
OPINIONS OF FOOTBALL AND TENNIS SPECTATORS CONCERNING 

THE PARTICIPANT, THE COACH, AND THE OFFICIAL 

IN A PROFESSIONAL AND AMATEUR SETTING 

A DISSERTATION 

SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR 

THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN PHYSICAL 

EDUCATION IN THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF THE 

TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF 

HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION, AND RECREATION 

BY 

EUNICE MYRLENE KENNEDY, B.B.A., M.ED. 

DENTON, TEXAS 

MAY 1976 



Dedicated to 

my parents, 

Mr. and Mrs. W. J. Kenn e dy 

and 

my sister, 

Mrs. Lois Virginia Kennedy Harper 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS • 

LIST OF TABLES . . . . . . 
Chapter 

I. ORIENTATION TO THE STUDY ..... . 

Introduction 
Statement of the Problem 
Definitions and / or Explanations of Terms 
Limitations of the Study 
Purposes of the Study 
Surv e y of Related Literature 
Summary 

II. PROCEDURES FOLLOWED IN THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE STUDY . . . . . . . . . . . 

Introduction 
Selection of Subj ects 
Development of the Instruments 
Administration of the Instruments 
Summary 

III. TREATMENT, ANALYSIS,AND INTERPRETATION 

IV. 

OF DATA . . . . • . . . . .. 

Introduction 
Population Facts Concerning Participants 
General Treatment of Data 
Organization of Data 
Data Based Upon th e Five Group Comparisons 
Data Based Upon the Subgroup Comparisons 
Summary 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES ... 

Summary of the Study 
Summary of the Findings 

- iv -

vi 

viii 

l 

33 

48 

1 54 



Conclusions 
Implications 
Recommendations for Future Studies 

APPENDIX 

REFERENCES 

- v -

177 

217 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The writer wishes to express he r appreciation and 

gratitude to Dr. Bettye Myers for her intellectual stimu­

lation, patience, and expert guidance throughout the 

development and consummation of this study. Appreciat ion 

is also extended to those who served as members of the 

dissertation committee: Dr. Aileene Lockhart, Dr. Be rt 

Lyle, Dr. Peggy Richardson, Dr. Aleen Swofford, Dr. Ruth 

Tandy, and Dr. Joseph Teaff. A special note of thanks is 

exte nded to Dr. Basil L. Hamilton, Jr., for his guidance 

in the development of the s t atistical design for this 

study. 

This study could not have becom e a reali ty without 

the assistance of those who served as interviewers: 

Dr. Carole Smith and her students; Max Harper III and his 

friends; the students of Friendswood High School ; and fel­

low graduate students from the Texas Woman's Universit y and 

their friends. The writer is eternally grateful for t h e 

help and support of these persons. 

Appreciation is also extended to the Dallas Cowboy 

organization; the Houston Oiler organization; The Univer­

sity of Texas at Austin; Oklahoma University; th e State 

Fair of Texas Executive Committee; the Cotton Bowl 

- vi -



Executive Committee; the Virginia Slims Tournament Com­

mittee; Southern Methodist University; the Braniff Team 

Championship Committee; and the Friendswood Independen t 

School District for their fine cooperation and support 

during the course of the study. 

The writer is deeply indebted to Carole Normile, 

typist and friend to the graduate student, for her 

expertise in the production of the manuscript in its 

final form. 

Sincere appreciation is also extended to th e stu­

dents and friends of the writer for their support. A 

very special word of thanks is extended to Miss Carolyn 

Mitchell for her continued reassurance that th e task at 

hand was an attainable goal, and for her unselfish assi s­

tance throughout this study in the collection of data 

and proofing of the manuscript. 

The writer is eternally grateful to her pare nts, 

Mr. and Mrs. William J. Kennedy, and to h e r sist e r and 

her family, Mr. and Mrs. Max Harper, Jr., Max III, and 

Brenda for their continued encouragement, faith, and 

inspiration to attempt that which se eme d insurmountabl e . 

- vii -



11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

on Motive for Attendance and Sex on the 
Coach Variables . 

Number and Percentage of the Four Spectator 
Groups Resp~nse to the Coach Variables 

Significant Differences Between the Four 
Spectator Groups and Within Groups Based 
on Motive for Attendance and Sex on the 
Official Variables 

Number and Percentage of the Four Spectator 
Groups Response to the Official Variables 

Number a nd Percentage of The University of 
.Texas-Oklahoma University Spectator Response 
to Participant, Coach, and Official 
Variables • 

Significant Differences Between Means of 
The University of Texas-Oklahoma University 
Spectators on the Starting Quarterback 
Question Based on Motive for Attendance 

Significant Differences Between Means of 
Th e University of Texas-Oklahoma University 
Spectators on the Losing Season Question 
Based on Motive for Attendance 

Number and Percentage of Dallas Cowboy­
Houston Oiler Spectator Response to 
Participant, Coach, and Official Variables 

Significant Differences Between Means of th e 
Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler Spectators 
on the Question Are Your Actions Influenc e d 
by the Players' Reactions Based on Motive 
for Attendance 

Significant Differences Between Means of the 
Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oile r Spectators on 
the Losing Season Qu e stion Based on Motive 
for Attendance 

Number and Percentage of the Braniff Mixed 
Team Championship Spectator Response to 
Participant, Coach, and Official Variables 

- ix -

89 

91 

93 

95 

108 

114 

115 

11 6 

122 

123 

125 



21. Significant Differences Between Means of the 
Braniff Mixed Team Championship Spectators 
on the Friends or Relatives Question 
Based on Motive for Attendance 

22. Significant Differences Within the Virginia 
Slims Spectators Based on Ticket Price on 
the Participant Variables . 

23. Significant Differences Between Means of the 
Virginia Slims Spectators on the Number One 
Seeded Player Question Based on Ticket 
Price • 

24. Significant Differences Between Means of the 
Virginia Slims Spectators on the Number 
Two Seeded Player Question Based on 
Ticket Price .•. 

25. Significant Differences Between the Means of 
the Cowboy-Oiler Spectators on the Friends 
or Relatives Question Based on Motive 
for Attendance and Sex 

26. Significant Differences Between the Means of 
the Cowboy-Oiler Spectators on the Name 
the Starting Center Question Based on 
Motive for Attendance and Sex . . .. 

27. Significant Differences Between the Mean_s 
of the Cowboy-Oiler Spectators on the Yell 
at Officials' Calls Question Based on 
Motive for Attendance . 

28. Significant Differences Between the Means 
of the Virginia Slims Spectators on the 
Question Is Officiating Simple Based on 
Motive for Attendance . 

29. Number and Percent age of Vi rgi ni a Slims 
Spectator Response to Participant and 
Official Variables 

30. Significant Differences Within the Virginia 
Slims Spectators Based on Ticket Price on 
the Official Variables ... 

- X -

130 

133 

1 34 

135 

137 

138 

142 

145 

146 

151 



31. Significant Differenc e s Between Means of the 
Virginia Slims Spectators on the Well 
Informed on Rules Qu est ion Based on 
Ticket Price 

- xi -

152 



CHAPTER I 

ORIENTATION TO THE STUDY 

Introduction. 

The United States, often r eferred to as a nation of 

spectators, has been plagued over the past several years 

with the results of uncontrolled spectator participati on. 

The air has been filled with bottles, food, ice c ub e s, bee r 

ca ns, crushed paper, and other assorted debris in st e ad of 

with the c hee rs hea rd by the fans of years gone by . Dr. 

Ar nold Beiss e r, a Los Ang e les psychiatrist, says, "Th e old 

fan yelled, kill the umpire: The new fan tries to do it."l 

This behavior was demonstrated in Hollywood, Florida on December 6, 

1974 when 200 fans and players assault e d th e five official s 

at t he s tat e AAA high school footba ll playoff game betwe e n 

Glades Central and Chaminad e . Miami Dolphin Coach Don 

Shula found himself in the role of peac e mak e r wh e n he t ri e d 

to calm the disturbance following t h e kicking of a winning 

field goal with fifteen seconds remaining on the clock . The 

field goal was se t up by a pass int e rf e r e nc e ca ll against 

IRon Firmite, "Take Me Out to the Braw l Gam e ," 
j2ports Illustrated, June 17, 1974, p. 13. 
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Glades Ce ntral, which trigger e d th e viol e nce .l Jo e 

Garagiola, NBC sportscast e r, says "t h e differe nc e in a fan 

and a tick e t buy er is de mons t rat ed by th e ir ac t i o n s i n the 

ball park . " 2 If this is the cas e there see m t o be mor e 

ticket buyers than fans attending today' s sporting eve nt s . 

A current example of the un c ontroll e d s pectator 

took place on t he night of June 4, 1974,at Cl eveland's 

Municipal Stadium when 25,134 Indian fans we r e down i ng 

60,000 ten-oun ce c ups of t e n- ce nt be er . As t h e night wor e 

on the Texas Rang er s, the Indians' oppon e nt s , had f ire 

crackers dropped in their bullpen or suspended on string s 

and had bee r poured on th e m as they r e turn e d to t hei r bench . 

The night reach e d a climax in th e nint h inning wh e n Indian 

fans jumped onto the outfi e ld and su rround ed Rang e r right 

fielder J e ff Burroughs. As Burroughs wa s h it and jost l ed 

by th e fans, first th e Rang e r s and then the Indians c am e to 

his aid. Unable to restore order among t h e chair- thro wi ng, 

bottl e-swinging fans, s e nior umpire Nes tor Chylak, who calle d 

th e fans uncontroll e d beas ts , forfeited the game to Texas . 3 ' 4 

l"Shula Helps Qu e ll Disturbanc e at - Game," Hou ston 
Chronicle, Dece mber 8, 1974, sec. 4, p. 2. 

2NBC, "The Bas e ball World of Joe Garagiola," 
June 1974, Joe Garagiola. 

3 Firm it e , p p. 1 0-13. 

4 "MacPhai 1 Upholds Indians' Forfeit," The Dalla s 
Morning News, June 13, 1974, p. 28. 
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Pro football also faces probl ems with its fans. 

Buffalo Bill fans hit Houston Oiler Coach Sid Gillman in 

the face with a snow cone and doused 0. J, Simpson and Jo e 

Ferguson, of the Bills, with paint following a Houston 

victory Sunday, November 10, 1974. Not co ntent with at-

tacks on the coaches and players, Oil e r broadcasters Ron 

Franklin and Ron Stone had to cut their broadcast short 

when one fan turned his bugle on Franklin in an att em pt 

to disrupt the post-game show.l 

The United States has not yet exper ien ce d a trag e dy 

such as the one in Brazil, during the World Soccer Cup 

matches, where 100 people wer e kill e d and ov e r 1,000 in­

jured,2 However, how long can th e American sports s cene 

be spared the tragedy of a disabling injury or death if 

violence in sport continue s to grow? The question might 

also be asked, ~ho is to blame for the spectator violenc e ? 

Sparky Anderson~ speaking of an incid e nt involving New York 

Met fans and Cincinnati players, said "It isn 't New York 

that's to blame, or th e people of New York. It's us . I'm 

talking about me, the players, and everyone who is supposed 

l"Buffalo Fans Still Rowdy as Ev e r," Houston 
Chronicle, November 11, 1974, sec. 3, p . l. 

2Jack E. Razor and Wayne Dannehl, 
Fans; They Can Brutalize Your High School 
The American School Board Journal, August 

"Control the 
Sports Program," 
1972, p. 22. 
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to set an example for the fans. ,.l Paul Weiss says: 

Spectators live through a game i n one wa y , and 
players in another. Sometimes there is an in t e r-
action betwe e n them, but on the whole it is what 
the play e rs do that h e lp s determine how t h e 
spectators will b e have , rather than conve rs e l y.2 

The spectator problem is not limited to t h e 1974 baseball 

and football s e a s on or the sports of baseball a nd football; 

it is a dilemma major t e am sports hav e ex pe rien ced as we ll 

a s th e individual sport of tennis with t h e inauguration of 

the World Team Tennis Association.3,4, 5 , 6 ,7,8,9,10,ll,l2,13 , 14 ,15 

1 sand y Padwe, "When the Brawls in Sports Ar e n ' t 
Limi te d to Players," Houston Chronicle, Novembe r 11, 1 973 , 
sec. 2, p. 4. 

dale: 

2Paul We iss, Sport a Philosophic Inquiry (Carbon ­
Southern Illinois Univ e r s it y Press , 1969) , p. 1 64. 

3James Anders, "Satu ration Point; Football Ma n ia ," 
The Dallas Morning News, Jul y 5, 1974, p. 2B. 

4Pete Axthelm, "Th e Impossible Dream--Part II , " 
Newsweek, Octob e r 22, 1973, p. 107. 

S"Ballyhoo in New York," Tpe Dallas Mo rning News , 
J une 13, 1974, p. 6 B. 

6walter Bingham, "Ta k e Me Out to the Ball Game ," 
Sports Illustrated, April 27, 1970, pp. 22-23. 

1Jay Cornley, "It's No Way to Get One's Ki c k s," 
Sports Illustrat e d, April 30, 1973, pp. 43-50. 

8Frank Dick, "Spe c tator Sports: Opportunity o r 
Nightmare?" The Bulletin of the National Assoc iati o n of 
Se condary Sc hool Principals, May , 1971, pp. 185-88. 

9"Fans Madness Upse ts Scr ib es ," Fort Worth Sta r­
Te legram, June 8, 1974, p . 40. 

lO"Fans Hammerin' Hank," The Dalla s Mo rning Ne ws , 
Jun e 21, 1974, p. lB. 
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In r e viewing the lit erat ure th e inv e stiga t or was 

surprised to discover how little research has b ee n c on-

duct e d regarding th e spectator. Th e nee d for s uch st ud j e s 

on th e spectator was elaborated upon in a r ece nt artic l e 

by Jack E. Razor and Wayn e Dann eh l regarding viol e nc e in 

the high school sports program but one wh ich c ould be 

a p p 1 i e d to th e college and pro ranks . "What yo u ' r e 1 o o k in g 

fo r is not only the causes of isolat ed incid e nts of vio -

l e nce but also whether spe ctators displa y basi c att it ud e s 

that se t the stag e on which th e isolat e d i ncid e n ts a r c 

played out." 1 

The spect ator is of concern toda y to f e llow 

spectators, coach e s, play e r s, officials, sc h oo l 

ll Fe rmi t e , p. 10-13. 

12 Rand y Galloway, ''The Mail Room," Th e Dallas 
Morning Ne ws, Jun e 19, 1974, p . 2B. 

13Padwe , p. 4, section 2. 

14Razor and Dann e h1, p. 22. 

15 "Se curity's Tight," The Dallas Mo rning News , 
June 13, 1974, p. 2B. 

1 Razor and Dann ehl, p. 22. 
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administrators, and the police.l,2,3,4 The present inves-

tigation is an attempt to determine how the spectator vi e ws 

the coach , the participant, and the official in the team 

sport of football and the individual sport of tennis. It is 

recognized that information obtained conc e rning the opinions 

of the spectators is only a beginning, but it should pro-

vide some insight into the problem areas of spectator 

violence as it relates to the spectator and the coach; th e 

spectator and the participant; and / or the spectator and 

the official. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem was to determine opinions of football 

a nd tennis spectators conce rning the participant, the 

coach, and the official in professional and amateur s e ttings . 

The subje cts were spectators attending (1) the Dallas 

York: 
!Arnold R. Beiss er, The Madn ess in Sports (New 

Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967), pp. 124-41. 

2Reuel Denney, "The Spectatorial Forms," in Sport, 
Culture, and Society, ed. John W. Loy, Jr . and Gerald S . 
Kenyon (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1969), pp. 337-
47. 

3Robert N. Singe.r, Coaching, Athletics, and 
Psycho logy (New York: McGraw-H i ll Book Company, 1972), 
pp. 179-84. 

4Thomas A. Tutko and Jack W. Richards, Psychology 
of Coaching (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1971), 
pp. 176-78. 
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Cowboy-Houston Oiler professional football game in Dallas, 

August 14, 1974; (2) the Virginia Slims Professional Tennis 

Tournament in Houston, Sept e mb er 30 through October 6 , 

1974; (3) the Braniff Collegiate Mixed Team Championship 

amateur tennis tournament in Dallas, October 4,5, and 6, 

1974; and (4) the University of Texas-Oklahoma University 

amateur football game in Dallas, October 17, 1974. 

Definitions and / or Explanations of Terms 

For the purpose of clarification, the fo llow ing 

definitions and / or explanations of t e rms were es tabli s he d 

for use in this study. 

Amat e ur Athletics: Competitive games and physical 

contests between teams or individual s representing organi-

zations or groups engaged in for pleasure rath er t han for 

financial profit. 

Interview: "Acts of communication i n whi ch one 

pe rson requests information and another supplies it ." 1 

Opinion: "A be lief, judgm e nt, idea, impression, 

sentiment, or notion that has not bee n conclusively prov e d 

and lacks the we ight of carefully reason e d judgment or 

certainty of conviction."2 

!Rober t L. Kahn and Charles F. Cann e ll, The Dy namic s 
of Interviewing (Ne w York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 
19 60), p. ll. 

2carter v. Good, ed., Dictionary of Education (New 
York : McGraw-Hi 11 Book Co. , 1 9 59 ) , p . 3 7 6 . 
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Professional Athletics: Competitive gam e s and 

P h Y s i c a 1 c o n te s t s be t we e n t e a m s o r i n d i v i d u a 1 s r e p r e s e n t i n g 

organizations or groups engaged in for finan cia l profi t . 

Spectator: "One who watches but does not tak e part 

in the sport. ul 

Structured Interview: "The same questions are 

presented in the same manner and order to each subject a nd 

the choice of alternative answers is restricted to a pre­

determined list."2 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was subject to th e following limitation s : 

(1) The number of Houston Oiler fans attending t h e Dalla s 

Cowboy-Houston Oiler game; (2) the numbe r of Texas fans 

attending the University of Texas-Oklahoma Univ e rsit y game; 

(3) the number of Oklahoma fans attending the Un iversi ty of 

Texas-Oklahoma University game; (4) the number of spectators 

attending the Virginia Slims Te nnis Tour nam e nt; (5) the num-

ber of spectators attending t he Braniff Coll eg iat e Mix e d 

Team Championship tennis tournam e nt; (6) th e consent of the 

spectators interviewed; (7) th e objectivity, r e liabili ty, 

!Park e Cummings, The Dictionary of Sport s (New 
York: A. S. Barnes and Company, 1949) , p. 41 6 . 

2neobold B. Van Dalen and William J. Meyer, Und e r­
standing Educational Research (New York: McG raw-H i ll Book 
Company, 19 66), p. 307. 
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and validity of the interview technique; (8) th e scope of 

the information included in the structured interview · 
' 

(9) the degree to which the respondents were representive 

of the population; (10) th e personality of the int e rvi e we r; 

and (11) the accuracy of the interviewer in recording and 

coding the subjects' responses. 

Purposes of the Study 

The general purpose of this study was to det e rm ine 

if spectators attending amateur and professi onal sporting 

eve nts view the participant, the coach, and the official 

from differe nt perspectives. The opinions of four select e d 

s pectator groups were obtained by p e rsonal int erv i ew and 

their response to questions regarding their views toward 

the participant, the coach, and the official were r eco rded. 

Specific amateur and professional sporting eve nt s su rveyed 

for the collection of data for the study we r e : the Dallas 

Cowboy-Houston Oiler football game; the Univ e rsity of 

Texas-Oklahoma University football game; the Virginia Slims 

Tennis Tournament; and the Braniff Mixed Te am Champ ions hip 

tennis tournament. 

The responses to the interview were examined to 

determine if there were significant differences in the 

expressed opinions of th e four selected spectat or groups 

toward the participant, the coach, and the official. The 
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se x of the sp e ctator, th e motiv e for atto nding Lh c s portinu 

event, and th e tick et pric e at the Virginia Slims Tennis 

Tournament were th e variables used to analyze t he da ta i n 

order to det e rmine if ther e were signi fica nt diff e r e nces 

within th e four selected group s . 

The f ollowing null h ypo t heses were test e d at t he 

.05 level of significance to reveal th e diff e rences and 

similarities between th e four se le cte d groups and within 

the f o ur s e l ected groups: 

A. Th e r e is no significant diff e r e nc e between t he 

University of Texas spectators and the Oklahoma 

Univ er sity spectators attending the Oklahoma-Texas 

football game with r espect to their opinion t oward 

th e participant, th e coac h, and the official. 

B. Th ere is no sig nifi can t differe nce be tw ee n th e 

Dalla s Cowboy and Houston Oil er s pe cta tor s wh o 

att e nd t h e Oil er-Cowboy gam e and th e Univ e r s it y 

of Texas and th e Oklahoma University sp ectators wh o 

att end t h e Oklahoma-Texas football game wj t h 

r e sp ect to th e i r opinion toward th e participant, 

th e c oa c h, and the official. 

C. Ther e is no significan t dif fe r e nc e bet wee n the 

spec~ators a tte nding the Virginia Slims Tennis 

Tournament and the spect ator s at t e nding the Braniff 
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Collegiate Mix e d Te am Champion s hip t e nni s t ourn a­

ment with r e sp e c t t o th e ir opinion toward t h ~ 

participant and th e offi c ial. 

0. Th e re is no signi f i c ant diffc! renc e be tw e en l.h(• 

spectators who att e nd th e Dallas Cowbo y-Hou s ton 

Oiler football gam e and t h e sp e ctators wh o at t e nd 

th e Virginia Slim s Te nnis Tourname nt with r e s pe c t 

to th e ir opinion toward th e participant and th e 

official. 

E. Th e r e is no significant diff e r e nc e be twee n t h e 

spectators who a tt e nd th e Un i v e rsit y of Te xas ­

Oklahoma Univer s ity fo o tball game a nd th e s pec t a­

tors who att e nd th e Br a n i ff Coll e giat e Mix ed Tea m 

Championship t e nni s t ournam e nt with res pec t t o 

their opinion towa rd th e participant, th e c oac h, 

and th e official . 

F. Sex is not a signifi c an t v a riabl e among th e s pe c ta-

tors who att e nd th e Dallas Cowbo y-H o uston Oi l er 

football game with r es pe c t to th e ir opini o n t owa rd 

th e participant, th e coach, and the offi c ial. 

G. Motiv e for att e nding t h e e v e nt i s not a signi f i c ant 

variable among th e s pect ator s who att e nd th e Da lla s 

Cowboy-Houston Oil e r footb a ll game with r e spect to 

th e ir opinion towa r d th e pa r ti c ipant, th e coa ch, 

and th e official. 
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H. Sex is not a significant va r iabl e among th e 

spect a tors who att e nd the Univ e r s ity of Tex a s­

Oklahoma University football game with r e sp e ct t o 

their opinion toward th e participant, t he c oach, 

and the official. 

I. Motive for att e nding th e e ve nt is not a signifi­

cant variable among the sp e ctators who attend th e 

Oklahoma University-University of Tex as football 

game with respect to their opinion toward th e 

participant, the co a ch, and th e official. 

J. Se x is not a significant variable among th e 

spectators who attend the Virginia Slims Tenni s 

Tournament with r e spect to th e ir opinion toward 

the participant and th e official. 

K. Ticket price is not a significant variable am o ng 

th e spectators who attend the Virginia Slim s Tr nni s 

Tournament with r e spect to th e ir opinion toward 

the participant and the official . 

L. Motiv e for att e nding the ev e nt is not a signifi c ant 

variable among the spectators who att e nd th e 

Virginia Slims Te nnis Tournam e nt with 

their opinion toward the participant 

official. 

resp e ct to 

and th e 

M. Se x is not a signi f icant variable among the sp ec ta-

tors who att e nd the Br aniff Coll e giate Mi x ed Te am 
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Championship tennis tournament with r es pect to 

their opinion toward the participant, the coac h, 

and the official. 

N. Motive for attending th e event i s not a s ignifican t 

variable among the spectators who attend the 

Braniff Co 11 e g i ate Mixed Team Champ i on s h i p t f! n n i s 

tournament with respect to their opinion Loward 

the participant, the coach, and t h e offi cial . 

..fuu:vey of Related Lit e ratur e 

A survey of r e lated lit e rature indicates that this 

inv es tigation does not duplicate any pr evi ou s st udy. In 

reviewing the literature man y examples of s pectator vio l e nc e 

were found. The following review includes reports of s uc h 

incidents and studies which, in the invest igator' s opinion, 

are most related to the pr ese nt inquiry. 

John Lawtherl recalls an incident in 1948 wh e n th e 

Mex i co City Olympic Ba s ke tball tea m wa s sc he duled to play 

the champions of Northwestern Mexico. Many people living 

in the two areas had fought against eac h other in a war 

e arly in the century, and there was concern that some might 

overemphasize t he importance of winning. 

1John D. Lawth e r, Sport Psychology (Engl ewood 
C 1 i f f s, New J e r s e y : Pre n t i c e- H a 1 1 , I nc . , 1 9 7 2 ) , p p . 8 0-81 . 
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In the second period of the game following an un­

popular referee's decision,the thousands of spectators 

came to their feet in hostile a nd ferocious prot est . Dis-

tributed throughout the crowd, an entire company of infantry 

men came to their f ee t with rifles and fixed bayon e ts. The 

game went on without incident as a result of the me asure s 

which had been taken. 

Alvin Shuster and Ben A. Franklin 1 reported th e 

incidents surrounding a race riot in Washington, D. C. on 

November 22, 19 62 . A crowd of 50,033 gath e red at t he 

District of Columbia Stadium to see the high schoo l cham-

pionship football classic between East e rn High, considered 

a Negro school with only five whites among its 2,400 stu-

dents, and St. John High School, a predominat e ly whit e 

private Catholic school for boys from well-to-d o families. 

When St. John's overtook an ear ly Eastern l ead 

13-7, a sullen resentment spread among th e Negro e s. Th e 

first signs of mass misbehavior be gan wh e n many Negro 

youths ran down and took th e s e ats of adults who l e ft to 

In th e go to refreshment stands or restrooms at the half. 

opening minutes of the third period, St. John's scor ed 

another touchdown to make the score 20-7, which was the 

final score. 

lAlvin Shuster and Ben A. Franklin, "How a Rac e 
Riot Happen ed," The Saturday Ev e ning Post, May 4, 1963, 
p p. 15-19. 
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Following a fight on the field, in t h e fourth 

quart e r, bet wee n players on both teams, Eas t er n Coach 

Richard Mentzer prot es ted the official's call. He claimed 

the call had triggered th e fight and sa id he would use 

motion pictures to prov e that St. John's had be e n fouling 

repeatedly. To insure crowd c ontrol a thin lin e of police­

men was strung out in front of the Eas t er n stand,but as the 

gun sounded 2,000 young Negroes burst from the sta nd s a nd 

through th e polic e lin e yelling,"Let ' s ge t th e m; l e t' s 

show them . .. 1 

Th e knif e and stick swi ng i ng, a nd bo tt le and rock 

throwing teenagers hit and k ic ked their victims i n th e 

stands, o n the field, and in the parking lot. Th e teen-

agers also damag e d car s in the parking l ot as spectators 

took to th e ir cars for safety . 

A r e port r e l e as e d in January of 19 63 labe l ed t he 

riot ''a d i s grac ef ul c l i ma x of l aw 1 e s s n e s s pun c t u ate d by 

the disgracef ul conduct of the Eastern Coach and hi s ou ste d 

player and mention e d th e s hock i ng laxi ty of th e s pons ors of 

the game."2 

In May 1964, 50,000 s occer fans cr us h e d int o Lima , 

Peru's Na tional Stadium to see t he clash betwee n Per u and 

lrbid., p . 17 . 

2rbid., p. 18. 
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Argentina. The two teams wer e playing in a contin e nt -wi de 

round robin tourname nt to d e t e rmine th e two t e am s t h a t 

would represent Latin America in th e Olympi c Gam es in 

Tokyo . 1 

The Argentine team took a 1-0 lead halfwa y through 

th e second half and held that l e ad until s ix minu tes be for e 

the end of the game when Pe ru scored th e tying goal . How-

ever, the goal was disallowed due to a foul. Sud denl y , 

cushions, bottles, shoes, and even bricks broken o ut of a 

wall we re thrown on th e fi e ld . Following th e l e ad of f a n 

Matias Rojas, bett e r known as the Bomb, fan s rag e d on t o 

the field forcing the ref e r ee to call the g ame , gi v ing 

Arg e ntina a 1-0 victory . Wi t h th e awarding o f t h e v i c tor y 

to Arg e ntina the c rowd went bers e rk. Th e handful of poli ce-

me n we r e helpless in controlling th e mob . On e poli cema n 

s e ized by his hands and legs was tos sed to h i s d ea th on 

the concre t e fifty f e et be low whil e anoth e r wa s str a ngl ed 

by his own tie. 

Spectators were trampl e d as th e y s t amp e d e d for th e 

e xits. A thirty-seven-y ea r-old fish e rman r e port e d hi s wif e 

and fiv e childr e n we re gone, A moth e r and h e r child we r e 

stomped to death wh e n she kn e l t to pray. Out s id e t h e 

stadium the rioting fans smashed windows and burn e d 

l"P e ru--A Crashing of Mountain s ,"~' J un e 5 , 
19 6 4, p . 36. 
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vehicles. When the final count was made 293 had beo n kill e d 

and 500 had be e n injured by th e riot. 

Barry McDermott 1 reports that few sports attrac t 

the wild fans pro bask e tball. In his r e vi e w of som e 

of these fans he refers to Joey Snyd e r, a four-foot, t e n-

inch Atlanta Hawk fan, who raced onto the floor in Balti-

more and hit Ref e ree Jake O'Donn e ll in the stomach; Harry 

Huslberger, a seventy-year-old Indiana Pac e r fan, who 

walked the entire length of the court thr e at e ning Re f e r ee 

Norm Dracher with his walking stick; and in Louisvill e 

brothers Ellis and Bill Thomas who position th e ms e lv e s i n 

separate but adjacent sections of the stands. Th e y holl e r, 

wave their arms, jump up and down, or grab the ball wh e n it 

goes out of bounds and br e ak into a dribbling act. Th e se 

represent only a few of the wild fans as r e ported by 

McDermott. He says every major professional team has such 

fans. 

Jay Cronley,2 a baseball play e r at The Univ e rsity 

of Oklahoma, was on a baseball team that could win th e Big 

Eight Championship if it could win on e of thr ee game s 

from Colorado. However, this was not to be th e year of th e 

lBarry McDermott, "Gimme an A, Gimm e a Boo:" 
Sports Illustrated, March 27, 1972, pp. 41-45. 

2cronley, pp. 43-50. 
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championship as Oklahoma dropped all t hree games l-0, 2- 0, 

and the final loss coming 13-12 after Oklahoma had he l d a 

l 0-0 1 e ad . When the t e am fl ew back to Norman, after losing 

the champion ship to Oklahoma State by on e point , Cro nl ey 

reported several incidents. First, "somebody had turned 

the airport lights off. Then my fath er , a fair man, hung 

up on me, a nd wr es tlers, fellow "0" Club me mb e r s , t hr eate ne d 

us with a ss orted hammers and locks . .. 1 

In discussing fans Cronl e y says: 

Many people becom e fans because of be nefits that 
come with the title. You can burn yourself some 
orange, practice a few choru ses of Hook ' e m Horn s in 
the mirror, and you are "for Texas," and e v e n though 
you have nev e r won a g a me of anything in your l if e , 
e v e n checkers, you are an instant winn e r by as so cia­
tion . 2 

During th e 1950's when Oklahoma fans we r e "p e rfect e d," th e 

Oklahoma football team nev er lost. I n 1957 wh en Notre 

Dame came to Norman, no on e worri e d; nobod y b e at Oklahoma 

in Norman. How eve r, that day prov e d to be diff erent. In 

the four t h quart e r with a minut e remaining,th e Notr e Dame 

quarterback faked a hand-off t o a bac k who wa s h it by te n 

of the Oklahoma defenders, while Dick Ly nch, a halfb ack , 

took th e pitch and introdu ce d him se lf to t he Oklahoma e nd 

zo ne . 

libid., p. 44 . 

2Ibid . , p. 49. 
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Cronley reported h e wait ed thr ee hours for a penalty 

flag and swore he would dispose of hi s South Be nd fishing 

reel . As he l e ft the stadium a Notre Dame fan, drunk on 

air, stuck his tongue out at him. 

I rem e mber it man. And I remember th e face co n­
nec t e d with it. I wrote down the name hi s wif e called 
him, and I will g et him. Time he a ls all wound s, of 
course, but those are superficial wounds. I called 
him after the Nebraska game in th e 1973 Orange Bowl. 
No answer. Fifteen years is a long time, but no t 
quite long e nough. I am an incurable fan. For ever .! 

