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CHAPTER I 

ORIENTATION TO THE STUDY 

Introduction 

There seems to be an increasing anxiety concerning 

the violent behavior of spectators at sporting events. 

M. Jeannine Bennett in her study, "Sport Fans and Others," 

said, 

Indulgence of the sport fan in conduct which is 
culturally outside the bounds of ethical behavior 
anywhere other than the sport arena has become 
worrisome to the sport administrator, at times 
frightening to the playel, and a curiosity to 
the sport p s y chologists . 

Myrlene Kennedy in her study on spectator attitudes 

called attent ion to many incidents of spectator violence in 

modern sports. Kenn edy cited the violence at a Miami 

Dolphin football game which erupted as a result of a pass 

interference call. Some Cleveland Indian fans dropped fire 

cracker s in the Texa~ Rangers' bullpen when the teams 

played June 4, 1974 a t Cleveland Munic ipal Stadium. Later 

in t he game , fan s jumped into the ou tfje ld and surrounde d 

J eff Burroughs . Rangers and Indians came to his aid but 

1M. J eann ine Be nnett , " Sport Fans and Othe rs: A 
comparison of personality characteristic c o f spor t f a ns 
who attend r o fessional games with person s with r e l igious 
attendance a.nd persons llo indicate n o formal s ocial 
aff iliations '' (Ph . D. d issertation , Ohio State University, 
1975) , p . 1 . 

1 
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the umpire, unable to restore order, called the game a 

forfeit. 1 

The standards of sportsmanship have always been a 

source of pride in the sports programs in our educational 

systems but there is evidence that these standards are 

being eroded. There is speculation as to the causes but 

there seems to be agreement that sports indeed do have a 

problem to which those in sports must address themselves. 

Patsy Neal expressed a concern about the conduct of 

spectator s at athletic events: 

One of the things that has bothered me greatly 
in the last few years has been the conduct of 
spectators at athlet ic events. . Somewhere, 
sometime , someway, the concept of sport as a 
ground for fair play and sportsmanship has been 
mutilated and changed , until today it is a 
concept embracing anything and everything in 
the name of victory. Not only are the wrong 
values being sought at the expense of others, 
but even worse, the wrong group of people are 
creat ing the change in the spirit of the game. 
This change is basically corning about as a 
result of the emot ional role of spectators, and 
if anyone has less right to influence officials 
or players, it is the spectator.2 

The University Daily of Texas Tech University car-

ried an Associated Press article in their student newspaper, 

1 .1yrlene Kennedy , "Opinions of Football and Tennis 
Specta tor s Concerning the Participant, the Coach , and the 
Official in a Professional and Amateur Setting" (Ph.D. dis
s e rt a tion , Texas Woman ' s University , 1976), pp. l-2. 

2Pa tsy Nea l , Sp o r t and Identity (Phil adelphia : 
Do rr an c e a nd Compa ny , 1972), p . 176. 
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January 17, 1980, which expressed the concern of Dr. Kaufman, 

a University of Washington psychiatrist, about the vidlence 

in sport. In an address to the American Medical Association 

he mentioned the dehumanization by college administrators 

and professional team owners. Dr. Kaufman pointed out the 

mental stresses caused by all the brutal actions which take 

place in all levels of competition. 

Kaufman said psychological trauma often begins 
with Little League baseball, when high pressure 
parents and military style coaches can quickly 
take the fun out of comp.eti tion. 1 

Dr. Kaufman may have identified one of the contribut-

ing factors in violence in sports. He states that since the 

college s have semi-ownership of athletes through scholar-

ships and professional sports have almost total control over 

the lives of their athletes and this fact combined with 

sports as entertainment, subject to the whims of the fa~s, 

these conditions have made some coaches, players, and admin-

istrators resort to almost anything to attract the crowds. 

The vicious circle may h ave begun. The spectators then 

seem to demand more violence, more excitement and the sport 

would seem obligated to give it to them in the owner's pur-

suit for money and succe ss . 

1university Daily (Lubbock, Texas), 17 January 1980. 
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Paul Weiss said, "Only if one submits to rules can 

one play in a game." 1 But spectators are not really bound 

by rules. The spectator seems to realize the power of the 

ticket holder and the actions of some spectators have vio-

lated even the accepted bounds of ethical behavior. In 

order to bring about a change in this unwanted behavior, 

more must be known about the spectators and how to influence 

them. 

William Heinold in his study, "Sports Spectator 

Topology" identified eight types of spe ctators: 

1. Competitive, Excitement and Thrill Seekers 
2. Socially Oriented, Team and Friend Supporters 
3. Beauty, Precision and Skill Admirers 
4. Athletic and Training Appreciators 
5. Skill Orien ted and Envious On Lookers 
6. Passive , Self Indulgent Re laxers 
7. Power, Skill and Hero Identifiers 
8. Self Improver2 

This would seem to indicate a wide variety of per-

sonalities and reasons for attending the sport events. What 

are the attitudes o f these specta tors toward ethical 

behavior? What standards do the spectators use to decide 

prope r and imprope r conduct? m!at is the role of educators 

in shaping these attitudes? Heinold went on to say: 

1Paul Weiss , Sport : A Philosoph i c Ing u iry (Carbon 
dale , Illinois : Southern I llino i s Uni vers i ty Press , 1969), 
p . 140 . 

2wil liam Heinold , "Sp orts Spe ctator Typology~~ (M.S. 
thesis , enn State University , 1972), p . 56. 
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The whole role of education as it related to sport 
involvement whether as a spectator or as a partici
pant, has yet to be determined. Should educators 
make efforts to systematically teach 'wise' or 
'useful' consumption of sports as a spectator? 
Spectatorship as a developmental phenomenon occurs 
haphazardly at present. If the need for action 
intervention is assumed by education in this area 
the major thrust is likely to come from the physical 
educator.l 

A. Craig Fisher in his book, Psychology of Sport, 

agreed with Heinold, indicating that spectatorship may 

be an area in which some -sort of instruction or education 

will have to take place if we want the conduct of the spec-

tators to fall within certain bounds. Fisher gave this 

explanation: 

It follows that spectators of sports involving 
some degree of violence will become excited to 
express violence themselves, but that this will 
ordinarily be expressed or restrained according 
to the training which they have previously 
received. 

Thus, the spectator sports, and especially 
those involving violent contacts or intense 
competition, create rather than solve a problem 
in the control of aggression. Unless the per
sons wh o compose the c rowds have been thoroughly 
trained in the principles of sportsmanship, vio
lent b ehavior is l ike ly to break out afterwards. 2 

The present investiga tion was an attempt to identify 

the spe cta lor 's interpretation of acceptable behavior at 

basketball games at dif ferent educational l e vels. It was 

recognized that the informat ion obtained from this study 

1 Ibid. 

2fl~ . Craig Fisher , Psychology of Sport (Palo Alto, 
California : ~ayfield Publishing Company, 1976), pp. 304-305. 
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of spectator attitudes would be only one step in the search 

for a comprehensive profile of the sports spectator. But 

if this information contributes to further studies which 

would eventually lead to the change in the behavior of 

spectators and a return to the principles of good sportsman-

ship, this study would make a contribution to the profession 

of Physical Education and Athletics. 

Statement of the Problem 

The probl e m addressed in this investigation was to 

determine if spectators had different expectations for 

behavior of players, coaches, and spectators at basketball 

games at different educa t ional levels. The subjects were 

spectators attending basketball games at each of the com-

petitive levels in the Lubbock Public School System and 

Texas Tech University, including both male and female com-

petitors. The game schedule was designed to obtain repre-

sentation from all the geographic areas of the city through 

representative games at each of the educational levels. 

The schedule of games: 

February 12 , 1980, High School, 6:00 
and 7:30 p . m. Girls then Boys 

Dunbar vs . Dumas at Dunbar , 2 010 East 26th 
Lubbock vs . He reford at Lubbock, 2004 19 t h 
Monterey vs . Coronado at Monterey, 3211 47th 

February 15 , 1980, College , 7: 30 p orn. Women 
Texas Tech Women vs . Amar i llo College, 

Texas Tech, Lubbock 
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February 16, 1980, College, 8:00 p.m. Men 
Texas Tech Men vs. SMU, Texas Tech, Lubbock 

February 16, 1980, Lubbock City Championship 
for the Junior High Schools. The winners 
of each of the 8th and 9th grade divisions 
play for the championship. 

3:15 8th Grade Girls Hutchinson vs. Atkins 
4:45 8th Grade Boys Matthews vs. Atkins 
6:45 9th Grade Girls Matthews vs. Atkins 
8:00 9th Grade Boys Evans vs. Hutchinson 

Definitions and/or Explanations of Terms 

For the purpose of clarification, the following 

definitions and/or explanations of terms were established 

for use in this study. 

Latitude of Acceptable Behavior: The range or the 

extent to which seventy percent of the spectators inter-

viewe d would deem as permissible actions on the part of 

officials, players, spectators, or coaches. 

Spec tator : 

in the sport." 1 

"One who watches but does not take part 

Sportsmanship Behavior: The questionnaire us e d in 

the s tudy was constructed upon the criterion of legality 

ac co rding to the rules of basketball. Most of the questions 

concerned actions which would b e considered illegal or 

unsportsmanlike under c ertain c ircumstances . The measure 

of sportsmanship behavior was indicated by the proximity 

1 Parke Cummings , The Dictionary of Sports (New York: 
A. s . Barnes and Company , 1949 ), p . 416. 
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to the one end of the scale. The farther a response was from 

that position would indicate a more lenient interpretation 

of acceptable sportsmanship behavior. 1 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was subject to the following limitations: 

(1) the number of spectators attending the Lubbock City 

Tournament; (2) the number of spectators attending the 

high school games used in the study; (3) the number of spec-

tators attending ~he Texas Tech-Amarillo women's basketball 

game; (4) the number of spectators attending the Texas Tech·-

SMU men's basketball game; (5) the consent of the spectators 

interviewed; (6) the honesty of the spectators' responses; 

(7) the objectivity, reliability, and validity of the inter-

view technique; (8) the scope of the information included in 

the structured interview; (9) the personality of the inter-

viewer; and (10) the accuracy of the interviewer in record-

ing and coding the subjects' responses. 

Purposes of the Study 

The ge n e r a l purpose of the study was to determine if 

s pe c tators have a different interpreta tion of acceptable 

lDeobold B. Van Dale n and William J. Meyer, Under
s t and i ng Educ atio nal Re s e arch (N e w York: McGraw-Hill Book 
Company , 1966 ), p. 30 7 . 
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sportsmanship behavior at the different educational levels 

of competition in basketball games. The two sub-hypotheses 

which were broken down into specific hypotheses were 

(a) the range or the latitude of acceptable behavior will 

be more narrow at the lower educational levels of competi

tion and become wider or more lenient as the level of com

petition increases; (b) the range or the latitude of 

acceptable behavior will be more narrow for the female 

teams than for the male teams at each of the educational 

levels of competition. 

The participants were spectators at basketball 

games at all levels of competition within the Lubbock 

Public School System and Texas Tech University. The spec

tators used to represent the junior high school level of 

education were spectators at the Lubbock City Tournament 

for the junior high school city championship. Two teams 

at eighth grade girls level; two teams at the eighth grade 

boys l evel ; two teams at the ninth grade girls level, and 

two te ams at the ninth grade boys level competed for the 

championship. 

The responses to the interview were examined to 

determine if there were significant differences in the ex

pressed opinions of the three educational levels. The 

variable~ of educational level, team sex, sex of the respon

dent , age of the respondent, relationship to the team 
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(parent, school administrator--including teachers or fan), 

affiliation (either home or visiting team), and frequency 

of attendance were independently compared with each ques

tion on the questionnaire to determine if a significant 

relationship existed. 

The following null hypotheses were tested at the 

.01 level of significance. Probability values between .01 

and .OS were also reported for the reader's interest. 

Hypotheses 

A. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at an eighth grade team game and spectators at 

a ninth grade team game in their attitudes towards 

acceptable behavior of officials, players, specta

tors, and coaches. 

B. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at a ninth grade team game and spectators at a 

high school game in their attitude s towards acceptable 

behavior of officia l s, players, spectators, and coaches. 

C. There is no significant differe nce between the spec

tators at all junior h igh school t eam games and spe c

tators a t 2 high school team game in their attitudes 

toward s acceptable behavior of officia ls, players, 

spectators , and coaches . 

D. There is no significant difference be tween the spec

tators at a high school team game and spectators at a 
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college team game in their attitudes towards acceptable 

behavior of officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

E. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at an eighth grade boys' team game and spec

tators at an eighth grade girls' team game in their 

attitudes towards acceptable behavior of officials, 

players, spectators, and coaches. 

F. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at a ninth grade boys' team game and spec

tators at a ninth grade girls' team game in their 

attitudes towards acceptable behavior of officials, 

players, spectators, and coaches. 

G. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at a high school boys' team game and spec

tators at a high school girls' team game in their 

attitudes towards acceptable behavior of officials, 

players, spectators, and coaches. 

H. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend eighth grade girls' 

basketball games towards attitudes of acceptable 

behavior of officials, players, spectators, and 

coaches. 

I. Sex o f the responde nt is not a significant variable 

among spe ctators who attend eighth grade boys' 
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basketball games towards attitudes of acceptable 

behavior of officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

J. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend ninth grade girls' basket

ball games towards attitudes of acceptable behavior of 

officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

K. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend ninth grade boys' basket

ball games towards attitudes of acceptable behavior of 

officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

L. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend high school girls' basket

ball games toward attitudes of acceptable behavior of 

officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

M. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend high school boys' basket

ball game s toward attitudes of acceptable behavior of 

officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

N. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

amon g spectators who attend college women's basketball 

game s towa rd attitudes of acceptable behavior of 

off ic ials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

0. Se x of the responde nt is not a significant variable 

among spectators who atte nd college men's basketball 
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games toward attitudes of acceptable behavior of 

officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

P. The age group of twenty-four and under is not a sig

nificant variable among spectators who attend basket

ball games in Lubbock, Texas in attitudes toward 

acceptable behavior of officials, players, spectators, 

and coaches. 

Q. The age group of twenty-five to thirty-four is not a 

significant variable among spectators who attend 

basketball games in Lubbock, Texas in attitudes toward 

acceptable behavior of officials, players, spec

tators, and coaches. 

R. The age group of thirty-five to forty-four is not a 

significant variable among spectators who attend 

basketball games in Lubbock, Texas in attitudes toward 

acceptable behavior of officials, players, spectators, 

and coaches. 

S. The a ge group of · forty-five to sixty-four is not a 

significant variable among spectators who attend 

basketball game s in Lubbock, Texas in attitudes toward 

acceptable behavior of officials, players, spectators, 

and coaches . 

T . Th e age group of sixty-five and older is not a sig

nificant variable among s pectators who a ·ttend basket

ball games in Lubbock, Texas in att itudes toward 
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acceptable behavior of officials, players, spectators, 

and coaches. 

U. There is no significant difference between the lati

tude of acceptable behavior (the range which contains 

seventy percent of the responses) for junior high 

school game spectators (eighth and ninth grade boys 

and girls) and high school girls' and boys' games 

spectators. 

V. There is no significant difference between the lati

tude of acceptable behavior (the range which contains 

seventy percent of the responses) for high school 

boys' and girls' game spectators and college men and 

women's games spectators. 

Summary 

In Chapter I, an overview of literature related to 

the spectator and sportsmanship was presented. This over

view revealed a nebulous definition of sportsmanship existed 

but which seemed to encompass such meanings as standards, 

ethical behavior, value s, citizenship, honesty, morality, 

integrity, modesty in winning, fair play, and obedience to 

the rules. 

These terms, particularly fair play, honesty, and 

obedience to the rules were used as the b a s i c foundation 

for the criteria used in the development of the instrument. 



15 

The statement of the problem, definitions, and/or explana

tion of terms, limitations of the study, purposes of the 

study, and hypotheses were also presented. 

In the following chapter, the review of literature 

is presented. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

A thorough search was made to find a clear, sue-

cinct definition of sportsmanship. The professional pub-

lications reviewed made reference· to sportsmanship, values, 

ethics, and citizenship but eluded a precise definition. 

The literature reviewed seemed to lend itself to four 

general classifications: (1) historical attempts to define 

sportsmanship, (2) the role of sportsmanship in sports, 

(3) athletics and moral behavior, and (4) measure of 

sportsmanship. 

Historical Attempts to 
Define Sportsmanship 

Sportsmanship seems to be an all encompassing 

symbol used to include such terms as morality, honesty, 

integrity, modesty in winning, fair play, obedience to the 

rules, and values. A code of ethics or a series of state-

me nts was sometimes used as an attempt to establish guide-

lines for acceptable behavior and/or to define sportsmanship. 

Joyce H. Weiblen examined the relationship between 

game rul e s and moral rul e s. One hypothesis was "moral rules 

16 
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and game rules are philosophically congruent within their 

respective provinces." The three subhypotheses were: 

1) A concept exists which is basic to both 

moral rules and game rules. 

2) Moral rules are to morality what game rules 

are to games. 

3) Morality and the spirit of the game are 

comparable phenomenon. 1 

Comparison of the theoretical structure of moral 
rules and game rules led to the support and 
acceptance of the subhypothesis that a concept 
exists which is basic to both moral and game 
rules. 

However, a comparison of the identifiable 
characteristics of moral rules and game rules 
led to the rejection of the subhypothesis that 
moral rules are to the morality that game rules 
are to games. 

Evidence suggested a relationship between 
morality and the spirit of the game. Analysis 
of this relationship led to the support and 
acceptance of the subhypothesis that morality 
and the spirit of the game are comparable 
phenomena. As a result of the philosophical 
analysis, the major hypothesis that moral rules 
and game rules are philosophically congruent 
within their respective provinces is rejected 
as untenable.2 

One of the differences between game rules and moral 

rules is the fact that an official organization is 

1 Joyce H. Weiblen, "Game Rules and Morality" (Ph.D. 
Dissertation, University of North Carolina, 1972), p. 56. 

2 rbid., p. 66. 
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designated to enforce the compliance to game rules. Moral 

rules are not specifically defined while game rules are 

very well defined with the consequences listed. Moral 

rules are recommended while game rules are legislated. 

"The violation of moral rules requires justification."! 

Joyce Weiblen said, 

Evidence suggested a relationship between moral
ity and the spirit of the game. . The spirit 
of the game is the vehicle through which games 
can be used to teach morality. . . The spirit 
of the game encompasses the concepts of right and 
wrong, fair and unfair, just as morality does.2 

The Role of Sportsmanship in Sports 

In an article in Lockhart's book, Wilbur Bowen 

stated in his article "The Evolution of Athletics," 

As long as we expect the athletics to support 
themselves, we must expect the managers to plan 
to draw a crowd; since this depends on winning, 
winning will be considered the thing of supreme 
importance; as long as athletics are carried on 
between teams and before crowds who look at it 
from this standpoint, the temptations to dis
honesty, brutality, and excess will be too great 
for many to withstand.3 

lrbid., p. 66. 

2rbid., pp. 68-71. 

3wilbur P. Brown, "The Evolution of Athletic 
Evils ," in Chr.onicle of American Physical Education: 
Selected Readings ed . Aileene s. Lockhart and Betty Spears 
(Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown Company Publishers, 1972), 
p . 247. 
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Good sportsmanship has for years been included in 

standard's of competition by the Division for Girls and 

Women's Sports which (now the National Association for 

Girls and Women in Sports) is an aff~liate of the national 

organization, American Alliance of Health, Physical Educa-

tion and Re creation and Dance, but it was not defined. 

The participant should appreciate the importance 
of good sportsmanship, courtesy, fair play and 
emotional control, and be able to incorporate 
them into her own conduct.l 

Past leaders in the fie ld of Physical Education and 

Athletics encouraged good sportsmanship in all the sports 

and physical education programs. Jesse Feiring Williams 

said, "Competition in physical education activities sho·u ld 

always reflect t..h ~ highest standards o f spor tsmanship . 112 

In a dissertation directed by Howard Slusher, Betty 

Jean Hilema n investigated 11 Emerging Patterns of Thought in 

Physical Education in the United States. 1956-1966," this 

concern was expressed : 

Many responsible people are of the opinion that 
unless the quality of sportsmanship displayed 

1sta nda rd s for Sports for Girls and Women: Guid ing 
Princ iples in the Organiz a t ion and Admini.strat ion of Spo r ts 
Programs (r: . p .: A Proj e ct o f the Division for Girls a nd 
Women ' s Spor ts of the Amer i c an Association for Health, 
Phy s ical ~ducation , and Re c reation , A Depar tment of the 
National Educ a ion Association, 1958), p. 44. 

2J cs~ Feiring ~i ll iams , The Principles of Phy s ica l 
Education , 7t h ed . (Phi !adelphia : W. B. Saunders Compa ny, 
195 9 ) 1 • 43 . 
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at school and college games is improved, the 
contribution sport makes to the social develop
ment of your people will be sharply reduced.l 

Sportsmanship was defined by Robert Horrocks as 

"respect for another individual as a contributor of the 

team effort." This definition appeared in an article in 

the Journal of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation 

which described how Horrocks developed a unique system for 

teaching sportsmanship. Hypothetical situations or stories 

with a moral dilemma were discussed in the fifth and sixth 

grade physical education classes. Then questions with 

multiple cho i ce answers were asked to determine the level of 

mo r al reasoning of the students and encourage moral devel-

opment . Te ams would play an intersquad game during which 

the y we re scored on sportsmanship. There were ten general 

area s in which they could score zero to ten points. Teams 

in his phy s i c a l educatio n classes could not challenge 

an o ther t eam u ntil the ir team's sportsmanship score reached 

an acceptable l eve l which was def ined as eighty or above. 

This was Horrocks ' method o f r e inforc i ng principles of good 

sportsmanship in his c l asses . 2 

1 Betty Jean Hileman , "Emerg ing Patterns of Thought 
in Physica l Education in the Uni t e d State s. 1956-1966" 
{Ph . D . Dissertation , Universi ty o f Southe rn California, 
1975) 1 P • 116 . 

/ -Robert Horrocks , "Sportsmanship ," Jour nal o f 
Hea lth , Physica l Education and Re c reat ion 48 (1977), 
pp . 20-21 . 
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Athletics and Moral Behavior 

Sally Hattig investigated the attitudes of physical 

educators and coaches toward questionable practices in 

athletics. 

Although all of the groups reacted to question
able practices in athletics by showing disapproval, 
the strongest disapproval was recorded by current 
coaches in relation to questionable practices in 
individual sports. Team sport situations followed 
with general sports situations receiving the least 
strong reaction of disapproval.! 

As a means of possible explanation to the fact that coaches 

of team sports were not so strongly condemned when similar 

actions occurred in their game situations, Ms. Hattig said," 

"Why did this difference exist? In team sports one must 

differentiate between poor sportsmanship and good strategy."2 

In an article by Brad Chissom, an interesting con-

cept was introduced. "It may well be that parents consider 

what goes on in some competitive sports programs for chil-

dren a~ a sufficient level of moral behavior on the part of 

all concerned." 3 

1sally Hattig, "The Attitudes of Four-Year College 
Faculty Women Toward Certain Questionable Practices in 
Women's Athletics'' (M.S. Thesis: Western Illinois, 1975), 
p. 26. 

3Brad Chissom, "Moral Behavior of Children Partici
pating in Competitive Sports," in Children in Sport: A Con
temporary Anthology ed . Richard A. Mcgill, Michael J. Ask 
and Frank L. Smoll (Champaign, Illinois: Human Kinetics 
Publishers , 1978), p. 197. 
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The article discussed the fact that there is 

. a recent emphasis, or maybe re-emphasis is 
a better term, on moral education has come about 
as a result of many changes in the structure of 
our society ... , at the present time there is 
almost no facet of life that is not experiencing 
some change in value systems, and moral behavior. 
Competitive sports for children is one of those 
areas in our lives that is being affected by these 
changes in value systems. Children's sports have 
become a more integral part of society than ever 
before, due in part to the proliferation of infor
mation on athletic contests via television.l 

The author discussed the theoretical models of moral 

development by Piaget and Kohlberg and concluded this should 

give credence to the proposal that the best time to influ-

ence moral behavior is between the ages of eight and twelve 

years. 

If we accept the cognitively-based models pro
posed by Piaget and Kohlberg as a basis for 
planned intervention by adults to influence moral 
behavior, . It seems that the age group from 
8 to 12 offers the greatest potential for influ
encing from a theoretical point of view, and that 
competitive spo5ts can provide the vehicle for 
that influence. 

Whether the educational system should have the pri-

mary responsibility for moral development has often been 

debated . The educational system has taken the moral devel-

oprnent o f its students as one of its responsibilities. 

However, most (sports) programs are not under con
trol of a school, and a major shift in emphasis 
might be needed in the approach to competitive 

1 rbid., p. 193. 

2rbid., p. 195. 



sports as fostered by a variety of agencies and 
organizations. Such an emphasis migh t be in the 
nature of an educational program on influencing 
moral behavior for coache s, di rectors, and other 
individuals concerned with spor t a ctivi ties. 
Furthermore , because parents are the ultima te 
contr o lling f o r c e behind mos t o f the sports pro
grams , it would take a similar educationa l pro gram 
in moral develo pment and moral behav ior to make in 
roads into changing the attitudes of parents , the 
l ast , and most important consideration, i s whether 
or not parents wish to promote a change in 
behavior in regard to compe ti t i ve sports.l 

There seems to be a very recent surge of interes t in 

morality and sport, s pectator violence and oth er variables 

affect i ng societal behavior as it relates to sport . Very 

little empirical r search has been done in these specific 

areas . There has been much speculation as to some of t he 

factors contributing to the violent or unacceptab l e behavior 

of crovds or spectators . 

Eitzen and Sage gave three possible reasons why our 

society seems to be in this cri s is state as it t ries to 

interpre t behavior . 

First, diversity in the United States pre
cludes any universal holding o f values . 

. Second, the system of American values is 
not always consistent with behavior. For example , 

ericans have always valued "hard work " as a means 
to succecs . Yet rich persons who may have inherited 
their wealth are highly esteemed in American society . 

. Third, the values themselves are not always 
consistent. How does o~e reconcile the coexistence 

lIb id . , p . 19 6 . 
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of individualism with conformity? or competition 
and cooperation?! 

It has been repeated by many sociologists that 

"sports mirror a society's basic structure and values."2 

The emphasis on success and winning is not characteristic 

of all soc iet ies nor do other culture s pl ace the same de-

gree of impo rtanc e o n these values as the American people. 

Eitz e n and Sage gave an analysis of values o f c om-

pe tition a nd success in s port. Some of the points me n-

t ioned we r e 1 ' ' . in s port s we d e mand wi n n e rs. II 
• I 

II 

II 

Sage . 

violenc e is a der i vat i ve of c ompe tition ,~~ 

watching aggressive sports l ead s to aggres si on . ~~ 3 

Two emp i r ical s t udies were rev · ewed b y Eitz e n and 

One by Jef frey H. Goldste in a n d Robe rt L . Arms , 

11 Effects o f Observing Ath l et ic Conte sts on Host i lity " re-

f uted n often quoted exp l anat ion of Ame ric a 's p reoccupa-

tion wi th vio lent spo rts tha t it 11 ac t s as a catha ris 1 

riddi~g us of pent up aggression tha t s t e rns from l i ving in 

a competitive soc iety ." 4 I n stead it wa s c onclude d tha t 

watching aggressive sports leads to aggr ess ion . 

l stanley D. Eitzen and George H. Sage , So c iology o f 
A .e ric a n Spo rt (Dubuq ue, Iowa : W. C. Brown Company Pu b
lishers ,- 1978) I p . 5 9 . 

2 Ibid ., p . 6 5 . 3 Ibid., pp. 6 7-6 9 . 

4 J effrey H. Gold tein and Robert L . Arms , 11 Effec t s 
r:>f Obscrvinq Athletic C0ntests on Hostility ," Sociometry 3 4 
( Qrch, l97i ) , pJ . 83-90 , as stated by Stanley D. E1tzen 
and Ge orge H. Sage , Soc.iology of Alne ican Sport (Dubuq u e , 
Io-·lu : 'J . C . Brown Company Publisners , 1978 ) I p . 70 . 
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Sipes, in Eitzen and Sage, wrote that: 

The theory that observing violent or aggressive 
actions has a cathartic effect on spectators is 
contradicted by another study--an examination o f 
the links betwee n warlike sports and the pres
ence of war in societies.l 

One of the justifications given for sport s programs 

by Eitz e n a nd Sage is that schools e n compas s for the most 

pa r t a c ollec tion of i nd ividual go a l s but the s po r ts p ro-

grams give a un ify ing goa l f or the schoo l . 

Lev.,ris Mumford in an a rti c le "Sport and the 'Bitch -

goddess ' " def ined sports t his way : "One may define t hese 

sports as those forms of o rganized play in wh ich the spe c -

ta t or is more important than the p l ayer,. 112 

J udy Lawrenc e in a study "An Exploratory Analysis 

of the Normative Structure of the Spor t Spe c tato r " c on -

eluded th2t : 

The sport spectator wi l l follow a normat i ve fr ame 
of reference reflecting a vicar ious achievement 
orientation unti l the affectivity of the sport i ng 
situat ion c aus s a redefinition of the s i tuat ion 
which may result in deviant b ehavior. 3 

1 Richard Sipes , "War , Sports and Aggression: An 
EmpiricaJ Test of T\,JO Rival Theories ," Amer i can Anthro 
~ologist 75 (February , 1 973) , pp . 64 - 86 , as state d by 
Eitzen and Sage , Sociology of American Sport , p. 70. 

