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ABSTRACT _

The pﬁrpose of ﬁhis study was the application of the social
interactionistfperspective to the sports participant setting. This
rcentral pﬁrpose inyolved three suﬁ—probléms and'study‘phases: firstly,
the synthesis and application of social interactionist theory to
sporﬁing sélf; secgndly,'the develdopment of theory—baéed instrgmenta4
tion and methodol&gy;_and ghirdly,_the-testing of the evolved theory
and method in a "nafurgl experiment". The field experiment comparéd
the effects of high scpool‘football team tryout and péf;iciéetion
on the seif perceptions of its successful aﬁd Qdéééééssful ééndidates.

~Sporting self wés construed as the_person'g'perceptién of

himself in a sporting role. It is comprised .¢{ &%pizations, descrip-

Lo . N

tions and evaluations of himself on attributes seen-as related to that

réle. Sporting self, e.g., football self is seen as one of a number of

T

moré or legs'valued_subselves and self attributgs the péréon maiﬁuse
ij perceiving himsélf as a total éerson\or self. The individual's
percep-ions of self havevpeep learned in interactipn with referent
jbther's,‘through peréeiving their aescriptions and evaluations of ‘him
 faﬁd His pérformancc.
| Two insp;gments, a football player Seif'rating'inventory, and_
a coach's ‘layer rating iﬁ§e"tory, weréjdeveloped usiﬁg ten—point
~ord%nal scales to'Operationalize interacgioniéf self. Instruments
‘metiéxternal'validity requirements. A test—rétest reliability study
indica?gd a mean QOrrelation of .85 (Kehdall's‘tau). - ' ‘ .-'1
The natural ékperimept ca;ried 6ut«ov§f,tﬁe l97l-foot§ail se;—v

.
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repeated measure self pérception changes and self component correla-

son involved repeated admlnlstratlons of the player self ratlng inven— oHsy
4

tory to three groups (n—38) of fourteen to sixteen year old male - Vﬁ’tﬁ

students selected from two representatlve Ed" aton high schools. ' From , 4
a total populatlon of team candidates, equal sized éroups of succes
ful participants and unsucseesful dropouts were selected. An equat#&
sample of. nonpartlcipant boys was selected from physical education
classes in the two schools. ‘ 1 .

All éroups were glven their inventories before the season, and

following team selection. Participants and nonparticipants were also

retested at post season. Coaches rated participants at post season.

Nonparametric statistics were used to compare group self differences%w
‘ . ) . )

)

°

tions. .

vFindings generally proVided’strong support- for the theory and
' 3 - g . o { ,
methodology, and led to the following conclusions: ‘The coach plays a

/

Astrong role in shaping the.adolescent athlete's aspirations, descrip-

tlons and evaluations of self Success or failure i; football,

hlghly valued subself in high school ‘reSulted—bothbin strongly en;
hauced or diminished evaluation of‘football self aud also caused a
gradient,of‘similar change in both eualuation of related subselves and

total self. Levels of participation in football or other roles vary -

dlrectly with both its self- value and self evaluation. Interpersonal

~Self congruency processes resulted in the successful partlclpant group

<

flncrea51ng football and total self evaluation, football value, and

]

evaluatlon of coach The unsuccessful dropouts'decreased football self

and total self evaluatlon, football value, and evaluatlon o:. the coach.



When compared with the less successful team, the more successful team
was characterized by . hlgher evaluation of football self total self,
and coach, greater team consensus on the characterlstlcs of the ideal

football player, and more accurate coach player communlcatlon. When

~

compared w1th dropouts, successful candidates were" characterized by

B : -

lower aSplred evaluation minus present self evaluation dlscrepanc1es

more realistic 1mages of the ideal football player and greater self

fulfillment.

vi



PREFACE

' -

A ;~ 4
The study presented here 1nvolves, as:a maJonqggoblem
I o

-
application of general .social psychologlcal theory to“the &

G

Situation. To fac1litate understanding of ph%‘theori21ng 1tqyas felt

«
-

it would be helpful to specify the nature and background of - the per~"

- . . w
- ) 1

spectlve prior to the body of the study 1tseff
Ny
The study reviewed. a large(body oﬁ)soc1al 1nté¥actionist l&t

! U — R
erature, eclectically synthe31zed 1n51ghts from a number of source&lﬁﬁ '

an it .

and applied these notions to the self in the sporting 51tuation. HTh'

conceptual scheme evolved then was. not a new theory of self but rather

r

a synthesis and applic .cion of the many rich,1n81ghts already avail-¥

-able in the general‘social psychological literature.

N o
'

A second characteristic of the scheme was that it may be termed

Fo /

' L - s ' :
. a "theoretical perspective rather‘than a rigorously stated "formal
. : . : ¢
theory". It is tpefworking paper prov1d1ng a beginnlng for theoriZQng
| _ \ .

Y

on- self in sport . and"phy51cal activ1ty Thus, when the construct

theory' is use _iﬁ %he bpdy of the text, referring to the present -

M

Similarly,.the use of the construct ”forma zing”

:ﬁNo claiw is made for a finished ‘formalized theory

JJ' ! “ . )

requlred r_lative to the theoretical background
b ‘\) x“

v

ruof theoretical insights. Notions' arg




1

synthesized ?gom the full range of'self_fheorists known as social
béhav;orists foliowing Geerge H. Mead. Although the investigator
was fu;iy aware of the differences between the Chicago an&'Iowa-
. N '

"sohools' of his followers, insights were uFilized from both. These
and other theorists were included in ;erme‘of their common bas:«
soc;al behaviorist (Mead, 1934) assumptions about human nature. Self
was seen as an ongoing self- referent behav1oral process and not” a

: fixed coﬁformity. Operationalizing this dynamic view of self‘was
thus construed as attempting to hypothetically "ﬁhotograph" the
person s ongoing comp031te of self perceptlons at a given instant in

i

time. Thus, an attempt was made to utlllze some of the more quanti-

. s . . - . s
tative insiguts of the “"Towa School' in operationalizing the behavioral "

process notions of self perhaps more characteristic of the '"Chicago

School" and other social beheviorists.

SRR . vidi

lad
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CHAPTER I -
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
I. INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

'This study attempts to begin o meet a need in physical educa-
tion literétpre for Fhe application of géneral social psychological
theory and method to the physical activity #articipation situation.

It was felt that utilization of the social interactionist "self" per—
.spectivefin particular offered much of value to physical education;s
body of knéwledge. Amoﬁg‘thelhuman processés ;ssoéiated with sport
requiring_conce;pual‘and‘empirical study aré'the participant's activity

commitments, his relations with coaches and fellow participants, and
1 b

effects of success or failure in sport,aﬁd'activity on self-op person-

ality.
4
The present study involved three sub problems and phases centred

around. the general purpose of utilizing social interactionist self
theory in the sporting situation:

1. The general social, symbolic interactionist literature and
assumptions were reviewed and discussed relative to the con-
struct of self as comprised of the various views of himself
Ehat the person holds in his various<roles and situations. His,
views of himself as an athlete and as a football player in par-
ticular, he learns in symbolic interaction with coaches and
similar referent others in his perceptions of how they view him.
Changes in referent others® actual views of him it th: e -olzs

~will tend to changé his own views of self.  Sporting self ma~
be construed as a composite set of self perceptions ard evalu-
ations on attributes he sees as specifically valuable to that
sporting role. ' His view of himself in a role or on a skill
~attribute will shape : ~tk his participation and performance in
the sense that it te..s o become self fulfilling. His choice
of and valuing of others is strongly shaped by his desire to

- -



receive. confirmation of his views of self.

The conceptual notions derived from the review of literature
were summarized as a perspective of sporting self and presented
as theoretical propositions. Research hypotheses were deduced
from the propositions for use in a "natural experiment"

2.  Instrumentation and methodology were developed from the general
literature on the interactionist perspective. Self- -rating
questionnaires were developed which operationalized both total
and football related aspects of self. 1

3. 'Theievolved methodology was utilized to test the sporting self
perspective in a "natural experiment". The field case-study was
a longitudinal exploration of the self processes involved and
effects of successful participation, non participation and un-
successful participation in high school football. Three rep-
resentative groups of high school participants, nonpart1c1pants
and dropouts were administered the self perception inventory
prior toc and following the football team tryout. ‘Participants
and nonparticipafnts were also given 'a post season admlnlstratlon.
In order to assess the proposition that participants' self
perceptions are shaped by coaches, coaches were also asked to
complete a similar questionnaire. .

\

I1. JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY : ‘:>
Social, Symbolic‘Béses of Sports Problems (

: . | ‘ L

Physical activity and sport, while manifestly "physical and

indiﬁidual forms of behavior, are at rcot social in nature. Competition,
participation; dropout, team membershlp, coachldg, and achlevement are
fundamentally symbollcally medlated social processes. Yet;'while
physical education and recreation as disciplines have madeveignificant
progress towards the development of a ccnceptual and empirical'body of

knowledge on the physical bases of sport, the scientific study of its

;

'behavioral and social foundations is only beginning..

Thus,fwhile the physical education literature demonstrates a
v _ \ |
long history of philosophical statements postulating psychological and

’

v
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N\
~0
social ofessional objectivés such as the promotion of self fulfill-
ment through sport énd the promotion of mass participation in physical
activity, the achievement of such objectives has been hampered éeverely
by a lack of unégrstanding of the sociological-and péychological éro—
cesses involveﬁ&A

Pubiic‘lack of confidence in the professiéns"ability to,deal»
effectiVély with applied behavioral problems of sport such as partici-
.pation promotion’wai\figarly démoqétrated.in Fhe federal government;s_
recent. decision to contract.out the task of nékional fitness promotion
to a marketing firm (Participaction, lé?Z). While physical educators
may feel somewhat slightedﬁor may disagreé_with_thevgovernment's deci-
sioh to go with the "consumer'mafke;iﬁg approach' to giomote fitness,
their profession'é‘past performance in solving this and other behavior-
‘al base yrotlems of sport, has left much to be desired.

Tauch of this inability to dealgégfectively with human, gréup-
and social problems associated witﬁ ééq;t, physica%\education and rec-—
reation, stems from an inédequate empf%écally—baséd, cbnceptual sociai
science foundation.. For examplg, paf;iéipation in:physicai activity
has been both a constant objective éf,the field‘agd one of its chronig
failures. Yet, theﬁprofessioﬁ haé done little by way of‘conceptual"
and émpirical analysis df'the concept and prOCESS--.Wh;t moves a berson
to partiéipate bn, or at least try out for a spor;s'team? What are
the processes and influénces tﬁatmimpinge on Him?‘vHow does ﬁé.learn
to‘begbméﬁan accepted pait of-theA%eam? How doég'he handle the joy of

successful, or disappointment of unsuccessful candidacy? What effect



o -
s

is this experience likely to have on him s a total person, and on
his ﬁuture”pattern of participation?
.At’ present, physical education has not adequately developed the

theoretical or methodoiogical toolé to begin to deal empiricaily with
. ' N ,

important questions such as these. As the marketing profession has
fruitfully demonstrated, an expioration of the theory and methodology .

of the social and behavioral sciences may well providé some valuable

‘ .
J
&

applications to these sport-related problems and processes. /

Need for a Social Psychology of Sport ‘ \ 5 3@
Cohsiderabie work has been begun, béth in the psychology of

sp;;t‘(e.g. Ogilyie‘and Tutko, 1966) énd in the.sociology of sport

(e.g. Edwards,ll973). Each approdchAadds valuable insights’to.the

-

understanding of sport, yet, taken separately, ez i tends o capture
. & ‘
only one side of its reality and fails to grasp the open-systems

nature of human sports participation. Human.reality, including the
sporting experience, involves symbolic. interaction between person and
environment, between self and participant others. It involves re-
lationships and,comparisons with reference people, such as coachés, and
with society ' :- large.

What is needed then, is aiﬁheoretiCal perspective that is able
to conceptually and empirically organize and relate the experience and

meaning of the individual participant to the sporting experience and
' i . ’ : « '

meaning of cthers within his aEtivity'groups. Both in.terms of helping.

to solve the practical problems of éports administrators and leaders,’

and in terms of facilitatinglbasic research, a theory is necessary for



understanding, explaining, and predicting individual experience and
meaning from interpersonal and group communication processes. Kenyon
(1970: 337) and others have articulated the need fqr a "Social Psy-
chology of Spdrt and Play" grounded in general social psychological
theory.

The present study was én attempt to begin to apply one aspect
df that general theory, the social or symbolic interactionist per-
speéﬁive, to the physical activity setting. It was felt that such an
application would not only assist in ﬁﬂe scientific elaboration of the
socialvfoundations of physical education, but might also assist in the
further«Validationxand.excension of general social psychological theory
%Cself. In this regard, the sports team situation offers some unique
opportunifies for cont;ibutions to the parent field of social psy-

chology,

The Utility of Social Interactionism For Sport

‘The sociai behaviorist (Mead, 1934) or social, symbolic inter-
actionist (Blumer,‘1962) tradition in social psychology and socioldgyg
prov1dés a theoretlcally sound and 1ntuit1vely appeallng pefspective
for understandlng the 1nterrelatlonsh1ps between self or personéllty,
soc"l roles, social group, and social Structure. It was felt that
theoretical and empirical application of this perspective to the pro-
.‘cess of sports participation would prove fruitful. While the concept

of self and related soc1al 1nteract10nlst terms have a long and use~-

.:4‘
o

ful hlstpky in phllosophy and in the .social sc1ences, as Wylle (1961)

7

has correctly pointed out, it has been only recently that serious

attempts have been begun to empirically test and apply the perspectlve

¢
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The major explanaﬁion for this deficit ha&ibeen the lack of systematic
fheory to provide thé‘Basis for systematic:reseéréh. While Sherwood -
(1962), Miller (1962), Secord .and Backman (1963) and Kinch (1963)

have more recen£ly made significant general formulations of the per-
spective, noicgmprehensive attempt has been made to apply it specifi-
cally to the athleﬁic\self,,and to the sports paféicipation situation.
While several recent studies of the effects of?Sports participation
utilize.self—attitudeéxor an equivalent,conét%ﬁct, few derive from and
attempt to add to an existing theoretical base. 1In addition, as
"Dowell et al (1970) hadrsuggested,_many of these earlier Stu&ies are
of questionable methodological soundness.

Those few existent studies which are both théoreticéliy basedi
and methodologically sound, -arise almost exclusively from the intra-
pérsonal "traits",'or/predisposition approach to selfcgr personality
(c.f.'secori;and Backman, 1961)._ While this approagh has generated
gonsiderabl;‘;esearch, its usefulness in dealing witﬁ'the kind‘of
intérpersonal problems ahd processesrevident in sport éppears somewhat

limited in both practical and conceptual terms. C ’ -

Conceptually; the purely intrapersbnal 5bproach, following the
tradition of Rogérs (1959), has tended to ignore the very strong effect
~an individual's intérpersonal felations have in both changing and in
stabilizihg hié pers&nality or self and behavior. Secora and Backman
'(19615.21—22),’amongst others, have strongly édvocated the“heed for a

social psycholdgical-qr_interpersonal approach to'understanding per-

sonality.

This interpersonal or sociologically‘oriented self pérspective



- f ' A
6 \ ’ .
. .

!

e

serves to relate, both conei:tually and methodologically, the 1nd1v1d—
9

ual's self perceptions and

her self oriented behavior directly to
the perceptions and behaviors of the reference people in his social .
environment.. Thus, it would appear to have significant potential for

the pfactical and applied analysis, understanding and improvement of

P

such human system problems or questions as “coach-player relationships,

sports participation.and dropout, and sport socialization. The pres~
ent study is an exploration of the feasibility and usefulness of- -
applying this social or symbolic i: eractionist perspective in the’

competitive team sport tryout and participation, situation. It was

felt that such an application of general'behavioralvécience knowledge

. 3 - ’ .
could have important benefits for the development and extension of

bdth general and éﬁort.social psychology. It was hoped, in'additfbn,
that it could potentially provide some 1n51ghts into the understandlngs
and technlques needed to deal in a knowledgeable way with such" 1mpor—

tant problems and processes as self development in- sport sports par—f

ticipation, and physical activity dropout.

iII; STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

-

Central Purpose of the Study

There were three interdependent and sequential phases com-

prising the central purpose of this Study:

1. To synthesize and develop, from existing social interaction-

ist theory and emplrical llterature, an apg%ied soc1al, symbollc
1ntera “ionist theoretical perspectlve for ‘the conceptual analy51s of

the self perception and_group'communicatlon,processes involved in .



fSports and'physical recreation pafticipation and dropout.

2. To develop, for this social, symbolic interactionist per=

spective, instrumeatation and methodology appropriate for operation-

alizing the’gcﬁi gl ﬁceptual scheme.
- 31'4T6Jdcﬂfiée and test thé evolved théory and methodolagy in
?'ﬁé;trolled invesfigation of ‘processes and problems related to. the
eféﬁq&s of:teenage Spdrts team candiaacy, participation, and dropout;
on the teenager's self perceptions. The "natural,experiment"'carfied ’ s

out sought to explore a number of important practical questions re-

lating teénage'self perception and self dévelopment to coach-player

" interaction and feam communication. Concommitantly, the investigation

sought to begin to evaluate both the metﬁodology and theory developed,

: N &
through the testing of selected theory deduced hypotheses.

Specific Research Problems

practical and theoretical importance were explored in the "natural

<

a

The Tesearch questibns to be studied thus sefved both, as ﬁrob—
1ems of préctic#l importanée and as hypotheses. of the theory. Spe—
cific problems to be investigatedfwe;e organized»under two main head;
ings: I, Total Self and Football Self, and 11, Football éelf

Composition, Organization and Change.

Total Self and Football Self: A number of questions of both

experiment".

1. To determine the relative importance of the football role and
self, relative to other sport and activity roles in high school

society. . ) ’
2. To compare football particibants, nonpargzzzgzﬁfii and dropoﬁts _
on total self value of football self and a number“of other Sub- . .,
: selves. - _ ) . : ' S

A
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The Tesearch questibns to be studied thus sefved both, as ﬁrob—
ms of préctic#l importanée and as hypotheses. of the theory. Spe—
fic problems to be investigatedfwe;e organized»under two main head;
gsﬁ I, Total Self and Football Self, and I1, Football éelf

mposition, Organization and Change.

Total Self and Football Self-: A.numbér of questions of.both
écfical’and theofetical imﬁortance were explored in the "natural
periment'.

1. To determine the relative importance of the footbail role and 

self, relative to other sport and activity roles in high school
society. . ’

i

2. To compare football particibants, nonparticipandg, and dropoﬁts _
on total self value of football self and a number“of other Sub- .,

se;ves." . ) o : T

A
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11.

12,

1To study the processes of 1nterrélatedness and organlzatlon of

s

&

To compare the ideal player identities of successful, and un-
successful candidates, and nonparticipants.

To examine the correspondencevof coach-player ideal player
identities over the period of the football season.

~

" To conpare the more and less successﬁul football teams con-

sensus on 1deal player 1dent1ty

<
To explore the relationships between attrlbute performance,
public evaluation,.and self evaluation, by’ comparing post-

candidacy public and self evaluations, gad changes in eval- %

uations on football related attributes for successful and un-
successful candidates. .

o

uatior, the player’'s. perceptlon of that evaluation and the
player s ‘self evaluation by: " (a) megarlng coach minus per-
ceived evaluation differences, and percelved coach minus self

"evaluation differences for participant and nonparticipant

groups; (b) Determining the direction and degree of change'of
these differences over the football season: - )

=y

_Ol -

attributés and attribute sets w1th1n the football self and
relafed .and: unrelated subselves within the total self.

3 .
To explore the general versus specific comp051t10n and nature
of the athletic self. ! :

L~

unsuccessful football candidacy from .the football selff to

To determine the spread’og treatment effect of succes gml ‘and
related self, unrelated self, and total self, over time.

To compare the. asp1red self’ evaluatlon minus present evaluatlon

discrepancies of succe$sful and unsuccessful football candidates

over the football season. ' . 9

To compare the aspiration dlscrepancy of the more and less
successful teams over the football season.

To compare the degree of self fulflllment experlenced by - suc~
cessful participants, unsuccessful dropouts and nonparticipants
over the football season period.

A &

IV.  ORGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION OF THE THESIS

. S . . ) . . ﬁ
he thesis development involved ' several sequential

10

'To stdgy the relatlonsh1ps between coach's public football eval-~
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phases, each of which required completion prior .to commencing the.z

Pl f__,/'

foildwing stage, presentation of the study does not lend itself cdm;

-

" pletely to the standard thesis format. The present study in- in-

itially, the integration and application of existing general social

v b

: psycholdgicai theory and method to the sports participatioﬁ situatiomn.

Then, practical sports social processes and 'problems' a.ising out of

" a naturally occurring social system, the high school football tryout

and team social organization, were utilized as data to test the evolved

A

:theory and methodology. Specific research hypothesis were derived o&%v\

A

of the' theory devéloped. g &

_ These and other exigencies necessitated the presentation of v

_material at later stages of this research report than is the usual

practice. It was felt that these changes were necessary both in terms

of scientific etiquette, and in terms of enhanced report readability.

Chapter Organization

Chapter 1I: The opening chagter presents a Brief over: - of
the study, a justification of the project, and a statement of che
generél and specific research problems. Since operational définitions,

v .
delimitations and limitations, and research hypotheses derive from

- theory. and method presented in subsequent ~ha; ers, these items are
. R I .

giVen~at appropriate ﬁoints in following chaptersi
- ~ .
,Chagter II: The second chapter gives the assumptions of the
generai$social, symbolic'ihteractionistvperspective and discusses the-

present use of the construct self. The general literature on the per- -

spectiVEuié then reviewed and discussed relative td. total self, and

&
(SN
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. to athletic self and, in particular, to football self. The impl}ca:

tions of .the general postulates of the viewpoint are applied to the

specific case of tne teenage football candidate, the successful
player and the unsuccessful dropout. The cHapter:discusses the re-
lationships between coach, player's self congruency and develgpment,

and’ team development in terms of symbolic interaction or communication.

Chapter III: The third chapter presents the workiﬁg papers of

Eo

~a social interactionist theory of sporting self. After an overview of

the perspéctive and a definition of térms, the basic propositions of
the theory afe presented and discussed.

Chapter IV: The methods and procedures chapter begins with a
iisting of‘:esearch hypotheses. Thé’next:sectioﬁ gives‘a discussion
of‘the process of instrument development and construct operatiqnal—

ization. Operational definitions are then presented. FQllowing a

. discussion of the "ngtural experiment" desf%n; procedures and data

‘analysis, the delimitations and limditations are given.

Chapters V, VI, VII; These chapfers present the results of the

study, discuss‘the findings‘and present the studyfshcqnclusidns.

——

a5
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' CHAPTER II
. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

v - ' .
This chapter discusses the general social, symbolic interac-

tionist ‘literature relative to the following items: the general

assumptions of the perspective; the construct self; relationships be-

tween self perception and béhavior; relationships between. referent

IN

others and self pefception; the interpersonal matrix and self con-

LY
\ B -

gruenéy; totai self ﬁerdeptidn,’sporting subself value,‘evaluation
and utilization, and self congruency processes; sporting subself per-
ceptibn,'team sosializatiop and self qompdsiti@h, and self aspiration
and self fulfillment.

3
I. SUMMARY OF GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS OF THE PERSPECTIVE &

{;',.

To study the social interaction and self perception of the

: ! P
sports participant is to examine a particular instance of -the moreée

'

géhﬁggl process‘ofvinterpersonal perceptioﬁlan8, in;parﬁicuiar,jinter—
pefsonal %nd self descriptive bghavior (Bgm, 1965; 1967). This in
turn is a ;pecific aspect of the larger social psychologicél prdcesses,
social perception and symbolié interaction. Thus, to investiéate thé
'prqcessés'involved in)the particuiar.casé of the tééﬁége athletié par-
ticipation and self imégeﬁﬁit is necessary‘first to theoreticaliy
locéte and summarize thé assﬁmptions_of these more general procesées.
Thevapproach take here ié an eclectic synthesis:of insights
:found in the social behaviorist or symZJlic interac£ionist tradition

following Mead (1934). Althqugh dif<e2rences in emphasis exist between

SEEE



~ the Chicago and Iowa "schools" within the traditionm, the present view
utilized insights from both schools. All theorists included fitted
/

generally within the Meadian social behaviorist assumptions. . Its
3
assumptions may be summarized as follows: |

: L
Symbolic Meaning--Perceptual Cognitive Processes and Behavior S

1. Human behavior, including physical, psychomotor, anﬁ'sporting

activity, involves the mediation of phyrical stimuli by socially

learned symbolic meaning (Rose, 1962: 5 . This basic notion of
the perspective is that man, more so than.other animals, per-
ceives and acts towards other people, other ObJECtS in his
environment,; and towards himself not primarily in terms of the
physical stimuli or "objective reality" of the. situation, but
more in terms of how he interprets or defines the situation
(Thomas, 1951). The actor thus sees the objective world
through the selective lenses of his own cognitive world or map
(Guernsey, 1971). The human world, including the apparently
"physical" world of sport, is a world of symbolic meaning.

2. The symbolic environments or perspectives which form the mean-
ing framework for human sporting and other actions are learned
in symbolic interaction with significant others in the person's
reference groups (Shibutani, 1955; Berger, 1968). '

3. The direct and observational social learning of words, norms,
meanings, values, rewards, and statuseé follows the same laws
of reinforcement and facilitation as other forms of behavior
(Homans, 1961; Bandura, 1963).

4. Perce ion and cognition are inseparable internalized, symbolic,

cyber .tic behaviors subject to the same laws of behaviors as
overt, symbolic behaviors such as language skills (Mead, 1934;
. Bem, 1967).

5. .Self perception, a subclass of interpersonal, social perception
and a form of interpersonal, judgmental, descriptive behavior
involves the dlscrlmlnatlve and generalized learning of social

definitions, personal- attributes, and sometimes vague subjective

expetrience and emotional feelings (Bem, 1965; 1967).

4. Self referent behaviors such as self perception and self pres-
entation (Goffman, 1956), like human behavior in general, are
cybernetically constructed, person and- task specific skills
similar to psychomotor ckills (Stone, 1962; Argyle’and Kendon,
1967; Shibutani, 1968).

14



Motivation o
,J L ‘ .

1. While accepting the importance of biological and psychological
bases of human behavior, this does not mean the necessity of
postulating intrapsychic drives such as "dissonance" or "self-
actualization". Rather, behavior is explained in terms of
socially learned behavioral history. This does not imply the
"ogyver socialized conception of man" criticized by Wrong (1961),
but rather accepts the priority of society and the moderate
social determinance of Mead (1934) and Sherwood (1962).

2. Motivationally, man acts as hedonist and utilitarian. His
choice of participation in activities and utilization of cer-
tain roles and situations are based in decisions made on a kind
of rudimentary economic cost-benefit analysis (Homans, 1961;
Thibaut and Kelley, 1959).

3. Symbols and their meanings serve to motivate behavior, both in
terms of providing aspired goals and discrepancies which drive
it and in terms of plans and images which serve as ''telescoped
acts" to direct it (Mead, 1934).

4; Through interpersonal interaction and the exchéngé of symbolic
meanings one person :can stimulate or motivate others and be

5.. Motivation involves the procéss of identification. vThus, the

person first identifies syﬁbolically, perhaps unconsciously, a
stimulus situation and then--the physiological energies are
mobilized to drive the activity (Foote, 1951). Emotion, thus
involves the social learning process of attaching socially '
defined labels to privately experienced, internal, physiological
B} excitations (Schacter and Singer, 1962)i
Dy ) . .

6. The person depives to maintain congruency within his inter-
personal perceptual matrices. Thus, once a person establishes
a self perception relative to some role, he will strive to '
maintain that perception‘by seeking out others and activities
which will confirm that self description (Winch, 1955; Secord,
<1968) .. -

Personality and Development ' ‘ ’

1. Total self, the analog of personality, is that total composite
set of perceptions, evaluations and descriptions one holds of
self on both personal attributes and in the roles and situations. . ‘
the person values at a given moment in time. : : gl

2. Personality development or socialization involves learning the
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perceptions of selffas object in his various roles and situations.
Socialization continues throughout man's life cycle and is not
confined to early childhood (Bzim and Wheeler, 1966).

II. SELF AS A CONSTRUCT

Self, as a concept, has been used in such a variety of ways that
some definition of the construets‘tufbe used .is required. This dis-
cussion of terms will take place relative to twa aspects of-the'con~
struct seif: self as.behauioralAprocess versus drganizarionjjand self

as part of interpersonal congruency matrices.

Self as a Procéss of Organizing'Self Referent Behavior

.

Self has been used historically to denote a wide varlety of

' g
phenomena ranging from unSpec1f1ed phy31olog1cal structure to meta-

"soul". TSf present view deals with it as a hypothetical

physical
construct to describe a behavioral nrocess which.theihuman organism
uses to organize its behavior relative to self as -an object.

Within this general conception of i~ term however,‘usage
ranges fron those theorists who view self as_peripheral and highiy
changeable nerceptions of self to those who conceptualize a very sratie,
unchangeable cognitive Structure. Thelpresent theory attempts to
utilizevaspeets of hoth views.

, . . <

Self as a self referent behavioral process refers "to the ver—
bal and affective behavigrs an individual'¢isp1ays with respect to
himself as an object" (Secord, 1968: 349). This ablllty to take hlm—

' self as an object seems *O be prlmarlly a human characterlstlc (Mead

1934) Perceiving self, and other self referent behaviors, are inter-

S



- personal forms of behavior subject té intefpersonél judgmental laws

of reinforcement and change (Bem; 1965: 199-201).  Self is then not a
fixed, clearly defined conformity of images of self, but rather a
cﬁangeable, amorphous coliection of self perceptions of which the per—
son may be only partly aware (Sheerod, 1962). ;n'the éresent study,
while granting the significance of the unconscious aspects of being,
we are concerned ﬁrimaril; withvtheIphe;omenological ér experienced .
self (Wylie, 1961).

- .Self descripfive statemeﬁts are learned as‘a result of previous

, expefience w%tﬁ one's human and non human environmenp. Because self
perception often deais with describing private feelings and internal
stiéuli to Which&onlyrthe person himself baé.directfaccesé, it is ;
special type of percebtual béhavior (Bgm, 1965:'199), As Schactér and
Singer (1962) infer, the expressionlof emqtions constitutes the'iearn—
ing from onéfs reference people the symbéls to describe one.s private
physiological experience.

- Seif ;s organization refers to.the views held by most social
psyChologists who see@ to agree that -self is, f..;a set of cognitions
or feelings towards ourselves" (Backman and Secord, 1964: 575). Beyond
-this basic level of égreement opinion§ range widely'concern}ng the ex-
tent of internal organizécion, interrelatedness and consistency Within

this set of cognitions. The present thesis accepts the general idea

of interrelatedness within the self perception set, but not to the

/"‘ +

‘extent’ of "self consistency" that phenomenoldgists such as Rogers (1951)
or Lecky;(l945) might suggest. Rather than accepting their assumption

B



of a fixed "ideal self", with Turner (I962) we reject the idea of self

as a fixed conformity in favour of that of self as an ongoing negoti-

" ated, interactive behaggbral process. This follows logically from- .the

assumption that self is a set of perceptions of oneself one learns

from experience in numerous roles and situations experienced in social
existence. The overall self percéption represents a resultant of all’
;hesé various situational selves (James, 1890). Th; logic, consisteﬁcy
or organization of one's self will reflect the relative cohesivene;s

of one's societal roles, past and present. As oﬁposed to Rogers

(1959) and the phenomenological relatively fixed view of self and of
some theorists who appear to assume consistency of a symbolic type,

-

we favour Goffman'sy(l956f’idea that although there may be a more high-

2]

‘ly valued core of self which accumulates over the years, self is

flexible and able to present various selves in various social roles.
. .

* AstSecord and Backman (1961; 1963) iﬁdicéte, although self con-
. £ .

ceptgﬁay‘appear to be quite stable and unchanging, this self stability

is itself the result of relatively unchanging interpersonal matrices

which sustain the individual's current perceptions of self.

Self in the Interpersonal Congruency Matrix

The  intrapersonal épproach to peféonality and self typified by

Maslow (1954) and Rogers (1959), places the causes of both self sta—-

bility and self change in intraésychic drives such as "self actual-

Lo

ization". Spcial determinants, when considered, usually constitute a

negative or restricting force limiting- this inherent drive to- self

" actualization. = This ;zirapsychic view of self is of mnecessity a

18
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closed-system conceptual scheme.
While useful in dealing with some of the idiographic, psycho~
- dynamic aspects of self, this approach has limited‘utility in‘nnder—
standing the complex interactive nature of self-other anoiself—group'
relationships found in physical education and'sportﬁée%tings.: Prac-
tical and theoretical understanding of these aspects of self heces-*
‘sitate an open—system or cybernetic conceptual schema. ?he inter;‘n\\\\\
personal approach to self of Mead (19345 and:folioweré, while aCRnoy—
ledging the imoortance of hiological‘drives and physical differencee,
locates the source of self perception of both these 1ntetpersonal

'\c

differences and similarities, in the symbolic 1nteract10n that Lhe:

person has with significant others. Similarly,vboth,personal¢og“s®l
® : R oo ’ s SR

in which the person interacts. . = - = . o i j.,.f n%

‘The social interactionist view -of Sporting lf p{esented

\

here adopts the formallzatlon of thls perspectlve glven by Secord and

Backman (1964). The player s per CLyLiO'D and descrlptions of self as
RN RO =By,
. \ S oy },ﬂ,»}
an athlete, he has developed over thc years in symbollc interactlon

with coaches, players and other reference people. MAIHCEQAﬁCE»JOf ‘ ”3 . - f7

Lo
l".

- those self attitudes requires contlnual or at least 1nterm1@tént o

confirmation and reinforcement from significant othersg.

descriptions of the person, or when the persOn changes referhyf Eﬁé‘e,“f. o7

the old self perceptions become out of balance, or are no longer cbﬁ; ,
. : «'G'

gruent with the new interpersonal self matrix or matrices. That is,

4



ings as that implied by .the significant other's present evalug

In order to regain interpeisonal self matrix congruency, the ﬁérs&n-
has é variety of congruency stratégies.he.ﬁay employ. These processes
may include reconsideration of his old self evaluation, his evaluation
of or liking for the referent other, his valuafidn of that aspect of
self or selective, or distorpéd perception of the significant oth;r's
evaluation. p

The interrelationships of internal self matrix components thus

i . .

must not only imply the same meaning to each opher, but -each must,
attempt to retain éongruence_witﬁ the person's groups and society
through the referent publics or referent others interpersonal matrices.
This cybernépic aspect of the present self theory does noﬁ suggest a .
totally’socially determinéd automatom. Rather, it acéounts, as many
of ;he intrapsychic theories do not, for the tremendous importéncy of
the "lookingﬁglass self" (Cooley, 1902) of significaﬁt others iﬁ self
concept fofmation. )

-

7 III. SELF PERCEPTION AND BEHAVIOR

The most essential aspect of the self perception. is that -
: “

through its symbolic meaning it serves as both an organizing plan or

image for directing behavior, and at the same time as an impetus or

-

motivation driving that performance.

v.’@ Q N—"“""\\ .
S%gg;ggrceptions as Directions or Plans for Behavior
A
: q"‘w/}y

qu and_(l934),and the sogial behaviorists or symbolic inter~-
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actionists who followed, man lives a socially constructed and sus-

tained world of common meanings. Men act towards objects in'ﬁ@rms of
the symbolic meaning they hold for that object. In W. I. Thomas '
(1928) famous aphbrism, "If men define situations as real, they are

real in their consequences."

"Thgrh symbol‘ic comxﬁunicat‘ion, society's
members learn to attach the same ‘significance and meaning to the same
symbols which represent objects. These éymbols or words and the
attitudes and meanings they suggeét for the person, represent tele-
scoped acts. These significant wordé) attributes or attitudes through
‘their meanings, serve as images or plans for gu;ding and'directing
behavior. The attitude, as Mead uses thé term, s;ands siﬁply fo%’this

&
internal organization of the act.

The human, unli.e most.other animals, is able to take himself
as an objest. That is, he'is able to &escribe himself in terms of the
attributés or atgitude;,others assign to him. As a result, he is able
to act towards himself symbolically or communicate infernally with him-
self just as he is able to act towards and communicate with others.

Thinking, in this perspective, becomes an internal process by which
- b

possible symbolié solutions and other future courses of action are ex-
amined, ésséssed fof their relative advéntéges and.d;sadvantages in
- terms of the values of. the individual, and oneqéf them chosen for ac-
tion (Rose, 1962). Shibutani (1968) presents a similar cybernetic view
of Mead's‘syé£em of motivatidn and behavior.

. Self perception (Bem,.l965) is simply a form of selfigﬁsqripfive

% . : .
. “=“behavior. It is the symbolic meaning of descriptive words and eval-

\



vations which form the images or plans for behavior discussed above.
Thus, tne‘person "presents self" (Goffnan, 1959) or "performs" in’
‘terms og how he defines himself and the behayiot required of the role
and s° ation. The definition of self becomes "real in its conse-
quences . The’téenage football player uho is labelled "aggressive
and tough" by a respected cgach learns to see hinself asvsuch. His
aspirations, expectations and subsequent performance will be strongly

)

shaped by that aggressive;self im;EE. Brookover (1962) found strong
~

-

positive correlations between pupils' self ratings on school subjects
and their actua’ performance. ,Fdllowup work by Hamachek'(l965) suggests

that a strong tausal'connection flows from academic self image to

o

academic performance./iThe work of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) show-

ed the circulat»causal chain that starts with the teacher;s dkfinitipn :
. B R
of student abilityvthrough the student's learned self definition. ‘
This self perceptlon causes a corresponding performance expectatlon and
“henee that level of actual achigiement. Student s who were taught
to self perceive themselves as superior in ability increassd their
. o :

actual I.Q. test performance significantly.

McPattland Cummlng and Garretson (1961) used the "Who Am 1"

e

test 6F self conceptlons and found the self conceptﬂons of" psychlatrlc
.patlents strongly related to thelr actual ward behavior. “Kinch (1963:
A84) ‘presents a case study of a plaln looking female graduate student
whose behavior and appearance was positively enhaneed through the
n851t1ve reactions of male fellou students.

.

In the teenage context, it follows that the player or team who
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see themselves as "'winners", for example, will tend to act accordin .y .
T A ~ d -

Sy

'bﬁicatidns of this "self fulfilling prophecy' such as

Popularize
o L

that of Malt
(Baldwin, 1960% Wintermute, 1970).
Through the learniﬂgjof-consensually validated ”language”.and ,

definitions of people and events. in the .team situation, the football
candidate becomes socialized as a competent team member. Through

direct OBservation and imitative lgarniﬁg of behavior from rewarded
"models' (Bandura and Walters, 1963), and through coaches' direct com-

munication, the new player establishes the ideal football player;xr

These ideal attributes and evaluations become important images for- di-

recting the player's own aspired football identity. This aspired foot

ball identity which stfongly shapes the plaver's performénce seems to

be a resultant of the weighing of the ideal models with self definitions

of his realistjc potenfial ability aﬁd_performance. ¢ ‘

Self Pefcéptiond—ad Impetus for Behavior - 5

o .
In addition to being directed, behavior and performance needs

force, impetus-or drive, While it is impossiblé in pfactical terms to

separate motivational drive from direc;ion;“for analytical purposes ‘it

is helpful to déséfibe the functioning of the self perception process j

in ter&s/bf thé@two‘c?nventionai motiﬁationéi goncepté,.défection:aﬁd
impetus or driye;_:gpdfe (1251) sefs out the.basic motiﬁatiqnal premises
undériying symboiié;ipteréégionism apd'the preéént viewpoint.“ In his
situational theory 6£ ﬁotiv%£ion; the’pchess of{?dentificatioﬁ forms
ﬁhe basis of motivatio%,*gﬂé;*épheﬁe?avoids the fallacies of bsth ﬁio—

;

l/? -



‘ ‘~eawironment conflict is non existent. Man is neither driven from’

!
. from other team members.

