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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Opinions have differed greatly as to the merits or the

athletic programs ox our public schoole. On behalf or atnletics,

leauers have been hignly enthusiastic 1n their claims of

untold benerits anQ values to be Qerivea by participation

in atnletio contests. On the other hana, many people have Deen

prone to laugh at these claims ana to point out harmrul effects

of athletics. The latter group has, perhaps, darlmnea. t.he

picture to as great an extent as the 70rmer has brightened

it.

I. PREVIOUS STUDIES

StUdies have been made oompariqg athletes anu non-athletes

in various ways. These studies have been thoroughly reviewed

up to 19D2 in Eaton'sl Study which found among other things

that a greater proportion of high-school athletes than

non-athletes graduate rrom college. The literature since

1952 has been treateu by Snoddy2 in his oomparisons

of the mental ability and scho1astio achievement of athletes

1 Dorothy Eaton, "College Carrers Of High-School
Athletes." (Master's thesis, Indiana State Teachers College,
Terre Haute, Indiana. 1953).

2 Karvin L. SnOddy, "A Comparison or Soholastic
.ohievement of High-SOhoo1 Athletes and Non-Athletes of Greene
County, Indiana." (Master's thesis, Indiana State Teachers
COllege, Terre Haute, radiana, 1958).

" ,
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-
and non-athletes. ThIs stuay showeQ no significant dirference

in either mental ability or achievement of the ~wo groups.

As far as the writer bas been able to discover none

of these studies has shown the effects of athletics upon the

personali~y adjustment of participants. Research by Shannon5

and also by crosser4 oompared the success in later lire of high

school leaders with non-leaders. These stuUies, however, were

not concerneu uirectly with the erteuts upon personality, and

they are not limite~ to athletes.

II. THE PROBLEM

Statement !!~ prOblem. The purpose or this s~udy

is to ascertain Whether. participation in organized high-school

athletics had any effect upon personality adjustment as

measured by Symonds' Adjustment Questionnaire and by the

-rating scale prepa.ced by the writ ere The wri't er felt this

was a highly important phase of athletics and quite worthy o~

oareful scientific research.

Definitions ot "athlete" and "non-athlete~. Various- --
definitions of the term athletes have tended to conmse the

issues stunie d by vari ous wri"terse Snoddy useci the following

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

3 J. R. Shannon, "Post-Sohool Oareers of High-Sohool
Leaders an~ High-Sohool ScholarS." School Review. XXXVII
(November, 1929). Pp. 966-960.

4 Margaret Crosser, "~ollow-up Vocational StUdy
of Studen~s of the upper and Lower ~artiles or BraZil High
Sohool ror the Years 1914-1919." .(Master 1 s thesis. Indiana
State Teacners College, Terre Haute, Indiana, 19~~,.
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have been awarded 8 school letter in one or more sports. no

SU).ce some of the junior athletes are not 8wara.ed

letters until their senior year, the writer felt that these

stlldents should be included as athletes. The writer thought

an athle~es shoula. be dexined as any high-sohool bOy who is,

according to the coaoh's jUdgment, deXinitely earning a letter

in one Or more high-school sports~ A non-athlete is any high

school bay WhO, accoraing to the coach's jUdgment is not earning

a letter in any high-sohool sport. Most ot the schools in this

study gave letters only in Dasketball.

III. METHODS OF PROCEDTffiE AN~ SOURC 4 :S OF »ATA

This stu~y was limite~ largely to the junior and

senior ooys, oecause by the junior ,ear the coach should be

aDle to tell dezinitely Which boys are earning letters. However,

in two o~ the small schools the sopnomores were incluaeaDe

cause -the numDer of Days was 80 small that several ot the

sophomore. bOyS were derinite1y earning letters. The Symond$'

Adjustment Questionnaire was given to all of the boys of the

~unior ana. senior classes. These boys were then ratea. by the

prinoipal, coach, and tWO classroom teachers. The rating

seale6 made possiole a rating from 0 to 10 on each of the

6 9noo.o.y. ~. ill.
6 Both the questionnaire and the rating scale may be

toed i'D the appendix.
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following traits: Cooperation, self-control, leadership,

reliability, agreeability, ann sooiability.

The a.ove-mentioned traits were selecten because the

writer relt they were indicatibe or development of wholesome

personalities. Five degrees of each trait were described.

These descriptions were arranged uniIorm1y along a scale whioh

began with the most unuesirable rating and increasea gradually

in desirability to a maximun at the other extremity of the

scale. The scale was divinen into 10 sections by small

vertical lines. The persons doing the rating were instruoted

to indicate each boy's relative position along the scale 'by

ma~ing a check mark. In scoring the rating scales, the score

on eaoh trait. as well as the total score, was reoorded fOr

eaoh boy. The score on each trait was determined by the

section of the scale checken.

In preparing the descripti ons, the writer attempt ed

to make them clear and concise so that they wouln serve to

guide the persons noing the rating to make as acourate ratings

as possible. Although the rating scale was not standardized,

it was used on the same numDer of athletes and non-athletes.

No references to norms was neetied.

The writer was very earexul not to let either the

teauhers Or the students know that the groups was to be devided

into athletes an4 non-athletes until after the oata were all

taken. In ala~ei every ease the writer gave definite instructions

to each teauher personall1 ae to how to USe the rati~ soa1e



properly. Care was exercised in explaining to the students

that the teachers woult!. not read their answerS and 'that it

would in no way affect their sohoo1 work.

When the numbers of athletes and non-athle'tes were

un~qua1 in any sChool the groups were equalized by throwing

out the numoer in exeess from the larger group. This was

done so that each ~eache~ woul~ rate the same number Of

athletes as non-a~hletes. The discarding was done at random

before the ques~ionnaire and ra~i~g soales w~e seared so

that ~here would Oe no tenuency to favor ei't.her group.

