry student families. Several authors 

noted that despite expanded opportunities available to 

women, mothers continue to assume the major share of 

parenting, even when employed or attending college (Bell, 

1975; Burman, John, & Margolin, 1987; Leslie et al., 1991). 

Children in Kelly's (1982) study ranged in age from 
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1-21 years while in Wilson's (1990) study children ranged in 

age from 10-18. Developmental theory suggests that 

perceptions of parent-child relationships differ among 

parents of latency age children and those with adolescents. 

As a number of authors noted (Daedalus, 1971; Duval & 

Miller, 1985; Erikson, 1963; Fischer, Brown, & Standridge, 

1989; Larson & Lowe, 1990) normal adolescents are beginning 

to move away from parents. While the reentry process may 

facilitate normal separation for students with adolescent 

children, this period is often accompanied by an increase in 

stressors and decrease in family satisfaction and quality of 

life (Olson, 1989). In addition, adolescence is often 

characterized by increase in parent-child conflict. 

Family Stress Theory 

Family stress theory is rooted in Hill's (1965) 

research based initially on the experiences of families 

stressed by fathers' absence during World War II and later 

with families experiencing catastrophic crises. Hill 

explored the response of families to crisis precipitating 

events. As a result of his observations, Hill proposed the 

ABCX model of family response to a crisis. Through this 

model, Hill proposed that an event (A) interacting with the 

family's resources (B) and the family's definition of the 

event (C} produced the crisis (X} . Hill viewed crises as 

subjective experiences, thus, the same event need not 
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produce a crisis in all families. Hill's primary interest 

was pre-crisis variables. While he worked primarily with 

families experiencing catastrophic crises, Hill recognized 

that crises were normal aspects of human experience and 

allowed that growth through crisis was possible. In 

focusing on pre-crisis variables, Hill focused on prevention 

of long term problems. While Hill's framework provided 

direction for future researchers, it was not a measurable 

model. 

Later, Mederer and Hill (1983) observed that while most 

families are able to manage one or two concurrent changes 

without difficulty, they may be forced toward a major 

reorganization if a third stressor is added. Mederer and 

Hill referred to this occurrence as "pile up" of stressors. 

Hill (1965} identified three types of events and predicted 

that these would precipitate a critical transition if they 

occurred within the same time frame and demanded multiple 

role changes. The three types of events are: (l)changes in 

numbers of family members; {2)changes in family composition; 

and (3)major status changes. One such status change occurs 

when a family member enters or leaves school. 

The notion of normative crises is reiterated in 

Erikson's (1963) theory of the Eight Ages of Man. Erikson 

viewed normal development as a series of developmental 

crises that occur over the life span. Each crisis includes 
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psychological and psychobiological components. Erikson 

describes the frustrations and challenges an individual 

experiences throughout the life-span. Erikson recognized 

these challenges as important components of normal 

development. While not family focused, Erikson recognized 

the role of significant others in resolving and growing 

through developmental crises. By using a case study 

approach, Erikson applied his theoretical constructs to 

individuals, often prominent, and to different cultural 

groups. 

Subsequently, Duval and Miller {1985} proposed a family 

life-cycle describing critical family tasks across eight 

stages of a family's life-cycle beginning with the newly 

married couple and extending through the family of aging 

members. 

The Double ABCX Model 

Subsequent investigators expanded Hill's model and 

differentiated between catastrophic and normative crises 

(Mccubbin & Patterson, 1983; Mccubbin & Figley, 1983). In 

addition, these researchers developed tools to measure pre 

and post crisis variables (Boss, 1988; Mccubbin & Patterson, 

1983; Mccubbin Thompson, 1991; Olson, Mccubbin, Barnes, 

Larson, Muxen & Wilson, 1989). Boss (1988) identified 

stress as a continuous variable and the crisis event as a 

categorical variable. Thus, second generation family stress 
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researchers set the stage to explore family stress 

experience over time. The expanded framework added aA, bB, 

cc, and xx to the framework. In the revised model, A refers 

to stressors, B refers to existing resources, C to family 

perceptions of A, and X to the crisis event. Of the new 

components, aA refers to pile-up of stressors after the 

crisis event, bB represents existing plus new resources, cc 

refers to perceptions of aA, bB, and x. The remaining 

factor, xx refers to adaptation over time (Mccubbin & 

Patterson, 1987). 

Contemporary research efforts have focused on 

identifying the number and type of stressors that make 

demands on non-clinical families at different stages of 

family development, identifying marital and family 

strengths, and exploring how families cope with stressors 

(Olson et al., 1989). Results of this large scale study 

demonstrated that families at different stages of the life-

cycle experience different stressors and identify different 

resources to cope with stressors. Parents of adolescent 

children experienced the greatest numbers of stressors 

followed by parents with young children. Young couples and 

those whose children had left home experienced less stress 

than other groups. Parents and adolescents from the same 

families identified different stressors in this study. 

Study results led researchers to conclude that families 
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struggle to balance normative stressors and strains and that 

achieving this balance takes a major effort. In addition, 

results suggested that most families cope with challenges 

positively. Future study of resources and coping strategies 

was recommended (Olson et al., 1989). The researchers also 

recommend studying families over time. 

Lavee, Mccubbin, and Patterson (1985) examined the 

variables of the Double ABCX model and found support for the 

notion that pile-up of stressors influence post-crisis 

strain. Further, resources and social support facilitated 

adaptation differently. Resources had a direct effect on 

post-crisis adaptation while social support had a buffering 

feet by decreasing post-crisis strain. 

In the present study, the elements of the Double ABCX 

model were used to frame the experience of reentry students. 

In the next section of the literature review, reentry 

stressors (A and aA factors) and student resources (B and 

bB factors) are addressed as described in contemporary 

literature. 

Reentry Student Stressors 

Scholars have approached the issue of student stressors 

from several viewpoints; life events, role conflict, role 

strain, barriers to education, potential risk, stress in 

family relations, and mental health concerns. 

Two studies (Mohney & Anderson, 1988; Ross, 1988) 
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explored prior life events in relation to students' 

decisions to return to college. Ross found that change in 

financial status, geographic move, divorce, and/or departure 

of the last child from home were often associated with the 

decision to return to college. Mohney and Anderson reached 

similar conclusions, noting that interpersonal relationships 

and life events played a part in reentry decisions. 

Participants in the Mohney and Anderson study had often 

postponed reentry until children were old enough, family 

responsibilities fewer, and co-workers minimally 

inconvenienced. 

Roehl and Okun (1984) explored the relationship of 

negative life events and family social support to symptoms 

of depression in college women. They found a positive 

relationship between negative events and depressed symptoms 

and a negative correlation between negative events and 

family support. 

Four studies explored the conflict of multiple roles 

for the reentry student (Beautell & O'Hare, 1987; Gerson, 

1985; Kinner & Townley, 1986; Suitor, 1985, 1987. 1988). 

Suitor found that full time female students managed multiple 

roles by decreasing performance in family roles. Husbands 

of full time students reported decline in marital happiness. 

Suitor concluded that marital relationships become strained 

when women make commitments that interfere with family 
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roles. 

Beautell and O'Hare (1987) found that reentry women 

reported conflicts in student-mother roles. Gerson (1985) 

found that in comparison with homemaker contemporaries, 

reentry females had less time and more demands, tension, 

unfilled commitments, and guilt. However, while reporting 

more strain, students experienced more gratification. 

Kinner and Townley (1986) found career versus family the 

most frequently described student role conflict, with women 

more troubled by this issue than men. 

Several investigators studied the concept of strain in 

reentry students (Carne, 1984; Kausch, 1988; Kirk & Dorfman, 

1983). Carne (1984) reported higher levels of strain in 

female subjects. Kausch found that increases in wife-

mother's time away from home, numbers of chores not done, 

children's outside activities and decrease satisfaction with 

career were the greatest stressors for females. 

In exploring barriers to student goal attainment, 

Flannery and Apps (1987) found balancing school and family 

time a more serious burden for female students while 

balancing job and school was more difficult for males. 

Mikolaj and Boggs (1991) analyzed the ratio of load 

(tasks and responsibilities) to power (resources) and found 

that family concerns comprised three of the five areas 

identified by participants as sources of potential overload. 

34 



Areas identified were child-care, self expectations, 

relations with mate and children, health, and family 

attitudes. Those who experienced load in excess of power 

were more often divorced women, those with latency and pre-

adolescent children, and those with children under five. 

Wilson's (1990) subjects reported increased stress in 

a number of areas; managing children, fulfilling the 

parental and spouse roles, spouse resentment of demands on 

time, balancing work, school, and family time, and demands 

based on children's activities. 

Several studies found stress a serious concern for 

reentry women. Hooper (1977, 1979} measured guilt in female 

students and trait anxiety in their husbands. While no 

increased guilt was measured in students, husbands 

experienced higher measures of anxiety. Further, spouses 

expressed regret about being outside the family study 

circle. Hooper concluded that return to undergraduate 

school results in considerable family stress. 

Leavitt (1989} found that female students concerned 

about children experienced increased personal stress levels. 

In addition, while subjects reported better emotional 

health, they sometimes felt worse physically. Leavitt 

concluded that reentry students may suppress stressors and 

experience these as physical symptoms. Sands and Richardson 

(1984) found that those at greatest risk for stress were 
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younger mid-life women and those with relatively low 

incomes. 

A number of studies explored gender differences in the 

experience of stress and some differences were observed. 

Gilbert, Manning, and Ponder (1980) found that male and 

female students experienced conflict from different sources. 

However, they found no difference in the effectiveness with 

which males and females coped with conflicts encountered. 

Gilbert and Holahan (1982) found greater role conflict in 

female subjects, particularly those trying to combine work 

and family roles. Female participants chose different 

coping strategies than their male counterparts. 

Kinner and Townley (1986) concurred that men and women 

experience different conflicts. They found reentry women 

more challenged by combining career and family, while 

reentry men were more concerned about conflicts of security 

and risk. Lance, Lourie, and Mayo (1979) found gender 

differences on problems with spouse, children, friends, fear 

of success, fear of dulled memory, and guilt over spending 

family funds. More females expressed difficulties in all 

areas. In studying the experience of returning two year 

technical students, Huston-Hoberg and Strange (1986) 

concluded that return to college is both more difficult and 

more liberating for females. 

Chaney (1988} found that females perceived more stress 
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and had greater belief in luck and personal efficacy while 

men had greater belief in personal competence. Yet 

regardless of gender, students were less satisfied with 

their marriages than were their spouses. Chaney speculated 

that the interaction of family and student role demands may 

contribute to marital dissatisfaction. 

Two studies found no differences in the effectiveness 

with which male and female students coped with stressors. 

Flannery and Apps (1987) found that balancing school and 

family time was a more serious problem for females, however, 

there was no significant difference between the sexes when 

all family related variables were combined. Male subjects 

in this study found balancing job and school a more serious 

barrier. Fry's {1992) study yielded similar results. 

Not all studies found reentry more problematic for 

women. Malen et al. {1980) found reentry males less 

successful adapting to employee, family, and student roles. 

Males reported more family complaints about time and money 

spent on college. These authors speculated that males may 

be less likely to seek help when they experience problems. 

Only one study addressed concerns of single parents 

(Stenson, 1988). Stenson found that single mothers working 

part time scored lowest on measures of total well-being, 

problems, and isolation. In her study, significant effects 

were demonstrated for the problems measure for students 
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enrolled in seven or more credits and receiving financial 

aid. It is likely that single parents whose children reside 

with them are particularly vulnerable to reentry stress as 

their concerns include those expressed by both married male 

and female students; financial, work, family and academic. 

Virtually all studies that addressed reentry found it a 

stressor that resulted in increased perception of stress in 

reentry students. It was reasonable to assume that 

participants in this study would report increase in numbers 

of stressors with return to undergraduate school. 

Student Resources 

The B and bB factors in the Double ABCX Model are the 

resources available to an individual when a crisis occurs 

and new resources that develop in response to the crisis. 

It was assumed that reentry students have a number of 

resources available to them when they return to 

undergraduate school. Further, it was anticipated that they 

would develop new personal resources and utilize the 

resources of the college after reentry. In the following 

paragraphs the literature pertaining to student resources is 

reviewed. Resources addressed in the literature and 

explored in this study were self-esteem, spouse support, 

social support, education, and income. 

self-Esteem. As Coopersmith (1987) noted, personality 

theorists have often written about the importance of self-
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esteem, but none have systematically studied it. Rosenberg 

(1989) described self-esteem as the positive or negative 

attitude an individual has toward self. This is consistent 

with Coopersmith's (1987) description of self-esteem as the 

evaluation a person makes and maintains with regard to self. 

Because individuals with high self-esteem are goal directed 

and untroubled by self doubt (Coopersmith, 1987) it is not 

surprising that high self-esteem has been measured in cross-

sections of reentry students (Hooper, 1977, 1979; Kausch, 

1988; Wilson, 1990). 

While relatively constant over time, self-esteem can be 

affected by specific events (Coopersmith, 1987). Return to 

undergraduate school is one event with potential to alter 

self-esteem in that it places the student in a new role in 

which he/she may initially experience self-doubt. Because 

self-esteem buffers stressful life events (Pearlin & 

Schooler, 1978), it is likely that it serves as a resource 

as students cope with the reentry process. 

Prior research has focused on measuring self-esteem and 

studying its relationship with other variables of interest. 

Virtually all studies support the notion that high self-

esteem is a valuable asset. 

Results of several studies (Hildreth et al., 1983; 

Hooper, 1977; Suitor, 1985) suggest that self-esteem 

increases with time in school. In addition, Hooper (1977) 
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found higher self-esteem in students who had been away from 

college a shorter period of time. In comparing self-esteem 

levels of reentry students with their non-academic 

contemporaries, Hooper and Traupman (1983) found no 

difference in measures. They found that students had 

greater self control and autonomy and better time management 

strategies. 

Kausch (1988) measured high levels of self-esteem in a 

sample of registered nurses returning to complete 

baccalaureate degrees and suggested that self-esteem is a 

powerful resource for reentry students. It correlated 

negatively with role strain and family stress and positively 

with marital satisfaction and health promotion behaviors. 

While self-esteem was a predictor of all four dependent 

variables, it made the greatest contribution to role strain 

and health promotion. 

Contrary to her expectations, Rice (1979) found no 

relationship between self-esteem and emotional, total, and 

instrumental spouse support. In comparing the Rice and 

Kausch studies, it should be noted that the discrepant 

sample size (66 in Rice's study and 301 in Kausch's) might 

account for the seemingly different findings. Smart and 

Pascarella (1987) found that self-concept and leadership 

self-concept predicted intention to return to college for 

men but not for women. 
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Garrison (1985) found that discrepancy between self-

confidence and ideal self discriminated between persistence 

and attrition in an adult basic education program. 