T e—-—

logical and cultural determinism. To him,‘the so called heredity-

— N o

 within by biologiégiaﬁredispogigéons, nor pushed about from without.

[y

" Man constructs his activity in terms of how ‘he defines.or identifies

the situation in which he is involved. This classification of people,
roles, and situatiéﬁs from memory, causes him to mobilize fheAphySF'

iological and motor equipment in order to ‘respond with the proper

category of behavior. 1In place of predispositions or intrapsychic
~~ "drives", it is sufficient to explain motivation as memory plus

mobilizafion (Mead, 1934 23-25). 1t is fhrough language and specif-

ically in the words we use to identify ourselves vis a vis others, that

Y A P ) B : . - »
we know in situations that we must act. How we begin to act is deter-

mined by these ideal pictures of performance learned in~previous
similar situations. This proceeding performance is, of course, guided

cybernetically by feegback as it progreéses. T , no
: ﬁfhaviorfééemingly resulting from purely physiological feelings,

is in fact directed by how we identify or define these fgélingé and

emotions. Schacter and Singer's (1962) experimental work bears tﬁis

L

“out. They found that the individual eéven relies om extefhal cués for,

-~

Adgscribingﬂhis emotigpdl‘statés. Self descriptive behavioirrgferring
‘td‘private feeiings are similarly learned from the individdal's refer-
ent others (Bem, 1965: 199). The footbdll player, for example, expe-

“eriencing "butterflies" prior to performance, learns to identify them

~ .
. ) .
N . . B
L i ) . . ) e
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A , :
In a sentence, we take motivation to refer to the degree to ‘
+ which a human being, as a participant in the ongoing social, sit-
uation is calling for performance of a partlcular act, with more
or less anticipated consummations and consequences, and thereby
his organism releases thé energy appropriate to performing it
Even the behavior consequent to an irritating organic condltig;
e.g. heat and hunger has to be defined according to its mg/nlng
in the situation and is defined, often fallibly. Organic irri-
tations, which may or may not be anterior to definition of an act,
;contrary to some predlsp051t10nallsts, have no direct and uniform
/ connection with organic mobilizations, whiéh dre always posterior
to definition of an act.

To the extent that we find the term attitude useful 4 it is
a’ synonym for these mobilizations. Definitions of the situation
account for attitudes not the reverse (Foote,- 1951' 17=18).
g‘:/)
ThUS, as a resul§§of a football player s deflnltlons of a par-

\ | N, .
~ticular éame situation, and his identification of himself\in terms of - )
~a particular role or svhself, he is able to mobilize the neeessary
o, N
energies to construc: an appropriate performance to achieve. hlis posi-

\
\

tional assignment. This moi ilization response is, of course, tg a

' " . 1" ‘ ’ ’ \
%;rge degree ''unconsciuut'. C _ .
b

IV. THE REFERENT OTHER<AND SELF PERCEPTION = N

Tunctions of: Referent Others

‘The teenager learns to identify himself and others from those
. . l,-“
S / A
" people in his environment who he admires and respetts. It is through - ©
. ’ 3 T
: N
significant others, such as/hﬁs pareénts, teenage peérs, occupational
“ ~ .

~

colleagues, teachers, and coaches that he learns how to identify and

. act towards the socidl structure and himself. .Through these reference

people, he learns about his roles and-statuses in society, and about
with whom and - how he s to interact in his .environment. - It is through

interaction with these individuals and in these groups that he learns

e
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‘ L)
about changes in role categories, values, opportunities for involve-

ments, expected behavior, and self definitions (Backman and Secord,
1964: 583-602).

.These reference people have been labelled "primary groups"

\

"(Cooley, 1902), "significant others' (Mead, 1934), "reference“groups”

(Hyman, 1959), "orientational othgrs” (Kuhn, 1964), and "referent
thers'" (French and Raven, 1960; Shérwood, 1962). This létter

term is ;doptéd here to enc pass the broad meaning denoted by all of

the -above terms. The term referent others will be defined in terms of

their main function:a they serve as comparison points, they provide

ideél imagés or mode;s toward which.individualé aspire, ﬁhey impiicitly

or explicitly hold rewardiﬁg or reinforcing péwer, and they proviae

the perspective and vocabulary with which the individual defines self

and others.

Shibutani (1955: 159) in di: ussing the ¢ nfused defihitioﬁs

.and. usage of the concept, suggests limiting it to mean the latter -

”perspectivé” function.’ While tbe present viéwpoiﬁt emphasiégs-the
"reality constructing" (Berger,, 19685 func;ioﬁ of refexeﬁbg groups as
'primary, it attempts to encompass all four fuﬁctions.::Of coufse, each
referen& o;her d&es nof necessérily sérve all of these,functiéns.}
L,vThQS, ;he football coach andmteam not only proviae'the novice

with a "perspective", with its definitions and evaluations 6f self and

v

‘others, but it also helps him establish team aspirations and. standards

for behavior, values, mofives,'abilities, and knowledge (Brim, 1965:

25). The coach, as team leader, must funétion in defining ideal player

\

I

P
pu

/:-:}



behavior and values and ensure that team consensus is vealized on goals
qnd'ﬁethods of attaining these goals. Because the player is attracted
to, or "identifies" with the group, the coéch's praise or scorn ‘becomes
highly valued (French and Raven, 1960). h

Videbeck (1960) suggests a number of factors which will determine
how effectively one person can reinforce or cause change in another's
self é§aluative behavior:. firstly, the rate and frequency of approval
or disapproval; secondly, how appropriate or qualified he is perceived
to be to evaluaée the person's chéracteristics or‘performance; thirdly,
how strongly "motivated" the individual is to achieve his aspired goal;
and. fourthly, the confidence, conviction, and étrength of the other's
assessment.

\vathe coach is reépected, i.e., if he acts in accordance with
the player's. expectations of the cOaChihg rola, e.g. with respect to
previous piaying experience and guaiification: enthusiésm, con-
fidence, fa '~ 'ss, and reasonable discipline, then his decisions re
playér selection and evaluation will have considerable reférent'powe:,
However, .if his behavior places him outside thevexpecpations and expe-
~rience of his players), hisfasséssmenfs'méy more éasily be\dismissed.
Each refegént other,dqés not,'of course, have to.serve all of thesei
'funcfions. In sports such as football, where there are seyeral coacheé
on a staff, their fuﬁctions méy be obsérvedly different. )

Referent others may be individuals,‘éuch as coaches drvétar
playexs, and groups such as the varsity team. Mer;ill sugg;;ts there_;

may be "direct others" with vhom the individual is presently communi--

27
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cating directly, or "immediate" others who are not -dfrectly communi-

cated with but "whose real or supposed judgménttheQertﬁeless influence
one's self juagments”x(196l: 449-450) . Thu;, the football player's
referents may bg coaches present, or past,_sports' stars viewéd on -
television, or read about in the popular literature.

Referent Others and Self Formation

" able form (Backman and Secord, 1963: Kinch, 1963; Miller, 1962;

3

Es

Historically, -the idea tha- one's self and behavior is strongly!

~sﬂaped'bzgfﬁﬂ;reactions of sigr’ .cant othefs, has played a iérgé’role

inlp@v philosophy and literature, (c:f. G.B. Shaw's Pygmalion). Cooiey
,\ oL s f,»‘- : ——

_(l9b2f‘proposed that one “wuilu. 2p a conception of .self from the "look-
4 s - ) ’ .

ing glass self'" prov< ec % ot ers - the primary group; Mead (1934).

e

saw self as the orgasnizat.on . u,;i@;lygderived andvsymboiically pre-
sented sélf‘identificatiou

It is only recently, - vever, that the highly suggesti#e work of

1

Cooley and Mead has begun to be formalized in

Vi

Sherwood, 1962).

Following Sherwood, we have used the self perception . to indicate

‘how the person sees ‘and describes himself. This is analogous ﬁo-Mead's

(1934) "I". The term perceived or réflectedﬁpublic‘sélfﬁreferé'to the

"ne'" or to how the persomn perceives that a referent other describes or

identifies him. Through social interaction and symbélic_cdmmunication,
the person builds up a subjective idea of how the other person(s) see.

him. This assumes, of course, that the actual description. or actual

public identity which the other quds‘ié accurately communicaﬁed, 

an operational and test- -

28
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Sherwood postulates a '‘communicated objective public identity" between
the actuai-public self or identity, ana the person's'perceiyed public
idengity. The aﬁbiguity of the égpgﬁgicated idenfity is indeed a 'key
variable in determining the effect og the self identity'(ﬁackman and
Secord, 1963).

The perceived public self and actual public self, like the self
perception itself, are composed of both attribute valuings .and attri-
bute evaluations. Thus, in his inferaction with the player, the coach
not only indicates through gestures and words the rélative importance
of various personal and performance attributes to his image of the
ideal football player, he also implicitly or explicitly gives the
player cues as to how well he is doing on each attribute. The pléyér
develops a picture or "me", of how the coach rates him and the quali-

" ties the coach expects him to aspire toi Tﬁe referent other, serves .
“ as a mediator through which the public roles,-expécfations, identities,
and evaluationé are communicated (Mead, 1934). Botﬁ changes and stabil-
ities in the social structure and environment are transmitfed througﬁ
the significant other in symbolip intgréction with the person.
:For‘each referent other, such as coach, bafent, and teammate,-

‘the player may%héve a "'social self' (James, 1890) which contains per-—
-ne play SUENE S - A: S

~

ceived public valuings and perceived public eVvaluations. . These in turn
; o i}gfnﬁ;%;j.w;’f?'
are learned in intefaétion'from the actual:public ewgluation.

_These concepts, of course, have their equivalents at all levels

: _ ¢
of self organization. For example, at the football subself level, we

may refer to football self, perceived'public football self, and actual

29



public football self.
‘Y., THE INTERPERSONAL MATRIX AND SELF CONGRUENCY

The Interpersonal Matrix

.and Backman, 1961: 28).

\
.

Unlike most psychological or intraindividual views of self or
personality, interactionist or interpersonal self theory does not at-
tribute self image maintenance or behavioral stability to some inher-

ent "'gyroscopic" predisposition (Secord and Backman, 1961:228).

Rather, both intrapersonal or self structure maintenance, and self

structure change occur as a result of their congruency or incongruency

. ’ ")'. . ] . . ‘

with their interaction system or 1nterpe fonal matrix. 'That most in-
p%q : g

dividuals do maintain intrapersonal structure is a function of the

fact that the behavior of others toward the individuals in question
is nbrmally overwhelmingly ,consistent with such maintenance." (Secord

In the present section, Secord and Backman's (1961 1964 1965,

e

1968) conceptualization of the ' congruency processes!' and strategles

involﬁed in‘sélf,and other inderpersonal systems or "matrices" will be

, 1ntegrated and”’ con51dered in some detail.

ﬁgpre 1 dlagrammatically presents Secord and Backman's (1964:

594) conceptuallzatlon of the 1nterpersonal matrix. The "other" or

'vreféfence're;aﬁidn, linke thé_persdn-through his self to the society

or a particular subculture, Matrices are defined as self and other

person perception attributes, which may be used to assign the various

aspects of meaning, i.e. image, identity, evaluation, utilization, and

e

value to perceptual-cognitive experiente

“An interpersonal matrix then



,refers to an ongoing symbolic interaction between self and other which

s

k involves the attribution or indication and exchange of meanings through

verbal and non verbal communication.

/
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THE INTERPERSONAL SELF%OTHER MATRIX

FIGURE 1

If the person maintainé constant ;nterpersonal matrix or ma-
‘trizes, then his self perceptions and self attributes are reiﬁforced
and sfabilized. Frequeqtly; ﬁowever, reference groups are changed,
new reference relatiéns are egtablished, new activities are'joined and
hence, the person's interpérsonal environment changes, causing incon-
gruency in his interpersonal mafrices. An extfeﬁe example of "total" .

- < _
reference relations change is the Chinese "brainwashing' of prisoners
which resulted in drastic self éhanges (Liffbn, 1961).

By matrix congruency, we refer to that state in which both self

and other components-of the matrix imply the same ﬁeaniné. Following

¢
’
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Secord and Backman, we will refer to only three components of the
'matrix:l anvattribute of the self ﬁSI), self's (S) interpretation of
those elements of his behavigr‘related to.that aspect of éelf (B), and
lself's (8's) perception of related aspects of the other person (0),

with whom he is interacting.

Self Congruency—--Stability and Change

Congruency occurs then when the behaviors of S and 0 imply a

v

Jdefinition of self congruent with relevant aspects of the self cgﬁeegﬁ.

This may occur when any two matrix components are congruent with each
: . <

other, with the third either congruent with both of them, or not con-

gruent with either.®

Secord and Backman (1961: 24) present a number of general prin-

ciples concerning the maintenance of congruent matrix:

1. S tends to repeat and perpetuate those interpersonal relations
which were previously characterized by congruency.

2. A S involved in a matrix which is not inca state of congruency
will tend to modify the matrix in the direction of greater.
congruency.

3. The engagement of S and O in congruent interaction .develops
mutual affect toward each other, which tends to perpetuate the
‘interaction. ' :

4. Because of the teﬁdency to establish congruent matrices S
gragyally builds up an increasingly greater repertory of such
matrices. . /

I

5. ~The more the O component of a congruent matrix is valued, the
greater the tendency of the matrix to be perpetuated. (1961: 24)

. . t
Attributes and matrices may be related to each other. The great-
er the coreness or centrality of matrices, the more resistant it is to

change, and, should it change, the greater the resultant shifts in

other matrices.

32



Congruency Strategies‘

Secord and Backman (1961: 24-26) suégest a number of intefper—
sonai pfoeesses or strategies, which a person may use in attempting to
maintain’;elf congruency in face of sélf éhange influences, such a§‘
normative changes, personal role changes, or fortuitous changes. The
firsﬁ five processes restore congruency through transforming the 0
matrix component:

1l.. Selective interacﬁion with O's. S will tend to maximize

engagement with O's and in activities that tend to confirm or ég?aft
-minimally from the existing self image.

2. Selective evaluation of 0's. S will tend to value ﬁore
highly those people who confirm his self image and to devalue ref-
erence relations who behave incongruently with existing self.

3. Selective comparison with aspects of 0. 'S will tend to
selectively perceive those cues from O which maximize congruency
with existing self. :

4. Evocation of congruent'respOnses from 0. .S develops tech-
niques for eliciting from O behavior which will be congruent with
components of his self concept anﬁ_behavior.

5.  Misperception of 0. § may misperceive‘O's reactions or be-
havior to achieve congruency.

The sixth and seventh interpersonal processes restofq’Ebngruency
by a transformation of the S behavior component of the matrix:
6. Selective behavior matching. . In interacting with a par-

ticular O, S tends to use behaviors which will evoke congruent
responses from O, ; '

/. Misinterpretation of own behavior. S may misinterpret his
behavior so as to maximize ébngruency with an aspect of his self
concept and his perception of O. '

Incongruency of an interpersonal matrix may lead to matrix

change. Change takes place in three steps: the creation of .an 'incon-
o §o oo :

33
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"gruency, the formation"of a new c&ngruént matrix, which involvés a
different component of self or behavior froﬁ that éxisting prigr to thef
change, énd the adjustment of relevant matrices which have beeﬁ affect-
ved by the changes made id’resolving the incongruent matfixf Secord
. —
and Backman (1961: 26-27) propose three commpn types of incongrﬁ/ﬂéy /}
and su%gest a typology of potential resoiutions of these incohggz—‘
enéies.
The three, baglc types of 1ncongruity and potential resolutlons

T

- may be outlined as follows (Secord and Backman,‘l96l: 27):
. ) 2 . .

Type I. The behavior of 0 i. perce$ ’ J t
component of self and with 3's behav '&; R A ‘ri%?o elements
congruent with each other:..In-this -ty
employ any one of the first five interpersdnal @rocesses to
transform the incongruent O component, and thereby maintain self
and behavior unchanged. Thus, he may reduce interaction with

his 0, may devaluate O, may avoid sclective comparison by de-
claring O's opinion irrelevant, may evoke new responses from O,
or may falsely perceive O.

Type II. An aspect of self is incongruent with S's behavior and
‘with the perceived behavior of 0, the latter two elements being
congruent with each other...0One form of resolution involves main-
tenance of self and behavior. Since behavior is incongruent, it
would have to be misinterpreted if self is to te maintained, and
in addition, the five interpersonal processes which transform the
incongruent O component Would be employed here...A simple change
in self would result in & congruent matrix. Or finally,; S might
change behavior and transform the O component.

fype III. S's behavior is incongruent with a component of self
and with the perceived behavior of O, the latter two elements
_being congruent with each other. *

A number of factors govern the probable direction of resolution
of the incongruency, the exact nature of which has yet to be deter-

mined empirically (Secord and Backman, 1961: 29-30) :

1. The degree to which 0's role-constrained behavior limits the
extent to which § can influence him--e.g., a coach often must judg=



,\:}
i

his team candidates relative to each_other and avoid "favoritism".

2. The ease with which S can leave the reference interactjion sit-
uation. For example, the son of parent's who value a sport®highly
is less free to leave that sport than a boy whose parents are in-
different to that activity..

3. The degree to which a matrix is reality oriented will influence

the stability of that matrix.

4. A matrix or self attribute will be resistant to change rel-
ative to the number and value of supportive congruent matrices
relevant to a component.

5. Individual persons learn to selectively favour and utilize the
various modes of incongruency resolution. TFor a particular person,
certain types of component transformation are more pfactical,,
reinforced and préferred to dﬁher§L4e.g., the player who values

his sport very highly and who-has received strong positive refer- -
ence appraisal and reinforcement early in his career may persist

in devaluing subsequent coaches whose reflected appraisals fail

to reconfirm his self image. B

VI. TOTAL SELF PERCEPTION

Society, Total Self and Football Self

G
11

The football subself may be viewed as one possible self image in

the teenagers stotal self or "self-other system" (Brim, 1966: 7). As

sucl:, the total self is a cognitive structure representing the entirety

c¢” the teenager's perceptions of himself vis a vis his human and non
. > ,

human environment. The actiwity "football" and the boy's image of;him—
self with respe;t tolit may form a more or less dominant part of that
: \
total self. o ' » : ¥
The idéa of situational self image as part of the person's total
perqepgﬂal Gestalt has long been central to the cognitive ﬁerspective
“in sociai.psychology. It is,>h0wever, in the traditioﬁ.of social be-

. ) O
haviorism or symbolic interactionism, that the idea that the social

35
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self the "me' derives from the social organization, gets its most

I

complete statement. One of the earliest statements in this ﬁerspeﬁtive

=

wds tiii/99”3§3f8; who suggests:
T,
“

...wd may practically say that he has as many social selves
as there are distinct groups of persons about whose opinions he '
cares. He generally shows a different side of himgélf to each of
thesé groups...From this there results what practically is a div-
ision of the man into several selve$s (James, 1890: 190-191).

Elaborations on ‘this conception of self, comprised of situation— -

2

al selves, have been made by Mills (1953) and Brim (1960).

\

. Self development as socialization, is a process ongoing through-

Sut life (Brim, 1966). Cocley (1902), Mead (1934) and followers have

described in detail the stages and processes«{?e child experiences

en route to becoming a socially coﬁpetent, accepted memﬁef‘ofwhis.sd;
ciéty. In:order to act in accord wigh others-in ﬁisvsociety thegiﬁ—
dividual mgsfzbe able to classify, cateégorize and identify the situa-
tions and role relationships. If is out of-thié identification that
his behaviors are motiﬁatéd, constructed and evaluated (Fboté, l?SI;
Mills,f]940). :

As Méad (1934) indicated, it is through learning to attac£ com—

mon meanings and behaviors to gestures and words that we develop an

internalized cognitive map of the wﬂ”Td and the place of ourselves as

objects  in that world. The total self then is the conglomerate of all

]

the various roles and situations in which we are involved in our soci-

ety. Modern society, because of the many subc@ltures_and interest

-

groups, necessitates a highly complex and often seemingly inconsistent

composite of selves.

N
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Athletics is a dominant, valued activity in .this adolescent
culture. Coleman (1961) In a major analysis of the American adolescent
society, found athlptics to be generally more Highly valued than schol-

\\\ arship or socializin} and popularity. Friesen (1968) replicated and

extended Coleman's study in a cross national study of the culture of

e Canadian Bigh schools. 1In-general, sports acggevement was valued

~

"significantly lower in Canada as compared to the United States. Al-

; . ‘
though he found the role of the "athletic hero" to be a significant .

factor in the subculture of the 'school itself, he found it to be per-
ceived as much less valuable than school achievement, in the st@dent's
iong term values. Hisvwork did illustrate beautifully, however, just
how important sports or other extracurricular involvements are in.
? ) giviﬁg students of today's large, anonymous schools“ag opportunity for
social interaction, and the achievemeﬁt of social status. Although
Friesen's work suggested that the status of the sports- hero may be lowf
er in Canada in the late niﬁetgen sixties than the United States in the

fifties, observation of both students and staff of today's high school’

)
s

suggest sports has continuing, if perhaps somewhat reduced, adolescent

-

public value.

Sports, including football, are part of the adolescent, high
; -0 : o

€

< gchool culture. As such, football, soccer, and others stand as poten-—

.tial.sélf attributes and subselves within the total self image of the

Nl

teenagg bo¥.  Whether the perceived self value of fooéball becomes
‘ranked highly enough, relative to other potential subselves such as

. [ . s R L
part time worker, son, boyfriend, musician or hard working student, and
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subsequently results in utilization and active participation, will de-

.pend to a great extent upon the .social rewards and public evaluations

[
-

he perceives. - o ]
. ) T R

The Value of Athletic and Other Subselves to Total Self

Subselves and person attributes seem to be interrelated in two

.planes. The "horizontal" relatedness of content to social and situa-

tional roles tends to be relatively free of the affective and evalu-
ativé"coTpdhent. A second hierarthieal tvpe of relation invelves the

arrangement of sub identities and attrib_: -5 ir order of importance or

.38

coreness to the person. The idea that personalit§7traits or attributes .

may be differertiated as to centralltv, value or "coreness" has been
demonstra ed ' several writers; ‘Allport indicates,.”So faf\as roles
are‘:oncerned, is it not a fact that characteristic styles tuh\thtough
a person's conduct'even when he is playing div: e roles?" (1953: 245)
James (1890) referred to the '"truest" self and Mead (1934) to the I,
Combs and Snygg suggest that there are "fundamental" aspects of self
1dent1ty 'that seem to the indivieual to be 'he' is all times and at

a}l_places. This' is the very essence of 'me'" (1959). Miller (1962)

discusses the “core self" in terms of those parts of self that are
p .

formed earliest.

rMiiler and Shef&ood (1962: 27) agree basically that cOre at—
tributes constitute the most important self descriptions that a per-
son holds of himself. Becauee of their centrallty to the whole qelf
attribute system, cgcre attributes tend to interact with all other
traits in an ideﬁtity. 'Thus, change 'n core traits or values-is a

i

slower process usually, because of the famificatiqns for the whole

-
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"personal constructs"
4

coghitiye-structure. Kelly's (1955) system of
and Rokeach'se(1960) "core Yglues" utilize the same notion.

The coreness structural relationships will, of course, @#f

o

link with and have cognitive implications for the role relevapce or-

~ganization. The result, as Zajonc,(1954) and Sherwood (19635 suggest,
tr¥ibute will
r

is assigned

s

Is that it is highly probable that one specifit person at

be assigned to a person (oneself or other) if that'pEfega
. J

'another rdle related person attribute. "For insténcgﬁfi“a man- is

seen as being a 'big man', he may also be erceiveﬁ%g— being strong'
g g ; y P el g g

»r -

(Sherwood, 1962:, 28-29). ~ ' l >
Sherwood (1962) studied self perceptioneehanges over a two week
group seneitiVity-training session. As a;meaeure of coreness he had
subjects }ete the importance of a number of pereohal quality adjectives
‘to their pietu%e of themselves as avtotal person. Thisumethod,.using
ten point, self rating scales, proved successful. Results bore ou£ the
predictions that high core‘attributes tend to be more resistant to
‘change tﬁén those low on coreness. .This E;nfirms the‘not?one tﬁat
seif attributes and subidentities perceived to be highly valued or im-
portant, are highly resistant to change because of the strong cogni-

_tive implications for .the person's '"cognitive worl‘”/as‘a whole.

T;"g f .

,Xheﬂfootball subself or identity is a pqpeﬁ%ial subset in the
teenagers total set o0f self attributes and activities. The importance

he assigns to his football Eelf will vary in terms of both personal

and sbciocultural factors. While the development of the football self

.and its relatedness to the environment will be discussed later, it is

39
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ﬁmportaﬁt to note that the self rating of football's‘imﬁortance or
value is a form of self referent judgmental'behévior. Briefly, ‘the

. teenage iboy must weigh the perceived cultural -relevance, and general

social Qewards 01 1ootball participation: vis a vis that of other
possible autumn involvements. TPis social and psychological utility
factéf must be weighted with thé"boy's éelf evaluation ofi his ability
and the accruiﬁg perséﬁal rewards for that.performancé:\n?he boy's
self attribute céreness fating.and resulting pérticipation will derive

primarily from the resultant of these two variables.

The Evaluation of Self

As a result of direct observation and social comparison of his

characteristics, behaviors and performances, and resulting from per—
ceived feedback from referent others, the person is able to evalu -e
or rate himself on his self éﬁtributes. W@ile this evéluation‘may be
done primarily gnconéﬁfaﬁélfg and nsing”implicit judgmentél standards,

all social scientists who have dealt with self agree it is a most im-
. . ' / N . . .

. . ’ S oA
portant component of self'referent behavior. This behavior has been

denﬁted by several different concepts: sélf‘évaluation (Deutsch and
‘Solomon, 1559; Gerard, 1961); self esteem (Coheﬁ, 1959; Coopersmith?~
1559; P;rsons, 1955; Shibufani, 1961; Miller,vlg62;‘5herwood, 1962);
self adéquacy (Coﬁbé ;ﬁd(Sopef, 19575; self-regérd (Roéers,‘l959);
gelf affect (Backman and Secord; 1964); and self rating‘(Haas énd -
Maehr; 1965). |

1. this study, wevape concerned with self attribute evaluation

as a form' of self referent, self descriptive behavior (Bem, 1967).

| R
A

8
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This has been found to be validly and reliably represented using uni-

dimensional self rating scales by Sherwood (1962) and Haas and Maehr
g . ¢

(1965). We assume the judgmental process involves comparisons with

aspired evaluations and utilizes as evidence,:past and present self

and other cvaluations. This present usage,does not aséume;.as does
Sherwood (l962),la self actualization or growth motive (Maslow, 1954;

Rogers, 1959) which predetermines a person's striving towards positive
L ) "

polar idesls.‘ Nor does self evaluation refer to the accuracy of self

perception.or level of self awareness. These are different processes

o

from thét qf concern here.

As with the sensitivity group participapt studied by Sherwood
(1962), football team candidates are able to assign themself a self
evaluétion on a number of person attributes. Following from the dis—
_Fussion of attribute interfélations and cognitive organization it e
follows that self ev%luations of football role-related attributes show

fﬂébnsiderable‘Similarity. This "status congruence" will also hold true
T . \ -
for.'self.évaluations of. similar athletic activities. Thus, a boy who

judges hiﬁself'to be{éﬁpellent at football, would be likely to self
evafuate himself highly in rugby.

Because the situations require a particular level of per-
formance based upon a complex of specific skills, the skills are
not only apt to be learned together, but the individual is likely
to develop the same evaluations,ofveach of the skills in the
complex.. For example, grade school teachiers are apt to expect
students who are compétent in oral reading to be competent also in
writing, in spelling, and perhaps .even in arithmetic. Similarly,

a boy who excels in Qheior two athletic skills is expected by

. other. boys to do wéll in@most athletic skills. ‘This expectation
of status congruenée‘(HOmaﬁs,_1961) is apt to. shape behavior “in a
manner appropriate to the expectations and also to produce & com-
mon attitude toward the different components of self (Sedbrd, 1968:
352). ! , _ , ’ '
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Studies by Vldebeck (1960), Maehr, Men81ng and Nafzger (1962),
and Haas and Maehr (1965) ‘have borne out these predlctlons of status-
'congruence across related attributes and subselves

Further, a compo51te summatlon of football attrlbutes eval-
uations should correlate hlghly with:-a 31ngle self evaluation of one—
self as a football player, i.e. the football self evaluation:

It follows then, that a teenager's single evaluation of self

i.e. total self evaluation should also correlate strongly with a- sum—'y

mation of his core s: »icentity eyal\ ions. bherwood (1962) found
these predictions ¢ “irmed in his study.
Self Evaluation, S:=  vzlue and Participation .

A basic theo-=t.cal and practical question for'physicalied—)
ucation and recreat - professionals is that of activity participation

and dropout. A comprehensive'viewpoint of self mist include a dis—

e

cussion relating self perception and the participation in, or utiliz-
ation of the various attributes-ofgself. ‘What are tHose processes in- ° o

volved in participation in football or-other activities.

’
' ~

Within the perspectlve of soc1al behav1orlsm, enterlng and con-

A

tinuing participation in. an act1v1t%)occurs when the rewards, beneflts
or "profits" expected are greater than ant1c1pated punishments, losses
or "cost:" . : . non 1nvolvement in alternat1Ve act1v1t1es (Homans,-v

‘1961; Mani, . Meltzer, 1968) Homans analysis of human behavior is

essentlally a synthesis’ of elementary capltallst economic pr1nc1ples

and behavioral social psychology. 1 Both v1ews blend ea51ly ag they a. el

both rooted in the modern Western conception of man as'utilitarian and

i

hedonist.



Thus, the teenager seeks to maximize his pleasure and minimize
his pain. He will tend to participate in those actiﬁities and inter-
ests which reap the greatest "payoff". The rate of "payoff" per ac-
tivity is deterggned jointly by its social relevance and self value.
As described previously, Qithin the'teenager's value or coreness
.hierarchy of sgbselves, football will be assigned an implicit value
ranking. As‘ﬁomans (1961) suggests, this valu1ng process seems’ “to

B »\ L%
take place on a "more- or- less" than basis, as a result of previous
social reinforcement history. The relationship_between activity self

i

value amﬁ the degree of participation in that activity, as would be

expected, ig\relatively strong (Rosenberg, 1965). The variables. in-
volved:in this relationship are several, and interacting. Rosenberg
(1965) also Jound that liking for, and degree of part1c1pat10n in an
act1v1t§,'borrelated strongly and positively with self evaluatipbn.
Thus, the boy who rates himself highly on football attrlbutes would be

expeceed to’ partlcipate in the act1v1ty Obviously, the environmental

variables influence this partlcipation. If football is not avallable

WA

or iéﬁﬂot highly relevant, i.e. social. ranklng and rewards are minimal,
even the teenager Ligh on football self evaluation will not likely be
motivatedato;ﬁiay.
In oiecussimg social reinforcers and referent others, it is im-
: ki .
portant to differentiate between those immediately present and those
'removed from the direct reinforcement situation. Thus, it is p0551b1e
that ghlle football has very low social status in a partlcular high

school ‘social system, and the immedlate payoffs may be minimal, the

. teenager may persist in his football committment as @ result of rewards

3

\

\
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" and reinforcements from internalized distaﬁp or, previous referent
others. Thus, the boy may make a great/”expeﬁ&itu%e" on football Ee—
cause a previous coach has convinced him he should aspire for a foot-
ball scholarship, and an'anticipated rewarding professional career.
Associated with this same general factor is the "inner"

versus "outer" orientation (Rotter, 1954) vis a vis rewards and self
image confirmation. Goffman's (1959) work suggests ;he individual
sometimes willingly participates in roles and activities even though
the immediate rewdrd may not be held in very high regard. However,
most studénts of seif seem to stand with Kinch (1963) whq holds that
our‘choice of refefent others (e.g. mates, roles and situations) is
made on the basié&pf complementary needs. Thus, activity or inter-
action‘involvementgﬁgre pursged éghas to obtain confirmatiop and re-.
inforcement of presen£ and aspired self images. Secord and Backman'
(1964) aléo suggest this tendency to self confirming seléctiv;ty of
others and agtivities. Rosenberg's (1965) work previously meétioned,
noﬁed that adolescents tend to participate in activities to the ex-
tent that their self evaluatiqn wouid receive reinfor;ement or comn-

hl

firmation.

The exact nature of the process the teenager may go through in

: L Es :
weighing 'the cost versus benefits of ™¥tain activities and interper-—
sonal involvements is also suggested by Homans. The teenager may be-

come bored of football because of too frequent rewards by coaches.

]

The individual will quit one activity and take up a substitute:
activity when he sees that the costs of continuing in the first are

greater than the rewa:ds in the lattex;a The_hard work, loss bf time

ak



" with friends or loss of money from a part—time job may leaq the foot-
ball candidate to drop out and take up the seemingly more.rewarding
other activities. Homans (1961) and Rosenberg's (1965) work would
suggest that the value or coreness of football vis a vis part-time

}job, or beinghwith friends, should be reduced following the decision

‘;rfb\&rop out. TFoote (1951) and‘Mills (1940) conceprion of "ﬁotive"

- ss an after the fact ratlonallzatlon given for behavior, would suggest

"reasons" such as 'meeded the money', or "school became "

would be put forward. -Many coaches find these types of "motives" or
"excuses' prevalent after- the dropout act.

Tﬁe Valuation and.Evaluation of Referent Others

The selection and ranking of models ﬁné°referent others for the
‘individual, 'is“deterhiﬁedrbyaa’nuﬁber‘of factors. @Psychoanalytic
B ! “»'s”a' v o
workers have emph%51zed the key referenqe r61e ofgggxents HQuring early
ER Ny w , GiRs

childhood. Soc1ologlsts (Brlm, 1966) suggest h;wever:kthat the self
. : K w

is much more malleable and open to reference—lnduced C%anges durlng

later life than Freudibelieved.

% A player ‘s selection of models and, referent others w1ll llke
most of his self referent behavior, result from an agteractlon of hlS
need to confirm his self 1ﬁage with the nee% to max1m12e ﬁis immediate
situationel social rewards.

The‘person may-himselg serve as a‘very powérfﬁl spurce.of ref-
erence in a way analogous to sn external refereﬁee person. The self
imege and identity represeﬁts an accumﬁlqtien and‘synthesis,of histor-

‘ically rewarded self meanings, values and behaviors. Ig includes both

current and aspired images and identities of self. Depending upon the

45
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age of the person; the reward value of these self perceptidnsﬁcould
represent a history of‘powe}ful reference person reinforcements.: As
such, these images and identities could serve as very powerful refer-
ence and reward framéworks. )
Rotter's (1954) "inner-directed" personality type may be seen
as an example of this phenomena. The abundant work on "self esteen"

by Coopersmith (1955), amongbbthers, points to this same notion that

one's overall self evaluation strongly conditions the perceptual sel-

ection and utiliéation of appraisgls one receives from others.
Sherwood's (1962) study of self perception chéﬁgés in sensitivity
groups; also confirmed this idea that total self éyaluation interacts
strongly with publicvevaluations, to shape the resulting perceived
public evaluation and self evaluation.

As reported previously, Rogs's (1962) Qtilization of interac-
tionist notions abéuﬁ the self coﬁfirming processes of the negative
-self image, provides a fruitful‘social psychological theory of neuro-
'siS; In the case of the paranoid neurotic, a person with-gé%owerfully
reinforced and éoherent world, we éeeEa person whose .overall §egatiye

view 'of self, relative to the world, leads him to select .nd distort
. ~
. .

the actions and;appraiééisuéf others” so as‘tb confirm his negative

suspicions about his self. The‘"ob;imiétic", positive totai self

evaluation person wilil on the other hand, tend to select out cues i

and interact with‘reference’Otheré in those situétions whicﬁwte%g to - '€§§$~

confirﬁ hié positivé self'view: In‘thé‘éthletic world, tﬁe’negativé,a
. ? s

failure-expectancy type of individual is frequently encountered. '

In choosing or rating reference groups or 'reference Trelation-



<

7the weight he assifwé to himself.

flected

o
P/

ships" (Rose, 1962f 11), the person will use the type of comparative,
cost-benefit valuation described above, relative to role and activity

selection and . .utilization. In order to maximize his '

'payoffs" he will
weigh the value of his own self as a reference relationship with the

value of other situatioﬁally available, potential references. His age,

<

' Y
degree of independence, and the factors discussed above will determine

b

In weighting the value of other potential reference relation-

«

ships, he must not onlyﬁaésess their value to. him, but also the situ-

ational necessity involved. A footba;l team candidate ma&vbe forced

' to accept the,apprai§al of a coach he does not value, because it is

forced on him, if hetwishes to remain in the football piayer role.

:

The number of appraisai referencé sources availlable, also strongly

conditions his "information dependence' ‘on certain reference persons.

o

A young child, is usually strongly dependent on his parents for re-

appraisal of self. Teachers, coaches and other leaders in
» A .

;- )

"commaqd—performance" situations have tremendous reference power in
Y , :

shaping the positive or negative‘ﬁirection gf the child's self image. (

§ 9 {

R . ]
o« 30

viously,cited,:showed cdﬁvincingly the §ery g%eat rééé e
;! . _— G g T

teachers have over students' self eﬁ%éct@tions and subsequéntiipefr="_""
- | : iy .
formance. _ S } ; .

.

Self Congrﬁenéy Processes and the Football Caﬁdidagy; Self, Coach and

i

Team Interaction Systems and Matrices ' Lo
‘The football tryout camp possesses some of the fedtures of the

i .

"total" institution Lifton (1961) described in his observations on the

47

Rosenthal and Jacobsoen's (1968)ﬂstudy of ‘}LiOQ high %éﬁdeﬁ;s:pre— °ﬁ%%= k
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Chinese "brainwashing" prison camps. While this is certainly less true

of the high school, after school practice arrangement, than the college

or profe;sional milltary—style "live-in" or residential camp, some of

the interaction system similarities are strong. The parallels with

the ﬁilitary camp are not, of course, entirely fortulteﬁs as the game
W . :

of footbell has often been compatred with nar”.

The coach-player coﬁmunicatloh system, until faced with the very
recent wave of cfitical writings (c.f..Scott, 1971), hée been pre-
dominantly paternalistic or authoritafiam in nature. Whatever the
cause, the dominent mode of coéch—player interaction has usually placed
the novice player and his self in a strongly &ependent position.

While the veteran, or returning player, may have’earlier coas ee

Az
or other veteran players as additional reference sources, the "rookie"
is strongly dependeﬁt for reflected self eppraisal informaticn orn his
current coach. In feotball teams where there afe usually a number of
assiseant coaches working with the various team gnits, the player,
novice or veterzn, does have multiple potential references? and hence
may develop "multiple selves". By this is meant, that the player may-
vreceive somewhat different reflected selves from diffefent coaches,
both because of different "personalities" ané because they»intereetvin
differenp role relationships. . The heaa coach "sees" a different role
or self of his quarterbac& or guard than the backfield or line coach
may. Hence, reflected s&lf appraisals are made on the standards of
different roles. On a football field then, the persons "become"

their roles, that is they become what they do by way of function or

task for the team. Most coaches try not to deal with "personalities"
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on the field, but rather “oﬁly judge a man on tﬁéﬂkind of job he gets
done". v

The ﬁlayér faced wifh several refgrence sourcés~of reflectea
self appfﬁ%se%*maxi/ef course, thoose to interac;‘gr idenﬁify primarily
with that coach who provides him with self informaﬁlén most congruent
with, and hence rewarding of, hfs existing s€lf aﬁ%fibutes. As
Harvéy_gg_gl (;957), Secord and Backman (1964), among gthers, have -

. demonstrated, where a person receives ambiguous or nonconsensﬁally—
based appraisal, he may also choose to select or misperceiﬁe the public
appg&fsal of him. )

- The team cul;ﬁre or public wofld, as a consensually validated
set of meanings and values organized into roles and role relations,
develops out of the shared; pooled and negotiated definitions ofAits
members;' Coaches,'and espegially the head coach,'may‘weigh much
heavier in this construction of the team reality. 1In the fraditional
team poli£icél structure; the coaches shapegggrongly the team images
of ideal player characteristics,'skills, ps&chological tr;its, and out-
side i%%e;ests and schedules.

