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WHY WOMEN DO NOT FARTICIFATE IN INTRAMURAL SFORTS:
A FOLLOW UF STUDY
by
Shellie Greenman
(ABSTRACT)

The purpose of this study was to determine 1) i+
there has been a change over the past five years in the
percentage of females participating in itntramural
activities at Virginia Tech, and 2) if the reasons for
non-participation have changed. Four hundred college
females were surveved. The data were analyzed by
frequency distributions and., 1n some casese, cross-—
tabulations. The results revealed that there has been
an increase in the percentage of women participating in
intramural activities. FParticipation levels increased
from 23 in 1984 to 45% in 1290. The main reason given
for non-participation was lack of knowledge followed by
academic concerns. The findings of this study may
assist the Recreational Sports Office staff in
determining where their program areas need to be
developed and how they can better meet the needs of the

.

total population at Virginia Tech.
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CHAFTER ONE
Attributes and l.atitudes of the Study
Introduction

I+ a recreational sports program is going to be
successful it must meet two basic criteria. First it
must "serve all students, providing participation
outlets for evervone, no matter how small the group"”
(Chestnutt., Nadeau, & Tavlior, 1984, p. 93). Second, it
shouwld "exclude no one, honor all who are deserving and
show no favortism whatsoever in regard to sex, race or
any other distinction" (Chestnutt, MNMadeau, % Taylor,
1784, p. 923). The Recreational Sports program st
Virginia Tech bases its philosophy on these very
guidelines. Its number one goal is to "provide and
meet the many needs of the diverse population at
Virginia Tech" (5. D. ¥Yeagle, personal communication,
February, 19%0).

Virginia Tech’s Recreational Sports program (here-—
in atter referred to as Recreational Sports) is one of
the largest on the east coast. It offers diverse
programming which is extended to a large proportion of
the student body. However, ftemale participation seems
to be considerably lower than male participation in the
areas of team sports and individual and dual events.

In order to satisfy its number one goal, Recreational



Sports needs to find a way to better serve its female
population.
Justification

In the spring of 1984, Linda kKnight conducted a
survey to "identify why women do not participate in
intramural sports and to determine whether a
relationship exists between location of residence,
class status and rnon-participation” {(Enight, 1984,
pP. i1). Results found that of the 400 females
surveved, only 354 participated actively in intramural
programs. According to recent team and individual and
dual summary reports, there is still a significant
number of women who do not participate as compared to
the number of men who do participate {Yeagle, 5. D.
19892 . Follow up research can help Recreational
Sports determine if participetion has increased over
the past five vears and if the attitudes of female
students has changed in regard to why thev do or do not
participate. By having this knowledaoe, necessary
changes and adjiustments in programming can be made to
more etficiently meet the needs of the female

population at Virginia Tech.
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The Yirginia Tech Recreational Sports progeam
offers equal opportunities +or both male and female
participation in team sports and individual and dual
activities. Any sport or activity that is offered is
open to both men and women. There are separate leagues
established for each gender. When there aren’t enough
women to complete a league or activity, they are given
the option of participating in men's leagues {(Yeagle,
S. D., 198%9).

Women in general have made great strides to over-—
come the barriers placed on them by society in terms of
athletic participation. In the last 15 to 20 years
women haye gained greater secial acceptance in sport
{Boutilier % SanGiovnni, 1983). However, female
participation rates still remain considerably lower
than their male counterparts. This study answers the
following gquestions about female participation in
recreational sports at Virginia Tech:

1. Has there been a change over the past five vears in
the percentage of females who participate in intramural
activities?

2. Have the reasons for female participation or non-

participation changed?



i

elimitations

i

The following limitations are placed on the design
of this study:

1. The study is limited to only female
undergraduate and graduate students at Virginia Tech.

2. The sample size is limited to 400 survevs,

which is equivalent to the number of the 1984 survey.

1. This and the previous survey technigque are a
reliable procedure for determining participation rates.
2. The female students surveyed are honest in
their replies to the swvey guestions.
R There may be érror in the assessment of
reasons for participation or non-participation due to
the administering of just one survey to one sample.
Summary

Women have made great strides over the past decade
in terms of gaining greater social acceptance in sport.
Yet, as we are about to enter a new decade female
participation percentages still lag behind those of
male participation. Infaormation gained from this study
can help determine what steps need to be taken in an
attempt to increase participation and better meet the

needs of the female student body at Virginia Tech.



CHAFTER TWO
Review of lLiterature

The purpose of this literary review is to provide
& brief historical overview of women in intramural
activities and to determine what other research has
been conducted in the area of female participation in
these activities. There have been several studies
conducted fairly recently to help determine what the
actual participation numbers are as compared to men and
what barriers still exist for female participation.
ryiew

Intramural sport has been defined as "structured
contests, townaments, leagues or other events where
participation is limited to the setting within which
the total recreational sport system is located”

{Mull, BRayless, % Ross, 198Z%Z, p. &). It is the
intention of intramuwal programs, freqguently referred
to as "recreational sports", to provide opportunity and
enjoyment for people of all shapes, sizes, skill levels
and interests (Mull, Rayless, % Ross, 19830).

Intramural programs have been a part of American
society dating all the way back to the colonial period
{(Kleindienst % Weston, 1964). However, i1t was men whb
participated i1n these activities and not women.

