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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Opinions have differed greatly as to the merits or the
athletic programs or our public schools. On behalf ot atnleties,
leaners have been hignly enthusiastic in their claims of
untold benerits ana values to be aerivea by participation
in atnletic contests. On the other hana, meny people have peen
prone to laugh at these claims sna to polnmt out harmrul etfects
0f athleties. The latter group has, perhaps, darkenea the
picture to a8 great an extent as the rormer has brightened
ic.
I. PREVIOUS STUDIES
Studies have been made comparing athletes ana non-athletes
in various ways. These studies have been thoroughly reviewed
up To 1962 in Eaton'sl study whieh found smong other things
that a greater proportion of high-school athletes than
noun-athletes graduate rrom college. The literature since
1952 has been ireateu by Snoddy2 in his comparisons

of the mental sbility and scholastic achievement of athletes

1 Dorothy Eaton, "College Carrers ot High-School
Athletes.” (Master's theeis, Indiana State Teachers College,
Terre Haute, Indiana, 1933). * '

2 Marvin 1. Snod&y, "A Comparison ot Secholastie
Achievement of High-Sch00l Athletes ana Non-Athletes of Greene

County, Indiana." (Master's thesis, Indiana State Teachers
College, Terre Haute, Indiana, 1988).
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and non-atﬁletes. This stuay showed no significapnt dirference
in either mental ability or achievement of the two groups.

| As far as the writer has been able to discover noune
of these spudies hes shown the extects of athletics upou the
personmality adjustment of participante. Research by Shanuon3
and 8lso by Crossar4 oohpared the suceese in later lire of high~
gehool leaders with non-leaders. These stuaies, however, Wwere
not coneernea aireetly with the ertecTs upon personality, and
they are not limited to athletes.

II. THE PROBLEM

Statement of vhe problem. The purpose oI this study

ja to ascertain whether participation in organizea high-school
athleties had sny efrect upon personality asdjustment as
measured by Symonds' Adjustment Questiomnaire and by the
raiing scale prepaced by the writer. The writer felt this
wasla highly important phase of athletics ama quite worthy or
eareful secientizie research.

Definitions or "athlete" and "nom-athlete". Various

detinitions of the term athletes have tended to conruse the
issues stuaiea by various writers. Snoday usea the tollowing

derinition: "The athletes are the junior ana senior boys who

] ® J. R. Shannon, "Post-School Careers o1 High-School
Leaders and High~School Scholars." School Review. XXXVII
(November, 1929). Pp. 9566-960.

4 Margaret Crosser, "Follow-up Vocational Study
of Studenis of the Upper and Lower Quartiles or Brazil High-
Sshool Por the Years 1914-1919." (Master's thesis
State Teacners College, Terre Haute, Indians, 19555.

Indiana




have been awardei 8 school letter in one or more sports."5

Sivce some of the Jjunior athletes are not awaraed 5
letters until their senior year, the writer felt that these
’ stadents should be included as athletes. The writer thought

an athletes shoula be dé:inea as any high-school boy who is,

acoording to the coach's juagment, detrinitely earning & letter
in one or more high-school sports. A non-athlete is any high-
| school boy who, aeeoraing to the coach's juigment is not earning
a levter in any high-school sport. Most oY the schools in this
study geve letters only in pasketball.
I1II. MRETHODS OF PROCEDURE ANy SOURC+8 OF PATA

This stuay was limiteu largely to the junior ana

gsenior boys, because by the junior pear the coach should be

able to tell derinively which boys are earning letters. However,

in twoe or the small schools the sopnomores were incluaea pe-
cause ‘The number of boys was 80 small thatv several oI the
sopnomure.boyé were derinitely earning letters. The Symonas'
Adjustment Questionnaire was given to all of the boys of the
junior snd senior classes. These boys werse then ratea by the
prineipal, eoach, and Two classroom teachers. The rating

seale® made possible a rating from O to 10 on each of The

b Snondy. loec. eit.

6 Both the questiomnaire and the rating scale may be
found in the appenaix.

il - -
s




following traits: Co;peration, self-control, leadership, ,
reliabilitj. agreeability, ana sociability.

The above-mantioned vraits were selectea because the
writer relt they were indieatibe 0X development of wholesome
personalities. PFive degrees of eaeh-trait were describead.
These descriptions were arranged unitormly along a scale which
began with the most unuesirable rating and increased graaually
in desirability to & maximun at the other extremity of the
scale. The scale was dividea into 10 sections by small
vertical lines. The persouns doing the rating were instructed
to indicate each boy's relative position along the seale by
making a eheck mark., In scoring the rating scales, the score
on each tralt, as well as the totai score, was recordea for
each boy. The score on each trait was determined by the
section of the secale checkea. »

In preparing the descriptions, the writer attempt ed
to make‘them clear and concise s0 that they woula serve to
guide the persons aoing the rating 1o make as accurate fatings
as possible. Although the rating seale was not standardized,
it waé usea on the same number of athletes and non-sthletes.
No references t0 norms was needed.

The writer was very caretul not to let either the
teavhers or the students know that the groups was fo be devided
~ into athletes and non-athletes until after the oata were agll

taken. In almost every case the writer gave definite instructions

to each teacher personslly a8 to how to0 use the rating secale




properly. Care wés'exercised in explaining to the students
that the teachers woulu not read their answers and that it
would in no way affect their school work._

When the numbers of athletes and non-athleves were
unequal in any sehbol the groups were equalizeda by throwing
out the number in excess trom the larger group. This was
done s0 that each iLeacher woul. rate The same number of
sthletes as nom-acthletss. The aiscarding was done at repnaom
bexore the guesiiounsire and raving scales were Scored S0
that Lhere would be no ienaency to favor either groupe.

