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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The 1980's have brought about some dramatic changes in 

many family units. Family units were once though to be 

comprised of a father, a mother, and children. In the 

early portion of the twentieth century this was the normal 

situation. Also, at the turn of the century the father was 

the mainstay of the family's economic base. The husband 

and wife may not have traveled more than a few miles from 

their birthplace to raise a family of their own. However, 

since World War II these family units have become more 

mobile and more susceptible to rapid change. 

Today's society, characterized as it is by 
change, mobility, and isolation, has lost much of 
its traditional ability to hold out a safety net 
for its members in the form of community, church 
and extended family support networks. (Ourth, 
1982, pg. 33) 

These changes have increased tensions for adults and 

children alike. The most alarming and dramatic change has 

been the dissolution of the family unit through divorce. 

Since 1960 the American public has seen a rapid rise in the 

number of divorces. 

In 1960 sixteen percent of the families in 
America were single-parent families, by 1980 this 
figure had risen to 26.5 percent. This high 
figure has a direct correlation to the fact that 
9.6 percent of the population lives below the 
poverty level and forty percent of the 9.6 
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percent are single-parent families. 
1982, p. 3) 

(Spencer, 

"Ninety percent of these single parent families are headed 

by mothers and the remaining ten percent by fathers." 

(Bureau of Census 1982) These changes in marital status 

often affect the children of the adults involved. Adults 

are commonly considered a stabilizing influence in the 

lives of most adolescents. So, when the adults lives are 

violently disrupted by divorce, death, or separation, the 
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children are often there to receive whatever shockwaves are 

manifested. Often-times these children experience direct 

as well as residual effects of divorce andjor single-

parenting. The shock waves often pour through the students 

school behavior, academic performance, and involvement in 

extra-curricular activities. According to Mitchell 

Lazarus, 

There is no more traumatic event in a 
child's life than the loss of a parent, whether 
by separation, or divorce, or by death. Any 
major disruption in family life brings with it 
the potential for stress, anxiety, or depression 
especially among young children, who are not 
equipped to understand complex emotion and 
motivations of grownups they have so trustingly 
depended on all of their lives. It would be 
wishful thinking to assume the confus~on, 
insecurity and even guilt that children often 
feel when their parents part won't sometimes 
spill into their school lives. (Lazarus, 1980, 
pg. 31) 

The study of the effects of divorce on children becomes 

more pertinent in certain areas where the divorce rate 

reaches or exceeds the fifty percent level. 
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The effects of divorce on children often times depends 

on the age and developmental stage. According to Erikson 

additional stressors in the development process can result 

in the development of a low self-image. If the separation 

or divorce occurs prior to resolution of identity during 

adolescence, any number of problems can arise depending 

upon developmental stage. The five states which we are 

most concerned with are; trust versus mistrust, autonomy 

versus shame and doubt, initiative versus guilt, industry 

versus inferiority, identity versus identity confusion. 

Each stage become a crisis because of 
incipient growth and awareness in a new part 
function go together with a shift in instinctual 
energy and yet cause a specific vulnerability. 
(Erikson, 1968, pg. 95) 

During each of the developmental stages a child must pass 

through and resolve the tasks individually. However, with 

the aid of the family unit support, the child is able to 

develop a more positive self-image. As the child passes 

through these stages there are many decisions to be made 

and if the family unit is in the process of dissolution, 

the support base for the child will not be present to 

adequately resolve the tasks. 

Crucial to adolescent development is the 
gradual process of separation from parental 
authority and the strengthening of personal 
autonomy. The key word is "gradual", since 
separation is a lengthy process not an event. 
Those youngsters for whom separation becomes an 
event for instance, through death of a parent, 
divorce that denies contact with non-custodial 
parent, running away, and other traumas, are at 
considerable risk of becoming one of the dreadful 
statistics. (Lipsitz, 1983, p. 10). 
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The effects of divorce on children in the school 

system deserves closer look. It is obvious that there are 

some definite observable effects of divorce on children in 

schools. However, insignificant the effects may seem to 

the adults, the child may not view it as such. The 

reduction of support base in the family unit may also cause 

the child to alter previously established habits in 

academics and extra-curricular activities. These two items 

will be the basis for research undertaken by this study. 

We will also look at some specific factors associated with 

why the student has had a reduction in performance of 

academics and activities. 

Problem Statement 

Many adolescents have their lives dramatically changed 

by divorce of their parents. This disruption of lifestyle 

often leads to a change in academic standing and the level 

of involvement in extra-curricular activities. 

Purpose 

This study was to determine if there was in fact a 

quantifiable difference between those students living with 

two parents and those living with a single-parent, as it 

impacts on extracurricular activities and academic 

performance. 



Objectives 

The objectives of this study were to: 

1. Determine the percent of students in the school 

system living in single-parent families, from the sample. 

2. Compare the level of academic performance between 

students with two-parent and one-parent families. 
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3. Compare the level of involvement by number of 

activities participated in, by students with two-biological 

parents and those with single-parents. 

4. Compare the barriers to involvement in extra

curricular activities as perceived by the student in a two

parent family unit and a single-parent family unit. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

It was assumed that high school students will respond 

to the survey as honestly as possible. It was further 

assumed that the students will be able to identify the 

barriers to participation in extra-curricular activities. 

The study was limited to high school students in a major 

urban high school grades 9 through 12. The basic 

assumption to this study was that, the sample used was 

representative of the entire student population. 



Definitions 

The following definitions are used to delineate the 

basic concepts of the study. They are as follows: 

Two-Parent Family is husband and wife and their 

children living together in a dwelling unit without the 

presence of other adults. 

Single-parent Family consists of one parent and 

dependent children living in the same household. 

Literature on the family uses both one-parent and single 

parent to describe the parent with custody of children 

heading a family. 

Extra-Curricular Activities are those activities 

outside regular curriculum of the school. 

Sociocultural Pattern are the patterns or trends that 

tend to present themselves in a particular society. 

6 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Single-parent families have increased rapidly during 

the past two and a half decades. This rapid change has 

altered the perception and view of the family unit. The 

change in family structure due to the absence of one parent 

is believed to be directly related to socio-cultural 

patterns, financial adequacy, developmental tasks of youth, 

role modeling of adolescents, academic achievement, 

delinquency, and the schools role in the community. 

This review of literature can be divided into two 

sections the first section of this review basically deals 

with the effects and trends of divorce. The subsequent 

sections relate how divorce affects the children involved 

as they progress toward adulthood. The review of 

literature lays down the background for this study. 

Single-parent families as a result of divorce or separation 

will be the focus of this review of literature. About 90 

percent of all single-parent families are headed by the 

mother, the remaining 10 percent are led by the father. 

Several studies of the effects of divorce have been 

conducted, the effects of divorce on children has been done 

indirectly. This study hopes to add a little light on a 
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foggy area, and hopefully initiate other studies in this 

vitally important area. 

Sociocultural Patterns 

Patterns in modern day society deserve a close 

observation to determine the direction of modern American 

culture. Some of the most alarming statistics come from 

the area of family life and family units. To be more 

precise divorce rates and the number of single-parent 

families has risen to an all-time high of 26.5 percent in 

1982. Between 1970 and 1980 the number of divorces 
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increased by 111 percent nationwide with particular areas 

of the nation even higher. More than one million children 

experience divorce in any given year. In 1960 87.5 percent 

of all children lived with two parents, by 1978 this had 

fallen to 77.7 at the current rate of 1990 only seventy 

percent of nation's children will live with two parents. 

Yes, this might be considered a crisis, quite often with 

divorce comes the disruption of daily life. Many times a 

move to another city or to another school system is 

associated with the dissolution of the parents marriage. 

Perhaps the separation has brought with it a 
move away from the child's familiar neighborhood 
and friends; perhaps it has brought with it 
sudden and severe economic constraints; perhaps 
it has added new and daily responsibilities for 
the child's or perhaps the child feels torn 
between mother and father. {Ourth, 1982, pg. 40) 

These additional changes can magnify the stress developed 

by the separation. 



However, not all of the effects of divorce are 

negative. Occasionally, the end result is a more positive 

environment. This is resultant from a situation where the 

one or both parents are abusive, either physically, 

mentally, or verbally to each other or to the children. 

It is easy to sense a crisis in these 
trends, easy to fall back on the old stereo types 
of the "broken home". But to do that is to brand 
single-parents and their children with the 
perjurative label "disadvantaged" ignoring the 
many stable, and nurturing families that are 
headed by one-parent alone and many children are 
from such homes who do well in school and grow in 
independence and resiliency. 

This type of single-parent household appears to be in the 

minority. The number of children with deep seeded 

emotional problems arising from divorce is hard to 

determine. These problems are often reflected in anger, 

anxiety, confusion, and depression. These are symptoms 

which may be carried into the subsequent remarriage of a 

parent. 

Remarriage is a very real probability for the 
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resulting parents. Parents look for the companionship of a 

new mate. 

Remarriage will be a reality for many 
families, for about three-fourths of all divorced 
women and about five-sixths of divorced men 
remarry. However, there is evidence that the 
remarriage rate is declining for divorced 
persons. Nevertheless, the average time between 
becoming a single-parent and remarriage is 4.5 
years. While these years may be perceived as 
short by the adult, they may constitute a 
substantial period of time in the life of a 
child. {Rowland, 1983, Pg. 1) 
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Financial Adequacy 

One of the major resultant effects is the lowering of 

income. As was early stated, approximately ninety percent 

of all single-parent homes are headed by women. In 1980 

the average income for a single-parent household was 

$10,120. In a complete family unit with the father as the 

principal wage earner the average income was $20,470, while 

when both father and mother were employed the median income 

was $27,750. Many families income is a patchwork of earned 

income and transfer payments. Only about one-third of all 

formerly married women receive welfare assistance. About 

one-third of all female headed households receive child 

support payments. The median income for women with the 

combined resources above still was only a mere $14,300 in 

1978. Women in the work force often earn less than a man 

in an equivalent occupation. The reduction of income can 

precipitate many changes. The most significant change 

would be that of lifestyle. The family unit may be forced 

to move from a much lower rent area, with fewer amenities. 

Along with this reduction in amenities the family may have 

less to spend on extra-curricular activities at school, 

band instrument, athletic equipment, or vocational 

projects. If the child is old enough often times they will 

seek a menial job to substitute their own needs. Many 

teenagers will work in fast-food restaurants, or in another 

low-wage, tedious, and often dangerous job. These jobs 

often are dead-ends and numerous hours of work can lead to 
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lowered grades, and greater occupational deviance. 

However, it does suggest that many adolescents are 

accepting the work ethic and dispelling the devil may care 

attitude. 

Developmental Tasks 

During maturation there are several developmental 

tasks to be accomplished. Erikson, Piaget and others have 

suggested that this is a continual process with each step 

resolving a particular task then progressing onto the next 

step. Each of the tasks produces a given amount of anxiety 

and stress, with the resolution developing the individuals 

personality. With additional stress factors the resolution 

can be quite difficult. To be moving through the continuum 

without additional stressor can still result in a confused, 

isolationist. so, with the stress of a divorce a young 

person can develop a very poor self-image. 

Self-image is extremely important. A person that has 

a poor self-image will not be as productive as the person 

that possesses a positive self-image. The person with a 

poor self-image will never have confidence, will seldom 

trust others and will develop a guilt sensation. Studies 

suggest that marital disruptions often hinder the 

development of a positive self-image. 

Disturbances in self-esteem can be 
exacerbated when many changes occur at once, for 
instance, the onset of menstruation, a geographic 
move, and changing schools. It is difficult for 
adolescents to cope with internal and external 



disruptions simultaneously. (Lipsitz, 1983, pg. 
9) 
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The additional negative stimuli makes the process of 

developing a positive self-image much more difficult. For 

many young people, adolescence is a tough t,ime with the 

development of self-image. The stimuli added by the 

dissolution of a family support group may be the type 

stress that causes this normally confusing time in life to 

be more than some individuals can handle. There are those 

that have the resiliency to actually reinforce their self-

image. 

Modeling as Role Models 

As young people grow and develop, they learn through 

modeling. Modeling their own action after significant 
-

individuals involved with during their lives. The absence 

of one parent may have varied effects on children. With 

the presence of a female headed family unit, a young boy 

may appear to develop more feminine characteristics, with 

no male role model to pattern after. Also, on standard 

achievement test they respond in a more feminine manner, at 

a young age. Research suggests that children may be 

affected by the loss or limited availability of their 

father. The research, however, does not support the 

traditional interpretation that the loss of a father figure 

leads to antisocial behavior or feminization. "What they 

do suggest is that marital disruption is associated with 

life changes and stresses which make adequate parenting 



more difficult for divorced mothers and growing up more 

difficult for children." Growing up is tough enough 

without the added stress of a single-parent. 

The parent in one-parent families is usually 
perceived to be filling the dual role of mother 
and father in everyday life. In reality, this 
may not be possible. It is probable that the 
role enacted is more closely aligned to the 
customary expectation for fathers and mothers. 
(Rowland, 1983, pg. 8) 
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In role modeling the amount of time and quality of time is 

often essential to the outcome of the resultant 

personality. Evidence does not prove this point either 

way. Many factors become more recognizable during 

adolescence, peer groups, additional input from typically 

stereotyped schools and textbooks. 

Academic Achievement 

Achievement in school is based on many factors, 

motivation, intelligence scores, cognitive development, and 

other intrinsic factors. These factors are affected by 

divorce through additional stress. Stress factors can be 

in the form of reduced study time as a result in the need 

for a job. Alternatively increased mobility may affect 

academic performance, moving to a new school often has 

adverse effects on academic achievement. 

Many of the factors that negatively 
influence achievement may be more readily found 
in one-parent homes. It does not necessarily say 
that single-parentness is the problem. 
(Zakariya, 1982, pg. 36) 



Single-parenting, however, is found to harbor many of the 

attributes that cause the reduction of achievement. 
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Reduced income, increased stress, and a confused atmosphere 

are just a few of the factors. Separation often brings 

about sudden and dramatic changes, such as a move to a new 

neighborhood, or perhaps the child feels torn between 

mother and father. Each of the factors develop a sense of 

confusion and may take its toll on the child's academic 

performance. Occasionally after a period of time the non

custodial parent will move, without forewarning children. 

This is commonly handled by the children in feelings of 

rejection and abandonment all over again. This second 

round of bad feelings may be reflected in severe drop in 

performance. Academic performance is affected by many 

variables, emotions are just one category, but a very 

influential category. 

It is not to say that children in two parent families 

are not more academically advanced. However, among a 

sample of secondary school students, thirty-four percent of 

the one-parent students were low achievers versus only 

twenty-two percent of the two-parent students. It does, 

however, indicate that two-parent families have a more 

conducive atmosphere for the student to live and work. 

This sample does not allow for the dropouts. Dropouts in a 

single-parent family outnumber those in two-parent families 

two to one. "Students rarely drop out of school prior to 

high school, they do in high school, leaving a more 
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homogeneous (and presumably higher achieving) population." 

(Meyers, 1982, pg. 7) 

The Schools Role 

The school's role in divorce is to serve as an 

institution with continuity toward developing positive self 

image. 

If the school is to meet its educational 
obligations to all students, it must be aware of 
the needs of the community. That does not 
suggest that the school should intervene in the 
community or larger society; nor does it suggest 
that the school must take on problems beyond its 
proper sphere of responsibility. That proper 
sphere of responsibility, the clear cut 
responsibility of the school, is the children. 
(Ourth, 1982, pg. 38) 

The school is merely a facilitator of education. It is 

possible for educators to detect the negative signs that 

occur with the disruption of family life. Many times if 

extra support and reassurance does not come from the school 

it may be that it will not come from anywhere else. 

Summary of Literature 

The literature has shown that the effects of divorce 

are very diverse. It affects those adults ·and children in 

each family. Often times, the children are innocent by-

standers that receive the fallout or shock waves. Divorce 

can have severe impact upon the families economic standing, 

this can start a ripple effect. The first, there is the 

move to less expensive housing, oftentimes in a new school 

district. These behaviors may include anxiety, reclusion, 
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anger, confusion, even depression. All of these additional 

stressors may combine to alter the individuals self-image 

during personality development. These stressors may also 

have adverse effects on the students• academic performance. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The study was designed to be descriptive in nature and 

to obtain information from students, grades nine through 

twelve, in a large urban school. The information was the 

students perceptions concerning their self-reported grade 

point average and participation in extracurricular 

activities. These student perceptions were evaluated with 

reference to current family conditions and with regard to 

single parent versus two parent households. 