Pete Axthelm 2 reports an i ncid e nt involving New 

York Met fans and th e Cincinnati Reds. The Met fans we re 

angered when the Re ds' Pe t e Ros e , in an attempt to bre ak 

up a double play, slid into second and came up shov i ng 

s hortstop Bud Harr e lson. The brawl which followed emptied 

both be nches. When Rose took his position in left field, 

h e was th e target of all types of debri s from the sta nds 

i n cluding a whisky bottle. 

In the final game of th e playoffs, which th e Me t s 

won 7-2, the Met sp ecta tors int err upted play wh e n th e y 

poured onto th e field; some shov e d and spat on the women 

in the Cincinnati group while oth ers pre par e d to t ea r the 

turf, and anything else they could get t he ir hands on, 

apart. 

libid., p. so. 

2Axthelm, p. 107. 
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In the summer of 1974, the Tenth World Socc e r Cup 

drew the most rigid security precautions in the his to r y of 

sport. 1 In an e ffort to prev e nt th e repetition of t h e 

Israeli massacre at the Olympic Games in 1972, on e in e ve ry 

sixty spectator s was a polic e man. In addition two polic e 

h e licopters patrolled above the ar e a,and all civi lian air 

traffic was banned, and a police drag net swept a five-

mile radius of wooded area looking for possible Soviet SAM 

rockets. 

In December 1974, Chairman Edwin B. Doo l ey of the 

New York State Athletic Commission threate ne d to clo s e d own 

Madison Square Gardens' Felt Forum, following the third 

post-fight riot in forty-four boxing shows, unles s crowds 

were controlled at boxing events.2 Spectators wer e c ut by 

flying glass when bottles were thrown toward the ring . 

Seats were also set on fire; ceiling pan e ls were ripped 

out, and windows were broken when fighting broke out in th e 

streets. 

Plainclothesmen roamed through the stadium crowd 

at the New England Patriot game November 10, 1974, follow-

ing brawling among drunken fans at the three previous 

g arne s. Police Chief Dan McCarthy said, "From now on we'r e 

1 "Se curity ' s Tight, " p. 2 B. 

2"Crowd Control Boxing Prob l em," Housto!.!.......£!!..t.Q.!liili, 
December 11 , 1974, sec. 6, p. 5. 
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searching everything that look s suspicious."! The pr ev ious 

Sunday a spe ctator was st a bb e d in a parking lot brawl fol -

lowing the gam e . This was th e first r e port ed stabbing 

e vent, but fights are commonplace. 

In 1961, J e ffery H. Gold s t e in and Robert L. Arms2 

conducted a st udy to determine the effects o f witn essi ng a 

competitive and aggressive sport. Ho s tility wa s assessed 

a mong male spectators be for e and after a foo t ball ga me; and 

as a control, mal e spectators we r e interviewed before and 

after a competitive, but non aggress iv e s por t , gymnastics. 

Interviews wer e conducted by thirteen in terviewers 

at th e 1969 Army-Navy football game a nd by fiv e interviewers 

at th e Army-Templ e gymnastics mee t held during th e sa me 

month. The interview opened with a numb e r of d e mographi c 

questions. These items were followed by thr ee hos ti li ty 

sca les, taken from th e Buss-Durkee inv e ntory , which con-

sisted of a numb e r of stateme nt s to be answered true or 

fa ls e by the s ubj e ct. 

"A two by th ree analysis of varianc e was computed 

fo r each dependent measure, the factors being Time of 

!"Patriots Improv e Stadium Security," Hou ston 
Chronicle, No ve mb er 14, 1974, sec . 2, p. 5 . 

2Jeffrey H. Goldst e in and Robert L. Arms, "Effects 
of Observing Athl et ic Cont es ts on Hos ti lit y ," Sociometr_y 
34 (March 1971): 83- 90 . 
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Interview (pre- or post-game ) a nd Pre ferr e d Tea m (Army , 

Nav y, or no pr e ference)."! An unweigh ted means s olu tio n 

was u se d sin ce un e qual Ns resulted. Ho sti li ty data col -

l ecte d at the football game i ndic ated that s ubj ec t s we re 

significantl y mor e ho st il e after obs e rving the ga me than 

befo r e . This was th e sig ni fica nt di fference f ound in the 

st udy. 

In 195 1, Albert H. Hast or f and Hadley Cantril 2 

compl ete d a study on the campuses of Dartmouth and Pri nce -

to n. Following a rough foo tba ll game, resu l ting in t emp ers 

flaring and i nju ries to bot h Princ e ton a nd Dartmou t h 

p lay ers, acc usat i o ns beg an to fly as t he gam e became a 

matter of concern to players , st ud e nts, coac hes , school 

ad mi n istrators , a lumni, and the ge neral public. The dis -

cussi on co ntinu e d for sev e ral weeks as both the ca mpu s 

a nd met ropoli tan n e wspapers pres e nted th e views of t he ir 

r es pective staffs. 

With th e di sagree me nt as to what actually ha pp e ne d 

during the game,Hastorf a nd Ca nt r il took t h e opportunity 

to make a rea l li fe study of a perceptual pr obl e m. Th e 

wee k fo llowi ng the game, und e rgraduat es taki ng introdu c t ory 

!Ibid., p. 86. 

2Albe r t H. Ha storf and Hadley Cantri l, " Th ey Saw 
a Game: A Case Study," The J our nal of Ab normal and Social 
Ps y c hology 49 (January 1954) : 12 9- 34 . 
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and intermediate psychology courses, at both Dartmouth and 

Princeton, were administered a questionnaire designed to 

give reactions to the game and to learn something of t he 

climate of opinion in each institution. The second step 

involved showing the same motion picture of the gam e t o a 

sample of undergraduates at both schools. Students checked 

questionnaires as they viewed the film, marking any infrac-

tions of the rules they saw as to whether they consid ere d 

the infractions "mild" or "flagrant." 

Nearly all Princeton students judged the game as 
"rough and dirty"--not one thought it "clean and 
fair." Almost nine-tenths of them thought th e other 
side started the rough play. When they viewed the 
film they saw the Dartmouth team make over twic e as 
many infractions as their own team made.l 

Whil e 42 percent of the Dartmouth students' a n s wers 

fell in the rough and dirty category, 13 percent t hought 

the game was clean and fair; 39 percent described the 

action as rough and fair. The majority (53 perce nt ) of 

th e Dartmouth students thought both sides were to blame 

for starting the rough play, although 36 percent thought 

Dartmouth was to bl ame. When they vi e wed the film they 

saw both teams make about the same number of infractions, 

but s aw their own team make only half the number of i nfrac -

tions th e Princeton students saw them mak e . Th e data 

indicated: 

lrbid., p. 130. 
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. that_ th~re is no_ such thing as a game ex is t ing 
out there In Its own right which people me r e ly 
observe. The game exists for a person and is ex pe ri­
e nc e d by him only in so far as certain happ e nin gs 
have significances in t e rm s of his purpos e ...• it 
is inaccurate and misleading to say tha t diff e r e nt 
people have different attitudes concerning th e s ame 
thing. For the thing simply is not th e same for 
different people wh et h e r t h e thing is a football 
game, a pres idential candidate, Communism, or 
spinach. We b e hav e acco rding to what we bring 
to the occasion, and what e ach of us brings to th e 
occas i o n is mor e or l ess unique.l 

In 1972, William D, He inold2 co ndu cted a study at 

the Pennsylvania Stat e Univ e rsity d e signed to e stabli sh a 

typology of sports' spectators. One hundred and ni ne 

fe mal es and 104 males we re ra ndomly se lected from r e qui re d 

phy s ical education classes to par t icipat e in th e stud y . 

Using the Q-me t hodology the s ubj ec ts were as k ed to sort 

t he motive state me nts into nine piles as th e y f e l t th e 

s tat e me nt s applied to t he m. Eac h subj ect was also as ked 

to co mpl ete a questionnair e co n ~aining i te ms d ee med critica l 

to s pec tator be havi o r. 

Q-analysis was us e d to analyze th e dat a . Firs t 
a cor r e lation matri x of Q-sort it e m plac e men ts 
be twe e n all individuals wa s calcul ate d u s ing Pe ar so n 
Product Moment techniqu e. Th e mat r i x was s ubj ect t o 
inverse principle components factor a naly si s wi t h a 
varima x r otation sch e me which yielded cl u sters of 

libid., p. 133. 

2william D. He inold, "Th e Estab lishm ent of a Sports ' 
Spectator Typology Utilizing Q-m e thodology," (Mast er ' s 
thesis, Th e Pe nnsyl va n ia State Univ e rsity, Univers i ty Par k, 
Pe nn sy lv a ni a , 1972 ) . 
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persons. The average it em plac e me nt s of each clust e r 
were calculated and used to v e rball y desc rib e the 
spectat?r ty~es. Background data, coll ec t e d through 
a questionnaire, wer e then a ss ociat e d with eac h t ype 
via chi-square analy s is to describe th e persons in 
each typ e .l 

Eight spectator type s wer e id e ntified in thi s 

study. Thes e types wer e: (l) Comp e tition, Ex citeme nt, and 

Thrill Seeker; (2) So c ially Ori e nt e d, Te am and Fri e nd Sup­

porter; (3) Beauty, Precision a nd Skill Admir e r; (4) Athlete 

and Training Appreciator; (5) Skill Oriented, Envious 

Onlooker; (6) Passive, Self-indulgent Re laxer; (7) Powe r, 

Skill and Hero Identifier; and (3) Se lf-imp rover, 

Four of the variables on the background qu e sti on­
naire were found to be significantly r e lated to t he 
female spectator types: Fath e r' s Occupatio n, Specta­
tor Rating, Fe mal e Sport Pa r t i c ipa t ion, and Time 
Spent Participating. Two of th e va riables Spectator 
Rating and Time Spent Watc~ing wer e r e lat e d to th e 
male spectator types.2 

It was observ e d that the thre e prominent f emale typ es , 

(1) Competitio n, Exciteme nt, and Thrill Seeker; (2) Be auty, 

Precision and Ski ll Admirer; a nd (3) Power, Skill a nd He ro 

Id e ntifier, we r e v e ry similar to th e promin e nt ma l e ty pes, 

(1) Skill Onlookers; a nd (2) Skill Ana ly zer s . 

1 Ibid ,, pp. 52-53 , 

2William D. Heinold, "Motiv e Typology for Female 
Sports Spectators: A Comparison With Ma l e s Types," 
~roce edinqs. National Research Con~ e r e n ce , Wom e n and . 
Soort (University Park, Penn sy lvania: The Pe nn sy lvani a 
State University, 1972), p. 310. 
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In 1968, Edward Thomas Turne rl,2 conducted a study 

to determine the effects of viewing coll e ge athletic 

contests on the subsequent elicited aggr e ssive r es pon ses 

of spectators. Forty-four subjects wer e divided into three 

groups--an experimental group, consisting of twenty-five 

subjects, vi e we d a football game, a basketball game, and a 

wrestling match; and one control group, consisting of nine 

subjects, vi e we d a basket ball game and a wrestling match, 

a nd anoth e r control group, which consisted of t e n s ubje cts, 

viewed only a wrestling match. 

Subjects wer e administered a twenty-item sent e nce 

completion test and a six-card Th ema tic Appreciation Tes t 

immediately pr ece ding the athletic contest. Immediately 

fbllowing th~ contest they were t e sted with twe nt y ne w 

se ntenc e stems and s ix ne w Thematic Apperception Tes t cards . 

A qu estio nnair e wa s also administ e r e d i n t he post-test 

set ting in an e ffort to de t e rmine what f acets of t he spec-

tators situation affec t e d t h e e motion s o f the s ubje ct . 

!Edwa rd Thomas Turn e r, "Th e Effect of Viewing Co l­
l eg e Football, Basketball a nd Wr es tling on the Elicit e d 
Aggr e ssive Res pon ses of Ma l e Spectators," Di ssertati on 
Abstracts, 19 69 (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University Microfilm s ) 

2Edward Thomas Turner, "The Effec ts of Vi ewin g 
College Football, Basketball and Wrestling on th e Eli ci t e d 
Aggressive Res pons es of Ma le Spec tators," Contemporary_ 
Psychology of Soort Proceedings of th e Seco nd International 
Congress of Sport Psychology (Washington, D.C.: Inter 
national Society of Sport Psychology, 19 68). 
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The appropriate ~ test and analysis of varian ce we r e 

e mployed in the statistical tre atment of th e data. I t wa s 

found that viewing a basketball and footb a ll cont e st in-

creased the frequency of an individual's elicited aggr e s-

s ion. However, viewing the wr e stling match did not. Th e 

post-test questionnaires, which wer e analyze d using pe r-

centages, indicated that th e subjects felt that coaches, 

cheerleaders, and referees emotionally aff e cted th e s pe cta-

tors. 

In 19 68, John Mack Kingsmorel,2 conducted a study 

to investigate the effects of a professional wrestling 

match and a professional bask e tball gam e upon th e aggr e s-

sive tendencies of the male spectators. Th e twenty-six 

wrestling spectators and the twenty-five basketball sp e cta-

tors were administered the Thematic Apperception Test and 

a questionnaire , devised by the inv e stigator, befor e and 

after viewing the respective sports. A control group was 

1John Mack Kingsmore, "The Eff ect of a Prof e ssional 
Wrestling and Professional Basketball Contest Upon th e 
Aggressive Tendencies of Male Sp e ctator s ," Abstracts of 
Research Papers, 1969 . 

2John Mack Kingsmore, "Th e Effe ct of a Profe ssional 
Wrestling and Professional Basketball Contest Upon the 
Aggressive Tendencies of Male Spectators," Contemporary 
Psychology of Soort Proceedings of the Second International 
Congress of Sport Psychology (Washington, D.C.: Inter­
national Society of Sports Psyc~ology, 19 68), pp. 311-15. 
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administered the instrume nt s after a " ne utral" a ctivity, 

which was a r eg ularly scheduled acade mi c class. 

The ~ test for diff ere nce betwe e n sample means of 

dependent samples was u sed to make within-group comp ar i sons 

of pre - to pos t -test contest c hang e . Betwee n-group co m-

parisons wer e made by using a one-way analysis of va ri a nc e , 

a nd the Dunnet's test was us e d for comparisons with a 

control. 

The three variables test e d were total aggressio n, 

extrapunitive aggr e ssion, and intropunitive agg r ession . 

The only significance was found in the be tween-group com-

parisons which s howed th e control group possessed signifi-

cantly more intropunitive aggression t han th e wr estling 

and basketball spectators. The dat a from the que stionnai r e 

showed a significant pre- to post-t est contest decre ase in 

self-reported aggression of wrestling spectators. The data 

collected also suggested that spectators attending the 

profes sional basketball game had rec ei ved significantly 

more formal education than th e s ubj ects attend ing th e 

professional wr est ling match es . 

In 1960, Seymour Kleinm a n! completed a st ud y to 

determine the factors that influence the behavior of sports 

lseymour Kleinman, "A Study to Dete rm i ne the 
Factors That Influence th e Behavior of Sports Crowds" (Ph .D. 
dissertation, The Ohio State Univ ersity , Columbus, Ohio , 
1960). 
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crowds. Coaches and officials were asked to fill out a 

rating scale questionnaire on schools they were familiar 

with but not directly connected with to d etermin e the 

degree of s portsmanship shown by seventy-four hi gh school 

basketball crowds in central Ohio. Ratings were mad e on 

a one to five scale, going from an extremely high leve l 

of sportsmanship to an extremely low level of sportsman­

ship. The coaches and officials wer e instructed to judge 

only the crowd not the coaches and players. 

Following the ratings by coaches and officials, 

the mean scores of th e crowd wer e determin ed for the 

coaches and the officials, giving eac h school two rank 

orders. Thes e were combined to give each school an ov e r­

all rank in the distribution. Those school crowds which 

displayed a higher level of sportsmanlike behavior than 

the others, in the opinion of t h e coaches and officials, 

were statistically different. 

Ten of the schools which were s ignific ant l y diff e r-

e nt from the others were se l ected for the study. Prin-

cipals, coaches, and other school personn e l at the school 

were int erviewed . Analysis of the interviews indicated 

that the factors causing violenc e in the crowd behavior at 

t he schools were: 
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Coach 
His activity during a basketball game 
His level of aspiration 
His mobility (readiness to change jobs) 
Administration 
Its acceptance of responsibility for 
procedures at games 
Perception of the role in the interscholastic 
program 
Presence of a structure which sets limits 
on what constitutes acceptable behaviorl 

Kleinman concluded that spectator behavior can be controlled 

if the coach is willing to teach and coach on that level 

for a comparatively long period of time, if he will make 

himself as inconspicuous as possible in a game situation, 

and if the principal takes an active role in the sports 

program and places a definite emphasis on teaching proper 

spectator behavior. 

In 1970, Cyril Marigo Desmond Wh ite 2 ' 3 completed a 

st udy to analyze the hostile outbursts in spectator sports. 

Four episodes of hostile outbursts were s e lected for th e 

study. The four events selected were (1) The Big Te n 

Championship game between the University of Illinois and 

libid., p. 140. 

2 C y r i 1 M a r i go De s m o n d Wh i t e , "An An a 1 y s i s of 
Hostile Outbursts in Spectator Sports" (Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of Illinois, Champaign, Illinois, 1970). 

3 C y r i 1 M a r i go De s m o n d Wh i t e , "An An a l y s i s of 
Hostile Outbursts in Spectator Sports," Dissertation 
Abstracts, 1971 (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University Micro-

films). 
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Northwestern University, Novemb e r 18, 19 67, in Evanston, 

Illinois; {2) The International Rugby Football Champion­

s h i p g am e be t we e n I r e l a n d a n d W a l e s o n M a r c h 9 , 1 9 (> 9 , i n 

Dublin, Ireland; {3) The finals of th e Washington, D.C. 

football Championship betwe e n Eastern High School and 

St. John's High School, November 22, 19 6 2, in Washing t on, 

D.C.; {4) The preliminary round of th e XVIII Olympiad 

Soccer Championship game between Peru and Argentina, 

May 24, 1964,in Lima, Peru. 

The data wer e collected by {1) the case study 

method; {2) documentary analysis--using facts available 

from printed mat e rial, radio, television, and film tapes; 

and {3) interviews. 

Following the description of the episodes in the 

form of case studies, the data were analyzed in terms of 

cat~gorization, comparison, and the establishment of a 

temporal sequential pattern through the us e of a compara-

tive chart based upon general characteri s tics. A compara -

tive analysis of the four episodes indicated there was a 

significant difference betwee n the four e pi sodes at the .05 

level of significance. 

White concluded that {1) the mod e l selected enables 

hostile outbursts to be clas s ified, compared, analyzed, and 

interpreted for football and other t ea m sports; {2) th e 
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forms of violence identified are exampl e s of Tilly's 

analysis of modern coll ec tive v io l e nce ; ( 3) the s ocial 

s tructure influences sports and s port s followers and i s 

in turn influenc e d by them; and (4) anticipati o n and po s ­

si bl e control of hostil e outbursts at s ports e v ents i s 

now a distinct possibility. 

Summary 

In Chapter I, an overview of lit era ture relat e d to 

the spectator wa s pre s e nt ed . This overview revealed that 

t h e spectators at athletic e ve nt s , though often discuss ed, 

hav e had very few in-d e pth studies c onduct e d on t hem . Th e 

state ment of th e problem, definitions and / or ex plan atio n s 

of terms, limitations of the study, th e purposes of th e 

st udy, and a survey of previous st udi es we r e also presented. 

In th e following c hapt e r, th e proc ed ure s utilize d 

in th e d e v e lopment of this s tudy ar e present e d. 



CHAPTER II 

PROCEDURES FOLLOWED IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF THE STUOY 

Introduction 

The general purpose o f the s tudy was to d ete rmin e 

if spectators attending amateur and professional s porting 

e vent s view the participant, the coach, and th ~ official 

from different perspectives. Th e procedur e followed in 

the development of this s tudy will be di sc u ssed und e r the 

following main headings: Selectio n of Subje c t s , De v e lop­

ment of the In s trument s , and Administration of the In s tru­

ments. 

Selection of Subjects 

Subjects selected for u se in t hi s s tudy were spec ­

tators attending (l) the Dalla s Cowboy-Hou s ton Oil e r pro­

fessional football game; (2) t he Virgi n ia Sl im s Prof es s ional 

Tennis Tournament; (3) the Braniff Co l legiate Mixed Te am 

Championship amateur tennis tournament, and (4) the Univ e r­

s ity of Texas-Oklahoma University amateur football game . 

Reasons for limiting the population in t h is way wer e t h ree -

fold. The fir s t reason wa s that the s ubj ects would be 
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within reasonably easy access of the investigator during a 

game situation. Second, this limitation provided reason-

able assurance that data would b e collected under the same 

e nvironmental circumstances. The third reason involv e d 

administrative feasibility in terms of time and financial 

expe nses. Specific deta il s of how subjects were select e d 

will be describe d under th e heading Administration of t he 

Instruments. 

Development of the Instruments 

To accomplish the purpose of this study, which in­

volved a survey to determine the opinion of the specta t or 

toward the participant, the coach , and the official, the 

investigator se l ected a method of data co ll e ction whi c h 

would best r e veal the desired information. The int e rview 

technique, "an act of communication in which one person 

requests information and anoth e r supplies it," 1 was 

selected . The interview technique wa s selected for severa l 

reasons. First, the data were not r ea dily accessible 

through any other source. Second, the data d ea lt with 

attitudes and behavior of people . Third, an individual 's 

1Kahn and Cannell, p. 11. 
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past experiences and anticipat e d fu t ur e behavior a r c 

virtually unat ta in a bl e by a ny other mea n s .! 

The s tructure d int e rview or closed response, th e 

t e chnique in which "the sa me ques tion s are presented i n t h e 

same manner and order to each subject and the c hoic e of 

alter native answe r s is restricted to a pred e t ermined li st , "2 

was the form selec ted for the st udy. The str uctured inter-

view wa s selected beca use it i s mor e sc i e ntific in nature 

than the un struct u red or op e n end response,a nd it in trod uces 

co ntrol s which p ermit th e formul at ion of sc ientific ge n­

era lizations.3 These control s includ ed a code for r e cordi ng 

a n s wers , necessit ated by th e lar ge number of in tervi e we rs, 

a nd it ba s icall y e liminated the int e rvi e we r's making an 

incorrect int e rpretation. 

Th e fo llowing criteria were follow ed in th e dev e lo p-

ment of the int e rvi e w instrume nt to r ec ord the opinion of 

the spectators: (1) de a lt wit h a sign i fi ca nt topic; 

(2) sought only t h at information which cou ld not be obtrtin e d 

from more fact ual sour ces ; (3) was as s hort as pos s ible and 

requested on l y esse ntial d ata ; ( 4) was a rrang ed effici e n tly 

lLeo n Festing e r a nd Daniel Katz, Res e arch Methods 
~~Be h avioral Sciences (New York: Holt, Rinehart a nd 
Win s t on, 19 53 ) , p p • 3 2 9- 3 1 • 

2van Da l e n and Meyer, p . 307. 

3rbid . 

• 
• 
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and was clearly dupli c at e d or print e d; (5) dir e ctions we r e 

cle a r and compl e t e , important t e rms we r e d e fin e d, e ach 

que s tion dealt with a single id e a, cat egorie s provid ed for 

unambiguous respons e s; (6) qu es tions were obj ec tiv e with 

no hint of d e sired re s pon se s ; (7) que s t i on s wer e prese nte d 

in good ps y chological ord e r, pro ce eding from g e ne ral to 

mo r e s pecific respons e s; and (8) wa s e a s y to tabul a t e and 

int e rpret th e data yi e ld.! 

Be st r e f e rs to th e above as chara c t e ri s tic s of a 

reliabl e qu e st i onnaire . He go e s on t o s ay, "the r e liabil-

ity of a questionnair e depends upon th e l e ngth of th e 

in s trument, th e subject, th e wording of i t ems, th e forma t , 

a nd how th e instrument mo t ivat e s the r es pond e n t. " 2 He a l so 

s ays r e li ability can be improv e d by conducting pilot 

studi es and tri a l run s . and ta king prop e r cour ses of a ctio n 

av a il a ble to th e int e rvi ewer. 3 

Th e customary proc e dure for d e t e rmining th e va lidit y 

of survey data is through compari s on with a n out s ide cri-

t e rion. In obtaining d a ta on attitud es and opin io n s t h e r e 

i s not an outsid e true scor e which can be tak e n a s a 

crit e rion. Th e stat e me nt mad e by th e s ubj ec t ma y or may 

not c orre la t e with oth e r nonv e rb a l be h a vior; h owe ve r, 

1John w. Best, Re sea r c h in Educa t ion ( Engl ewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Pr e nt ic e-H a ll, Inc., 1970), p. 170. 

2 3 rbid . Ibid., p. 6 4. 



- 37 -

intrinsic validity is not dependent on behavior. Invalidity 

is present if the respondent intentionally misrepresents 

his intentions or attitudes, but misrepresentation is ver y 

difficult to detect.l 

The investigator followed Best's recommended 

criteria in the dev e lopm e nt of h e r instruments. For this 

study the investigator r e viewe d the literat ure looking for 

r ea sons behind the violence which has marred th e American 

sports scene ov e r the past few ye ars. The investigator 

also talked with a number of fellow graduat e students, 

Texas Woman's University physical education staff memb ers , 

and friends to obtain their opinions with regard to what 

has influenced the actions of th e spectators. These indi-

viduals also were asked to provide questions th ey would 

like to have answered by th e spectators. 

Each piece of information and suggestion wa s con­

sidered, and preliminary qu esti ons were constructed a nd 

grouped into one of four categories, the first r e garding 

the coach, the second r e garding the participant, th e third 

regarding the official, and the fourth regarding the sub ­

jects' sports background and d emographic information. The 

investigator th e n pr e pared an interview instrume nt which 

was used in a pilot study conducted ov e r the 1974 Fourth 

lFestinger and Katz, p. 47. 
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of July weekend. Twenty-fiv e subjects we re asked to com-

ment on the ease of under sta nding the dir e ctions, the 

question s , and the terms. Questions were altered and 

clarified where the need was indicated,and some qu estions 

wer e eliminated. The data were analyzed to det ermine the 

ease of tabulation and the adaptabi lity of a stati s tical 

method which would yield data which could be interpre t e d. 

The revised instrument was u sed at the Dallas Cowboy ­

Houston Oiler game and then served a s a guide for the d e v e l ­

opment of t h e instrument s used at the Virginia Slim s Tennis 

Tournament, the Braniff Collegiat e Mixed Team Champion s hip 

tennis tournament, and th e Univ e rsity of Texas- Ok l ahoma 

Un i versity football game. The basic structure o f th e 

instruments included four sectio n s . The first r e garding 

th e coach contained seven qu es tion s on th e Dallas Co wb oy ­

Houston Oiler and Texas Longhorn-Oklah oma Soon e r qu est ion­

nair e , five questions on t h e Bran iff Collegiate Mixed Te am 

Champio nship Tennis Tournament qu es tionnaire, and did no t 

appear on the Virginia Slim s Te nni s Tourname nt que st i on­

naire. The second section regarding the participant con­

tained eight questions on the Virginia Slims Ten ni s Tourna ­

me nt ques tionnaire, nin e que sti on s on th e Braniff Collegiate 

Mixed Te am Championship Tenni s Tou rnam e nt questionnair e , 

t e n que s tions on the Hou sto n Oiler-Dallas Cowboy qu estio nnair e , 
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and eleven questions on the Texas Longhorn-Oklahoma Sooner 

questionnaire . The third section r e garding the official 

contained six questions on each of the que stio nn ai r es. The 

fourth section regarding th e s ubj ec ts' sports background 

and demographic information contained twenty-two questions 

on the Braniff Collegiate Mix e d Team Champion s hip Tennis 

Tournament questionnaire and the Virginia Slim s Tennis 

Tournament questionnaire, twenty-three questions on the 

Texas Longhorn-Oklahoma Sooner questionnaire , and twenty ­

one questions on the Dallas Cowboy-H ouston Oiler qu estio n-

naire. A sample copy of thes e instruments can be found in 

the Appendix. 

Administration of the Instruments 

Data for this study were obtaine d through the use 

of the structured interview instrument. Interviewers at 

the four events were high school juniors and seniors, 

college graduates, and / or undergraduates from the Dalla s 

and Houston areas. Prior to each e vent th e interviewers 

were provided with an instruction sheet, an introductory 

statement to be used when th e subject was approached, and 

an explanation of the questions. The interviewers were 

asked to go over the interview instrument and to interview 

two subjects prior to the date of the event. On the day of 

the event e ach instrument was reviewed at a me et ing h e ld 
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at the collection site. The int e rviewers wer e giv e n an 

opportunity to ask any questions they had r egarding any 

part of the interview instrument or the proc e dur e s to be 

followed. A sample copy of the instruction s sh ee t, t he 

introductory statement, and an explanation of th e ques t i on s 

for each event can be found in the Appendix. 

The interview, which required from six to t e n 

minutes to complet e , was conduct e d on an individual basis 

wit h the spectators by interviewers who followed standard 

direct ions. The interviewers recorded t he spectators ' 

responses by marking a check or writing in the approp r iate 

answer in the space provided on the interview instrume nt. 

The administration of these instruments will be discu ssed 

under the following subheadings: At the Dallas Cowboy-

Houston Oiler Football Game; At the Virginia Slims Tenni s 

Tournament; At the Braniff Collegiate Mixed Team Champion-

ship Tennis Tournament; and At the University of Texas-

Oklahoma University Football Game. 

At the Dallas Cowboy-HoustQQ 
Qiler Football Game 

In July of 1974, the inve s tigator visit e d th e Dallas 

Cowboy office to talk with Cowboy officials to obtain per­

mission to conduct the int e rviews at the Dallas Cowboy-

Houston Oiler football game to be played at Texas Stadium, 
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in Irving, August 17, 1974. Th e public r e la t ion s director 

was out of the office,and the inves tigator was asked to 

check back lat e r in the we e k. Following a t e l e phon e co n­

versation, on July 22, ex plaining th e propos e d stud y to 

Mr. Doug Todd, Assistant Public Relations Director for th e 

Dallas Cowboys, a letter was mailed to hi s a tte nti o n, with 

copies going to other Cowboy officials, r eq uesti ng pe rmi s -

sion to conduct the study, Fo llowing sev eral phone c all s 

from Mr. Todd a nd Mr. Curt Mosh er , Public Re lation s Direc­

tor, permis s ion was obtained through th e Public Re la t i o n s 

Dep artment of the Dallas Cowboys. 

With the aid of twenty-fiv e a ss i s tan ts , who we r e 

asked to report to Texas Stadium three hour s befor e gam e 

time, interviews wer e conduct e d on an individual ba sis . 

Th e twelv e mal e int e rvi e wers we r e t e n young me n who we r e 

students at Dalla s Baptist University, Abilene Christian 

College, Abilene Christian College Metro Cent e r, Baylor 

Dental School, and two college graduat es , Th e thirt ee n 

female interviewers were six young women prese ntly e nroll e d 

in or r ece nt graduat es of the Texas Woman's Univ e r sity 

doctoral program, two young women pr ese ntly enroll e d i n or 

recent graduates of a master's program, and fiv e oth e r 

young ladi es from the same age bracket, On e mal e a nd o ne 

female interviewer we r e randomly as s ign ed t o sectio ns of 
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Texas Stadium with instructions for the twe lv e mal e in ter­

vi e wers to int e rview females only and th e thirt ee n f emal e 

interviewers to int e rview mal es only. Following a bri ef 

mee ting to r e view the int e rvi e w instrum e nt, go ov e r pro­

cedures, and allow th e int e rvi e we rs to a s k any qu es tion s 

they had, the int e rviewers r e port e d to th e assign e d sec ­

tions befor e th e gates wer e op e n to th e g e neral publi c. 

They wer e instructed to interview as many s pe c tator s as 

possible be for e th e game be gan, at which time t h e int e rvi e w 

opportunity would terminat e . A sample co py of th e c orres -

pondenc e , the proc e dures, and a chart s howing th e sectio n s 

of the stadium can be found i n the App e ndi x . 

At th e Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament 

On August 27, 1974, th e inv es tigator t alk ed with 

Mr. Hugh Swee ne y, Pres ident of the Ne t Se t Racqu e t Club of 

Hou st on, with r e gard to conducting int e rvi ews among th e 

fans attending the Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament, to be 

played at th e Ne t Se t Racqu et Club in Houston from Se pte mb e r 30 

through Octobe r 6. Following th e t e lephon e conv e r s ation, 

in which permission was granted, a l ette r wa s mail ed to 

Mr . Sweeney confirming what the inv es tig a tor und e r st ood as 

th e agreement and providing him with additional details . 