The aava were tvaken in the ten following high=
schools: St. Paul, Burmey, Newpoint, Clarksburg, lLetvts,
and Jackson, all or Decatur County; Holton of Ripley County;
Silver Creek ot Clark County; Pontanet and West Terre Haute
of Vigo County. |

Data were taken ior 219 cases. In equalizing the

groups, ninteen cases were thrown out leaving 200 csses,

equally divided into 100 athletes and 100 non-athletes.




CHAPTER II
PRESENTATION OF DATA

| I. ORGANIZATION OF DATA

After the group was divided, the scores of the
questionnaire were tabulated and arranged in tables showing
range of all the athletes and non-athletes on each of the
seven phases of adjustment; ourriculum, social life, administration,
relation to teachers, relationm to other pupils, home amd
family, and personal. Amother teble was prepared showing
range on total scores.

Tables were made showing the range of averages of
the ratings by the prineipal, eoach, and teaehers on each of
the six traits:; cooperation, selt-control, leadership,
reliability, agreéability, end soeiability. The total ratings
were then tabulated making separate tables for ratings ox the
prineipal, ooach, and average of the two class-room teachers.
Then a table was prepared showing range in total ratings
agecording to the average of all of these raters,

II. STATISTICAL METHODS

Throughout the study tvhe central tenaeney and dispersion

0f the athletes and noun-athletes Were compared by the use of

the arithmetic mean and the standard deviation.

, The arithmetic mean was oomputed by the formula:
~true mean - assumed mean + %L;é;i X interval. Sigma,
A .




g or standard deviations, was obtainea by use of the formuls:
f S. n.[/é f?__?@yu _/ N\ interval. The standard error
i %4 NV 5. (f- s
was eomputea by rormula: S. E. or T == .
In finding the reliability ot the ditrferences of
the means, vthe standard error of the differences was obtained

by formula:é; = 72&3%//‘?623a/)b « The signiricance of the

ditfterences in means is inaicatea by the critical ratio which is

obtained by diviaing the difterence in means by the standard
error of the aiftference. A oritical ratio of 5 inaicstes that
it is practically certain a vrue difference exists. A critiecal
ratio of 2 means that the chances are 97.72 out of 100 that a
true difference exists; and if the critical ratio is 1 the
chances are 84.13 out of 100 that there is & true difference.l
III. COMPARISONS ACCORDING TO ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONFAIRE
Comparison of athletes and non-athletes on adjustment in

relation to the curriculum. A eomparison based on Table I

3 reveals there was little ditference in the groups in range and

means. The range was from & to 20 in each case. The means of

the athletes was 13.53, and for the nom-athletes was 15.65.
There is a‘diffarence of .12 in rfavor of the non-athletes.
The reliability of the difference was indieated by the

critvieal ravio which was .24, meening that only 57.93 times

1 BErnest W. Tiegs, anu Claude C. Crawtord.
Statistics Por Teachers, Houghton Mifflin Company, Cambriage,
EEGB.- 1550, Pp, 158-144.,




out of & 100 a differénce would be expected. In light of the
faots presented it is sale t0 econclude that neither the athletes

nor the non-athletes are better adjusved in relation t0 the

school eurrisulum.




TABLE I

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
| ADJUSTMENT IN RETATION TO THE CURRICULUM

—— - e —— et
— — — —

‘ Non-
Scores Athletes Athletes
18-20 ‘ 9 10
156-17 28 28
12-14 o0 o4
9-11 23 le
6~ 8 8 9
B- 5 2 3
‘ Total 100 100
{ Means 13,05 13,66
|
Stanaard
Deviations d.51 3,63
Stanaarda Error b1 0063
] ' Rellability:
Ditt. in mesns .12
In favor or NA
Stanaard EBrror or
Dittrerence «50H
Critical Ratio +24

Chances in 100 of
& true airrerence 5795
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Comparison or athletes anma non-athletes on

adjustment in relation to social life. Again little

difference was found in the two groups as shown in
Table II. The range of each was from O to 13. The
mean of the athletes was 8,22, and that of the non-
athletes was 8.06. The differense was .16 in favor
of the athkletes. Since the ciitieal ratio was only
48, 1t 18 safe to oonolude that the data fail to
show that either the nom-athletes or the athletes

are better adjusted in relatiom to soeiasl life.




ik o

TABLE II

GOMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHIETES ON
ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION TO SOCIAL LIFE

Non-

Scores Athletes Athletes
12-13 1 g
10-11 &8 17

8- 9 4 ol

6= 7 27 2%

4~ b 15 17

2- 3 8 5

0= 1 1 1l
Total 100 100
Means 8,22 8,06
Standard

Deviations 2.28 2,52

Standard Brror oRRE 2562
Reliabilivy:

Diff in means
In favor of

Standarda Error of
Difference ‘

Critical Ratio

Chaneces in 100 of
a true difference

016

0336
*48

67.36

P




Comparison of athletes and nom-athletes on
adjustment in relation to administration. The range

0X the groups was rrom 1 to 9. The mean of the
athletes, indicated 1n.Tab1m 111, wae 5.92, and that
of the non-athletes was o.,08. The difference was .17
in favor of nom-athletes. The critiocal ratio was .67
meaning that the dof fference of the meamns was not
signifieant. In view of the data presented it may

be concluded that nefther group is better adjusted inm

relation to administration.

as




TABLE III

13

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION TO AIMINISTRATION

: Hon-

Scores Athletes Athletes
9 4 2
8 13 8
7 17 23
6 17 22
) 17 19
4 10 - 18
3 156 4
2 4 1
1l o 3
Total 100 100
Means 5.92 6.09
Standard

Deviations 1.92 1.66
Standard Error «192 +166
Reliability:

Diff. in means
In favor oY

Standard Error of
Pifference

Critieal Ratio

Chanees in 100 of
"8 true differenecs

1%

264
«67

74422

§

)
i
I
} S
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Comparison of atinletes ana non-athletes on

adjustment in relation 32 the teachers. The athletes
Eangeu'rrom O to 49, while the non~atnletes rangea trom O to
o4, The mean of the athletes, és shown in Tapnle 1V,

was 21.20, and tnat ot the non~-athletes was 22.20.

