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THE EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT: A
COMPARATIVE STUDY OF TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL
FAMILIES

ABSTRACT
The purpose of this quantitative, causal-compagattudy was to test the interactive
framework of social cognitive theory, attachmematy, and the theory of moral
absolutism by comparing the academic achievemeowef 200 high school seniors (as
measured by the Georgia High School Graduation, G#$6GT) based on the structures
of their families. The independent variable of figmstructure was initially classified as
either nontraditional or traditional. A nontradital family was defined, for the purposes
of this study, as any family that is not comprigeds entirety by two biological parents
(or adoptive parents from birth), one male and feneale, cohabitating in a marital
relationship. A traditional family was defined@se that is comprised in all its entirety
by two biological parents (or adoptive parents fiointh), one male and one female,
cohabitating in a marital relationship. This stwedys needed to further investigate
ambiguous findings in the literature and to deteemwhich subgroups of nontraditional
families might moderate negative effects on studehtevement. Therefore,
nontraditional families were further categorizecedber single-mother, single-father,
blended, extended relative only, or other familyely. Student achievement scores on the
GHSGT were assessed with two different MANOVAs.s&ts indicated that there is no
significant difference in the achievement scorestoflents from nontraditional families

when compared to students from traditional famitiesvhen compared to one another.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Proverbs 22:6 declares, “Train a child in the wayshould go, and when he is old
he will not turn from it” (NIV Study Bible). Indek abundant debate exists between
individuals and cultures, past and present, reggrtiie way a child should be trained.
However, debates on child rearing aside, one comimead across many different
cultures throughout history is the notion of thmily as the party responsible for training
the child. Selimian (2010) claimed that the fanglyhe first social influence in the life
of a child. The concept of the traditional famgygrounded in the theory of moral
absolutism. Through the lens of moral absolutigrare are morally correct and incorrect
behaviors (Hawley, 2008). For many cultures, tloealhy correct way to rear a child is
through a family that is comprised of two biolodiparents (or adoptive parents from
birth), one male and one female, cohabitating mmagital relationship (Chekki, 1996;
Dhami & Sheikh, 2000; Hou & He, 2008; Selimian, @D1Proverbs 22:6 illustrates the
importance of family in the child rearing process Christian culture, as Pirola, R. and
Pirola, M. (2009) and Schreiber (2011) have attegie The Biblical worldview of
Christian culture guides the behaviors of Chrigilmough the theory of moral
absolutism (Sire, 2004). Biblical principles ereatin everyday life are an application of

moral absolutism for Christian culture specifically

The concept of family is prevalent throughout thel& As far back in history as
the book of Genesis, human beings possessed aptoalization of the biological family
unit. According to Genesis 2:24, “For this reasaaman will leave his father and mother

and be united to his wife, and they will become fheeh” (NIV Study Bible). The



child’s role in the family was highlighted by onktbe Ten Commandments in Exodus
20:12, “Honor your father and your mother, so ff@i may live long in the land the
Lord your God is giving you” (NIV Study Bible). lihe New Testament, there is also
evidence of mankind’s understanding of family rqléphesians 6:1-4, NIV Study
Bible). Overarching symbolism of family existsahighout the Bible (Bunge, Fretheim,
& Gaventa, 2008). For example, the church is degdias the bride of Christ and the
body of believers as brothers and sisters, childfehe living God (Carroll, 2001;
Mackie, 2008). Focus on the Family (2009) suggkstat the Biblical idea of family is
part of an eternal order of existence. The BibMeen viewed as an historical artifact,

demonstrates the long-time sociological practiceofily structure.

The biological family is not strictly a Christiaddal. For example, the traditional
family is also highly esteemed in Muslim cultureh@ni & Sheikh, 2000) and Hindu
culture (Chekki, 1996). Familial systems directamof the political state in Arabic
cultures (Selimian, 2010). The importance of tlaeitional family is demonstrated
through the notion of filial piety (Hou & He, 200B) Chinese culture. Filial piety
expresses the lifelong commitment children havibéar parents and their families. Hou
and He (2008) have noted the evidence of filiatypie Chinese literature; many moral
fables of Chinese culture depict acts of heroisntherpart of children for the benefit of
their parents. Marks’ (2004) qualitative studyGifristian, Jewish, Mormon, and Muslim
families highlighted the importance of traditiofi@mily connections in shaping the
perspectives of school-aged children.

Though many cultures have viewed the traditionatifigas the integral

component in child rearing, the modern world isexigncing new variations of the



family unit (Angel-Castillo & Torres-Herrera, 200Bianchi & Milkie, 2010). These
newfound family units challenge the theory of ma@solutism as it relates to traditional
families. As the structure of the family changed avolves, new implications arise for
children and for child rearing that generationshef past did not experience. This study
focused on these new family structures and thecassd educational implications for
children. After some preliminary background inf@tnon, this chapter establishes the
problem statement, gives the purpose for the stadigtes the significance of the study,
states the research questions, proposes resegothbages, defines potentially difficult

or unusual terms, and finally presents an ovenoétihe research itself.
Background

Modern times have ushered in a host of changtsettraditional construct of
family. Angel-Castillo and Torres-Herrera (2008sdribed the “traditional post-war
family model” (p. 405) as one in which children @maed to a nuclear, biparental
household where the male adult was the financ@lider and the female adult was the
homemaker and primary childcare provider. Thoungh model was perpetuated in many
cultures for a number of generations, it was chgkel as a result of a number of cultural,
political, and societal shifts in the United Stadlesing the twentieth century. The most
notable of these shifts was the feminist movemghich Evans (2009) dated circa 1968
in the United States. This movement had a profaonmuict on long-held family norms.
Not only did the women’s rights movement of thedatwentieth century introduce more
women into the workforce (Angel-Castillo & Torreekiera, 2008; Dindoffer, Reid, &
Freed, 2011), it brought a number of other socital political changes as well.

Opposite sex cohabitation before marriage, or egean alternative to marriage, became



more prolific as the average age of first marriageseased (Heuveline, Timberlake, &
Furstenberg, 2003). Medical advancements in buwtitrol, coupled with newfound
“sexual freedom” (Evans, 2009, p. 332), challengex¥ious norms of sexuality. Such
shifts in societal norms eventually led to publatipy changes in the United States
regarding abortion and gay and lesbian rights R&ade, 1973; Bowers v. Hardwick,
1986). With the changing landscape of sexualithewestern hemisphere and
sexuality’s inextricable link to the family unigte twentieth century America also saw
more courts granting divorces than ever before.atdnand Booth (1997) attributed
increased divorce rates to fewer “barriers to diedi(p. 11). Donley and Wright (2008)
concurred; even the public policies enacted inmedecades to promote marriage have
been shown to have virtually no effect at curbingcte rates (Donley & Wright, 2008).
Overall, Amato and Booth suggested marriage wasdee difficult and less secure
arrangement” (p. 13) than in previous decades. cbHective effects of cultural,
political, and societal changes altered family dyits in a way not previously
experienced.

Historically, the number of marriages ending inattoe, the number of children
being born to unmarried parents, and the numbadolts electing to have children under
nontraditional circumstances are all increasinguiBhi & Milkie, 2010; U.S. Census
Bureau, 2008; 2009a). Though some of the statisfipear to have stabilized in the past
decade, the numbers are not declining. The colieeffect of such societal shifts has
produced many children from nontraditional familiésor the purposes of this study,
non-traditional families were defined by the resbar as those that are not comprised in

their entirety by two biological parents (or adeptparents from birth), one male and one



female, cohabitating in a marital relationship.céiding to the U.S. Census Bureau
(2009b), there were an estimated 13.7 million gmgrent homes in the United States of
America in 2008, containing approximately 21.8 raiil children under the age of 21.
The number of children living with grandparentotter extended family members
where neither parent was present was 2.6 millida20io¢4; the total number of children
living in households of any kind where neither pangas present was over 2.8 million
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2008).
Problem Statement

The problem is that an increased number of studeetbeing raised in
nontraditional families (Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Wghn, 2011) and it is unclear if these
new family structures are influencing student aghieent. Research regarding the
effects of family structure on student achievemgm@mbiguous. The work of some
researchers indicates students from nontraditi@mailies are academically
disadvantaged when compared to peers from traditfamilies (Angel-Castillo &
Torres-Herrera, 2008; Bachman, Coley, & Chase-Lales@009; Hampden-Thompson,
2009; Jeynes, 1999, 2006; Uwaifo, 2008; Yara & Tailvara, 2010). Yet, some critics
debate, and even deny, the apparent existenceaufraevement gap between students
from nontraditional families and those from tramiital families (Chiu & Ho, 2006;
Marsh, 1990; Pong, 1997, 1998; Weisner & Garni@92). They claim differences in
achievement are not statistically significant, egd differences can be attributed to
other family variables, and differences are isaldtecertain geographic locations. The
difference in the ambiguous research findings magiplained by the various

researchers’ interpretations of social cognitiveotly, attachment theory, and the theory



of moral absolutism. The research suggesting atadeom nontraditional families are
academically disadvantaged is supported by socgiitve theory, attachment theory,
and the theory of moral absolutism; the researggesting there are no disadvantages
associated with nontraditional family structur@@ consistent with social cognitive
theory, attachment theory, or the theory of mobslodutism. With these three theories
guiding this study, the researcher examined tragiogiship between family structure and
academic achievement to either confirm or refutkciations in the literature. The goal
was to test the theories of moral absolutism, httemnt theory, and social cognitive
theory as family structure is compared to studehtewement.

Furthermore, part of the problem is that equahditte has not been given in
the literature to different subgroups of studersi nontraditional families.
Subgroups such as students from single-motherisndtudents from single-father
families, and students from blended families gamere attention than students
living in extended relative only families and statiefrom other families, such as
those with homosexual parents (Raley, 2010; Sa088). Further study was
needed to indicate which subgroups of nontradititarailies might moderate
negative effects on student achievement. Furthesstigations into various
subgroups of nontraditional families could refimel articulate the arguments for
and against the notion that students from nonicadit families are academically
disadvantaged.

Ultimately, it is the duty of educators to empow#rstudents to succeed. Itis
therefore quite problematic for educators whensugroup of students might

potentially be disadvantaged. When educatorseaehtng for student mastery of



rigorous academic standards, it can be challengirghieve 100% success if a subgroup

of students enters the classroom disadvantagedthrerneginning.
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this quantitative, causal-compagagtudy was to test the
interactive framework of social cognitive theorftaghment theory, and the theory of
moral absolutism by comparing the family structofstudents to their academic
achievement, as measured on the Georgia High S@raduation Test (GHSGT) for
approximately 200 high school seniors at a rurghlschool in North Georgia. The
independent variable of family structure was itigigefined as either non-traditional or
traditional. A non-traditional family was definéar the purposes of this study as any
family that is not comprised in its entirety by tWwmlogical parents (or adoptive parents
from birth), one male and one female, cohabitaiting marital relationship. A traditional
family was defined for the purposes of this studyae that is comprised in all its
entirety by two biological parents (or adoptivegras from birth), one male and one
female, cohabitating in a marital relationship.e®tudy intended to either confirm or
refute indications in the literature that an acki@ent gap exists. Furthermore, the study
attempted to examine which scenarios might moderegative effects on student
achievement. As Pong (1998) suggested, singleenddimilies might be one type of
non-traditional family in which student achievemesrains high despite an overall
achievement gap for all students from non-tradaldamilies. Thus, non-traditional
families were further categorized as either singtether families, single-father families,
blended families, extended relative only famili@spthers. These subcategories of

students from nontraditional families were each parad with the group of students



from traditional families and were compared witleleather. This extension of the study
attempted to pinpoint specific family structureatteuggest depressed student
achievement. Therefore, the ultimate purpose®tthdy was to provide educators,
parents, and students alike with information ttwatld provide insights into the learning
predispositions of certain students and guideucsitvnal and support strategies that
could lead to improved student achievement for@otegntially disadvantaged students.

Significance of the Study

In light of increasing numbers of children fromnti@ditional families (Bianchi &
Milkie, 2010; Vaughn, 2011) and higher scrutinystident achievement, this study was
very timely and relevant. The topic was worthyrofestigation because the field of
education needs constant and current informationtalvhy certain students fail to
achieve academically. When researchers finallgddte the exhaustive list of student
characteristics that advance academic achievemeriha exhaustive list of student
characteristics that inhibit academic achieveniter educators can take specific,
purposeful actions to close achievement gaps asurenhat all students succeed.
Though this study will not be able to mend brokembs or create perfect family
relationships, it can provide insights to help teas bridge academic gaps. In turn, this
can empower struggling students from a particulagsoup to succeed in school.

The findings of this study primarily aid educatgrarents, and students. The
results have the potential to affect the practioeducators and the actions of parents. If
educators know how to best meet the needs of elartsubgroup of students, they will
not devote time and other increasingly limited teses to unproductive intervention

strategies. The same is true for parents.



Beyond application to educators, parents, and stadthe results of this study
have the potential to impact the way in which athéticans view family structure. As
Schreiber (2011) noted, certain family structuned @conomic situations require
government assistance and policy interventionslfalMeprograms and tax benefits for
single-parent families are examples. Furthermezenomically disadvantaged students,
as well as struggling learners, garner governmienfioa schools through Title | funding
and aspects of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCI2BQ1). Family structure is closely
associated with a variety of public policies andgsams through its relationship to
socioeconomic status (SES). Even if an individsi@ot an educator, a parent, or a
student, simply being a citizen in the United StaitkAmerica is reason enough to take
interest in the results of this study. Citizend &egislators alike can consider the results
of this study in voting and determining public pgliregarding students from
nontraditional families.

Resear ch Questions

The study was guided by the following research tjoes.
Resear ch Question One

Is there a statistically significant differencetle achievement scores of high
school seniors from nontraditional families whemgared to high school seniors from
traditional families on the linear combination oé@gia High School Graduation Test
(GHSGT) subtests (including English/language anisthematics, science, and social

studies)?

Resear ch Question Two



Is there a statistically significant differencetie GHSGT subtests scores of high
school seniors based on nontraditional family sabgs?

Resear ch Hypotheses

Resear ch Hypothesis One: H;

High school seniors from nontraditional familiedlwave statistically significant
lower achievement scores when compared to theahient scores of high school
seniors from traditional families on the linear donation of GHSGT subtests.

Null Hypothesis One: Hpla

There will be no statistically significant differemin the achievement scores of
high school seniors from nontraditional familiesemtcompared to high school seniors
from traditional families on the linear combinatiohGHSGT subtests.

Null Hypothesis One: Holb

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the Englishtimage arts GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis One: Hplc

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the mathema@BHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis One: Hopld

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement

scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school

seniors from traditional families on the scienceS&T subtest.
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Null Hypothesis One: Hple

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the socialdsés GHSGT subtest.
Resear ch Hypothesis Two: H

High school seniors from single-mother familiesl\Wwave statistically significant
higher achievement scores when compared to highosskniors from single-father
families, blended families, extended relative dialyilies, and other nontraditional
families on the linear combination of GHSGT sulgtest
Null Hypothesis Two: Hp2a

There will be no statistically significant differemin the achievement scores of
high school seniors from one subgroup of nontradéi families when compared to other
subgroups of nontraditional families on the lineambination of GHSGT subtests.
Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2b

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fex®ibn the English/language arts

GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2c

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional f@sibn the mathematics GHSGT

subtest.
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Null Hypothesis Two: Hq2d
There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when

compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fee®ibn the science GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2e

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fe®ibn the social studies GHSGT

subtest.