2Lewis Mumford, 
in The Sporting Spirit : 
ed . Robert J . Higgs and 
court Brace Javanovich , 

" Sport and the ' Bitch-goddess '," 
Athletics in Literature dnd Ljfe 

Neil D. Isaccs (Ne\ York : Har
Inc. , 19 7 7) , pp. 15 9 ·- 16 0 . 

3Judy Lawrence , "An Exploratory Analy is of the 
o~mative Structu~e of the Sport Spe ctator '' (M.S. The sis : 

Pest. Virginia University , 1973) , p . 5 . 
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Based on research by the Birmingham Research Group, 

Lawrence concluded that "behavior patterns of sport crowds 

are directly related to things happening on the field of 

play . • ,l The Lawrence study proposed seven categories to 

define normativ e structure or expectations of the spectator. 

The c a tegory which seeme d to undergo the greatest change if 

and when the situation brought about "affec tivity" or emo-

tional involvement which may be conducive to devi an t 

be h avior was the c ategory--1 ) Discipline . The proposed 

normative structure was as f ollows: 

Below is a descr iptive analysis proposed by the 
author of normative e pectations of the spectator 
b ased on goal s or values of sport reflecting 
fune ric an Society . 

1) Disc ipline 
a. must present s elf in a situa tional harness 
b. must maintain a conve ntional closure 
c. must sustain a main involvement but not 

give self whol ly to main foc us 
2) Competition 

a. must enjoy winning 
b. must a c cept defeat as part of winning, if 

strug g le was fair 
c. must insist on the equali ty o f the match 

3) Physical { i tness 
a . must take pride in appearance 

l . an avid fan may appear in extremes such 
as outfits portraying the t eam colors , 
s ymbols , and bann~rs 

b. must dress in c lo thes that are app ropri ate 
for the role in the situation 

4) Mental fitness 
a . l acking respect for the situation will 

r esult in social exclus ion 

1Birmingham Research Group , ~occer Hooliganism a 
quoted in Judy La,.rrence , "An Exploratory Analysis of the 

o:r.mat.ive Structure o f the Sport Spectator ," p . 21. 
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b. expected to have some knowledge of the 
game and show it in remarks made 

5) Character development 
a. criticism is allowed but loyalty demanded 
b. must show consideration for the injured 

and situations involving concentration 
6) Religiousity 

a. must be understood that the game involves 
some e lemen t of chance 

b. must p a rtake in rituali sm 
7) Nationali sm 

a . must open every game with the singing of 
the National Anthem 

b. dignitaries a nd political l eader s are 
pl aced in fr ont , in vi ew of the spe cta tors . 1 

J udy Lawrence mentioned that Zimbardo c on -

eluded that anonymity was a key element in the i ncreased 

aggression in sport spectators. This ano nymity was f acili-

tated b y the shoulder to shoulde r in t erac tion (a s opposed 

to face to face interaction ) of the spe c tato r s at spo rt 

events . It was proposed that the intense involvement of 

the spectators permitted the transition f r om the ef fe ctive 

normative restraints to act i ons whi ch may l ead to deviant 

b e havior . 2 

Monica Blumenthal and oth rs stated in their book 

Justi fying Violence, 

. v a lues re related to attitudes toward 
viol e nce and probably infl uence such attitude s . 
Be lie f in values measured tended to augment 

1Judy Lawre nce , pp. 15-16 . 

2Paul Zimbardo , Influencing Attitudes and Chan g ing 
Bcha. jor as quoted in Judy Lawrenc , "An ExplorC'l.tory 
Jnalys 1s of the Normative Structure of the Sport Spec
tato r, " p. 30 . 
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rather than diminish the justification of vio
lence, and to provide moral support for vio
lence, especially violence for social control.l 

The rules of the game are the framework of the 

game. If one is to participate in a game he must accept 

the rules and abide by them. Paul Weiss said, 

A sport is a s et o f rules instantiated in 
games . . and . . they must be adhered 
to if one is to participate in the sport.2 

Rules were regarded as "mutual agreements " by 

Luthe r Halsey Gulic k in his Clean Sport Roll of the YMCA 

Athleti c League in 189 5 as quoted by Peter Mc intosh in his 

Fair Play : Ethics in Sport and Education . 3 Thi s book pre-

sen ts a detaile d account o f the history and found ation of 

ethics in sport, going back t o the Gree k Game s. 

Measurement o f Sportsmanship 

Sportsmanship would have to be considered a corner 

s tone of phys ical educ at ion and athle tics, yet this re-

searcher found only eight studies d e vote d spe ci f ically to 

sport smanship . Robert McAfee was o ne of the first to try 

to determine the attitudes of sportsmanship . He tested 

lMonica Blumenthal e t al ., Justi fying Viol e nc e : 
Attitude s of American en (Ann Arbo r , Mi c higan : ISR 
Ins -Ltute for Social Research, The University of ichiga n, 
1972) , p . 133 . 

2Pau l Weiss , p . 142. 

3Peter ~cintosh , Fair Pl ay : Ethics in Sport a nd 
Educa ion (London : Heinema nn , 1979), p. 76 . 
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sixth, seventh, and eighth grade boys with twenty described 

situations and found that their attitudes of sportsmanship 

became less positive as they grew older. 1 

A problem-solving test of sportsmanship was devel-

oped by Mary Jane Haskins. The steps described in the 

Research Quarterly included s election of items for the 

t es t from physical education situa tions, deve lopment of 

c riterion instruments, refinement and validation o f two 

writ t en t es t forms to record sportsmanship responses. 2 

George Bovyer studie d fourth , fifth, and sixth 

graders concepts o f sportsmanship . He concluded that 

sportsmanship shou ld be defined as a social o r moral 

concept . 3 

Factors related to c oncepts of sportsmanship were 

investigated by Dorothy De a therage. Action-Choice tests 

for competitive situations were given to one hundred men 

physical education majors , ninety-eight wome n physical edu-

cation majors , fifty - one men elementary maj ors, one hundred 

women elementary majors , one hund r d seventeen men teachers 

1 Robert McAfee , "Sportsmanship Attitudes of Six th, 
Seventh and Eighth Grade Boys ,'' Research Quarterly 26 
(1955) 1 P • 120 . 

2 Mary J ane Haskins, "Prob l em Solving Test of Sports -
ma n s hip ," Research Quarterly 31 (1 960 ), pp. 601-606 . 

3George Bovyer , "Children ' s Concepts o f Sportsman
sh ip in the Fourth , I .. i fth and Sixth Grades ," Research 

J.:i rter ly 34 (1963) , pp . 282-287 . 
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and seventy-six women teachers. The study examined person-

ality traits as measured by Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament 

Survey and dominant interests or motives in personality as 

me asured by the Allport - Vernon-Linds e y instrument. The 

Action - Choice Tests were used to determine the l e vel of 

s por tsmanship o f the subjec t s. 1 

No one definition of sportsmanship is uni 
versally accepted. The concept of sportsman
sh ip appears to be different for each individ
u al. Nonetheless , in American culture , 
sportsmanship is placed high i n the hierarchy 
of value s.2 

Athlete s participating in six varsity sports were 

given a t wenty-two item scale to determine to what degree 

the various sports subscribe to the "wi n-at-ail-costs" 

philosophy of athletics. William Lakie found no differ-

ences in the expressed att itudes among athletes c ategorized 

by sports or among athletes categorized by the t ype of 

school attended. 3 Two hundred and twenty eight ath letes 

participated in this study in which the results suggested 

1Dorothy Deatherage , "Fac t ors Related to Concepts 
of Sportsmanship" (M . S . Thesis : University of Southe rn 
California, 1964) , p. 37 . 

2 rb id ., p . 15. 

3, illiam L . Lakie , "Expressed Attitudes o f Various 
Groups of Athletes Toward Athletic Compet ition ," Research 
Quarterly 35 (196 4 , pp . 497-503 . 
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that outcomes in sportsmanship-like behavior may vary under 

different lea dership and environment. 1 

Alternate fo r ms o f a spor t sma nship attitude scale 

were developed by Mario Lee Johnson . Two fo r ms we r e d e vel -

o ped from t he origi n al 1 5 2 i tems. Th e f o r t y -two items 

sele c ted fo~ a fi nal s c ale were divi ded between t wo f o rms. 

A correlation coefficient of . 86 was found between Form A 

and Form B for the single test administration. The coeffi-

ci e nt of repr oducib i lity for Form A was f o und t o be .8 1 and 

. 86 for Form B. Empirical validity coef ficients ranging 

from - . 01 to .43 were found between t est scores and behavior 

ratings. 2 

Myrlene Kenne dy's dissertat ion was the only research 

found which tried to identify attitudes of spectators. This 

research provided much n eeded foundation material for 

further research on spectator attitudes as a basis for 

behavior . 3 

Kennedy found in her dissertation study that sixty-

two percent of the spectators had at various times partici-

pated in competitive sport. She conclude d that spectators 

1 rbid. 

2Marion Le e Johnson , 11 Construction of Sportsmanship 
Attitude Scalcs , 11 Research Quarterly 40 (1969) , pp . 312 - 316. 

3Hyrlene Kennedy , p . 167. 
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attending professional athletic events view the participant 

as an entert ainer and believe he/she should take time to 

sign autogra phs. Spe cta tors are influe nce d b y par tici-

pants' re a ctions to events on the pl ay ing f ield or cour t. 

The s pecta tors agreed that the be h avior of the coa ch is 

an in fl uentia l f ac t or on the b e h a vior o f t.he "other person" 

n o t themse l ve s. 1 

Walter Kro l l deve l ope d a p sychologi c a l scale f o r a 

code of ethics for players and coaches . The sca l ing of t h e 

AIAW Code o f Ethic s for players i ndicated sex differences 

in attitudes toward p l ay . 

Such sex differences in attitudes expressed toward 
ethical code s f or sportsmanship may well be linked 
to traditional sex stereotypes which foster an 
ach ievement and success motive for males and a n 
e xpressive and more soci a l motive for females. An 
a dequate understanding of the psychologica l dimen
sions of sportsmanship would thus seem to requ i re 
consideration of additional psychosocia l fa c tors 
other than tho~e traditionally associated with 
s portsmanship . 

Th e emphasis ~hich our s o cie ty places on s uccess 

and winning has been blamed fo r examples of poor sportsman-

ship or unethical behavior. Fred Apg ar conducted a study 

to d etermine this "win at all costs " dimension of in t er -

scholastic athle tics . 

1 rb id . , p . 66 . 

2 7 a l -er Kroll , nPsychologica l Scaling of AIAW Code 
of Ft.hics for Players , " Research Quarter ly 47 (197 7), 
p . 132 . 
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Recent increases in the incidence rate of anti
social behavior on the part of coaches, athletes, 
and spectators suggest that contemporary Americans, 
in pursuit of athletics, place too much emphasis on 
winning o Although many athletic contests are con
ducted in the spirit of good s portsmanship and com
pleted without incident, deviant behavior is 
beginning to occur with alarming regularity. 

Athletics have had an overwhelming influence 
on American culture and society and enj oy unique 
status in the American value system. Interscho
lastic athletics have traditionally been accepted 
as educationa l experiences where positive s ocial 
behavior is both taught and reinforced. l 

. First , the partic i pat ing male high school 
students did not overemphasize winning to the 
detr iment or e x clusion of other dime nsions of 
interscholastic athletics. If preoccupation 
\vi th winning d oes exist in interscholas tic 
athletics, it may b e pres e nt i n the perc eptions 
and attitudes of others invo lved in the se pro
grams , such as teachers, coa ches , administrators, 
p arents , adult spe ctators , or mass media . 2 

1Fred Apgar , "A Study of the Emphasis Placed on 
Winning as a Dimension o f Inter s cholastic Athletics by Ma le 
Hi g h School Students ," Res earch Quarterly 49 (1 977) , p. 253. 

2 Ib id. , p . 258. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES USED IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF THE STUDY 

Int r oduct i on 

Th e genera l purp ose of the study was to d etermine 

i f spe c tators h ave a different interpretatio n o f a cceptab le 

sportsmanship behavior at the di fferent e ducationa l l eve l s 

o f competition in basketball games i n Lubbock, Texas. The 

procedures followed in the development of the study are 

discussed under the follow i ng main h earings : Selection of 

Subj e cts , Development of t he Instrument, and Administration 

of the Instrume nt. 

Selection of Subj e cts 

Subjects selected for use in t his stu dy were spec

t ators atte nding basketball games at t h e various educational 

leve ls in Lubbock. The junior high school level was repre

s en t ed b spe cta tors of the eighth and ninth grade games 

played 1 1 the Lubbock City Tournament . The games repre

sent ing the high schoo l teams were gemes played the we ek o f 

February 11-16 . Four of the five high schoo l teams were 

represented . The university le el was repre sented by a 

game b etween the Southern Methodist University and Tl: ·as 

34 
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Tech men's teams and the game between Amarillo College and 

Texas Tech women's teams. A sche dule is included in 

Ch a p te r I o 

Popu lat i on Fac ts Con c ern ing Par t i cipants 

Lubbock 

Lubbo c k i s a c ity r anked e i gh th in popul a tion of 

t he twenty-five metropo l itan areas o f Texas acco rd i ng to 

the Bureau of Census 19 7 0 as quoted in Lubbock for All 

Reasons.l The city of 183 , 800 c itizens is l ocated on the 

high plains at an altitude of 3 , 2 42 feet above sea l evel 

and considered to be a semi-arid agricultural area. The 

Lubbock Chamber of Commerce boasts an annual average o f 

274 days of sunshine per year . 2 

Lubbock is an average city in the type of citizens 

\vho live there and send the ir children to the public schools . 

Economically the families are slightly above the norm due 

to th e h eavy agricultural influen ce. It is a politically 

conservative con®un ity. Most of the religious denominations 

are represented and seem to have a considerable impac t on 

the attitudes and opinions of the population . The community 

tion of 
(Lubbock , Texas : publica

Ch ambe r of Commerce, n . d . ) . 

2Quality of Life (Lubbock , Texas : publication of 
the L bbock Chamber of ConuncrcG , n.d . ). 
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has all the public educational levels represented including 

a state university. 

The Lubbock public schools are a part of the Univer

sity Interscholastic League of Texas. The high schools are 

classified as AAA and AAAA schools and compete with teams 

in and out of Lubbock. The schools in the area produce 

some of the top teams in the state and will represent top 

level compet ition. The basketba ll teams involved in the 

study were competing for their District champ ionships; 

therefore, the competition level was high. 

Each competitive level in basketbal l in the Lubbock 

Public School System was included in interviews with the 

spe cta t ors . The eighth and ninth grade girls' and boys' 

t eams r epresent the junior high school level; high school 

gir ls' and boys' teams cons t itute the high school levels; and 

Texa s Tech University represents the college level, for 

both men and women . 

Subjects 

Th e spectators interv i ewed for the junior high 

school games attended the City Championship Tournament. 

Tl1ese g mes matched the top two t eams fr om each division, 

the eighth grade gir l s , the eighth grade boys, the ninth 

grade girls , and the ninth gr ade boys a nd the games we r e 

played in the Lubbock High School gymnasium . The teams 
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which represented the various divisions were the top com

petitive teams in the city for the 1979-1980 basketball 

season and had a good following of spectators. 

The teams which qualified for the City Championship 

Tourname nt were eighth grade girls--Hut chinson vs. Atkins; 

eighth grade boys--Matthews vs. Atkins; ninth grade girls-

Matthews vs. Atkins; ninth grade boys--Evans vs. Hutchinson. 

Hu t chinson Junior High School is centra lly located while 

Atkins High School is located in the south central part of 

Lubbock . Matthews Junior High School is located in the 

north c entra l section o f Lubbock . Evans is in the south

west s ect ion of Lubbock. 

The fac t t ha t the east side o f Lubbock does not 

h ave a t eam from a school in tha t area represented i n the 

tournament might b e c ons idered a limi tation. However , 

Lubbock has an e l abora t e busing program and some incentive 

programs to attract more students t o the e ast side schools 

which have been considered the minority high school are a s. 

The "magnet " school programs and the bus ing schedules s eem 

to have attained racial bal nee in the schools. 

All but one of the high schools was included in 

the study . Tuesday , February 12 , 1980 , all o f the h igh 

schools , with the exception of Estacada , had a girls ' game 

at 6 : 00 and a boys ' game at 7: 3 0 . 
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Development of the Instrument 

The instrument was designed to gather baseline data 

in two basic areas. The first objective was to identify 

and classify the population as clearly and succinctly as 

possible in order to determine where the differences were 

if any were found. 

In forma tion regarding the particular game such as 

educational level, sex of the team and competitive level 

was noted at the top of the que stionnaire. The competitive 

level became superfluous as the interviews were administered 

within one week and consequently at the same point in the 

s eason. Also, all the game s were district games. 

Background information such as sex and age of 

r espondent was placed on the questionnaire to provide a 

means of comparison b e tween and within groups. Relation-

sh ip o f the respondent to the teams was thought to be a 

possible area to investigate for differences in attitude 

toward spor tsmanship behavior and therefore a place for that 

information was noted on the top of the questionnaire. 

Ques tions concerning pr ior experience o f the respondent with 

basketball were included to provide poss ible comparisons 

between the various leve ls of exposure or expertise . 

The second basic area was designe d to identify the 

latitude of be hav io r acceptable t o the respondent as it 
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relates to sportsmanship and basketball. A few general 

questions were included to measure attitudes as they relate 

to the educational merits of interscholastic competition. 

The respondent was asked questions in four categories of 

game behavior. Five questions were asked on behavior of 

the officials, players and spectators. The category of 

questions concerning the coach had ten ques t ions since this 

seemed to offer the greate st potential for controversial 

sport smanship behavior. 

The ent i re questionnaire was administered to various 

groups and clas ses o f stude nts at Texa s Tech Univers ity in 

order to eliminate confusing a nd misleading questions. The 

questions were then revised accordingly. The investigator 

s erved a s an interviewer for Miss Myrlene Kennedy as she 

ga thered data for h e r dissertation o n spect a tors of foo t ba ll 

and tennis . This experien c e coupled wi th the use of her 

r esearch instrument as an example p r o vid e d va luable guidanc e 

for the deve lopment of t he instrumen t used in thi s study . 

The qu stionnaire was a Likert type questionnaire 

usir.g a seven point response scale . The seven point scale 

was selected over the five point scale in order to be tter 

meas u re the strength of the r espondent 's feeling toward a 

response . This " latitude of acceptance " as a range was used 

instead of a s.i.ng-le point on a scale . The inte rvi ewers 

asked t .he spectc.tor to give a number b etween o ne a nd s e ven 
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which best represented the strength of his/her feeling 

concerning the question. 

The questions asked were those which had legal con-

notations. The strictest interpreta~ion of the rules would . 

make almost all these questions have illegal ramifications. 

Therefore, if the strictest interpretation were applied 

the r e sponses would cluster near the number one end of the 

scale. 

The spectators were asked to make value judgments 

about whether they would con s ider these actions unacceptable 

in most circumstances. Their frameof reference, their value 

s et and the strength of their emotional involvement deter-

mined their response. The questions were asked in such a 

way as to kee p the value scale consistent in numerical 

dire ction. 

Inte r viewers 

The interviewers for the college games were the 

Texas Tech High Riders, a spirit and s e rvice g r oup for the 

women ' s athletic p r o g ram . They are a very select group of 

women . The interviewers for the j unior high school and high 

schoo l games were students in the professional program in 

the Department of Health, Phy~ ic a l Education, and Re creation. 

All in terviewers we re train ed to objective ly ask the 

questions and not to coa ch o r in f lue nce t he response. The y 
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were given opportunity to practice and to ask questions. 

They were assigned to interview either men or women, also 

to a particular game and location within the gymnasium, 

time to report, and provide mode of ~ransportation. They 

had a map of Lubbock, a diagram of the gymnasium and their 

assigned position, permission sheets for the spectators to 

sign, oral explanation of the questionnaires, and passes 

to get into the game. 

Approvals for Study 

Dr. Lawrence Graves, Interim President of Texas Tech 

University, gave his verbal consent for the study during the 

first week in January but with the stipulation that the Uni

v e rsity's legal office and the athletic directors be con

t a cted for final approval. In January, 1980 v erbal consents 

were obtained from Mr . Dick Tamburo, Athletic Director, 

Ms . Jeann ine McHaney , Women's Athletic Director, and the 

legal o ffi c e at Texas Te ch University. The specific univer 

sity games used in the study were agree d upon and formal 

consents were given in writ ing by Mr. John Conley, Ass istant 

Athletic Director , and Ms . Jeann ine McHaney , Wome n's 

At~letic Di r ector . Samples of the lette rs can be found in 

the Ap endix . 

Th e approval for interviewing spe ctat o rs attending 

games in the Lubbock Independent School Dist r ict was give n 

bJ r . Ed Irons , Super intende nt of Schools , and a r e duc e d 

copy of the l etter a pears in the Appendix . A Proposal 
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was presented to Mr. Ralph Madrid, Coordinator of Research 

for the Lubbock Independent School District, and Mr. Pete 

Regas, Athletic Director, Lubbock Independent School Dis

trict, gave permission slips for the interviewers to pre

sent to the principals or teachers in charge of admission 

at the various games. 

The Human Research Revie\IJ' Cornrni ttee of the Texas 

Woman's University approved the application to use human 

s ub j ects in the study and later a letter of verification 

that the signatures had bee n filed with this office was 

received from the Chairman, Dr. Marilyn Hinson. A reduced 

c opy of the veri fic ation of recej_pt of the si gnature shee ts 

c an b e found in the Appendix . 

Administration of the Inst rumen t 

The junior high school game s in the City Champi on

shi p Tou rname nt were h e ld in the Lubbock High Sc hool gym

nasi um . The team o f eight interviewers was stat ioned in 

the bleachers thir t y to forty-five minutes before the first 

game . Two interviewers were assigned to each end of the 

bleachers , one at the t op of one bleacher and the o ther on 

the bottom of the opposi t e end . One team of inte rviewers 

on e~ch side o f the gymnasium interviewed adult me n and 

the ot_her i ntervi e wed adult women . 

The college women' s games h a v e a unique system of 

s ~a tiE SJ the spv.-ctators. Th e spectators who had ticke ts to 



43 

a men's game that was played after the women's game sat in 

their season ticket seat. If, however, the spectators were 

there for the women's game only they were asked to take a 

seat in the bleachers and chairs on the coliseum floor. 

The interviewers (twenty) at the women's game were 

assigned a s follows: 

#1 started at top right corner o f bleacher A and inter

viewed men, moved down a row after each interview 

#2 started at the bottom of right corner of bleacher B 

and interviewed women, moved up a row after each 

interview 

#3 started at the top of the left corner of bleacher B 

and interviewed men , moved down a row after each 

interview 

#4 started at the bottom right corner and interviewed 

women in bleacher C and moved up a row after each 

interview 

#5 started at the top middle of bleacher C and inter

viewed men , moved down a row after each interview 

#6 started at the bottom left corner of bleacher C 

and interviewed women , moved up a row after each 

in terview 

#7 started at the top right corner of blea cher D and 

interviewed women , moved down a row after each 

interview 

#8 startAd at the bottom left corner of bleacher D and 

interviewed men , moved up a row after each interview 
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Bleache rs 
_I 

Dunbar High School 

Bleachers 
"\M 

L.___---~------~ 

Bleachers 
t L_~--------------------

Coro1 a do High School 
Lubbock Hi gh School 
Montere y High School 

' w 
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TABLE 1 

t'lOI1EN Is GAMES 
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#9 started at the bottom left corner of bleacher E and 

interviewed women, moved up a row after each 

interview 

#10 interviewed all men in chair section and then began 

at top right of bleacher behind the team benches. 

The interviewers number twelve and thirteen took the 

south quarter of the upper decks, one going up and the other 

going down, and moved to their right as they faced the blea

chers. The interviewers number fourteen and fifteen took 

the west quar ter of the upper deck and moved as described. 

Likewise, number sixteen and seve nteen took the north 

quarter of the upper deck. And, numbe r eighteen, nineteen, 

and twenty took the east quarter of the uppe r deck since the 

large st number of ticket holders was expected to be seated 

in this area. The upper levels were not us e d. by large 

numbers of people at the women's g ames . 

Each interviewer covered two and one-half color sec-

tions. One interviewer began by going up to the top tier of 

bleachers and the other interviewer started with the bottom 

tier of bleachers. There was one interviewer 1n each group 

assigned to interview men and one assigned to interview 

women . They alternated assignments of whether ma le or female 

interviewers went up or down. The interviewers took their 

places thirty minutes before the game and b egan the inter

views as the spectators took their seats at the games . 



CHAPTER IV 

TREATMENT, ANALYSIS, AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to survey spectators 

attending basketball games at the different educational 

levels of competition in Lubbock, Texas in regard to their 

interpretation of accept~ble behavior for player s, coaches, 

officials, and spectators . The subjects w~re spectators 

attending (1 ) the six high school games played February 12, 

198 0; (2) the Lubbock City Championship f or the Junior High 

Sc hools ; (3) the 'I'exas Tech-Amarillo women's games; and 

(4) the Texas Tech-SMU men ' s game . The findings of this 

study were based on the data collected, from th e spectators , 

by teams of in terviewers at the various basketball games. 

Population Facts Concerning Participant 

To b e considered as a subject for the investigat ion 

the spectator had to be a yo ung person or adult attending 

one o f the gJme s me ntioned above and agreeabl e to being 

inLervie\ ed. Table 3 describes the subjects b y educa.t 2- oL ~·l1 

l e vel of the teams , team sex , and sex of respondent. The 

tota l numb e r of spectators interviewed was 275. 'I' he v ar iou s 

grou p s w ,r e. composed of 2 2 spect.a tox: s a tt.ending ·the eighth 

t18 
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grade girls' games; 25 spectators attending the eighth grade 

boys' game s; 25 spectators a ttending the ninth grade girls' 

g ame s; 21 spe cta to r s a t tending the n i nth gra de boys' game s; 

31 attending the h i g h school gi r ls' game s; 2 4 attend ing the 

hi gh school b oys ' game s; 54 a ttending the college women's 

game s ; a n d 73 attending t h e c o llege me n ' s games. Th e sub -

ject s were both ma le and fema le. A to t a l of 12 6 fe ma le 

s pe c tato rs an d 110 ma l e s pec t ators were inte rv iewed . 

Treatment o f t h e Data 

The Statistical Package for Social S c i ences wa s u sed 

t o program s tatistical treatments for the da ta . Th e SPS~3 

; ·rocedure provides a program fo r contingency tab l e ana l ys i s 

-chrough the use of the subprogram CHOSSTl-\BS \vh ich "cornpu t .es 

a nd displays tvv-o ·-v7 ay to n-way crosstabul atio n t ab l es f o r 

any discrete ari a bles . 

A crosstabula tion i a j oint frequency di s tr i
bution of case~ according to two or more c lass i f i 
c a o r y v a 1:· i ab l e 2 • The dis p 1 a y of the d .is t rib ut i on 
of c ases by t 1e ir position on two or more var i a
bles i.s t r1 C chief co. tponent of co 1tinge1 cy table 
ar1 o. lys is and is indet; d the most commonly used 
anulys i_ s rr, c;th ')o i:r:. the social s ciences . 'rhe se 
joi t f re u uency dist ri bu-ions can be s~atist.i
cally a ncd yzo.d by certain tests of siqn i f l cance 1 

e . g ., th ~?. chi-sl:uarc stc-~ti stic 1 to detej.:-rnin e 
wh th e r or not the ~ari able~ a r e staListically 

1 sr. S , St t istical Packaqe fo r th Social Scie c e s, 
2 nu ed i +- i~l~Jon:l-anli~ --- -118~ - c . tf~d:Iai--Hull-,-J ca-nG:-.Tcir1J-:::-:G;~~, 
K.Jri. f1 ct in b 2nncr , D< le U. BAnt- aqc._ Computing Se rvic E:.::; . 
T; c Uni ~rsity o f All elLA , McGra\-Hi l l 1 New York , 197S , 

218. 
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independent; and these distributions can be sum
marized by a number of measures of association, 
such a s the contingency, phi, tau, gamma, etc., 
which des c ribe the deg r ee to which the values of 
one var i ab le predict or vary with those of 
another .l 

The data we re prepa red for crosstab and chi - squar e 

s tat i s tica l t r ea t me n t. The data we re compare d i n s e ve r al 

t wo - way vari a b J.e ana l y s e s accordi ng t o g r a d e l eve l, s e x o f 

the £c s ~ond e nt , and age of r esponde n t. 

'The chi - squ are program c ompu ·t es tb.e cel l frequenc i. e ~·_: 

a nd the n cc~pare2 the e xpected fr equ enc y with the ac t u a l 

frc:;c; ur-::ncy. The g rea t er the d is crepanci e s b e t we e n t h e t ·\'lo 

fre y~ ( ·:: E.:- i es , the l arger chi-· squ are b e c ome s . 11he n urnb e r o f 

ro ~d s u.n -::1 c ol u 1-n-1s d etermine the d egree s of fr e2dom a nd i s 

calc~lat~d to give t h e exac t prob ab ili t y o f the chi -square 

val ue be~ng statistical l y i ndependent . Th e c hi - s q u ar e val uL 

i~d i . c at~s whether a re l ationsh i p b _t ween the g i ve n variab les 

ex i s t s .. 1.1. t the s i-. r e; 1 g t.h of t he r e l et t i o n:: h i p 1?.. s t . o b e d e: t . 8 r --

::nin e - l;y or. ctd j u~:>t.ed chi - square c ontingen cy c oeff i c ient . 