Cronin (1987) found no difference in self-esteem in 

reentry women who completed two and four year educational 

programs and those who dropped out. Participants thought 

self-esteem increased over time. Cronin reported that, 

across three schools included in the study, self-esteem was 

lowest in two year cormnunity college students and highest in 

students in a large public university. Self-esteem scores 

of students attending a four year private college were in 

the middle of the other two. Cronin speculated that greater 

self-esteem may be associated with interest and willingness 

to compete at a large comprehensive institution. 

No studies were found that compared levels of self-

esteem with measures of parenting skill or satisfaction in 

the parent-child relationship. Walker and Green {1986), 

however, found that for adolescents, self-esteem correlated 

positively with quality of relationship with parents. One 

would expect individuals who demonstrate high levels of 

self-esteem to be more confident parents though no research 

was found to support this notion. 

support. Results of a number of studies support the 

notion that social support buffers stress (Heller & Swindle, 

1983; Hirsch, 1980; Martin & Burks, 1985; Procidano & 
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Heller, 1983). Despite interest in the concept of support, 

there is no universally accepted definition of just what it 

is (Kausch, 1988; Kessler et. al. 1985). Cook, Rossman, 

Mccubbin, and Patterson (1988) observed that research on 

social support has often focused on its role in recovery' 

from crises. These authors described social support as a 

concept characterized by interaction and exchanges among 

people that focus on the relevance of human relationships. 

House (1981) outlined four types of support, emotional, 

instrumental, informational, and appraisal. Kessler, Price, 

and Wortman (1985) identified support as structural (living 

arrangements) or functional (positive affect, ventilation). 

Several authors (Cook et al., 1988; Heller & Swindle, 

1983) differentiate between support and social networks. 

While a social network may offer potential support, it is 

only effective to the extent an individual recognizes it as 

such. Thus, a person may have what appears to be an 

extensive social network yet find it non-supportive. 

Huston-Hoberg and Strange (1986) differentiated 

between the type of support reentry students receive and 

identified three types: (a) emotional, including approval 

and encouragement, (b) functional which, includes task 

assistance, and (c) attitudinal, which includes perception 

of mens and women's shared roles. Markus {1973) found that 

the more support a woman perceives, the more likely she is 
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to return to school. There are discrepant findings as to 

whether support from spouse or others is more important to 

reentry students. 

Spouse Support. The most frequently researched source 

of support for reentry students is spouse support. A number 

of studies identified husbands' support as essential for 

reentry women {Berkov, 1979; Campbell, 1973; Hildreth et 

al., 1983; Katz, 1976; Lundgren, 1983; Markus, 1973; Rice, 

1979; VanMeter, 1976; VanMeter & Agronow, 1982). Further, 

female subjects in several studies {Hildreth et al, 1983; 

VanMeter, 1976) stated that they could not have earned a 

degree without the support of their husbands and children. 

Slightly more than half of Spreadbury•s (1983) subjects 

reported that husbands were supportive of their educational 

efforts and very few reported that husbands discouraged them 

or wanted them to quit. 

Eighty percent of Rice•s (1989) subjects identified 

husbands as the first, second, or third most important 

source of support. Subjects reported that husbands' 

attitudinal support was greater than instrumental support. 

It is of interest that 75% of the participants in this study 

identified themselves as their most important source of 

support. 

Suitor (1988) concurred that husbands provided more 

attitudinal than instrumental support. In addition, Suitor 
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observed that better educated husbands displayed more 

positive attitudes about spouses' reentry while less 

educated husbands provided more instrumental support. She 

speculated that less educated husbands may anticipate more 

potential economic gain from spouses' return to college. 

Suitor (1987) found that full time students were more likely 

to become dissatisfied with support provided by spouses over 

the first academic year. Part-time students' perceptions of 

spouse support remained unchanged. 

Several studies failed to find a relationship between 

spouse support and reentry success. Kirk and Dorfman (1983) 

found no correlation between spouse support and satisfaction 

in the student role. Support from friends and fellow 

students correlated positively with student role 

satisfaction, spouse support did not. These subjects 

reported good support from spouses, young children, and 

friends. Husbands were most helpful in assisting with child 

care. 

Speer and Dorfman (1986) found friend and co-worker 

support important for mature reentry females. They 

speculated that while family support might be more important 

prior to or at the time of reentry, peer support becomes 

more important after individuals become involved in the 

academic process. Read et al. (1988) found that married 

women perceived more support than those divorced or 
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separated. 

Several investigators found gender differences in 

spouse support. DeGroot (1980) found that reentry males 

expected and received greater spouse support than females. 

Further, wives of male students reported giving more support 

than did husbands of females. However, assertive, 

academically prepared females sought and received greater 

support than less assertive colleagues. Studies concurring 

that reentry men receive more support than reentry females 

include Huston-Hoberg & Strange (1986) and McLaughlin, 

(1985). 

Spouses do not always agree on how much support the 

other is providing. In Katz's (1976} study 62% of the 

students described husbands as very supportive while another 

20% described husbands as somewhat supportive. In contrast, 

88% of the husbands described themselves as supportive. 

Sixty percent identified their husbands as a source of 

financial support. Parents, siblings, and neighbors were 

far down on the list of supportive persons. 

Hooper (1979) found that highly committed women had 

less supportive husbands but were generally unaffected by 

this. When support was compared over time, Hooper found no 

increase or decrease in perceived support. In a later study 

(Cronin, 1987), 52% of participants reported that husbands 

were supportive so long as there were no changes in home 
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environment while another 42% reported that husbands gave 

grudging support. Participants did not associate lack of 

support from spouse, family or friends with lack of academic 

persistence. Spanard (1990) found that students who 

persisted were those with more family support and less 

family pressure. 

Roehl and Okun (1984) studied support from the family 

as a whole and found that support scores correlated 

inversely with measures of depression and number of life 

events. 

social support. Parents, children, friends, 

classmates, teachers and counselors are among those who 

provide support to reentry students (Diness, 1981; Huston-

Hoberg & Strange, 1986; Kirk & Dorfman, 1983; Speer and 

Dorfman, 1986). 

Huston-Hoberg and Strange (1986) found that reentry 

females received more support from friends and peers and 

suggested that this may be why women find support groups 

helpful. Better educated friends and mothers were more 

supportive of females' reentry efforts than were their less 

educated counterparts (Suitor, 1987). 

Kirk and Dorfman (1983) found that support from fellow 

students and friends correlated positively with satisfaction 

in the student role. Later, Speer and Dorfman (1986) found 

that support from classmates was one of two good predictors 
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of perceived personal development. Support of friends, co-

workers, and supervisors was also significant in this study. 

Mohney and Anderson {1988) found support from friends, 

peers, parents, boss, partners, and tuition assistance from 

employer important when the decision to reenter was made. 

After reentry, the strongest support subjects received was 

from classmates; a finding that supports Speer and Dorfman•s 

(1987) earlier assertion. Leavitt (1989) found that women 

who lost or gave up old friends upon reentry found new 

friends who served as resources for stress management and 

were more helpful in this regard than either spouses or 

faculty. 

Katz (1976} found that counselor support was essential. 

The more personal counseling an individual received, the 

more effective it was. Cronin (1987) reported that students 

who dropped out often complained about their advisors. 

Income. Review of the literature provides support for 

the notion that adequate finances are a resource for reentry 

students. Adequate income may afford more options in child 

care and homemaking assistance and buff er concern about 

college costs. Crimmins and Riddler (1985) found a positive 

relationship between income and participation in education. 

In essence, those who chose to reenter college tended to 

have relatively high incomes. Spanard (1990) found that 

reentry students who persisted in their education efforts 
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were those with greater financial security. Participants in 

one study (Reed et al. 1988) identified financial problems 

as the primary factor that might keep them from achieving 

educational goals. 

Hildreth et al. (1983) found that 40% of her subjects 

had incomes of over $40,000 and observed that higher income 

participants were more likely to be employed. Malin et al. 

(1980) found the financial burden of education a predictor 

of student satisfaction. Flannery and Apps' (1987) subjects 

expressed no serious financial problems. These individuals 

had planned for their reentry. 

In studying graduate students, McLaughlin (1985) found 

that despite the fact that participants existed at or near 

the poverty level, they were unconcerned about finances as 

they viewed their circumstances as temporary. McLaughlin 

suggested that financial problems combined with other 

concerns might be sources of tension. In Garrison's (1985) 

study of adult persistence in basic education programs, 

financial concerns discriminated between those who persisted 

and those who dropped out. 

Closely related to income is the issue of financial 

aid. While several studies (Hughes, 1983; Rechter-Antion, 

1983) identified a need for special financial aid for 

reentry students, most reentry pay their own tuition. 

Haponski (1983) observed that paying college tuition is a 
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common reentry concern. Hu (1985) found that high tuition 

costs and financial problems were frequently identified as 

reasons for not returning to college. Glass and Rose (1987) 

argued that limited financial resources make it difficult 

for individuals to enroll while financial aid policies 

discriminate against part-time students and married women 

with working husbands. 

Reehling {1980) found that students who withdrew were 

more likely to have had their education paid for by others. 

She did not specify whether payment by others was employer 

tuition assistance, scholarships, or financial assistance 

from parents. In contrast, Goldberg, Greenfaig, and 

Habbersett (1985) found that financial aid had a strong 

positive influence on retention, concentration and academic 

work. They found that scholarships supported academic 

adjustment by helping individuals focus on the student role. 

In addition, offering scholarships to reentry students 

enhanced the university's image as supportive of their 

needs. 

Education. Like income, prior education is a resource 

for the reentry student. While it is reasonable to expect 

that those who return to school with greater and more recent 

education adapt more readily than less educated persons out 

of school a longer period of time, the few studies that have 

addressed this issue do not provide supporting evidence. 
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Several studies (Lance, Lourie, & Mayo, 1979; Suitor, 1985) 

found that most reentry students came to the college or 

university via corrununity colleges. Some were recent 

community college graduates. When reentry adjustment and 

time out of school were compared, no difference was found 

between those who had attended a community college the 

previous year and those who had been out of school for a 

longer period of time (Suitor, 1985). Both groups 

experienced stress upon entry into the university. 

Summary 

In this chapter the literature relevant to the reentry 

student-parent has been reviewed. Demographic 

characteristics, reentry problems, family concerns, and 

family stress theory have been addressed. Also included 

were reentry stressors and student resources. In the next 

chapter the method used in carrying out the study is 

detailed. 
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CHAPTER III 

Method 

In this chapter the research method, design, sample, 

instruments, procedures used for data collection and 

analysis are presented. 

The problem considered in this study was the higher 

attrition and subsequent lower graduation rate of reentry 

students. Past research has suggested that family concerns 

contribute to attrition (Flannery & Apps, 1987). While it 

is possible that family counseling may help reentry students 

and facilitate their continued enrollment, there is 

insufficient information available at this time to justify 

initiating this service. While several studies have 

addressed relationships between reentry student and spouse. 

Almost none have addressed parent-child relationships during 

the reentry period. 

In order to gain further understanding of reentry 

students• problems, this study was designed to explore one 

aspect of reentry student concerns, relationships with 

children during their first semester of returning to 

undergraduate school. 

The research questions detailed below are focused 

toward providing information needed before additional 

recommendations concerning counseling reentry students can 

be made. 
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1. What changes in measures of perceived parent-child 

relationship, personal resources, and stressors occur during 

the initial reentry semester? 

2. Which demographic measures, personal resources, and 

stressors predict change in reentry students• perceptions of 

parent-child relationship during the initial reentry 

semester. 

Research Design 

In order to address the questions stated above, a 

descriptive, correlational study was used. Data were 

gathered twice, first before students began college or 

during the first week of classes (T-1) and second, 

approximately eight weeks later or just past the midpoint of 

the first reentry semester (T-2). The results of each data 

collection were analyzed and compared in order to assess 

whether change in measures of interest had occurred. The 

primary area of interest in this study was the parent-child 

relationship. However, it was anticipated that changes in 

other measures might also occur during this period. 

Variables of interest can be grouped into four areas 

and are summarized in Figure 2 along with the instruments 

chosen to measure them. Variables of interest include 

personal resources, stressors, parent-child relationship, 
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I 
Variables 

I 
Measures 

Independent 

Personal Rosenberg Self-Esteem 
Resources Inventory 

Spouse Support Scale 
Social Support Index 

Stressors Family Inventory of 
Life Events 

Demographic Demographic Information 
Data Sheet 

I Dependent I 
Parent-Child Parent-Adolescent 
Relationship Communication Scale 

Index of Parental 
Attitudes 
Family Satisfaction 
Scale 

Figure 2 Study variables and Instruments 

Note: With the exception of demographic information 
unlikely to change over the course of the semester, all 
variables were measured twice (Tl and T2). A shortened 
demographic information sheet was used for the second data 
collection. 
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and demographic data. Personal resources, stressors, and 

parent-child relationship were measured at both time points. 

Demographic information, unlikely to change over one 

semester, was measured once. Because of interest in 

exploring whether change in parent-child relationship could 

be predicted during the reentry period, parent-child 

relationship variables were designated dependent measures. 

Measures of personal resources, stressors, and demographic 

information were designated independent variables. 

Participants 

Participants were a purposeful sample of individuals 

accepted for undergraduate study at one of four 

participating undergraduate institutions in the metropolitan 

Washington, D.C. area for fall semester 1992 and who were at 

least 25 years of age. Applicant data do not include 

information concerning marital or parent status. National 

statistics estimate numbers and ages of reentry students and 

several studies estimated the number of these who are 

married (Chartrand, 1990; U.S. Dept of Labor, 1991). 

No studies were found that estimated the number of 

reentry students who are parents. It was anticipated that a 

minimum of one third of those contacted initially would not 

meet the criteria of having at least one child between 5 and 

18 living at home. It was further expected that an 

additional one third of those contacted would not respond to 
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an initial query letter. Thus, it was known that a large 

number of potentially eligible individuals would need to be 

contacted in order to obtain a number sufficient to carry 

out the study. 

With a minimum of 15 subjects per independent variable 

needed to analyze data using multiple regression (Pedhauser, 

1982), 105 subjects were needed to analyze data generated if 

seven independent variables were included in the analysis. 

This was a two stage mail survey with potential for drop out 

at the second data collection point. Because of this, it 

was advisable to aspire to a larger number of subjects 

(N=150) with the understanding that significant results 

could be obtained with as few as 105 subjects. An early 

estimate that contacting 450 individuals would result in 150 

participants proved to be overly optimistic. In fact, it was 

necessary to contact 701 individuals in order to enlist 111 

participants. 