Final arrangements for conducting the st ud y we r e ma de 
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through th e offic e of Mrs. Te rry St. John, who was in charg e 

of th e press . 

With th e aid of ten assistants, all s e nior s at 

Friendswood High School, int e rvi ews we re conduct e d on a n 

individual basis. On e mal e a nd o ne female intervi e we r we r e 

ra ndomly assign e d to s ec tion s of t h e s tadium, at th e Ne t 

Set Racquet Club, with instructions for the five male s to 

int e rview females only, and the five females to int e r view 

mal es only. Th e int e rviewe r s reported to th eir assi gn ed 

sec tions following a brief meeting to r e vie w the int e rview 

instrum e nt, go over procedure s, and allow th e in terv i ewers 

to ask any questions they had. They were inst ructed to 

int e rview a s many spectators a s po ss ibl e bet we e n ma tc he s. 

Int e rviewer s were in st ruct e d no t to int e rvi e w s pe ct ators 

in th e stands du r ing play . A sa mpl e copy of t h e cor re s pon-

d e nc e , th e proc e dure s, and a chart showing t he sectio ns of 

the stadium can be found in th e Appendi x . 

At the Braniff Collegiat e Mixed Tea m 
Championship Tennis Tournam e nt 

On September 22, 1974,the inves t igator talked with 

Mr. Bob Condron, Sports Informa t ion Dire ctor of Sou t her n 

Methodist Univ e r s ity, with r e gard to conducting an int e r-

view among th e fans attending th e Braniff Collegiate Mixed 

Team Championship Te nnis To urname nt, to be play e d at th e 
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Centre Tennis Club in Richardson, Te xa s on October 4, 5 , and 

6 . Following th e telephone -conv e rsation, a l e tt e r wa s 

mailed to Mr. Condron's attention, with copies going to 

other Southern Me thodist Univ e rsity officials, confirming 

the telphone conversation. Final arrangem e nts for c ondu c t­

ing the study wer e made through the office of Mr. John 

Gardner, Southern Methodist University's Men's Tennis Coach 

and Tournament Director. 

With the aid of twelv e assistants, five und e rgrad­

uates from the Texas Woman's University, two high s c hool 

students from Highland Park High School, four coll e ge 

graduates, all female, and one male undergraduat e from 

Abilene Christian College Metro Ce nter, intervi e ws we r e 

conducted on an individual basis. The int e rvi e we r s we r e 

assigned the task of interviewing eith e r male or f e mal e 

spectators but no t both. Following a brief me e ting, to 

review the interview instrument, go ov e r proc e dure s , and 

allow the int e rviewers to ask any question s th e y had, t h e 

interviewers we re instruct e d to int e rvi e w s pectator s a t 

random in the two sections of bleachers set up at th e club . 

They were instructed to interview as many spectator s a s 

possible be tween match e s . They wer e in s tructed not t o 

interview spectators in the sta nd s during play. A sampl e 
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copy of th e correspondence and the proc e dur e s c an be f ound 

in the Appendix . 

At the University of Texas Oklahoma 
University Football Game 

In July 1974, th e investigator visit e d th e o f fi ce 

of Mr . Arthur Hal e , Cotton Bowl Manager, wi t h r e gard t o 

c onducting an intervi ew among th e Univ ersit y o f Tex as -

Oklahoma Univ e rsity fans att e nding the Te xas - Oklahoma gam e 

October 12 at the Cotton Bowl. He explain e d that app r oval 

had to come from the two participating univ e rsiti es and 

that if their approval could be obtained, he would be 

delighted to cooperat e in any way. 

Following the mee t ing with Mr. Ha l e l et t e r s we r e 

mailed to Mr. Jone s Ramsey, Sports Informa t ion Direc to r o f 

the University of Texa s , and Mr. John Ke ith, Sport s Pub-

licity Dir e ctor of Oklahoma Univ e rsity, requ e s t ing permi s -

s ion to conduct the study at th e Texas-Oklahoma game . 

Copies of the l e tters mailed t o Mr . Ram se y a nd Mr. Ke i t h 

were mailed to oth e r univ e rsity official s at th e ir re s pc c-

tive schools. Aft e r receiving approval from th e Univ e r s i ty 

of Texas and Oklahoma Univ e rsity, th e inve st igator c on-

tact e d Mr . Rob e rt H. Halford, Publicity Dire ctor of th e 

State Fair of Texas, r e qu e sting pe rmission t o int e rvi e w 

spectators on the Stat e Fair Grounds. 
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With the aid of nine assistants, f our und e rgraduat es 

from t heTexa s Woman's University, one und e rgradu ate from 

Southern Methodist University, four co ll ege graduat e s , al l 

fe mal e , and one mal e und ergr adu ate from Abilene Chri s tian 

Co ll e g e Metro Ce nt er , int e rvi e ws were cond ucted o n an 

individual ba s i s. The int erv iewers were asked to arriv e 

at th e St ate Fair Grounds fiv e hours be for e game time . 

Following a bri e f mee ting to review the i ns t rum e n t , t he 

proce dur es to be followed, and to allow the intervi e wers 

to ask a ny qu est ions th ey had, t he int e rv ie wers were in-

st ru cte d to interview as many spectators as possible, at 

ra ndom, on the fa ir grounds. Th e intervi ewe rs were assig ned 

t h e t as k of in ter viewing e ith e r mal e or f e ma l e spectators 

b ut not both. Th ey wer e a l s o asked to try to i nterview a n 

e qua l number of Te x as fan s and Oklahoma fans. If th e 

interv i e we r approached a ma l e or f e mal e that was in 

atte ndanc e fo r th e Stat e Fair but no t t he game, he or sh e 

was thanked for hi s or her tim e and wa s not int e rvi e wed . 

Th e interviewers we r e instruct e d to co n t inu e th e ir int er-

v i e ws for as long as spectators were available t o in t e rview . 

A sa mpl e copy of th e c orres pondenc e and the proc ed ure s ca n 

be fo und in t h e Appendix . 

.. 
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Summary 

The procedure s utilized in the de velopment of t he 

study were discuss e d in Chapter II, under the thr ee ma in 

headings of Se lection of Subjects, De ve lopm e nt of th e 

Instruments, and Administration of the Instrumen t s. 

Procedures and criteria for the s e lection of th e 

s ubjects were discuss e d. A detailed e xplan a tion wa s giv e n 

with regard to the s e lection of the instrume nt u s ed in t he 

s tudy to obtain the opinion of th e spectator wi t h r e gard 

t o the coach, th e participant, and th e offi c ial. A 

d e scription of the proc e dures utilize d in th e con s tru ct i on 

of the structured intervi e w i nstrument wa s pres en ted . 

Proc e dures relat e d to th e administration of th e in s tru­

me nts us e d at e ach of the four a thletic si tes wer e exp l ain e d 

in detail. 

The treatment, analysis, and interpr e tation of t he 

data are pre sent e d i n Chapter III. 



CHAPTER III 

TREATMENT, ANALYSIS, AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

Introduction 

Th e purpose of this study was to survey spectators 

attending a professional football game, an a mat eur foot­

ball game, a professional te nnis tournament, and an amat e ur 

tennis tournament with regard to th eir opinion toward th e 

coach, the participant, and the official. The subj e cts 

were spectators attending (1) th e Dallas Cowboy-Houston 

Oiler professional football game; (2) the Virginia Sli ms 

Professional Tennis Tournament; (3) th e Braniff Collegiat e 

Mixed Team Championship amateur tennis tournam e nt; and 

(4) the Univ er sity of Texas-Oklahoma Univ e rsity amat e ur 

football game. The findings of this study wer e based on 

data co ll ected, from the spectators, by a team of int e r­

viewers at the four events. 

Population Facts Concerning Partici pan ts 

To be co n sidered as a s ubj ect for th e inv e stiga­

tion the spectator had to be a young person or adult 

atte nding one of the four eve nts and agr e eab l e to be ing 

interviewed. The participants were 840 spectators 
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at t e nding t he four athletic eve nt s. The fou r groups we r e 

composed of 301 spectators attending the Dalla s Co wboy ­

Hou st on Oil e r football game; 213 spectators atte nding th e 

Virginia Slims te nni s tournament; 12 3 spectators attendi ng 

th e Brani ff Collegiate Mixed Te am Champion s hip t e nnis 

tournament; and 203 spectators att e nd i ng the Un iv e rs i ty 

of Tex a s-Oklahoma Univ e rsi ty footbal l game. The subj ec ts 

wer e both mal e and fe male. A total of 446 male spectators 

and 391 f emale spectators were intervi e wed. In thr ee 

instances, the sex o f th e s pectat or being int e r v i e we d was 

no t r eco rded. 

A on e -way analysis of varianc e wa s c omput e d to 

d e termine wher e differ e n ces exi sted be twe e n the group s o n 

t h e d e mographi c a nd identification with s por t questions . 

Th e v a ri ab l es a l so wer e submitt e d to a n a lph a-numeric 

s ingl e co lumn fr e qu e nc y di st ribution wh e re a ppropria te . 

Furth e r informati on on these s t a ti st i c al tr e atm e nts will 

be di s cussed wh e r e a ppropri ate in t h e sectio n s which 

follow. 

Tab l e I de scribes th e subject s by age and sex 

accordi ng t o motiv e for atte nd a nc e . Th e perce ntag e 

reported, in pare nth eses on Tab l e 1, is based o n total 

fe mal e and / or tota l ma l e populati on acco rdin g t o s ex ; th e 

seco nd pe rce nt age r epo r ted is based on total f emal e o r 

I 



Event 

Dallas Cowboy 
Houston Oi l er 

Virginia Slims* 
Tenni s Tournament 

Braniff 
Co ll egiate r;\i xe d 
Team Champio nship 

Univers it y of 
Texas - Oklahoma 
University 

TABLE 1 

NUMBEr! AND PERCENTAGE OF SPECTATORS AT Tilt:: FOUR EVENTS 
ACCORDING TO MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE, AGE, AND SEX 

--- - ~ - -

Motive - Ente rt ainme nt 

- 24 25 - 44 45 - 64 

Ma l e Fema l e Male Female Male Female 

No. % No, ol No. % No. % No . % No. % /0 

(6.10) (8.80) (10.98) ( 13. 14) (1.22) (6.57) 
10 33.30 12 30.77 18 60.00 18 46. 15 2 6.67 9 23.09 

(9.24) (8. 51) (7.5 6) (12 .77.) (. 84) (1 . 06) 
11 52 . 38 8 36.36 9 42.86 12 54.55 1 4.76 1 4.55 

( 1. 59) (5.00) (19. 05) (11.67) (6.34) (3.33) 
1 5.56 3 25 . 00 12 66.67 7 58.33 4 22.22 2 16 .67 

(9. 71) (9.00) (6 .80) (1 o .. 00) (8.74) (3.00) 
10 34.48 9 40.91 7 24 .1 4 10 45.45 9 31. 03 3 13.64 

•One female did not give age - ( 1. 06) - 4,55 . 

65 -

~1a 1 e 

No. % 

0 

0 

(1.59 
l 5.56 

(2 . 91 
3 10.34 

Female 

No. % 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c.n 
0 



TABLE 1--Continued 

Motive -

- 24 25 - 44 
Event 

Male Female Male Fema l e 

No. % No. % No . % No . Ol 
10 

Dallas Cowboy (3 ,05) (6.57) (3,05) (8 . 80) 
Houston Oiler 5 35 .71 9 31.03 5 35.71 12 41 . 38 

Vi rgi ni a Slims (2.52) (5.04) (2.1·3) 
Tennis Tournament 3 30.00 0 6 60.00 2 50.00 

Braniff 
Co ll egiate Mixed ( 1. 59) (3.33) (9.52) ( 1. 67) 
Team Championship 1 12. 50 2 50,00 6 75.00 1 25 . 00 

Uni versity of 
Texas-Oklahoma (. 97) (7.00) ( 3. 88) (13 . 00) 
University 1 20.00 7 25 .9 3 4 80 . 00 13 ~8.15 I 

c___ 

~ · ~ · -

Social 

45 - 64 

Male Female 

No . % No . % 

( 2 . 14) ( 5.11) 
4 28.57 7 24. 14 

(. 84) ( 2. 13 ) 
1 10,00 2 50 .00 

(1. 67 ) 
0 1 25 . 00 

(5.00) 
0 5 18 .52 

65 -

Ma l e Female 

No. % No . % 

(.73) 
0 1 3 . 45 

0 0 

( 1. 59 
1 12.50 0 

(2.00) 
0 2 7.41 

(.Jl 

>-' 



- 24 
Event 

Male Female 

No, % No , % 

Da lla s Cowboy (10.98) (2.92) 
H.ouston Oiler 18 26 . 47 4 19.05 

Virginia Sl ims ( 15.97) (10,64} 
Tennis Tournament 19 28.36 10 19.23 

Braniff 
Col l egiate Mixed (9 . 52} (11.67} 
Team Champio nship 6 19.35 7 20,59 

University of 
Texas-Oklahoma ( l. 00} 
University 0 1 8.33 

- - '------c_____ ~ 

TABLE 1--ContinN ed 

Motive - Love of Sport 

25 - 44 45 - 64 

Male Female Ma l e Female 

No. •' II> No. % No . % No. % 

(21.95) (8 . 80} (7 .32) (3.65) 
36 52.94 12 57.14 12 17.65 5 23.81 

(28 . 57) (35 .1·1) (10.92) (8.51) 
34 50 .75 33 63.46 13 19. 40 8 15.38 

(28 . 57) (36.67) 01.11) (8 .33} 
18 58,06 22 64.71 7 22 . 58 5 14.71 

(7.77) (4.00) 02.62) (6,00) 
8 38. 10 4 33.33 13 61. 90 6 50.00 

.._ 
- -- -

65 -

Male Fema le 

No . % No . % 

(1.22 
2 2.94 0 

(.84 ( l. 00) 
1 1. 49 1 1. 92 

0 0 

( 1 .00) 
0 1 8 . 33 

CJl 
N 



TABLE !--Continued 

~lot i v e - Fan 

- 24 25 - 44 45 - 64 
Event 

~la 1 e Female Male Fema le Ma l e Female 

No. % No . % No. % No . % No. % No . 0 1 ,, 

Da 11 as Co1vboy (3 . 05) 00.22 ) (6.10) 00.22) ( 6 . 10 ) (5.84) 
Houston Oiler 5 20.00 14 36.84 10 40.00 14 36 .84 10 40.00 8 21.05 

Virginia Slims (2 . 50 ( 2. 13) (5.04) (4.26) (1. 68) (2.13) 
Tennis Tournament 3 27.27 2 25 .00 6 54 . 55 4 50.00 2 18 .1 8 2 25.00 

Braniff 
Colleg iat e Mixed (1.59) (1. 6 7 ) (3. 17) ( 1. 59) (1.67) 
Team Championship 1 25.00 1 50,00 2 50.00 0 l 25 . 00 1 50.00 

University of 
Texas-Oklahoma (8 .74 ) (9,00) (14,56) (15. 00) 17.48) ( 8 . 00) 
University'' 9 21.43 9 26 . 45 115 35 .71 15 44. 12 18 42 . 8 6 8 23 . 53 

*One female did not give ag e - (1.00) - 2,94. 

65 -

Male Female 

~0. % No . 01 
/0 

( 1. 46) 
0 2 5 . 26 

0 0 

0 0 

0 
~I. 00) 

1 2.94 

- -- .... n 

<.n 
VJ 



T.ABLE !--Continued 

Motiv e - Other 

- 24 25 - 44 45 - 64 
Event 

Mal e Female Male Female Ma l e Female 

No. % No . Ol 
/ 0 No. % No . 0/ 

JO No; ~~ No. % 

Da llas Cowboy (3.&6 ) (1.46) (6 .10) (2.19) <o.7ll (2.92) 
Houston Oi l er 6 21.47 2 22.22 10 35. 71 3 33.33 11 39.29 4 44. 44 

V i r g i nJ. a S 1 i rn s (3.36) ( 1 . 06) ( 4.20) (7 .45 ) ( . 84) 
Te nn is Tour na ment 4 40.00 1 12 .50 5 50.00 7 87.50 1 10 . 00 0 

Bra n if f 
Col l egiate Mixed (3.33) ( 1. 59) ( 10 , 00) 
Tea m Champio nship 0 2 25.00 1 50 .00 6 75 .00 0 0 

Univ ers i ty of 
Texas- Ok lahoma (. 97 ) (2 . 00) ( . 97) ( 1. 94) (3 . 00) 
Uni ve r s i ty<• 1 16.67 2 40 .00 l 16.67 0 2 33.33 3 60 . 00 

•one ma le did not give age - (,97) - 16.67. 

65 -

Ma l e Female 

No. % No . % 

0 0 

0 0 

(1 . 59 ) 
1 50.00 0 

( . 97 ) 
1 16. 67 0 

Ul 
.t:. 



TABLE 1-- Co nti nuerl 

Combined Motives 

- 24 25 - 44 45 - 64 65 -
Event 

Male Fema l e ~la 1 e · Fe~ ale I Male Female ~~a 1 e Female 

No. 0/ No . O' No. 0 1 No. 0/ i':o . % No. % No . % :-\o. 0/ 
fO ~ fO fO /0 

Dal las Cowboy 

"·'~ 2 
Houston Oiler* 44 26.60 41 30. 10 79 47.80 59 43 •. 30 39 23 . 64 33 l. 21 3 2. 20 

Virg i nia Slims*(• 
Tennis Tour nament 40 33.30 21 22.50 60 50,00 58 62.30 18 15.00 13 13.90 1 . 80 1 1. 00 

B·r a ni f f 

3 I Co ll eg ia te Mixed 
Team Championship 9 14 .20 15 25. 00 39 61.90 36 60.00 12 19.00 9 15.00 4.70 0 

Unive rsi ty of 
Texas-Okl ahoma 
Uni vers i ty~n"' 21 20 .30 28 28.00 35 33. 90 42 42.00 42 40.70 25 25.00 4 3 .80 4 4.00 

---

*One male did not giv e age - ( .60 ) . 
••one ma l e did not give age - ( . 60). 

***One male did not give age - ( . 90). 
****One f ema l e did not give ag e - (1.00). 

Tota1t ln4 125.20 11 05 126.90 1213 1 47.201195 150 .1 0 1111 ! 24 . 61 180 1 20.50 1101 22.22 1 8 12. 00 

tThree ma l e s did not give age - ( . 60); one fema l e did not give ag e - ( .20 ) . 

c.n 
c.n 
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total male population according to their motiv e for att c n-

dance. 

The larg est pe rc e ntage (21.95) of th e male spect a­

tors at the Cowboy-Oiler game was in the 25-44 y e ar old 

age bracket, and th e motive for att e ndanc e was lov r of 

sport. The largest perc e ntag e (13.14) of the f emal es 

interviewed was in the 25-44 year old age brack et , with 

the motiv e for attendance given as entertainment. 

The 25-44 year old age bracket in the love of 

sport motive for attendance constitut ed the larg e st pe r-

centage of both male and female spectators att e nding th e 

Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament and the Braniff Mix e d 

Tea m Championship. Th e breakdown for the sp ec tators 

listing lov e of sport as their motiv e for att e ndan ce at 

the Virginia Slims was 28.57 perc e nt of the males and 

35 .1 1 perc e nt of the f e males. At th e Braniff Mixed Team 

Championship 28 . 57 percent of the mal es and 30 . ~ 7 pe r ce nt 

of the f emales list e d lov e of sport as their mo tiv e for 

attendance. 

The male and f e male spectators int e rview e d at t h e 

University of Te xas-Oklahoma Univ e rsi ty football gam e 

list ed fan as their motiv e for atte nd a nc e th e l argest 

percentag e of th e time. The 17.48 perc e nt of th e males 

listing fan as their motiv e for att e ndan ce were in t h e 

"' e 
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45-64 year old age group and the 15.00 pe rc e nt of th e 

f emales listing fan as their motiv e for attendance we r e 

in the 25-44 year old age br ac ket. 

Further review o f Table 1 indica tes that at each 

of th e four events the largest percen ta ge of f e mal es 

int e rviewed were in the 25-44 year old ag e bracket. The 

25-4 4 year old age group contained th e gre at e st pe r ce n t ­

age of males at all events exce pt the University of Texas­

Oklahoma University football game wh e r e 40.70 perc e nt of 

those int erv iewed were in the 45-64 yea r old age bra c ket. 

Each spectator int e rvi ewed wa s asked to answ e r 

between 21 and 23 que s tions r ega rding hi s/ h e r sports bac k-

ground a nd d e mographic data . Tab l e 2 indi cates there were 

significant differe nc es fo und among th e s pectators a ttr nd­

ing the four athletic eve n ts on the demog ra phic variab l e s. 

Tables 3, 4, and 5 provide further comparisons on the 

demographic question s . 

There wa s a significant diff ere n ce betwee n th e 

Cowboy-Oiler a nd th e Texas-Okl ah oma spec t at or s on six 

qu estio ns. Th e first, regarding the average number of 

college / pro games attended eac h year, r e ve aled that 45 

percent of t he Texas -Okl a hom a spectator s int ervie wed 

atte nded betwee n one a nd t hree c olleg e games e ach seas on, 

c ompare d to 6 1 percent of t he Co wboy- Oil e r s pectators 
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TABLE 2 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FOUR SPECTATOR GRO II I'S 
ON THE DEMOGRAPHIC VAR I ABLES 

Texas Cowboy Cowbo y Virginia Braniff 
vs Oil e r VS Oiler VS Slims VS V S Texas 

Variable Oklahoma Te x. Ok. Va. Sl i ms Braniff Oklahoma 
N= l94 N= 504 N= 5 14 N=33 6 N= 326 

F F F F F 

Educat ional 
Background 7.589~' 4 . 675* 23.741'~ 6 .063* 0.020 

Avera g e Numb e r 
Colleg e Pro 
Games / Matches 
Atte nd ed Each 
Ye ar 0.982 9.057>:< 0.003 1.054 ll. 851 :;< 

Age 3.145 4 .947 * 2.995 4 . 023 >;: l . 8 12 

Where Do You 
Li ve 14.890':< 3 4 .13 7~' 0. 67 1 0. 778 0. 514 

Number of Out 
of Town Games / 
Matc h e s Att e nd e d 12.206 ':' 151. 277~' 

Who Did You 
Co me With o. 5 05 13.233 :1' 33. 56o::: 13.925':' 4.519'~ 

Ma k e Up of Group 0.597 0.221 3.371 1. 609 10.354"' 

Texas - Oklahoma 
Stude nt or Gr a d. 15.802:1: 

Annual Tri p 3 . 319 

Numb er of Te xas-
Oklahoma Games 
Atte nded 0.019 

Atte nded Stat e 
Fair as We ll 
as Game 0.478 

*Sig n ificant at th e .05 l e v e l bas e d on th e di st ribu­
tion of F, found in Edwards, pp . 428- 31. 

• 



TABLE 3 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SPECTATORS AT THE FOUR EVENTS 
ACCORD IN G TO EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

Educat i ona l Categories 
Events 

School Co ll eae 
El em. Jr. Hi. High Grad. l Yr . 2 Yr. 3 Yr. 

No. 3 3 78 66 8 21 13 
Texas- Oklahoma 

N=203 % l. 48 l. 48 38 , 42 32 . 51 3.94 10 . 34 6 . 40 

No . l 23 79 5 7 4 
Braniff 

N=l23 % 0.81 18.70 64 . 23 4,07 5 . 69 3.25 

No. l 38 108 13 19 10 
Virginia S li ms~" 

N=213 % 0.47 17.84 50.70 6. l 0 8.92 4.69 

Dallas Cowboy No. 4 25 126 75 19 30 6 
Houston Oiler** 

N=301 0/ 
;o 1. 33 8.31 41.86 24.92 6 . 31 9 .97 l. 99 

No . 2 22 25 3 14 7 
Texas 

N=79 % 2 . 53 27 . 85 31. 65 3.80 17.72 8.86 

No. 1 2 54 35 5 7 6 
Oklahoma 

N= 115 % 0 . 87 l. 74 46.96 30 , 43 4.35 6. 09 5.22 

4 Yr. 

10 

4 . 93 

4 

3 . 25 

17 

7.98 

l 2 

3 . 99 

6 

7,59 

4 

3 . 48 
- - -- -- - - - -- ~-~~ 

*Two s ubj ects did not answer (0 . 94) . 
**One subj ec t did not answer (0.33) . 

-~ -~ .. 

-

5 Yr . 

l 

0.49 

5 

2 . 35 

3 

l. 00 

l 

0.87 

Ul 
-.() 



Events U, T, 
Stude nt 

No, 16 
Texa s-Oklahoma 

N=203 % 7 . 88 

No. 16 
Tex as 

N=79 % 20.2 5 

No , 
Oklahoma 

N= 115 % 
- ---- ~- -- - - -

TABLE 3- -Co nti nu ed 

---

Texas - Okl ahoma Affi l iation 

o. u. U,T, o. u. No 
Stude n t Graduate Graduat e Ne ither Ans wer 

9 9 11 157 1 

4,4 3 4.43 5.42 77 . 34 0 . 49 

9 53 1 

11.39 67 . 09 l. 27 

9 9 97 

7.83 7.83 84.35 
- - --

- - --at::!:! d 

0' 
0 



TABLE 4 

AVERAGE NU MBER OF GAMES ATTENDED AND DI STANCE TRAVELED 
BY THE SPECTATORS AT THE FOUR ATHLET I C EVENTS 

-- - -

Da ll as 
Texas Vi r g in ia Cowboy 

Variab l e Okl a h oma Br a ni ff Sli ms Housto n Ok l ahoma 
Oi l e r 

N= 203 N= 123 N= 213 N=30 l N= 11 5 

Num be r of Hig h Sch oo l 
Footba ll Ga me s / 3 . 207 1 .472 2.709 3. 399 3, 174 
Te nnis Matches Att. 

Number of Co ll ege 
Footba ll Ga mes / 1.244 1. 524 
Ten nis Matches Att . 

Num be r of Pro 
Te nn is Matc hes / l . 049 3.976 0, 617 
Footba ll Ga mes Att . 

Num ber of Wor l d Tea m 
Te nnis Matc h e s 0 , 423 2 . 859 
Atte nded 

Wh e r e Do Yo u Live 174 . 246 152.390 104. 986 77 . 880 205 , 748 

Numb e r of Out of 
Tow n Ga me s / Matc hes 1 . 733 0 . 24 3 1 . 391 
Att e nd e d -
Nu mber of Te xa s-
Okl a homa Game s 7 . 552 7 . 635 
Att ende d 

-- --- - - - -- - ------

Tex as 

N= 79 

3.544 

-
1. 570 

132.861 

2.31 6 

7 . 430 

- -

0" -



TABLE 5 

NUM BER AND PERCE NTAGE OF SPECTATO RS I NTERVIEWED AT THE FOUR EVENTS 
ACC ORDING TO WHOM THEY ATTENDED WITH AND MAKE UP OF GROUP 

At t e nd ed Wit h 
Ev e nt Fri e nd s a nd 

Unkn own Re l ative Fr ie nds Alo ne Re la t i ves 

Texa s # 1 99 61 6 36 
Okl ahoma 

( N= 203) % 1 49 30 3 17 

Br a ni ff # 6 68 22 20 7 

( N= 123) 
% 5 55 18 16 6 

Vi r g ini a # 4 67 71 60 11 
Slim s -

( N= 213) % 2 32 33 28 5 

Da ll as Cowboy # 1 183 88 7 22 
Housto n Oi l er 

( N= 301 ) % . 3 60 . 8 29.2 2.3 7.3 

Texas 
11: l 35 29 3 l l 

( N= 79) 
% 1 44 37 4 1 4 

Okl ah oma 
# 57 30 3 25 

( N= 115) 
% 49.6 26 . 1 2 . 6 21 . 7 

- ----

-- ... ~ 1'11 

0' 
N 



Eve nt Un-
known Wife 

Texas #- 28 25 
Oklahoma 

( N= 203) % 14 12 

Braniff 
# 27 23 

( N= 123 ) 
% 22 19 

Virginia # 63 24 
Sli ms 

( N= 213 ) % 30 11 

Dallas Cowboy # 37 34 
Houston Oiler 

( N= 301 ) % 12 11 

# 12 10 
Texas 

( N=79) % 15 13 

Okla homa 
# 14 13 

( N= 11 5) % 12 ll 

TABLE 5-- Co ntinu ed 

Make Up of Group 

H us- Chi l-
band dren Parents Others 

30 5 5 6 

15 2 2 3 

18 7 4 

15 6 3 

24 7 3 3 

11 3 1 1 

42 24 1 1 1 1 

14 8 4 4 

8 1 1 3 

10 1 1 4 

2 1 4 3 3 

18 4 3 3 

Comb. Male 

56 22 

28 11 

25 9 

20 7 

17 3 1 

8 15 

77 39 

26 13 

21 10 

27 13 

34 12 

30 10 

Female 

14 

7 

9 

7 

36 

17 

19 

6 

8 

10 

5 

4 

Male & 
Femal e 

12 

6 

1 

l 

5 

2 

7 

2 

5 

6 

6 

5 

0' 
w 
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attending betwee n one and three pro games each season. 

The second difference occurred on the question, "Wh e r e do 

you live?" Th e average di s tanc e traveled by th e Co wbo y­

Oiler spectator group was 77.880 miles whil e th e average 

Texas-Oklahoma spectator traveled 174.246 mil es to t h e 

game. 

The Cowboy-Oiler spectators wer e significantl y 

different from the Texas-Oklahoma spe ctato rs on th e qu e s­

tion, "How many out of town gam e s did yo u attend las t 

year?" The Co wboy-Oiler spe ctators averaged att e nding 

0.243 game~ and t he Texas-Oklahoma s pectat ors averag e d 

attending 1.733 out of town games . The fourth qu e st i on o n 

which a significant differenc e was found was, "Who did yo u 

come w i t h ? " Wh i I e 6 0 • 8 p e r c e n t o f t h e Cowboy-0 il e r 

spectators were in att e nd a n ce with r e la tives , onl y 49 per­

cent of the Texas-Oklahoma spectators were attending with 

relatives. Th e larges t pe r ce ntag e of the Cowboy-Oi l e r and 

the Texas-Oklahoma spectators list ed th e ir age in th e 

25-44 year old age category (45.85 pe r ce nt--Cowboy-O il e r 

and 37.93 percent--Texa s-Oklahoma). A significant diff e r ­

e n ce was found between th e seco nd larg es t p e rc e ntag e ; 

28.24 perc e nt of th e Co wboy-Oil er sp ecta tors we r e in th e 

24 years and under age group co mpar e d to 33 .00 perc e nt 

of the Texas-Oklahoma spectators listing th e old e r ag e 
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category, 45-65 years. The Cowboy-Oil e r spectators and 

the Texas-Oklahoma spectators also wer e significantly dif­

ferent on educational background. The largest percentage 

(41.86) of the Cowboy-Oiler spectators said they were high 

school graduates compared to 38.42 percent of the Texas­

Oklahoma spectators responding with the same answer. A 

larger percentage (32.51) of the Texas-Oklahoma specta t ors 

were college graduates than wer e the Cowboy-Oiler 

spectators--24.92 percent. 

The Cowboy-Oiler spectators and the Virginia Sli ms 

spectators differed significantly on two of the demographi c 

questions . The qu e stion regarding educational ba ckg round 

indicated a fourth (24.92 perce nt) of the Cowboy-Oiler 

spectators were college graduates compared to 50.70 per­

cent of the Virginia Slims s pectators who were colleg e 

graduates. T h e sec on d que s t i o n, "Wh o d i d y o u c om e w i t h ? " 

indicated a significant dif ference bet we e n the Virginia 

Slims spectators who were almost equally divided among 

three groups: friends (33 percent), relatives (32 per­

cent), and alone (28 perce n t), co mpar ed with 60.8 perc e n t 

of the Cowboy-Oi ler spectators who attended wit h relatives. 

Th e Virginia Slims spectators and the Braniff 

spectators were significantly different on three qu e stions. 