Socially, it was not acceptablie for a women to be

n
it



involved in recreational type activities; these
activities were for men only. "Sporting ability was
hardly compatible with women’s traditional subordinate
role in partriarchal society” {lenskyi, 1986, p. 11).

Not until the mid to late 1970°s did women’'s
participation in intramwal programs begin to increase.
Imitially, participation in these programs was very
limited. Women had not had the cultwal heritage of
sport that men had (Bishop, 1977). It was hard for
women to step forward and take part in a world that had
been dominated by their male counterparts. Women were
held back even more by "their own image of themselves
and the well-learned precept that they should alwavs
consider how their bodies looked rather than how they
felt” (Kaplan, 1979, p. 2).

Changes have ocowred since the 19707s and
America’s view of the athletic or active woman has gone
from suspect to admiration (Eaplan, 1979). The number
ot women patrticipating in athletic activities has
increased and this is partly due to the changes that
society has produced starting with the vouth in the
elementary and secondary schools (Bishop, 19277). Great
strides have been taken since the 19707s for women.

However, as we enter the 1990%s i1t i1s evident that



women's participation in sport is still struggling and

new issues are suwwfacing.

The National Intramural Recreational Sports
Association (NIRSA) conducted a 1988 Marketing Survey
to help determine "pertinent market characteristics of
the college recreational sports participant”
(Henderson, J., 1788). The survey was sent out to 377
atfiliate institutions, of which 120 were returned.
Institutions of all tvpes were represented in the
survey, such as public and private institutions, senior
and iunior célleQES, and commuter and residential
institutions. In terms of participation, the suwvey
showed that out of 615,035 participating students
77,940 (13%) were women, 411,642 (&74) were male, and
125,451 (20%) were co-recreational participants
(Henderson, J.., 1988). These figures support the idea
that even today female participation is considerably
lower than male participation.

In the spring of 1988, Deborah Bialeschki of the
University of Morth Carolina - Chapel Hill, conducted
resear-ch on "Why Don*t Students Flay in Intramarals??
The puwrpose of her research was to "amnalyze intramural
participants and non-participants in terms of

demographic characteristics, leiswe attitudes, and



motivating factors and barriers to intramural
participation as a way to understand possible
influences on participation"” (Bialeschki, 1988, p. 46).
She obtained 141 useable surveys from 1533 college
students who were enrolled in one of three introductory
social science classes at the University of North
Carotina — Chapel Hill.

According to her data, of the 141 students
surveyed, 73 or 5374 were female and b6 or 474 were
male. Eighty—three of the 141 subjects survevyed
indicated that they did participate in intramural
activities, while 28 indicated that they did not. 0f
the male population, 79% stated that they did
participate in intramural activities, while 21%
indicated that they did not. 0OFf the female population,
41% stated that they did participate, while 5%%
indicated that they did not participate in intramuwal
activities (Bialeschki, 1988). This research supports
the concept that presently women are not as active in
recreational sports as men.

It is evident from previous research that there
are distinct differences in the percentage of male
participants as compared to the percentage of female
participants. 0Other research has been conducted to

help determine the reasons or barriers for this lack of



participation {(Chestnutt, Nadeau., % Taylor, 1963;
Stevenson, Reznik & Zuercher, 1979). According to
studies conducted by McBuire (193&6)3; Hall % Shane
(197%) 3 and Searle % Jackson (1784), the most common
barriers are lack of time due to academics, lack of
skille, lack of information, and inconvienent
scheduling {cited in Rialeschki, 1988). It was also
noted in other research by Colley (1984) and Loia
{1976 that male participation was greater due to a
more competitive level of motivation {(cited in
Bialeschki, 1988). Also, females participated less
because of sociability and a lack of fitness
{Bialeschki, 1988).

Finally, there is the infarmation that 1s provided
by Linda Enight's 1984 study which indicated that of
the 400 Virginia Tech females surveved., 141 (35
participated while 258 (&53%) did not participate. The
percentage of freshman surveved who did not participate
due to lack of publicity was 91%. Sixtyv—two percent of
sophomores and 34% of the seniors did not participate
mainly due to lack of publicity. Fiftv-two percent of
the ijuniors did not participate, their main reasons

being lack of knowledge and academics (Knight, 1984).
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Stmmary
Frevious research indicates that there are qreater
proportions of males participating in intramural
activities than females. It is evident that certain
common barriers do exist for both men and women, but
these barriers seem to have a greater impact on female
participation. Lack of time due to academics, lack of

publicity, and lack of skills seem to be the major

factors that effect female participation.



CHAFTER THREE
Methodology and Frocedures

This chapter first focuses on the type and numbet
of subjects in this study. It examines the procedures
used for data analvsis, the instruments to be used, and
the independent variables involved.

Sample

The sample consists of 400 female students at
Virginia Tech. This is the same number used in the 1984
SUrVEY. In the Fall of 1984 the total student
popul ation was 21,454, OFf this total population 8,842
or 41% were women. In the fall of 1987 the total
population was 22,922, 0OFf this total, 9,227 or 404
were women (5. J. MNoalkes, personal communication,
January, 19905, The student body and the percentage of
women attending Virginia Tech has basically remained
propartionate. To keep this study consistent, it was
appropriate to use the same sample size used in the
1984 study. Both undergraduate and graduate students
were surveved.