Instruments 

Eight instruments were included in the study. Three 

measures were used to measure personal resources, one for 

stressors, and three for parent-child relationships. 

Demographic information was gathered via a data sheet 

constructed for this study based on review of demographic 

instruments used with other samples of reentry students. 

These instruments were combined into two questionnaires, 
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REENTRY STUDENT SURVEY I and REENTRY STUDENT SURVEY II. 

Both questionnaires were pretested for clarity in June 1992 

and revised in accordance with the recommendations of 

pretest respondents. These instruments can be found in 

Appendix A. Information pertinent to the instruments is 

detailed below. 

Measures of Personal Resources 

The Self-esteem Inventory (Rosenberg, 1989) is a 10 

item unidimensional scale that is easy to administer and can 

be completed in 2-3 minutes. The instrument measures the 

attitudes, beliefs, and opinions an individual has about 

self. An individual with high self esteem sees self as good 

enough and has self respect, but does not hold self in awe. 

An individual with low self esteem holds self in contempt, 

is discontented, and wishes he/she were different. The 

participant is asked to respond to 10 statements with one of 

four answers. Rosenberg's scoring method gives choices of 1 

(strong agreement) to 4 (strong disagreement). In order to 

make the direction of all scales used in this study 

consistent, the scale was reversed, with items 2,5,6,8, and 

9 reverse coded. A high score indicates high esteem and a 

low score, low self-esteem. 

Rosenberg states that the scale has face validity and 

notes that there are known criterion groups that can be used 

for validation. The instrument was initially pretested on 
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50 normal volunteers at the National Institutes of Health 

(NIH). During the NIH pretest a significant negative 

correlation was found between self-esteem and depressed 

appearance. In addition, Rosenberg (1989) found that as 

neurotic symptoms increased, self-esteem decreased. 

Corcoran and Fischer (1987) noted that the instrument 

correlated significantly with the Coopersmith Self-Esteem 

Inventory. They further reported a reliability coefficient 

of .92 and test-retest correlation of .85 and .88. In the 

present study, Cronbach 1 s alpha was .86 and .89 at the first 

and second data collection points (T-1 and T-2). 

The Spouse Support Measure is a 10 item, five point 

Likert scale. Response choices range from 1 (strong 

disagreement) to 5 (strong agreement). The scale was 

developed from a 16 item spouse support scale developed by 

Wilson (1990). Wilson administered the original scale to a 

sample of 243 reentry students, ages 30-50. Because a 

shorter measure was desired, the scale was revised for this 

study to the present 10 item scale. Cronbach's alpha for 

Wilson's sample for these ten items was .89. Cronbach's 

alpha in the present study was .93 (T-1) and .99 (T-2). 

The social Support Zndex is a 15 item five point Likert 

scale constructed for this study to ascertain a 

participant's perception of the amount of support received 

from others in relation to the decision to return to 
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college. The scale has a potential mean from 1-4, 1 

indicating no perceived support and 4 indicating an 

extensive network of supportive persons. Similarly, 

responses to individual items vary from l, indicating an 

individual is not supportive to 4, indicating a very 

supportive individual. A fifth option (5) indicates that a 

particular resource does not exist. This response was 

recoded 11 0 11 in the analysis. The scale was pretested for 

clarity in the summer of 1992, revised, and used for the 

first time in this study. When the data were analyzed, it 

was found that reducing the measure to 11 items produced a 

more reliable instrument. Thus, an 11 item scale was used 

in the analyses. Cronbach's alpha for the revised scale was 

.65 (T-1) and .61 (T-2). 

Measure of Stressors 

The Family Inventory of Life Events and Changes (PILE) 

was developed by Mccubbin, Patterson, and Wilson (1981) to 

assess the pile-up of potentially stressful events 

experienced by a family. It is a 71 item self report 

instrument intended to record normative and non-normative 

events and intra-family strain experienced by a family 

during the past year. Individuals are asked to respond Y 

(yes) or N (no) indicating whether a particular event 

occurred in their family. Each "Yes" response is worth one 

point. The total instrument score is obtained by adding the 
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number of 11 Yes 11 items. While the instrument includes nine 

sub-scales {intrafamily strains, marital strains, pregnancy 

strains, finance-business strains, work-family strains, 

illness, losses, family legal violations, transitions), only 

the total score was used in this study. Events experienced 

by one member are experienced by all to some degree. 

Because of this, the authors state that the instrument 

measures family vulnerability. 

used extensively in research. 

This instrument has been 

It is clearly written and 

includes directions which are easily understood. 

Cronbach's alpha has been computed for a large national 

sample (N=2740) with a total scale reliability of .81. 

Test-retest correlations ranged from .72 to .77. In the 

present study Cronbach's alpha was .78 

(T-1) and .79 (T-2). 

Concurrent validity assessment was made by 

correlating the FILE subscales with measures of functioning 

on the Family Environment Scale (Moos, 1983). As expected, 

the total scale score correlated negatively with measures of 

cohesion (-.24), independence {-.16), and organization 

(-.14), and positively with conflict (+.23). Subscale 

correlations support construct validity (Mccubbin, 

Patterson, and Wilson, 1981). National norms are available 

and are based on responses of 980 couples {Mccubbin & 

Thompson, 1991). 
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Students were initially asked to indicate events that 

occurred in their family during the past year. At the time 

of the second data collection students were instructed to 

check only those events experienced since returning to 

undergraduate school. 

Measures of Parent-Child Relationship 

The Parent Adolescent Communication scale is a 20 item, 

five point, Likert scale developed by Barnes and Olson 

(1985) to measure positive and negative communication in 

parent-adolescent interactions. It consists of .two 

subscales, open family corrrrnunication and problems in family 

communication. Open family communication focuses on free 

flowing information, lack of constraint, and satisfaction in 

interaction. The problems in family corrrrnunication subscale 

addresses negative communication aspects such as hesitancy 

to share, negative interaction style, and sensitivity and 

caution in what is shared. The individual is asked to 

respond to a series of statements. Response choices range 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Items on 

the problems scale are reverse scored. While the authors 

sum responses to give one measure of parent-adolescent 

corrrrnunication, the scale mean was used in this study. 

Total scale reliability was computed at .88 (Barnes & 

Olson, 1985). Sub-test reliabilities for open communication 

and problems in communication were .87 and .78 respectively. 
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Test-retest correlation for the instrument was .60. Total 

scale reliability for the present study was .83 (T-1) and 

.87 (T-2}. 

Directions are clearly written so that the scale can be 

self administered. The scale was originally used with 

parents of adolescents. It was selected for this study, 

even though it was expected that some participants would be 

parents of younger school age children, because it was the 

only self-report instrument found that addressed 

communication between parents and children. 

The Index of Parental Attitudes is a 25 item scale 

intended to measure severity or magnitude of parent-child 

relationship problems as perceived by the parent (Hudson, 

Wung, & Borges, 1982; Hudson, 1992}. The instrument directs 

the subject to respond with one of seven choices to each of 

the 25 questions. Responses range from 1 (none of the time) 

to 7 (all of the time). This is a unidimensional scale. 

The child in question can be any age from infant to adult. 

In the present study, participants were asked to respond to 

the questions while thinking of their oldest child, under 

19, living at home. Hudson (1992} provides a scoring system 

that yields scores ranging from 0-100 with two cutting 

scores, 30 and 70. Parents who score less than 30 are 

presumed free of clinically significant problems in parent-

child relationship. A score of 30 to 69 suggests a 
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clinically significant relationship problem. A score of 70 

or greater indicates severe relationship distress. In the 

present study, mean scores with a potential range of 1-7 

were used. Low scores suggest an absence of relationship 

problems while high scores suggest significant relationship 

problems. 

Ninety-three individuals who participated in the 

development of the original scale were persons seeking 

counseling for personal problems. Hudson {1992} reported 

that the scale consistently achieves an Alpha of .90 or 

greater with a standard error of measurement of 3.64. 

Cronbach's alpha for this study was .92 

(T-1) and .94 (T-2). Content, construct, factorial, and 

known groups validity have been investigated and the 

instrument nearly always achieves validity coefficients of 

.60 or greater (Hudson, 1992). 

The Family satisfaction measure is a 14 item Likert 

scale developed by Olson and Wilson (1985) to specifically 

assess family satisfaction. While there are a number of 

measures of marital satisfaction, there are few that measure 

family satisfaction. There are sub-scales on cohesion and 

adaptability, though the authors recommend that the total 

score be used for research projects. Cronbach 1 s alpha for 

the total scale was .92. Five week test-retest correlation 

was .75. The scale was initially piloted on 433 subjects 
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with Cronbach alpha computed at .90. The scale was revised 

and normed on a group of 1,026 couples (2,056 individuals) 

and 412 adolescents. In the present study, Cronbach's alpha 

was .90 (T-1) and .92 (T-2). 

The Demographic Data Instrument was designed for the 

study based on review of other instruments used to describe 

samples of reentry students. It provides descriptive data 

that allows comparison of this sample with samples of 

reentry students from other studies. Demographic variables 

of particular interest in this study include age of 

children, marital status, hours worked, credits taken, prior 

education, income and time out of school before reentry. 

Procedures 

Data Collection 

A copy of the research proposal was submitted to the 

appropriate person or review board of seven institutions of 

higher education in the metropolitan Washington, DC and 

Baltimore areas and permission to contact prospective 

students was obtained from six of these. Two colleges were 

unable to provide the information needed within the time 

frame given for data collection. Four colleges were 

included in the study. Of the four, one is a state 

supported institution, three are private institutions. 

Names and addresses of persons 30 years of age, or 

older, who had been accepted in undergraduate degree 
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programs for fall 1992 study at the respective institutions 

were requested. Of the four participating institutions, one 

supplied names and addresses as requested, two could not 

release information but agreed to affix mailing labels to 

the initial query packets and mail these to eligible 

individuals, the fourth did not have computer capability to 

generate a list by age but assured that a large number of 

applicants in a weekend program were over 30 and allowed 

access to admission lists. 

Prospective participants were contacted by mail. An 

introductory letter describing the study invited individuals 

to participate and informed them that there was neither 

obligation to participate nor penalty for non-participation. 

Individuals were asked to return a consent letter indicating 

whether or not they were parents of children ages 5-18 and 

their willingness to participate. Individuals whose identity 

was not known to the investigator at the time of the 

mailing, and who agreed to participate, were asked to print 

names and addresses on the consent provided and to sign this 

document. Those whose identity was known were asked to sign 

the consent if they elected to participate. 

Non-participants were asked to return the consent form 

indicating their status as parents or non-parents without 

signature. All individuals were provided with stamped, 

addressed, return envelopes. Copies of the introductory 
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letter and consents can be found in Appendix B. 

Participants were mailed a packet including the first 

study questionnaire and a self-addressed, stamped, return 

envelope. Questionnaires were assigned a three digit code 

number that identified the participating institution and the 

individual. Code numbers provided confidentiality and 

allowed comparison of responses at the first and second data 

collection points. Participants were asked to complete and 

return the questionnaire within one week. Individuals who 

did not respond in two weeks were sent a follow-up letter 

encouraging response and advising that they phone if they 

did not receive the questionnaire. 

The second questionnaire, identical to the first except 

that it excluded demographic questions unlikely to change, 

was mailed to participants approximately eight weeks into 

the Fall semester. Participants were asked to return the 

second questionnaire in the same manner as the first and 

follow-up letters were mailed to those who did not return 

questionnaires in two weeks. 

Names and addresses of participants were known only to 

the investigator. Confidentiality was maintained by keeping 

the master list of participants in a locked file. 

Questionnaires were identified by number. No names appeared 

on the study instrument. All data are presented as group 

data. There is no way of identifying individuals from the 
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study results. Data collection was completed by January 30, 

1992. 

In order to assess non-response bias, 10 percent of the 

non-respondents at the two colleges where identities were 

known were contacted by mail in late December 1992 and asked 

to return an anonymous one page letter/questionnaire 

indicating why they did not participate in the study. A 

self addressed stamped envelope was provided. A copy of 

this document can be found in Appendix C. 

Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were used to profile the sample 

by providing information on gender, age, ethnic background, 

marital status, nurr~er and ages of children, hours worked, 

credits taken, academic major, reasons for return to 

college, time away from school before reentry, and family 

income, as well as information about personal resources, 

stressors, and parent-child relationship. Means and 

standard deviations are presented for continuous variables, 

numbers and percentages are presented for categorical 

variables. 

Data were collected at two points, when the individual 

reentered college (T-1) and after the midpoint of the first 

semester (T-2). Not all participants completed the second 

questionnaire. Those who completed both questionnaires were 

compared on selected variables with those who completed only 
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the first in order to assess whether the two groups 

differed. Relationships among the independent and dependent 

variables respectively were assessed by Pearson•s r, for 

continuous variables, and Chi square for categorical 

variables. Correlations between all independent and 

dependent variables were then assessed via Pearson•s r or 

Chi Square as appropriate. 

It was anticipated that change in some personal 

resources, stressors, and demographic variables would occur 

during the reentry process. Thus, selected variables were 

compared by dependent t-test to explore possible change. 

In order to answer the first research question, "What 

changes in measures of perceived parent/child relationship 

occur during the initial reentry semester?", dependent 

t-tests were used to compare measures of parent-child 

relationship at T-1 with the same measures taken at T-2. 

The second research question, 11 Which demographic 

measures, personal resources, and stressors predict reentry 

students' perceptions of parent-child relationship during 

the initial reentry period?" was addressed by entering 

continuous independent variables that were theoretically 

useful and that correlated significantly with the dependent 

measures into multiple regression analyses. Regression was 

performed using each of the three measures of parent-child 

relationship as dependent variables. The predictive value 
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of categorical variables of interest was assessed by 

entering these as dummy variables. Data analysis was 

assisted by the use of the Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences {SPSS, 1990). 

Summary 

In this chapter the method used in this project, 

including the design, subjects, instruments used in data 

collection, and statistical procedures, was detailed. In 

chapter four the results of the data analysis are described. 

Chapter five includes a summary, conclusions, and 

recommendations. 

68 



CHAPTER XV 

RESULTS 

The general purpose of this study was to explore change 

in reentry students' perceptions of their relationships with 

school age children during the initial semester of return to 

undergraduate school. The relationships between reentry 

students' resources, stressors, demographic factors and 

parent-child relationships were explored. A mail survey in 

which data were collected at two points was designed and 

carried out in order to answer study questions. The results 

of the survey are presented in this chapter. All 

statistical procedures were performed using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, 1990). 