The education question indicated that the largest group of 
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spec tators attending both eve nts was composed of colleg e 

graduates; however, th e Virginia Slims co ll ege graduat e 

group consisted of slightly more t han half (50.70 pe r c e nt ) 

of the spectators, while th e Braniff co lleg e gradua te 

group was co nsiderably high er ( 64.23 percent). Although 

the largest percentage (55.40) of the Virginia Slim s 

spectators and 60.98 per ce nt of t h e Bra n iff spectat or s 

were classified in the 25- 44 year old age brack et , t h e r e 

was more variation in th e sample mea ns of the ag e cag e -

gories than cou ld be r easonab l y attributed t o random 

variation, i ndicating a significant diff e renc e on t h e ag e 

qu e stion. The two groups were s ignificantly diff e r e nt on 

t h e qu e stion, "Who did you c ome wi t h? " As pr ev iou s l y 

r e port e d the Virginia Slim s group wa s a lmost e quall y 

divided among three groups: friends (33 perc e nt ) , 

r e lativ e s (32 p e rcen t ), and alone (28 perce n t) , c ompa red 

to over half (55 percent ) of the Brani f f spectators who 

attended with r e latives. 

The spectators att e nd i ng th e Bra niff Collegiat e 

Mixed Team Champio nship a nd the spectators att e nd i ng t h e 

Texas-Ok lah oma football gam e we r e s ignifi ca n tly di ffere n t 

on three variables . The Texas - Oklahoma spectators av e r-

aged attending 1.049 pro f oo tba ll games compared t o the 

Braniff spectators who a ve r age d atte ndin g 3 . 976 pro 

Ll ,. 
l 
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t e nnis matches last year. Th e Braniff spectato r s a nd 

the Texa s-Oklahoma spectators were significantly diff e r e n t 

on the question, "Who did you come with?" Th e largest 

percentage ( 49) of the Te xas-Oklahoma spectators ca me with 

r e lativ e s, and 55 perce nt of the Branif f spectators 

a t te nded the event with r e l atives . Th e larger portion 

(30 perc e n t) of the remainder of th e Texas-Oklahoma 

s pectators a tte nded th e gam e with fri e nd s c ompar ed to 

18 perc e nt of the Braniff spectat ors who came with fr ie nd s 

and 1 6 percent who said they we r e att e ndin g the tour name n t 

alone. The mak e -up of th e group was f ound to be signifi ­

cantly different. Th e la rges t pe rc e nt a ge (28) of th e 

Texas -Oklahoma spectators indicat e d th e group th ey cam e 

with was mad e up of f r i en d s and rela t iv es wh erea s th e 

largest percentag e (22) of the Bran iff spectators fail e d 

to answer the que st ion a l t h ough 20 percent indicat e d t h e 

group they were attending with also wa s ma de up of f r i e nd s 

and r e latives. 

Th e Texas spectators and th e Oklahoma sp ect ators 

we re significantly diffe r e nt o n four que stio n s . Th e 

greatest pe rc e n ta ge (46.96 ) of the Oklahoma spect ator s 

wer e high school gradua tes withou t a ny colleg e work-­

while th e greatest perc e n tage (31 .65 ) of th e Te xas 

s pe ct ators were c ollege graduat e s. On th e que s tion 
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r e garding Un ive rsity of Texas-Oklahoma Universi ty affi li a­

tion, 31. 65 p e rcent of those int e r vi ewe d from the Uni ve r­

sity of Texas were students or graduat e s of th e Univ e r s ity 

whil e only 15.65 percent of th e Oklahoma spectators i nt e r­

viewed were Oklahoma stud e nt s or graduat e s. 

The two groups also diff e r e d s ignificantl y on t h e 

qu e s t i o n, " Wh e r e do y o u 1 i v e? " T h e 0 k 1 a h om a s pec t a t o r s 

averag e d trav e ling 205.748 mile s to t he game wh i le th e 

Texas s pectators averaged trav e ling 132. 861 mil es . Th e 

Texas-Oklahoma spectators were found to differ signifi­

cantly on th e question, "How many out of town games did 

you att e nd last year?" Th e Texas spectator s a ve r aged 

a t te nding 2.31 6 out of town gam e s compared to 1.391 by th e 

Oklahoma s pe cta tors. 

Table 6 shows the sig ni fica nt differe nces found 

among t h e spectators a tte nd i ng th e athl e tic eve n ts on the 

identification with sport v a ri ab l es . Ta bles 4 a nd 7 pro ­

vide furth e r comparison s on t h e s e variabl es. 

A significant diff e r e n ce wa s found bet wee n the 

Co wboy-Oil e r and Texas-Okl ahoma spectators on fo u r qu es ­

tions . On th e question, "D o you now or hav e yo u ever 

play e d a noth e r sport c omp e titiv e ly ?" 67 perce n t of th e 

Co wboy-Oil e r spectators a n s we r ed yes compar e d to 48 per­

ce nt of th e Texas -Oklahoma s pe cta tors who answer e d yes . 
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TABLE 6 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FO UR SPECTATOR GROUPS 
ON THE IDENTIFICATION WITH SPORT VARIABLES 

Texas Cowboy Cowboy Virginia Braniff 
vs Oiler VS Oiler vs Slims V S V S Tex a s 

Variab l e Ok l ahoma Tex . Ok. Va. Sl ims Braniff Ok l ahoma 
N= l9 4 N= 504 N= 514 N= 336 N= 326 

F F F F F 

Played Foot-
ball / Tennis 1. 049 1.357 0.434 0.989 0.841 

Played Ano ther 
Spo r t 1. 427 1 9.143>~ 1 . 376 2.878 l 7 . 742 ''' 

Te am or 
Individual 0.002 9. 358>:: 0.060 0.01 6 7.9l32 ':: 

Coached a 
Sport 4 . 503 >~ 4 •. 806 >i' 8. 397 ;'< 0.068 15 . 35 5':: 

Officiated 2 . 443 4. 133 * 5. 368 '~ 8.140* 4 4 . 323 ::: 

Favorite Sport 
to Participat e 
in 0.438 1.574 69.479::: 2.870 48 . 066::: 

Favorite Sport 
155. 53 4"' to Wat c h 0.613 2.256 73.482 >i' 3.61 5 

Nu mb er of Hig h 
School Footbal l 
Games / Te nn is 
Matches 
Att e nded 0.363 0.226 0.968 1.478 13 . 583::: 

.. 
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TABLE 6-- Continued 

Texas Cowboy Cowboy Virginia Braniff 
vs Oiler vs Oil e r VS Slims vs vs Te xas 

Variable Oklahoma Te x . Ok. Va. Slims Braniff Oklah o ma 
N= I 94 N=504 N=514 N= 336 N= 3 2 6 

F F F F F 

Number of 
College Foot -
bal l Games / 
Te nnis Match e s 
Attended 0 . 936 

Number o f Pro 
Te nn is Match e s / 
Football Ga mes 
Attended I 0. 608>:' 44 . 490 ':' 

Watch Tennis / 
Footba l l on TV 0. 151 0 . 678 0.143 5 . 721 :;: 2 . 6 73 

Pr e fer to Watch 
on TV or i n 
Pe rso n 3 . 411 3 .1 85 7 . 615 :;' 2.32 1 12 . 213 ~' 

Number of Wor ld 
Te a m Tennis 
Matches 
Atte nd ed 19 . 694 >!: 

-
*Signif i cant at th e . 05 level based on th e dis t ribu­

tion of F, found i n Edwards, pp. 428-31. 
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TABLE 7 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SPECTATORS INTERVIEWED AT THE FOUR 
EVENTS ACCORDING TO IDENTIFICATION WITH SPORT VARIABLE 

Texas Virginia 
Oklahoma Braniff Slims 

N=203 N= l23 N= 213 
Variable 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

"It % "It % "It % "It % "It % # % 

Played Foot -
ball / Tennis* 56 54 46 45 75 61 48 39 118 55 95 45 

Played Another 
Sport 98 48 105 52 88 72 35 28 133 62 80 38 

-
Coac hed a 
Sport 32 16 171 84 42 34 81 66 72 34 137 64 

Officiated 31 15 172 85 58 47 65 53 6 7 31 145 68 

Watch Te nni s / 
Footba ll on 
TV 19 2 95 10 5 1 21 98 2 2 195 92 17 8 

TV In 
TV In In 

Person Pe rso n TV Person 
·-r--

Pr e fer to Watch 
Game/Match on 
TV or In Person 29 14 173 85 5 4 114 93 31 15 176 83 

*Ma l e Onl y question at football ga mes . 
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TABLE 7--Co n ti nu ed 

Da ll as Cowboy 
Hou st on Oiler Ok l aho ma Texas 

N= 301 N- 11 5 N--: 79 

Yes No Ye s No Ye s No 

# % # .%_ # % # % # _%_ tt % 

97 59 6 8 41 35 5 8 25 42 19 53 17 47 

203 6 7 98 33 6 1 53 54 47 35 44 44 56 

68 23 230 76 23 20 92 80 7 9 72 91 

68 23 233 77 21 18 94 82 8 10 71 90 

280 93 21 7 110 96 4 4 75 95 4 5 

TV I n TV In TV In 
Perso n Perso n Pe rson 

74 25 22 1 7 3 11 10 103 90 14 18 65 82 
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TA BL E 7--Co n ti nu e d 

Texas 
Ok l ahoma 

Var i a bl e Tea m & 
Tea m Indi vi du a l I ndiv . Non e Te am I nd iv . 

u % u % u %_ u % u % # % 

What Sport 
Did Yo u Pl ay* 5 1 25 23 1 1 17 8 10 6 52 55 45 15 1 2 

Favorit e Spo r t 
to Participate 
I n •:: 90 44 92 45 2 1 18 9 6 5 lll 90 

Favo r ite Sport 
to Watc h * 19 1 94 7 3.5 1 • 5 4 2 45 37 72 59 

Da ll as Cowboy 
Ho u sto n Oi l e r 

What Sport 
Did Yo u Pl ay* 129 43 40 1 3 23 8 97 32 31 27 14 12 

Favo r it e Spo r t 
to Partic i pate 
I n * 182 60 l 0 1 34 0 17 6 58 so 48 42 

Favorite Spo r t 
to Watch* 272 90 21 7 0 6 2 ll 0 9 6 3 3 

*No Opi n ion respo nses ar e not inc l uded . 
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TABLE 7-- Co n ti nu e d 

Br a n iff Vi r gi n ia S l ims 

Te a m a n d Tea m a n d 
I nd iv i d u a l No n e Te a m Indiv i dua l I ndiv i dual No ne 

# % # ~ # % # % 1f: /o TT- ~ 

1 5 1 2 34 28 87 4 1 3 3 1 5 8 4 79 3 7 

1 1 2 2 34 1 6 1 70 80 l . 5 l . s 

5 4 1 1 10 2 48 104 49 0 0 

Okl ah o ma Te x a s 

1 0 9 54 47 18 23 9 1 1 7 9 4 5 S7 

1 1 7 6 28 35 . 4 41 52 l 1. 3 9 l l. 3 

1 1 1 1 74 94 4 5 0 l 1 
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They also were found to be significantly differe nt on the 

second part of the qu es tion, "What type of spo r t did you 

participate in?": 5 2 pe r ce nt of the Texas-Oklahoma s pecta ­

tors answered none; 25 pe rc e nt responded wi th a tea m sport; 

and ll per ce nt a n s wer e d with an individual sport compared 

to 43 perc e nt of th e Cowboy-Oiler spectators answering with 

a t ea m sport. 

On the qu e stion,"Do yo u now or have you eve r 

coached a sport?" 84 perc e nt of the Texas-Okl ahoma s pecta ­

tors answered no to th e que st ion compared to 7 6 pe rcent of 

the Cowboy-Oiler spectators r es ponding no to th e ques t ion. 

Th e que s tion on officiating a lso brough t a r esponse of no 

from 85 p e rc e nt of the Texas-Oklahoma s pecta to r s co mp are d 

to 77 perce nt of th e Cowboy-Oil e r spectators who said they 

ha d never officiated. 

Th e Virginia Slims spectators and th e Co wboy - Oiler 

s pectators differed significantly on five qu estio n s . On 

t he question regarding coaching a sport 76 perc ent of t he 

Cowboy- Oiler spectators answered no compar e d t o 64 perce n t 

of th e Virginia Slims spectators. The two group s also 

diff e red on the officiating question wh e n 68 percent of 

th e Virginia Slims group said they had nev er officiated 

compared to 77 perc e nt of the Cowboy-Oiler spectators 

giving the same r e spons e . 
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On the question, "Which sport is your favorite to 

participat e in?" the Cowboy-Oiler spectators answe red with 

a team sport 60 percent of the time compared to th e Virginia 

Slims spectators who answered with an individual sport 80 

percent of the time . On th e question, "Which sport is your 

favorite to watch?" th e Cowboy-Oiler spectators answere d 

with a team sport 90 percent of the time while th e Virginia 

Slims spectators answered with an individual sport 49 pe r­

cent of the time and with a team sport 48 perc e nt o f th e 

time. 

To the question on preference for wa tchi ng t e nni s 

or football in p e rson or on television, 73 perce n t of th e 

Cowboy-Oil er s pectators indicat e d they prefer to see t h e 

game in pers on compared to 83 percent of th e Virginia Slim s 

spec tators who said they pr e f e rred to see th e match in 

person. 

The Texas-Oklahoma spectat or s we re significan t l y 

different from the Braniff spectators on nin e qu e stions. 

On th e question, "Have you play e d anoth e r s port?" almos t 

three-fourths (72 percent) of the Braniff sp e ctators 

a nswered yes compare d to approximately half (48 per ce nt) 

of the Texas-Oklahoma spectators who gav e t he sa me re s pons e . 

T h e y a 1 so d i f f e r e d w h en a s ked , "Wh a t s p or t d i d You p 1 a Y ? " 

52 percen t of th e Texas-Oklahoma spectator s answer e d non e ; 

25 percent r espo nded with a tea m sport; and 11 perce n t 



- 77 -

answered with an individual sport compared to 45 pe rc e nt of 

the Braniff spectators answering with a team sport. In 

response to the question, "Wh i c h sport is your favor it c to 

participate in?" 90 percent of the Braniff spectators 

answered individual sport while the Texas-Oklahoma specta ­

tors were almost equally divided as 45 pe rcent answered 

individual sport and 44 percent answered team sport. 

The Braniff spectators answered no 66 perc e nt of 

the time to the question, "Have you ever coached a sport?" 

compared to 84 percent of the Texas-Oklahoma spectators 

responding no. The question, "Have you ev e r officia ted? " 

received a no reply from 85 percent of the Texas-Ok la homa 

spectators compared to slightly more than half (53 p erce nt) 

of the Br aniff spectators who answered no. The r es ponses 

to the question, "How many high school football games / 

tennis mat ches did you attend last year?" indicated that 

the Braniff spectators av e rag e d att e nding 1.472 high school 

tennis matches last year, while th e Texas-Oklahoma s pec ta ­

tors attended 3 .207 high sc hool football games las t year . 

When asked if they would rather watch the game or mat ch on 

television or in person there was no doubt that att e nding 

in person was th e preferred method Of watching a match 

or gam e as r ef lected by 93 percent of th e Braniff spectators 

and 85 percent of th e Texas-Oklahoma spectators. In 

r e s p o n s e t o t h e que s t i o n , " Wh a t i s y o u r f a v o r i t e s p o r t t o 
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watch?" 59 p e rcent of the Braniff spectators answer e d 

individual sport while 94 perce nt of th e Texas-Oklahoma 

spectators answered with a team sport. When ask e d "How 

many pro tennis matches / pro football games did you att e nd 

last year?" the Braniff spectators av e rag e d att e nding 

3 .976 pro tennis matches la st year compared to the Texas ­

Oklahoma spectators who averaged attending 1.049 pro 

football games . 

The Virginia Slims spectators and the Braniff 

spectat ors differed on three questions. On t he qu e stion, 

"Have you eve r officiated?" 53 perc e nt of the Braniff 

group answered that they had nev e r officiated co mpar e d 

to 68 perc e nt of the Virginia Slims group who gave t he 

same negativ e r e spons e. The two groups a l so differed on 

the question, "Would you rather watch th e match on te l e­

vision or in person?" The Braniff spectators l e ft li t tle 

doubt that they prefe rred to vi e w th e mat c h in person 

(93 perc e nt) compared to 83 perc e nt of the Virginia Slim s 

spectators pre f e rring to view the ma tch in per so n. The 

Virginia Slims spectators a ve raged attending 2.859 World 

Team Tennis Matches compare d to th e Braniff spectators who 

averaged attending 0.423 mat ch es last yea r. This diff er­

e nc e could be the r e sult of t he Virginia Slims being h e ld 

in Houston, the home of a World Tea m Tennis Te am, while 



- 79 -

the Braniff Tournament was held in Dallas, which does not 

have a team. 

The Texas spectators and th e Oklahoma s pectators 

differed on two que s tions. Th e question r eg arding the 

coaching of a sport found 80 percent of the Oklahoma 

spectators r es ponding no compared to 91 perc e nt of the 

Tex a s spectators answering no. A significant diff ere n c e 

a lso was found on the number of pro football games att e nded 

last year. The Texas spect a tor s interviewed averag ed 

attending 1.570 games compared to 0.617 games attended by 

the Oklahoma spectators. 

General Tr eat me nt of Data 

General treatment of the data included t h e hand 

recording, during the interview, of the spectators' 

responses to questions present e d by the interviewer. 

The spectators' responses were code d and recorded by 

hand on IBM Fortran coding forms,and then the data were 

punch e d on DD508l key punch cards, using a n IBM 029 

Key Punch, by the investigator. The d ata were submitt e d 

to the Texas Woman's University computer program center. 

A two-way analysis of ~ariance d esign ,l unweighte d 

-----·------------------
for the 
Winston, 

1 .J o h n T • R o s co e , F~u~n~d~a!!.!!lm~eo.!n.:..t~a~l__:R.:.e:;;..:;:.s.:.:e~a=--r:;..:;:.c.::h-:-'S,_t.::o.:=-a-"t_.i_s=---t __ i_.c"""":'s 
Be havioral Scienc es (Dallas: Holt, Rinehart a nd 
Inc., 1969), pp. 243-53. 
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mean,
1 

was computed to determine whether differe nces within 

th e spectator groups might be r e lat e d to sex or motiv e for 

atte ndance. A on e -way analysis of varianc e2 was us ed to 

d e t e rmin e if ticket pric e might be r e lated to diff e r e nc es 

within the Virginia Slims spectators group. The program 

s e l ected wa s ST 013, for the two-way analysis of varian ce , 

a nd ST 001, for the one-way analysis of varian ce , fro m th e 

Nort h Texas Stat e Univ ersity Statistical Library. All 

variables also were submitted to an a lpha-num e ric sing l e 

co lumn frequ e n cy distribution, program numb e r ST 010, 

from the North Texas Stat e Univ e r s ity Stati s tical Library. 

I n fiv e ins ta n ce s a on e-way a nalysis of varianc e wa s us e d 

t o determine wheth e r diff e r e nc e s ex ist e d b e twe e n the t wo 

football groups; the two te nnis group s; t h e two pro sports 

groups; th e two amat e ur sports groups; and the two amat e ur 

football groups. 

Following th e above proc ed ures , t h e subs e qu e n t 

t e s t s o f D u n c a n R a n g e , N e wm a n- K e u 1 s ' , a n d T u k e y 3 we r c 

computed to determine the lo catio ns wher e t h e diff e r e nce s 

occurred. Further information on these statistical 

Is. J. Winer, Statistical 
men tal Design, 2nd e d. (N ew York: 
Company, 1971) , pp. 402-403. 

2 Ibid., p. 212. 

3Ibid., pp. 19 6-201. 

Principles in Experi­
McGraw-Hill Boo k 
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treatments will be discussed wh ere appropriate in th e s e c­

tions which follow. 

Organization of Data 

The data wer e organized according to the four 

selected groups,and a one-way analysis of varianc e was 

computed on each response to determine if the groups dif-

fered on any items. A frequency and percentage of response 

was computed on each group for eac h response. 

The four groups wer e furth er divided into subgroups 

for comparisons. They were divid ed by sex and accordjng to 

their motiv e for attendance to determine if male s and 

females responded differently to the qu estio n s or if th e 

motiv e for attendance had any effect on the spectators' 

responses. The Virginia Slims spectators ' respons e s also 

were analyzed acc ording to ticket price. A two-way 

a n a l ysis of variance was c omputed on th e subgro up s using 

a method of unweight e d mean s , with th e exceptio n of th e 

Virginia Slims, on ticket price, where a one-way analysis 

of variance was computed. For the subgroup comparisons 

the Duncan Range, Newman-Keuls', a nd Tukey s ub s e quent t e sts 

were co mput e d to det e rmin e wh e re the differences occurred. 

A frequency and perc e ntag e of respo nse was comput e d on th e 

s ubgroup s according to sex a nd mo tiv e for att e ndanc e . 
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The analysis and interpretation of data will be 

present e d under the following heading s: Data Based Upon 

The Five Group Comparisons a nd Da ta Based Upo n th e 

Subgroup Comparisons. 

Data Bas e d Upon the Five 
Group Co mparisons 

Tables 8, 10, and 12 p e rtain to the compari so n s 

made on th e fiv e groups using information fro m t he 

sectio ns of the int e rvi ew in st rum e n t r eg arding t h e par-

ticipant, the coach, and the official. A on e -way analysis 

of variance was comput e d on e a ch of t he variabl e s to 

det e rmin e if th ere wer e any s ignifican t di ffere nc es . 

Ta bl es 9, 11, and 13 provid e a f r e qu e n cy and pe rc e ntag e 

breakdown for t h e sections regarding t h e par t icipant, 

the coach, and the official. 
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TABLE 8 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FOUR SPECTATOR GROUPS 
AND WITHIN GROUPS BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 

AND SEX ON THE PARTICIPANT VARIABLES 

Te xas Tex as Co wlJoy 
Source of vs Ok1ahom<l Oiler vs 

Variable Variation Oklahoma Tex. Ok . 
N= l94 N= 203 N=504 

F F F 

Motive 1.41 3 
Friends or Sex 0. 659 
Relatives Motive X Sex 0.675 

Betwee n 1 . 191 12.331"~ 

Motive 1.71 5 
Entertainer Sex 0.870 

Motive X Sex 0.423 
Betwe e n 0 . 096 10 . 896 "' 

- Motive 0.922 
Autographs Sex 0 . 850 
and Talk Motive X Sex 1 . 77 :i 

Bet we e n 0 . 029 19 . 177* 

Motive 4. 591 ,;, 
Starting Quarter - Sex 0.336 
back / Number One Motive X Sex 0.487 
Seeded Player Betwe e n 24 . 348>:' 21.299* 

Motive 0 . 243 
Your Actions Sex 0 . 077 
Influ e nced by Motive X Sex 0 . 541 
Player Reactio n Between 2 . 009 0.025 

Motiv e 4 .39 6>:' 
Losing Season Sex 2 . 693 

Motive X Sex 0 . 714 
Between 3.745 3.826 
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TABLE 8--Co n ti nu e d 

Cowboy Cowboy Vi rg ini a Virgi n ia Braniff Braniff 
Oi l er Oi l er V S Slims Slim s vs VS Te xa s 

Va,Slims Braniff Ok l ahom a 
N= 301 N= 5 14 N= 213 N= 336 N= l23 N=32 6 

F F F F F F 

1. 698 0.359 3 . 6840:' 
2.342 1 .178 0. 403 
3 . 1 17 * 0 . 5 20 0 .988 

0,00 4 1 6 . 53 1 * 1 . 360 

0 , 99 1 0. 359 0 . 44 6 
0.078 1 . l 76 0.172 
0.459 1 .752 4 .002 

0.000 4.99 1* 0 . 15 5 

0 .1 98 0 . 565 0.283 
2 . 195 0. 558 0.119 
0.407 1 .370 1.566 

1. 328 4 .835 '~ 0.3 3 1 

1. 121 0.950 
23 .440 * 1 . 497 

1 • 2 16 1.24 2 
0.264 

3 . 3 1 6* 1 . 204 1 . 74 6 
2 . 08 6 2.310 0.053 
1. 01 6 1 . 446 0 . 982 

3 .708 5 . 7 15 * 0.890 

5 . 52 7 ~; 

0 . 3 1 6 
2 . 0 68 
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TABLE 8- -Continued 

Te xas Te xas Cowboy 
Source of vs Oklahoma Oil e r vs 

Variable Variation Oklahoma Tex. Ok. 
N= l94 N= 203 N= 504 

F F F 

Motive 1. l 58 
Starti ng Ce nter/ Sex 3 . 348 
Number Two Motive X Sex 0.820 
Seeded Pl ayer Between 6. 409"' 26 .104>): 

Regardless of Motive 0.617 
Who Was on Tea m/ Sex 0.276 
If Top Name Motive X Sex 1.044 
Players Were Not Between 0.806 13. 858 :(: 
~ o_rn_ne t i n_g_ 

Mot i ve 0.31 6 
Home State Team / Sex 0.579 
Home Town Team Motive X Sex 0 . 673 

Betwee n 2.436 0.034 

- Motive 0 . 46 4 
Certai n Pl ayers Se x 0.3 60 

Motive X Sex 0 . 24 6 
Between 0 . 071 12 . 385 * 

Mot iv e 1 .445 
View Sch o 1 a r - Sex 0.924 
ship Pl ayer as Motive X Sex 1.204 
a Paid Pl ayer Between 0.389 

Motive 
On l y Females Sex 
Competing Motive X Sex 

Betwee n 

*S i g ni ficant at the .05 lev e l based on th e dis ­
t rib uti on of F, fou nd i n Ed w a r d s, p p . 4 2 8- 31 . 
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TABLE 8--Continued 

Co wbo y Cowboy Virgini a Virgini a Braniff Bra niff 
Oil e r Oiler vs Sli ms Slims VS V S Texas 

Va.Slim s Bra ni ff Oklahoma 
N= 3 01 N= 514 N=2 13 N= 33 6 N= 12 3 N=3 26 

F F F F F F 

1 .365 0. 101 
28.353* 0.834 

2.622* 1 . 017 
1 .204 

1 . 608 0 . 457 1 . 072 
0.450 2.273 6 . 59 0 ~' 

0.927 0.788 0.829 
8 6 . 929* 27.494 * 24 . 558:;: 

0. 950 
0.031 
0.712 

2.39 1 
1.721 
0.955 

2.404 
0 . 002 
0.081 

0 . 282 

0.39 6 
0 .333 
0. 930 



TABLE 9 

NUMB ER AN D PERCENTAGE OF THE FOUR SPECTATOR GROUPS RESPONSE 
TO THE PARTICIPANT VARIABLES 

~~ 

Texas Ok l ahoma Texas-O kl aho ma 
N=79 N= 11 5 N= 203 

Variab l e No No No 
Yes O_t in No Yes Ot i n. No Yes 0_12i n. No 

# _% # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # 

Fr. or Re l. 11 14 68 86 23 20 92 80 34 17 169 

Entertai ner 26 33 3 4 50 63 41 35.6 3 2 . 6 71 61. 7 73 36 7 3 123 

Auto. --Ta 1k 54 68 . 4 5 6.3 20 25.3 81 70.4 5 4.4 29 25.2 143 70 10 5 50 
Starting Q.B. / 
No. l Seeded 32 41 47 59 85 74 30 26 118 58 85 
Your Actions 41 52 38 48 45 39 6 6 64 56 9 1 45 6 3 106 

Losing Season 68 86 3 4 8 10 109 95 1 1 5 4 184 91 4 2 1 5 
Start. Cent e r / 
No. 2 Seed ed 8 10 71 90 28 24 87 76 36 18 167 
Who on Team 75 95 4 5 11 2 97 3 3 196 97 7 
Hom e Tow n/ 
State Te am 56 71 23 29 9 1 79 3 3 21 18 151 74 4 2 48 
Certain Pl ayers 7 9 72 91 11 10 1 1 103 89 19 9 . 4 1 . 5 183 
Scho l arship 14 18 4 5 61 77 24 21 7 6 84 73 44 22 13 6 14 6 
On l y Wo men 

----·-··- -

NOTE: Variabl es list ed in sa me ord e r a s on Tab l e 8. 

_%_ 

83 

61 
25 

42 
52 

7 

82 

3 

24 

90.1 

72 

en 
-.l 



TABLE 9-- Co nti nu e d 

- -- - - -

Bra n i ff Virg in ia Sl i ms 
N= l 23 N= 213 

Varia bl e No No 
Ye s Op in . No Yes Opi n. No 

1+ % # % # % # % # % # 

Fr. or Re 1, 27 22 96 78 15 7 198 

Entertai ner 47 38 4 3 72 59 105 49 12 6 96 

Auto ,--Ta 1k 82 67 22 18 19 15 164 77 30 14 19 

Start in g Q. B. / 
No. 1 Seeded 160 75 53 

Yo ur Actio n s 62 50. 4 3 2.4 58 47 . 2 73 34 19 9 121 

Losi ng Seaso n 

Start. Ce nter / 
No. 2 See ded 72 34 141 

Who on Team 99 80 24 20 109 51 9 4 9 5 

Ho me Tow n/ 
Stat e Te am 

Ce rta in Pl ay e rs 

Sc h o l ars h ip 27 22 1 1 95 77 

On l y Wome n 100 81 3 2 20 17 
_.___ 

Co wboy - Oi l e r 
N= 301 

No 
Yes Opi n. 

% # % 1+ % 1+ 

93 21 7 1 . 3 279 

45 149 50 16 5 136 

9 250 83 25 8 26 

25 232 77 69 

57 1 36 45 1 1 4 154 

252 84 15 5 34 

66 116 39 185 

45 260 86 .4 4 1. 3 37 

225 74.8 8 2 . 7 68 

62 21 4 1 235 

No 
% 

93 

45 

9 

23 

51 

1 1 

61 

12 . 3 

22 . 5 

78 

c:o 
c:o 



TABLE 10 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FOUR SPECTATOR GROUPS AND WITHIN GROUPS 
BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE AND SEX ON THE COACH VARIABLES 

Tex as Texas Cowboy Cow bo y Bra ni ff Braniff 
Source of vs Oklahoma Oil e r vs Oi l er vs Texas 

Variable Variation Ok l ahoma Tex . Ok . Oklahoma 
N=l94 N=203 N=504 N= 30l N= 123 N=326 

F F F F F F 

Motive 0 . 776 0.353 
Re spect Coach as Se x 0.171 0.063 
a Coach Motiv e x Sex 0.413 0.508 

Betwe e n 1. 831 0 . 035 

Motive 1. 040 0.721 0.466 
Won - Loss Sex 0.098 0.097 10.117 * 
Record Motiv e x Sex 0.602 0,7 54 0 . 984 

Be twe e n l . 301 l. 525 0.47 6 

Motive 0 . 323 1 . l l 5 4.078 
Behavior of Fans Sex 0. 529 1. 550 1. 129 

Motiv e x Sex 0.784 0.215 0.180 
Bet we e n 0. 560 5 .7 91~' 18. 517 * 

co 
-.o 



TABLE 10- -Continued 

Texas Texas Cowboy Cowboy Braniff Braniff 
So urce of v s Okl ahoma Oil e r vs Oi l er vs Texas 

Variable Var i atio n Ok l ahoma Tex. Ok . Oklahoma 
N= 194 N=203 N=504 N= 301 N= 123 N=326 

F F F F F F 

Behavior Inf l ue nce d Motive 0. 150 0. 211 0. 785 

by Behav i or of Sex 0.215 0.5 63 0 . 587 
Motive x Sex 0 . 598 1. 502 0 . 419 

Coach Bet wee n 0,001 0 . 011 10.272 * 

Motive 0.220 2.092 0. 148 
Wa t ch Coach Sex 0 . 101 0 . 315 0 . 000 
for Reactions Motiv e x Sex 0. 843 1 . 381 1 .365 

Be tween 0.867 4.950* 26 .5 18 ':' 

Mot i ve 0.350 1 .493 0 . 463 
Success or Sex 0.405 0.220 1.362 
Fai l ur e Motive x Se x 0. 6 89 0.270 1 .797 

Be t ween 0,000 8 . 792 ~: 22.039 * 

Motiv e 0 . 395 0.745 
Respect Coac h Sex 0 , 435 6 . 029 ~' 

as a Ma n ~tot i v e x Sex 1. 076 0 . 403 
Bet wee n 1 . 086 0.398 

--- -

*Sig nificant at the . 05 l ev e l ba se d on the di stributio n of F, found in 
Edwards , pp . 428- 31 . 