Fgf the novice team candidate, dependent as he .z on his coaches
for inforﬁation about his abilities, all aspects oflfoutbal}.self
.image will be stfongly influenced by his cg;ch's reflected public

. >
image and hence his public image. The experienced player, on the

)
other 'hand,- has a previously established football self image which has
been reinforced by an earlier coach or referent other. The "veterant®

player is thus able to compare the current appraisal with his existing

self image and accept or reject part, or al’ of this reflected
O ' )
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appraisal.
A number of additional factors will tend to intéract'with, and ke
Q'ﬁ modify, the self socialization influences of the coach-candidate,

player-candidate interpersonal matrices. The effects of several of

these factors will be observed in this study. Diiferences in candi-

~dates' liking and respect for coaches' will influence the effect of

his opinions. Other people in the candidates situation may function
as football referent others, and tend to affect football self. . The

‘candidate is also partner to a large number of other-non football re-
lated interaction matrices; from which self changé Or maintenance in-

 fluénces'may be generalized to related football attributes. These
b ’ % , :
other:matrites' influences may reflect fortuitous’ happenings in an in-
‘dividual dahdidates situation; or it may reflect change or stability

in the social environment as a whole. Thus,.it is possible that the

social ‘relevance of football may change significantly due to, for ex-—
amﬁle, a general permissive trend in teenage culture. g : 7

Objective physical ability and maturation rates of;changefin the

~ .
o

’teqnager himselfi/élsO’influence the-self perception both through

dfrect obserVation and through their actual shaping of the coach's
T A .‘ " . ,
. N ! - - )
evaluations. ) RN o

.

{ :ﬁgih the self wvalue of, and degree of participation in football v

“and r " self attributes will determine strongly the effect of the

& candi ;perience. The overall total self evaluation and the af-

£ P : .

~ . o - S
fective .and: cognitive interrelatedness and consistency pirocesses in-

volved tend to modify other self influences. Change in evaluation of

a valued attribute will result in spread of effect to . a large number

) : v
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. Jf re. zed-.attributes. On the'other hand, effects or changes in eval-
uation oﬁﬁmore peripheral, or less important attributes, will be

limited!
A number of postulated intrapsychic needs or "motives" which
may influence the individual's acceptance of, and conformity to the

other person's evaluations have received considerable study.

Individual differences in such: traits will occur in such as
.

closed-mindedness (Ro<each, 1960), need affiliation (Schacter, 1959),

e dependeﬁqy_(Sears; Maccoby and Levin, 1957), need achievement (Mc-

Cleiland,'1955);-appfo;alk(growne and Marlowe, 1964)} éelf'esteem

(Coopersmith, '1959) éﬁdﬁinnetroﬁter,directedneés (Rotter, 1954), un-

-

?doﬁbtedly influence the tendepcies of players to adjust self.and be-

havior to conform to the expectations of referent others.

Within the_presgnﬁiperspgétive, we hold these 'meeds" and

"motives" to be culturally defined and shaped contents or attributes

- R ) \\ - - . . N
of self. ‘Achievement motivation or need for affiliation, for example,

are thus socially learned. These '

'needs'", although important in un-
derstanding individual differences in resistance to influence, are

nét the focus of the present interpersonal theory.

Sports Team Candidécy, Interpersonal Self Matrix Incongruency. and
; - j &5 ma—

’

Congruency Processes

Sport socialization may be viewed as a process in which the per-

. . ) . ZD,: T
L . - . L : .
-son moves through a succession of changing patterns of self-other ref-

erence relations, as he enters new subcultures and perhaps revalues

othe; reference relations he has previouély held. These old refer-

ences are not lost, but merely changed in value relative to total self.

51
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iy
As the player enters the new social Structures and interaction

dyads, new incongruencies are created for the self. Depending upon

the self value of that act1v1ty, relatfve t r subculture inter-
ests, the reflected appraisal of his siuccessfu or ur zuccessful per-
formance, his expected performance evaluation, and I'.s overall or total

self evaluation, ‘the person will decide which cognitive strategy to

utilize in restoring congruency in the interpersonal matrix system.

From the possible strategigs described above; for example,” the candl—:
date who reeeives unexpected negative‘evaluation might: devalue the
ireference relation (e.g., the coach) if the self value of the act1v1ty
is'high; he has.other football teams to join, and his total self eval-
uation is hlgh and pos1t1ve' mlspercelve the appraﬁsal if it is_am—
blguous at all; drop out; devalue the actiVity 1d pessibly the cdach
if it was not highly valued by hlmself or hls referent others; or

lower his ‘self and. asplred evaluatlons on that act1v1ty if the value

and/or his total self evaluation is not high and positive.: Tnere are,

\ff course, a number of addltional possible’ strategies that could ‘be

-/

~combined. Some of theSe were explored empirically in the research to

v .
Ty

be repo;ted below,

Congruency Stratgg;es, Self Dlscovery and Self Reallsm. Social-

v

ization 1nvolves both “the learnlng and appllcatlon to 'self. of cultural

meanlngs and values, and also the discovery,'évaluatibn-and.develop—
ment of one's capacities, abilities.and characterlstlcs.» ThrOugh the
reflected appraisal of referent others,‘the 1nd1v1dual constructs a

deflnltlon of self- as—obJect whlch allows hlm (1 e. Mead g "I" or
; -
"self") to act and use himself effectlvely in his 51tuat10ns

©
'
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kdequate education or socialization, as Dewey (1963) has pointed
out, in pragmatic terms, involves establishing cont: 'led, but re;
istic learning environments or "modéls" of the world &  2llowing.the
person, through ,exploration and discovery, to learn tc .ke sense of
himself and his world. White (1959) and Fiske and Maddi (1961), to-

. , . ‘ _
gether with earlier pragmatists, stressed that man was not a passive,
"tension-reduction" orfanism as Freud postulated, but rather a curious,
&

variety seeking animal who,‘through ?gyloring and transacting directly

in his environment, developed "competence' to cope.

This‘implies, of codrsg, that i&eé] socialization systems pro-
vide a wide variety of'interaétion situs - 3y role;, activities, and
dyadé from which\the éhild can expiore; discover, and develop all of
his capacitieé, characteristics and skills. .Throuéh these direct
"experiences', as Jaﬁes (1890) emphasized, the child builds up his
"multiple ;e}ﬁes". ) . T 2

As Secdrd and Backm@n (;961: 36)'sugges%, if the child is not

(A}

allowed a’'variety of experiences, it is impossible 8 him to build a

broad and realistic total self image. :Overprotection and inaccurate
feedback from primary groups and significant others, leading to un-
realistic self assessments, may. lead in turn'fo-social and personal

v

'adjustmentjproblems. These problems often take the.form of overuse

-

and misuse of the "ego defense mechanisms", or self congruency strat— .

b

. “

egies. These cognitive abuses, e.g. distortion of reflected appraisal
"projecting" one's inadequacies on the coach, being a "quitter", man~
ifest themself both in positive and negative self forms.. The failure-

. predicting or negative self fulfil}ing prophecy discussed above results

>
»

¢ .



in "closed-mindedness" (Rokeach, 1960) to often realistically posi-
tive and success-implying cﬁesf .
On the other hand, the child with a very narrow range of phys-

ical activity experiences, but with a very high overall evaluation of'"

self, may have very high and unrealistic expectationsgof his perform—_‘

2
~

ance in a new acéiyity. Ihe realistic child, who h;shhad a variety of
experiemces of yéfying success, will accumulate a total self image
thch wi%i allé&lhfm to face ¢ new tryout situation with aSpiratians
such that, even 1e does not ”succeed" highly, his selé accéptance

and overal%.self evalﬁation will not be shaken.

The-éuccessful Carnididate--Self Congruency Processes: The suc-~*
cessful football team candidate has received & very publicly acknow-
ledged, positive appraisal of him as a footbal. piayer. The inter=

actionist theory would postulate that this posi-‘ve public evaluation

and reflected public evaluation cpange would cac 2 . ange in the same o

direction in the self evaluation.
Fnom‘the discussion on‘the relatedness between self attributes,

it would be expected that utilized football self related attributes

would cliange most in the diﬁection of public evaluation;- related ath-

' . . , , ' - B ,
-letic attributes would change somewhat; unrelated attributes would

f.

a

. change little at all. - Tbtal self.would be affeéted fopithose individ-

2

* uals who valued football highly to their total self, because it would:

be interrelated integrally with so many additional matrices.

Considerable evi&énce;sﬁ%ports this prediction of a causal re-

'latipnship‘betWeen public self and self ﬁetception.' Helper (13555;

Manis (1955), and Miyamoto and Dornbusch (1956) found self ratings to

bl

N

-4
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yoo

o

be highly correlatpd with ratings of him by SLgniflcant others Couch

(1958) and Reeder, Donahue and Biblarz (1956) report similar corre-

Rt

'lational findlngs. A

731 ExPerimental studies by Haas and Maehr (1965), Maehr, Mensing

\

and Nafzger (196°), " Sherwood (19b2) and Vldebeck (1960) prov1de causal

K ev1dence that the change in public jdentity is antecedent to changes

2

.in self perception. Sherwood s (1962) study demonstrates the same -

I

b - A L
causa_ direction utiliZing the mediating var able or step, subjective

' public 1dent1ty All’fourfstudies utilized ten-point self rating

- 1
.

scales as 1nd1catora of the dependent variable,‘and involved pre and

S \,} 3

post treatment seif ratings. Videbeck (1960) ‘found that oratory

students ' .post—criticism self ratings moved up or down in agreement
. ‘ S - ;

with the "expert's" criticism. This change in self rating spréad on

agfgradient of effect”. Criticized attributes changed most, related

attributes relatively less, and unrelated attributes little at all.

The two ‘Maehr et al. (1962 1965) studies replicate and extend

Videbeck's work, but as. treatment have a phySical fitness expert

.
E

,wvaluate subjects on a set of motor tasks. Again, results shawed;

e : . ; f
changes in self evgigations in the predicted directions. The

gradient spread of effect was evidenced. Criticized motor attribute
ratings changed most, related general athletic ability items changed

somewhat, and unrelated items showed no significant change.
Sherwood s: (1962) work studied self evaluation changes over the

~

length of a humanirelations training group labs.. Changes in self
' |

evaluations were |compared with changes in .referent public evaluations..
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High relationships were found. Again, changes weré mo§t'pronounced iﬁ
the situation, or role relevant, self attributes.

A number of other interﬁersonal self:matrix changes would be
-predictea from congruency theory. Following congruent positive seff
evaluation, the player wiil tend to fepeat and perpet;ate'interaction
in thét activity with that referent other. The coach will aléo‘tend

to be revalued more positively, both in terms of liking, and in terms
. - . .
of respect for their judgment. These predictions, 'that the successful
¥

candidate will tend to value football-and his coach pore highly, ‘are

borne out in the work of Homans (1961) . #
Secord and Backman .(1962, 1964) report two studies which s&p—

o

ported the hypotheses that persons are attracted more tolthqse referent
others who have views of them congruent with their own self views.
Harvey (1962) also found that when others evaluation was more congru-—

ent with self evaluation, the person tended to rate the other more

W

favburably. . .

Unsuccessful Cand&daéy and Dropout=—Self Congruency Processes:
<

The football trYout, by definigioq suggests §%ﬁ§%candidates are to be

a oy, v

eliminated in order-to'get ;hé teém downg%o the ‘legal number of play-

ers and a managéable team unit. Traditiénally; prior to the ;eague

season's beginning, the coaching §paff.”cuts" those players who- have
o v : _ .

not made the starting and reserve lineups. In the case of "being cut",.

thé}coaches negative public evaluation is'unambiguoué. "If this ap-

praié&l is inconsistent with the candidates self‘expectations, the

coach's unambiguous evaluation is difficult to misperceive. The pléy4-'
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er who is "eut" will be forced to tu;h to other strategies to restore
matrix- congruency. Frequently. this will involve devaluing the coach
and/or the activity itself.

In cases where no "cutting' is involved because all aspirants
are kept with' the team, players get eired of the humbling experience
of just pract’cing with the team, and quit the team. In other cases,
candidates recogaize)the coach's devaluation, anticipate being cut,
and drop out of the sport. In the case of the dropout, the candidate
himself has more control over which congruency strategy he\becides to
utiliée, beeause_the coach's implied devaluation is not unambiguously
stated in public. Rather, the candidate anticipa;ing devaluation stops

interaction w1th the coach, and ceases participation in the activity

itself. By implication, he suggests that football has become of less

\

value to him. ,

A number of additional congruency processes are open to him as
suggested by Secord and Backman (1961). Because the coach's 1mplled
devaluatlon is unclear or amblguous, it is much more llkely ‘that the
”dropout” may misperceive or seleclively perceive the relevant cues.

.

Dropouts frequently report they quit because they have lost interest,
of give a351mllar "excuse", and deny Lhe fact that the "writing was on

the wall" relative to thelr being cut.

This selective perceptlon or, pe*ceptual defense allows the per-

m'cémJ%g stlmull (e g. Bruner and
'u ,_

Postman, 1947). As Backman and Seéordu(l96l) and’ Harvey and Shroder

son to preselect out, or prejudgl

(1963) found, selective perceptlon is a basic defense mechanism used
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in protecting valued parts of self against devaluation. This was
found to be especially the case when the evaluative message was am-
biguous and could easily be misinterpreted. ‘In this regard, the new

coach's negative -assessment may purposely be distorted by the football

candidate who previously has received "star" ratings.

>

The major pro?psition of interactionist thebry states that the
player's self image will change in the direction of his reflected
public image, which in turn r;lgtes to his_actualtpublic image.,k A
sizable quantity of research giveﬁ above (p. 55 ) supports this pré—
diction that the person will change his self'image to become congruent

with the other aspects of his football interpersonal matrix.

-

Two controlling variables will effect the causal nature of this

proposition. Firstly, if the player has a negative total self eval-

_uvation, he may change more in accordance with the implied negative

public ‘evaluation thgﬂzé,piayer with a positive total self evaluation.
Roséjs (1962) and Litman's (1962) work on-the negative self fulfilling
prophecy in neurosis and in physical therapy provides confirmation

for this prediction of congruency- theory.

A second prediction involves the value to the player's total

"self of an attribute. More highly valued attributes will be more .re-

‘
N

sistant to change than less valuéd ones. -\35
This controlling factor may also interact with other interper-
sonal self matrices. If the player_valués the sport highly, and has

no algernative teams to join, his high value for football will result

.in persistently high value of that coach. Should he receive negative

evaluation of his:athletic self from that coach, he may be unable to
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devalue the coach without devaluing his highly important sporting self,
Hence, he may be forced to decrease his sportihg self evaluation, or
employ a combination of other strategies, rather than devalue the

coach.
o
g , el
VII. SPORTING SUBSELF PERCEPTION :

I~

Team Sdcialization—4Learning the Sporting Self Identity 

For the boy who makes the commitment to try out for fhe foot-
ball team, that team becomes an important reference pelationéhip
(Rose, 1962). Other previous and cufren; role commitments ﬁay-become
revalued within his total self core valge, .qujthe football gandidate; S
the culturally determined meaning; and v%ides oflhis particular team
begin to,Ee learned. 1In becoming sociafized intgﬂghat team énd léarn-
ing their "perspective" or cdgnitive map,.ﬁﬁé‘géndidaté also learns to
perceive a new aspect, or subself of himself.  The models.éf‘the idéél
football playef that he learns from his éoaches‘and team; ﬁill;fgflect
strongly the hsécial:reality" constfucted by the coaches and playe§s
of that particular téam.‘ Sﬁould he later become avmembér of anothe;
team,-he might find a quite different ”public'world" of7ﬁéaﬁingé;i

The football nonparticipant does'Aot difectlyﬁexﬁériénCe’tﬁé1¢;f:”

meanings and values of the football world, and hence &ustlgé; his "

meanings "second hand". Although he may valueifoo;ball;Someﬁhat,'itéff

]

'value and commitment to it will offer him enough perceived 'payoff" T y
to cause him to adjust his current reference reiatioﬁshi§5‘in favOur

of direct football participation. His views of football and the foot-

.\A' o ",. ‘
') Y
N S
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-ed from significant others in his environment. This attribute set will

example, determlnatlon, and aggre581veness The image will also contain

ball player ideal image will, of necessity, lack real meaning and may

be quite unrealistic. His experiences in physical education class

football skills, and touch football games may temper this unreality of

perception somewhat.

Sport (Football) Self Composition

°

The image the teenager holds of the football player subidentity

is composed of a set of person and performance attributes he has learn-

contain personal qualities perceived to be valuable to the player, for

Lot

" certain general athletlc attrlbutes, such as speed and strength as

well as more football related abilities such as tackling. Finally,

.individual football player images might also contain such position

specific attributes as paséing, receiving, or kicking abiiity. The
football player image‘is a specific instance of the general caiegory
sﬁbself or "situational self" (James,.1890).

A subidentity concerns those self perceptions which cor-
respond to the behaviors, capacities, skills, person-other re-
lations, and position in a social structure, all of which are
prescribed by a social role. Therefore, the self attributes of

‘a subldentlty will probably include all of these aspects of a

- role, 'i.e., probably at least the minimal requisites in terms of
behavior and social relations prescribed by rhat role...A sub~-

'71dent1ty such''as that of professor might contain the follow1ng
‘'self-attributes: a self attribute of teaching skill, a self

attribute of testing skill...and a multipropertied self attribute

. representing P's position in the academic structure of the
- dﬁiversity...(Sherwood, 1962: 40).

"Like the professor, the football player's self will be comprised

- .. of several types of attributes derived from his social situation, over

and above his idiographic, personal traits. At the social structure
) e
L -
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level his team position or status,

...as distinct from the individual who may occupy it, is simply a
collection of ,rights and duties...When he puts the rights and
duties which constitute the status into effect, he is performing
a role. (Lirton, 1945: 113-114)

:Banton (1965: 2) notes that each member of aﬁ organization, be
it a ship or a football feam, has a part to '"play". With Turner
(1962), we assume a more flexible conception of role and the subself
associated with it. Thus, a middle ground is found between Linton's
"gver-socialized conception of-man" (Wrong, 1961), and the overly
idiosyncratic view of the biological theorists. This present view
takes the analogy "life as a stage" of the "dramaturgic writer

Goffman (1959), as its model.

...The idea of role-taking shifts emphasis away from the
simple process of enacting a prescribed role to devising a per-
formance on the basis of an imputed 'other-role (Turner, 1962: '

217). 9

The football player's self is7%hen not a'rigid team imposed role

7
e

to be taken, but rather a 'perspective" or vantage point of relevant

" others on the team.. As with Mead (1934), thé perédn's football Seif

7

is created through a cybernetigiﬁnteraction, or negqtfétion'betWeeh
fhe public model, or,how.tﬁﬁ pﬁblic sees "me"; ana tﬁe’peféonéibcre—
ative "I1". o » - 77H’ | -
The resultanﬁ identity is thus a somewhat‘férsoﬁgi”inferpreta—'ﬁ
. tion of a social role or "paft" to be playéd in thé "aréﬁéﬁ(qfrgﬁe'
team. It follows that, while team conéeﬁ;ﬁs on the ideal footzéli'
player identity will be significant, becaﬁse of the pefsonal fééfqr,.:

consensus is never complete. : S o o
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Seen from the éociaiization or sociological viewpoint, typified
by Brim aﬁd Wheeler (1966), study of the football self emphasizes the
1earning'of_role—required behavior and value attritbutes encompassing
the proper cambination'bf knowledge, ability, and motivation (Brim,
1966: 25). A similar position is taken by Gerth and Mills (1953). A
-~ very strong,;soc%al, deterministic viewpoint on self is put forward byv

Parsons (19555} "All these views differ markedly from the psychologi-
cally orientea ;élf theorist, who view society as necessarily-a source
of ”discontent”, and .at conflict with the developing personality. The *
extreme proponents of this view would tend to see the football aspirant
as a person of more or less fixed traits and predispositions, who muéf
either "adjustﬁ to the team regime or drop out.

Again; froﬁ the'present viéwpoint, neither extreme position is
helpful or necessary. bAs;thicated previously, football self and role

M

. . y 8
is a negotiated phenomenon.

we will discuss later on, socialization
may be viewed profitably in th ;. process way. On the other hand, the.
self éelection‘"trait”'apprdag@&gp personality may be quite suggestive

o
in discussing problems of sporfgsg"ction, and dropout. Just as

ST g

Winch. (1955) has shown, that maryf partners are selected to meet

"J

"complementéry needs', it is like¥¥"%hat individuals select or avoid

) . SRR )
certain sports and particular teams @&nd coaches, because of their pre-
= : J oo !

viously established needs and self images.

Sport (Football) Self, and Related and Unrelated Selves
While this idea of total self, ‘as a set of self cognitions, has
‘a considerable history (c.f. Sarbin, 1954), concise theoretical an-

alyses. and empirical studies of the relations between these self at-
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_.ides and subic .n. cies have been few.

Mos’ -ritar: on self agree that it functions as an organizing
p.ocess, tro pro- . some degree of consistency over time and across
diffe-eni soc? situations. Most phenomenological and existential
ricer: ae a strongly coherent and meaningful picture of oneself

(C-L. Roger's Gestalt, 1959; Snygg and Combs phenomenal self, lgs?i;ii/”’gf’

Lecky's con31stency, 1945).

'!

Sherwood's findings’ (1962 48) clearly demonstrate tha

do evalyate themselves in terms of overall worth, and that

o

uation tends to be generally persistent. In the preseﬁt tudy, we have

followed Sherwood, in taking as a single measure of self identity and

evaluation, a summation of a number of subidentities.

Representative of the opposite pole from the "autheptic"

-

sistency emphasis of the existentialist, is the position
(1959) which stresses that selyes are strongly role;related
.pational, and vary-in content as we interact with diffegent pe
within the same social end role context. ‘

He generally shows a different gide of himself to each-of
these different groups. Many a youth who is demure enough befor
his parents and teachers, swears and staggers like a "pirate"

among his "tough" young friends...From this there results what;

’ practically id a division of the man into several selves; an

N this may be a discordant splitting, as where one is afraid tq let:
‘one set of his’acquaintances know him as he is elsewhere; or lit
may be a perfectly harmonious division of labour, as where one*
tender to his children is stern to the soldlers or prlsoners under. -
his command (James, 1890 190-191). -

%

Similarly, while happily accepting the dependent-follower

allocated by his authoritariam}foothall coach, he may or may not

cept a similar relationship vis a viX his parents.

e



[

3

[ - . aare .
8 . Sule
. O ¢
-
. .
1yt

.

The conceptua}wfkamework developed by /Shérwood (1962) lends it—

self to leavingﬁéﬁe question of dégrgeﬁbf'cbnéistency an empirical one,

g
L4

"while suggesting -several ways in which the attributes and subsets of

%

self may be_@élated and organized.
vmw" ’ :
Aﬁﬂ?st obvious way that subidentities may be linked together

1o

9 .
is thrégéh self attributes common to both subselves. Thus, toughness

W

may be a self trait central to the teenagers self images, such as
football player, wrestler, and teenage-gang member. Obviously, more

similar subidentities, e.g.; as a pléyer of‘football and rugby will

.

have more self attributes in common and more strongly linked than un-

related roles, e.g., football and badmihton.plaffgg.

/

QQLMuch of the literatﬁre describing the manner in which self and
folevskills are construéted (;.fﬂ‘Mead,'l934; Goffmah,‘l959; Turner,
1962; Sﬁibﬁtéﬁi, 1968) strongly'mi;rors the literafure on motor gkill
pérformance. Work by‘Argyle and: Kendon (1967) literally.demonstrates

that the social skills of self presentation take‘piace in cybernetic -

v

manner akin to motor skills.

7
A . . -

For the physical educator, all of this literature is reminis-

 cent of ﬁénfy'S'(l956) successful specificity .explanation of the limits

9
A

to conceptuglizing general motor Béhavibr; and transfe of learning.

N

Underlying the ability to carry out situationally'and role-related

self behavior in different ways, while maintaining an overall feeling

of wholeness, seems to be a process similar to that specified by

Henry (1956). Secord appears to be suggesting something quite similar:

v It is reasonable to suppose that there is sdmealinkage be~’
tween the specific elements making up a general ability which is

-~ -
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called upon repeatedly in certain 51tuat10ns."Because the situ-
vatlons require a partlcular level of performance based upon a
complex of specific skllls, the skills are not only apt to be

. learned .together, but the individual is llkely to develop the same
‘evaluation of each of the skllls of the complex: ..(1968 352) -

- Thus, the role ‘requirements or subself attribute set of a par-
PULE RS .

ticular sport selff(e.gu football) will be drewn ftom tgeﬁzomposite
pool of attributes in the total self.. The valﬁe of- these to aégport
Hself will beg‘in patt, cqnsensually determined aﬁa,sin part,‘ﬁetsonally
teonstructea or,negotiated‘(furner, 1962). A |

L.

These same attributes may[be elements in other role or situa-
tlonal 5ubselves, such as otheé/sport (e. g- rugby) selves.' It is also *
( . N

poésible for a‘person to conceive of himself or othérs as an all-

3 o

round athlete. This general athletic self perception would be com-
.prised'of a set of person perception attributes, Which#persone'or s
‘groups of person s have learned te use in perceiving the 'éllQFOQnd
athlete" Again, role or subself attribute_?rescriptidn\is,'inlbart;

a shated definitidn, and in pert, aniidiosyncratic-valuie;\?eCigion.

‘Cheege in_eﬁe_epdrt”eelf ﬁould be exﬁected to spread to otﬁef5*
sport selves, or to general éthietic'self if the pereon perceives'the
attribute elements in the former also to be Qelued componenté of the
letter subselves.

Several studies sugéest thatesgehiseif‘attributesfdo act as. a
functional‘enit.‘ Videbeck (1960):fodnd that»generalizétion of change
in thebperson s perceptlon of one selg attrlbute to‘another self at-

. X ™~N. >
trlbute'evaluatlon was a function of-t degfee of 51m11ar1ty be~

tween the two attrlbutes perceived by the Rgfson. Maehr, Men51ng

and Nafzger (1962) found.that cr1t1c1sm'of spec1f1c motor task per%§



_extremely aggressive to also value toughness. Asch's (1952) work

formance caused 5 cﬁange in evaluation of those criticized, and also.
significant change in‘reiated tasks, as well as a sméller, but signif-
icant change in self evaluatlon of general athletic ablllty A re-
‘lated study by Haas and Maehr (1965) found similar results.

The consistency across self attributes and subidentities is,
;hen; reiéted to the;peroeiVed nature.of social roleé, and to the
abilities ahd qoalitios ﬁerdéived to be required for successful per-
fofmancé‘of these roles and §e1ves. in'our interactions with others

we base our actions on how we identify the o;her (ShéfWood, 1962;

N

38). Because we know a person's occupation, for instance, we assume

‘a great‘dealjabout him as an individual (Hughes, 1951), and can impute

a,fairly accurate person attribute to him. Kasl (1962) has found that,
given the names of roles (job titles),'persons were able to assign
personalityooharacteristics to hypothetical incumbenfs of those roles.

. An alternatlve mode of organlzlng and relating self and person
attributes is the psychologlcal tragt approach of Allport (1958).

Self, or ego, is seen.as organlzed along the traits and values of the
individual. Thus;'oneAwould expect a boy who pridéd himself’ in being‘
with stereotyplng, -has. shown how these sets of personallty descrlp—

tive adjectlves tgnd to be perceived asfloglcal wholes, i.e., replacing
. e - - . . :

"warm'" with the word "cold" changed the entire image or'stereotype of

a person. This trait, organization of self attributes, undoubtedly

-interacts with the role-related organization. Both processes of self

perceptual organization derive from their counterparts in general per-

son perception.
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actualization", as ¢oncejved, by Maslow, is culturally defined.

(

Sport Self--Aspired gvalyation and Self Fulfillment

Not only.does the player have a description of himself and his

behaviors, as he sees them at present, but he may also have ideal per-

. ) P
_céptions of ‘top jevel plgyers he would like to emulate. As Bandura

and Walters (1963) ‘have ghown, these models provide ideals towards

which the new members or players can strive. ' These will contain not

only the attribute contepts, but also the ratings or evaluations the

. players would ideally'Like to possess. With Sherwood-(;962: 41) we

assume that-the player may'berceive the ideals as.unrealistic,ieén—
sidering his evaluatjon Qf his past performances. Thus, he establishes
an aspired self evaluatign that he feels is.reaiistic to attain. This
aspired self~evaluation, thus forms the standard with which the player

compares his present performance. -The discrepancy or incongruency
" .

N

between actual, or prSth self,, and aspired self’ has motivational

power in the sense pfeVIOusly descrlbed This dlscrepancy as motiva-

tor concept 1n its poSltlve growth erm, is central to the self act-
ualizatior - rpaches of Maslow (1954) and Rogers (1951), and is’
followed in Sherwood (1962) The present apprbach does not adopt

these assumptlgns ox ths asplratlon, achlevement)}pvel ‘assumptions.

We assume 1nstead, 0nlY~ghat the dlscrepancy may have situational

-

. motive power. No agsumpiion is made about discrepancy size or direc-
- e -~ i N ’.v( .

Eionality. This. followy logicellg from our contention that "self S

v ) )

\ . L , o 5 _
- \_.With Bandqura (19§8) and Rosenthal and Jacobsdn (1968), we do

© assume - that Che.individual strives towards these culturally. defined

.

aspired models and, nenge,. tends toward reducing this discrepancy.

e~
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This reduction of discrepancy may be t%%med\éélf fulfillment or self

realization. v

-
.

Self Aspifation Discrepancy, Self Congruency and Motivation,
~, N . \
This process’'of self fulfillment may be seen as part of-the

larger. self congruency "motivational" process ongoing in the self's

cognitive structure of the self. Cognitive consistency or congruency
@ '

of attitudes in general, and the special case of self attitudes has

received consider¥ble attention'in social psfchology. The social

" behaviorist viewpoint followed here, and represented by Mead (1934),

Seco. ' {1968) and Bem (l%ﬁS), provides an explanation of self consist-—

r

dspg& which satisfies rational, intuitive and empirical criteria for
good, theory.
Self is nothing\mone than the verbal and affective behaviors
N N

an individuaitdisplays, with respect to himself as an object. As
. , ; e

Secord (1968: 349) sugéests, self p}esentation (Goffman, 1959) and self

evaluation behaviors may take different forms under different con- *
ditions, and in\intéraction with different persons. Behavior appro-

epriate’ to the .teenager .in the football locker :room is not appfopriafe

to the -manners.expected by the family dinner situation and vice versa.

¢ -

Secord (1968: 350-351) also suggests-self referent behavior may take

place jin competetive situations where self and public attention is

= focused on present performaﬁce, with respect to standards of, perform-

- R

ance expected by himself, opponents, spectators, or present or nén
N . K . A

S

present meferent others. Embarrassment and "self consciousness" drid&s
: . . < _ A
(:‘ .~ B

when behavior unexpectedly violates an accepted identity. Direct or

3

. implicit publitc evaluations, e.g. '"'you are a poor football player', -

"

o
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cause the pe&son to do’ some self evaluation.

All“of these instances may be expiained within the general
notion set out by Mead (1934) of the self as a cognitive map of situ-
ationally expected attitudes or ”me's"; whicn form standards of ref-

"

, <
erence and evaluatlon for the "I", the 'doer" or self as subject.
e

AThrough socialization, the football player takes on the v1ewp01nts,
'expectations,"or attitudes of his football significant others. It is ”?,f’

these ideals, asplratlons and standards which. form the basis of Gom—

parlson and evaluatlon both for planning future performance or ére—
sentation, and for evaluating ongoing or past performance. Out of -
these various ideals the player sets his resultant personal aspirations

or goals. At the same time, out of the perceived evaluations of these

referent others, "the boy develops a composite personal picture of how

" he identifies and eveluates himself as a football pleyer. Both these

'is constructed. Mead (1934) and his followers (c.f. Shibutani, 1968)

personally perceived aspired images, and present images become a part

of the self identity or the "I, It is from this "I" that performance .

have elaborated in detail the cybernetic process involved in the!de-
velopment of the "I" out of the various social selves or "me's"
w

The self may be viewed as-a complex of 1nterrelated 51tuat10nal

role: and personal "me's" (self att;&butes as objects), and ”I'S” (self
S . !

attributes as subjects).which form the bases for performance and self

.evaluation. The self serves to set goals, drive, guide, evaluate, and

?
correct performance cybernetically. This séii:adjusting cybernetic
view of sacial behavior and skill is identical with that developed in

psychomotor skills (Fitts and PoSnef, 1968). The boy plans, carries



manded by his self standards, as seen in

out, and evaluates his blocking performance by réfgfing*to An:evalu—
: T SRR e

. o
A o -

ative standard learned from a significant other., \\\;;ng

~ . . . o -:7..4~,1;.‘ . ' %
The comparison of his performance to self or ocher‘;E>ndards

i

involves the experience or perception of an’ incongruency between an

aspired image and present or actual image. This comparjson process
1 \\ <

and resultant feeling of incongruency has béenldesignated by Festinger

as -""dissonance motivation" (1957). Bem (1967), following the social

. behaviorists, has presented ‘a simple, parsimonious explanation of what

Festinger has called "dissonance" without imputing any internal drives.
g v . &

-

He contends that the person feels discomfort of "dissonance" because
he perceives his behavior as inconsistent #%th that which, from pre-
vious learning, he knows would be expeétedwbyrhis significant or ref-

N ,
erent others. Bem's replications ‘and alternative explanations (1965,

1967) of the dissonance hypotheses allow one to explain the feelings

~

accompanying inconsistency as motigﬁtional mobilizations arising in

the iéentification process discusséd above. Thus,ﬂthe player who
misses a block, undetected by his coach, still "feels guilty" because
aé‘a result of self comparison with.previously learned aépired images,
ﬂe recognizés he has faiiéd in performing to his level. The coach's

punishment is not needed because the player has previously incorpor-

W
ated the coach's standards, expectations, and reward criteria into a
N > . > .
' \

"me'. .

It should be noted that the "consistency' or congruency implied
. B ¢ L

° .

in-the self systeﬁ may bear little resemblance to formpal logical con-

sistency. Rather, because of the varying degrees of consistency de-

.

"core values" or self import-

7.0
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ant fraits, he must interact witﬁ»the‘appérent "inconsistency'" of some
of his compartmentalized role subidentities. While the classic psycho-
aﬁalytic interpretation of peréqnality generally conceives of the
'"présentation" of self (Gdffman,\1959).as unhealthy, the sociologist
and many modern psychoiogists view ”fiexibiligfh as a sign of the
healthy personality. &offman's (1961) concept of "role distance"
suggests one way that the individual is able to e%fecti?ély "play"
social roles.which are inconsistent‘with private views of self.

Thus, the procéss of self consistency i5 a more complicated pro-
cess ;han the coghitive_cqnsiétency of non "ego involved" (Sherif,
1947) attitudes and_empirical and:theoréticalvunderstandimg of it is

only‘beginning.‘lHoWeﬁgi, Backméan and Secord's work with self attiFude

e - Lo e L
congruency (1961,:1965) suggests that the basic idea of balance and o
. @

L

V-?:‘l
consistency between self attributes h%§ considerable merit in under-
. P - N IN

standing self motivation and change. Theée.findings have®been present—%

~ed in the discuésibn of-self change. Suffice it to. say here; that the

o

S . A
self ewaluation process involves a process of:cybernetic comparison

N

and adjuStment of behavior on the basis of the aspired and present
. v . .
rating discrepancies. ‘

VIII. SUMMARY

3

‘This chapter has presented the basicfaséumptions of the social
interactionist self theory, and has ¢ scussed tHe related literature.
o . St .

Self perception is seen as a<ég5ticularvtyp7 of interpersonal, judg-

mental-descriptive perception.. As a form ?& behavior, it was seen to

-

follow the same laws .of reinforcement an?/learning as other behaviors.

s B o . o



However, the interrelatedness and ‘relative self value of various self
perceptions strongly influence the change and stability of these self

attitudes.
)

k &
The referent other, or coach was seen to have a potentially

strohg influence in shaping the player_s present view of self, and
hiélaspirations for futcre performance and participation. These self
perceptlonc sresent and future, serve as both impetus and directors
of the related’ behav1o§/ Self 1mage, hence, strongly determlnes the
player's performance. Increased understandlng of the self perception
process, and the role of teécherzor coach in it,'thus becomes vital
for the development of basic physical education theory.

A\
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CHAPTER III

AN INTERACTIONIST VIEW OF SPORTING SELF

This chapter presents the applicatjon of soci&% interactiqnf
ist self theory to the sporting self'and in papticular'éb the football
subself. A brief, nonfbrmal overview is firét preseqted, Then, the
workiﬁg constructs.are defined; F%qally, propdsitionslgre presented.
Thesé/are briefly discussed, in caéés where a proposition's limitations

or moderating variables. require elaboration. . .

o
v _ o L )
» . . « —
I.. OVERVIEW OF THE PERSPECTIVE
- . . /
Thioﬁéh‘symbolic communicétion_and interaction with referent
others, 'coaches and teammétes, the sports candidate or 'rookie' learns

to take on the perspective, or viewpoint, of the 'group. Thus, he

~learns the accq@ted meanings of the words and gestures used to define
£ : : ,

the ideals and aspirations, respected performances and personél qual~-.

ities, and position or role requirements. Thése iearned symbols serve
as‘images or plans for the beha;idr_andlqharacteristics thef define.

A éollegtién of individuals becomes gbtéam when su%stantial consensus
exists in defining team goals, values, roles, téctics, and strategies. g

Although alL‘team members take part, -to a certain extent, in. defining

these goals and in constructing the team's social rtealitys the major
g g Y. i

S &

.

shaping of the team's intermal envirpnmeﬁt is ¢arried out by its
coaches and formal and informal leaders.

Just as the novice learns to perceive and define the team sit-



-

will strongly 1nfluence how 31gn1f1cant he con51ders Lhelr expectatlons

‘sources, of 1nformat10n contrlbute to thls developlng 1magc Parents

74

uation through actual‘or imagined symbolic communication with team

' members, so he learns to label value, and rate other individuals.

Thus, others are deflned both 4in' terms of the team—relevant and the

personally 1mportant attrlbutes they posseSs and demonstrate _The

*~
:()

public 1mage, or 1dent1ty of . others on the team that develOps, is then.

.a. comblnatlon of the words used to descrlbe hlS team roles and the

player s - most salient personal tralts and phy51cal characterlstlcs

The player himself learns to deflne hls football self and hlS

Iy . 4

aspiratibns in much the same manner. Agaln,'through symbollc commun;—
cation and 1nteract10n w1th others, he develops 1mages of how he per—

celves others deflnlng him. His personal llklng and resiict for others

s

and reflected evaluatlons and deflnltlons However, their reference

or orlentatlonal power is 1tself strongly soc1ally deflned by the,' »
team and its adolescent society. Undoubtedly, the coach s reactlons

and reflected evaluatlons provrde an 1mportant portlon of the resultlng
generalized sub]ectlve lmpre551on the 1nd1v1dual develops of : hig @ “ -
current publlC 1mage as a football player Of course, sthral other.

and other reference people out51de the team 1tself wrll contrlbute

By the d1rect observatlon attrlbute and soc15T comparison of his per-. ;ﬁg

formance,withaother-team members, ‘he can. assess other forms of feed-

back Finally,'of‘course,*he’can compare current public football images

'w1th prev1ously accrued: and 1nternallzed self images of himself as a v

football player./ If no . such Eootball image exists, comparison may be .
. . a 7
made w1th 1mages of self in related athletic roles, or with his general
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“athletic self image.
The image of self as a football player is, then, a resultant of

)

the procesé'of'weighing his présently perceived public images with

prev1ously held football and relatéd self images. This process of

p

weighing and reevaluation of self attributes, involves the same prii--
ciples of cognitive consistency found in the balancing and changing of

_all important attitudes. Thus, the previously successful and committed

PR

-

football player will be»ﬁuch fiore reluctant to accept a depreciating

public football image, and.change his self image,. than the novice who

a

holds football’to be relatively unimportant to him.. Rather than de-
value his football self image, the former may devalue his coach or em- | _;J

ploy another strategy of self defense. The latter, not finding the SRS

?