Participants 

Participants were a purposeful sample of reentry 

students who had been accepted in baccalaureate degree 

programs at one of four colleges or universities in the 

metropolitan Washington, DC or Northern Virginia areas for 

the fall semester, 1992. Of 701 reentry students contacted, 

338 responded. Of these, 135 identified themselves as 

eligible to participate. Four of the 135 immediately 

declined participation and an additional 20 failed to return 

the first questionnaire, resulting in 111 actual 

participants (83% of eligible returns). 

Ten weeks later, a second questionnaire was mailed to 
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the 111 who completed the first. Those who failed to return 

the second questionnaire in two weeks were sent a reminder 

letter. The second questionnaire was completed by 86 

reentry students (78%). Details concerning responses to 

both query letters and questionnaires may be found in 

Table 1. 

Table 1 

Response and Participation Rates 

College Number of Number of Eligible Actual 
Letters Responses Returns Participants 
Mailed 

A 170 69 41% 29 38% 24 
B 50 16 32% 6 38% 5 
c 388 218 56% 83 38% 68 
D 93 35 38% 17 49% 14 
Total 701 338 48% 135 41% 111 

Sample Demographics 

Demographic variables are summarized in Table 2. 

Participants were 111 individuals accepted for study in 

degree programs at one of four colleges in metropolitan 

Washington DC or suburban Virginia. The group was 

83% 
83% 
82% 
82% 
83% 

predominantly female (86%) and Caucasian (68%). African-

Americans comprised the largest minority group (18%). Most 

were married (72%) and had an average of two children. The 

average age of the oldest child living at home was 12. 
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Table 2 

Demographic variables 

Characteristic 
Gender 

Male 
Female 

Marital Status 
Married, spouse present 
Single, alone with children 
Single, living with children 
and supportive adults 
Separated, still married 

Ethnic Background 
African-American 
Caucasian 
Other 
Not specified 

Employment Status 
Not employed 
Employed less than 30 hours 
Employed 30 hours or more 

Previous education 
High school graduate 
Some college 
Community college graduate 
Other 
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Number 

16 
95 

80 
20 

9 

2 

20 
75 
10 

6 

40 

31 
40 

5 
47 
39 
20 

Percent 

14% 
86% 

72% 
18% 

8% 

2% 

18% 
68% 
10% 

4% 

36% 
28% 
36% 

5% 
42% 
35% 
18% 



Table 2 

Demographic variables (continued) 

Major 
Nursing 
Business 
Liberal Arts 
Social Science 
Other 
Not Specified 

Tuition assistance from employer 
Gender of oldest child under 19 

Male 
Female 

Age of reentry student 
Age of oldest child under 19 
Number of children at home 
Parents' education 

Mother 
Father 

Spouse's education 
Credits taken first semester 

72 

42 
14 
11 
11 
28 

5 
27 

46 

64 

Mean 
36.8 
12.2 
2.1 

12.7 
13.0 
15.4 
9.3 

38% 
13% 
10% 
10% 
27% 

5% 
24% 

42% 
58% 
SD 
5.1 
4.3 
.85 

3.2 
4.0 
3.6 
5.1 



Five percent of the participants had a high school 

education only. A majority (59%) had some college credit or 

had graduated from a community college. While the average 

reported time away from school was 10 years, this number 

ranged from 0-32 years. Ty'pically, the parents of reentry 

students were high school graduates while spouses averaged 

three years of college. 

The most popular major was nursing, selected by 38% of 

the respondents; followed by business (13%}, liberal arts 

(10%), and social science (11%). Other majors combined were 

the choice of 32%. 

A majority of the participants worked at least part-

time, with 28% employed less than 30 hours and 36% working 

30 or more hours. Twenty-four percent received tuition 

assistance from their employers. Those not employed 

comprised 36% of the sample. Family income ranges were 

higher than those reported in most reentry studies. Thirty 

percent reported family incomes of less than $35,000, 38% 

earned between $35,000 and $64,999; 40% earned more than 

$65,000. 

As shown in Table 3, almost half of the participants 

(46%) indicated personal fulfillment as their primary reason 

for reentering college. Completing education and changing 

careers were the primary reason of smaller numbers {14% 
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each). Increasing earnings was cited by 12%. Only a small 

number {2%) indicated that additional education was needed 

for their present job. 

Table 3 

Reasons for Return to undergraduate School 

Reason First Choice Second Choice Third Choice 
N % N % N % 

Personal 
Fulfillment 51 46% 12 11% 22 20% 
To Complete 
Education 15 14% 29 26% 19 17% 
Career 15 14% 8 7% 16 14% 
Change 
To Increase 
Earnings 13 12% 23 21% 17 15% 
To Expand 
Options 8 7% 20 18% 15 14% 
More 
Education 
is Needed 2 2% 5 5% 9 8% 
for Job 
Other 3 3% 5 5% 4 4% 

Preliminary Analyses 

Potential Bias due to Non-Response 

Fifty-two percent of those who were mailed the initial 

query letter failed to respond. In order to assess whether 

those who failed to respond differed from respondents, a one 

page letter/questionnaire was mailed to 15 non-respondents 
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in late December, 1992. These persons, chosen randomly, 

were asked to indicate their reasons for not returning the 

initial letter. Eight persons (52%) responded to this 

request. Two of the eight (25%) were eligible to 

participate, six (75%) were ineligible. One person was 

ineligible only because he/she decided not to return to 

college. The percent of eligible returns was lower in the 

follow-up survey than in the original survey. It is quite 

likely that a number of persons who did not return the 

original survey did not do so because they were ineligible 

to participate. 

comparisons by Gender 

Of the 111 study participants, 17 (15%) were male. In 

order to assess whether males constituted a different 

reentry group as suggested by prior research (Degroot, 

1980), responses of male and female students were compared 

on demographic variables and study measures. No significant 

differences were found on continuous time one (T-1) measures 

(Appendix E ) . When categorical measures were compared, 

males were found to differ on marital status only. A larger 

proportion of males were married (X 2 (1)=4.3, p=.04). Male 

and female students were included in all analyses. 

Potential Bias due to Subject Loss 

Twenty-three percent (25) of the 111 who completed the 

first questionnaire failed to return the second. In order 
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to assess whether those who completed both questionnaires 

differed from those who completed only the first, 

comparisons were made on demographic measures and study 

instruments. Students who completed only the first 

questionnaire identified a significantly greater number of 

stressors at T-1, 14.5 as opposed to 11.8 (t=4.33, p=.001). 

No other differences were found. It is possible that these 

25 may have been experiencing more problems at time two 

{T-2} than contemporaries who completed both questionnaires. 

Further, study results may have suggested more serious 

reentry concerns if T-2 data on these individuals were 

available. The results of these comparisons may be found in 

Appendix F. 

Potential CUltural Bias of Instruments 

Because one instrument, the Index of Parental 

Attitudes, had been used primarily with Caucasian samples, 

and a second, the social support measure, was used for the 

first time in this study, an effort was made to assess 

whether the instruments used were culturally fair. 

Responses of Caucasian (N=75) and minority students (N=30) 

were compared on all continuous measures. A difference on 

the social support measure was observed at T-1 only, with 

minority students reporting greater social support (t=2.08, 

p=.04). Because the instrument is new, this difference 

should be considered tentative. No other differences were 
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observed and the instruments were assumed to be culturally 

fair. 

Variables of Interest 

Descriptive information about student resources, 

stressors, and parent-child relationships is found in the 

following paragraphs. Abbreviations used in presentation of 

the data are found in Table 4. Results of all t-tests can 

be found in Table 5. 

Resource measures 

Self-esteem scale (Rl). On a four point scale with 1 

indicating lowest self-esteem and 4 the highest, respondents 

averaged 3.37 (T-1) and 3.38 (T-2) with no significant 

difference observed between these two measures (t=-.19, 

p=.85). The results suggest that the group as a whole had 

positive feelings about self. 

Spouse support (R2). Respondents averaged scores of 

3.74 (T-1) and 3.72 (T-2) on a five point scale on which a 

score of 1 indicated no spouse support while a score of 5 

indicated extensive spouse support. Mean scores fell 

between perception of neutrality in regard to support (3) 

and agreement that the spouse was supportive (4). No 

difference was found between T-1 and T-2 measures. 

Social Support (R3). This four point scale originally 

included 16 items. When the data were screened, it was 

found that a more reliable instrument was created by 
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Variables of Interest 

Table 4 

Codes used to facilitate presentation of the variables 

(Variables I Measures I Codes I 
Independent 

Personal Resources Rosenberg Self- Rl 
Esteem Inventory 
Spouse Support Scale R2 
Social Support Index R3 

Stressors Family Inventory of FILE 
Life Events 

Demographic Data Demographic 
Information Sheet 
Age AGE 
Ethnic background ETHNIC 
Number of children NCH IL 
at home 
Age of child ACHIL 
ref erred to in study 
Marital status MSTAT 
Hours Worked HOURS 
Income INCOME 
Prior Education EDUC 
Years Out of School YEARS 
Credits CREDITS 
Planned/Taken 

Dependent 

Parent-Child Parent Adolescent PCRl 
Relationship Communication Scale 

Index of Parental PCR2 
Attitudes 
Family Satisfaction PCR3 
Scale 
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Table 5 

Comparison by Dependent t-tests 

Variable Time 1 

N Mean 
SD 

Independent 

Rl 84 3.37 
.51 

R2 65 3.74 
.90 

R3 85 2.01 
.75 

FILE 85 11. 7 
5.5 

Dependent 

PCRl 83 3.78 
.49 

PCR2 82 1.86 
.53 

PCR3 85 3.33 

Note: Rl=Self=esteem 
R2=Spouse Support 
R3=Social Support 
FILE=Stressors 

.70 

Time 2 

N Mean ' t 
SD 

84 3.38 -.19 
.52 

65 3. 72 .31 
.90 

85 2.16 -1.80 
.71 

85 9.18 5.01 
5.51 

83 3. 77 .18 
.57 

82 1.83 1. 09 
.58 

85 3.31 .25 
.75 

PCRl=Communication 
PCR2=Attitudes 
PCR3=Family Satisfaction 
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p 

.849 

.755 

. 075 

.001 

.856 

.281 

.801 



reducing the scale to 11 items. Thus, an 11 item scale was 

used in all analyses. A score of 1 on this scale suggests 

that a person's social network is not supportive while a 

score of 4 indicates an extensive network of supportive 

persons. The mean scores on this measure were 2.01 (T-1) 

and 2.16 {T-2) suggesting that on the whole reentry students 

perceived social networks as neutral in regard to their 

return to college. No significant change in scores occurred 

during the initial reentry period. 

Stressors 

Family Inventory of Life Events (FXLB). The FILE score 

is based on the sum of stressors an individual identifies. 

At T-1 the mean score was 11.69 while at T-2 the mean was 

9.18 which represented a significant change (t=S.01, 

p:.001). 

In a survey using a large national sample, the mean 

number of stressors identified in the previous year was 8.8 

(Olson et al., 1989). It is fair to say these reentry 

students experienced a greater than average number of 

stressors in the year prior to reentry. In addition, during 

the 10-12 weeks that followed reentry, students experienced 

a greater number of stressors than might be anticipated in a 

year. Theory suggests that the measure at T-2 represents 

"pile-on" of stressors {Mccubbin & Patterson, 1983). 
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Those stressors most frequently identified are detailed in 

Table 6. 

The most frequently identified stressors at T-1 were 

increase in children's outside activities and a parent 

starting school. At T-2, a greater number of reentry 

students identified chores not done and increase in mother's 

time away as stressors. This difference suggests a change 

in salient stressors during the initial reentry semester. 

Comparison of FILE subscales may be found in Appendix I. 

Parent-Child Relationships 

Parent-Adolescent communication (PCRl). Because this 

scale was originally developed for use with families with 

adolescents and used in this study with families with 

children ages 5-18, it was necessary to ascertain whether 

parents of younger children responded differently than those 

with adolescents. For this purpose, t-tests were performed 

comparing the responses of parents whose children were 12 

years or less with those who were parents of teenagers. A 

difference was observed at T-1 (t=l.86, p=.06} but not at 

T-2 (t=-.64, p=.23). Because the T-2 measure was slightly 

more reliable (alpha=.87 as opposed to .84}, a decision was 

made to continue with the analysis as planned. 

81 



Table 6 

Stressors Identified by Greater than 40% of Participants 

Stressor 

N 

F2 Increase in 48 
wi /mother's time away 
from family 
F13 Increase in the amount 61 
of outside activities that 
the children are involved 
in 
F16 Increase in the number 54 
of chores that don't get 
done 
F26 Took out a loan or 47 
refinanced a loan to cover 
increased expenses 
F35 Increase strain on 51 
family money for food, 
clothing, energy, home care 
F38 A member changed to a 44 
new job/career 
F43 Decrease in 47 
satisfaction with 
job/career 
F47 A child adolescent 49 
changed to a new school 
F66 A parent/spouse 65 
started school (or a 
training program) after 
being away from school a 
long time 
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Time 1 Time 2 

% N % 

43% 54 63% 

55% 34 40% 

49% 58 67% 

42% 29 34% 

46% 37 43% 

40% 22 26% 

42% 21 24% 

44% 16 19% 

59% 30 35% 



On a 5-point scale with 1 indicating negative and 5 

indicating positive attitudes about parent-child 

conununication, mean scores were 3.78 (T-1) and 3.77 (T-2) 

suggesting that on the average, subjects were generally 

positive about conununication with their children. No 

significant differences were noted between T-1 and T-2 

measures {t=.18, p=.856). 

Xndex of Parental Attitudes (PCR2). On this 

7-point scale where a score of 1 indicates that a given 

problem or feeling never occurs and a score of 7 indicates 

that the problem or feeling occurs always, average scores 

were 1.86 (T-1) and 1.83 (T-2) suggesting that participants 

perceived very few problems with the identified child. 

There was no significant difference between the T-1 and T-2 

measures {t=l.09, p=.281) 

Family satisfaction scale (PCR3). Respondents averaged 

scores of 3.33 at T-1 and 3.31 at T-2 on this 5 point scale 

where a score of 1 indicates a person is very dissatisfied 

with one· ·s family and a score of 5 indicates extreme 

satisfaction with family. Participants were generally 

satisfied with their immediate families. No difference was 

observed between the T-1 and T-2 measures (t=.25, p=.801). 
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variable Relationships 

From the data collected at T-1, eight continuous 

independent variables were selected for comparison. These 

included three measures of personal resources {Rl, R2, R3), 

one measure of stressors {FILE), and four demographic 

variables (AGE, ACHIL, NCHIL, YEARS) . 