...0 
0 



TABLE 11 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF THE FO UR SPECTATOR GRO UPS 
RESP ON SE TO THE COAC H VA RI ABLES 

- -----
Texas Ok l a h oma 
N= 79 N= 11 5 

Vari a bl e No No 
Yes OQ.ini o n No Ye s Opini on 

1t % 1t % 1t % 1t % 1t % - -
Re s pec t Coa c h as Coac h 77 98 1 1 1 1 106 92 6 5 

Won-L oss Record 20 25 . 3 9 11. 4 50 63 . 3 26 22. 6 3 2.6 

Be havio r of Fa n s 
Influ en ced by Coac h 55 69 . 6 2 2 . 5 22 27 .9 86 75 2 2 

Be havior Influ e nce d by 
Beh av i o r of Coac h-- You 22 28 3 4 54 68 33 29 2 l . 7 

Wa tc h Coac h fo r 
React i o n s 33 42 3 4 43 54 58 50 

Success of Fai lu re 44 56 4 5 31 39 66 57 2 2 

Res pect Coac h as a Ma n 68 86 7 9 4 5 104 90 8 7 
- -

No 
1t 

3 

86 

27 

80 

57 

47 

3 

% 

3 

74 .8 

23 

69 . 6 

50 

41 

3 

-

-.D 
...... 



TABLE 11--Co ntinued 

Texas - Ok l a h oma Br aniff 
N=203 N=l23 

Variab l e No No 
Yes Ooin No Yes Or i n 

# % # _%_ 1t _%_ 1t % # % 

Respec t Coac h as Coach 190 94 9 4 4 2 

Wo n- Loss Reco rd 48 24 13 6 142 70 23 18.7 12 9 . 8 

Be havior of fans 
I nf l ue nced by Coach 146 72 4 2 53 26 58 47 8 7 

Be havior Influ e nced by 
Be havio r of Coach-- You 58 29 5 2 140 69 16 13 4 3 

Watch Coac h for 
Reactio n s 95 47 3 l 10 5 52 24 20 2 2 

Suc ces s or f a ilure 11 3 56 6 3 84 41 35 28 8 7 

Res pect Coac h as a Man 178 88 18 9 7 3 
- '---- --

No 
# % 

88 71.5 

57 46 

103 84 

97 79 

80 65 

Cowbo y- Oil e r 
N=301 

No 
Yes 0 r i n. 

1t % # % # 

28 1 94 13 4 7 

82 27 27 9 192 

179 59 21 7 10 1 

8 6 29 10 3 205 

169 56 8 3 124 

11 5 38 37 l 2 149 

270 9 1 22 7 9 

No 
% 

2 

64 

34 

68 

41 

50 

3 

..0 
1\.:) 
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TABLE 1 2 

SI GNI FICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FOUR SPECTATOR GRO UP S 
AND WITHIN GROU PS BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 

AND SEX ON THE OFFICIAL VARIABLES 

- Texas Te xas Cowboy 
Source of vs Ok l ahoma Oiler vs 

Variab l e Variat i on Okl ahoma Tex. Ok. 
N= l 94 N=203 N= 504 

F F F 
Motive 0 . 631 

Wel l Informed Sex 2 . 225 
on Ru l es Motive X Sex 0.394 

Between 1 422 0 3 13 
Mo t ive 0.551 

Off i ciating is Sex 0 . 811 
Simp l e Motive X Sex l. l 45 

Between 0 014 0 008 
Motive l. 309 

Beat Officials Sex 0 . 377 
as Wel l as Motive X Sex 0.229 
Oppo nent Betwee n 0 49 1 0 633 
Favo r Top Na me Motive 0 . 740 
Pl ay e rs / Home Sex 1. 301 
Town / Home State Motive X Sex 0.902 
T~am - Between l 45 1 0 122 

Motive 0.551 
Fa s Bla me Sex 0.3 I 6 
Officia l s Motive X Sex 0.188 

Between I 057 I 554 
Motive 0. 6 36 

Yel l at Se x 0.481 
Officials Ca ll s Motive X Sex 0.820 

Between 0 587 0 214 

*S i gnificant at the .05 l evel based on th e dis­
tributio n of F, found in Edwards, pp. 428- 31. 



- 9 4 -

TABLE 12--Continued 

Cowboy Cowboy Virginia Virginia Bra n iff Braniff 
Oi l er Oiler vs Sl ims S l i ms vs VS Texas 

Va.Slims Braniff Oklahoma 
N=3 0 1 N=5 14 N= 213 N= 336 N= l 23 N=326 

F F F F F F 
1 . 003 0.656 1 . 74 5 
0 . 523 0.81 4 3. 903 
0.45 1 I . 079 1.499 

62 473 * 22 028 * 0 243 
0.348 3.723* 0 .545 
0.498 0 . 732 0. 66 2 
1 . 83 1 1 . 331 1 . 399 

34 2560:< 4 003 >!' 5 . 572':' 
1 . 64 1 0.457 0 . 1 68 

18.686~~ 0 . 291 0.280 
1. 941 1 . 465 0. 606 

6 088 * 3 345 9 577>:' 
0.281 1 . 7 68 0 . 807 
0 . 759 0 . 008 0 . 193 
1.1 07 0.89 6 0.282 

53 812* 4 250>:' 10 073 i.: 

0 . 712 0. 44 0 0 . 948 
6 . 282 * 0 . 0 11 0.057 
0 . 485 0 . 715 0.536 

2 1 360>:' 0 971 32 057* 
2 . 559* 0 . 636 1. 693 
5 . 246* 0.089 1. 998 
2. 1 64 1.350 0.779 

102 858* 0 793 84 497 ~' 



Va r iab l e 

TA BLE 13 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF THE FO UR SPECTATOR GROUPS 
RE SP ONSE TO THE OFFICIAL VARIABL ES 

-~----

Texas Ok l ahom a 
N=79 N= 115 

No No 

Texas - Oklahoma 
N= 203 

No 
Yes Op i n No Yes Ooin No Yes Otin . No 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

We ll r'n f o r me d o n 
Rul es 73 92 2 3 4 5 11 0 95 . 7 3 2. 6 2 1.7 192 95 5 2 6 3 

Offi c iating i s 
Si mpl e 3 4 1 1 75 95 5 4 1 1 109 95 10 5 3 1 190 94 

Beat Officia l s as 
We ll as Opponent 36 45 . 6 6 7. 6 37 46 .8 50 43 2 2 63 55 90 44 10 5 103 51 

Favo r To p Na me 
Play e r / Hom e 
Town/ State Tea m l 3 16 2 3 64 8 1 12 10 3 3 100 87 28 14 5 2 170 84 

Fa n s Blame 
Officials 7 3 92 6 8 l 01 88 14 12 183 9 0 20 10 

Ye ll at 
Officials Ca lls 57 7 2 22 28 77 67 38 33 140 69 l . 5 62 30.5 

~ 

...0 
c..n 



Braniff 
N= l 23 

Var ia bl e No 
Yes Op i n, 
# % # % 

We ll I nform e d o n 
Rul es 11 5 94 3 2 
-
Officiating is 
Si mpl e 16 13 
-
Beat Officia l s as 
We l l as Oppo nent 34 28 6 5 

Favor Top Name 
Player / Home 
Town/ State Team 30 24 l 1 9 

Fa n s Bl ame 
Offi c ials 81 66 

1 e ll at 
Officials Calls 27 22 

TABLE 13- -Co nti nu ed 

Virginia Slims 
N= 213 

No 
No Yes 0 i n No 

# % # % tt % tt 

5 4 157 74 9 4 47 

107 87 42 19. 7 8 3.8 163 

83 67 77 36 15 7 1 21 

82 67 68 32 3 1 15 114 

42 34 144 67,6 14 6 . 6 55 

96 78 55 26 2 1 156 
---

% 

22 

7 6. sl 

57 

54 

25 . 8 

73 
-- ·-

Cowb oy- Oi l e r 
N.-= 301 -No 

Yes Oo in No 
tt % # % tt % 

287 95 8 3 6 2 

14 4.6 5 1. 6 282 93.7 

145 48 13 4 143 48 

35 11. 6 14 4 , 7 252 83.7 

256 85 9 3 36 12 

197 65 l l 4 93 31 
--

-.o 
0' 
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The Participant 

The spectators at th e four e ve nts answer e d bet wee n 

seven and eleven questions on th e participant, depending on 

the event th e y were att e nding. 

The University of Texa s and Oklahoma Univ e rsity 

s pectators diff e red significantl y on two qu es tions. Th e 

Oklahoma s pe c tators r es ponded with th e c orr ec t nam e 7~ p e r­

ce nt of the time to the ques ti on, "Do you know the name of 

the starting quart e rback?" compared to the Tex a s spectators 

who gave th e correct r es ponse onl y 41 pe r ce nt of th e tim e . 

On the question, "Do you know th e name of th e s tarting 

center?" 76 perc e nt of t he Oklahoma spectators answer e d no 

to th e qu est ion while a n eve n high er p e rcentage (9 0) of 

the Texas s pectators answer e d no. 

The Cowboy-Oiler spectators and t h e Te x as -Okl a homa 

s pe ct ators diff ere d s ignificantly on seven of the t e n 

qu est ions compare d. 

On the question, "Do you hav e any friend s or r e l a­

tives on th e team?" th e Te xas - Oklahoma spectators answer e d 

no 83 perc e nt of th e time while 93 perc e nt of th e Cowboy-

Oil e r spectators answered no. Th e qu est ion, "Do yo u view 

the play er as a n entertainer?" dr ew e qual r espon se from 

the Cowboy-Oiler spectators when 50 perce n t sa id yes a nd 

4 5 pe rc e nt answe r e d no compar e d to onl y 36 p e rc e nt of the 
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Texas-Oklahoma s pectators who vi e w the pla ye r as an e n te r-

tainer. It is inter e sting that although t h e Texas-Oklahoma 

s pectators did not view the play er as an entertainer t h ~ y 

r esponded yes 70 p e rcent of th e ti me to the qu es tion, 

"Should a player sign autographs and t a lk wi th f a n s?" 

whi c h was almost as high (83 perc e nt) as th e Cowboy-Oiler 

spectators who answered yes a nd who vi e w th e pla ye r as an 

entertainer. 

From the r e sponses r e c ei v e d on th e question, "Do 

you know the name of the starting quarterback ? " more 

Cowboy-Oiler sp e ctators (77 perc e nt) kn e w th e name of th e 

st arting quarterback, even though it was th e first game 

of the season, t han did th e Texas-Oklahoma s pectat o r s (58 

percent) who gav e the correct r es pon se although t his game 

took place during the middle of the seas on. There wa s a 

21 p e rcent diff e rence in the number of Texas-Oklahoma 

spectators (18 percent) who knew the nam e of the sta r ting 

center and the number of Cowboy-Oiler specta t ors (39 p e r­

cent) who knew the name of th e starting ce nt e r . 

The qu est ion, "Would you att e nd th e game r eg ardless 

of who was on th e team?" indicat e d t hat th e Tex as-Okla h om a 

spectators attended for re a sons other than the tea m per­

sonnel as they r e sponded 97 perc e nt of t h e time with yes 

compared to 8 6 .4 pe rc e nt o f the Cowboy-Oiler sp ect a t or s who 
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reported they would attend r e gardless of who was playing. 

Only 9.4 perc e nt of t h e Texas-Oklahoma s pectat ors said th ey 

attended the game because of c e rtain pla yers c ompar ed to 

21 perc e nt of th e Cowboy-Oiler s pectato rs who said t hey 

came to th e game beca u se o f certain players. 

The Cowboy-Oil er spectators and the Virg ini a Sl ims 

s pectators we r e s ignifican t l y different on onl y one q ues -

tion. A r e sponse of yes was giv e n by 8 6 .4 pe rc e nt of th e 

Cowboy-Oil e r spe c t a tors wh e n a s ked, "Would you come to th e 

game regardless of who was on the t ea m? " while 51 p e r c e n t 

of the Virginia Slims s pectato rs said they would att e nd 

t h e tournament even if the top na me play ers were not 

competing . Th e Braniff sp e ctator s and th e Te xas-Oklaho ma 

spectators also were significan t ly diff e r e nt on t his que s -

tion: 97 perc e n t of th e Texas -Oklahoma sp ec tators s aid 

they would att e nd th e game r eg ardl ess of who was on th e 

team compared to a somewhat lowe r pe r ce n tage (80 ) of the 

Braniff s pe cta t ors who said t h ey ~~uld a t t e nd if th e t op 

n a me players were not compe ti ng . 

The Virginia Slims s p e ctat ors and th e Br a nif f 

spe ctators were significantly diff e r e nt on all fiv e partic­

ipant questions. The Braniff spectators r e sponded y e s a 

larg e r pe rcentag e (22) of the tim e to t he qu esti on, "Do 

yo u h ave any fri e nds or r e la ti v e s playing i n the tour n ame nt ?" 
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than the Virginia Slims spectators who answe red ye s 7 per-

ce nt of the time. Even though the groups were significantly 

different in their response t o the qu e stion --" Do you view 

the player as an entertainer?"--the Virginia Slims group 

was almost equally divided with a 49 percent y e s r e spons e 

and a 45 percent no response compared to 59 percent of th e 

Braniff spectators who answered no. 

Both groups f e lt t h at participan ts should tak e ti me 

to ta lk with s pectat or s and sig n autographs; howev e r, a 

larger percentage (77) of t h e Virginia Slims spectators 

responded yes compared to th e Braniff spectators who 

a nswer e d yes 67 percent of the ti me. Th e Braniff sp e cta-

tors also were equa ll y divid e d on the question, "Are your 

actions influenced by the players r eactions on the court?" 

when 50.4 percent of the spectators answered y e s and 47.2 

percent answered no compare d to 57 percent of th e Virginia 

Slim s spectators who answered no. 

Slightly over half (51 perc e nt) of th e Virginia 

Slim s spectators said they would atte nd th e tourna me nt if 

the top name players were not competing compared to 80 

percent of t h e Braniff spectators giving th e sa me r e s pons e . 

The Coac h 

The spectato rs at three of t he ev e nts answer e d 

either fiv e or seven qu estions regarding the coach, 
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depending on the e vent they att e nded. Spectato rs attending 

the Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament wer e not que stio ne d 

on th e c oach bec aus e the participant s e nt e red th e tour na ­

ment on an individual basis and wer e no t actively ass oc ia trd 

with a coach during th e e ve nt as thought of in int e r co l­

legiat e or world team tennis competition. 

Th e Texas spectators wer e not significantly diffe r­

e nt from the Oklahoma spectators on any qu es tions about th e 

coach. The Texas-Oklahoma spectators as a group did diffe r 

significantly from the Cowboy-Oil er spectators on three 

qu est ions r egarding the coach. Of th e Texas-Oklahoma 

s p ecta tors ques t ioned, 72 perc e nt thought t ha t th e coach 

influenced the behavior of th e fan s compare d t o slightly 

more than half (59 percent) of th e Cowboy-Oil e r s pectators 

who felt the same. Even though the two group s we r e not 

significantly different on the ques t ion--"Is your behavior 

influenced by the behavior of the coach?"--it is int e rest­

ing to note t hat although almost three-fourth s of th e 

Texas-Oklahoma spectators answered yes to the qu e stion, "Do 

you think th e coach influences t he be havior of the fa n s?" 

o nly 29 perc e nt of them thought that their behavior was 

influenc e d by the coach. Th e Cowboy-Oil e r s pec tators pro-

vid e d a similar picture , but not as drastic a chang e , so 

29 percent believed that their actions we re influenc e d by 
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the coach. Wh e n a s k e d , " Do y o u w a t c h t h e c o a c h f o r h j s 

r e actions to th e officials' calls?" th e perc e n tag e wh ic h 

answered yes in both group s approached th e 50 perce nt 

mark--th e Texas-Oklahoma spectators 47 p e r cent and th e 

Cowboy-Oiler spectators 56 pe rc e nt . Overall, 38 perc e n t 

of the Cowboy-Oiler spectators indicated that th ey t hink 

the coach is usually to blame for th e s u ccess or failur e 

of the teams as did 5 6 percent of the Texas-Oklahoma 

spectators. 

The Texas-Oklahoma spectators and t h e Braniff 

spectators diffe r e d significantl y on four of t h e fiv e qu ~ s -

tions compare d. The Braniff s p ectat or s were divided 

almost e qually on the qu e stion, "Do you think coa c hes 

influence the be havior of th e f a ns ?" with 47 pe r ce nt 

a nsw e ring yes and 4 6 pe r ce nt answering no compar ed to 

almost thr ee-fourths (72 per ce nt) of th e Te xa s - Okl ahoma 

spectators responding yes. Th e majorit y of th e s pectators 

in both groups responded no to the que st ion, "Is yo ur 

behavior at the game / match i nflu e n ced by t h e behavior of 

t h e coach ? " Th e Texa s-Oklahoma spectators sa id no 69 p e r­

cent of the time ,and an e ve n l a rg er perc e n ta g e (84) of th e 

Braniff spe c tators an s wer e d no. 

While slightl y mor e t ha n thr ee-four t hs (79 perc e n t) 

of th e Braniff spectators said they did not watch t he c oach 
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for reactions to th e officials' c alls, the Texas-Oklahoma 

s pe c tators were divided almost equally on the qu e stion as 

47 percent said they watched the coach while 52 perc e nt 

said they did not. On th e question, "Do you think th e 

c oach is usually to blame for the su c c ess or failur e of 

the team?" the Te xas-Oklahoma spectators were ag a in almo st 

evenly divided with slightly more than half ( 56 perc e nt ) 

responding with a yes compare d to the Braniff sp ect ators 

who answer e d yes 28 percent of th e t im e . 

The Official 

Th e spectators interviewed a t the four eve n t s we r e 

asked six questions regarding the official. The Tex as 

spectators were not significantly diff e r e nt from t h e Okl a ­

homa spectators,and the Texas-Oklahoma s pecta t or s a s a 

group were not significantly diffe rent from th e Cowbo y­

Oil e r spectators as a group on any of the ques tio n s 

relating to th e official. 

The Cowboy-Oiler spectators and th e Virginia Slims 

specta t ors differe d significantly on all six qu est ion s . 

The Cowboy-Oiler spectator s left littl e dou bt that t h ey 

f e lt the officials were well informed on th e rules wh e n 

95 percent answered yes compared to s lightly l e ss th an 

thr ee -fourths (74 percent) of th e Virginia Slims s pectat ors 

r e sponding yes. Neither group thought that officia t ing was 
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simple, but th e Cowboy-Oil e r spectators seem to hav e 

st ronger f ee lings on th e subject as 93.7 perce nt said no 

in comparison to 7 6 .5 perc e nt of the Virginia Slims s pe c­

tators. 

Slightly more than a third (36 pe rc ent) of t h ~ 

Virginia Slims spectators fe lt that the pla ye rs mu st def eat 

the officials as well as th e ir oppon e nts while th e Cowboy­

Oiler spectators were equally d iv ided as 48 percent 

r es ponded yes and 48 pe rcent answere d no. Only 11.6 pe r­

cent of th e Cowboy-Oiler spectators f e l t that th e o fficia ls 

favor the hometown team while 32 perc e nt of t h e Virginia 

Slims spectators thought that th e officials favored the 

top nam e players. Both groups agree that th e fans blame 

the officials if th e ir favorite team or pla ye r is d efeat ~ d, 

but a significantly high e r p e rc e ntag e (85) of th ~ Co wboy ­

Oil e r spectators answer e d yes than did the Virginia Sl im s 

spectators--67.6 percent. 

Th e Virginia Slims and Cowboy-Oiler s pe ctat or s 

responded with opposit e a nswers on the qu esti on, ''Do y ou 

yell at some of th e official s' calls?" Of the Cowbo y­

Oiler spectator s int e rvi e wed, 65 per ce nt of t h e m s ai d th ey 

yelled at the officials' calls, whil e 26 per ce nt of t he 

Virginia Slims spectators said they y e ll e d at t h e 

officials' calls, and 73 perc e nt said th ey did not . 
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The Virginia Slims spectators a nd the Bra niff 

spec tators we r c sign i fica n t 1 y d i f f e r e n t on t h r 1: e q u c s t i 0 n s . 

Slightly l ess than thre e-fourths (74 percent) of th r 

Virginia Slims spectators indicated that they bcliev~ th e 

officials are well informe d on the rules compar ed to 94 

percent of the Braniff spectators who share d that opinion. 

The re was only a slight difference between the two groups 

on their response to the question, officiating i s si mple 

e nough that most anyone cou ld do it. Only 13 perc e nt of 

the Braniff s pectators considered officiating to be si mpl e 

co mpar ed to 19.7 perc e nt of th e Virgini a Slims spectators. 

The degr ee to which th e Braniff a nd the Virginia Sl im s 

s pectators t hought that the officials favor t h e top named 

players was significan tly differe nt although th ey shar e d 

t he same be lief--54 percent of the Virginia Slim s s pe c ta ­

tors said no,and an ev e n higher pe rc e n tage (67) of the 

Braniff s pec tators ans were d no. 

The Te xas-Oklahoma spectators a nd th e Bra niff 

spectators were significantly diff e r e nt on five que s tion s. 

Two-third s (67 percen t) of th e Braniff spec ta tors a nd B4 

p e rcent of the Texas-Oklahoma spectators sai d the official 

does not favor the top na me players or th e hom e town t e am. 

B o t h s p e c t a t o r g r o u p s a n s we r e d y e s t o t h e q u e s t i o n , " D o 

fans blame t he officials if their favo ri te tea m or play e r 
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is d e feated?" Two-th irds ( 66 percent) of t he Braniff 

spectators answered yes compared with 90 pe rc e nt of th e 

Texas -Oklahom a sp ec tators. The Texas-Oklahoma spectators 

interviewed responded yes 69 pe rc e nt of th e time wh e n 

asked, "Do you yell at the officials' calls?" a nd 22 per­

cent of the Braniff spectators admitted tha t they yell 

at th e officials' calls and 78 percent sa id th ey diu not. 

The Texas - Oklahoma spectators were almost e quall y 

divided on t he qu esti on, ''Do you think that sometime s th e 

tea m/ player must beat the officials as well as th e oth e r 

team?" as 44 percent answer e d yes and a slightly higher 

percentage (51) r e sponded no. A little ov e r two-thirds 

(67 p e rcent) of the Braniff spectators said no. The qu es -

tion, "Do you think officiating is simple enough that most 

anyone cou l d do it?" receiv ed negativ e r e pl ies from t he 

largest perc e ntage of both groups, wi t h the Braniff specta-

tors responding no 87 percent of the tim e and t he Texas -

Oklahoma spectators who answered no 94 perce nt of thP. tjme. 

Data Based Upon the Subgroup 
fomparisons 

Tables 8, 10, and 1 2 concern c ompari so n s mad e on 

th e four groups using i nformation from the secti on s r e gard-

ing the coach, the participant, and the off ic ial. A two -

way analysis of variance, unweighted means, was co mpu t e d 
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on each of the variables to determine wh et her diffe r e n c e s 

within the spectator groups might be r e lat e d to motiv e for 

attendance or to the sex of the r es pond e nt. A on e-wa y 

analysis of variance wa s computed on eac h of t he va ria b l es 

to determin e wh et he r diff e renc es within th e Virgini a Slims 

spectator group might be r e l ated t o t i c ke t pri ce. Tabl es 

providing a frequency and per ce ntag e breakdown for sex and 

motiv e for attendance will be r e port e d for the secti on s 

where significant differ e nces occurred. 

Fo llowing these proc e dures subsequent tests--

0 u n c a n R a n g e , N e wm a n- K e u 1 s' , and T u k e y-- we r e c om p u t e d t o 

det e rmin e wher e the diffe r e nc e s occurr e d. The subse qu e nt 

t e st will be r e port e d wh e r e significant diffe r e nc e s occ ur 

at the .05 l eve l of significanc e or be tter. 

The Participant 

Motive for attendance and sex we r e not found to be 

significant variables on any of the qu es tion s r e l ati ng to 

the participant for th e Virgin i a Slim s s pectat ors. 

Motive for att e ndance was a significant variable 

on two of th e participant questions for th e Texas - Oklahoma 

spectators ( Table 14 ) . On the que st ion, "Do you kn ow the 

name of the starti ng quart er back ? " the spectators listing 

fan as their motiv e for atte ndan ce diff e r ed significantl y 

from the spectator group listing th e ir mot ive for 
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TABLE 14 

NUMBER AND PE RCENTAGE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS- OKLAHOMA 
UNIVERSITY SPECTATOR RESPONSE TO PARTICIPANT 

COACH, AND OFFICIAL VARIABLES ' 

Motive - Ent er tai nme n t ( N== 5 l ) 
-Variables Ma l e ( N== 2 9) Female ( N= 22) 

No No 
Yes Op i ni or No Yes 0_1>_in ion No 
1t J % 1t l % u: I _1& 1t l _% 1tJ _% u: I % 

Pa r tic i pa nt Variables 

Fr or Re l 4 1 4 25 86 1 5 21 95 
Entertai ner 10 34 5 1 3 5 18 62 10 45 5 1 4 5 ll 50_ 
.l\ uto --Ta lk 18 62 1 1 38 19 86 2 9 l 5 
Starti nq 0 B 18 6 2 ll 38 10 45 12 55 
Your Actio n s 1 2 4 1 1 4 16 55 11 50 1 4 5 10 45 5 
Losinq Seaso n 25 86 4 1 4 19 86 _l 5 2 9 
Star t Ce nte r 6 21 23 79 l 5 21 95 
Who on Te a m 25 86 4 1 4 22 100 
Home Town Te a m 21 72 4 3 10 3 5 17 2 17 77 5 23 
Certa i n Pl avers 3 10 26 90 2 9 20 91 
Scho l ars h i12 7 24 22 76 5 23 4 18 13 59 

Coac h Variab l es 

Resoect C. as C 26 90 3 10 20 9 1 1 4 5 1 4 5 
Wo n- - Loss 7 24 3 10 19 66 4 18 4 18 14 64 
Be havior Fa n s 22 76 1 3 6 21 17 77 1 5 4 18 
Be havior I n f . 10 34 19 66 7 32 2 9 13 59 
Watch Coach 14 48 15 52 10 45 1 5 1 1 5 0 
Success--Fai l 18 62 1 3 5 10 34 5 1 2 54 5 3 13 6 7 31 8 
Reso c as M 24 83 4 14 1 3 18 82 2 9 2 9 

Official Variab l es 

Wel l I n for me d 28 9 7 1 3 19 86 1 5 2 9 
Off Simo l e 2 7 27 93 2 9 2 9 18 82 
Beat Of"fic i als 1 2 41. 4 3 10 3 14 48 3 10 45 5 2 9 10 45 5 
Favor H- town 2 7 1 3 26 90 5 23 1 4 5 16 73 
Fa n s Bl ame Off 27 93 2 7 19 86 3 14 
Ye ll Off Ca ll s 24 83 5 17 15 68 7 32 

NOTE : Variab l es l is t e d i n same order as on Table s 8, 
10 , a nd 1 2 . 
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TABLE 1 4--Co n ti n ued 

-
Motive - Socia l ( N= 3 2) 

Va r iab l es Ma l e ( N= 5) Fe ma l e ( N= 2 7) - No No 
Yes Oo i nio n No Yes Oo in ion No 

tt I _%_ tt I % tt I % tt I % tt I % tt I % 

Participa n t Va riab l es 

Fr or Re l 5 1 00 3 1 1 24 89 
En terta i ner 3 6 0 2 40 9 33 . 3 2 7 4 1 6 59 3 
Au to -Ta lk 4 8 0 1 20 22 81 5 1 9 
_i2tar tin a Q B 1 20 4 80 7 26 20 74 
Yo u r Act i o n s 3 60 2 40 1 2 14 1 4 11 52 
Losi nq Seaso n 3 60 2 4 0 2 1 78 3 1 1 3 11 
Star t Ce n ter 5 100 2 7 25 93 
Who on Tea m 5 100 25 93 2 7 
Home Town Tea m 4 80 1 20 1 8 67 9 3 3 
Certa in P 1 ayers 1 2 0 4 8 0 2 7 2 5 93 
Scholarshio 2 40 3 60 9 33 5 19 1 3 48 

Coac h Variab l es 

Respect C . as C. 5 100 25 93 2 7 
Wo n--Loss 2 40 3 6 0 5 19 2 7 20 74 
Behavio r Fa n s 4 8 0 1 20 1 8 66 . 7 1 3.7 8 29 6 
Be hav i or I n f 2 40 3 6 0 4 1 5 2 7 21 78 
Watc h Coac h 3 6 0 2 40 7 26 2 7 1 8 6 7 
Su ccess - - Fa i l 2 40 3 6 0 1 5 5 6 2 7 10 37 
Re so c as M 5 1 00 22 81 5 19 

Off i cia l Var i ab l e s 

We ll I n f o r me d 5 1 0 0 25 93 1 4 1 4 
Off Si mo l e 5 1 00 1 4 1 4 25 9 3 
Be at Offic i a l s 2 40 3 60 7 2 6 3 1 1 17 6 3 
Favor H- to wn 1 20 4 80 2 7.4 2 7 4 23 85 2 
Fans Bl a me Off 5 1 00 24 89 3 1 1 
Ye ll Off. Ca ll s 4 80 1 20 1 3 48 14 52 
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TABLE 14--Continued 

Motive - Lov e of Sport (N=33) 

Variab l es Male ( N= 21 ) Fe mal e ( N= I 2) 
No No 

Ye s Opinion No Ye s Ooi ni on No 
tt. I % tt l % tt. I % tt. I % ft. I % tt. I % 

Participant Va r iable s 

F r or Rel l 5 20 95 2 17 10 83 
En tertainer 9 43 l 5 ll 52 4 3 3 l 8 7 5 8 
Auto --Ta lk 16 76 2 10 3 1 4 9 75 1 8 2 17 
St art ina 0 B._ 12 57 9 43 7 58 5 4 2 
Your Actio n s 1 2 57 9 43 4 33 8 6 7 
Losing Seaso n 19 90 2 10 12 100 
Start Ce nt er 5 24 16 76 2 17 1 0 83 
Who on Team 21 100 12 100 
Home Town Te am 18 86 3 14 10 83 2 17 
Ce rtain Pl av e rs 3 14 18 86 1 8 11 92 
Sc holarshio 8 38 1 5 12 5 7 1 8 1 1 9 2 

Coa c h Var i ab l e s 

Re so e ct c as C 18 85 7 2 9 5 l 4 8 ll 92 1 8 
Won--Loss 5 24 16 76 2 17 10 8 3 
Be havior Fans 14 66 7 l 4 8 6 28 6 1 0 83 2 1 7 
Be hav ior In f. 6 29 15 71 3 25 9 75 
Watch Coach 1 3 6 2 8 38 6 5 0 6 5 0 
Succ e ss - -Fail 8 38 13 6 2 8 6 7 4 3 3 
Re so c as M. 1 8 85 7 2 9 5 1 4 8 11 92 l 8 

Offi c ial Variab l es 

We ll Info rmed 20 95 1 5 10 84 1 8 1 8 
Off Simole 2 10 19 90 12 100 
Be at Officia l s 9 43 12 57 7 58 5 4 2 
Favor H tow n 4 19 17 8 1 1 2 100 
Fan s Blame Off. 19 90 2 10 11 92 l 8 
Ye ll Off Ca 11 s 15 71 6 29 10 83 2 1 7 
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TABLE 1 4--Continu e d 

Motive - Fan ( N= 76 ) 

Variables Male ( N= 4 2) Fe ma l e ( N= 34 ) 
No No 

Yes Opi ni on No Yes Opi ni or No 
"" J % "" l % # J % tt 1 'Yo # L% it l % 

Participant Variables 

Fr or Re l 13 3 1 29 69 9 2 6 25 74 
Entertai ner 15 36 l 2 26 62 6 18 28 82 
Auto --Ta l k 3 1 74 1 2 10 24 16 47 2 6 16 47 
Start inq 0 B 37 88 5 12 22 65 1 2 35 
Your Actions 1 6 38 3 7 23 55 15 44 19 56 
Losina Season 40 95 2 5 34 100 
Sta rt Ce nter 16 38 26 6 2 3 9 31 91 
Who on Team 41 98 1 2 34 100 
Home Town Team 34 81 8 19 21 62 13 38 
Certa in Plavers 3 7 39 93 2 6 1 3 3 1 91 
Scho l arsh i p 3 7 2 5 37 88 6 18 28 82 

Coach Variable s 

Re soec t c as C 4 1 98 1 2 34 100 
Wo n-- Loss 13 3 1 2 5 2 7 64 9 26 2 6 23 (> 8 
Beh avior Fan s 3 1 74 11 26 23 68 l l 32 
Be havior In f 10 24 1 2 31 74 13 38 21 62 

_W,atch Coach 17 40 25 60 19 5 6 15 44 
Success--Fail 25 60 17 40 18 53 16 47 
Reso c as M 38 90 2 5 2 5 33 97 1 3 

Officia l Variabl es 

We 11 Informed 4 1 98 1 2 33 97 1 3 
Off Si mol e 2 5 40 95 34 ll_QQ_ 

Beat Offic i a ls 18 43 24 5 7 18 53 1 3 15 44 
Favor H town 8 19 1 2 33 79 3 9 31 91 
Fans Blam e Off 36 86 6 14 3 1 91 3 9 
Ye ll Off Cal l s 29 69 13 3 1 24 71 10 29 
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TA BLE 14--Co n ti nued 

Motive - Oth e r ( N= ll ) 

Variab l es Ma l e ( N=6) Fe mal e ( N=5) 
No No 

Yes Ooi nio n No Yes Oni ni o n No 
t+ I % 1+ I -% tt I % u: I % ~+ 1 % u: I -% 

Partic i pa n t Var i ab l es 

Fr o r Re l 6 II oo 1 20 4 80 
Entertainer 4 6 7 2 33 3 60 2 40 
Auto -- Ta l k 5 83 1 1 7 3 60 2 40 
Sta r t in q 0 B 2 33 4 67 2 40 3 6 0 
Yo ur Act i o n s 3 50 3 50 3 60 i 2 40 
Losi nq Seaso n 6 1 00 5 1 00 
Start Center 1 1 7 5 83 5 100 
Wh o on Tea m 6 100 5 100 
Ho me Town Tea m 4 6 7 2 33 t1 00 1 20 
Ce r ta in Pl avers 1 17 5 83 1 20 4 80 
Scho l a r shio 2 33 1 1 7 3 50 1 20 4 80 

Coach Var i ables 

Res oect c as C. 5 83 1 1 7 5 1 00 
Wo n- -Loss 6 lloo 1 20 4 80 
Be hav i or Fa n s 3 so 3 50 4 80 1 20 
Be hav i or I nf 2 33 4 67 1 20 4 80 
Watch Coach 3 50 3 5 0 3 60 2 40 
Success-- Fa il 4 6 7 2 33 3 60 2 40 
Reso. c as M 4 67 2 33 5 1 00 

Offic i a l Variables 

Wel l In f o r me d 6 100 5 100 
Of f Sim o l e 1 1 7 5 83 5 100 
Be at Of ficia l s 4 67 2 33 3 60 l 20 1 20 
Favor H- town 2 33 4 6 7 1 20 4 80 
Fa n s Bl a me Off 6 100 5 100 
Ye ll Off Ca ll s 3 50 1 1 7 2 33 3 60 2 40 
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attendance as e nt e rtainm e nt, social, lov e o f spo r t , a nd 

other. The socia l group also was s ignifican t l y diff e r e n t 

from the lov e of s port group and the e nt e rtainme n t group . 