Identification of Variables

Independent Variable

The independent variable in this study was famitycture. Gall, M.D., Gall, and
Borg (2007) claimed, “The critical feature of cabsamparative research is that the
independent variable is measured in the form @dg@ies” (p. 306). Therefore, the
independent variable was categorized using the malrscale of nontraditional family
versus traditional family. Again, a nontraditiofiaiily was defined as any family that is
not comprised in its entirety by two biological eats (or adoptive parents from birth),
one male and one female, cohabitating in a mastationship. A traditional family was
defined as one that is comprised in all its entilst two biological parents (or adoptive
parents from birth), one male and one female, ctditady in a marital relationship.
Participants from nontraditional families were het categorized by one of the
following: single-mother family, single-father falyiblended family, extended relative

only family, or other. The category entitled “othencluded, but was not limited to,
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families comprised of two adults, both of the sayjaader, cohabitating in a relationship
(marital or pseudo-marital, depending on the lafuhe state of residence).
Dependent Variable
The dependent variable in this study was studdmneaement data. Howell
(2008) defined dependent variables as “those tieat@t under the experimenter’s
control — the data” (p. 22). Student achievemeid drom a standardized test were not
characteristics that could be controlled by theaesher. The student achievement data
used for the dependent variable in this study w&rdardized test scores on the spring
2011 administration of the GHSGT, measured in fveas: English/language arts,
mathematics, science, and social studies. Whde/faal results were reported for the
GHSGT, each student also received an individualerigal score in each of the five
subject areas. The numerical scores were usdtdqrurpose of data analysis.
Definitions
e Achievement gap — This study refers to an alleggeaement gap between
students from nontraditional families and studdémsh traditional families.
According to Congero (2007), “The term ‘achievemgap’ refers to the observed
disparity on a number of educational measures lestlee performance of
groups of students, especially groups defined loylge race/ethnicity, and
socioeconomic status.”
e Blended family — A blended family is defined as éhat is comprised of two
parents, one male and one female, cohabitatingnaréal relationship, but one
or more of the parents is not the biological paddrdne or more children in the

family. This term will also be referred to as epgamily.
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Extended relative only family — This family strustus defined as one in which
neither biological parent resides in the home witeee children live with
extended relatives such as grandparents, aunisictes.
Family cohesion — Uruk, Sayger, and Cogdal (20@findd family cohesion as
the “emotional bonding” between family members5®).
Family resources — Family resources are resounegstfamily has access to
including, but not limited to, financial means, dmoal support, and social
capital.
High achievement — The following definition was ceptualized by Burney and
Beilke (2008):
High achievement is defined as a level of perforoeahat is higher than
one would expect for students of the same ageggmdxperience.
Specifically, proficiency is demonstrated by sustalty mastering
content (instructional) material beyond what issidared to be grade-
level curriculum. (p. 300)
Nontraditional family — A nontraditional family @efined as one that is not
comprised in its entirety by two biological pare(ds adoptive parents from
birth), one male and one female, cohabitating mmaaital relationship. This
includes, but is not limited to, single-mother féas, single-father families,
families with one or more stepparents, families posed solely of extended
family members living with children, and familiestivhomosexual adult

partners.
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e Parental Education — Parental education referisaighest level of formal
education attained by a parent. This includesrssey (high school) education
and postsecondary (college) education.

e Parental Involvement — Parental involvement is meiteed by the degree to
which a parent participates in aspects of a chlltés This includes, but is not
limited to, educational experiences.

e Parenting style — Parenting style is the set debelvalues, and actions primarily
utilized during the child-rearing process.

e Single-mother family — A single-mother family iseom which a child resides for
a majority of the time with the biological mother @doptive mother from birth).

e Single-father family — A single-father family is @m which a child resides for a
majority of the time with the biological father (adoptive father from birth).

e Traditional family — A traditional family is defieas one that is comprised in all
its entirety by two biological parents (or adoptparents from birth), one male
and one female, cohabitating in a marital relatigms

e Same-gendered parent family — Lubbe (2007) defeneame-gendered parent
family as “a family constituted by two gay pareatgshe same gender (two
females or two males) who are involved in an intemend committed
relationship” (p. 275).

Resear ch Overview
This quantitative query was conducted using a daxgsaparative design. The
comparison of numerical test scores constitutedtiantitative aspect of the study. The

causal-comparative design was appropriate forttieydecause the study investigated
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possible “cause-and-effect relationships” (GallDM .Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 306). A
more rigorous design was not appropriate for thdystlue to the inability to manipulate
the independent variable, family structure. Themefthe potential effect of the
independent variable of family structure (i.e., maditional families versus traditional
families) on the dependent variable of studentea@ment was measured using a causal-
comparative design.

Current family structure was reported by studemtiggpants, and student
achievement was measured using the GHSGT as thénstdlument. A stratified random
sample of slightly more than 200 twelfth grade stud was selected from the target
location. The sample of volunteers was stratibgdamily structure; students classified
their family structure as one of the following:dit#onal, single-mother, single-father,
blended, extended relative only, or other. Thengnoty of student participants was
protected through the removal of student namesdardification numbers from data
reports.

After assumption testing was conducted and daseaigtatistics computed, two
different MANOVAs were performed for data analysighe first MANOVA compared
the results of students from nontraditional famsikéth those of students from traditional
families on the four GHSGT subtests (English/largguarts, mathematics, science, and
social studies). The second MANOVA compared tiselts of the students from the
nontraditional family subgroups (single-mother fepsingle-father family, blended
family, extended relative only family, and othemii&y) with one another as well as with
those of students from traditional families on filmgr GHSGT subtests. Results and

conclusions are contained in the chapters to follow

16



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
Student achievement is a timely topic in the wafl@ducation today. With
initiatives such as the No Child Left Behind ActGNB, 2001) and the sweeping
accountability reform movement, student achievergentes to the forefront of many of
today’s educational debates. It is therefore quotecerning to educators to encounter
achievement gaps among student populations. itéiature review examines the
achievement gap that appears to exist betweenrggiftern nontraditional families and
students from traditional families. In reviewingetature on traditional and
nontraditional families, support exists for thegaece of an achievement gap (Angel-
Castillo, & Torres-Herrera, 2008; Bachman, ColeyCBase-Lansdale, 2009;
Guidubaldi, Cleminshaw, Perry, Nastasi, & Light986; Hampden-Thompson, 2009;
Heuveline et al., 2003; Jeynes, 1999, 2006; McLanah Sandefur, 1994; National
Center for Education Statistics, 1998; Uwaifo, 200&ldfogel, Craigie, & Brooks-
Gunn, 2010; Xu, 2008; Yara & Tunde-Yara, 2010;,Mbrrison, & Coiro, 1993;
Zimiles & Lee, 1991). However, some studies offikernative perspectives (Chiu & Ho,
2006; Marsh, 1990; Pong, 1997, 1998; Weisner & &ara992). Therefore, a thorough
review of the literature is necessary to ground thsearch and to guide the study. After
a brief discussion of the theoretical frameworktfor study, this chapter presents the
related literature and concludes with a summary.

Theoretical Framework
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Three common theoretical threads are apparentifitérature regarding family
structure: social cognitive theory, attachment tiieand the theory of moral absolutism.
Each of these theoretical frameworks provides cotuet underpinnings for the literature
on family structure. A closer look at each theprgvides greater understanding of the
subsequent literature.

Social Cognitive Theory

The research on family structure is grounded ind8aa's (2002) social cognitive
theory because the theory contends that humanajaweht is influenced, in part, by
environmental agents. Family structure is an @mvirental agent that impacts human
development and therefore student achievementordlow to Santrock (1997), social
cognitive theory is “the view of psychologists waimphasize behavior, environment,
and cognition as the key factors in development44). Family structure is an
environmental factor that affects the developmémstwdents and, in turn, impacts
student achievement.

Attachment Theory

Attachment theory was first conceptualized by JBbwlby and later refined by
Mary Ainsworth (Bretherton, 1992). The theory @nds that a strong emotional bond
with at least one primary caregiver is crucialtiealthy child development. Attention is
given in much of the literature to the child’s metlas the primary caregiver (Cavanagh
& Huston, 2008). Attachment theory offers insigint® the depressed academic
achievement of students from some subgroups ofaditibnal families. Further, it is
consistent with Pong’s (1998) platform that studdrim single-parent households in

which the mother is present can still experiencametitive academic achievement
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levels.
Theory of Moral Absolutism

The final framework for this literature reviewtlse theory of moral absolutism.
This theory maintains that there are morally cdrasxd incorrect actions (Hawley, 2008).
Moral absolutism suggests that the morally comvey to raise a child is through a
traditional family structure that is comprised otbiological parents (or adoptive
parents from birth), one male and one female, ctditedy in a marital relationship.
Moral absolutism coincides with the Biblical idexdifamily and extends attachment
theory to suggest that two parents are betterahan This theory also offers insights
into the academic achievement of students baséanaity structure.
I nteraction of Theories Within the Framework

The three theoretical frameworks discussed prelyaateract to inform the
causal-comparative study of the effects of family&ure on student achievement. The
three theories are closely related and, togethey, $erve as the foundation for the
association between family structure and studemesement. Figure 1 demonstrates the
interaction among these aspects of child developmiérs the interaction of the three
conceptual frameworks that serves as the cornerstorunderstanding child
development and academic achievement as they teléenily structure. This study

was designed to test the applicability of the cpheal framework model.
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Environmental
Agents

Socialization

Figure 1. Aspects of Child Development
Related Literature

The Achievement Gap

Evidencein theliteraturefor an achievement gap. Though school environment
factors certainly influence student achievementdgtone and Riehl (2005) suggested
that individual student characteristics have theofgyest effects” (p. 15) on student
achievement. Individual student characteristictuitle family structure and composition.
Family demographics, therefore, can have a sigmtiampact on student achievement.
A student’s family demographics could include atraditional family or a traditional
family. Various studies have found evidence intingaan achievement gap exists
between students from at least one subgroup ofaditional families and students from
traditional families (Angel-Castillo & Torres-Hereg 2008; Bachman et al., 2009;

Guidubaldi et al., 1986; Hampden-Thompson, 2009, &h@han and Sandefur (1994);
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National Center for Education Statistics, 1998; Bay&2008; Waldfogel et al., 2010;
Yara & Tunde-Yara, 2010; Zill et al., 1993; Zimil&s_ee, 1991).
Hampden-Thompson’s (2009) comparative internatishaly revealed a literacy
achievement gap between teenagers from two-paoeiseholds and teenagers from
single-mother households. The gap was significaf® countries, with the greatest gap
occurring in the United States. The National CefdeEducation Statistics (1998)
purported an achievement gap in classroom gradessaelementary, middle, and high
school between students from single-parent houdstvathere only one parent was
involved in the child’s schooling and students friwo-parent households where both
parents were involved in the child’s schooling. idebaldi et al. (1986) found an
achievement gap in elementary school students leetittmse from traditional families
and those from families of divorce, with the mosirpinent gap in achievement existing
between male students from those two categorianila®y, Waldfogel et al. (2010)
reported an achievement gap between students ispdgifrom single-mother families
and students from traditional families. AccordingAngel-Castillo and Torres-Herrera
(2008), school dropout rates for Hispanic studer@se almost doubled in students from
single-parent families or blended families as comagdo students from two-parent
families. Zill et al. (1993) concurred with théangitudinal data, reporting 18-22 year
old Americans from families of divorce were twicelkely to have dropped out of high
school as their peers from traditional familiessmeafter the researchers controlled for
race, parental education, and other child and fafadtors. Zimiles and Lee (1991)
magnified the gap by stating, “Students from steplias and single-parent families are

almost three times as likely to drop out as theurterparts from intact families (7% vs.
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20%)” (p. 316). International research supporésakistence of an achievement gap
between students from single-parent families andestts from two-parent families in
Nigeria (Uwaifo, 2008; Yara & Tunde-Yara, 2010)edRarch also supports the presence
of an achievement gap between students from simgl&ter families and students from
traditional families among low-income adolesce®adhman et al., 2009). McLanahan
and Sandefur (1994) devoted a decade worth of n@dséathe topic and their results
indicated an achievement gap exists between stsiffem single-parent households and
students from two-parent households.

Not only does the literature indicate an achievangap exists for students from
nontraditional families, research suggests an aement gap exists for schools with high
concentrations of students from nontraditional feesi Collectively, lower reading and
mathematics scores were linked to schools with pipulations of single-parent homes
when compared to schools with less than 25% ofestidomes being single-parent
homes (Pong, 1997; 1998). Pong (1998) referrédisqgphenomenon as the “school
compositional effect” (p. 23). Individual demoghags aside, attending a secondary
school with a high concentration of students frantraditional families places a student
at a higher risk of experiencing academic diffi@dtin the areas of reading and
mathematics (Pong, 1998).

Much attention is given in the literature to ttazhal families that become
nontraditional families and the effects of the adon children. This focus is on
children that have not always been classified asnioees of nontraditional families since
conception. Whether changes in family structueecare-time or reoccurring, the change

from traditional to nontraditional inherently creatfamily instability. Jeynes (2006)
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described the two contradicting perspectives thist @ the field of family instability as
the “Transition School of Thought” and the “Resiley School of Thought” (p. 78-79).
The Transition School of Thought maintains thatifaitnansitions such as parental
divorce, parental remarriage, and parental deaterdifficult transition situations for
children that have negative academic and psychmbgnplications. Yet, the Resiliency
School of Thought purports children are resiliemt &amily transitions therefore do not
produce long-term, significant effects on acadeonipsychological health. Interestingly,
Jeynes’ meta-analysis of 61 quantitative studiesspnavided support for the Transition
School of Thought. Not only did the meta-analgsiggest an association between
family transitions and an achievement gap for sttgl&om nontraditional families
compared to students from traditional families, shely implied the achievement gap
widens for students from nontraditional familieshweach additional family transition
beyond the first. Other research supports Jeynek (Cavanagh & Huston, 2008;
Magnuson & Berger, 2009; Waldfogel et al., 201Gavanagh and Huston (2008) stated,
“Those who experience one family transition ara gteater risk of experiencing
subsequent transitions and their concomitant gsd¢p. 1259). Furthermore, their
findings and the findings of others suggested ti@tacademic and psychological effects
of family instability are long-lasting throughouwitér childhood stages, adolescence, and
even adulthood (Cavanagh & Huston, 2008; Guidubetldi., 1986; Zill et al., 1993).
Evidencein theliteraturerefuting an achievement gap. Despite the
abundance of literature supporting the existen@nachievement gap between students
from nontraditional families and students from ttiathal families, some studies have

produced contradictory results. Some studies bkamned that the achievement
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differences are not significant (Marsh, 1990; Wers& Garnier, 1992), some studies
added that weak methodologies tend to “overestinfAt@ato & Keith, 1991, p. 36) the
effects on children from some nontraditional fagsliand some studies pointed out that
an achievement gap is not apparent everywhere arbenworld (Chiu & Ho, 2006).
This opposing view on students from nontraditidaatilies compared to students from
traditional families, though not as well-supportesdpresented to provide an unbiased
picture of the effects of the family on studentiagement. The presence of this
contradictory body of literature suggests thatfeitesearch is necessary in order to
investigate if an achievement gap actually existsvben students from nontraditional
families and students from traditional families.

In a 12 year longitudinal study, Weisner and Gar(i®92) claimed that there
was no significant difference in the school perfante of students from
“nonconventional families” (p. 605) and their pefmsn conventional families. Weisner
and Garnier claimed no significant difference eeds¢ven after controlling for child
WISC-R, gender, and family SES. The researcheygesied the stability of a family’s
status coupled with the family’'s commitment to thefiosen lifestyle (be it nontraditional
or traditional) are the greatest indicators of siudachievement. In short, Weisner and
Garnier’s research indicated that the structuth@family is not as influential on student
achievement as stability and commitment are. Thdhbg results are contradictory to
much of Jeynes’ (2006) work on traditional and maditional families, the implications

about family stability are consistent with Jeyn&906) “Transition School of Thought”

(p. 78).
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Similarly, Marsh’s (1990) work suggested family dymics have more to do with
predicting academic success for students thanyastriicture does. In a longitudinal
study of high school students from sophomore tiosgmars, Marsh (1990) compared
students from stable traditional families to studdrom stable blended families and
students from stable single-parent families. T@seiits showed no significant
relationship between family structure and studehtevement or behaviors, even after
controlling for sex, race, religion, SES, acadeabdity, school type, and community
type. These findings are similar to Weisner andhiga's (1992) position that family
stability is a greater indicator of student achreeat than actual family structure itself.
However, although the study was a longitudinal gtog design, it did not investigate
any data prior to students’ sophomore year of Bdiool. Even if the results were not
statistically significant at the high school levitlere may have been more to the picture
on family structure and student achievement tharstiope of the study was able to
investigate.

On another note, Pong (1997; 1998) acknowledgexthievement gap dielxist
between students from single-parent families andesits from two-parent families;
however, Pong (1997; 1998) claimed the achievemanicould be entirely accounted
for by social capital and economic status. Thgaarent in the literature suggests no
causal relationship exists between family structuré student achievement. Rather,
social capital and economic status, collectivefgnmed to as SES, are the true predictors
of academic success.

The meta-analysis performed by Amato and Keith (3 9&s added yet another

dimension to the debate. Though their meta-arabféered support for the existence of
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an achievement gap, Amato and Keith noted, “Theselts suggest that the implications
of parental divorce for children’s well-being hdwecome less pronounced since the
1950s and 1960s” (p. 34). Further, the meta-arsatyasimed the negative effects of
parental divorce are weaker in the United Statas th other countries studied. Other
researchers agreed (Chiu & Ho, 2006). Therefaren & recent research suggests an
achievement gap exists between students from ribttnaal families and students from
traditional families, the gap may be narrowing otere.