The study was conducted in the Spring of 1987. Prior 

to conducting the study a carefully developed proposal was 

developed and a written request, (see appendix), to the 

school administration made to receive permission to 

administer the questionnaire to the student body. After 

careful review of the proposal by two different levels of 

the school administration, building level administration 

and the assistant superintendent in charge of secondary 

education, the study was approved (see appendix). 

Careful considerations were required in order to 

assure total student anonymity. The questionnaires were 

designed with no coding, or other systems where students 

could be identified. The questionnaires would be compiled 

only by the researcher and would not be available to others 

17 
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for additional investigation. After the completion of the 

study and a report made, using average responses and 

cummulated data the instruments would be destroyed. 

study Population 

The population for this study was 3,600 students, a 

large urban high school. The high school was composed of 

students from the ninth through the twelfth grades. The 

student population was relatively even in its distribution 

with 950 freshmen, 925 sophomores, 875 juniors, and 850 

seniors. Due to this even distribution and a desire to 

make references to the entire student population a sample 

of students was deemed appropriate for the study. A sample 

of 100 students per class would achieve the desired number 

to be representative and insure a .95 confidence level. As 

part of the agreement for securing the data from the 

students the selection of the students would be arranged by 

the schools administration. Detailed instructions were 

provided with the questionnaires to this administration so 

that individuals administering the questionnaires would 

provide the students with the same information (appendix). 

A random selection of classes was done by the 

administration to insure that a sample of approximately 100 

students per class (freshmans, sophomores, juniors and 

seniors) would be selected. The selection of the classes 

were not selected by any presupposed condition or criteria. 

The classes select~d to represent the student population 



were .... Freshman Civics and Oklahoma History; Sophomore, 

Biology; Juniors, American History or current events; 

seniors, Family Relations andjor Child Development. 

Development Of The Survey Instrument 

19 

The survey instrument was developed after a review of 

the literature. In the literature several items were 

identified as common denominators for student achievement. 

The instrument was to determine to what extent these 

factors were affected by the type fo family unit in which 

the student lived. The survey was developed in two 

segments. The initial segment was to identify students 

with common backgrounds. These common points were to 

include age, sex, grade, and type of family unit. The 

second segment was to closely examine barriers identified 

in the review of literature. Determination was to be made 

to what extent these barriers limited the students 

participation in extra-curricular activities. Several 

other studies were examined and problem areas were 

ascertained. These areas identified included social 

development, financial adequacy, social patterns and 

available role models. We were not directly able to survey 

all of these areas. With careful question development it 

was possible to obtain information on financial adequacy, 

social patterns and available role models. We were not 

directly able to survey all of these areas. With careful 

question development it was possible to obtain information 
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on financial adequacy, social pattern, social developments. 

The survey was developed with real limits to each of the 

questions in the second portion. This was to obtain 

numerical values for the responses. 

Real Limits 

0-1.49 .................... Not Limiting 
1.50-2.49 .......•••...•..••.. Slightly Limiting 
2.50-3.49 .•..........•••...•• Moderately Limiting 
3.50-4.49 ••....•..........•.. Limited 
4.50-S.OO .....•••..•••....... Severely Limited 

A sample survey was field tested on a group of 

students. These students were allowed to fill out the 

questionnaire. The same students were then asked to 

identify questions they did not understand. The surveys 

were then modified to correct ambiguities identified by the 

test group. 

Tests were then prepared for the individual teachers 

in their respective disciplines to distribute. To assist 

these teachers with the administration of the survey, an 

instruction sheet was developed and accompanied each set of 

survey forms. The actual surveys were to be distributed 

during April and May of 1987. It was also requested that 

only Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday be used. This was to 

prevent Monday-morning blah's and Friday's anticipation of 

the weekend. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter was an examination of the composite data 

and information compiled concerning the objectives of this 

survey. The data was gathered to determine perception of 

urban students regarding their self-reported grade point 

average and participation in extra-curricular activities. 

These results were broken down by grade level, and by 

family status whether single-parent or two parent. These 

perceptions were taken from 258 students in an urban school 

system with over 3600 students in grades 9-12, in May of 

1987. The initial segment of this two part survey 

established the number males and females, it also 

determined the number of students living in a two-parent 

member household and those living single-parent household 

and their respective percentages. It also dealt with grade 

point average as reported by the student on a four-point 

basis. The number of different activities participated in 

during the year and the average number of activities per 

student during the year were also calculated. The initial 

portion is then broken down by grade classification, 

(freshman, sophomore, junior, senior). The remainder of 

the survey proceeds to identify items which limit the 

students' participation in extra-curricular activities. 
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From these two segments a composite was derived on each 

variable. 
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The composite information in Table I, on the first 

segment of the survey identified a total of 258 student, 

132 (51.2%) males and 126 (48.8%) females. In this 

composite of the male population a grade point average of 

2.49 was calculated. They participated in a total of 312 

activities for an average of 2.36 activities per student 

per year. The male population consisted of 80 members from 

a two-parent family for 60.6 percent of the males and 31 

percent of total population regardless of gender survey. 

The average grade point of these males was 2.54 as 

perceived and reported by themselves. They participated in 

181 activities for an average of 2.26 activities 

participated in during the year per male respondent .. 

There were 52 males from single-parent homes, for a 

39.4 percent of the males and 20.2 percent of all students 

surveyed. The average grade point of the group was 2.45 as 

perceived by themselves. These male's participated in 131 

activities for an average of 2.51 activities per student. 

The male population did not have a dramatiQ variation in 

either grade point or participation in extra-curricular 

activities when compared on two-parent versus single parent 

households. 

The composite information for the female population 

illustrated that 126 girls comprised 48.8 percent of the 

individuals surveyed. The average girls responded had a 



TABLE I 

ACI1VITIES AND GRADE POINT AVERAGE BY GENDER AND PARENTS IN HOUSEHOLD 

Total Per-cent Per-cent Grade Total Average Number of 
COMPOSITE Number of Total of Total Point Number of Activities Participated 

Surveyed Surveyed in Gender Average Activities in during the Year 
in Class Surveved 

Males Two-Parent 80 31.008 60.61 2.54 181 2.26 

Single-Parent 52 20.155 39.39 2.45 131 2.51 

Sub-Total 132 51.163 100.00 2.49 312 2.36 

Females Two-Parent 74 28.682 58.73 3.01 226 3.05 

Single-Parent 52 20.155 41.27 2.22 91 1.75 

Sub-Total 126 48.837 100.00 2.62 317 2.52 

TOTAL 258 . 100.00 629 2.44 
-

N 
w 
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2.62 grade point average. These same girls participated in 

a total of 317 activities with an average of 2.52 

activities per girl per year. 

The breakdown of the girls shows 74 were living in 

two-parent households for 28.7 percent of the total 

population regardless of gender and 58.7 percent of the 126 

girls surveyed. Girls in a two-parent household had a 3.01 

grade point average. These 74 females participated in a 

total of 226 extra curricular activities, for an average of 

3.05 activities participated in during the year per 

student. 

The 52 girls from single-parent families were 20.2 

percent of the total represents surveyed and 41.3 percent 

of the total females responding. The girls in the survey 

from single-parent families reported lower grade point 

average of 2.22 per student. They participated in 91 

activities for an average of 1.75 activities per student 

per year. These are the composite results of the 

respondents to the questionnaire a further breakdown by 

class will give you additional data in addressing the 

objectives of the study. 

The first class to be studied is the freshman class in 

Table II. In the freshman class 94 students were surveyed; 

41 or 43.62 percent were male and 53 or 56.38 percent were 

female. The male in two-parent families totaled 24 or 

25.53 percent of all freshmen regardless of gender and 

58.54 percent of all freshmen males surveyed. These 
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Freshman males had a 2.70 self reported grade point 

average. They participated in 72 extra-curricular 

activities for an average of 3.0 activities per respondent 

per year. 

There were 17 freshman boys in the survey from a 

single-parent household. This represented 18.09 percent of 

the freshman class regardless of gender and 41.46 of the 

freshman males. The grade point average was 2.48 as 

perceived by the student. These males participated in 40 

activities for an average of 2.76 activities per student 

per year. 

In reviewing the data for freshman females the 28 

girls were from two-parent families which comprised 29.79 

percent of freshman surveyed and 52.8 percent of the 

freshman females. Their reported 3.17 grade point average 

was the highest in the freshman class. These freshman 

females participated in 85 activities for an average of 3.6 

activities per student during the year. 

The 25 females from single-parent households were 26.6 

percent of the freshmen class regardless of gender and 

47.17 percent of the total number of girls in the freshman 

class. These female respondents reported a lower average 

gradepoint of 2.54 per girl. They participated in 37 total 

activities and for average of 1.48 activities per student 

per year. (See Table II) 

The sophomore class differed from the freshman in 

average gradepoint and activity participation. There were 



TABLE II 

ACTIVITIES AND GRADE POINT AVERAGE OF FRESHMEN BY PARENTS IN HOUSEHOLD 

Total Per-cent Per-cent Grade Total Average Number of 
FRESHMAN Number of Total of Total Point Number of Activities Participated 

Surveyed Surveyed in Gender Average Activities in during the Year 
in Class Surveved 

Males Two-Parent 24 25.53 58.54 2.70 72 3.00 

Single-Parent 17 18.09 41.46 2.48 40 2.35 

Sub-Total 41 43.62 100.00 2.59 112 2.73 

Females Two-Parent 28 29.78 52.83 3.17 85 3.60 

Single-Parent 25 26.60 47.17 2.54 37 1.48 

Sub-Total 53 56.38 100.00 2.85 122 2.30 

TOTAL 94 100.00 2.72 234 
---- -·--

N 
0'1 
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65 sophomores surveyed; 34 males for 52.31 percent and 31 

females for 47.79 percent of all sophomores in the survey. 

Twenty-one of the males were from two-parent households. 

This represents 32.31 percent of the sophomores surveyed 

and 61.76 of the sophomores surveyed. These boys had a 

2.42 grade point average. They also participated in 49 

activities for an average of 2.33 extra-curricular 

activities per boy during the year. 

Thirteen sophomore males were from single-parent 

homes. This was 20.00 percent of the total class, which 

was also 38.24 percent of the sophomore males surveyed. 

The boys from single-parent families earned a 2.40 grade 

point average. These boys from single-parent homes 

participated in 48 extra-curricular activities for an 

average of 3.69 activities per student per year. 

There were 31 female sophomore respondents. This was 

47.79 percent of the total class surveyed regardless of 

gender. In the survey 19 girls were from two-parent homes 

for 29.23 percent of the class and 61.29 percent of the 

females surveyed. Their grade point average was perceived 

as 2.71. These girls participated in 83 e~tra-curricular 

activities for an average of 4.37 activities per student 

per year. 

The sample also consisted of 12 females from single

parent families. This represented 18.46 percent of the 

sophomore class surveyed and 38.71 of the females surveyed. 

These girls had a perceived grade point average of 2.14. 
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These girls participated in 30 extra-curricular activities 

for an average of 2.50 activities per student per year. 

(See Table III) 

The junior class surveyed group was comprised of 14 

boys and 10 girls, for 58.33 percent male and 41.67 percent 

female. The class had an average grade point of 2.64. The 

class participated in a total of 52 extra-curricular 

activities for an average of 2.17 activities per student. 

surveyed were 14 males from the junior class, 9 of 

which were from two-parent families this was 37.50 percent 

of the class surveyed regardless of gender and 64.29 

percent of the males surveyed. These males had a perceived 

grade point average of 2.73. A total of 14 extra

curricular activities were participated in by these males 

for an average of 1.55 activities per junior male. 

There were 5 males from single-parent families 

surveyed for 20.83 percent of the junior class surveyed and 

35.71 percent of the males surveyed. Single-parent males 

had a 2.72 self-perceived grade point average. They 

participated in 10 activities for an average of 2.0 

activities per student per year. 

There were 10 females surveyed in the junior class, 

five from two-parent households for a 20.83 percent of the 

junior class respondents class and 50.00 percent of the 

junior females surveyed. The grade point average was 3.41. 

This group participated in 18 extra-curricular activities 

for an average of 3.60 activities per student. 



TABLE III 

ACTIVITIES AND GRADE POINT AVERAGE OF SOPHOMORES BY PARENTS IN HOUSEHOW 

Total Per-cent Per-cent Grade Total Average Number of 
SOPHOMORES Number of Total of Total Point Number of Activities Participated 

Surveyed Surveyed in Gender Average Activities in during the Year 
in Class Surveved 

Males Two-Parent 21 32.31 61.77 2.42 49 2.33 

Single-Parent 13 20.00 38.23 2.40 48 3.69 

Sub-Total 34 52.31 100.00 2.41 97 2.84 

Females Two-Parent 19 29.23 61.29 2.71 83 4.37 

Single-Parent 12 18.46 38.71 2.14 30 2.50 

Sub-Total 31 47.79 100.00 2.43 113 3.65 

TOTAL 65 100.00 2.42 210 3.23 

N 
1.0 
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There were 5 female juniors from single-parent 

households, they comprised 20.83 percent of the junior 

class surveyed and 50 percent of the females surveyed. The 

average grade point was 1.70. These junior girls 

participated in 28 activities from an average of 2.80 

activities per student per year. (See Table IV) 

There was a total of 75 seniors surveyed. This senior 

population surveyed was 57.33 percent male and 42.67 

percent female. The senior class had a self-perceived 

cumulative grade point of 2.42. They also collectively 

participated in 133 extra-curricular activities for an 

average of 1.77 activities per individual. 

There were a total of 43 male seniors surveyed. This 

represents 57.34 percent of the seniors surveyed. These 

males had a cumulative grade point of 2.25. The males 

participated in 79 extra-curricular activities for an 

average of 1.84 activities per male senior per year. 

Twenty-six of the 43 males came from two-parent families. 

These 26 males comprised 34.67 percent of the senior class 

surveyed and 60.66 percent of the male seniors surveyed. 

The two-parent males perceived themselves to have a 2.29 

grade point average. They participated in 46 extra

curricular activities for an average of 1.76 activities per 

student per year. 

The remaining 17 males were from single-parent 

families. These 17 male seniors were 22.67 percent of the 

total seniors surveyed and 39.54 percent of the senior 



TABLE IV 

ACTIVITIES AND GRADE POINT A V,ERAGE OF JUNIORS BY PARENTS IN HOUSEHOLD 

Total Per-cent Per-cent Grade Total Average Number of 
JUNIORS Number of Total of Total· Point Number of Activities Participated 

Surveyed Surveyed in Gender Average Activities in during the Year 
in Class Surveved 

Males Two-Parent 9 37.50 64.29 2.73 14 1.55 

Single-Parent 5 20.83 35.71 2.72 10 2.00 

Sub-Total 14 58.34 100.00 2.725 24 1.71 

Females Two-Parent 5 20.83 50.00 3.41 18 3.60 

Single-Parent 5 20.83 50.00 1.70 10 2.00 

Sub-Total 10 41.66 100.00 2.60 28 2.80 

TOTAL 24 100.00 2.64 52 2.17 
---------------- ----- ------

w 
t-' 
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males. They perceived themselves to have a 2.20 grade 

point average. These students participated in 33 extra

curricular activities for an average of 1.94 activities per 

student. 

Thirty-two female seniors were surveyed. This was 

42.66 percent of the senior class surveyed. This portion 

of the class had an accumulative grade point of 2.59. 

Collectively they participated in 54 extra-curricular 

activities for an average of 1.88 activities per student. 

Twenty-one females were from two-parent families. They 

comprised 28.00 percent of the total number of seniors 

surveyed and 65.63 percent of the female seniors surveyed. 

These girls from two-parent families had a 2.76 grade point 

average. They participated in 40 extra-curricular 

activities for an average of 1.90 activities per student. 