The survey was conducted randomly and was
distributed in fouwr designated areas on campus. The
four areas were between MNewman lLibrary and the Virginia
Tech Bookstores; in front of MocBryde; between War

Memorial Hall and Campbell:; and between Famplin and

11



Burruss Hall. These areas were chosen due to the heavy
but general traffic flow of students. The designated
areas provided opportunity for both on campus and off
campus students to be involved in the swveying
process, This is the same basic reasoning that Linda
Hnight uwsed in choosing her locations. However, there
were some differences in those locations due to the
closing of Sguires Student Center and the addition that
was made to Newman Library. These two physical changes
to the Virginia Tech campus have altered the +low of
traffic in those areas.
Design

An est post facto design was used in this study.
This design was relevant to this study because there
was no control or manipulation of the independent
variables, It was not the intention of this follow-up
study to attempt to alter beliefs of those being
surveyed; rather, it was the intention to discover
information. This study helped to determine what
changes have occured over the past five vears and
whether participation rates have increased or
decreased.
istrumentation

A osurvey was used to determine the percentage of

women who are currently participating in intramural



activities at Virginia Tech. The same format and
questions were uwsed as found in the 1984 suwrvey
{Appendix A) with the exception of five guestions.
Guestions 9, 12, and 15 of the 1984 survey have been
removed {Appendix RB). fluestion nine 18 not necessary
because at this point the activities that might
interest the student are not a concern of this study.
Buestion number 12 received a very low response rate on
the 1984 survey, so it was deleted. Finally., guestion
15 was removed because this area was covered through
several qguestions. If )& person does not have the time
to participate, this is one area that canbnot be
controlled by the Recreational Sports Office. The
subject does have the opportunity to support informal
leagues which might be the only form of activity that
would be less time consuming.

Two questions were added to the 1984 survey.
First, guestion six was added to the new survey to
determine in which areas those who participate are most
invel ved: team sports or individual and dual sports.
As recommended by Linda knight, question 1% was added
to address the subjiect of non—athleticism and its

#ffects on non—-participation.
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endent Yariables

The independent variables that were factors in
this study were interest in intramural activites, time
availability, academic concerns, skill level, publicity

or lack of knowledge, and competitiveness.

Before a survey can be conducted on this campus it
must first be approved by the university. A&
certificate of approval for research involving human
subjects was obtained through the Division of Health
and Fhysical Education. Several forms were completed
which explained in detail what would be involwved in
this particular research process. The information that
was provided included the title of the proposal,
background information and justification, purpose,
methods used, and & statement describing the level of
risk to the subjects involved. Orce this information
was completed it was presented to the Human Subjects
Committee. After reviewing the information the
committee could either approve or disapprove the
research. This procedure was followed and this study
was approved.

After this step was compl@ted and approval was
given, arrangements were made with the personnel in the

Tests and Measwrements Office to obtain Upscan sheets



for the survev. An appointment was made with someone
from that office to make sure the survey would be
useable in terms of its format as it related to the
Opscan procedure. The Tests and Measurements Office
provided the actual Opscan sheets and instructions for
placing the survey on those sheets. Unce the suwvey
was typed onto the Opscan sheets, the number of copies
that were needed (400Q) were =erored. The survey was
then ready for distribution.

There were 8 assistants who aided in the
distribution of the survevy. These assistants were
instructed and trained specifically on the procedure
for distributing the survey. First, the assistants
were informed of the survey content and its purpose.

It was emphasized to them that this would be a random
sample. The importantance of randomly approaching each
of the subiects was stressed.

Mext, each assistant read over the survey by
themselves. As a group,., each guestion was discussed to
ensure that evervone understood what each gquestion
asked. There was also an euplanation of how the Opscan
works and the importance of filling in the blanks
correctly. At this point it was stressed that, in

presenting the survey to the subjiects, the assistant
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must inform the subject that this survey is completely
ANONYymnous .

It was also important to instruct the assistants
to keep track of the numbers of those who refuse to
take the survey. This was actually done on a separate
tally sheet (Appendix ) which listed various reasons
for not taking the survey. The reasons given on the
tally sheet are not enough time, not interested,
dislike intramural activities, dislike surveys, and
other. The assistant was instructed to place a tally
marlk beside the reason given by the subject for not
participating. This information is useable in
determining how many subjects were approached before
400 surveys were actually completed.

The procedure for the actual dav of the survey
was then explained. Each assistant was given a
specific leocation and time to work. They were asked to
visit their locations the day before the survey was
supposed to take place.

The survey took place on a Monday starting at 7:00
a.m. and was conpleted by 4:320 p.m. This day was
chosen because Mondays and Wednesdavs are generally
heavy class days at Virginia Tech. Had there been bad

weather, the survey would have been made up on the



following Wednesday. Distribution of the survey was as
follows:

1. Assistante were stationed at their designated
areas of campus.

2. Assistants were provided clipboards, pencils
and a folder in which to place completed surveys.

e Before adminmistering the survey, the
assistants were instructed to first ask the subjiect if
she had already been approached to take this survevy.
This was done to keep from repeating data.

4, Once the assistant approached each subject
and determined that the subjiect had not taken the
survey, the assistant briefly explained the survey’s
purpose.

3. Atter each subject completed the survey, the
assistant thanked the subject for participating.

bd. One assistant was responsible for going to
each of the locations every half houwr and picking up
the completed surveys. Each locaticon was given the
same number of suwvevs. UOnce all the surveys at a
particular station were complete, the station closed.
This helped keep track of exactly how many survevs had

been completed. This process continued until 400

suwveys were collected..
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Analysis

Once the surveys were completed, the Opscans were
tabul ated. It was important to have the data read off
the Opscan in the order the guestions were asked on the
SUrvev. This allowed for the data file to be set up
accordingly.