International research indicates that even if dnesement gap exists between
students from nontraditional families and studémm traditional families in the United
States, the gap is not evident everywhere acresgltibe (Chiu & Ho, 2006), as Amato
and Keith (1991) suggested. In a study of 4,40ydd& old students from Hong Kong,
results showed no significant difference betweenréading, mathematics, and science
scores of students from single-parent familiestaonde of students from traditional
families. Furthermore, the differences found bemvstudents living with no parents and
students living in traditional families in the aseaf reading, mathematics, and science
could be eliminated by controlling for family inv@ment and investment. Chiu and Ho
(2006) suggested the apparent differences in aehient between students from Hong
Kong and students from the United States couldtobated to differences in culture, the
higher socioeconomic standings of single parenksang Kong, the prevalence of
extended family networks in Hong Kong, and equlbst funding policies for students
in Hong Kong. If an achievement gap is not pregeother areas of the world and the
gap could potentially be narrowing in the Unitedt8¢, perhaps the gap could become

insignificant altogether in the near future.
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Also noteworthy is the fact that even if an achraeat gap exists to some degree
currently, there are certainly students from natitranal families who bridge the gap.
The literature presented cases in which studeots frontraditional families do
experience academic success (Guidubaldi et al6;198aifo, 2008). This prompts
investigation into various characteristics of nadttional families. What ensures some
students from nontraditional families experiencadaenic success if others do not? Is
there a particular type of nontraditional familyaths associated with higher rates of
academic achievement? An examination of five teffe subgroups of the nontraditional
family follows.

Subgroups of Studentsfrom Nontraditional Families

Single-mother families. One of the most frequently studied subgroups of
students from nontraditional families is the sulngrof students from single-mother
families. The literature shows that students feingle-mother families tend to
underperform academically when compared to couatesfrom traditional families
(Amato & Keith, 1991; Bachman et al., 2009; Guiddbat al., 1986; Hampden-
Thompson, 2009; McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Walelfegjal., 2010). Research
suggests that being from a single-mother familg@nés pronounced academic
challenges for male students, although the achiemégap between students from
single-mother families and students from traditidaailies is apparent for both sexes
(Zimiles & Lee, 1991). Being the largest subgrafipontraditional families (Heuveline
et al., 2003), single-mother families warrant matiention.

Hampden-Thompson’s (2009) international researncktaodent literacy compared

students from two-parent households with students Single-mother families only.
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Hampden-Thompson (2009) said, “These results itel@gattern of underachievement
for children who live with their mother only” (p2B). Magnuson and Berger (2009)
reported students from single-mother families idlale childhood experience depressed
scores in both reading and mathematics when com pargtudents from traditional
families in the same age category. Furthermoreatdand Keith (1991) suggested
custodial single-parent mothers may “underestim@ie33) their children’s problems in
general. Perhaps the underachievement is perpetsiidents from single-mother
families due to lack of parental attention to tb&ue or parental inability to admit the
severity of problems.

In general, single-mother families tend to havedetooks in the home, less
parental education, and lower incomes than tworpdaenilies (Hampden-Thompson,
2009; McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994). Noteworthy hetée literature that suggested
parental separation (including cases of divorce)ase frequently the reason for single-
mother families than birth to a single mother (Heline et al., 2003). Assuming Jeynes’
(2006) “Transition School of Thought” (p. 78), seunds from single-mother families have
more likely than not experienced the stressorscaesal with at least one family
transition.

As in the overall debate, an opposing view existmrding students from single-
mother families. Pong (1998) said, “Once otherikatmackground factors are
controlled, however, there is no evidence thahtvin single-mother families negatively
affects children’s achievement” (p. 36). Likewiséarsh (1990) specifically reported
neither male students nor female students fromesimgther families show significantly

lower academic test scores than students from &wvenp families. Thus, even though
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the majority of the research suggests students &ingie-mother families are
disadvantaged academically when compared to tbeimterparts from traditional
families, critics have challenged the claim. Fartlesearch is needed to compare the
achievement scores of specific subgroups of stsdemin nontraditional families to one
another and to students from traditional familissvell.

Single-father families. Similar to students from single-mother familiesidgnts
from single-father families tend to exhibit academnderperformance when compared to
students from traditional families (Amato & Keitt991; Guidubaldi et al., 1986).
Interestingly, Zimiles and Lee’s (1991) work suggedsfemales fare worse academically
than males do in single-father families. Alonghwlibwer academic achievement,
students from single-father families were linkedha literature to poorer access to health
care as well (Leininger & Ziol-Guest, 2008). Imstingly, these results were consistent
regardless of the single-father family’s povergtss. Students from single-father
families were also associated with higher riskdrofy and alcohol use when compared to
traditional families and even single-mother fansil{denkins & Zunguze, 1998).

Although such indicators associated with singl&datamilies were not directly linked
to academic achievement, they may have had indéfésxtts on students’ readiness
levels for learning.

Overall, there is substantially less research prtasehe field on single-father
families than on single-mother families. Howe\aecritic with an opposing viewpoint
still remains. Again, as with students from singiether families, Marsh (1990)
specifically investigated students from single-&tfamilies. Marsh’s results showed no

significant difference in the academic achieventérstudents from single-father families
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when compared to students from traditional familgeslong as the single-father families
were stable. This one piece of research suggesfiegather families are not associated
with negative effects on student achievement; h@wnevwo other recent, scholarly work
can be found in the literature to confirm Marshigiings. Once again, though, the
presence of contradictory findings establishested for further research. The dearth of
literature on single-father families, specificaltglls for further research to investigate
this subgroup (in addition to single-mother fans)igghen comparing students from
nontraditional families to those from traditionalrhes.

Of all research on single families, it appears thatilies in which a spouse has
passed away tend to fare the best (Amato & Kel@8911 Angel-Castillo & Torres-
Herrera, 2008). Angel-Castillo and Torres-Heri@@08) explain,

It seems that there is a lack of conflict and nuiadility, the widow or widower

manages to handle all decisions and becomes tloeofi¢iae family and the only

one that makes decisions as to the children’s emuncdifestyle, behavior, etc. (p.

406)

Perhaps children who experience the death of axpeas more easily accept the single-
parent situation because they realize that théhdeas beyond their control. Children
with living parents have more trouble acceptingngle-parent situation due to feelings

of rejection (Angel-Castillo & Torres-Herrera, 2008 et again, though, this position on
the stability of situations involving the deathaoparent lends credence to Jeynes’ (2006)
Transition School of Thought. Family situationgiwgreater stability have fewer

negative implications than family scenarios markgdransitions.
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Blended families. Introducing a stepparent in the family model doaetsappear
to lessen the effects associated with nontraditifamailies. Statistics have suggested
students from blended families face the same acadsrhievement risks as children
from other nontraditional families (Angel-CastifoTorres-Herrera, 2008; Bachman et
al., 2009; McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Zill et 8093). Even the added financial
resources a stepparent can offer a family unitatmffset the inherent achievement risks
associated with nontraditional families (Amato &itke 1991; Heuveline et al., 2003;
Jeynes, 1999; Pong, 1997).

Being a member of a blended family may presentusmagcademic challenges for
female students. Zilimes and Lee’s (1991) workvgdobthat even though male students
in general have a greater likelihood of droppingaftschool, female students actually
show a high propensity to drop out when they armbess of stepfamilies. Perhaps this
unique achievement challenge for females from @drfdmilies arises due to the
sensitive dynamics of the father-daughter relahgnsome researchers presented
(Nielsen, 2007).

Jeynes (2006) reported statistically significasults indicating lower academic
achievement and depressed psychological well-deingtudents from blended families
when compared to students from traditional familiéslditionally, he found that blended
families offer no advantages over single-parentliam Jeynes (2006) summarized the
study with the following:

The results of this meta-analysis establish twaegarfindings. First, children

from remarried families fared more poorly than dreh in intact families

measured both in academic and psychological te®esond, children from
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remarried families also did no better and oftes lesll than children from

divorced or widowed families whose custodial paidtnot remarry. As one

would expect, the differences between childreni@mtbed families and those in
single-parent families were smaller than the gagie/éen students from blended

and intact families. (p. 93)

From an attachment theory lens, perhaps the stemugye attachments children develop
with single-parents are threatened or diminishedmaén parent remarries, leading to a
decline in overall well-being and academic achieeetfor students from single-parent
families upon parental remarriage (Zimiles & Le®91). Moreover, perhaps the areas
where students from blended families fared les$ theh students from single-parent
families could be explained with Jeynes’ (2008)dfisition School of Thought” (p. 78).
Though the research does not provide a conclusiueat relationship, perhaps further
research on the transition theory might explait thea lower achievement in students
from blended families is due to more transition@syres, as compared to students from
single-parent families.

After a thorough investigation of the literaturethe field on blended families,
only one reliable resource could be found to supiher view that children from blended
families fare equally as well academically as shisié&rom traditional families. Chiu and
Ho (2006) claimed there was no significant differebetween the academic
performance of students from blended families dadents from traditional families.
However, their work was performed in Hong Kong, véhlhey claim no achievement
gap exists and where cultural expectations for eraclachievement vary from those in

the United States. Not only does future reseaeddto investigate the existence of an
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achievement gap, it needs to also investigate stadem blended families as compared
to students from other subgroups of nontraditidaaililies and traditional families.

Extended relative only families. In sharp contrast to blended families in which
children may have more than two parents are exteralative only families in which
children may have no parents. The extended relatiy families include homes in
which students live with grandparents, aunts, e other extended relatives that are
biologically related to the child (or biologicaliglated to the child’s adoptive parent).
Extended relative only families may arise due tmmber of different scenarios,
including parental abandonment, parental deathacental incarceration.

Little research exists on the academic trendsttatesits from extended relative
only families in general. However, if the familywecture is attributed to parental
incarceration, the literature yields clear indiocat. Children whose parents are
incarcerated tend to experience diminished schexdbpmance and increased behavior
problems at school (Reed, D. & Reed, E., 1997).

A study by Soliz (2008) demonstrated the effectegsnof the relationship
between a child and an extended family member (agchgrandparent) at filling the
void left by a parent depends more on the natutbeofelationship than the adult’s
position in family. Simply being a grandparengtohild does not guarantee that the
adult will bridge any type of gaps left by the pareThe healthier the relationship
between the child and the extended relative athdtmore effective the adult will be in a
parenting role with the student (Soliz, 2008).

Research does exist indicating when family involeatrand investment are

controlled for, no significant difference existdween the academic success of students
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living with no parents and the academic successuafents living in traditional families
(Chiu & Ho, 2006). The issue with those findingghat family involvement and
investment are almost inextricably linked to thegence of biological or adoptive
parents. Further research needs to include staiflemh extended relative only families
to gain greater insights into their academic pengmce.

Other families. A discussion on subgroups of students from norticadil
families would be incomplete if did not include thabgroup designated as “other.” The
othercategory includes any and all family structurespreviously addressed with the
subgroups of single-mother families, single-fatta@nilies, blended families, or extended
relative only families. This classification inhatly includes any family structures the
researcher has failed to consider; however, the naiable family structure included in
this category is the family which is comprisedwbtadults, both of the same gender,
cohabitating in a relationship (marital or pseudarital, depending on the laws of the
state of residence).

As Lubbe (2007) noted, societal changes in the flagears have allowed for an
increase in the same-gendered parent family streictNot only have cultural practices
and public policies become more tolerant of homuoasty in recent years, medical
advances and the “sexual freedom” (Evans, 200%epten the United States since the
1960s have made it easier for same-gendered cagpp@sent children. In light of
increased numbers of families classified as samelgyed parent families, literature on
this family structure is included in this review.

In a review of 15 cases, Raley (2010) reportedgf€hare no detrimental effects

caused solely by a parent’s sexual orientation1§Y). Rather, the quality of parent-
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child relationships and secure parental attachnmeetsnore accurate predictors of child
development. This lends additional credibilitythe importance of attachment theory.
Likewise, in a clinical case study, Stein, Perand Potter (2004) stated the following:
In summary, there is no credible scientific evidetitat children whose parents
are gay or lesbian are at a disadvantage in enadtioognitive, or social
functioning compared with children whose parenéshaterosexual. There do
seem to be some differences in their interpersskié and emotional
expressiveness that may set them apart from soitheiofpeers. Pervasive
stigmatism of differentness may lead to socialasoh, teasing, and discomfort.
(p. 1465)
Thus, even though the limited research does ngesign achievement gap exists
between students from same-gendered parent faraiig@students from traditional
families, nonacademic factors such as socializatiag affect the school experiences of
students from same-gendered parent families marettieir membership in those
families. Further research on the academic achewe of students from same-gendered
parent families is certainly needed.
Family Dimensions Affecting Student Achievement
Although discrepancies are present in the liteettlire predominant body of
knowledge concurs that an achievement gap doeslmtiseen students from
nontraditional families and students from tradiibfamilies. This invites investigation
into the characteristics of nontraditional familtat might not be conducive to student
success. What aspects of nontraditional familightmmpede student achievement?

What is it that ensures some students from nortioadi families are successful when
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the literature supports the premise that so maayat? In reviewing research on family
indicators of student success, five recurrent tteeemeerged in the literature.
Consistently, family cohesion, family resourcesgpéal involvement, parenting styles,
and parental education appear in the literaturadisators of student achievement.
While there are no absolute, definitive associaioetween these five family
characteristics and nontraditional families, theréture suggests it is the tendency of
these characteristics to be concurrent with noittosal families that evokes an
achievement gap.

Family cohesion. First, family cohesion appears to be one of tigkcators of
student achievement. Family cohesion is definetth@Semotional bonding” between
family members (Uruk, Sayger, & Cogdal, 2007, p. S2amily cohesion is therefore
distinct from family structure or family compositio Family cohesion could theoretically
still be high when family members are not cohalitain the same household. Likewise,
family cohesion could theoretically be low for ti@ahal families lacking strong
emotional connections with one another. Thus, fiaoahesion is an independent family
variable, and it appears to predict both psych@s@cdjustment and academic success
(Caplan, Henderson, C. Henderson, J., & Fleminf22Georgiou, 1995; Pong, 1997).
In general, the greater cohesiveness the famiplaijs, the higher the academic
achievement is for students.

There are discrepancies in the literature, howelrenne study with gifted and
talented students, Chan (2005) reported that facmhesion could not be directly linked
to academic success for students. Despite canflierlguments in the literature, family

cohesion is at least indirectly linked to studesitiavement.
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Family cohesion has been shown to be a signifipeadictor of self-perceived
talent in students (Chan, 2005). Chan (2005) tedofStudents who perceived their
family as more cohesive and their parents as havigiig expectations of them also
perceived themselves as having more talents ineaciadskills, creativity, and
leadership” (p. 219). In turn, student self-petmaps and self-concept play an influential
role in student achievement. Student self-conbaptbeen conclusively associated with
student achievement (Olszewski-Kubilius and Tur@802; Rudasill & Callahan, 2008).
Rudasill and Callahan (2008) stated, “In fact, aeskers have concluded that self-
concept may be as or more important to academicasisms and achievement than
intellectual ability” (p. 71). In another studyruk, Sayger, and Cogdal (2007) found
high levels of family cohesion to be associatedhwotver levels of trauma symptoms and
higher levels of psychological well-being in cokkegged students. Thus, even though
Chan’s analyses in one study of family cohesionasatiemic achievement yielded
inconclusive results, family cohesion has been shmanfluence self-concept, trauma
response, and psychological well-being. Theseviddal dimensions of the human
psyche affect student achievement. Therefore, leiggls of family cohesion can
indirectly enhance academic achievement.

Family resources. Next, family resources appear to be an indicatatudent
achievement. Again, family resources are distirieh family structure or family
composition. Nontraditional families could cerfgibe rich in family resources;
moreover, traditional families could be lackingamily resources. While this variable
does include monetary assets, resources are negsady all economic in nature.

Family resources can include financial means, ematisupport, and social capital.
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Robinson, Lanzi, Weinberg, Ramey, S., and Rame{2@2) said, “Children identified
as high achieving tend to come from homes thatedagively rich in resources —
psychological and educational resources, sociognanesources and parental time” (p.
278). Chiu and Ho (2006) explained that additioeaburces provide students with an
increased number of learning opportunities. Inegak the more resources a family has
to offer, the greater the indication of academiccess for students.

Not only do such families tend to possess greawources, they tend to have
fewer children among whom to distribute those resesi(Robinson et al., 2002; Xu,
2008). Even if resources are scarce, basic artthbroemputations prove each individual
receives more when the divisor variable is smal&mply stated, fewer mouths to feed
means each mouth gets more. Formally, this wasresf to in the literature as the
“resource-dilution hypothesis” (Xu, 2008, p. 41%)is unclear in the literature whether
families rich in resources have greater resoureealse they tend to have fewer children
or whether they have fewer children because theg Qeeater resources. The researcher
speculates that culture and SES may play a rdleeidebate, but further research is
needed to confirm such speculations.

Emotional support is certainly a resource that f@sican provide regardless of
family structure and financial status. Speirs Neister and Finch (2006) noted the
positive effects this resource can produce on siusleccess, while Mueller (2009)
expressed the importance of emotional supportemgnting depression. Emotional
support can enhance student self-image and prquhsigve results on the student

psyche. According to Maslow’s hierarchy of neddsitt, 2007), when the emotional

38



needs of students are satisfactorily fulfilled demts can begin to progress into self-
actualization levels of achievement.