T.b.e U8\1a wel:eliaken in line ten following high..

SChools: St. Paul, Burne~, Newpoint, Clarksburg, Letlis,

and Jackson, all or Decatur County; Holton of Ripley County;

Silver Creek of Clark County: Pontanet and West Terre Haute

of Vigo County.

Data were ,aken tor 219 cases. In equalizing the

groups, nlnteen cases were thrown out leaVing 200 esses,

equally divided into 100 athletes and 100 non-athletes.



CHAPTER II

PRESENTATION OJ' DATA

I. ORGANIZATION or DATA

After the group was divided, the scores of the

questionnaire .ere tabulated and arranged in tables Showing

range of all the athletes and nOD-athletes on each o~ the

seven phases of adjustmen~; ourriculum, sooia1 life, au-inistration,

r.la~ion to teachers, relation to ether pupils, home and

family, and personal. Another talll. was prepared Showing

tange On total soore8.

Tables were made sb~ing the range of averages of

the ratings by the principal, ooach, and teachers on each of

the six traits; oooperation, self-control, leadership.

reliability, agreeability, and sooiability. The total ratings

were then tabulated making 8epara~e tables for ratings of the

prinoipal, coach. and avetage of the two class-room teachers.

then a table was prepared showing range in total ratings

aooording to the average of all of theae rate~a.

II. STATISTICAL METHODS

Throughout the stUdy ~he central tendenoy and dispersion

of the athletes &Ddnon-athletes were oompared by the use of

tbt arithmetic mean and ~e s~andard deviation.

!he aritJ:unetic mean was oomputed bl the :formula:

'true meaD = assumed mean -y- ~ fdX interval. Sigma,
.AI
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or standard deviations, was obtained by use of the formula:

s. }).[1'~cj_ 1~!c!)-'l.. ] /\ interval. The standard error
. /V C 6

was compute<l I)y rormula: S. E. orCh] -::. --y;;;- •
In finding the reliability of the dit~erences at

the means, the standard error of the ciit~.rence8 was obtained

by formula:~ .::: 11(/;,) ~t ttn.J J-.. The signiricance of the

differences in means is indicate<l by the critical ratio which is

obtained by d.ivi ding the difference in means by the standard

error of the tt1tference. A critical ratio of 5 indioa~es that

it is practically certain a true difference exists. A critical

ratio Of 2 means that the chances are 9'1.'12 out of 100 that a

true difference exists; and if the critical ratio is 1 the

chances are 84.15 out of 100 that there 18 a true difference. l

III. COMPARISONS ACCORDING TO ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Compar1son ~ athletes ~ ~-athletes !e !!1ustment ~

relation to the curriculum. A oomparison based on Table I-_ ............-...-.....=

reveals there was little difference in the groups in range and

means. The range was from 5 to 20 in each ease. The means of

the athletes was 13.53, and for the non-athletes was 13.65.

There is a difference of .12 in favor of the non-athletes.

The reliability of the d1fference was indicated by the

critical ra~io Which was .24. meaning that only 5'1.93 times

1 Ernest W. Tiegs. and ClaUde C. Crawford.
Statistics !!!: feaob.ers ,Houghton Jl1fflin Oompany. Cambrici.ge,
Ii,•.. 1930. Pp. 1~8-144.



out o£ a 100 a differenoe would be expe~ted. In lIght of 'he

faots pres6Dted It1s sate to OOD01ude that neither the athletes

nor ~n. non-a~hletes are better ad~us~e~ in relation to tbe

s04001 ourriou1um.
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TABLE I

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
ADJUST~mNT IN RELATION TO THE CURRICULUM

Scores Athletes Non-
Athletes

18-20 9 10
1D-1'1 28 28
12-14 ~O 34

9-11 23 16
6- 8 8 9
3- {; 2 3

Total 100 100

Means 13.t1;1 13.66

Stand.ard
Deviations 3.01 3.63

Stana.ard. Error .301 .363

Re1iabi1i ty:

Dift. in means

In favor 0:1:"

Stanu.ard Error or
Di:rrerence

Oritioa1 Ratio

Ohanoes in 100 of
a true nizference

.12

NA

5'1.9';
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Comparison !! 8th1!~es ~ ~-athle~es ~

~ustment ~ relation l! sooia1~. Aga1b little

differenoe was found in'the twO groups as shown in

!ab1e II. fhe range of each was from 0 to 15. The

meaD of tba athletes was 8.22, and that of the non

athletes was 8.06. The difference was .16 in favor

o"l the a"'ltletes. Sin08 the' oritical ratio was only

.48, it is 8afe ~o oonolude that the data fail to

show that either the non-athletes or the athletes

are better adjusted in relation to 80uial life.



TABLB II

~JlPAaISO:N OJ ATHLETES AIm lfOIl-ATHLRTES O.
ADJt1STDft lli BELATIO. TO SOCIAL LIFE

Score8 Athlete. lion-
Athletes

12-13 1 2
10-11 22 1'1

8- 9 34 31
6- '1 2'/ 2'/
4- I) 13 1'1
2- 5 2 I;
0- 1 1 1

Total 100 100

Meaus 8.22 8.06

Standar(i
Dev1ations 2.22 2.52

StanQard Error .222 .262

"111

Beliabil1t1:

D1" in means

In favor o:f

Standard ErroN' o:f
D1ffereDce

Cr1tlcal Batl0

ChanGe. ln 100 of
a true diff"e1"enoe

.16

A

.48

6'1.56



.::c:.:.om=p_a~~:.:i:.:8~,o;,;:;n .!l a thletee !!!.! ~-athle t es .2!