/
I
/

coach's image inconsistent with hia~qwn sélf image, may have little

difficulty accépting.tﬁé publia‘evaluationg
The football self image at:subself'ﬁay be viewed as a football

relevant set of self‘atttlbutes, 1tself being a subset ¢f the teen-—

agers total se{f‘imaée; <}his total self image may be construed both

as a‘51ng1e percetulon ’or as cdmposite or summation OL his perceptlons

of all his 1mportant or cbre soc1a1 and SLtuatlonal subldentltles and

personal,attributes. As 1nferred:prev1ously, these subselves may be

. Lo . .

arranged in order of self importance. ‘Totalgéelf may be seen'as- a. less
inclusive analogue oprersqnality, viewed from an interpersonal per~

ception petrspective. - ' B . -

In addition to this hierarchicdal or importdnce ard

/

A2
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- describe the nature of the interrelationships between attributes and

subselves. In this regard, a change in one self component would be

X

- A N .
expected to cause more change in related self comp?nents than in unre-

¥

: . , \
lated ones. -Thus, a devaluation of one's football self would be ex-

pected to result in more change in one's overall athletic self than

-

in one's non athletically related self components.

From the others in his team environment, the playerlﬁbt only
learns to define and evaluate his present pérformance and traits, but
also he learns tﬁe expected ideals, goals and behaviors of team mémb@?s/
and their particular roles and categories. It ié thrqugh thé identi¥
fication with and modelling of these ideals sét by coaches and signifi-
cant othégé;:both by example and through syﬁﬁolic communication, that
the newcomer 1is socialized into the team. |

Thé playe% establishes His own personal goals and aspirations

by a judgmeﬁtal—pérceptual process of weighing the ideals of the models

with, his personal assessment of his previous performance and qualities
and potential. While these present and aspired self d-finitions may
be objectively realistic to varying degrees, they become real in their

consequences to the individual participant. The individual's self -

FT g ¥
0 -

images—and aspired seif“images become self fulfillingfprébhegies for

o

~.
s

his behavior or performance; While most normal individudls fend to
strive for positive self actualization, a "negative" self image or as-
' pired self image tends to become self fulfilling also. . o e

The process then is a circular, self fulfilling causalichain in -
‘which the player learns to see his football selfland‘his goals, as his“

coach and significant others define them.. These self definitions.in

W
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turn,i@otivateAénd guide his ambitidns, expectations and performances.”
His and other peoplgs perceptionszpf these, in turn, feeiglaék upon
and reinfo;ce the previous,images; The significance aﬁd importance of
the leader's role in the formaﬁipn of the individual teenager's self

definition becomes evident.
II. DEFINITION OF CONSTRUCTS

Befote presenting the theory in propositional form, it is nec-
essary to give working defiﬁitions‘for éonstrﬁcts uséd: Operational
definitions are pfesented in the following methods chapter. K

Person or Self Perception Attribute. Person or self perception
attribute refers to a personal quality, interest, activity, or perform-

ance characteristic utilized in perceiving or defining the person,
either self or other. w7 ’

Total Self. Total self refers to the composite set of subselves-
and personal attributes the person uses in defining or perceiving him-
self as a total person. Total self is how the person views himself as.
a total person.

Subself. Subsélf refers to that set or collection of attributes
the person uses in defining the self in a particular social role or
. category. It refers to how the person views himself in that role.

General Athletic Self. General athletic self refers to tﬁe set
of attributes the person uses in defining the self as an all round
athlete. o : . '

FootBall Self. Football self refers to that cémposite or set
of self attributes perceived by .the person to be important to the foot-
ball player role. . '

General Football Self. -General football self refers to the
group or set of attributes the person uses in defining the general
(i.e. transpositional) charac;eristics.of the football player role.

Position S,ccific Football Self. Position specific football
self refers to the set-of attributes the person uses to define spe-
cific positional requirements. :




. Unrelated Self. Unrelated self refei s té attributes of self
seen as un;elated to the subself of self attrigute under consideration.

Referent Other's (Coach's) Actual Ideal Player Identity. Coach's
actual ideal player identity refers to the attributes the coach actually
uses in defining the ideal football player identity. :

Perceived Other's (Coach's) Tdeal Player Identity. Perceived
coach's ideal player identity refers to the person's perception of the
attributes he feels the coach would use-in defining the ideal football
player identity. ' : @ '

General Football Attribute. General football attribute §s rep-
resented by a word used by the teenager in perceiving or defining the
personal traits and performance abilities related to the general re-
quirements of the football player. o 5

Unrelated Attribute. An unrelated attribute is a word/déz; by
teenagers to describe traits and abilities seen hy them to be un-
related to the football player. : = Lo

Position Specific Football Attribute. wA. position specific
football attribute is represented by a word used to perceive or iden-
tify traits and/or abilities related tp the requirements specific to
football. team roles or positions. '

- ) - . Ve
feral Athletic Attribute. General athletic attribute refers

used by the teenager to define the characteristics of the
fo is proficient in many sports, i.e., an all rourid athlete.

to al'Wwor:
persoén

i i . - - », . . - ' .
‘Attdibute Self Value. The self value of an attribute refers to
the individual 's perceived importance oOr coreness of an attribute to
“hig total self identity, or to a subidentity.

ment or rating of the level or quantity of an attribute a person .
(self or other) is seen to possess. ' : .

Self Evaluatior, Self evaluation refers to the pérson's rating
or evaluation of himself on an attribute. Co E o
: [ s ) ’ .
Total Self Evaluation.- Total self evaluation refers to the
person's overall rating or assessment of self as a total person,

—

Football Self Evaluation. Football self evaluation refers to

the person's evaluation of hig football self.
_ Football Self Value. -Fbotball seif walue refers to the relative
value of the football self Fo total self, when compared with other role

or subselves. e
- * .
< : W ‘ : : ‘

'

Attribute Evaluation. Attribute evaluation refers to the judg-— ’

78
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Referent Other's (Coach's) Actual Player Evaluation. Coach's
actual player.evaluation refers to the actual rating the coach makes
of the player s performance and/or attributes.

. Perceived or Reflected Referent Other's (Coach's) Actual Play-
er Evaluation. Perceived coach's player evaluation refers to the per-
son's: perception of how the coach would evaluate the player on an
attribute or subself

Aspired Evaluation. Aspired evaluation refe rs to that level of
evaluation towards which the person feels he ¢an reallstlcally aim.
‘This goal or aspired level of rating is defined prior to performance
and is set as a result of perception of previous experlence,

‘ and ex- :
pectatlons, and evaluation of referent others. )/,_,//////

Self Aspiration Discrepancy. Self aspiration discrepancy re-
fers to the difference between self and aspired rating on an attribute.

Self Fulfillment. Self fulfillment refers to the reduction of
the self discrépanqy. This inconsistency or -discrepancy has motiva- ~
tional properties. _ e : , 4

Attribute Utilization. Attribute utilization refers to the
perceived extent of usage of, or participation in, the 1nterest
activity or quality descrlbed by the attrlbute

Referent Other. Referent other refers to those 81gn1f1cant
others, individual models and reference groups, from which the person
learns his perceptions and definitions of self, other, and social
reality. Through learning their referent perspective, the person
~learns to take on. the socially deflnbd expectations, aspirations,
behaviors and- perceptlons

A ' T8
) L : ) .
Interpersdnal Self Matrix. Interpersonal self matrix refers

to the social interaction system involving self and referent other
(player and coach, player and player) ‘together with the evaluation
or valuation they are making of attributes belonging to each other.

‘Matrix Congruency. Interpersonal self matrix congruency occurs
when the valuation or evaluation self and other make of each other and
relevant attributes imply or mean the same thing (e.g., both coach and
player .evaluate fhe player similarly as a player). ’

[

- . IITI. SPORTING SELF YIEW“IPROPOSITIONS

\

\

N

Tne transformation of the perspective of self in sport into pro-

positional form is presented and_discussed within two ‘complementary -

o
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frameworks. FirStly, the theory is presented under the two levels of
total self and Subself.ﬁ Secondly, and within each of these general
divisions of statements, the perspective 1is given.under a humber of
functional categories,fe.g., self Value and self evaluation. Sinée
most Structural constructs have been defined in the preceeding section,
the present section will deal primarily with‘propositions lqgicaily
interreiating}these previouély defined coustructs.

Total Self Prgpositioné

_Total Self identity,’Athletic and Non Athletic Subselves—-
o3 j 0 j

Proposition I The total self value of an athletie role or sibself,

A:

or of an athletic -self attribute will vary directly with the perceived

and actual public value of that role or attribute in the person's pre-

f

sent or nonpresent reference groups or referont othersi

o [ . !
Discussion. The theory assumes that total selfjis a composite

v

of :the person's self perceptions of his valued personal attributes

(e.g., intelligent, strong) and role or‘é}tug;ional subselves'.- Prop+
‘osition IA.postulates that the self is arranged ''vertically" into a/
‘value hierarchy of self attributes or subselves, This "coreness'

(Sherwood, 1962) of personal characteristics and situatfonal.selyes
. - L ’ T e
depends upon the:social reward or status value of that attributé or .

role to the person in his reference group(s). The value of a/trait or

/
/

in turn, determined by the task or goal success
™y o : ’ .
contributions it makes to the group. The value of a particular goal }

skill td‘a group 1is;

_ and its relevant roles and subselves will, in turn, vgpy with the value

of that goal to the particular team or group within its largsg athletic

4 5
R -
s

N



?4, v , : .
. interpersonal matrices. This means that the teenager has a multiplic-

teenage subcyltures.

" ception of it.

The‘b@sic'notion_expreséed in- this proposition is that thé sub-

. self, athlete, or specific sports subselves (e.g., football self) become

more éf léss:highly valued aspecté of total self in terms of the re-

v

ward. value accruing to ‘the self as a whole. The. proposition describes

:.’ . N

"the per!elved reference group value of the athletic rdle as the basis Lo

¥y
for, the 1nd1Y§dual S SUbself valuing. His perception of referenge

“e

group value will itself relate éﬁrectly to actual reference group value.

 J
o o

_'Thiszassumes effective communication of the message and realistic per-

"-A number of self processes and interpersonal self matrix fac~

. tors limit this social determinance postulate, and preyent‘tye)”over \*j

~ A
.

‘ sccieliZed conception of mem¥ criticized by:-Wrong (1961). These

limitatlons have been summarized by Rose (1962) and are presented be-

low. At this point it is\suftgéient\to suggest that the person is a

- member and a changing member of many reference groups, subcultures and

it? of referent.others whonhe can turn to for-valuing subselves, such

T

df football player, hockey player, and student.‘ This,buildsda great

e deal of flex1b111ty and freedom into che present conception of self.

2 ) -

. At the same time, the scheme provides direct theoretical and practical
o B i : s ’ - . ‘

linkages between the self development stability and change of the

Pl

player, hls 51gn1f1cant others, and his reference group experlences.

?erformance, Publlc Evaluatlon and Athletlc/Subself Evaluatlon—r
‘v N

Proposition lB:i%Belfﬁevelﬁatibn of an athletic self or self attribute &
“~ . ) - .

~

ol
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ot o
will vary directly wlth the person's perception of the referént other's
(coach's) evaluation of that attribute; the person's perceived
coach's evaluation will

-
]
in turn

actual level or quality of performance
~

vary directly with- the other's actual
evaluation; the other's actual evaluation will vary directly with ti
Discussion.

—_—

This postulate is the central notion of the social
interactionist perspective, and is“presupposed in each of the other
prop031tions of the theory

o

[N

.

Because of its theoretical ccntrallty,
some dlSCUSSlOH is requlred\here, and "a more extensive elaboratlon is

given in the following chapter.

the "

. [
The postulate is a circular fausél notion sometimes labelled
' A
self fulfi’ling prophecy",
and Jacot 1968).

or the'WPygmalion

effect (Rosenthal
The .ancient notlon was central .to Mead's work
and has been formallzed by Sherwood (1962) and Kinch (1963)

R

It contends that the way a person (1n this case an athlete)

mines how he will act towards himself and How he will utilize his body
in activity. i

.-

views himself as an object (his self image or self perception) deter-

N

His self perception becomes a"plan
and Prlbram, 1960) or

truncated act" (Mead
<z .

.

(Miller,.qaladter
, 1934, whi
frmer uses in constructlng cybernetically his behavior.

3

which‘the per—

Brookover's
and actual: achievement or performance.

oom

work (1962) has demonstrated the high correlation between self concept
. i His work,

among many others'

substantlates the notlon that .the way the performer perceives hls self
strated

4l

in that performance causally predicts the actual performance.
the use of, the term

Thus,
self fulfilling prophecy

As Rose (1962) demont
a negative total self evaluation predisposes the person to



— :
expect. negative performance and failure, hence the negative self ful-

filling prophecy. The athlEte;th fails regularly may do so'in part

because he perceives himself in a negative light, and as a failure in-

- that activity.

‘The self evaluatien, Or pore:generally the self perception the

7

athlete holds of himself, has been learned from his perceptions of how
. . & '
his coaches, fellow players, and reference or significant others see,
evaluate, and describe him, If the social interaction and s&mbolic
LS . N

commumication is ‘direct and effective between player and referent

others, this perceived %ublic evaluation will correlate highly with
: . -

the coach's actual evaluation bof him. .The basic notion here isvthat
the athlete, and especlally the young, inexperienced athlete who is

depen.cnt on the referent other for self information, will tend to

vary his self perception to become congruent with that of his refer-

ki
ence person Or persons.

ha ' '
- The final link in the circular, causal process is that the

coach's perception of  the person's performance will tend to correlate

highly with tgs/actual quality of'that performance. This assumption

- \may in some cases not hol bUt eneralls Speakln it follows. lln
g Y g

cases where the player cannot observe his own performance accur:
(e.g., in diving), the athlete.jis very dependent on the coach for
"feedback". Should the “feedback not Béxquective, the.great'reference

nower of the coach'manifests itself in aﬁ‘uanEl&Stic perceptlon of

'athletic self, perhaps- leading in the negatlve form to’ athlete fallure.

The negative self fulfilllng prophecy, or failure expectancy, may well

get its start in an athlete With initially negative perceptions of

83
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self ‘fed back from an insensitive coach. The vital role the coach may

play in providing both realistic feedback and aspiration levels, is-
73

discussed below. , ‘ o "-'- L

5

Y

The causal proposition thus states the determinance of th
. . . &)

athlete's self pcérceptions Lhrbugh the social interaction and.perceived

evaluations of coaches and‘other referénce publics. A number pf.fgc—
tors quaiify the extent of this social dete;minance of self image and
) .
_the resulting behavior. A cen;ral.factor arises from the.degree to
which the perforﬁér is dependeﬁt fof performance feedback on a single
vcommﬁnication.source, or interpersonai self matrix,rf
The young or inexperiénced aﬁhigtié candidate or-physical edu-

cation student, is extremely susceptible to the evaluations of his

leaders~or teachers. Since the novice has not’previouély developed

bsclves or attributes, these per-—

- . DN

self attitudes relative to thego

teived evaluations may not Le compared with previously learned signif-

icant other's evaluations. The experienced athlete, on the other hand,
having previously established, reinforced self perceptions, is able h
to compare preseunt feedback with his own diréct‘pérceptwgm‘of his  £‘

present perfo&manceurelative to that»establishbd self image. " The ex-
periencad performer thus has a number of addltlonal congrucncy strat—

egias (Secord and BacKman 1964) he may employ, should he face. 1nu¢§ ; ¢

gruent feedback from a reference person. These strategies are dis-',
‘ _ v " ;
cussed beluw

While this social determinance postulate is Central_¢0'khelba3ic
notions of the interpersonal or interactionist view of self or pérsonal

formation, it is necessary to discuss a number of limitations or



qualifiéations that Mead (1934), Rose (1962) and.followérs have as-

sumed. Far from proposing an "oversocialized conception of man"

s

(Wrong,.1961), the s&mbdlic interactionist position envi#(

’ s N . o e G
personality perspectilves of intrapersonal psychology. "For tance,
i : . Q v

unlike most‘bsycholdgical theories, the present perspective assgumes
' . I

. P

that selft*change and soc%?lization goes on throughout adult_lifefi

(Brim, 1966): - o | - | ' |
.Rose (1962E'1§-15) sﬁggests'eight reasons why, desbite the fact:

that man's pefsonaiity development- is based in’éultural éxpectatiéﬁs;

this does not mean a cultural determinism:
1o
g

: V . . . - . ) :
* (a) §ome human interaction is bdsed on natural sigrns and hence,
transcends specific cultures. ' e ' :

t

(b) Most cultural expectations are for ranges o# behavior rather
than specific behaviors. Turner's (1962) description of roles as
"process" rather than "conformity" also speaks to this idea that
roles set limits rather than pargiculars. Hence, in individual-
ized self, performances are expected. '
() Individuals in a culture are usually offered a range, or
variety of roles and situations within which they have some free-
.= "dom of choice, as to which roles and situations to enter.. Dif-
ferent choices of social roles and situations may both result'
from, and cause different self images. ' ’

(d) Some cultural expectations are for variation rather than con-
formity. Innovatien and creativity are rewarded, for example, in
teaching, coacling and performing. :

.(e) Cultural meanings, unlike cultural values, indicate "pos-
sibilities" for behavior, not '"requi ements' for a certain kind
of behavior. :

(£) Culture, and especially the culture of a modern changing
society, is comprised of many, often conflicting and inconsistent,
subcultures. In this inconsistent cultural milieu the individual
may choose betweenvs)veral meanings or expectations, synthesize

~ .
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" existing expectations, or create a new combination out of existing
meanings. : ‘ ' N

- (g) The self or "I" as Mead called it, if blocked in an action,
may, through thinking, planning and recombining old behaviors,

create a new behavior.
(B) "Finally, :lthough &he symbplic‘interactionist docs not 'in-

corporate biogenic and psychogenic influenceées into its theory, it
does .not exclude their possible dnfluences.

vt
v

'All of'these‘fact5?§’;§nd fq limit3thé power of the social de-
terminénts;nﬁutfdo nét inaan§hway.fnullify the imporﬁance of 'the basic
assumption that éll men ‘are born int6 aﬁ ongoing society and socializéd
in some siénificént”degree intq.beh;viogiwhich—meets Lhe'expgctations

of its culture" (Rose, 1962: 15).

Internal Self Congruency‘Orgadization,;Athletic Self Evaluation

and ' Total Sélf-EValuationT~Pr0positioﬁ IC:w.Total self evaluation, a -

w

'gresulFant summaﬁibn of the person's valqéd.sﬁbselves and self attri-
bﬁtes, will vary directly with»the»self evaluatioh'of these valued sub-
~selves and self attributes. | |

‘ Discussion. Following Sﬁerwoodfki962{.and Mi}lerwkl962},.ﬁotéi
self evaluation is'con;é%ved as a fésuléént or summa;ion of the.perf.;
son's self eQélQationiéﬁ his valued subéelves of‘self attributes.
TotallSelf'evaiuationlisianalogoué.with such concepts as ”ée%f—esfeéﬁ"

:

(Coopersmith, 1959), or "self worth" (Rogérs, 1959). - - : ' e

This is the core of the self or the residue of tHe valued self ‘f

images'which Mead (1934) termed the "I". Sherwood (1962) demonstrates

successfully, two techniqués for opefationalizing total self evaluation.

' - o . _ ,
‘The first one is single self evaluation, on the attribute self con-

fidence or self worth. 'A second method calculates a sum of all self

-
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‘1§£ method, and also
Y-

- ' P FAR
‘. . “

calculates an unwelghted Sum or total self ev f'hllon of all subselves

A

L

* (athletic and -6////nlet1c) in order to eétlmate tHefdﬁerall or average
L 34 e

evaluatlon of . . AT
> R o PP TI [
- ey A

©

. " Internal Self Congruencyaotganlzatlon, A%hdetlc Self Value *to

"/“; - . .

Total Self, Self Evaluatlon, and Self Utlllzatlon—*Prop051tion IDu"

‘z) - - Ta BT =
I~

Self perception congruency malntalnlng processes. result>1n self vakhe,"
¢ ," '

‘;‘u

. ‘:A‘, .
use a subself or attribute, the value he assigns to it, and hic self

J

causal p051t1ve interconnectlons between the amount the person @i j}'

@ evaluation of himself on that subself or attribute; Lo T
has previously established high positive correlations betweev'; i
L g ' . ) ' ’ o o 5
interests' and attributes' utilization, value and evaluation 1n%teéh— -
‘ : ' : O : o . o~
-, : /
- @~

e

The postulate,vand Homan s explan; S
©J

’Mi a h%pan organism that does a kind of rudlmentary cost—

: &
"ly81s, which compares the net benefits of a number of pos-—.

/ R ,;. B




- their implied meanings.

et

sible self involvemeﬁ{ii;kThe:person, or in this case the zthlete,

N :0
chooses to part1c1pate in q&ivactivity which provides the, greatest

payoff. Orllck 5 (1972) ana}}als of early childhood sports partici-

pation and dropout utlllzes a 51m11ar framework X \

4
The predicted high‘positive correlation between athletic self

utilization or involvement,'self'value dnd sell evaluation follows

di}ectly from Homans' theorizing. The person chooses those roles and

activities which get him the most payoff. If athletlc roles have hlgh‘

1‘
social status, and hence high self valuey/and if henreceives high pos-

. \ \ _ ) ;
itive reinforcements and evaluations of/;ls performdnce, and hence

high self evaluation of those supselves, he will tend to participate
highly in those activities. i
: k!

The Interpersonal Self Matrixj Congruency Strategies Relatigg;'

" Evaluation of “Coach, Coach's Evaluation of An Athletic Subself and

Athletic Self Evaluation--Proposition IE: In order to maintain or re-

gain interpersonial éelf matrix congruency, the personAwill adjust his
evaluation of other and/or his‘perception’of athletic self and/or his
'perception,of the otner's public eValpation of him, such that the
three perceptions will vary or correlate direcrly with each other in
!

- Discussion. The review of literature presented Secord and

»Backman's (1961, 1963, 1964) formaliiation of the interperéonal self

“matrix and related self congrueﬁcy strategies. « It is sufficient here

.

‘-lto suggest that successful or unsuccessful sports team tryout, in-

ivolves a matrix where the coach s evaluat on of the player is publlc

knOwledge. As such, it has-considerable reference power (Stotland

LA
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. 7 Zander, 1957). Denial or misperception of this evaluation becomes
2 '

I .ss ikely as a congruency strategy. .

.2ti. Subself Propositions

Az1letic Subself Identity; Attribute Value——Proposition'IIAg’

arough “ocial interaction with referent others the athlete learns the

. . . . : . . e v, .
.r'e valuings of .various behaviors, characteristics and abi#ities

group, and to the athletic role or subself.
Discussion. This postulate repfesentsva subself application..of

proposition I, and this involves the same general implications discuss-

A

j.‘. /

ed relative to that postulate. However, a number of additional pointst

require brief elaboration.

The attributes an athlete values as part Qf aﬁ athletic subself,
he will have learned froﬂ various feferent others in his spdrting
worlds——pfo sports stars, parents, co;chés ana fellow players. His
image of the jyeal player willithus be constructed, both from generél’
reference sources external to a spécific éeam and from the ideals
1earned from coaches and felléw'players in his team or activity
groupings. ‘ | o \

" Tﬁus,valthough éll‘teams within a‘giveﬁ spogt would be expected
fb hsld somewhat similar images.of the ideal'ﬁlayer, teams would vafy
‘depending upon the valued behaviors and characteristics.theirAcoaches,
‘player models, and op... : leaders communitate. Intra téam‘consensus

on igeal‘player attrib :ze valuing should be gfeater tﬁan é;oss—team
consensus. Since ideal athlétic role or'sﬁbself characteristics wouldf
: o )

‘be related directly to team successvfacilitating'aftributes, team con-

' sensus on these attributes éhould relate to team cohesion and team

89
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performance. . ) L
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Athletic Self Evaluation--Proposition [T,:" The self evaluation

of an athletic subself or self attribute will vary diredtly with the

-

athlete's perceptionof the coach's-or other reference person's eval-

uation of his performance, and with the coach's actual evaluation of

that performancengiven that coach's evaluation will wvary directly

o

with the actual quality of performance.
Discussion. "This' postulate follows [from proposition IB and the

discussion presented at that time relates to this postulate as well.

. Internal Athletic ‘Self Congruency Organizatidn; Interrelated-

.. ness of Athletic Self Evaluation, gnd Change of Related and Unrelated
. 2

Subselﬁes——Proposition II Subselves, including athletic subselves,

C:

are interrelated to the extent that they are comprised of common at-
tributes. Ihter subself evaluations and changes will vary directly
S : S
h,, with each other to the extent thap théy have common attribute-elements.
v Discussion. Thevﬁresent tgeopy, with Sherwood (1962), assumes
‘that through socialization, people learn to use the same cognitive
categories—aﬁd sets of gategories with‘whichvto perceive and.act to-.

wards the world. The present postulate assumes that, through social-

ization into the athletic subculture, the athlete learns the specific

s of attributes their coarhes and teammates use in describing 'the

Yequidements and subselves of. that specific sport and team. -

v -These sport or activity specific attributes or elements may also

- be

‘éleﬁents in other athletic or non ath}etic subself'gttribute sets.
Sherwood (1962);, Videbeck (1960) and Hé;s and Maehr (1965), aﬁongii

others, have demonstrated'how'the‘pUblic evaludtion change of one sub-



e

selves. '~ ' o . T

91

o)
[}

self will be generalized or transferred to other subselves to the ex—-

tent that these. two subselves have~attributes in common. For exafple,
if a teenager received negative public evaluation on some‘aspects of

football (é.g., tackling), spread of effect would be expected to hei;’ ‘ (
generalized to rugby, but perhaps not to;basketball which does not re-

quire tackling skiill. . ’ ) ‘ ' Y -
This postulate interacts strongly with the value proppsitions
Vs : - ‘ .
(1 A’ II ),\whlch contend that more valued attributes and subselves will

Bl -~ . o

resist change more than:non valued ones, because of the extent of inter-

v

relatedness with other attributes. This interaction effect will con-"

found the spread of'effect'between situationally and nolehrelaqed' -
%4 ’ ’ . -

a -

ot

Athletlc Self Motlvatlon' Aspired Self Evaluatlon Discrepancy

' (.
and Self Fulﬁ}llment——Prop051tlon IIF ’Ehe optimum atJlftic;selg as-

asplratlon discrepancy reductlon or self fulflllment. L .

] - + 1 .
plratlon dlscrepancy results from actual performance and Qgé;h'iﬁter—'-j

action in the athletic 51tuat10n. .Sqecessful‘experien%e results,in
)J ' ' ‘ A

4

« . \ S NS

Discussion} The social behav1orlst assumptions takenf‘ the '

. ‘..,‘*33} R

present theory do not assume an inherent Mself actuallzatlon” drlve,a_
as do Maslow (1954) or Rogers (l959). The present perspective assumes

rather, that goals and aspirations are learned from behavioral exper-—

. ) A4 - T ! . '
ience. . v

¥ R
The self perspective’ assumes that through observatlona learn-~-

\
; -

ing (Bandura and Walters, 1963), or direct experlenc (Breer and

Locke, 1963) the athlete establlshes asplred levels of evaluatlom. .

Although he may possess an 1deal self evaluaﬁif
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1:59) postulates, V}th Sherwood (1962), the ﬁresent persRective con-
tends that this ideal level of achggﬁemenp does’not ‘have significant
motivational fofcé\for the indiyiduai.i.. W . 3
Insﬁead,“foildwiné»Sherwqod,'an aspired self eVéluation is poé—'
tulated, which is arrived atvghrough é~cybergeticggoalfseﬁning'prpce§s

<

. BN ) N e g
combining direct experience and achievement with the ‘ideals perceived

in sport stars. This aspired self éyéluafion, ﬁinus»present seii

A : R " L . :
evaluation discrepancy, has ﬁdkivational pr6ég{tiés. uIanea&Js.térmé.
'ig coﬁstitutes a Wtrhncatéd act" or—plan)ﬁ%rﬁfge ant{cipatéd;perforﬁ~
énge. When ﬁhe éthiétic goal is set reélistically,'it-allows the

" -

athlege to achieve. success, positive reinforcement.and, hence, self <

- /fulfillment. ,Optimal aspiratigm digcrepancy occurs when the ex%erj
ienced,athleté,Aor the realist#cally coach*advised inexpériépced

C > Y e
~athlete, takes into]accgunt his ability, skills and potential, and *

& ! ¢

sets-%%s goals such that success and, hepce, rewards ¢@n be achieved.”

3 -
” .\
. "

C , IV. SUMMARY -

a

e é f\

‘ i s : s .
Theoretical concepts#ere defined and prop&gitions presented: J

@

) k : ~ ~ '.! . .
These propositiong were discussed  where '‘pdssible interaction with
S& propositi P

other factors requireézgﬁaboration. A must 'be stﬁéssgﬁ that these

- ~

vropositiors, while reasonab%zjcdmprehensive in'coverage;'ho not - L

purport to exhaust the many poSsible“%ppl;cations of the berspectivé’/

to sport zna physical actiwﬂty. In addition, it is necessary to - ¢

étatelqhat, in the preseﬁt forﬁ;’the perspective must-be considered
as only the working papers for'é.developing theory-aﬁa not as its for-

" \
mal form.
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' #problems stated 1n the opening’ chapter,’and to begln the t(stlng of,

.« CUAPTER IV " .~

. o g T e o . o
e T METHODS AND PROCEDURE ~ o . .
, - - “.. ~ - o s m
s . . “ . ' . .

This chapter bégins with a statement of specific research

L - B ) " . .
. K s : ) - . Y ‘
hypotheses used in ‘evaluating the thgory. The methods used in developf
. . > 5 . R . ol o - o

. : :
‘ing the fesearch 1nstruments .are then glven, LOllOWLd by’ qperatlonal

N

N e . o
A . -

s £ - ' '
deﬁqutions of constructs. The research>sett1ng and sampllng pro-
’ ! 7 ' ’ ’ .
“cedure follows. Reseaﬁ¢h=desigh i's discusxed.and prOeedures utilized .
N - ’ .

aretgiven. The Eafiongl for the nonparametrlc QAta anal}ses used 'is
v

presented insurument leldlﬁJ and nellablllty flndlngs are then L
. \

” -
given’ The chapter closes: with a: summ%ry ‘0L the stédy s llmltatyons
: & . N k .
and &@limitationsf o IR . ) ' L
. Lo : ,/ 2 ‘
. . N . ‘U,- , "v . n ‘ . ‘W“ -
' e I. RESEARCH HYPOTHESES ¢ " I -
. - S - N .
. F ) ' . ] ) L\ < ) )
"Qut of the literature and pgoposig}onsgrelativé to the inter-
. N . . N " . . A . .

.

. I ~ .
,actionist’ﬁheory of'sporting@self,,a selected number of a priQeri re+

»

search. hypotheses were dravn in order - 'to both pursue the practical

thi .theory'itself. “This’ drawing “of hypotheses from theory #hus

avpided ' the common \OClal sclence practlce of the ex post detO
The problems explored and hypotheses tested n tne present re-

searc‘ hile substantiaf-ih‘ﬁumbet arid scope, do not p%rport to ex-

":; > & . . n} *
haust the theory s prop081t10ns and” thelr*évalua iorr, Rather,-the
p 4

v . - de
u 7

The research hypotheses studied in-the "natural experiment" re-

o . ) B PR
Lo y ’ . A

[

v

study attempts only to b%fin that sk.

5



ported here, are presentea'in their pésitive form under two main heaa—
ings. The first section deals with tests-of'the perspective related
to football self, as a component subself of the fota; self. The séc—
ond éection presents questions’ exploring the composition, organiéation'
and ehange of the football self itself. The sequence ana numbering éf

hypotheées follows directly from the propositional humbering syéte&,

Totaliself Questions

Total Self Identity and the Vdlue of the Football Subself--
v &

Proposition IA:

Hypothesis IAl' Fogﬁball'candidate groups;will value»the foot~

ball sbalf moxe highly than nonparticipants.

4

Hypothesis 1 Participants and drgpout groups, as part of

A2°

the same candidacy group at precandidacy, will not differ as greatly
on football self value as they do from nonparticipants. However, they
"are separable reference groups; and football total selﬁ’value will be

greater for partiéipants than for dropbuts.

Hypothesis I,,.: Groups from the mére successful school will
Ld

A3

. value the football role and subself more highly than those from'@%@
less successful school. ) : R ..

Hypoth{sis IAé) Th9 partiéipant group, having experienced a

positive change in social 'status, will increase the total self valte

of football'self'as'a result 6f successful ecandidacy; dropouts will
. o . . !

decrease football total self value; while nonparticipanté‘will show
little change. E o | . -

N -

Football Candidéqy, Péifofmance, and _Football Self Evaluation—-
: R ' (S

g

. ' T . o o . - \
P:gﬁgSltlon IB. . . . . : \\
R | | | .




Hypoﬁhésis IBl' Football self evaluation of candidate groups

will be greater than that of the nonpart#cipant group.

B2 Post candidacy football self evaluation for

Hypothesis I

the succéssfully performing particivzant group will Be greater than

y

that-o{\ihe unsuccessful dropout group, who have received negg?ive

public eyvaluation.

\
\
5

Hypothesis I The more successful school's participant group

B3:

wili be greater in fo tball self e?aluation at post candidacy, than

that of the less successfully performing school's participant group.

8’

- Hypothesis IB Post candidacy football self evaluation will

x

increase for the successfully performing-ﬁarticipant group, and de-

- . ,
crease for the dropout group. i’—"7\\‘Wv
\

Football Self Evaluation and -Total Self Evéluation——Prqggsition.

; .
HypothesisAICl. Participant group post candidacy increased.

football self evaluation will be accompanied by increased total self

-evaluation, while dropouts' decreased football self evaluation will be

3
accompanied by decreased total self evaluation.
Ea .

Intra Self'Organization; Total Self and Football Self Value,

Evaluation and Utilizationf—Proposition ID:

Hypothesis|I

I,,- For all subjects the level of utilization of

'a.szSelf or attribute®will vary directly with ‘the self value of that
subself or_attribute.

;Hypothesis ID For all subjects the level of utilization.of

2

a subsel .- attribute will vary directly with the self evaluation

e,

.assigned to it.
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-

Hypothesis ID3" For all subjects the self value assigned to a

subself or self attribute will vary directly with the self evaluation

3

f that subself or attribute.

The Interpersonal Self Matrix; Congruency Strategies Relating

Evalﬁation of Coach, Coath's Evaluation of Football Self and Football

Self Evaluation—-Proposition IE:

Hypothesis I Successful footbaiIAcandidétes will evaluate

El°

the coach mbre highly on fairness and judgment than unsuccessful can-

didates, at post candidécy.
. 3, . ;
Successful football candidates will increase
: {.

their evaluation of the coach over time, while the unsuécessful drop— 

Hypothesis IEZ'

out group will devalue the coach at post candidacy-

Ceatrol Evpothesis IE3' Dropouts who value- the football self

highly wiil alsc evaluate themselves and their coach more highly than
those who value it less highly.

. N ‘ %
Control Hypothesis Ies- Dropouts who value football highly

will utilize different congruency strategies from low football value

dropgtts.

Control Hypothesis I High total self evaluation dropouts

E5’
will evaluate both football self and the coach more highly than those

who are low on total self evaluation.

Control Hypothesis I High total self evaluation‘dropOUts

E6°

will, following unsuccessful “candidacy, demonstrate different congru-
ency strategies than low total self evaluation dropouts, in regaining

congruency.

-
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Football Self Questions

less successful team.

Footba:l Self Identity; Attribute Value--Proposition I{A:
v

' ﬁgﬁ

Football team perceived coach's valuing of

Hypothesis IIAl.

selected attributes, for the identity of the ideal football player,
will agree more closely with the coach's actual Qaluing over the
season.

Hyporhesis IIAZ.

Football team consensus will increase with

increased gommunication over, time.

Hypothesis II ' Team consensus on the ideal player identity

A3’
s, . .
will vfé; directly with success.

N

Hypothesis II ngr time, the participants’' perception of the

ALT

coach's ideél football player identity will become more congruent with
the coach's actual ideal football player valuing.

Hypothesis II

AS® The more successfql school team will demon-

strate higher playef—coach agreement on ideal player identity than the
. ‘ . :

Football Self Evaluation--Proposition 11

B’ . /
Hypothesis IIB At post candidacy, successful participants

L <

will demonstrate higher football related attribute evaluations than .

unsuccessful dropouts.

Hypothesis IIBZ' Successful canaidates'gill increase their

football related attribute evaluations over.tiﬁe, while unsuccessful
candidates will decrease these evaluations.

Hypothesis 1133. The difference between actual and perceived

: , ‘
codch's evaluation will be less for the more successful team than for
Pe .

e
'
¢
/
i ool
N . RO
E . .



the less successful Eeam.

..Hypothesis_IIBa. The difference between actual and perceived

coach's evaluation will decrease over time for participants.

Hypothesis IIB5'~ Changes in football self evaluation of an

‘attribute vary directly with changes in perceived coach's evaluation

v
of that attribute.

-t

Self Evaluation .and Organization; Interrelatedness of Attribute

Sets: General Football Self; Positidn Specific‘Football Self, General

Athletic Self,‘Unrelated Self, and Total Self--Proposition IIC:

Hypbthesis lICl. Successful or unsuccessful team candidacy

and the resulting increased or decreased football self eegluation will

spread its effect to other attribute sets and subselves. This spread
of treatment effect will occur on a gradient fromvgreater change for
more related subselves to lesser change for less related subselves

Hypothesis- II nghly position- spec1f1c football attrlbutes

cz'

will change less than general football attributes.

.Self Aspiration and Self Fulfillment--Proposition IIF:

Hypothesis IIFl. The ur uccessful dropout will demonstrate &

reater aspiration discrepancy than the successful participants.

Hypothesis I1I Successful candidates will eiberience greeter

F2°

self fulfillment (greater aspired self minus self evaluation discrepancy

reduction) than unsuccessful candidates.

Hypothesis IIFB.‘ Less successful tear wenlers will demonstrate

greater aspiramipn'discrepancy and less sel? fulfilliment than members'

of the more successful team.

98



o2

59

I1. INSTRUMENTATION

Development
in FheAAevelopment of the questionnaire, as with all aspects of
methodolog;, technique de;ived directly.oﬁt of the theory‘and methdd—
ology of the symbélic interactionist perspective. Although Mead's
(1934) social behaviorism is.theoretically fundameﬁtal and intuifively‘
appealing, its research me;hodology has been relatively slow in de-
velopment (Kuhn, 1964). Thus, the present instrument techniques, al-
though fdllowing'in the Meadién tradition, iﬁvolvéd some exploratory
aspects. N

The theory indicates thaﬁ, ?s'social group actors, football team
players‘and coaches collectively and agtively construct their images

of such aspects of their team's social reality, as concepts of the

ideal‘fqbtball player, and perceptions of selves as pkgyers~and coaches.

!