Social capital generally refers to the resourcesocfal networks that individuals,
or in this case families, possess. Such socialress, while nonmonetary in nature, can
certainly enhance student achievement. McLanahdrSandefur (1994) claimed social
capital can be equally as influential as financegpital in promoting success for children.
Pong (1998) said the following:

When parents are engaged in social networks, ttiegrabehalf of and for the

interests of their own families. They also benbjitreceiving ongoing feedback

on effective child-rearing strategies and inform@aton the policies of their
children’s schools, teachers, and peers that ntay ahdividual families to

channel their resources effectively into their @reh’s success in school. (pp. 25-

26)

Perhaps the old adage applies: It takes a villagaise a child. Furthermore, the more
involved the village is in the child-rearing prosgthe more success the child can
experience academically. Parents with social abpén tap into these community
resources and gain the support of the village lp fase the child.

In general, academically successful students terdme from families that
experience fewer challenges because of their dreéresources (Robinson et al., 2002).
English tends to be the primary language spokenhdase homes, facilitating academic
success in America’s English-dominant venues dfuction. Better health is associated
with an abundance of resources, and higher employrages have been shown to be

associated with families that have a lot of resesi@obinson, et al, 2002). Fewer
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incidents of depression tend to occur in studewots fhomes with adequate resources
because many protective factors are availableaimtfMueller, 2009). Resources of all
kinds create greater ease and diminish the thnaathallenges can present to academic
success.

These nonmonetary resources are not presentewieracore the influence of
financial resources, though. Monetary resourcesiody do impact student achievement
as well (Guidubaldi et al., 1986). Burney and Bei{2008) presented the notion that
poverty may have the greatest impact on studen¢amment among all demographic
variables. Hampden-Thompson (2009) cited “econateprivation” (p. 514) as a barrier
to academic success for students from single-mdémeaities in particular. Though they
claim it is not as influential as family conflidmato and Keith (1991) did note
economic disadvantage as an important dimensitimetavell-being and academic
achievement of children. At any rate, the cumuiatmpact of all family resources
appears to be a significant factor in student asmeent.

Parental involvement. Another factor in student achievement appeabeto
parental involvement. Once again, parental involeet is distinct from family structure
and family composition. Since schooling is a colspry part of life for children in the
United States, high levels of parental involvemara child’s life connote parental
involvement in a child’s schooling as well. A wiabf research supports the academic
benefits for students when parents are highly welin their children’s schooling
(Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003; Hara & Burke, 1998ndp 1997; 1998). In short,

parental involvement in a child’s life is virtualynonymous with parental involvement
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in a child’s schooling. Thus, a high degree ofpé#al involvement in a child’s life is
associated with achievement gains for those cml{thiu & Ho, 2006).

Parental involvement can be supplied by one pareatven by an extended
family member. High parental involvement on thet o one parent or one relative is
certainly more beneficial for a student than ncepéal involvement whatsoever.
Research indicates parental involvement can maeldegiressed achievement scores for
students from single-parent families (Hampden-Thsonp 2009; Pong, 1998).

However, the literature suggests a high degreewaiivement from two parents has more
impact on academic achievement than parental ievnobnt from only one parent (Amato
& Keith, 1991). Students from two-parent famillesse an advantage over students from
single-parent families or extended relative oniyifees because they oftentimes have
greater accessibility to both parents simultangouGlranted, it is possible for some
children from divorced households to experiencé legels of parental involvement

with both parents. Perhaps this in part explaihg gome students from nontraditional
families do not exhibit academic deficiencies wkkempared with peers from traditional
families. Logistically, though, it is more diffititto obtain high levels of parental
involvement from both parents when those paremtsiaorced.

It is the involvement of both biological parents koth adoptive parents from
birth) that is most advantageous for students’ esad success. Research indicates
stepparents do not compensate for the lack of wavnént by a biological parent
(McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994). In particular, thegibnal Center for Education
Statistics (1998) noted the highly effective impaicpaternal involvement in their

children’s education. Meanwhile, Amato and Bodt97) claimed modern-day fathers
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are less involved in child-rearing than ever. Eaerongst two-parent families, students
maintain higher grade point averages in all gradeshool when their fathers are
involved in school life (National Center for Eduoat Statistics, 1998). It is important to
remain mindful that the parental involvement of omreeven both, parents can be low
even in a two-parent family. The degree to whiakepts remain involved in their
children’s lives can be better understood by a jgéieninto their parenting styles.

Parenting styles. Parenting styles themselves appear to be a clistidicator of
student achievement. Yet again, this family vdaasb discrete from family structure or
family composition. Even in single-parent familiagparenting style can be determined.
Parenting styles are not present or absent bas&holy structure or family
composition. Parenting styles are a family charastic separate from family structure
or family composition.

The parenting styles most frequently investigaté&tl velation to student success
are those within the framework set forth by Baumhi(h966). Baumrind (1966)
presented three styles of parenting: authoritaguéhoritarian, and permissive.
Baumrind’s (1966) framework was later amended ¢tutte neglectful (or sometimes
referred to as uninvolved) parenting (Lamborn, Msuteinburg, & Dornbusch, 1991).

First, authoritarian parents exhibit a high levielemand and a low level of
responsiveness. These parents focus on contrafiegchildren, including their
behaviors and attitudes, and they demand respdattzdience to authority. Next,
authoritative parents show high levels of demardirasponsiveness. These parents
monitor their children’s behavior but do not neee#g punish them. They recognize

their children’s points of view when establishindes, and they are supportive of their
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children. Thirdly, permissive parents have a lewel of demand and a high level of
responsiveness. These parents demonstrate a wdrateepting attitude toward their
children; however, they exhibit a lack of contnolregards to their children’s behavior
(Baumrind, 1966). Finally, neglectful parents destoate low levels of demand and
responsiveness. These parents do not offer thiggdren any support or attention. They
do not attempt to control their children’s behasjdyut rather remain uninvolved in their
children’s lives. This final category of parentiwgs recognized by researchers Maccoby
and Martin in the 1980s (Lamborn et al., 1991).

In general, parenting styles tend to determindetel of parent-child attachment
or detachment. This impacts student behaviorudinl achievement orientation,
according to Speirs Neumeister and Finch (200&jer&fore, patterns of student success
emerge as the result of the parenting style presghte home. In general, authoritative
and permissive parenting styles tend to be linkeseture attachment levels in children,
and authoritarian and neglectful parenting stylesralated to parental detachment.
Speirs Neumeister and Finch (2006) presented athgpoal model of the
aforementioned parenting styles and present th@awlg findings:

Specifically, the first part of the model illusteatthat authoritative and permissive

parenting are associated with secure attachmeiige adthoritarian and

uninvolved parenting are associated with insectieelament. These results are
consistent with the attachment literature summadra®ove indicating that a high
level of responsiveness, as present in both aroatgtive and permissive

parenting style, is necessary for secure relatipsdlo form: Parents who attend
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to their children’s needs and demonstrate warmthadiection are more likely to

have securely attached children. (p. 247)

Specifically, the authoritative parenting stylersedo have the greatest positive
impact on student achievement (Dwairy, 2004; Spéagmeister & Finch, 2006; Weiss
& Schwarz, 1996). These results have been verdieds-culturally with Dwairy’s
(2004) study of Arab students and Speirs Neumegstdr-inch’s (2006) study of
students in the United States. The results afgpdaa consistent between the studies.
Though the correlations between parenting stylesstudent achievement were not as
strong in Weiss and Schwarz’s (1996) study asenatbrk of Baumrind (1966) and
others, Weiss and Schwarz’s results still sugged¢pdessed student achievement for
students with authoritarian and unengaged (negiggtrents. Guidubaldi et al. (1986)
cautioned single-parents specifically against g af authoritarian parenting in light of
the clear results of their nationwide longitudisildy on divorced families. In general,
Amato and Booth (1997) described authoritative piamg practices (where parental
control and support is neither too overbearingtoorlenient) as having the best
outcomes for child behavior. The wealth of literaton parenting styles demonstrates
the validity of attachment theory in the field afueational research.

Parental education. Finally, parents who possess education at andrkthe
secondary (high school) level seem to have a pesgtifect on the academic achievement
of their students. This family dimension of edimats necessarily distinct from family
structure or family composition. In general, resbaonnects academically successful
students to parents with higher education levelsgiby, 2004; Robinson et al., 2002).

Parents with high levels of education have theurss necessary to help their children
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with homework and school assignments. Not onlyheéy possess knowledge tools
themselves, but they understand how to navigatedheol culture. Hampden-
Thompson (2008) noted educated parents are malg tix understand tracking systems
and are able to negotiate with educators to deterithie best academic opportunities for
their children. In short, educated parents possesisl capital in the educational arena,
regardless of financial capital or even SES. Rardrat possess an education can
navigate the school culture with their childrerheThigher the degree of postsecondary
education a parent has, the more longevity thenpaféers in aiding the child.

Aside from the tangible benefits educated paressodfer their children in terms
of schooling, parents who possess an educationtwoftes instill in their children a value
for education itself. They create a culture inhloene environment where education is
valued, and they often cultivate in their childeelove for learning. Again, education
can be valued in a family where parents are unégddcasenerally, though, a value for
education tends to be higher in households whergdinents are educated themselves.
Unfortunately, literature indicates that single-hmtfamilies are less likely to have a
parent with a complete postsecondary educationttiditional two-parent families
(McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994). Further researcteesled regarding the education
levels most closely associated with other subgrafip®ntraditional families.

Summary

In conclusion, the predominant body of literatunggests an achievement
gap does exist for students from nontraditionalifi@swhen compared to students
from traditional families. Critics argue the acreenent gap is not statistically

significant; it's moderated by other facets of fgnlife such as family stability and
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commitment or social capital and SES; and critigsia that this achievement gap is
narrowing and that it is not present across thbagloYet, despite these opposing
viewpoints, the abundance of literature supportirggconcept of an achievement
gap outweighs the paucity of studies supportingofiy@sing view. The opposition
viewpoint was presented to provide an unbiasedpcehensive review of the
literature. Though it is overshadowed in the &tare by support for the existence
of an achievement gap between students from notiraal families and students
from traditional families, the opposition view denstrates that additional research
is needed to further investigate the issue.

Moreover, investigation into the academic achievanoé students from
various subgroups of nontraditional families proggsal attention has not been
given to students from the varying nontraditiorsahfly subgroups. Different
studies suggest that students from certain noniwadi family subgroups fare better
academically when compared to students from otbetraditional subgroups, and
when compared to students from traditional famili€aese inconsistencies
demonstrate further research is needed to detemvhiad subgroups of
nontraditional families produce students with tighlast academic achievement, and
which produce children with the lowest academicetment.

Finally, a look into family dimensions affectingigent achievement reveals
family cohesion, family resources, parental invaheat, parenting styles, and parental
education are the predominant family indicatorkdihto student achievement. Perhaps

it is not family structure that indicates studecitiavement as much as it is the family
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indicators of cohesion, resources, involvementeipamg style, and education. This

would explain some of the discrepancies found anliterature.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

The literature reviewed in the previous chapteigested an achievement gap
potentially exists between students from nontraddl families and students from
traditional families, though discrepancies are @nés This study was designed to explore
the extent to which students from nontraditionahifees exhibit lower achievement
scores when compared to students from traditiarallfes in a rural North Georgia
community. Confirming or rejecting the literatusesuggestion of an achievement gap
will equip educators to better serve students fatintypes of family structures. By
providing instruction differentiated to the needish® learners and through additional
support structures in the educational system, eédrtgaan work to close any potential
achievement gaps that may exist for students frontraditional families.

This chapter first details the study’s researchgiesThe research questions and
hypotheses for the study are then presented. ciartts, setting, instrumentation are
discussed in detail. Finally, procedures and datdysis are presented to conclude the
chapter.

Design

This study was executed using a quantitative daamsaparative research design.
Groups were formed on the basis of the independgsrdble and then compared for
differences on the dependent variable (Gall, MG&all, & Borg, 2007). A
nonexperimental design was inherently necessarhi®istudy because no treatment was
administered to subjects by the researcher. Tdemreher did not actively manipulate

any variables, as would be characteristic of areerpental research design (Ary, Jacobs,
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Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006). Moreover, a causapepative design was most
appropriate because the possible cause-and-effatibnship between family structure
and student achievement was explored. The resavbllerved the pre-existing
characteristics of the chosen independent and depérariables, which is the hallmark
of an ex post facto design (Gall, M.D., Gall, amardg 2007). In short, the study
investigated different groups determined by theepehdent variable and compared the
effects of the groupings (Ary et al., 2006). Hwede reasons, a causal-comparative
investigation was the proper design selection.

The units of analysis for this study were individuom the twelfth grade at a
school referred to as North Central High Schoohpximately half of the individuals
analyzed were from nontraditional families, andragpnately half of the individuals
analyzed were from traditional familie¥he individuals from nontraditional families
were compared to the individuals from traditiorahflies on the basis of the dependent
variable (student achievement data).

The points of focus of this study included famitgusture and family composition
characteristics. Beyond the family structure daéion of either nontraditional family or
traditional family, the subgroupings within the @gdry of nontraditional family were
worthy of investigation. Therefore, when studeoitmteers for the study were initially
screened for family structure orientation, studéms nontraditional families were
prompted to characterize their households as esthgte-mother family, single-father
family, blended family, extended relative only féynor other. This additional point of
focus on nontraditional families allowed additiodata analyses to better determine if

any family structures moderated the effects of raahtional families on student

49



achievement. Finally, the student achievement flata the individuals participating in
the study were a vital point of focus.
Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses
The research investigation addressed the follomesgarch questions and
research hypotheses:

Resear ch Question One

Is there a statistically significant differencetlne achievement scores of high
school seniors from nontraditional families whemgared to high school seniors from
traditional families on the linear combination oé@gia High School Graduation Test
(GHSGT) subtests (including English/language ansthematics, science, and social

studies)?

Resear ch Hypothesis One: H;

High school seniors from nontraditional familiedlwiave statistically significant
lower achievement scores when compared to the\shient scores of high school
seniors from traditional families on the linear donation of GHSGT subtests.

Null Hypothesis One: Hpla

There will be no statistically significant differemin the achievement scores of
high school seniors from nontraditional familiesemircompared to high school seniors
from traditional families on the linear combinatiohGHSGT subtests.

Null Hypothesis One: Holb

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement

scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school

seniors from traditional families on the Englishfmage arts GHSGT subtest.
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Null Hypothesis One: Holc

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the mathema@GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis One: Hpld

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the scienceS& subtest.

Null Hypothesis One: Hple

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the socialdsé#s GHSGT subtest.

Resear ch Question Two

Is there a statistically significant differencetie GHSGT subtests scores of high
school seniors based on nontraditional family sabgs?
Resear ch Hypothesis Two: H»

High school seniors from single-mother familiesl\Wwave statistically significant
higher achievement scores when compared to highosskniors from single-father
families, blended families, extended relative diaiyilies, and other nontraditional
families on the linear combination of GHSGT sulstest

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2a
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There will be no statistically significant differemin the achievement scores of
high school seniors from one subgroup of nontraddi families when compared to other
subgroups of nontraditional families on the lineambination of GHSGT subtests.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2b

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional feesibn the English/language arts

GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2c

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fe@sibn the mathematics GHSGT

subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2d
There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when

compared to other subgroups of nontraditional feeibn the science GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2e

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fe®ibn the social studies GHSGT
subtest.

Participants
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Participants for this study were selected frompbpulation of North Central
High School, a rural high school in North Georghst.the time of data collection, the
school population for grades 9-12 was approximae290 students, with approximately
70 full-time certified teachers on staff. Approxtaly 90% of those students volunteered
for the study after having sufficient time to calesi the study and discuss the information
with their parents. Due to the selected instruni@enthe study (GHSGT) and the fact
that students were not eligible to take the test tire end of their junior year, only
current seniors at the time of data collection wevéed to participate. Given sufficient
time to consider the study and discuss the infdonatith parents, almost all seniors
volunteered to participate.

The student body population at the target schoslmekatively homogeneous in
composition. When this study was conducted, 52%h@bverall population was male
and 48% of the population was female. Approxima8€% of the student body
population was Caucasian, with the second largbateegroup being Hispanic at 17%.
The remaining 3% of the student body was compo§édian, African American, and
Multi-Racial ethnicities. Similar to the studertdy, the faculty and staff was composed
predominately of Caucasian adults, with the sedargkst subgroup of faculty and staff
members being Hispanic.