This revealed a dirference inm the means &f 100

in ravor or the non-athletes. The relisbility or

the dirference was indicatea by the critical ratio,

which was found to be .90, This is not high enough

to Justity a conclusion that either grouy was

superior in sajustment in relation to the teachers

in lignt or the racts presentea. The chance of a

true airrerence being 81.89 out or 100,




TABLE IV

; COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
1 ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION TO THE TEACHERS

. ’ ——
Secores Athletes Athletes
85-89 1 0
50=34 18 17
26=-29 14 2l
20=24 24 28
16=-19 20 156
10-14 12 14
6= 9 9 2
0= & 2 3
Total 100 100
Means 21. 20 22.20
Standard

Deviations 8.20 7e85
Standard Error «820 . 2-1)
Reliability:
Ditf, in means 1.00
In favor of HA
Standard Brror of

‘Difference 1.110
Critieal Ratio 90

Chances in 100 of
8 true difierence 81,59

e s ctret e

. N
R S e i et
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Comparison of athletes amd mon-athletes on

adjustment in relation to other pupils. In com- 1

| paring the groups, acsording to Table V, the range
of the athletes was found vo pe from 8 to 55, and
that of the non-athietes to be from O to 31l The
mean 0f the athletes was 26.44, and that of the
non~athletes was 24.48. A difference of .96 in
favor of the athletes was founde. A eritical ratvio
of 1.49 shows that the reliability of the aifference

is not great enough to Jjustify s conclusion that a
true dirference exists. Hewever, in light oX the
faots presented, the changes are 92.65 out of 100,
or 18,6 to 1, that the athletes are better adjusted

" inp relastion to other pupils than the non-athletes.




TABIE V 1

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION TO OTHER PUPILS

. ‘ Eoun~
Seores Athletes Athletes
p— ]
82«35 2 0
28=31 31 19
24=2% 86 45
20«23 18 21
16-19 9 12
12«15 o 2
8«11 1 0
= 7 0 0
0= 3 0 l
Total 100 100
- ¥eans 25.44 24,48
; Standarad
Q Deviations 4,64 4.42
| Standard Brror 0464 0442
Reliability:
Diffy in means «96
In favor of A
Standard Brror of
Difference +641
Critieal Ratio 1.49

Chances in 100 of
A true dirference 92,65

-




Comparison of athletes and non-athletes on

ad justmant in relation to the home. The range of

the athletes, ss shown in Table VI, was from 2 to 19,
apd that of the non-athletes was from 4 to 19. The
athletes had a mean of 14.50, while the mean of the
non-athletes was 14.08. %Thls made a difference in
means 0f .42 in favor of the athleves. The eritiecal
ratio of .96 indicated that the differenee is not
sufficiently high to indieate tmat the athletes

are superior in home adjustment in view o¥ the facts

presented.

18




TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHIETES ON
ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION T0 THE HOME

S e e———e oo S e

' Hon=~
Scores Athletes Athletes
18-19 11 8
16-17 : 25 24 |
14~16 24 ' 23 |
12«13 23 24 ;
10-11 10 9
8- 9 6 b
6~ 7 1 6
4~ 5 1l 1l
2= & 1l 0
| ‘
| | Total 100 100 j
| Means 14.50 14.08 |
Standard
Deviations 3.04 5922
! 5 Standard Error 304 «322
Reliability: ?
Diff. in mesns .42 |
In favor of A
Standard Brror of
difference 44
Critieal Ratio 96

Chances in 100 of
8 true difference 82.89
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@omparison of athletes snd non-athletes on

adjustment in relatiou to persomal life. The athletes
ranged from O to 17, as shown in Table VII, and the

non-athlstes from O to 20. The mean of the athletes
was 10.32, and the mean of the non-athletes was 10 to
69, leaving s difference of .27 in favor of the non-
"athletes. This difference of megans was mot a reliable
one, a3 shown by the eritiecal ratio of .54. It is
safe to sonclude that the data tall to show either

group is better adjustea in relation to personal

1ite,
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TABIE VII

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
'ADJUSTMENT IN REIATION TO PERSONAL LIFE

Ron-

j Soores Athletes Athletes
18-20 (1 ) 2
15=17 11 9
12-14¢ 321 23
9-11 27 5l
6= 8 54 27
S« b 6 7
0- 2 1 1l
Total 100 100 |
| Means 10.32 10.59 f
Standard 5
| , Deviations 3.4H 9460 {
Standard Brror 945 « 560 ;
Reliability: |
|
Diff. in means 27
In favor of HA %
Standard Epror of 1
Difference 499
Critieal Ratio <54 ' ;

Changes in 100 of
8 true difiference 69.16

|

e e g e AL gt e PPt ettt re Bt
e e A R et SRt —
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Comparison of athletes and non-athletes in

relavion to total points of the adjustment gquestionnaire.

A slight difference in range was found in Table VIII.
The athletes ranged trom 40 to 129, while the non-
aethletes ranged from 350 to 159. The athletes had

a mean of 97.00; the non-athletes had a mean or 95.50,
making & ditference in means of 1.50 in favor oi the
athletes. Since the erivical ratio was .59, it is
8afe to esonmelude that the dafa shows neither group

is better adjustea in relation to total points
eovered by the questiounnaire.