There were 11 females surveyed from single-parent 

homes. This was 14.66 percent of the senior population and 

34.37 percent of the senior females surveyed. These 11 

girls perceived their grade point to be 2.43. Each girl 

participated in an average of 1.27 activities or a total of 

14 extra-curricular activities. (See Table V) 

In the second portion of the survey, a number on 

factors that limited participation in extra-curricular 

activities were evaluated. These factors were considered 

of the basis as to what degree they limited a student's 

participation in extra-curricular activities. The scale 

was from o through 5. A student that did not respond to 



SENIORS 

Males 

Sub-Total 

Females 

Sub-Total 

TOTAL 

TABLEV 

ACTIVITIES AND GRADE POINT AVERAGE OF SENIORS BY PARENTS IN HOUSEHOlD 

Total Per-cent Per-cent Grade Total Average Number of 
Number of Total of Total Point Number of Activities Participated 
Surveyed Surveyed in Gender Average Activities in during the Year 

in Class Surveved 

Two-Parent 26 34.67 60.47 2.29 46 1.76 

Single-Parent 17 22.67 39.53 2.20 33 1.94 

43 57.34 100.00 2.25 79 1.84 

Two-Parent 21 28.00 65.63 2.76 40 1.90 

Single-Parent 11 14.66 34.37 2.43 14 1.27 

32 42.66 100.00 2.59 54 1.88 

75 100.00 2.42 133 1.77 
- -- -----

w 
w 
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the question was tabulated as a zero. A student that was 

not limited by a particular question received a score of 

one. Those that were severely limited scored a five. The 

average response was used to identify questions which were 

most limiting to a particular class. The averages will be 

used to identify which items need to be examined more 

closely for the differences of individual grade levels. 

The differences will be determined by sex of the individual 

and the type of family structure (two-parent or single-

parent). 

The questions were ranked by the average response on a 

reverse scale. The question having the highest average 

response having a rank of one. (For example question 

seventeen was ranked first by the freshmen and sophomore 

classes and second from the junior class and fifth by the 

senior class, for a total of 9 points). The top ten 
0 

questions (See Table VI) that received the highest degree 

of limitation are as follows. First, the most limiting 

question was question #17. It states extra-curricular 

activities interfere with homework from school. Second 

most limiting was question 13, which stated student must be 

employed to earn spending money. The third most limiting 

was question 3 which stated parental work schedule 

conflicted with student activity schedule. Fourth most 

limiting was question 16, extra-curricular activity 

interfered with job schedule. Fifth most limiting was 

question number fourteen, it stated student was more 
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involved in conflicting activity. Sixth most limiting was 

question 15, it stated that the student had to participate 

in too many hours for too little recognition. Seventh most 

limiting was question number eight, which stated student 

had competition from other activities. The eighth most 

limiting question was number seven. It stated that the 

student was not closely associated with other members in 

club. Ninth most limiting question number two it stated, 

availability of financing to buy equipment and accessories 

was limiting. Tenth most limiting question was number one 

availability of transportation. 

To examine the variation within each question, it is 

necessary to look at the individual question on the basis 

of single-parent versus two percent and male versus female 

for each grade level. Question seventeen will be examined 

first, because it had the highest incidence of limitation 

to all students. 

Question seventeen was ranked as the most limiting 

factor by freshmen and sophomore, junior ranked it second 

most limiting, the seniors ranked it as the fifth most 

limiting factor. Question seventeen stated that the extra

curricular activities interfered with homework from school. 

Among the freshmen the group most severely limited were the 

males from single-parent families with an average response 

of 2.71. They were followed by the males and females from 

two parent families. Both had an average response of 2.46. 



TABLE VI 

FRESHMAN LIMITATION BY PARENT IN HOUSEHOLD 

M2p 
# 24 

1 1.54 
2 2.04 
3 1.79 
4 1.92 
5 2.25 
6 1.45 
7 1.71 
8 2.58 
9 1.58 

10 1.50 
11 1.58 
12 1.96 
13 1.75 
14 1.58 
15 2.00 
16 1.79 
17 2.46 
18 1.25 
19 1.42 
20 1.58 

M2P =Male Two-Parent 
MiP = Male One-Parent 
F2P =Female Two-Parent 
F1P =Female One-Parent 

M1p 
17 

2.18 
2.47 
2.41 
1.65 
1.71 
1.76 
1.82 
2.06 
1.53 
1.53 
1.65 
2.12 
2.24 
2.12 
2.24 
1.59 
2.71 
1.47 
2.12 
1.94 

0-1.49 
1.50-2.49 
2.50-3.49 
3.50-4.49 
4.49-500 

- Not Limiting - NL 
- Slightly Limiting - SL 
- Moderately Limiting - ML 
-Limited- L 
- Limited Severely - LS 

F2p Flp Ave. 
28 25 

2.11 2.48 2.088 
1.82 2.12 2.117 
1.86 2.88 2.244 

1.65 2.40 1.6617 
1.86 1.96 1.959 

1.71 1.96 1.7216 

1.86 2.08 1.8712 
2.86 2.00 2.382 

1.61 2.88 1.9010 

1.46 1.64 1.5319 
1.53 1.88 1.6618 

1.57 1.84 1.8711 
2.36 2.20 2.146 
2.54 2.48 2.185 
2.57 2.12 2.253 
2.00 2.23 1.9015 
2.46 2.32 2.491 

1.39 1.76 1.4720 
1.75 1.84 1.7813 
1.64 1.92 1.7714 
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Limit 
Factor 

SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
NL 
SL 
SL 
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TABLE VII 

SOPHOMORE liMITATIONS BY PARENTS IN HOUSEHOLD 

M2p M1p F2p F1p Ave. Limit 
# 21 13 19 12 Factor 

1 2.10 1.84 2.05 1.42 1.855 SL 
2 1.91 2.23 1.95 1.92 2.003 SL 
3 1.76 2.15 2.05 1.92 1.9~ SL 
4 1.57 1.77 1.37 1.08 1.4515 NL 
5 1.81 1.85 1.95 1.33 1.749 SL 
6 1.52 1.54 1.53 1.42 1.5013 SL 
7 1.95 1.85 1.95 1.08 1.7111 SL 
8 1.76 1.62 2.05 1.00 1.6112 SL 
9 1.43 1.62 1.42 .83 1.2919 NL 

10 1.57 1.85 .84 1.00 1.2720 NL 
11 1.57 1.31 1.42 .67 1.3317 NL 
12 1.76 1.69 2.53 1.00 1.758 SL 
13 2.00 2.00 1.68 2.50 2.052 SL 
14 2.14 1.46 1.95 1.33 1.7210 SL 
15 1.81 2.00 1.68 1.67 1.797 SL 
16 1.57 2.46 1.68 1.50 1.806 SL 
17 2.19 2.85 1.89 2.00 2.231 SL 
18 1.33 1.69 1.32 .91 1.3118 NL 
19 1.48 .92 1.58 1.33 1.3316 NL 
20 1.71 1.23 1.63 1.25 1.4614 NL 

M2P =Male Two-Parent 
M1P =Male One-Parent 
F2P =Female Two-Parent 
F1P = Female One-Parent 

0-1.49 -Not Limiting- NL 
1.50-2.49 - Slightly Limiting - SL 
2.50-3.49 - Moderately Limiting - ML 
3.50-4.49 -Limited- L 
4.49-500 - Limited Severely - LS 



TABLE VIII 

JUNIOR LIMITATIONS BY PARENTS IN HOUSEHOLD 

M2p 
# 9 

1 2.22 
2 2.22 
3 2.44 
4 1.33 
5 1.56 
6 1.78 
7 1.67 
8 1.56 
9 1.67 

10 1.44 
11 1.56 
12 1.5 
13 1.58 
14 1.25 
15 1.08 
16 2.08 
17 2.17 
18 1.50 
19 1.25 
20 1.08 

M2P =Male Two-Parent 
MlP = Male One-Parent 
F2P =Female Two-Parent 
F1P = Female One-Parent 

M1p 
5 

1.40 
1.04 
1.88 
1.00 
2.00 
1.80 
2.00 
2.40 
1.40 
1.60 
2.00 
1.60 
2.60 
2.00 
2.00 
3.00 
2.60 
1.40 
1.60 
1.60 

0-1.49 
1.50-2.49 
2.50-3.49 
3.50-4.49 
4.49-500 

- Not Limiting - NL 
- Slightly Limiting - SL 
- Moderately Limiting - ML 
-Limited- L 
- Limited Severely - LS 

F2p Flp Ave. 
5 5 

1.60 2.40 1.919 
1.60 3.00 2.066 

1.88 3.60 2.45 
1.40 1.20 1.2320 
1.20 1.40 1.5417 
1.80 2.60 1.997 
1.40 2.20 1.7411 
1.80 3.20 2.245 
2.20 1.60 1.7212 
1.40 1.40 1.4619 

.80 1.40 1.4918 
1.40 1.80 1.5713 
1.80 3.80 2.4s4 
1.00 3.40 1.918 
1.80 2.40 1.8210 
1.80 3.80 2.671 
2.40 3.20 2.5~ 
1.60 2.00 1.5616 
2.00 1.40 1.5615 
2.00 1.60 1.5714 
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Limit 
Factor 

SL 
SL 
SL 
NL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
NL 
NL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
ML 
ML 
SL 
SL 
SL 



TABLE IX 

SENIOR LIMITATIONS BY PARENTS IN HOUSEHOLD 

M2p 
# 26 

1 1.08 
2 1.88 
3 1.73 
4 1.31 
5 1.73 
6 1.35 
7 1.50 
8 1.62 
9 1.04 

10 1.08 
11 1.23 
12 1.58 
13 3.27 
14 2.12 
15 2.12 
16 2.77 
17 1.50 
18. 1.15 
19 1.46 
20 1.54 

M2P =Male Two-Parent 
M1P =Male One-Parent 
F2P = Female Two-Parent 
FlP =Female One-Parent 

M1p 
17 

2.29 
2.71 
2.06 
2.18 
2.21 
1.94 
2.99 
2.06 
1.82 
1.94 
2.00 
1.82 
3.82 
3.06 
2.00 
3.59 
2.53 
1.94 
1.88 
2.24 

0-1.49 
1.50-2.49 
2.50-3.49 
3.50-4.49 
4.49-500 

- Not Limiting - NL 
- Slightly Limiting - SL 
- Moderately Limiting - ML 
-Limited- L 
- Limited Severely - LS 

F2p Flp Ave. 
21 11 

1.10 1.45 1.4814 

1.90 2.00 2.124 

1.24 2.27 1.836 

1.52 .82 1.4615 
1.62 .64 1.5711 

1.76 1.45 1.6310 

1.90 1.00 1.6~ 
1.71 6.63 1.5113 
1.24 .64 1.1920 
1.29 .64 1.2418 
1.14 1.09 1.3717 
1.33 .91 1.4116 

1.71 4.18 3.1011 

1.71 3.55 2.613 
1.95 1.00 1.677 

1.90 3.45 2.952 

1.76 1.55 1.845 
1.24 .55 1.2219 
1.381 1.55 1.5612 
1.24 1.55 1.649 
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Limit 
Factor 

NL 
SL 
SL 
NL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
NL 
NL 
NL 
NL 
ML 
ML 
SL 
ML 
SL 
NL 
SL 
SL 



While females from single parent families were the least 

limited group with an average response of 2.32. 
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In the sophomore class the group most severely limited 

was also the males from single-parent households with an 

average response of 2.80. The males from two-parent 

families were the second most limited group with a 2.19 

average response. Followed by the girls from single-parent 

homes with an average response of 2.00. The least limited 

group were the girls from two-parent families with a 1.89 

average response. 

Juniors had an average class response of 2.59. The 

group most limited were the females from single-parent 

families with an average response of 3.20. Next most 

limited group were the males from single-parent families 

with an average response of 2.60. They were followed by 

the females from two-parent families with a 2.40 average 

response. The least limited group were the males from two

parent families with an average response of 2.17. 

The senior class average was 1.84. The most severely 

limited were the males from single-parent families with a 

2.53 average response. Second most limiteq group were the 

females from two-parent families with an average response 

of 1.76. Followed by the females from single-parent 

families with an average response of 1.55. The least 

limited were the males from two-parent families with a 1.50 

average response. 



TABLE X 

FRESHMAN LIMITATIONS FROM ACTIVITIES INTERFERING WITH HOMEWORK FROM SCHOOL 

Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % R~oo~e 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 4.17 10 41.67 3 12.50 4 16.67 4 16.67 3 12.50 2.46 

0 0.00 7 41.18 2 11.77 2 11.77 l 5.88 5 29.41 2.71 

0 0.00 9 32.14 7 25.00 5 17.86 4 14.29 3 10.71 2.46 

1 4.00 10 40.00 3 12.00 3 12.00 7 28.00 1 4.00 2.32 

2.49 

~ 

1-' 



TABLE XI 

SOPHOMORE LIMITATIONS FROM ACriVITIES INTERFERING WITH HOMEWORK FROM SCHOOL 

Sophomore 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Two 

Sin!!.le 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# % # % # % # % # % # % 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

7 3333 1 4.76 4 19.05 3 14.29 2 9.52 4 19.05 

3 23.08 3 23.08 3 23.08 2 15.38 1 7.69 l 7.69 

3 15.79 8 42.10 3 15.79 0 0.00 3 15.79 2 10.53 

4 33.33 1 8.33 3 25.00 1 8.33 1 8.33 2 16.67 

Average 
Resoonse 

2.19 

1.85 

1.89 

2.00 

2.23 

~ 
N 



Junior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

~ 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

TABLE XII 

JUNIOR LIMITATIONS FROM ACfiVITIES INTERFERING WITH HOMEWORK FROM SCHOOL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sin11.le 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % II_ % # % _.II % __ Re.IDonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 0 0.00 2 22.22 4 44.44 0 0.00 2 22.22 2.17 

0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2.60 

0 0.00 2 40.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 2.40 

0 0.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 3.20 

2.59 
----- ·- ----

.t» 
w 



Senior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of res[!onse 

Males 

Suo Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

TABLE XIII 

SENIOR LIMITATIONS FROM ACfiVITIES INTERFERING WITH HOMEWORK FROM SCHOOL 

Family 
Units ------

Two 

Sin11.le 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse - - - - - - -

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6 23.08 10 38.46 4 15.38 4 15.38 0 0.00 2 7.69 1.54 

3 17 65 4 23.53 1 5.88 3 17.65 2 11.76 4 23.53 2.53 

4 1905 8 38.10 2 9.52 3 14.29 1 4.76 3 14.29 1.76 

5 45.45 1 9.09 2 18.18 1 9.09 2 18.18 0 0.00 1.45 

1.84 

.l:>o 

.l:>o 
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In an examination of all 16 groups, the males from 

single-parent families appear to be the most severely 

limited with an average response of 2.67. The second most 

limited group were the females from single-parent families 

with a 2.27 average response. They are followed by the 

females from two-parent families with an average response 

of 2.13. The least limited group were the males from two

parent families with a 2.08 average response. 

Question thirteen ranked as the second most limiting 

factor. It stated that the student must earn his or her 

own spending money. The freshman ranked it sixth with a 

class average response of 2.14. The most severely limited 

freshman group were females from two-parent families with 

an average response of 2.36. The group that followed them 

in degree of limitation were the males from single-parent 

families with a 2.24 average response. They were followed 

by the females from single-parent families with a 2.20 

average response. The least limited group were the males 

from two-parent families with an average response of 1.75. 

The sophomores ranked question 13 as the second most 

limiting factor with an average class response of 2.05. 

The sophomore group most limited were the girls from 

single-parent families with an average response of 2.50. 

Boys from single-parent and two-parent families tied for 

the next most limited group both with an average response 

of 2.00. The least limited group were the females from 

two-parent families with a 1.68 average response. 
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Junior's ranked question 13 in a tie for third with an 

average response of 2.45. Females from single-parent 

families were the most severely limited group with a 2.80 

average response. Second most limited group were the males 

from single-parent families with an average response of 

2.60. Next were the females from two-parent families with 

a 1.80 average response. The least limited group were the 

males from two-parent families with a 1.58 average. 