The racial compositions of the staff and studenltybeere a reflection of the
community which the school serves. According ®lthnited States Census Bureau
(2012), the last census records taken in 2010 atelicthat slightly more than 28,000
citizens maintained residency in the target cou{gproximately 87% of that

population was Caucasian, approximately 10% wapdti€, and the remaining 3% was
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a combination of all other ethnicities. The samarse estimated that 5.6% of the total
population in the county was foreign born (Uniteadt&s Census Bureau, 2012). While
the rate of homeownership was higher in the cotlrdy it was in some other parts of the
state, the median household income in the commuwrasysignificantly lower than the
state average, at only $36,741 as of 2010 (Unitate$ Census Bureau, 2012). This data
serves as the underpinnings for why the targetaalias classified as a Title | school.
Approximately 58% of the student body was servethieyfederal free and reduced meal
program at the time the study was conducted. shtatishow that traditional families
occur more frequently than nontraditional famikgghin the zip code in which the
school is located. According to Onboard Informa{2010), there were 3,539 married
couples with children and 915 single-parent houkkshio the zip code in 2008.
According to the University of Wisconsin Populatidealth Institute (2010), the percent
of single-parent households in the county was 920it0. No data was provided for
other nontraditional households that are not sipgleent households, such as children
living with an extended family member. Howevee thata provides a snapshot of the
demographics for the area.

Students who participated in the study were a sgmtative sample of the student
population at large, because the demographicsdidicgpants roughly reflected those of
the student body population. Prior to outliersngegiemoved from the data sét € 242),
48% were male participants € 116) and 52% were female participamts-(126).

Exactly 92.1% of participants & 223) were Caucasian, 7.4% of participants (8)
were Hispanic, and less than 186<1) of participants were Asian, African Americam,

Multi-Racial in ethnicity.
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Among the students from traditional families< 130) before outliers were
removed, 50%r(= 65) were male and 50% € 65) were female. For this group, 89% of
participantsif = 116) were Caucasian, while 11%=<14) were Hispanic. There were
no other ethnicities present in the group of stisl&éem traditional families other than
Caucasian and Hispanic. Overall, the demogragbrahie group of students from
traditional families were comparable to those ef ¢intire student sample before outliers
were removed and comparable to the demographidhdarommunity at large.

Similarly, the group of students from nontraditibfaanilies ( = 112), before
outliers were removed, contained 4686=(51) males and 54% € 61) females. There
were slightly fewer minorities in this group thamthe traditional group; 95.5% € 107)
were Caucasian, while 3.6% £ 4) were Hispanic, and less than 1% were Asidn¢c#@n
American, or Multi-Racial. When data was furthesagigregated into subgroups of
nontraditional families, more variations in demqui&s were present. Before outliers
were removed, the group of students from singleherofamilies ( = 32) consisted of
47% (= 15) males and 53% € 17) females; approximately 94% £ 30) were
Caucasian, and about 6% 2) were Hispanic. The group of students frongls-
father families 1t = 15), before outliers were removed, had only 8% 5) males and
67% ( = 10) females; this group was 100% Caucasianhnigty. The group of
students from blended familieis € 35) were 51%n(= 18) males and 49% € 17)
females; approximately 97% € 35) of this group was Caucasian, with approxatyat
3% (h = 1) being Hispanic. For the group of studemsiiextended relative only
families f = 15), before outliers were removed, there waseakalown of 47%r(= 7)

males and 53%n(= 8) females; approximately 87% € 13) of students from this group
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were Caucasian, while over 6% 1) were Hispanic, and over 6% 1) were Asian,
African American, or Multi-Racial. Finally, forstlents from “other” familiesn(= 15),
40% ( = 6) were male and 60% € 9) were female; 100% of the students from this
group were Caucasian. With the smaller size ofthgroups of students from
nontraditional families, greater variation in demegghics from the school population was
observed in the subgroups. Nonetheless, demogsafdrithe group of students from
nontraditional families were still comparable togke of the entire student sample, before
outliers were removed and comparable to the derpbgrs for the community at large.
The sample taken from the population was a steatifandom sample of
convenience for the researcher. Gall, M.D., Gailj Borg (2007) explained that in a
stratified random sample, groups of participanésfarmed within the population by
identifying subgroups based on one or more chaiatts; then, a random sample is
drawn from the members of each subgroup. The safopthis study was stratified
because participants within the population of tiedfrade students at the target location
were placed in subgroups based on the charaatesistamily structure. The sample for
the study was also a sample of convenience bethegmpulation of twelfth grade
students was easily accessible for the resear@ad, M.D., Gall, & Borg, 2007), who
was employed as a teacher at the target schoolgitive time of data collection. A
sample of slightly more than 200 students from gracklve was desired for the study.
Approximately one-half of the student sample sel@etas from nontraditional families,
and approximately one-half of the student samgiected was from traditional families
A sample size ofy = 242) students was selected, because it wasgesdéa sample as

the population of twelfth grade students at thgetalocation would allow. The
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researcher chose to use the largest sample théapiopuvould allow in order to
maximize power and minimize estimation error; ingel, the larger a sample is, the
more accurately the statistics will indicate th@ylation parameters (VanVoorhis &
Morgan, 2007). Again, the target population wastkd to twelfth graders because
students take the GHSGT in the late spring dutegeleventh grade school year. Since
the GHSGT was the instrument selected to measudest achievement, current twelfth
graders were the only students with usable dati#éaée on the selected instrument.

Due to the study being limited to only twelfth geasland due to the comparable
demographics of each of the groups in the studyrebearch design minimized the
selection threat to validity in this study througbmogeneous selection. Age and
exposure to content curriculum were controlledificthis way. Since all participants for
the study were sampled from a group of studentisarsame grade, at the same school,
with similar demographics, who had taken the saone academic courses, the
researcher controlled for potential preexistindgedldnces between groups. As the review
of the literature revealed, SES can influence studehievement (Pong, 1997; 1998).
The researcher controlled for SES in this studgugh homogeneous selection of
groups. With the majority of students in the sdhpmpulation receiving free or reduced
meals, the selection of participants from this scleool increased the likelihood that
participants in each of the groups were comparabISES measures. As Ary et al.
(2006) pointed out, one disadvantage of homogensealestion of groups is that it limits
the generalizability of findings. This is discudgarther in Chapter Five.

The researcher selected the sample by first reiggegtlunteer participants from

all students in grade twelve. A Consent to Panéit2 form (Appendix A) was given to
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students that volunteered to participate, requgstiformation on present family
structure and providing consent to release achieméstores. On this form, students
indicated their present family structure as eith@ntraditional family or traditional
family. Furthermore, if the participant was frorm@ntraditional family, the participant
was prompted to classify the nontraditional fanaitythe nominal scale of single-mother
family, single-father family, blended family, extiéed relative only family, or other. The
form required both the written consent of the paogrguardian and the written assent of
the student, if under eighteen years of age, tmass standardized test scores to the
researcher for the purpose of the study, with tigeustanding that student data would be
kept anonymous. If the student was eighteen yafaage or older, the form only
required the written consent of the student toasdestandardized test scores to the
researcher for the purpose of the study, still whithunderstanding that student data
would be kept anonymous. Consent to Participategavere collected after the students
were given an appropriate amount of time to respand volunteers were stratified into
one of the following groups: students from nontiiadial families or students from
traditional families. The researcher selected ntoa@ 100 students from nontraditional
families and more than 100 students from tradifidenailies in case participants had to
be excluded for any reason. Transfer studentpemial needs students might have had
unusable data, and the researcher would not knatwtitil after sample selection when
the school registrar retrieved achievement scofésis, slightly larger samples than
intended were selected for each group to allovp@ssible attrition.

Setting

All participants in the study attended school atsklected school site, North
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Central High School. Again, North Central High vedassified as a Title | school, which
is determined by the population of students recgiWiee or reduced meals. At the time
this study was conducted, approximately 58% ofstiident body qualified to receive
free or reduced meals. This is an important deaygc to note, because some poverty
indicators can influence variables like academluaement (Payne, 2003). For
example, student academic achievement may haveheserly influenced in this
location by the value that is placed on educatmthe students’ homes, which tends to
generally be low in cultures of poverty (Payne, 200The school community may be
economically disadvantaged, but all participantsevgampled from the same
economically disadvantaged school setting.

Situated in the proverbial ‘Bible belt’ region imet southeastern United States, the
Christian influence is strongly felt in the selettgeographic area. North Central High
School even allows students to voluntarily atteladses during the school day at a
nearby off-campus Christian Learning Center (CL8%. a public school, North Central
is one of only a handful of schools in the south#za collaborates with an off-campus
religious-affiliated organization to grant studeatedits for coursework. However, the
constitutionality of the relationship has been ugh® numerous court decisions. This
influence of Christianity in the selected schoahageworthy because Biblical beliefs
might have had an impact on family variables duthmg investigation.

Also notable, the participating school satisfatgamet Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) requirements under the No Child Left Behinck ANCLB, 2001) during the
2010-2011 school year, making it the sixth congeeutear the school successfully met

AYP goals (The Atlanta-Journal Constitution, 201This information was of interest to
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the study since student achievement was the depewnaeable. Despite previously
discussed poverty indicators for the school, N@#mtral High continues to experience
academic success. Student achievement is appdesndnstrating that opportunities for
academic success are present for students.

| nstrumentation

The independent variable in this study was familycture. Gall, M.D., Gall, and
Borg (2007) noted that a defining characteristicaisal-comparative research is that the
independent variable is categorical. The independariable in this study was
categorized using the nominal scale of nontradifiéamily versus traditional family. A
nontraditional family was defined as any familyttlsanot comprised in its entirety by
two biological parents (or adoptive parents fromH)j one male and one female,
cohabitating in a marital relationship. A traditad family was defined as one that is
comprised in all its entirety by two biological pats (or adoptive parents from birth),
one male and one female, cohabitating in a maegtationship. Participants from
nontraditional families were further categorizetbione of the following subgroups:
single-mother family, single-father family, blendighnily, extended relative only family,
or other.

The dependent variable in this study was studemtaement data. Howell
(2008) defined dependent variables as those narithd control of the investigator.
Student achievement data from a standardized &t mot a characteristic that could be
controlled by the researcher in this study; thineytserved as the dependent variable.
The student achievement data used for the depemdgable in this study were

standardized scores from the four subtests of H8&TI: English/language arts,
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mathematics, science, and social studies. Whds/fal results were reported for the
GHSGT, each student also received an individualerigal score in each of the four
subject areas. The numerical scores were usdtdqrurpose of data analysis. The
scale score for each of the five subject areasepltte pass score at 200. The highest
possible score for each of the tests are as follenglish/language arts — 350;
mathematics — 400; science — 370; and social Sudib0 (Georgia Department of
Education, 2011).

Validity and Rdliability

The independent variable of family structure irstbiudy was measured on the
nominal scale of nontraditional family versus ttemhal family, using a self-reported
participant survey. The dependent variable ofettidchievement in this study was
measured using the linear combination of studemidsirdized tests scores on subtests of
the GHSGT. The GHSGT is a state-mandated, criteeferenced test that all students
officially classified as high school juniors duriggring 2011 had to take in order to
fulfill state-established requirements for high@ahgraduation.

According to the Georgia Department of Educatiad.jnthe state of Georgia
takes careful measures to ensure the validity elability of all state-developed testing
instruments, which are frequently reviewed by tlestihg Division and TAC (Technical
Advisory Committee), in addition to the federal gaovment. The state’s claims that the
GHSGT is a valid and reliable instrument were suggubby the U.S. Department of
Education (2009). Graduation rates, attendanes,rand state achievement data are all
indicators for high schools in the evaluation ofe§§date Yearly Progress (AYP).

Therefore, the U. S. Department of Education suggbe validity and reliability of the
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GHSGT, evident through the agency’s reliance orteéseas an AYP indicator under
NCLB.

In a news brief addressing the validity and religbof the GHSGT, the Georgia
Department of Education (2011) explained that #netbpment of the GHSGT proceeds
under theStandards for Educational and Psychological Testinget forth by the
American Educational Research Association, the AgarrPsychological Association,
and the National Council on Measurement in Edupatibhe Georgia Department of
Education (2011) explained that the GHSGT instruneenalid because of its rigorous
developmental process. First, test blueprintstasdspecifications are determined from
a review of the current curriculum. From those,S&1 Content Descriptions are
written. Potential items for the instrument aedditested, generally through operational
test administrations. Following administratiortleé GHSGT, cut scores are determined
by the Georgia Department of Education and botlestores and performance levels
are reported for students. In sum, the GeorgisaReypent of Education has worked to
ensure both the internal and external validityhgf GHSGT instrument.

Reliability indices were reported by the GeorgigoBement of Education (2011)
for each of the four main subject administratio@onbach’s alpha coefficients for the
Spring 2011 administration of the GHSGT were a®ted for each subject: ELA - .89;
Mathematics - .90; Science - .91; and Social Studi®4. Raw score standard error of
measurement indices were as follows for the S®R0OML administration: ELA: 2.91;
Mathematics: 3.09; Science: 3.39; and Social Stu@80. The Georgia Department of
Education (2011) maintained that these statistiexansistent with previous

administrations of the test; therefore, the resangsreliable. Indeed, when Cronbach’s
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alpha was calculated with the data set used ferstioidy, it was found to be .95. This
indicates excellent reliability and supports thefge Department of Education’s
claims.

The test proctors for every administration of tHeS&T are teachers from the
participating school that all undergo the samettagting to further ensure
administration validity. Furthermore, student papants for the Spring 2011
administration were operating under the knowledhge they must pass all portions of the
GHSGT in order to receive a high school diplomaergfore, intrinsic student
motivation to perform well on the GHSGT should hawweighed any temptation to
intentionally skew the results of this study by petforming to the best of their abilities.
In addition, the study was not presented to stiedentil almost a year after test
administration. Thus, student performance on tR&SGT was an indicator of true
student knowledge and ability.

Procedures

Permissions

Prior to selecting the student sample for the stagproval was obtained from the
local board of education, the superintendent obsts) and the Liberty University
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The expeditedBIRpplication form was approved
after revisions by the researcher. No data wdeated prior to approval from all
aforementioned agencies.
Data Collection

Once approval was obtained from the IRB and loa#iarities, the purpose of the

study was explained to all twelfth grade studentthe high school at a grade-level
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meeting. The offer was extended for volunteensaudicipate in the study and the student
Consent to Participate form (Appendix A) was disited. The back of the Consent to
Participate form contained the Family StructuresSifscation survey that students
completed before returning the form. Then, thatsied random sample was selected
from returned forms as previously described inRaeicipants section.

Once the student sample was selected, studentsnaere given to the school
registrar by the researcher for the purpose ofssieg student achievement scores on the
four subject area subtests of the GHSGT. The nafnb® student participants were
grouped by family structure classification. Thgisérar then took the names of student
participants and cross-referenced those namesstitient identification numbers. The
registrar accessed student scores on the GHSGsIudant identification numbers. In
this way, student names were stripped from alleasment data by the school registrar
to protect names from being associated with indi&iégcores. The registrar then utilized
the computer database to generate a score rep@adb student identification number
within each subgroup. These score reports, vogtufent names and student
identification numbers, were given to the researblyghe school registrar. The score
reports contained detailed information on studentgpmance levels, student scale
scores, and student domain competencies on edhk @dllowing subtests:
English/language arts, mathematics, science, aridlstudies. See Appendix D for
detailed information on student scale scores.

Data Analysis

For the purposes of data analysis, statisticaleystivere first identified and

removed from the data set. Any data values mae 8129 from the mean were deemed
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outliers and therefore discarded prior to sta@gtmnalysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).
Osborne and Overbay (2004) showed the benefitstiEoremoval. They found that
accuracy is increased and errors of inferenceeatheced when extreme values are
removed. In an effort to increase accuracy andaeerror, the researcher removed
statistical outliers that varied by more than thsadard deviations from the mean. This
resulted in the removal of scores for ten studeftso multivariate outliers were then
removed after assessment with Mahalanobis distan&isgether, scores for twelve
students were removed (four from traditional fags)ithree from single-mother families,
one from a single-father family, two from blendedinilies, and two from other families).
The assumption of normality was assessed with Qe@.pThe assumption of equality
of covariance matrices was assessed with a BoxI&# each time, and the assumption

of equality of variance was assessed with Levetests.