!!.1U81IleD't .!1! ~elat1on to aUninistl'at1on. the range

Ox 't.b8 groups was from 1 to 9. The meaD of the

athletes. indioated in 'ab~ III. was 0.92. and tha~

of the non-athletes was 0.01. The 41fference was .1'

1n tavor of non-athletes. !he orit1oal ratio was .6?

meaning tha't tbe c11ffereQce o:t 'La. _a. was not

81gn1~1canf;. In view at. the data presented 1t m81

be ooncluded that n81 ther group 18 better ad3usted 1n

relation to acim1nistrat:ion•

•
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TA:BLE III

COMPARISON 0' ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION TO ADMINISTRATION

=
Soores Athletes BoU

A.thletes

9 4
8 13
7 1'1
6 17
6 17
4 10
i 16
2 4
1 5

fota1 100

MeaDS 6.92

Standard
Deviations 1.92

Standard Error .192

R.11ab111t y:

Dlff. 1n mean e

In favor of

S1;a1)dat"d Brt"of" of
Difference

Or1tioa1 Ratio

Cha~oeB 1n 100 ot
a true difference

.1'1

.264

.6'1

2
8

23
22
19
18

4
1
5

100

1.66

.166



Comparison of athletes~ ~-athletee~

~uatmeot in relatl~ ~ !a! teachers. The athletes

rangen rrom 0 to 39~ while the non-athletes rangea from 0 to

~4. Tbe mean of the athletes, as sbown in Taole IV.

was 21.20. ana. tnat or tbe non-atbletes was 22.20.

This revealed a difference in-the means $f 100

in ravor or the non-athletes. The reliability or

the dixference was indicated by the c~itical ratio.

whioh was found to be .90. This is not high enough

to justify a conclusion that either group was

superior in adjustment in relation to the ~eachers

in 1ignt or the I8cts presentea. The chance or 8

true a.ixIerence being 81.69 out or 100.
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TABLE IV

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AWD NON-ATHLETES ON
ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION TO TES TEACHERS

Soor88 At.bletee lIon-
Atb.1etes

a6-fS9 1 0
lo-a4 18 17
26-29 14 21
20-24 24 28
16-19 20 16
10-14 12 14
6- 9 9 2

0- " 2 a

fota1 100 100

.8an8 21.20 22.20

Standard
DeT1at10na 8.20 '1.56

Standard Error .820 .'156

Reliability:

Diff. 1n meaDS

In favor of

Standard Ift'O" of
DlffereQ••

Or1tioa1 Balio

Onano.. 1n 100 of
a irue 41ffererae.

1.00

1.110

.90

81.69
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compa~l$on ~ a~l.tes ~ ~-athletes ~

!.!Justment ~ t'elation 1! other pupils. In oom

par1ng the groups. acoording to Table V. the ~ange

of ~e athletes was found ~o be from 8 to 50. and

that of the non-athletes to be from 0 to 51. The

mean of ina athletes was 2b.4•• and. tJ1at ot the

non-atnletee was 24.48. A difference o.f .96 1n

favo~ of the athletes was foun4. A crit1ca1 ra~10

of 1.49 shows tnat the re~1abil1ty 0:( 'the Gifferenoe

ia not great enough to 3Ust1fy a oonolus·1on that a

true d1fferenoe exists. However. i. l1ght ot the

faots presented. tbe chan,e. are 92.65 out of 100.

Or 12.6 to 1. that the athletes are better adjusted

1n relation to other pupils than the non-athletes.
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TABLE V

COMPARISON 0' ATHLETES AlID NOli-ATHLETES ON
ADJUSTMENT IN RELATION TO OTEmR PUPILS

800l'e8 Athletes 5011-
Athletes

52-35 2 0
28-51 51 19
24-2' 56 46
20-23 18 21
16-19 9 12
12-15 5 2

8-11 1 0
.- 'I 0 0
0- a 0 1

Total 100 100

••ans 25." 24.48

Stan4ard
.Dev1at10DS 4.64 4.42

S~alSclard Error .464 .442

Rel1ab1l1-c1:

Dlff. 1n _&D8

In favor of

Stanclal'd Bt'rol' a1
·D1fferenoe

CI'1t1f;:&1 'Rat10

Chan••8 1n 100 of
A true d1ffereDoe

A

.641

1.49

92.65
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Oomparison ot athletes !!! ~-a~hletes~

!!Justmant ~re1at10n !!~~. Tbe range 01

the athletes, as sb:.own in Table VI, ••8 :from 2 to 19,

and that o£ the non-athletes was trom 4 to 19. The

athletes had a .an of 14.50, wh11e t,br mean ~ 'Cne

Don-athletes was 14.08. !his made a Qi tfe renee in

meaDS of .42 in favor o.f ~e a~hle~es. The critical

ratio of .95 indicated that the di:fferenee i8 Dot

sUffioient11 high 1;0 indicate ttat the athletes

ate superior in home aQJustment in view of the facts

Presented.



TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
ADJUSTMERr IN RELATION '0 TBJI HOD

19

Soores A.th1etes :lou-
Athletes

18-19 11 8
16-1'1 25 24
1.-16 24 25
12-1~ 25 24
10-11 10 9
8- 9 6 5
6- ., 1 6
4- {; 1 1
2- 5 1 0

fotal 100 100

XeaDS 14.60 14.08

Stan(\ard
Deviations 3.04 3.22

StaDdard Er~o l' .iO. .322

litt11ab11i'tl:

Di1:f. in means

In tavor of

StanAard Brro~ Of
lJ1fferenoe

Cr11;10&1 liat10

ChQoes 10 100 of
a tru. iltterenoe

A

.95

82.89
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eompari.OD !! athletes ~ ~-athlete8 !!