The senior class ranked question 13 as second most 

limiting with a class average of 3.10. The most severely 

limited group were the females from single-parent families 

with an average of 4.18. Second most limited group were 

the males from single-parent families with a 3.65 average. 

Followed by the males from two-parent families with an 

average response of 3.27. The least limited group were the 

female's from two-parent families with an average response 

of 1.71. 

The cross-sectional view shows single-parent females 

to be the most severely limited with a 3.17 average 

response. They were followed by the males from single

parent families with an average response of 2.62. The 

third most limited group were males from two-parent 

families with a 2.15 average response. Least limited were 

the females from two-parent families with a 1.89 average 

response. 

The third most limiting question was question number 

3. Question 3 stated that the parental work schedule 
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conflicted with scheduling of the students activity. 

Freshman and sophomores rated it fourth. Junior rated it 

third. Seniors rated question 3 as the sixth most 

limiting. In the initial examination it was recognized 

that the most limited group were the females from single

parent families with a 2.67 average response. Second most 

limited group were the males from single-parent families 

with a 2.13 average response. Followed by the males from 

two-parent families with a 1.93 average response. The 

least limited group were the females from two-parent 

families with a 1.75 average response. 

The freshman class reveals that female's from single

parent families were the most limited with a 2.88 average 

response. They were followed by the males from single

parent families with an average limitation of 2.41. Next 

most limited were the group of females from two-parent 

families with a 1.86 average response. The least limited 

group were the males from two-parent families with a 1.79 

average response. 

Sophomores had a class average of 1.97 on question 

number three. The group that was most limited were the 

males from single-parent families with a 3.60 average 

response. Second most limited group were the males from 

two-parent families with an average response of 2.88. The 

group that was second in most limitations were the females 

from single-parent families with an average response of 

2.41. They were followed by the females from two-parent 
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families with a 1.86 average response. Least limited were 

the males from two-parent homes with a 1.79 average 

response. 

The junior class' average response was 2.45. Females 

from single-parent families were the most severely limited 

with a 3.60 average response. Second most limited group 

were the males from two-parent families with an average 

response of 2.44. The least limited groups were both the 

males from single-parent families and the females from two

parent families with an average response of 1.88. 

The senior class had an average response of 1.83 on 

question three, and they ranked it sixth. Females from 

single parent families were the most limited by question 

six. They had an average response of 2.27. Males from 

single-parent families followed with a 2.06 average 

response. The group that followed in succession were the 

males from two-parent families with a 1.73 average 

response. 

In the cross-sectional view combining classes and 

comparing on family type and sex, the group that was most 

limited were the females from single-parent families with a 

2.27 average response. They were followed in succession by 

the males from single-parent families with a 2.13 average 

response. Third in succession were the males from two

parent families with a 1.93 average response. Least 

limited were the females from two-parent families with an 

average response of 1.75. 
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Question number sixteen ranked fourth among limiting 

factors. The freshmen rated question sixteen, fifteenth. 

Sophomores ranked it sixth. However, both the junior and 

the seniors ranked question 16 as the most limiting factor 

to participation in extra-curricular activities. The 

question stated that the extra-curricular activities 

interfere with the students job schedule. 

Freshman class ranked question 16, fifteenth with an 

average class response of 1.77. The group that was most 

limited were the females from two-parent families with a 

2.17 average response. The group that was second most 

limited were the males from two-parent families with an 

average response of 1.79. Third most limited were the 

males from single-parent families with an average response 

of 1.59. The group least limited were the females from 

single parent families. 

The sophomore group had an average of 1.80 response. 

Males from single-parent families were the most limited 

with a 2.46 average response. Second most limited were the 

females from two-parent families with an average response 

of 1.68. Followed very closely by the males from the two

parent families with a 1.57 average response. Least 

limited in the sophomore class were females from single

parent families with a 1.50 average response. 

Question 16 was ranked as the most limiting factor by 

the junior class with an average response of 2.67. The 
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group that was most limited were the females from single

parent families with a 3.80 average response. Followed by 

the males from single-parent families with an average 

response of 300. Third most limited group were the males 

from two-parent families with a 2.08 average response. The 

least limited group were females from two-parent families 

with a 1.80 average response. 

Seniors also ranked question 16 as the most limiting 

item on the questionnaire with a class average response of 

3.36. The group most limited were the males from two

parent families with a 4.50 average response. Second most 

limited group were the males from single-parent families 

with a 3.59 average response. They were followed very 

closely by the females from single-parent families with a 

3.45 average response. Least limited were the females from 

two-parent families with an average response of 1.90. 

Viewing this question cross-sectionally the females 

from single-parent families were the most limited with a 

2.57 average. Second most limited group were the males 

from two-parent families with an average of 2.49. Single

parent males followed in third with a 2.26 average. The 

least limited group were the females from two-parent 

families with an average response of 1.89. 

Fifth most limiting factor on the questionnaire was 

question number fourteen. Freshman ranked it fifth with a 

2.18 average. Sophomores ranked it tenth with a 1.72 

average. Junior ranked it eighth with an average response 
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of 1.91. The senior ranked it third with a 2.61 average 

response. Question fourteen stated that the student was 

too involved with a conflicting activity. 

Freshman's average response to question 14 was 2.18. 
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The most limited group were females from two-parent 

families with a 2.54 average response. The group that was 

second on limitation were the females from single-parent 

families with a 2.48 average response. Followed in 

succession by males from single-parent families with a 2.12 

average response. Least limited group were the males from 

two-parent families with 1.58 average response. 

Sophomores rated question 14 tenth with 1.72 average 

response. The most limited group were the males from two

parent families with a 2.14 average response. They were 

followed by the females from two-parent families with an 

average response of 1.95. Third most limited group were 

the males from single-parent households with an average 

response of 1.46. Least limited sophomore group by 

question number 14 were the females from single-parent 

families. 

Juniors ranked question 14 eighth with an average 

response of 1.91. The group that was most limited were the 

females from single-parent families with an average 

response of 3.80. Second most limited group were the males 

from single-parent families with a 2.00 average response. 

Next most limited group were the males from two-parent 

families with a 1.25 average response. Least limited by 
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question 14 were the females from two-parent families with 

a 1.00 average response. 

Seniors ranked question 14 third with an average 

response of 2.61. The most limited group were the females 

from single-parent families with a 3.55 average response. 

Males from two-parent families followed in succession with 

a 3.06 average response. Third most limited group were the 

males from two-parent families with 2.12 average response. 

The least limited group were the females from two-parent 

families with a 1.71 average response. 

Examining the cross-se?tional view the group that is 

most limited are the females from single-parent families 

with 2.69 average response. Followed by the males from 

single-parent families with a 2.16 average response. The 

females from two-parent families were third most limited 

with a 1.80 average response. Least limited were the males 

from two-parent families with a 1.77 average response. 

Sixth most limiting question was factor number 

fifteen, which stated too many hours had to be put in for 

too little recognition. Freshman ranked it third. 

Sophomore ranked it seventh. Juniors ranked it tenth. 

Seniors rank it seventh. 

The freshman group that was most limited by question 

15 were the females from two-parent families with an 

average response of 2.57. The next most limited group were 

the males from single-parent families with a 2.24 average 

response. Third in succession were the females from 



single-parent families with an average response of 2.12. 

The least limited group were the males from two-parent 

families with a 2.08 average response. 
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The Sophomore group that was most limited by question 

15 were males from single-parent families with an average 

response of 2.00. They were followed by the males from 

two-parent families with a 1.81 average response. The 

group that was third in average response were the females 

from two-parent families with a 1.68. The least limited 

group were the females from single-parent families with a 

1.67 average response. 

Junior's ranked question number 15 as its tenth most 

limiting factor. The group that was most limited were the 

females from single-parent families with a 2.40 average 

response. Next, most limited group were the males from 

single-parent families with an average response of 2.00. 

Third most limited group were the females from two-parent 

families with a 1.80 average response. Least limited by 

question 15 were the males from two parent families with an 

average response of 1.08. 

The seniors ranked question 15 seventh among limiting 

factors. The group that was most severely limited were the 

males from single-parent families with a 2.00 average 

response. They were followed in succession by females from 

two-parent families with an average response of 1.95. Next 

in line were the males from two-parent families with an 

average response of 1.73. Group that was least limited 



TABLE XXX 

FRESHMAN ACfiVITIES LIMITED BECAUSE TOO MANY 1-IOURS·WERE REQUIRED FOR TOO LITTLE RECOGNITION 

Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Simde 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

95 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# . % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2.08 11 45.83 5 20.84 2 8.33 2 8.33 3 12.50 2.00 

0 000 5 29.41 6 35.29 4 23.53 1 5.88 1 5.88 2.24 

0 0.00 9 32.14 6 2143 6 21.43 2 7.14 5 17.86 2.57 

1 4.00 10 40.00 4 16.00 4 16.00 3 12.00 2 8.00 2.12 

2.25 

-....) 

0 



TABLE XXXI 

SOPHOMORE ACfiVITIES LIMITED BECAUSE TOO MANY HOURS WERE REQUIRED FOR TOO LITfLE RECOGNITION 

Sophomore 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Suh Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units .................. 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % __ JL __ % _ _ LH _ % __ # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

7 33.33 4 19.05 4 19.05 2 9.52 0 0.00 4 19.05 1.81 

J 23.08 5 38.46 0 0.00 1 7.69 2 15.38 2 15.38 2.00 

2 10.53 8 42.00 5 26.32 3 15.79 0 0.00 l 5.26 1.68 

4 33.33 4 33.33 l 8.33 0 0.00 1 8.33 2 16.67 1.67 

-- ------------· -- ----- --- - - - - 1.79 

-....I 
1-' 



TABLE XXXII 

JUNIOR ACTIVITIES LIMITED BECAUSE TOO MANY HOURS WERE REQUIRED FOR TOO LllTLE RECOGNITION 

Junior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units '-"•••-.v 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % _ # __ _% _ff_ _%_ ___ #_ __ % __ Resnonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 4 44.44 3 33.33 1 11.11 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.08 

0 0.00 3 60.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2.00 

0 0.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 1.80 

0 0.00 0 0.00 3 60.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2.40 

1.82 ---------- --

-....] 

N 



TABLE XXXIII 

SENIOR ACfiVITIES LIMITED BECAUSE TOO MANY HOURS WERE REQUIRED FOR TOO LllTLE RECOGNITION 

Senior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resuonse 

Males 

Suo Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units ......, ...... u 

Two 

Sim!le 

Two 

Sinu.le 

Numller 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

ll 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % ReSDonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

3 23.08 10 38.46 4 15.38 3 11.54 . 2 7.69 4 15.38 2.12 

3 17.65 4 23.53 5 29.41 1 5.88 4 17.65 1 5.88 2.00 

4 19.05 5 23.81 5 23.81 3 19.05 1 4.76 2 9.52 1.95 

5 45.45 4 36.36 1 9.09 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 9.09 1.00 

1.67 

-...) 

w 



were the females from single-parent families with a 1.00 

average response. 
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The cross-sectional view sees the males from single

parent families as being the most limited group with an 

average response of 2.06. They were followed by females 

from two-parent families with an average response of 2.00. 

Third most limited group were the female from single-parent 

families with a 1.80 average response. The least limited 

group were the males from two-parent families with an 

average response of 1.68. 

Seventh most limiting factor was question eight, which 

stated the student was more involved in a directly 

competitive activity limited involvement. Freshman rated 

it as the second most limiting factor with average response 

of 2.38. Sophomores ranked it as twelfth most limiting 

with a 1.61 average response. Juniors considered it to be 

fifth among limiting factors. Seniors also ranked it 

twelfth with an average response of 1.51. 

Freshman from both sexes from two-parent families 

considered it to be limiting. The females from two-parent 

families were most severely limited by this factor, with an 

average response of 2.86. Males from two-parent families 

were next with a 2.58 average response. The males from 

single-parent families were third with 2.06 average 

response. They were closely followed by the females from 

single-parent families with an average of 2.00. 
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Sophomores rated question 8 as twelfth among limiting 

factors with an average response of 1.61. The females from 

two-parent families were the most limited with a 2.05 

average response. Males from two-parent families next in 

succession with an average response of 1.76. Single-parent 

males were third with an average response of 1.62. Females 

from single-parents were least limited by this question; 

their average response was 1.00. 

Juniors rated question number 8 as fifth in degree of 

limitations with a 2.24 average class response. Single

parent females were the most severely limited with an 

average response of 3. 20'. Followed by the single-parent 

males with 2.40 average response. Next were the two-parent 

females with an average response of 1.80. Males from two

parent families were the least severely limited with 1.56 

average response. 

Seniors ranked question 8 as twelfth with a 1.51 

response. Seniors most limited by question 8 were males 

from single-parent families with an average response of 

2.06. They were followed by the females from two-parent 

families with an average response of 1.71. Males from two

parent families were next with an average response of 1.64. 

The group least limited were females from single-parent 

families with a 1.62 average response. 

The cross-sectional view sees the females from single

parent being the most limited with a 2.11 average response. 

Followed by the males from single-parent families followed 



Freshman 
Students 

( 'oefficient Value 
of response 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

·roTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Two 

Sin11:le 

Table XXXIV 
Freshman Participation Limited by Compition from other Activities 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

2H 

25 

53 

94 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # __ % # % ____ # % # % Resvonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 4.17 8 33.33 4 16.67 3 12.50 3 12.50 5 20.H3 2.33 

0 0.00 H 47.06 3 17.65 4 23.53 1 5.88 I 5.HH 2.0(J 

0 0.00 6 21.43 6 21.43 8 28.57 2 7.14 6 21.43 2.H6 

1 4.00 13 52.00 4 16.00 2 8.00 2 8.00 3 12.00 2.00 

-- - ---- -------- L___- -- -------------L_ 2JI 

-....I 
0'\ 



Sophomore 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of response 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Two 

Siuv.lc 

Taole XXXV 
Sophomores Participation Limited oy Compition from other Activities 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Response 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

7 33.33 5 23.81 3 14.29 1 4.76 2 9.52 3 14.29 1.76 

3 23.08 6 46.15 0 0.00 2 15.38 I 7.69 1 7.69 1.62 

0 0.00 9 47.37 4 21.05 3 15.79 2 10.53 I 5.26 2.05 

4 33.33 5 41.67 2 16.67 I 8.33 0 0.00 0 0.00 __ _L_ill_L_ 

l.b I 

-....] 
-....] 



Junior 
Students - --- -----

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Suh Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units ~ -----

Two 

Single 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Tahle XXXVI 
Juniors Participation Limited hy Compition from other Activities 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 ------- --

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# __ % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse .. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 4 44.45 3 33.33 0 0.00 1 11.11 0 0.00 1.56 

0 0.00 2 40.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 2.40 

0 0.00 1 20.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.80 

0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 3.20 

'-----·--· L_ _________ --~------- ·- - 2.24 

-....J 
00 



Senior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Single 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

Tahle XXXVII 
Seniors Participation Limited by Compition from other Activities 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % _ _jf _u % # % Resoonse -------------------------- -------

0 I 2 3 4 5 

5 19.24 10 38.46 4 15.38 2 7.69 2 7.69 3 11.54 1.81 

3 17.65 5 29.41 2 11.76 4 23.53 1 5.88 2 11.54 1.81 

4 19.05 5 23.81 7 33.33 4 19.05 0 0.00 l 4.76 1.71 

5 45.45 5 45.45 1 9.10 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 .63 

1.51 

-...) 

~ 



with an average response of 2.04. Next were males from 

two-parent families with a 1.88 average response. The 

females from two-parent families were the least limited 

with a 1.71 average response. 
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The eighth most limiting factor was question number 

seven, which states, the student was not closely associated 

with others in the club. The freshman ranked it as twelfth 

most limiting factor with a 1.87 average response. 

Sophomores rated it as eleventh with an average response of 

1.71. Juniors ranked it eleventh also, with an average 

response of 1.74. Seniors ranked it eighth with an average 

response of 1.67. 