The r;·u!·I~T.,3.r y tabl c; s f or t he c rossJ·_a bs i n di c:ated the 

co::cr~sp' _-\dj ng p rcent value for i~he freque nc ies f ound in 

eaclt c E-l l . Th ese per c entage we ·e u ti l iz e d to ca lculat e 

Th e di s tJDce o r the far thest 

jHi~T'L'-~: :[j-om one incJ uded in the seventy perc en t wo uld 

·cp r cs:n t th ! range o r 11 lat.it_tde of accep t a n ce . " 

1 rt "c1. , pp. 218 - 2. 19. 
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The subprogram DISCRIMINAT was used to 

"identify the variables which contribute most to differ

entiation along the respective dimension (function)."l 

Minimum Mahalanobis was used as criter ion for controlling 

the stepwise method of selection of the 11 bes t" set of dis-

criminating variables. The results were incidental and 

therefore not r e porte d in t he findings. 

"The process o f construct v alidation typifies the 

d eductive method of re search. The procedure is initiated 

by developing a theory about a construct. 11 2 While obedience 

to rules is not the only element of good sportsmanship, it 

does s eem to be a cor nerstone to t hat premise. The premise 

as stated by Paul \\'e iss , "Only if one submits to the ru.les 

ca·l. one play the game 11 3 is the foundation upon which evalua-

tions of the latitude of sportsmanship be havior was analyzed . 

While spectators are not on the b a sketba ll court , 

usually , they do participate in the game. The questionnaire 

as constructed in such a way as to have a rules interpreta-

tion as a foundation. Most of the questions have rules as a 

basis. It is on these rules which the officials c an 

1 rbid., p. 436. 

2 Margaret J. Safrit, Evaluation in Phy ical Educu-
tio i: Assessing otor Behavior (Engl wood Cli ffs , New 
Jerse y: Prentice -Hall , Inc ., 1973) , p . 121. 

3raul \veiss , Sport : A Philosophic Inquiry (C arbon 
d i1l e , I __ linois : Southern Illinois Unive r si t_/ Pl·ess , 1969) , 
.. - . 14 0 . 
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interpret violations and have obligation to enforce punish

ment for violations at such point as the official deems the 

infraction to be of such a nature that it causes an unfair 

situat ion in the game. Therefore, the spectator was asked 

how much leniency h e or she thought was in the best interest 

of the game. Therefore, the l atitude o r range of flexi

bility the spectators felt appropriate was the subj ect of 

scrutiny. It has been hypothesized that the range be comes 

wider or more lenient as the level of competition increasesQ 

Ch i - square was computed on the scores of each ques-

tion . Each test question wa analyzed b y discriminative 

an a 1 y s is to ide n t if y \•,7 here the d i f fer e n c e s rn i g h t be, if one 

is found, for each educational leve l and for bo th sexe s. The 

data were also analyzed for correlation among the variables 

of sex of the restondent and age group of the respondent . 

The latitud o f acceptance or the ran ge in which 

s eventy _ercent of the responses fell was c a lculated from 

th e computer d ta which ind icated the number and percent o f 

r esponses in each nume rical cell and on each set o f variable 

comparisons made ' i th the chi - square . 'The percentages were 

coll ected or added beginning with those respondents who 

indi ca.:ed number one on the Likert type scale and continuing 

until the number was reached which encompassed seventy per

c ent of th~ totctl responses . 
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The responses of each spectator were hand recorded 

on an individual questionnaire. The spectators' responses 

were code d and key punched on individual computer cards a 

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was 

used to perform the statistical t reatment o f the data. The 

sub-program "Crosstabs " was coded and key punched f or in

c l u sio n in the card d e ck. The ch i-squar e statistical treat

men t wa s a pa r t of this subprogram and compute d the · 

s ta t ist i ca l si gni f ica nce of t wo-way o r n - way compa rison on 

t he con t i ngenc y t a ble anal ysis . The di s play ed t a ble gave 

the c ell freq uenc i es an d the co r r e s p o nd ing perc e nt on eac h 

discrete v a riab l e. This "d isplay of the dis t.r ibution o f 

c a s e s by t he ir pos i tio n on t wo or mo r e v a riable s i s the 

c hi e f c omponent of cont ingency t ab le a na lysis. 11 1 

The c hi - squ a r e t est of significa nc e indicate d 

whether the variab les were sta ti st ic a lly r e l a t e d . The 

d a t a we r e compare d in severa l t wo - wa y c ompar isons using the 

1ariables of gra de leve ls (eigh th , ninth , junio r high , h i g h 

schoo l ), sex o f re spo nd e nt (male , fema l e ), a g e o f r esponde nt 

( twen t y - four yea r s a nd under , twenty-five to th ir ty-four 

years , t h irty- f ive to fort y-four yA ars , f orty-five t o six t y-

f our y e a rs , and six t y - f ive ye ars and o l de r) . 

ls cs , Statistica l P ckage for the Soc i a l Scie n c e s , 
p . 2 ] 8 . 
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The subprogram Discriminant was coded, key punched, 

run and the printout analyzed. This statistical treatme nt 

was used to try to determine the spac ial relationship of 

th e responses of the various questions on the quest i onnaire 

and t h e bes t se t of questions. No single best set of ques-

tions evolved from the base line data obta ined. The mean 

and standard deviati ons from this statistical program were 

u sed as additional informa tion on many of the tab les . 

Organization of Data 

The data were organ i zed according to the stated 

hypoth eses as the " Background" data and the " Identifica

tion with the Sport " was presumed to give added insight to 

th e interpretat ion of the results. 

All th e in formation r e lated to each hypothe sis was 

included 1n a cor res ponding table. The 11 Competitive Leve l 

of Game " on the questionnaire proved to be immaterial as 

a ll the games were at the district level of competition . 

The " fr qucncy " of attendance and the "affil iation" infor

mation h6d so many missing observations as to rende r the 

r e ~ult meaningless . The reason for this was not clear . It 

cculd have be en the poor presen tation on the questionnaire ; 

r~1isinte rpretation and poor presentation by the inte rviewer; 

or the inability a nd/or unwillingness of t h e respondent to 

&nS\· er . These data were not u ed in the in terpretation of 
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the findings. Each analysis is preceded by the appropriate 

hypothesis then followed by the tables with a summary of the 

data. 

Hypo thes i s A 

There 1s n o s i gn i f i cant d ifferenc e b e t ween t h e 

spectators at an eighth grade team game and spec tators at a 

ninth g rade t eam g ame in their attitude s tow a rds acceptable 

b e havior of offici a l s, players , spectators , and coaches. 

As may be noted on Table 4 , parents ma de up 42 . 6 

percent and 48 .9 perce n t of the s pectators at the eighth 

and ninth grade games , r espectively. The schoo l administra

tion wa represented by 16.3 percent of the combined group 

of spectators . Thirty-eight perc e nt o f the combined group 

indicated they wer e just fa ns. 

The l argest age group to be represented was the 

t hirty - five to fo rty - four age group , 41 . 3 percent. Seventy

two (7 2 . 3 ) pe rcent o f the eighth grade spectators and 63.0 

percent of the ninth grade spectators indicated they h ad at 

some time played b asketba ll. There were twe nty-five person0 

(26 . 9 ercent of t he total combined group ) who h ad not 

played any other s por t . 

The s )ectators were almost even l y divided among 

those ho h ad coached a s or t and t ho se who had not ( 45 . 7 

percent nd 54 . 3 percent , respectively ). Only 3 4 perc ent 
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of the combined group of spectators had had experience with 

officiating. An overwhelming majority (88.2 percent) 

wa tched professional basketball on television. 

Table 5 reflects the fact that there was only one 

question out of the thirty which showe d a significant dif

ference be t ween the eighth grade and ninth grade s pecta tors 

in their responses. Que s tion five , concerne d with the use 

of physical for ce and '' re s pect under the boards'' wa s sig

nificant at t he . 0 4 l eve l o f sign ifi cance. However , four

t een o f the thirty questions indicated the spectators of 

the ninth grade g ame s h ad a slightly wide r latitude of 

acceptance than th e s pectators of t he e i ghth grade games . 

The ninth grade s pectators ' l atitude of a cceptance was wider 

by eleven total digits . The di f ference wa s not wide eno ugh 

to b e considered significant. 

The question d irected toward whethe r the spe ctators 

fel t s po rts contr ibuted to the educ ational objectives of 

the schools indicated· 7 4 . 5 percent of the eighth grade 

s pectators gave the strongest ye s or number one as their 

response . Th e nin th grade group of spectators had a wider 

latitude of acceptance in tha t 65 .2 perc e nt indicated n umber 

one and 1 9 . 6 perc ent ind icated number two as the indica tor 

of their feelings , therefore taki n g t~o ranks to accum~ late 

at least 70 percent . The ninth grade group o f spectato rs 
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was less definite about how much they felt sports contrib

uted to the educational objective of the schools. This is 

General: 1 in Table 5. 

Several q uestions were accompanied by an unusually 

large or wide latitude of acceptance. One was whether 

basketball should be played as a non-contact sport. Even 

though it is defined as a non-contact sport, 30.0 percent 

of the comb ined group gave seven as their response and in 

dicated the widest latitude of acceptance or most lenient 

in terms of how much contact they felt would be appropriate. 

Another extreme ly wide latitude of acceptance was whether 

girls' and women 's game s should have l ess phys i cal contact 

than the boys ' and men ' s game s. Rules governing wome n 's 

game s have in the past stressed a much stricter interpreta

tion of physi cal conta ct which constituted a foul as compared 

with rul es for men 's games . 

Other quest ions which indicate d maximum range or 

l atitude of acceptance were whether spectators know the 

r u l es , whether a player was guilty of a f oul only i f c a ught , 

wr ether sp8ct tors set a poor example of good sportsmanship, 

and 'hethe r spect.ators have lost int e r e s·t in good s ports

rnansLip . The 70 perc e n t r esponses covered all eight 

possible responses . 

'Ihe spectators of these two grade 1 v e ls felt very 

strongly about throwj_ng items on the court , u se of profan ity, 
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slapping a player, or putting the welfare of the team ahead 

of the individual player. These were definite no's with at 

least 70 percent indicating number one as their response. 

The mean and standard deviation of the responses to 

each question are indicated on Table 5 as an additional 

statistic for information only and were not used as a sta

t ist ical treatment o f the data. 

The spectators attending the ninth grade games had 

a wider latitude o f a cceptance in four of the five cate

go ries of questions and were greater in their total latitude 

of acceptance by eleven ranking digits. The spectators 

attending the ninth grade games were more l e nient in their 

defin ition of acceptab l e behavior a t ba sketball games. 

HYPOTHESI S A--SUPPORT (Table 5) 

Hypothesis B 

The r e is no signifi c ant d ifference b e tween the spec

tators at a ninth grade t eam game and spectators at a high 

school game in their attitudes towards a cceptable be havior 

from officials, players , spectators , and coaches. 

As c an be seen in Table 6 the parents made up 48.9 

percent of the audience interviewed at the ninth grade g a mes 

while the perc~ntage of parents attending the high school 

games was 37.7 percent . The percen~ o f school perso11nel 
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TABLE 6 
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interviewed was 8.9 percent (N=4) for the ninth grade group 

and 7.5 percent (N=4) for the high school audience. 

The larges t age group repr esented was the 35-44 age 

group. The qu e stion concerning affiliation and who the 

s pectator suppo r t e d at the game had sixte en missing obser

vat ions . Thi rty-s i x perce nt (36.5) of the ones who 

re s ponded ind icated they suppo rted the visit i n g team (N=31) 

and 63 . 5 pe rce nt (N=54 ) o f tho se who r e s ponde d i nd icated 

they we re f or the horne team . 

The ninth grade and the hig h s chool groups we r e 

very simila r in composit ion t o those who h ad and had not 

p layed basketba ll (6 3. 0 pe rcent o f the n inth g r ade and 65 . 5 

percent of the high school group had p l ayed b asketbal l 

while 3 7 . 0 percent of the ninth g r ade and 34. 5 percent o f 

the high school group h ad not played basketba ll) . The t wo 

groups were also qui t e similar in the percentages t hat had 

played other sports . Seventy-six ( 76 . 1 perc ent ) of the 

ninth grade and 7 4 .5 percen t o f the high s chool group had 

played other sports . 

There was a slight , tho ugh not statis tically s i g 

nificant , difference between the two groups on the number 

ho had coached any sport before . The ninth grade group 

indicated 42.2 percent had coache d but on l y 25 . 6 percent o f 

the high school group indicated they had ccached. Only 

26 percent o i the combined gro up had eve r otf i ci.ated . 
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With respect to watching professional basketball, 

89.0 percent of both groups indicated that they watched 

professional basketball. 

There was a statistical difference between groups 

on question No. 3 under Officials which was concerned with 

whether the spectator conside red the officials usually un

corrupted. The ninth grade group gave a wider latitude of 

acceptance or indicated they were not as confident of the 

off icials ' integrity as were the high school group. This 

diffe re nce was a c cepted at the .006 l evel of signi fi c an ce. 

There was a difference in the two group s on how they felt 

concerning the use of profanity in the coach's "pep talk." 

The high school groups were more l enient in their feelings 

concerning the use of profan ity than we r e the spectator s 

at the ninth grade games at the .O S level of significance. 

The ninth grade group had a numerically wider lati

tude of acceptance of behavior than any other group. This 

was not a statistically sign~ficant difference. This i s 

the only comparison betwee n grade levels in which t he wider 

latitude of acceptance was not associated \ ith the higher 

educational level of the groups as they were paired two 

by two . 

The latitude of acceptance was wider for the ninth 

than for the high school group in its att i tude about 

whether a player was guilty of a fou l only if caught. The 
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high school group was less lenient in their attitude toward 

retaliation. The high school spectators indicated they 

gave less approval for retaliation than the junior high 

school spectators. 

The high school group had a slightly wider latitude 

of acceptance in how they viewed the coach as being justified 

in yelling at the players. The high school group also felt 

the coach's job should be more closely related to his suc

cesses o n the basketball court than did the ninth grade 

group of spectators. 

The latitude of acceptance was slightly wider on 

most of the questions in this comparison than between the 

eighth and ninth grade comparison. The mean and standard 

deviation have been included on Table 7 for information 

purposes only and were not used in the chi-square statisti

cal analysis . 

HYPOTHESIS B--SUPPORT (Tabl e 7) 

Hypothesis C 

There lS no significant difference between the spec

tators at all junior high school te am games and spectators 

at a high school team game in their attitude s toward accept

able be havior from officials , players , spectators, and 

coaches. The junior high schoo l group included the eighth 
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and ninth grades combined in this comparison between the 

junior high school and high school groups of spectators. 

The percentage of the audience which was parents 

was approx imately 8.0 percent less in the high school than 

in the junior high school (37.7 percent and 45.7 percent, 

respectively). The number of school personnel interviewed 

at the games was considerably less for the high school 

games than for the junior high school with fifteen (16.3 

percent) for the junior high school interviewed and four 

(7.5 percent ) for the high school interviewed. The group 

identifi ed as fans made up 44 .1 percent o f the spectators 

interviewed which rep£esented 54.7 percent for the junior 

high group and 45 .3 percent for hi gh s c hool. The age group 

with the greatest representation was the 35-44 age group, 

39.5 percent. The age breakdown of the audience interviewe d 

r emained fairly consistent between the two groups . 

Sixty-se ven (67.7 percent ) of the junior hi gh group 

and sixty-five ( 65.5 percent ) of the high school group had 

played baske tball before . Approximately three-fourths o f 

both groups h ad played other sports (73 . 1 percent for jun i o r 

high and 74 . 5 percent for high schoo l ). 

The junior high school group reported 47.7 percent 

of the group had coac h ed some sport while only 25. 5 percent 

of the high school qroup had coached a sport . There was a 

signific2nt d iffe r enc e at the .0 2 level of significance . 



BACKGROU!'<D INFORHATION 

68 

TABLE 8 

DEM:::GRAPHIC INFO~TION ~ING SPECTATORS 

AT JUNIOR HIQ-! AND HIGH SOZDL B! SKE'illA.LL Gt'\.'1ES 

IDENTIFICATION WITH THE SPORT 

Affiliat i on Yes No Row Total 
Home Vi siting 

# \ # \ 

49 65 . 3 26 34 . 7 
62 . 0 :'6 . 5 
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38 . 0 43 . 5 

79 63 . 2 46 36 . 8 
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6 3 63.6 30 <5 1. 2 ';!3 

36 65 . 5 
19 34 . 5 

36 . 4 38 . 8 
55 

99 66 . 9 49 33.1 148 

#2 Eve r Plavcd Othe r Soo rt - - -

' 
62 . 8 

37 .2 

100 . 0 

J . H. 

H. S . 

t-
olumr 
ota l 

Pa r ent. Schoo l Fan Row Tota l 
~ \ !I \ ii .. !I ' 

~ \ il % ·~ 

6: . 8 l 68 73 . 1 25 26 . 9 93 .J . H . 
45.7 16 . 3 38 . 0 

<:2 67 . 7 15 78 . 9 35 5·1 . 7 92 

37 .7 I . S 54 . 7 
20 32 3 4 21 1 29 4C 3 53 

62 4 2 . 8 19 13 . 1 6 4 44 . 1 145 

3 m~ss~ng obse rva t 1ons 

63 . 4 J . H. 

36 . 6 H . S . 
f-. 

1oo . e rr 
ol u;nn 
ota l 

Fi:l 4 

41 74 . 5 
37. 6 

14 

109 73 .6 39 
L--. . 

0 Co a c he d P..nv 

6 4 1 
25 . 5 
35 . 9 

55 

26 . 4 1-!8 

Soort 

37.2 

100 . 0 

' 

H. S. 

t: o1umn 
otal ~ ' 

Freauency ··-
Horne All TeaillS Vari e y Row Tota l 42 47 . 7 50 54.3 92 62.5 J . H. 

!: \ :i \ c \ ij \ "7<; ;) ':4 g 

8 
27. 6 5 17.2 
69 . 5 55 . 6 

16 
55 . 2 
69 . 6 

29 64.4 J .H. 14 
25 . 5 
25 . 0 

41 
74 . 5 
.;s .l 

ss 37 . 4 H. S . 

5 
31.3 4 25 . 0 7 4 3 . 8 

16 35 . 6 
36 . ~ 44.7 30 . 4 

H.S. 56 38 . 1 9 1 51. 9 147 100 . 0 r-o lumn 
T'ota l 

lJ 28 . 9 0 . 0 2] 51.1 45 100 . G ~ o lu:nn rr.iss~ng observation ch~ . 02 

o tal 
10 3 1ss~ng obser:ar.ions 

11 4 Ev~r Officiated Any S!Jo rt 

Age 32 34 · 4 6 1 65 · 6 9 3 63 . 3 J . H. 
- 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 64 65 - U!J Row 

i \ ~ \ ~ \ :f \ ~ .. rl 

4 15 . 2 29 31. 5 
38 

4 = · ~ 11 12 . 0 b 0 . 92 
48 . 3 76 . 3 6::: . :;, 52. 4 0 . 

5 27 . 3 9 1 . -I 20 36.4 10 19.2 i l. E 55 
51.7 23 . 7 34 . 5 17 . 6 1CO . ' 

~9 19. 7 38 ::? 5 . 9 58 39 . 5 21 14 . 3 1 0 . 7 1 t7 

mE: 

Total 
\ 

62 . 6 

37.4 

100 . c 

J . H. 

H. S . 

Column 
Tota l 

69 . 6 60 . 4 

i .J 25 . 9 40 74 . 1 
30 . .:1 39 . 6 -· 

-i6 31. 3 lOl sa . 7 

:n~ss ~ ng ooserva t ion 

~5 Watch nrc Bas ketball ! 

fi '1. ~ q, 

82 88 . 2 ll 11 . 8 
63 .1 64 . 7 

48 
88.9 

6 
ll.l 

36 . 9 35 . 3 

130 88 . 4 17 ll. 6 

miss~ng observation 

54 36.7 

14 7 100 . 0 

--
:; 'ls 

9'3 63 . 3 

54 36 . 7 

14 7 100 . 0 

The firs ;::erc:r.::nt 111 ea h cell is in elc:tion o the fb\.J 'Ibtal ~reque.ncy and 11e seccncl 
• rcen in _£.c 1 ccJl is ::-elc:.tion the Colu:m Total frequency . For cx::J;nple , in the rirst 
i.XIx in ' 'le !J?pcr lt:! fc. corr.er , 49 re resen s 65 . 3 percent o: the 75 spec~tors a tte.Jding b e 
Junio r turn Cj~ . ~s and t:i :-.ar.e 49 represents 6 . 0 ~rcent o • the 79 ~t:.ar.ors · W.cating 

" as th:ir aLilia ~0:1 . 

H . S . 

rolumn 
o t a l 

J . :-1 . 

.:: 
r 

H. S . 

o l umn 
ota l 



69 

TABLE 9 

RESPONSES OF SPECTATORS AT JC!J!OR HIGH i\l<D niGH SCHOOL 
BASKETBALL GJ>...!-!£5 REGi>.P..DI::G H:!?O':'EESIS: C* 

GE!\'ERAL : 

1. educationa1 objec 
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2. i mpa rti al 

J . uncorrupted 

4 • yelling at of 

5. spec know rul es 

l. take foul 0~ tea..ro 
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Almost three-fourths, 74.1 percent, of the high school 

group had never officiated any sport while the junior high 

school group had 65.6 percent who had no officiating experi-

ence. The number of spectators indicating they watched 

professional basketball on television was 88.4 percent of 

the total group. This was almost equally divided among 

the two groups. 

There were five questions which proved to be signifi

cantly different at the .05 level of significance or better. 

The question regarding whether the spectator thought ''offi

cials are usual ly uncorrupted as far as being bought off by 

teams'' indicated a signi fi cant difference between the two 

groups at the .00 4 level of significance. The junior high 

group had a wider latitude of acceptance than the high school 

group. The junior high school group had 70.0 percent of the 

responses in t he one to four range while the high school 

group kept their 70.0 percent in the one to two range. 

Question number five under Officials was statistically sig-

nificant at the . 01 level of significance. This question 

asked if they felt spectators really know the rules. The 

high school group felt the spectator was better informed 

than did the spectators at the junior high school games. 

The Latitude of acceptar1ce for the junior high school spec

tators was one to six while the high schoo l was one to five 
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which indicated that neither group placed much confidence 

in the knowledge of the spectator concerning the basketball 

rules. There was a significant difference at the .04 level 

of significance between the two groups regarding whether 

the spectator approved of a player taking a foul for a 

teammate. Both groups had more than 70.0 percent of their 

responses in the first column for a latitude of acceptance 

of one. The high school group had 80.0 percent of their 

total response s in the first column while the junior high 

school group had 77.9 percent, which is not very much dif 

ference. The difference then, seems to be in the skewed 

r e s u lts o f the remaining portion of the responses. 

The other two questions which indicated a signifi-

cant di fferen c e we r e in the "Coaches" category. Question 

number three wh i ch asked if "the spectator felt profanity 

was sometimes n e cessary" gave the high school group a wider 

latitude of acceptance (one to two) than the junior high 

school group which had 70.0 perc e nt of their responses under 

the first column . This question was sign i f icantly dif fere n t 

at the .0 04 level of significance. There was a signi fi can t 

difference at the .0 3 level of signific ance b e twee n the h igh 

school group of spectators and the junior hig h group in how 

they felt about firing a coach at the end of a losing season. 

The latitude of acceptance was one to two f or the j un ior high 
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which indicated a greater reluctance than the one to four 

latitude of acceptance recorded for the high school group. 

The mean and standard deviation were incorporated in 

Table 8 but were not actually used in the statistical treat

ment of the data. 

HYPOTHESIS C--SUPPORT (Table 9) 

Hypothesis D 

There is no significant difference between the 

spectators at a high school team game and spectators at a 

college t eam game in their attitudes towards acceptable 

behavior from officials , players, spectators, and coaches. 

The makeup of the spectator group changed dramati

cally from the high school to the college level. The per

centage of parents dropped from 37.7 percent at the high 

school level to 4 percent at the college level. The school 

representation also dropped from 7.5 percent to 2.4 percent 

and thu s the only category remaining (fans ) would have to 

show an increase . The college level had 93.6 percent o f 

its spectators indicate they were in attendance as a fan as 

oppos e d to the 54.7 percent at the high school level. This 

feature was significant at the .01 level o f confidence . 

The age group djs t ribution changed significantly as 

well . There was a twent· perc ent increase in the und e r 24 

year old age group which would include the college age 
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TABLE 10 

DEl-DSRAPHIC INFORt1ATIOO REGARDING SPEC".:.l\'IDRS 

AT HIGH SOiOOL AND CDLLEGE 3A.S!\ETBALL o:'!ES 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Affiliation 
Home Visiting 

# ' il \ 
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73 . 7 33 . 3 

114 79 . 2 30 20 . 8 

38 missing observ a tions 
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TABLE 11 

RESPO~SES OF SPECTATOP~ A7 HIGH SCHOOL k~D COLLEGE 
~KETBALL GAJ~S REG~qniNG HYPCTEESIS: D* 

~: 

1. educational objec 

2. non-contact sport 

3. UIL/NCAA/ NJ\ Cl'IS 

<. good cha racter 

5. less physical 

O:":'!CIALS : 

l. catch most fouls 

2. ir..partial 

3. uncorrupt€.d 

4. yelling a~ of 

5. spec k now rules 

~: 

1. take foul of tea.ro 

2. foul only if caught 

3. retAliate 

4. showing anger 

5 . force fo~ respect 

SPECTATORS: 

1. t..,rc-win g items 

2. booing other te~~ 

3. sho.,.,, both appr and 

4. set poor example 

5. lost interest 

~: 

1. jumping off bench 
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student. There was a drop in the 35-44 age group at the 

college level which would correspond to the drop in the 

number of parents at the college level. The high school 

group had 36.4 percent in the 34-44 age group while the 

college l evel had only 11.2 percent. 

The perc ent of the spectators who had played basket

ball droppe d f rom 65.5 percent at the high school leve l to 

59 . 8 percent at the college l evel and was not statist ically 

significant. 

The re were slightly more s p ectators who had done 

some coach ing and/or o fficiating in the college audi e nces 

than there were at the high school game s . The number who 

watched pro basketball on television i ncreased from a high 

of 88 . 9 percent to 96 . 8 p e rcent from the hig h school level 

to the college l eve l . 

The individual quest ions i ndicated two questions 

which were significant ly differe nt b e tween the two groups . 

The quest ion whic h asked the s pe c ·t a tors if they felt "a 

player must use physica l f o r c e to get r espe c t unde r t he 

b oa.rds " was significantly different a t the .00 3 l eve l of 

significance. The college grou p advoc a t e d mor e l eniency 

toward the use of f orce . Th e high schoo l group h ad a o ne 

to thrLe l atitude of acceptance and the coll ge group was 

wider Jith a one to five~ lat.itude o: acc:e1...)f.:ance . The other 

questio11 vJhic was signj_ficantly C.: if f e .ellt at. the .0 4 l Pvel. 
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of significance was the question which asked whether the 

use of "profanity in the coaches' pep talk was sometimes 

n ece s sary to get the point across ." The college group had 

a latitude of one digit and the high school spectator s in

dicated a more liberal one t o t wo l atitude of acceptance . 

The entire c ategory of questions concerning spec

t a tors was significantly di f ferent at the . 05 level o f 

si gn ificance . The spectators attending college games were 

more le icnt in their expectations of appropriate behavio r 

of spectators. 

The c omparison be twee n the high schoo l group of 

s pe ctators and the college spectators had a c hi-square score 

of 9 . 98 and three de grees of freedom and wa~ significantly 

d ifferent at t e . 01 level of significance, There were 33 

mi ssing obse r ~a ti ons. The college level had a latitude of 

acceptance which was ll digits wid e r th an the high school 

l eve l. 

The mean and standard dev i a tion were given on 

Table 11 f or the comparison purposes and were not used as 

part of the s tatistical t eatment of the ch i-square . 

HY POTHESIS D--Fl\I L:CD TO SUPPORT (Table 11) 

Hypothesis E 

There is no significu! t diff renee b e twe e n the spec 

tators at an eighth rade _ _Eoy_:_ ' t .. am game and spectators a 
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an eighth grade gi r ls' team game in their attitudes toward 

accep t a ble behavior from off i cials, player s, spectators, 

a n d c o a c he s. 

The c h i - s q u a re computat ion s we re made t o dete rmine 

wheth e r t here was a d i f fe renc e b e twe e n a t titude towar d 

be haviors which were deemed a ccep t a bl e f or eigh th gra de 

gir l s ' teams and those f o r e i ghth g rade boys ' t eams . 

The only evidence of a significant difference was i n 

the s e ction of questio ns whi c h was concerned with t he 

officials. The raw chi - s q ua re score was 10. 9 with five 

degrees of freedom and wa s significant at t he . OS l eve l o f 

c onfidence . The question within the "officials sec t ion " 

whic h was significant l y differen t b etwee n the two groups 

was the question concerned with wh e the r the spectator 

thought the off icials were partial to one team o r the other. 

The s ectators a t the boys ' games we r e much l ess convinc e d 

that the officials were " impartial " than the spect a tors at 

th e girls ' ga~es . This quest i o n was significa ntl y di ffere nt 

at the . OS leve l of significan ce . Tl e latitude of accept

ance for the eighth grade gir ls was one to two on this 

question (OFFI IALS : #2--Tab l e 1 3 ) while the latitude o f 

acceptance or t h e eigh th grade boys was o ne to five . The 

questio11 (OFFICIALS : #3) c onc erned with officials and c or -

ruption had a three digit difference between the l atitude 

of accc ance of tlc two groups but as not statistically 
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significant . But the spectators at the boys' games were 

l e ss su re t h a t the officials had not be en bought off than 

the s pe c tators a ttend ing the gi r l s ' game s . 