The aifferences in means ou the separate

_parts were not great. Hach group showed & favorable

difference on four tables. On the whole, the g¢ritical
ratios in favor of the athletes were a little

higher, but in the light of facts presented sufficient
evidence to establish superiority was not present.

The greatest eritieal ratio was 1.49 in favor of the

athletes on.adjustment in relation to other pupils.




TABLE VIII

COMPARISON OF ATHIETES AND NON~-ATHLETES IN

RELATION TO TOTAL POINTS OF THE
ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Soore Athletes Noun-

Athletes
' 150-159 0 o
120-129 13 7
110~119 18 13
100-109 14 17
90« 99 l9 24
80- 89 16 14
70~ 79 11 12
50- 59 2 0
40~ 49 1 0
30= 39 0 1
Total 100 100
Heans 97. 00 950 50
Standard
Deviations 18.40" 18.20
Standard Error l.84 1.82
Reliability:
Diff. in means 1.50
In favor of A
Standard EBrror of
Difference 2.590
Critical Ratho 59

Changes in 100 of
8 trune difference 70,88

23
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Iv. COEPARISOHS ACCORDING TO THE RATING SCALE

Comparigon of athletes and mon-athletes ou

the average of Leagher rating on gooperation. The

range of the athletes, a8 ghown in Table IX, was

from & to 19 and that of the non-athletes was from

4 to 10. The mean of the athletes was 7.5D, while
that of the non-sthletes was 7.43, making a difference
of .14 in favor of the athletes. The oritical Ratio
of .71 means that the difference is mot & Very re-
1iaple ome. It may be concluded that nmeither group

ig superior in cooperation, oen the basis of faects

presented.

24
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TABIE IX

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON

THE AVERAGE OF TEACHER RATING
' ON COOPERATION

Non-

Score Athletes Athletes
10-10.9 | 1 2

9« 929 16 8

8- 8,9 3 a2

7= 7.9 16 28

6~ 6.9 18 16

b~ b.9 14 11

4- 409 2 8

5“ 5.9 2 0
Potal 100 100
Means 7.66 7.42

Standard

Deviatione 1.36 ' 1.8

Standard Error 0186 0143
Reliability:

Diffs in means 14

In favor of A |
Standard EBrror of ;

Difference 197 i

Critical Ratio 71 |
Chances in 100 of ?

A true difference 75,80 '

e ]



Comparfson of athletes snd nou-athletes

on the avetago of the teachers ratings on self-

sontrol. Both groups ranged from 3 to 9. The
mesn of the athletes, as indicated in Table X,

was 6,90, and that 6f the non-athletes 6.87,
leaving & difference od only .03 in favor of the
athletes. Since the oritical rstio was ,05, it
is safe to conclude that on the basis of the faets

discovered, neither group is superior in self-

sontrol.

26
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TABIE X

: BOMPARISON OF ATHLETES ARD NON-ATHLETES ON
AVERAGE OF THE TEACHERS RATING
ON SELF-CONTROL

Non-
Seore Athletes Athletes
9‘9 ° 9 " 4
8-8.9 16 16
T=7.9 £8 24
6=6,9 19 33
5=5.9 22 37
4"40 9 5 4
B3=3.9 3 2
Total 100 100
| Means 690 687
é , Standard

Deviations l.44 1.27
Standard Error 0ld4d «187 1
Reliability: ,‘
Diff, in meam 03 5
In favor of A
Standard Error of '

bifterence « 607
Critieal Ratio «05

Changes in 100 of
8§ true difference 51.99

— i
——— |
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comparibon of athletes and non-athletes on

the average of teacher ratimgs on leadership. The

range of beth groups, indigated in Table XI, was

from 2Ato 9, The mesn of the athletes was 5.89,

and that of the non-athletes was 4.86, making a
difference in means of 1.03 in favor of the athletes.
The reliability of the difference was very high as
shown by the eritical ratio of 4.70, In so far

as the scale was reliable snd the data répresentative
of & typical cross-section, it is safe tvo concluds,
on tné Wasis of the faote presented, that the

athletes are superior te the non-athletes in

leadership.
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TABIE XI

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
: AVERAGE OF THE TEACHER RATENGS
ON LEADERSHIP

Non-

Total Athletes Athletes
9"9 09 1 1
8=8,9 9 4
7=7.9 16 8
6-649 16 9
5=5.9 29 13
5-3.9 -9 24
2-2.,9 1 8
Total 100 100
Means 5.89 4,86
Standard

Deviations 1.560 1.59
Standard Brror «1560 0159

i

Reliability: , j
Diff, in means 1.08 |
In favo:lof A
Standard Error of

Difference «219
Critieal Ratilo 4.70

Chances in 100 of '
-8 trus ditference 99.99987

. ,&l

"

— !




Comparison of athletes smd non-athletes

on the average of teacher ratings om relisbility.

The athletes ranged from 4 to 10 and the non-
avhletes from 3 to 10. The atnietes, a8 shown in
Table XII, had a meas of 7.32, and that of the non-
athletes was 6.96, leaving a difference in means

of .36, in favor of the athletes. The critieal

ratio was 1l.46, mepaning that it is by no means
eertain that the athletes are superior on reliability
to non-athletes in light of the faots presented.
However, the chanees are 92.65 out of 100 that the

difforence ig a trus one.