!JJustment !! relation !! pers0Da1 life. Tb' athletee

ranged from 0 to 17, ae ehown in Table VII. and the

Don~athletee from Oto 20. The meap of the athletes

was lO.a2, and the mean of the non-athletes was 10 to

69, leaving a differenoe of .21 in favor at the non-

. athletes. !his d,lff'e renee ot Deans was Dot a reliable

one, as shown b7 the critical ratio of .54. Ii 18

eafe to oonclude that the data 1'811 to show either

group is better adjusted in relation to personal

11fe.
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TABLE VII

COMPAEISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES 01
ADJUSTMEN! IN RELATION TO PE'RSONAL LIFE

Soores Atb1etes 11011-
Athletes

18-20 0 2
lD-1'1 11 9
12-14 11 23

9-11 2'1 51
6- 8 3. 27
~- 0 6 7
0- 2 1 1

Total 100 100

)[eaus 10.~2 10.69

Stanciarci
Deviations 5.46 ~.60

Standard Brror .~45 .360

'Be1iabi1i ~y:

Diff. in means

In favor of

Standard I"ol' o~

Difference

Cl'itical Bati D

Chances in 100 of
a ~rue difference

.27

.499

.64

69.16
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Compafison !! athletes ~ ~~athletes~

relation !! total points!! ll!. !!justment questionnaire.

Asl1ght dlfferenoe in range was found in Table VIII.

The atbletes ranged fro. 40 to 129, wbile the non

athletes range d from ~O to la9. The athletes bact

a mean a£ 9'1.00; the non~athletes had a DleSD or 96.60,

making a dlfference in means Of 1.60 in favor or tbe

athletes. 81noe tbe critical ratio was .D9, it 113

8afe to oODolnae tbat the data shows neither group

Is better adJusten In relation to total points

Oovered by the questionnaire.

The differenoe. In meSDS on the se18rate

parts were not great. Bach group Showed a favorable

f.\1.:fferenoe on four tables. 00 tb Whole, the 01'1ti cal

~atlos In favor of the athletes were a little

higher, but In the light Of' fact. presented sufficient

evidenoe to establ1sh superlority was not present.

The greatest critical ratio was 1.49 in favor fY.t 'the

athletes on~djnstment in relation to other pupils.
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TABLE VIII

COMPARISON OJ!' ATHLETES Am> NON-ATHLETES IN
RELATION TO TOTAL POlftS or THE

ADJUSTMENT QUESTIODAIRE

2a

Soore A".b.1etee Non-
.ttb1.tes

1'0-159 0 3
120-129 13 'i
110-119 18 13
100-109 14 17

90- 99 19 24
80- 89 16 14
'/0-'9 11 12
60-;69 6 9
50- 59 2 0
40- 49 1 0
50- a9 0 1

!!ota1 100 100

Means 9'1.00 96.60

Stanqard
Deviations 18.40 18.20

Sta~da"d Error 1.84 1.82

I
~
'i

i

Re11abi1i ty :

Dltf. in mesns

Iu :tavor of

Stand,ard Irro~ o~

DiUer.noe

Criti.al Rata.

Cbanoe. i. 100 ot
.. tn.. differenoe
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IV. COllPARISOBS ACCOBDING TO THE RATING SCALE

84

Comparison !! ~thletes ~ ~~athletes ~

!!! average 11 teaoner ratipg ~ cooperation. !b.

rang. ot the athletes, as shown. in Tabl. IX, was

from ~ to 1() and tbat o'f the non-athletes was from

4 to 10. Tbe mean of ~ athletes was 1.55, while

tbat of the non-a~letes was 1.42, making a differenee

of .14 in favor o£ tbe athletes. !he criticai latio

of .?l m'&DS tbat the difference i8 not 8 very re

liable ODe. It may be conoluded that neither group

i8 superior in cooperation. on the oasi8 o~ faote

pres.nted.
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!ABLB IX

COMPARISON 01' ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLBTES ON
~HB AVERAGE 0' TEAOHER RATING

01 COOPERATION

Soore Athlete. I'on-
Athletes

10';'10.9 1 2
9.. 9..9 16 8
8- 8.9 31 82
7- 7.9 16 25
6- 6.9 18 16
6- 6.9 14 11
4- 4.9 2 8
3- 3.9 2 0

Total 100 100

Kea11e '1.66 '1.42

Standard
Dey1ai1ona 1.a6 1.61

Standard Error. .186 .145

tie11ab111t7:

D1ff. 1n meaDB

In faTor of

Standard Br~or of
D1fferenoe

Cr1t10al 'Ratio

ChaDoee 1n 100 of
A tr.. 41fferenee

.19'1

.'11

'15.eo
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C0!Rar18on ~ athletes !!! ~-athlet••

.!!! !J!! average of !l!!. leachers ratings .!!!! .!!1:t

control. Both groups ranged from 5 to 9. The

Il.an of the a~hletes. as indicated in Table X.

was 6.90. and that of the non-athletes 6.87.

leaving a difterence o~ 01'111 .o~ in favor of the

athletes. Since ihe oritical ratio was .06, 1~

itl safe to conclUde that on tbB basia of the facts

disoovered, neither group 18 super10r in self-

oontrol.