A larg e r percentag e (77 . 63) of the spectators in th e 

group listing their motiv e for att e ndan c e as fan kn e w th e 

nam e of th e starting quart erbac k . Less than half o f t he 

me n and women who attended the game for s oci a l r eas ons 

kn e w the name of th e s tarting quart erbac k wh e r e as a pp roxi ­

mat e ly half (57.58 perce nt) of those who at te nd e d because 

of lov e of sport answere d th e question cor r ec t l y ( Tabl e 15). 

The question, "Would you continu e to come to t h e 

games if the team was having a los i ng seas on ?" rec e iv e d a 

s ignifi ca ntly diffe rent r e sponse from th e soci a l group , 

a nd the love of s port group, the fan group, and th e group 

c l assified as other. A significant diff erence also wa s 

found be twe e n th e entertainme n t group and t h e fa n group. 

Each group indicat ed that th ey would att e nd ev e n if th e 

t ea m was having a losing seaso n, but the group c la ss ifi e d 

as oth e r had the largest perc e ntag e ( 100) of th e sp e ctator s 

answering yes, followed clos e ly by th e fan group o f whom 

97.37 p e rc e nt r es pond e d yes. (Table 16.) 

Th e Cowboy-Oiler s pec tators wer e found to be si gnif­

icantly different, based on motive for att e ndanc e , o n t wo 

questions (Table 17). Th e s pectat or group classifi e d as fa n 



TABLE 15 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS­
OKLAHOMA UNIVERSITY SPECTATORS ON THE STARTING QUARTERBAC K 

QUEST I ON BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 
- - -- - ---- - - - -~-~-~ 

Motiv e fo r Mean 
Ra nge Prod ucts 

Attendance Ranked Means Difference Newma n-
Duncan's Keu1s ' Tuk ey ' s 

Fan - Social 4 .1 0526 2.00000 2 . 10526 0 . 85001* 1. 0621 7~' 1 . 06217* 

Fan - Ot he r 4.10526 2 . 45455 1.65072 l. 27090~' l. 529 12"' 1 . 55756 "' 

Fan - Ent e rtainme nt 4 ,1 0526 3 .1 9608 0.909 18 0.689 7 2~' 0. 78238~' 0.84738* 

Fan - Lov e of Sport 4.10526 3.30303 0 . 80223 0.75461* o. 75406 ~' 0. 9024 2 ~· 

Socia l - Lov e 
of Sport 3 . 30303 2.00000 1 . 30303 0.9774 1 ':' 1.17601 ~· 1.21326"' 

Entertainme nt -
Socia 1 3 .1 9608 2.00000 1.19608 o. 85930"' 0 . 97473~' 1.05571 * 

*Sig nificant at t he .05 level . 

..... 

..... 
A 



TABLE 16 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE UNIVERSI TY OF TEXAS­
OKLAHOMA UNIVERSITY SPECTATORS ON THE LOSING SEASON QUESTION 

BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 

Motive for Mea n Ra nge Prod ucts 

Attendance Ra nked Mea n s Difference Newma n-
Dunca n' s Keu l s' Tu key's 

Ot her - Socia l 5.00000 4 .1 8750 0 . 81250 o. 802420:' 1. 00270 1 ,00270 

Fa n - Socia 1 4 . 89474 4 .1 8750 0 , 70724 0 , 47252:;' 0 . 56853':' 0 . 58 654':' 

Fan - Entertain me nt 4.89474 4.49020 0 . 40454 0.39257* 0 , 44530 0 . 48230 

Love of Sport -
Social 4 . 75758 4.18750 0.57008 o. 53806':' 0 . 61034 0. 66 105 

----- -

*Significant at t h e . 05 l ev e l , 

..... 

..... 
CJl 
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TABLE 17 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF DALLA S COWBOY-HOUSTON OILER 
SPECTATOR RESPONSE TO PARTICIPANT, COACH, 

AND OFFICIAL VARIABLES 

Moti ve - Entertainment ( N= 69) 

Variables Male ( N= 30) Female ( N= 39) 
No No 

Yes Opinion No Yes O_Qinion No 
1t. J % 1t. I % 1t. l _% # j ra 1t. l _% # I % 

Participant Variab l es 

Fr or Rei 30 100 39 100 
Entertainer 18 60 2 7 10 33 21 53 9 l 2 6 17 43 6 
Auto --Ta lk 24 80 2 7 4 13 32 82 3 8 4 10 
Start ina 0 B. 5 90 3 10 25 64 14 36 
Your Actions 10 33 2 7 18 60 17 43 6 3 7 7 1___2_ 48__._ 7 
Losina Se ason 25 83 2 7 3 10 23 5___2_ 5 13 I I 28 
Sta rt Center 18 60 12 40 7 18 32 82 
Who on Te am 26 87 4 13 2_2_ 74 2 5 8 21 
Home Town Te am 21 70 l 3 8 27 27 69 2 5 10 26 
Ce rtain Pl a:ters 5 17 25 83 8 21 2 5 2___2_ 74 

Coach Variables 

Resoect C as C 29 fll _l 3 36 ___2_2 _2_ 5 _l 3 
Wo n--Los s 10 33 20 67 9 23 5 13 25 64 
Behavior Fans 18 60 I 3 II 37 22 56 4 3 7 7 14 35 9 
Beh.avior I n f 6 20 2 7 22 73 10 25 6 1 2 6 28 71 8 
Watch Coach 15 50 1 3 14 47 17 44 2 5 20 51 
Success-- Fail 15 50 15 50 17 44 7 18 15 38 
Reso c as M 27 90 2 7 l 3 31 80 6 15 2 5 

Official Variables 

Well Informed 30 11 00 3~ 95 2 5 
Of~imole 1 3 29 97 2 5 2 5 35 90 
Bea t Off icial s ll 37 19 63 20 5~ 5 1 3 14 3 6 
Fii!VQr H- tow n 3 10 27 90 7 18 2 5 30 ]J__ 
Fans Bl ame Off 29 97 l 3 3 1 79 8 21 
Yel l Off Calls 21 70 9 30 1_9~ 49 2 5 18 .1_9__ 

NOTE : Variables li sted in s am e order a s on Ta bles 8, 
10, and 1 2 . 
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TABLE 17--Co ntinu ed 

-
Mot i ve - Social ( N= 4 3) 

Var i ab l es Male ( N= 14 ) Femal e ( N= 29) 
No No 

Yes Opinion No Yes Opinion No 
1t 1 _%_ n: I % n: I % tt I % tt I % 1t I % 

Participant Variables 

Fr or Re l 2 14 1 2 86 2 7 1 3 26 90 
Enterta iner 6 43 _88 57 14 48 4 14 11 38 
Auto , --Talh; 1 3 93 1 7 22 76 4 14 3 10 
St artina 0 B 1 3 93 1 7 14 48 15 52 
Youi Ac tion s 6 43 8 5 7 8 28 3 10 18 62 
Lo s ina Seaso n 9 64 5 36 21 72 4 14 4 14 
Start Ce nt e r 8 5 7 6 43 2 7 27 93 
Who on Team 11 79 3 21 24 83 1 3 4 14 
Home Town Team 1 3 93 1 7 21 72 2 7 6 21 
Certai n Pl avers 2 14 12 _86 2 7 27 93 

Coach Variable s 

Res oec t c as C 1 4 100 27 93 2 7 
Won-- Loss 4 29 1 7 9 64 4 14 7 24 18 62 
Be havi or Fans 6 43 1 7 7 50 14 48 8 28 7 24 
Behavior In f 4 29 10 71 6 20 7 4 1 3 8 19 65 5 
W__a_ t c h Coac h 6 43 8 57 12 41 2 7 15 52 
S uccess--Fail 6 43 1 7 7 50 4 14 I 1 38 1 4 48 
~ c as M 1 3 93 1 7 24 83 5 17 

Off i c i al Variab l es 

We ll Informe d 14 100 28 97 1 3 
Off Simol e 14 100 3 10 1 4 25 86 
Be_at 0 f_f i cia 1 s 6 43 8 57 1 1 38 3 10 15 52 
Favor H-town 1 7 13 93 4 13 8 6 20 7 19 65...2._ 
Fa n s Bl ame Off 1 3 93 1 7 18 62 7 24 4 14 
Ye ll Off Ca ll s 11 79 3 21 9 31 6 21 14 48 
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TABLE 17- - Co nti nu ed 

Motive - Lov e of Sport ( N=89) 

Var i ab l es Ma l e ( N=68) Female ( N= 2 1 ) 
No No 

Yes Opinion No Yes Opinion No 
u I % u I % u I % u I % tt J % tt I % 

Pa rticip a nt Variabl es 

Fr or Re l 5 7 63 93 1 5 20 95 
Entertai ner 36 53 3 4 29 43 10 47 6 2 9 5 9 42 9 
Auto --Talk 58 85 6 9 4 6 17 81 1 5 3 14 
St~ar t i n~g 0 B 58 85 10 15 1 2 57 9 43 
Your Actions 28 41 2 3 38 56 12 57 1 4 8 8 38 5 
Losi ng Seaso n 6 0 88 2 3 6 9 18 85 7 2 9 5 1 4.8 
Start Center 37 54 31 46 4 19 17 81 
Who o n Team 58 85 10 15 20 95 1 5 
Home Town Team 47 69 1 2 20 29 1 6 76 5 24 
Certai n Pl avers 17 25 51 75 5 24 1 6 76 

Coach Variables 

Respect C _as c 62 91 4 6 2 3 20 95 1 5 
Won --Lo ss 23 34 6 9 39 5 7 6 28 6 1 4 8 1 4 66 7 
Be ha v ior Fans 39 5 7 4 6 25 37 14 67 7 33 
Behavior Inf 20 29 48 71 6 28 6 1 4 8 14 66 7 
Watch Coach 45 66 23 34 10 48 11 52 
Success--Fail 28 41 6 9 34 50 10 47 6 1 4 8 1 0 4L.JL_ 
Reso c as M 65 96 3 4 17 80 9 2 9 5 2 9 5 

Official Variables 

We ll InfQrmed 65 9 6 2 3 1 1 19 9_0 2 10 
Off Simole 1 1 2 3 65 96 1 5 20 95 
Be at Officials 27 40 1 1 40 59 1 3 6 2 8 38 
Favor H-town 8 12 4 6 56 ll_2 1 5 20 95 
Fans Blame Off 63 93 1 1 4 6 19 90 2 10 
Yell Off Cal l s 50 74 1 1 17 25 1 6 76 1 5 4 19 
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TABLE 17--Co nti nu ed 

Motive - Fa n ( N= 63) 

Variab l es Male ( N= 25) Fe male ( N= 38) 
No No 

Yes Op inio n No Yes Opi n ion No 
tt I % tt J % tt I % tt l % tt I % tt I % 

Participa nt Variab l e s 

Fr or Re 25 100 4 11 34 89 
Entertl:ii ner 1 1 44 1 4 13 52 18 47 1 3 19 50 
Auto - -Ta l k 21 84 4 16 31 8 1 6 3 7 9 4 10 5 
Start ing 0 B 24 96 1 4 28 74 10 26 
Yo u r Act i o n s 13 52 1 2 48 30 79 8 21 
Losi na Seaso n 24 96 1 4 37 97 l 3 
..§t--2.!: t Ce nter 1 4 56 1 1 .1..4. 7 18 31 82 
J¥h o on T!;;a m 24 96 1 4 35 92 3 8 
Home To ~n Tea m 19 76 6 24 31 81 6 1 2 6 6 15 8 
C~rtgin Pl avers 2 8 23 92 10 26 1 3 27 71 

Coac h Variables 

Re~uect C as C 24 96 1 4 34 89 5 3 7 9 1 2 , 6 
WQ n--LcQ ~~ 5 20 1 4 19 76 9 23 7 4 110 5 25 65 8 
~avior Fa ns 14 56 1 4 10 40 25 66 3 8 10 26 
Jiehavior I n f , 7 28 1 4 17 68 14 37 24 63 
Watch Coac h 13 52 12 48 28 73 7 1 2 6 9 23_._7 
Success--Fai l 7 2Jl 3 ~ 2 15 60 11 29 2 5 25 66 
Reso c as M 24 96 l 4 33 '87 2 5 3 8 

Offi c ial Variables 

We_ll I n fo rm ed 24 96 l 4 34 89 1 3 3 8 
Off I Si m_0 1 e 3 1 2 22 88 38 100 
Beat Officia l s 8 32 1 4 16 64 29 76 3 8 6 16 
Favo r H- town 3 12 22 88 4 1 l 2 5 32 84 
Fa n s B1g~ff 22 88 3 12 30 79 1 3 7 18 

1.£..!.1 Off 1 C51 l ls 20 80 5 20 21 55 17 45 
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TABL E 17-- Cont inued 

Motive - Other ( N= 37) 

Va ri ab l e s Ma l e ( N= 28) Fe ma l e ( N=9) 

No No 
Yes Oni n i on No Yes Oo i n No 

# l % u I % u I % ur % tt l % tt l % 

Partic i pa n t Var i ab l es 

Fr o r Rel 7 125 21 75 9 11 00 
Entertai ner 1 3 46 I S 54 2 22 2 22 5 56 
Auto --Ta l k 25 IA9 3 III 7 78 I 11 1 11 
Starti na 0 B 24 8 6 4 14 7 78 2 22 
Your Actions 9 32 19 68 3 33 6 67 
LQsi no Se a son 27 I 9 11 I 4 8 89 1 11 
Start Ce nter -1 4 50 1 4 50 5 56 4 44 
Who o n Tea m 124 las 1 -1 3 6 3 I O 7 9 II 00 
Ho me Tow n Te::~ m 1 22 78 6 1 3 6 5 17 9 8 89 l 11 
Certa in Pl avers 7 25 I 4 20 71 4 44 5 56 

Coac h Varia bl es 

Resoect C as C 26 9-2 -<i 1 3 6 1 3 6 9 100 
Wo n- -Loss 8 i8 6 1 3 6 19 63 __ 9 4 44 4 1 11 4 44 4 
Be havior Fans 20 7 1 8 29 7 78 2 22 
Be·hav i or I n f 1 2 42 9 1 3 6 15 53 6 l 11 A 89 
Watch Coach 16 57 2 7 10 36 7 78 2 22 
Su c cess-- Fai l 11 3 46 5 ri a 10 36 4 44 4 1 1 1 4 44 4 
Reso C as M 28 100 8 89 1 11 

Off i cial Variab l es 

We ll I nfo rmed 27 9 6 I 4 9 100 
Off. Si mo l e 2 7 26 93 1 11 8 89 
Beat Officia l s 11 2 43 1 6 57 8 89 1 I 1 
Favor H- t own 3 11 25 89 I 11 8 89 
Fan s Bl ame Off 24 86 4 11 4 7 78 2 22 
Ye ll Off Ca ll s 22 78 6 1 3 6 5 17 9 8 89 -I 11 
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differed significantly from the oth e r four groups on th ~ 

question, "Ar e your actions influen ce d by play e r s ' r e ac t ion s 

to officials' calls?" as they were the only group r es p o nding 

affirmatively to th e question. Motiv e for attendanc e wa s 

shown to be a significant variable on the question, "Would 

y ou continue to go to the games if th e team was ha v ing a 

losing s e ason?" Both the entertainment and the social 

groups wer e found to be significantly diff e r e nt from th e 

fan group, and the group classified as other. The lov e of 

sport group also was found to b e significantly diff e rent 

from the entertainment and social groups. All f i ve s pe cta -

tor groups said they would att e nd the games e v e n though t he 

t e am was having a losing season; howev e r, th e spectator 

group classified under other and th e s pectato r group fan 

answered y e s ov e r 90 percent of the time and th e lov e o f 

sport group 87.64 pe rc e nt of th e time, which repr e s e n t s a 

significantly high e r response than the 69 per ce n t r ece iv Pd 

from the ent e rtainment and the social groups (Tabl es 18, 19). 

Sex was found to be a s ignificant variable among 

th e Cowboy-Oiler spectators on two of th e par t icip a n t 

variable s . To t he qu es tion, "Do you know the nam e of the 

start ing center?" 54.8 perc e nt o f the males provid e d t he 

correct name compared to only 18 . 5 p e r ce nt of t he f emales 

knowing the c orrect name. On th e question, "Do you know 

the name of the starting quarterback?" th e males int ervie we d 



TABLE 18 

SIGNIFICANT DI FFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE DALLAS COWBOY- HO USTON OI LER 
SPECTATORS ON THE QUESTION ARE YOU R ACTIO NS INFLUENCED BY THE PLAYER S ' 

REACTIONS BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 

Mot i ve for Mea n Range Prod ucts 

Atte nda nce Ra nked Means Differ e nce Ne wman-
Du nca n 's Keuls ' Tukey's 

Fan - Other 3 . 73016 2 . 29730 l. 43286 0.8 6255 * 1.07784 * 1 . 07784* 

Fa n - Socia l 3 . 73016 2.44 186 1.28830 0 . 80457 '~ 0 . 96804 '!< 0 . 9987 1 ~' 

Fan - Entertainme nt 3 . 73016 2 . 71014 1 .02001 o. 68552 >1' o. 777 61 "' 0 . 8422 1 >i< 

Fa n - Lov e of Spor t 3.73016 2.86517 0.86499 0 . 6 1530~' 0. 61486 * 0 . 73583"' 

* Sig nifica nt at t h e .05 l ev e l. 

...... 
N 
N 



TABLE 19 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE DALLAS COWBOY­
HOUSTON OILER SPECTATORS ON THE LOSING SEASON QUESTION 

BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 

Motive for Mean Rang e Products 

Attendance Ranked Means Diff e rence Newman-
Duncan's Ke uls' Tukey's 

Fan - Entertainment 4.87302 3 . 98551 0.88751 0.46448* 0,55885 * 0.57656* 

Fan - Socia 1 4.87302 3 . 97674 0.89627 0.53984* o. 6 7458 ~' 0.67458* 

Other -
Ent ertainment 4.78378 3.98551 0.79828 0.52530* 0.59587 * 0, 64 538~' 

Other - Social 4.78378 3 . 97674 0.80704 0. 59 770* 0, 71914~' 0.74193* 

Lov e of Sport -
Entertai nm e nt 4 . 59551 3.98551 0. 61000 0.39283 * 0. 39254 ~' o. 4 6 978~' 

Love of Sport -
Socia l 4,59551 3.97674 0. 61876 0 . 47879 * 0,54311* 0 , 58823 ~' 

--

*S ignificant at th e . 05 leve l . 

..... 
"" w 
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responded with th e correct name slightly mor e than ha lf of 

th e time (88.6 perc e nt) compare d to a lower perc e ntag e ( 6 3) 

of th e f e males who knew the correct nam e . 

Motive for attendanc e was found to be a signifi­

cant variable among the Braniff spectators on t he question, 

"Do you hav e any friends or relatives on th e te am?" Th P 

fan spectator group was found to be significantly diff e r 0 nt 

from the e ntertainment group and th e lov e o f sport group 

when two-thirds of the fan group responded y e s and 12.31 

percent of the love of sport group and 23.33 perc e nt of 

the e nt e rtainment group responded yes (Tables 20 and 21) . 

Sex was found to be a significant variable a mong 

th e Braniff specta tors wh e n asked, "Would you att e nd t h e 

tournament if the top name play ers wer e no t compe ting ? " 

as th e females left little doubt th e y would co me r e gardless 

of who was playing by 91.7 perc e nt of them responding y e s 

compared to 69.8 percent of the males who r e spond e d ye s. 

Tick e t pric e was found to be a significant va riabl e 

on two questions for the Virgini a Slims specta tors . On th r 

question, "Do yo u know the name of th e numb e r t wo seeded 

player?" the spectators attending with an $8 .00 tick e t wer e 

s ignificantly different from the spectator groups atte ndi ng 

on $4.00 tick et s, $5.00 tickets, $6.00 tickets, $30.00 

tickets, $50.00 tick e ts, and th e other group, which 
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TABLE 20 

NUMBER AND PE RCENTAGE OF THE BRANIFF MIXED TEAM CHAMPIONSHIP 
SPECTATOR RESPONS E TO PARTICIPANT, COACH, AND 

OFFICIAL VA RIABLES 

Motive - Entertai nm e n t ( N= 30) 

Va r iab l es Ma l e ( N= 18) Female ( N= I 2) 

No No 
Yes Oo in ion No Yes Ooi nion No 

# J % n l % # I % n: I % # I % n I % 

Participant Va r iab l es 

Fr or Re i 4 22 14 78 3 25 9 75 
Entertai ne r 4 22 1 6 13 72 3 25 9 75 
Au t o - - Ta lk 1 3 7 2 2 11 3 17 6 5 0 2 17 4 33 
No 1 Seeded 
You r Act i o n s 11 61 7 39 3 25 9 75 
Losi na Seaso n 
No 2 See d ed 
Who on Tea m 9 50 9 50 10 83 2 17 
Home To wn Team 
Ce r tai n Pl avers 
Sc ho l ars h ip 4 22 I 4 78 3 25 I 8 8 67 
On l v Wome n I 4 77 8 l 5 6 3 16 7 1 1 92 1 0 

Coac h Variab l es 

Resoect c as C 
Wo n-L os s 3 17 2 11 13 72 12 I 00 
Be havior Fa n s 7 39 2 1 1 9 50 2 17 1 8 9 75 
Be havior I n f 3 16.7 l 5 5 14 77 . 8 l 8 11 92 
Watc h C_Qa c h l 5 6 l 5 6 16 88 9 4 33 8 67 
Success-- Fa il 5 27 8 1 5 6 1 2 66 7 3 25 9 75 
Re so c as M 

Off i cia l Variab l es 

Well Informed II 7 1 9A l 6 11 92 1 8 
Off Si mo l e 2 11 16 89 2 17 10 83 
Beat 0 f f i c i al s 5 28 13 72 3 25 9 75 
Favor Too Na me 2 11 I 6 89 2 17 I 8 9 75 
F__an_S_ Bl a me 0 f f 1 2 67 6 33 I 1 92 I 8 
Yel l Off CallS 3 17 15 83 2 I 7 10 83 

NOTE: Variab l es l i sted in sa me orde r as o n Tables 8, 
10, a nd 12. 
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TABLE 20-- Co nti nu ed 

Motive - Social ( N= 1 2) 

Variab l es Male ( N= 8) Fe ma l e ( N= It ) 
No No 

Yes Ooi n io n No Yes Onin i on No 
# I % # r % # I % 1t I % # l % # r % 

Pa r tic i pa n t Varia b les 

Fr or Re l 3 37 5 5 62 5 l 25 3 75 
Entertaine r 2 25 6 75 1 25 3 75 
Auto.--Ta lk 6 75 1 1 2 5 1 1 2 5 2 5 0 2 50 
No 1 Seede d 
Yo ur Actio n s 5 62 5 3 37 5 1 25 3 75 
Los i nq Seaso n 
No , 2 Seede d 
Who on Tea m 5 62 5 3 37 5 4 1 00 
Home Town Tea m 
Certai n P l avers 
Scholars h ip 1 12 5 7 87 5 4 100 
On1 v Wome n 6 75 2 25 2 5 0 1 25 1 25 

Coac h Va ri ables 

Res pect C. as C 
Wo n- - Loss 2 25 2 25 4 50 4 100 
Be havior Fa n s 2 25 1 1 2 5 5 62 5 l 25 3 7 5 
Be havior I n f. 1 12 5 7 87 . 5 4 100 
Watc h Coac h 2 25 6 75 4 100 
Success-- Fai l 4 50 4 50 l 25 3 7 5 
Resp c . as M 

Offic i al Va r iab l es 

.!!ill_ I n formed 7 87 5 1 1 2 5 4 100 
Off Sim o l e 1 12 5 7 87.5 4 100 
Beat Officia l s 3 37 5 1 1 2 5 4 50 1 25 3 75 
F2vor Top Na mes 2 25 6 75 l 25 1 25 2 50 
Fa n s Bl a me Off 4 50 4 50 3 75 1 25 
Ye ll Off Ca ll s 5 62 5 3 37 5 1 25 3 75 
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TABLE 20--Continue d 

Motiv e - Lov e of Spor t ( N= 65 ) 

Variab l e s Ma l e ( N= 31 ) Femal e ( N= 34 ) 
No No 

Yes Ooin ion No Yes Ooin ion No 
tt I % tt l % 1t. I % tt I % n r % n r % 

Participant Variable s 

Fr or Re 3 10 28 -9-0 5 15 29 85 
Ent e rtainer 11 36 l 3 19 61 1 6 47 2 6 1 6 47 
Auto --Talk 20 64 5 7 22 6 4 12 9 23 67 7 7 20 5 4 11 8 
No 1 Seeded 
Your Actions 15 48 4 1 3 2 15 48 4 18 5 3 l 3 l 5 44 
Losino Season 
No 2 See ded 
Who on Team 25 81 6 19 3 1 9 1 3 9 
Home Town Tea m 
Ce rtain Plav e rs 
Sc holarshin 4 13 27 87 7 21 27 79 
Only Wome n 22 71 9 29 32 94 2 (J 

Coach Variabl es 

Re snect C._ as c. 
Won--Lo ss 8 26 2 6 21 68 7 20 6 5 1 4 7 22 64 . 7 
Be havior Fans 18 58 l 3 1 2 39 1 4 41 3 9 17 5 0 
Be havior Inf 4 13 27 87 3 9 2 6 29 85 
Watc h Coach 9 29 22 71 4 1 2 l 3 29 85 
Success--Fail 8 26 23 74 9 26 4 12 21 6 2 
Re sn c as M. 

Official Variabl es 

We ll Informed 30 97 1 3 34 11 00 
Off Simn l e 3 10 28 90 5 15 29 8 5 
Be at Off i cials 6 19 4 l 3 2 24 77 4 11 32 2 6 21 6 2 
Fa v o r T o_n_ N am e ll 35 3 10 17 55 6 18 4 12 24 70 5 
Fa n s Blame Off 17 55 1 4 45 21 6 2 13 38 
Ye ll Off Ca ll s 6 19 25 81 5 15 29 8 5 
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TABLE 20--Conti nue d 

Motive - Fa n ( N= 6) 

Va riables Ma l e ( N= 4) Fe mal e ( N= 2 ) 

No No 
Ye s Oo i nion No Ye s Oo i n jo n No 

1t I % u I % u I % tt I % u I % tt l % 

Partici pan t Va riabl e s 

F r o r Re l 2 so 2 50 2 l 00 
Ent e rtai n e r 3 75 l 25 2 1 00 
Auto --Ta l k 3 75 1 25 1 so 1 5 0 
No 1 See d e d 
You r Ac tions 3 75 1 25 2 100 
Losi ng Se a so n 
No 2 See ded 
Wh o on Te a m 4 0·0 2 100 
Hom e Tow n Te am 
Ce r t ain P l av e rs 
Scho l arshio 2 50 2 50 1 5 0 l 50 
OnLy_ Wome n 4 00 1 5 0 1 50 

Coach Va riabl es 

Res pect c as C 
Wo n--L oss 2 50 l 25 l 25 2 l 00 
Be havior Fans 3 75 l 25 1 50 l 50 
Be hav i or I n f l 25 3 75 2 l 00 
Wa t c h Coac h l 25 3 75 2 100 
S ucce ss-- Fa il l 25 3 75 l 50 1 so 
Re s_p c as M 

Of f i cia l Va r iabl e s 

We ll I n for me d 2 50 l 25 1 25 2 100 
0 f f _._ Simo l e 2 50 2 50 2 l 00 
Be at Officia l s 1 25 3 75 l 50 1 50 
Fa vo r Too_ Na me 2 so 2 50 l 50 1 50 
Fa n s Bl am e Of f 3 75 l 25 l 5 0 1 50 
Ye ll Off. Ca ll s 2 50 2 50 l 50 1 50 
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TABLE 20--Continued 

~ 

Motive - Other ( N= 10) 

Variables Ma l e ( N= 2) Fe mal e ( N=8) 
No No 

Yes Opinio n No Ye s Opinion No 
:n. I % tt I % tt I _% 1t I % :n. I % +t. J___LL_ 

Participa nt Variabl es 

Fr , or Rel 1 50 1 50 3 37 5 5 6 7 5 
En te rtainer 2 100 7 87.S 1 12 . 5 
Auto.--Talk 1 50 1 50 7 87 . 5 1 12.5 
No 1 Seeded 
Your Actions 1 50 1 50 4 50 4 50 
Losing Season 
No 2 Seeded 
Who on Tea m 1 50 1 50 8 100 
Home Town Team 
Ce r tai n Plavers 
Scho l ars hio 1 50 1 50 4 so 4 50 
On l v Women 2 100 6 7 5 2 25 

Coach Variab l es 

Re soect c as C 
Won--L oss 1 50 1 50 8 100 

...§c havior Fans 2 100 8 100 
Be havior In f 1 50 1 50 3 37 5 5 6 2 5 
Watch Coach 2 100 3 37 .5 5 62 5 
Success-- Fai l 2 100 4 50 1 12 5 3 37 . 5 
Reso c as M 

Official Variables 

Wel l Informe d 1 5_0 1 50 7 87 5 l 12 5 
Off S i mo l e 2 100 l 12 5 7 87 5 
Be at Officials 1 50 l 50 4 50 4 50 
Favor Too Name 1 50 l 50 3 37 5 l 12 . 5 4 50 
Fans Blame Off 2 100 7 87. 5 1 l 2 5 
Ye l l Off Ca ll s 1 50 1 so 1 12 5 7 87 5 



TABLE 21 

SIGNIFICANT DIFF ERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE BRANIFF MIXED TEAM 
CHAMPI ONSHIP SPECTATORS ON THE FR IENDS OR RELATIVES 

QUESTION BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTEN DA NCE 

Mot iv e for Mea n 
Ra ng e Products 

Attendance Ranked Mea n s Diff e rence Ne wm a n-
Duncan ' s Ke u1s' Tu k ey 

Fan - Love of Sport 3.66667 1 .49231 2.17436 1. 53092* 1. 9386 1* 1.938 6 1 ;~ 

Fan - Entertainment 3 . 66667 1. 96552 1.7011 5 1. 5 7338 ~' 1. 91488 1. 97632 

------ -- - - - - - - -

*Sig nifi ca nt at the ,05 level. 