Freshman ranked it as the twelfth most limiting 

factor. Females from single-parent families were the most 

limited with a 2.08 average response. The group next most 

limited were the females with two-parents with a 1.86 

average response. Males from single-parent families were 

next in succession with an average response of 1.82. The 

least limited group were males from two-parent families 

with an average response of 1.71. 

Sophomores ranked it eleventh. The groups most 

severely limited by question seven were both males and 

females from two-parent families with a 1.95 average 

response. They were followed by males from single-parent 

families with an average response of 1.85. Least limited 

by question seven were the females from single-parent 

families with a 1.08 average response. 
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Juniors, also ranked question seven as eleventh most 

limiting, with an average response of 1.74. Females from 

single-parent families were the most limited with a 2.20 

average response. They were followed by males from single

parent families with a 2.00 average response. Next most 

limited group were the males from two-parent families with 

an average response of 1.67. Least limited were the 

females from two-parent families with a 1.40 average 

response. 

Seniors ranked question seven as eighth most limiting, 

with an average response of 1.67. Males from single-parent 

families were the most severely limited with a 2.29 average 

response. The next most limited group were the females 

from two-parent families with an average response of 1.90. 

Males from two-parent families followed with a 1.50 average 

response. The least limited group were the females from 

single-parent families with a 1.00 average response. 

Comparisons made by combining grades shows the males 

from single-parent families to be the most limited with an 

average response of 1.99. Females from two-parent families 

followed with 1.78 average response. Males from single

parent families followed them very closely with 1~71 

average response. The least limited group were the females 

from single-parent families with a 1.59 average response. 

The ninth most limiting factor was question number 

two. It stated, that availability of financing to buy 

equipment or accessories was a limiting factor. Freshman 



TABLE XXXVIII 

INDIVIDUAL WAS NOT CLOSELY ASSOCIATED WITH PEOPLE IN THE CLUB AS A FRESHMAN LIMITATION 

Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units ------

Two 

Simde 

Two 

Simde 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
:fL % # % _#_ % # % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
~ 

2 8.3_3_ 14 5833 2 8.33 3 12.50 I 4.18 2 8.33 l.71 

() 0.00 9 5294 J 17.65 4 23.53 1 5.88 0 0.00 l.82 

0 0.00 15 5357 4 14.29 7 25.00 2 7.14 0 . 0.00 1.8_6_ 

1 400 15 60.00 2 8.00 1 400 0 0.00 6 24.00 2.08 

l.87 

co 
N 



TABLEIXL 

INDIVIDUAL WAS NOT CLOSELY ASSOCIATED \VITII PEOPLE IN THE CLUB AS A SOPIIOMOIU~ LIMITATION 

SoD I 
"'' ,., ......... '·' 

Coefficient Value 
!lLr~.wonsc 

_Males 

.S!•hJ.J!!l!_l --

_Fcmnk1i__ 

S!!l!_]JH!!! 

TOTAL 

Fa mil 
'1..1 I I I l•• 

Two 

SinglL_ 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Stud 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not 
R I . ·-. 

0 1 

7 33.33 6 28.57 4 

2 15.39 6 46.15 I 

3 15.19 J 36.84 4 

5 41.67 5 41.67 () 

Slightly 
I . ·-. 

Moderately 
Limitinl! I · · · 

v 

2 3 4 

19.04 t 4.76 () 0.00 

7.69 2 15.39 () 0.00 

21 05 3 15.79 2 10.53 

0.00 1 8.33 0 0.00 

--------- ------------

• 

3 

2 

I 

I 

Scvcdy I . . . 

v 

5 

14.29 

A 
• ''""~-I.!!!!~-

__ 152 

1536 - I.H5 

5.26 __ I.~L-

- tl,33 _1.08 

1.60 
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TABLE XL 

INDIVIDUAL WAS NOT CLOSELY ASSOCIATED WITH PEOPLE IN THE CLUB AS A JUNIOR LIMlTATION 

Junior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Suh Total 

Females 

Suh Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units -------

Two 

Sinl!le 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse - - - - - - -- --

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 1111 6 66.67 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 22.22 1.78 

0 0.000 2 40.00 I 20.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 0 ().()() 2.00 

0 0.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

0 0.00 1 20.00 2 40.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2.20 

1.85 

CXl 
~ 



TABLE XLI 

INDIVIDUAL WAS NOT CLOSELY ASSOCIATED WITH PEOPLE IN THE CLUB AS A SENIOR LIMITATION 

s . Famil 
_L ___ JI&I.LI' 

'-"' .... '-U' 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males Two 

Sin11.le 

Sub Total 

Females Two 

Single 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Number 
of 

Student 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

R 
« 

6 

3 

4 

5 

No 

(V 

0 

23.08 

17.65 

19.05 

45.45_ 

Not 
Limit" 
, (V 

1 

9 34.62 

4 23.53 

7 33.33 

3 27.24 

5 

1 

4 

1 

Slightly 
L" ... 

Moderately 
Limitimr L" · · 

" tV , (V " tV 

2 3 4 

19.23 5 19.23 () 0.00 

5.88 5 29.41 2 11.76 

19.05 4 19.05 2 9.52 

9.09 2 18.18 0 0.00 

Severly 
L" .. 
II {V 

5 

I 3.85 

2 11.76 

() 0.00 

0 0.00 

A 
.&'-Ll't'':-'IU.I-

L.35 

2.29 

190 

1.00 

1.64 

00 
U1 



ranked question two, seventh. Sophomores ranked question 

two, third. Juniors ranked question two, sixth. Seniors 

ranked question two, fourth. 

The average response of the freshman was 2.11. The 

most limited freshman group were the males from single-

86 

parent families with an average response of 2.47. The next 

most limited group were the females from single-parent 

families with a 2.12 average response. They were followed 

by the males from two-parent families with a 2.14 average 

response. Least limited were the females from two-parent 

families with an average response of 1.82. 

Sophomores had an average response of 2.00. The most 

limited group were the males from single-parent. families 

with an average response of 2.23. Second most limited were 
• 

the females from two-parent families with a 1.95 average 

response. They were closely followed by the females from 

single-parent families with a 1.92 average response. Males 

from two-parent families were least limited with a 1.91 

average response. 

Juniors ranked question two as the fourth most 

limiting item with average response being 2.12. Males from 

single-parent families were most severely limited with an 

average response of 2.71. They were followed by the 

females from single-parent families with a 2.00 average 

response. Next were the females from two-parent families; 

their average response was 1.90. The group least limited 
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were the males from two-parent families with a 1.88 average 

response. 

Seniors ranked question number two as the fourth most 

limiting factor. The most limited group were the males 

from one-parent families. Followed by the females from 

single-parent families. Next in succession were the males 

from two-parent families. The least limited group were the 

females from two-parent families. 

The combined responses from the freshman through the 

seniors revealed the most limited group to be the females 

from single-parent families with an average response of 

2.26; followed by the males from single-parent families 

with a 2.20 average response. Next were the males from 

two-parent families with an average response of 2.01. The 

least limited group were the females from two-parent 

families. 

Tenth most limiting factor was question number one. 

Question one asked to what extent was the availability of 

transportation a limiting factor. Freshman ranked it as 

eighth. Sophomores ranked question as fifth most limiting. 

Juniors ranked it as ninth most limiting. Seniors ranked 

it as the fourteenth most limiting factor. 

Freshman ranked question as the eighth most limiting 

factor with an average response of 2.08. The group that 

was most limited were the females from single-parent 

families with a 2.48 average response. Next were the males 

from single-parent families with a 2.18 average response. 



Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resJlonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Suh Total 

TOTAL 

TABLE XLI 

FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS OF ACTIVITY LIMITED PARTICIPATION OF FRESHMEN 

Family 
Units ................. 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
tf __ _!'lo_ # _% __ # ___ % _ #___ % # % # % Response 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 4.17 9 37.50 8 33.34 2 8.33 2 8.33 2 8.33 2.()4 

0 0.00 3 17.65 6 35.29 6 35.29 1 5.88 1 5.88 2.47 

0 0.00 13 46.42 4 14.29 4 14.49 2 7.14 5 17.86 1.82 

1 4.00 11 44.00 4 16.00 4 16.00 3 12.00 2 8.00 2.12 

___ 2_._1 L 
---

co 
co 



TABLE XLII 

FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS OF ACI'IVITY LIMITED PARTICIPATION OF SOI'IIOMORES 

Sophomores 
Students 

Family 
Units """" ........ 

( 'uciTicicut Value 
of respousc -

_Mal~~ Two 

____sj_ugle 

Suh Total 

Females ___ Two 

----· Single 

Suh Total 

TOTAL 

Number 
or 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# % # % # % ~- % 

0 I 2 J 

5 23 81 6 28.57 3 14.29 2 9.52 

1 7.69 6 46.15 1 7.69 1 7J•9 

2 10Sl 6 3157 6 1157 2 1053 

4 33.33 J 2~.00 0 0.00 2 1667 

Sevcrly 
l.imiting Limiting 
# % fl_ .% 

4 5 

3 14.29 2 9.52 

2 15.39 2 15.39 

2 10.53 I 526 -

l 8.33 _ _]. (().() 7 

·-

--

Average 
He~mnse 

1.91 

2.23 

1.95 

_1.92 __ 

2.00 

co 
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Juniors 
Students 

< 'odlkicnt Value 
!~'-rcN~cmsc 

Males 

Suh_]!_,_tal 

_Ccmal~s 

-----

S.u.b Tot;.!L_ 

TOTAL 

TABLE XLIII 

FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS OF ACI,"IVITY LIMITED PARTICIPATION OF JUNIORS 

Family 
Units ......... -

Two 

Sinf!le 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

StmJents 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

lU 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Scvetly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# % # % # %_________iL__% __ # % # % 

0 I 2 3 4 __ 5 __ 

1 1111 2 22.22 3 33.33 1 11.11 I 11.11 I 11.11 

0 0.00 4 8000 0 0.00 1 20.00 u ().0() 0 0.00 

-

0_ 0.00 3 60.00 I 20.00 1 20.tK) 0 0.00 () 0.00 

0 0.00 0 0.00 2 40.00 1 20.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 

---

Average 
Response 

--~------~ 

2.22 __ 

1.40 

__ _l&!,l __ 

_______1,!)_(_) -

2.06 

"" 0 



Senims 
Stuuents 

Cucrficient Value 
of response 

___ Male~-

--

S.ull 'l"ot_;_l_l___ 

__ F~!IH~_L_ 

Sub Total 

TOTAL_~ 

TABLE XLIV 

FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS OF ACI'IVITY LIMITEU PARTICIPATION OF SENIORS 

Family 
Units w••••• 

Two 

Single 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Mouerately Sevcrly 
Response I .imiting Limiting Limiting I Jmiting I Jmiting 
:fl______%___ _ __iL__% ___ _jf_ __ % - ___ #_- -!Yo # % # % 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

3 11.54 13 50.00 3 11.54 2 7.69 1 3.85 4 15.38 

3 17.65 3 11.76 2 11.76 3 17.65 4 23.53 3 17.65 

2 9.53 9 42.86 5 23.81 1 4 76 2 9.53 2 9.53 

4 36.36 2 18.18 t 9.09 l 9.09 () 0.00 J 27.27 

/\vcra~e 
Rcspvtise -----

1.88 

__ Z71 

1.90 

___ 2Jlll_ 

__ 2. L2 ___ 

1.0 
...... 
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They were followed by the females from two parent families 

with a 2.11 average response. The least limited group were 

the males from two-parent families with 1.54 average 

response. 

Sophomores had an average response for the class of 

1.85; the fifth most limiting item. The most limited 

sophomore group were the males from two-parent families 

with 2.10 average response. They were followed by the 

females from two-parent families with a 2.05 average 

response. Third most limited were the males from single

parent families with a 1.84 average response. The least 

limited group were the females from two-parent families 

with a 1.42 average response. 

Juniors ranked question one as the ninth most limiting 

factor, with an average response of 1.91. The most limited 

group were the females from single-parent families with a 

2.40 average response. Next most limited were the males 

from two-parent families with a 2.22 average response. 

They were followed by the females from single-parent 

families with a 1.60 average response. Least limited were 

the males from single-parent families 1.40 average 

response. 

The senior class ranked question one as the fourteenth 

most limiting item on the questionnaire with an average 

response of 1.48. The males from single-parent families 

were the most limited group with an average response of 

2.29. Females from single-parent families followed with a 



1.45 average response. Next were the females from two

parent families with a 1.10 average response. The males 

from two-parent families were the least limited with an 

average response of 1.08. 
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The cross-sectional view of grades nine through twelve 

revealed that females from single-parent families were the 

most limited with an average response of 1.94. They were 

followed very closely by males from single-parent families 

with an average response of 1.93. Next were the males from 

two-parent families with a 1.74 average response. The 

least limited group were the female's from two-parent 

families with a 1.72 average response. 

These were the top ten questions based on their 

average response to each question. The final two questions 

may have been extremely limiting to certain individual 

groups, but as collective informational source the 

responses did not warrant any further examination. The 

remainder of the responses ••• (See Table 6,7,8,9). 



TABLE XLVI 

TRANSPORTATION AS A LIMITING FACTOR TO PARTICIPATION IN ACITIVITIES FOR SOPHOMORES 

Sophomores 
Students - --

Coefficient Value 
of resnonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

5 23.8_1 3_ 14.29 6 28.57 2 9.52 2 9.52 3 14.29 2.09 

1 7.69 7 53.86 2 15.38 1 7.69 0 0.00 2 15.38 1.84 

3 15.79 6 31.58 2 10.53 5 26.32 1 5.26 2 10.52 2.05 

4 33.33 4 33.33 1 8.33 2 16.67 0 0.00 1 8.33 1.42 

1.85 

I.D 
ol::o 



TABLE XLVII 

TRANSPORTATION AS A LIMITING FACfOR TO PARTICIPATION IN ACITIVITIES FOR JUNIORS. 

Junior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resuonse 

Mules 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units --- ---

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % ResDonse - --

0 1 2 3 4 5 

0 0.00 2 22.22 3 33.33 1 11.11 1 11.11 I 1 1.11 2.22 

0 0.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

n 0.00 3 60.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.60 

0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 2 40.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 2.40 

1.9 J - ------ -- -- ---- - ------------ ------ ----------- ----

\.0 
Ul 



TABLE XLVIII 

TRANSPORTATION AS A LIMITING FACI'OR TO I'ARTICIPATION IN ACITIVITIES FOR SENIOJ{S 

Seniors 
Students -------

( 'oclficient Value 
uLr~_wonse 

~trl;!k~--

Suh Total 

_ £~Jm~l~_s_ 

Suh Total 

rurAL 

Family 
Units ...... ~. 

