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Abstract

Family or kinship affects how we make decisions including those of an ethical nature. Re-
search has shown that family is an important component and influencer for First Genera-
tion College Students. The influence of family spans the globe from the United States to
various international locations. This study replicates a previous study on kinship and eth-
ical decision making (Tilley et al., 2012) while further delineating participants by their
First Generational standing and geographic location specifically United States, New Zea-
land, Czech Republic, and Slovakia. The results indicated that there were significant dif-
ferences for two of the four scenarios but not overall. First Generation complexities, im-
plications, and future research are also discussed.
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Introduction

Call it a clan, call it a network, call it a tribe, call it
a family. Whatever you call it, whoever you are,
you need one (The Quotations Page, n.d.).

The dynamics of a family and their influence has changed over the years—over the centuries. A
change from the more stable married, monogamous, life style to families composed of non-mar-
ried, co-parenting, and extended families (Luscombe, 2014). A more generalizable definition of
family is, “a group of people who create and maintain a mutual identity emotional bonds, and
communication boundaries...” (McCornack, 2010). The impact of such diverse family dynamics
affects our way of life, our values, and our beliefs and as Jane Howard states, it is a necessity.
Research has shown that families play a key role in our interpersonal connections and our choices.
We learn basic and foundational lessons from our family interactions (Fitzpatrick & Caughlin,
2002; McCornack, 2010). Because the dynamics of the family are so intrinsic, so necessary, and
so key to our development, we often use the metaphor of kinship to describe the ties (Rubin, 1996).
Essentially kinship affects our decision-making abilities including those related to ethics.

Family relationships are some of the longest interpersonal relationship experienced in our
lifetime (McCornack, 2010)) and therefore have the longest and perhaps strongest influence on
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how we handle conflict and ethics. Early studies show that personal ethical development occurs
over time, in moral stages and over the life of the individual (Kohlberg et al., 1983). So our ethical
development includes the dynamic of family or kinship and has its owns implications (Tilley et
al., 2012). This study was designed to further test the kinship research (Fredricks et al., 2010;
Fredricks & Hornett, 2007; Tilley et al., 2012) of ethical decision making of first-generation col-
lege students (FGS) and their demographic locations. Utilizing the same scenarios in the previous
mentioned study (see Appendix 1), this article specific examines; (1) the kinship relationship be-
tween FGS and Non-FGS ethical choices and (2) the kinship relationship by geographic locations
from the surveyed countries; United States, New Zealand, Czech Republic, and Slovakia, between
FGS and Non-FGS ethical choices.

Review of Literature

First Generation students are most studied in the United States with inclusion in research
lacking from other countries. The review of literature starts with an understanding of the definition
of FGS. Itisthen followed up by demographic breakdowns of the FGS in the countries researched
and issues facing these students. The review ends with their family and cultural impacts on their
education.

Definition of First-Generation

Unfortunately, there is no clear definition of the term “First Generation College Student.”
“A commonly held definition for First Gen is that these students are the first in their immediate
family to attend college—period. However, a literature review shows that this is not a universally
held notion” (Schauer 2005, no page). For European countries, this definition is not a direct equiv-
alent due to the educational system that imposes testing prior to entering post-secondary non-ter-
tiary, short-cycle tertiary education, or bachelor’s or equivalent levels (Education, Audiovisual and
Culture Executive Agency. Eurydice., 2018). For FGS, the tertiary level and/or bachelor’s degree
is closely related to the United States higher education. Also, this definition may not be sufficient
due to students’ lack of parental knowledge or embarrassment about their status (Bostic 2013).
FGS often need to self-identify (Schauer, 2005). The least restrictive definition is that of the fed-
erally funded TRIO program: neither of the student’s parents (guardians) earned a four-year col-
lege degree. The most restrictive definition is that used by the National Center for Educational
Statistics (NCES): the student is the first in the family to pursue education beyond high school”
(Schauer, 2005, no page). For purposes of this study, FGS are those students whose parents of
guardians have not obtained a four-year college degree. According to D’Amico (1998), FGS are
older than the typical 18-year-old freshman. Warburton, Bugarin, and Nufiez, (2001), found that
FGS are also more likely to attend part-time, and to work full-time while in college.

Demographic Breakdowns

Current United States’ research has discussed the lack of information regarding FGS (Ban-
ning, 2014), and ethical decision making. First-generation students make up a third of all college
students in the U.S. (Whitford, 2018). Breaking it down further, and from the National Center for
Education Statistics; 48.5% of Latino and Hispanic students, 45% of Black or African-American,
32% of Asians, 35% of Native Americans, and 28% of Caucasians are from parents with a high
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school education or less (Lynch, 2013). First generation college students are more likely to be
from ethnic minorities, speak a language other than English at home, and come from families that
are considered lower income (Bui, 2002; Nunez et al., 1998; Terenzini et al., 1995).

Data on FGS from in countries is sporadic and hard to come by. Whereas being a FGS is
often a question asked of incoming students, that is not the case for many countries. The Organi-
sation for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) maintains data collection and re-
ports on various topics for bettering the lives of its 38 member countries (About the OECD -
OECD, n.d.). For all the member countries, the OECD has found that “people whose parents are
not tertiary-educated represent 65% of the population aged 18-24, but only 47% pf 18-24 year old
entrants” (OECD 2018, p.236). This particular report did not have data specific for Czech Repub-
lic, New Zealand, or Slovak Republic. Earlier OECD findings show that the Czech Republic, in
2012, indicated that 38% of students (20-34 yrs. old) in tertiary education (had parents with a
tertiary education as well, compared with 55% of other countries with available data (Education
at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators--Czech Republic, 2014). This same year, for the Slovak Re-
public, illustrated that 39% of students (20-34 yrs. old) had parents that had a tertiary education
degree (Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators- Slovak Republic, 2014). And then again
in 2012, the United States had a 58% of non-FGS (OECD, 2014). Other resources indicated that
New Zealand demographics illustrate that roughly 48% of the Maori and 50% of Pasifika students
are considered first generation (Theodore et al., 2016, 2017; Theodore, Taumoepeau, Kokaua, et
al., 2018; Theodore, Taumoepeau, Tustin, et al., 2018; Wilson, 2020). These demographics reflect
in the complexity of issues surrounding FGS. The following will be a review of issues and the
complexities surrounding first-generation students.

Issues and Challenges for FGS

FGS face a myriad of challenges including but not limited to academic challenges, financial
difficulties, and a sense of a lack of belonging. In addition, there is a low (27%) four-year gradu-
ation rate among first generation students, a need for support services, and while 80% of the insti-
tutions surveyed now identify first-generation status at the point of admission, only 61 percent
track outcomes for those students (Whitford, 2018). Bolante (2002) points to the fact that FGS are
twice as likely to leave college before the 2nd year and Warburton, et al. (2001) state they are less
likely to enroll in 4-year universities (and are even less likely to enroll in research universities).
Specifically New Zealander FGS have been found to view higher education at a means to an end—
a job- rather than the more esoteric aspects of learning as whole; which is a derivative from their
family orientation (Spronken-Smith et al., 2009). While these statements tend to focus on the neg-
atives for FGS, being the first in one in a family to attend college can also be empowering and
exciting.