Because the data cbtained from the 1984 study is
not exactly matched with the data obtained from this
replicated study, comparisons are made in terms of
percentages. The chart format wtilized by KEnight
{19841 is used to compare the data from this replicated
study to the data found in the 1984 study. Frequency
analysis was utilized to actually determine if the
percentage of women participating has changed over the
past ftive vears.

Statistical results are presented as they relate
to the 146 guestions asked in the suwrvey. The total
number of females approached is documented. The
numerical values for those responses of participation
or non—-participation according to class status are
noted. There is also a breakdown of the students
surveved according to on or off campus residency and
whether or not they are active participants. The six
categories that the survey focuses on for non-

participation ({(disinterest in activities,
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competitiveness, lack of publicity., inconvenient
prrogram times, academic concerns, and lack of skill)
are tabulated. The statistical methods used to analyze
all of this data were frequency distributions and cross
tabulations.
Summary

A survey was conducted randomly of 400 female
underagraduate and graduate students at Virginia Tech.
Eight assistants were instructed and trained on the
procedure for distributing the survey. The surveying
process began on a Monday morning and continued until
400 surveys were completed. Once the surveys were
completed, freguency analysis was utilized to determine
if¥ the percentage of women participating has changed
over the past five vears. Statistical results were

presented as they related to the 16 suwvey guestions.



CHAFTER FOUR

Recsults

There are fouwr majior areas covered in this
chapter. First, the data from the present survey has
been analvzed and is presented. Second, the results
from the 1984 study have been compared to the results
of this replicated study and analvzed in light of the
research questions presented in Chapter UOne of this
thesis. Third, there is an analysis of how useful the
survey was and what changes could be made to improve
the survey. Finally, there is a summary.

t Burvey Results

In the process of attempting to obtain 400 useable
survevs, 446 female Virginia Tech students were
actually approached during the surveving process. 0+
the 46 female students who refused to participate in
the surveying process, 31 indicated that they did not
have time to take the survev. The only other response
given was that theyv wers not interested.

In actual analysis of the surveys, it was
discovered that one of the completed Upscan forms was
actually not useable. Theretore, the total number of
useable survevs for this studyvy was 297, OF the 299

female students swveved, 178 (45%) indicated that had
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participated in intramwal activities at Virginia Tech.
Two hundred and twenty-one (3534 students indicated
that they had not participated in intramural activities
{Table 1.

The total sample consisted of 103 (26%) freshmen,
107 (27%4) sophomores, 86 (21%) juniors, 87 (22%)
seniors, and 17 (4%4) graduate students (Table 2).  Of
the 103 freshman surveved, 2é& (25%) had participated in
intramural activities betore, while 77 (754} had never
participated. 0Ff the sophomares surveved, 4& (43%)
indicated that they had participated in intramural
activities, while &0 (57%) indicated that they had rnot
participated. 0Ff the juniors, 46 (33%) indicated that
they had participated in intramural activities, while
40 (47%) indicated that they had not participated. O¥f
the seniors swveved, 48 (35%) indicated that theyv had
participated in intramuwal activities, while 3% (45%)
indicated that they had not participated. 0f the
graduate students swveyed, 12 (71%) indicated that
they had participated in intramuwral activities, while
five (27%) had not participated (Table 2).

0f the 399 female students who participated in the
survey, 216 (54%) lived on campus and 183 (486%) lived
aft+ of camnpus (Table 3). 0+ those who lived on campus,

84 (39%) did participate and 132 (41%) did not
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Table 1
Responses of Farticipation gr Non-Farticipation
Farticipation No. %

Yes 178 455

No 221 55



Farticipation F 8 Jir. Sr. Gr. Tot.
Yes 26 4 4& 48 12 178
28% 473% S 55% 1% 45%
No 77 &0 40 39 5 221
TEYL S7% 47% 45% F% 55%
Total 103 1086 86 87 17 399

26% 27% E1% 22% 4% 100%
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Responses of Farticipation by Flace of Residence
Farticipation On Campus 3ff Campus Total
Yes 84 P4 178
9% 51% 457
No 132 89 201
61% 497 55%

Total 216 183 99



participate in intramural activities. Of those who
lived off campus, %4 (51%) did participate in
intramural activities, while 8% (49%) did not
participate (Table 2).

The next set of data reters to the responses of
questions fouw through seven of the swvey. These
questions applied to only the 178 subjects who
indicated that they had actually participated in
intramural activities. 0f those 178 subiects, 98 (55%)
stated that they had participated in the fall, while 8O
(45%) indicated that they had not participated in the
fall. Ninety-six (54%) stated that they had
participated in the winter, while B2 (46%) stated that
they had not participated in the winter.

Guestion six of the survey referred to the
specific areas of participation being either team
sports, individual and dual activities, or both. Im
the area of team sports, 143 (BO¥) subjects indicated
that this was the area in which that they had been
involved. Twenty (11%) of those swyveyed indicated
that thev had participated in the individual and dual
activities. There were only 13 (8%) subiects who
responded as having participated in both team sports

and individual and dual activities.
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fuestion seven addressed possible reasons for
participation in intramural activities at Virginia
Tech. There were seven options given of which only one
could be chosen. Eighty—six (487%4) of those swvevyed
revealed that they participated in.intramural
activities for fun. FPhysical exercise received the
second highest number of responses. Fifty (28%) of
those surveyed revealed that this was their main reason
for participating. Twenty-two (12%) of those surveved
indicated that they participated to be with friends.
Eleven (&%) of those suwveyed indicated that
competition was their main reason for participating.
Meeting people only received six (4%) responses as a
reason for participating in intramural activities.
Three (2¥%) subjects responded to the "other" category
as a reason for participating Table 4). There was one
other choice of "awards" given, but no one responded to
this option as a reason for participating.