Two 

Siturle 

Two 

Single 

Numher 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting 
:fl___ % # % # % .. # % 

0 1 2 3 

3 11.54 18 69.23 0 0.00 5 19.53 

J 17.64 6 35.29 I 5.88 2 11.66 

2 9.52 16 76.19 2 9.52 1 4.76 

4 36.36 3 27.27 0 0.00 3 27.27 

I Jmiting 
#___% ---· 

4 

() 0.00 

(J 0.00 

() 0.0() 

I 9.09 

Sevcrly 
Limiting 
# % 

5 

() 0.00 

5 29.41 

····-· 

Average 
Rcspmtsc 

------·---

__ l_._!ltl ___ 

_:fj_)_l) __ 

() U.OJL __ LW __ 

0 IJ.OO __ .L_4_5_ 

1.4J 

1..0 
0"\ 



TABLE XLIX 

TRANSPORTATION AS A LIMITING FACfOR TO PARTICIPATION IN ACITIVITIES FOR SENIORS 

Seniors 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
oJ response 

Males 

SubTotal 

Females 

---

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sin~le 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Response 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

3 11.54 18 69.23 0 0.00 5 19.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.08 

3 17.64 6 35.29 1 5.88 2 11.66 0 0.00 5 29.41 2.09 

2 9.52 16 76.19 2 9.52 1 4.76 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.10 

4 36.36 3 27.27 0. 0.00 3 27.27 l 9.09 0 0.00 1.45 

1.43 

\.0 
-.1 
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TABLEL 

QUESTIONS RANKING BY AVERAGE MEAN RESPONSE LIMITATION 
ON A REVERSE SCALE 

Question Point 
Number Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total Rank 

1 8 5 9 14 36 10 
2 7 3 6 4 35 9 
3 4 4 3 6 17 3 
4 17 15 20 15 67 17 
5 9 9 17 11 46 u 
6 16 13 7 10 46 11 

7 12 11 11 8 32 8 
8 2 u 5 13 30 7 
9 10 19 u 20 61 16 

10 19 20 19 18 76 20 
12 11 8 13 16 48 13 
13 6 2 4 2 13 2 
14 5 10 8 1 26 5 
15 3 7 10 7 27 6 
16 15 6 1 2 25 4 
17 1 1 2 5 9 1 
18 20 18 16 19 73 19 
19 13 16 15 13 56 15 
20 14 14 14 9 51 14 
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TABLELI 

TOP TEN QUESTIONS ON A GROSS-SECTIONAL VIEW OF GRADES NINE THROUGH 
TWELVE ON THE BASIS OF SEX AND FAMILY TYPE 

Question Male Male Female Female Rank 
Number two-parent one-parent two-parent one-parent of limitation 

17 2.08 2.67 2.13 2.27 1 
13 2.15 2.62 1.89 3.17 2 
3 1.93 2.13 1.75 2._67 3 

16 2.49 2.26 1.89 2.57 4 
14 1.77 2.16 1.80 2.69 5 
15 1.68 2.06 2.00 1.80 6 
8 1.88 2.04 2.11 1.71 7 
7 1.71 1.99 1.78 1.59 8 
2 2.01 2.20 1.82 2.26 9 
1 1.74 1.93 1.72 1.94 10 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The decade of the eighties is rapidly drawing to a 

close. We have seen many changes come about. Changes in 

schools, in personal mobility, and in family life. These 

changes have left some dramatic impressions on the youth of 

today. Which leads us to the problem stated on page four 

of this thesis. Many adolescents have had their lives 

dramatically altered by the loss of a parent, either by 

death or the more common occurrence, divorce. This 

disruption of lifestyle often leads to a change in academic 

performance andjor·level of involvement in extra-curricular 

activities. This disruption of lifestyle can be observed 

by many of the current trends in society, and by the 

affects of divorce. 

These trends include increased mobility and an 

increase in single-parent families. Mobility changes are a 

result of new technology such as airplanes, automobiles, 

and trains. These transportation modes make it easier for 

families to relocate. Often, relocation is necessary for 

economic reasons. The increase of mobility has also acted 

as deteriorating factor of the family support system. The 

100 



traditional safety network may no longer be available. 

Moving into a new town the community, the church, and 

extended family may not be present. This family support 

network has in turn led to the increase of single-parent 

families. 
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The family unit once thought of as a 'father, mother, 

and children as being the norm, is no longer the case. All 

too often divorce is seen as the answer for marital 

problems. Rapidly the single-parent family unit is seen as 

the norm not the exception. In 1960 sixteen percent of the 

families were single-parent in America, in 1980 this figure 

had risen to 26.5 percent, 1987 in Broken Arrow High School 

this had risen to 40.31 percent. These changes, in marital 

status often involve children of the adults involved. 

Shock waves are often manifested in many forms. 

These affects of single-parenting can be seen in 

changes in sociocultural patterns. These sociocultural 

changes are seen in changes in family units toward single

parenting. the families of divorce often cause disruption 

in daily activities. It also often times includes a move 

away from familiar surroundings and into a new school or a 

new city. The child often feels torn between mother and 

father. These changes can be magnified stress developed by 

separation of parents. There are times when effects of 

divorce are not all bad, i.f the end result is a move to a 

more positive environment. This is the case if one or both 

parents are abusive to either the children or other spouse. 



To label or stereotype a child as being from a "broken 

home" and disadvantage is often a misnomer. 
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One of the major resultant effects is the lowering of 

income. About ninety percent of all single-parent 

households are headed by women. Women in the work force 

often earn less than men of an equivalent occupation. The 

new single-parent family may be forced to find a lower rent 

living accommodation with fewer amenities. This reduction 

of income may require the family to spend less income on 

extra-curricular activities or force the student to seek a 

job. These points can be seen by viewing the top ten 

limiting factors in the survey. It does force the 

adolescent to accept certain work oriented 

responsibilities. 

The level of maturation at which the single-parent 

household occurs is important. To move through the 

developmental task continuum is difficult enough without 

the added stress of separation from a parent. Stress can 

make the tasks more difficult and confuse individuals 

ability to develop a pleasant personality and high self

image. Self-image is extremely important to a persons 

success. Productivity is often linked to self-image. 

There are those individuals that have the resiliency to 

reinforce their self-image through difficult developmental 

tasks. 

Development may be more difficult with only one parent 

as a role model. As young people learn through modeling. 
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Absence of one parent can have varied effects on children. 

Single-parenting is destroying the old stereo types of 

masculine and feminine. These single-parent families are 

seeing more of a uni-sex person. Traditional male, female 

roles around the house are changed. In role modeling the 

amount and quality of time is often more essential to the 

outcome of the personality. A number of factors are also 

recognized as well as modeling, peer groups, input from 

textbooks and school. 

School achievement is based on many factors 

motivation, intelligence scores, cognitive development, and 

other intrinsic factors. Each factor is affected by 

stress. Stress is produced by parental separation. A 

separation creating financial difficulty, and move to a new 

school often creates an atmosphere of confusion and 

anxiety. These often take a toll on a students academic 

performance. It is not to say that children of two-parent 

are more academically advanced. But, it does indicate that 

two-parent families are more conducive to academic 

achievement. 

The school's role in separation of a ~amily is to be 

aware of the needs of the community. In being aware of the 

communities needs, it is not to say the school should 

intervene in community. The school is to provide an 

atmosphere of continuity for education and development. 

The school is a facilitator of education. It is possible 

for educators to detect signs of family disruption. Many 
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times if support and reassurance does not come from school 

it may not come from anywhere else. 

The data indicates that there is definitely a 

difference between single-parent families and two-parent 

families. There is a high incidence of single-parent 

families. In initial portion of the survey it shows the 

students from a single-parent home have a lower grade point 

and participate in fewer activities. The second portion 

determined the ten most limiting factors surveyed. It also 

showed that for many of the factor those from a single

parent family were the most limited. The questions that 

were the major barriers to participation in extra

curricular activities were those that involved a need for 

money, time away from home, or transportation to an 

activity. These are a generalized interpretation of the 

barriers. But, they followed the items discussed in review 

of literature. 

Findings 

The findings of the study as related to the objectives 

are as follows: 

1. It was found that 40.4 percent or 104 students 

were from single-parent families. 

2. Findings show that grade point average of male was 

249. The average female had a 2.62 grade point 

average. Males from two-parent families had a 

2.54, and males from single-parent families had a 
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2.45 grade point average. Females from two-parent 

families had 3.01 grade point average, those from 

single parent families had 2.22 grade point 

average. 

3. It was found that the 258 students participated in 

a total of 629 activities for an average of 2.44 

activities per student. The 80 males participated 

in 181 activities for an average of 2.26 

activities per student. The 52 males from 

participated in 131 activities for an average 2.51 

activities per student. The 74 females from two

parent families participated in 226 activities for 

an average of 3.05 activities per female. Those 

females from single~parent families participated 

in 91 activities for a 1.75 activities per 

student. 

4. It was found that of the twenty of the items 

surveyed one was not limiting to the freshman; 

five questions were not limiting to the 

sophomores; three questions were not limiting to 

the juniors; seven questions were not limiting to 

the seniors. 

The top ten most limiting questions were examined, and 

item number seventeen was the most limiting question on the 

survey. The findings show that in the freshman class the 

freshman single-parent males were the most limited group, 

with a 2.71 average response. Sophomore class, the group 
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most limited were males from single-parent families with an 

average of 2.80. Juniors most limited were females from 

single-parent families with a 3.20. The senior class group 

most limited were the males from single-parent families, an 

average of 2.53. The most limited group were the males 

from single-parent families with 2.67 degree of limitation. 

Second most limiting question was item number 

thirteen. Freshman group most severely limited were the 

females from two-parent families with a 2.36 average 

response. Sophomores most limited were females from 

single-parent families with a 2.50 average response. 

Junior girls from single-parent families were the most 

limited with a 2.80 degree of limitations. Seniors most 

severely limited were the females from single parent 

families with an average response of 4.18. 

Third most limiting question was item number three. 

Freshman group most limited by number three were the 

females from single-parent families with 2.67 average 

response. Sophomore group most limited were the males from 

single parent families with a 3.60 average response. 

Juniors most limited were the females from single-parent 

families with a 3.60 average response. Seniors most 

limited were the females from single parent families with 

an average response of 2.27. 

It was found that question sixteen was the fourth most 

limiting factor. The freshman group that was most limited 

were the females from two-parent families with an average 
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response of 2.17. Sophomore group most limited were males 

from single-parent families with 2.46 average response. 

Juniors most limited were the females from single-parent 

families with a 3.80 average response. Senior group most 

limited were the males from two-parent families with a 4.50 

average response. 

Findings indicate that the fifth most limiting factor 

was question number 14. Freshman group most limited were 

the females from two-parent families with a 2.54 average 

response. Sophomore group most limited were the males from 

two-parent families with a 2.14 average response. Junior 

group most limited were the females from single-parent 

families with a 3.80 average response. Senior group that 

was most limited were the females from ingle-parent 

families with an average response of 3.55. 

It found that the sixth most limiting factor was 

question number 15. Freshman group that was most limiting 

were the females from two-parent families with a 2.57 

average response. The sophomore group that was not limited 

were the males from single-parent families with an average 

response of 2.00. Junior group most limited by question 15 

were the males from single-parent families 2.40. Senior 

group most limited were the males from single-parent 

families with 2.00. 

Seventh most limiting factor was question number 

eight. Freshman females from two-parent families were most 

severely limited with a 2.86 average response. Sophomore 



108 

females from ingle-parent families were the most limited 

group with a 2.05 average response. Juniors most severely 

limited were the females from single-parent families with a 

3.20 average response. Senior males from single-parent 

families were the most limited with a 2.06 average 

response. 

Eighth most limiting factor was question number seven. 

Freshman most limited were females from single-parent 

families with a 2.08 average. Sophomores most limited were 

the males and females from two-parent families with an 1.85 

average response. Junior females from single-parent 

families were most limited with a 2.20 average response. 

Senior group most limited were the males from two-parent 

families with a 2.29 average response. 

It was found that the ninth most limiting factor was 

question number two. Freshman group most limited were the 

males form single-parent families with an average response 

of 2.47. Sophomore group most limited were the males from 

single-parent families with an average response of 2.23. 

Juniors most limited group were the males from single

parent families with an average response o~ 2.71. Senior 

group most limited were the males from single-parent 

families with a 2.06 average response. 

It was found that the tenth most limiting factor was 

question number one. Freshman group most limited were the 

females form single-parent families with a 2.48 average 

response. Sophomore group most limited were the females 



109 

from single-parent families with a 2.40 average response. 

Junior group most limited were the males from single-parent 

families with a 2.22 average response. Senior group most 

limited were the males from single-parent families with 

1.48 average response. 

It was also found that the final ten items were of 

dramatically lowered response level. These items are 

attached in the appendix. the most limiting of these items 

was number 6 with an average response of 1.71. The least 

limiting being item number 10 with an average response of 

1.50. 

It was also found that 33 out of 40 or 82.5% of the 

most limited groups were from single-parent families. 

conclusions 

It was concluded form the data that nearly half of all 

the students surveyed were form single-parents. 

It was concluded that of the respondents those from 

two-parent families had a higher grade point average, than 

those from single-parents. 

From the data it can be concluded that both the males 

and females from two-parent families had participated in 

more total activities and had a higher average of 

activities participated in per student. 

It also can be concluded that there are barriers to 

involvement in activities. It also can be concluded that 



vast majority of the students that were limited by these 

ten barriers lived in single-parent families. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from the 

examination of the top ten limiting barriers. 
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Limitation number one question seventeen, the Freshman 

class males from single-parent families were moderately 

limited. Sophomore group most limited were the males from 

single-parent families with a moderate degree of 

limitation. Junior group most limited were the females 

from single-parent families with a moderate degree of 

limitation. Senior group most limited were the males from 

single-parent families with a moderate degree of 

limitation. 

From the second most limiting barrier it can be 

concluded that females from single-parent families were the 

group most limited. The females from single-parent 

families were the most limited group in 3 of the 4 groups, 

in the fourth they were second most limited. 

Third most limiting barrier was item number three, 

freshman females from single-parent families were the most 

limited group with a moderate degree of limitation. 

Sophomore males from single-parent families were the most 

limited with a limiting degree of limitation. Juniors most 

limited were the females from a single-parent family with 

limiting degree of limitation. Seniors most limited were 

the females from ingle-parent families with a slight degree 

of limitation. 
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It was concluded that question sixteen ranked fourth 

among barriers. The freshman group most limited were the 

females from two-parent families with a slight degree of 

limitation. Sophomore group most limited were the males 

form single-parent families with slight degree of 

limitation. Juniors most limited were the female from 

single-parent families with a limiting degree of 

limitation. Senior group most limited were the males from 

two-parent families with severe degree of limitation. 

Fifth most limiting factor, question 14, also had 

conclusions that could be drawn from the data received. In 

the Freshman respondents the most limited group were 

females from single-parent families with a moderate degree 

of limitation. Sophomores most limited were males from 

two-parent families with a slight degree of limitation. 

Juniors most limited were females from single-parent 

families with a limiting degree of limitation. Senior 

group most limited were the females from single-parent 

families with a limiting degree of limitations. 

Sixth most limiting factor was question number 15. 

The freshman group most limited were the females from two

parent families with a limiting degree of limitation. 

Sophomores most limited were the males from single-parent 

families with a slight degree of limitation. Junior group 

most limited were the males from single-parent families 

with a slight degree of limitation. Seniors most limited 



were the males form single-parent families with a slight 

degree of limitations. 
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It can be concluded that the seventh most limiting 

factor was item number eight. Freshman group most limited 

were the females from two-parent families with a moderate 

degree of limitation. Sophomore group most limited were 

the females from single-parent families. Junior females 

from single-parent families had limited degree of 

limitation. Senior males had a slight degree of limitation 

for the most limited group. 

Eighth most limiting factor was question number seven. 

Freshman most limited by it were females from single-parent 

families with a slight degree of limitation. Sophomore 

group most limited were the males and females two-parent 

families with slight degree of limitation. Junior females 

from single-parent families were slightly limited. Senior 

males from two-parent families were slightly limited. 

Ninth most limiting factor was question number two. 

Freshman males from single-parent families slightly 

limited. Sophomore males from single-parent families were 

slightly limited. Senior males from single parent families 

were also slightly limited. 

It was concluded that the tenth most limiting factor 

was question number one. Freshman group most limited were 

the females from single-parent families with a slight 

degree of limitation. Sophomore females from single-parent 

families were slightly limited. Junior males from single-
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parent families were slightly limited. Senior males from 

single-parent families were not limited. 

It can be concluded from these top ten limitations 

that females from single-parent families were the most 

limited group. 

Recommendations 

It appears that the following recommendations are 

appropriate. 

1. It is my recommendation that further study be done 

in this area. I feel these studies should be conducted in 

rural, urban, and suburban communities. 

2. It is my further recommendation that school 

administration use this information to assist those 

students who are potential candidates for emotional 

disturbance from divorce. It can help identify precursors 

to further and more severe problems from dissolution of the 

family unit. 

3. I would also recommend that studies be done to 

cover the effects of single-Parent family versus the Two

Parent FAmily int he areas of attendance, ~ruancy, and 

discipline referral relationships. 

It is my recommendation that further study be done on 

this area. At the present time insufficient data is 

available for conclusive action. I feel that further 

studies should be done in both rural and urban communities. 