30
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TABLE X1

COMPARISON OF ATHIETES AND NON=-ATHLETES ON
THE AVERAGE OF TEACHER RATINGS
ON RELIABILITY

e e e

None
Seore Athleges Athletes
10-10.9 2 1
9- 9,9 14 11
8~ 8,9 12 18
7= 7.9 30 21
6= 6.9 19 19
6= 5.9 p IS 14
4= 449 9 lé
3= 3.9 0 : 2
Total 100 100
} Means 7.32 6.96
| Standard
l Teviations 1l.61 1.66
Stanaard Beror 0151 +166
Reliability:
Diffy i meams 96
In favor of A
Standard'nrror of -
Difference » 246
Critieal Ratio 1.46

Chances in 100 of
8 trug difference 92,65

|
l




Compgrison ot athletes and non-gthletes on

the average of tveacher ratings on agreeabilitx. The
range‘ 0f the athletes, indicated im Pable XIII, was

from & to 10 and vhat of the non-athletes rrom 3 to 9.
There was very littie dl tference in the meams. That
of the athletes was 7.21, and that o0r the non-athletes
was 7.24, leavinga ditference of .05 in favor of

ths non-sthletes. Sihoe the oritiesl ratio was 17,
it may be concluded that meither group is superior

in relation to agreeability in l&ght of the facts

presented.

a8




TABLE XIII
' COMPARISON OF ATHIETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
THE AVERAGE OF TEACHER RATINGS
ONAAGBEEABILITY
Non-

Score Athletes Athletes

10-10.9 1 0

9‘ 909 9 6

8" 8:9 19 24

Te 7.9 27 . 3l

6“' 6.9 28 24

5~ 5.9 8 9

g 449 ¥ 4

5"‘ 309 1 2
; Total 100 100
f Means 7.21 7.24
i Standard
; Deviations 1.39 1.30
; Standard Brror - ¢ 139 +130
|

Reliabilicy:

Diff. in means 03

In favor of NA

Standard Brror of

Difference 174
Critiecal Ratio o 17

Chanoces in 100 of -
a8 true al frerence 56,96
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Comparisoh of athletes and non-athletes

on average of the teacher ratings on soeisbility.
Comparison, based on Table XIV, revealed a con-

siderable difference in range. The athletes

ravged from § to 9, while the non-athletes ranged

from 2 t0o 9. The mean of the athletes was 7.46,

while that of the non-athletes was 6,49, making

a difterence of .97 im favor of athletes. This
dirference was show to be highly reliable, as

was indicatea by the criticalAratio of 5.71. According
to the measures used amd in so rar as the data
represented & typicasl cross-seetion, it may be

eonelnded that the atnletes are superior in view of

‘the facts presented.



TABLE XIV

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON=-ATHLETES ON
AVERAGE OF THE TEACHER RATINGS
ON SOCIABILITY

’ | - None

Total Athletes Athletes
99,9 11 : 1l
8‘8.9 20 15
7=-7.9 52 19
6-609 28 ) 50
5‘5.9 9 28

| 4~4,.9 -0 4

} 5-509 0 1

{ 2‘2.9 0 1

|

‘ Total 100 | 100

‘ Means 7.46 6449

f Standard :

j Deviations 1.1 1.2% ‘
Standard Brror 0113 127
Reliability:
Diff. in means 97
In favor of _ A
Standard Error of

Difference : 170

Critical Ratio 6.71

Chances in 100 of
A true difference 9999999
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Gomnﬁrison ot athletes and non-athletes

on total points according to the poaches' rating.

The range of both groups, indicatea in Table XV,

- was from 20 to 59. The mean of the athletes was

41.85, sand that of the non-athletea was 58.55, making
a difference of 5.50 im favor of the athletes. This
difference was fairly relisble, as shown by the
eritical pratio of 2.80, whieh indipates that the
ohances are 99.74 out of 100 that the difference

is a true one. The superiority of the athletes 1s

not quite a certainty in the light of the facts

presented.
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TABLE XV

{ COMPARISON OF ATHIETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
| TOTAL POINTS ACCORDING TO THE
COACHES' RATING

£ Noun-~
chres Athletes Athleces
§5-569 7 2
60-64 11 4
45-49 19 19
40~44 24 31
36~-59 16 - 14
30-34 15 20
26-29 6 12
20-24 d 4
16-19 0 _ 0
Total 100 100
Means 41.85 38.586
Standard
Deviationas 8.70 7.90
Standard Brror 870 790 |
Reliability:
Diffy in mesns 3.80
In favor of A 1
S8tandard Brror of ' |
Difference 1.18 ?
Critiesl Batio 2,80 |
Chences in 100 ox f'
% 8 trus difference , 99.74 -
=== = ] {
% ‘
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Comparison or athletes and non-athletes

on total points apgording to the prineipals' ratiung.
Both groups rangea trom 20 to 59. The mean of

the athletes, indicated in Tablé XVI, was 8.75,

and that of the nom-athletes was &l5, leaving

a difference of 1.25 in tavor of the athletes.

The critical ratio was 1.04 indieaving that it is

not certain that there is a true aifference according
to the ratings of the principels. The ehances

are 85.31 out or 100 that the athletes are superior

according to the measures usea.
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TABLE XVI

COMPARISON OF ATHIETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
TOTAL POINTS ACCORDING TO THE
PRINCIPALS' RATING

Non-
Scores Athletves Athletes
55=69 8 5
60-54 16 8
46-49 17 22
i 40=44 21 19
i 85=39 15 23
| 5034 16 17
| 26-29 7 &
i 20-24 1 %
| Total 100 100
1
| Means 42.45 41.20
I
; Standard
Deviations 8.75 8.156
Standard Error «875 815 |
i
Reliability: |
iiff. in means 1,25
|
In favor of A 5
Standard Error of
Diiference 1,20
Crivieal Ravio 1.04

Chances in 100 of 1
& true difference 85.31
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Comparison of athletes and non-athletes

on total points asccording to the class~room teachers'

raving. The athletes ranged rrom 25 to 59‘and

the non-athletes from 20 to 59.  The mean of the
athletes, indicated in Table XVII, was 41.90.

and that 6f the non-athletes was 58.60,_m§k1ng

s difference in mesns of 3.30. The ﬁritioai rétip'

of 3.17 indlcates that is is practicaliy qertain

' that the dirference is a true ome. Iy so far &8

the measures used are relisble snd the dacva re-
presentative of a typlieal croés-section, it
is safe t0 conclude that the athletes are superior

accordaing to the ratings of the class-room teachers.