There was a nine t een d igit d ifferenc e b e t ween t he 

t wo g roups with the s pectator s a t boy s' game s h avin g a wider 

l atitude o f ac c ep t ance . Bu t t hi s was n o t s tatistica l l y 

sign i fi cant . 

The mean and sta nd ard d e viation wer e included o n 

Table 13 as add i tiona l ref e r e nce informa tio n and were no t 

included in the s t at istic a l treatment of the d a t a . 

HYPOTHESIS E--SUPPORT (Table 13 ) 

Hy othesis F 

There is no s ignificant difference b e twe en the 

spectators at a ninth grade boys ' game and spe c t ato rs a t a 

ninth grade gir ls ' game in th e ir at titude toward ac c epta ble 

b ehavior from officials , players , spectato rs , a nd c o a che s. 

The compar i son between the spe ctators at the ninth 

grade girls ' games and the nin th grade boys ' games produced 

a latitude of cceptance hich was wider or more lenient for 

the girls ' games . There was only one question wh ich pro-

duced a statis ically significant difference and that was 

the question (GENER L : #4) o n whe ther b asketball develops 

good character . The spectators at th e nin t h grad girls ' 

games had a latitude of a cceptance o f on e to two digits 
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while the spectators at boys' games was one. This was sig

nifican t at the .05 l e v e l of significance. The entire cate

gory of Gene r a l questions was statistica lly differen t at the 

.0 5 lev e l of signif i cance. There seems to be a di ffer enc e 

b e t ween the two g r oups of spectators on the in t egrity of the 

s p o r t of ba s ketb a ll. 

The spe c tators a t the nin t h grade girl s ' game gave 

the maximum of seven digits as the ir l at itude of acceptance 

when questioned ~hether basketba l l shou l d b e played as a 

non -contact s ort . This was a three digit di ffere nce or 

wider latitude of acceptance t h an t he spe c tato r s a t the 

ninth grude boys ' games (one t o four ). 

Spe ctators at the ninth grade gir ls' game s had a 

greater lat itude of acceptance , fifteen d ig its , than s pec 

t ators attending the ninth grade boys ' game s . 

HYPOTHES IS F--SUPPORT (TabJe 15) 

The mean and standard devia tion were c alculated 2s 

art of the discriminate a na lysis and included on Tab l e 15 

as additiona l information but were not a part of t he c h i 

s quare statistical treatment of the data . 

Hy othesis G 

There 1s no significant difference between the spe c-

tators at a high school boys' team game and spectators at a 

hi g h school girls ' t am game in th e ir attitudes toward 
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acceptable be havior from officials, players, spectators, 

and coa che s. 

The specta tor s atte nding the girls' and boys' high 

schoo l basketba ll games we r e slightly differe nt in the age 

o f the s pectators . The 35 -44 age group wa s 41.9 percen t of 

the to ta l audience at t he gir ls' games whil e thi s age g roup 

a ccounted for only 29 . 2 perc en t o f the boys ' game s . The 

boys ' games h a d a bigger percentage i n the 25-34 year age 

bracket with 29.2 perc e nt a s opposed to 6 . 5 percent o f t h e 

girls ' audiences. 

The spectators at the high school boys ' game s h a d 

a slightly wider l atitude of accep tance for the entire 

"general " ca tegory and t he "of ficials " category bu t the 

high school girls ' audience h ad a wider latitude of acce p t

ance in the other thr e categories . The spe c tators at t he 

girls ' games had a two digit wider l atitude of accep tance 

concerning w ether a "player is gui l ty of a foul only i f 

c aught . " (PLA ERS : #2) The spectators o f t h e girls ' g ame 

had a latitude of acceptance o f one t o six while the s pec 

tators at the boys game had a o ne t o four lat i t ude of accept 

ance . A three digit diffe rence a lso exis t ed b e t ween the 

groups on Players #5 which asks whether for c e should be use d 

to gain respect . The girls games had a one to six l atitude 

and the boys ' games had a one to t h re e l a ti tude of accept -

ance. The spectators attending high schoo l girls ' game 
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were more conservative in their responses concerning the 

general questions on basketball than were spectators attend

ing the high school boys' games. However, this trend 

reversed itself dramatically on the category of acceptable 

player behavior. The spectators attending the high school 

gir ls' games were much more lenient in what they considered 

acceptable pl aye r beha vior than spectators atte nding the 

high schoo l boys ' g ame s . The only question which was sta

tistically s ign ifica nt was Spec tators #3 which was four 

digits apar t with the girls' games be ing one to seven and 

the boys ' games o ne to t hree . Th e specta tors at the high 

school girls ' games considered active s pectator participa

tion more important than s pec ta tors of the high school boy s ' 

games . This was significant at the .0 4 level of significance ~ 

Th is question asked whether a spe ctator has '' an obligation to 

s how both appro al and disapprov a l of action on the court." 

The la itude of a cceptance was eighteen digits wide r 

in favor of the spectators of girls ' games than the spec

t ators of the boys ' games . The s pectators o f the girls ' 

high school games h ~d a more l enien t l atitude of acc eptance 

than the spectators of boys ' games . 

The mean and standard deviation were included on 

Table 17 for the r aders ' information and were not i nc J.ud e d 

in the chi-square statistical tre t me n t . 

HY . OTHESIS G- -SUP PORT (Table 17) 
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Hypothesis H 

Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among s pec tator s who attend eighth grade girls' basketball 

game s towards a tti t udes of acce ptable behavior from offi

cials, players , spectato r s, a n d coache s. 

Parents made up 53.8 perc e nt (ma l e ) and 55 .6 pe r 

c e nt ( female ) or 54 . 5 percent o f the t ota l aud i ence in ter

viewed at the e igh th grade girls ' basketball g ames . The 

age of the male spectators was sl ight l y older t han t he 

female spectator s with 23 . 1 percent in the 25-34 age c ate 

gory for males and 44 . 4 percent for the female c ategory. 

There were 23.1 percent i n the 45-64 age c ategory f o r males 

and 0 for females . The small sample size made this appear 

more signi ficant than it was . 

Ninety - two (92.3 perc ent ) of the male s pectators 

interviewed had played other sports. The female spec tato rs 

had 7 7 . 8 percent who had played other sports. The spe c

t ators who had officiating experience was 61 . 5 percent for 

the males and 22.2 percent for the females. The number that 

wat hed pro basketball on television was 100 percent for the 

l adies and 84 . 6 percent for the men . 

The male spectators answered seven q uest ions with 

the maximum number seven , indicating an extrem .ly wide lati

tude of acceptance on baske tba l l as a non-contact sport 

(GE EH.AL : #2 ) , indicating that girls ' or women ' s games 
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should not have less physical contact than boys' (GENERAL 

#5) 1 responding that spectators should show both approval 

and disapproval (SPECTATORS: #3) 1 indicating that spe c

tators set a poor example of good sportsmanship (SPEC

TATORS: #4), and commenting that spectators h ave lost 

i nterest in good s ports manship (S PECTATORS : # 5) . Both 

male and female groups indicated that spectators set a poor 

example o f s portsman ship . 

Th e 1 a l es had a wider latitude o f acc e ptance and 

were signific ant l y di ffere nt at the .05 level of signif i

cance or be tter on two questions (OFFICIALS: #2 - .05 and 

PLAYERS : #5 - . 03). However , the two groups we re only one 

digit apart on the last category , which was Coaches. 

The l atitude of a cceptanc e was 21 digits greater for 

the male spectators inte rvi wed than for the female . The 

males would allov much more l e ni ent behavior tha n the female 

spe ctators . 

The ,ean and sta ndard d eviation were inc l uded fo r 

information only on Table 19 and were not used in the sta

tistical ana lysis of the data . 

HYPOTHESIS H--SUPPORT (Table 19) 

Hypothesis I 

Sex of the respondent is not a significa nt var i able 

among ~pectator who attend eighth grade boys ' basketball 
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games towards attitudes of acceptable behavior from offi

cials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

The major difference between the male and female 

population in the Relations category of spectator s which 

were interviewed at the eighth grade boys' games was three 

more school officials in the female category. Each had the 

same number of people listing themselves as parents (four) 

and as fans (five). The largest number of people in any age 

c ategory was eight females i n the 25-34 year old group for 

57 . 1 percent of the female group and 66.7 percent of the 

total group (25 peop l e ). 

More females than males (57.1 perce nt to 36.4 per

cent) had not played basketball or any other sport (57.1 

percent to 27 . 3 percent). Only 28.6 percent of the ladies 

had coached compared to 45.5 percent of the men, but 35.7 

percent of the ladies (an increase of one person over the 

number who had coached ) had officiate d a sport to the same 

45.5 percent of the men who had o fficiated as well as 

c oached . The number who watched professiona l b aske tball on 

televi sion was ten (90. 9 percent) of the men and e l even 

(78 . 6 percent) of the women . 

The men and women had the greatest difference po s

sibl e in their l atitude of acceptance on the question of 

whether a player was guilty of a foul only if caught. 
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Eighty-five percent of the women interviewed gave one as 

their response. The men on the other hand had the widest 

or one to seven latitude of acceptance which was a signifi

cant difference at the .02 level of significance. 

When the spectators were asked whether they approved 

of a player showing anger at an official's call, the men 

were more l enient with a one to five l atitude o f acceptance 

and the women had a one to four l atitude of acceptance which 

was significan t a t the .05 l evel of significance. 

There was no difference between the male and female 

s pectators on the first category (GENERAL ) but the men had 

a wider latitude of acceptance in the othe r four categories 

with as much as sixteen points di fference on the coaching 

category and nine points di fference on the player s category. 

The male latitude of acceptance was twenty-seven points 

wider than the female spectators atte nding the eighth grade 

boys games . T is is not statistically significant. 

The mean and standard d eviations in~luded in 

Table 21 ~ere for information of the reader and were not 

used in the statistical treatment of the data . 

HYPOTHESIS I--SUPPORT (Table 21) 

Hypothesis J 

Sex of the res ondent is not a significant variable 

amo g spectators who attend ninth grade gir ls ' ba ~ketba J.l 
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TABLE 23 

RESPONSES OF ~:A;.,:S AND FEHn.L£ SPECT.Z..TORS /l.T 
NU l'!'!-: GRADE G I?J..S' BASK:::T3r.LL G.:J·U:: S ?..EG .:....?,DI~~G HYPOTP.ESIS J* 

educat iona l objec 

2 . non-cont act sport 

3 . UIL/NCMI!~A G\\S 

~ . sooc char a c te r 

5 . less physical 

C•??' ICI.;LS: 
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3. uncorrupted 

~. yellinc; at o~ 

5. spec know rules 
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3 . p ro ~ anity 
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games towards attitudes of acceptable behavior from offi

cials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

The spec tators were evenly divided between men 

(twelve) and women (twelve) in the "~elation" category with 

a total o f twenty-four . Fifty-eight percent of the males 

interviewed were listed as parents while 41.7 percent of 

the females were included in that category. Fifty percent 

of the female spectators were under twenty-four years of 

age which corresponds with 15.4 percent of the male group. 

The largest number of the males were in the 35-44 age 

category. 

S venty-five percent of the women had played basket

ball to 61 .5 percent of the men . Ninety-two percent of the 

men had played other s port s while only 66.7 percent of the 

women had played other sports . Less than h alf (46.2 percent ) 

of the men had coached while only 27.3 percent of the women 

had coached . The s ame percentage (46 . 2 percent ) of the me n 

had done some officiating bu t only one woman (8.3 percent) 

h ad had that experience . Eleven peop le from each group 

(84 . 6 percent of males and 91 .7 pe rce nt of femal s ) watche d 

professional b asketball on television . 

The only question which indicated a significant dif

ference was th e question (COACH : #2 ) which asked if t h e 

s pectator f elt coache s were usually justified in ye lling at 

pl ayer s . The women had a wider (one to seve n ) latitude of 
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acceptance. The women respondents felt yelling at the 

players was more often justified than male respondents. 

The entire Players category is significantly dif

ferent at the .02 level of significance with the greatest 

difference being the question on the use of force to gain 

respect under the boards and the males advocating the 

greater use of force . The males had a wider latitude of 

acceptance in three categories while the females were wider 

in two categorie s (Officials and Coaches ) . The female group 

had a wider overall l at itude o f acceptance by fifteen digits. 

The ladies gave the maximum of one to seven as their 

latitude o f acceptance on seven questions and a one to six 

on three questions. The men gave one to s even as their 

l atitude of acceptance on only five questions and one to 

six on two questions . 

The mean and standard deviation on Table 23 were 

included for information only and were not a part of the 

statistica l an lysis. 

HYPOTHESIS J--SUPPORT (Table 23) 

Hypothesis K 

Sex of the respond nt is not a signi ficant variable 

among spectators who attend ninth grade boys' basketball 

games towards attitudes of acceptable behavior from offi

cials , players , spectators , and coaches . 
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TABLE 24 

DB·IX;~HIC n:FOR>:t\TI0 .:-1 REGli..PDI.:.lG SEX CF .?.ESPONDENT A..\iD 
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TABLE 25 

RESPONSES OF MALE AND FE~l.Al.E SP ECTATORS AT 
NINTH GRADE BOYS ' BASKETBALL G.PJ1.LS REC.~.RDING P.Y ? OTP.ESIS K"' 

SIG 

~: 

1 . educa tional o~ jec 
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1 . j ping o~f bench 

2 . yell i ng a player s 

3 . pr-:Jfa nJty 

5 . for osing secson 

6. s la ?ing player 

7 . " 1 : tl t r ic/:s " 

8 . exc P.p ions o rules 

9 . ~el fa re o ! ?layer 

La titude of Acceptance 

Yes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No 

@.ilif{({~.{ 

~~{?.{?!~~111111111111 

>&.f~(?~~~~l I I I 

{:~~~_0f({{ 

~:ff{j~~£(<flli5~~llil I I 
Female g rea t er by b 

Yes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No 

~~~:ffllif;;@ I I I I I I I I I 
!ll!ll/!1!111/111111 
X.XX.XX i:XXX XX.Y..XX 

~;;~ff{;~lll 

{«&Ji£:.~Yfu>:Y~XXXXX..'()(.>:XXXXX.X 

f~~~jj!,~~j~J:.~~ ~II/111 
Femal eN 0g~e a1te~2 by

3 
3 

4 

l!ll!ll /11/l/ 11 
x:x:xxxxxxxxx 

5 6 

!11111!11111!111//111 
xxx .. xxxxx):Y...X:V .. x.v.xx.xxxy_xxx:xxx.x 
!ll!ll!!l!/1/11111!/ 1 
>:Y..XXXX.XXXX.XX XX.XXX 

/ !ll!lll!lll/1111//11 
XXXXXXY-X..v:xx.xxxxx.xx;.:.;; 
l /11111111/1 1 11111111 
i:x.x>:xxxx.xx):x;.:xxx.x...x.x.x..x 
t<o dJ.fference 

Yes 

No 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ye s 

I I IIII I! II! 
XXXX.X.XXXY..XX 

! 11111!1111 
xxxxxxx.x.xxx 
l / 111!11111111!111111/!1111 
XXXX.XXY.Y .. X.X.:< xxxx.x..;.:-. .XY~X..X 
l/!l/!1/111!'!!11!11111!11!111 
X.X.X.:o'.XY .. Y...X:'~X XXXXX .. '\X.XXXX.X. . .""O:XXX..'<X 

l/1111! 11 111/1111111111!1/1 
xxx.x.:t..xx xxxxxx.xy_v..x.:o:.xxx.v...x_x.xx.xx 
Femal e areatc~ ov l 

No- l 2 .. 3 4 5 6 7 Yes 

~f);{~(~~~~G;:Jkx 
1111111/111 
XX XXX.X.XXX.XXY~ 'Y~V...Y-': Y .. X.X X.XXX 

l!lll/111/1 
XX>:xxxxxx:o: 
11111111/1111111 /1111 
XXXXY.X XY.X XY..XXXX 

~((({G~~£:.x...x..x 
11111111111 
xxxxxxxxxxx 
1111 1111111/11 
>:xxxxxxxxxx 
1111111/111 
X.X.X XXX XXX.X X 

II '!!IIIII I 
xxxx.xxxxxx;.;x x. x 
!11!111111!/111111111111 

0 . :: 1"1,-ennental coac. XX.X.X.Y..XXXXXY.XXX 

------------------------~----~!~·111~1 cre~~e= by 1 

Mean 

4.1 
2 .5 

!: s 
1:3 
s:a 

., ? 

2:4 
3.1 
1. 8 

~ : 5 
1· ~ ... ~ 

2.0 
1.5 
2.9 
4.4 
3. 6 
2.0 
2.5 
2. 8 
2 .7 
3.0 

1. 0 
1. 0 
1.5 
1.3 
3 . 6 
3. 1 
6 . ( 
5 .3 
4. 4 
5. 0 

SD 

l.~ 
l.-1 

2.4 
0. 9 

bJ 
8:1 
~J 

5 : ~ 
2 . 1 
0 . I 

2. 0 
l . S 
2 . 9 
4 . 4 

3 . 6 
2 . 0 
2 . 5 
2 . 8 
2. i 
3. 0 

1. 0 
1. 0 
1. 5 
1. 3 
3 . 6 
J.l 
6 . 4 
5. 3 
~. ( 
5. 0 

3 . 1 3.1 
3. s 3. a 
1.5 1.5 
3. 9 3 . 9 
1. 0 1. 0 
1.0 1.0 
2 . 6 2 . 6 
l. B 1.8 
1.3 1.3 
2 . 0 2.0 
1. 6 1. 6 
1.1 l.l 
1.6 1.6 
l. 8 .. 8 

1.7 1.7 
1.4 1. 4 
1.8 1. 8 
1.4 1. 4 
3. 5 3 . 5 
2 . 1 2 . 1 

1111 rem.a.lc 
.. ·ot s tatis t icu l 1y sic;-n1 : icant 

St.:rn:nar:· - F"':-a e reJ oncie nt..s r ea er 1· 9 d i gi ts. 
X:<XX : ~a e 



102 

Parents represented 47.6 percent of the audience 

interviewed at the ninth grade boys' games. Men represented 

66.7 percent of those parents in t erviewed. One third (33.3 

percent) of the women were parents. Fifty-eight percent of 

the women interviewed were listed as fans while only one 

person (11.1 percent) of the male spectators was listed as 

just a fan. The largest percentage of women (36.4 percent) 

was in the 25-34 age group while 55.6 percent of the men 

listed 35-44 as their age group. The interpretation of the 

percentages s hould be approached with caution since the 

s amp le s ize i s so sma ll (twenty ) . 

The wome n interviewed had a wider latitude of 

acceptance in t hre e categories of questions, the men had a 

wider lat itude of acceptance in the coaching category and 

there was no difference in the playe r category. The ladies 

were more l enient in thei r total latitude of acceptance by 

nine digits . 

Only one ques tion was significantly different at 

the .0 1 level of significance and this was the question of 

whether "a player should fee l justif ied to ret a lia t e if the 

offic ials do not catch an infraction ." The wome n had a 

latitude of acceptance of one to four and the men h a d a 

latitude of one to three . 
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The mean and standard deviation on Table 25 were 

not used in the statistical trea tment of the data but rather 

were offered as additional information for the reader. 

HYPOTHESIS K--SUPPORT (Table 25) 

Hypothesis L 

Sex o f r e sponde nt is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend high school girls' ba sketball 

games towards attitu des o f a cceptabl e behavior from offi

cials , playe rs, spectators , and coach e s. 

Thirty-one s pecta t ors were interviewed at high 

school girls' basketball games. The 35-4 4 age c a tegory 

included 55 percent of the women in terviewed and 18.2 per

c ent of the men . The under 2 4 years group and the 45-64 

age group each included four men . The parents interviewed 

were three men (30 perce nt of the male group) a~d ten women 

(50 percent o f the women ). 

The women h ad a wider latitude o f ac c eptance (one 

to four ) on the only question which was statistically sig-

nificant (at the .01 l eve l o f significance) . The male 

r espondents had a o ne to three latitude of a cceptance on 

th is question which asked i f the spectator s thought "baske t

ball should be played as a non-contact s port ." Men res p ond

ents were more rone to adhere to the strict i.nte r pre t a t i on s 

of b a s etball as a non - contact sport than wome n respondents ~ 



TABLE 26 

Diln:;RAPHI C INFO~'t'\TICN REG.Z\RDING SEX OF RESPO:'IDENI' AND 

SPECTATO?S AT HIGH SOi.OOL GIRLS ' B.:;sKETSALL GA.'' lES 

BACKGROUND INFORMAT I ON IDENTIFI CATION WITH THE SPORT 

Affiliation 
Horne Visiting 

# \ # \ 

3 33 . 3 6 66 . 7 
21. 4 42 . 9 

11 
57 . 9 

8 
42 .1 

78 . 6 S/ . 1 

14 50 . 0 14 50 . 0 
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# 

9 

19 

28 
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' 
32 .1 

6 7 . 9 
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tr 
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3 

~-2 .1 
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57 . 9 
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No 
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25 . 0 
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7;, q n " 

13 43 . 3 1 3 . 3 
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l l2 . 5 3 :?7 . 5 

r.ge 

Fan Row 
!I " ~ 

6 60 . 0 10 
1 7 "i 

10 50 . 0 20 
,, ? :; 

16 5 3 . 3 30 

Variety R:>w 
~ \ lf 

1 33 . 3 3 
25 . J 

3 GO . O 5 
7 5 . ·J 

.j 50 . 0 3 

Total 
is 

33.3 

66 . 7 

100 . 0 

Total 
\ 

31.5 

6 2 . 5 

t• !ale 

~emale : 

T 

I· 

0 1 U.':tn 

otal 

tale 

Fer.~al e 

: o l u:nn 
o t a l l OO . O T, 

#2 Eve r p a: e d Ot he r 
If \ # ~ 

11 1 00 . 0 0 0 . 0 
47 3 0 I) 

12 60 . 0 8 40 . 0 
"'? .., 1 '} () ') 

23 74 . 2 8 25 . 8 

Scor t 

- \ 

1.1 35 . 5 

20 64 .5 

31 2. 00 . 0 

' 
F em alE 

r olumn 
otal ~ , 

Cor rected c~ 1 . 0 4 

~J Coa ched Any Soort 
# 't li 'l, 

5 <:5.5 6 54 . 5 
55 6 27 . 3 

4 20 . 1 16 80 . 0 
:; :;_ .j 7 2 ~ 7 

9 29 . 0 22 71. 0 

!14 E:ve r Of fici a t ed Anv 
~ 

6 
5 4 . 5 45 . 5 

I 
Ill 
I :w 

1 3 1 

S;Jo rt 

l. l 

'l, 

35 . 5 : !al e 

64 . 5 e:r.ale 

c 
100 . 0 T 

o lwnn 
o t a l 

'l, 

36 . 7 :-!ale 
-24 25 - 34 35 -44 45 - 6 r5 - Up Row Total 

75 . 0 2 2 . 7 
10 . :> o 'J . :> \ 

3& . .: 
4..; , .; 
25 . 0 
55 . 6 

9 29 . C 

~: 

Tne 
cen lil 

rox i..• 
sc 1 
''t 

\ 

9 . 1 
50 . 0 

:. . J 
50 . 0 11 

6 . 5 1 3 

'l, ~ " !; \ Ji 't. 
::s .o 17 77 . 3 19 63.3 ::- e nalE 

~ 8 . 2 26 .. ..; 'J . :J 11 35 . 5 ~!ale 
l s ... ~ 5 7 . 1 0 . 0 3 26 . 7 2 2 73 . 3 30 100 . 0 

ol u.'n-"1 
55 . 0 15 . J ·,j . J "~'o t:a l 

54 . 6 4 2 . 9 0 0 . 0 
_o 6 4 . 5 F ern le 

miss ing o bserv tion 

2 . 6 0 0 . 0 31 100 . 0 
Co lu.7m corr E>cted c hi . 02 

1. 3 ,~ota .:.. 

#5 Watch oro Ba s ke t ba l l . - -
# 'l, ~ " :i \ 

10 
1 00 . 0 

0 
0 . 0 

10 33 . 3 ~ )8 . 5 0 . 0 !a l e 

80 . 0 20 . J 
66 . 7 r lG 61.5 4 100 . 0 

20 emal~ 

~ . 
26 86 . 7 4 13 . 3 30 

o lu.-:11 1 
o ta l 100 . 0 1,.. . 

1 mi ss ing observu tion 

L1 each cell i s in .. e1 tion t o che :b\1 7o tal ' r equency unci the sec-.:md 
~s rel t w n to the Colur.n ':'ot.::U fro..!lJency . .-'or e.v~le , in the fir:; t 
come , 3 re 1resem:s 3 3 . 3 rce:n of · .e 9 m les a te.ndL 1 a tl:e hic;h 
:i '.:.!1€ sa.~ 3. r~:1rese:1ts 21·. 4 rcenc of the 14 sr;ecta t ors - ir.ciicatl.n:; 
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TABLE 27 

RESPONSES OF !i~LE AND FE~~E S ? EC7ATORS AT 
HI GH SCHOOL GIRLS' BASl.ETBkLL GAY.ES REGr.RDING nYPOTHES I S L * 

~: 

1. educ a tional objec 

2. no n -contact sport 

3 . U! LI~CAAINJ,GWS 

< . good c hara-ter 

5. less ~hy sica l 

O!"FJCI;..LS : 

1. ca t c h most f ou ) s 

2 . impar tial 

3 . unc o rrupted 

.:. yel linc; at o f 

5. spec kno·oo~ rules 

1. t a k e foul of te am 

2 . fou l only if cau g ht 

3 . r e ta liate 

.(. s hO'oo•ing ange r 

5 . f orce for re s pect 

SPEC:'hTORS : 

1. throwin g items 

2 . booi nc; o the r team 

3 . s ho w both ap~r and 

4. s e t poo r example 

S . lost ir.te est 

~: 

1 . jUP;>ing o~ ~ bench 

2. yel ing a t playe :-s 

3 . profan i ty 

4. e .. ;>loyed in-loss 

5 . for l o s i ng season 

6. sla;>ping layer 

7 . "l i tle t :-icY.s " 

B. xcep t 1 o n ~ o rul s 

9. 1.•el~are o ~ ;> ay e r 

SIG 

. 01 

La ti tude of Accept~nce 

Yes 1 2 3 4 

~~~~~~~Y.XXX 
~~{~f~{~{:ff{f{:lll 
/ 1.'1!11!1111111 
X.XXX XXXY.XXX XX.XX 

11/11 / l!l l !lll / 
X.XXXXX.XXY..XXX 

6 

lllllll! l ll l ll lll/!11 1111111111 
XXXY. XXX XX.XXX Y.XXY. XX XXX:X XXXX XXXX X 

No 

Female greater bv l 
Yes 1 2 · 3 4 S 6 i No 

lllll ll! l/111111111111111111111 
X:XXXXXXXXXXXXY.XXXX.XXY.XX.X 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I//.' I I II I 
X.XXXXX.Y~Y..X.X XX X XXXXX.XX.X 

~~«{Ill 

! 11 11!111/ / 111!111111 
xxxx.xx:o:xxxxxxxx.xxxxx..xxx 
/ 1111!11!11! /111 11111111 
XXXXXXXX.XXXXXY-'O'..xxxY .. XXX.XXXX 
~o di ! fe r ence 

No 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes 
1/1 11!111/1 
xxxxxxxxxxx 
11111111//111! 111111 1!1!111111 
XXXXXXXXXY.XXXXXXXY.Y..XXXXX 

!1 111/l ll / 11111 
XXXXXY.XXXXX 

/ 1111111111! 11 
XXXXXXY-XXY~XXXXXXX 

III II 11/ll/111/1 
X..XXXX X XXXXXY.XX :o..--x.x.xx.x.xx.x..xx XXX 
~.le greate::: ::>y 2 

No 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes 

11111111/ 11 
XX XXX X.XY.XXX 
1111111111 
x.xx.xxx.xxx.x 
{:{.~(.~J&.£G.~J~t:!:.Gf«~;J:&i{ 
f{_.{{~~{6J;{{J~x~~~!Jjj!J 
@~{~~ .£~ ~G~~j~_Hhl I I 1 I I 
Female great~= by 2 

No 1 2 3 < 5 6 7 Yes 

11111111 111111111/ 11111/11 
x.v..xxxxxxxxxxxx xx.x.xxxxxx 
~~.{lli~:Gillf>:J:{{{f! I I 1 

1/11/11111 
.xx..xxxxxxxx:o:xx 
1111!11!111111111111 
XXXY..XXXXXXXXXXXX.X 

11111111111!1111111 
Y.:XX XXX XXX XY. X X:XXX X 

111/111/11 
XXX XX.'\ . .'O:X X 

llll!/11/1111111 
XXX Y.XX.X Y.XXXXX 

111111111//11 
x..v.x:o:xxxxxxxx 
111111/111111 
XXX>:.>:X X.XX X 
1111/111111/l!lll 
XXXXY-'< XX XX XX . ,:XX) : 

Mean SD 

!:j 8:g 
~:6 !:~ 
1.6 1. 0 
2. 2 1.9 
1.7 l.l 
1.3 0. 7 
4. i 2 . 2 
4 . 7 2. 3 

4. 5 2 . 2 
3.4 2. 4 
3 . 2 1.8 
3 . 1 1. 6 

±:f gj 
2. 8 1. 8 
3. 4 2 . 0 
3. 6 1. 8 
4.6 1. 8 

2. 1 1. 9 
1.9 1.8 
3. 9 2 . 5 
3. 3 2 . 4 
2. 2 2. 0 
1. 3 o. 7 

1.9 1. 4 
2' 4 1. 9 
2 .8 2 . 5 
4. 6 2 . 8 

1.1 o;J 
1.0 0 . 0 
1.3 0 . 6 
1.2 0 . 4 

~ : ~ 2: a 
5J l:~ 

t o f:t 

4 . 1 . ' . 5 
3. 4 •• 4 

~: 6 ~ ' !i 
• I 

1. 9 1. 4 
2 . 0 1.7 
3. 3 2 . 1 
"2 . 7 2 . 1 
2 . 8 1.9 
2 . 9 1.4 
1. 9 2. 0 
1.1 0 . J 
2 . 8 2 . 2 
2 . 8 2 . 5 
2 . 2 1. 8 
1. 1.1 
1. 8 1. 5 
1. 0 0. 0 
3 . 0 2 . 0 
"L . 8 1.6 

------------------------~----4-F~·~~~~a~l. e~~g~r~:~~a~·t~e~r~b~v~S --------------·------~•----~--~ 
• Not statist~call · s i anificant 

Su.':':1a:-y - fc-:-.a l c. res~onc~:1 ts c; r .:t -er by 6 dic:; ~ts . ! Il l r Femal e 
l<XXX /-:111 
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The female segment of the respondents had a greater 

latitude of acceptance in three categories, the males had a 

more lenient latitude of acceptance in one category and 

there was no difference in one. The females were more 

lenient by five digits on the total questionnaire. 