Relationships at Time 1 

Table 7 provides correlations among variables at T-1. 

Measures of personal resources had low correlations with 

each other (.08 to .16). Two of these measures (R2 and R3) 

correlated significantly with FILE (r=.32 and -.27 

respectively, both with p=.001). With few exceptions, 

correlations with the continuous demographic variables were 

insignificant. Exceptions noted were positive relationships 

between age of child and parent and between years out of 

school and ages of both parent and child. A negative 

relationship was observed between age of child and number of 

children at home. 

Among the categorical variables, relationships were 

noted between ethnicity and marital status (X 2 (9)=23.26, 

p=002), hours employed (X 2 =20.82(6), p=.002), and past 

education (X 2 =26.82(12), p=.008). Some relationships were 

observed when participants were compared by school attended. 

Students at schools A, B, and D were proportionably more 

culturally diverse and likely to be employed full time. In 
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Table 7 

Variable Correlations T-1 

Rl R2 R3 FILE AGE NCH IL ACHIL YEARS PCRl PCR2 PCR3 

Rl 117.oo 
R2 .16 1.00 

R3 .08 - .11 1. 00 

FILE .14 .32* -.27* 1. 00 

AGE .04 -.10 .07 .08 1.00 

NCH IL .08 .04 -.14 .07 .01 1.00 

CD ACHIL .05 -.02 - .11 .08 .57* .20* 1. 00 
U'1 

YEARS .06 -.17 - .11 .16 .27* .01 .20* 1. 00 

PCRl .27* .16 .04 .12 -.02 .02 .15 .09 1. 00 

PCR2 -.41* .27* .00 .14 .06 .04 .05 -.06 -.67* 1. 00 

PCR3 .38* .58* -.10 .27* -.00 .03 .01 -.03 -.48* -.49* 1. 00 

* P<.05 



addition, students attending these schools were more often 

single parents (see appendix G). 

Relationships among the three dependent measures were 

all significant at the .001 level (r=.48 to -.67). When 

independent and dependent measures were compared, 

significant correlations were noted between Rl and all three 

dependent measures (r=.27 to .41), and between R2 and PCRl 

and PCR3 (r=.27 and .58). R3 did not correlate 

significantly with any dependent measure. FILE correlated 

with PCR3 only (r=-.27, p=.01). No relevant correlations 

were noted between continuous demographic measures and the 

dependent variables. 

Relationships at Time 2 

Table 8 provides correlations among variables at T-2. 

Low correlations between the resource variables persisted 

(r=-.06 to .10). All three resources correlated 

significantly with FILE (r=.28 to -.34). Significant 

correlations among the dependent variables continued (r=.43 

to -.70). 

Significant relationships at the .001 level were noted 

between Rl and PCRl (r=.42}, PCR2 (r=-.54), and PCR3 

(r=.39). A significant relationship at the .01 level was 

observed between R2 and PCRl (r=.33) and PCR2 (r=-.37). In 

addition, R2 correlated positively with PCR3 (r=.70,). A 

significant negative relationship was observed between FILE 
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Table 8 

Variable Correlations T-2 

Rl R2 R3 FILE CREDITS PCRl PCR2 PCR3 

Rl 1.00 

R2 .10 1. 00 

R3 -.06 -.09 1. 00 

FILE 11-. 34* -.36* .28* 1. 00 
00 
....,J CREDITS .04 .12 -.06 .02 1. 00 

PCRl II .42* .33* -.11 -.21* .08 1. 00 

PCR2 II - • 54* -.37* -.03 .19 -.06 -.70* 1. 00 
I 

PCR3 II .38* .70* -.15 -.30* .02 .43* -.47* 1. 00 

* p<.05 



and PCRl (r=-.21) and PCR3 (r=-.30). 

Relationships between Time 1 and Time 2 Measures 

Table 9 provides correlations between T-1 and T-2 

variables. When T-1 measures were compared with 

corresponding T-2 measures, significant positive 

relationships ranging from .47 (R3)to .87 (R2) were 

observed, with only two measures correlating less than .7. 

The social support measure (R3), used for the first time in 

this study, correlated .47. Additional testing to establish 

validity and reliability of this instrument is needed. The 

T-1 and T-2 FILE scores correlated .65. This suggests some 

changes in the number of stressors. 

In order to answer the first study question: "What 

changes in parent-child relationships occur during the first 

reentry semester? 11 paired t-tests were used to assess 

whether change in study variables occurred between the first 

and second data collection points (see Table 5). 

Overall, measures of resources and parent-child 

relationship remained stable during the first reentry 

semester. Only one measure differed significantly. The 

mean score on FILE was significantly greater at T-1 (t=S.01, 

p=.001). In addition, those individuals who failed to 

return the second questionnaire averaged FILE scores of 

14.48 at T-1. Their scores were significantly higher than 

scores of individuals who completed both questionnaires 
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Table 9 

Variable Correlations T-1 and T-2 Combined 

T-2 

T-1 Rl R2 R3 FILE PCRl PCR2 PCR3 

co 
\.0 Rl II .75* .08 .02 -.20 .22* -.41* .31* 

R2 .19 .87* -.15 -.25* .30* -.24* .72* 

R3 -.05 -.07 .47* .11 .03 -.01 -.18 

FILE -.19 I -.33* -.40* .65* -.10 .08 -.41* 

PCRl .44* .22 -.15 -.19 .80* -.56* .33 

PCR2 -.54* -.39* .02 .11 -.63* .86* -.50* 

PCR3 .37* .49* -.15 -.23* .38* .40* .73* 



(t=l.97, p=.05). 

Additional t-tests were performed based on age and 

gender of child, gender of parent, marital status, 

employment status, and full or part-time student status. At 

T-2 only, gender differences were observed on R2, File, 

PCR2, and PCR3. The 73 female participants perceived less 

spouse support, more stressors and problems in parent-child 

relationship, and lower family satisfaction than their 12 

male peers, a finding that suggests that reentry may be more 

difficult for females. Because the numbers of male and 

female participants were discrepant, it should not be 

assumed that these findings can be generalized. No other 

differences were found by group comparison. 

Predictors of Parent-Child Relationship 

The second question addressed in this study was: "Which 

demographic measures, personal resources and stressors 

predict change in reentry students' perceptions of parent-

child relationships during the initial reentry period?" 

T-test analyses demonstrated no significant changes in 

parent child relationship measures during the initial 

reentry period. In addition, when independent variable 

differences between T-1 and T-2 were regressed on the 

dependent change scores, none of the variables were useful 

predictors. Thus, it was expedient to rephrase the question 

and ask which of the independent variables made the greatest 
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contribution to parent-child relationship before individuals 

returned to undergraduate school and during the initial 

reentry semester. On reconsideration, this appeared a 

better approach. 

It was anticipated that 105 subjects would be needed if 

seven independent variables were to be regressed on the 

dependent variables of interest. The 111 subjects were more 

than adequate for this analysis at T-1. The 86 subjects 

available at T-2 allowed for regression of no more than five 

independent variables. As no more than this number 

correlated significantly with the dependent variables, this 

did not pose a problem. 

Multicolinearity was assessed by examining tolerance 

scores via the SPSS (1990) New Regression program. In 

almost all instances, tolerance scores of at least .9 were 

noted. An exception was a tolerance of .8. Based on this, 

it was concluded that no serious multicolinearity problem 

existed. 

Independent measures that correlated significantly with 

the three measures of parent-child relationship at both time 

points were entered into stepwise multiple regression 

analysis. The results of these analyses are discussed 

below and presented in Tables 10 and 11. 
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Table 10 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Time 1 

N=lll 

PCRl Parent-Adolescent communication 

Step Variable R R2 
Number 

1 Rl .27 .07 

PCR2 Index of Parental Attitudes 

Step Variable R 
Number 

1 Rl .41 

PCR3 Family Satisfaction 

Step Variable R 
Number 

1 R2 .50 
2 Rl .59 
3 FILE .63 
4 MSTAT .65 

Individual variables used: 
Rl=Self-esteem 
R2=Spouse support 
FILE=Stressors 
MSTAT=Marital status 

R2 

.16 

R2 

.25 

. 3 5 

. 3 9 

.42 
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AR.2 

.07 

AR.2 

.16 

AR.2 

.25 

.10 

.05 

.03 

p p 

.005 .27 

p p 

.0001 -.41 

p p 

.0001 .50 

.0001 .31 
.006 -.22 
.027 .16 



Table 11 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Time 2 

N=86 

PCRl Parent-Adolescent communication 

Step Variable R R2 
Number 

1 Rl .42 .18 
2 R2 .49 .24 

PCR2 7ndex of Parental Attitudes 

Step Variable R 
Number 

1 Rl .54 
2 R2 .60 

PCR3 Family Satisfaction 

Step Variable R 
Number 

1 R2 .62 
2 Rl .70 

Individual variables used: 
Rl=Self-esteem 
R2=Spouse support 

R2 

. 29 

.36 

R2 

• 3 9 
.49 
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AR 2 

.18 

.06 

_6R2 

. 2 9 

.07 

AR.2 

• 3 9 
.11 

p p 

.0001 .42 
.005 .24 

p p 

.0001 -.54 
.001 -.26 

p p 

.0001 .62 

.0001 .33 



Parent-Adolescent Communication (PCRl) 

Rl was the only variable that made a significant 

contribution to PCRl at T-1 (R 2 =.07, p=.005). It seems 

likely that factors not addressed in the study made a 

greater contribution to Parent-Adolescent Communication at 

this time. At T-2, Rl and R2 resulted in an R2 of .24 

(p=.001), suggesting that self-esteem and spouse support 

were better predictors of parent-child relationship later in 

the reentry period. 

Index of Parental Attitudes (PCR2} 

Rl was also the best T-1 predictor of PCR2, 

contributing an R2 of .16 (p=.001). As with PCRl, the 

independent measures made a greater contribution to PCR2 at 

T-2. Entering self-esteem and spouse support in the 

regression analysis resulted in an R2 of .36 (p=.001). 

Family Satisfaction (PCR3) 

While PCRl and PCR2 directly measure a parent's 

relationship with an identified child, PCR3 measures 

satisfaction with the family as a whole. The independent 

measures proved more useful in predicting this measure. At 

T-1, entering R2, Rl, FILE, and MSTAT in the equation 

resulted in an R2 of .42 (p=.001). Other variables failed 

to make a significant contribution. At T-2, entering spouse 

support and self-esteem into the equation resulted in an R2 
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of .52 (p=.001). It appears that as with the other 

measures, the independent factors became more salient 

elements in predicting family satisfaction later in the 

reentry period. For single parents, the best predictor of 

family satisfaction at both T-1 and T-2 was self-esteem 

(R 2 =.15, p=.03 and R2=.34, P=.0006, respectively). 

Summary 

Descriptive and inferential findings were presented in 

this chapter. With one exception, FILE, no differences were 

found in means of study measures taken at two time points, 

10 weeks apart. When compared by gender, differences in 

continuous measures occurred at T-2 only, with females 

experiencing somewhat more difficulty after the midpoint of 

the first reentry semester. 

Regression analyses were performed on pertinent 

independent variables for each of the three measures of 

parent-child relationship. Results of multiple regression 

analyses were presented and predictors of measures of 

parent-child relationship identified. Since no change in 

relationship measures were observed, it was not possible to 

predict change. It was, however, possible to identify 

variables useful in predicting parent-child relationship 

during the reentry period. 

The most consistent predictor of parent-child 

relationship was self-esteem which contributed the greatest 
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amount to both Parent-Adolescent Communication and the Index 

of Parental Attitudes at T-1 and T-2. Spouse support 

contributed significantly at T-2 but not at T-1. For 

Family Satisfaction, spouse support made the most 

significant contribution at both time points, followed by • 
self-esteem. FILE contributed significantly at T-1 but not 

at T-2. Other variables made smaller and non-significant 

contributions. 

T-2 resource measures predicted a greater portion of 

the variance of the dependent measures, suggesting change in 

the relevance of these factors to parent-child relationship 

after students added college to other responsibilities. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The problem addressed in this study was the higher 

attrition rate and lower graduation rate of reentry 

students. Past research has suggested that family concerns 

contribute to attrition. While it is possible that family 

focused counseling and services may facilitate adjustment to 

college and support continued enrollment, there is 

insufficient data to support this recommendation. 

The present study was designed to explore reentry 

students' perceived resources, stressors, and relationships 

with school age children. It was hoped that knowledge 

gained would be useful to student service personnel, faculty 

members who teach reentry students, and family relations 

scholars interested in the effects of reentry on family 

relationships. 

The focus of the study was perception of parent-child 

relationship at two points, the beginning of the first 

reentry semester and approximately 10 weeks later, or past 

the midpoint of the first reentry semester. A mail survey 

was designed to answer the following research questions. 

1. What changes in measures of perceived parent-child 

relationship, personal resources, and stressors occur during 

the initial semester of return to undergraduate school. 

2. Which demographic measures, personal resources, and 
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stressors predict change in parent-child relationship during 

the initial reentry semester. 

Summary 

The Double ABCX Model was used to frame the study of 

reentry student resources, stressors, and relationships with 

school age children. Reentry students (N=701), age 30 or 

over and beginning degree programs at four Washington, D.C. 

and suburban Virginia colleges in the fall 1992 semester, 

were contacted by mail and invited to participate in the 

study. It was not known at the time of contact how many of 

these individuals were parents. Of 135 eligible 

respondents, 131 agreed to participate. Of these, 111 

completed the first questionnaire and 86 completed both 

questionnaires. Twenty-five participants (23%) failed to 

return the second questionnaire. 

The 111 participants provided demographic information 

and responded to measures of personal resources, stressors, 

and parent-child relationship. Resources were assessed via 

the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory (1989), a spouse support 

measure (Wilson, 1990), and a social support measure 

designed for this study. Stressors were measured with the 

Family Inventory of Life Events (FILE) {Mccubbin, Patterson, 

and Wilson, 1981). Parent-child relationship was assessed 

via the Parent Adolescent Communication Scale (Barnes & 

Olson, 1985), the Index of Parental Attitudes (Hudson, 
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1992), and the Family Satisfaction Scale (Olson & Wilson, 

1985). Demographic data unlikely to change were collected 

at the first data collection point only. An abbreviated 

demographic form was used with the second questionnaire. 

All other measures were completed twice. 

Demographic data provided a wealth of information on 

the reentry student sample. While some demographic 

differences were noted among the four schools, the study 

focus was reentry students as a group and students from the 

four colleges were included in all analyses. Descriptive 

data were presented on all study measures. 