"It is interesting to note that aifference: according

to the class-room teachers was just the same as : p
the diiference:: asccording to the coaches' rating. !

The coaches might have shown & tendency to over-

estimate the athletes.
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TABLE XVII

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
| POTAL POINTS ACCORDING TO THE
; ) : CLASS-ROOM TEACHERS' RATING
‘ _

Seo Athletes Non-
eore ete Athletes
55-59 3 1

: 50-54 11 4

| 45-49 18 19

i . 40~44 30 . 19

? 56~359 a 25

| 30~54 : 1 21

% 26-29 6 10
20-24 0 3
Total 100 100
Means | 41.90 38,60
Standard

Deviations 7420 7.60 ;
Standard Error «720 - 760 5
Reliability:
Diff, in mesuns $¢30
in favor of A
Standard Brror of
Difference 1l.04

Oritical Ratio 8417

Chances in 100 of
8 true dirference 99,918
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Comparigon of athletes and non-athletes on
total points according to average of all teachers'

ratings. The athletes ranged from 25 to 69 amnd

the non~-athletes f:bmAzo to b4. The mean or the
athletes, as8 shown in Table XVIII, was 42.25, and

that of the non-athletes was $9.06, making a
differsnce in means of 3.80 in favor of the athletes.
Since the eritieal ratio was 86.40, it is safe

to oconcluae that the data show the athletes are

are superior. The writer felt that these fiundings were

renaered more significant by not letting the

teachers ooing the rating know the cases were to

be divided into athletes anu non-gathletes until

atter the data were taken.
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TABLE XVIII

; COMPARISON OF ATHIETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
| TOTAL POINTS ACCORDING TO AVERAGE
OF ALL TEACHERS! RATINGS

T —

Non-

Secore Athletes Athletes
55-59 . 4 0
50-54 7 5
45-49 20 13
40~-44 35 29
55-39 20 25
30-%4 11 18
25=29 3 9
20-2¢ : 0 1l
Totsl 100 100
Mesans 42,25 89,06
Standard

Deviations 6.60 6.70 [’
Standard Error «660 670

i

Reliabillty: |
Diffo in means 3.80 i
In favor of A ;
Standard Error of ;

Difference 940
Critical Ratio 3+40

Chances in 100 of :
a true difference 99,996




CHAPTER III
SUNMARY AND CONCLUSION
I. SUMMARY OF PINDINGS
Comparison of tne atnletes anu non-atnletes ac-

eoruing o adjustment as measured by Symonas' Questionnaire,

a8 shown in Table XIX, revealea no findings certain enough
to justiry aerinive oonclusion.' The most signiricamt
difference was round in favor of the athletes on adjustment
in relstion vo other pupils. According to the data pre-
sented, the 0dds are 12.6 to 1 that the athletes are superior.
Comparisons aoeoéding to the ratings of the prine-
eipals, eoaches, and class-roog teaoners,'tne judges notv
knowing tne caées were to be dividea into athletes and non-
athletes, revealed & highly signifieant différence in favor
of the athletes on leacership and soeianrility. The ratings
on 8ll traits acecording tb the a#enage ratings of the prin-
sipals, coaches, and class-room teachers also revealed a
‘highly signifiesant difference in tavor of the athletes.
There were tive dfferences in favor of the non-athletes;
but 8ll of the critieal ratios ot these were below l. There
were five diiferences in favor or the athletes wlith eritical

ratios below 1; 4 with critical ratios between 1 and &; and

4 with eritiecal ratioma above 3.
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TABXE XIX
SUMMARY OF DATA

‘ Tables of Diff. in Pavor Critieal
{ - Questionnaire  means . Ratio
| —
f Currieulum 12 BA 24
Soelal Life .16 A 448
: Administration 17 BA 67
Teachers 1.00 NA «90
Other Pupils 96 A 1.49
Home | ou2 A <96
Personal TLife o 2Y RA o4
Total pointe or
Questionnai re 1.50 A « 569
Tables of Rating
Seals
Cooperation + 140 A 71
Self-eontrol | «03 A « 05 |
Leadership 1.03 A 4.70
Reliablity .36 A 1.46 ’
Agreesbility « 03 NA o 17 ;
Seciability 97 A 5.71 |
Coaches' ratings 3430 A 2,80 f ”
Principals' ratings  1.26 A 1.20 1
clasa-toom‘roachers'
ratings 3.30 A 5.17
Average of all :
Teachers' ratings 3.20 A $:.40




II. CONCLUSION
In 80 far as the data representved a typioal
crogs-section, ana in so rar as the teachers' ratings
are reliéble, it 1s safe to concluue that the athletes
are superior in lesdership and sociability. The

writer dees no conclude, however, that participation

in atnletes is responsible 10r this superiority,

éo
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ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
’ FORM A

By Percivar M. SYMONDs
TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

me ' - .

! (First name) (Last name)

€ . ‘ years - Last Birthday.

te - Class in School

me Address

‘her’s Name Father’s Occupation....