Huestions eight through sixteen were concerned
with the reasons why female students at VYirginia Tech
do not participate in intramural activities. Questions
eight and nine addressed the area of inconvienent
program times. Fitty (24%) of those surveved indicated
that this was a valid reason for not participatinag,

while 162 (76%) of those surveved indicated that this



Reasons Mo A
FPhysical Exercise S0 28
Competition 11 &
To Meet Feople & 4
For Fun 8é& 48
To Be With Friends 22 12
Awards ——— ——
Other 4 2

Total 179 100



was not a legitimate reason ftor not participating
{Table 3). When asked it the program times were more
convienent would they participate, 28 (46%) of those
suwrveved indicated that they would participate, while
113 (54%) indicated that they would not participate
(Table 3).

Guestions 10 and 11 were concerned with lack of
knowledge as a reason for not participating. One
hundred and twenty-—five (57%4) of those surveyed
indicated that lack of knowledge was a legitimate
reason for not participating in intramural activities.
Minety—-six (43%) of those suwveyed indicated that this
was not & valid reason for not participating (Table S).
When asked, if they knew more about the activities
being offered would they participate, 131 (&60%W)
indicated that they would participate, while 89 (40%)
indicated that they would not participate (Table ).

fuestions 1% and 13 were concerned with lack of
skill as a possible reasocon for not participating. OF
those surveved, 80 (348%) indicated that lack of skill
was a legitimate reason for not participating in
intramual activities. Orne hundred and fortyv-one (&4%)
indicated that this was not a valid reason for not
participating (Table 5). When asked if they would

participate i+ there were informal non—-competitive
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Reasons Yes Mo
Disinterest in a4 156
activity 29U 71%
Lack of 125 b
Enowl edge S37% 43U
Inconvienent S0 162
times 244 VE-yA
Academic 80 141
Concerns 6% &47
Lack of skill =1 141
6% 547
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leagues, 1335 ({6414 indicated that thevy would
participate, while 86 (29%) indicated that they would
not participate.

fuestion 14 focused on academics as a reason for
not participating in intramural activities. Eighty
(Z6%) of those surveyed indicated that academic
concerns were a legitimate reason for not
participating. UOne hundred and #Qrty-oﬁe of those
surveved indicated that this was not a reason for non-
participation (Table 5).

fuestions 15 and 1é6 addressed the issue of non-
participation due to lack of interest in the activities
being offered. Sixty—four (29%) of those surveved
indicated that they did not participate due to a lack
of interest in the activities offered, while 15& (71%
indicated that this was not a reason for non-—
participation (Table 3. When asked if activities that
interested them were offered would thev participate,
164 (74%) of those szurveved indicated that thev would
participate. Fifty-seven (26%) indicated that they
wottld still not participate (Table 5).

esult

1

Compe

i

The +irst research guestion in this study addressed
the issus of whether or not there has been a change

over the past five vears in the percentage of females
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who participate in intramural activities at Virginia
Tech. The 1984 results stated that 140 (353%) of those
surveved participated in intramural activities. Two
hundred and fifty—eight (65X) indicated that they did
not participate. In the 1990 study, it was found that
178 (43%) Ffemale studente did participate in intramural
activities, while 221 {(35%) indicated that they do not
participate in intramural activities (Table &J. Fiom
this data a comparison can be made in terms of
percentages of those suwrveyed. According to this
study, there has been an increase from 3541 to 434 of
female students who participate in intramural
activities at Virginia Tech. These figures indicate
that the answer to the first posed research question is
ves; over the past five vears there has been a 10%
increase in female participation.

Yo better understand some of the differences in
the 1984 sample and the 1990 =sample, 1t is usetul to
examine and compare the subjects of each sample based
on class status and place of residence. In the 1984
sample, of the 124 (32%) freshmen, only 11 (9%)
participated in intramual activities. In the 1990
sample, of the 103 (2&%) freshmen, 2& (285%) indicated
that thev did participate (Table 7). UOverall there

Ram It

were 23 less freshmen survevyed in the 19290 study.



1984 1990
Farticipation
Yoo 140 178
ZEL 45%
Mo 258 221



‘articipation by

1984 9% 28% 48% HOL 27%
1290 25% 435% S5 S5% 71%
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Of the 105 (Z26%) sophomores swveyed in 1984, 40 {(I8%)
indicated that they did participate in intramuwal
activities. In the 1970 study, of the 106 (27%)
sophomores suveyed, 46 (43%4) indicated that they did
participate (Table 7).

In the 1284 study., the Jjunior class was
represented by 90 (22%) subiects and of those subiects
4% (48%) indicated that they did participate in
intramural activities. In the 1990 study, 86 (Z22%4) of
those swveyed were juniors. Forty—six (33%) of those
surveved indicated that they did participate in
intramural activities. In the 1984 study, &4 (16%) of
those surveved were seniors. Forty—two (60%) of the
seniors indicated that they did participate in
intramural activities. In the 1990 study, 87 (22 of
those surveved were seniors. Forty—eilght (53%) of
those seniors indicated that they did participsate
{Table 7).