Theoretically consistgnt'measurement of these"iggkvidual and
team identities couid not be validly made gsfng standaxdized persénal—
ity>£nventories. From the symbolic interactionist viewpg_ t, use of -
these deviées ignores the higﬁly role speéific and situational nature
of an individual's impression of social ‘group experience.

The sélf rating questionnaires were developed in such a way as
to allow the teenage footballvplayefs to use their own Qords and
categpries in describing‘and rating themselves as pléyers. A pilot
study wag carried out in late Augﬁst of 1971, the findings of which
pfdvided the basis for the'final.instr;ment, "A Self-Rating Inventory.

of Football Player Attitudes" (Appendix B).



The pilot study estlonnalre "Foo*~ ’;ll Player s Interests and
Attitudes InvenESEy(AszpeQ§§x A), was de51gned to determlne the be-
ginning teenage football player's non football interests, his words
aEScribing the football player image, his reasons fo; qﬁitting football
and his images of the‘ideal coach. The members of three Ban;am foot-
ball teams, piaying in the Edmonton‘Husky League, were administered
| /éhis questionnaire during the tryOut period of the 1971 season. These
102 bs;s ranged in agebfrom thirteen to s}kteen yéars, in educational
level from grades eight to»ten, and represented a broad vaf&ety of
socio~economic and ethnic backgyognds. Their definition of the foot-
ball player qualities and other vafiables Vere felt to be a valid rep-
resentation of these realities for the teenage boy entering grade ten
and trying out with\the’Junior team. ng qualities and'ingErests
liisted mosf frequently by the Bantam players formed the core of the
attributes to be used in the instrument utilized in the thesis proper.,

The pilot spudy a}so providéd an opportunity to determine the
suitability of the ten ﬁggpt, unipolar, self rating scales for use
with teénage boys of thisxtype. This"feedbackjallowed for several
small improvements in method. Generally, hd;evef, it supported the
notion that this type of iﬁstrument was suiﬁable for this level éf
maturity.‘ The pilot,project confirmed the findiﬁ;;%of éhérﬁood‘(l962)
énd Haas and Maehr (1965), that self rating scales of the type used in
the present study prov1de valid and realistic indlcators of self at-
titudes. Aghe results of a study of the test—retest reliability of
the quéggiénﬁairesuare presented below.

Ty

A second instrument, -"The Coach's Football Player Inventory'"
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(Agpeidlx C) tas developed to operationalize both the coach's player

. evaluation and the. coach s valuing of selected attributes for his ideal
%
football player identity.

o
AR

QgerétionalizingiConstructs_"

The "Self-Ratiﬁg Inventory of Football Playér Attitudes" (Ap-
pendix A), was composed of six sections. Sec;ioh A asked for personal,

athletic history, and demographic data in order to compare sample

. ' o : o
group backgroﬁnds. Section E, "Reasons Why.qus Quit Football' asked
respondents to—assign a rénk to the ten reasonslgiVéﬁi rank of one

~

indicaﬁing the most impdff&nt»%éason. The reasons listed were obtained

from responses glven in the. pilot study,.and vere felt to represent

AN

reasonably well the essential reasons why boys drop o%; of football
Section F, "How You See Your Coach" sought the subject's rating of his
coach. A rating of ten indicated the Highest possible rating on that

attribute. Two'att}ibutesg "Fairness" and "Good Judge of Ability" were
. ¥ [
included and utilized in data -anal- ~“s to test the part of the theory
. e BN .
which predicted that the %uccessful znd unsuccessful tryout groups

"

would revalue the coach differéntially following team selection.
~ Sections B, C:and D of the questionnaire measured aSéééts of
‘ / . R .
self, the primary dependent variable. Sectioﬁ B operationaiized Total
Self, Football Self and other subselves. C measured Football Self.
D prov1ded the player s perception of the Coach's Ideal FootbalISPlayer
and the Coach s Public Evaluation of the player.
Each of these three sections utilized the- “same type of Self

rating scales. Each section provided the subject with a list of'self

dimensions or self qualities. These self dimensions were words des- =
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cribing activities and interests, or were adjectives defining personal
'qualities‘or abilities derived froﬁ the pilot study.

| The importance fo self bf each of‘the self dimensiofrs was ob{x
tained by having the Subject assign each item af Ehe‘list of attributéé

a self value from Onehto ten. A value of one indicated leasﬁ import- zﬁ
. . N
ance to self. The assignment system, an integration of the techniques '
usedvsuccéssfully byASherQOOd (1962), French and Kahn‘(l962), and Kasl
and French (1962), involved placing each item in a blank "importance"
. space adjacent to a ten point rating scale (Appendix B). ' The blanks
were arranged on the scale, inéreasing in importance from bne to ten,
with two blank spaces provided at each level.. Thus, a respondent )
fould assigp up to a magimum.of two self dimensions‘to each importance
level for Total Self (Section B) and up to thfee per 1evei_for Football
Self (Sections C and D).' The value of ea " item to thg.coach was as-—
signed a rating in thé same manner;

‘ All of fhe self identity’comﬁbhedts, involving fating of self,
were meaSuréd on a ten point humbered ;éale. Each numerical level was
also.represented by a descriptive phrase suggesting the verbal meaning
~of each level. This system of self rating scale, previously éuccessfﬁl
"with similar subjects (Maehr, Mensing and Nafzger, 1962; Haas and
Maehr, 1965), was assumed and found to be consistent with the téenagers
' pastaexperience with, and expectations of, grading in the school en-
Qironment. ‘The'fesults of both the pilot investigation and the present
reliabiii;§ study'tend'to validate this assumption, th;t tﬁe self
rating's§§tem was émenabie>for'use with_this maturiﬁy level. While

the form of the rating system was comstant for all evaluative aspects
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of the Inventory, the mark or symbol was varied to di: erentiate each
self component. 2

Section B of the Player Inventory included twelve items to rep-
resent the male teenager's Total Self Identity. fwelve interests and
acti&ities, de?ived from the pilot study findings,:were assumed to
v.}éasonably represent the broad universe of interests of ghe teenager's
culture, and ‘cognitive world. In‘addition to valuing each item for its

importance to him as a total person, the subject was' asked to rate him—
. . p

self on. that activity or quality. Finally, the ﬁsspondent indicated
. . T y -
the extent to which he participated in, or was involved in, that act-

ivity or interest. Descriptive phrases indicating degrees of partic-

ipation were placed adjacent to the ten numerical levels. This pro-

103

cedure wa. identical with the system used in the s7lf rating components

and prOQed satisfactory.

Sé%?ion C, Football Self, presented subjécts with a list of
eighteén attributes which subjects were_askedito assign to the ten
levels of importaﬁce. In this section, howeve;, up tp a maximum of
three item§ cbuld be‘assigned at each level. \

In order to study and test the interrelationships and~gfouping
of attributes within the total self in terms éf their role or subself
sets, the eighteen attributes were selected and assigned to represent
four subselves.i The fifst group of_attributes were pickéd to repre-
sent étﬁfibutes valuable to all football pla&ers (General Footbéll
‘Self), while a second set was chosen to répreseﬁt specific position

requirements (Position Specific Football Self). A third set of attri-



butes represeﬁ%ed General Athletic S~ - whiléra number were selected

for the Unrelated Self. The seven items in the first grouping, and the

three used for the second group were derlved from the*pllot study The
former group items included Blocqug,Ablllty, Courage, Determination,
Pride,-Confidence, Tackling and feuéhness., The latter,~role speeific
items, were‘Kicking Ability, Passing Aﬁility and Receiving Ability.

Tt was thus assumed that these items validly represented the teenager's
definition of the reelity of the football self.’ The‘five items in-
cluded in the General Athletlc Self group (Athletlc Ability, Body
Build, Phy51cal Fitness, Running Ability, and Strength) were also
obtained from the pilot study, and were'selected to assess the teenage
boys general perception of himself as a physical, athletic being.‘ The
three items in the Unrelated Self group (Good, Looks, Popularitz, énd
Intelligence), were selected.and aseumed to reptesent aspects of self
unrelated to the,footbali self.

In order to measure tﬁe Aspired Self, subjects were asked to in-
. dicate that 1level of‘rating which, given their View of their potential,
they realistically_sttived for or aspired to. Subjects were aleo
asked to rate or e?aluate their present level ot eacﬁ quality or ab-
ility,‘to provide a measure of the present Se’f Evaluation.

Section D of the Inventory measured the s ject's perceptioﬁ of
ﬁsw his coéct would value the eighteen qualities iu Section C to his
image of the ideal football player (Perceived anch'é Ideal Foqtball
Player Identity) Here the same operation was used as for the sub-

ject s self value rating, except that the subject was told to rate

&
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iEEEE/;n/TEIﬁs of how he imagined the coach would #value'“them.

A second question in this section asked the subject to indicate
how he imagined the coach would rate him on each item. This measure,
the Pergeived or Reflected Coach or Publig Evaluation, used the same

rating scales and system as the Self Evaluation operation.

1

* The Coach's Football Player Inventory operationaiized.a@dition—

"Pé;Jabmponents of the football self. A first question asked him Eo

carry out the valuings for the eighteen Football Self items presented

in Section C of the Playef's Inventory. This operatidn‘providedran

2

actual description of the Coach's Ideal Player Identity .of the eighteen
P v 4 _ ¥ g

items. _A second question obtained the Coach's Actual Public Evaluation
: 154

of each player on ten items. These items were Bloéking, Courage,'Deter—

) o . ‘ . _
mgnation, Receiving, Pride, Running, Self Confidence, Strength, Tack-

.

ling, and Toughneéss, and were selected as prime‘rebresehtétives of

. . . N . - (o)
Football Self. <. . ‘ L .
. & . - . i . »
In all cases, the arrangement of self dimensions was alphabet-
: _ o ) v
ical, and it was assumed this standardization made auy legree of re-

-
v

sponse set constant:across all administrations of the test. ~
: v s

In order to.increasebthe probability of honesty in self des-

s

crip;ion_and seif evaluation, the researcher stressed the importance
of the‘researchvto the improved.kﬁﬁwledge aboﬁt'sports participggion.
He also impressed subjecﬁs with tﬁe confidentiality-of responsg?. ‘In
this way, it was hbped to control-somewﬁat for response éet‘ar;;iqg
fr§m social,desifeability. At allbadministratioﬁs'éubjects were.aékeq
éo'"ﬁork‘onvtheir owna and Eespond "as if you Qere‘only giving théJ

answers to yourself...not to anybody else" (Kuhn and McPartland, 1954)..
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Even though the questionnaire items had been derived from .their
. ’ “"17 “ . ‘
seers in ordér to reduce any "closed" aspects of the inventory, sub- ¥

jects were asked to add:to ‘the importance bléuks any add1t10nal self
B
Aitems whlch were 1mportant to them. Slnce this was done in only a very

few caﬁes,'and since the responses added nothing of kheoretical or
: _ ‘ |

ﬁractical/importance;to the study, they were eliminaked from the:-

analysis. 4 \:)
’ ‘ Each iuventory settion and question uas-intr duced‘sueh that
¢ the subjectAknew clearly‘which,frame of reference or pnrspective‘he was
to use rn answering. ‘Thus, for self evaluation, s=1f ualuings and all
aspects'of=self identity, the subject was cautioned -to agswer only in

terms of "how you see_yourself”; For the'oerceived or coach's vaiue
and oerceived coach's;evaluation, he was urged to "indicate how you

. T , ; .
think your coach would feel about this" ‘ A
- N L h
I1T. OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

-
>

Theoretical and methodological concepts were defined operation- J
. B . . // - . B 4
ally as follows: : f

Candidate.‘ Candidate refers to ‘the individual trying out for,
cr at: empting to gain a position on the Junlor High Sghool football
team. : . .

Part1c1pant (Part). ¢ Part1c1pant refers to the successful can—
dldate who become%, and remains a member of the team throughout the
competltlve season : : - ,

> . X : . f !

n Dropout (DO) . "Droﬁ%ut refers ‘to the teém candidate who vol- T
untarily withdraws from team candiaacy, and thus remains with the team °
only durlng the initial tryout stages : -

‘ Non Partic;pant (NonP) Non part&czpant refers to the individual
who is not a candidate, or is not trylng out for a football team.

’

: . - . . . T
A A . . . . d
s R . . . . .
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Precandidacy (AC) . Precandldacy operatlonally refers to the
week 1mmed1ately prior to football team tryout.

N .
Y

"Post Candidacy (PC). Post candidacy operationally refers to
the week immediately fo0llowing football team tryout. ¢

“Post Season (PS). Post season operationally refers to‘the week
immediately following the Yast Junior football game of the season.

General Football Attrlbute. General football attribute iS’QE—
erationally represented by a word used, by the teenager in perceiving:
or defining the personal traits and performance abilities related to
crhe general requlrements of the football player.

Unrelated Attrlbute. An unrelated attrlbute operationally de-
fined, is a word used by teenagers to describe traits and abilities .~
seen by them to be unrelate' to the football player.

Position §pec1f1c Football Attrrbute.“ A position specific foot-

ball attribute ‘"is operationally represented'by a word used to perceive
or identify tralts and/or agilities related to the requirements spe-
cific to football team roles or positioms. : ' .
- General Athletic Attribute. General athletic attribute refers”
to a word used by the teenager to define the characterlstlca of the
person who. is prof1c1ent in many_ §ports, ile., an all round- athlete..h

W

Attrlbute Self Value. The self value of an attribute refers to
the individual's percelveddlmportance or coreness of an attribute to
his total self 1dent1ty or to a sub identity. In this study, an
attribute's” 1mportance is.operationally defined as thab rank value the
person assigns, on a ten point scale. N Ea

Kl

Referent Otgher (Public). Referent otnséérefers to those sig- ~

i

1Q7

A

S

nificant others, individual models’ and refereﬁgz groups from which the ‘”

person learns his perceptions.and definitions/of self, other, and ~ !
social reality. ' ’

Attribute Evaluation. Attribute evaluation refers to the judg-
ment, or rating of the level or quantity of an attribute a person
(self or other) is seen, to possass. In this study, this evaluatlon is
represented by a rating on a ten point scale ‘

Self Evaluation. Self evaluatlon refers to the person's; ratlng
or evaluatlon of himself om a self attribute. R )

-

Person or Self Perception Attribute. Person or self perception
attribute refers to a personal quality, interest, activity, or per-
formance characteristic utilized in perceiving or defining the per-

"son, either self or other. In this study, these attributes afe rep-

resented by those words ‘teenage males use to perce1ve and 1dent1fy
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: involvement in or usage of that attribute. !

168

k‘ //\.\
their peers. Operatlonally, they are represgnted on ten int, &ni—
polar, un1d1mens1ona1 scales. /// ) -
Aspired Evaluation. Aspired evaluation refers to that level of
evaluation towards which the person feels he can realistically aim.

Self Aspiration Discrepancy. Self aspi. .. a disc 2pancy re-
fers to the difference between self evalua’ io: .1~ aspired evaluation
on an attribute.

Self Fulfillment. Self fulfillment -2fers to the reduction of
the self discrepancy.

Attribute‘Utilization. Attribute u-ilization refers to the per-
ceived extent of usage of, or part1c1pat101 in the 1nterest, activity,
or quality described by the attribute. Utilization in this study re-
fers to the person's rating on a ten point scale of the extent of his -

Total Self Identity. Total self identity refers to the com- ’
posite set of subselvesgand personal attributes the person uses in
defining or perceiving himself as a total person. 1In this study,
total self:identity is defined operationally by che value rank" profile
of the twelve subldentlty attributes.

-Total Self Evaluatlon. Total self evaluation refers to the per-

' sons overall rating or assessment of self as a total person. Operation-

ally, in this study total self evaluation refers to the sum of the-self
attribute evaluations on each of the valued attributes and subselves.

Subself. 'Subself‘refers ‘to that set-or collection of attributes
the person uses in defining the self in a par_ ~:zlar social role or
category. : \ :

. Football Self. Football self refers to that composite?:;QEEt .
of self attributes perceived by the person to be important to the foot—J'
ball player role... Cperationally, in this study, it refers to the

" person's relative 1r30rtance valuings of the varlety of eighteenvat—
* tributes presented. :

Football Self Value. fc;:ball selﬁe value refers to the relative
value of the football self to total self, when compared with other"role
or subselves. Football self value,refers operationally to the person'’ s

‘relative valuing of football self -on the ten.point value scale.

Football Self Evaluation. Football self‘evaluation refers to

bthe level of ten point evaluation the person assigns to hls football
'self ' : .

' Reéferent Other's (Coach's) Actual Player Evaluation. .Coach's

ooy
<

"
A
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actual player evaluat’® .. refers to the level of ten .point evaluation
the coach actually as .5 to a player on an igtribute or subself.
Perceived .or K lected Referent Other's (Coach's) Actual Player
Evaluation. Perceived coach's player evaluation_refers to the person’s
_ perception of how the coach would evaluate the player on an attribute
or subself. ' ’

Referent Other s (Coakch's) Actual Ideal Player Identlty Coach's
actdﬁi ideal player identity refers to tlre ten point value rating the
coach actually assigns to each of elghteen person attributes presented
as p0581b111t1es for the football self.

¥

Perceived Referent Other's (Coach's) Ideal Player Identlty
Perceived coach's ideal player identity refers to the person "s .per-
ception of how the coach would value each attribute to the ideal
football identity.

General Football Self. General football self refers to the
group or set of seven general football self attributes utilized to
. operationalize this construct. :

Pogition Specific Football Self. Position specific football
self refers to the set of three position specific football attributes
useéd to operationalize this construct.

-

General Athletic Self. General athletic self refers to the set
of- five general athletic attributes utlllzed to operatlonallze this ¢
construct. h

Unrelated Self. Unrelated self refers to the set of three foot-
balﬂ\unrelated self attrlbytes utilized to operatlonallze thlS con-
struct.

]

IV. RESEARCH SETTING AND SUBJECTS

The "matural experiment" to be preéen?ed-here was conducted
erlng September and .October of 1971 in hdmonton, Canada. In d=2sign,
the investigation was a longléudlnal study. The research involved re-
;eated observations of the self identity ratings of three éroups of

subjects over the period of the Edmonton High School Junior Football

League season.

7

el
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Three groups of thirty-eight male subjects-were selected ftom
two schools (S and S ) Subjects were equally divided between the
two high schools, one a Roman Catholic (S ) and the othen.a non—denom;
1nat10nal -public School (s ) The nonparticipant (NonP) control group
was randomly selected from the grade ten and eleven phy51cal educatlon
classes at the two schools. The team part1c1pant (Part) and team
dropout (DO) groups were’ selected from the total population of boys
who initially tnrned out with the two teams. At the 1n1t1al testing

ninety-six candidates completed the inventofy,

2

Field or "quasi—experimental research" presents many design
hallenges However, longltudlnal studies of this nature present .
magnified attrltlon problems for the 1nvest1gator (Goldfarb 1960:
128-136). In this ‘study, when subJects did n%t appear for a repeated
&
administration of'the quec 2onnaite, two followup attempts were made——
the first through 'the coa%h or physical educator, the secondlby phone:

he unrespon51ve subjects were then dropped from the sample. Of the

L4

[

ninety-six candidates who 1n1tr%lly filled out the inventory, apptox—v
imately seventy—two percent of those who became dropouts correctly
completed both t.sts, while three other subjects 1ncorrectly fllled‘
out one of the questionnaires. Elghty —~four percent of the initial can-
didate group who became team members‘correctly completed all three
‘tests.

Self selection inflnence, resulting from subject attrition,
could hav: potentially iaSed the sanpling of dropouts. vIt is possible

that the more acquiesce -t dropouts could have been uigre cooperatlve in

completing the post i dldacy (PC) rating.



Noﬁpérticipant'control subjects, however, similarly had little
reason for cooperatingfl While the possibility of some response acqui-
escence bias must be acknowledged, this factbr affectgd all groups aﬁd
was not felt to have sefiously affected the results. In order to
equalize sample size.foll§wing dropout (DO) group subject attrition,

parti-~ipant and noﬁparticipant cases were discardéd randomly.

v

. Demographic data for each of the groups and schools is presented
in the following éhapter. Thé sample;was found to be representative of
the diverse ethnic and socio—economic coﬁpositioﬁ of the Edmonton area.
" While éome differences between schools and groups were-found,'thesé
also‘represent actual population differencés, and were not felt to
influencé'the experimental outcomes.

Iﬁ_was felt that the football team tryout situ;tion represented
an excellent opportunity to comprehensively test self identity theory,
in a naturally occurring casé—study. Ofiginally, it was hoped to be
able to include a third experimental‘treatment condition--that. of

1

layer "cutting". Since Junior teams do not carry out this practice
play g' y P ;

f . . E )
this treatment level was dropped. It was felt the remaining two con-—

ditions--successful tryeut, and failure or dropoﬁt would provide a

suffiéientiy strbng treatment effect to validly test the theory.
V. RESEARCH DESIGN

The investigatién took the form of a controlled investigation
or "naturél" or '"quasi" experiment (Campbell and Stanley, 1966).
French (1950) agd Blalock (1966), as well as Campbell and Stanley

have written exrensively on both the utillty and potentlal shortcomings

'*H.
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of field experimentation. At this beginning stage of application of

social psYchologicél'theory, it was felt that the advantages of the

controlled demonstration aspects of field experimentation, far out-.
" PR e :

weighed small reductions %g/cddtrol and randomization. ' .

As Kurt Lewiu/has pointed out,

Although it appears to be possible to study certain prob- . - .
lems of society in experimentally created smaller laboratory groups,'
we shall have also to develop research techniques that will permit. r
us to do real e:. :riments within existing 'matural' social groups.

In my opinion, the practical and theoretical :importance of these
types of experiments is of the first magnitude (Lewin, 1951: 164).

9

1

The study design was an 1ncomplete 3 x 2 x 3 fixed effects
modellwith repeated measures on the last factor. The Qesign was an
integration_and extension of th separate models employed successfully
by Sherwood (19625 and by Haas -and Maehr (1965) in field experiments.
The-three levels of the first treatment factor, football teem partici-
pation, were: successful team uryout and participation (Paff),
nouparticipation‘(N?pP), and unsuccessful team tryout of dfopout (DO) .

s

The two levels of[the second treatment factor were: school one (Sl)

..
-~

and school ewo (SZ)' Thevfinal, repeated measures factor, question-
naire coﬁpletion trials, had three levels; precandidacy (AC), post
candidacy (PC), and post season (PS). Novuost season questionnairc
R .

was admlnistered to't?e dropout group, hence the facto?ial design was
incom@lete for Ehat cell. This dec}sion was made>as a result of ex-
perience gained during the pilot study. Dropouts were not accessible
beyond time two. |

The dependent variables used in this study were: total self

identity, football self ‘identity, reasons for quitting football,
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player's evaluation of the 'coach and his concept of the ideal football
player, and coaches' ratings of players. Each major dependent variable
was comprlsed of a number of subcomponents given in the hypotheses

and Operatlonal deflnltloﬁs above. , '
VI. PROCEDURE

A self identit§, self rating questionnalre (Appendlx B)'was
administered to each of three subject groups: football particioaﬁts
(Part), nonpart1c1pants ‘(1ionP) , and, dropouts (DO), during the first
week of school in September, 1971. The part1c1pants and future drop- 3
outs (as yet undifferentiated) were given the questionnaire together
at the first team meeting orior to the football season. The nonpartic- '
~ ipants or control subjects were admlnlstered théir precandidacy (AC)
questionnaire during a phy51cal educatlon perlod; The?secoﬁd (post \
candi&&cy) administration took place under 81m11ar condltlons during
the week follow1ng the first league game, and thus, after the team
- selection and dropplng out had occurred

A final,’post seasor ’°S) administration was given to each of
the participant (Part) and nonparticipant (NonP) groups under the same
cbndltlons during the week following the last game.' No post season
admlnlstratlon was glven to the dropouts (DO) . At this time,_the Head
Coach of each team was‘g1ven his player rating and identity question-— |
naire (Appendix C). Thus,‘only post season Coach's Ideal Player

%
Identity and Coach's Actual Player Evaluatlons were taken Although

it would have been methodologlcally ideal to have the coach rate at all

- three ti&é periods, practically speaking, he could.not provide that



amount of assistance.
VII. DATA ANALYSIS .

Ratjonale for the Nonparametric Data Analysis

All data, except that dealing with demographic description of

subject groups were processed nonpa;ametrically. Demographic and pef— L

sonal data, such as age, height and weight, which wereiclearly interval
in qqality, were summar zed using means and standard deviations.'

All other‘data was derived frém the ten point unipolar scales
,described_above.'_Althuugh several authors (e.g., Haas and Maehr,
1965) have assumd iacse typeé of scales'to be of interval quality,
no direct -test of.thatvassumption has been made. The present in-

- vestigator did not make that untested assumption, but rather assumed
&

. v

only that they are of at least ordinal level.
Tﬁus, following Siegel (1956: 18-34) the decision was made to
process the data nonpéfaméﬁ%ically; This mode of data‘analySis avoids
.the-comﬁdn, if somewhat empirically éuestionable, practice of pro¥
cessing ranked déta paramefriéallyJ.‘In taking this more conservativev
course, the researcher assumed only that the data was of at least
ordinal.level and thatrobsgrvations were independéntly drawn. It was
not necessary, as in the case with_pérametrics, to assume additionally
. o/ -
that observations were drawn from populations of normal distribution
and equal‘variance, and thét effects werc additive.
The relatively slight losé of power (estimated by Siegel at
5 - 10%) was felt t; be adequately compensated for by the increésed

ability to'genéralize results. The sample sizes used was also felt to

S a
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compensaée for this small power—efficiency loss. Power-efficiency

estimations for each statistic used are given below.

Testing Research Hypotheses
The general rationale and procedure for hypothesis testing pre-
sented in Winer (1962) and summarized in Siegel (l956),lhas utilized

in the present study. Research hypotheses were not stated in the

null form. Rather, specific alternative hypotheses were given. Al-

though. the standard rationale relative to definition;of Type I and
Type II errors, and significagce level setting wés followed; present-
ation of results avoids the terminology 6f the'c;assicalvnull—hypothésis
test. Instead, résults are discussed relative to the positively
stated "alternative" research hypotheses.
Research hypotheses were deduced from thsory'and stated a pridri.
Thus, spezific group and repea;ed measures comparisons were made,‘with—
out reference to the a posteriori rationale of testing specific com-
parisons only after significant difference has been found’for the
groups overéll. 'fhigiiswthe procedure recomménded both by Winer (1962:
85) and Siegel (1956:‘159). ' L

Because, in most hypotheses, specific directiﬁnal predictions
were made, one-tailed testing was used in assigﬁing probability . to
findingg. Significance is reported in.terms of whether the findings
feach .05, .01, .005 or .001 levels. The reader is thus able to

. / '

asséss the results relative to perslnally préferféd levels. The pres-
ent investigator set the level of significance at .05. This was |
judged to‘beithe miniﬁum aqceﬁtable level of significance congruent
with ?}s estimation sf the relative costs of Type I and II errors.

-
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Description of Statistics Utilized

B,
‘repeated measures or matched groups. _All data™a

The Kendall Rank Correlation Coefficient: The Kendall Rank

Correlation Coefficient (tau) was used in both the questionnaire test-
retest reliability study, and in determining the degree of association
between elements within the self. Siegel (1956: 213—%23) indicates

tau is a valid measure of correlation between two sets of ranked, or-
dinal level data. Its sampling distribution under the null hypothesis

1

is known, and is thus subject to tests of significance. For n's of

more than 10 the table of z is used for significance tests.

il
3

The Kendall tau is equally powerful with Spearman'é rank eor—

relation coefficient. When used on data to which the Pearson product—

moment is properly applicable, it has a power eft1c1tncv nf 91 percent

(Siegel,. 1956: 233). 3 A

ranklngs of thc vadue ‘of selected attrlbutts fOr the

T

player 1mage (Slegel 1956 229 238)

as an extension of Lhe rorrelatlon coeff1c1ent

! s -t

e "

.Significance of W méy'be tested;with the chins%u&nQQ

- D
N,

o

distribution of W for n's of more‘then 26£L B .4-3“

LR . 22 n‘

The Frledman ‘Two-Way Analysis of Vaéianc e by Ranks?

Q, . .
hypotheses were concerned with an evaluatlon@oﬁ chapges over the three

of Variance. The Friedman test is suitable;tf

»

o
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oy
o .
gen sums of ranks

ranks are calculated for each time. Differences Beg;

A

‘ S

for n's of greater than 9 are tested for sig %gi §§ne with the chi
' R

: U > .
square distribution. Siegel (1956: 172) repof%, %%at the power of the

i
A

test closely approximates the F test.

The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test: Where a priori

predictions caliéd for statistical comparison of repeated measgyes

on the same group, the Wilcoxon Matchéd—Pairs Signed-Ranks Tesf for
ranked data was used. 'This test ranks intertest differences and then
sums these positive -and the negative differences. These negative and
positive sum of ranked differences are cdmpared. A probability dis~
tribution for n's of 25 or less is provided in’'Siegel. For n greater
than 25 the table of 'z is used. Siegel (1956: 8§3 reports &he Wilcoxon
>test to have é power—efficieﬁcy of 95.5 percent when cbmpared with thé
t. test;ﬁ

The Mann-Whitney U Test: When independent group comparisons

were required ffom a hypotheses, the test was‘made with the Mann-
Whitney U test. With ordinal data or‘Bétter, the U test may be used
to determiﬁe whether two independent groups have been drawn from the
same population. For éamples of more than 9,“data is ranked for both
groups. The U is calculated as.the number of sgoresvof one group
whose ranks precede the scorés of the other gréup. d stafisticé’are
converted_into z scores and their probability determined. Where the
numbér andvlength of tied ranks are excessive; a cotreiation factor
may be used. The calculation of a correqted z score usually results

in slightly more significant findings. Siegel (1956: 125-126) rec-

—

ommends that no correction be made unless tie lengths are excessive.

14
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The present ihvestigator has followed Siegel's recommendation. Mann-
Whitney scores thus may tend to be slightly conservative. -
The Mann-Whitney U test is one of the most powerful of nonpar-

ametric statistics: Siegel (1956: 127) reﬁorts power of 95.f percent.

VIIT. INSTRUMENT VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

Validity o '_ |

No-explicit,‘!eparate, external validity study was made of the
instruments as such. However, the de?eldpment techniques used,‘the
relatively high level of hypothesis confirmation of the results, aﬁd
the high degree of(correspondencé between the expert judges'(the

céaches) evaluations of players and the players -self evaluation providé

~

strong evidence that the iﬁstrument satisfied valiqity requirements
for an exploratory investigation®of this nature. Three major a3pects‘
of valid 'ty wefé qonfirmed.A ]

The methods used in their development ensured that the instru-
ments would meet the face validity criterion. The self dimensions
and reasons for quitting football employed in the InjeAtory, ﬁe;e
derived from the pilot study, and represent thé actual wbrds teenage
boy? used to deséribe the football playef role. The items used in
measuring total self were those obtained from teenagers answe?s to the
question, "What do teenage boys do in the fall of the year, Besideé
playing football?"

Further confirmation of face validity, and evidence of the con-

vergent validity of the instrument, was the significant consensus

among team participants on the importance of attributes to their foot-

i
O



ball self. Kendall coefficient of concordance final meaéures‘ﬁor the
teams were .55 and .46, a moderate, but significant measure of con-—

vergent V?lldlty (Table l) Interteam concordance coefficient dif;

S

ferences also correspond highly to several other 1nd1cators

The basic questlon of the validity of an instrument is the de-
gree to which its measures concur with "actualtstate\of attairs"; Ex-—
ternal validation of this instrument, thus, would have involved having

‘an independent expert judge rate each subject on the Inventory" s .

attributes, and then determining the correspondence between the self
. N '

™~
ratings\and the eXperE ratings. In having the coach rate the players

and determining a difference measore between this actual coach's rating
and player's perceived coach's rating, we- have a direct expérnal valid-
it, measure for selected portions of the instrument. ‘\Th\ degree of
correspondence of these is 1nd1cated in Table 2.

7

/ . o ,
The close and increasing correspondence between coach's actual

ratings and perceived coach's ratings suggest a high degree of external .

validity forvthe instrument. Many other items of_the_instrument‘(e.g.
Coach's Actual Idea} Player Image and Perceived Coach's Ideal Player
Image), similarly ifdicate a high level of‘external validity. These
results w1ll be presented in Chapter V. < \ |
A final overall 1nd1cat10n of the validity of any 1nstrument,
", ..is the degree to whlch emplrlcal predictions,v ased on the theory
from which the instrument was derived, are supported" (Sherwood 1962'
120). In'this regard, general'support for the construct validity of
~both the theoretical model and the instruments used to,operationalize

-

it is provided by the'relatively high degree of statistical confirm-

'L/'
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TABLE'1

CONCORDANCE COEFFICIENTS FOR FOOTBALL SE VALUE OF
ATTRIBUTES FOR PARTICTPANT TEAMS BY SC OOL '

'Q,Ieam : Preseason’ - ©  Season . Post Season
ﬂMu

N

echool 8] - o S02%kk T GLORKR | .537%%x
school Sz Qb FEk L3e4RRE A
*%%k P ~§{.001 (one-tailed test; n=19) . _ -

| i
“TABLE 2

\
3
v

CHANGES, IN COACH' S EVALUATION MINUS PERCEIVED ‘COACH'S EVALUATION
DISCREPANCIES ON SELECTED ATTRIBUTES: SUM OF RANWKS AND
FRIEDMAN‘ST%EISTICS TOR PARTICIPANTS

"sum of Ranks

. Friedma

Attribute Preseason Season Post Sea@GB .~ Statistic .-
Blocking - 89.50 72.50 . 66,00 7.75%
Courage ©95.50 £ 72.00 ' 60.50 16,75%%%
Determination 95.00 72.50 60.50 16.14%F%
Receiving . ‘ 81.50 - 75.50 - 71.00 1.46

.~ Pride , 98.50 77.00° 52.50 27 .88%%%
Running 85.00 . 72.00 71.00 3.21
Confidence ©93.00 ‘ 75.50 59.50 14, 78%%%
Strength ' 87.00 ~78.00 : 63.00 . 1.74%
Tackling ~90.00 74.00 " 64.00 ¢ '9,05%
Touthness = - 96.00 - 71.50 Ce0us0 & 1738w

w/*~Pvféj;05;u** P < .0L; *** P < .001 (oneftajled test; n=38)

) : - . T
t e -
TN B . "-‘ ’ v - -
R e .
v . o . . . K .
- “, < : : .o
. - ' .\.‘ * N
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ation of the predictions in this study. This data is displayed in.
Chapter V.. ’ | -
Reltabilicy

’ An ipdepeﬁdent teéteretest reliability study was carried dut on
the Total'SelfvIden;ity‘inst;ument over a two week period in June of"
1972; ‘Subjects for the 'study were forty érade*ténzboys very similgn
to those used in the thesis ﬁroper, and otﬁérwise unconnected_yith
this resea;éh. |

The }eliability coefficients are given in Table 3 fof Kéﬂaalljslf

Rank Correlation Coeffiéieﬁt. Reliabilities are'éll within the accePf- :
agle'range, and are siightly higher than those found by Schﬁlberg
(1961) using patsxs of adjectives over a<two.week period (Peargdn o=

H

.78), and Sherwood (1962) under similar circumstances (Pearson r =

8-

.75 - .84). .
2 .
TABLE 3 T,
b MEANS AND RANGES OF RELiABILITYvCOEFTICIENTS FOR SELF, ‘
"COMPONENT MEASURES FOR RELIABILITY GROUP
——— ‘\ _
Kendall tau |
. » : i ) ~. -
Measure o S Range - Mean ' -

-

_/ Self Value 5 (.65-,95) k%% B5kEk
Self Evaluation L (.68-A96) KRk BEHRNK
' Self Utilization T (LT4=.90)F%E B3Rk

\

%P < .05; *% P < .01; **% P < .001 (one-tailed test; n=40)

e s Y : S

hS 4
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IX. DELIMITATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Delimitations

1. The sampling of sybjects was delimited to grade, ten-and
' < o T

eleven male students in the Kdmonton Separate and Edmonton Public

ek

School systemsﬁ The subjecgs ran%ed in age‘f;om fourteen to sixteen
years. For all groups, approximately equal ﬂumbefs of Catholic snd '
Public school students were chosen. | :

Forty subjects were drawn for the reliébil%ty study from two
schools in‘predominantly lower to middle.class afeas. The one hundged‘
and foureeen subJects selected for the experiment itself came from
similar sec1o economic areas. An ethnic analysis of the samplzs 1n—v
dlcated ~hat its composition reflected adequately the multicultural

natur: of LEdmonton.

The t.irty-eight control subjects were randomly drawn from

" physical ~di:ation classes in the same schools, and in the same ratio

as the two treatment groups. Equal size samples were selected from

both successful Junior Football team participants and from team drop-

outs. o o -
2. Sports participation in this sﬁudy is delimited to the High
Sehool Junior Football Team experienee, which extended from the first

week of September until the . end of October.

Limitations.

" 1. 1In controlled investigations or-natural or ''quasi" exper-
1mental work of thlS type, whlle the research benefits greatly from

realism, some. loss of control over possible influential varlables may



occur. At this exploratory stage of deveiopment, it Qas felg that the
field study approach was the most fruitfﬁl way to,Begin.
N .

The "natural exﬁeriment", in this case a football candidacy,
treatment variables (moderatgd as they are by the multiple yariables
of adolescent living) do not have the same strength as they do in the
true experiment. Unlike Sherwood's (1962) sensitivity—tréining
"natural experiment", where the/gugject'grOpp was removed from all
6ther re erence supporﬁs, in the present investigation the power of
the succe#gsful and unsuccessful tryout”treagment effect was moderated
by other teenag involvements.' This limitation, however, proﬁides both
a very reallstlc aﬁd a very rigorous test of the interactionist theory.

2. Longltudlnal research of the type utilized here, typically '
suffers from subject dropout or.attrition. This limitation could be—
come more pronounced when'repeafed measures are attempted on dﬁobout

samples who are uhderstandably inclined to be disgruntled with their

football-experience and who may resent being bothered. It was for this

reason that the thirc measurement un the dropout group was not Attempted.

Thg subject self selection factor at second Testing may have

- constituted a potential moaérate limitation of findings frqé that

group. Standard-followup calls at that timé wére pursued for all sub-
jects, includiﬁg the football dropouts. _Self selected subject attrition
from the dropout group could have influenced~dropout findiﬁgs in a
number of ways. It was estimated, howgver, thaﬁ anyvtendengy to
acquiescénce which ma} have predisposed‘éértain dropouts to coo?érate
in comﬁleting répéated questionnaires, would have affe&éed the other

sample groups to a fairly similar'extent.v For example, nonpartiéipants

W
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who completed three administrations of the questionnaire did so Qiﬁh
little ”insider” motivetion, Thus, the respense set limitatien, al-
though a comsideration, was not felt to-be a severc one.

3. The Roeen Catholic school teem had the more successfui Qon—
loss record. Although no systematic bias was pereeived to have resulted
from this coincidence ef religious variable with the team performan:e

factor, this may be seen as a possible limitation of the study.



P
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. ‘ CHAPTER V

RESULTS

This chapter presents the statistical findings of data collected

in the patural experiment. Results are presented under thrée major

headings: demographic and athletic history data comparing subject

groups; data testing.hypotheses.and prb?ositions relating football

.4

- self -to total ser’ and data evaluating hypothesésféné‘propositions

relating individe sl self'pe{ception attributes fg football self and

-other subselves.