Descriptive statistics were computed for the poslachple and later for the
subgroups based on family structure. Gall, M.[allGnd Borg (2007) explained that
the first step in analysis for a causal-comparatiegign is to compute descriptive
statistics, which generally include the mean aadddrd deviation. Therefore, means
and standard deviations were first determinedtertooled sample on each of the four
subtests (English/language arts, mathematics, sgi@md social studies). Then, means
and standard deviations were computed for studemtstraditional families and
students from each of the five subgroups of noitical families on each of the four
subject area subtests of the GHSGT. Analyzingribans and standard deviations of the
comparative groups in each of the four subject ankdests guarded against subject

preference on the part of students. If the re$earcad only examined one subject area,
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then student subject preference would have beeajar threat to the study. For
example, students from single-mother families mtentially have a tendency to
perform more poorly in mathematics than other soilygs of students. In this way, the

researcher controlled for student subject prefexenc

Next, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOV#&st was conducted in order
to determine whether or not there was a significkiférence between the means of the
group of students from nontraditional families dnel means of the group of students
from traditional families on the four subject age#tests: English/language arts,
mathematics, science, and social studies. This MXN addressed research question
one. The MANOVA is a more appropriate analysisthis study than thetest or the
ANOVA because the dependent variable had multipteedsions that are correlated,
namely the four subject area subtests (Gall, M3al|, & Borg, 2007). The MANOVA
was selected to determine whether the comparismmpgrdiffered in more than one
subject area subtest of the GHSGT. A one-tailedN@¥A was employed because the
researcher had hypothesized in advance which seanalsi be higher (Gall, M.D., Gall,
and Borg, 2007). Since the researcher hypothesites#dhe mean scores for the students
from non-traditional families would be lower, theestailed test was appropriate(Gall,
M.D., Gall & Borg, 2007). Although two-tailed teshre more common in educational
research, a one-tailed test at the .05 alpha t@arebe as effective as a two-tailed test at
the .10 alpha level (Howell, 2008). In light okthterature, the researcher hypothesized
the directionality of the results and tested whetenot the achievement scores for the

group of students from nontraditional families i@aser than the group of students from
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traditional families. For both of the one-tailedAMOVAS, the conventional alpha level
of .05 was utilized.

As part of the MANOVA, the researcher calculatad~avalue to test for the
equality of means. After the assumption of equalftgroup dispersions was confirmed,
the next step was to test the difference betweeapcentroids with Wilks' lambdaA( )
(Gall, M.D., Gall, & Borg, 2007). This test procectthe MANOVAF, which was
compared to af ratio table to determine the level of statistgighificance. A
statistically significant MANOVAF would indicate if there was a difference between
comparison groups in specific subject areas subteshonsignificant MANOVAF
would indicate that there was not a difference leetwcomparison groups.

While the first MANOVA adequately addressed reskajuestion one, the test
was limited to a comparison between students frontraditional families and students
from traditional families. Therefore, an additibMANOVA was conducted to address
research question two. Similar to the first MANOMAe second MANOVA was also
conducted on the four subject area subtests. Henvthe latter MANOVA compared
the means of students from traditional familieswteans of students from single-
mother families, students from single-father fags)istudents from blended families,
students from extended relative only families, anglents from other families. The
latter MANOVA provided a deeper investigation inb@ subgroups of nontraditional
families.

For both MANOVASs, the researcher observed an algba ofp < .05. This
value is acceptable in educational research fangeghe level of statistical significance

and indicating that any observed differences wetesimply attributable to chance (Gall,
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M.D., Gall, & Borg, 2007). Further, the Bonferrgmocedure was employed in this
study because the researcher ran more than oneltestBonferroni procedure reduces
the overall familywise error rate by dividing thesired significance level by the number
of tests conducted (Howell, 2008). The Bonferqmmuicedure reduced the chance of
committing a Type | error. In addition to testsstdtistical significance, it is necessary to
examine effect size to understand how trivial antnigial any observed differences may
be (Howell, 2008). The effect sizes for both MANAY/in this study were reported with
partialn®. Though this is one of the simplest measures dtceptable in educational
research for determining the percentage of thealbdity that can be accredited to group
effects (Howell, 2008). Statistical Package fa 8ocial Sciences (SPSS) 20.0 software

was employed for all data analyses.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to test the interadteamework of social cognitive
theory, attachment theory, and the theory of malpablutism as it relates to the
relationship between family structure and acadeanitevement. This was done by
comparing the family structure of students to tlsemres on the GHSGT. This chapter
presents the findings of the study. Outliers Fa&r $tudy are addressed in this chapter,
pooled descriptive statistics are provided, andetations among dependent variables are

discussed. Finally, the essential tests of hymishare presented in this chapter.

Initially, data were collected on achievement ssdog 242 students. As
previously stated, data were collected for a sarsigke slightly larger than desired to
allow for missing data, unreported scores, andssizd! outliers. At the time of data
collection, the researcher did not know how marmyes might possibly be unusable. By
collecting more data than was necessary, the @s&raiook care to ensure a sufficiently

large sample size after potential attrition of stotdparticipants.

Data were first transferred from score reportviged by the school registrar into
SPSS 20.0. The data were screened for accurasyingidata, and outliers. Means and
standard deviations were conducted to determirteésponses were within the possible
range of values; no cases were removed for suslomsa The presence of outliers was
tested by the creation and examination of standeddiesidualsz(scores). Standardized
values were created for all academic achievememes@nd cases were examined for
values that fell +/- 3.29 standard deviations fribien mean (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012),

i.e., more than three standard deviations fronmtkan. Ten cases were removed as a
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result.
Multivariate Outliers

Since the data was analyzed using MANOVA, mult@grioutliers were also
assessed through Mahalanobis distances. Due fadh#hat both of the MANOVASs had
five total variables (four dependent variablesudftests and the one independent variable
of family structure), five represented the degm@efseedom. The critical value was
determined to bg” (5) = 20.52 ap = .001 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Two
multivariate outliers were removed, because oneabase 20.52 and one was below
20.52. Thus, the academic achievement scores2Bfhstudents out of the original
student sampleN= 242) were used in the final data analysis.

Pooled Descriptive Statistics

For cases that remained in the study, data wesadyrcategorized based on
family structure. After discarding statistical beits and unusable student data, 55% of
participantsif = 126) came from traditional families, while 45%paurticipants it = 104)
were from nontraditional families. The frequencesl percentages of participants from
each of the five subgroups of students from noitical families are detailed in Table
1. Certain subgroups were smaller than otherdaltlee associated family structures
naturally occurring less frequently. However, eaghgroup contained at least seven
members, as recommended by VanVoorhis and Mord2vjXor a MANOVA.
Moreover, only one subgroup contained less thamévhbers, which is recommended in

order to achieve a power of approximately 80% (Vaoiis & Morgan, 2007).
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Table 1

Frequencies and Percentages for Participant FaiSiiycture

Family structure N %

Traditional 126 55
Single-mother 29 13
Single-father 14 6
Blended 33 14
Extended relative only 15 7
Other 13 6

Note.Percentage column may not total 100 due to rounding

Means and standard deviations were conducted|fpaiicipants’ scale scores
on English/language arts, mathematics, sciencesacidl studies. For the pooled
sample, scores on English/language arts rangedlBém 321, scores on mathematics
ranged from 155 — 353, scores on science ranged I89 — 349, and scores on social
studies ranged from 152 — 381. The means andatdueviations of the scale scores for
the pooled sample are presented in Table 2. Tine si@scriptive statistics are later
disaggregated by subgroups based on family streigtuifable 4 and Table 6.
Table 2

Pooled Means and Standard Deviations for EnglishgLeage Arts, Mathematics,
Science, and Social Studies Scale Scores

Scale Iltem M SD
English/language arts 245.95 26.86
Mathematics 238.39 35.53
Science 253.82 29.80
Social Studies 241.96 42.71

Correlations Among Dependent Variables
Preliminary correlations were conducted to deteentire relationships between

the dependent variables. See Table 3 for the ®earsrelations among variables. This
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correlation matrix for the four GHSGT scale scakewed significant, positive
correlations among all four of the dependent vdemlp < .001). Although there were
significant correlations among the dependent végmone of the variables were
correlated at the .80 or .90 level to suggest nllinearity issues. Since the dependent
variables were correlated but not dependent uperaonther, based on the results of the
Pearson Correlations, the MANOVA was the approprsatiection for data analysis. The
MANOVA allowed the researcher to investigate thatexl dependent variables while
controlling for the correlations between them. Thadight of the Pearson correlations,
all four dependent variables were used for analysise MANOVA.

Table 3

Pearson Correlations among English/Language Artatidmatics, Science, and Social
Studies GHSGT Scale Scores

Variable English/language arts Mathematics Science
Mathematics ST+

Science ST A2%*

Social Studies .60** H52** 70**

** p<.0l.

Tests of Hypotheses
Resear ch Hypothesis One: H;
High school seniors from nontraditional familiedlwave statistically significant
lower achievement scores when compared to theahient scores of high school
seniors from traditional families on the linear donation of GHSGT subtests.

Null Hypothesis One: Hpla
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There will be no statistically significant differemin the achievement scores of
high school seniors from nontraditional familiesemircompared to high school seniors
from traditional families on the linear combinatiohGHSGT subtests.

Null Hypothesis One: Holb

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the Englishfmage arts GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis One: Holc

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the mathema@GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis One: Hold

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the scienceS&T subtest.

Null Hypothesis One: Hple

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies when compared to high school
seniors from traditional families on the socialdsé#is GHSGT subtest.

Assessment of Null Hypothesis One (a-€)

Descriptive statistics for null hypothesis one (a-€). Means and standard

deviations were calculated for both the group oflehts from traditional families and the

group of students from nontraditional families éarch of the GHSGT subtests. See
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Table 4 for these statistics. In each of the Bubtests, the mean for students from
traditional families was higher than the mean tadents from nontraditional families.
Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations for English/Languags, Mathematics, Science, and
Social Studies Scale Scores (Traditional vs. Nalitinal)

Traditional Family Nontraditional Family
Scale Item M SD M SD
English/language arts 247.51 26.30 243.31 2541
Mathematics 242.60 34.69 232.00 33.90
Science 257.02 30.43 249.57 27.98
Social Studies 246.60 41.82 237.03 43.06

Assumption testing for null hypothesisone (a-€). The assumption of normality
was assessed with the examination of a Q-Q platilevhany tests for normality are
available, this test was chosen because it ismekaemely strict test and violations of
normality are not a major threat when conductidd/eNOVA. The Q-Q plot showed
only slight positive deviations in normality occed; indicating the assumption was met.
The assumption of equality of covariance matricas assessed with a Bodktest.

The result of the test was not significant, indiegithe assumption was met. The
assumption of equality of variance was assessdudfaut Levene’s tests. None of the
scores violated the assumption, again indicatiegagsumption was met.

Resultsfor null hypothesisone (a-e€). To assess research question one, a
MANOVA was conducted on the GHSGT scale scoresanyilfy structure (traditional vs.
nontraditional). The alpha level of significance this test was .05. The result of this
first MANOVA was not significantF (4, 218) = 1.42p = .230, partiah?= .03, power =

44, suggesting that there was not a simultanesagisificant difference on the four
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dependent variables based on family structureiftoad! vs. all other nontraditional).
The result of the MANOVA is presented in Tablehis result indicated there is no
difference between the group of students from raahiional families and the group of
students from traditional families that cannot tiglauted to random chance. The
power of .44 for this MANOVA indicated there wad4fo likelihood the researcher
would correctly reject the null hypothesis. Thaue for power was lower than the
recommended .80 value for power in educationalarese(Howell, 2010).

For this study, there was no need to assess thanate ANOVAs in light of the
nonsignificant MANOVA. However, the univariate AN@s have been included in
Table 5 for discussion purposes. It is importamdte, though, that a significant
difference on one or more of the univariate ANOV#®0t an acceptable indicator of
results if the overall MANOVAF is not significant itself. A discussion on thavariate
ANOVA:s follows in Chapter Five.

Table 5

MANOVA and Individual ANOVAs for English/Languagts AMathematics, Science,
and Social Studies Scale Scores

MANOVA ANOVA F (1, 221)
Source F (4, 218) English/language Mathematics Science  Social
arts studies
Family 1.42 1.45 5.26* 3.56 2.82

structure

Note.F values reported are Wilks’ Lambda.
* p<.05, *p<.01

Resear ch Hypothesis Two: H
High school seniors from single-mother familiesl\wave statistically significant

higher achievement scores when compared to higtosskeniors from single-father

75



families, blended families, extended relative diaiyilies, and other nontraditional
families on the linear combination of GHSGT sulgtest
Null Hypothesis Two: Hg2a

There will be no statistically significant differemin the achievement scores of
high school seniors from one subgroup of nontraddi families when compared to other
subgroups of nontraditional families on the lineambination of GHSGT subtests.
Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2b

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fex®ibn the English/language arts

GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2c

There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fe@sibn the mathematics GHSGT

subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2d
There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement
scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when

compared to other subgroups of nontraditional fee®ibn the science GHSGT subtest.

Null Hypothesis Two: Ho2e
There will be no statistically significant differemin the mean achievement

scores of high school seniors from one subgrouppafraditional families when
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compared to other subgroups of nontraditional feesibn the social studies GHSGT
subtest.
Assessment of Null Hypothesis Two

Descriptive statistics for null hypothesistwo. To begin the assessment of null
hypothesis two, the means and standard deviatiens galculated for each of the
subgroups of nontraditional families (single-motteengle-father, blended, extended
relative only, and other) on all four of the GHS&Ibtests. These descriptive statistics
are reported in Table 6 along with the means asmldsird deviations on each of the four
subtests for students from traditional families.nmost cases, the mean for students from
traditional families was higher than the mean tadents from a subgroup of
nontraditional families. Only three subgroupstofdents from nontraditional families
maintained a higher mean than that of students fraditional families on the same
subtest; one in English/language arts, one in madkhies, and one in social studies.
Table 6
Means and Standard Deviations for English/Languags, Mathematics, Science, and

Social Studies Scale Scores by Family Structuradifional vs. Single Mother vs. Single
Father vs. Blended vs. Extended Relative Only trser®

Traditional Single-mother Single-father Blended Extended Other
family relative only
Scale Item M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

English/l.a. 24751 26.30 24590 23.36 237.75 28.848.24 28.87 23420 29.88 24042 24.94

Mathematics 242.60 34.69 247.66 42.68 22150 28.582.03 2437 210.13 2995 23192 26.62

Science 257.02 30.43 255.00 25.37 249.00 36.38 834927.41 236.07 2547 253.17 28.17
Social 246.61 41.82 248.03 4696 21883 27.41 24139 44.093.93 36.71 24550 39.75
Studies
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Assumption testing for null hypothesistwo. The assumption of normality was
once again assessed with the examination of a QtQphe Q-Q plot showed that only
slight positive deviations in normality occurredgicating the assumption was met. The
assumption of equality of covariance matrices vsaessed with a Box’s M test. The
result of the test was significant, indicating #ssumption was not met. Tabachnick and
Fidell (2012) state in such cases Pillai’'s Traceusth be reported. This more stringent
measure replaced Wilks’ Lambda in this case. Hsemption of equality of variance
was assessed with four Levene’s tests. None ddbees violated the assumption,
indicating the assumption was met.

Resultsfor null hypothesistwo. To assess research question two, a second
MANOVA was conducted. The first MANOVA was condadton the GHSGT scale
scores by family structure. This time, the researcompared the subgroups of
nontraditional families: traditional vs. single-rhet vs. single-father vs. blended vs.
extended relative only vs. other. The result &f MANOVA was not significant either,

F (20, 868) = 1.57p = .054, partiah? = .04, power = .95. This suggests that there was
not a simultaneous, significant difference amorgyftiur dependent variables based on
family structure (traditional vs. single-mother gggle-father vs. blended vs. extended
relative only vs. other). In short, this resulggasted there is no difference between
groups that cannot be attributed to random chambe. result of the MANOVA is
presented in Table 7. The power of .95 for thisN@VA was very high, indicating a
95% likelihood the researcher would correctly retfae null hypothesis. This value of
power was certainly higher than the minimum recomaagion for power of .80 in

educational research (Howell, 2010). UnivariateQARAs did not need to be assessed
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because the nonsignificant MANOVA result trumps atatistically significant
univariate ANOVASs; however, they are included irblea7 for discussion purposes. A
thorough discussion of these ANOVAs follows in Cleaig-ive.

Table 7

MANOVA and Individual ANOVAs for English/Languagts AMathematics, Science,

and Social Studies Scale Scores by Family Stru¢fureditional vs. Single-Mother vs.
Single-Father vs. Blended vs. Extended Relativg @nlOther)

MANOVA ANOVA F (5, 217)
Source F (20, English/language Mathematics Science  Social
868) arts studies
Family 1.57 1.10 3.86** 1.59 2.52*

structure

Note.F values reported are Pillai’'s Trace.
* p<.05, *p<.01
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

Societal changes in the latter twentieth centumelahallenged the ideal of the
“traditional postwar family model” (Angel-Castill& Torres-Herrera, 2008, p. 405) as
the predominate family structure for children. rersing numbers of children in public
schools are now being raised in nontraditional fastructures (Vaughn, 2011). Such
societal shifts often birth new sociological stwrets; regardless of whether the changes
are positive or negative, they are worthy of inkgggton, particularly for educators as

they learn how to best respond to the needs aof stdents.