The mean and standard deviation were not used in 

statistical trea tment of the data. 

HYPOTHESIS L--SUPPORT (Table 27) 

Hypothesis M 

Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend high school boys' basketball 

games toward at titudes of acceptable behavior from offi 

cial3, players, spectators, and coaches. 

The majority of both men (55.6 percent) and female 

(57.1 percent) groups were in the Fan category and only 

22.2 percent of the males and 35.7 percent of the females 

were parents . The ten males in attendance at the high 

school boys games were almost evenly divided over the five 

age categories (two , three , two , two, one). The fourteen 

females in attendance were more concentrated i n the first 

three age categories (under 24 = fou r ; 25-34 = four ; 

35-44 = five ; 45 -6 4 = one; 65 - up = zero ). 

The l atitudes of acceptance were not very far apar t 

between the male and female respondents at high school boys 



107 

TABLE 28 

DE:·!::GRAFHIC I::--iFORHA.TICN REGlv"WI:\TG SEX OF RESPONDC.:IT AND 

SPECTA'IO~ .;T HIQ ! SOIOJL BOYS 1 BASN::'I'E.ALL G.~'-iES 

BAC~GROU~D IKFO~~TION 

.:; f : iliation 
nome Vi si ting Row Total 

'I; 

7 

9 

<3 7 . 5 
' l . 3 

6 -:.3 

'if- ' 

1 2 . 5 
1 f' 7 

35 . 7 
l'l l 

8 36 . 4 ·!ale 

14 6 3 .. 6 Percale 

~-l_o _____ 7_z_._7 __ ~ _____ E ______ 2_7_._J ____ L_ ___ 2_2 ____ t_o_o_._o __ ~~~~~ 
~1s s ing oc s e~a ~1c n s 

::<.c L~ :io n 

?a r ent 

~3 . 5 

3S . 7 
71. 4 

sc:.col ., 
22 . 2 
6 6 . ".' 

7 . l 
33 . 3 

a 

?a n 

55 . 6 
30 . 5 
57 . 1 
6 1. 5 

Row To ~al 
~ 

1 9 )"j . 1 

14 60 . 9 e mal e 

-o l u::-.:1 
~------3-J_._~~L-------3_._o __ ~l __ 3 ____ s_o_._s __ ~_2_J ___ L_o_o_._o__Jro ta l 

:ni ss i ng cbserv ;, c. ion 

:re~';e nc ·/ 

:ic:ne 

- 5 . tJ 

I :5 . ) L 50 . 0 

Al l Te:"ir.ls 
~ 

•J . J 

:::. . J 
l ')IJ . J 

_2 . :; 

6 ~i ss i.s obse rva i~ns 

- 2 
\_ 

3 3 . 3 
:3 .o 
66 . 7 

25 . 0 

25 -34 

:1"\ ... 

.; .! • ? 

2:.! . C 
57.1 

29 . zl 

'S - 44 

~ ) . J 

23 . 6 
3 S . 7 
il . ..: 

'.' a rl e t·.: 

::: .J 
~:: . 3 
:;o . J 

37 . 5 

Ro w To t a l 

' 
50 . 0 ~;:.:n a e 

lOO . J 

6S - Up Row :'o t al 
~ ~ 

2J . J ~ J . : 1 o <;' .., ·tale 
06 . I 1 ~:-> . : 

- 1 ' 
' - ~ ') -' · - 1 ~ 58 . 3 ·· e" ~ le 

3 3 . 3 ). ( 

12 . 5 ..\ . 2 24 l ·JO . O r- ::- :.. ·x 
f! Ot.:!l 

I DE?-ITIFIC.:\TION v/ITH T!{E S?ORT 

Yes No Row To t a l 
='1 :.ver Plaved 3aske tba ll 

2. 0 

70 . J 
-il. 2 
71. -i 
ss 3 

30 . •) 
..; ? . 9 

2 8 . 0 

-11.7 ' a le 

l .:l 53 . 3 e :1alE 

17 70 . 3 7 29 .2 24 !. JO . . J ::alu.mr 
~----------~-----------L--------~~o tal 

~ 2 Ever ?lave d Ot~er S co ~ t 

18 

' 0 . 0 
?J ;:; 
7B . c 
:)Ll 

"7 :3 .. 0 6 

30 . 8 

2l . 4 
5·) . 0 

25 . 0 

~ 3 Coilc .1e d .~.nv So:::o rt 
;, i 

70 . 0 3 _: . G 1 
5') , .] 36 . 3 
1 .; . 3 ,. _2 3 5 . 7 
.; ~ . J 6 3 . 2 

20 . s 1 :. 9 79 _ 2 

~1 . 7 'a l e 

5i3 . 3 e mal-:.' 

Col ~CU". 

lJO . J 7 o ta l 

!. 0 .; l. 7 ·' 3.l e 

~o l;.;..-:\!1 

24 ;_ ; .J . O :.' o t a l 

!:..j C:•: e r o: r::. c iat e::! :..ny .5;ort 

':>O . J 50 . 0 l J !: 
1-----=-· _; _· _J --+------===-,'-· .:...:· 3"----t-----,-· -_' _· 7 j·\a 1 e 

1 . 1 13 ? :: . 9 14 ~o . 3 =~mcl.e 
lC. . 7 -,· ~ . :? 

6 :: s .0 18 7S . O 
~ol u.--:m 

lJO , J b:'c tal 

=5 ~at =h ? ~o 3a sketball 

') 100 , 0 0 0 . 0 
~----~-· s~-.5~ o.o 

l O ..:1. 7 ·li'! l e 

12 
85 . 7 
:) -i . 5 

22 9 1. 7 

l 'i. ) ·14 55 . !?:Tia l e 
1 00 ,_. 0~~---------; 

8 3 :: ~ 1 ClO > ...: c l LUT\Il 
' .., - · '- 'ro tal 

cc'l 1s .: ... :1 re o:J.tio;1 -:o '.:!-e ~b\· ' ';Qtc.l e! . y ::md t..'-:.e scccnd 

t.o:· il1 L~e i.'i---!. ... 
sc. •"J.!. i..oys 1 · ·.;;-~s "'.!' ' c:..'1·.:: sa: 
"..:..., ':) " c: S -~t! l. L .:t:.:l.:_.:...:lt.l:)~ . 

t l n to ;1·2 Col · 1n T·-1t.ill ~re:;.Jcr.c:, • , fo'o r e::-::1.--:1ple , :.C1 t.J-,e [:_!:'St 

;e,~n=sc. -c s :!, / . .:> !=' r :::..,!1 t o:' ::.:u: 9 ""ales "t tterv' in... ·~c rue: !'~ 
7 :-c[ ... ·!-:se.'l s 4 3 . 8 2n.:cr. o: · <' 16 s:;:e cw _ors j_;;c ic- t.in;: 
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TABLE 29 

RES PO!~SES OF ! ~.LE A::!D FE!'!P~E S PE:CTATORS .:..7: 
HIGH Set:OOL 30"!:' 5' BASKETBALL G.:;YoES REGAP~ING H'.i PO':':-!ESIS :"-!'* 

GEtl ERl-.L: 

1. edu ca t i onal ob jec 

2. non-cont act spo r t 

3. U I L /NC.:>...A/NAGWS 

~ . s ood c harac te r 

5. less phy sical 

C FFIC ! P..LS: 

l. ca t ch mo s t f ouls 

2. i npart ial 

3. unc o rr up ted 

~ . yelling at o f 

5. s pec know r u les 

PU..!T RS : 

l. ta k e fo l of t eam 

2. foul onl y if c a ught 

3 . retali ate 

.(. sh owi ng anger 

s. fo r c e f or respect 

S P SC"!'ATORS: 

t h rowing i ter:~s 

2. boo ing o t her t eam 

3. s how both app r and 

4. set poor exa .ple 

5 . l o st interest 

~: 

1. j CI:~p in<; otf en c h 

2 . yel in g at players 

3. r>rofanity 

-
<. e :n ' oyed win-loss 

5. f o r l osir.g s eason 

(;. s lap? i ng pla ye r 

7. " 1 i t le t ricks " 

B . e xct>ption s to ;:-ule. 

9. ·~·el~are o f a : e r 

10. c :7pc . mcn ta c :> a c~ 

I ll/ •· Fema1 
): :oo; )1. le 

S IG Latitude o f Acceptance 

Yes l 2 3 4 5 6 7 No 

llll!ll///1/11// 11 
xxxxx:xx.xxxxxxxx 
/! 11!11!11!1/ ! 1/ ! 1111 
XXXXXXXXXX>:Y.XX.XXXXXXXXXX 

l !/1! / l! /11/1! 1 
XXY.XXXXXXX XXXX XXXX 

11!1/f/l! / / 11/! 
xxxxxxxxx:o:xxxxxxx 
l l !/l!/l! // 1/ /1/ l ll l!l l ! l l! // / 
x.x.xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Male grea t e r- oy 

Yes l 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 No 
11/ ! l l ! ll ! ll! l /1 11/1/ 
xxxxxxxxxx~~X&XXY~X 

!ll!l! ! l l / / l ! l l!lll /1 
J<..V.XX&XXXXXXXXXXY~':XXXX 

!ll!/11/ l /l//ll 
XXXXXXY.XXXXXX XX 

1!11!/11//1111 / 
~xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

1// 1//1/11/l ! l /1 / l /11 
XX..'<XXX..X~:D:X XX&XXXXXXX>. XY.XXX 
Ma l e gre acer- ov l 

No l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

!ll//11 // 1/ / 
XXY.XXXXXXXXX 

1 / 11 / /! / 1/ ll/ 1/ 
XY.XXXY.:\XXXX>:XY.XXXXX XX 

l l/! 111//1/1!11 
xxx:,_xxxxx>:xx 
I I I I I I 1/ /,1/ I 
xxxxx.xxxxxx..xxxx 
j / / 1/1111! 11 
X..'(..\ XXX.XXXXXXX XXX XX 
Male <;r e a te!" by 4 

No 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l!/11/11/ /11 
xxxxxxxxxxx>: 
/!l/ !/11/ / 11 
Y.XXXXXXX XXXX 
l! l l ! l l /1 1!1111111 
XXXXXXXXX..'XXXY~X XX :<XXXX 

/1 / l ! l l / 11! /l! / 11 /l ' /1/ / /11 111 
xxxxxxxxxx xxxxx.xxxx:(xxxx 
1! / / 11( / /11/ l /1 / 1 11/11 11 
xxxxxxxxxx:.:xxxxxxxxY.xxxx 
Ferta1~'1Jr e\t er2 by 3 1 4 5 6 7 
/ ! /1/ /1 / l /1 /l/ll ! l / 11 
xxxxxxxx:o:x.\-xxxxx x 

~?Jik~~~~(«£(t.~~l I I I I I 
/1/l/l/1 / /1/ 
xxxxxxx xxy_:.:xxxx 

~?i?.{~~?.~~?~~~~/11 
/!l/ !111/ / 1/ 
XX X X X XX X:< X X.:XX X>: 

Ill 1//!11! 1 

xxx>: >:x:o:xxxx 
1!1/ / ! /11/11/ 11 
xxxxxxxx>:xxx 

! 1/1 1 / /1 1'1 / 
>:Y.Y..XX XXXXXXX..'>:XXY.XXX X.'\ 

/ !II I II/I! ! / 
x.-..:xxxxxx>:x>:x 
/1 // 1 //1//1 1 

X:XX..'t>:XXX X:\X>:xx , XX 
1-:a l e a re a tc r ::,v 2 
• No sta~1stically si qn if1ca n 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye s 

Sur..'"1a r:_; - ; :ale re :; _ c ncien _s g reat er by 

Mean SD 

2.0 1.1 
1.9 l.! 
3.3 2 . 7 
3 . 6 2 . 1 
2 . 2 1.') 
2.3 1.2 

1.5 0.~ 
2.2 1. 3 
6 . 6 0. 7 
4 . b 2 . 3 

3.2 1.9 
2 . 4 1.2 
2.7 1. 9 
3.3 1. 6 
2 . 3 2. 2 
:2.0 L6 

2 . 4 2 . 3 
2.2 2 . 0 
3 . 7 1.9 
5.3 1.4 

2.6 2 .7 
1.0 0.0 
2 . 7 2 .6 
3 . 0 2.2 
1.9 1.8 
1.7 2. 0 
1.8 1.8 
2 . 1 1.7 
2.2 2 . 3 
2 . 6 1.9 

1.5 1.7 
1.7 2. 0 
1.6 1.7 
1.9 2. 0 
3.0 2. 2 
2. 3 1. 6 
5. 3 2 . 6 
4. 7 2 . 3 
4 . 1 2 . 4 
4.2 2 . 0 

3.2 2 . 3 
2 . 9 2 . 0 

jJ ~ :i 
1.8 1.8 
1. 8 1.4 
2 . 8 2 . 4 
1. 8 l . O 
2 . 3 2 . 1 
1. 9 1. 3 
1. 6 1. 7 
1. 7 2 . 0 

2 . 5 2 . ~ 
1.6 1.1 
1.7 1.8 
2 . 6 2 . 5 

1.9 2 . 0 
1. 6 1. 1 
2 . 0 1.8 
2.0 1.6 
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basketball games. The males' latitude of acceptance for 

the first category was wider by only one digit as was the 

second category. The third category was wider for the 

males by four digits. The fourth category, Spectators, was 

wider for the females by one digit. The Coaches' section 

of the questionnaire indicated the males had a wider lati

tude of acceptance by two digits. The seven digit differ

ence indicate d the men had a wider overall latitude of 

acceptance. The difference between the two groups was not 

statistically significant. 

The mean and standard deviation on Table 29 offers 

information for the r eader and were not used in the sta

tistical treatment of the data. 

HYPOTHESIS M--SUPPORT (Table 29) 

Hypothesi s N 

Sex of the res pondent is not a significant variable 

a mong spec t ato r s who attend college wome n's basketball 

games towards attitudes o f ac c eptable behavior from offi

cials, players , s pectators, and coaches . 

The numb e r and percentage of total parents in atten

dance at the women ' s basketball game s was three (5.7 per

c ent ) ; three persons ind icated connection with the school 

and the r emainder , 88 .7 percent , were classi f ied as fans. 
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Tl\..i3LE 30 

0 8-r::GPAP!-I..IC I KFOR:·lATICN ?EGA..'<DING SE.X OF RES?C:-.'CENT .::....'..'0 

SPECTATORS AT COLLEGE ;-:Q'·IE'1 ' S 3i\S!\ET'2ALL G.:....\iES 

3ACKGROUND INFO~~~T ION 

.;[fil iation 
nome Visit:ing Ror.., Tot:al 

\ '!, 

6 3 . 7 
4 

36 . 4 
:;3 . :J 4 :J . O 

L.:ale 11 31. -1 

75 . :J :25 . 0 
13 72 . :J 6 60 . 0 24 6 8 . 6 ::-e~ale 

25 71 .-1 10 23 . 6 35 100 . 0 
olu.'Tt!l 

h'otal 
19 D lS S l~g c ose r vat: l ons 

?.el.:~tion 

?a r en t: Sc hool !"an Row Tota.~ I 
\ '\ 

3 . 0 l 2 . J 90 . 0 
!:-:a.i. e 66 . -:' ~-JO . :) 

2:J ..; 2 . 0 25 ..:7 . :2 

3 . ,· ) . 0 ?6 . ~~ 
52 . ; 1? '2CJ a l e J 27 28 

33. 3 O. J s-: . ~ 

5 . 7 3 . 7 -l7 88 . 7 
o lu.<m 

53 i :JO . 0 lro t a l 

i"reque ~c·! 

:-lome All :-earns \""a!:l e ty l :tow 7oca1 

' .. " 33 . 3 SS . J ~ 6 . I 

I 66 . 7 C, .J . () .: . 5 6 25 . J '-!al e 

I 5 . :1. ~ 9 3 . 3 I 

15 i 13 75 . : _ma le 
t 33 . 3 -: o .o I 3 . 3 

I 
r-:;ol l.!ffin 

l2 . 3 20 . 3 16 66 . 7 : 4 1 t) . 0 
t'focal 

30 oi ssi~g observa io ns 

The fir;:; _rce.'lt. in e.:~c!i cell is in rel ci 2 w :1e 
rc~.c. in ca.cn-~e.:..!. is:...;, ~cla on o :r.e (blum; Towl 

:X.':< in :-.e UF:K·· i_,_;:t CC ' l1Cr , 7 -c;JrCO.""' LS 63 . :- ~!:' e . . t 
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The two groups, female and male, were almost evenly divided 

at twenty-five males and twenty-eight females. 

Eighty-four perc ent of the ma les had played basket-

ball and 92 percent had played other sports. Of the women 

in attendance, 44.8 percent had played basketball and 

58.6 percent h a d played othe r sports. Question one , which 

asked if the re spon d e nt "had ever played competitive baske ·t

ball," wa s sign i f ic an t a t t h e .007 leve l of significance 

and qu e st i on t wo which aske d if the r e sponde nt had "ever 

playe d another s p o r t c ompetitive l y ," was significant at the 

.0 1 leve l of s i gni f ic anc e. Both we r e correcte d chi-square 

score s. Ma l es h a d much more e xperienc e wi t h competitive 

s ports . 

The fi r s t c ategor y , "GENERAL, 11 was significantly 

d iffe r ent at the .03 l eve l o f si gni f ic a nce with the males 

h avin g a slightly wider latitude o f acce ptance by one digit. 

The question of whether 11 a pl aye r is gui lty of a foul only 

if c aught 11 (PLAYERS - 2) was signifi c antl y differe nt at the 

. 01 l eve l o f significanc e with t h e ma l es h av ing a one to 

seven latitude of acceptance and t he fema l es o n ly one to 

four . The m l , s had a wider l atitude of a c ceptance by n ine 

digits . 

The me ans and stand a rd deviations l isted on Tab l e 31 

were not used in the statistical treatment o f the data 

HYPOTHESIS - - SUPPORT (Table 31 ) 
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Hypothesis 0 

Sex of the respo ndent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend college men 's basketball games 

toward at ti tudes of accept a ble behavior from officials, 

players, s pectators , and coaches. 

Ninety-one percent of the males and 97.3 percent of 

the female s at the coll ege me n's g ame s were fans. There was 

one man and one woman interv i ewed who were parents of the 

p l ayers . The age dis tribution was signi f icantly diff~rent 

at the .0 2 level of significance. There were twenty 

( 58 . 8 percent) males and fourteen (36.8 percent) of the 

women in attendanc e i n the 24 and under age category. The 

co llege students were in evidence in this group. The 25 - 34 

age group had only 12 . 5 percent of the total re spondents. 

The male respondents had only 5.9 percent of its total in 

the 3 5-44 age group while t he women had eight, or 21.1 per

cent, of its total in that group . The f ema le group h a d 

31 . 6 ( twelve ) to the male 's 1 1 . 8 perce11t ( four ) in the 45 - 64 

age group . There were three (4.2 percent ) in the total 

grou p of 65 and up . There was a statistical ly signi fi c a nt 

diff ' rene e between the two populat~ons when compared on 

questions concerning prior experi e nc e wi th competitive 

sports. Men had a larger percent ge who h ad played basket

ball, other sports coached or officiated any sport than the 

women respondents. 
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There were two questions which showed a significant 

difference between the sexes. The question (PLAYERS - 5) of 

whether "a player should use force to gain respect under the 

boards" was significant at the .02 l evel of significance o 

The men had a one to s ix digit latitude of acceptance and 

the women had a one to four latitude of acceptance. 

The question Coach: #4 was significantly dif feren t 

at the .002 level of significance with the l atitude of 

acceptance for men at one to five and for women one to 

three digits. This would endorse the employment of a coach 

based on his win-loss record. The women h ad a wider lati-

tude of acceptance in the spectator category by one digit. 

The men had a wider latitude of acceptance in the other 

four categories and on the overall comparison by fourteen 

digits. 

The men were more flexible in their attitude about 

the coach jumping off the bench to voice their opinion 

(one to seven) while women were more conservative with a 

one to fi e latitude of acceptance. 

The means and standard deviations noted on Table 33 

were not used in the statistical treatment of the data and 

were included for the information of the reader. 

HY POTHESIS 0--SUPPORT (Table 33) 
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Hypothesis P 

The a ge group of twenty-four and under is not a sig

nificant variab l e among spectators who at t e nd basketball 

game s in Lubbock, Texa s towards attitudes of acceptable 

beha vior front officials , players, spectators, and coaches. 

The 24 years and unde r age group had a wider lati

tude of acceptance in every c ategory with the overall total 

being twenty-four digits wider tha n all other ages across 

all the l evels of competit i on . 

HYPOTHESIS P--SUPPORT (Table 34) 

Hy pothesis Q 

The ag e group of t wenty-five to thirty-four is not 

a significant v a riable among spectators who attend basket

ball game s in Lubbock , Texas toward attitudes of acceptable 

beha ior from officials , players , spectator s , and coache s. 

The 25-34 age group had a more n arrow latitude of 

acce ptance than the o t he r age groups in three of the f ive 

categori e s across all levels o f competition. This age group 

had a more con s r va tive l atitude of acceptance than the 

other age gr oups wi th the exc e ption of the 45-64 age 

cl ass i f i ca tion. 

HYPOTHESIS Q--SUPPO RT (Table 35) 



118 

TABLE 34 

RE S?ONSES OF SP E CTATORS TI"ENTY FOUR YEh.RS OF AGE OR LES S A.t·l!:l ALL OTHER 
LE VJ:LS OF C0 :-1P"'TITIO:l I NTERVIEl·iED AS IT RELAT:C::S TO HYPCTS"ESI S P * 

G:::. £RAL : 

1. educa'.:J.onal obje>c 

2 . non-contact s port 

3 . V ILI NCA.i'-. INAGW S 

~ . 9000 c haracte::-

; . l ess physical 

O?FICI;...LS : 

1. c a tc h most foul s 

2 . i ~par tial 

3 . uncor rup ted 

c yelh n<; at of 

5. spec know rul es 

ta ke foul of t e~~ 

2 . foul only if caught 

~ retaliat e 

4 • s ho~o· J.n<? anc;e r 

; . forc e fo:- r espec-.: 

.S?EC':'A70R.S: 

thro·.o~ inc; i terns 

booi~c; othe r tea~ 

3 . show both a ~r and 

~. set poor exam~l e 

5 . lost J.ntercst 

~: 

yel J.ng a t playe r s 

3 . pr-o~anl y 

~. e mployed wi - loss 

:; . !'or losing season 

6 . sl a?. i nc; playe:-

7 . "l1::le =i c ks" 

8. exce . t i ons t o rules 

9. we lfa r e o !' lay r 

I ll' "' 
XXX Y 

Ac e 
;.. i l e •e s 

La t itude of Accep t ance 

I 
Yes 1 2 3 

1111/1/l/1/1/1 
•xxxxxx>:xxxxx>:x 
ll/11 / /11 11/!1/11111/!1/11/111 
lxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
I! I I I// 1/1/ I I!/ I I I I I I 
IXXXXXXXXXXXXX.XX XX XXY. 

1

111/!lll/1/11/ 
XXXXXX>:X>:XXXXX 
II I I I I I I I I I 1/ I I I I I 1/ I I I I I .' I I I I 
~~~x~zxB~~:-:~xxx>: xxxxxx>:>:x >: ):xxx 

j - Yes' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I ~~~~({(~~(;X;;(~~~GI I I I I/ 
111!1/1//1!/111111/1 

! )))~~~~~)~~~)~~~ 

I
XXX XXXXXY.XX D: X 

~~~~~{.~~~~((((~;~(~Ill 
111111//!l/11/!il /111//1111 

l ~x~x~ix~~x~xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 9 
No • 1 2 3 4 5 6 

111111/11111111/11/1 
xxxx:o:xxD:x 
llil!ll/11/11111/11111!11!//l 
xxxxx:o:xxxxxxxx>:>:x:xx>:xxxxx 
1111/lt!llll t llll 
x>..·xxxxxxxxx:o:x 

l
~ (~((~(t.{:(_(((:?./ I I 
11//ll/1/11111//ll/ill/111 
xxxxxx.xxx:o·:x~: xxxxxxx >: x>: 

!Age 2 toby ~1 3 5 

Ill I I I I I I I I I 
1xxxxxxxxx:o: 
il ll/11 / 1111111 

lxxxxxxxxxxx 
I I I.' I I I I I I I I I I I.' I I I I I I/ I II I I I 

l xx:x xxx :o: x. · . · ~:xxx>:xxxxxxx 
il//1/ //1/ .'111/11///111// '!Ill 
j >:Y_,: xx.-:xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx:~ xxxx x 

·lll!r'll///1/11111//l/ 1/ 
I xxxxD:xxxx:o::.:x;o: xxxxxx :c J<:x 

I
A9 e 2toby 1 2 3 4 5 

/l/1!/ll/llll/l/1/111'1 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx~: 

illl//1111/.'ltll/11111///11 

I
XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX Y.XXi: 
/11!1/'llllll/ 
X XXX XX>:): XXX 
lll/1/111'111. 1/1 
xxxxx:o:x~::(xxxx:o:x 

11111!11!1111/1111/1 
xxxxxxxx:v:xxxx 
/1;/ IIIII/ 
xxx. ·x>:xx. ·xx 
1/11//.'l/ 11111/lllll 
xxxxx xx xxxx~:;.:>: 

1

//,'1// .. /1/''// 
xxxx:axzx.xx 
Ill/! '/1/1/1 
I x>: x>:>:>:xx . ·~:x 
l/.' 1 .'1','11//111 ' 111/1 
~ ~~~x~*x~~xixx·xxx 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

y -~ c:9J. t s 

I 

I : 
I I 
I . 
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TABLE 35 

RES PONS:SS OF SPE C':'A'l'ORS TWENTY-!" I VE TO T HRITY-FOUR YEARS OF AGE 
AND ALL O'H!ER RESPOND:.S:\TS ATTENDIKG ALL LE'v'ELS OF CO!-!PET ITIO!': 

I NTERVI E'(,"E D AS IT :U: U-.TES TO HYPOT!ES I S Q * 

1. edt.:cational obj e c 

2. non - contac t s port 

3 . C I ;../NCAA / llAGWS 

~ . c;:ood c haracter 

5 . l ess physical 

OF!ICiru..S : 

1 . c atc. ~os t fouls 

2 . ir..pa::-t:al 

3. unc c::-rupted 

~. ye li:-. g at of 

5. s .ec know rules 

l. tar. e :'oul of te am 

f at: 0:1 ly if caught 

3. r e~a.:. ia e 

4. s hcw1ng ange r 

J. !"or c e fo ::- res pee~ 

1 . throwin i t ems 

boo1ng othe r tean 

3 . sh bot h a pr a n d 

4 . set poo ::- exampl e 

5. lo s : interes 

CO CHE S : 

~~~1ng of : bench 

2 . ye ~in g at players 

3 . pro ~ani~y 

~ . e~ployed w1n - los s 

5. ! or os1ng season 

6. sl a:-p1 ns p l a yer 

i. ~ l:tt e ~r ~c k s" 

S. ex ce: t1 on ~ t c r ule s 

9. ~el~are o! l aye::-

SIG La titude of Acc e ptance 

Yes 1 2 5 :lo 

1///!1/l/l/1/1 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
/ /l/ll/!1! 111!!11/llll/!11 
xxxx~o: x xxxx :-:.x xxx xxxxxxx 

1/l!ll/1/!11!/1/ / 
xx>:xxxxx>:xxxx:-:l:.xx 
1111!/1/l// / / 1 
xxxn:xxxx:-:xxxx 
!1/ll/ /ll/ / l ll /1111111/111111 
~~~z~5~~~x~~~~~~~xs;xyxxxxxxx 

· Ye s 1 2 3 4 5 6 i No 

l!ll! /11 111111111111 
XXXY.XXlGXXXY.XXXXXXX>:XXXX 

ll/ / l/lll/,'// l l l//11 
):.v_;,:>:>: :co:.:>::-:!:X):.XY.XXXX 
11111/lll/1111 
xxxx:o:xxxx>:xxx 
/ 11! /ll l / 1/1111 11111 
xxxxx:-:.xxxx:-:zxxzxxx:-:x 
111/1!1 1111!1/1 /11 11!1!11 / 
XX X XX.X:•:): X>:X.XJ: ;~ XX>: .. X >:!:.X :-: :5X XX 
h l i leve l s cre~~er bv -

No 1 .. 2 3 <. · 5 6 Ye s 

111/l l i l/11 
xxxxxxxxxx:·: 
/ 111!111111111111111 
Y.Xi:>:X>:Y.X:O:X.X XX XXXXXXXXX}:XXXX:.X 