! Brothers’ and Sisters’ Names Age " School Grade or Occupation
;

’ . ‘Subjects taken this year ‘ ' " 'Teacher’s Name .

. . . . : : . 1
N .

'
X

yéghit School Organizations do you belong? If you hold an office mention it below

R NN . )
+
Vi

In what sports do you participate?

Copyright 1932 by Percival M. Symonds




The questions in this folder are given to you to find out how well yoy 4
satisfied with your school and your home. They are asked to find out whetheys"
you would like to have some things changed or whet_her evel:ything suits you ad 4
it is. Probably everyone is troubled about some things which he wishes werdd
different and is satisfied with other things which he would like to keep as they"‘: u
are. This is an opportunity for you to indicate whether you like or dislike thing§0
at school and at home. Answer all the questions as carefully and as truthfullii‘,w”‘;
as you can. !
Below are 23 questions each of them to be answered by YES or NO. Reac}ojﬂ“
each statement carefully. If your answer is YES draw a line under the wm{i @
“YES?”; if your answer is NO, draw a line under the word “NO”. H:{Zﬂ)’
Take each question in order. Answer every question. Answer truthfully‘,
Read the samples before you begin so that you will understand how th{D'R
questions shall be answered. ta

SAMPLES 1
a. Do you like to have a good time? YES Ng¥
b. Do you enjoy a toothache? YES Ng#
IN RELATION TO THE CURRICULUM 'fz-‘is
1. Do you dislike any of the subjects you are now studying in "
school? YES q r
2. Name them. vj
3. Are you required to take these subjects that you dislike? YES
4. Do you make good marks in the subjects that you like? YES
5. Do you spend much time in study on the subjects you do not
like? YES
6. Do you often fail in the subjects you dislike? YES
7. Would you like to drop any of your subjects? ~ YES
Name them.
8. Do you think there are too many required subjects? YES
9. Would you like more freedom in choosing what you study? YES

10. Do you think there should be more try-out or optional subjects? YES

11. Do you think your high school training will do you much good
unless you go on to college? YES

12. Are there subjects you would like to take in school if they
were offered ? YES

13. Do you ever feel that you would like to leave school and go to

work? YES
14. Are most of your studies interesting ? YES
15. Do you ever worry for fear you will not pass in school ? YES

16. Is there any subject in which you don’t care whether you do
good work or not? YES




\"'E i “
‘\q‘.

|
[

§7 Do you like to master difficult subjects? YES NO

8. Are your textbooks interesting and easy to read? YES NO

‘9 Do you feel that most of your subjects will be of great help to
& .
you when you finish school ? YES NO

:,0. Do you expect to quit school as soon as possible ? YES NO

1. Do you have difficulty in doing all the work required of you in
.- most of the subjects you are studying? YES NO

. Do you wish there were more holidays and longer vacations? YES NO

3. Do you feel sometimes that you must work harder to keep up the
% record you made in previous years in school ? YES NO

IN RELATION TO THE SOCIAL LIFE OF THE SCHOOL

l. Do you think student organizations tend to be snobbish ? YES NO
.. Do you think that pupils have an equal chance to become officers

. in school organizations? YES NO
). Do you think pupils must belong to a special group in order to

v become members of social organizations? YES NO
-k Should student organizations be given more liberty than they

" now have? YES NO
i. Is the student government of this school controlled by a small

group? YES NO

.. Do you enjoy the assembly periods in the school ? YES NO

", Is the student government worth while? YES NO
%I Should the principal and the teachers take part in the work of

, the student council ? YES NO

\ Are the assembly periods too long? YES NO

. Do extra-curricular activities take time that should be used for .
lessons ? YES NO

. Do you feel that you are not a welcome member in any of the
school clubs? ’

YES NO
;» Do you like the way the clubs to which you belong are run? YES NO

| IN RELATION TO THE ADMINISTRATION
+ Would you hesitate to go to the principal for advice if you

" i ‘thought you needed it? _ YES NO
~+ Do you dread being called upon to recite when the principal or

| supervisor visits your class? ‘ YES NO
Y Is it your opinion that too much emphasis is placed upon good

order or discipline in this school? YES NO

. Do discipline or rules often interfere with your activities? YES NO

Are you ever punished for things you do not do? YES NO

pﬂ* " Do you think there are too many rules in the school? YES NO

i
|

L
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10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

135.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

21
22,

23.

24.
25.

. Do you think that examinations in general are fair?

Do you think the rules are enforced equally against all offenders? YES "
YES:
- YES

Do you like examinations in school ?

IN RELATION TO THE TEACHERS

. Do any of your teachers show favoritism?

. Do you distike any of your teachers?

Would you select another teacher in any of your subjects if you
were permitted to?

Do all of your teachers make the assignment clear?
Do your teachers praise you when you hand in good work?

Do any of your teachers enjoy criticising your faults and errors?

. Do your teachers usually understand your difficulties?

Do any of your teachers mark examinations too severely?
Do your teachers require too much home work?
Are all of your teachers thoughtful and considerate?

Do you believe that the marks that a teacher gives depend upon
how much he or she likes the pupil?

Do all of your teachers treat you as a friend ?

Are any of your teachers conceited and pleased to express what
they know ?

Are all of your teachers willing to explain again topics that you
do not understand?

Do your teachers make assignments too long?

Do any of your teachers have a wrong opinion about you?
Do your teachers make the assignments too difficult?

Do you like criticism from your teachers?

Do any of your teachers spend most of their time “preaching”
to the class?

Do all your teachers give you opportunities to express your
opinions ?

Do any of your teachers allow a few pupils to do all the reciting?

As a rule are students who make the best marks in your classes
the ones who bluff ?