-c..v 
0 



- 131 -

contained the holders of tickets not 1 "f" d c ass1 Ie separat e ly. 

The $8.00 ticket group responded with the correct name of 

the number two seeded player 77.78 pe rc e nt of th e time 

while the six groups which were significantly diff e r e nt 

were able to provide the correct response at a much lower 

perc e ntage: $4.00 ticket (21), $5.00 ticket (25), $6.00 

ticket and $30.00 ticket (41), $50.00 ticket {8), and 

other (14). Th e spectators with $7.00 tickets also were 

significantly different from the spectator groups att e nding 

on $50.00 tickets and the tickets classified under oth e r. 

The $7.00 ticket group responded with the correct nam e for 

th e number two seeded player more than half (54.55 perc e nt) 

of the time compared with the $50.00 group who were able 

to give the correct name of the number two seeded player 

only 8 percent of the time and the other group who gav e 

the correct response 14 percent of th e time. 
I 

The spectator group attending on $30.00 tickets 

differed significantly from the spectators who attended on 

tickets grouped and classified under other. The majority 

of spectators in both groups failed to g~ve the correc t 

name of the number two seeded player (58.62 percent of 

the $30.00 group and 86.36 percent of the other group). 

The question, "Do you know the name of the number 

one seeded player?" indicated that the $50.00 tick e t holder 
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was significantly different from the spectators attending 

on $8.00 tickets, $7.00 tickets, $5.00 tickets, $30.00 

tickets, and $6.00 tickets. Ov e r half (58.33 percent) of 

the $50.00 ticket holders said they did not know the name 

of the number one seeded player compared to much smaller 

percentages in the other categories of ticket holders: 

$8.00--6 percent, $5.00--20 percent, $6.00--26 percpnt, 

$7.00--9 percent, and $30.00--21 percent. The $4.00 

ticket holders also were significantly different from the 

spectators attending on $8.00 tickets, $7.00 tickets, 

$5.00 tickets, and $30.00 tickets. Over 90 percent of th e 

$7.00 and $8.00 ticket holders knew the name of the number 

one seeded player whereas approximately half (52 percent) 

of the $4.00 ticket holders and three-fourths (79 percent) 

who paid $30.00 for their tickets answered th e question 

correctly. (Tables 22, 23, and 24.) 

The Cowboy-Oiler spectators were found to be 

significantly different on two variables when the inter-

action of the group was tested. Twenty-five percent of thP 

male group listing their motive for attendance as other 

said they had friends or relatives playing on the tPam 

which was significantly different from the five female 

groups and the male entertainment, fan,and love of sport 

spectator groups of which 11 percent or less of those 
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TABLE 22 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WITHIN THE VIRGINIA SLIMS SPECTATORS 
BASED ON TICKET PRICE ON THE PARTICIPANT VARIABLES 

Variable 

Friends or Relatives 

Entertainer 

Autographs and Talk 

Number One Seeded Player 

Your Actions Influenced 
by Player Reactions 

Number Two Seeded Player 

Top Name Players 

Source of 
Variation 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Pric e 

Ticket Price 

F 

1.2634 

1.6886 

1. 1059 

2. 5263>:: 

0.7559 

4.4219':: 

1.8429 

*Significant at the .05 level based on the distribu­
tion of F, found in Edwards, pp. 428-31. 



TABLE 23 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE VIRGINIA SLIMS 
SPECTATORS ON THE NUMBER ONE SEEDED PLAYER QUESTION 

BASED ON TICKET PRICE 

Mean Range Products 
Ticket Price Ranked Means Difference Newman-

Duncan's Keuls' Tukey's 

$ 8.00- $50.00 4,77778 2,66667 2.11111 1. 45025 ~' 1. 94995':' 2,25644 

$ 8,00- $ 4,00 4.77778 3.10526 1.67251 1.26702* 1.68179 1.97384 

$ 7.00- $50.00 4,63636 2.66667 1.96970 1. 60795"~ 2.13432 2.50497 

$ 7.00- $ 4,00 4.63636 3.10526 1.53110 1.44182~' 1.88299 2.24876 

$ 5,00 - $50,00 4.20000 2.66667 1.53333 1. 19570'~ 1,56156 1.86489 

$ 5.00- $ 4.00 4.20000 3.10526 1.09474 0.97789':' 1.25267 1.52931 

$30.00 - $50,00 4.17241 2.66667 1.50575 1.26371':' 1.57912 1.98004 

$30.00 - $ 4,00 4.17241 3.10526 1.06715 1. 06132':' 1.27696 1.66743 

$ 6,00 - $50,00 3,96296 2.66667 1.29630 1. 247560:' 1.50104 1.96003 
--------

*Significant at the ,05 level. 

...... 

"" .t:.. 



TABLE 24 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE VIRGINIA SLIMS 
SPECTATORS ON THE NUMBER TWO SEEDED PLAYER QUESTION 

BASED ON TICKET PRICE 
~ ~ 

Mean Range Products -
Ticket Price Ranked Means Difference Newman-

Duncan's Keu1s' Tukev's 

$ 8.00 - $50.00 4.11111 1.33333 2.77778 1.53571* 2.06485* 2.38940* 

$ 8.00 - Other 4.11111 1.54545 2.56566 1.29642* 1.72080* 2.01964* 

$ 8.00- $ 4.00 4.11111 1.84211 2.26901 1.32549~' 1. 73107~' 2.06732* 

$ 8. 00 - $ 5 . 00 4.11111 1.98462 2.12650 1.05754"~ 1.35470* 1.65387* 

$ 8.00- $ 6,00 4.11111 2.62963 1.48148 1. 18631 ~' 1.48240 1.85877 

$ 8.00- $30.00 4.11111 2.65517 1.45594 1.14256* 1. 37471 >:< 1.79508 

$ 7.00- $50,00 3.18182 1.33333 1.84848 1.70270* 2.26009 2.65257 

$ 7.00- Other 3.18182 1,54545 1.63636 1.48812* 1.94346 2.32097 

$30,00 - Other 2.65517 1.54545 1.10972 1.10226>:' 1.37738 1.72707 
--·---

*Significant at the ,05 level, 

~ 

w 
c.n 
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int e rvi e wed in each group said th e y had fri e nds or r e la­

tiv e s on the t e am (Table 25). 

Th e male motive for att e ndance groups we re signifi­

cantly different from four of the femal e motive for atten­

dance groups on the question, "Do you know the name of th e 

starting center?" Over 50 perc e nt of th e sp e ctators int e r­

vi e wed in the five male motiv e for attendanc e groups knew 

th e name of th e starting cent e r wher e as less than 20 p e r­

c e nt of th e f e males intervi e wed in the motiv e for att e n­

dance groups entertainment, social, lov e of sport, and fan 

responded with the correct name. 

The f e male motive for attendance group classified 

as other gave the correct name of th e starting c e nt p r 5 6 

perc e nt of the time and were significantly different f rom 

the f e male ent e rtainment, social, and fan motiv e for 

attendance groups of which only 18 percent or l e ss could 

provide the corr e ct name (Table 26). 

The Coach 

Motive for attendance and sex were not found to be 

significant variables on any of the questions pertaining 

to the coach for the Texas-Oklahoma spectators. Sex was 

found to be a significant variable on the question, "Do 

you respect the coach as a man?" among the Cowboy-Oiler 

spectators. The males left little doubt with th e highest 



TABLE 25 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE MEANS OF THE COWBOY-OILER 
SPECTATORS ON THE FRIENDS OR RELATIVES QUESTION 

BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE AND SEX 

Motive for Mean Range Products 

Attendance and Sex Ranked Means Difference Newman-
Duncan's Keuls' Tukev's 

Male Other -
Male Entertainment 2.00000 1.00000 1.00000 0.61031* o. 82821 ~' 0.82821* 

Male Other - Female 
Entertainment 2.00000 1.00000 1.00000 0.57025* 0.76674* 0.77372* 

Male Other -
Male Fan 2.00000 1.00000 1.00000 0.62707* o. 83234~' 0.84980* 

Male Other -
Female Other 2.00000 1.00000 1.00000 0.86296* l. 1 2666 1.16719 

Male Other - Female 
Love of Sport 2.00000 1.19048 0.80952 0.64036~' 0.82030 0.86508 

Male Other -
Female Social 2.00000 1.24138 0,75862 0.57708* 0.72111* 0.77809~' 

Male Other - Male 
Love of Sport 2.00000 1.29412 0.70588 0.47768* 0.57473~' o. 64123':' 

Male Other -
Female Fan 2.00000 1.42105 0.57895 0.51244~' 0.58128 0.68314 

- -

*Significant at the .05 level. 

...... 
w 
-.J 



TABLE 26 

SIGNIFICANl DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE MEANS OF THE COWBOY-OILER 
SPECTATORS ON THE NAME THE STARTING CENTER QUESTION 

BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE AND SEX 

Motive for Mean 
Range Products 

Attendance and Sex Ranked Means Difference Newman-
Duncan's Keuls' Tukey's 

Male Entertainment -
Female Socia 1 3.40000 1.27586 2.12414 1. 09648'~ 1.48794* 1. 71 762~' 

Male Entertainment -
Fema 1 e Entertainment 3.40000 1. 71795 1.68205 1.01350~' 1.36 272* 1. 58932~' 

Male Entertainment -
Female Fan 3.40000 1.73684 1.66316 1.00898* l. 33928~' 1.58434 * 

Male Entertainment -
Female Love of Sport 3.40000 1.76190 1.63809 1.16125 * 1. 51657':' 1.82570 

Male Social -
Female Social 3.28571 1.27586 2.00985 l. 35821 ~' 1.82619 ~' 2.12987 

Male Social - Female 
Entertainment 3.28571 1.71795 1,56777 1.28714~' 1.70848 2.02111 

Male Social -
Female Fan 3.28571 1.73684 1,54887 l. 27602~' 1.66645 2.00614 

1-' 

~ 
co 



Motive for 
Attendance and Sex 

Male Social - Female 
Love of Sport 

Male Fan -
Female Social 

Male Fan - Female 
Entertainment 

Male Fan -
Female Fan 

Male Fan - Female 
Love of Sport 

Female Other -
Female Social 

Female Other -
Female Fan 

Female Other -Female 
Entertainment 

TABLE 26--Continued 

Mean 
Ranked Means Difference 

3.28571 1.76190 1.52381 

3.24000 1.27586 1.96414 

3,24000 1.71795 1.52205 

3.24000 1.73684 1.50316 

3.24000 1.76190 1.47810 

3.22222 1.27586 1.94636 

3.22222 1.73684 1.48538 

3.22222 1.71795 1. 50427 

Range Products 

Newman-
Duncan's Keuls' Tukey's 

l. 38749~' 1.77737 2.18753 

1.12748~' 1.49657* 1.77042* 

1. 04568~' 1.36564~' 1.64400 

1.03557* 1. 32655':' 1.63268 

1. 16877 '~ 1. 46049"~ 1.84642 

1.55733~' 2.03385 2.44842 

1.46374~' 1.82909 2.31242 

1.48709~' 1.90495 2.34455 

..... 
C,...:l 
-D 



TABLE 26--Continued 

Motive for Mean 
Attendance and Sex Ranked Means Difference 

Male Love of Sport -
Female Socia 1 3.17647 1.27586 1.90061 

Male Love of Sport -
Female Entertainment 3.17647 1.71795 1.45852 

Male Love of Sport -
Female Fan 3.17647 1.73684 1.43963 

Male Love of Sport -
Female Love of Sport 3.17647 1.76190 1.41457 

Male Other -
Female Social 3,00000 1.27586 1.72414 

Male Other - Female 
Entertainment 3.00000 1.71795 1.28205 

Male Other -
Female Fan 3.00000 1.73684 1.26316 

Male Other - Female 
Love of Sport 3.00000 1.76190 1.23810 

*Significant at the .05 level. 

~----- -- - --

Range Products 

Newman-
Duncan's Keuls' Tukey's 

0.89187* 1.14248* 1.40613* 

0.79311~' 0.99107'~ 1.25296::' 

0.78108::' 0.93978~' 1. 23750~' 

0. 93117::' 1.05625::' 1.48068 

1.04614'~ 1.30725'~ l. 65269::' 

0.95524~' 1.14933::' 1.51344 

o. 92896':' l. 05376>:' 1.47717 

1. 02285 ~~ 1.02212':' 1.62358 
- - - - -- -

.... 

.!::>. 
0 
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p e rc e ntage (9 5 .2) r e sponding y e s in comparison to thp 

f e males who had a slightly lower t (83) p e rc e n ag e answ e ring 

y e s and 11.9 p e rc e nt having no opinion (Tabl e 27). 

The Braniff spectators wer e found to be signifi­

cantly diff e r e nt based on s e x, on the question, "Do you 

think coaches should be employ e d on th e basis of their 

Won-lost record?." Th f 1 d d 80 e ema e s respon e no perc e nt of 

th e time compared to 63.5 percent of the males who 

answered no. 

The Official 

Sex and motive for attendance we re not signifi-

cant variables among the Te xas-Oklahoma sp e ctators or th e 

Braniff sp e ctators on th e questions r e ferring to th e 

official. 

Sex was a significant variabl e on three of th e 

official questions for the Cowboy-Oiler spectators. In 

answering the question, "Do you think that sometimes th e 

t e am must be at the officials as well as th e other t e am?" 

th e males and females respond e d in opposition. Th e f e males 

answered yes 59.3 percent of the time compared to 39.2 

percent of the males who responded yes. Both males and 

f e males at the Cowboy-Oiler game agreed that the fans blame 

the officials if their team is defeated, but 77 perc e nt of 



TABLE 27 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE MEANS OF THE COWBOY-OILER SPECTATORS 
ON THE YELL AT OFFICIALS'CALLS QUESTION BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 

- -

Motive for Mean Range Products 

Attendance Ranked Means Difference Newman-
Duncan's Keuls' Tukey's 

Other - Social 4.29730 3.09524 1.20206 0.87788 * 1.09699* 1.09699 ~' 

Other -
Entertainment 4.29730 3.40000 0.89730 0. 77294':' 0.92999 0.95945 

Love of Sport -
Social 4.01124 3.09524 0.91600 0.71190~' 0.85655* 0.88368 ~' 

Love of Sport -
Entertainment 4.01124 3.40000 0.61124 0. 58758 ~' 0.66652 0.72189 

----- --

*Significant at the .OS lev e l. 

....... 
A 
1\.:) 
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th e f e mal e s r e sponded ye s wh e r e as 91. 6 p e rc e nt of th e mal es 

gav e th e sam e r e spons e . 

Wh e n ask e d, "Do you y e ll a t som e of t he officials' 

calls?" th e f e male Cowboy-Oil e r spectators answered Y ~-' S 

54.1 perc e nt of the time compar e d to 74.7 perc e nt of the 

mal e spectators who answered yes. Motive for att e ndance 

also was found to be a significant variable on this qu e s­

t ion as both of the spectator groups, entertainment and 

social, wer e found to be significantly different from th e 

lov e of sport group and th e other group. Th e spe c tator 

group listing e ntertainment as th e ir motiv e for att e ndanc e 

r e sponded y e s 57.97 perc e nt of th e tim e while th e social 

group was slightly lower (46.51 perc e nt) compar e d to th e 

love of sport group responding ye s almost thr e e-fourths 

(74.16 perc e nt) of the time and the oth e r group r e sponding 

ye s with a slightly higher percentag e (81.08). 

Motive for attendanc e was a significant variable 

for the Virginia Slims spectators on th e qu e stion, "Is 

officiating simple e nough that most anyon e could do it?" 

The spectator group classified as social was significantly 

different from the fan, love of sport, and other groups. 

All four groups agreed that officiating is not simple 

enough that most anyone could do it. Less than half of th e 

social group (42.86 percent) believed that "not just any­

one could officiate tennis matches," a view shared by e ach 
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of the motive for attendance groups--love of sport, 79.83 

percent; other, 88.89 percent; and fan, 89.47 perc e nt. 

(Tables 28 and 29.) 

The Virginia Slims spectators were found to be 

significantly different on one official variable based on 

ticket price. The spectators attending on $5.00 tickets 

were significantly differ e nt from sp ect ators attending on 

$50.00 tickets and other tickets. Slightly over half 

(59.09 percent) of the ticket holders in the category of 

other and 50 percent of the $50.00 ticket holders thought 

the officials were well informed on the rules compared to 

87.69 percent of the $5.00 ticket holders who shared that 

vi e w. The $50.00 ticket holders were equally divided on 

the question compared to the $8.00 ticket holders who 

thought the official was well informed on the rules 88.89 

percent of the time asked. This differ e nc e was signifi-

cant. (Tables 30 and 31.) 

Summary 

Population facts concerning the participant were 

presented and discussed in Chapter III. Explanations were 

made regarding the organization of data collected at the 

four events. 

The treatment, analysis, and interpretation of data 

upon which the findings of the study were based have bee n 

presented in this chapter. 



TABLE 28 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE MEANS OF THE VIRGINIA SLIMS 
SPECTATORS ON THE QUESTION IS OFFICIATING SIMPLE 

BASED ON MOTIVE FOR ATTENDANCE 

Motive for Mean Range Products 

Attendance Ranked Means Difference Newman-
Duncan's Keuls' Tukey's 

Social - Fan 2.71429 1.42105 1.29323 1.20996* 1.51196 1.51196 

Social - Other 2,71429 1.44444 1.26984 1.19561* 1.43853 1.48410 

Social - Love 
of Sport 2.71429 1.75630 0.95798 0.91688* l. 04005 1.12646 

*Significant at the .05 level. 

..... 

.t:. 
Ul 
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TABL E 29 

NUM BER AND PE RCE NTAGE OF VI RG I NI A SL IMS SPE CTATOR RE SPONS E 
TO PARTIC IP AN T AND OFFIC I AL VA RIABLES 

Motiv e - Ent e r t ainm e n t ( N= 4 3) 

-Variabl e s Mal e ( N= 21) Fe mal e ( N= 22) 

No No 
Ye s Opinion No Ye s Opinion No 

tt. I % tt. I % # j % tt. I % #J _.%_ # 1 _.%_ 

Participant Variabl e s 

Fr or Rei 3 14 18 86 22 l 00 
Ent e rtainer 8 38 13 6 2 12 55 5 22 7 5 23 
Au t o --Talk 15 71 2 10 4 19 19 86 2 9 l 5 
No l Seed e d 1 6 76 5 24 ll 50 11 lliL 
Yo ur Actions 3 14 3 3 14 3 15 71 4 ll 50 3 14 8 36 
Lo s i na Se ason 
No 2 See d e d 8 38 13 6 2 5 23 17 77 
Who on Te am ll 52 l 5 __2_ 43 __9_ 4 1 1 4 5 1 2 55 
Hom e Town Te am 
Ce r t gin Plav e rs 

Official Variabl es 

-We ll Inform e d 15 71 2 10 4 19 18 82 1 4 5 3 14 
Of f Simole 4 19 17 81 9 41 l 4 5 12 55 
Be at Officials 6 28 6 1 4 8 14 66 7 12 55 2 9 8 36 
Fa vor Too Name 8 38 4 19 9 43 7 32 4 18 11 50 
Fa ns Blame Off 12 57 3 14 6 29 18 82 3 13 6 l 5 
Ye ll Off Calls 6 28 6 l 4 8 14 66 7 9 4 1 13 59 

NOTE: Variables l i s te d in same o rder as on Tabl es 8 
and 1 2 . 
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TABLE 29--Continued 

Motive - Social (N=l4) 

Variables Male ( N= 10) Female ( N=4) 

No No 
Yes Ooinion No Yes Oninion No 

1t I % u I % u I % u I% u T % 1tl% 

Participant Variables 

Fr or Rei 10 1100 4 1100 
En t e rt_ai ne r 5 50 s so 1 25 1 2S 2 so 
Auto --Talk 9 190 1 110 3 75 1 25 
No 1 Seeded 5 50 s so 3 75 1 2S 
Your Actions 2 20 2 20 6 60 1 25 3 7S 
Losina Season 
No 2 Seeded 1 10 9 90 2 50 2 so 
Who on Team 5 so s so 1 25 3 7S 
Home Town Team 
Certain Plavers 

Official Variables 

Well Informed 9 90 1 10 2 50 1 2S 1 2S 
Off Si m_0_l e 3 30 1 10 6 60 1 2S 3 '7s 
Beat Officials 5 so 1 10 4 40 1 25 1 2S 2 so 
Favor Too Name 5 so 1 10 4 40 2 50 1 2S 1 25 
Fans Blame Off 6 60 1 10 3 30 2 50 1 2S 1 25 
Yell Off Calls 3 30 7 70 4 100 
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TABLE 29--Continued 

Motive - Lov e of Sport ( N= 119) 

Variables Male ( N= 67) Female ( N= 52) 
No No 

Yes Opin. No Yes Opinion No 
1t l % 1tl% u f% tt I % tt I · ·-ro u I % 

Participant Variables 

Fr or Rel 4 6 63 94 6 12 46 88 
Entertainer 42 63 1 1 24 36 19 36 5 4 7- 7 29 55 8 
Aut o --Talk 60 90 5 7 2 3 30 57 7 16 30 7 6 11 5 
No 1 Seeded 57 85 10 15 39 75 13 25 
Your Actions 18 27 6 9 43 64 23 44 2 4 27 52 
Losina Season 
No 2 Seeded 24 36 43 64 19 37 33 63 
Who on Team 35 52 32 48 29 55 7 6 11 5 17 32 7 
Home Town Team 
Ce rtain Plavers 

Official Variables 

Well Informed 56 84 1 1 10 15 34 65 1 2 17 33 
Off Si mJLle 14 21 1 1 52 78 7 1 3 6 2 3 9 43 -8-2 7 
Beat Officials 12 18 5 7 50 75 25 48 2 4 25 48 
Fa v o r T OJl Name 23 34 7 11 37 55 12 23 8 15 32 62 
Fans Blame Off 48 72 3 4 16 24 32 61 6 2 3 9 18 34 6 
Yell Off Calls 12 18 1 1 54 81 15 29 37 71 
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TABLE 29--Continued 

Motive - Fan ( N= 19) 

Variables Male (N=Il) Female ( N=8) 
No No 

Yes Opinion No Yes Ooinion No 
1t I % 1tl% 1t I % 1t I % 1t1 % 1t r % 

Participant Variables 

Fr or Rei I 9 10 91 8 I 00 
Entertainer 7 64 4 36 I 12 5 1 12 5 6 is-
Auto --Talk 9 82 I 9 I 9 5 62 5 1 12 5 2 25 
N_Q_._ I Seeded 9 82 2 18 5 62 5 3 37.5 
Your Actions 3 27 I 9 7 64 5 62.5 I 12 5 2 25 
Losinq Season 
No 2 Seeded 4 36 7 64 3 37 5 5 62.5 
Who on Team 6 55 5 45 4 50 4 50 
Home Town Team -Certain Plavers 

Official Variables 

Well Informed 7 64 I 9 3 27 5 62 5 3 37 5 
Off Simole 2 18 9 82 8 100 
Beat Officials 5 45 I 9 5 45 4 50 I 12 5 3 37 5 
Favor To_12 Name 3 27 2 18 6 55 4 50 2 25 2 25 
..Ll!!s Blame Off 8 73 3 27 6 75 I 12 5 I lb2 
Yell Off Calls 2 18 9 82 3 37 5 5 62 5 



- 150 -

TABLE 29--Continued 

Motive - Other (N= l8) ,___ 
Variables Male ( N= 10) Female ( N=8) 

No No 
Yes Oninion No Yes On inion No 

u I % 11: I % 11: l % u I % 11: l o/n u I o/n 

Participant Variables 

Fr. or Rel. 1 10 9 90 8 100 
E ntertainer 6 60 4 40 4 50 4 50 
Auto --Talk 8 80 1 10 1 10 6 75 2 25 
No 1 See ded 9 90 1 10 6 75 2 25 
Your Actions 5 50 5 50 3 37 5 5 62 5 
Losinq Season 
No 2 Seeded 3 30 7 70 3 37 5 5 62 5 
Who on Team 6 60 1 10 3 30 3 37.5 5 62 5 
Home Town Tea m 
Cert ain Plavers 

Official Variables 

Well Informed 5 50 1 10 4 40 6 75 2 25 
Off Simple 1 10 9 90 1 12 5 7 87 5 
Beat Officials 5 50 1 10 4 40 2 25 6 7L.. 
Favor Too Name 4 40 6 60 2 1.L_ 6 75 
Fans Blame Off 8 80 2 20 4 50 4 50 
Yell Off Calls 4 40 6 60 1 12 5 7 87 5 
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TABLE 30 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WITHIN TH~ VIRGINIA SLIMS SPECTATORS 
BASED ON TICKET PRICE ON THE OFFICIAL VARIABLES 

Variable 

Well Informed on Rules 

Officiating is Simple 

Beat Officials as Well 
as Opponent 

Ranked Player Has Advantage 

Fans Blame Officials 

Yell at Officials' Calls 

~' Significant at the . 05 

Source of 
Variation 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

Ticket Price 

level. 

F 

2.5046>:< 

0.6971 

1. 2017 

1.6523 

1.2207 

0.9026 



TABLE 31 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE VIRGINIA SLIMS SPECTATORS 
ON THE WELL INFORMED ON RULES QUESTION BASED ON TICKET PRICE 

- - -

Mean 
Range Products 

Ticket Price Ranked Means Difference Newman-
Duncan's Keuls' Tukey's 

$5.00- $50.00 4.56923 3.00000 1.56923 1.17592·~ l. 58111 1.82962 

$5.00 - Other 4.56923 3.45455 1.11469 0. 90279>!' l. l 7903 1.40805 

$8.00 - $50.00 4.55556 3.00000 1.55556 l. 38071 >!< 1.83269 2.15096 
---

*Significant at the .05 level. 

1-' 
C,.ll 

"-' 
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The analysis and int e rpr e tation of data wer e pr ~ ­

s e nted under th e following h e adings: Data Based Upon the 

Five Group Comparisons; and Data Based Upon th e Subgroup 

Comparisons. A further br e akdown of th e information 
' 

under e ach of th e abov e headings, included: th e Participant, 

t he Coach, and th e Official. 

A total of 840 participants wer e included in th e 

four spectator groups. Comparisons wer e made be twe e n th p 

professional tennis and football spectators; th e amat e ur 

football and t e nnis spectators; the amateur football 

spectators and the prof e ssional football spectators; th e 

amat e ur tennis spectators and th e prof e ssional tennis 

spectators; and the amateur football spectators support­

ing th e University of Texas and the amat e ur football 

spectators who favored Oklahoma Univ e rsity. Th e responses 

of the four spectator groups were analyzed to d e t e rmine 

whether diff e rences within th e spectator groups might b e 

r e lated to the sex of the respondent or motiv e for att e n-

danc e and ticket price at the Virginia Slims Te nnis 

Tournament. The data wer e pr e sented in tabular form, 

utilizing numbers and / or perc e ntag e s. An interpretation 

o f t h e f i n d in g s a c com pan i e d th e pres e nt at i on of each t a b 1 e . 

Chapter IV will include a summary of the study, 

conclusions and implications based upon the findings, 

and suggestions for future studies. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES 

This chapter includes a summary of the study, sum­

mary of the findings, conclusions based on the findings, 

and implications drawn from the findings. Recommendations 

for future studies are presented based upon the experiences 

of the investigator during the present study. 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if 

spectators attending amateur and professional sporting 

e vents view the participant, the coach, and the official 

from different perspectives. Specific amat e ur and prof e s­

sional sporting events surveyed to obtain the spectators' 

opinions toward the coach, the participant, and the 

official were the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler professional 

football game, August 17, 1974; the Virginia Slims Prof e s­

sional Tennis Tournament, September 30 through October 6, 

1974; the Braniff Mixed Team Championship amateur tennis 

tournament, October 4, 5, and 6, 1974; and the University 

of Texas-Oklahoma University amateur football game, 

October 12, 1974. 
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In Chapter I, the justification of the study, the 

statement of the problem, definitions and / or explanations 

of the terms, limitations of the study, the purposes of th e 

study, and a survey of previous studies were presented. 

The investigator noted that the attitudes evidenced by the 

spectators at athletic events, though often discussed, 

have not been the object of many in depth research designs. 

The review of th e literature included reports of 

incidents revolving around spectator violence and studies 

directly related to the present investigation of spectator 

attitudes. The seven studies presented in the review of 

literature support the investigator's contentions tha t 

little research has been completed in an area that should 

require continuing study. 

Chapter II included the procedures followed in the 

development of the study. The procedures were discussed 

under the following headings: Selection of Subjects, 

Development of the Instruments, and Administration of the 

Instruments. 

A total of 840 amateur and professional spectators 

was interviewed at the four selected sporting events. The 

number of subjects at each of the four selected events 

was: (1) the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler professional 

football game--301 subjects (165 males, 136 females); 
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(2) Virginia Slims Professional Tennis Tournament--213 

subjects (120 males, 93 females); (3) the Braniff Mixed 

Team Championship amateur tennis tournament--123 subjects 

(63 males, 60 females); and (4) the University of Texas­

Oklahoma University amateur football game--203 subjects 

(103 males, 100 females). 

The interview instruments were developed by the 

investigator following the criteria recommended by John B. 

Best. The instruments, developed for the events, wer e 

divided into four categories, the first r e garding the 

coach, the second regarding the participant, the third 

regarding the official, and the fourth regarding the 

subjects' sports background and demographic information. 

A pilot study was conducted by the investigator to deter­

mine the ease of understanding the directions, the ques-

tions, and the terms. Questions were alter e d and clarified 

where the need was indicated, and some qu es tions were e lim-

inated. The data were analyzed to determine the adapt-

ability of the statistical method selected. The instru-

ment was used at the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler game and 

then served as a guide for the development of the instru­

ments used at the other three events. 

Administration of the instruments took place in 

four different settings. Interviewers at the four events 
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were high school juniors and seniors, college graduates, 

and / or undergraduates from the Dallas and Houston area. 

The interviewers were asked to go over the interview instru­

ment and to interview two subjects prior to the date of 

the event. The interview instruments were reviewed the 

day of the event and the interviewers were given an oppor­

tunity to ask any questions they had regarding any part of 

the interview instrument or the procedures to be followed. 

The spectators at the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler 

football game at Texas Stadium in Dallas, August 17, 1974, 

were interviewed by a team of 25 interviewers. The inter-

view team began interviewing as soon as spectators were 

seated in the stadium and continued until the game began. 

The spectators at the Virginia Slims Tennis Tourna­

ment, held at the Net Set Racquet Club in Houston September 

30 through October 6, 1974, were interviewed by a team of 

ten interviewers. The interviewers were instructed to 

interview as many spectators as possible between matches. 

The spectators at the Braniff Collegiate Mixed 

Team Championship were interviewed by a team of twelve 

interviewers at the Centre Tennis Club, Richardson, Texas, 

October 4, 5, and 6, 1974. The interviewers were instructed 

to interview as many spectators as possible between matches. 

The University of Texas-Oklahoma University football 

spectators were interviewed by a team of ten interviewers 
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on the State Fair Grounds, at Dallas, October 12, 1974. 

The interviews were conducted over a five hour period 

prior to the game. 

At each of the four events the interviewers wer e 

assigned the task of interviewing either male or female 

spectators, but not both. In addition interviewers at the 

Texas-Oklahoma game were asked to interview an equal 

number of Texas spectators and Oklahoma spectators. 

To determine the significant differences between 

the groups the one-way analysis of variance technique was 

employed. To determine the significant differences within 

the groups a two-way analysis of variance was computed 

using a method of unweighted means. A one-way analysis of 

variance also was used to determine if ticket price might 

be related to differences within the Virginia Slims specta-

tor group. Where significant differences were indicat e d 

the data were further analyzed by the Duncan, Newman-Keuls', 

and Tukey Range Test to determine where the differences 

occurred. A frequency and percentage of response was also 

tabulated from the responses to the interview instrument. 

Summary of the Findings 

The following facts represent a summary of findings 

concerning descriptive information about the participants. 
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l. The 840 spectators participating in the survey 

consisted of 451 males and 389 females. 

2. The largest percentage of both males (47.20) 

and females (50.10) were in the 25-44 year old age bracket. 

3. A larger percentage (55.65) of the tennis 

spectators were college graduates than the football specta­

tors--27.98 percent. 

4. The majority (55.95 percent) of the football 

spectators attended the game with relatives compared with 

40.18 percent of the tennis spectators who were in atten­

dance at the tournament with relatives and 27.68 percent 

who reported they were attending with friends. 