When variables of interest at T-1 and T-2 were compared 

via dependent t-tests, a significant difference was observed 

only on the measure of stressors (FILE) . Participants 

experienced a higher than average number of stressors in the 

year preceding reentry. While mean FILE scores were 

significantly less at T-2, students continued to experience 

stressors, in greater than average numbers for a year, 

during the initial 10 week reentry period. Further, those 

stressors identified by greater than 50% of students at T-1 

were not the same ones identified by this number at T-2. At 

T-1 more students were concerned about increase in 

children's outside activities and a parent starting school 

while T-2 concerns were related to increase in chores not 

done and increase in mother's time away from family. While 
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a number t-tests were performed, differences were found only 

when groups were compared by gender. At T-2 only, females 

experienced less spouse support and family satisfaction, 

more stressors, and slightly more difficulty in 

relationships with children. The data suggest that 73 

females experienced greater difficulty with reentry than 

their 12 male peers. Discrepant numbers of male and female 

participants preclude generalizing this finding beyond this 

group. 

Multiple regression analysis was performed to assess 

which independent variables predicted measures of parent-

child relationship at each time point. At T-1 self-esteem 

predicted both parent-child communication and problems in 

parent-child relations (R 2 =.07 and .16 respectively). It 

appears that factors not measured made a greater 

contribution to perception of communication and problems at 

this time. 

T-1 study variables proved more useful in predicting 

family satisfaction. While spouse support, with an R2 of 

.25, was the most useful predictor of family satisfaction, 

adding self-esteem, stressors, and marital status to the 

equation resulted in an R2 of .42 (p=.001). This measure 

addresses perception of satisfaction with the family as a 

whole, rather than with an individual child, and may be a 

more useful measure of perception of family functioning. 
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For single parents, the best predictor of family 

satisfaction at both time points was self-esteem. 

At T-2 the results were somewhat different. While no 

significant differences in the means of parent-child 

relationship measures were observed, differences were noted 

in the independent measures used for prediction. Self-

esteem was still the best predictor of parent-child 

relationship though spouse support now served as a predictor 

as well. Together these variables contributed to 24% of the 

variance of Parent-Adolescent Communication and 36% to the 

variance of the Index of Parental Attitudes. The data 

suggest that spouse support was more salient to parent-child 

relationship at T-2. Almost half of the variance of Family 

Satisfaction could be attributed to self-esteem and spouse 

support at T-2. The data suggest subtle changes family 

dynamics during the initial reentry period. 

Conclusions 

Reentry students in the Washington DC metropolitan 

area are a diverse group of men and women who are returning 

to college for personal fulfillment, to complete education, 

or to change careers. Compared to other reentry samples, 

they are affluent, with 40% of this group reporting family 

incomes of greater than $65,000. Three-quarters had 

completed an associate degree or had some college credit. 

On average, their spouses had completed three years of college. 

101 



Self-esteem and spouse support were salient elements of 

parent-child relationships of reentry students during the 

first reentry semester. Present study results concur with 

earlier research that found self-esteem an important 

resource for reentry students. While some studies found 

relationships between self-esteem and spouse support 

(Kausch, 1988; Wilson, 1990), this was not the case here. 

It is possible that this group of reentry students perceived 

themselves as more competent than some of their 

predecessors, with self-esteem independent of their role as 

spouse. In this study, self-esteem correlated positively 

with perception of relationships with children. While, on 

average, students did not report overwhelming spouse 

support, spouse support was an important predictor of family 

satisfaction. It accounted for 25% and 39% of family 

satisfaction at Times 1 and 2 respectively. 

The importance of both self-esteem and spouse support 

for reentry students has been observed in previous research. 

The results of the present study go beyond findings of 

previous studies in demonstrating change in the salience of 

these resources during the first reentry semester. Each of 

these independent variables contributed to a greater portion 

of the variance of the three dependent measures of parent-

child relationship when measured after students had been 

back in college for a relatively short period of time. 
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Reentry stress has been the focus of a number of 

studies {Beautell & O'Hare, 1987; Gerson, 1985; Kausch, 

1988; Kinner & Townley, 1986; Mohney & Anderson, 1988; Roehl 

& Okun, 1984; Ross, 1988). Students in the present study 

had experienced a greater than average nurr~er of stressors 

in the year prior to reentry and, subsequently, a higher 

number in less than three months than is average for a year. 

The theory of the Double ABCX model suggests that persons 

who experience a large number of stressors in one year are 

at risk for crises when they add an additional number of 

stressors during the following year. These reentry students 

are at risk for crises if they continue to add stressors, or 

if they experience a major life event, during the first 

academic year. 

The relatively high number of stressors experienced in 

the year preceding reentry supports earlier findings 

indicating that life events and changes frequently precede 

reentry (Mohney & Anderson, 1988; Ross, 1988). In the 

present study, specific stressors experienced before reentry 

and during the first semester were identified. It should be 

noted that while FILE measures a total of 71 universal and 

situational stressors, few items specifically address 

student status. It is quite possible that students 

experienced a number of stressors not measured in this study 

and are actually at greater risk than is suggested in the 
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results. Further, the 23% of 111 initial respondents who 

returned only the first questionnaire had experienced a 

greater number of stressors prior to returning to college 

than those returning both. It is possible that study 

results may have been different if all participants had 

returned both questionnaires. 

While the data support earlier findings suggesting that 

reentry is more difficult for females (Carne, 1984; Flannery 

& Apps, 1987; Gilbert & Holahan, 1982; Lance et al., 1979), 

the discrepant numbers of males and females preclude gender 

based generalizations. In addition, there was no evidence 

to support the suggestion that spouse support becomes less 

significant once the student enters school (Speer & Dorfman, 

1986). On the contrary, for these students, spouse support 

became more salient in maintaining healthy relationships 

with children. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The Double ABCX Model was used to frame this study in 

which A ahd aA factors (stressors) and B and bB factors 

(resources) were measured before reentry students began 

classes and later in the first semester of college, along 

with measures of parent-child relationship. Although a 

number of participants offered additional corrrrnents, the C 

and cc factors (perceptions) were not directly measured. 

Future research using this model with reentry samples should 
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gather perceptions of participants. These would provide 

useful insight into the subtleties of family life. 

Replicating the study and interviewing a selected number of 

participants would serve this purpose. Interviewing those 

most stressed would off er insight as to how well 

participants were coping with the stressors experienced. 

Most reentry studies have included primarily female 

samples. While the present study included both males and 

females, the numbers were discrepant. Future studies of 

family relationships of reentry students should strive to 

include approximately equal nurr~ers of males and females. 

The present study demonstrated increased salience of 

spouse support as a predictor of measures of parent-child 

relationship during the first reentry semester. Adding a 

measure of marital satisfaction to a study including similar 

variables would provide information as to the dynamics of 

the marital relationship during the reentry period. In 

addition, studying reentry students over a year, rather than 

a semester, would provide data on how students cope with the 

reentry experience over an extended period of time. 

Zmplications for Counseling 

The finding that reentry students may arrive at college 

already burdened with stressors, and then add on stressors 

during reentry, suggests that counseling services need to 

include early sessions on management of multiple stressors. 
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In addition, admissions counselors and personnel need to be 

alert to the possibility that mature students may be 

experiencing a number of stressors during the time they are 

considering enrollment. There is no reason to suspect that 

prior stressors discourage enrollment, but the pile-on of 

stressors may influence student withdrawal. The impact of 

counseling on the management of multiple stressors on 

student retention should be examined. 

The results suggest that offering counseling and 

services to reentry students and significant others may be 

useful. In this study, spouse support was perceived as more 

salient to parent-child relationships after students 

returned to school. Although it is not clear what impact 

this shift has on couples, it is possible that efforts to 

maintain parent-child relationships during reentry place 

strain on marital relationships. Some students and partners 

might find counseling a helpful assist as they cope with the 

changes that reentry brings. In addition, encouraging 

partners to use college facilities and resources would 

provide positive benefits to those who assist reentry 

students via additional support. A pilot project might be 

offered to test the usefulness of this service without 

incurring excessive costs. 

While almost one-third of the participants .reported 

incomes over $65,000, over 40% of the sample identified 

106 



financial strain as a stressor. Colleges enrolling a large 

number of reentry students may need to explore additional 

financial resources for these students who are often not 

eligible for financial aid packages available to younger 

students. Puryear (1988) found that some colleges have been 

able to offer reentry students privately financed financial 

aid. This is an area that all schools enrolling reentry 

students need to investigate. 

Two concerns expressed by greater than 40% of reentry 

students were related to career needs. All participants 

were enrolled in specific degree programs and directed 

toward career areas. Career counseling focused toward 

exploring options within careers that build on past 

experience can assist in further refining career choice. 
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Appendix A 

REENTRY STUDENT SURVEY 

Instruments used in the survey are presented on the following 
pages. Those labeled I or 11 were used in either the first or 
second questionnaire only. All other instruments were used at 
both data collection points. The instruments are presented in the 
order in which they appeared in the questionnaire. 
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Social Support I 

How supportive have the people listed below been of your decision to return to 
college? Please rate support by circling the appropriate number. 

1 :Not supportive 2=Neutral 3:Supportlve 
4:Very supportive 5:Not applicable 

A1 Mother 1 2 3 4 5 AS Teacher 1 2 3 4 5 
A2 Father 1 2 3 4 5 A10 Employer 1 2 3 4 5 
A3 Spouse 1 2 3 4 5 A11 Co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 
A4 Child(ren) 1 2 3 4 5 A12 Counselor 1 2 3 4 5 
AS Siblings 1 2 3 4 5 A13 Male friend(s) 1 2 3 4 5 
A6 Grandparent(s) 1 2 3 4 5 A14 Female friend(s) 1 2 3 4 5 
A7 Aunt/Uncle 1 2 3 4 5 A15 Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 
AS Step-parent 1 2 3 4 5 

Social Support II 

Now that you are back in college, how supportive of your college efforts have the 
people listed below been? Please rate support by circling the appropriate number. 

1 =Not supportive 2:Neutral 3:Supportlve 
4:Very supponlve 5:Not applicable 

A1 Mother 1 2 3 4 5 AS Teacher 1 2 3 4 5 
A2 Father 1 2 3 4 5 A10 Employer 1 2 3 4 5 
A3 Spouse 1 2 3 4 5 A11 Co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 
A4 Child( ran) 1 2 3 4 5 A12 Counselor 1 2 3 4 5 
A5 Siblings 1 2 3 4 5 A13 Male friend(s) 1 2 3 4 5 
A6 Grandparent( s) 1 2 3 4 5 A14 Female friend(s) 1 2 3 4 5 
A7 Aunt/Uncle 1 2 3 4 5 A15 Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 
AB Step-parent 1 2 3 4 5 
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Self Esteem 

Please circle the appropriate answer according to the following scale: 

1 :Strongly Disagree 2:Dlsagree 3:Agree 4:Strongly Agree 

81 On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 1 2 3 4 

82 At times I think I am no good at all. 1 2 3 4 

83 I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4 

84 I am able to do things as well as most other people. 1 2 3 4 
85 I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4 

86 I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4 

87 I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane 1 2 3 4 
with others. 

88 I wish I could have more respect for myself. 1 2 3 4 

89 All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 1 2 3 4 
810 I take a positive attitude toward myself. 1 2 3 4 

The Self-Esteem Inventory was developed by Dr. Morris Rosenberg. 
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Family Satisfaction 

Please circle the response that best indicates your satisfaction in your 
immediate family. 

1 :Very dissatisfied 2:Somewhat dissatisfied 3:Generally satisfied 

4:Very satisfied 5:Extremely Satisfied 

C1 With how close you feel to the rest of your family. 1 2 3 4 5 

C2 With your ability to say what you want in your family. 1 2 3 4 5 

C3 With your family's ability to try new things. 1 2 3 4 5 

C4 With how often parents make decisions in your family. 1 2 3 4 5 

cs With how much you and your partner argue with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

C6 With how fair the criticism is in your family. 1 2 3 4 5 

C7 With the amount of time you spend with your family. 1 2 3 4 5 

cs With the way you talk together to solve family problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

C9 With your freedom to be alone when you want to. 1 2 3 4 5 

C10 With how strictly you stay with who does what chores in your 1 2 3 4 5 
family. 

C11 With your family's acceptance of your friends. 1 2 3 4 5 

C12 With how clear it is what your family expects of you. 1 2 3 4 5 

C13 With how often you make decisions as a family, rather than 1 2 3 4 5 
individually. 

C14 With the number of fun things your family does together. 1 2 3 4 5 

The Family Satisfaction Scale was developed at the University of Minnesota by Dr. David Olson 
and Mr. Mark Wilson. 
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Parent-Adolescent Communication (Parent Form) 

Please circle the most appropriate response concerning your relationship 
with your oldest child under 19 years of age who is living at home. 

1 =Strongly Disagree 2=Dlsagree 3:Neutral 4=Agree 5:Strongly Agree 

01 I can discuss my beliefs with my child without feeling restrained or 1 2 3 4 5 
embarrassed. 

02 Sometimes I have trouble believing everything my child tells me. 1 2 3 4 5 

03 My child is always a good listener. 1 2 3 4 5 

04 I am sometimes afraid to ask my child for what I want. 1 2 3 4 5 

05 My child has a tendency to say things to me which would be better 1 2 3 4 5 
left unsaid. 

06 My child can tell how I'm feeling without asking. 1 2 3 4 5 

07 I am very satisfied with how my child and I talk together. 1 2 3 4 5 

08 If I were in trouble, I could tell my child. 1 2 3 4 5 

09 I openly show affection to my child. 1 2 3 4 5 

010 When we are having a problem, I often give my child the silent 1 2 3 4 5 
treatment. 

011 I am careful about what I say to my child. 1 2 3 4 5 

012 When talking to my child, I have a tendency to say things that would 1 2 3 4 5 
be better left unsaid. 

013 When I ask questions, I get honest answers from my child. 1 2 3 4 5 
014 My child tries to understand my point of view. 1 2 3 4 5 

015 There are topics I avoid discussing with my child. 1 2 3 4 5 

016 I find it easy to discuss problems with my child. 1 2 3 4 5 
017 It is very easy for me to express all my true feelings to my child. 1 2 3 4 5 
018 My child nags/bothers me. 1 2 3 4 5 

019 My child insults me when she/he is angry with me. 1 2 3 4 5 

020 I don't think I can tell my child how I really feel about some things. 1 2 3 4 5 

The Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale was developed by Ors. Howard L. Barnes and 
David H. Olson at the University of Minnesota. 
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Index of Parental Attitudes 

Sample questions from the copyrighted Instrument 

This questionnaire is designed to measure the degree of contentment you have in your 
relationship with your child. It is not a test, so there are no right or wrong answers. 
Answer each item as carefully and as accurately as you can by placing a number 
beside each one as follows: 

1 = None of the time 
2 = Very rarely 
3 = A little of the time 
4 =Some of the time 
5 = A good part of the time 
6 = Most of the time 
7 = All of the time 

___ 1. My child gets on my nerves. 
___ 5. My child is well behaved. 
___ a. I really enjoy my child. 
___ o. My child interferes with my activities. 
___ 23. I just do not understand my child. 