FGS and Family

After identifying themselves, certain issues and complexities surrounding FGS become
apparent including the dynamic push-pull tendencies of their family (Banks-Santilli, 2015). “First
Generation College Students (First Gens) often receive mixed messages from their families—make
us proud/don’t leave us. These students are “breaking,” not “keeping” the family tradition. Without
guidance, First Gens often get lost in the maze of college life” (Schauer, 2005).
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Family support and its importance are a major contingency for these students. FGS see college as
a means to help their family, bring honor to their family, support their community, and a means of
upward mobility (Banks-Santilli, 2015; Stephens et al., 2012). Research has indicated that fami-
lies, especially in American life, play an important role in all college attendance, but FGS may put
an unjustified and exaggerated emphasis on the importance of their family involvement, which
may in turn affect their college career (The Internal Psychology of First-Generation College Stu-
dents - The Importance and Impact of Personal Relationships | Tomorrow’s Professor Postings,
n.d.). In fact, many FGS find a conflict between their college student role, one with new experi-
ences, education, and perspectives and their roles within the family. They inevitably have to nav-
igate both roles, and the subsequent influence on their decisions (Banks-Santilli, 2015; Longwell-
Grice et al., 2016).

Although it is not always available, positive family support is a key component to their
success (Banning, 2014; McCarron & Inkelas, 2006). There is also a yearning to do well for them-
selves and their family, thus pushing them to make decisions affecting their academics amongst
other reasons (Espinoza, 2013). As Baldwin (2012) states; “Those who truly want you to succeed
will be proud of you when they know you have achieved your heart’s desire, not theirs” (p. 4). In
addition, the parental guidance, life experiences, and to translate a college degree into a successful
career may fall short with first-generation students (Lynch, 2013).

First generation college students also have dialectical tensions regarding personal and so-
cial identities between fitting in on campus but maintaining their identification of first-generation
students (Lowery-Hart & Pacheco, 2011). Often times, those that were successful were able to
find their place and a fit with their university (Byrom & Lightfoot, 2012).

Overall these family dynamics indicate that FGS are often torn because they are breaking
the family structure by going to college (Banks-Santilli, 2015). FGS are pursuing a path different
from their parents causing disconcerting emotional support (London, 1989; Wilson, 2020) and a
lack of parental personal experience and understanding that limits empathy for the student (Sy et
al., 2011). But even with this family tension, as research has shown, FGS go to college in order
to help their family rather than hinder it (Banks-Santilli, 2015; Stephens et al., 2012). Therefore,
the family is a significant component in the college selection, enroliment, major, and graduation
decision making of the FGS.

Family and Culture

The dimension and influence of the family on our personality and subsequently our
choices, is well documented. Hofstede identified it as part of a collective versus individual cultural
dynamic (Hofstede, 1980). Those in an individual culture are more motivated by one’s self rather
than a collective culture which is connected and motivated by the group (Neuliep, 2012). Further-
more, collective cultures have family ties to not just immediate family members but sometimes
the extended family and even ancestors (Martin, 2018). When reviewed from this perspective, the
more individualistic cultures are the United States and New Zealand thus indicating lesser family
ties (Neuliep, 2012, p. 44).

The World Survey (WVS Database, 2014) has furthered this cultural study by utilizing the
Inglehart-Welzel cultural map. Countries are plotted based upon four dimensions of values in-
cluding: Traditional values versus Secular-rational values, and Survival values versus Self Ex-
pression values. Traditional values emphasize the importance of religion, parent-child ties, defer-
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ence to authority, and traditional family values. People who embrace these values also reject di-
vorce, abortion, euthanasia, and suicide. These societies have high levels of national pride and a
nationalistic outlook. Secular-rational values have the opposite preferences to the traditional val-
ues. These societies place less emphasis on religion, traditional family values and authority. Di-
vorce, abortion, euthanasia, and suicide are seen as relatively acceptable. Survival values place
emphasis on economic and physical security. They are linked with a relatively ethnocentric out-
look and low levels of trust and tolerance. Self-Expression Values give high priority to environ-
mental protection, growing tolerance of foreigners, gays and leshbians and gender equality, and
rising demands for participation in decision-making in economic and political life (WVS Database,
2014). Each country is granted its own unique characteristic (see Chart 1).

For our purposes, the four countries researched have distinct WVS data points. The United
States is a self-expression and traditional values country. New Zealand is self-expression and sec-
ular rational value. Both the Czech Republic and Slovakia are survival and secular rational valued
countries with the Czech Republic having a higher secular value. When focusing specifically on
family and its cultural application; only the Unites States has a more traditional approach to family.
This implies; “The importance of the family is a major theme: in traditional societies, a main goal
in most people’s lives is to make their parents proud; and one must always love and respect one's
parents regardless of how they behave; conversely, parents must do their best for their children,
even at the cost of their own well-being; and people idealize large families (and actually have
them: high scores on this dimension correlate strongly with high fertility rates)(Inglehart et al.,
2014)” So the family ties are stronger in the United States than the other three countries and are
more likely to have an impact on FGS. Based upon this literature review, it is believed, when
testing ethical scenarios, that there will be a significant difference between FGS and non-first—
generation students and their choices. And secondly, due to geographical locations, there would
also be significant differences between first-generation and non-first-generation students based
upon geographic location. Using the methodology of scenarios, these hypotheses were tested.

Methodology

This study replicated prior research on kinship and ethical decisions (Tilley et al., 2012).
The research indicates an affect between a family connection and ethical choices (Fredricks et al.,
2010; Fredricks & Hornett, 2007). The initial data collection was done solely in the United States.
Working with colleagues, it was expanded to include New Zealand undergraduates. This particu-
lar article sets forth to further expand the data base to include students attending a university in the
Czech Republic and drawing from the significant number of students from Slovakia that attended
the Czech university as well, and further delineated by first generation college students (FGS) and
non-first-generation college students (Non-FGS). Undergraduate students in the United States,
New Zealand, Czech Republic, and Slovakia were given a total of ten scenario surveys, in paper
copy, aimed at testing their ethical choices. These scenarios emerged from ethical dilemmas cre-
ated from classroom discussion and professional convention discussions. Students were asked to
indicate their preferred course of action from among a variety of possible responses to ethical
dilemmas. They were also given opportunities to provide other answers, answers of their own
construction. Four of these scenarios test the family connections and are utilized in this article.

Special consideration was given to the language difference for the scenarios in the Czech
Republic. First, the scenarios were translated into Czech, then translated back into English, and
finally translated back to Czech. This was done to assure that the consistency and meaning of each



84 Fredricks & DiFronzo-Heitzer—The Impact of Family

scenario was fully understandable in each language. Any nuances between the two languages were
accounted for by the translation from Czech to English and back to Czech.

Students (N=855) were asked demographic questions including their first-generation status
(n=243) and geographic location leading to United States (n=370), New Zealand (n=111), Czech
Republic (n=300), and Slovakia (n=28) selections. Accordingly, the data was sorted by their de-
mographics to provide a more in-depth analysis of the data and to delineate additional geographic
significance.