It would also be helpful if the format of the survey 



114 

instrument be revised to correct for individuals not 

responding to all questions. It would also be helpful to 

have the survey administered by the individual that wrote 

it. There is more important information which can be 

obtained from area. Information that could assist schools 

to help those individuals that have developed problems 

resulting from the dissolution of a family unit. 
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Dr. Whitworth, 

I am in the process of obtaining a Masters of Science 
from Oklahoma State University in Agricultural Education. 

I am requesting approval to administer a survey 
approximately four hundred students grades 9-12, for 
study. Enclosed you will find a copy of the survey. 
suggestions or comments would be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Barry Weathers 

to 
my 

Any 



Mr. Barry Weathers 
1013 West Lansing 
Broken Arrow, Oklahoma 74012 

Dear Mr. Weathers: 

119 

Please accept this letter as notification of approval, from the Broken 
Arrow Public Schools, to conduct the survey you requested. 

If we can be of any further service, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

BROKEN ARROW PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Edward D. Whitworth, Ed.D. 
Assistant Superintendent 

for Administrative Services 

lc 
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SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS 

There are two segments to this survey. The first 

deals with basic information from individual students. 

These are age, grade, sex, grade point, number of parents, 

and number of activities participated in during the year. 

The grade point is to be cummulative for all semesters on 

the Four Point Scale. 

The second portion deals with the student's opinion 

about items that may present limitations to their 

participation in extra curricular activities. These 

responses range from 1 to 5. With a response of one being 

not limited by the item. Response number two being 

slightly limiting. Response number three being moderately 

limiting. Response number four is an item that is 

limiting. Number five response being the most severe 

limitation. 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

Male Sex 

Age 

Grade Freshman 

Junior 

Cumulative Academic Grade Point on 4.0 Scale 

4.0-A 2.0- c 

Female 

Sophomore __ 

Senior 

1.0-D 

121 

Grades for Math 

3.0- B 

English Science History __ 

Are you living with two parents Yes No 

Number of extra curricular activities involved with during the ye~, include sports, 

clubs, other school related, or church groups. Include each individual sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

In each club or sport how many activities do you participate in during the year 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 most severely limiting 

or more 

or more 

In each activity rate your involvement with 1least limiting 

1 __ Not limiting 2 __ Slightly Limiting 

4 __ Limiting 5 __ Severely Limited 

3 __ Moderately Limiting 

Rate the following factors that limit your participation in club or sport involvement 

Place an x in the appropriate blank 

1 being the least limiting 5 being the most severely limiting 

1. Availability of transportation 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Availability of financing to buy equipment or other accessories 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Parents work conflict with scheduling of preparation or activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

Figure 1. QUESTIONNAIRE 
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4. Do not get along with people in this particular club 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Personal preference for the activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Do not know many of the people in the club 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Not closely associated with people in the club 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Competition from other activities 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Joined club in preparation for a job but no jobs were available 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Facilities available were not adequate for activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. Club Sponsor or Coach not adequately prepared 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. No support from the community for this activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. Student must be employed to earn own spending money 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. More involved in conflicting activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. Too many hours too little recognition 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. Activity interferes with job schedule 

1 2 3 4 5 

Figure 2. QUESTIONNAIRE 



17. Activities interfere with homework from school 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. Fear of initiations into club 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. Activity interferes with household chores 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. Too much work expected from individuals participating in the activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

' ........ 

123 



Freshman 
Students - -~ -----

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL -·· 

Family 
Units -

Two 

Simde 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

QUESTION FOUR 

DO NOT GET ALONG WITH OTHER MEMBERS IN TilE CLUB 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

95 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % _ . # .. % _ ___ii_ ___ % # % # % Res11onse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 4.17 11 45.83 4 16.67 6 25.00 l 4.17 1 4.17 1.92 

0 0.00 12 70.59 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 11.7() 1.65 

0 0.00 16 57 14 8 28.58 2 7.14 1 3.57 1 3.57 1.68 

2 8.00 18 72.00 2 8.00 1 4.00 0 0.00 2 8.00 1.40 

1.66 

1-' 
N 
~ 



Sophomore 
Students ---- ---

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Tot~tl 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units _ ....... , 

Two 

Sin11.le 

Two 

Single 

QUESTION FOUR 

DO NOT GET ALONG WITH OTHER MEMBERS IN THE CLUB 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resrmnse -

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6 28.57 7 33.33 3 14.29 2 9.52 I 4.78 2 9.52 1.57 

0 0.00 8 61.53 2 15.39 1 7.69 2 15.39 0 0.00 1.77 

3 15.79 12 63.16 1 5.26 1 5.26 1 5.26 1 5.26 1.37 

4 33.33 6 50.00 0 0.00 1 8.33 1 8.33 0 0.00 

1.08 

1.45 

I-' 
N 
U1 



Juniors 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

__ Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units '-" ...... ~, 

Two 

Sim!le 

Two 

Single 

QUESTION FOUR 

DO NOT GET ALONG WITH OTHER MEMBERS JN THE CLUB 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately . Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2 4 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1.33 

0 0.00 5 1.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.00 

0 0.00 3 60.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

0 000 4 80.00 1 20.00 0_ 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.20 

1.23 --

1--' 
N 
0"\ 



Seniors 
Students 

< 'ocffidcnt Value 
u_LIT _ _a~m!_.'LG__ __ . 

__ M_!tles ____ 

-

S_uJLTot:tl __ 

__ [etttl!!_e_,'L_ 
. -

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units -..... ........ 

Two 

Single 

Two 

Sing_l_e_ 

QUESTION FOUR 

DO NOT GET ALONG WI Til OTIIER MEMBERS IN TilE Cl .U B 

Numher 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# % # % # % # % -

0 1 2 3 

4 15.39 16 61.54 2 7.69 2 7.69 

3 17.65 6 35.29 l 5.88 3 17.65 

2 9.52 11 52.38 5 23.81 2 9.52 

5 45.46 3 "27.27 3 27.27 0 0.00 

Sevcrly 
Limiting Limiting 
# % # % 

4 __ 5 __ 

Average 
l~cspuuse ·------

2 7.b9 0 _ __ 1.]1__ 

0 0.00 __ _4___23 . .i.L _2_._W __ 

() 0.00 1 4.77 --''-'')_2 __ 

() 0.00 () O.OU ___ .8_~---

1.46 

1-' 
N 
~ 



Freshrmin 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of response 

Males 

-

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

QUESTION FIVE 

PERSONAL PREFERENCE FOR THE ACTIVITY 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2 8.33 8 33.33 5 20.50 3 12.50 3 12.50 3 12.50 2.25 

0 0.00 12 70.59 2 11.76 1 5.89 0 0.00 2 I L.76 1.71 

0 0.00 16 57.14 8 28.57 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 14.29 1.86 

1 4.00 12 48.00 3 12.00 6 24.00 2 8.00 1 4.00 1.96 

1.95 

1--' 
N 
(X) 



Soul 
~!.!~!:!..!.!""' 

Coefficient Value 
U[f~'!PO!ISC 

_Mal~ 

S!!h]J!!al 

__ Ec m;!!~li._ 

Suh Total 

TOTAL 

Famil 
, .... !.!!!. ... 

Two 

Single 

Two 

Single . 

Numher 
of 

Stud 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

QUESTION FIVE 

PERSONAL PREFERENCE FOR TilE ACrtVITY 

No 
R 

() 

6 28.57 4 

3 23.08 5 

3 15.79 9 

4 33.33 5 

Not l . ._. 

1 

19.05 5 

38.46 0 

47.37 l 

4167 0 

Slightly I . . . 

2 

23.81 

0.00 

5.26 

0.00 

Moderately 
Limitinl! I · · · · 

~ 

3 4 

1 4.76 4 19 05 

3 23.08 () ().()() 

3 10.53 () ().()(} 

1 833 2 16.67 

I 

2 

4 

() 

Scvcrly 
I' .. 

~ 

5 

4·7(, 

15.38 

21.U5 

()_()() 

A 
. .. -····"'"'"""--

I.Hl 

I.H5 

1.95 

1.33 

1.14 

I-' 
N 
\.0 



Junior 
Students 

Family 
Units 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males Two 

Sin!!le 

Sub Total 

Female~ Two 

Sim!le 

Sub Total 

TOTAL --- -- ----

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

QUESTION FIVE 

PERSONAL PREFERENCE FOR THE ACriVITY 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
IL % _# % # % # % # % # % Resoonse - ---

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 5 55.56 1 11.11 1 11.11 I 11.11 0 0.00 1.56 

0 0.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 I 20.00 0 0.00 2.00 

1 20.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.20 

0 0.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

1.54 

I-' 
w 
0 



Senior 
Students 

---::;~.,;;.,;;--

Family 
Units _.;._ 

Coefficient Value 
W_f~&pOtlSC 

___ Milk~_· _ _ TW!_) _ 

.___.Si!Jgl e 

S!tl! Tn!HL ___ -

_renmlcs 'l"wo 

Single 

Sul> Total 

TOTAL 

Numher 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

II 

32 

75 

QUESTION FIVE 

PERSONAL PREFERENCE FOR THE ACJ'IVITY 

No Not Slightly Moderately 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# % # % # % # % # % 

0 1 2 3 4 

6 21.07 II 42.31 2 7.69 1 3 85 3 11.54 

3 17.64 5 29 41 0 0.00 s 29 41 1 5.88 

2 9.53 13 61.90 2 9.52 l 4 76 1 4.76 

5 45.45 5 45 45 l 9.10 0 0.00 () 0.00 

Scvclly 
Limiting 
# % 

5 

_ 3_11.54 _ 

3 17.64 

2 9SL 

() 0.00 

-
Average 
l~cwunse 

_UJ __ 

. 2.2'_) --

-

.. _U!L__ 

.M ... 

-------------

1.57 

I-' 
w 
I-' 



Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of response 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units -------

Two 

Sirmle 

Two 

Siru!le 

QUESTION SIX 

DO NOT KNOW MANY OF THE PEOPLE IN THE CLUB 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

_ _94 __ ._ 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % #- -·- % # % # % ResDonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2 8.33 14 58.33 5 20.84 2 8.33 0 0.00 1 4.17 1.46 

0 0.00 10 58.82 4 23.53 3 17.65 0 0.00 () 0.00 182 

0 0.00 19 67.86 2 7.14 4 14.29 2 7.14 1 3.57 17 J 

l 4.00 15 60.00 3 12.00 1 8.0 0 0.00 5 20.0 1.96 

L___ 1.74 

1-' 
w 
1\J 



Sophomore 
Students -·------

Family 
Units '--"' ......... 

('oeffidcul Value 
t!f._r_~~JlOIISC 

_jylalcs Two - -------

Single 

St~l_l•>.La ___ l ___ 

Females Two 

-------- _ _smgL__ 

Suh Total 

TOTAL 

Number 
of · 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

QUESTION SIX 

DO NOT KNOW MANY OF TilE PEOPLE IN TilE CLUB 

No Not Slightly Moderately Sevcrly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# % # % _jf_ __ % ____ /l_ _% # % # % 

0 I 2 3 4 5 

7 33.33 6 28.57 4 14.05 1 4.76 J) __ (),!}!L J 14.29 

2 15.38 8 61.54 0 0.(){) J)_ 0.00 0 0.00 3 23.08 

3 15 79 9 47.37 3 / 15.79 3 15.79 0 0.00 I 5.26 

5 41.67 3 25 00 I 8.33 0 0.00 3 25.00 0 0.00 

----

. --

Aver~tge 
Resupnse 

----· 

1.54 

__ 15.1 __ 

.... __ L.1.2 __ 

1.50 

1-' 
w 
w 



J . 

....., ...... ~-·· .... , 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Fa mil 
._,I Ill II.O.:t 

Two 

Sin!!.le 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Stud 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

QUESTION SIX 

DO NOT KNOW MANY OF THE PEOPLE IN THE CLUB 
' 

Not 
L' .. 

Slightly 
L' ... 

No Moderately 
Limitinl! L' · · R 

« tV , tV , (I( " tV " tV 

0 1 2 3 4 

1 11.11 6 66.67 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 

0 0.00 3 60.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 I 20.00 

0 0.00 2 40.00 2 40.00 1 2!).()() () 0.00 

0 0.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 2 40.00 1 20.00 

Severly 
L ... 

" tV 

5 

2 22.22 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

A 
"''--Ut=''L'IILJl!V 

1.78 

l.80 

L.80 

2.60 

2.00 

I-' 
w 
*=> 



s . rami I 
_,!:::.!;~.!··~· .._ ..... !. ... 

Coefficient Value 
pf response 

__ Mnles_ Twn 

____.Sinl!.le 

SulLl'otal__. 

_I :cnmkli__ Twn 

Single 

Sulu !!WI 

TO I'.'\ I-

Numher 
nf 

Student 

26 

17 

43 

21 

II 

32 

75 

QUESTION SIX 

DO NOT KNOW MANY OF TilE PEOPLE IN TilE CLUB 

No 
R 

0 

6 23.08 

3 17.65 

J 14,29 

5 45.4_6 

Not 
Limit' 

I 

11 42 31 

6 35.29 

10 41,62 

2 18 68 

4 

I 

2 

2 

Slightly 
Limit' 

2 

15.38 

5.88 

9 52 

. 18.18 

Moderately 
Limitim! Limit' 

~ 

3 4 

4 15.38 1 3.85 

3 17.65 4 23.53 

' 

3 14 29 I 4 76 

0 0.00 2 18.18 

() 

() 

2 

() 

Severly 
l' .. 

5 

.(~Q!L 

0.00 

2.52~ 

0.00 

A 

··-··•"-''~""-"'--

._1.3_5 __ 

1.94 

. __ 1.7{L. __ 

_ti_5_ 

1,63 

I-' 
w 
lJl 



Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units '"-' ._ ...... , 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

QUESTION NINE 

JOINED CLUB IN PREPARATION FOR A JOB BUT NO JOBS WERE AVAILABLE 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Avemge 
If__ -· % ___ :ft__ . .% _ _ii - _ ____% .. J % _ # % # % l{esoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 4.l7 16 66.67 3 12.50 2 8.33 0 0.00 2 8.33 1.58 

0 0.00 7 70.59 2 11.76 2 11.76 l 5.89 0 0.00 2.06 

0 0.00 21 75.00 2 7.14 2 7.14 1 3.58 2 7.14 1.61 

1 4.00 15 60.00 1 4.00 4 16.00 0 0.00 4 16.00 2.88 

1.90 ___ 

I-' 
w 
0'\ 



Sophomore 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units - - ~- ---

Two 

Single 

Two 

Single 

QUESTION NINE 

JOINED CLUB IN PREPARATION FOR A JOB BUT NO JOBS WERE AVAILABLE 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse - - - - - ---- -

0 1 2 _3_ 4 5 

8 38.10 4 19.05 4 19.05 3 14.28 I 4.76 I 4.76 1.43 

J 23.00 6 46.15 1 7.69 1 7.69 0 0.00 2 15.39 1.62 

3 15 79 11 57.79 3 15.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 10.53 1.42 

6 50.00 5 41.61 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 8.33 .83 

1.29 

1-' 
w 
--..) 



Junior 
Students -- ~ - -· 

Coefficient Value 
of response 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units .......... 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Two 

Sin!!.le 

QUESTION NINE 

JOINED CLUB IN PREPARATION FOR A JOB BUT NO JOBS WERE AVAILABLE 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % #__ __ % #__ __ OJiL fl_ -~ R~Sllonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 5 55.56 0 0.00 2 22.22 I ll.ll 0 0.00 1.67 

0 0.00 4 80.00 () 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

() 0.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 () 0.00 1 20.00 2.20 

0 0.00 2 40.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 L.06 

1.72 

1-' 
w 
co 



Senior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sui> Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units _ ......... 