™ ¢ rac.wnale for, and description of, statistics used in cor-

relat‘Orﬁ, orituc. ralychange evaiuatiéns3‘specific'repeated meaé&res
eva’ 1atzors, i upeuifiéugroup:compa;isoné has been‘gi&en.in‘thé” :
previous Chapr 1. aus, the presentagion of_findingg pre;ented‘béiow
assumes thi . . ionale of statigticé ugilizedj‘and_proéeéds directly

with the deséription of results relative to research ﬁy@otheses.
I. DEMOGRAPHIC AND FOOTBALL HISTORY DATA

Iﬁ order to describe #he representativeness 6f‘the researcﬁ
samﬁlés vis a vié’thé Edmonton and Weste:n’Canééian population, group
scores were determined on a ﬁumbér of deﬁograpﬁic and football related
factors. Theée scores are gi;en here and sumﬁéfizéd ériefly; vBecause
comparison of expéfiméntéi groups was’not’éis;ated résea?éh‘ﬁppblem of

o

the present study,;comparative remarks will be limitediin_natuTe."

Personal and Demographichata ¢

éomparativé'data‘on age, height, ﬁeight andwfather's-Blishen

125
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Occupational Status for échools within.groups are given in.Table 4.
Althoqgh self selected from\%?e same grade population, the findings
bear out the expectation thatfparticipant and dropout_samples tended
to be older, taller and heavier than the nonbarticipant groups. Little
difference was found between participant and dropout'groﬁps. Inter-
school differences within experimental groups were generally slight
and unsysﬁematic, although within the nonparticipant group, schools
differed somewhat on weight.

While some variation on these factors occurred both bethen
groups and between schools; this variation did not seem to sugéest
any systematié differences. This was best demonstrated by the be--
tween school differences within the dropout group. While oﬁe schoqi
subgrodp exhibited.ﬁhe lowest overall ogcupational status, its counter-—
part in the other school scored highest overal%. ’

Table S preséﬁté the coﬁparative percentage distribution ofnf(
vethnic backgrounds aﬁongst schools within gr;ups.. Some bariation be-
tween schools and groups was found, but given the felétively small n
of the samples, little cén be noted from this except that both schools’
ethnic variation represented well the mglticulturai nature of Edmoﬁﬁon
éna Western Canada. One'additional systematic interschool diffefence

and one which was predictable, given that school S was a Roman Catholic -

1

'school and school s, was a non .denominational one, is that the former
showed consistently higher percéhtages-6f students from "Catholic'
o o o AR A IR <

ethnic groupings, such as the south European cultures.
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Football History Data

:reBle 6 giveé‘ﬁércentage‘distributions of the number of years
of previoﬁs football experience by schools and groups. Nonparticipant
groups demonstrated‘considerably less experience than dropout orwpaf—
ticipant g;oups. The participant group'had slightly more experience.

School Sl (the more successful school)bparticipants and dropouts showed
| ;
consistently more experience.

Table 7 gives percentages of subjects for each school and group

who indicated they were second year playgrs on their school team.

School Sl showed slightly highef percentage of "returnees"é while none

L
of the other groupings contained any returnees"’/

-y This same table shows the comparative percentages of subjects

/ .
whose fathers participated in football. While differences occurred,

was suggested. Both

little systematic parental‘”medelling"‘patter
.dropOUts and participants from School 82 indicated™~ y slightly high- |
er baternal participation rates.

Table 7 also preeents the percentage of re pondents who indi-
cated at the precandidacy test administration they wexe starting play—
ers. School Sl participants showed a sllghtlyfhigher percentage of
"starters" |

The percentaée indieatione as to footbéll team position or role
which the subjects sogght at the precandidacy/test admieistration is
shown in Table 8. While differenees\&ere fouﬁd, little systematic var-

[

iation can be indicated.
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11. TOTAL SELF DATA

Total Self 1dentity and the Value of the Football gelf-—-Propo-
sition IA} Footballpself value will vary with the value of‘football
. —
to the person's referent others Hypotheses IAl to 1A4 present 2
aumber of crossvgroup, and repeated measure comparison predictions
deduced from‘this proposition. Findings of statistical tests of these
hypotheses provided general support for these hypotheses and for the
underlying proposition. -~

Hypothesis IAl' Participants' self value of football will be
greater than that of nonparticipants. Dropouts' self value of football
will be greater than nonparticipants gelf value of football.

Hypotheaia IAZ' Participants gelf value of football will be
greater than dropouts self value of football.

Table 9 presents median gcores for ‘the total self'value,of foot-
ball.and other role gelves. While the football self ranks first or
second in total gelf value for both participant and dropout groups, it
ranks somewhat jower for the nonparticipant group:

Group differences on football self valuelpredicted in Hypotheses
Iél and IA2 were tested with the Mann—Whitney U Test (Table 10).
predicted both participant and dropout groups were significantly
higher (p 5_,001) on football gself valuing than nonparticipants.
Hypothesis IAl was'thus strongly gupported. Although participants |
valued football,more highly than dropouts, both prior to and following ‘
team selection, only at postcandidacy did this reach the 05 jevel of

significance. Hypothesis IAZ thus. gained moderate, but general supﬁk

port; The proposition that ‘the three samples derive from separate
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TABLE 10 .

TOTAL SELF AND }%OTBALL SELF: MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISONS ON FOOTBALL
SELF VALUE, EVALUATION AND UTILIZATION, TOTAL SELF EVALUATION,
AND COACH'S FATRNESS AND JUDGEMENT FOR GROUPS OVER TIME

- Lo N
\ﬁﬁﬂ

Group Comparison

- - - ~ ¥
Mann-Whitney "U" Statistic and Group of Higher Ranks

Paft vs NonP

Part vs DO NonP vs DO -~
Time Attribute .U Gp HR U Gp HR U Gp H R
FBS Val 196.50%%% Part 697.50 Part 218.00*%%* DO
FBS Eval 531.00%  Part 694.50 DO 514.00% DO
AC _FBS Util 281.50%%% Part 666.00° Part 314.,50%%% DO
CF Eval 709.50. NonP 654.50  * DO 677.50 . .DO
CJ Eval 689.00 Part 722.00 Part 693.00 DO
Tot S Eval 705.00 NonP 688.50 DO 710.00 DO
FBS Val 179.07% - Parz 506.50% Part  .323.00%%% DQ
FBS Eval 494 .50%7 Part 599.00 Part 601.50. - DO .
pc FBS Uril 194.00%%* part  297.00%%% Part"  537.50% DO
CF Eval 704 .00 Part 546.50%  Part 580.00 onP
CJ Eval 616.00 ‘Part 541.50% Part - 647.00 NonP
Tot S Eval 703.00 NonP 648.50 Part 657.50- ° NonP -
FBS Val 94,00%*%% Part
FBS Eval 429.00%*% Part
pg TBS Util 157.50%%% P -
CF Eval 530.00%* Pait
CJ Eval 595.50 Part )

e IV

Tot S Eval

663.00

NonP

* P < .05; *% P < .01; *%* P < .001 (one-tailed test;7n=38),

Designations:

Statistics:

Groups: .
Time:

‘Attributes:

PC -

U. - Mann-Whitney U Statistic *- *
Gp H R - Group with Higher Ranks

Part -
NonP -
DO =

AC -

PS -

FBS Val -
FBS Eval.
FBS Util -
CF Eval
Cg/EValﬁ -
Tot S Eval -

Participants
Nonparticipants
Dropouts

Precandidacy
Post candidacy
Post season

Football Self Value
Football Self Evaluation
Football Self Utilization
Coach Fairness Evaluation
Coach Judgment Evaluation
- Total Self Evaluation

35 -
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reference groups, was, substantiated.
. 1S,

Hypothesis I The more. successful school shﬁ”%roups will value

A3°

football more highly than the less successful school sub groups.

7 e -
T O

Table 11 gives the results of Mann—Whltne U comparlsons be-
o W
tween schools, w1th1n groups. No significant dlfferences were found

between schools within groups, suggesting further support for the pre—
diction that each of these three maJor grouﬁ& constitute clearcut ref-

erence groups transcending interschoqiﬁpe gdfmance differences.
it
N - /

thools themselves served

significant reference functions for?fh participants and dropouts,
g € p P

)f t
Mann-Whitney U 1ntergroup comparlﬂgns were made by schools. Results

of these comparisons are given in Table 12. Results which would sup-

port Hypothesis I would have been indicated by significantly greater

A3

fqotballJSelf value differences for between schoel Cross group com- -
parisons;than by intra eehool‘cross‘gronp comparisons. The‘results
furnished somewhat‘contradictory enidence, end-provide no sound bases
of support-for'the ptediction. In general,]findings tended to support

the prediction that each .of three study groups constituted separate
% \

reference groups. Results failed to provide significant support for

Hypothesis 1 suggesting the total self value of football was not

A3

significantly greater at the more successful Junior football school.

Hypothesis I Following team selection, total self value of

A4

'ffootball self will,'for participants—--increase; for nonparticipants—-
not change; and for dropouts--decrease.
Table 13 presents Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks "T" scores

for all three experimental groups for the repeated measures on football

b



TABLE 11

TOTAL SELF AND FOOTBALL SELF: MANN-WHITNEY U TEST COMPARISONS

OF SCHOOLS WITHIN GROUPS- ON FOOTBALL SELF VALUE, EVALUATION

AND UTILIZATION, TOTAL SELF EVALUATION AND COACH'S

. FATRNESS AND JUDGEMENT OVER TIME

Mann-Whitney "y", Statistic and School with Higher Ranks

i

Participants

Non Participants

Schools 81 vs S2

Schools S1 vs S2

Drop Outs
Schools S] vs_ S2

Time Attribute U Sch HR U Sch H R U Sch HR
~FBS Val 172.50 S2 136.00 Sy 153.00 ©  S1
FBS Eval 119.00% S3 168.50 S1 122.00%  S3
ac FBS Util 130.50 = S1 141.50 . S1 149.50 s1
CF Eval, 126.50 S1 ° . 145.50 S1 172.00 S2
CJ Eval 176.00 S1 . 165.00 S1 135.00 S2
Tot S Eval 134.50 S1 143.50 S1 159.00.  S2
FBS Val ' 177.50 S1 159.50  -S2 160.00 S1
_ FBS Eval 72.50%%* 57 155.50 S1 142.00 S1 .
pc FBS Util 131.50 S1 173.00 S1 169.50 S1.
CF Eval 115.00%  S1 112.50%  S1 179.00 S1
CJ Eval 127.00 S1 ©107.50%  S: 160.50 S2
“Tot § Eval  147.00 S1 117.00%  S1 164.50  S1
FBS Val 133.00 S1 165.50 S2
FBS Eval 85.50%* Sj 174.50 S2
PS _FBS Util 150.50 S1- 1167.00 S2
CF Eval 148.00 S1 133.50 S1
CJ Eval 133.00 S1 139.50 S1 .
126.50. 146.50 S1

Tot S Eval

S1

* P < .05;. %% P < .01

Designations: Sch H R - Séhool with Higher Ranks

k%% P < .001 (one-tailed test;‘n=19)

- +
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TABLE 12

TOTAL SELF VALUE OF THE FOOTBALL SELF: MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISONS
OF GROUPS BY SCHOOLS (n=19) AT PRECANDIDACY AND POST CANDIDACY

Mann-Whitney U Test and School with Higher Ranks

School 1 School 2

. School ' School
Time Group School vs Group U H Rank U - H Rank
“ Part S1 NonP ° 74.00%%* Part S1 22.00%%%* Part S1
Part S? NonP 74.50%*% Part S 26.00%*%  Part Sp

ac Part ‘sl, DO 168.00 DO S;  163.50 Part S
" Part Sp - DO 177.50 D0 53 157.50 Part S2
DO S1  NonP  81.50%% DO S] - 36.00%%% DO S

DO S2 ' NonP  78.50%% DO S 22.00%%% DO Sy -

Part . Sj1. NonP~ 50.50%*%% Part S2 50, 50%*% Part S3

Part S92 NonP  43.50%%% Part S 34.50%%* Part S2

e Part- S DO 141.50 Part S]  120.00%  Part Sy
B Part So DO 132.50 Part So 112.50% Part S»p
DO S1. NonP  71.50%%* DO S7  77.50%% DO S

DO S NonP 83.00%%* DO Sy 91.00%% DO  Sp

-2

* P < .05; ®*% P < ,0l; #*%% P < .00l (one-tailed test; n=19)
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total sélf value., Consistent football self value ?ncreases were seen
for the partlcipant group w1th significant (p < Ol)'changes occurring
from precandldacy to post seaSOn, and from post candldacy to post
_season (p < .05). Nonpartic1pants-experlenced a slightly downward‘
valuation of footballvover the season. Dropouts devalued‘football
after unsuccessful candidacy, although notdsignificantiy; These find-

ings provide support for Hypothesis IAd'

_Football Candidacy, Performance, and Football Self Evaluation——‘

Proposition I The ‘self evaluation of subself or self-attribute,

B:

will -arv directly w 'h the person's percejved and actual referent
oth. s =valuation of that subself or attribute, and in turn with the

per n'=s actual'quality'of performance.

Hypothesis I, . Football self'evaluation of candida : groups .
wil e greater than that of the nonparticipant’ group. S

Hypothesis I . Post candfdacyﬂfootball selffevaluation for

B2°

the successfully performlng partic1pant group w1ll be greater than that
of the unsuccessful dropout group, who ‘have recelved negatlve publlc

evaluatlonf
¥

“Hypothesis IBJ.

5

will be greater in football self evaluation at post candldacy than that
S-

of the less successfully performlng school's part1c1pant group.
‘Medlan scores for the evaluatlon of football and other role

selves are éiVen id:Table l4n _Between group‘Mann—Whitney group com—p'

parisons of football self evaLuatlon are given in Table 10. |
Hypothesis I Bl received strong generai support Partlcipantsv-

signlficantly surpassed nonpartlclpants at all times on football self

,

The more successful school s part1c1pant group

139
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TOTA), SELFY AND FOOTBALL SELF:
ON FOOTBALL SELF VALUE, EVALUATION AND UTILIZATION,

TOTAL SELF EVALUATION, AND COACH'S FAIRNESS AND
JUDGEMENT FOR GROUPS OVER TIME

TABLE 13
WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIR TEST CHANGES

NyAbar of Non-tied Ranks, Wilcoxon "T" and Change Direction

Designghions:

Times:

Change Direction:

P

AC - PreCandidacy; PC - Post Candidacy;
PS -~ Post Seasomn.
I - Increase, S — Same, D - Decrease.

Time Cyftparison AC - PC AC - PS PC - PS
Group gttribute N T Dir N T Dir N, T Dir
J-rv
> W val 23 91,50 I 24 59.,50%* T -10 11.50% 1
¥y Eval 25 112.50 I 27 65.00%%*% T 27 107.00% I
pare VS Util 31 159.00% I. 25 65.50%% 1 17 73:00 D .
" Bval 21 81.00 I 22 62,504 T 23 97.50 1
¢} EBval 20 76.00 I 24 103.00 I 19 82.00 I
TPt $ Eval 36 207.00% I 37 223,004 I 34 280.00 1.
yAS val 23 116.00 I 29 2i7.00 D 23 126.00 D
-3y Rval 26 172.00 I 25 115.00 T 22 106.50 I
Nonp ¥hs util 30 213.50 I 29 187.00 T 24 149.50 D
of" Bval 23 106.00 I 23 131.00 I 22 89.00. D
¢/ Bvai 24 128.00 I 25 150.00 I 22 119.00 p
Tt § Eval 35 197.50% I 37 176.50** I 34 205.50 I
- d ’
YW val 27 122.00 D
WS Eval 19  65.00 D
no WS ULl 30 85.00%%% D
¢f Bval 26 79.00% D
¢/ Eval 27 132.50 D :
Wt $ Eval 36 258.00 I
*P < .05 %% p < .0l; *** P < ,001 (one-tailed test; n=38)

140
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evaluation. This superiority increased at post candidacy and post

season (p < .01). Dropouts, although significantly greater ‘p < .05)
: N
in football self evaluation than nonparticipants at precandidacy, were
- ;

only slightly greater: at post candidacy. This diminished superiority
reflected their failure and reduced public evaluation.
- Successful participants were found to be initially below the

future dropout group on this characteristic. . This unrealistically

high self evaluation demonstrated by<th'“dropout group was seen con-

sistently in other results. FPost capdidacy partieipant,scores became
greeter than that of the dropouts. This difference did not reach
significance; thus the null hypothesis could not be clearly reﬁected,
elthough repeated measures testsvof hypotheees eualuating the same

_prop051tlon strongly supported thls notion that self evaluatlon varies

ARet ey

e
A

tagln v A : :
W 5 o, Mann—Whltney h comparlson of f@btball self evaluation differ-

» - ,-n

ences between schools w1th1n groups ﬁﬁypothe31sal 3).are given in

Table 11. As the observation of median scores suggrsts, less success-

-

ful school S2 participants were consistently, significantly:
. (8 P

lower than

5, throughout the football season. *No ;school differences wére found

.,].
IS8 : 'd’

between’ nonpart1c1pants, although thevmqse successful school Sl was
S S o ’
again generally higher on foothall self evaluatlon School S, dropouts

dropouts. . This dif-

at precendioaoy were significantly lower than Sl

ference pattern continued following unsuccessful candidacy, but not at

a significant level. .Thus, all school S. groups were generally higher

1

than Sz_groups on foopbéli‘self evaluation.

These\findings provided generel support for Hypothesis IBB‘
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predictions that football self evaluation would vary with school per-
formance success. ' o

Hypothesis IB4' On football self evaluation, over tiﬁe, suc-

cessful participants will incrgase,_nonparticipants will not change,
and dropouts will decrease.

Results for this hypothesis are given in Table 13. Wilcoxoﬂ
matched-pairs, signed ranks répeated.measures comparisdns provided
moderate support for this prediction. Ail results were in the prediéted

directions, although the precandidacy (AC) --post candidacy (PC) com-

parisons were not'significapt. Over the longer tive period, the suc-
cessful participant group showed significant (p < .001) positive change
on this variable. Nonparticipants, although experiencing some positive
evaluation;effects of their physical education class experiences, fail
to show significant change.

Football Selg Evaluation and Total Self Evaluation——Propoéition

W ;

IC: Total self evaluation, a resultant summation of the pefson's valued

subselves and self attributes, will vary directly with the self eval-
uation of those valued sqbsélves and self atgéﬂbuteSQ

Hypothesis ICl' Successful football_candidates (participants)

. who experience an increase in football tota.. self evaluation will also
increase total self evaluation. Unsuccessful football candidates
(drOpquts) who experience a decrease in football total self value

&

This, hypothesis and relationship involvés aénumbef of mé&éfating

" will also decrease total self evaluationm.

!

and confounding 6afiable$$’ As stated, it assufues bgth g%oups hold

football in equal and high value to total self. It'also assumes that

¥
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both ;qcreased and decreased public rerviluation after candidacy is
trg;y a publicly observable event. <In the case of the natural ex-
periment reported here, involving voluntary dropouts, both variables
vere left relativel§ uncontrolled. |

Mann-Whitney between group comparisons are given in Table 10.
Although aovsignificant'differenees werevfound between grouﬁs, mlld
support for the hypothesis is suggested by the finding that the drop-
oqt qfoup, whicﬁ initlally_assigned itself the greateét total self
evaluation of all groups, at post tryout ranked lowest of all groups.

wllcexon Signeéd Ranks repeated measures comparisons (Table 13,
P- léd) lndicatea significant increases in total self evaluation for
both participant ana nonparticipant groupa, while‘dropouts showed no
51gn1f1eaat change. These findings provided pnly-moderate suﬁport for
Hypothe51s Iﬁl E

Since the nonparticipants also experienced inereased total‘self
evaluatlon,wit‘rs not feasible to explain the increased participant
total seli evaluation totally in_termé of spread of positlve effect'
fro;‘ghe successful exper{ence. However, if the control or nomnpartic--~
ipants' positive change is sgen as a.-baseline fer compari{en of theA

. 7w : ‘ - '.
dropout.experlence, then téggfal}ure of  the latter gt -to show in-
.[ \30 ' @5 ; ’
< . .

_ creased total self esteem may‘ke 1nte@pr¢f

mal increase in self@@éteem.; Thus, although dqopf

’

this role separation appears to have been only partially successfulf

s
1
Lot

P R . .
» . 4 . N 7
. .
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Total Self Organization; Football Self Value, Evaluation and

Utilization——Proposition ID: Self perceptions of subself value, eval-

uyation and utilization will vary directly for all subjects and sub-

selves. ﬁ |

Hypothesis I,. For all subjects, the level of utilization of

a subself orvattribute will vary directlyfwith the self wvalue of that

subself or attribute.

Hypothesis I, . For all subjects, the level of utilization of

a subself or attribute will vary directly with the .elf evaluation as-
signed to 1it.

Hypothesis ID3' For all subjects, the self valde assigned to a

subself or self attribute will vary directly with the self evaluation

on that subself or attribute. Y ‘
These hypotheses were first evaluated by intercorrelating all

subself utilization, value, and evaluation for all subjects'(n=114) at

-~

)
precandidaCYﬂ

[

As Table 15 indicates, all Kendall rank correlations were sig-
nificant beyond p < .001 except for school which reached p < Ol.

School utilization and;part1c1pat10n, anlike the other roles, 1nvolves

W
the required or compulsory attendance factor which may account in part

for the sllghtly lower correlatlon significance. Al though the cor-

relations for the tnree comparlson% are roughly of the same magnltude,

the evaluation by utilization relationship is. generally higher than the
oy

‘others. Correlatlonal results thus strongly supported Hypotheses IDl

Ipgs and Ipg
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,Caﬁsel”dg,ﬁ/related to these three hypotheses is given in Table

13 (p.140 ). While participantsqﬁhoﬁ general consistent and corres-

ponding increases in football self value, evaluation, and utilization,
nonparticipants show little cor ‘ent significant change .and dropouts
decrease all three ratings. Cc tindings also provide strong sup-

port for Proposiﬁion I and its Lpothesss.

D . »
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Perceptions-of Reasons for Quitting'Football: Median group rank-

Table 16. Considefable varilation in rankings was found. Only a sel-

ected number of systematic similarities-and differences require com-

ment. No specific a priori predictions were made on this question.
Results are thus of descriptive interest p¢oimdrily.
"Losing interest in football" and "lack of moti """ became a

slightly more important reason for quitting at post c: ...' ~ - for drop-

5]

out$§, ‘while it became generally slightly less important for- both par—

‘ticipants and nonparticipants.

"Coaching unfairness' was consistently seen as relatively unim-

. e . L - . ’
portant as was ''lack of parental consent" and "can't afford to play'".

Participants and dropouts agreed that "not giving 100% effort"

~and "not liking the tough .training' became more important reasons for

quitting after they had experienced the football team~iryoﬁt——perhaps

reflecting increased realism as a result of their experience.

Evaluation of the Coach--Proposition IE: .Evaluation of the

coach will vary directly with the perceived coachfs evaluation of

football self.

€«



‘Hypothesis Iﬁl' Successful football candidates will evaluate

e

the coach more highly on fairness and judgment than unsuccessful can-

didates.
Hypothesis IEZ' Successful candj' »g whose perceived public
evaluation is increased, will‘increaselt ;- evaluation of the coach,

while unsuccessful candidates will reduce their:evaluation of the
referent other.

Table 10 (p. 135) presents findings of Mann—.nJLIJy U group
comoarisons of ratlngsé%f coach's fairness and judgment. .o signifi-
cant dlfferences were fognd hetween'patticipants and dropouuis at
precand;dacy (AC) At post candidacy (PC) the successful footpall
candldates rated thelr ‘co~ significantly (p/< .05) higher .har the
unsuccessful dropout group, on both falrness (CF Eval) and judg.ov -
(cJ Eval).. These findings supported. Hypothe31s IEl

Hypothe51s IEZ’ predicting post candidacy directiohal changes
in ratlng of the coach was tested w1th the"Wilcoxon test. Findings
strongly bore out the hypothe51s. While nohpart1c1pants showed llt%le

@

change, -successful participants consiftently increased their evaluation

of the coach. This 1ncrease was significant for the precandldacy to
posti%eason period (p < 05) for coach s fairness (CF ﬁval) As pre-
'dicted from the congruency prop051t10n, the unsuccessful dropouts de-
creased their evaluatlon of the coach This devaluation was signifi-

cant (p < 05) for coach s falrness (CF hval), (Table 13)

Effects of Controlllng for Football Self Value on Congruencv

Processes: The theoretical discussion of the self organizational pro-
— . .

150
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cesses suggested that tne value or coreness of a subself or self attri-
o

bute strongly related to the self evaluation and utilization of that
self aspect. Self value, thus serves as a strong control variable

which condltloned or mediated changes in related aspects of self. e
- )Yp&‘-,"

e o

Control Hypothesis IEB' Dropouts valuing football highly will

evaluate both themselves and their coach more highly than dropouts*%
it -

valuing football -less highly.

~

Control Hypothesis IE4' Dropouts who value football~ﬁlghly will

util- ze differenc, congruency strategies than low football value drop-

ou

Teole 17 presents Mann-Whitney U comparisons of dropouts who
scored below the dropout median on football self value and those ‘who
scored above the median. All three dependent variables further sup-

' ported the predlctlons that foot all self value, football self eval- ¥
. v : X\';l":
uation, and evaluation_of coach w 1ld be p051t1vely related. ‘In allrﬁ;

«

cases the high'football self valuz r~zcip was hlgher on football self

2; '&. . .
. \V’ » <

evaluation than the low value‘gtoup. ~“his dlfference was é&gnlflcant &
in three of six subgroup comperisons, suggesting modérate Suppoqt for’

. / : * v o l
Control Hypothesis IE3' / E ?g&,,

Table 18 presents Wilcoxon Signed Rank comparisons of»pa@fand

. ' ,‘)‘ . “,‘} .
post candidacy scores for the dropout group, split at the median ¢
: , ) : :

Q"

football self’value The dependent variables were éootball self eval- :, -
uatlon, and evaluation of the coach's falrness and judgment. As ex-

pected from general overall group downward changes glven in Table 13

,Agn'

(p 140), *both hlgh and low groups decreased thelr ratings on all three

i

T
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variables. This provides directiondl ‘support for the copgruency pre-

diction, although no changes reaéﬁéd the .05 level of confidence, :n
7

hence the null hypothesis could not be rejected.

hffects of Controlllﬁg_~9r Total Self Evaluation on Congruer.cy

Proq@sses: otal selffevaluatnon was presented in the theoretical dis-—

,'cu551on as an overﬂ;dlng affectlve variable whose eflbcts spread to-or

control affective aspects of'other subselves or self dttrlbuteb. This

;tatement is also a c&rollary to Proposition ID, which refers tq the

Hinterrelafe@ness 0f_sélf actribute value, evaluation and utili;atibn.
Cbﬁ;rdl Hypéthesis i.r. Higﬁ total self evaluation dropouts \

. R —_/——\/%

wilr'ewaluate both football self and the coach higher than low total
k%ztévaluatlon dropouts.

Control Hypothesis I, . High total self éya;uacion dropougg
will, foligwing Qnsﬁé;;ssful candidacy, utilizé different congfuency
strategles than low total self evaluatlon drobouts

Table 17 presents Mann-Whitney U 1ndependent group LOmparlSOné_
.QY the dropout group split at the_médian on:total self evaluation for

the dependent variables football self evaluatidn, and evaluation of the

i . . _
coach on fairness and judgment. AS Per the congpﬂency predictions,

'(Hypé esis I ) the high total self evaluationﬁ hup scores higher

on all varlables and 51gn1flcant1y higher at pre andldagy on football

self evaluétion. Iﬁese findings provide moderate Support for-this
hypothesis.

Wilcoxon repeated measures comparlsons for the hlgh and low

|
" total self evalua§ion subgroups on football self evaluation (Hypothgsis
lEé)’ and'evaiuat%on of coach's falrness ahd judgment is given in

!
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TABLE 17 N
DROPOUTS' EVALUATION OF FOOTBALL SELF AND COACH'AS A -FUNCTION OF
FOOTBALL SELF VALUE AND TOTAL SELF EVALUATION: MANN~WHITNEY

U TEST COMPARISONS OF HIGH AND LOW FOOTBALL SELF VALUE AND
TOTAL SELF EVALUATION SUB GROUPS OVER TIME

Mann-Whitney "U" Statistic of Low and High Football Value. »

Time Comparison : .PreCéndidagz Post Candidacy

Control .

Variable Attribute U - GpHR | U - CGpHR

- FBS Eval 123.50 High o 121.50% High

FBS Value CF Eval 158.50 High 129.50 . " High
CJ Eval '108.50% High .-118.00% High
FBS Eval 72.50%%% Righ - - ' 129.00 High

Tot § Eval CF Eval  157.00 + High 164.00 High
CJ Eval 141,50 High . 124.00 High

: A
* P < .05; *#% P < ,01; #%% P < .001 (one-tailed test; n=19)

£

" - . TABLE- 18

¥ DROPOUTS' CHANGES IN EVALUATION OF FOOTBALL SELF AND COACH AS
. A FUNCTION OF FOOTBALL SELF VALUE AND TOTAL SELF
EVALUATION: WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIR TEST CHANGES
OVER TIME FOR HIGH AND 10W FOOTBALL SELF VALUE
_ AND JOTAL ‘SELF EVALUATION SUB GROUPS '

f.
-

Number of Non-tied Ranks A#ilcoxon e and Change Direction

» . EXY
Att/Time " FBS Eval, AC-PC CF Eval AC-PC CJ Eval AC-PC
: s ) )

Con Sub Group - N = T° pir N T Dir N T Dir

FBS Value Low 7  8.00 D 14 24.00 D 14 39.00 D

FBS Value High - 12 30.00 D '10 17.00 D 13 29.00 D

Tot S Eval Low 9 18.00 I 11 18,00 D 12  20.00 D ]
Tot S Eval High 10  8.00x D 13 ~ 23,50 D 15 52.50 - D

¥ P < .05; ** P < ,02; *** P < .01 (two-tailed test; n=19)

1 Desigpations:- Att/Time —vAttribute Time Comparison
‘ Con Sub. Group - Control Variable Sub Group:
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Tabié 181 All findings afe'in the gxpected downward direction, with
the one’é%cepcion of a very slight increase in low group football self
evaluatiggi “he only significant change occurred as é decrease in
high group football self evaluation. Othér variables chaﬁged in the
negativ¢ direction- as predicted. Although high-low group differences
were not consistently great enough to reject the'null hypotheses, this
finding that dropouts high on total self evaluation décreased football
selg evaluation significantly, while the low total self ;steem group”
increased their football self evaluation siightly is suggestive of
differing congruency proéesseé; The high total self evaluation
dropout tended to more realistically adjust football self evaluation
downwards to regain congruency after his failure, while alsogdevaluing
the coach slightly. Low-éotal self evalyation dropouts appeared to
utilize misperception of self as a congfuency stfategy.

2 ’ »

III. FOOTBALL SELF DATA

Football Self Identity; Attribute Value--Proposition IIA: Through.

interaction with his reference other (coach) the player learns the value

- of various attributes to the football player role or subself. Median

°

scores are given for each group, over time, for football self value
assigned to each of eighteen attributes (Table 19) . These findings
suggest considerable differences on perception of the football player

between groups and over time. As would be expected,

J

e,
e

identity or imag

o
i

the more experiegh éﬁ,gggficipants generally demonstratcd more 'r. .lis-
» S Lt L. .
Y SEASRCIE TV 3 o o o -

T R ;
tic" definitions 6f tlfe football player role than either dropouts or
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nonparticipants. This "realism" of'fbdtball role perception became
more pronounced as the season progressed. Unrelafedlitems and pésition
specific items such as receiving, passing, and kicking generally became
less valued, while attributes such as pride, a concept widely utiliged-
by the football "in group' to definé a psychological football requ&site,
became dramatically more valued. '"Pride'" is perhaps best illuscraﬁi;é
of tg;s "insider" learning of team social knowledge.

A cengfal postulate of the social behaviorist perspective holds

that person and self perceptions are learned from reference groups and

significant others.

Hypothesis IIAl. Agreement on the perceived valuing of attri-

butes for the ideal football player identity between the player and his

coach should increase with time, if that coach serves as a reference

N

person and 1if effective social interaction takes place.
To test this hypothesis, group differences between the actual
coach's attribute valuing of the ideal football player identity and the

players percepfion of that valuing were compared over the season. Re-
sults of Friedman repeated measures analysis are given in Table 20.

1f communication of ideal player attﬁibutes was more effective, and if

4

the coach served afmore'important and rgSﬁécted reference function for
participants %ﬁén@for nonparticipgnts, th? fd%mer/group would bé ex-
pected to have a significantly smailer}cJéch—perceived'cbach yalue dif— 
ference than the latter group. This:tonseﬁSus‘Qoﬁld only be expected

on those items‘which were salient to ihe téém'éndpcdmmuniéatea about -

frequently.

1
P !

Table 20 data suggests mild support for theée{contentions. For

° . . . -

1

3



GROUPS:

TABLE 20 _

ACTUAL MINUS PERCEIVED COACH'S IDEAL TFOOTBALL SELF VALUING OF
SELECTED SELF ATTRIBUTES FOR PARTICIPANT AND NON PARTICIPANT

SUM OF RANKS AND FRIEDMAN STATISTICS OVER TIME

159

) Sum of Rianks Friedman
Time AC PC PS Statistic
Group Attribute
Ath Ability ~72.50 75.00 80.50 0.8¢&
Blocking 80.00 72.00 76.00 0.84
Build 78.00 78.00 72.00 0.63 -
Courage 85.00 70.50 72.50 3.25
Determination 79.00 79.50 69.50 1.67
Part Good Looks 67.00 76.50 84.50 4.04
Kicking 74.00 79.50 74 .50 0.49
“ Popularity 67.00 74.50 86.50 5.09%
Pride 94.50 73.00 60.50 15.57%%%
Confidence 83.00 79.00 66.00 4.16
Tackling 93.50 76.00 58.50 16.12%%%
Toughness 98.00 67.00 63.00 19.32%x%
Ath Ability 73.00 86.00 69.00 4.16
Blocking 80.50 75.00 68.50 - 2.25
Build 67.50 84,00 76.50 3.59
Courage ©79.00 76.00 73.00 0.47
) Determmq“tlon 73.50 77.50 77.00 0.25
. Good; Lo'f‘ 77.00 ~ 82.00 69.00 2.26
NoRP Kicking™ 73.00 73.50 1.20
89.50 76.00 9.59%%%
77.50 - 74.50 . 0.12
~77.50 66.50 4.12
" 79.00 62.00 5. 58%x
79.00 65.50 4.62%
© P < < P < .005 (one-tailed test; n=38)




Sum OI KiNkKs . Friedman

AC PC PS “Statistic
ttribute
th Ability ~72.50 75.00 80.50 0.8¢
locking 80.00 72.00 76.00 0.84
uild 78.00 78.00 72.00 ~.  0.63
ourage 85.00 _ 70.50 72.50 3.25
etermination 79.00 ' 79.50. 3 69.50 1.67
cod Looks 67.00 76.50 84.50 4.04
icking . 74.00 79.50 74 .56 0.49
opularity 67.00 74.50 86.50 5.09%
ride 94 .50 73.00 60.50 15.57#4%%*
onfidence 83.00 79.00 ' 66.00 4.16
ackling . 93.50 76.00 58.50 16, 12%%%
oughness 98.00 67.00 63.00 19.32%%%
th Ability 73.00 86.00 69.00 4,16
locking ~ 80.50 79.00 68.50 - 2.25
uild . 67.50 _ 84 .00 76.50 3.59
ourage( ©79.00 76.00 73.00 0.47
etermmq tion 73.50 - 77.50 77.00. 0.25
ood; Loqsé - 77.00 ~ 82.00 A 69.00. 2.2¢
1ck1ng © 81.50 73.00 : 73.50 1.20
opularlt 62.50 - 89.50 76.00 9.59%%%
ride - .. 76.00 77.50 - 74.50 - 0.12
onfidemgd i, 84.00 - . 77.50 66.50 4.12
ackllng‘,ﬁ\ ©87.00 79.00 62.00 5. 58%%
oughness. 79.00 65.50 4.62%

< P < .005 (one—tailed test; n=38)

173



'5‘ Jl"”"
-
2

SEANN 7

Table l (p. 120) presented Kendall concordance coefficients for
A, , o ‘,w’ : .

RV
Y

school teams within the part1c1pant gr0up At the outset, and through~
out the season, the more successful team displayed considerably hlgher

.,m

ifbal player identity ; tonsensus than. the less successful team. Both

teams demonstrated increased consensus over time. This .was particular-—
|

ly true of the less successful school, which begéh considerably lower

;

than the more successful school. All consensus levels Qe;e found to
be significant at the .00l level. The findings provide strong support

for both Hypotheses 11 A2 and IIAB'

Football Self Organization and Change; Attrlbute Evaluation--

Proposition IIB: The self evaluation of a subsélf or self attribute

will vary directly with the person's perceived and actual public eval-
uation and the person's quality of performance of that role or attri-
bute.

" Hypothesis IIBl. At post candidacy, successful candidates will

demonstrate higher on. football related self evaluations than unsuccess-

ful candidates.

'Hypothe31s ?IBZi.

Successful‘pafticipants wiil'iﬁcéease while unsucceesful dropouts will
decrease. , ‘ *

Inde;endent group comparisons using the Mann-Whitney U test'fot»
the four attribute subsets are given in Table 21 for all three tlmes.
Results provide strené_genetal supéort for the hypothesesi et

Prior to team‘tryout,_the tarticipant group was significantly

higher than nonparticipanté on general athletic self, but not sig-

nificantly different on other'subselves. The dropout group, in turn,

-

‘

161

Over time, on football related self evaluationé;
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N TABLE 21
G

GROUP 3 POMPARTSONS ON SELF EVALUATION OF GENERAL FOOTBALL SELF,
+~POSITION SPECIFIC FOOTBALL SELF, GENERAL ATHLETIC SELF,
',‘ s AND UNRELATED SELF: MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS
2o INDICATING GROUP OF HIGHER RANKS

Mann-Whitney '"U" Statistic. and Group of Higher Ranks

Group Comparisbn Part vs NonP Part vs DO NonP_vs DO
Time Attribute U GpHR ~ UTY GpHR U  GpHR
Gen FBS Eval 574.00  Part  686.00 DO 557.50% DO
nc P S FBS Eval 689.50  Part ° 643.50 DD 602.50 DO

G Ath S Eval 445.00%% Part®  705.50 - Part  457.50%%% DO

Unrel S Eval 703.00 NonP .=  710.50 Do ¢ 696.00 DO.