Limitations

While surveys can be strong on reliability, they can be weak in validity and artificial in
testing thus creating a snapshot of this exact moment in time (Babbie, 1998). Since the survey
questions are experientially based but artificial, how participants respond does not necessarily
mean that they will take that particular action in real life. Also, this study could not test what
might happen after the survey or after an ethics course or discussion. We also did not ask what
courses they have taken related to ethics.

However, the strength of the survey approach is the reliability of asking the same standard
questions of all the participants. Therefore, we can provide a comparison of answers at this partic-
ular time for a large number of respondents. Frequencies were conducted for each scenario. The
frequencies were further delineated by two specific demographic questions; first-generation
(choice of “yes” or “no”) and geographic location.

Many vignettes used in the literature have uncertain construct validity if the purpose of
research was to elicit respondent impressions of self-interested ethically questionable be-
haviors...In such instances, if some (but not all) respondents clearly perceived, for exam-
ple, the implicit dilemma or choice that almost seem to be “hiding in plain sight,” then not
all respondents would have evaluated the same vignette in all the same way. Under such
circumstances, construct validity concerns create heretofore unconsidered plausible rival
explanations for result, typically the absence of significant results. A specific proposition
may guide future research is that if the appropriateness of self-interested protagonist be-
havior is to be investigated, then vignettes presented to respondents must feature self-in-
terested protagonist behavior. (Mudrack and Mason 2013 p.649)

To alleviate this, to test for the self-interested perspective, the scenarios were developed with a
self-interested behavior selection. In fact, a few of the options provide a self-interested alternative.

Results

Each of the four scenarios is presented with a brief explanation of the findings. Those that
showed significant variance by FGS status and FGS by geographic location findings are presented
in a chart and a table. To test for significance variance in the answers by the association of FGS
and FGS geographic location, Pearson’s Chi Square values were calculated using SPSS. This
nonparametric test is considered appropriate for the nominal data presented in these scenarios
(Chi-Square Test for Association Using SPSS Statistics--Procedure, Assumptions and Reporting
the Output, n.d.). Scenario Il and 1V showed significance at the .05 level or stronger for the Pear-
son Chi-Square thus the association is due to FGS and/or FGS and geographic location. For some
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of the scenarios, a significant difference may not have been indicated but the frequencies suggest
that there are some influences related to family and ethical decisions.

Scenario |

You are shopping at the local supermarket and are second in line at the checkout. The man
in front of you has emptied his cart on the conveyor belt. You start to empty your cart and
notice that he has a large package of chicken down below on the bottom rung of the cart.
1t is hidden from the cashier’s view. The cashier does not notice. What do you do?

The results indicate no significance difference between FGS (n=243) and Non-FGS (n=612) nor
any significance difference for the geographic locations; United States (n=369), New Zealand
(n=113), Czech Republic (n=221), and Slovakia (n=28). Thus, the kinship influence was not ap-
parent for this incident in a grocery store.

Scenario Il

You are shopping at the local supermarket and are second in line at the checkout. The man
in front of you has emptied his cart on the conveyor belt. You start to empty your cart and
notice that he has a large package of chicken down below on the bottom rung of the cart.
1t is hidden from the cashier’s view. The cashier does not notice. Your closest relative is
the manager of the meat department in this store and personally pays for inventory short-
ages. What do you do?

Both FGS and Non-FGS responses indicated no significance difference or by geographic location
either. The difference between Scenario | and Scenario I, with the introduction of the closet rela-
tive dynamic, does indicate higher percentages for both FGS and Non-FGS and at all geographic
locations responses to select an action rather than do nothing. Notice that the difference in the
scenario is the introduction of the relative. Although the choices did not lead to a significant result,
the frequency level for FGS and Non-FGS and by geographic location changed (see Table 1 and
Chart 2).

Scenario 111

You are beginning a new semester at your college/university. Your financial aid has not
arrived on time and if you do not pay your tuition, you will have to drop out. Although you
do not live at home, you call your parents and ask to borrow some money. They are pretty
broke right now, but they reluctantly agree and send you the money needed, and you pay
your bill. The financial aid arrives, and you now have more money than expected. Your
parents did not know that you would be getting financial aid. What do you do?

The FGS combined with geographic location illustrated a significance difference for only United
States. Both FGS (n=84, 85.7%) and Non-FGS (n=252, 92.6%) chose to “Pay their parents back”
once they received their financial aid. However, when comparing second and third choices, per-
centage wise more Non-FGS selected to do this and more Non-FGS chose to “Pay some of the
money back” (n=8, 8.2%) or “Other” (n=4, 4.1%) than FGS (see Table 4 & 5, Chart 4).
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Scenario IV

You work in a retail establishment and see your supervisor taking home merchandize at
least once a week. Your uncle got you this job and is a good friend with the owner of the
store. What do you do?

The responses indicate that FGS and Non-FGS have chosen predominately to “Contact your Un-
cle” but more Non-FGS (17.3%) are willing to do “Nothing” percentage wise than FGS (14.9%).
In addition, the FGS students (n=47, 19.4%) have chosen another course of action as “Other” as
their second choice over Non-FGS (n= 82, 13.4%) (see Table 2 & 3, Chart 3). The Slovakian FGS
and Non-FGS chose to “Contact your Uncle” as their first response. The difference was illustrated
a significance difference where the FGS were split for their second and third choices on “Nothing”
(n=1, 25.0%) and “Other” (n=1, 25.0%) (see Table 6 &7, Chart5).

Discussion

As indicated, this study utilized the same scenarios in the previously mentioned study and
examines; (1) the kinship relationship between FGS and Non-FGS ethical choices and (2) the kin-
ship relationship by geographic location (i.e. United States, New Zealand, Czech Republic, and
Slovakia) between FGS and Non-FGS ethical choices. The element of family and its significance
on ethical decision making was illustrated for several demographics within the four scenarios.
Both FGS and geographic location indicated family connections that lead to difference responses.
There appears to be a correlation between the influence on family and the ethical choices made,
but it most cases it wasn’t as significant as hypothesized. This becomes clearly evident when ex-
amining the overall data. The expectation was that FGS would favor family choices; to do more
for the family, over Non-FGS (e.g. more would choose to “Pay their parents back” in Scenario III
than Non-FGS in Scenario 111, but no significance occurred.) However, in Scenario | and Scenario
Il (see Table 1 and Chart 2) a change occurred when a family interest was added to the same
scenario which indicated an overall familial influence. The change in the nominal data for each
choice, although not tested for significance, does indicate that family ties affect ethical decisions
as FGS and Non-FGS chose to “speak to the man” more so in Scenario II than Scenario I. This in
itself demonstrates that the literature of the family’s influence and dynamic pull on first generation
and even location is noteworthy and influential.