For further information contact: 

WALMYR Publishing Co. 
P.O. Box 24779 
Tempe, 
AZ 85285-4779 
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Spouse Support 

If currently married, please circle the number of the response that best describes 
your spouse. If not married, please go on to the next section. 

1 :Strongly Disagree 2:Dlsagree 3:Neutral 4:Agree S:Strongly Agree 

E1 Gives me emotional support. 1 2 3 4 5 

E2 Praises me. 1 2 3 4 5 

E3 Brags about me to friends. 1 2 3 4 5 

E4 Assumes a fair share of family work. 1 2 3 4 5 

ES Assumes a fair share of child care. 1 2 3 4 5 

E6 Discusses ideas and interests with me. 1 2 3 4 5 

E7 Confides in me. 1 2 3 4 5 

EB Expresses thoughts and feeling openly. 1 2 3 4 5 

ES Listens to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

E10 Is openly affectionate. 1 2 3 4 5 

The Spouse Suppoort measure was derived from an instrument designed by Dr. Jeanette D. 
Wilson. 
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FILE I (Family Inventory of Life Events and Changes) 

The following statements describe family life changes. If a statement 
applied to you or a member of your immediate family during the last twelve 
months, circle "Y" for "Yes"; if not, circle "N" for "No". 

F1 Increase of husband/ y N F37 Delay in receiving child y N 
father's time away from support or alimony 
family. payments. 

F2 Increase of wife/mother's y N F38 A member changed to a y N 
time away from family. new job/career. 

F3 A member appears to have y N F39 A member lost or quit a y N 
emotional problems. job. 

F4 A member appears to y N F40 A member retired from y N 
depend on alcohol or work. 
drugs. 

F5 Increase in conflict y N F41 A member started or y N 
between husband and wife. returned to work. 

F6 Increase in arguments y N F42 A member stopped y N 
between parent(s) and working for extended 
child(ren). period (e.g., laid off, leave 

of absence, strike). 

F7 Increase in conflict among y N F43 Decrease in satisfaction y N 
children in the family. with job/career. 

FS Increased difficulty in y N F44 A member had increased v N 
managing teenage difficulty with people at 
child{ren). work. 

F9 Increased difficulty in v N F45 A member was promoted y N 
managing school age at work or given more 
child(ren) (6-12 yrs.). responsibilities. 

F10 Increased difficulty in y N F46 Family moved to a new y N 
managing preschool age home/apartment. 
child(ren) (2 1 /2-6 yrs.). 

F11 Increased difficulty in y N F47 A child/adolescent member y N 
managing toddlers ( 1-2 1 /2 changed to a new school. 
yrs.) 
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F12 Increased difficulty in y N F48 Parent/spouse became y N 
managing infants (0-1 yr.) seriously ill or injured. 

F13 Increase in the amount of y N F49 Child became seriously ill y N 
"outside activities "that the or injured. 
children are involved in. 

F14 Increased disagreement y N FSO Close relative or friend of y N 
about a members friends the family became 
or activities. seriously ill. 

F15 Increase in the number of y N F51 A member became y N 
problems or issues that physically disabled or 
don't get resolved. chronically ill. 

F16 Increase in the number of y N F52 Increased difficulty in y N 
tasks or chores that don't managing a chronically ill 
get done. or disabled member. 

F17 Increased conflict with in- y N F53 Member or close relative y N 
laws or relatives. was committed to an 

institution or nursing home. 

F18 Spouse/parent was y N F54 Increased responsibility to y N 
separated or divorced. provide direct care or 

financial help to husband's 
and/or wife's parents. 

F19 Spouse/parent has an y N F55 Experienced difficulty in y N 
"affair". arranging for satisfactory 

child care. 

F20 Increased difficulty in y N F56 A parent/spouse died. y N 
resolving issues with a 
"former" or separated 
spouse. 

F21 Increased difficulty with y N F57 A child member died. y N 
sexual relationship 
between husband and wife. 

F22 Spouse had unwanted or y N F58 Death of husband's or y N 
difficu It pregnancy. wife's parent or close 

relative. 

F23 An unmarried member y N F59 Close friend of the family y N 
became pregnant. died. 

F24 A member had an abortion. y N F60 Married son or daughter y N 
was separated or divorced. 
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F25 A member gave birth to or y N F61 A member "broke up" a y N 
adopted a child. relationship with a close 

friend. 

F26 Took out a loan or y N F62 A member was married. y N 
refinanced a loan to cover 
increased expenses. 

F27 Went on welfare. y N F63 Young adult member left y N 
home. 

F28 Change in conditions y N F64 A young adult member y N 
(economic, political, began college (or post-high 
weather) that hurts the school training). 
family business. 

F29 Change in agricultural y N F65 A member moved back y N 
market, stock market, or home or a new person 
land values that hurts moved into the household. 
family investments and/or 
income. 

F30 A member started a new y N F66 A parent/spouse started y N 
business. school (or training 

program) after being away 
from school for a long 
time. 

F31 Purchased or built a home. y N F67 A member went to jail or y N 
juvenile detention. 

F32 A member purchased a car y N F68 A member was picked up y N 
or other major item. by police or arrested. 

F33 Increasing financial debts y N F69 Physical or sexual abuse y N 
due to over-use of credit or violence in the home. 
cards. 

F34 Increased strain on family y N F70 A member ran away from y N 
"money" for medicaVdental home. 
expenses. 

F35 Increased strain on family y N F71 A member dropped out of y N 
"money" for food, clothing, school or was suspended 
energy, home care. from school. 

F36 Increased strain on family y N 
"money" for child(ren)'s 
education. 
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File II 

The same instrument was used at the second data collection point with the 
following change in directions. 

The following statements describe family life changes. If a statement 
applied to you or a member of your immediate family since you returned to 
college, circle "Y" for "Yes"; if not, circle "N" for "No". 

FILE was developed by Drs. Hamilton I. McCubbin and Joan Patterson at the 
University of Wisconsin. 
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Demographic Data I 

Your responses to these questions will help us compare your experience as 
a reentry student parent with that of others. Please fill in or circle the 
correct response as appropriate. 

Age in years ___ _ Gender (circle one): Female Male 

Please circle the term that best describes your general health: 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

Current marital status (circle one): Married, spouse present 
Single, living alone with children 
Single, living with children and supportive adult/s 

Total number of children living at home: 

Number of males: Their ages: _____ _ 

Number of females: ___ _ Their ages: 

Number of children living outsjde the home: 

Number of males: Their ages: 

Number of females: ---- Their ages: _____ _ 

Ethnic group .(circle one): Asian African American 
Hispanic Native American 

Caucasian 
Pacific Islander 

Other (Please specify): ---------

How many hours are you currently employed each week (circle one)? 

40 or more 30-39 20-29 10-19 9 or less Not employed 

If employed, will your employer provide tuition assistance (circle one)? Yes No 
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Which of the following best describes your education to date (circle one)? 

High school graduate 
Some college 

Technical training 

Community college graduate 
Bachelors degree 

Some education past bachelors 
Some graduate education 
Graduate degree(s) 

Highest grade completed by your mother __ ; father __ ; spouse (if married) __ 

Please rank the three most important reasons for your return to college (1 =most 
important; 3=1east important}. 

__ Personal fulfillment 
__ To complete a bachelors degree 
__ More education is needed for current job 
__ To change careers 
__ To increase earning power 
__ To expand career options 
__ Other (Please specify}----------------

What major will you enroll in (circle one)? 

Business 
Education 
Music 

Communication 
Engineering 
Nursing 

Computer Science 
Liberal Arts 
Science 

Social sciences Other {Please specify) ---------

How many credits do you plan to take during your first semester? 

How many years have you been away from school? 

Please circle the figure that best represents your annual family income. 

Less than $19,999 
$50,000-64,999 

$20,000-34,999 
$65,000-79,999 

$35,000-49,999 
Over $80,000 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please share any thoughts you might 
have about the survey or about your concerns as you get ready to reenter 
college. 
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Demographic Data II 

How many credits are you currently taking? 

When are your classes scheduled? (Circle all appropriate times.) 

8:00 a.m.-noon noon-4:00 p.m. 4:00 p.m.-7:00 p.m. After 7:00 p.m. 

Do you have classes on Saturday or Sunday? 

Yes No 

How many hours are you currently employed each week (circle one)? 

40 or more 30-39 20-29 10-19 9 or less Not employed 

Would you be willing to participate in a later follow-up study (circle one)? 

Yes No 

If "Yes", would you be willing to be interviewed? 

Yes No 

Would like a copy of the survey results? 

Yes No 

Thank you for participating in this study. We are interested in your personal 
experience as a reentry student parent. If there are additional concerns you 
would like to share, please write them here. 
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Appendix B 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

COLLH,E OF EDl<CATION NORTHIRJ\: \'JRl,11'.'JA CRADUATI CLNTLR 

August 10 , 1992 

Dear Reentry Student, 

You have been chosen to participate in a study that will explore returning college 
students' concerns about their relationships with school-age children before they 
begin college and during the first reentry semester. Because non-traditional 
students, those over 25, now comprise almost half of all undergraduate students, 
this is an extremely important study. Mature individuals who return to college are 
enthusiastic and highly motivated. Often they become very successful students. 
Very little is known about the family concerns these students have during their 
initial weeks in college. 

Your participation is essential to the success of this study. You have been chosen 
from the large group of mature students who are returning to college this Fall. By 
participating, you will be contributing information that will help educators, 
administrators, and counselors meet the needs of future reentry student groups. 
Participation will involve completing one questionnaire when starting college and a 
second just past the midpoint of your first semester. Participants must be parents 
of children ages 5-19 who reside with the student. 

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. Your name will never appear on 
the questionnaires. All correspondence will have an identification number to allow 
us to computer code responses. You may have a copy of the findings when the 
study is completed. 

Please return the enclosed consent form indicating whether you are a parent of a 
child or children ages 5-19 and your willingness to participate in the study. 
Questionnaires will be mailed to all participants by return mail. I will be happy to 
answer any questions you might have. Please write or phone. The telephone 
number is 703-471-9287. My faculty advisor at Virginia·Tech is Dr. Charles W. 
Humes, COUNSELOR EDUCATION PROGRAM AREA. Thank you for making this a 
successful study. Best wishes for a successful first semester. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Bidwell 
Doctoral Candidate 

29<)0 Telt:sur Courr, F.ill> Church. \'1rt:ini.1 22012 
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Appendix C 

Statement of Informed Consent 

I agree to participate in a research study exploring the issues of return to college and 
parent-child relationships. I understand that the study will include no personal 
reference to me. Study results will be presented as information on a group of students 
only. My responses to all study questions are strictly confidential. Questionnaires will 
be assigned a number to facilitate data management. My name will not appear on 
either questionnaire. No one other than Susan Bidwell will have access to the 
questionnaires. When all questionnaires have been returned, names and addresses of 
participants will be destroyed. Thus, there will be no permanent record of which 
individuals participated in the study. 

My participation in the study is voluntary. I am free to withdraw at any time. In 
addition, there are no risks to participation. The only inconvenience is the time 
required to complete the questionnaires. While I will receive no immediate benefit from 
this study, I will be contributing valuable information that will help educators learn more 
about the needs of mature students who are parents. I understand that the findings of 
the study will be made available to me if I so desire. I understand that this study is 
being conducted through the College of Education at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University and will be carried out by Susan Bidwell, doctoral candidate. 

I have read and understand the above statement and agree to participate in the study. 

Participant 

Date 

If you are not a parent of a child or children ages 5-19 or if you choose not to 
participate in the study, please check the appropriate box below and return this form 
unsigned. It is important for us to learn how many reentry students are parents. 

____ I do not have children ages 5-19 
____ I do have children ages 5-19 and prefer not to participate. 

Thank you for your cooperation 
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Appendix C (Continued) 

Statement of Informed Consent 

I agree ·to participate in a research study exploring the issues of return to college and 
parent-child relationships. I understand that the study will include no personal 
reference to me. Study results will be presented as information on a group of students 
only. My responses to all study questions are strictly confidential. Questionnaires will 
be assigned a number to facilitate data management. My name will not appear on 
either questionnaire. No one other than Susan Bidwell will have access to the 
questionnaires. When all questionnaires have been returned, names and addresses of 
participants will be destroyed. Thus, there will be no permanent record of which 
individuals participated in the study. 

My participation in the study is voluntary. I am free to withdraw at any time. In 
addition, there are no risks to participation. The only inconvenience is the time 
required to complete the questionnaires. While I will receive no immediate benefit from 
this study, I will be contributing valuable information that will help educators learn more 
about the needs of mature students who are parents. I understand that the findings of 
the study will be made available to me if I so desire. I understand that this study is 
being conducted through the College of Education at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University and will be carried out by Susan Bidwell, doctoral candidate. 

I have read and understand the above statement and agree to participate in the study. 

Printed Name Signature 

Printed Address 

Date 

If you are not a parent of a child or children ages 5-19 or if you choose not to 
participate in the study, please check the appropriate box below and return this form 
unsigned. It is important for us to learn how many reentry students are parents. 

____ I do not have children ages 5-19 
____ I do have children ages 5-19 and prefer not to participate. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Appendix D Follow-Up Survey Letter 

December 28, 1992 

Dear Reentry Student, 

Just before the fall semester began you were mailed a letter inviting you to participate in a 
study exploring reentry students' concerns about relationships with their school age children 
during the first semester back in college. Because you did not return the information sheet that 
accompanied the letter, we have no way of knowing whether or not you were eligible to 
participate. One important step in any research project is finding how people who choose not 
to participate differ from those who do participate. Your willingness to answer the questions 
stated below will provide this information. Study results will provide counselors, educators, and 
administrators with important information about the concerns of reentry students. 

Thank you for your help. If you would like a copy of study results, we will be happy to provide 
this. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Bidwell 
Project Director 

Please check the statement that best describes why you did not return the letter. 
I did not respond to the invitation to participate in the Reentry Student Survey because: 

I never received 'the letter. 
I don't have children. 