Gen FBS Eval 328.50%k* Part - 337.50%%* Part . 714.50 DO
P S FBS Eval 689.50 NonP . 710.00 ' Part  675.50  NonP

PC o Ath S Eval 449.00%%° Part  465.00% Part  682.00 - DO
Unrel S Eval 625.00 NonP 600.00" | Part 512450%. NonP.
R \ o : '
Gen FBS Eval '810.00*** Part
ps P S FBS Eval 671.00 NonP -

G Ath S Eval 477.00%* Part
Unrel S Eval 642.00 ~ NonP . o,

£ P < .05; #% P < .01; %% P < 001 (one-tailed test; n=38)

Designétidﬁs: Gen FBS Eval - General Football ‘3élf Evaluation;

: P S FBS .Eval Rosition Specific Football Self Evaluation;
G Ath S Eval - General Athletic Self Evaluation; ’

Unrel S Eval -~ Unrelated Self Evaluation.
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GENERAL TOOTB
ATHLETIC SELF, AND UNRELATED SEL
AND DIRECTION OF CHANGE OF EVA

TABLE 22
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ALL SELF, POSITION SPECIFIC FOOTBALL SELF, GENERAL
F: WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIR TEST
LUATION OVER TIME BY GROUPS

and Change Direction

Number of Non-tied Ranks, Wilcoxon "T"

Time Comparison

f

Eval

00**

-~

/

AC = PC AC - PS PC -~ PS
Group Attribute N T pir’ N T Dir N T Dir
Gen FBS Eval 36  1.00%%% T 38" 22.50%kx 1 36 157.00%% 1
papy P S TBS Eval 31 240.00 - D 30 168.50 I 32 207.50 I
ATt o ath § Eval 33 107.50%%% I 33 65.00%% T 34 134.00%% 1
Unrel S Eval 30 156.00 1 29 B4.50%% 1 34 202.50 . I
Gen FBS Eval 34 186.00% 1 34  99.50%kx T 32 141.50%% 1
nonp T S FBS Eval 29 150.00 I 31 83.00%%* I 33 175.00% 1
OnB ¢ Atk § Eval 35 162.00%% I 38  91.50%k* 133 126.00%% 1
Unrel S Eval 32 113.50%% I 33  86.00%** T  31- 159.50% I
Gen FBS Eval 32 177.50%. D
o B S FBS Eval 27 121.00% D
G Ath § Eval 31 200.00 D
Unrel S 27 76. D

—

Designations:

Gen FBS. Eval -
P S FBS Eval_—
G Ath S Eval -

~Unrel S Eval

* p < .05; **,P :3,.01;.*** P i__,OOl (one-tailed tést; n=38)

General Football Self Evaluation; 4
Position Specific Football Self Evaluation;
Ceneral Athletic Self Evaluation;

Unrelated Self Evaluation. .
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TABLE 23

COACH'S EVALUATION MINUS PLAYER'S PERCEIVED COACH'S EVALUATION
ON SELECTED FOOTBALL.ATTRTBUTES: WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIR
- TEST AND DIRECTION OF CHANGE OVER TIME FOR SCHOOLS
WITHIN PARTICIPANT GROUP :
L.

Number of Non-tied Ranks, Wilcoxon "T" and Change Direction

~—

Time Comparison AC - PC - AC -~ PS PC -2PS.
School Attribute N T Dir N T Dir N T Dir
% _  Blocking 14 13.00%* D 14 10.50%% D 12 °17.50%
Courage 13 710.00** D 16 7.00%%% D 15 29.50% D
) Determin 13 24,00 D17 0.00%%* D 13 0.00%*#% D
¥ Receiving 11. 23:50 T 15 ~47.000 “1 15 572003
51 Pride 16 13.50** D 18  '7.50%** D 16  30.00% D
. Running 14 36.00 D .15 30.00* D 11  25.50 D
Confidence 12  20.00 D 15 0.00%%* D 13 .  (.00%%% D
Strength 11 *©19.000 D 12 12.00% D 11 218.00 D .
Tackling 10 15.00 D 14 4.00%%% D' 16 6.00% D
Toughness 15 . 76.00%%* D 15 3.00%%% D 14  34.00. D
- Blocking 11 23.00 D 14  43.00 D 12  35.00 D
Courage =9 0.00%* D 15 23,50% D 13  42.50 D
Determin 10 .4.00%* D 16  48.50 D 17 72.50 I
Receiving 13 40.00 D 14 28.50 D 12 22.50 D
D Pride ;10 13.00 D, 17 12.00%%* D 16 33.50% D
2 . Running . “16 25.50x D 11 16.00 D 13 33.50 D
. Confidence 16 27.50%# D 13 25.50 . D 10  23.50 I
Strength 11 20.00 D 14 15.00%% D ' 13 '21.11%* D
Tackling 12 21.50 D 16 51.50 D 12  30.50 T
Toughness 14 30,50 . D 14 19.50* D 14 33,50 D

N

o7 ® P < .05; *% P < .0l; *%% P < .00l (one-tailed test; n=19) -

v [
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acted that the more successful school Sl team had considerably better
coach-player communication. Differences decreased for both teams over

time, but this occurred to a gredater extent with the more successful

team.

Table 24 presents the results’ of Mann-Whitney independent group
comparisons between schools within the participant groupqv School 82
team generally démonstrated greater differences between actual and

perceived coach's evaluation of self on selected football self‘éttri—

/
/

butes than school Sl team. Differences were significantly‘gr%ater

with three variables. These findings moderately_suppo:t Hypothesis

IIB3 and reinforce -a number of other results which Suggest‘school S2

group communication was considerably less effective than that of school

<

Sy

Hypothesis IIB4' 'Differences between actual and perceived

cbach's gvaiuation-will'decrease over time.

Table, 26 presents Friedman repeafed measure analysis 6f'v;riancé
results for the'ﬁarticipagt group.' As predicted; all public evaluation-—
reflected public eualuatioﬁ'differences decrease over time, most' de-
‘creasing sigpifiéantly,fthus supportingkﬁypothesis IIB&' ?

Wilcoxon Signed Ranks test between team- comparisons are given

in Table 23. The general decrease in actual-perceived coachfs eval-

e N .. . ’ . N 3 . 2 . ’
* & yation was again found for both teams. School Sl team (tlhe more suc-—. -

?

cessful) sdes”considerably more significant reductions in this per-
ception discrepancy.

Hypothesis IIBS.} Self evaluation and phgngés in self evaluation:

will vary directly with reflected or‘perqeivéd pub_ic evaluation and, to
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TABLE 24 f ”V,

3

PARTICIPANTS ACTUAL MINUS PERCEIVED COACH S EVALUATION ‘OF SELF

ON SELECTED ATTR TBUTES :

AND SCHOOL OF GREATER DITFERENCES

MANN—WHITNEY SCHOOL COMPARISONS

;
S

Mann-Whitney "U" Statigtic and School of ngher Ranks

PreCandidacy ‘ Post Candidacy Post Season
Attribute u - Sch H R 3] Sch H R U Sch H.R
Blocking 160.50 S1 166.00 S92 150.50 S2
Courage 169.50 S 174.00 = S2 135.00 S
Determination 176.50 S1 170.00 S1 88.00%* S2
Receiving 161.50 S2 . 161.00 Sy 176.50 S2
Pride 135.00 S1 177.00  S3 149,00 S2
Running 155.50 - S31 »131.00 S1 138.00  s1
Confidence 178.00 So 166.50 Sq 114.50% S»2
Strength 143.00 - S2 134.50 ) 163.50  S2
Tackling 162.00  ~ S2 .170.00 S7 109.00% S2
Toughness 176.00 ." S2 143.50 S2 "137.00 S22

A

P < .05

x% P <

oWy

v

.Ol;-*A* P <

.001 -(one-tailed test;

TABLE 25

n=19)

PARTICIPANTS' PERCEIVED COACH'S "EVALUATION MINUS SELF EVALUATION

ON SELECTED ATTRIBUTES:

AND SCHOOL OF GREATER DIFFERENCES

MANN-WHITNEY SCHOOL COMPARISONS

Mann-Whitney ''U" Statistic_and School of Higher Ranks

‘.’

PreCandidacy Post Candidacy Post Season'

Attribute .. U Sch H R U Sch H R U Sch H R
Blocking 170.00 ©  S3 164.50 S 175.00 - Si

. Courage 156.00 S1. 178.00 S1 145,50 . 51
Determination . 153.50 S2 144.50 So ¢ .110.50% S1
Pride 133.00  Sp - 178.50- S 180.00  S2
Confidence 163.50 So lO7.SO S2 172.50 S1
Tackling . 164.50 S1 168.50 . S1 "150.50 S1

' Toughness- 162.00  S;  154.00°  S1 168.50 - $1
£ P < .05 #% p < .0L; #%% P < ..001 (one-tailed test; n=19)
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- changes in reflected public evaluation.’ i

’

Perceived evaluation-self eQaluatioq median &ifference scores
are given in Table 28. 'Kn interesting, if serendipitous, finding was
that dropouts, both befgre and after candidacy, tended to expect or
perceive tﬁat théir coa;h would rate them lower than they evaluated
themselves. This suggestion, althopgh far from a éonclusive finding,

indicates the negative expectancy or negative self-fulfilling prophecy

.the potential drobout holds, upon entering a tryout.

Results of Friedman repeated measures analysis shown in Table

27 suggest only moderate éupport for Hypothesis II

B5" Although not

reaching significance, difference scores, with the exception of the
attribute “pride", showed a general de@!?ase, as predicted. Pride,
Cp ’ . - v

a central valued attribute for football identity, increased signifi-
‘ ) ) ) G ’ 1:33 L
cantly. Apparently players consistently felt .their coaches’ did fot x
. t . : . »

credit them with as much pride as théy’atgfibuted to therfiselves.

ceived coach evaluation-self evaluation differences. Eittle‘guéntit—
ative significant difference was found between school teams. However,

over time,' school Sl‘percéived coach-self differences became geneﬁally

iérgef than school SZ' ’

As Table 28 indicates, most dfopout differences tended to be

v

negative (the dropout felt his{cbéch would evaluate him lower than he

D

would rate himself). Ncnpar;ici?ants tende&‘to be positive in their.

coach's rating expec.uncy. 7Participants were evenly split on positive’
" versus negative coaching expectancies at precandidacy. Over the foot-

"ball season the successful- participant group became increasfngly pos-

Table 25 present’s interteam Mann-Whitney U comparisons oh per- -

168



169

TALLE 26

PARTICIPANTS' COACH'S EVALUATION MINUS PERCEIVED COACH S
FVALUATION DIFFERENCES OVER TIWE SUM
OF RANKS AND FRIEDMAN STATISTICS

Sum gf Ranks Friedman
& . .o
Time - AC : PC PS Statistlic
_ Attribute ' ‘
Blocking 89.50 72.50 ' 66.00 : 7.75%
Courage 95.50 72.00 60.50 16.75%%%
> _Determination 95.00 72.50 60.50 16.14%%%
Receiving 81.50 75.50 o 71.00 1.46
Pride 98.50 .. 77.00 052,50 .. . 27.88%%%
Running _ 85.00 72.00 71.00 3.21
Confidence 93.00 75.50 ' 59.50 14,78k
Strength 87.00 78.00 63.00 Y R
- Tackling 90.00 2 T74.00 - . 64.00 - 9,054%

Toughness - 96.00 71.50 60,50 o 17.38%%%

% P f_OS’ % P

| A

.01 ®%% P < 001 (one—-tailed test; n = 38)

Y
®

TABLE 27.

PARlICIPAViS' PERCEIVED COACH'S EVALUATION MINUS SELT EVALUATION
DIFFERENCES OVER TIME: SUM OF: RANKS AND FRIEDMAN STATISTICS

S; : Sum of Ranks ' S Friedman

" Time AC S Jo PS Statlstiv
Attribute ’
Blocking & 83.00 71.50 73.50 1.99
Courage . 80.50 C 72,000 75.50 0.96
Determination 79.50 . © o 68.50 *60.00 2.22
Pride 69.00 70.50 . 88.50 6.20%
Confidence 82.50 77.00 - 65.50 2.62
T-ckling - 80.50 68.00 79.50 2.54
“Toughness 78.50 73.50 76.00, 6.33

s
g 2

El

5. FF T < L0L. #%% P.< .00) (one-tailed tpst; n = 38)
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itive in this . regard.
MaanWhitney group .comparisons .(n=38) on selected football self

attfibutés,aréigiVén in Table]29.v'Feg signif;cant differences were
‘fbund at;prégéndidaéy (ch beﬁween groups.ﬂvoply on tackling, blocging
\énd toﬁghﬁéési§efé éignifigéntIXb-i;ﬂgs) aiffefences.found,‘with noﬁparj
tiéipanFS disﬁlaying'greaséggperéeiye;coach_evaluation-minus self

> -
~

evaludtion differences. - - i S .

At post.candiaacy ﬁéféignifiCant differences were found between

"successful (Paft) ‘and unsuccéééfhl (DO)'groqps.‘ Nonparticipahts.were

considerably greater on this variable than both participants and
“dropotts at ‘post candidacf.‘ Nonparticipants were” found to 'be sig-

Cre e o e . o -
nificantly greater -than participants on four attributes, and greater

. than dropouts on five of seved‘atcributes.

Post season,participant~honparticipant_comparisons showved

“ B

little differénce between the groups on perccived coach-self evaluation
p differences. Co S /_)fkaf

‘Wilcoxon ‘repeated measurés analysis results are given in Table

»

4

significant chdnges over time, mod-

-30. . While showing relatively few

f -

»
E]

- Grate diréctional‘chahgé.crénds'werp'observed. Thits, for participants,
'whileﬂthé'méjorityidf:attribdtes displayed reductions id difference
“ffomAprécandidacy’tq posﬁfcéndidacy'and from precandid:%? to post
, N I - . - RS

season, most diffeérences increased slightlv from post candidaty to

.» post season. Pride, once again, was found-to move counter to the

. Ay
' dominant trepds. . S d
- g . ' : iy N
: _ 'Nunparq;c1pénts generally increased perceived coach-self eval-. -
, R . . . ‘ o
BT



" TABLE 29
. ‘ o
REFLECTED SELF MINUS SELF EVALUATION DIFFERENCES FOR
SELECTED FOOTBALL SELF ATTRIBUTES: MANN-WHITNEY
U TESTS INDICATING GROUP OF HIGHER RANKS

FOR COMPARISONS OF GROUPS OVER TIME

©

Mann-Whitney "U'' Statistic and Group of Higher Rank

.o

Grbup Comparisoni;'Part:vs NonP Part vs DO 'NonP vs DO

Time Attribute U Gp H R U Gp H R U GpHR
Blocking . 635.50 NonP 591.50 Part 501.50%  NonP
Courage 717.50 NonP 578.50 Part 573.50 NonP
Determin 692.50 NonP 680.00 Part 648.50 NonP

AC  Pride " 608.00 . NonP, 612.50 . DO 690.50 . XNonP
Confidence 665.00 ' Part 685.00 DO «642.50 DO
Tackling 696.00 NonP 581.50 Part 560.00*%  NonP

Toughness ~ 639.50  NonP  603.50  Part  542.00% NonP

Blocking  468.00%% NonP 702.50 Part 399.50%%% NonP

Courage 711.00 NonP 681.00 Part 677.50 NonP

" Determin 530.00% NonP  695.50 DO 532.40%  nonp

PC  Pride 564,50 NonP 672.00 DO 6062339 NonP
Confidence ' 566.50  NonP  718.50  Part  554,50% NonP
Tackling 468.50%*% NonP 682.00 Part - 410.00%%% NonP

Toughness ~  450.00%% NonP 688.50 Part 401.00%%%* NonP

Blocking . 702.00 . NonP
Courage 1.685.00 NonP .
Determin 612.00 Part ’
PS  Pride - 500.50%  Part .
.Confidence 706.00 ©  NonP
Tackling 636.90 ' Part
[}

Toughness "695.00 NonP

-

. % P < .05; ¥% P < .0l; ***% P < .00l (one-tailed test; n=38) °
. ./ . .. . .- .

R s

.0
I



TABLE 30

_REFLECTED SELF EVALUATION MINUS SELF
- SELECTED FOOTBALL ATTRIBUTES:
TEST AND DIRECTION OF CHANGE

EVALUATION DIFFERENCES FOR

WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIR
OVER TIME BY GROUPS

Number of Nom-tied Ranks, Wilcoxon

"T" and Change Direction

Time Comparison AC - PC AC - PS PC - PS
Group Attribute N T Dir N T Dir N T Dir
Blocking 24 97.00 D 26 139.50 D 25 156.00 I.
Courage 23 106.50 D 26 147.00 D 21 114.50 I
Determin 19 60.00 D 30 223.50 1 26 127.00 I
Part Pride 30 211.50 I 26 85.50%* I 31 144.50% D
Confidence 28 154.50 D 23 79.50% D 24 118.00 I
Tackling 27 130.50 D 26 156.50 D 25 138.50 I
Toughness 25 134.00 D 28 197.00 D 28 186.00  D.
Blocking 20 92.00 T 29 163.50 D 28 109.00% D
Courage 28 187.00 D 26 154.69 D 25 156.50 D
Determin 29 163.50 I 29 188.00 D 30 149.00% D
NonP Pride 31 188.00 1 29 182.50 D - 27 118.50% D
Confidence 26 112.50 I 27 181.00 D 24 57.50#%* D
Tackling 25 96.00% 1 32 220.50 D 27 84.50*%% D
Toughness 19 44, 50% I 26 170.00 D 27 106.00% D
Blocking 26 173.00 D
Courage 22 93.00 D
Determin 29 195.00 D
DO -Pride 197 88.00 D
Confidence - 28 158.00 D
Tackling - 25 146.50 I
Toughness 24 133,50 b
P < .05; %k P < 01; xdsPp <001

(one-tailed test; n = 38)
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uwation differences during the first time period, but decreased the
difference over the season long period with most iteﬁs showing signif-
"icant (p < .05) reductions on six of seve attributeo, from post can-—
didacy to past seasom. /j

Dropoutls' differences were generally initially negative (i.e.,
coaches were ﬁglt to rate them lower than they rated tnemselves) and
became consistently negative at_post candidacy, as predicted in the

<

social interactionist theo

Dropouts decreased their perceived

coach-self evaluation differenges over the candidacy period. In most -

the direction of an even lower pected coach's ratlng

Self Evaluatlon and Organlzatlon, Interrelatedness ogiggtf{bute

‘/

Sets——Proposition Il The component attrlbutes of total seff pe -

C:

ception are arranged into sets according to perceived role agkrlbute%

requirements. Sets of attributes and Tole or subselves are related? A

S
3

jq

o

the extent that they have att:ibutez/in common. - Changes in the eval- .’{
uation of one set of attributes or subself, will spread or be general- -7
- > . . ' i L:\
ized to other sets, subselvés, -or to the total self to the extent that
‘the same attributes constitute valued components of both sets of at-—

tributeé.

Hypothesis iICl’ Change of one subself will result in the spread

of change to anothér snbselfvto the extent that the two subSelves are

related through oommonratoributes.' Thus, highly related subselves wiil,

change most, while nighly unrelated §elves‘will changenleast.
Hypothésis,llcz. Highly posi;ion sgecific foooball attributes

will changf less than general football attkibutes. .




played a part in this increase, it is also possible to attribute a
. T } : ’
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-

Table 22 (p. 164 presents Wilcoxon repeated measures analysis
of self'evaluation on four.self subsets--general football self, pos-
itian specific football ~;elf,'g‘,eneral athletic self, and unrelated
self. Successful candidates (Part);éhowed significant (p < .001) in-

crease in general football self evaluation and a related change n

- general athletic self evaluation. Unrelated self also showed signif-

icant (p < .01) changé'over the length of the season. Position spe-

£

cific self showed no change. Participant findings thus provide strong

support.for hypothesis I1 i.e., general fodtball self changed sig—- -

cz2’

nificantly while the group as a whole did not change on position

specific football traits. Hypothesis II received only moderate sup-

Cl
port. The positive "treatment effect" of successful football tryout/
spread to general athletic self, but less so to unrelated self. 1In o

this regard, no change on unrelated self occurred from pre to post

candidacy.

Nonparticipants, subjects who did not experience the football

team tryout and participation but who took part in both physical edu-

cation classes and.to varied degrees unorganized flag football, showed

consistent ‘increases in self evaluations on all subsets and on total

self over the season. If this group had- experienced absolutely no

“football or other athletic involvements over the experimental period,

. . s
i.¢w, if 1t counstituted a true exper%mental control group, then it

would. be necessary to seriously consider accepting the '"positivity'" ex=
NS ' :

&
planation of this increased self, evaluation. While positivity may have

il : : - ) T
portion of t#is increase to the positive effects of the physical edu-
S _

sl /



a

o . .
cation class programme on improving football performance and to overall

positive experience in their high school environment. Hence, increased

football self evaluation may still possibly be attributable to object-

.ively increased public evaluation of football atfributes and their

- -environment as a whole.

.
RN

Y The unsucéessful candidates aevalue themselves significantly 6n
ali.subsets exdept on general athletic self. Thus, although the dé—
valuation effects of tryout failure was spfead to most aspects of self,
it seems to have been isolated somewhat from generél athletic self.
Dropout findings, like nonparticipant results, provide only_moderaté

" support for Hypotﬁeses I1,; and IL.,.

Self Aspiration and Self Fulfillment—fPropositiqn‘IIF: Success—
e i 4 ) ’

ful candidates wii? exhibit lower aspired self minus present self eval-
uation differeéences than unsuccessful candidates.

‘Hypothes{s 11 The unsuccessful dropouts will demonstrate

F1°

a preater aspiration discrepancy thaﬂ the successful participants.

_ Hypothesis IIFZ' Successful candidates will experience greater

self fulfillment‘(greatqr aspired self-self evaluation discrepancy
reduqtion) than unsuccéssful candidates@

Hypothesis II

F3- Members of' the less successful team will dem-

onstraté greater football aspiratioﬁ discrepancy and less self fulfill- -

ment than members of the more successful team.

P Table ?l presents Mann—Whitney between-group comparisons of

- \ i .

aspired self discrepancies over time. Although none of the group dif-
. g ) . ' '

ferences reached significance, and hence the null hypothesis cannot be

'rejeéted, differences are consistently in the hypothesized direction.

o

176
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Although not reaching significance, findings are of sufficient prac-

tical importance to deserve some discussion here. As predicted, the

%
, 8

dropouts consistently, over time, possessed#larger discrepancies. The
participants generally enter candidacy with a larger aspiration dis-

crepancy than the nonpargicipants, but smaller than the unrealistically

large dropout group discrepancy. Drdpquts generally display larger

aspiration discrepancies than nonparticipants. At post candidacy. and

v

post seaspn, the successful participant discrepancy becomes smaller

than the nonparticipants. As expected, the unsuccessful candidates,
from the beginning, tend to have perhaps unrealistically large aspired
self-present self evaluation discrepancies. Failure does not. seem to

cause this discrepancy to be adjusted to lower; more- realistic, levels.

2 n - :

4 B ! ’ . : . . ’

The nonparticipants in the beginning demonstrated very little aspiration
,‘ .

discrepancy, perhaps reflecting their laeck of motiv%tion—in football

L . - . v'v. ) . - - !
success. Participants began with an intermediate, |'realistic" level
- ) Lo s ’ . y
of aspiration discrepancy which was reduced over time relative to 'the
nonparticipants. This participant reduction, generally not foundfto
. N . ’ . . :
L . ’/
the same extent with the other two groups, . provides. some sSupport! for

the prediction of “"self-fulfillment" of the football self.
Interschool Mann—Whitney\compafisons (n=19) are givgn/%n Tablé
32. These findings suggest that the less successful team, af all three

time periods, generally displayed higher aspiration discrePancy. These

v P
‘
.

findings :support the notion.that there is anAoﬁtimum,'redlistic level o
of aspiration which typifies the cffective performeér. However, com-

qu?son of the overall interschool group aspiratian levels suggests,
R : - | : ‘
that school 82 generally tends to display greater aspiration discrep-

s f,})v
Lt - . b
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B - ‘i‘ ." : TABLE 31

VALUATION MINUS SELF EVALUATION DISCREPANCY: MANN-WHITNEY
COMPARISONS AND GROUP. HAVING GREATER DISGREPANCY

s : - .
St - =

-

" Mann-Whitney "y ¥Statistic and Group of Higher Ranks

~ Group Comparison ', Part vs NonP ! Part vs DO NonP vs' DO
|, Time Attribute, - U Gp’H R~ U’ " GpHR U " Gp H R
T - Y : i
’ Blbckiqglﬁ¥% 654.50.  Part - 666.00 DO 611.50 DO
Courage - 674.00.. NonP  613.00 Part 574.00. NonP
.. Dgtermin.  630.00 - Parg  623.50 * Part 709.00 NonP
AC  Pride ~ 623.00 . Part . J13.00 DO © . 635.50 DO
Confidence 632.50  Part ~ £36.00 DO 5%7.50% DO
‘Tackling 625.00 “Part 696.50 . DO 633.00 DO
“Toughhess 687.00 . Part.  711.00 DO, ¢ 69Y.50 DO
‘T e o .,’ S . » u ] . r
Blocking .  669.50 NonP - 587.50 _ DO ~ 656:50 DO
,Courage . 675.50 . Part . 632.00 DO 585.50 DO
 Deterpin ©  719.50 . NonP-  593.50 DO 1596.00 DO
PC  Pride ~ 719.00°  -‘NonP 695.50 DO 703.00 DO
_ tonfidence 720.50 Part 612.50 DO 614.00 DO
~ Tackling - '660.00  Part 665.00 - DO . 661.00 - DO -
Toughness - 687.50 <Hon? - '636.00 . Part 613.00  NonP
. : AY .
. ~ y
"Blocking ... 681.00 NonR®
Courage . . 592.50 Ndzg\ ; ; -
4 . Determin- " 648.50 . No B N
PS  Pride %  722.00° Part -
. - Confidence 643.50 'NonP L N
WTanling‘ 676.00. . NonP =~ .
Toughness “‘52%,50“’§,N6QP»~47 N L N

e T 3 i ) : .
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ancies. Whether this is related to differential winning traditions
or other factors could not be determined. These aspiration discrepancy

findings provide general support for Hypothesis IIF3. /‘

Wilcoxon repeated measurés'analysis results for all three groups

is given in Table 33. Findings provide moderate support for Hypothesis
~. . . '

'IIFZ" The successful participants. generally reduced their aspiration .

discrepancy and hence demonstrate "self ffilfillment". These trends
5 N
S
are especially apparent following the initial successful candidacy and
- ’ - ; ) ' N .
over the long\aerm, where fbur of seven attributes reached significance
. . \ .

”(p < .05). Nonparticipants, ;although showing sSome reduction ipitially,

then display a mixAd paftepn of increases and éecreases. Drogputs

show a slight, t generally insignifidé&t tendencx to disEjﬁéancy re-

duétion, but as the Mann—Whitﬁéy comparisons of Table 32 indicate,ithey'

~

continue at post candidacy to demc. sate the greatest aspiration dis~

crepancies of all groups. R ‘ :€§J

N
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ASPTRED SELF EVALUATION MINUS SELF EVALUATION DiFFERENCES BY SCHOOLS
WITHIN GROUPS ON SELECTED FOOTBALL ATTRIBUTES:

~ "TABLE 32

ey

MANN-WHITNEY
U GOMPARTSONS AND SCHOOL OF GREATER DIFFERENCES

Mann—Whltney "U" Statistic and School of Greater leferences

5

. . PreCandidacy Post Candldacy Post Season
Group Attribute _ U.  Sch HR U Sch H R U Sch H R
Blocking 164.50° 8§ 153.00 _ S 162.50 Sp
Courage 144.00 So 86.00*%*% So 153.50 S92
. Determin “118.50% Sy 114.50% S, 149.50 ‘82
Part Pride . 154.50 S2 105.50% S, 130.00 S
Confidence - 150400 Sy 104.90 So 129.00 S2
Tackling 161.50 Sq 128.00 Sy~ 157.00  S2
Toughness 169.50 Sy 110.50% 5¢ 171.00 S1
Blocking = 167.50  §3 -  173.50 5% 158.00 )
Courage 150.00 - S» 163.50 S2 "13%1.00 S2
. Determin 166.00 S1 - 89.00 S2 136.00 ~  S2
NonP Pride 172.00 S 118.50 S2 159.00  Sp
Confidence 173.00 162.00  S2 166.00 S1
Tackling 142.00 S2 173.50 Sy 132.50  S1
“ Toughness 164.50 S2 142.00 S2 - 158.50 S1L .
Blocking 166.50 S1 146.50 S2
Courage 167.00 S2 141.50 S2
Determin 136.50 S2 126.00 S2
DO  Pride 142.00 S1 156.00 S2
Confidence' 169.50 S2 .152.50 S2
"~ Tackling #147.50 S1 140.50 S92
Toughness ~ 175.50  §2 E’}/OO S1~

*P < .05; #* P < .Olj

*k%k P

<

.001 (one-tailed test; n=19)
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TABLE 133

ASPIRED ‘EVALUATION MINUS SELF EVALUATION CHANGES OVER TIME BY
GROUPS: WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIR TEST AND DIRECTION OF CHANGE

~

Time Comparison* AC - PC * AC - PS ' " PC - PS
.. Group Attribute N T . Dir N T | Dir N T Dir .
- Blocking 27 129.50 D 25 141.50 D 25 138.00 I
Courage 23 59.00%% D - 27 101.00x D 27. 174.00 D
.- Determin 19 48.004 D 28 110.004 D 24 116.00 D
Part Pride 25 88.50% D 28 187.50 D -. 24 91.00% I
- - Confidence’, 26  75.00%% ‘D 24 73.50%* D 27 172.00 I
Tackling 30, 162.00 D 27 173.50 D 22  91.00 I
Toughness 28 163.50 D . 23 84.00% D ' 22 . 95.00 D
Blocking 26 164.00 I 25 143.00 I 22 121.00 D —
Courage 26 47.50%%% D 25 122.00 D 20 39.00%*% I
Determin 24 138.00 . D 16 62.50 D 18 .. 77.50 D
NonP. Pride ' 21 97.00 D 21 105.00 I 25 125.00 1
Confidence 18  48.00 D .25 145,00 D 22 7.93.00 I
Tackling 24 141.00 D 27 149.00 I~ 19 " 52.50% 1
Toughness ~ 27 188.00 D 24 148.50 D 20 102.00 D
- Blocking 30 193.00 D b
Courage 20 90.00 1 "
"~ Determin 24 117 .50 I
DO Pride 19 55.50 7 D
Confidence 29 '167.50 D
Tackling 23 107.00 D
Toughness 27 100.00* D

- - - — - ; r,r[h:’

* P < .05; #% P < .01; **% P < .00l (one-tailed test; n=38)

-t

' ! ‘. ' ‘. N



- . X /
X P

. &EBAETER,QI

| . DISCUSSION | T .
) - R o : v o v L ﬁj
e - ‘ - . . N | ?‘
o . 1. METHODOLOGICAL EVALUATION AND I[MPLICATIONS =
= . ) R . . ~ ) 3
Instrumentation: Reliability, and Validity . RS

‘

L \‘2 !

. o \This study set out to synthesize a soclal behav1orist sporting
self perspective together with appropriate methods to both evaluate

Rl

that perSpective and to utilize it in phy51cal act1v1ty recearch A }
N

test—retest reliability~study was carried out on the. lnstrument uSing‘ -

» + grade tem male phyéicél education'students.‘ Results provided/strong ’ o2

-

confirmation for the stability form’of reliability of the 1nstrument.
While no explicit external validity study was donie, the method" ,
. , _ . - J4
of instrument development‘determined that the inventory would have con~ ‘n;}
o _Jstruct validity. Bantam footbalI‘“IHyersj 51nilar to th@se Junior high‘
" school players used eé subjects in the natural exoeriment reported - &}
here, were inventoriedvto obtainAthe actuel words they use in percéive
‘ing'and]describing‘the ideal football hlayet,‘teenagers"outsige*in—
_;' » tcrests; and - reasons for quitting footb&ll ; The most frequently ueed—
iresponses were utilized in developing the prtsent 1nventory (Appendix
B). The study's high level of hypotheees confirmation, and the inven- .
tory's ability to discriminate participants ffom nonparticipants and
‘successtul from unsuccessful football candidates prOVide further in-
~

direct, but substantial evidence of the validity of the methodOLOgy

and instrumentation.»

" One particular proposition provided confirmation of a form of

7
J ~.
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external validity checkAonAthe instrument; :Hypbtheses 11

B3’ B4

I BS predlcted and conflrmed a strong correspondence between the %oach s

ar,,__l

expert evaluation of the player's characteristics, the player' s per=="~

ceived coach's evaluation, and'hiS‘own self_evaluation. The high level
of affirmative findingsyalso provided further substantgal support for

the instrument's external validity.

R

: ’ . L
II. THEORETICAL EVALUATION AND IMPLICATIONS

. , , ™
The. symbolic interactionist, or social behaviorist, "self" per-

spective of G.H. Mead was applied (fo the social world of the partici- |

pant in physical activity. A spefific application and‘exploratory

A

theoretical development was begun for the particular case of candidacy

.for, and participation on, a competltlve sports team Although admit— o

tedly exploratory in nature, selected aspects of the resultantperspective
X

were tested in the present natural experiment. This research then was

carried out both to test and evaluate the theory in a football candi-

+

‘dacy case study, and to study the practical effects of that_compétitive

~.
——

sports team tryout on the teenage boys. o o Lol

“As the previous section. noted, a reasonably reliable and valid -
' methodology and instrumentation was evolved from the perspective. This

. nethodology attempted.to avoid the interval scale assumptions usually

made with these kinds of~attitude scales, by utilizing nonparametrid/

data analysis. The nonparametric analysis utilized in the present re-

search proved to be nelther restrlcting nor overly conservative.’

__Total Self Propositions

"The-limited results of the study serﬁe to moderately support the

>
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theory.' Section I propositions dealt with the composition, %ebelopﬂyl

) - e

ment, organization and change of'the total self. Total'self is cohéh

R N i

and role ox s1tuatlonally based subselves. The value lmportance Qf
DAY . L

each of these attributes and roles to the self as a, whole relateﬁxto':f;‘

i . . ,L.: S . : - n

the salience or ' value ‘of those roles <o the person 1n hls reference .Q” R P
el T ~ ﬁ N T

. Q. 'ﬂ{ J : "ﬂ’g‘l.

grOuos Or publics. Should the reference group. 1mportance of a role- or‘v.x

. subself change, or should the social rewara or Status va}ue of that

role change, then the total self vialue of that subself w1lh tend to

ab S by

o

undergo a corresponding change. ' - A , ..

Findings of 'the present research provide strong empirical sup- c 4u;~

port for the hypotheses derived from this proposition, and hence for B

the postulate itself. The value ~f the football player subself for . -
the successful and unsuccessful football candidates was found to be ‘ w5

—s—much greater than for the nonparticipants, supporting the contentidn
that the football team serves as an importght reference public for the
former, but less so for the-iatterTgroups;’.Intergroup differences , v

|-
proved to be generally more°1mportant than»anterschool differences.

\“ o

i
osit;vejor hegatlve social status ohanéga ’ Jﬁ\\
o1 %ve or hegatlve self value changes rég—
znd changes of subself eval-
_ s in performance of the cor-
&

/
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:esponding'role, and henee with levels"andrchankes in public evaluation
.of “that performance  Both the results of independent group compari—
sons and those of repeated measures analyses supported this postulate
_f_Proposition'Ic contends that total self evaluation or esteen is
.a function of- the summation of a person's’evaluatﬁonlof his subselves,
weighted as to totalhselt value. Levels of and changes in total self
evaluation‘will vary with levels of and changes in self evaluation of
-valued subselves. !
Independent group findings mildly,supported this notion that
total self evaluation w1ll change correspondingly %@th significant
changes in football self evaluation. Repeated measures'results provid—
ed mixed support for theﬂpropgsition. While the positive effects of
‘the successful candidacy spread to participant’'s total self evaldation,
;1ﬂ : dropouts seemed moderately able to isolate their football selt de- \
;‘ valuation from total ‘self. Nonparticipants showed general increases

in total self evaluation over the fall season. A number of-confound-

ing variables allowed to operate freely in the natural experiment may

Y

. have affected results.

T‘;;!:.lé lnE As‘results of the 1ndependent group comparisons demonstrated
l;f’ (Table lO, p. 135), the nonparticipant sample was slightly, but con-
"q ‘ t%ntly higher on total self evaluation than participants The non- )
?'par oipantuincrease in total self evaluation (which is unaccompanied
o , . o
by a 51gnif1cant football self evaluation change) may  have resulted in
. ; i
ff,fla

/

paxt from- th{i general "positivity effect" (Secord 1968). It may also»

have resulted from a. general positive change in self confidence in the Lo
Lo ;
**ufy early mdnths of Senior High School, resulting from increased pos tive,
N i 'v: . ." e BTN . N < b

. . . . R : . e .
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objective; fec..ack . m the sgbpol environment. N

.Thn Fai. dé . read of negativé treatment effect frbm’ae— :
creas :d - ‘uat.en to total’self évaluation fdr tﬁe un-
succes: Ldat s . ‘ 2 iftgrpreted:ag’suppq:g_fgr the Wposi:
tivoty f actua. iz on éX’l;é?tiOﬂ propoSe@’by Rbger§ (1959) -
ét zls  He oo ‘, it mo ale o Lnterpretea as support fgr'fhe inter;
act;cnﬁst e " segr _ation ér Fole diétance, prbposed by .:;

" Goffmar. (1%u., . o i unsuégessful candidates, Becéusé thé;r

._ oo o

failure of "« pout' id Lot involve the customaryApublic status
; P ,

denigration ritual called "cutting', were able to separate their-foot-

ball self devaluation from their eyéluation of §21f as a whole. This

<o

kind of private '"rationalization" of candidacy failure is commonl
p : , y y

: N ' .
observed by codches of all sports. Quitting players commonly explain
their departure by saying that football is no longer important to them. o
' This latter "role distance" symbolic interaétionist interpretation of

the dropout data was felt to be a plausible explanation ofigbe findings.

Results of tests on proposition IC suggést the complexity:of moderating

variable effects relating subself evaluation to.total self. A¥number
. B ) . )

'of.cqntrOlQVar{ables,could be studied, e.g., the wgighting of‘subselyes
as to self value relative to efféct on totai self evaluation. Another
factor'limiting the precisign'of testing this and other prostitions

" was the/complexity oﬁ'variabies affecting subirrts in the natural ex-

periment situation.
.

:Proposition I states that evaluation, valuation, and utiliz-

D

ation of a subself or -self attribute are positivgiy correlatdd and will

vary together. Hypotheses L

1’ ID2 and ID3“attempted to evaluate this

- * B



wnnt?
N

or controlling funcig

7
contention. Both correlational and causal data strongly confirmed

these>hypo£heses and the underlying propositidn. This proposition
proVides an in;eresﬁing basis for fu;ther’étudy of the p;rticipation
process.’ | s

Proposition IE dealt ;iﬁh aspect?fof £he COngruency?processes:
self or cognitive strategies the person may utilize when fécing an
incongruent interpersonal self matrix.  Hypotheses iElkapd IEZ'bredict
that the person's evaluation of tﬁe refe?eﬁt other (the coach) will

vary with the referent other's perceived public evaluation of that

person. Both independént group and repeated measurés comparisons for
Ve N :

-~ groups and schools provided.significant support for both Hypotheses.

Propositions 1 and‘IE both dealt with the organizational pro-

D
cesses interlinking the components of the self which underly‘the con--
gruency_progessesx Hypotheses IE3’ IE4 and/"IES all provide moderate

confirmation of the congruency notions advanced. As predicted, drop-

\

outs who valued the ‘football role highly Were.less-pronevto devaluing

their coach than dropouts who did not value ‘the subself'highiy. Foot- -

/Béll self value, self evaluation, anﬂ evaluation of the person's coach

)
were strongly fglated as congruency theory postulates.

: g . ) .
Interactionist self theory\attempts to deal with the overriding

total self evaluation or esteem on inter-

personal self coné'ﬂ I g;egiés (Hypotheéés I and IE6). .Findings

p E5
» <
suggested that theyhigh

-~ -

"-Fv""o - . . ’ . . s J
%clfrevaluation dropouts were more willing to-

accept the devaluation of:their pérformance\without dévaluing’ﬁheir

coach, than the low total self evaluation group. In this study, higher

~ . . s
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total self evaluation seemed tO'serve as a mediation variable which
“allowed the un5uccessful candldate to more realistically adjust his
1nterpersonal self matrix to the tryout failure. Thls part of the

study deserves further exploration.

Football Self Propositions
Results:of the present "natural experiment" generally served to
support this ‘'section of the theoretical perspectf;e.v Section II prop--<,

ositions deal with the éompositibn,‘development, organization, and
'l 0 ; - N 4 - .

change of the football subsejlf. , ’ -,
Proposition IIA»pbstulates that the perceived football self f .

identity——tnat hierarchy of ,attributes held to be more or less related
= ST . SOt s .

Lo

and valuable to the football ﬁlayer role, aarié€s ith that of the per-

son's reference groups and refere%t others. This perceived ideal foot-
v . ) :

-

bal ' yer identity hierarchy undergoes change as the candidate be-. : a

-, . “ - B o F

comes sOcialized into the  team. Resdits generally supported this

theofetical postu%ate. : o ' . : .
. i . .