First-generation Family Issues and Complexities

The primary issue of family played out in a few of the scenarios. One scenario that con-
tained a possible selection of involving your family showed significance for both FGS versus Non-
FGS and by geographic location, Scenario V. This scenario illustrates the importance of family
connections for FGS as the literature has explained (Banning, 2014). Scenario IV has the specific
component of having the Uncle connected to both the employee and the company’s owner. Alt-
hough the charts show that both sets of students clearly would talk to their uncle about the thefts,
there appears to be more of an alliance with FGS and the uncle than perhaps with the Non-FGS.
By geographic location, the alliance seems to be with the Slovak respondents more so than any
other location. However, once again, all locations chose to “contact your uncle” as their number 1
choice.
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Geographic Location

Two of the family-oriented scenarios yielded significance for the FGS at one particular
geographic location, the United States. In Scenario 11, regarding the use of a loan from their par-
ents most FGS and Non FGS in the United States would pay their parents back followed by paying
some of the money back. But more FGS would do something else with the money as the third most
frequent choice while Non-FGS would keep all the money for themselves. So, comparing the fre-
quency, Non FGS are more interested in themselves and their financial well-being as a third choice
rather than FGS. Thus, in this instance as a potential choice money overcomes family connection
and family needs for some of the Non FGS.

Scenario IV yields similar results are illustrated for the Slovakia geographic location where
both groups chose “Contact your Uncle” and then “Nothing”, but the percentages of the population
illustrate a significant difference as indicated in Table 2.

Limitations

One limitation is the number of FGS in the sample. Statistics indicate that FGS account
for almost one third of college students (Whitford, 2018). However, in this data, only 28.5% were
FGS. This limitation may in fact influence the overall outcomes. But it is important to note that
857 students did participate in the study.

And second, as previously identified, the use of scenarios or vignettes can provide validity
issues (Murdack & Mason, 2013). This limitation, as indicated, was developed to include a self-
interested behavior, but the issue of significant results was not fully developed. These results do
illustrate that there are no significant results for the scenarios.

Implications

Ethics education also needs to adjust to incorporate FGS and their complexities. Several
studies discuss the needs for a variety of ethical curriculum, courses, and inclusive programs in
business schools (Cant & Kulik, 2009; Cavico & Mujtaba, 2009; May et al., 2014; Wolcott, 2015).
However, the complexities of FGS and cross-cultural influences need to be incorporated into these
models in order to yield the best possible outcomes which in turn leads to a more ethical society
(Auletto & Miller, 2017).

FGS students have a number of challenges that affect their college outcomes including the
push and pull of the family dynamics. The implications from this study include the need to incor-
porate ethical decisions into those programs already established to support the FGS such as sum-
mer and Bridge programs along with the federally funded programs like TRIO and the Robert
McNair programs. These programs, which are aimed at providing academic support, mentoring,
and additional services have shown success with the FGS population (Banning, 2014 and Lynch,
2013). Overall, incorporating an ethical dimension can only assistant with that moral growth and
development that all students need while additionally touching on the specific issues affecting
FGS, along the lines of Kohlberg’s moral stages (1983).
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Future Research

Future research should focus on further delineation of first-generation student de-
mographics; including socio-economic and specific township locations. It has been discussed that
FGS often come from low-income areas which leads to academic success issues and complexities
(Bui 2002, Nunez and Cuccaro-Alamon,1998, Terenzini, Springer, Yeager, Pascarella and Nora,
1996). By narrowing the focus of the demographics, additional tests and specific significant dif-
ferences can be determined.

Furthermore, more FGS need to be included in any future studies. With FGS making up
almost 50% of the student population (Lynch, 2013), more FGS students need to be involved in
this research methodology. This will have broad implications for academic courses, programs,
services, and curriculum with more data the more applicable information.

A need for further explorations of intercultural implications needs to be investigated, par-
ticularly since these variations are not significant but are geographically centered. There are two
areas of cross-cultural research that needs to be explored. First, is the issue that cultures are not
limited by national boundaries, those of virtual ethnicities (Henderson et al., 2013). Second, as
the context and dilemmas issues arose, research exploring the psychological components behind
student choices needs to be conducted. The idea that perhaps peer pressure, a belief that others
will know their choices, or that their choices are not of their free will but rather their belief how
others will view them has an impact on this research. Exploring these areas could lead to additional
and more in-depth discussions and further the ethical research agenda.

Conclusion

This study takes a nod towards the limited research on FGS. Besides the complexities and
issues regarding FGS and their academic success, ethical decisions are a component of that aca-
demic success. This limited research evaluates FGS and non-FGS and their ethical decisions as
well. The literature illustrates that family allegiance is strong for first-generation students and that
it is displayed in their ethical decisions. Also, cultural difference occurred regarding a specific
ethical scenario. Further research needs to be conducted to acknowledge these differences, to de-
lineate those differences, and to better apply the best practices for ethics education.

Declaration of Interest Statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.
References

Aleem, Zeeshan. (n.d.). New Report Shows Just How Unequal the College Admissions Process
Actually Is - Yahoo News. Retrieved January 21, 2016, from http://news.yahoo.com/re-
port-shows-just-unequal-college-195700765.html

About the OECD - OECD. (n.d.). Retrieved February 14, 2022, from https://www.oecd.org/about/

Auletto, K. T., & Miller, A. J. (2017). Developing More Ethical Leaders. Techniques; Alexandria,
92(4), 16-21.

Babbie, E. R. (1998). The Practice of Social Research. Wadsworth Pub. Co.

Banks-Santilli, L. (2015). The unique challenges of a first-generation college student. Quartz.



89 Critical Questions in Education 13:2 Summer 2022

Banning, J. H. (2014). First-Generation College Student Dissertation Abstracts: Research Strate-
gies, Topical Analysis, and Lessons Learned. Journal of Education and Learning, 3(2),
14-32.

Bolante, R. (2002, July). First Generation Students: Higher education is foreign territory for stu-
dents whose parents never attended college. Malamalama, 27(2). http://www.ha-
waii.edu/malamalama/2002/07/FirstGen.html

Bui, K. V. T. (2002). First-Generation College Students at a Four-Year University: Background
Characteristics, Reasons for Pursuing Higher Education, and First-Year Experiences. Col-
lege Student Journal, 36(1), 3.

Byrom, T., & Lightfoot, N. (2012). Transformation or Transgression? Institutional Habitus and-
Working Class Student Identity. Journal of Social Sciences, 8(2), 126-134.

Cant, G., & Kulik, B. W. (2009). More than Lip Service: The Development and Implementation
Plan of an Ethics Decision-Making Framework for an Integrated Undergraduate Business
Curriculum. Journal of Academic Ethics, 7(4), 231-254. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10805-
010-9104-1

Cavico, F. J., & Mujtaba, B. G. (2009). The state of business schools, business education, and
business ethics. Journal of Academic and Business Ethics, 2, 1-18.

Chi-Square Test for Association using SPSS Statistics - Procedure, assumptions and reporting the
output. (n.d.). Retrieved November 1, 2018, from https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutori-
als/chi-square-test-for-association-using-spss-statistics.php

D’Amico, A. (1998). First-Generation Students: Undergraduates Whose Parents Never Enrolled
in Postsecondary Education (National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)).
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs98/web/98082.asp

Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators - Czech Republic (p. 4). (2014). [Country Note:
Czech Republic]. https://www.oecd.org/education/Czech%20Republic-EAG2014-Coun-
try-Note.pdf

Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators- Slovak republic (p. 4). (2014). [Country Note:
Slovak Republic]. https://www.oecd.org/education/Slovak%20Republic-EAG2014-Coun-
try-Note.pdf

Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency. Eurydice. (2018). The structure of the Eu-
ropean education systems 2018/19: Schematic diagrams. Publications Office.
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2797/302115

Espinoza, A. (2013). The College Experiences of First-Generation College Latino Students in En-
gineering. The Journal of Latino - Latin American Studies, 5(2), 71-84.