__ I was too busy. 
__ I thought it was a dumb idea. 
__ I decided not to return to college. 
__ I attended college last semester and don't consider myself a new reentry 

student. 
__ I considered the study an invasion of privacy. 

I didn't have time. 
__ I did return the letter but never received a questionnaire. 

Please check all statements below that are true for you. 
__ I am a parent 
__ I am not a parent 
__ My children are school age 
__ My children are younger than school age. 
__ My children are older than 18. 

Thank you for returning this letter. 
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Appendix B 

Comparison of Responses of Reentry Students By Gender 

Variable Males Females t p vr:11110 

N Mean N Mean 

I T-1 I I I I 
Resources 

Rl 16 3.23 93 3.33 1.09 .279 

R2 15 4.20 67 3.73 1.85 .068 

R3 16 2.35 95 1.99 1. 70 • 092 

Stressors 

FILE 16 11.56 95 12.54 -.59 .555 

Demographics 

AGE 16 40.25 95 38.40 1.35 .179 

ACHIL 16 10.87 92 12.44 1.35 .178 

NCH IL 16 2.19 95 2.02 .73 .178 

YEARS 16 7.13 91 10.51 -1.46 .147 

CREDITS (planned) 16 11.81 95 12.54 1.32 .193 

Parent-Child 
Relationship 

PCRl 15 3.90 93 3.74 1.09 .279 

PCR2 16 1.82 92 1.87 . 39 .696 

PCR3 16 3.58 95 3.29 1.48 .140 

T-2 

Rl 12 3.48 73 3.36 . 71 .482 

R2 12 4.30 53 3.60 2.33 .023 

R3 12 2.15 73 2.16 -.08 .963 

FILE 12 6.08 72 9.68 -3.15 .004 

Credits taken 12 11.16 73 9.45 1.22 .239 

PCRl 12 3.99 71 3.74 1.53 .129 

PCR2 12 1. 62 71 1.86 -2.39 .021 

PCR3 12 3. 72 73 3.25 2.07 .042 
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Appendix F 

Comparison of Responses of Reentry Students Who Completed 
Both Questionnaires with Those Who Completed Only the First 

Variable Ql Only Ql and Q2 

N Mean N Mean t p 

Resources 

Rl 2 3.15 85 3.36 -1. 77 .080 

R2 15 4.20 67 3.73 1.8 .064 

R3 25 2.15 86 1.36 1.36 .182 

Stress ors 

FILE 25 14.48 86 11. 79 1.97 .051* 

Demographics 

AGE 25 38.84 86 38.61 .16 .874 

ACHIL 23 12.04 85 12.26 -.21 .832 

NCH IL 25 1.88 86 2.09 1.11 .270 

YEARS 22 10.23 85 9.95 .13 .895 

CREDITS (planned) 25 7.96 86 10.73 -1.83 . 071 

Parent-Child 
Relationship 

PCRl 24 3.73 86 3.78 . 38 . 701 

PCR2 24 1. 91 84 1.81 .59 .559 

PCR3 25 3.46 86 3.30 . 38 .337 
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Appendix G 

Chi Square Tables for categorical variables 

Comparison of Reentry Students by Gender 

Characteristic Test p 

Marital status l 2 ( 1) =4. 3 .04 

Hours employed 1 2 (2)=3.83 .15 

Income l 2 (3)=2.88 .41 

Ethnicity 1 2 (3}=.597 .90 

Past education 1 2 (4)=6.94 .14 

Major 1 2 (6)=4.2 .64 

Comparison of Reentry Students by Ethnicity 

Characteristic Test p 

Marital status 1 2 (9)=26.36 .00 

Hours employed 1 2 (6)=20.82 .00 

Income 12(9)=18.74 .03 

Past education 1 2 (12)=26.82 .01 

Major 1 2 (18)=15.45 .63 

Comparison of Reentry Students by Income 

Characteristic Test p 

Hours employed %2(15)=14.28 .51 
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Appendix G 

Comparison of Reentry Students by College Attended 

Characteristic Test p 

Marital status 16.27{3) .001 

Hours employed 16.50(6) .011 

Income 15.53(9) .077 

Ethnicity 33.58(9) .000 

Past education 29.02(12) .004 

Gender 5.38(3) .145 
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Appendix H 
Demographic Variables by School 

College A N=24 B N=5 c N=68 0 N=14 

Characteristic N % N % N % N % 

Gender 
Male 6 25% 0 10 15% 0 

Female 18 75% 5 100% 58 85% 14 100% 
Marital Status 

Married, spouse 14 58% 4 80% 57 84% 5 36% 
present 
Single, alone 7 29% 1 20% 6 9% 6 43% 
with children 
Single, living 2 8% 0 5 7% 2 14 
with children 
and supportive 
adults 
Separated, still 1 4% 0 0 1 7% 
married 

Ethnic Background 
African-American 7 17% 2 40% 3 4% 8 57% 

Caucasian 13 54% 2 40% 56 82% 4 29% 
Other 4 17% 1 20% 4 6% 1 7% 
Not specified 0 0 5 7% 1 7% 

Employment Status 
Not employed s 33% 3 60% 26 38% 3 21% 
Employed less 6 25% 1 20% 24 35% 0 

than 30 hours 
Employed 30 10 42% 1 20% 18 27% 11 79% 

hours or more 
Family income 

Less than 11 46% 0 14 21 5 36% 
$34,999 
$35,000 to 7 29% 2 40% 23 24% 6 43% 

$64,999 
More than 6 25% 2 40% 29 43% 3 21% 

$65,000 
Not specified 0 1 20% 2 3% 
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Appendix H 

Previous education 

High school 1 4% 1 20% 1 2% 2 14% 
graduate 

Some college 10 42% 2 40% 27 40% 8 57% 

Community 4 17% 0 32 47% 3 21% 
college graduate 

Characteristic M % M % M % M % 

Other education 9 38% 3 60% 8 12% 1 7% 

Major 

Nursing 19 79% 0 23 34% 0 

Business 2 8% 1 20% 6 9% 5 36% 

Liberal Arts 0 0 10 14% 1 7% 

Social Science 1 4% 0 8 12% 2 1% 

Other 2 8% 3 60% 17 25% 6 43% 

Not Specified 0 1 20% 4 6% 0 

Tuition assistance 7 29% 1 20% 16 24% 9 64% 
from employer 

Gender of oldest 
child under 19 

Male 9 38% 0 31 46% 6 43% 

Female 15 63% 5 100% 36 53% 8 57% 

M sd M sd M sd M sd 

Age of reentry 38.3 6.5 40.4 3.1 38.9 4.3 37.6 6.5 
student 

Age of oldest child 11.2 5.0 12.0 4.3 12.6 3.7 11.9 6.0 
under 19 

Number of children 2.0 1.0 2.2 .84 2.2 .8 1.6 . 63 
at home 

146 



Appendix H 

Parents' education 

Mother 12.4 3.5 12.7 4.1 13. 0 3.1 11.5 3.5 

Father 12.3 3.5 13.7 4.6 13.4 2.3 11. 7 4.9 

Spouse's education 15.9 4.7 15.0 3.5 15.9 2.3 11.0 6.7 

Credits taken first 8.8 4.4 12 9.7 5.2 11.4 4.0 
semester 

Years away from 11. 0 8.5 15.8 9.9 9.1 8.4 11. l 9.6 
school 

Questionnaires 
returned 

Q-1 only 9 38% 1 20% 13 13% 6 43% 

Q-1 and Q-2 15 63% 4 80% 59 87% 8 57% 
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Appendix I 

Paired t-tests of FILB Subscales 

Variable Time Number Mean t p 

Intra-Family T-1 85 3.61 .56 .574 
Strains (Fl-F17) 

T-2 85 3.47 

Marital Strains T-1 85 .41 1.85 .068 
(F18-F21) 

T-2 85 .29 

Finance and T-1 85 2.65 2.90 .005 
Business Strains 
(F26-F37) 

T-2 85 2.21 

Work-Family T-1 85 2.70 2.90 .005 
Transitions 
(F38-F47) 

T-2 85 2.20 

Illness Family T-1 85 .80 1.94 .06 
Care (F48-F55) 

T-2 85 .61 

Losses (F56-F61) T-1 85 .27 1.34 .184 

T-2 85 .18 

Transitions in T-1 85 1.03 4.09 .001 
and out 
(F62-F66) 

T-2 85 .64 

Family Legal T-1 85 .07 .63 .530 
Violations (F67-
F71) 

T-2 85 .OS 
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Appendix J 

Permission to use Study Instruments 
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.. 

I give Alice Suean Bidwell pez:mi••ion to print the Indez of 
Parental Attitude• which I developed in th• appendiz of her 
di••e:ctation. I under•tand that the inetrament will be printed 
exactly •• purch•••d and that I will be credited with 
author•hip. 

Ye• -----
1 .. •o 

;?72"11&P•t• 
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(Signature) 

Walter W. Bud•on, PhD 
· Walmy:c Publ bhino Co. 

P.O. Boa 24779 
Tempe, AZ 85285 



October 15, 1991 

Alice Susan Bidwell 
11002 Ring Rd 
Reston, VA 22090 

Dear Ms. Bidwell: 

UNIVERSITY OF 

WISCONSIN 
M A D S 0 N 

I am pleased to give you my permission to use the FILE: Family Inventory of Life 
Events and Changes instrument. We have a policy to charge $5.00 (one-time charge 
only) per instrument to individuals who seek permission. We apologize for this necessity. 
We also ask that you please fill out the enclosed abstract fonn and return it to this office. 

The manual, Family Assessment Inventories for Research and Practice, 
Second Edition should be cited when using the instrument. The publication was printed 
at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 1991 and edited by Hamilton I. McCubbin and 
Anne I. Thompson. It is not advisable to use the Family Inventories manual by David 
Olson to score the instrument due to errors in its scoring section. 

A sample copy of the instrument is enclosed. Additional copies can be obtained at this 
address for 10 cents each. When large quantities are requested, the cost of postage is also 
added to the order. 

Ifl could be of any funher assistance to you, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Hamilttm I. McCubbin 
De.a.11 

Hllvtcmc 

Enclosures 

Office of the Dean 
School of family Resources and Consumer Sciences 

1300 Linden Drive Madison, Wisconsin 53706-1575 608/262-4847 FAX: 606/262-5335 
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June 18, 1993 

Susan Bidwell 
11002 Ring Road 
Reston, VA 22090 

Dear Ms. Bidwell: 

UNIVERSITY OF 

WISCONSIN 
M A D S 0 N 

I am pleased to give you my pennission to use the Double ABCX Model in your work. 

When using the DoubJe ABCX model the correct reference is McCubbin, H.J. and J. 
Patterson (1983). "The Family Stress Process: The Double ABCX Model of Adjustment 
and Adaptation." In H. I. Mccubbin , M.B. Sussman, and J.M. Patterson (Eds.) 
Advances and Developments in Family Stress Theory and Research. New York: 
Haworth Press. 

If I could be of any further assistance to you, please let me know. 

Since~ 

Hainilton I. McCubbin 
Dean 

HTh1/kme 

Enclosures 

Office of the Dean 
School of Family Resources and Consumer Sciences 

1300 Linden Drive Madison, Wisconsin 53706-1575 608/262-4847 FAX: 608/262-5335 
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l5il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Family Social Science 
290 McNeal Hall 
1 985 Buford Avenue 
St Paul. Minnesota 55108 

(612) 625-7250 

PERMISSION TO USE FAMILY INVENTORIES 

I am pleased to give you permission to use the instruments included in Family 
Inventories. You have my permission to duplicate these materials for your clinical work, 
teaching, or research project. You can either duplicate the materials directly from the 
manual or have them retyped for use in a new format. If they are retyped, 
acknowledgements should be given regarding the name of the instrument. developers' 
names, and the University of Minnesota. 

If you are planning to use FILE, A-FILE, and F-COPES, you need to obtain 
separate permission from Dr. Hamilton Mccubbin. His address is 1300 Linden Drive, 
University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI 53706. 

Separate permission is also required to use the ENRICH inventory in either 
ctinical work or research. This is because the inventory is computer scored and is 
distributed through the PREPARE/ENRICH office. Contact Dr. David Olson at 
PREPARE/ENRICH. P.O. Box 190, Minneapolis, MN 55458. 

In exchange for providing this permission, we would appreciate a copy of any 
papers, thesis, or reports that you complete using these Inventories. This will help 
us in staying abreast of the most recent development and research with these scales. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

In closing, I hope you find the Family Inventories of value in your work with 
couples and families. I would appreciate feedback regarding how these instruments are 
used and how well they are working for you. 

Sincerely 

David H. Olson, Ph.D. 
Professor 

FAMILY INVENTORIES PROJECT (FIP) 
Director: David H. Olson, Ph.D. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Twifl Cities Campus 

Susan Bidwell 
11002 Ring Road 
Reston VA 22090 

Dear Ms. Bidwell: 

Family Social Science 

College of Human Ecolog' 

290 .'lfr.\'C'al Hall 
JY85 Huford Ai·ewu' 
St. Paul. MN 55108 

612-625-7250 
Fax: 6/2-625..J227 

January 26, 1993 

This letter acknowledges that you have my permission to print 
the Family Satisfaction Scale and the Parent-Adolescent Communication 
Scale in the Appendix of your dissertation. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call us at 
anytime. 

David H. Olson, Ph.D. 
Professor 

FAMILY INVENTORIES PROJECT(FIP) 
Direaor: Dm·id H. Olson. Plt.D. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AT COLLEGE PARK 
DEP ARThtENT OF SOCIOLOCY 

March 4, 1992 

TO: Researchers requesting permission to use the 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

FR: Mrs. Morris Rosenberg 

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale may be used by any 
researcher. A fuller description can by found in the 
Appendix of Society and the Adolescent Self-Image. 

Vary truly yours, 

Mrs. Morris Rosenberg 

2112 ART SOCIOLOGY BUILDING • COLLF.CE PARK, MARYLAND 20742 • (301) 405-6392 
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Dr. Jeanette D. Wilson 
206 Whightman Hall 
Central Michigan University 
Mt. Pleasant, Michigan 48859 

Dear Dr. Wilson, 

July 6, 1992 

. This letter is to confirm our previous telephone 
conversation pertaining to my use of the spouse support 
scale which you constructed in my doctoral dissertation. I 
will be using a shorter revised version of the scale. 

I appreciate your permission to use the instrument and will 
be happy to share my findings with you when the study is 
complete. 

I give Susan Bidwell permission to use the Spouse Support 
Scale which I developed in her dissertation. I understand 
that the instrument wil\ be modified for this study. I ask 
that I be credited in writing with the development of the 
original instrument. 

Yes 

No 

Date 
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