Two 

Sinl!.le 

Two 

Sinl!le 

QUESTION NINE 

JOINED CLUB IN PREPARATION FpR A JOB BUT NO JOBS WERE AVAILABLE 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # ___ _% # % u Resuonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6 23.08 16 61.54 2 7.69 1 3.85 1 3.85 0 0.00 1.04 

3 17 65 5 29.41 3 17.65 4 23.53 1 5.88 2 11.7(> 1.82 

4 19.05 12 57.14 3 14.29 1 4.76 () 0.00 I 4.76 1.24 

5 45.45 5 45.45 1 1.90 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 .64 

_1._19.--

I-' 
w 
~ 



Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units ------

Two 

Single 

Two 

Single 

QUESTION TEN 

FACILITIES AVAILABLE WERE NOT ADEQUATE FOR ACfiVITY 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse - - - - - - - - ---- -

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2 8.33 16 66.67 0 0.00 3 16.67 2 8.33 0 0.00 1.50 

0 0.00 11 64.70 3 17.65 3 17.65 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.53 

0 0.00 22 78.57 2 7.14 1 3.57 3 10.72 0 000 1.46 

1 4.00 17 68.00 3 12.00 1 4.00 () 0.00 3 12.00 1.64 

1.53 

I-' 
~ 
0 



Sophomore 
Students - .. 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL -- -· 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Single 

Two 

Sin!!le 

QUESTION NINE 

JOINED CLUB IN PREPARATION FOR A JOB BUT NO JOBS WERE AVAILABLE 

Numher 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly ~ Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# %. # % _# % #. % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

7 33.33 5 23.82 4 19.05 2 9.52 1 4.76 2 9.52 1.57 

2 15.39 6 46.15 1 1.69 2 15.39 0 0.00 2 15.39 1.85 

3 15 79 16 84.21 () 0.00 0 0.00 () 0.00 0 0.00 .84 

5 41.67 5 41.67 0 0.00 1 8.33 1 8.33 0 0.00 l.OO 

1.27 

....... 
~ 
....... 



Junior 
Students - - - - ---

Coefficient Value 
pf resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units -

Two 

SingJe 

Two 

Simde 

QUESTION NINE 

JOINED CLUB IN PREPARATION FOR A JOB BUT NO JOBS WERE AVAILABLE 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % __ /! % # % # _% Resnonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 5 55.56 2 22.22 0 0.00 1 11.11 0 0.00 1.44 

0 0.00 2 40.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.60 

0 000 4 80.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

0 0.00 3 60.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

... -------- ------ -~ -------- ----------- ----------
___ _l.40 

----

I-' 
~ 

IV 



Senior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Simrle 

Two 

Sim!le 

QUESTION NINE 

JOINED CLUB IN PREPARATION FOR A JOB BUT NO JOBS WERE AVAILABLE 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
ll__ % ___ii_ ___ %_ ___ it_ % /l_ % # % # % Resoonse - - ~ 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6 23.08 17 65.38 1 3.85 0 0.00 1 3.85 1 3.85 1.08 

3 17.65 4 23.53 4 23.53 4 23.53 2 11.76 0 0.00 1.94 

4 19.05 12 57.38 2 9.52 2 9.52 0 0.00 1 4.76 1.29 

5 45.45 5 45.45 1 9.00 0 0.00 () 0.00 0 0.00 .64 

1.24 

I-' 
,j:::. 

w 



Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units ........ 

Two 

Simrle 

Two 

Single 

QUESTION ELEVEN 

CLUB SPONSOR OR COACH NOT ADEQUATELY PREPARED 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

' 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# _ % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 4.17 14 58.32 6 25.00 1 4.17 I 4.17 1 4.17 1.58 

0 0.00 10 58.82 4 23.53 2 11.76 l 5.89 0 0.00 1.65 

0 0.000 18 64.29 6 21.42 3 10.72 I 3.57 0 0.00 1.54 

1 4.00 13 5.60 4 16.00 2 8.00 l 4.00 3 12.00 1.88 

-- ' 
1.66 

...... 
,j::> 
,j::> 



Sophomore 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of respon};e 

Males 

Sub Total 

__ Ec.lll_:llcs __ 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units _ ...... , .. 

Two 

Single 

Two 

Single 

. -

QUESTION ELEVEN 

CLUB SPONSOR OR COACII NOT ADEQUATELY PREPAI~ED 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

No Not Slightly Moderately 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# _% # - % # - % # ___ % # % 

0 l 2 3 4 

7 33.33 4 19.05 4 19.05 4 19 05 I 4.76 

3 23.08 7 53.85 I 7.69 l 7.69 0 0.00 

3 15.79 8 47.37 4 21.05 2 10.53 I 5.26 

5 4167 6 50.0 1 8.33 0 0.00 () 0.00 

I 

I 

Severly 
Limiting 
# % 

5 

4.76 

7.()9 

0 _(),()() 

0 0.00 

Average 
Response 

__ 1_,_57_ 

1.31 

_LAZ_ 

- ___ .()} 

1.33 

t-' 
.j:>. 

LT1 



Junior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

_h~males 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two . 

Sinl!le 

Two 

Sin_trle 

QUESTION ELEVEN 

CLUB SPONSOR OR COACH NOT ADEQUATELY PREPARED 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# - - % # % # % # -- - -% # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 1111 5 55.55 1 11.11 1 11.11 l 11.11 0 OJ)() 1.56 

0 0.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 2.00 

1 20.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 .80 

0 0.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

1.49 - ·- ------------ ·-- - -

f--' 
.+:>-
0) 



Senior 
Students - --

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Suh Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL __ 

Family 
Units - ---

Two 

Single 

Two 

Simde 

QUESTION ELEVEN 

CLUB SPONSOR OR COACH NOT ADEQUATELY PREPARED 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

32 

75 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resnonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6 23.08 14 53.85 4 15.38 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 7.69 1.23 

3 17.654 7 41.12 0 0.00 3 17.65 2 11.76 2 11.76 2.00 

4 19 05 11 52.38 6 23.81 1 4.76 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.14 

5 45.45 4 36.36 0 0.00 1 9.09 0 0.00 1 9.09 1.09 

1.37 

I-' 
~ 
--.J 



Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Simde 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

95 

QUESTION TWELVE 

NO SUPPORT FROM COMMUNITY FOR THIS ACriVITY 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # % # % # % Resuonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

l 4 17 13 54.16 4 16.67 2 8.33 0 0.00 4 16.67 1.96 

0 0.00 9 52.94 3 17.65 1 5.89 2 11.76 2 11.76 2.12 

0 0.00 20 71.43 4 14.29 1 357 2 27.14 1 3.57 1.57 

1 4.00 13 56.00 4 16.00 3 12.00 0 0.00 3 12.00 1.84 

1.87 

I-' 
,j::. 

00 



Sophomore 
StudcJJts --"=---•-

Family 
Units , ....... ,., 

Coefficient Value 
HL.rcsn~mse 

~Mn!c;s_ __ Tw!! ___ 

Sinl!le 

Su!:LL!!1!1 

_E!!J!ml§_ 'l'wo 

._Sincle 

Suh Total 

TOTAL 

Numher 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

QUESTION TWELVE 

NO SUPPORT FROM COMMUNITY FOR TillS ACriVI'I'Y 

No Not Slightly Moderately Scvcrly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting 
# % # % ___tt________!J/Q_~IL_ - % -- - # % # % 

0 I 2 3 4 5 

1 JJ.JJ 2 9 52 4 19.05 6 28 58 1 4.7() I 4.76 

3 2308 6 46.15 () 0.00 2 15 39 () 0.00 2 15.39 

3 15.79 4 21.05 5 26.32 () () ()() I 5.26 6 31.51L_ 

5 4167 4 33.33 3 25.00 () 0 ()() 0 ().()() 0 ().()() 

, __ --

Averc1ge 
Response 

__ I ,]_fi_ __ 

_L!~ 

2.5J 

.83 

1.75 

1-' 
~ 
1.0 



Junior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL ___ 

Family 
Units ................ J 

Two 

Simile 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

lO 

24 

QUESTION TWELVE 

NO SUPPORT FROM COMMUNITY FOR THIS ACfiVITY 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % # _ % # _% # _ _ % Resnonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 2 22.22 2 22.22 2 22 22 I 11.11 1 11.11 1.50 

0 0.00 3 60.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.60 

0 0.£)() 4 80.00 0 0.00 1 2000 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

0 0.00 3 60.00 0 0.00 2 40.00 0 0.000 0 0.00 1.80 

1.49 

1--' 
lJl 
0 



s . 
~!!.!~!~!.!~·· 

Coefficient Value 
Qf response 

_Mnles_ 

SuhT,!lli!_ 

_l·'em<!!~ 

Suh 'li!ta_l _ 

TO'I'AI, 

Fa mil 
-

Two 

Single 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Stud 

26 

17 

43 

21 

I I 

32 

75 

QUESTION TWELVE 

NO SUPPORT FROM COMMUNITY FOR THIS ACI'IVITY 

No Not I . . .. Slightly I . . . Moderately 
Limitinl! I · · · R 

- -

() I 2 3 4 

6 2308 8 30.77 6 23.03 3 11.54 () 0.00 

3 17.65 6 35.29 3 17.65 2 11.76 2 11.76 

4 1905 8 38 10 5 23.81 3 14 28 I 4.76 

5. 45 45 4 36.36 I 9 09 0 0.00 0 0.00 

3 

I 

() 

I 

Scvcrly 
I ... 

-

5 

11.54 

5.88 

0.00 

7.09 

A 
---.......... _ 

1.58 

1.82 

1.48 

.9 I 

1.41 

1-' 
U1 
f-' 



Freshman 
Students - -

Coefficient Value 
of response 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units '-.J l.ll t.LJ 

Two 

Sin11.le 

Two 

Sin~le 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

QUESTION EIGHTEEN 

FEAR OF INITIATION INTO CLUB 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % #_ ____ ()jo _#u % __ #_ __ % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2 8.33 12 70.83 4 16.67 0 0.00 0 0.00 l 4.17 1.25 

0 0.00 11 64.71 4 23.53 2 11.76 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.47 

0 22 78.58 3 10.71 2 7.14 0 0.00 l 3.57 1.39 

1 4.00 18 72.00 0 0.00 2 8.00 0 0.00 3 16.0 1.76 

1.47 

I-' 
Ul 
IV 



Sophomore 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units ~···1.-~l' 

Two 

Sim!le 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Students 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

QUESTION EIGHTEEN 

FEAR OF INITIATION INTO CLUB 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# - % # % # % # % # % # % Resoonse -

0 l 2 3 4 5 

8 38.10 5 23.81 3 14.29 1 4.76 I 4.76 2 9.52 1.33 

3 23.08 6 46.15 0 0.00 2 15.39 () 0.00 2 15.39 1.69 

5 26.32 10 52.63 0 0.00 2 10.53 1 5.26 l 5.26 1.32 

4 33.33 6 50.00 1 8.33 1 8.33 0 0.00 0 0.00 .91 

1.31 

~ 
U1 
w 



Junior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sim!le 

Two 

Sin!!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

QUESTION EIGHTEEN 

FEAR OF INITIATION INTO CLUB 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting . Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % # % ____ # % # % # % Resoonse - - --- ~ --- -

0 1 2 3 4 5 

1 11.11 4 44.44 1 11.11 1 11.11 1 11.11 1 11.11 1.50 

0 0.00 3 60.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.40 

0 0.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 1.6 

0 0.00 2 40.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 2.00 

1.56 

,...... 
Ul 
,j::. 



Senior 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Students 

26 

17 

43 

21 

11 

_32 

75 

QUESTION EIGHTEEN 

FEAR OF INITIATION INTO CLUB 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
fi __ _!Yt2 ___ :fL ___ % __ _ # _ _____!Yp __ _ #. _ % # % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6 2308 15 57.69 2 7.69 2 7.69 0 0.00 1 3.85 1.15 

3 17.65 5 29.41 2 11.76 4 23.53 0 0.00 3 17.65 1.94 

4 19.05 13 61.90 0 0.00 3 14.29 1 4.76 0 0.00 1.24 

6 54.54 4 36.36 1 9.09 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 .55 

1.22 

I-' 
lJl 
lJl 



Freshman 
Students 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Sub Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Family 
Units 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Two 

Sinl!le 

Number 
of 

Students 

24 

17 

41 

28 

25 

53 

94 

QUESTION NINETEEN 

ACfiVITIES INTERFERES WITH HOUSEHOLD CHORES 

No Not Slightly Moderately Severly 
Response Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Limiting Average 
# % # % _jl_ _% ___ _if_ % _# % # % Resoonse 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2 8.33 15 62.50 5 20.83 0 0.00 1 4.17 1 4.17 . 1.42 

0 0.00 10 58.83 0 0.00 4 23.53 1 5.88 2 11.76 2.12 

0 0.00 15 53.37 7 25.00 5 17.86 0 0.00 1 357 1.75 

1 4.00 13 52.00 5 20.00 3 12.00 1 4.00 2 8.00 1.84 

1.78 --

1--' 
lJ1 
0"\ 



Semi Fa mil 
-~!.~.!.!~~!.!••• ............ 

Coefficient Value 
HJ rc~~OIISC 

---.-1Y1nles Two 

Single 

S!!!!T!~!il!_ 

_E~!!H!kli._ __ ]\vo 

Sirmle 

Suh Jntal __ 

TOTAL 

Numher 
of 

Stli(.J 

21 

13 

34 

19 

12 

31 

65 

QUESTION NINETEEN 

ACTIVITIES INTERFERES WITIIIIOUSEIIOLD CIIORES 

No 
R 

• () 

8 38.10 

4 30.77 

4 21 ()5 

5 4167 

3 

7 

Not 
l" .. 

l 

14 29 

5385 

10 5263 

2 1667 

6 

1 

I 

3 

Slightly l. . .. Moderately 
Umitinl! I· · · 

~ ~ 

2 3 4 

28.57 2 9.52 () 0.00 

7.69 1 7.69 0 0.00 

526 0 () {)() 2 10.53 

25.00 1 8.33 () 0.00 

2 

() 

2 

I 

Severly I . . . 

~ 

5 

9.52 

0.00 

10.53 

8.33 

A 

··-···~~ 

1.48 

.92 

1.58 

1.33 

1.33 

f-' 
U1 
-....) 



J . 

v"-u'-'••1-•l 

Coefficient Value 
of resoonse 

Males 

Suo Total 

Females 

Sub Total 

TOTAL 

Fa mil 
'-"'.I.III..U 

Two 

Sin11:le 

Two 

Single 

Number 
of 

Stud 

9 

5 

14 

5 

5 

10 

24 

QUESTION NINETEEN 

ACTIVITIES INTERFERES WITH HOUSEHOLD CHORES 

No Not 
R L" ·-· 

" tV II tV 

0 1 

1 11.11 5 55.55 

0 0.00 2 40.00 

0 0.00 2 40.00 

0 0.00 2 40.00 

Slightly 
L" .. 
, (V 

2 

1 11.11 

3 60.00 

2 40.00 

2 40.00 

Moderately 
Limitin11: L" · · 
" (V " (V 

3 4 

1 11.11 0 0.00 

0 0.00 0 0.00 

0 0.00 1 20.00 

1 20.00 0 0.00 

- -

Severly 
L" .. 

" (V 

5 

1 11.11 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

-------------------------

A 
••-ut'~uu-

1.25 

1.60 

2.00 

1.4.00 

- 1.56 

I-' 
lJ1 
00 



s . Famil 
........................... .. ..... ·~· 

Coefficient Value 
of response 

_Mnk~-- -~~· 
Single 

Sub Total 

_l~_males Two 

_Sinl!le 

Suh Total 

TOTAL __ 

Number 
of 

Stud 

26 

17 

43 

21 

It 

32 

75 

QUESTION NINETEEN 

ACfl VITIES INTERFERJ;S WITII I JOUSEHOLD Cf I ORES 

No Not 
R I . . .. 

~ 

() 1 

6 23.08 12 46 15 3 

3 l'Z.fi5 6 35.29 3 

5 23.81 8 38 10 4 

5 45.45 2 18.18 0 

Slightly I . . . 

2 

11..5_4 

1765 

19.05 

0.00 

Moderately 
Limitinl! L" · · 

~ 

3 4 

2 7.69 4 3.85 

J 5.88 3 17,65 

3 1429 1 4.16 

2 18 18 l 9.09 

Scverly 
I . . . 

v 

5 

2 7.69 

1 5.88 

() {).()() 

0 0.00 

A 
··-"p=>:..-

1.46 

1.88 

1.38 

1.55 

1.56 

t-' 
U1 
1.0 
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