Fitzpatrick, M. A., & Caughlin, J. P. (2002). Interpersonal communication in family relations. In
M. L. Knapp & J. A. Daly (Eds.), Handbook of interpersonal communication. (pp. 726—
778). Sage Publications.

Fredricks, S., & Hornett, A. (2007). Macro vs. Micro Ethical Dilemmas: Understanding Ethics on
a Smaller Scale. In L. A. Parrish (Ed.), Business Ethics in Focus (pp. 79-91). Nova Science
Publishers.

Fredricks, S., Ramsey, M., & Hornett, A. (2010). Kinship and Bystander Effect: The Role of
Others in Ethical Decisions. Journal of Religion and Business Ethics, 2(1), 23.

Henderson, G. R., Guzman, F., Huff, L., & Motley, C. M. (2013). The Ian’s pizza tribe: Recon-
ceptualizing cross-cultural research in the digital age. Journal of Business Research, 66(3),
283-287. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.08.007



90 Fredricks & DiFronzo-Heitzer—The Impact of Family

Hofstede, G. H. (1980). Culture’s consequences, international differences in work-related values.
Sage Publications. http://ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/?
url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/36642071?accountid=13158

Inglehart, R., Haerpfer, C., Moreno, A., Welzel, C., Kizilova, K., Diez-Medrano, J., Lagos, M.,
Norris, P., Ponarin, E., & Puranen, B. (2014). 2014. World Values Survey: Round-Six -
Country-Pooled Datafile. JD Systems Institute. https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/
WVSDocumentationWV6.jsp

Kohlberg, L., Levine, C., & Hewer, A. (1983). Moral Stages : A Current Formulation and a Re-
sponse to Critics. Karger.

London, H. B. (1989). Breaking Away: A Study of First-Generation College Students and Their
Families. American Journal of Education, 97(2), 144-170. https://doi.org/10.1086/443919

Longwell-Grice, R., Adsitt, N. Z., Mullins, K., & Serrata, W. (2016). The First Ones: Three Studies
on First-Generation College Students. NACADA Journal, 36(2), 34-46.
https://doi.org/10.12930/NACADA-13-028

Lowery-Hart, R., & Pacheco, G. (2011). Understanding the first-generation student experience in
higher education through a relational dialectic perspective. New Directions for Teaching
and Learning, 2011(127), 55-68. https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.457

Luscombe, B. (2014, December 9). How the American Family Has Changed Dramatically | Time.
http://time.com/3624827/how-the-american-family-has-changed-dramatically/

Lynch, M. (2013). It’s Tough to Trailblaze: Challenges of First-Generation College Students -
Higher Education. Diverse: Issues in Higher Education. http://diverseeducation.com/arti-
cle/50898/

Martin, J. N. (2018). Experiencing intercultural communication: An introduction (Sixth edition).
McGraw-Hill Education.

May, D. R., Luth, M. T., & Schwoerer, C. E. (2014). The Influence of Business Ethics Education
on Moral Efficacy, Moral Meaningfulness, and Moral Courage: A Quasi-experimental
Study. Journal of Business Ethics, 124(1), 67-80. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-
1860-6

McCarron, G. P., & Inkelas, K. K. (2006). The Gap between Educational Aspirations and Attain-
ment for First-Generation College Students and the Role of Parental Involvement. Journal
of College Student Development, 47(5), 534-549.

McCornack, S. (2010). Reflect and relate: an introduction to interpersonal communication. (2nd
ed.). Bedford/St. Martin’s.

Mudrack, P. E., & Mason, E. S. (2013). Dilemmas, Conspiracies, and Sophie’s Choice: Vignette
Themes and Ethical Judgments. Journal of Business Ethics, 118(3), 639-653.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1611-0

Neuliep, J. W. (2012). Intercultural communication: A contextual approach (5th ed). Sage Publi-
cations.

Nunez, A., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., & Carroll, C. D. (1998). First-Generation Students: Undergradu-
ates Whose Parents Never Enrolled in Postsecondary Education. Performer: MPR Associ-
ates, Inc., Washington, DC. Sponsor: National Center for Education Statistics, Washing-
ton, DC. Office of Educational Research and Improvement. Jun 1998. 100p. Report: NCES
98-082. http://search.proquest.com/docview/821277045/4EE1BFC1FD90401EPQ/23ac-
countid=13158



91 Critical Questions in Education 13:2 Summer 2022

OECD. (2014). Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators - United States (p. 4) [Country
Note: United States]. https://www.oecd.org/education/United%20States-EAG2014-Coun-
try-Note.pdf

OECD. (2018). Education at a Glance 2018: OECD Indicators. OECD. https://doi.org/
10.1787/eag-2018-en

Rubin, L. B. (1996). Making connections: Readings in relational communication. In K. M. Galvin
& P. J. Cooper (Eds.), Reflections on friendship. (pp. 254-257). Roxbury.

Spronken-Smith, Bond, Buissink-Smith, & Grigg. (2009). Millennium Graduates’ Orientations to
Higher Education. College Student Journal, 43(2), 352—-365.

Stephens, N. M., Fryberg, S. A., Markus, H. R., Johnson, C. S., & Covarrubias, R. (2012). Unseen
disadvantage: How American universities’ focus on independence undermines the aca-
demic performance of first-generation college students. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 102(6), 1178-1197. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027143

Sy, S. R., Fong, K., Carter, R., Boehme, J., & Alpert, A. (2011). Parent Support and Stress among
First-Generation and Continuing-Generation Female Students during the Transition to Col-
lege. Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory & Practice, 13(3), 383-398.
https://doi.org/10.2190/CS.13.3.9

Terenzini, P. T., Springer, L., Pascarella, E. T., & Nora, A. (1995). Academic and Out-of-Class
Influences on Students’ Intellectual Orientations. The Review of Higher Education, 19(1).
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1308045034/abstract/3CE184CA3D24981PQ/1?acc
ountid=13158

The Internal Psychology of First-Generation College Students - The Importance and Impact of
Personal Relationships | Tomorrow’s Professor Postings. (n.d.). Stanford Univeristy -To-
morro’s Professor Postings. Retrieved October 1, 2018, from https://tomprof.stan-
ford.edu/posting/1084

The Quotations Page: Quote from Jane Howard. (n.d.). The Quotations Page. Retrieved Septem-
ber 30, 2018, from http://www.quotationspage.com/quote/25869.html

Theodore, R., Gollop, M., Tustin, K., Taylor, N., Kiro, C., Taumoepeau, M., Kokaua, J., Hunter,
J., & Poulton, R. (2017). Maori University success: What helps and hinders qualification
completion. AlterNative: An International Journal of Indigenous Peoples, 13(2), 122—-130.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1177180117700799