:;\~

Ii i"--------------------
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TA!LE X

80KPARISOll or ATHLETES Arm NON-ATHLETES Olf
AVERAG! or TEB HACHE'RS RAT ING

Olf SEU'-CONTROL

Soore Athletes Non-
Athletes

9-9.9 '1 "8-8.9 16 16
'1-'1.9 28 24
6-6.9 19 33
{)-6.9 22 .'1
4-4.9 6 "5-S.9 3 2

Total 100 100

KeanB 6.90 6.81"

Standard
lNITlatlo. 1.44 1.2'1

StandsI'd lIr rot .144 .12'1

Bellabill.,:

1>111. In meaDB:

Iu favor o:f

Standarc1. Dr rer of
IJlffe reuoe

Crl"loal Batl0

ChanQes In 100 of
• true d1 fie renee

.o~

A

.60'1

.05

61.99
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COmParison !1 athletes ~ ~-aihlet.s !Q

lli average !t teacher rat1!1ts .!!!!. leacierBhiR. the

range of both group.. indicated in Table XI. was

from 2 to 9. The meaD C)f ,t1:8 athletes was 0.89.

ani that of the non-athletee was 4.86. making a

difference in means of 1.03 in favol' of the athletes.

fhe reliabili~, of the difference was ver7 high as

8hoWD by the crl~loal rat10 of 4.YO. In eo far

as the 8ca1e was reliable and the data reptesentative

of a typioal cross-section. it i8 eafe ~o oonclude.

OD the 'aSi8 ot the faots presented. that ~h.

athletes are superior to the DOD-athletes in

leadership.
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TABI;E XI

COMPA'RISOB 01 ATHLETES AND :rON-ATHLETES ON
AWRAGE OF TIm TEACHER 'RATDGS

OB LEADERSHIP

TO'$al Athletes lIon-
Athletes

9-9.9 1 1
8-8.9 9 4
1-'1.9 16 8
6-6.9 16 9
0-6.9 .29 11
4-4.9 l' S,
~-a.9 t 24
2-2.9 1 8

Total 100 100

_eane 6.89 4.86

5t.D4&r4
Devlatione 1.60 1.69

Sta1'Sclar4 Brro r .160 .169

'Rellabl11tl:

D1ff, In meaDS

ID favor o'f

S1:anclard Error 01
Differenoe

Or1118a1 'Batio

OABDo.. In lOG of
a t~ cUtferenee

1.0a

A

.219

4.'10

99.9998'1
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Comparison ~ a~letes !!! ~-athle~es

~ ~ aVerage !! teacher ratings !! reliability.

~be athletes ranged from 4 to 10 and the non

alJ:tletes from 5 to 10. Tbe athletes, as shown in

Table XII, bad a mec of 'l.~2, ani tllat of the non

athletes was 6.96, leaVing a 4i~ference in means

of .a6, in favor of the athletes. The critical

t'atio was 1.46, _auing that it is by no means

oertain 1bat the athletes are superior on reliabilIty

to Don-athletes in light of the faots presented.

However, tn. c.bances are 92.66 out of. 100,tba,; tbe

difference i8 a true one.
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!l!ABLE XlI

OOMPA1USOB OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES 011
fBI AVEUSE OJ' TEACHEtl RATINGS

ON RELIABILITY

Soor. J:tbleies Ion-
Athletes

10-10.9 2 1
9- 9.9 1. 11
8- 8.9 12 18
'1- '1.9 SO 21
6- 6.9 19 19
5- 5.9 14 14
4- 4J'9 9 14
3-3.9 0 2

Total 100 100

)leans '1.32 6.96

S~anc1ard

Deviations 1.61 1.&6

S~anqard 11'1'01' .161 .166

31

'Seliabiliif:

Diff. 111 Jll)8t1J.

In favor of

atanelaro. Brror _
J)lfferenoe

Cr1iioal Batio

Cbanoe. in 100 of
a 'true difference

.246

92.66
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Comparlson !1 athletes!!$! !!£!!-athletes .2!!

!!! average !! ~eaeher ratings !e agreeability. The

range o~ the atbletes. indioated in fable XIII. was

from S to 10 and that of the non-athletes ~rom 5 to 9.

there was Tel" ll'itle 41:i::terence in tbe __e. That

of 't.be athle,tes wae '1.21. aad 'that Ot' ~h. non-a'tflletes

was '.24. lesTing s, ci1t'ferenoe of .05 in f'avof> ~

the non-athletes. Siboe the orl~ical ratio was .17.

It mar 'be conoluded that nei ~.tler group 18 -perlor

1n relation to agre~abillty in l.ght Of tne faots

presented.



TABLE XIII

COMPARISON OJ ATIiIETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
THE AVERAGE 0' TEAOHER RATINGS

ON AG~EEABILITY

Score Athletes 1I0n-
Athletes

10-10.9 1 e
9· 9.9 9 6
8- 8.9 19 24
'1- '1.9 2'1 51
6- 6.9 28 24
5- 0.9 8 9
4- 4.9 'I ...
a- 8.9 1 2

Total 100 100

.eaDs '1.21 '1.24

Staudar4
DeviatioDS 1.a9 1.ao

StaDdard Brror- .159 .130

Bel1abi111iY:

Diff. 11'1 meal18

In favor ~

Standard 1&'1"01" Of
Dlffe&'ence

Critical Batio

Chaaoes 1n 100 o~
a lime at trerence

.03

.1'14

.1'/
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com,ariso. ~ athletes ~ ~-athletea

.!! average of !!!!. teaoh~r ratingS O! eO¢iabilitz.

Comparison. base4 OD !ab~ XIV. ~evealed a oon

siderable differenoe. in range. The athletes

ranged from 6 to 9• while 'the non-athletes ranged

from a to 9. The meaD of tbt athletes was '.46.
while that t1I the non-athletes was 6.49. making

a differenoe of .9' in :favor of athletes. This

dirference was sh 0111 't 0 be hIghly reliable. as

was ind1oateo. bl the crl tieal ratio of 6.11. AcoorditJg

to the measures used an d in so rat:' as 'C.b.e data

represent~d a typical eross-section. it may be

oonoluded that 'the atl1letea are superior in view of

t~ facts pr~sented.
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TABLE XIV

COMPAlUSOI' 0' ATHmTEs AND HON-ATHLETES OJ
AVB'RAGE OJ THE TEACHER 'RATINGS

ON SOC lABILITY

tt.liability:

Dit~. in means

In favor of

lttan4ard Errol" o:f
Dlfterellce .