I I l l I I I 11.'1 /I I I / I 
>::( >:xx.n:.x xx.x xx:·: 
I I I ll I I I I I I I 1/ I I I 
xx>: x:-:xxx:< Y~xx:·:x 
l/l/ l ll l l l //!111111/1/1 
xxxx.xxxxx>:.xx :·:.:·:xxx xx:xxxx 
hll level s g ~ ~ater by 1 

No 1 2 3 4 5 Yes 

11111111111 
XXY .. XXXXXXXX 
1111111111/ 
XY.>:XXXXXXY..X 
!1111111/l!//1111111/1/ / 11 
xxx.:-:xxx>:xxxxx:(zxx>:xxx>:.xxxx 
1!111/1! !111/11' / 11!1 '/111111 
xx--...: xxxxxD:xxxxxxxxxxx>: x. ·xxxxx 
11/ll/! /11! 11111/ll ll!!l/1 
xxxx.:.:xxxxxxxx:-: :·:xxxxx~·: X): xxx 
~o c:::ercnce 

No 1 2 3 4 6 Ye s 

111111111!1!11111111/11/ 11 
YXXX">"XXYXX'<X" ''XX XXX X:·o: 
;;;l;;; ~;lj; l;;l/1~111/ 
xxx;.:xxxx>:.>:xxx ·xxY.xxx:-:xx 
l llll/11111 
:o:.:o:Y..Xi:XXX>: 
11// 11111 11111 
:-:xxx.x:-:XX>:.XXXXXXXX 
111//111//111 ! 
xxxxxxx;.:xxx:-::-: xx ;-:x 
1111111111/ 
xxxxxx:o:x:o: 

I 
1/111''//'1111/1/ 
X ' XXXY..:~:x:·~ >: X Z XX>:.'-: 

11/1,'//11'' 
x:-:xxxxxxx:o:x:o: 

1

''1/,11,.'/.' 

~~~~)~~~; :;:; ~; / 1 / I I I 

: o. _________________ c_o_a_c_h--~~--~'~'~:~_:~~:>~:i~'i~(>~v~~~ ~~~'~i :_-: _::~~ ;2~ ~~~: ~~-~ ·_x b~,·~---------------~------~----

xxxx oth ::- aoes 

lStlca l ly s ~ ~ ::1c an t 
sur.:na:- y - ;,. . levels sr dte :- by C.igit.s 
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Hypothesis R 

The age group of thirty-five to forty-four is not a 

significant variable among spectators who attend basketball 

games in Lubbock, Texas toward attit~des of acceptable 

behavior from o fficia ls, players, specta tors, and coaches. 

The single question which indicated the difference 

between this age category and all the others was the que s

tion of whether "to fire a coach at the end of the season." 

This group indicated the maximum latitude of acceptance or 

1n favor of firing the coach after a single losing season. 

This age group h a d the same overa ll average latitude 

of accepta nc e as all othe r age groups over all levels of 

competition . 

HY POTHE SIS R--SUPPORT (Table 36) 

Hypothes is S 

The age group of forty -f ive to sixty four is not a 

signi fi c ant v a ri a ble among spectators who attend basketball 

games in Lubbock , Texas towards attitudes of acce ptable 

be havior from officials , players , spe ctators , and coache s. 

All t h e other age groups had a wider latitude of 

acceptance in all but two categories . These two categorie s 

dis layed no difference. Th e other age gro ups had a wider 

latitude of ace ptanc e t ha n the 45 - 64 age by twelve digits 

i n the ove rall average. 

HY POTHESIS S--SUPPORT (Table 37) 
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Hypothesis T 

The age group of six ty-five and older is not a sig

nificant variab le among spe ctators who attend basketball 

game s in Lubbo ck , Texa s towards attitudes of acceptable 

b e havior from o ffi cia ls, players, spectators, and coache s. 

The n5 and up age group indica ted strong fe e lings 

in favor of retaliation i f a player has bee n fouled and it 

was not detected . This group h a d a l atitude of acceptance 

of one to six as o pposed t o the average of the othe r age 

groups of one to t wo. 

They also were " in favor of booing the other t eam 

more than the average ." Their l at itud e of acceptance was 

one to four while the average was one . 

The age 65 and up did no t have an overall average 

different from the other age groups . The small s ample siz e 

(six) would g ive a great dea l o f in f l ue nce to a single 

indiv i dual . 

HYPOTHESI S T--SUPPORT (Table 38 ) 

Summary of Age Category Differences 

There is a significant d ifference b etween the 

var1ous ages on the question of whether basketbal l deve lops 

good ch aracter (GENERAL : #4 ) at the .0 1 l eve l of signifi

cance . The question (GENERAL : #5 ) coDcerned with "whether 

girls ' and women ' s games shou ld have less physical contact 
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TABLE 36 

RESPONSES OF SPECTAT ORS TH.P.ITY-FIVE TO FORTY··FOUR YE ARS OF AGE F<.ND ALL 
OTHE R RESPOJ-;DE NT S ATT~DI~G ALL L£VE !,S OF COMPET ITI ON INTERVIEh'ED 

AS I T REl-ATE S TO HYPOTHE S IS R* 

~: 

l. educational ob j ec 

2 . non-contac c sport 

3. U IL/NCAA /NAGWS 

4 • <:_1000 c harac c er 

5. less physical 

OFF"IC ihLS: 

l. catch mo s t fo ls 

2. i mpar tia l 

3. unco rrupte d 

4. ye llin g ac o f 

5 . s p e c know r ules 

PLA':."EP.S : 

l. talc foul of t e am 

2. f o u l only i f c aught 

3 . r e t al i ate 

4. sh~ing ange r 

5 . for ce fo r re s pee 

S? EC'TA'l"ORS : 

t:trowing i c.ms 

2 . b ooing oth r team 

3. sh~ both appr a n d 

4. set poor example 

5. l os interest 

COACHES: 

jumping off bench 

2 . y elling a playe r s 

3. p r o ( a n ':.y 

4. employe d win-loss 

5 . fo r losing s e aso 

6 . sla?p i ng pl.aye:: 

"lit le tricks" 

8 . exceptions tor les 

9 . we1 a r e of player 

0 . erope=menta1 c oach 

! Ill "' Aoe 35 - 44 
xxxx • Al levels 

SIG Latitude of Accepcance 

Yes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No 

////11///111// 
XXXXXXXY.XXX XX:X 
/11//ll//11/ll//11/1//1111 
XXXXXXXXXXX Y.XL'\ XXXXXY.XX 
1!1////ll///1/ 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
///11/l!l lll!ll!l////lll/llll 
XX XXXXXXXXXXXY-~~·:.XXXXXXX XXXXXX 

/lllll////lll!!/1//!ll//l/!11 
XXXXi:XXXXX.X XXY-•:X~O:X Y..XXXXZXXX X 

hl l 1~~~1 s 1sr~a~3r ~Y ~ 6 7 

///! /1///! /1/ /l!l/11/11 
XXXXXXXXX.Y .. XXX XLXXXXX 
l/1 /l/1//1/ll/1// 
xxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx .. xxxxx 
l/11/l///1 / 1!/ 
XXXXi'~':X:X X XXX XX 
!/1111!11/1/l///l/ 1/ 
XXX>:Y..xxxx.xx x..xxxx :-: :axxxx 
!/1//11/l/l//1/lill!l!/!l/ 
XXXY.):Y.Y..XD:XXXXXXXXXX.XXXY.XY. 
n 1 - l~~els 1s::~a~j = ~Y i 6 7 

/11/ !l/1111 
XXX.XY..XXXXXX 
//lllll!ll/111!/ll//l ll!/1111 
XX.X:XXJO:XY..XX..XXXX..\:XXXY.XXXXXX 
11!1//11/.1//11 
XXXY.):XXY.XXXX XXXX>: 
! ll/ll!/1/1111 
XXXY.XX.XXXX>:XXXXY.Y. 
/1111/11!1111///!1/1 
x>..J.:X):XX.':X>:xxxxxxxx.xx.xxx 

No 

Yes 

hll _eve1s qrea~e= oy 2 
No 1 ... 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes 

!1!/1111111 
XXX XXX L'\XXX 
/11/l/ll//1 
):Xx..xx.:·::o:~: xx 

/11 /ll/1/ll/111/1/l//11 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx:.:xxx:r.xxxx 
11/lll/l!!l/ll/11!1111!1!1111 
x;c-::: : :r~.;x:·:xxxx.xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx:·: 

!!1111!1/ll//111/ll/11!1/! 
HPPe~~G-"8~:~~~~?:b~:-:~x~:~: 

No 1 · 3 4 · 5 6 7 Yes 

!11111!11!1/lll/1!/1111 
x.xxxx;o:xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
/llll/11!/l!llll!ll//11 
x:xxxxxxxxxx x>: xxxxx;o:xxx 
//!11/!1/11 
XY.XXXXXXY..XX 
!/1111!!111!11/ll /11 
xx.xxxxxxx>:xxxY~><xx 
1111!111 /l//!!1//l!ll// //111 
XXXXXXY.XXXXXXX>:>:,; 
!11//11//11 
X XXXXX..XXX XX 
/l/11!/111/!111/l 
xxxxxxxx>:xxx:co:xx 
//1/11/11/1 
xxxD:.;.:xxxxx.x;.:x 
111/1!11!!1111 
Y..:·:D:~:xx:o:x>: 

I II,' I.' I I// I I I I I I I I I I 
~r~~..:~: ~~gx~g~~~gx?;~ _ 
• . o s t at~S~lcal1y s~gn~!1can 

Summi'\r '' - A o 24 qreo3. t er y 24 digi s · 
o if~ere:-~c 
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TABLE 37 

RE SPONSES 0? S PECTAT ORS FORTY- FIVE TO SI XTY - FOUR ':::'1: AF.S 0 ? AGE A."<D n.LL 
OTHE R RES PONDE:\TS AT TEN DI:-.J G ALL LEVELS OF CO~PET ITIO c; I~lTERVIE!ED AS 

I T REL~TE S TO HYPOTH ES I S s • 

S IG 

l. edu cat ion al ob jec 

2 . non-contac t sport 

~ U I L/NCMI~.l\GV1S 

.. . good charac <;:e r 

5 . less phys ic al 

l. c atch nost fo u !:; 

2. i r::spartial 

3 . uncor r upted 

c yell inc; at of 

5 . s pec know rules 

.. tal<: e f oul of tean 

2 . ! oul onl; if aught 

3. r e taliate 

4. showing anger 

5. for c e for res ect: 

S PECTATORS: 

l . t:h r ow ing i ::ens 

2 . ~coin othe r tean 

3. show bo t h app r and 

4. s et poor example 

5. l ost int e r s t 

£~: 

l . jumping off bench 

2 . yel ing at players 

3. prot ani ty 

4 . e ployed wi n- loss 

5 . for losi ng season 

6. slapping layer 

7 . " l i tle trl~l<:s" 

8. except ions t o r ules 

9 . ~ lfare of player 

10. t e •. perme nta l coach 

//II "' Aoes 4 5 - 6 ~ 
xxxx u AL !-Je lev ls 

Lati t ud e of Ac c e p t ance 

Yes 1 2 3 No 
il/11111/ l!ll/1/11 
XXXXX.XXXX.XXXL'\Y. 
1///11/!lll!l/!11/11/ 
xxxxxx.xxx..v.r.-vvxv-..~x:;.· ··xx ):x I il ; I f // I I i/7) til l .1'. -

Y..XXXXXXXXY..X.XXX>:XXX 
1/111/l/11/11/l 
xxxzxxxxxxxx:o:x 
l//lllllll / !llll/111//111/111/ 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx>:xxxxxx 

No ci::erence 
Ye s 1 2 3 5 No 

111111//1/111/11// 
xxxxxx>:x>:xxxxxxxxxxxxx ~x 
/1/l /lll!ll!l/1/1! 
XXX>:.XX>:XXXXXXXX>~'C<XXX 

/ 1111/11!/1//// 
XY.XXY.Y.XXXX..~XXXX 

/1/111/lll!l/!lll'lll 
XXXXXXXY.Y.XY.XX>:xx:t.XXXX 
/11!111/l/lll /1111111/11 11/ 
XXXXA."X .. '( XX.X .. Y:XX..'\XY~'\XXXXXXXXXX 
All levels greater y J 

No 1 2 3 4 5 Ye s 
/ 1/1/l//111/ 
XX..":XX X..V.Y.X..'C X 
1111/ll//11/11/l l/ / 1/ll/11 1 
v .:-:x):Xx):x:o:xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxxx>:D: 
1111//11/l/11/l 
XXXY.XXXX~XXXXXXXXX 

/ll lllll/11111/ 
xxxxxx.xx::xxx::xxxxx 
!lll/l/1/! l /llllllll/1/ l 
XY.XXY~'\X XXXXY.XXXx..>:.XXXXXX.X 
All le ve ls grc~ter by J 

0 1 2 3 
/!111!1111/l 
XXXXXY .. XXD:XX 

1111/11//'ll 
XY.XXXY.X.XXXXX 
1111111/111111111111/l/lll / 
xxxx.x..v..xxxx xxxxxX>:x>: xxx>:xxxx 
/lll/l! ll'llll!!/ll 'll!l/!!111 
xxxxxxx : " XX.X X X): ::::\ >:xxxxx:o:xxxxv~-.: 

//1!111/lll/llll!ll/lll/!/1 
X>:XXXX. " >:X >: XX XX.. XX.'< Y.>:X XXXXX XX 
No diffe:- e nce 

NO 1 2 3 4 
lll/ /!/11111/l!l/l/!1 
xxxxxxxxx>:xY..xxx.xxY.xx:o:xx 
////!/IJI///11/,"11/1/ 
x:xxxx;.:xxxxxxxxxxxxxy..xxxx 
lll/1.'11/111 
XXXXY-XX XXXXX 

111!11///lllll/ 
XX>:XXXXXL':XY.Y.X>:XY. 
! 111/l!lll//1////1 
xxY.xXX):xxxxx:o: x>:>:x 
111/1/l//,11 
XY.XXXY~'<XXXXX 

.'l,l/111/l!/'l// 
XX XXXY.XX X):_'XXXX):_v.x 

!J/1/111'1/1 
Y.X XXX:<X.XXY.>: i~X XY. 

//11/1,//J!I 
y..xxxx ~:xxn:xx 

1//ll/1//111!/11/.' 
xxxxx):>:xxxxxx>:):X. :xxxx 
hll leve ls a r ea<;:er by 

• ot s Qt:stlc~llv sia~lflcant 
Swn~ary - No ci~fere nce .. 

Yes 

Yes 

Mean S D 
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TABLE 38 

RESPONSES OF SPECTATORS S IXTY-:IVE YEARS AND UP Al-ID ALL OTHER 
RES PONDENTS AT TENTING AJ.L LEVELS OF COMPETITION INT:SRVIEh'ED 

AS IT REL.l\ ':'ES TO HYPOT I-fESIS T* 

SIG 

~: 

1. educational objec 

2 . non-contact sport 

) . UIL/NCAA /NAGWS 

" 0 good characte r 

5 . less physical 

O:r'FIC "IALS: 

l. catch most fouls 

2 0 i opan: ial 

) 0 uncorrup t ed 

4 0 yelling a t o f 

50 spec len ow ru l es 

?L.l:..YERS : 

t ake foul of t eare 

2. fou l onl y if cau ght 

3 . retalia t e 

4. showl.ng ange r 

5. forc e f o r re spe ct 

S? !:Ci"ATORS : 

1. t h row1n c; i terns 

2. booing o ther team 

3 . show both a ppr anc 

4. set poor examp l e 

50 los t 1n e r es t 

c o;..C P.ES : 

l. j \!I!\pl ng o~: bench 

2. ye ll in at pla ers 

3 0 pro f ani t y 

4 0 e mployed win - loss 

50 fo r los1ng season 

6 0 sla pp ng pl a er 

7 0 " lHotle ricks" 

8 0 e xceptions to rules 

9 0 welfa e of layer 

lO o t emperT.l n al coach 

/Ill~ Age 65 nc ;.~o 
x.xxx "'J..ll other le~•els 

Latitude of Acceptance 

Yes 1 2 3 No 
////ll////ll/ /l /// 
xxx.uxx.xxxxxxxx 
//l///lll/1/ll!// /// // /1 
xxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
//i//ll!ll/!/l /1// l// 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx:o:X); 
1//ll l//l/11/111// 
XXXY. XXXX.VJ.XXXXX 
///11//1/l////1//!///11/ 
r.xxxxxxY~'<xxxxxxxx :-:xxxxxx x xxxxx 

Age 65 g reater by 1 
Ye s 1 2 3 4 No 

/11!// ll//11/l/1//1/l 
XXY.xxxxxXYoxxx xxx:axxx 
/1/1!/l/11/l/////!ll/ 
XXXXYXXXXXY.Y.XXY.LXXZXX 
/1 1///!111/!1/l 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
/1/l// //1//1 
XX :O:XXX..'XXXY~'<XXXXX.XXX Y. 

l/!l!l!/1111//1111!/l//! 
XXXX):Y.XX: "XXXXX>:XXXX Y.XXXY.XXX 
Al l l evlcs g reat e r by 4 

No l 2 3 4 5 Yes 
1!/111!11/1/ 
XXY.XXXXXXY.XX 
////ll!/11/l//1//l//11// 
):.): i::O:XXXXXX . ."\XX.X XXXXXXXXXXY. X 
/l!/11/11 11/l/ll/!ll/11!111 
X..V.XX.Y.:\XX.XXX~:.:v: 

/1//1//1//11/!!1/1/1/ 
xxx:o:xxxxxxxxxxxx..x 
1!1///ll/11/1'//11!!1 
XXX X:\..'< :0: X.XY-': >:XXY.XX >:X XXX.."\ 
~ge 6 5 g=eate r by 4 

No l 2 3 5 Yes 
!l/!!1/!111/ 
XD:XXXXXX.XXX 

~l~~~,~~~~~~;~~xm<> !!1!/!1/ll//!!1!1//1//!/111!1 

~~~~~;~;~~~~~~~)~~)~/->:>:XXX 
X:XXXXXXY.XY-': ;o:X.XXX.X:V:::-:xx.v~'<:Y-':~: 

No c :.. ~.ercncc. 

No 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes 
//!l/111/l//111!11/l/1/l//1/1 
XXXY. XXX:V-X :CXY.X X>: XX XX..':XXX X 
1//!//!/ 11// 1!///l!///1!111 
):XX :xxx:v_xx.>:xxx.>:xx>:xxxxx.x 
11//1/!l/!11 
xxxxx:o:z:v_xxoxx 
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than the men's game "was significantly different among the 

various age groups at the .003 level of significance. The 

third question which was significantly different was 

SPECTATORS: # 2 which advocates "booing the other team" 

was statistically significant at the .04 level of signifi

cance . The four th question to show a significant difference 

at the .0 4 l evel of significance asked if spectators should 

show both approval and disapproval of the action on the 

court. The fifth and last question which had a wider lati

tude of acceptance in the younger age group a nd gets more 

narrow with age (one to four; one to three ; one to three ; 

one to two ; one ) which questions whether "teaching little 

tricks " was appropriate . 

Hypothes is U 

There is no significant difference b e tween the 

latitude of acceptable be havior (the range which contains 

s eventy perc en t of the responses ) for juni o r hi gh school 

game spectators (eighth and ninth grade boys and girls) and 

high school g irls ' and boys ' games spec t ators . 

The latitude of acceptance is wider for the ninth 

qrade than the high school by five digits . But the differ 

ence is not significantly different. 

HY POTHESIS U--SUP PORT 
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Hypothesis V 

There is no significant difference between the 

latitude of acceptable behavior (the range which contains 

seventy percent of the responses) fo~ high school boys' 

and gir l s ' game spectators and college men's and women's 

games spectators. 

The latitude o f acceptanc e of the college level is 

significantly wider at the .01 level of signi fi c ance. The 

college level h as a lat i tude of acceptance which is eleven 

digits wider overall . 

HYPOTHESIS V--FAIL TO SUPP ORT 



CHAPTER V 

SUI'-1MARY , CONCLUSI ONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 

RECOMMEN DATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES 

This chapter include s a summary of the study, sum

mary of t he findings, conclusions based on th e findings, 

and implication s dr awn from the findings . Recommendations 

for future studies are presen t ed based upon the experiences 

of the investigator during the present study. 

Summary of the Stu~y 

The purpose of this study was to dete rmi ne if spec 

tators have a differe nt interpretation o f acceptable sports

manship be havio r at the different educational levels o f 

c ompetition in basketball games in Lubboc k , Texas . The t wo 

ma jor hypothes e s which gave direction to the study were 

(a) the range or th e l a titude of acceptab le b ehavior will 

b e 1ore n a rro\'7 a t the lower educationa l levels of competj

tion and be c ome wi der or more lenient as the l eve l of 

com etition increases ; (b) the ra nge o r the latitude of 

ac c eptabl e be h av ior will be more na r row for f emale teams 

at each of th e educat ional levels of compe tition . 

Jn Chapte r I, the j1.. oJt ifi c ation of the study , the 

s ~_at c:: . t;nl:. o~ ·the probl em , defin i tion and/or P.xp lanations 
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of the terms, limitations of the study, the purposes of the 

study, and hypotheses were presented. The investigator 

found seve ral authors very concerned about violence in 

sports, the influence spectators hav2 on sports and the 

possible relationship betwee n sports, viole11ce and spec

tators. In Chapter II, the review of literature, the in

vestigator reporte d several studies of sportsmanship 

concerned with possible deterioration of those values 

encompass ed by sportsmanship , even t o the extent that some 

question the educational v a lue of sports. 

Chapter III included the procedures followed in the 

d evelopment o f the study . The procedures were discussed 

under the headings: Selection of the Subjects, Deve lopment 

of the Instrument , and Admin istrat ion of the Instrument. 

A total of 275 spectators was interviewed at the 

nine selected basketball games . Thirty-nine of the inter

vi ew s had one or more missing di scriminat ing variables . The 

to tal number of complete inte rview forms was 236. 

The number of subjects at each of the basketball 

g a es as (1) Eighth grade girl s - t wenty -one subjects (n ine 

females , twelve males ); (2) Eighth grade boys - twenty-four 

subjects (thirteen females , e leven mal e s) ; ( 3 ) Ninth grade 

girls - t enty-three subjects (eleven females , twelve males) ; 

(4) Ni th grade boys - eightccr1 subj _c ts (te n females , eight 

males) ; (5) High schoo l g irls - twenty-five subjects (s ixteen 
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females, nine males); (6) High school boys - twenty-one sub

jects (twelve females, nine males); (7) College women

forty-six subjects (twenty-six females, twenty males); 

(8) College men - fifty - eight subjec~ s (twenty-nine females, 

twenty-nine males) . 

The interview ins trume nt was developed by the inves

tigator f ollowing t he criteria of legal interpretation of 

the b a sketball rules and their relationship to sportsmanship. 

The instrumen t was divide d into five c a tegories, the first 

rega r ding general questions , the second r egarding the offi

cials, the third regarding the p l ayers , the fourth regarding 

the s pectat.or.s , and the fifth regard ing the coach. 

A pi l ot study was conducted by the invest igator to 

determine the ease of u nd e rstanding the directions, the 

questions , a1d the terms . Questions were altered a nd clari 

fi e d here the ne ed was indic a ted , and some were eliminated . 

The interv i e ws \hich provided the d ata for this study 

took plac . at several game site s in the city o f Lubbock, 

Texas . The intervi~wers were : the High R1dc rs o f Texas Tech ; 

students j_n the professiona 1 physical educ a tion program ; c ol

l eagues at the Texas Tech Universi t y ; and other volunteers 

fr o_1 the investigator ' s classes who '.ve l e wil ling to und~rgo 

the necessary trG ' ning and spend the require d time. 

At eac h of the basketbal l games the i nterviewer 

h aa a e l i board and pencil with a permission slip to attend 

t h t:-· 9 or.1e , ::1n cral .xplanation o-: t .hc.2 purpose of the 
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study, a signature sheet to get the permission to inter

view before the interview was conducted, and ten interview 

questionnaires. 

The Sta tistica l Package for Social Sciences computer 

program with the cross-tab subprogram was used to compute 

the contingency tables and the chi-square test of signifi

cance. The d _· sc rimin a te analysis was also programmed to 

dete rmine where the differences were if the other statisti

cal procedures indicated there was in fact a difference. 

Summary of the Findings 

The findings based upon the responses of 126 females 

and 110 males attending basketball games at various educa

tional levels in Lubbock, Texas are summar ized according to 

the hypothe ses which guided the developme nt of this study. 

Tables 39 through 42 summarize the data and are included 

for the r eader ' s convenience. 

The results o f the treatme nt and analysis of data 

led the inve stigator to support or fail to suppor t the fol

lowing hypothe s e s which were enumerated in Chapter I. 

A . There is no significant difference b e tween the specta

tor s ut an 8th gra de team game and spectators at a 9th 

g r ade t e am game in their attitudes towards acceptabl e 

behavior from officialc , players , specta tors , and 

coac c,... . Supper~ (Tabl e 5) 
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B. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at a 9th grade team game and spectators at a 

high school game in their attitudes towards acceptable 

behavior from officials, players, spectators, and 

coaches. Suppor t (Table 7) 

C. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at all junior high school team games and spec

tators at a high school team game in their attitudes 

towards accepta ble behavior from officials, players, 

specta to rs , and coache s. Support (Table 9) 

D. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators a t a high school t eam game and spectators at a 

college team game in their attitudes towards acceptaLle 

behavior from o ff icials, playe rs, spectators, and 

coaches . Fa i l to Support (Table ll) 

E . There is no significant difference b etween the spe c

t ators atan Btl grade boys' team game and spectators 

at ~ 8th g rade girls ' team game in their attitudes 

to~ard : accepLable be havior from officials, players, 

spectators , and coaches . Support (T a bl e 13) 

F . The re i- no significant dif ference between the spec 

t ators at a 9 th grade boys' team game and spectators 

at a 9th grad e girls' t eam game in thei r at titudes 

to\arrs acceptable behavior from o -fi c ials, players, 

spe ctators , and coach2 s . Support. (T a ble 15 ) 
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G. There is no significant difference between the spec

tators at a high school boys' team game and specta

tors at a high school girls' team game in their 

attitudes towards acceptable behavior from officials, 

players, spectators, and coaches. Support (Table 17) 

H. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spe ctators who attend 8th grade girls' basket

ball games towards attitudes of acceptable behavior 

from offic ials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

Support (Table 19) 

I. Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend 8th grade boys' basketball 

games towa rds attitudes of acceptable behavior from 

of ficials , players, spec t ators , and coaches. 

Support (Table 21) 

J . Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend 9th grade girls' basketball 

games towards attitudes of acceptable behavior from 

of ficials , players , spectators, and coaches. 

Suppor t (Table 23) 

K . Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

amon g spe~ tators who attend 9th grade boys' basketb a ll 

games tow, rds a ttitudes of acceptable behavior from 

officials, players , s pectators , and coaches . 

Support (Table 25) 
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L . Sex of the respondent is not a significant variable 

among s pecta tors who attend high school girls' basket

ball game s toward attitude s of acceptable behavior 

from o ff icia ls, p l ayers, s pecta tors, and coaches. 

Suppor~ (Table 27) 

M. Sex o f t he r e s p ondent l S not a significant variable 

among spectators who a tte n d high school boys' basket

b al l games toward attitudes o f a c cept a ble b ehavior 

from officials , p l ayers , spectato rs , and coa che s. 

Support (Table 2 9) 

N. Sex of the respondent is not a s ignifi c a nt v a r iable 

among spectators who attend c ol l ege women's b a s ke t

ball games toward attitu des o f accep t ab le b e h avior 

from officials , players , spec t ators , a nd coache s. 

Support (Table 31 ) 

0 . Sex of the respondent is not a signif i c an t v a r i a b le 

among spe ctators who attend college men' s b aske tba ll 

games toward attitudes o f acceptable beh avior f r om 

officials , players , spectators , and c oaches . 

Support (Table 33 ) 

P . The age group of 24 and under is not a signifi c ant 

variab l e among spectators who attend basketball games 

in Lubbock , Texas toward attitudes of acceptable b e ha

vior from officials , players , spectators , and coaches . 

Support (Table 34 ) 
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Q. The age group of 25-34 is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend basketball games in Lub

bock, Texas toward attitudes of acceptable behavior 

from officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

Support (Tabl e 35) 

R. The age group of 35-44 is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend basketball games in Lub

bock, Texas toward at titude s of acceptable behavior 

from officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

Support (Table 36) 

S. The age group of 45-64 is not a significant variable 

among spectators who attend basketball games in Lub

bock, Texas toward attitudes of acceptable behavior 

from officials, players, spectators, and coaches. 

Support (Table 37) 

T . The age group of 65 and older is not a significant 

variable among spectators who attend basketball games 

in Lubbock , Te xas toward attitudes of acceptable behavior 

from officials , players , spectators, and coaches. 

Support (Table 38) 

U . The re is no signi f ic a nt difference between the latitude 

of accept a ble behavior (th e range which contains 70 per

c e n t o f the r e s ponses) for junior high school game 

s pe c t a to r s ( 8 t h a nd 9th grade boys and girls) and high 

school girls ' and boys ' game s spe ctators. Support 
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V. There is no significant difference between the latitude 

of acceptable behavior (the range which contains 70 per

cent o f the resp onses) for high school boys' and girls' 

game s pec tators and college men and women's games spec

tators. Fail to suppo r t 

Conclusions 

1 . Spectators be l ieve that b asketbal l contr i butes to good 

character development o f the p l ayer s and to the educa

t i onal objectives o f ou r schools. 