Theodore, R., Taumoepeau, M., Kokaua, J., Tustin, K., Gollop, M., Taylor, N., Hunter, J., Kiro,
C., & Poulton, R. (2018). Equity in New Zealand university graduate outcomes: Maori and
Pacific graduates. Higher Education Research & Development, 37(1), 206-221.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1344198

Theodore, R., Taumoepeau, M., Tustin, K., Gollop, M., Unasa, C., Kokaua, J., Taylor, N.,
Ramrakha, S., Hunter, J., & Poulton, R. (2018). Pacific university graduates in New Zea-
land: What helps and hinders completion. AlterNative: An International Journal of Indig-
enous Peoples, 14(2), 138-146. https://doi.org/10.1177/1177180118764126

Theodore, R., Tustin, K., Kiro, C., Gollop, M., Taumoepeau, M., Taylor, N., Chee, K.-S., Hunter,
J., & Poulton, R. (2016). Maori university graduates: Indigenous participation in higher
education. Higher Education Research & Development, 35(3), 604-618. https://
doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2015.1107883

Tilley, E. N., Fredricks, S. M., & Hornett, A. (2012). Kinship, culture and ethics in organisations.
Journal of Communication Management; London, 16(2), 162-184. http://dx.doi.org.ezac-
cess.libraries.psu.edu/10.1108/13632541211217588



92 Fredricks & DiFronzo-Heitzer—The Impact of Family

Whitford, E. (2018, October 4). Maximizing Success for First-Gen Students. Inside Higher Ed.

Wilson, G. (2020). First-Generation University Students: University Experiences and Outcomes
[MSc in Psychology, University of Otago]. file:///C:/Users/smfl7/Zotero/stor-
age/UMBFVLGY/Wilson%20-%20First-Generation%20University%20Students%20Uni
versity%20E.pdf

Wolcott, G. (2015). The New (Old) Case for the Ethics of Business. Journal of Business Ethics,
132(1), 127-146. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2314-5

WVS Database. (2014). http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSContents.jsp

Susan Fredricks, Ph.D. is an Associate Professor of Communication Arts and Sciences at the
Pennsylvania State University—Brandywine campus located in Delaware County. She serves as
the Communications degree coordinator. Previously, Dr. Fredricks is serving as the Division Co-
ordinator for the Business, Communications, and Information Science and Technology degrees.

Dr. Fredricks’ primary research areas include intercultural communication, organizational
leadership development, management studies, communication applications principles in business
education, and media studies. She has presented at national and international conferences and con-
ventions. Dr. Fredricks has authored and co-authored numerous articles published in refereed
journals pertaining to intercultural communication, ethics, leadership training and development,
as well as a book chapter on ethics education.

She has been teaching courses in Law and the Media, Mass Media and Society and Com-
munication Research, to name a few. For the past decade, Susan has been in charge of the intern-
ship program which is a mandatory course.

Nicola DiFronzo-Heitzer, Ed.D. is the Director of Enrollment Management at the Pennsylvania
State University—Brandywine campus located in Delaware County. Dr. DiFronzo-Heitzer has
worked in higher education for the past twenty-five years, serving at several institutions as an
Assistant, Associate, and Director of Admissions, an adjunct faculty member teaching psychology
courses, and a College Diagnostician. Most of her experience has been working in the college
admissions realm. A first-generation collegian, Dr. DiFronzo-Heitzer finds purpose and passion in
assisting first-generation and underserved student populations navigate the complexities of the
college enrollment process. Her research has largely been focused on the positive impacts of men-
toring, and she has attended and presented at numerous enrollment management conferences. Ad-

ditionally, she has served as a faculty member at the Stephen R. Merritt Enroliment Management
Institute through the Pennsylvania Association for College Admission Counseling.



93

Traditional vs. Secular-Rational Values

N
wv

N
o

=
v

e
=)

o
wn

o
©

K]
wn

'
Lo
=)

»
v

.'0-

2,5

Critical Questions in Education 13:2 Summer 2022

Appendix A
Chart 1: Inglehart-Welzel Cultural Map 2014—(WVS Database, 2014)
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Appendix B
Scenarios

Scenario I:

I I R

You are shopping at the local supermarket and are second in line at the checkout. The man
in front of you has emptied his cart on the conveyor belt. You start to empty your cart and
notice that he has a large package of chicken down below on the bottom rung of the cart.
1t is hidden from the cashier’s view. The cashier does not notice. What do you do?

Nothing

Speak to the man
Speak to the cashier
Other (please explain):

Scenario Il:

I D R

You are shopping at the local supermarket and are second in line at the check out. The
man in front of you has emptied his cart on the conveyor belt. You start to empty your cart
and notice that he has a large package of chicken down below on the bottom rung of the
cart. It is hidden from the cashier’s view. The cashier does not notice.

Your closest relative is the manager of the meat department in this store and personally
pays for inventory shortages. What do you do?

Nothing

Speak to the man
Speak to the cashier
Other (please explain):

Scenario IllI:

OO0Oo0goo

You are beginning a new semester at your college/university. Your financial aid has not
arrived on time and if you do not pay your tuition, you will have to drop out. Although you
do not live at home, you call your parents and ask to borrow some money. They are pretty
broke right now but they reluctantly agree and send you the money needed and you pay
your bill. The financial aid arrives and you now have more money than expected. Your
parents did not know that you would be getting financial aid. What do you do?

Pay your parents back
Keep all the money and not tell your parents
Pay off your credit cards with the money

Pay some of the money back to your parents
Other (please explain):
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Scenario 1V:

You work in a retail establishment and see your supervisor taking home merchandize at
least once a week. Your uncle got you this job and is a good friend with the owner of the
store. What do you do?

Nothing

Contact your uncle
Start taking merchandise too!
Other (please explain):

0 I I
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Appendix C
Table 1: Scenario | & Scenario Il Frequencies and Percentatges by FGS and Non-FGS
Scenario | & Il Difference Total
Nothing Speak to the | Speak to the | Other
man cashier
I I I 1 I 1 I 1 I I
First. | First Coun | 95 14 123 | 168 |14 39 11 18 243 | 239
Gen | Gener- |t
ation % 39.1 |59 |506 703 |58 |16.3 |45 |75 |100. |100
Col- withi | % % % % % % % % 0% | %
lege n
Stu- First
dent .Gen
% 28.9 326 | 276 |28.1 | 350 | 265 275 |321 |284 |28.3
withi | % % % % % % % % % %
n
Sce-
nario
I
% of 111 |17 (144 |199 (16 |46 |13 |21 |284 |283
Total | % % % % % % % % % %
Not a|Coun |234 |29 323 | 430 |26 108 | 29 38 612 | 605
First- |t
Gener- | % 382 (48 |528 |711 |42 |179 |47 |6.3 |100. |100.
ation | withi | % % % % % % % % 0% | 0%
Col- n
lege First.
Stu- Gen
dent % 711 (674 | 724 | 710 | 650 | 735 (725 |67.9 |716 | 711
withi | % % % % % % % % % %
n
Sce-
nario
I
% of 274 |34 |[378 |509 (3.0 |128 (34 |45 |716 |711
Total | % % % % % % % % % %
Total Coun | 329 |43 446 | 598 |40 147 |40 56 855 | 844
t
% 385 |51 |522 |709 |47 |174 |47 |6.6 |100. | 100.
withi | % % % % % % % % 0% | 0%
n
First.
Gen
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% 100. | 100. | 100. | 100. | 100. | 100. | 100. | 100. | 100. | 100.
withi |0% [|0% (0% |0% |0% |0% |0% |0% |0% |0%
n