Critical ttatl0

Ohanoe. in 100 of
A true M~ference

.'

.9'1

.1

.170

0.'11

99.99999



Commrison .!! athletes !!!! !!.2!!-athletes

!!! total points 8000r& og !! !!!!. ooaches' rating.

!be range o~ both groups, indioated in Table XV,

was from 20 to 59.Th., mean o:tthe athletes waS

41.'6, aad: i.tJ,at ot the nOl1-a~hletes was ~8.b5. making

a dif1ereno. of 3.30 in favor of the athletes. This

differenoe was :fairly reliable, as shown by t.b,e

orltioal ratio of 2.80, whioh indioates that the

ohanoes are 99.74 out of 100 .that the differenoe

1s a true one. The superiority ot the athletes 1s

not quite a oertainty 1n tbt light 0' the facte

presented.

36
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TABLE XV

COMPARISON or ATHlBTES AND BON-ATHLETES OB
fOTAL POIN'S ACCORDING TO TBI

COACHES' 'LUTING

5'1

Soo~s Athletes Non-
Athletes

55-69 'I 2
60-64 11 4
45-49 19 15
40-44 24 51
36-~9 16 14
50-54 16 20
26-29 6 12
20-24 i 4
16-19 ° 0

Total. 100 100

lIe&Ds 41.86 38.5j

Standard
Deviations 8.'10 '1.90

Standard Error .870 .'190

Beliability:

:D1f:t. in mesn8

In tavor of

Staudar'" lIrror of
D1fferen~.

C,rltieal Rat10

Chances 1n 100 ox
:'1 a l,. c11fferen,e

1.18

2.80

".74
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comparison £! athletes ~ !!Q-athletes

~ total points aocording !!~ principals' rating.

Both groups range~ trom 20 to 69. !he mean of

the athletes, indioated in Table XVI, .8S 8.70,

and that of tbl non-athletes was 8.16, leaving

a differenoe of 1.26 in favor of the athletes.

The critical ratio was 1.04 indicating that it 18

not certain that there 18 a true differenoe according

to the ratings of the prinoipals. The chances

are 86.31 out of 100 that the athletes are superior

aocording to the measures usen.



TULE XVI

OOMPARISON OF ATHmTES AND NOlf-ATHLETES ON
TOTAL POINTS ACCORDING TO THE

PRINCIPALS' RATING

39

Scores Ath1elies Non
AtJ11etee

66-69 8
60-54 15
46-49 11
40-44 21
55-a9 1i
3o-a4 16
26-29 1
20-24 1

Total 100

MeaDS 42.46

Standard
Deyiailou 8.'16

Standard 1&"1'01:' .8'16
d

Be11abl11tl:

.Dlff. In means

In favot of

Stanclar4 Error of
Differenoe

Oritical Ra"&io

04anoes 1n 100 Of
a 't rue differenoe

A

6
8

22
19
25
1'/

2

"
100

41.20

8.16

.816
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Qomparison ~ athletes ~ ~-athletes

~ total poin~s accora1ng ~ the class-~ teaohers'

ra~ing. The athletes ranged from ~5 to 59 and
-

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

athletes, indicated in Tab18 XVII, was 41.90.

and that of the non-athletes was 38.60, making. .

a difference in means of 5.30.~he oritica1 ratio'

of 3.1'/ indicates that is is practi oal1y ~ertaln

that t..be diI-£e1'ence ia a true one. 1\1 so :rar as.

the measures used are reliable and tm dalia 1'e-

presentative of a typioal oross-section, it

is sate to oonelu~e that the sthletes are superior

aocording to the ratings of the class-room teaohers.

It is interesting to note that difference; accorditJg

to the clsss-room teachers was just the same as

the difference;: according to the coaches' rating.

The coaches might have shown a tendenoy to over

estimate the athletes.



TABLE XVII

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
TOTAL POINTS ACCORDING TO TEm

CLASS-ROOM TEACHERS' RAT ING

41
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Compari.on !! a~letes ~ ~-athletes~

total points according !! average .!l !!! teacners'

ratings. The athletes ranged from 26 to 69 and

the non-athletes from 20 to 64. The mean or the

athletes, as shown in Table XVIII, was 42.26, and

that of the non-athletes was 39.06, making a

differ.uoe in means of ~.~O in favor of tbe athletes.

Since the critical ratio Was 3.40, it is safe

to oonolu~e that the data ~ow the athletes are

are superior. The writer felt that these findings were

rennered more significant b1 Dot letting the

teachers noing the rating know the oases were ~o

be divided into athle~es anu non-athletes until

after the data were taken.
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TABLE XVIII

COMPARISON OF ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES ON
TOTAL POINTS ACCORDING TO AVERAGE

Oll' ALL TEACHERS~ 'RATINGS

Soore Athletes !lon-
Athletes

66-69 4 0
60-64 '1 6
46-49 20 15
40-44 56 29
a6-~9 20 26
ao-~ 11 18
26-29 3 9
20-24 0 1

Total 100 100

Mean. 42.26 59.06

Stauciard.
Deviatiou8 6.60 6.'10

Standard Error .660 .6'10

!e1iabillty:

Diff. in means

In favor ~

Standard Brror 01
Differenoe

Or,ttioal. Batio

Chances in 100 of
a true differenoe

3.80

.940

3.40

99.996



OHAPTER III

SUlMARY AND CONCLUSION

I. SUDARY OF FINDINGS

Oomparison of tne atllletes anC1 non-athletes ac

oording to adjustment as measuren by Symon~s' Questionnaire,

as shown in fable XIX. revealea no findings certain enough

to ju~tixy dexinite Conc1uKLon. Tn. most signirica~

difference was found in iavor Of tne athletes on adjustment

in relation liO other pupils. Aocord.ing to the data pre

.ented, tne odds are 12.6 to 1 that the athletes are superior.