There were only fitteen (4% graduate students who
participated in the 1984 studv. 0Ff those graduate
students only four (273 indicated that they
participated in intramural activities. In the 1990
study, 17 (4%) graduate students were involved ine the

SWrveving process. Of those 17 swveyed, 12 (71%)
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indicated that they did participate in intramual
activities (Table 7).

Along with class status, it is helpful to compare
place of residence between the two studies. In the
1984 study., of the total sample, 285 (714 lived on
campus, while 115 (Z29%) lived off of campus. In the
1990 study, of the total sample 217 (354%) lived on
campus, while 183 (46%) lived off of campus.

The 1984 study found that of those students who
were surveved and lived on campus &6%%4 did not
participate, while 31% indicated that they did
participate in intramural.activities. The 1990 survey
results found that of those students who lived on
campus, 61% indicated that they did not participate.
while 394 indicated that they did participate in
intramural activities. This comparison reveals that
there has been an increase in participation of those
students who live on campus (Table 8).

It was found in the 1984 study that of those
students who lived off of campus 36X did not
participate, while 44% indicated that thevy did
participate. In the 19290 studvy the figures indicated
that of those students living off of campus, 49% did

not participate while 31% indicated that they did
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Table 8

Comparison of Responses by Flace of Residence
Farticipation On Campus Off Campus

Yes (1984) 314 447

Yes {(1990) 9% 51

No (1984) &% 567,

No (1990) b1 49%
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participate (Table 8J. This comparison again reveals
that there has also been an increase in participation
of those students who live off of campus.

The second research question addressed the issue
of whether or not the reasons for non-participation
have changed over  the past five vears. Again, the
comparisons made between the two studies are based on
the percentage of responses given to the various survey
questions. The first area addressed in the survey was
that of inconvienent program times. In the 1984 study,
27% of those surveyed indicated that this was & reason
for not participating in intramural activities. In the
1990 study, 244 indicated that this was a legitimate
reason for not particip@ting {Table 9). A comparison
of this information shows that inconvienent program
times did mot seem to be & big factor in either study
for those who did not participate.

The second area addressed in the survey was that
of lack of knowledge as a reason for not participating.
The 1984 study revealed that 354 of those who were
surveyed failed to participate due to a lack of
knowledge. In the 1790 study., the percentage of women
who failed to participate due to a lack of knowledge
was S57% (Table 2). When asked i+ they would

participate 1+ they knew more about the activities



Disinterest 22% 29%
in activity

Lack of S5 E57%
Frnowledge

Inconvienent 27% 24%
times

dcademic 48% Z6%
concerns

lLack of skill — 6%



offered, 34% from the 1984 study indicated that they
would, while 60% from the 1990 study stated that they
would participate in intramural activities. A
compariscn of this information reveals that lack of
knowledge in both studies seemed to be an important
reason for not participating.

Academic concerns were also included as a possible
reason for female students not participating in
intramural activities at Virginia Tech. In 1984, it
was found that 48% of those swveyed did not
participate due to academic reasons (Table 9. In the
1290 study, 36% of those swveved did not participate
due to academic concerns (Table 7). A comparison of
this information suggests that academics over the past
five vears has become somewhat less of a reason for not
participating in intramural activities. However, it
should be noted that this was one of the top reasons
for not participating in both studies.

Disinterest in the activities being oftered was
the next area addressed in both studies. In 1284, 1t
was found that only 224 of those surveved indicated
this as a reason for not participating (Table @). In
the 1990 study., 29% of those surveved indicated that
this was a legitimate reason for not participating

{Table 9. A comparison of this information reveals
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that there has been an increase of 7% in this area as a
reason for not participating. However, in both studies
it was indicated that i+ activities were offered that
interested the subjects, they would participate.

Competitiveness was another area addressed in both
studies, although this was one of the qguestions in the
present study that was altered. In the 1984 study only
12% of those surveved indicated that this was a reason
for not participating {(Table 9). When asked if they
would participate in non—competitive or informal
leagues, 35% indicated that they would participate.

In the present survey there was not a question
that directly asked if this was a reason for not -
participating. However, there was a question that
referred Lo participation if there were intormal non-
competitive leagues. Bixtv-one percent of those who
did not participate in intramural activities indicated
that they would participate if there were informal or
non—competitive leagues. While competitiveness may not
he a factor for those who do not participate. informal
leagues did appeal to & large portion of those
surveved.

In the 1990 studvy, lack of skill was addressed as
a possible reason for nobt participating. This question

was added based on the recomendation of bv Linda Knight
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in 1984. Thirty-six percent of those surveved
indicated that this was a reason for not participating
in intramural activities. This was one of the top
three reasons given for not participating., which
indicates that ig an important concern for female
students on the Virginia Tech campus.

The findings in both studies were fairly
consistent with each other in terms of reasons for not
participating. The top reason given was that of lack
of knowledge. Academic interests were the second
biggest concern for those students who were surveyed in
both studies. Lack of skill, which was onlv addressed
in the 1990 study, was also a top concern. Disinterest
in the activities offered and inconvienent program
times complete the bottom of the list of reasons for
not participating. &fter comparing this information
from both studies the second research question can be
answered the reasons given for not participating

have basically remained the same over the past +five

Upon completion of any survey it is useful to
evaluate the survey process and the survevy itself. In

this study, the actual distribution of the survevy went



very well and was completed in one full davy. The
locatione chosen proved to be effective in terms of
providing a balanced sample. Each class, with the
exception of graduate students, was evenly represented
in the total sample. There was also a fairly close
balance of both on and off campus students, which was
not the case with the 1984 study.