Sce-

nario

I

% of | 385 |5.1 522 | 709 | 4.7 174 | 4.7 6.6 100. | 100.
Total | % % % % % % % % 0% | 0%
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Appendix D
Chart 2

Scenario | & Scenario Il Differences by First Generation
versus Non First Generation

450 430

Mothing Speak tothe man Speak to the Other
cashier
B Scenario | FGS B Scenario Il FGS
B Scenario INonFGS  m Scenario | Non FGS



99 Critical Questions in Education 13:2 Summer 2022

Appendix E
Table 2: Scenario IV by FGS and Non-FGS
Scenario I1X Total
Noth- | Contact | Start Other
ing your un- | taking
cle mer-
chan-
dise too
First.Gen | First Generation | Count 36 153 6 47 242
College Student | %  within | 14.9% |63.2% | 2.5% 19.4% | 100.0%
First.Gen
%  within | 25.4% | 26.7% |50.0% | 36.4% | 28.3%
Scenario.lV
% of Total 4.2% 17.9% | 0.7% 5.5% 28.3%
Not a First-Gen- | Count 106 420 6 82 614
eration College | %  within | 17.3% | 68.4% | 1.0% 13.4% | 100.0%
Student First.Gen
%  within | 74.6% | 73.3% |50.0% |63.6% |71.7%
Scenario.lV
% of Total 124% |49.1% | 0.7% 9.6% 71.7%
Total Count 142 573 12 129 856
%  within | 16.6% | 66.9% 1.4% 15.1% | 100.0%
First.Gen
%  within | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Scenario.lV
% of Total 16.6% | 66.9% 1.4% 15.1% | 100.0%
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Appendix F
Table 3: Scenario IV Chi-Square Tests

Chi-Square Tests

Value | df Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 8.326° |3 .040
Likelihood Ratio 7.856 3 .049
Linear-by-Linear As- | 5.854 1 .016
sociation
N of Valid Cases 856
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The min-
imum expected count is 3.39.
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Appendix G
Chart 3

Scenario IV by FGS and Non-FGS
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Appendix H
Table 4: Scenario Il Frequencies and Percentages by
FGS and Non-FGS Level and Geographic Location

Geo.Location Scenario 11 Total
Pay Keep Pay off | Pay Other
your all the | your some
parents | money | credit | of the
back and not | cards money
tell with back to
your the your
parents | money | parents
United | First.Gen | First Count 84 2 0 8 4 98
States Genera- | % within | 85.7% | 2.0% 0.0% 8.2% 4.1% 100.0%
tion First.Gen
College | % within | 25.0% | 28.6% | 0.0% 40.0% | 80.0% | 26.5%
Student | Sce-
nario.lll
% of To- | 22.7% | 0.5% 0.0% 2.2% 1.1% 26.5%
tal
Not a | Count 252 5 2 12 1 272
First- % within | 92.6% | 1.8% 0.7% 4.4% 0.4% 100.0%
Genera- | First.Gen
tion % within | 75.0% | 71.4% | 100.0% | 60.0% | 20.0% | 73.5%
College | Scenario.
Student | 111
% of To- | 68.1% | 1.4% 0.5% 3.2% 0.3% 73.5%
tal
Total Count 336 7 2 20 5 370
% within | 90.8% | 1.9% 0.5% 5.4% 1.4% 100.0%
First.Gen
% within | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Sce-
nario.lll
% of To- | 90.8% | 1.9% 0.5% 5.4% 1.4% 100.0%
tal
New First.Gen | First Count 46 1 3 2 3 55
Zea- Genera- | % within | 83.6% | 1.8% 5.5% 3.6% 5.5% 100.0%
land tion First.Gen
College | % within | 49.5% |33.3% |60.0% |33.3% |75.0% |49.5%
Student | Sce-
nario.lll
% of To- | 41.4% | 0.9% 2.7% 1.8% 2.7% 49.5%
tal
Count a7 2 2 4 1 56
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Not a | % within | 83.9% | 3.6% 3.6% 7.1% 1.8% 100.0%
First- First.Gen
Genera- | % within | 50.5% | 66.7% | 40.0% | 66.7% | 25.0% |50.5%
tion Sce-
College | nario.lll
Student | % of To- | 42.3% | 1.8% 1.8% 3.6% 0.9% 50.5%
tal
Total Count 93 3 5 6 4 111
% within | 83.8% | 2.7% 4.5% 5.4% 3.6% 100.0%
First.Gen
% within | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Sce-
nario.lll
% of To- | 83.8% |2.7% 4.5% 5.4% 3.6% 100.0%
tal
Czech | First.Gen | First Count 69 0 0 9 1 79
Re- Genera- | % within | 87.3% | 0.0% 0.0% 11.4% | 1.3% 100.0%
public tion First.Gen
College | % within | 26.4% | 0.0% 0.0% 37.5% |20.0% | 26.3%
Student | Sce-
nario.lll
% of To- | 23.0% | 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.3% 26.3%
tal
Not a | Count 192 7 3 15 4 221
First- % within | 86.9% | 3.2% 1.4% 6.8% 1.8% 100.0%
Genera- | First.Gen
tion % within | 73.6% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 62.5% | 80.0% | 73.7%
College | Sce-
Student | nario.lll
% of To- | 64.0% | 2.3% 1.0% 5.0% 1.3% 73.7%
tal
Total Count 261 7 3 24 5 300
% within | 87.0% | 2.3% 1.0% 8.0% 1.7% 100.0%
First.Gen
% within | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Sce-
nario.lll
% of To- | 87.0% | 2.3% 1.0% 8.0% 1.7% 100.0%
tal
Slo- First.Gen | First Count 4 0 4
vakia Genera- | % within | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
tion First.Gen
College | % within | 16.7% 0.0% 14.3%
Student | Sce-

nario.lll
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% of To- | 14.3% 0.0% 14.3%
tal
Not a | Count 20 4 24
First- % within | 83.3% 16.7% 100.0%
Genera- | First.Gen
tion % within | 83.3% 100.0% 85.7%
College | Sce-
Student | nario.lll
% of To- | 71.4% 14.3% 85.7%
tal
Total Count 24 4 28
% within | 85.7% 14.3% 100.0%
First.Gen
% within | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Sce-
nario.lll
% of To- | 85.7% 14.3% 100.0%
tal

Note: Deleted were those countries with less than 20 respondents including Belarus, Russia, Vietnam, Korea, Ka-

zakhstan, Ukraine, and USA attending college outside country.
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Appendix |
Table 5: Scenario 11 Chi-Square Test by FGS and Non-FGS and Geographic Location