The problem for educators is that current literatsuggests an achievement gap
exists for students from nontraditional familiesemtcompared to their peers from
traditional families (Angel-Castillo & Torres-Heree 2008; Bachman, Coley, & Chase-
Lansdale, 2009; Hampden-Thompson, 2009; Jeyne$, 2896; Uwaifo, 2008; Yara &
Tunde-Yara, 2010). Therefore, this study was vewythy of investigation as it
examined whether or not the alleged achievemenstiiexists in the 2% century
American classroom and what the nature of thatngight be for specific types of
nontraditional families. As the global communigcomes a melting pot and the
previously held norms of many cultures are chandimgre are no cookie-cutter
descriptions that classify all children anymoreack child is unique, bringing
individualized experiences and backgrounds to escoom. The more educators and
parents know about students, the better thesesachuitequip children to succeed
academically. Therefore, the purpose of this swdy to provide educators, parents, and

students alike with insights into the interactive@niework of social cognitive theory,

80



attachment theory, and the theory of moral absstutand how the family structure of
students influences their academic achievemeneé ultimate purpose was to empower
educators and students to succeed.

This chapter provides a brief summary of the figdiand then a discussion of the
findings in light of the related literature. Thieidy’'s limitations are outlined in this
chapter along with implications. The chapter cadek with recommendations for future
research.

Summary of the Findings

This causal-comparative investigation examinedattteevement scores for 242
twelfth grade students at a rural North Georgidnlsghool. After assumption testing was
conducted and descriptive statistics were compuenldifferent MANOVAS were
performed for the purposes of data analysis. Bsaraptions of equality of covariance
and equality of variance were tested and met aawh t

The first MANOVA addressed research question osi¢hére a statistically
significant difference in the achievement scorekigh school students from
nontraditional families when compared to high sdistaedents from traditional families
on the linear combination of Georgia High Schochdiration Test (GHSGT) subtests
(including English/language arts, mathematics,rsmeand social studies)? For this
MANOVA, the achievement data for all students froantraditional families were
compared with all students from traditional fanslieThe comparison was made to either
support or refute indications in the literaturettha achievement gap exists between the
two groups. The first MANOVA assessed the fouredefent variables of GHSGT

subtests (English/language arts, mathematics, si@md social studies) on the basis of
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family structure (traditional family vs. nontraditial family). The result of the
MANOVA was not significant, indicating there wastrostatistically significant
difference between the groups. According to G4lD., Gall, and Borg (2007), if no
statistically significant difference can be foutftgn the null hypothesis cannot be
rejected. In summary, this result indicates ther® difference in the achievement
scores of high school seniors from nontraditioaatifies and high school seniors from

traditional families that cannot be attributeddaadom chance.

The second MANOVA addressed research questionlsatbere a statistically
significant difference in the GHSGT subtests scofdsgh school students based on
nontraditional family subgroups? For this MANOWAg achievement data for students
from all the nontraditional family subgroups wemmpared against each other and
against the data for students from the traditidaaily group (single-mother families vs.
single-father families vs. blended families vs.eexted relative only families vs. other
families vs. traditional families). These comparnis were made to add to the body of
literature on students from nontraditional familesile investigating and comparing
various types of nontraditional structures. Theose MANOVA assessed the four
dependent variables of GHSGT subtests (Englishliagg arts, mathematics, science,
and social studies) on the basis of family strie{gingle-mother families vs. single-
father families vs. blended families vs. extendadtive only families vs. other families
vs. traditional families). The result of the seddWANOVA was also not significant,
indicating there was not a statistically signifitdifference between the groups. Once

again, the null hypothesis could not be rejecteddeearch question two. In summary
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the result of this MANOVA suggests there is noaliéince between groups that cannot be
attributed to random chance.

Discussion of the Findingsand Implicationsin Light of the Related Literature

Though the majority of relevant literature suppdhte theory that an achievement
gap exists between students from nontraditionalliesnand students from traditional
families (Angel-Castillo & Torres-Herrera, 2008;danan, Coley, & Chase-Lansdale,
2009; Guidubaldi, Cleminshaw, Perry, Nastasi, &hted, 1986; Hampden-Thompson,
2009; Heuveline et al., 2003; Jeynes,1999; 2006;dlahan & Sandefur, 1994; National
Center for Education Statistics, 1998; Waldfogehi@ie, & Brooks-Gunn, 2010; Xu,
2008; Uwaifo, 2008; Yara & Tunde-Yara, 2010; ZMorrison, & Coiro, 1993; Zimiles
& Lee, 1991), the results of this study align molesely with the researchers who have
found that no achievement gap exists between stsifiem nontraditional and students
from traditional families. In support of WeisnardaGarnier’s (1992) and Marsh’s
(1990) claims, achievement differences were noivshio be statistically significant in
this study. It is noteworthy that the differennemath scores was found to be significant
at the .05 level when the achievement scores dests from nontraditional families
were compared with the achievement scores of stadienm traditional families in the
first MANOVA (see Table 5). Additionally, the défence in math scores was found to
be significant at the more stringent .01 level whrdents from nontraditional families
were broken down into subgroups on the second MAN@£e Table 7). The second
MANOVA even produced a difference in social studiesans significant at the .05 level
(see Table 7). However, since neither the firstNMOVA nor the second MANOVA

were significant overall, the researcher did natehjastification to claim that there was a
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significant difference in the univariate ANOVAstime area of mathematics or in the area
of social studies. Gall, M.D., Gall, and Borg (Z)@xplained that when the MANOVA

F is nonsignificant, researchers should be waryiftérénces on individual variables. In
summary, any differences that were found in thislgtwvere not large enough to be
deemed statistically significant, as Weisner anth@@a and Marshcriticize other studies
of, even though the means for students from ti@abii families were higher than the

other categories most times.

Since glimpses of differences were present irstbdy (even though they were
nonsignificant), it is possible that differenceséa on family structure are moderated by
other factors. As Pong (1997; 1998) suggested,8&bmoderate the effects of family
structure on student achievement. Or, as WeismeGarnier (1992) claimed, the
stability of a family’s status and their degreecofnmitment to their chosen lifestyle (be
it traditional or nontraditional) may moderate #féects of family structure on student
achievement. While this study does not directiypsirt either of the aforementioned
findings because it did not attempt to replicanththis study does suggest their claims
that an achievement gap does not currently exésaecurate. Perhaps the family
dimensions of cohesion, family resources, parentalvement, parenting style, and
parental education discussed in Chapter Two are meurate indicators of student
achievement than family structure itself is. Iistvay, this study lends credence to the
work of researchers in the field of family dimemsqChiu & Ho, 2006; Dwairy, 2004;
Robinson et al., 2002; Speirs, Neumeister, & Firxfl)6; Uruk, Sayger, & Cogdal,
2007).

In light of the interactive framework of social ¢otjve theory, attachment theory,
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and the theory of moral absolutism, this study dugssupport the claim that student
achievement is significantly affected by familystiure. Though social cognitive
theory, attachment theory, and the theory of mabpablutism have validity individually,
the study does not suggest that they interactadigr student achievement in academics.
There are likely other variables under the umbreflsocial cognitive theory that
influence achievement besides just family structurerthermore, this study investigated
the effects of theurrentfamily structure of high school students on tlagiademic
achievement; attachment theory focuses on the enaltbonds a child forms with one or
more primary caregivers during infancy. Perhagsitiplications associated with
attachment theory have been lessened somewhag iyrté a student enters twelfth
grade in high school. If the Resiliency Schoolbbught presented by Jeynes (2006)
holds true, then children have had time to recénen the effects of family transitions
that might have happened during infancy by the tingereach their senior year of high
school. On the contrary, if one or more familynB#ions occurred subsequent to the
infancy stage for a child, then attachment theoay mot support the effects of the family

transition.
Outline of the Study L imitations

There were several limitations associated with shusly. First, the researcher
was limited in the ability to verify family struateis. The researcher was forced to hold
the assumption that students correctly classifiedt family structure as either
nontraditional or traditional. More specificalthe researcher was forced to assume that
all students from nontraditional families accunatebssified their associated family

structure as one of the following: single-mothanilg, single-father family, blended

85



family, extended relative only family, or otherhi$ limitation allowed student
participants to purposefully misrepresent theirifgrstructure, if they chose to do so for
whatever reason. It also left room for error md&nt reporting. Some familial structures
are more complex than a definition and do notitib ia discrete category. For example,
if a student’s parents are separated, they atdegjally married. Depending on places of
residence for each family member, a student indiigtion could meet the definition of
a traditional family or a nontraditional family. it an ever increasing level of family
complexity, the inability of the researcher to #ethe accuracy of student reports on
family structure was certainly a limitation of teudy.

Similarly, another limitation of the study was thability to correctly identify
blended families for students and adults alikeenBed families are comprised of two
parents, one male and one female, cohabitatingnaréal relationship; however, one or
more of the parents might be a stepparent or oieemot a biological parent of the
child. This scenario was problematic for this gtbdcause a student or a parent might
have classified this type of family as a traditibi@nily even though the student
experienced divorce and/or a single-parent faniilyaon for some time. This study
had limitations because of the students’ inabtlityneasure traditional families in the
sense of the accepted definition for the studynelieugh the definition was provided for
the students, simply because of human error oopaftsnterpretation.

Perhaps the most significant limitation associatét this study, though, was the
selection threat due to nonequivalent groupshdfttvo initial groups of students-student
from nontraditional families and students from ttiatal families-were not comparable

in as many extraneous variables as possible asigefamily structure, the inequality of
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the groups could discredit the results of the studgntrol measures were taken to ensure
that the two groups were similar on as many extras@ariables as possible aside from
the independent variable being investigated irsthdy, family structure.

Other limitations concern the instrument used tasaee student achievement.
The GHSGT is a test administered only in the stht@eorgia. Therefore, it is only
standardized across the state of Georgia. Stisdengs in the sample population are not
compared against student scores from other staésite perhaps situated in a higher
achieving geographic region. As Chiu and Ho (2G@)gested, an achievement gap
might be apparent in some locations of the worldl @ot in others. The results of the
study are therefore most relevant to studentsral Georgia areas, similar to the setting
of the study. Caution should be exercised in gdrzéng the results to other geographic
regions.

Furthermore, the use of the GHSGT as a measuranstniment limited the
sample population to only twelfth grade studentsabse students were not permitted to
take the test until they were officially classifiad juniors. The only students with score
reports at the time of data collection were theenirseniors who had participated in the
Spring 2011 administration of the test. Ideallypther instrument would have been used
that could compare students of all ages, kindeegatirough twelfth grade. However,
the researcher could not find a standardized estiment that could accurately compare
scores from such a wide range of student agess, The GHSGT was selected as the
instrument for measuring student achievement, tegpilimitations.

Finally, the selected research design itself wdergially a limitation of the

study. As Tabachnick and Fidell (2012) noted, latkandomization, manipulation, and
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control are limitations in any causal-comparatittelg, along with the risk of committing
a Type | error in data analysis. Although an elehod randomization was present in the
study, student participants were not truly randosalected because of their membership
in one of the family structure categories. Herbs, is the reason a stratified random
sample was taken. Tabachnick and Fidell go oxpéaen that without truly random

group assignments, the groups are likely to befit on some other variable (for
example, gender or age) other than the variabdgi@stion. Such could have been the
case in this study; groups could have differedn@mariable of SES, for instance, in a
way that affected the variable being studied. Tdes speaks to the selection threat due
to nonequivalent groups discussed previously. réeearcher attempted to control for
differences. Although certain limitations are ird/@ to any causal-comparative research

design, the researcher would be remiss in not aclatging them.
Implications

The results of this study imply that an achievenhgap does not exist between
students from nontraditional families and studémm traditional families. Despite the
vast body of literature indicating an achievemeap does exist, this work indicates there
was not a statistically significant gap at the ¢higcation at the time the study was
conducted, caveats that critics have pointed ftaas in other studies (Amato & Keith,
1991; Chiu & Ho, 2006; Marsh, 1990; Weisner & GarniLl992). Nonetheless, further
research is needed in the field to indicate whyesstudies have found achievement

differences based on family structure and otheve nat.

Perhaps the theory presented in Chapter Two igatecul he effects of divorce

and being raised in a nontraditional family havedmee “less pronounced” (Amato &
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Keith, 1991, p. 34) over time. While an achievetrgap may have once existed between
students from nontraditional families and studémm traditional families in the past,
the gap may have narrowed in thé'2g&ntury. A longitudinal study would be

recommended to investigate the theory of a cloacigevement gap.

Perhaps the family dimensions of cohesion, fangources, parental
involvement, parenting style, and parental eduoatiscussed in Chapter Two are more
accurate indicators of student achievement thailyatnucture itself is. Therefore, the
finding of this study lend credence to the workedearchers in the field of family
dimensions (Chiu & Ho, 2006; Dwairy, 2004; Robinstral., 2002; Speirs Neumeister
& Finch, 2006; Uruk, Sayger, & Cogdal, 2007). Rertinvestigation is needed into the
effects that these family dimensions have on stuaemevement.

While this study does not end the debate on theeeffof family structure on
student achievement, it certainly does add to tuy lof knowledge. Furthermore, it
shines an empirical light on multiple subtypes oftnaditional families (single-mother,
single-father, blended, extended relative only, aifieérs), not just one subtype. The
failure to investigate nontraditional family subggoin relation to student achievement

was one of the researcher’s initial criticismshaf turrent literature.

For educators, though, the results of this studylyrthat educational resources
should be focused on helping students overcomelhsaages other than family
structure, since family structure does not appeatdce students at any kind of academic
disadvantage. This study implies that all studbaige an equal opportunity to succeed
academically, regardless of family structure. Tihiplies that students from any given

family structure do not have a familial excusecutch, for lack of academic
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achievement.

For parents, this study implies family structureslaot impact academic
achievement as much as other family dimensions ridéyile some situations cannot be
changed or reversed, the past does not necedgaitlyhe success of a parent with the
future of children. Garland, D.R. and Garland, O2007) said, “God takes broken
families of all kinds of shapes and sizes and wprkgesses of perfection through them”
(p. 230). The results of this study are there@reouraging tall parents to be a good
parent, regardless of the family situation!

Recommendationsfor Future Research

Clearly, additional research is needed in thel falfamily structure as it relates
to student achievement in order to draw more canatuinferences on this topic.
Recommendations for future research address thiatioms of this study. First, future
research could develop a more accurate reportingaddor categorizing family
structure. In this study, student participanté-segdorted their family structure
classification. Due to the potential room for efirostudent reporting, whether
intentionally or inadvertently, a more accurateordéipg method would lend greater
credibility to the results. An improved classificem method might also address the
limitation this study had in terms of distinguistjiblended families. If one researcher
classified all family structures of participantsbd on accepted definitions of those
structures, greater consistency in reporting wanéldchieved. This recommendation
lends itself toward a qualitative investigationfarnily structure as it relates to student
achievement. More research from the qualitatigkel fwould undoubtedly enhance the

body of knowledge on the subject.
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Another recommendation for future research woe@dteater controls. Since the
selection threat due to nonequivalent groups wamsitation of this study, future studies
could add more sophisticated methods of contréle Jample in this study was limited
by the size of the overall population of twelfttage students at the target school.
Increasing the population size or the number obsthites in future studies would allow

for groups to be sampled that potentially have nsorelarities.

Future research would be negligent if it did ne¢ a different instrument from the
one used in this study. The limitations of the @ISare numerous. Primarily, the
GHSGT was only standardized with students in thgestf Georgia, and it is only
administered to students in the state of Georgi#ure research should include a
nationally-normed instrument. Future researchadaigo include a wider sampling

population, perhaps on a national or even glokalkscather than just one school.

Future research should include students with grefversity in demographics.
This could likely be achieved by using a differgabgraphic location. For example, the
African American population at the target schookwess than 1%. A different
geographic location might lend itself to greateredsity that would include student

participants of every ethnicity and background.

As discussed previously, this study was limitedtbyability to only assess the
achievement scores of twelfth graders. It is reb@mded that future research include a
wider age range of student participants. Evemd single instrument cannot be found to
measure a wide range of ages, different instrunmmikl be used at different age levels
to assess the potential difference between stuffemtsnontraditional families and

students from traditional families. Future resharould compare and contrast the effects
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of family structure on student achievement at waistages of human development,

perhaps even beyond the K-12 realm.

Finally, future research should most certainlyude design methodologies other
than just causal-comparative design since somedirhitations of this study are
inherent to causal-comparative design. While deisign certainly has merit, it should
not be the sole methodology used for researchierstibject. A wider variety of
methodologies would certainly help to shed lightloa veracity of arguments on both

sides of this debate.
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APPENDIX A

Consent to Participate
The Effects of the Family on Student AchievemenCémparative Study of Traditional
and Nontraditional Families

By providing my name and signature below, | consemarticipate in the above
research study, to provide information on the bafdkis form thabestdescribes my
family structure, and to allow the researcher tweas my scores on the Georgia High
School Graduation Test in each of the followingaaréEnglish/language arts,
mathematics, science, and social studies.