The author believes that the survey itselt is not
as effective as 1t could be. The major weakness in
the survey is the wording of the guestions. In
questions 8 through lé double negatives are used
repetitivelyv. This caused some confusion for the
subjects when taking the swvey and may have in twn
atfected how the subiects responded. An example of a
question that caused some confusion is: "Do vou not
participate in intramursxl sports because vou have no
interest in the activities bheing offered?” In
retrospect a less confusing wording could have been:
"NDo vou think that a lack of interest in intranural
activities has kept vou from participating™™"
Fespondents to the swvey further suggested that
"maybe'" could be added as a possible option for the

guestions that ask "Would vouw participate if...7"



Summar v

The present study involved 400 female students at
Virginia Tech. It was a replication of a study
conducted in 1984 by Linda Emnight. A survey was used
to obtain the data necessary for answering the two
Fesearch questions posed in the first section. The
data were analyzed by frequency distributions and
cross—tabul ations.

The sample consisted of 264 freshmen, 274
sophomores, 21% juniors, 2294 seniors, and 4% graduate
students. The ijunior and senior classes had the
largest representation of participants with 53% and 554
respectivelv. Only Z54 of the freshman surveyed
indicated that they participated in intramural
aativities. O+f the graduate students surveved, 71%
indicated that they had participated in intramural
activities.

Fiftyv—Ffour percent of the female students surveved
claimed that their place of residence was on campus.
Fortv—six percent indicated that they lived oft of
CAmMpUS. 0¢ those who lived on campus, 61% did not
participate in intramural activities. Of those who
lived off of campus 4%% did not participate. This
suggests thalt those students who live on campus are

less active in intramwral activities.



When examining the areas of participation, 80%4 of
those who indicated that they did participate were
involved in the team sports areas. The major reason
given for participating was "for fun'", 48%4. Fhysical
exercise was the second biggest reason given for
participating, 28%. It should be noted that of the 178
female students who indicated that they did
participate, not one person gave awards as a reason for
participating.

A lack of knowledge, in both studies, seemed to be
the biggest factor for not participating. In 1984, 354
of the non—-participants did not participate due to a
lack of knowledge, while in 1990 this percentage
increased to S7%4U. It is encouraging, however, to find
that overall participation has increased over the past
five yvears, especially in the area of freshman
participation. This has increased from 9% in 1984 to
25% in 1994, However, there is still a large portion
of female students at Virginia Tech who do not
participate and 574 of those give lack of knowledge as

a major reason for not participating.



CHAFTER FIVE

Conclusions and Recommendations

Atter the analysis of the data from both the 1984
study and the 1990 study., the following conclusions
were drawn. A comparison of the findings of this study
to the 1984 study suggest that:

1. There has been a 10% increase of female
participation in intramwal activities over the past
five yvears. The percentage of female participation
went from I5% in 1984 to 43K in 1990, This increase
could be due to a committment from the Recreational
Sports staff to better meet the needs of the total
student population.

2. It is possible that there is a better overall
balance of female students participating in intramural
activities in terms of class status. More freshmen are
participating, increasing from 2% in 1984 to 2594 in
1990, There were i1ncreases in female participation in
all classes except for seniors.

S The main reason given for not participating, in
both studies, was a lack of knowledge of the activities
offered. Concern +or academics was also & major reascon

given for not participating. Additional reasons given,
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hut received very little support, were inconvienent
program times and disinterest in activities.
4. In both studies, it was indicated that if more
information were made available about the activities
being offered, more female students who do not
participate would participate.
3. Mot one person gave awards as a reason for
participating. This is & positive reflection of
FRecreational Spoarts in that it does not use awards as a
motivationsl factor in ite programming.
ecommendations to Recreational Sports

The following recommendations have been made based
on the analysis of data and review of proceduwes from
both studies.
1. More effort and attention needs to be placed on the
publicity and marketing of Recreational Sports
programming to the female population.
2. A marketing strategqy should be developed to
determine the interests and needs of the temale
students at Virginia Tech.

I Intormal leagues should be developed and offered to
female students. These leagues would include all major

sports and some individual and dual activities.



Further Analvsis
1. Im the +uture, further manipulation of the raw data

firrom the 1990 suwrvey can be done. For instance, the
relationships between the female students who did not
participate and the variables of class status, place of
residence, inconvienent program times, disinterest in
activities, lack of knowledge, lack of €kills, and
academics can be fuwther analvzed.

2. A new suwvey should be developed which is more
effective in terms of the wording of the questions.

. A follow-up study should be conducted in another
four to five vears to see i+ female participation
continues to increase.

4. A marketing plan should be developed for
Recreational Sports to determine how best to
disseminate information to Virginia Tech female
students.

5. Research should be conducted, in which comparisons
are made between female participation rates at VYa. Tech
and female participation rates at other universities of

comprable size.



References

Bialeschki, M. D. (1593487 . Why students don’t play in
itntramurals? NIRSA Jowrnal., 12, 46-48.