Chi-Square Tests |

Geo.Location Value | df Asymp.
Sig. (2-
sided)

United Pearson Chi-Square | 10.347° | 4 .035

States Likelihood Ratio 9593 |4 .048

Linear-by-Linear 6.494 |1 011
Association
N of Valid Cases 370
New Zea- | Pearson Chi-Square | 2.202¢ | 4 699
land Likelihood Ratio 2269 |4 .686
Linear-by-Linear .096 1 757
Association
N of Valid Cases 111
Czech Re- | Pearson Chi-Square | 5.222° |4 .265
public Likelihood Ratio 7.655 |4 105
Linear-by-Linear 207 1 .649
Association
N of Valid Cases 300
Slovakia Pearson Chi-Square | .778" |1 378
Continuity Correc- | .012 1 912
tion?
Likelihood Ratio 1.340 |1 247
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear 750 1 .386
Association
N of Valid Cases 28

a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.12.
b. No statistics are computed because First.Gen is a constant.

c. 5 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .53.
d. 8 cells (80.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.49.
e. 5 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .79.
f. 3 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .57.
g. Computed only for a 2x2 table

h. 3 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .24.
I. No statistics are computed because Scenario.lll is a constant.

j. No statistics are computed because First.Gen and Scenario.lll are constants.

K. 4 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .17.
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Appendix J
Chart 4

Scenario lll by First-Generation and
Geographic Location
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Appendix K
Table 6: Scenario IV Frequencies and Percentages by FGS

Geo.Location Scenario IV Total
Noth- | Contact | Start tak- | Other
ing your un- | ing mer-
cle chandise
too
United | First.Gen | First Count 10 69 2 15 96
States Genera- | % within | 10.4% | 71.9% 2.1% 15.6% | 100.0%
tion Col- | First.Gen
lege Stu- | % within | 24.4% | 25.8% 40.0% 26.8% | 26.0%
dent Sce-
nario.l\v
% of Total | 2.7% 18.7% 0.5% 4.1% 26.0%
Not a | Count 31 198 3 41 273
First- % within | 11.4% | 72.5% 1.1% 15.0% | 100.0%
Genera- | First.Gen
tion Col- | % within | 75.6% | 74.2% 60.0% 73.2% | 74.0%
lege Stu- | Sce-
dent nario.lv
% of Total | 8.4% 53.7% 0.8% 11.1% | 74.0%
Total Count 41 267 5 56 369
% within | 11.1% | 72.4% 1.4% 15.2% | 100.0%
First.Gen
% within | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Sce-
nario.l\vV
% of Total | 11.1% | 72.4% 1.4% 15.2% | 100.0%
New First.Gen | First Count 5 33 4 15 57
Zea- Genera- | % within | 8.8% 57.9% 7.0% 26.3% | 100.0%
land tion Col- | First.Gen
lege Stu- | % within | 41.7% | 47.1% 100.0% 55.6% | 50.4%
dent Sce-
nario.lV
% of Total | 4.4% 29.2% 3.5% 13.3% | 50.4%
Not a | Count 7 37 0 12 56
First- % within | 12.5% | 66.1% 0.0% 21.4% | 100.0%
Genera- | First.Gen
tion Col- | % within | 58.3% | 52.9% 0.0% 44.4% | 49.6%
lege Stu- | Sce-
dent nario.lV
% of Total | 6.2% 32.7% 0.0% 10.6% | 49.6%
Total Count 12 70 4 27 113
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% within | 10.6% | 61.9% 3.5% 23.9% | 100.0%
First.Gen
% within | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Sce-
nario.lv
% of Total | 10.6% | 61.9% 3.5% 23.9% | 100.0%
Czech | First.Gen | First Count 19 45 0 15 79
Repub- Genera- | % within | 24.1% | 57.0% 0.0% 19.0% | 100.0%
lic tion Col- | First.Gen
lege Stu- | % within | 27.5% | 23.6% 0.0% 38.5% | 26.2%
dent Sce-
nario.l\vV
% of Total | 6.3% 15.0% 0.0% 5.0% 26.2%
Not a | Count 50 146 2 24 222
First- % within | 22.5% | 65.8% 0.9% 10.8% | 100.0%
Genera- | First.Gen
tion Col- | % within | 72.5% | 76.4% 100.0% 61.5% | 73.8%
lege Stu- | Sce-
dent nario.lVvV
% of Total | 16.6% | 48.5% 0.7% 8.0% 73.8%
Total Count 69 191 2 39 301
% within | 22.9% | 63.5% 0.7% 13.0% | 100.0%
First.Gen
% within | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Sce-
nario.lV
% of Total | 22.9% | 63.5% 0.7% 13.0% | 100.0%
Slo- First.Gen | First Count 1 2 1 4
vakia Genera- | % within | 25.0% | 50.0% 25.0% | 100.0%
tion Col- | First.Gen
lege Stu- | % within | 10.0% | 11.8% 100.0% | 14.3%
dent Sce-
nario.lv
% of Total | 3.6% 7.1% 3.6% 14.3%
Not a | Count 9 15 0 24
First- % within | 37.5% | 62.5% 0.0% 100.0%
Genera- | First.Gen
tion Col- | % within | 90.0% | 88.2% 0.0% 85.7%
lege Stu- | Sce-
dent nario.lv
% of Total | 32.1% | 53.6% 0.0% 85.7%
Total Count 10 17 1 28
% within | 35.7% | 60.7% 3.6% 100.0%

First.Gen
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% within | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Sce-

nario.lV

% of Total | 35.7% | 60.7% 3.6% 100.0%
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Appendix L
Table 7: Chi-Square Tests by FGS and Non-FGS and Geographic Location

Chi-Square Tests

Geo.Location Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)

Non available Pearson Chi-Square P
N of Valid Cases 6

United States Pearson Chi-Square .586° 3 .900
Likelihood Ratio 542 3 910
Linear-by-Linear  Associa- | .101 1 751
tion
N of Valid Cases 369

New Zealand Pearson Chi-Square 4.887° 3 180
Likelihood Ratio 6.434 3 .092
Linear-by-Linear  Associa- | 1.265 1 261
tion
N of Valid Cases 113

Czech Republic Pearson Chi-Square 4.489° 3 213
Likelihood Ratio 4,778 3 189
Linear-by-Linear  Associa- | 1.496 1 221
tion
N of Valid Cases 301

Slovakia Pearson Chi-Square 6.238" 2 .044
Likelihood Ratio 4.150 2 126
Linear-by-Linear  Associa- | 3.087 1 079
tion
N of Valid Cases 28

Total Pearson Chi-Square 8.326% 3 .040
Likelihood Ratio 7.856 3 .049
Linear-by-Linear  Associa- | 5.854 1 016
tion
N of Valid Cases 856

a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.39.

b. No statistics are computed because First.Gen is a constant.

c. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.30.

d. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.98.

e. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .52.

f. 4 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .14.

0. 5 cells (83.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12.

h. 6 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .33.

I. No statistics are computed because First.Gen and Scenario.lV are constants.

j. 6 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .17.
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Appendix M
Chart 5

Scenario IV by First-Generation and

Geographic Location
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