Hypotheses IIQZ’ IIA3, IIA&’ end IIA5 te&Eed aspects related to’

thls prop051t10n——namely that team consensus on the idgal player 1dent—

ity will increase with coach-player and player-player communicaﬂxin

N

and” interaction. Over time, given that .the coach is accepted as a

- . . . —
valued reference public, team consensus should increase. Team con-
’ . v . : . .
S S, O L o o
sensus, as an 1nd1gator of team cohesion, ‘should relate to team success.

o
1

These predictions were all borme out . to varying degrees in the research.

2

- findings. A§'expected, High agreement on football attribute value

‘occdrred:dnly on, those :attributes discussed because of their importance. , ///
: Cr T ° ) ) N

in the football situation. Intergroup diffetenqesfon-ideal football.
g . ’

K

“da



player identity, although in the predicted\direction,-were not as mark-
“ed as anticipateds = It was felt these ingroup-outgroup differences may .-
have been moderated by the fact that the tdam opinion leader, the

coach, also served as physical education cﬁ?ss football instructor;
. A RS s, o
It was thus expected that "his perCeption-of the ideal football player
A
could well have been communicated to nonparticipants in the class set-

tihg, thereby predictably decrea51ng tHe coach subject discrepancy for

that outgroup N '%ug
3

~ . ; n ’
Propos1tion IIB states that self'evaluation levels and. changes

()
on subselmes and self attributes w1ll vdry with actual- levels in per-

A}

. @ s
formance of that role or. attribute and hence with levels and changes
o Sy
in publlc evaluation of that performance. Results confirmed alk{aspects
S . .
. < ‘ : !
of thlS p?oposltion ‘ . x :

v

This centrg‘gpropos1tion is'a c1rcular %ostulate contending

/d" - -
that self evaluation varies ﬁ&th reflected or perceived publlc sebf

/ [
evaluation, whiﬁh mégturn varies w1th public evaluation The‘public

evaluation may also reflect the actual public performance or behav1 r

assfciated with the subself or attribute evaluated? Present findl

.

tended to strongly conflrm the causal refationship between>pub11c
) -
evaluation and perceived pubtlc evaluation (Hypothe51s IIB3
)

finding was somewhat variable bet zen teams, perhaps reflecting com-

). Thisv'

munication differences. The self evaluation—perceived'self evaluation
prediction (Hypothesis TTB/)‘was borne out to onlyéa moderate degree,
giv1ng the social de:x erminance pos1tion taken here only 11m1ted support.

This 1ooseness in the theory may be interpreted as support for the

189
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limiting conditionsﬁon social determinance diseussed above (p#% 85)

~ “,a
fhus,ralthough ghe 1nd1v1dual may be’ able to gcc%rately percelvc how

'

the . coach evaluates him on an attrlbute, he may reject the coach s

\
- ~

evaluatioﬂ’ahd chOOse to evaluate himself quite differently. The

S

unexpected finding that future dropouts tended ﬂoﬁgxpéct-their coach's

‘ \ t. ) . : . S :' . ;
to rate them‘lower.than‘they tated themselves, is of practical im-.

. " . ; R b - \\. }.: .
portance and deserves furthe{ stdﬁy . cr Y

i

N ‘ ‘a
Propogltlon II states that the treatpent ef%ects of thexfoot—
.

> .. L

!i
sets.of attributes_or-subselves to highly related-aubselves, but not
- g 1y ) o h " : f‘n . l, ‘

¥

o L : &

. " ‘ o X ~ ’ o, )
to unrelatéﬁfsubselves. Subselves- are held to be related through

- attributes held in Eommohﬁg Findingé’supported-the cohtehtion that self

e P -

n(y‘be profltably concelved of as a comp051te set of person attrlbuteﬁ*

4

which may be grouped 1nto sets-accordlng to roles or functions. Changé

in dne subself may reSult in a gradlent of changes in subselves as a

B . 3
.

functlon of thelr percelved relatedness..‘As;previouSly discussed,b

K . *,, LR

L N
ball tryout w1ll spriead from the football self dlrectly evaluated to f

e

whege arsubsélf such as football player is hlghly valued, this general:\

ization of treatment effect may, spread‘to the total self evaluation.
¥ Y

o Pr0p051t10n 11 deals with aSplredvself evaluation and self

F

f&lflllment.- It states that the asplratlon dLscrepancy——the asplred

= - (O

self evaluatlon self evaluatlonadlfferenCe, will be greater for un—'

. - .
6, i

successful candldates Successful performance will result in Teduced

asplratlon dlscrepancy or’ self fulfxilment All three Hypotheses

¢ ’ o

(Ilﬁl’ F2,_and II ) were supported'by the data R . ‘p e
Thus; given the complexity and_control'limitatior of the unat-’
‘uraluexperiment, the seleo}ed aépects of the‘symbolic-interactionist

.

—t

—re

<h

3 A

¥
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self theory tested, received moderate, but general support, in the

controlled inveétigation reported- here,

~

~.
—

III. iIMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDING: & THE NATURAL
EXPERIMENT FOR SPORT AND PHYSICAL
EDUCATION PRACTICE

)

—f
Total Self and Football Self

te

Results suggested.that the foqtball”player role still ranks high

~ in the status hierarchy of today's high school social system. While

this football self value may vary slightly from school to schecol with

such factors as winning tradition, the successful'fdotball candidate
is generally held in high regard by his peers. *

N

[# ) e .
Successful footbaL&eryout:results in the individual increasing

the value of that subself‘aé part-of his overall congruency processes.

.

The unsuccessful candidate tends to decrease the value of the football

rc.e in order to reestablish the correlation or congruency between

e

subself value, evaluation and utilization in his'selﬁisystem.

Successful football team tryout resglted in'significant in-

K : r
in a reduced football self_evaluatibn. 'Voiuntary withdrawal or dropout

creases in%*football self evaluation, while a failed candidacy resulted

proved to be of sufficient negative importance to inhibit the normal
: s ’ I : - - / )

: o T

development of total self evaluation K?und in both sppcﬁssfq;,parf

)

ticipants and nonparticipants. Making the football td%m proved to- be .

‘a powerful self confidence builder,: while failure)‘évén'when masked by

"voluntary" dropout, may result in decreased general self confidence
. o h h

development. ‘ . . ‘ ’ . : ;
. X } - S "' \
The general and ,persistent.differences on self evaldatioa Vgl'—

\kg . B ' . \‘

e
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ables between” schools may. reflect‘p0551ble important dlfferences in the

communicated person-evaluative environment of .the two schools. Possibly

'the significant precandidacy differences on football self evaluation

may have had con51derab1e influence on the.different success %%pectb\“ 1
ations and obJectlve succegs rates of the schools. .

~,
.

. . N ~
= The positive correlation between subself evaluation, and its.
; ,
value and utilization has considerable implications for an increased
conceptual understanding of participation. Many physical'educators

are greatly concerned about the low levels of physical act1v1ty par—

. tic ation of our populatlon yet our underStandlng of the process it-

se © _s very limited. Further pursu1t of some of the relatlonshlps ex-—
plored here may prove useful ‘/~" ’ ,:
Analysis of the congruency strategles used by the dropouts led

to some 1nterest1ng flndlngs In general, as expected, dropouts tended

:“to devalue their coach, the football role, and themselves following

tailure to make the team. The strategy of devaluation of ‘the coach
)

was used slightlyvmore heavily by dropbuts who were lower in~total

selfoevaluation and who valued football felatively less. . Candidates
who were high in overall self esteem ap;eared to be able to he more

- -
‘honest and reallstlc in- deallng with their fallure, than those with ™
low total self‘evaluation. - . - . ;;—

L

- Football Self: Comp081t10n Organlzatlon and Change

~ !

)

F1nd1ngs of the research suggested successful candldates had a

so ewhat/more reallstlc 1mage of the ideal football player ‘and football

role»/upon entering into the trvour. Although more~realistic than non-

) 3
participants, unsuccessfultaspirants tended to value unrelated skills



L

and characteristics too highly, and ignored some of the more "hard- '\

nosed" prerequisites of football success.

While ' ' members became more accurate and cohesive in-
their asgescz.. ideal player image as the season wore on, the
more successfi on. a won-loss basis) began with and persistently’

-

displayed a superior consensus on perception of these rple requirements.

bl

This evidence, together with a number of othér findings, .suggested
ﬁhuch greater' coach-player and player-player interaction and coqguﬁi— -
cation effectiveness on.the more successful team. This was also the
school that had- generally an overall more positive evaluation of most
p . ‘ i B ) - .. V . ’ . ) [] ..
attributes. Coach-player communication of thé coaching staff's eval~-
uation of the player's foatball attributes was als$o much more accurate

foy™ele successful team.
The theory stated that athletic self or personality may be
profitably construgd as a number of morc or less related roles or
. ' : : - #
. sports activity sélves.  The present research strongly supported that

contention. Successful football participation .resulted in changeé\in.

related subselves (subselves with common self attribute elements),

3

such as the more general attribute grouping, general athletic self
. . - - -

and in total s: Lesser changes were found in position specialized
© | -
football attributes such as kicking and in unrelated attributes. Un-

successful candidates, -however, more generally isolated their deval-
uation within football related aspects of the athletic self. Un-
related self attributes were devalued, but ;otaf‘éelf~showéd little

‘ - “~
change.

y -

Of central concern to the interactionist self position is the

~,

1924
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notion that self perception and description is learned from significant

othefg;' While results offered moderate support for this prediction,
v

successful participants. in particular also demonstrated a strong de--
gree of reliance on their own direct perceptions of performance in set-

ting their self evaluation level. -
. Ea
A serendlpitous result from this hypothe51s was the finding that

dropouts generally expected their coach to rate them lower than they

\

rated themselves. This negatlve ekpectancy, or self fulfllllng p;a.\

phecy finding could have lmporta ragifications for coachlng, and

»

deserves further research.
A final important,. pr ctical 1mp11cation of the research lles
in the area of aspired self evaluation. As expected, successful can-

didates reduced their asplred self evaluation dlscrepancy. This self »

fuffi; aent or ''self actualization results from thelr successful

achievementsl This doeshﬁot oceur with the dropout group.
At precagdidacy, the future'dropouts displayed a slightly higher

aspiration discrepancy. This higher aspirat .'n level, perhaps char- /.

acterlstlc of the more defen51ve or unrealistic self in general, was

‘fnot>decreased to any significant extent, as a result of the fallure

~

experience.
A similar, somewhat unrealistically high team finding was noted

for the less successful team throughout the season. The assisting of
)

team goal setting at attainable levels is a vital function of the
coaching staff. This seems to have occurred more in the case of.
- - N \

school Sl than of schoolrsz.
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Iv. IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTH

b

R RESEARCH

Utilityﬁgﬁ_the'Theggx_and Methodology

The perspective put forward here is in ﬁhe exploratory stages.

- Much remains to be déne.by way of‘improving_the logical linkages be-
tweén»statéments. While the Meadian and congruency ésbects of the
perspective appear to be reason@bly Qell devedoped énd teéting begun,

the ingegration begun by Sherwood (1962) of this tradipion; with the
aspiration level litérature and the self actual;zation work of Cari

Rogers (1959),\re§uifes.much furthgr ;ork.' Apﬁli;ation of tﬁis brénch‘ //
ofvself theory hgs alwaysléuffergd ffom'p%oblemé of opefationaliigtion,
yet offers sufficiently'importaﬁt’insights to justify further work.

The .present work dealt only briefly wiFh thgwagpiration lével,
self fulfillment ﬁotion.: This brief study yiglded some‘éf5th¢ more.
interesting insights for furthef :éséarch. Aé Wylie (1961) suéééstéd,
the p;£ential failure group was chafééterized by'unrealisticaliy high
aspired—preseﬁt eyaluation discrepancy. fhis iﬂsight would seem’to‘bd
of considerable utility to both Qoach and sports psychologist and
deserves further study. 2 | |

Within the general social behaviorist aspect of the perspective,
one df the most intere;ting, if unexpectedbfindings, was that‘the
dropouts genera&ly éxpected their;coach to rate theh lower than they

. RN : _
rated themselves. This negative expectancy,’an i?dication of the more
‘general negative self fulfilling_prophécy_is highly suggeétive for
predictiﬁg failurg otiented ﬁerformefi, and for prescribing pre;ent;ve'

coaching measures. While a highly speculative finding at this time,

}'



\

"it is deserving oflfufthérvresearch.'
The instrumentétion and methodology, althOugﬂ far froﬁ‘com—
pleted, provided sgfficientiy reliable and valid data to recommend it
for further development and qtilization.- The sioplioity of applioation
and anaiysis recommends it to coaches and others who have a minimum
“of traininglin_rosearch téchniques. 4
Suggestiveiareas of practical study would include anaiysis and
evaluation of coach-player oommunication, and team consensus, and group
coheo}on. Tﬁe respondent-oriented, open-ended nature of the iQVentory
and underlying’perspective lends itself to getting at the éituational
social-reality of the particular team, coaches and players: 4

While the present research dealt with a broad array of theoret-

ical hypotheses of the theory, much remains to be done by way of eval-

~

.

uating the perspective.' Its utility would seem to be-applicable to
the manY self-group situations typical of physical education and sports

situations. The outdoor education group is a prime example of where

-

interactionist self theory may be utilized to study self development

-

in a group setting.

3}
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CCHAPTER VIT o
SUMMARY AND CONELUSIONS

I. SUMMARY '

A number of social behaviorist and symbolic iﬁggfactionist
v1ewp01nts were utlll/éd in synthesizing a social 1nteract10nigt view
of sporting selfl.~ The theo;y was presented as a set of propositions, T T
‘assumptions, and working definitions. Hypothéses derived from the

theory's propositions and related literature were tested in a natural

experiment. The nathral experiment involved a longigﬁdinal study of

teenage self perception in competitive sports team candidacy, par-

ti¢ipation and dropout. ‘ ' . . oy

The Social Interactionist Sporting Self Theory ¢ &

An overview of the perspective described how the sports candi-

date's views o himself as a sportsman 3re shaped through symbolic
]
interaction with Leferent others, such as coaches and player leaders.
L

His self evaluations vary with these-public evaluatlons of hlS per-

formance. Where a previously reinforced sports self perceptlon or

. expectation does not receive confirmation, the player must resort to

one of & number of self strategies to restore perceived congruency in

the interpersonal self matrix.

The theory integrated postulates.from Secord and Backman (1961;

- 1964; 1965), Sherwood (1962), Haas and Maehr (1965) and Kinch (1963).

\v'..

These prop051t10ns were stated and begun to be organized)into an

. interrelated set of p opos;tlons. It is assumed that self . A
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perception is a form of ueterpersona] judgmental and descriptive person
B '

perception. The player constructs sets of perceptual categories or

B . . ‘ . é’,“ .

a+tributes from his inteTpeérsonal interaction with reéferent others, ani
: : ! l]‘ ) ‘.’ - .

ol

tiom his di&ect activity experience. These attributes and attribute
sets he useg in perceiving, describing, and acting towards his human

and non human environment and himself. Self attribute perceptions serve

o«

both -as plans for organizing performance and as impetus for that
' C

behavior. Self is an ongoing process and not a fixed conformity.

The total self is assumed to be a dynamic composite of self

7

attributes thé person uSes in perceiving himself. These may be grouped

by him into sets called subselves which incorporate the characteristics,"

. skills and abilities requitred in his valued roles ana situations. This Q?

ideal player image for a specific spoft or as an all round athlete he

~ad ']

may have learned through his observation of sports star models, or

through his symbolic interaction with coaéhes and referent othe:. . He

learns their images of the ideal player self and the val ‘£ various
. " v
attributes to that subself.
A central circular causal proposition postulafgs that the ~th- .'\
lete‘s self perceptions, both in terms 6f.desdriptions and évaluations,

from the reflected descriptions 3Pd evaluations made of
53 MR

s

him by his coaches and referent others. These perceived coach's“eval-

«

uations will, in turr, reflect both the coach's actual’ evaluations and

the playqr’s actual performance dhality. Aspired self evaluation

. ) 3 - ’ ) - . . <
levels are also learned in performance experience and in interaction:

with referent others. These learned self perceptions serve to se#ect
_ . v . | v . . BV
and predict particip%%ion #nd performance. The player with a negative
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. (»_.‘
- l '
self perception ahid”expectancy hence performs in that ménner.\'The pexr-—
) . ‘ . ) ; _
.son will tend to participate in those activities and interact/with
LY . -

,‘thqée referent others who serve to provide ?péyoff" for, and congirm

. . ’
his previously reinforced self perceptions.” This "self fulfilling

prophecy'’’ constitutes a most important prediction of the social inter-

’

- -
a

actionist sporting self theory.
! . ) . . . ) c ~ ’ 4o .
Positive or negative changes occurring in the coabh's public

evaluation of the player are predicted to resulf'nbt only in self

’

~evaluation changes in the specific sport self criticized, but also in

those relapéd subsel&es which comprise attributes in common with the
criticized self. Total gelf evaluation, the.summation of subselves
And attributes weigﬁted és to their total self value, may also exper-
ienceé corresponding change if the sﬁort self criticized is a,highly.
Qalugdlone. T e

Sporting team candidacy, a.form of socialization, involves en-

tering new self-other interaction matrices where existing_SQlfvper—

‘ : ; . ‘ »
ceptions may receive disconfirmation. Thé'resuiting incongruent in-
terpersonal self matrix may be returned to congruency tﬁrOugh the use
of a‘numbef of congfuency strategies. The player may simply reevaluate
his sport self, he ma? choose to reevalyate the coéch, he may mis-

perceive the disconfirming public evaluation, or he may utilize some

combinatioﬁygf these strategies. He may also devalue the activity

\,

\
N

o, ' .
and reduce his utilization of that self or attribute. Dropout rep-
resents an extreme form of this strategy:

'A~£ina1 proposition of the theory contended that the aspired

self evaluation minus present self evaluation discrepancy or incon-—

ped

! ‘ o ‘ 198
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gruency serves as a measure of optimal motivational level. This self
- aspiration intomgruity is assumed to function to drive and direct per- ™-
formgnce. Successful performance is ekpectéd to'féduce this discrepQ

ancy and.result in self fulfillment.

ggthoddlogical Development and Research

fhe thearetica% propositions and hypotheses were tested and
utilized in ekploring a numbér of sports participation and interperson-—
‘al self problems important to physical education and spért. A con-
- trolled invesgigation;or natufal experiment was carried out involving
a lgngitudinal, répéated.meaéures study of_teenage self pe;ceptidn\
.Rrocesses associated with football team candi&acy, participation and
droééut.A

v

The study iﬁvolved pre and post ééndidacy self réting measures
by three samples of thirty—eight adolescent high ichob% boys—--football
participants,'nonparﬁici?ants and dropouts. ’Successful Or unsuccess-—
ful football candidacy was ﬁhe‘overriding-in&ependent variable anﬁ.
was hoped to provide suf%iciently strong tfeatment effect to counter
all the othér various,faqpofs affectiné the.subjegts iq'their complex
teenage society. Ak¥though the. treatment effect of the méré highly )
 esteemed senior ‘high séhooi-ﬁootball team‘partégipation would ‘have
been greater, praétical control limitations of n;tural e#perimental
design_foréed the use of the iess socially valued juﬁiof feam.

A self rating inventory'w;s administered to the participant,
'nonparticiﬁant, and future dropout groups prior to and following foot-

ball team candidacy. Participant and nonparticipant groups were also

administered the_ihvéntory/following the season.
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A football player self ratifg inventory was developed in agcord

T
with the theory and hypotheses. e words and attribute. d%were

derived from a pilot study carried §ut with a sim%}ar group of adoles-
cent football. players.

The self'rating'inveqtory utilized;ten—point unipolaf'scales
'prEViously substantiated by Haas and Maehrl(l965j; among others. The
§eétions of thé inventory asked the sgbject to: réte ghe value, eval-
uation and utilization of various subéelveé relative to total self;
rate the vafhe, curreﬁt evgluation énd aspired evaluatiqn'of various
attributes relative to football self; rate their perception of their

coach's valuing of the above mentioned foo sall self attributes and

\

* of his evaluation of themselves on those attributes; rank a number of

reasons why teenagers quit football; and evaluate their coach on- four

t : >
coaching role related attributes.

The coach was alsoﬁgiven a player rating inventory on which he
was asked to: rate the football self attributes relative to his ideal

football player image, and to evaluate each participant on selected

football self attributes.
The inventory was found to meet a number of criteria for valid-

ity. A méjor proposition of the tﬁeory——the prediction'of coach~

player attribute evaluation congruency--constituted a direct check on
"external criterial ‘validity. The strong validation of this proposition -

and a large number of hypotheses, provided confirmation of instrument’

S . . ) ) . ] . ‘
valldlpy.' - . ‘ ,

A separate pre test-post test reliability study done on similar
subjects confirmed ‘the stability of the ihStrument#(mean Kendali tau‘=

- . 4 7 - s . <

«
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.85). a : : | < Jﬁ

Most . theoretical hypotheses and tests were causal in nature and

"were carried out using sum of ranks tests for both repeated measure and

independeht group comparisons. A fewxhypotheses, however, called for'

- ~ .
conrelational analysis. Qaia was run using nonparametric statistics

except in those cases w

3

in nature.

II. CONCLUSIONS =~ . . -
A working paper for a social interactionist pe;épgctiVe of
. , T /

. e
sporting self was presented, which reasonably met a number ©f logical, ’

intuitive and empiricgi-criteria for beginning theory. .The instrumen~
‘tation and methodolo erived out of the perspective. provided both a

valid and reliable operatioﬁalization bf the perspeetive.

.

Hypotheses derived from-theoretical propositions were tested
and recelved moderate but falrly general support thus prOViding general

support for tit eory. Tests of these research hypotheses, each of .
e\_y/

13

which also explored a specific reSearch problem of practical concern,

<

provided supporglfor the following specific conclusions: -

Total Self Percegtioneu :

. 'l. Football and other athletlc subselves constitute hlghly
valued ‘aspects of the male teenager s-total self.

' 2. From precandidacy onward, successful participants Qalued the
“ootball subself significantly higher than dropouts and nonparticipants.
‘Dropouts valued the role more highly than nonparticipants;

3. No significant. d1fferences were found between FChools on
the value or utlllzatlon of the football self
4, Successful candidates inereased the value of the'footbail
subself significantly, while dropouts devalued it Sllghtly follow1ng
candidacy. : .
}

v
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\ . Both football tryout groups evaluated ghemselvescsignifi—
f\ cantly hlgher on football self than nonparticipants, at precandidacy;,.

with dropouts beimg higher than participants. At post candidacy,™ .
dropouts were lightly iower than the successful candidates.

6. As a result ofrcandidacy and- change in public evaluation on
the football self, Successful: participants increase® football self
evaluation significantly, while dropouts decreased slightly. These

post.candidacy football self evaluation changes resulted in ‘increased
=
total self evaluation for successful participants, w%lle the dropouts
decreased football self evaluation was: -found to sprelad to the total
self and inhibit normal s.lf eva&uatlon developments: : B =

higher on football, self’ evaluation than those from the less successful
school.  These differences were 51gn1f1cant for both participant and
'dropout groups. - The more successful schoéol also showed a slight general
superlorlty in total*qelf evaluatlon when compared with the other
school. - a

7. All subject grovps from the more successful school were ;fi>

8. Participation in, and self value of, an activity, role or
subself was found to vary dlrectly with the self evaluation on that
1tem .

. %Zotball'candldatesf reasons for quitting became more real-
. ¢ istic following candidacy. - . : Lo <

_ 10. Successful football candldates generally evaluated their
coach higher than unsuccessful casdidates. The former group 1ncreased
‘their evaluation following team selection, while the latter lowered

their coach’ ratings. The more successful team were also found to rate
their coach more highly than the less succesSful team.

11. Dropouts w o valued the football self or who evaluated total
selfymore- hlghly, weré a.so found to evaluate their coach and them-
selyves more hlghly than dropouts who valued football less highly.

f 12. Dropouts who valu=ad football less highly and who had lower
total self evaluations were Zound to devalue their coach more, follow-
ing unsuccessful candida-y than those-who valued football self more
highly or who had-higher t~te’ self evaluations.

(

') 1. Correspondence ‘between coach's 1deal player image and play—
er's perceptlon of the coach's ideal became s1gn1f1cantlx hlgher over? -
the football season. for salient attributes.. Nonparticipants' corres-
pondence dlqznot improve to the same extent. .

,.,.i,_v '

‘Football Self Pro opo 51t10ns

’

12, At precandldacy successful part1c1pants displayed -a“more
reallstlc image of the ideal football player identity than future drop-
outs or nonpam¢=c1pants
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3., Participant team consensus increased significantly pver the

i , o /
4." The more successful team displayed considerably higher

ideal player image eonsensus, indicating a- higher level of task co-
hesion. . .

5. While at precandldacy future dropouts were sigaificantly
" higher on football related attribute self evaluation than participants - 3
' and nonparticipants, following team selection they dropped and were
significantly lower than both successful candidates and nonpartic1pants.

6. >Actual minus perceilved coach's player evaluation dlscrepancy
¥ “was smallet for the more successful than for the less successful team.
This discrepancy decreased significantly over the season, with- com-

munication being most accurate for the more successful team.

{\//K 7. The participants' perceived coach's ev:luation discrepancy'
was reduced orlly moderately over the season. Dropouts generally neg-
atively expected the coach to rate them lower than they evaluated
themselves on football attributes. ;‘ . - P
8. The positive\effect of successful football tryout spread

significantly to general, athletic self image and to a lesser exXtent to.

unrelated self aspects.’ .No ch#hge was found in football-position

specific attributes. -~ = o N s -

- ot -, N

9. Dropouts negative treatment spread: slightly to both related.
and unrelated aspgets of self. This devaluation was spread s1gnif1—
cantly only for position specific football attributes. -Dropouts,
however, seemed to more generally. isolate their football devaluation
from unrelated subselves, than do successful candidates in the case

of their .positive experience. ‘#gi
10.. Future dropouts demonstrated slightly higher aspiration ;ﬂ
discrepanc1es both prior to and following football" tryout than
successful candidates.

11Lv Less successful team members displayed significantly highef\i
aspiration d15crepancies than the more successful team.

12. Successful football candidates experietnced significant self
" fulfillment (decreased aspiration discrepancy), while the unsuccessful
candidates demonstrated little self fulfillment.

General Conclusions ' oy
: ; d

. \ \ - _
w Several gengral conclusions arise out of the findings of the
7 o ) B

research: |
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: ~ ] ; .
1. The coach pla a .wvery important role in shaping both’the
pl(ye s' ideals and as irations, and their self evaluation and des-
«‘crlpt Oons. ’

/

'

/2. Football and other sporf, as valued subselves in the adol-
escent*total self image, may cause significgnt changes in total self
evaluation when the subself receives public praise or criticism.
Making or failing to make the sc¢hool sports team may have a signifi-
cant effect on the total self evaluation or on related aspects of

- self. ‘

L ; .

' . 3.  Sport dropouts, when compared with successful candide -es,
may demonstrate both higher aspirations for performance, and negative
reflected self perceptions. This negatlve expectancy and the & scci-
ated negative’ "self fulfilling prophecy" strongly- ‘shapes the po rer
performance and failure-proneness that characterizes the unsuccessful
sports candidate.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
Faculty of Physical Education
H.A. SCOTT

~FORM A-1

Football Plaver's Interests and Attitudes Inventory™ .

Research is being done at the University of Albertaf which is aimed
at helEing both players and coaches improve their perforpance. This
questipnnaire is part of one such study.

Your cooperation is very much appreciated. Please answer as '
qu1ckl& as possible and as you r nlly feel about the questions. All
of youm answers will be kept coun,.etely confidential. No one except
resear hers at the University w1ll see the 'mnswers and this will be
dotte ﬁnonymously Thank you for your ass. .zance.

. A. Name: . Lo ‘ Team: ¢ . Ol
A Name: — . cam: L ,
Address .. %/ﬁ’ L © Present Position
- . e 4 .
Age: Height: Weight:
ffevious?Téan' - . _ Years with team
' Position last piayed “osit'on“you like best
Last season were you: a l:aguc¢ .11 -tar "
' a star..ng ~lovoT
v can alt o ate -
- ‘ dic not play o

Father s’ occupation

Did your father ever play football?

Q} What pos1t10n did he play? \

Your Interests

(a) What ' interests and activities are you and other boys your age in-
volved 4in in addition to football, during the football season? In the
.spaces provided at the left of page two please list ten such interests
and activities. Please list these in terms of their importance to you
as a total person. Note that there are two spaces provided at each,
level of importance. Thus, you are able .to assign up to two actlvitles
to -each importance level . A S N

(b) How do you rate or evaluate yourself om each interest or activity?
Please rate yourself by circling the number .which you feg& best de-~ -
scribes your ability or performance in each activity. Remember, we :
are concerned with how you see yourself, not how you think others may
see you! :

~
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Page 3
(c) How much do vou participate in each of the above interests or
activities? Along the bottom of page two you will notice a descrip-
tion word for each number indicating amounts of participation. Please
indicate how much you participate in each activity by placing an X
over the appropriate number in the row adjacent to each activity you
"have listed. ' :

C. . Your Picture of Yourself as a Football Player

(a) .What words do you use to describe the characteristics (skills,
abilities, characteristics, traits, etc.) of your image of the ideal
football player? 1In the spaces provided at the left of page four,
please list ten such characteristics. Please list these in terms of
their importance to your picture of yourself as a football player. .
_Note that there are three spaces provided at each level of importance.
Thus, jyou are able to assign up to three activities to each im- '
portance level. L

(b) How good or how high a rating do you aspire to become or obtain?

In terms of how you see your potential on each characteristic, what

level of proficiency or ability are you aiming for? Indicate that ‘

level with a "G" ovér the appropriate number. ‘ .

: S : Vi gl
(c) How good or how high a rating. do you give yourpelf at, present on

: 'S ,
each characteristic? How do you presently rate y%uféelf on each
characteristic? Please mark this present level with a "P",
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Page 5

D. wa You Think Your Coach Pictures- the Ideal Football Plaver and You

(a) Which of the characteristics you listed on page four do you think
your coach would value highly iIn his image of the ideal football player?
How would your ¢oach rate these characteristics in importance to a
football player? Place the characteristics in the spaces to the left

- of page six. Again, note that only three spaces are available for each
level. : '

" (b) What rating do you think your coach would assign to you on these
characteristics? Mark a 'C" at that. level.
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- Page 7

E. ﬁeasons Why'ﬁoys Quit‘Fothall

Please list ten reasons why you feel boys quit football. Then,
rank these in order of importance to you.

portant reason assign the number "1V
.reason assign the number '2'.

Rank ‘Reason

o

That is, to 'the most im~
to the second most important

F. How You Seé.Your Coach

(a) What words Wopld you use to describe the charactefisticé of the
ideal coach? Please list five of these in the spaces provided on the

left.

iy

(b) Please rate your coach on each of these characteristics on the
Note that a

scale from 1-10 by circling the appropriate number.
"1" means the coach rates. very low on this characteristic.

Characteristic | Most
' 10
10
- _ 10
' 10
10

© VO WVW.v W
® ® © ™ o™

NN N NN

1= - N - )

S Y, T BT e

W W oW W W

N NN

Least

.1 -

— e e
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
Faculty of Physical Education
. H.A. SCOTT
A FORM B-1

A Self-Rating Inventory of Football Player Attitudes

Research is being doneuét the University of Alberta which is-aimed
at helping both players and coaches improve their performance. This
questionnaire is part of one such study. ‘ '

Your cooperation-is very much appreciated. Please answer as
quickly as possible and as you teally feel about the questions. All
of your answers will be kept completely confidential. No one except
researchers at the University will see the answer€ and this will be
done anonymously. Thank you for your assistance. ’

PRE

A. Name: Team:
Address L ' Preseht Position
nggei¢§”. Height: - Weight:

g?@%ﬁﬁ s Team Years with teah

Position last played Position you like best

Last season were you: a league all star
: a starting player

: an alternate -
‘i

did not play

1]

Father's occ%pation

Did your father ever play football?
- What position did he play? '

B. Your Interests |

A Below ‘are listed\a number of interests and activities: Art,
Basketball, Dating Girls, Drama, School, Footbqii, Hockey, Hunting,
Part-time Job, Music, Rugger (Rugby), Soccer.

(a) How important are each of the above .activities to you as a total

person? Rateljhow important each of these are to you by printing them

in the spaces ito the left of page two. . Note that each space . is given .
escription &f its importance level. You are allowed to place up to &

two activities éfﬁéach importanté level. Please add any activities of

importance’ to 96& that have been omitted. : '

(b) How do you rate or evaluate yourself on each interest or activity? -
Please rate yourself by circling .the number which you feel best de-
‘scribes your ability or performance in each activity. Remember, we -
are concerned with how you see yourself, not how you think others may
see you! g :




o~ / _ ) ; - .
. jied 3aed . 3aed 31edq . jaed )
jied T3T °T33FT 3Iied Ay ‘'ay - 3aed YonK  3IBd  3IIBd . . o
1sear] 1IXY AIop- :H;.ﬁ moTag 92a0qy yony LIdp BIIXY ISOR . uvorzedrorizaed (o)
Tz € q 9 £ . 8 6  OT _
1 [4 £ q Mm 9 L 8 6 © 01 : . . quejzoduy 3seey ]
. "1 z -t 7 9. L 8 6 01 - Juejzodurup _
| S € Vi v 9 L 8. 6 o1 - - N Areweraxg 7
T Z >~ ¢ A 9 9 L8 6 01 o B
) T Z € ¥ g 9 L 8 6 01 Aavp g
“EY . z p .
1 Z € " S 9 L 8 6 01  ® . ue3zodurug
1 A € Y g 9 L ‘8 6 01 . _ : . CER LUV
~ 1 . € y S 9 L 8 6 01 . 3ueazodutup
o T 4 € Y S 9 L 8 6 01 Jeymamos g
- a . . R .
A T K € Y S 9. L 8 6 01 _ B
1Tz € y S 9 L 8 6 01 : +duy jeymawog 9
I z £ y S 9 L 8 6 01 | |
T z € y S 9 L 8 6 01 ~=—  auejzodup 23N /[
, T z € 7S 9 L 8 6 o1 | | 5
T z € Y S 9 L 8 6 01 . EBBQE im> "8
1 To€ v s 9 L % 6 O
1 [4 € 7o S 9 L 8 6 0T . +duy AToweiixyd ‘6
. A A s 9 L 8 6 o1 |
1 z £ vg 9 L 8 6 . 0T ‘Juejaodul 3ISOW. ‘0T
< 38I1I0M 1004 1004 AV *AY ‘Ay poos Ppooy) 3Jusl- 13539 . . :
- AKxop motag aA0qQY " Aaop  1990%Yy . " KITATIOV . souejioduy

L=} o - .



Page 3

(c) - How much do you participate in each of the above interests or
activities? Along the bottom of page two you will notice a descrip-
tion: word.for each number indicating amounts of participation. Pluase
indicate how much you participate in each activity by placing an X
over the appropriate number in the Tow adJacent to each act1v1ty you
have listed.

C. Your Picture of Yourself as a Football Plavyer

Lﬁsted‘below are a number of characteristics and abilities: All- )
.round athletic ability, blocking ability, body build, courage, deter-
mination, good looks, intelligence, kicking ability, passing ability,

physical fitness, popularity, pride, receiving ability, running ability,

self—confidencep strength, tackling "ability, toughness.

(a) - How 1mport€nt is each of these attributes to your image of your—
self as a footﬁall player? .Please rate how impoiian! each of these’
characteristics is to your picture of yoursgelf & - fcotball plavyer.
On page four place the characteristics in the :z::ces rrovided on the
left. Note that only three characteristics may be placed in each
level. Please add any characterlstics of importance to you which have
been omitted.

(b) - How good or how nhigh-a rating do you aspire to become or obtain?
In terms of how you 2e your potential on each characteristic, what
level of proficienc: or ability are you aiming for? Indicate that
level witi, a "G over the appropriate number. -

(c) How good or how high a rating do you give yours ~ at present on
each characteristic? How do you presently rate your...f on each -
" characteristic? Please mark this present level with a "P".

231
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Page 5

D. How You See Your Coach Pictures the Ideal Football Plaver and You .

. Below are listed the characteristics given on 'page 3 .
All-round athletic ability, blocking ability, body build, courage,
determination, good looks, intelligence, kicking ablility, passing
ability, physical fitness, popularity, pride, receiving -ability,
running ability, self-confidence, strength, tackling ability, toughness.

(a) What characterist'~s would your coach vallie highly in his ideal
image of a football player? How would your coach rate these_charac-
teristics in importance to a football player? Place the characteristics
in the spaces to the left of page six. Again, note that only three
spaces are available for each level. :

(b) What ratlng do you think your coach would assign to you on these
characterist1cs7 Mark a "C" at that level.
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Page 7

»

E. Reasons Why Boys Quit Football

Please rate the following reasons in terms. of how Important they
Rank them from 1-10 in the space providec. Assign a "1"
to the most important, "2" to the next most important and so on.

seem to you.

(a) Losing interest in football

(b) Not enough playing time. Bench-warming

(c) Coach is not fair judge of ability ) .

(d) Lack ability ‘ “

(e) Parents won't let me play

£) Lack‘motivétion )

(g) Need my time for other things

(h) Didn'® really give (L7 effort )

(1) Ca- - =fford to'ple.

(3) Dc = like thevtgugh ttéining ana practice
F. How You See Your Coach 7 ) A

How do you rate your coac! DPlease rate your coach on ﬁhei

following characteristics or “he scale from 1-10 by circling the
appropriate number. Note.t®: a "1" means that the coach rates very
low on that characteristic. . '
Toughness 0 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Discipline 00 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Fairness 10 9 8 7. 6 5 -4 3 2 1
Good Judge 10 9 8 7 6 ° 5  4 3 2 1

of Ability
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
Faculty of Physical Education
R H.A. SCOTT
~ B FORM C-1

The Coach's Football Plaver Ihventory

As part of our study of the football player's attitudes it is
important that.we get his coaches' ratings of him on a number of -*
characteristics. We appreciate your assistance and cooperatlon

In answerlng we hope you will answer as you really feel. All
1nformation will be kept completely confidential.

A. Your Picture of the Ideal Football Player

Please rate how important each of the following characteristics
is to your picture of the ideal player. Place the characteristics in
the spaces provided on the left. Note that only three characté%istics
" may be placed in each level. ’

Characteristics and Abilitles: All-round athletic ability, blocklng
ability, body build, courage, determination, good looks, intelligence,
kicking ability, passing ability, physical fitness, popularity, pride,
receiving ability, running ability, self-confidence, strength,
“.tackling ability, toughness.

10 Most NB ° 9 Extfemely NB 8 Very NB . 7 -Ouite NB
6 Somewhat NB 5 Somewhat Unimportant 4 Quite Unimportant
-3 Very Unimportant 2 Extremelwaniﬁﬁorgant’ 1 Leastllmportant




B. Your Rating of your Players

238

How do you presently rate each player on the characteristics listed
below? ~Please circle the appropriate number.

Player's Name:

Excel Very

1

Characteristic Above Below Very
or Ability Best -lent Good Good Av. Av. - Av. Poor Poor Worst
Blacking 10 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Couragé 10 8 7 -6 5 4 3 2 1
Dgtermination 10 8 7 6‘ 5 4 3 2 1
‘R‘eceivin-g 10 8 7 6 5 4 3 2.
Pride 10 s 7 6 5 4 3 2
“Running ° 10 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Self-Confidence 10 8 7 6 5 4 3. 2 1
Strength ld 8. 7 6 5 4 3 '2 1
ir‘Taékling 10 .8 N 6 5
L dee D RN eyt g
Toﬁghngss ‘lO - ’8 7 § J%