Bishop., C. (1977) . Fotpowri: the women’s im open.
Froceedings of the Z8th Annual National Intramural
Recreational Sports Association, 120-123. FHoutilier,

M. A. ¥ SanBiovani, L. {(1983) . The
Sporting Woman. Champaign, Ils= Human Finetics.

Chestrnutt, J. T., Nadeau, F. J., % Tavlor, W. (1784) .
An analysis of non-participation in campus
recreational sports activities. FProceedings of the

Mational Intramural FRecreaticonal Sports

FE—-101.

Colgate, J. A. (1978). Administration of Intramural
Recreational fActivities. New Yorlk: Wiley Henderson.,

J. {1988). ENIRSA marketing surveyl.
Unpublished raw data.

¥night, L. A. (1984). Why women do not participat in
intramurals. Unpublished masters thesis, Virginia
Tech, Hlacksburg, VYirginia.

Lenskyi., J. (198&) . Qut of Bounds: Women, Sport, and
Sexuality. Taronto, Ontario: Women®'s Fress.
Kaplan, J. (1R79) . Women and Sports. Mew Yarlos The

Viking Fress.

Mull, R. F., Bavless, K. 6., % Ross, 0. M. (1783).
Recreational Bports Frogramming. N. Falm Beach,
Fla: The Athletic Institution.

Yeagle, 5. D. (1589). CTeam summary reportsl.
Unpublished raw data.



AFFENDIX A

Intramural Farticipation Survey

1. Class Status: I-Freshman 2~-Sophomore Z—-dJunior
4-Benior S—-Graduate S5tudent
2. You live: 1-0On Campus 2-0FF Campus

e Have you ever participated in intramural sports
(team or individual gports) while attending Va. Tech?
l-Yes Z2-RNo

I+ vour answer to guestion number 3 is ves, please
answer questions 4-6. If vour answer to guestion
number 3 is no, please answer questions 7-17.

4. Did yvou participate in intramural sports in the
fall? 1-Yes 2-No

5. Did vou participate intramural sports in the
winter? l-Yes 2-No

d.  What is {(was) vour main reason for participation in
intramwal sports? l-phvsical exercise Z-competition
3-to meeset people 4-fun S-to relax é6-to be with
friends 7-—-it is mandatory 8-awards @P-other

7. Did vou not participate in intramurals because the
intramu-al program is at an inconvienent time? l1-Yes
Z2-No

. f times were more convenient wouw W OU
8 I+ ti t ld vou
participate? I~Yes 2-No

F. I vour answer to questions 7 and 8 were ves, what
sport would vou play: i-+flag football 2Z-flickerball
Z-vollevball d-imnertube water polo S-basketball
b-softball 7-water basketbhall 8-soccer Y-team
handball

10, Do vou not participate in intramurals because of
insutfficient krnowledge about activities (publicity)?
l-Yes ZI-No

11. I+ vou krnew more about events being offered would
vou participate? l-ves Z-MNo



12. Do vou not participate in intramurals because of
the competitiveness involved with the intramural
program? 1-Yes Z-No

13. I+ there were non—competitive leagues would vyou
participate? 1-Yes 2-No

14, Do vou not participate in intramurals because vyou
feel vouwr academics would sutfe? 1-Yes Z-No

15. I intramurals were less time consuming, would vou
participate? 1-Yes 2-No

14, Do you not participate in intramurals because vou
are nat interested in the activities offered? 1-Yes
2-No

17. I+ the intramural program offered activities that
were interesting to yvou, would yvou participate?
1-Yes 2Z-No



AFFENDIX B

Recreational Sports Farticipation Survevy

1. Class Status: 1-Freshman 2-Bophomore A-Jdunior
4-Senior S-Graduate Student
2. HKResidence: 1-0r Campus 2-0ff Campus

3. Have vou ever participated in any type of
intramuwal sports at Va. Tech. this would include
individual and dual activities? 1-Yes 2-Mo

I+ vow answer to guestion number three is YED, please
answer questions 4-b6. If vour answer to guestion
number 3 is NO, please answer guestions 8-16.

4, Did vou participate in intramural sports in the
fall? 1-Yes 2-Mo

S. Did yvou participate intramural sports in the
winter? l-Yes 2~No

&H. Which area {(team sports. individual/dual), did or
do vou participate in? 1-Team Sports 2-Indiv./Dual
Z—-Both

7 . What 1s {(was) yow main reason for participation in
intramural sports? 1-Fhysical Exercise Z-Competition
Z=To Meet Feople 4-Fun S-To Be With Friends &—-fAwards
7—0ther

3. Do vouw not participate in intramural sports because
of inconvienent program times? l1-Yes 2-No

. Would vou participate in intramural sports 1+ times
were nore convenient for yvout? l-Yes Z-No

10, Do vou not participate due to lack of knowledgs
about activities being offered? 1-Yes 2Z-MNo

11. I+ vou knew more about events bheing oftered would
vou participate? 1-ves 2Z-Mo

12. Do vou not participate in intramural sports
becauwse of lack of skills? 1-Yes Z—-No

132, Wowld vou participate 1+ there were informal, non-—
competitive leagues? 1-Yes 2Z-No
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14. Do vou not participate in intramural sports
because of academic reasons? 1-Yes Z-hNo

15. Do you not paticipate in intramural sports because
you have no interest in the acitivites being offered?

I-Yes 2-No

16, I+ the intramural programs offered activities that
were interesting to youw, would vou participate?
1-Yes 2-No
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