Compariacns aooording to the ratings Of ~he prin

cipals, ooaches, ana c1ass·roo~ teaohers, tbe judges not
,

knowing tne cases were to be divided into atJl1etes and non-

athle~es, revealed a highly signifieant difference in favor

of the athletes on leaa.ership and 8 ociaoi1i ty. The ("at ings

on all traits aooordillg to the average ratings rJ£. the prin

oipais, coaches, and class-room teachers also revealed a

highlJ silDificant difference in favor ot the athletes.

!here were five differences in favor of the non-athletes;

but all of the critioal rat ios of t .hese were below 1. There

were five differenoes in favor of the athletes WiLh critical

ratios below 1; • with critical tatios between 1 and 3; and

" with ori ~lc:al ratios above a.
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!ABIE XIX

SUDARY OJ' DATA

46

fables of Diff. in 'avor Cri tioal.
Que~tionnaire _8I1S Ratio

CUr:oieu1um .12 1U. .24

Social Lite .16 A .48

Ac1m1nistrat ion .1'1 IlJ. .6'1

!ea~here 1.00 lU. .90

Other Pupils .90 A. 1.49

Home .42 A. .96

Personal Life .~.., 11.&. .54

!otal pointe o:!
Qu.stionnai re 1.60 A .69

!able. of Rating
Scale

Cooperation .140 A .'11

Sel£-oontrol .03 A. .05

Leadership 1.03 A 4.70

B.11ablity .36 A 1.46

.Ag~e.abilit1 .01 1lA .17

Sooiabili~1 .97 A. 5.'11

Coache.· ",atings 5.80 A 2.80

P,-,noipa1s 1 ratings 1.26 A 1.20

C1a.s-~oom 'eaohers l

rating. 1.80 A 5.17

."'1"." 0'1 all
'~,.40Teachers' ratings a~20 A.



II. CONCLUSIOK

In so far as the data represen~ed a typioal

oross-sectlon, 8D~ In so ~ar as the teachers' ra~ings

are reliable, it is safe to oonclude that the athletes

are superior in leader~lp and sociability. The

writer does no conclude, however, that participation

in athletes 18 responsible XOr this superiodty.
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ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
FORM A

By PERCIVAL M. SYMONDS

TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

me .
(First name) (Last name)

e : : years Last Birthday .

te....................................................................................... Class in SchooL ..

,me Address : : .

:her's Name .
T

, Brothers' and Sisters' Names Age

Subjects taken this year

Father's Occupation .

School Grade or Occupation

"Teacher's Name

I

, ..

! . ,

:
i
L,

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

>

./ ; ' ..

iT

:,i:dJ
In what sports do you participate?

~:.:..

"'.,.
,; .

l Copyright 1932 by J;Jercival M. Symonds
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NC""
N(:i

:.lU
NC;:!a

NC:i2

NCll'",'

YES NO"
I·· ~' ..',".,

YES N<":~
,>~I

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES NC;:1t

YES NC:u~

IN RELATION TO THE CURRICULUM
1. Do you dislike any of the subjects you are now studying in

school?

2. Name them.

3. Are you required to take these subjects that you dislike?

4. Do you make good marks in the subjects that you like?

5. Do you spend much time in study on the subjects you do not
like?

6. Do you often fail in the subjects you dislike?

7. Would you like to drop any of your subjects?
Name them.

8. Do you think there are too many required subjects?

9. Would you like more freedom in choosing what you study?

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

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

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

· The q?",tion, in ,hi, folde' ace given '0 you to find oul h~w well y~~
satisfied with your school and your home. They are asked to find out whethe~\l~~
you would like to have some things changed or whet.her eve~ything s~its you ~~~u
it is. Probably everyone is troubled about some thmgs WhiCh he wishes wer'inl
different and is satisfied with other things which he would like to keep as they'
are. This is an opportunity for you to indicate whether you like or dislike thing~~~U
at school and at home. Answer all the questions as carefully and as truthfull~~~:

as you can. .}1
0

Below are 23 questions each of ~hem to be answered by YES or NO. ReaJI~u
each statement carefully. If your answer is YES draw a line under the wor~ IJ

"YES"; if your answer is NO} draw a line under the word "NO". ·i.:;~r
Take each question in order. Answer every question. Answer truthfUllY,'i(
Read the samples before you begin so that you will understand how th ~I

questions shall be answered. 'ruul

SAMPLES l;oul

a. Do you like to have a good time? YES NqJ~!

b. Do you enjoy a toothache? YES ~,~:I
;-....

14. Are most of your studies interesting?

15. Do you ever worry for fear you will not pass in school?

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

13. Do you ever feel that you would like to leave school and go to
work? YES N(

.~: '

YES NC:,:,

YES NC:·I,
11....

you do YES N~:~:~'
.......
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·~~7. Do you like to master difficult subjects?
",-:,'

}S. Are your textbooks interesting and easy to read?
,,~,i

~:P. Do you feel that .most of your subjects will be of great help to
~ " you when you fimsh school?

:~:D. Do you expect to quit school as soon as possible?

.\ Do you have difficulty in doing all the work required of you in
~::' most of the subjects you are studying?

~::Z. Do you wish there were more holidays and longer vacations?