2 . Basketball is u sually class i f i e d as a "non-contact 

s port " and has rules t o limit incid e n t al contact and 

punish deliberate c ontact o f a l most e very kind. Spec 

tators , howeverr indicate they do n o t sup por t this 

c oncept. They are qui t e defi n i t e i n the ir r e jection 

of the " non - contact " suggestion . 

3 . Spectators overwhelmi ngly agree t hat gi r ls and wome n 

have as m ch right to physica l contac t in baske tba l l 

games as boys and men . 

4 . Spectators are inclined to think that t h e governing 

bodies of the various leagues of competition exerc i se 

adequate control ove r the s port . 

5 . Spectators t end to feel good about their own personal 

behavior at b asketball g<Jmc:s but a r e suspicious that 
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"other" spectators either do not know the rules or else 

place too little importance on good sportsmanship. 

6. Spectators are generally inconsistent in what they 

deem as appropr iate or acceptable behavior for spec

tators at baske tball games. 

Implications 

The spectator atti tudes towards appropriate beha vior 

appears very permissive a nd deviates considerably from the 

prescribed behavior set down in the rules of basketball. 

The spectato~s gave evidenc e in this study that they wanted 

to b e active participants in t h e game but at the same time 

did not feel bound by the rules. They, the spectators, 

were very suspicious o f the of fi cials and might even con

sider the officials adversaries . The spectators seem to 

think their importanc e a s ticket buye rs gives them credence 

for interpreting the rul es . The r efore , if i t is important 

for spectato s ' behavior to re f lect a concensus of what is 

deemed appropriate behavior by the rules and what the spec

tator considers appropriate behavior; something shou ld be 

done to bring these two positions closer toge the r. 

The rules themselves do not seem to be the source 

of the pro lem but rather the spectator ' s r elationship to 

the rules and perh ps their role in the competitive 

sit~atiun . The spectators seem to feel their peers do no t 
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know the rules, yet all want to make sure their team is 

given every advantage under these rules. They support the 

coach's actions in behalf of their team and they try to 

do what they feel is their part by intimidating the 

officials. 

The spectator's role should be better defined as 

well as what their contribution should be to the game. 

The spectators want to feel they are a contributing member 

of the "team effor t ." The educational institutions have 

given the spectators acceptable avenues for making contri

butions to the t eam effort with pep clubs, cheer-leaders 

and have thus exercised some control over the student 

bodies ' sportsmanship behavior. But as more sports compe

tition takes place outside the educational area this aspect 

of the game will b e come more neglected. Spectatorship of 

Little League Baseball has become a case in point of a 

sport outside the educational environme nt which does not 

e njoy a good reputation for good sportsmanship behavior. 

The s e ctators of the high school and college level have 

alumni who do not feel bound by rules of the game or good 

s portsmanshi p . 

If it is importa nt for the s pectators to exhibit 

b e havior which is consistent wi-Lh the rules of the game, 

then educat ion would s eem to be the solution . If the rules 
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do not reflect the standards which our society deems im

portant, perhaps there should be a re-evaluation of the 

rules of the game even to the extent of what might be 

expected of spectators. 

The mass media as well as civic groups which cover 

the sporting events should take some of the responsibility 

fo r educating spectators on acceptable sportsmanship . 

behavior. Sportsmanship or behavior deemed acceptable can 

and should be taught to the public. At this point in time, 

this aspect of our rapidly expanding sport awareness has 

been neglected. 

Future Studies 

The findings of this study raise several fascinat

ing questions that researchers might wish to examine: 

1. Why did the spe ctators at the high school level deviate 

from the trend toward increased leniency as the grade 

level become higher ? 

2. Wnat is the influenc e of professional sports on the 

interpretation of appropriate behavior? 

3. What positive b enef its could television have on the 

education of spectators and the rules as well as "the 

sl.-'irit of the rules? .. 
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4. What positive and negative contribution did television, 

as it relates to the spectator and the sports world, 

make in bringing us to this point. 

5. Has the tremendous exposure of sports to uninformed 

spectators precipitated the lenient interpretation of 

appropriate behavior or has it been a natural evolu

tion of our permissive society? 
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OFF 3 1 - 2 1-4 . 51 2 1 - 4 1 - 2 . OOb * - 2 1 - 4 1 -2 . 004 * -:L l-2 1-3 .12 1 1-3 l-2 1-3 
OFF 4 1-3 l - 4 . 97 1 l - 4 1 - 4 . 57 0 1 - 4 1- 4 . 51 0 1 - 4 1-5 . 40 1 1-4 1-4 1-4 
OFF 5 1 -6 1-7 .97 1 1-7 1-5 . 07 - 2 1-6 1-5 . U1* -1 1-5 1-6 .12 1 1-6 l-5 1-5 

.8 6 . 3 0 .40 .20 

P:..A 1 1 1 .51 0 1 1 .07 0 1 1 .04* 0 1 '1 • u6 0 1 1 1 
PLM 2 1-6 1-7 .24 1 l-7 1-5 .7 9 -2 1-6 1-5 .4 7 -1 l-5 1-7 .56 2 1-6 1-5 1-7 
!JLr\ 3 l - .l 1-4 . 60 .l l -4 1-2 .2 7 - 2 1-3 l -2 .1 6 - 1 1-2 1 -2 .60 0 1-3 1-2 1-2 

~ 
PLA 4 1-2 1-2 . 77 0 1 - 2 1-2 . 22 0 1-2 1-2 . 08 0 1- 2 1-3 . 36 1 1-2 1-2 1-3 ~ 
PLA 5 1 - 5 1- 4 . 04* -1 1 - 3 1- 3 . 22 0 1-5 l- 3 .1 0 -2 l-3 1-5 .003* 2 1-5 1-3 1-5 V1 

.79 • 65 .9 2 .08 

3PE l 1 l .1!:3 0 1 1 . 27 0 1 1 . 29 0 l 1 .30 0 1 1 1 
SPF. 2 1 1 . 73 0 1 l .4 2 0 1 1 .3 5 0 1 1 . . 15 0 1 1 1 
S?E 3 1-5 1 - 6 . 39 1 1-6 1-5 . 17 - 1 1-6 1-5 . 4 7 -1 1-5 1-6 .13 1 1-6 1-5 1-6 
3PE 4 1-7 1- 7 . 38 0 l-7 1- 7 . 4 2 0 l -7 1-7 . 21 0 1-7 1-7 . 64 0 1-7 1-7 1-7 
SPE 5 1-7 1-5 .10 -2 1-6 1-7 . 94 l 1-7 1-5 . so -2 1-5 1-6 .57 1 1-7 1-5 1-5 

. 62 .5 9 • 4 4 .OS* 
CO.l\ l 1-4 l-5 .61 1 1-5 1-5 . 7 3 0 1-5 1-5 . 56 0 1-5 l-6 . 34 1 1-5 1-5 1-6 
COA 2 1-s ::.. -5 .5 8 0 1-5 1-6 .26 1 l-5 1-6 .08 1 l ··· 6 1-5 .09 -1 1-5 1-6 1-5 
COA 3 1 1 . 33 0 1 1-2 .O S* 1 1 1-2 .004* 1 1-2 1 . 04 * -1 1 1-2 1 
COA 4 l-2 l -3 .13 1 1-3 l-4 .1 4 l l-2 l-4 .17 2 1-4 1-3 .37 -1 1-2 1-4 1-3 
COA 5 1-2 1- 2 .54 0 1-2 1-4 .0 8 2 l-2 1-4 .03": 2 1-4 1-3 .60 -1 1-2 1-4 1-3 
COl\ 6 1 1 . 59 0 1 1 .65 0 1 1 .50 0 1 1 .81 0 1 1 1 
CO.Z\ 7 1-2 l-3 ~13 1 1-3 1-3 . 20 0 l-3 1-3 .23 0 1-3 1-3 .69 0 1-3 1-3 1-3 
COA 8 1 1-2 . 44 1 1-2 1-2 .85 0 1 1-2 . 9 1 1-2 1-2 .65 0 1 1-2 1-2 
COA 9 1 1 . 29 0 1 1 .25 0 1 1 .26 0 l 1 . 4 7 0 l 1 1 
COA 10 l-3 1- 4 . 61 l 1-4 1-3 .38 -1 1-4 1-3 .46 -1 1-3 1-4 .09 1 1-4 1-3 1-4 

.27 .56 .55 .11 

47 46 .1 6 +15 46 55 .25 + 8 93 55 .78 + 9 55 124 ~ 
.01 +15 93 55 127 

- 4 -12 ...,14 - 4 

*S tatistically s igni ficant 



APPENDIX Tl\BLE 1 (CONTINUED ) 

Sig Ga v B8 Sig G9 v B9 Sig HG v HD Sig CM v C'itl Sig 
chi Dif H # E chi H # F chi Dif tl ~ G chi Dif chi Dif 

0 ' * • .l 1 1- 2 1 . 30 -1 1- 2 1 - 2 . 32 0 1-2 1 -2 . 08 0 1-2 1-3 . 89 1 
. 03* +2 1- 6 1 - 7 . 62 1 1 - 7 1 - 4 . 12 - 3 1 - 5 1-5 . 83 0 1-5 1-5 . 5 9 0 
. 08 +~ 1-2 1 - 2 . 55 0 1-3 1 - 2 . 82 -1 1-2 1-3 . 26 1 1-4 1-4 .9 9 0 

0 .... * 1 1-2 1 . 56 -1 1 - 2 1 .05* -1 1 -2 l - 3 .10 l 1-2 1 -2 . 23 0 . .) 

. 4 3 0 1-7 1-7 . 70 0 1 - 7 1-7 .8 2 0 1-7 1- 7 . 38 0 1-7 1-7 . 82 0 
. 55 . 05* . 26 .06 

. 83 1 1 - 3 1-5 . 16 2 1 - 4 1- 3 . 21 - 1 l - 6 l -4 . 16 -2 1-4 l - 5 . 90 l 

. 4 2 0 1-2 l-5 . 05 * 3 1-4 1- 2 . 58 -2 l-4 l -4 .86 0 l-3 l-4 . 2Y 1 

. 04 * ±1 1 1 - 4 . 10 3 1-4 1-2 .6 4 - 2 1 - 2 1 - 2 .29 0 1- ~ 1-3 . 32 1 

. 41 0 1- 5 1 - 3 .3 7 - 2 1 - 6 1-2 . 74 -4 1-4 1- 3 .30 -1 1-5 1 - 6 . 07 1 

. 06 -1 l -6 1- 7 • 94 1 1 - 6 1-7 .0 9 1 1-5 1-5 . 28 0 1-6 1-6 . 29 .0~* .05* . 4 6 .53 

.021'" 0 1 l .75 0 1 1 • 9 9 0 1 1 . 2 5 0 1 1 . 7 0 0 

. 7 3 +2 1-6 1-6 . 11 0 1-7 1-5 . 7 3 -2 1-6 1-4 .31 -2 1-7 1-7 .36 0 

. 28 -l 1-2 1-3 .5 5 1 1 1-4 ~ 06 3 1-2 1 . 8 2 - 1 l -2 1-3 .85 1 

. 26 1 1- 2 1 - 4 . 33 2 l-2 1-4 . 7 4 2 1-3 1-2 . 57 - 1 1-4 1-3 . 07 1 

.01* :±:2 1-5 1-5 .bO 0 1-3 1-4 .14 1 1 - 6 1-3 . 2 8 -3 1-5 1-5 .62 0 
.42 .34 .20 .91 1-' 

. 31 0 1 1 .40 0 1 1 .25 0 1 1 .17 0 1 1 .41 0 ~ 

. 49 0 1 1 .57 0 1-2 1 .11 - 1 1 1 .39 0 1 1 .92 0 m 

.17 ±1 1-5 1-6 . 4 8 1 1-6 1-5 • 08 -1 1-7 1-3 . 04 * -4 1-6 1-6 . 63 0 

. so 0 1-7 1-7 . 32 0 1-7 1-7 . 14 0 1-7 1-7 . 15 0 1-7 1-7 .34 0 

.29 -2 l-7 l -7 . 24 0 1-4 1- 6 • 39 2 1-5 1-5 . 30 0 1-6 1-6 . 52 0 
.74 .87 .27 .56 

. 22 1 1-5 1-4 .52 - 1 1-5 1-5 . 06 0 1-6 1-4 .58 -2 l-6 1-6 . 8 2 0 

.05* 1 1-5 1-5 . 97 0 1-6 1-4 .11 -2 1-6 1-5 . 15 -1 1-6 1-5 .24 -1 

.00 1 * 1 1 1 . 26 0 1 1 .2Y 0 1-2 1-2 . 54 0 1 1 . 79 0 

.2 6 :j 1-2 1-4 . 64 2 1-3 1-2 .09 -1 1-4 1-3 .91 -1 1-3 1-4 .32 1 

. 10 1-2 1 . 33 -1 1-2 1-2 . 2 2 0 1-4 1-4 . 3 8 0 l-4 1-3 . 12 -1 

. 54 0 1 1 .1 6 0 1 1 . 55 0 4 1 1 . 69 0 1 1 .39 0 

.53 0 1-2 1-3 . 77 1 1-4 1-2 .18 -2 l-3 1-2 .8 8 -1 1-3 l-3 .71 0 

. 64 1 1 . J -2 .10 1 1-2 1 .11 -1 1-2 1 .08 -1 1-2 1-2 .84 0 

.21 0 1 1 . 6 4 0 1 1 .:1.8 0 1 1 .69 0 1 1 .41 0 

.31 ±l 1-2 l-3 .73 l 1-4 1-4 .32 0 1-3 1-3 .20 0 1-4 1-4 .07 0 
.69 .4 4 .18 .69 

+23 22 25 .33 . +19 25 21 .06 +9 30 24 .30 +4 53 72 .36 +7 
-15 - 6 -24 -20 -3 



APPENDIX 'I'AOLr: 2 

S:'ATISTICA!.. SUI-1i-1ARY 1A8LI:: LATUITUDt OF ACCEP!ANCE 

SEX OF ~ESPO~DENT VERSCS HYPOT~ESES H- 0 

CM Sig c-v Sig HSG Sig US.!3 Sig 
M F Chi Dif M F Chi Dif r1 F Chi Dif r-1 F Chi Dif -

GE i.IJ 1 1 - 2 1-3 . 43 - 1 1 - 3 1-2 . 34 1 1-2 1 . 25 l l-2 l-3 . 6 3 -1 
GEiiJ 2 1-6 1- 5 . 11 1 l-5 1-5 . 22 0 1-3 1-·4 . Ol* 1 1 -5 1-4 .24 1 
GEN J 1-4 1 - 3 . 55 1 1-3 1 -4 . 67 -1 1 - 3 1-2 . 31 0 1-3 1-2 . 4 3 1 
G£N 4 1 - 3 1-2 . 11 1 1-2 1-2 .73 0 1 1-2 . 4 3 -1 1-3 1-2 .29 1 
GLl~ 5 1-7 1 - 6 . 58 1 1 - 7 1 - 6 . 3 5 1 1 - 7 1-7 . 71 0 1-6 1 -7 .11 -1 

. 74 . 03* .36 .34 

O?F 1 1-6 1-4 . 41 2 l-4 1-5 .25 -1 1-5 1 -7 . 81 ·- 2 1-3 1-4 .3 9 -1 
OE'F 2 l-4 l-4 . 50 0 l-3 l-3 . 74 0 l - 4 1 -4 . 71 0 1-4 1-·4 .60 0 
OFF 3 l-4 l-3 . 78 l l - 3 1-3 . 57 0 l 1 - 2 . ll - 1 1-2 1-2 .35 0 
OFF 4 l - 5 1-4 . 13 l l - 5 l -4 . 66 1 1·-5 1- 4 . 27 l 1-2 1-2 . 44 0 
OFF 5 1-6 1 - 6 . 3 7 0 1 - 6 1 - 5 . 87 1 1 - 6 1-5 . 22 1 1-6 l-4 .27 2 

. 70 . 53 . 83 . 4 3 

PLA 1 1 1 . 24 0 1 1 . 82 0 1 1 .47 0 1 1 .18 0 
PLA 2 1 - 6 1-7 . G2 -1 l-7 1- 4 . 01 * 3 1-5 1-7 . 27 2 1-4 1-2 .16 2 1-J 
PLA 3 1-2 1 - 3 . 58 - 1 1 - 2 1-3 . 56 -1 1 1 - 2 . 7 3 -1 1 l-2 .77 -1 ~ 

PLA 4 1-3 1 . 24 2 1-4 1 - 3 . 66 1 l - 3 1-2 . 4 2 1 l-2 1 .21 1 -....) 

?LA 5 1-6 1 -4 . 02* 2 1-5 1-6 . 09 1 1 -7 1 - 3 .16 4 1-3 1 .25 2 
. 83 . 26 . 91 .21 

SPE 1 l 1 . 3 3 0 1 l . 26 0 l l . 4 0 0 1 1 1.00 0 
SPE 2 1-2 1 . 11 1 l l . 67 0 l l . 4 7 0 1 1 . 63 0 
SPE 3 1 - 5 1-7 . 4 3 - 2 l-7 l-5 . l 7 2 l-7 1-7 . 4 6 0 1-4 1-3 .04* 1 
SPE 4 1 - 7 1-7 . 38 0 1-7 1- 7 . 82 0 1 - 7 l- 7 .5 8 0 1-5 1-7 . 04 * -2 
SPE 5 1 - 6 1-G . 31 0 1 - 6 1-5 . 71 1 1 -4 1 -6 .26 -2 1-5 1-5 .76 0 

. 88 . 63 . 23 . 4 3 

COA 1 1 - 7 1-5 . 09 2 1 - 7 1- 5 . 18 2 1 -5 1-6 . 49 -1 1-3 l-4 .53 -1 
COA 2 1-S 1-4 . 42 1 1 - 6 1 - 5 . 22 0 1-5 1-6 . 15 -1 1-4 l-6 .56 -2 
COA 3 1 - 2 1 .11 1 1 l ·-2 . 2 3 -1 1 1 -2 . 41 -1 1-2 1 . 78 1 
C0JI. 4 1-5 1-4 . 003* 1 l-3 l - 3 . 98 0 1-3 l -·4 . 70 -1 1 - 3 1-4 .54 -1 
COA 5 1-3 1 -·3 . 32 0 1-2 1 -4 . 60 -2 , ..., 

.L-..) 1-4 . 50 - 1 1-2 1 . 39 1 
COA 6 1 1 . 24 0 1 l . 50 0 l 1 . 57 0 1 1 .68 0 
CO.I\ 7 l - 3 1 -3 . 20 0 1-4 1-2 . 1 3 2 1-2 1-3 . 61 -1 1 1-2 . 36 -1 
COJ.. 8 l-2 1 . 21 l 1-2 l -2 . 80 0 l -2 l-2 . 91 0 1-4 1 .24 3 
COA 9 l-2 1 . 09 1 l 1 . 76 Q l l-2 . 2 9 -1 J l . 21 0 
COA 10 1 - 3 1·· 4 . 89 1 1-5 l-·4 . 13 2 1-3 1-3 . 3 J 0 1 -·3 1 .35 2 

. 12 .75 . 49 • 8 9 

. l 7 -:61 • 813 . 57 
* Sta t istically significant 



APPCI'JD IX TABL£ 2 (CO:JTHJUED) 

G8 Sig 88 Sig G9 Sig 5 9 Sig 
F Chi Dif t·: F Ch i Dif f.1 F Chi Dif M F Chi Dif 

f . t:"" ... " 
....: ..... .. ~ .J. 1 :- 2 . 35 -1 1 1 . 83 0 1 1 -2 . 14 -1 1 -2 1 - 2 . 4 0 0 
S E ~J 2 1 - 7 1 - 4 . 23 3 1 - 6 1 - 7 . 20 -1 1 - 7 1 - 4 . 44 3 1-3 l - 7 . 2 8 - 4 
GE~ 3 1 - 3 l - 2 . 4 0 l l -2 1 . 35 l l-3 l - 3 . 53 0 l - 2 l - 3 . 77 -1 
C E:~ 4 l - 3 l . 2o 

..., 
l 1 . 17 0 l - 2 1 . l 0 l 1 l . 41 0 L. 

GI:N 5 1 - 7 l-6 . 07 1 1 - 7 l - 7 . 3 0 0 1 - 7 1-· 7 . 38 0 1 - 6 l - 7 . 2 e -1 
. 1 4 . 97 . 56 . 08 

OFF l l - 3 1 - 3 . 46 0 1 - 6 l - 5 . 44 1 1··3 1 -7 . 0 7 ·-4 1 - 3 1 - 6 .1 0 - 3 
8 Ff 2 1 - 2 1-2 . 05 * 0 1 - 3 1-5 . 58 - 2 1 -2 1 ··5 . 1 0 - ] l - 2 l - 4 . 21 2 
OFF 3 l l - 2 . 24 - 1 l-4 l -4 . 5 6 0 l-4 1 - 5 . 2 9 - 1 1 - 2 1 - 3 .2 2 -1 
c:J F' F 4 l - 7 1 - 3 . 2 5 4 l - 4 l - 2 . 37 2 l -6 l - 7 . 26 - 1 1 -7 l-2 .1 0 -s 
o:rr s l - 7 l - 6 . 3 7 1 l - 7 1 - 6 . 4 7 1 1 - 6 1 - 6 . 21 0 1 - S 1 - 7 .2 0 -2 

. 3 7 . 6 2 . 1 9 . 19 

Pi..A 1 1 1 . 29 0 1 l . 6 3 0 l 1 . 4 o· 0 1 l - 2 . 7 9 - 1 
P LA 2 1 - 6 1 - 6 . 79 0 1 - 7 l . 02 * 6 1 - 7 l -7 . 84 0 1 - 6 1 - 4 . 1 0 2 
?LA 3 1 -4 1 - 2 . 36 2 1 -3 1 - 4 . 1 0 - 1 1 1 -4 . 4 2 -3 1- 3 1-4 .01* -1 
PLA 4 1 - 2 1 -2 . 41 0 1 -5 l -4 . 05 * 1 1-2 1-2 . 66 0 1-4 1 -4 . 4 0 0 .... t-.a 

~ 
? Ll\ S l-7 l -2 . 0 3* 5 1 -5 1 - 3 . 38 2 1 - 7 1 - 3 . 08 4 l - 4 1 - 4 . 6 3 0 00 

. 61 . 1 8 . 02 * . 8 3 
::;p~ L 1 1 l. 00 0 l l . ~ 9 0 1 l . 20 0 1 1 1.0 0 
S?L 2 l ~ . 4 1 0 l l . 2 9 0 l-3 1 -2 . 31 l 1 1 . 66 0 
S ? 2 3 1 - 7 1-5 . 6 4 2 1 - G l - 4 . 17 2 l-5 l - 7 . 3 1 - 1 l - 4 1 - G . 2 9 -2 
srr: 4 l - 7 l- 7 . 29 0 l - 7 l - 7 . 13 0 l-7 1 - 7 . 4 7 0 l -·7 l - 7 . 1 3 0 
S?E S l - 7 1 - 6 . 2 7 l l - 7 l-7 . 1 9 0 l - 5 l-4 . 46 1 1 - 7 l - 6 . 62 l 

. 16 . 6 2 . 76 . 22 

cor, 1 l - 5 l - 3 . 4 0 2 1 - 5 1 - 4 • G 1 l l - 6 1 ··5 . 23 l 1 - 6 l - 5 . 31 1 
CO;\ 2 1 - S 1- 5 . 73 0 l - 5 l - 5 . 53 0 l - 5 1-7 . 03 * · ·2 1- 5 1 .2 3 -4 
COA J l l 1. 0 0 l - 7 l . 0 7 6 l l - 3 . lG - 2 1 l l. 00 0 
COP.. 4 1 1 - 3 . 7 3 - 2 l -5 1 . 11 4 l - 2 1-3 . 24 - 1 1 - 2 1-4 . 25 -2 
COi\. 5 1 - 2 l -2 . 32 0 1 1 • tJ ~ 0 l-2 l-2 . 38 0 l-2 l . 08 1 
COi\ 6 l 1 .• 4 6 0 l l . 3 2 0 1 l-2 . 2 8 - l l l . 41 0 
COA 7 l - 3 1 . 0 6 2 l - 3 l - 3 . 6 5 0 1-3 1 - 6 . 3 5 -3 l 1-2 .13 -1 
COA 8 l l . 4 6 () l - 3 l . 1 2 l l 1-6 . 08 -5 l l .2 9 0 
COA 9 1 l . 3 6 0 l - 2 l .16 l l l . 71 0 1 -2 l . 09 l 
COA 10 l - 3 1 -4 . G1 - 1 l - 4 1 . 2 4 3 1 - 3 1-4 . l3 -1 1-2 1 - 5 . 07 -3 

. 13 . 4) . 11 . 39 
-:23 ~ SG . 30 :61' 

* S tatistica lly sig ni fi cant 

I 

l 



.\ PPi:~JDI X TABL!.: 3 

STA?ISTICAL SU!U·1l\RY TA~LE : LA1·UITUDE OF ACCE PTMJCE 

Bl\CKGROC~lD nlFO~lA'l;'I ON 

Summary Sig Team Sex Sig Se x Res~ Sig Sig 
JR HI c Chi Dif Y.l M Ch i Dif . ~1 F Chi Dif -24 2:(.343:1444~4 64+ Chi Dif 

GEN 1 l-2 l- 2 l -3 . 01* l l-2 l-2 . 33 0 l-2 1-2 . 57 0 l-2 l -2 1-2 l-3 1 - 3 . 28 1 
GSN 2 1 - 7 l - S l -7 . 03 * ±2 l-5 l-6 . 90 l l- 5 l - 5 . 1 7 0 l-7 1 -G 1-5 1-4 l-5 .68 -3 , +1 
GEN 3 l - 3 1- 2 1 -4 . 08 - 1 ,+ 2 1 - 3 1 - 3 . 96 0 1 - 3 1 - 3 . 7 3 0 1 - 4 1 - 3 1-2 1 - 3 l-4 . 52 -2 , +2 

GE N 4 1 1-2 l -2 .0 3 * 1 1 -2 l-2 . 21 0 1 - 2 l -2 . 1 1 0 1-2 1 - 2 1 l-2 1 - 3 .01* -1,+2 
GEN 5 1 -7 1- 7 1 -7 . 4 3 0 1 - 7 1 - 7 . 81 0 l - 7 l-7 . 28 0 l-7 l-7 1-7 1-7 1-3 . 003* - 2 

or:r 1 l - 4 1-5 1-5 . 83 l 1 -4 1 -4 . . 53 0 l-4 1 -5 . 17 1 1-6 l-4 l-5 l - 3 l-4 .33 -4,+2 
OFF 2 l - 4 1 -4 1-4 . 4 2 0 l -2 l-4 . 28 2 1- 3 l -4 . 32 l l -4 1-4 l - 3 1 - 3 1 -4 . 4 4 - 1,+1 
OFF 3 1 -3 l -2 1 - 3 . 04 * ±1 1 -2 1 -2 . 25 0 1 - 2 1-2 . 38 0 1 - 3 1 - 2 1-2 1-2 1-2 . 27 -1 
OF F 4 1-4 1 -4 1 - 5 . 4 1 0 1 - 5 1- 6 . 06 1 1- 6 l-4. .04* -2 1 - s 1 - t1 l - 4 1 -· 4 1 . 56 -4 
OFF 5 1-6 l - 5 1 -5 .0 6 - 1 1 - 6 1 - 6 . 06 0 1 - 6 1 -6 . 32 0 1-6 1-6 l-6 l-6 1 - 5 . 81 -1 

PLA 1 l l l . 02* 0 1 l . 77 0 1 l . 66 0 l-4 1 l l l .22 -3 
PLJ\ 2 l -6 1-5 1-7 . 7 3 - 1,+2 l-7 1-6 . 0 2* - 1 l - 7 l-7 . 07 0 l-7 l-4 1-7 l-6 1-5 . 16 - 6 
PLA 3 1 - 3 1-2 1-2 .28 - 1 1-2 l-3 . 37 1 l-2 l-3 . 22 1 l-3 1-3 1-2 1-2 1-6 . 16 -1 , +4 

:.~ PLA 4 l-2 1-2 1-3 . 26 1 1 -2 1- 3 . 4 7 1 1-3 1-2 . 31 -1 1-3 1-3 1-2 1 - 2 1 - 4 .12 - 1,+2 
PLA 5 l-5 1-3 1-5 .01* ±2 1-5 1-5 . 78 0 l- 6 l -4 . 002*-2 1 - 6 1-5 1-4 1-5 1 - 4 . 77 - 3 ,+1 

~ 

\.0 

SPE 1 1 1 1 . 31 0 1 1 . 41 0 1 1 .58 0 1 l 1 1 1 . 55 0 
S? E 2 1 1 1 . 4 9 0 l l . 7 8 0 1 l . 76 0 1-2 1 1 l l-4 .04* -1 
SPE 3 l-6 l-5 l-6 . l 7 ±1 1-G l-6 . 24 · o l - 6 1-6 .38 0 l-7 l-6 l-5 l-6 l-4 . 04* - 4, - 2 
SPt.: 4 1 - 7 l-7 1-7 . 50 0 l ·-7 l-7 . 10 0 l-7 l-7 .34 0 l-7 l-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 .07 0 
SPE S l - 7 l-5 1 -5 .29 - 2 l-·6 l-5 . 19 0 l-6 1-6 . 80 0 1-5 1-G 1-6 1 - 6 l-5 . 4 6 - 1, +l 