Do you think any of your teachers would like to transfer you to
another class or to another school ?

Do most of your teachers try to make the class interesting?

Have you any teacher who does not i i
3 appreciate something funn
that happens in class? PP e y

YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES

YES

YES
YES

YES




,26 Do you think that any of your teachers are too strict?
N

7. Are you given a chance to tell or show what you know in your
classes?

‘28. Are you glad when any of your teachers are absent?
79. Do your teachers ever embarrass you before the class?
-30. Are any of your teachers cold and impersonal?

%1 Are you ever unjustly reprimanded by any of the teachers in the
" school?

»:32. Are any of your teachers more interested in their subjects than
" in the pupils?

‘83, Do any of your teachers use sarcasm or ridicule as a method of
% keeping discipline ?
problems and give you advice?

5. Do any of your teachers resent having a pupil express an opin-

r
il
t
|
:;34. Are your teachers generally willing to talk with you about your
$5. Do any
! ion which differs from her own?

!

|

IN RELATION TO OTHER PUPILS
. Are you popular with other students?
. Are there members of your class that you thoroughly dislike?

. Are you disliked by many of your classmates?

|
2
3
/4 Do you think pupils who are grinds make the best marks?
5. Do your best friends ridicule school work ?

6. Do you like the best students in your class?

{7. Do you like to excel or beat others in their class work?

",l& Do a few of the pupils do all the talking during a recitation?
9. Do you like to volunteer in a recitation?

0. Are your classmates more friendly than they were in the lower
1 grades?

jL. Do you have as much fun now as you did in the lower grades?

2 Do you find that friends are easy to make?

. Do other pupils ever give you a chance to express yourself ?
. Have you many friends among your classmates?

- Do you make any effort to have more friends?

- Do any of your classmates show that they dislike you?

- Do other pupils ever call you names?

- Do you sometimes wish you had no friends?

. Do other pupils ever ridicule you when you recite in class or
when you play games?

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

NO

NO
NO
NO
NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO



20.
21,
22.
23.

24.

25.
26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
31
32.

33.

Do you feel free to express your opinion among other students? *.°

Do people like to tease you?
Are many of your classmates snobbish?

Do you like to talk with girls (if a boy) ; or do you like to talk
with boys (if a girl)

Do girls like to talk with you (if a boy) ; or do boys like to talk
with you (if a girl)

Do other pupils tend to ignore you?
Do you approve of the conduct of most of the students?

Do you feel that most of the students are superior to you in
school work?

Do you feel out of place in a group of pupils?

Do pupils enjoy playing jokes on you?

Do other pupils give you all the credit you deserve?

Do you ever worry because you are not as strong as other pupils?

Do you often wish you could get completelyvaway from everyone
so that you could enjoy being alone?

Would your friends “stand by” you if you were in serious
difficulties ?

IN RELATION TO HOME AND FAMILY

. Are you doing as much or as well in school as your parents

expect you to do?

. Do you do as well as your brothers and sisters (or friends) ?

3. Do you feel that you have as much spending money as you ought

N O A

(o]

to have?

. Do your parents require you to do many tasks around the house?
. Do you like to ask your father for advice or help?
. Do you often ask your friends to go home with you?

. Are you often embarrassed because you are ashamed of your

clothes?

. Do.you ever feel that your parents do not care for you?

. Do your parents think that most of your teachers are good

10.
11.
12.

13.

teachers?
Do you study or pretend to study to avoid home duties?
Do you feel lonely when at home?

Dodygur parents want you to do many things that you dislike
to do

Do you ever feel that you would like to leave home?

YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES -




::; . Do your parents ever praise you when you have done something
particularly well?

2115, Do you have a place to keep your own things at home where they
I will not be disturbed ?

.16 Does your brother or sister seem to be more of a favorite with
"| either of your parents than you do?

.17, Do you feel that you can tell either your father or mother about
" the things that trouble or worry you?

18. Do your parents still treat you as if you were a little child?

119, Do you have to go to bed too early?

PERSONAL

11, Do you feel that you are making quite a success of the things
you do?

| 2. Do you feel that people appreciate you?
| 3. Do you often wish you could have more fun than you have now?
4, Do you think your work this year is rather monotonous ?

|5 Would you like to be able to go to parties, movies, etc., more
often?

16, Do people ever make fun of you?

7. Do you ever worry about things you have done that you have
never told anyone about?

8 Do you ever feel afraid because you don’t understand about the
world and what controls it and where it is going?

19. Do you ever wish that you had someone who could tell you things
| about sex that you would like to know ?

0. Do you ever feel ashamed of things that you have done?

[l Do you sometimes feel that you would like to be free to do just
what you pleased?

{2 Do you sometimes feel that the things you do are of little im-
portance ?

B. Do you feel that your ideas and opinions are as good as those of
your classmates ?

g . Do you wish for things that you know you cannot have?
5. Do you ever have the “blues”?

. Do you think that people often have a really better opinion of
you than you deserve?

. Do you wish you could be more attractive?
T Are you in good health?

] 9. Do you like to daydream?

1,‘;10. Do you get tired easily?

| S

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

NO

NO

NO

NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO

NO

NO

NO
NO

NO

NO

NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
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Cooperation

ADJUSTMENT RATING SCALE

flatly re-
fuses to
cooperate

: Self—control

I

usually
cooperates

always
cooperates
willingly

extreme
reaction
high strung

i Leadership

It |

3

usually
is self-
controlled

always dis-
plays self-
control

kReliability

R\
&

§ never
b able to
4 lead

often
leads

unusual
ability

never meets
responsi-
bilities

Agreeability

reliable un-
less something

almost
always
reliable

always meets
responsi-
bilitieg

gets along
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