::'3. Do you feel sometimes that you must work harder to keep up the
:~" record you made in previous years in school?

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES ,NO

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

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

I. Do you think pupils must belong to a special group in order to
" become members of social organizations? YES NO

:J. 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?

i. Do you enjoy the assembly periods in the school?

'. Is the student government worth while?

~J:, Should the principal and the teachers take part in the work of
the student council?

Are the assembly periods too long?

Do extra-curricular activities take time that should be used for
lessons?

I

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

, ,'. Do you like the way the clubs to which you belong are run?
~'-::' r

IN RELATION TO THE ADMINISTRATION

Would you hesitate to go to the principal for advice if you
:~ f: thought you needed it?

. '~ Do you dread being called upon to recite when the principal or
i supervisor visits your class? '

irl Is it your opiniori. that too much emphasis is placed upon good
I, order or discipline in this school?
I
i Do discipline or rules often interfere with your activities?
t,

\ Are you ever punished for things you do not do?

(ItttDo you think there are too many rules in the school?

l_,__...............-~~~-------.----------
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7. Do you think the rules are enforced equally against all offenders?

8. Do you like examinations in school?

9. Do you think that examinations in general are fair?

IN RELATION TO THE TEACHERS

1. Do any of your teachers show favoritism?

2. Do you dislike any of your teachers?

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

4. Do all of your teachers make the assignment clear?

5. Do your teachers praise you when you hand in good work?

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

7. Do your teachers usually understand your difficulties?

8. Do any of your teachers mark examinations too severely?

9. Do your teachers require too much home work?

10. Are all of your teachers thoughtful and considerate?

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

12. Do all of your teachers treat you as a friend?

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

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

15. Do your teachers make assignments too long?

16. Do any of your teachers have a wrong opinion about you?

17. Do your teachers make the assignments too difficult?

18. Do you like criticism from your teachers?

19. Do any of your teachers spend most of their time "preaching"
to the class?

20. D~ .all your teachers give you opportunities to express your
OpInIOns?

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

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

23. Do you think any of your teach~rs would like to transfer you to
another class or to another school?

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

25. Have you an:y teacher who does not appreciate somethinO' funny
that happens In class? b
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r
:~i26. Do you think that any of your teachers are too strict?
,I ,

::27. Are you given a chance to tell or show what you know in your
:: classes?
"I

1

28. Are you glad when any of your teachers are absent?

29. Do your teachers ever embarrass you before the class?

J30. Are any of your teachers cold and impersonal?

:~I. 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
i in the pupils?

:33. Do any of your teachers use sarcasm or ridicule as a method of
:l keeping discipline?
I

)4. Are your teachers generally willing to talk with you about your
,I problems and give you advice?

)5. Do any of your teachers resent having a pupil express an opin
j ion which differs from her own?

:
:! IN RELATION TO OTHER PUPILS

11. Are you popular with other students?

12. Are there members of your class that you thoroughly dislike?
[

:3. Are you disliked by many of your classmates?

•j4. Do you think pupils who are grinds make the best marks?

15. Do your best friends ridicule school work?

'-16. Do you like the best students in your class?

:17. Do you like to excel or beat others in their class work?

,18. Do a few of the pupils do all the talking during a recitation?

19. Do you like to volunteer in a recitation?

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

,1. 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?,
j • • Do you make any effort to have more friends?

: . Do any of your classmates show that they dislike you?

:1 ',~' 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?
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IN RELATION TO HOME AND FAMILY

1. Ar.e you doing as much or as well in school as your parents
expect you to do?

2. 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
to have?

4. Do your parents require you to do many tasks around the house?

5. Do you like to ask your father for advice or help?

6. Do you often ask your friends to go home with you?

7. Are you often embarrassed because you are ashamed of your
clothes? '

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

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

10. Do you study or pretend to study to avoid home duties?

11. Do you feel lonely when at home?

12. Do your parents want you to do many things that you dislike
to do?

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

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

21. Do people like to tease you?

22. Are many of your classmates snobbish?

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

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

25. Do other pupils tend to ignore you?

26. Do you approve of the conduct of most of the students?

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

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

29. Do pupils enjoy playing jokes on you?

30. Do other pupils give you all the credit you deserve?

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

32. Do you often wish you could get completely away from everyone
so that you could enjoy being alone?

33. Would your friends "stand by" you if you were in serious
difficulties?



~ 14. Do your parents ever praise you when you have done something
:. particularly well?,
:; 15. Do you have a place to keep your own things at home where they
, 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?

, 19. Do you have to go to bed too early?

PERSONAL
, 1. 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?

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

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

,11. Do you sometimes feel that you would like to be free to do just
.' what you pleased?

:12. Do you sometimes feel that the things you do are of little im
" portance?

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

; 14. Do you wish for things that you know you cannot have?

ll. Do you ever have the "blues"?

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

',7. Do you wish you could be more attractive?

:; 8. Are you in good health?

9. Do you like to daydream?

. Do you get tired easily?
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ADJUSTMENT RATING SCALE
Cooperation

I
flatly re- seldom often usually alwaysfuses to cooperates cooperates cooperates cooperatescooperate willingly willingly

,Self-control

I
extreme easily displays usually always dis-reaction excited normal is self- plays self-high strung self-control controlled control

Leadership

I
never lets leads when often unusual

able to others it isn't leads ability
lead lead difficult

Reliability

I
never meets rarely to reliable un- almost always meets

.~
responsi- be relied less something always responsi-
bilities upon interferes reliable bilities

Agreeability

I
gets along often has usually gets rarely has gets along

with conflicts along with conflicts with
no one with others others with others everyone

ociability

I
associates often usually almost associates

with seclusive sociable always with
no one sociable everyone
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