COi\ 1 l - 5 l -5 l-6 .22 l l-5 1 -5 . 30 0 1 - 6 l - 4 .03* -·1 1-5 l-6 l-5 l-4 1-7 . 3 7 +5,-2 
COA 2 l-5 l-6 l -5 . 05 * l ] -6 1 - 5 . 71 -1 1-S 1-5 . 2 9 0 l-6 1-5 1-5 1-4 l-6 . 72 -l,-3 
COA 3 1 1-2 1 .0 01* l l l • 94 0 1 1 .51 0 1-2 l l 1 l . 50 
COA 4 1-2 1 - 4 1 -3 . 26 2,-1 l-3 1-4 . 5 3 1 1-3 1-3 . 06 0 l - 3 1-2 1-4 l-2 l-3 . 21 -3 , +3 
COA 5 l-2 l -4 l -3 . l 0 2,-1 1-3 l-3 .78 0 1 - 3 l -3 . 80 0 1-4 1-2 1-7 1-3 l - 3 .29 - 6 , +5 
COA 6 1 l l . 54 0 l 1 . 13 0 l 1 .13 0 1 l 1 l l. . 79 0 
COl\ 7 1 -3 1 -3 1-3 . :>..;, 0 l-·3 l-3 . 86 0 l-3 l-3 . 8 3 0 l -4 l -3 l - 3 l-2 1 . 04* - 3 
COA 8 l l - 2 l-2 . 64 l l-2 1 . 3 5 -1 l-2 l . 59 - 1 l-2 1 1 1 1 . 2 0 -1 
COA 9 l l l . 21 0 l l . 8 9 0 l l . 6 5 0 l l l-2 l l .07 -1 
COA 10 l-4 l-3 l - 4 . 31 ±l 1 - 4 l - 4 . 4 5 0 l-4 1-4 . 05* 0 l - 4 l-3 1 -4 l - 3 1 - 5 .32 - 2 , +3 

To tal # 93 55 127 +23 130 143 +7 1 27 148 +3 89 54 72 51 6 +32 
-15 - 3 -7 -64 

* Statisticall y S i gnif icant 



f\PP CNOIX TJ\BLE 3 {CONTINUED) 

Relation sis Affi1 Sig F r eque ncy Sig 
Par Sch Fa n C!"l i Dif h v Chi Dif l\11H J\lll' Va r Chi Di f 

GE :~ 1 1 - 2 1- 2 1-2 . 59 0 1 - 2 1-2 . 58 0 1 - 2 1 - 2 1 -2 . 31 -1,+1 

cs:; 2 1-6 1 - 6 1-5 . 15 - 1 1 - 5 1 - 6 . 88 1 1 - 5 1 - 3 1 - 5 .44 - 2,+2 
GE : ~ 3 l - 3 1 - 2 l - 3 . 25 -1 l - 3 l - 2 0 .... * • ::> - 1 l - 4 l - 3 1-3 . 2 0 -1 
GL: 4 1 1 1 - 2 . 32 - l 1 - 2 l . 3 8 --1 1 - 2 1 - 2 l- 2 . 41 0 
GE:-l 5 1 - 7 l - 7 l - 7 . 0 5 * 0 1 - 7 l - 7 .12 0 l - 7 l - 5 1 - 6 . 25 -2 , +1 

OFF l 1 - 4 l -4 l - 5 . 59 - 1 1 - 5 1 - 5 . 88 0 1 - 4 l - 5 l -4 . 2 8 +l,-1 

OFF 2 1 - 3 l - 4 l - 4 . 2 7 1 l- 3 l - 4 . 32 +l 1 - 3 ·l - 4 1 -3 . 52 +l ,-1 

OF F 3 1 - 2 1-2 l -2 . 72 0 1-2 1 - 3 . 3 4 l l-2 1 - 3 l - 2 . 00 4* +1, - 1 

OFF 4 1 - 3 1 - 2 1 - 5 . 13 - 1 , +3 1 - 4 1 - 4 . 86 0 1 - 6 1 - 4 1 - 4 • ti 4 -2 

OFF 5 1 - 6 1- 6 1 - 6 . 9 2 0 l - 6 l - 6 . 24 0 l - 6 l - 6 1 - 5 . 7 8 - 1 

PLi\ 1 l 1 1 . 85 0 l 1 . 7 2 0 1 l 1 . 53 0 
p Ll\. 2 l - 7 1-4 1 - 7 . 10 - 3 l - 7 1 - 7 . 8 3 0 1-6 1 - 6 l -6 . 30 0 
PLA 3 1-2 1 - 3 1 -3 . 58 1 l - 2 l - 3 . 20 1 l - 2 l - 2 l- 2 . 4 5 0 
PLi\ 4 l - 2 1 - 3 1 - 3 . 82 l l - 3 1 - 2 . 66 - 1 1 - 3 l - 4 l - 3 .0 2 * +1, - 1 
PLA 5 1 - 3 l - 5 l - 5 . 41 "\ 1 - 5 l - 5 . 91 0 l - 5 l - 4 1-4 . 7 2 - 1 L. 

SPC l l 1 l . 25 0 1 1 . 7 4 0 1 l 1 . 33 0 
SPE 2 1 1 l . 4 5 0 1 l . 62 0 l 1 - 2 1 . 57 +1 

SPE 3 1 - 5 1 - 4 1 -6 . 01 * - 1 , +2 1 -6 1-6 . 6 9 0 1 -6 1 -6 l -5 . 4 2 - 1 !-I 
SPS 4 1 - 6 1-7 l - 7 . 09 - 1 1 - 7 1- 7 . 18 0 1-7 l - 7 l - 7 . 4 6 0 Vl 
SPE 5 1 - 6 l - 7 l - 6 . 2 2 - 1 , +1 l - 5 1-6 . 3 2 1 l - 6 l - 5 1-5 . 98 - 1 0 

COl\ l l - 5 l - 5 l - 5 . 50 0 l - 5 l - 5 . 16 0 1- 6 l -7 l - 5 . 1 4 +1 ,-2 
CCA 2 1 - 5 1 - 4 1 - 5 . 7 3 - 1 , +1 l - 5 l - 6 . 67 l l -5 1 - 5 l -5 . 4 7 0 
COA 3 1 1 l . 30 0 l 1 . 38 0 l 1 1 . 36 0 
CO;\ 4 l - 4 l l -3 . 56 - 3 , + 2 l - 3 l -4 . 62 -1 l- 3 l - 5 1 -3 . 5 8 +2, - 2 
CO! \ 5 l - 2 l l . 74 - 1 l - 3 1 -3 . 19 0 l - 2 l - 4 1 - 4 . 23 +2 
COA 6 1 1 l . 37 0 l l . 0 9 0 l 1 1 . 84 0 
COl\ 7 l - 3 1 - 2 l - 3 . 57 - 1 1 - 3 1- 3 . 6 7 0 l - ~ 1 - 4 1 -3 . 7 3 +2, - l 
COl\ 8 l -2 1-2 1 - 2 . 2 7 0 1 1- 2 .14 - 1 1 - 2 1 - 2 l .66 -1 
COA 9 l -2 1 1 . 1 1 - 1 1 1 . 0 9 0 1 1 1 . 55 0 
COP. 1 0 1- 3 l - 3 1-4 . 21 + l 1 - 4 l-4 . 4 2 0 1 - 4 1 - 4 1 - 4 . 93 0 

Total 6 7 21 18 0 1 6 3 S6 4 6 1 5 4 1 +16 ,-22 

* Statistica lly S ign ifican t 
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Texas Tech University 
Department oi Health . Phys1cal Educat1on . and Rec reat 1on 

Mr. Ed Irons 
Superintendent of Schcols 
Lubtock Independent Sc:hcol District 
1628 19th Street 
Lubbock, Te...xas 79 4 01 

Cear Mr. Irons : 

February 11, 1.9 80 
5401 50th Stree t, K-5 
Lubbock, Texas 79414 

I am writing regarding basketball garres to be played by t.ll.e junior 
and senior high schcols in Lub.toc.i< . I t al.k.ed v.rith you :..n January !::ly 
prone and have subsecuentlv t.al..'<ed with and cbtained :::;.e.r.nission from 
Mr. Pete Regas and f~m the of.:ice of t-~.r . .Ralph Madrid . During t.~e 
rronth of February I ¥.Duld like to conduct en interviE<N with fans a ttendina 
these garres • -

As a graduate stt:Cent at Texas ~biBn 's University I have s elected to 
wri te I1Tf cbc+-...oral dissertation in the area of s~r....srranship . I will 
a tterrpt to obtain , t. 'rrouc;h the use o £ an in tervifM ins t.rur.en t, the 
latitude of be..l)avior CXJnsieered acceptable bv s.:::ectators of basketball 
garres at eac..'1 of t.l-Je educational levcls of ~titicn . Data ~MJulci be 
rollected at g2ITE.s representing all nine jt.:n.ior high schcols (tcth boys 
and girls) and at garres of all f.i~,-e high schcols (i::oth l::o~{S &id girls). 

'llie data collected v.rill be c::::Jrt"Oared v.rith Ca.ta collected at ~e.xas 
Tech Universib.f basketball gaiiEs, r:x;th rre..'1 and Y.Drren . The data •t~ill ::,e 
analyzed to C.ete.nnine i£ there is a difference between ti'.e behavim· 
found acceptable to t.'"le fans at each of t.i-le edc.cat.ional leve=ls and 
between rrale and fe.Tt'ale teams. 

As a faculty rrerrber at Texas Tech University, I plan to use stuC.e.11ts 
and faculty rrerrbe.rs of Texas Tec..'1 . The plan is to use a team of four 
at a basketball garre involving each junior high sc.I-Jcol oot., boys and 
girls. The intervier....rers Y.'Ould arrive 30 minutes before t.'"le CXJntest and 
take assigned FQSi tions in the gynnasium. 'lliey TMJuld then intervier..v 
fans as they took their seats for the garre . 

The high schcol garres (one representing each of b.,e ~"ubboc.~ his;h 
schools and both gender tearrsl ~M:uld have a team of 4 int:ervier,vers per 
garre and follCM' rruch the sarre procedure as above. 

It i s the feeling cf my o:mnittee and rrrysel.: t.l-ta t by using a si..-1gle 
a:mm.mi.ty with all the educational levels represented , the difference , 
if there is one , can 0e attributed to the l evel of rorrpetition and/or 
rrale- ferrale cxmp:.>nents . 

I would l..ike to obtain through }'Our office official 'NI"i tten pe..rmissior1 
to OJnduct the intervier..vs for prese.:1tation to r.ry dissertation researc.~ 
a::mni ttee . 

Box JQ i O I Lubbock . Te xas iQ~09 1 Women ·s Gvm ! 80&1 7 ~2 · 3361 I X94 i -12 -3364 I Men ' s Gym <806 1 ;- -12 ·33 7 ~ I '<16 7-12-JJ )) 
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Please be assured that the spectators will not be pressured in any 
way. If :you have any questions I will be pleased to ansv..re.r the.rn to the 
best of my ability. I can be reach.ed at the al:ove address or at Texas 
Tech University. My phone m.J:rrber at Texas Tech is 742-3364 or at horre 
797-3200. 

'D'le ccoperation of the Lubbock Independent School District will be 
greatly appreciated. I will look forward to hearing fran you. 

cc: Mr. Pete Regas 
Mr. Ralph Madrid 

Sincerely, 

Ruth t-brrcw 
Assistant Professor 
Texas Tech tJni versi ty 
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LUBBOCK INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
E!:' IRO NS . 5UP ER I NTC,..,O £NT 

1628-19 STREET 

LUBBOCK, TEXAS 79401 
TELEPHONE 806 / 747-2 641 

February 19, 1980 

Ms. Ruth ~arrow 
Department of Health, Physical Education 

and Recreation 
Texas Tech University 
Box 4070 
Lubboc k, TX 79409 

Dear !·is . Morrow: 

In response to your lett e r of February 11, 1980, in which you 
asked permission to ga t he r ma t erial for your docto r al disserta
tion in the area of spo rt sma nship through the use of an intervi ew 
instrument, this 1..•ill confirm our approval of your project . In 
acc ordance with your letter, this provid e s for interviews at 
junior and senior high basketba l l games during the mo nth of 
Feb r uary, 1980. ~ r. Ragus is aware of you r request and has given 
hi s approval to t he study, also . 

We hope t ha t this is a productive study and that yo u reach so~e 
significant conclus i ons for you r disse r tation . 

Sinc erely , 

Ed Irons 
Supe rint endent of Schools 

ifv 
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LUBBOCK PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

LUBBOCK, TEXAS 79401 

January 30, 1980 

TO WHOM IT ~~y CONCE~~: 

This letter will serve as a pass to any high school or junior 
his-h basket!Jall game for S s~:.udent:s and/or adults ·..;ho 'N"ill l:e 
conducting a survey in connection with a doccoral disse=tation 
being done by Rut~ ~or=ow, Texas Tech Physical Ed~caticn i~str~ct8r. 
This has been approved by t~e L.I.S.D. administr~cion. 

This disser~ation deals with c=owd reaction to various basket
ball game circumstance. 

sp;;;t;~ 
Pete Ragus 

PR: j jp 



Mr. Dick Tarrburo 
Athletic Director 
Jones Stadium 
Texas Teen University 
Lubbcx:::.l<, Texas 79 40 9 

Cear Mr. Tarrburo : 
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-~ 
~~~;_, c · ~ . \~~ 

/Of~- .. -.. ...,, 

~l{_&/J' ·~ 

Texas Tech University 
Department oi Health, Phys ica l Educat ion. and Recreation 

February 11, 1980 
5401 50th Street, K-5 
Lubbock, Texas 79414 

I am writing regarding the Te.xa.s Tech vs sm basketball garre to be ;>layed 
February 16, 1980 in t.'1e Lubi:::od< Coliseum. I talked r...rit:h vou bv :Jhone ir1 
January with regard to conducting an Litervie:v arrcng t.l-:.e T~xas Tec1. and 
SM.J fans atte."ldi.ng t.'1e garre February 16. It will be necessary fo:::- rre to 
receive written pe.r:r.U.ssion to CJnciuct the interliews, as I exolained to 
you on t..~e pb.one . -

As a graduate st~eent at Texas v..rorran ' s University, I have selected. ':o 
write my Coct:oral disse_rtation in t..'1e area of sp:nts:m:mshi?. I will 
atterrpt to obtain , tr.rouah t.~e use of an intervie.v inst....,.,..-re.."lt , t.':e latit~ee 
of be.~vior ccnsiciered c.~e;:rtaole by spec+...ators attending the garre . 

The data collected will te car..:Jared t.vith eata CJllected in the Lubbock 
Public Sc:hcol System at the j.IDior and senior hic;h sc.~l levels. r.:e 
data will !:)e analyzed to eete.rmine if there is a cliffere.!1ce bet . .;eo_n t.'1e 
behavior found acce?ta..:Jle to fans at eac.r,. of the educational levels and 
between male and fe.rnale teams . 

As a faculty rrerrber at Te.'Ca.S Tech Lniversity , I ?lan to use stc.de.'1ts and 
faculty ~ers of Te..'Ca.S Teen. The Te.xas Tech High ?.iders have c:onse."lted 
to act as intervier.vers . We have had a couple training sessions ar.d 
conducted a oilot stuey. The plan is to take tJ'1eir places at:prox:.rnately 
30 minutes b~ore garre tine and intervie<N fans as t.~ey take their seats 
in the coliseum . The inte_rview should not interfere in any way 'Nit..1. ~l:e 
fans e.11joyrre.T'lt of the garre . \~e :..;ill disOJntinue inte-."Vie..:s wi1en t.'1e garre 
begins. 

Please be assured t.~t t.lte spectators r.vill not be p:!:'essured in any way . 
If you have any questions I will be pleased to answer them to the !:>est of 
my ability . I can be read1ed at t..,e above address or at Texas Tern 
University. My phone nunber at Texas Tec.1. is 742- 3364 and at hare '797- 3200. 

Bo• .J070 I Lubboc k. Te•as 79<:09 1 Women ' s Gym !806) 742-3361 I X94 742-3364 1 Men ·s Cvm 18061 iJ2- 33 71 I \ 16 ~ J2-JJ35 
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I v.ould like to thank you in advance for your a::operation and assistante. 

Sincerely , 

~/?;f~f 
Ruth furro.-~ 
Assistant Prof essor 
Texas Tedl University 



TEXAS TECH 
Tel•pf\one: 
(1106) 142-JJSS-fOOTS.t.U. 

(106) 7~2 -3367-BASKETSAll 

(506) 742·3J.41-TICKET OFFICE 

February 12, 1980 

To Whom It May Conce rn: 
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ATHLETIC DEPARTMENT 
P.O. BOX 4199 

LUBBOCK , TEXAS 79409 

~uth ~orrow has been g ranted permis sion to cond u c t a survey 
in the Lubbock Coliseum p r io r to t he Te xas Tech vs S . ~t. U basket 
ball game February 16 , 1980. 

I f ~ ~ / .7 

~~:=e~v~ <:.-~7 
Assistant At hletic Di r e ctor 
Texas Tech Universi t y 
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Texas Tech University 
Departme nt of Health . Phys ical Educat1on , and Recreation 

Ms. Jeannine McHaney 
W:rren 's A·dlletic Director 
7 Old Naval Rese_rve Building 
Texas '!'ech University 
L ub.i::xJC< , Te. "<aS 79 4 0 9 

Dear Jearmine, 

February 11, 1980 
5401 50th Street, K-5 
L~~' Texas 79414 

I am writing regarding the Texas Tech vs Arrarillo -basketball garre 
to be played February 15, 19 80 in the Lubb:x:.l( Coliseum. I tal"<ed \vi th 
you by phone in Janl2IY r.yith regard to cx:mduc<-..ing 211 inte_rviertl arrong 
the Texas Tech and Amarillo College fans attending the garre February 15 1 

1980. It will be neco_ssarr for r.e to receive written oe_>'Tilission to 
conduct tl1e inte_'Views , as- I e..xpla.L.•ed to you on t."le ~hone . . 

As a gradt:.ate sttdent at Te.'<a.S lfiCll1'B11 ' s Lniversity I I have selected 
to write my doctoral disser-_aticn in the area of spo~anship. I will 
atterrpt to obtain t.."l.ro'-'sh the use of an interviert~ instn.uent, the 
latitude of behavior considered acceptable by spectators attending the 
garre. 

The data c:)llected will be conpared with data collected L'1 the 
Lubbock Public S6CXJ1 Syste.rn at t.."le- junior and senior hish sc."lool levels. 
The data will be analyzed to detemine if there is a clif.:e.re.'1ce bet-wee.'1 
the beha'liors fotmd acceotable to fans at eadl of the educational levels 
and bet<..;een male and ferMl e tea.rrs . 

'Ihe Texas Tech High Ricers have consented to act as int.er.rie-t~e.rs . 
We have had a couple of training sessions and have cond'-'cted a pilot 
study on January 28 at the Te.xas ~ec..~ vs. Myland garre . Except fo:- t:r.e 
ice stom Wh.ic.l'1 caused a limited sr;ectator attendance I the pilot St'-'dy 
went very well. 

The plan is for the High Riders to take assigned posi t.ions in the 
cnliseum approxir.B.tely thirty rriilUtes before the aarre and interviE'tl 
spectators as they take their seats in t.."le cnliseCnn. T..1e intervie<t1 
should not interfere r.yith t:r.e fans enjoyrrent of tl:e garre as t.'1e inte.rviert~ers 
are instructed to discontinue their intervie<tJS 'Nhe:n the sarre begins. 

Please be assured that the spectators wil l not be t:Jressured in any 
way. If you have any questions I will be ?leased to answer them to the 
best of my ability. I can be reached at the a.tove address or at Te.xas 
Tech Uni ~rs i ty . My phone number at Texas Ted 1 is 7 4 2-3 36 4 and at horre 
is 797- 3200 . 

Bo11. ~0 0 I Lubbock . Te•a s 7'?41)9 1 Women 's Gym <806 ) 742-JJE:l I X94 742 -33&4 1 Me n ' s Gym 18061 7 ~2 -JJ 7 1 I '<16 n2-J 335 
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I ~uld like to t.l-J.ank you in advance for year o:::operation and 
assistance. 

S ince.rel y 1 

-~-, #~ 
Ruth MJrro..; 
Assistant Professor 
Texas Tech University 



l61 

atlzjetic departmerzf 
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY I BOX 4079 / LUBBOCK . TEXAS 79409 

Ruth ~Iarrow 
5401 - 50th Street, K-5 
Lubbock, Texas 79 4 14 

Dear Ruth: 

Ha.rch 5, 1980 

As agreed earlier , you have my permission to conduct 
interviews with Te xas Tech Women ' s Baske tball specta tors in 
order for you to collect data for your dissertation. 

I would , hcwever, like a copy of t he r esults of those 
interviews . If you could ma n age to get the results to ne at 
your convenience , it would be gr e atly appreciated . 

JMc/ld 

Sincere l y , ~~ 

~--~·~~· ----:::tt::: Men a ne y (/ 
Women's Athletic Di r ecto r 
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TO: Project Director 

Director of School or 
Chairman of Deparonent 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
Box 23717. TWU STATio:-. 

DENTON. TEXAS 76204 

March 24, 1980 
Dat e 

This is to in form you that, as of th i s date, ~Ru~t~b~~b~rr~o~w~---------------
has placed on fil e wi th t he Huma n Subjects Revi ew Committ ee the signatures 
of the subjects who partic ipated in his/her r esea rch. The sigr.atures consti
tute evidence of informed cons e nt of each subject. 

c2!~u~~;; ~;~::; 
Commit tee 

cc: Investigator 
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Consent Fom 
TEXAS ~\"CMAN I s CNIVERSITY 

~'J RESEAROl R....~'l cx.::tvlMI'ITEE 

Consent to Act as a Subject for Research and Investication: 

I have received an oral eescription of t.."Us stu::ly, inclu:ling a fair explar..ation 
of the pnx:edures and t.'"leir pur;ose , any associated disc::rnforts or risks, and 
a description of the p:Jssible benefits. An offer has beo_n rrade to rre to answer 
all questions al:out the study. I understand that my J1a.I!e will not be used in 
any release of the data and t..i-tat I am f!:'ee to withdraw at any tirre. 

No rred:ical service or cnrrpensation is ?rovided to subjects by the Unive_rsity 
as a result of injt:.ry fran participation in research. 

1. 
S1.gnature Date 

2. 
Si<;nature Dat.e 

3. 
S1.gna ture Date 

4. 
Signature Date 

5. 
S1.gnature Date 

6 . 
Signature Date 

7. 
Signature Date 

8. 
S1c;nature Date 

9. 
S1.gnature Date 

10 . 
Signa tUI"E: Date 

Certification bv Person EX::Jlaining the Studv : 

'Ihis is to certL...:Y that I have fully infomed and explained to the above 
narred ~son (s ) a Ce.scri;>tion of the listed elerrents of infor.:'ed axl.Sent . 

S1.gnature Date 
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ORAL EXPLANATION TO BE READ TO SUBJECI': My nanE is ----------

I am interested in obtaining spectators' opllllons regarding what they 
consider to be appropriate behaviors of t..~e tl:e players, coac.~es, o:!:ficials, 
and spectators at the (level of CJrrpetition 
will be narred here) basketball garres. W:Julel you be Wl.lling to a.n.swer a fEW 
questions for ItE? 

Your resp::nses will not be identified by narre. If you wish to disrontinue 
the interviEW at any p:>int, please feel free to do so. 

Before we be;ri.n I need you :.0 sign a Consent Form giving your official 
pe.nnission to be interviewed. ?.ead it carefully before sis"'ling. 
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BASKETBALL QUESTIONNAIRE 

GAME INFORMATION 
Educational Level 

Jr. High 
-- High School 

=College 

Wnmen-Girls 
=Men-Boys 

Competitive Level of Game 

Dist rict/C0nference 
Non-Distric t / Con[ e renee 
Trad itiona l Ri val 

....... * * ** * •••••• * * *** * •••••••••••••• * * ** ••••• * * •••• * •••• *** ••••••• * *** ••••••••• *. ****. * ••••••••••• ** * * * * * * ** **. **. ** •• ** ** ** * * * •••• " 

BACKG ROUND INFORMATION ON SHCTATORS 

Male 
Female 

-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-64 

Relationship to T~am or Team Members 

Parent 

~= 65-up 

I DENTIHCATl ON WITH SPORT 

School Administrato r 
Fan 

Home Team 
- Visiting Team 
-- Attend all Home Games 

Attend all ch is team's Games 
= Attend a Var iety of Local Games 

l. 0..' yo u OO'W or ha ve you ever played comp et iti v e ba sketba l l? 
(Any level - Jr. Hi gh , High S~huol , Co llege) 

Wh at Level - --------

2 . Do you aQf.• or ha ve you e ver played anot her sport compe tit ively? 

\/ha c Spo re ---------

) . 0 :> you DCI'J or ha ve you ever coac hed any sport? 
1/ha c Spo re 

Do you notJ or have you ever officia ted a ny spo rt? 

1/hac Spor e ---------

5. Do you watch co llege o r Pr o P.aske t ball o n T.V. ? 

Yes 

GENERA L QU ESTIONS 
YES 

1 . Do you t hi n" ~: ""~ rt s contrtbuce to the educ ationa l obj ectives of o ur 
s c hool~? 

Z. Do y o u think b:l3kecb~ll Is pla yed a s a non- co ntact spor e? 
) . Do you feel t he (UlL/SCAA / ~AG 'o'S) exer c i ses enough con t ro l ove r t he spo rt ' 
4 . Do y.ou f£el basketball d~vclo ps good cha r acte r q uali tie s In th e player s? 
5 . Do you fnl the glrls-wo :~~en's game sh.,u ld ha ve le ss physical conta c t th an 

the bay's - mens gam~? 

QIT.l C I AL S 

l. Do you think baoke t ball officials usua ly ca t c h D>VSt of the fouls whi c h 
oc cu r in a g ame? 

Z. Do y c u f eel offtclah us unlly call a game wi thout be i ng partial co o ne tea m 
o r the o th e r ? 

3. Oo you chink offi c. ialo dC" usually unco r n1ptl!!d as fa r as b~lng bought off 
b y t eams? 

4. Do you f ee l yeUinb at t he offlcials Ls an undesirabl• pa re o f the gam.>? 
S. Do y o u fet!l most .spe c ta t ors really knov the rules of the game? 

~ 
1. Would you approve o f a pl aye r talt.ing a f o ul o f a cea!lliiiat e by hold i ng up 

tats/he.- hand instead o f an impo r tant t eam metnber in dange r of fou ling 
ou t ! 

2. Do yoc f e~l a player l s guil::y o f a fo u l ~ if caught by the 
of f ic!als? 

3. Do you feel a pl yer is jus ti fi~d t o retaliate if he/she wa s fouled 
and i t v tnt unde te c t ed ? 

4. Do you a pp r ove of a playe r shaving ange r a t an offic i al's call? 
5 . Do you f eel a phyer muse use physical force co get r espec t under 

the boards? 

SPECTATORS 

l. Do you ch i nk. spectato rs should voice their di s appro val of officials by 
t hrowing items on the cour t~ 

2 . Do y ou feel boctn c he o ther t e m is impo rt an t in orde r co s.ho\1 you r 
supiJ o rc for your t eam? 

3 . Do you feel spe c t ato r s have a n obligati.m co sh<> w their disapprov~l 
as v e l l a.s aprrovdl of ac.rion o n th e court? 

4. Do you t hink speC't»tors o ften set a poor exaDJple of sportsm.anshifJ for 
the yc,un seers? 

~. Do you t hin~ spectators have lost io~eres t t n the impo rta nce of good 
s ports,..nship ? 

COACHES 

1. Do you a vprove of coaches juu:ping off t he bench M•.:l voicing their 
d isapproval of an official's call? 

2. Do you f ee l coach<S are u.sually justtfled i n ye l ling at players f or 
m.J.stakes a>ade in t he game ? 

) . Do y c u f e"l pro fa n ity i ~ sometimes necessary t o gee the po i nt 
durin a coach's "p~p talk .. ? 

4 . [)o you think coa c hP.S should b" employed r ri111Arlly on their 
v in-loss reco rd? 

5 . Would you be in favor of firing a coa c h at the end of a los i ng 
8t"'4S On1 

6 . Is a coa d· ever jus ti fied in phys ically slapping a 

player? 
7. Shou!d a co~c h t e.a ch "lir leo trlc lc.s'' to use unde r ceru .. tn ci rcum-

at anc"" such as holding t he ba ck u f t he unHoClll o f the pc;,H 
player? 

8 . Should a coac h ...,ke excepti ons t o th~ rul es for plav tr s who woul d make 
h e dl fference tn ..n e ther the ce~m is succe s~ fut or no~ - · - f or the 
a~e of t ne team ? 

9 . Do you t hlnk coaches have the <IRht t o pe t .., inning a go111e at . ad of 
the v elr.orE' of an I nd ivi dual p L,y er? 

lli. Shrulc! yo•• ovtrlook d;•playo c. f t"l11permen t <~l disposit io n 1f the coach 
vroducc.s ~ vinnir,g ce.am? 

1 2 
1 2 

1 2 3 
1 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

) 

3 
) 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

3 
3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

l 2 3 

1 2 3 

l z 3 

1 2 3 

2 ) 

I 2 3 

2 ) 

l 2 ) 

1 2 3 

I z J 

1 2 ) 

1 2 3 

No 

NO 

5 6 7 
5 b 7 

4 6 
4 6 

4 6 7 

~ s 6 7 

4 s 6 7 

4 & 7 
6 1 

4 & 7 

4 5 6 I 

4 5 6 7 

4 6 7 
4 6 

4 s 6 7 

4 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

I; 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

4 ~ 6 7 

4 s 6 7 

4 6 7 

4 5 6 I 
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