This study is being conducted by researcher MelBaigey Abercrombie from
Liberty University, Lynchburg campus, School of Edtion, as part of the partial
requirements for the degree of doctor of educatibime information being gathered will
be used to compare family structure to studenteagiment scores on the Georgia High
School Graduation Test using a causal-comparatisearch design. A stratified random
sample of student volunteers from each of theamilly structure classifications on back
will be selected. Approximately 200 students tetdl be selected for the study, with
approximately 100 students being selected fronfitbiecategory and approximately 20
students being selected from each of the folloviiveg categories. Scores will then be
accessed for participants, student names will bved from test data by the school
registrar, and the researcher will run statistieat analyses on the data.

| understand that my name will be stripped fromtest scores once my data is
retrieved and my identity will remain completelyoauymous in the research results,
analysis, and reports. | understand that althdugbeive no direct personal benefits by
participating in this study, | am helping to funtiee body of educational research. |
understand that my participation in the duratiothas study will be complete once | sign
and return this consent form with the questionsFamily Structure Classification”
completed on the back of this page. There areasonably foreseeable risks associated
with the study, but | understand that | have tightrio choose not to participate in this
study. | understand that my choice to participataot participate will in no way affect
my grades, my academic standing, or my permanéo$cecords. | understand that |
have the right to discontinue participation in sitedy at any time with no penalty or
detrimental effects.

For questions pertaining to the study, the subjeigiists, or any injury incurred
as a result of this study, | can contact MelinddegaAbercrombie at
mabercrombie@liberty.edu. Faculty advisor forshely is Dr. Constance L. Pearson,
Department Chair, Liberty University School of Edtion, 434-592-4278.

Student Name (please print):
Student Signature: Date:

*If you are under eighteen years of age at the gateprinted above, please have a
parent or legal guardian give consent to partieifst signing below.
Parent/Guardian Name (please print):
Parent/Guardian Signature: Date:
If you provided written consent above, please torthe back of this paper.
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Family Structure Classification

If you provided written consent to participate be front of this paper, please place a
check mark in the box beside t®&IE choice below thabestdescribes your family.

O My family is best described as one with two biotagiparents (or
adoptive parents from birth), one male and one fentahabitating in a
marital relationship.

O My family is best described as one in which | ressdmajority, if not all,
of the time with my biological mother (or adoptin®ther from birth) and
no other parental figures.

O My family is best described as one in which | ressdmajority, if not all,
of the time with my biological father (or adoptifather from birth) and
no other parental figures.

O My family is best described as one with two pareote male and one
female, cohabitating in a marital relationship boé or more of the
parents is not the biological parent of one or natiiédren in the family.
This term is also referred to as a stepfamily.

O My family is best described as one in which neittiee of my biological
parent reside in my home and | live with extendadtives such as

grandparents, aunts, uncles, et cetera.

O My family is not described by any of the choiceswabfor some reason,
including but not limited to, families in which parts are the same gender.
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APPENDIX B
Parent/Guardian Letter

March 20, 2012

Dear Parent or Guardian,

Your child has been invited to participate in eeggsh study of the effects of family
structure on student achievement. Your child vedascsed as a possible participant
because he or she participated in the Spring 2@bkgia High School Graduation Test,
which will be used to measure achievement. Thisrd@rovides you with some basic
information about the study.

The purpose of this study is to compare the fastiiycture of students with their
achievement scores on the Georgia High School GtemtuTest. If your child agrees to
be in this study, he or she will sign the studemtsent form distributed at school today.
If your child is under eighteen years of age, yallalso have to sign the consent form in
order for your child to participate. If your chilsleighteen years of age or older then you
are not required to sign the consent form in ofdeyour child to participate. Your child
will then select th@nechoice from the list provided on the consent folnat best
describes your family structure. Signing the com$erm gives the researcher
permission to place the your child’s name in a grbased on family structure and to
access your child’s scores on the Georgia High 8dBoaduation Test in each of the
following areas: English/language arts, mathemasicence, and social studies. The
researcher will select a random group of studehinteers from each of the six family
structure classifications on the consent form. rgpnately 200 students total will be
selected for the study. Approximately 100 studenlisbe selected from the first
category, which represents traditional families] approximately 20 students will be
selected from each of the following five categargagle-mother families, single-father
families, blended families, extended relative dialyilies, and other families. Scores
will then be accessed, student names will be rechénoen test data by the school
registrar, and the researcher will run statistieat analyses.

The risks for participants associated with thiglgtare minimal. The foreseeable risks
involve the researcher knowing the student’s farsiityucture. The risks are no more than
you would expect to encounter in your everyday lifdere are no monetary or physical
benefits associated with being in this study. phmary benefit is the satisfaction of
knowing you contributed to the body of knowledgestudent achievement.

The records of this study will be kept private.almy sort of report that might be
published, there will not be any information inadaldthat will make it possible to identify
a student participating in the study. Researcbroescwill be stored securely and only the
researcher will have access to the records. Stumenes will be stripped from test
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scores once the data is retrieved and studentityl@nli remain completely anonymous
in the research results, analysis, and reports.

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your kehs decision whether or not to
participate will not affect current or future retats with Liberty University or with

High School. If your child decidepaaticipate, he or she is free to not
answer any question associated with the study wittaraw at any time without
affecting those relationships. Your child’s choiogoarticipate or not participate will in
no way affect grades, academic standing, or pernmtaatiool records.

The researcher conducting this study is Melinddegahbercrombie. If you have
guestionsyou are encour aged to contact the researchemaabercrombie@liberty.edor

at 706-669-8243. Faculty advisor for the studpisConstance L. Pearson, Department
Chair, Liberty University School of Education, 4382-4278. If you have any questions
or concerns regarding this study and would likeatk to someone other than the
researcheryou are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, Dr. faardo
Garzon, chair, 1971 University Boulevard, Suite 2,38/nchburg, VA 24502 or email at
fgarzon@liberty.edu

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Melinda B. Abercrombie

Liberty University Graduate Student
mabercrombie@liberty.edu
706-669-8243
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APPENDIX D
Data Collected on GHSGT Subtests
(Before Outliers Wer e Removed)

Number | Category | Eng/LA | Math | Science| Soc St
1 1 242 218 250 264
2 1 242 218 250 264
3 1 218 212 231 232
4 1 261 246 250 264
5 1 228 218 241 254
6 1 246 246 235 213
7 1 213 212 208 213
8 1 238 222 247 259
9 1 228 242 247 318
10 1 224 228 260 213
11 1 221 246 239 215
12 1 200 182 189 189
13 1 216 212 219 203
14 1 299 290 275 342
15 1 251 228 263 246
16 1 242 242 241 293
17 1 228 239 235 197
18 1 246 259 272 269
19 1 285 276 326 419
20 1 246 206 229 224
21 1 256 300 267 235
22 1 256 285 275 238
23 1 231 285 312 259
24 1 256 250 294 309
25 1 275 212 244 224
26 1 275 231 272 300
27 1 238 200 231 206
28 1 251 285 312 293
29 1 221 212 236 181
30 1 251 246 256 286
31 1 261 218 241 213
32 1 242 235 263 254
33 1 299 290 267 275
34 1 246 239 294 309
35 1 251 231 281 264
36 1 261 264 267 254
37 1 275 285 294 450
38 1 275 242 326 286

109




DO OIOTI|DDN-DWOD NANONMANLNT DT OO0 M OILIMOIY | d|0|O|O
3062822299104841292725002113310 O MHAINOIO|IO|IWn|0
231222321223“132222222322222222 MINNNNNM N
NS DM T|( DM OO XMV O|Ad MO OO NNMOMO|AINMININIIOMAN|d N O
N| O NIONITII M| O©|O|LO OQIOINMNMOVIOIMNMONINNMNNLOALILIST| AL ANDIULINO OIS
NN NN/ N| N N[NNfN|N NN NN NNNNNOMONNNNNNNNNNNNNNANANM M
O NN OINWOIN~NWDO O W AN N AT VDO OO MNMOIOILIMIODIXV LWL WLNCSD NSO
AT INMNO|IN| H OO MM T A OOV |I|I OO WODIFTINNODOINNNANMNAHAOMNITIN|IO O
NN NN N[ NN N NN NN N NNN—TANOMNNNNNNNNNNNANNNNNN
IO O| A0 OIDD|dd|T|I|(H|0|0|OHOIWDIRQ|(1|/O|N|[ O Hd/O M - d|O|W0|d|d|d/OIOIO
N TOTFTIOMANINMNDOOIONONNNMNANMNMNOOMAN AT AINMTAN|IODONMNIOMIWO[NN|INNS
ANN|A| NN NNNNNNNANNNNNNNNNOONNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNANN
—A|A| A A A A A A | A | A | A | A A A A | A | A | A | A | A A A A | A | A | A | A | A | A A | A | A | A | A | A | A A | | |
DIO|IAdINMNIT IO NV OO AdANMITILVOINV DO ANMITILVOINNVDOHANMIT N O|N~0|D
NI T T T TOMOLOLILOLILOLILOLILIOIODINOCOCOCOCOCOC|O|O O OIS~

110



wlolo|r~ololoo|la|vnlo|o|ln|o|olo|v|lo|aa|o|o|lo[odst|ola|o|o|oo|lo|o|o|o[S|o
N0 S| 0|0 O MM 0N S NP DO TN NN QRO H DO WM N DN N|©|LO
NNO A NN NN N NGO N NN A QNN NN0ON N A NONO NN NG| N AN
OIN NS FOLINNNANNOINMNANOIFIOMO|dN AT/ O|IOM A JIT I d/O MM AN M I NO|I
Nlo|lo|ld|o|ouNoloNonlolomn e it d oo NN d M~ S oMWW w ool s
N®OONNNNNNNNONNONNN N[N0 NN NN N NN NN NN O NN o N
Od/OLILALILIdOI WD HAIDIN|OIOIN|VOOI0IC|OISINO MU DO O TA00|O© M|
NAINMNANAA OO INOOMWOIWLIOIHOILININDLIDOITONULMNMWOLOONAWLINN~LN
NoNNNO NN NN NN NN QNGO NN NN NN A NN NN NN o N A oo (N
olo/wlnoldb dojn s dolojondololooo ddaNoi~DWoNdOow o T dlo|dlo
NOIMOITF|OIMMMNIINOIFTNN~MOIOOILITTIDNOITINDOV VDT OITIMNMODNNDNM
NINNRN NN NN SN NN NN NN NN o QNN QNN NN N NN NN NN o N
A| A A | A | A A | A A | A A | A | A A | A A | A | A | A | A A | A A A A | A A A A | A A A A | A
old|Nlotwo~oood M <(n o/~ oo
R2IRXRBSIRL SR FRFASYRVAST DL SR S| o|o|0|o|0|0|o|o|B|d|d|d|d|dd|d| || H|
0000|0000 0NN XD NP0 G oA A A ||| || || A || A A |||

111



DN TICIOILM DT OVOLOLINRROOMO T I ITIN DOV O|V VO NITOCMMAdNOID| O
OO0 OMOI D INNMAd MMM NI AN OINOINIRIO|AdNNOINN|HdAA|OIFTI N MO
MOINNN|A NNNN| A NN NNNNANA NN NNOMOONA MO O NM A NN NN MNNNN
OINMINO|ID|O|M A OMOOIDIdMOM A OINWOINOOINIDDILIOMNOINITIILIOINT O ON
NOIOI~O|AIIONV A OLINMNMNLIOOIDOI I INITIINNOIO MO I NOXIIMNANINMWUOIAN
MM N NN NNNNNNNNNNNANAN NN NNOMOMA NN NNNNNNNNNNNN
AT NV A|OHd|OIOO|NNOIOIINMNANIAH AN A MIOINMNINMIUOINOIND|OI0|D|OIO|M|n
T O NO AN AN OD|ANDA O T NMNAO MO T IO AT MO~ N
MINNNNNNMOMN A NNNNNNNNANNMANOMO N AN NN—TA NN NNNNNNMN
DO HINNO|H OO VLIOOINADIW T OIAdNOO O|Id0ONO|WOIH0|00 | 0| O©| |00
OIMMOIO|TH|O|AdANOIWLINTIT ORI~ AINMNIMNINMNAHALLMNINIOININM AN AdAdANINM O|IND|O©|0|M
NN N| NN NNNNNNNNNNNAN AN NN NNNN|A NN NNNN NN N NNNNN
Al | A A A A A A A NN NN NN NN N NANNNNNNNNNNN NN NNNNNNNN
AN N IO OIDO|AdANMITIODOINOVDO[HNMITIDOINO OO ANMIT OO O|A
NINNINN NN N NMOOOOOMOMOMOOMO M I JTNTTFIATINATINITNTN T 0D0DW0000n N0 oo
Al | A A | A A | A A | A A | A A | A A | A A | A | A | A | A A | A A | A A | A A | A A A A | A A A A A A A A A A

112



O 0| © NI IV T|O DOV N OIMNANMNMOMAN ANV OILIOINMUOIOILIWLIN T NIO
OO |O|O ON|WO| 0|OlIo® A OMO|AT OMM M A A MIMIN~NNNDMOINNOOD O~
|| N[ |NN N NN || N ANINNNA NMOINNNNNNNNNNNNNANN A NN A
O DA D NI HAI NN O O ANFTININOISILM A IWLIMNMNO|IT|IONN dd DO
NN TN TF NN O|A N A DL MO NN A OO OO |~ A DN M| o[ |o|M| A
22212222221322322222322222222222222222222
DNOMOH|WOIN DIFONOINMNODIOINOINTHODOINNdOLIL O JFTILVLILILIMOILIWNINOIO|
OO0 AT OO0 |AITINOOILINMIITIINNDAId NI ITOMNMNIITIOONIN|INIL|O
NN/ N| NN N N NN AN N NNN|A N NNNNNNNNNNNNNMNNN[N[N[N|
VIO WD T W0 MNAID| AR O AN A|d/ OO A dAINDO A d0dA0n0nWnWn Wm0 N
MINMANOIO A OO I~ O M I[NNI NOI~SNNNWODOMNWLOINMINNOMMINANINNO
NN/ N| NN N NN N|A| N A NN NN NN NNNNNNANNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
NOOMOOMOMOMOMOMMMOMOMOMOOM T |JIJIFIIF9F [ [ [ |
NI OINOVDO|ANMIT IO OO DO HA NN ITIDOINOVDO[HA NN T DO O
O OO O OO OO~~~ [P~|~|00[00|0O|CO|O(NO|O|VO|DOO|DV|OO|OOOOO|OO|O OO0
Al | A A | A A | A A | A HA| A A | A A | A A | A | A | A | A A | A A | A A | A A A A A A | A A | A A A A AN NN

113



VIOIOIQOIQO|IDOF|IFTIN HONdd|R T/ OO DN MONLNLJITMNMOOONNILIT O O~
DI H VOV ONIFTIOI—THNV O MO OINOIOIIOMIN~NMNMNCEHWIOIHO|IN|IT|00|© 0|0
M AN N|N|N/N NN ANN—TNNNNNNAAANN AN NN M T NNNAN NN |
JOIOIOIF MONOMIINTOUITOOMMOODMNTHNINOOINOIJ dMMMT IO
MO HOC(O|O|IOMLICO T IIMMNITIAID O dHA AT/ TV NTIITILHADNODHIO|00O
ANN|N NN NNOMONNNNNNNNNNNNANNNNANNNNODINNNNNNNNAN
AN OAD|OID OINIFIO NN NOOLIOLINADAUIOLINIDILIOOIM ANIDNNO| WO
MO0 NI AId/0|F|Hd|[H[O(AINO|dAIN|OO DA IMNMIN N AHAOIONO|IIT|IN|NN AW~
N[ N[ AN NN[NN[ANNN A NN|ANN|A A A N[N NN NNNONNNNNMOMN N A
A O A OISO Hd|V QN R IF(H OO |F|N[HANOIODNO|HOILOM AN H O F(HHO|O|©
OIHAD|HAOMIT O NMNIO NN N AN FT/O OO 0IOMAHQOAHAWOD N M —ANOI NN~
NN N NN NANNNNNNNNNNNNNN AN A NN NN N NNNNNNNNMNNN
7|99 9)( 9 (T (TF(F( (OO WLWLOLLOLOLODLDOC OO O OOOVVCIOVIOO|IV V(O
MIIDOINRDO|HNMT DO~ DD NDIT DO~ A NMNTINOIS0RNO N
CIQIQOIQIQIQIO(d|dd|dd dddd 9NN VNN NANNANNNODOD®DO®DOOOO®OO I IS
ANINN NN NNNNNNNNNNNN NN NN NNANNNNNNNNNNNNNNANAN

114