5. Of the spectators interviewed 62.14 percent 

indicated that they had participated in a competitive 

sport at some time during their lifetime. At the tennis 

tournaments 57.44 percent indicated that they had played 

competitive tennis, and 57.30 percent of the males inter­

viewed at the football games said they had played foot-

ball. 

6. Over three-fourths (80.36 percent) of the 

football spectators reported that they had never officiated, 

and 79.56 percent said they had never coached while 64.88 

percent of the tennis spectators reported they had never 

coached,and 64.42 percent said they had never officiated. 
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7. All four spectator groups indicated that th ey 

prefer to vi e w th e game in p e rson rather than on tel e vi s ion 

as 81.43 pe rcent of th e spe c tators qu e stioned answer e d "in 

person." 

8. The Texas-Oklahoma spectators av e raged trav e ling 

th e greatest distance to the game, 174.246 miles, and th e 

Cowboy-Oiler spectators averaged traveling the shortest 

distance to the game, 77.880 miles. 

9. The tennis spectators indicated that they 

prefer to participate in (53.97 perc e nt) as well as watch 

( 5 2.38 percent) an individual sport compared to th e foot­

ball spectators who prefer a team sport to participat e in 

(53.97 percent) as well as watch (91.87 perc e nt). 

10. The football spectators tend to provid e suppor t 

for the high school football programs, by attending games, 

to a greater degree than do the tennis spectators who 

support high school tennis programs by attending high 

school matches. 

11. The spectators att e nding the prof e ssional t e nnis 

tournament and those attending th e football gam e t e nd to 

give the college programs th e same "lack of support" as 

they average attending between one and two games / matches 

a season. 

12. The spectators attending the amat e ur tennis 

tournament appear to support professional tennis to a 
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greater degree than do the spectators attending the amat e ur 

football games who support professional football. 

13. The amateur football spectators are more 

inclined to attend out of town games than the spectators 

who attend professional football games. 

14. Scholarship players are not viewed as paid 

players by the spectators who attend amateur football 

games and tennis matches. 

15. The amateur tennis spectators (81.30 percent) 

indicated they would attend the tournament if only females 

were competing. 

16. The Texas-Oklahoma spectators interviewed 

averaged attending 7.552 Texas-Oklahoma games. 

17. Of the spectators interviewed, at the Texas­

Oklahoma game, 65.02 percent said the Texas-Oklahoma game 

was an annual trip and 84.24 percent said they were 

attending the state fair as well. 

18. The majority (54.68 percent) of the Texas­

Oklahoma spectators interviewed averaged attending four 

or more college football games each season compared to the 

majority of the spectators interviewed at the other three 

events who averaged attending between one and three games 

or matches each season. At the Cowboy-Oiler game 61.13 

percent of the spectators said they averaged attending 
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between one and three professional football games; 63.58 

percent of the Virginia Slims sp e ctators averaged att e nding 

betwe en one and three professional t e nnis match e s, and 

70.73 percent of the Braniff spectators r e ported they 

averaged attending between one and three amateur t e nnis 

matches each season. 

The results of the treatment and anal y sis of data 

led the investigator to support or fail to support th e 

following hypotheses which were enumerated in Chapter I. 

1. There is no significant difference between the 

University of Texas spectators and the Oklahoma University 

spectators attending the Oklahoma-Texas football game with 

respect to their opinion toward the participant--Fail to 

Support (Table 8), the coach--Support (Table 10), and the 

official--Support (Table 12). 

2. There is no significant differ e nce between the 

Dallas Cowboy and Houston Oiler spectators who att e nd th e 

Oiler-Cowboy game and the University of Texas and the 

Oklahoma University spectators who attend the Oklahoma­

Texas football game with respect to their opinion toward 

the participant--Fail to Support (Table 8), the coach-­

Fail to Support (Table 10), and the official--Support 

(Table 12). 

3. There is no significant difference between the 

spectators attending the Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament 
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and the spectators attending the Braniff Collegiate Mixed 

Team Championship tennis tournament with respect to their 

opinion toward the participant--Fail to Support (Table 8) 

and the official--Fail to Support (Table 12). 

4. There is no significant difference between the 

spectators who attend the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler 

football game and the spectators who attend the Virginia 

Slims Tennis Tournament with respect to their opinion 

toward the participant--Fail to Support (Table 8) and the 

official--Fail to Suoport (Table 12). 

5. There is no significant difference between the 

spectators who attend the University of Texas-Oklahoma 

University football game and the spectators who attend the 

Braniff Collegiate Mixed Team Championship tennis tourna­

ment with respect to their opinion toward the participant-­

Fail to Support (Table 8), the coach--Fail to Support 

(Table 10), and the official--Fail to Support (Table 12). 

6. Sex is not a significant variable among the 

spectators who attend the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler 

football game with respect to their opinion toward the 

participant--Fail to Support (Table 8), the coach--Fail to 

Support (Table 10), and the official--Fail to Support 

(Table 12). 

7. Motive for attending the event is not a signifi-

cant variable among the spectators who attend the Dallas 
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Cowboy-Houston Oiler football game with respect to their 

opinion toward the participant--Fail to Support (Table 8), 

the coach--Support (Table 10), and the official--Lall ~ 

Support (Table 12). 

8. Sex is not a significant variable among the 

spectators who attend the University of Texas-Oklahoma 

University football game with respect to their opinion 

toward the participant--Support (Table 8), the coach-­

Support (Table 10), and the official--Support (Table 12). 

9. Motive for att e nding the event is not a 

significant variable among the spectators who attend the 

Oklahoma University-University of Texas foo t ball game with 

respect to their opinion toward the participant--Fail to 

Support (Table 8), the coach--Support (Tabl e 10), and the 

official--Support (Table 12). 

10. Sex is not a significant variable among the 

spectators who attend the Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament 

with respect to their opinion toward the participant-­

Support (Table 8) and the official--Support (Table 12). 

11. Ticket price is not a significant variable 

among the spectators who attend the Virginia Slims Tennis 

Tournament with respect to their opinion toward the par­

ticipant--Fail to Support (Table 23) and the official-­

Fail to Support (Table 30). 
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12. Motive for attending the event is not a 

significant variable among the spectators who attend the 

Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament with respect to their 

opinion toward the participant--Support (Table 8) and the 

official--Fail to Support (Table 12). 

13. Sex is not a significant variable among the 

spectators who attend the Braniff Collegiate Mixed Team 

Championship tennis tournament with respect to their 

opinion toward the participant--Fail to Support (Table 8), 

the coach--Fail to Support (Table 10), and the official-­

Support (Table 12). 

14. Motive for attending the event is not a 

significant variable among the spectators who attend the 

Braniff Collegiate Mixed Team Championship tennis tourna­

ment with respect to their opinion toward the participant-­

Fail to Support (Table 8), the coach--Support (Table 10), 

and the official--Support (Table 12). 

Conclusions 

The findings of this study appear to justify the 

following conclusions with respect to the opinions of the 

four selected spectator groups who participated in the 

present investigation. 

1. Spectators attending professional athletic 

events view the participant as an entertainer and believe 
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that he/she should take the time to sign autographs anrl 

talk with the fans. Although the majority of the spectators 

attending the amateur events do not view the player as an 

entertainer, they do share the belief that the participant 

should take time to sign autographs and talk with the fans. 

2. Spectators attending the professional athletic 

events are more familiar with the team personnel than the 

spectators attending the amateur events. 

3. Spectators (approximately 88 percent) attending 

the amateur tennis tournament, the amateur football gam e , 

and the professional football game report they would attend 

the match/game regardless of who was on the team, indicating 

a greater team or school loyalty than the professional tennis 

spectators (51 percent) who indicated they would attend the 

tournament if the top name players were not competing. 

4. Spectators attending the professional and 

amateur football game and the amateur tennis tournament 

say that their actions in the stands are influenced by the 

participants' reactions to events on the playing field or 

court. 

5. The coach of the professional and amateur 

football team is highly respected as a coach and as a man 

by the respective spectator groups. The amateur football 

spectators tend to blame the coach for the success or 

failure of the team more often than the amateur tennis 
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spectators or the professional football spectators. How­

ever, neither group believes the coach should be hired on 

the basis of his/her won-lost record. The professional 

and amateur football spectators agree that the coach is an 

influential factor on the behavior of the "other person," 

not themselves. The professional football spectators 

admit they have a tendency to watch the coach for his 

reactions to events on the playing field,but the amateur 

football spectators were more inclined to deny watching 

the coach. 

6. The spectators attending the four sporting 

events had the greatest difference of opinion on the 

variables regarding the official. The professional tennis 

spectators tend to view the officials with a more critical 

eye than the spectators attending the professional and 

amateur football games or the amateur tennis t ournament. 

However, they refrain from yelling at the officials during 

matches, as a means of expressing their disapproval, while 

the professional and amateur football spectators tend to 

vocalize their disapproval. The spectators attending the 

tennis tournaments believe the officials favor the top 

name players more often than the football spectators 

believe the officials favor the hometown or home state 

team. However, the spectators attending professional and 
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amateur football games have a greater tendency to blame the 

officials if their favorite team is defeated than do the 

spectators attending the amateur and professional tennis 

tournaments. The tennis spectators do not think that the 

player must beat the official as well as the opponent 

whereas the football spectators think otherwise. 

7. Motive for attendance is a determining factor 

on the spectators' opinion on the participant variables 

more often than it affects their opinion on the official 

variables and is not a determining factor on the coach 

variables. The spectators who were classified in the fan 

and social motives for attendance groups were inclined to 

express significantly different opinions from the other 

four motive for attendance groups. 

8. Sex is a determining factor on the spectators' 

opinion on the participant and the coach variables for the 

professional football spectators and the amateur tennis 

spectators and on the official variable for the profes­

sional football spectators. Males attending the profes­

sional football game knew the name of the starting quarter­

back and center more often than the females attending the 

game. The females attending the amateur tennis tournament 

were more inclined to say they would attend the tournament 
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if the top name players were not playing than the males. 

Males respect the coach as a man more often than do the 

females attending the professional football game. Males 

attending the amateur tennis tournament indicated that the 

coach should be hired on the basis of his / her won-lost 

record more often than did the females. Females attending 

the professional football game are more likely to believ e 

that the team must sometimes beat the officials than do 

male spectators. However, males admitted they yell at the 

officials' calls more often than the female spectators. 

9. The playing personnel at the professional 

tennis tournament was better known to the spectators with 

tickets in the average price range than to any other 

group of ticket holders. 

Implications 

Based upon the findings of this study, the following 

implications appear justified. 

I. The amateur football spectators hold a strong 

loyalty to the university they support and will continue 

to go to the games regardless of who is on the team, a 

characteristic not found to the same degree among the pro­

fessional football spectators, the professional tennis 

spectators, or the amateur tennis spectators. It should be 

noted that the football spectators as a group tend to hold 
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a stronger loyalty to the university or hometown team th e y 

support than do the tennis spectators. This loyalty would 

seem to indicate that the amateur and professional football 

spectators are not so concern e d with who makes up th e t e am 

while the tennis spectators as a group ar e l e ss likely to 

attend the tournament if a top nam e play e r is not among th e 

e ntries. 

2. Professional football and tennis spectators 

tend to view the participant as an entertainer, leading 

the investigator to be lieve that spectators att e nding th e s e 

e vents expect a higher level of pe rforman ce from th e pro­

fessional athlete and, like any other form of e nt e r t ainm e nt, 

if the performance is not a "winning one" th e sp e ctator 

attendance will drop off. 

3. It is interesting to note that all four sp e cta­

tor groups thought the participant should take th e tim e to 

sign autographs and talk with fans, which s e ems to indicate 

that the spectators believe th e participant has a respon­

sibility to the spectator off the field as well as on th e 

field. 

4. Football spectators were able to supply th e 

name of the starting quarterback more often than the nam e 

of the starting center and th e professional tennis specta­

tors knew the name of the number one seeded player more 

often than the name of the number two seeded play e r. This 
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condition could be attributed to the media which as a general 

rule give the quarterback and the number one seeded player 

more publicity than the center or the number two seed ed 

player, which leads the investigator to beli e ve the me dia 

can be the determining factor in making the name of a 

player a household word or an unknown. 

5. Football spectators tend to believe that the 

coach influences the behavior of the fans,and the amateur 

tennis spectators believe the coach is influential but not 

to the same degree as the football spectators. However, 

the spectators in all three groups say they are not influ-

enced, themselves, by the coach. The spectators attending 

the professional and amateur football games tend to hold 

the coach in high regard as a coach and as a man, which 

could be a factor in determining the degree of influence 

the coach has on the actions of the spectators. This could 

be considered as supporting evidence for the study by 

Seymour Kleinman who reported that one of the factors 

causing violence in the crowd behavior at school athletic 

events was the coach. If the coach i s an influential 

factor in the control of the spectator, as indicated, there 

are several questions which need to be answered. First, 

what is the responsibility of the coach in controlling his 

actions during a game? Second, how much can the administra­

tive organization restrict the coach in a game situation? 
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6. The professional and amateur football spectators 

indicated that they watch the coach for h i s reactions to th e 

officials' calls while the amateur tennis spectators do not, 

which leads the investigator to speculate that this differ­

ence may be due to the availability of the coach during th e 

game or match. The football coach is usually on th e side-

line during a game which makes it very easy for the specta­

tor to see his reactions (while the tennis coach, in many 

instances is not even known by the spectators, and is prob­

ably viewing the match from the stands which makes it dif­

ficult for the spectators to see his reactions). This fact 

leads the investigator to ask the question, should the coach 

be on the sideline or located somewhere from the view of the 

spectator? 

7. The amateur football spectators tend to believ e 

the coach is to blame for the success or failure of a t e am, 

and the professional football spectator does not hold the 

coach responsible. Could this be an indication as to why 

the amateur spectators yell for the coach's neck when the 

team has a less than successful season, but the professional 

spectators support the coach and not the participant? 

8. The professional tennis spectators believe the 

official favors the top name players, but the amateur tennis 

spectators do not believe the officials favor the top name 

players. This finding could be the result of publicity th e 
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professional players receive from the media in comparison 

to the amateur tennis players which perhaps provides the 

officials with a better opportunity to know the profes­

sional. 

9. Amateur tennis spectators believe that offi-

ciating is complex and not just anyone could do it. How-

ever, they do believe the official is well informed on the 

rules. The professional spectator shares the same beliefs 

but not so strongly. The writer speculates that perhaps 

the difference is due to the difficulty of officiating the 

faster paced matches for the highly skilled players and/or 

a smaller percentage of the spectators having had offi­

ciating and/or playing experience. 

10. The professional and amateur football specta­

tors tend to believe the official is well informed on the 

rules; however, the professional tennis spectators are not 

so convinced. Could this difference be due to the proximity 

of the spectators to the events? The closeness of the 

tennis spectator to the court provides him / her with a 

better view of the match than that of the football specta­

tor who is a greater distance from the field of play. The 

number of participants and the action on .the court/field 

make it more difficult for the spectators to see the rule 

infractions in the football game which also could be a 

factor in this attitude. The less complex tennis rules 
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also offer the spectators of tennis matches a better oppor­

tunity to become well versed on the tennis rules than the 

football spectator who is faced with a more complex set of 

rules. 

11. The Texas-Oklahoma football game was more of 

a game attraction for people in the older age brackets than 

the other three events, leading the investigator to ask 

if this is a general pattern throughout the country for the 

"Saturday afternoon" college game or just for this particu­

lar intersectional event? The question might also be asked 

if the fact that the game is held at a neutral site, away 

from the universities, is a determining factor on the num­

ber of students attending the event 0 The third question 

which might be of interest is what effect if any does the 

Texas State Fair have on the spectators drawn to the event? 

The tennis tournament spectator population was made up of 

more spectators in the younger age categories than the 

football spectators. The spectators attending the amateur 

events as a group were older than the spectators attending 

the professional events. 

12. The majority of the spectators attending the 

Texas-Oklahoma game were not students or graduates of the 

University of Texas or Oklahoma University. This fact also 

could account for the fact that spectators attending the 

game were in the older age categories. The question may be 
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asked, are the students given as much of an opportunity to 

purchase tickets as the season ticket holders for this 

particular game or are the univ e rsity students simply not 

interested in being a spectator at athletic events ? 

13. As reported in Chapter I, violence at athletic 

events has increased to alarming proportions in the 1970's. 

Although violence as such was not examined in this investi­

gation,the findings of the study can serve as a guideline 

for future studies concerned with this problem. The fact 

that spectators indicated the coach is an influence--but 

not on themselves--leads to the question are spectator s 

unwilling to accept responsibility for group behavior? The 

question might also be asked, in regard to spectators 

attending the amateur football game, is the unruly conduct 

due to the large number of outsiders--non-students--attend­

ing the game? A third question might be does buying a 

ticket carry with it certain player obligations to the 

spectator such as the right to assume the attitude of I pay 

to be entertained and if I am not I have a right to behave 

badly? Could these verbally expressed attitudes be 

logically and accurately examined by observation to deter­

mine if the spectators do act as they say they do? 

Recommendations for Future Studies 

The investigator submits the following recommenda­

tions for future studies: 
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l, A replication of the study using spectators 

attending professional basketball and baseball games. It 

appears from reports in the news media that more spectator 

violence has occurred at these sporting events over the 

past several years than at any other sporting events in 

the United States. 

2. A longitudinal study interviewing spectators 

who have been ejected from an athletic event or arrested 

following their participation in a spectator demonstra­

tion. This would provide an opportunity to find out why 

a person becomes involved in such demonstrations and if 

there are established patterns which occur prior to a 

demonstration. A longitudinal study would also provide an 

opportunity to establish the identifying characteristics 

which typify the demonstrator. 

3. A study involving spectators at high school 

football and basketball games to determine the causes of 

isolated spectator violence at these events. 

4. A study using spectators attending sports 

events which are considered to be violent in nature, such 

as boxing and ice hockey, but seem to have very few 

incidents of spectator violence reported. 
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Mr. Doug Todd 

July 27, 1974 
61 3 So. Spooner 
Pasadena, Texas 77506 

Dallas Cowboys Public Relations Director 
Expressway Tower 
6116 North Central Expressway 
Dallas, Texas 

Dear Mr. Todd: 

I am writing regarding the Dallas-Houston game to be 
played in Texas Stadium at Dallas on August 17, 1974. I 
talked with you on Monday, July 22, with regard to con­
ducting an interview among the Dallas Cowboy and Houston 
Oiler fans attending the Dallas-Houston game August 17. 
It will be necessary for me to receive written permission 
to conduct the interview, as I explained to you on the 
phone. 

As a graduate student at Texas Woman's University I 
have selected to write my doctoral dissertation in the 
area of sociology of sport. I will attempt to obtain, 
through the use of an interview instrument, the opinion of 
the spectator toward the coach, the participant, and the 
official. The data collected at the Dallas-Houston game 

·will be compared with data collected at the University of 
Texas-University of Oklahoma game, as well as with data 
collected at a World Team Tennis Match played in Houston, 
and data collected at the Houston River Oaks Invitational 
Tennis Tournament. The data will be analyzed to determine 
if there are any differences between the spectators attend­
ing the four different events mentioned and their opinion 
toward the coach, the participant, and the official. 

The data will be collected by a team of interviewers, 
a minimum of two at each of the ten gates at Texas Stadium, 
beginning three hours before game time. Any suggestions 
that you might have regarding the best location in the 
stadium for collecting the data will be appreciated. I 
would like to obtain, through your organization, passes 
which would allow the interviewers to get inside the 
stadium area. I am not requesting seats simply an oppor­
tunity for the interviewers to get inside the stadium area. 
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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 answer them to the best of my ability. I 
can be reached at the above address or by phone at 
713-472-5026 or 817-382-1018. 

The cooperation of the Dallas Cowboys will be greatly 
appreciated, I will look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

Myrlene Kennedy 

cc: Mr. Clint W. Murchison, Jr. 
Mr. Tom Landry 
Mr. Tex Schramm 
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PROCEDURES--DALLAS COWBOY-HOUSTON OILER INTERVIEWS 

In the upper deck start from the top row. 

deck start from the bottom row. 

In the lower 

Interview the first adult spectator, of th e sex you arH 

interview, to come into your section. Proc ee d assigned to 

through the sections you are assigned, interviewing as many 

subjects as possible, taking the next person to enter the 

section and be seated, moving down one section and up 

another. 

Do not take two subjects from the same row. 

You have five sections unless you have section G or the 

upper deck, in which case you have six sections. Pleas e 

make every effort to interview as many subjects as pos­

sible with a minimum of 20. You should have at least two 

subjects from each section and in most instances you will 

have three subjects from earih section. 

If you should have a section that does not have any 

spectators in it please make note of such. Please make 

note of the number of spectators you approach that refuse 

to be interviewed. 
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.... 

--- --- -- ·-------

Texas Stadium Division 

Sections: 

Lower--3,4,5,8,9 (A) 
10,11,14,15,16 (B) 
36,1,2,6,7 (C) 
12,13,17,18,19 (D) 
20,21,22,26,27 (E) 
28,29,33,34,35 (F) 
23,24,25,30,31,32 (G) 

Upper--102,103,104,105,108,109 (A) 
110,111,114,115,116,117 (B) 
101,106,107,134,135,136 (C) 
112,113,118,119,120,121 (D) 
122,123,124,125,12 6 ,127 (E) 
128,129,130,131,132,133 (F) 

-------- ----

QUESTIONNAIRES CANNOT BE USED UNLESS THEY ARE FILLED OUT 
COMPLETELY. PLEASE BE SURE YOU GET COMPLETE ANSWERS FOR 
ALL QUESTIONS. 



- 182 -

Hello, my name is I'm a colleg e stud e n t and 

I have the assignment of intervi e wing sp ec tators at tonigh t 's 

game. I would greatly appreciat e it if you would tak e a 

few minutes of your time to answer some qu e stions quickly 

for me. 

(After the question--Given your choic e would you rath e r 
watch the game on TV or in pe rson? TV____ In Person __ __ 
Why? giv e the following stat eme nt.) 

Please answer the remaining questions in relation to pro 

football with a yes--no--or--no opinion. 

(Please memorize the above statements so that all int e r­
views will be started and conducted in th e same mann e r.) 

Thank you for your help. 
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EXPLANATION OF QUESTIONS 

Interviewers at each of the four events wer e pro­

vided an explanation of the questions. The exp lanations 

were written and printed for e ach of the events including 

only that information pertinent to the e vent. However, 

the following information was included and unless oth e rwis e 

indicated the statements apply to all four events. 

Explanation of Questions 

You have a questionnaire for Cowboy Fans and one for 

Oiler Fans. After your introduction your next qu e stion 

will be--Are you a Cowboy Fan or an Oiler Fan? Onc e this 

question is answered then you can proceed filling out th e 

proper questionnaire. 

The young men will be interviewing women only and the young 

women will be interviewing men only (COWBOY-OILER and 

VIRGINIA SLIMS). 

You have a questionnaire for Longhorn Fans and one for 

Sooner Fans. After your introduction your next question 

will be--Are you a Longhorn Fan or a Sooner Fan? Onc e 

this question is answered then you can proc ee d filling out 

the proper questionnaire. Please be sure you mark Soon er 
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Fan, Longhorn Fan, or Noncommittal (TEXAS-OKLAHOMA). Male 

or Female must also be marked because once you turn your 

questionnaires in they may become mixed up and this is 

the only way they can be separated. 

Educational Background 

Check the highest completed ..an.9, U. T. Student, 0. U. 

Student, U. T. Grad., or 0. U. Grad. where it applies. If 

they should say I've completed three years of college-­

write the number 3 in the space C. Grad. _]_--(ALL FOUR 

EVENTS). 

Ticket Price 

Could have two answers (All tickets are $8.00 but some 

fans will be season ticket holders. In that case check 

~ $8.00 and~ Season Ticket Holder. Please do not 

include students who have paid an activity fee with th e 

season ticket holders. )--(TEXAS-OKLAHOMA) 

Could have two answers (Cowboy Fans could have an $8.00 

ticket and be a bond holder). (COWBOY-OILER) 

You should have only one answer (VIRGINIA SLIMS). 

Write in the answer (BRANIFF). 
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Where do you live? 

List town--list town and stat e if it is out of the state 

of Texas. 

(Approximately how many miles? _!Q_ We are asking approxi-

mately how far they live from th e Cotton Bowl.) (SITE OF 

EACH EVENT WAS GIVEN WHERE THE WORDS COTTON BOWL APPEAR.) 

Who did you come to the game with today? -- You~ hav e 

either relatives, friends, or alone checked. You could 

have relatives and friends checked. If you check relatives 

and/or friends you~ also have the subheads checked to 

indicate who made up the group: 

relatives 
wife 
husband 
children 

parents 
others 

friends ± 
male 
f emale __ _ 

alone 

Why did you come to the game? Check only on e major 

category--either Entertainment, Social, Lov e of Sport, 

or .f.ru!.. Do not give them the categories. If you do not 

find a statement comparable to the one the subject giv e s, 

write a brief summary of the subject's stat eme nt in th e 

space provided. 

Identification With Sport 

l. Women will not answer question one. Do you now or hav e 

you ever played competitive football? Do not ask it. 

(COWBOY-OILER, TEXAS-OKLAHOMA) 
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2. Question 2--Do you now or have you ever played anoth e r 

sport competitively? (check yes or no). What? 

Check team or individual--If a person has played both 

team and individual sports competitively you would check 

both team and individual. If you are not sure if a 

sport is team or individual writ e the sport down so it 

can be properly classified. 

5 . and 6. Questions 5 and 6--write the subject response in 

the space provided and check team or individual. 

7. Question 7--if you do not have enough space to write 

in the number of high school football games the subj ect 

attended last year write it in the space provided und er 

yes. 

10. Question 10--is in regard to college football (TEXAS­

OKLAHOMA). 

--is in regard to pro football (COWBOY-OILER). 

--is in regard to professional tennis (VIRGINIA SLIMS). 

--is in regard to college tennis (BRANIFF MIXED TEAM 

CHAMPIONSHIP). 



__ Cowboy Fan 
Non CoUIDli ta 1 

Elem. 
Jr. Hi. 

HOUSTON OILER - UALLAS COif BO~ JAME * 
August 17, 1974--- Dallas -Texas Stadium 

many pro games do you average 
attenqing each season? 

1--' more than 6 
4-6 ---

---
hy did you come to the era me? = 

Ticket Price 
__ i8.oc 
___ Other 

Bond 

Conditions under which tbt spectator attended 
~y_ent. Entertainment 

pleasure 
excitement 

Love of Sport ____ _ 
Where do you live! 
How many out of town games did you attend 

last yead_ _ _ ___ _ 
Who did you come to the 5ame with tonight? 
relatives friends 
wife parents ___ male 
husband others female 
ohildren --- alone 

a place to go 
to get out of the house 

Social 
to be with friends 
a family outing 
a date 

just like football 
want to see what the 

home team has 
Fan __ _ 

I go to all the home 
I never miss a game 

Identification with epcrt. I Yes 
1. Do you now or have you ever played competitive football? (any level -

school, college, or organized team) __ 
2. no you now or have you ever played another sport competitively" -·- - ~~ 
;. Do you now or have you ever coached any sport on any level? __ ~--~--~~-----+--~ 
4. Do you now or nave you ever officiated in a competitive situation? I 
5· Which sport ie your favorite to participate in? _________________ ~~ 
6. Which sport is your favorite to watch? ____ ~~-----~-~~~---~~~~ 
1. About how many high school football ~ames did you attend · -
8. About how many colle5e football games uid you attend laet 
9. Do you watch college and/or pro football on TV? ,. 

10. Given your choice would you rather watch the 5ame on TV or in person-
TV __ In Person __ Why? _________________ _ 

,same 

~ 

co 
-.J 



The rarticipant Yes No 
1. Do you have any personal friends or relatives playing on the teamf . -· 
2. Do you view the player as an entertainerT~----~~~--~~~--~----------~~----~------~---­
~. Do you think a player should sign autographs and talk with fanef----------~~----
4. Do you know the name of the starting quarterbackT Name------~~--~------ ~~----
5· Are your actions in the stands influenced by the reactions of the players 

to the officials' callsT . 
6. ~ould you continue to go to the games if the team was having a losing 

seasonf -· 
7. Do you know the name of the starting cente - •· -
8. ~ould you come to the Cowboy games regardless of who was on the 
9. Do you support the Cowboys because they are the hometown team? 7 • 

lG. Do you attend the games because of certain players on the team~?~--------~1~0~.~~----~~~----~~~----

.Lne Coach 
1. Do you respect Coach Landry as a coach? -· 
~. Do you think coaches should be emflOyed on the basis of their won-loss 

recordY • 
;. Do you t.hink the coaci1 influences the behavior of the fans'l ~ 
4. ls your behavior at the game influenced by the behavior of the coach? 4. 
5. Do you watch the coach for reactions to the officials' calls? '5. 
6. Do you think the coach is usually to blame for the success or failure of 

the team'l -· 

1 7. Do you respect Coach Landry as a man1 z.J J 

1-' 

co 
c:c 



- .. - ·- . . . ·- - · - - - -··- . . -

! I.h-t Off io ia ls Yes N. Op. No 
~o you ~bink the officials are usually well informed on the rulee of the l. 

gam«tf 1. 
2. lio you thi~k officiating at a football game is simple enough that most 

anyone could do itt 2 
.;. uo you think that sometimes the team must beat the officials as well as 

the other teamT 3. 
4. ilo you think the officials usually favor the hometown team with their 

I callst 4. 

15· Do you think tbe fans ever blame tbe officials if their team is defeatedt _5_. 

6. uo you yell at some of the officials' calls? 6. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
The Coach - · - --- - --·-· ···- - - -· 

l. Uo you respect Coach Jillam as a coach? 
2. uo you think coaches should be employed on the basis of their won-loss 

record? 
.;. Do you think the coach influences ~he behavior of the fans • 
4. Is your behavior at the 6ame influenced by the behavior of the coach? 
5· uo you watch the coach for reactions to the officialsr calls? 
6. ~o you think the coach is usually to blame for the success or failure of 

the team'l 
7· ~o you respect Coach Jillam as a man? 

___ Oiler Fan 
Non Commital 

Yes N. Op. No 
l. 

6. 
7-

':' Th e int.e.rviewers at the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler game han two interview 
instruments, one for the Cowboy fans and one for the Oiler fans . The instruments 
were identical with the exception of the coach section in which the names of the 
coaches were changed. The interview instruments were one page instruments--~ x 14, 

..... 
co 
-.o 
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Mr. Hugh Sweeney, President 
Net Set Racquet Club 
1601 Hayes Road 
P. 0. Box 42269 
Houston, Texas 77024 

Dear Mr. Sweeney: 

September 1, 1974 
613 So. Spooner 
Pasadena, Texas 77506 

I am writing regarding the Virginia Slims Tennis 
Tournament to be played at th e Net Set Racquet Club in 
Houston on September 30 through October 6. I talked with 
you on Tuesday, August 27, with regard to conducting an 
interview among the fans attending the Virginia Slims 
Tennis Tournament. 

As a graduate student at Texas Woman's University I 
have selected to write my doctoral dissertation in the area 
of sociology of sport. I will attempt to obtain, through 
the use of an interview instrument, the opinion of the 
spectator toward the coach, the participant, and the 
official. The data collected at the Virginia Slims Tennis 
Tournament will be compared with data which were collected 
at the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler game in August, as well 
as with data which will be collected at the University of 
Texas-University of Oklahoma football gam e in October, 
and data collected at a World Team Tennis Match. The data 
will be analyzed to determine if there are any differences 
between the spectators attending the four different events 
mentioned and their opinion toward the participant, the 
official, and the coach, wher e it applies. 

The data will be collected by a team of ten inter­
viewers, five young women and five young men, beginning 
before the matches, continuing between the matches, and 
following the matches, as we discuss ed . I would like to 
obtain, through your organization, passes which would allow 
the interviewers to get inside the stadium area. If any­
thing can be worked out so that we can interview on 
Saturday or Sunday I would greatly appreciate it. This 
would allow me to use the teachers and college students as 
interviewers, that made up my interview team at the Dallas 
Cowboy-Houston Oiler game and who will be on the intervi e w 
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team at the University of Texas-University of Oklahoma 
game. I realize you will hav e a capacity crowd on Saturday 
and Sunday; however, any assistance you can give us will 
be appreciated. 

Please be assured that the spectators will not be 
pressured in any way. If you have any questions I will 
be pleased to answer them to the best of my ability. I 
can be reached at the above address or by phone at 472-5026 
or 482-1991. 

The cooperation of the Net Set Racquet Club and th e 
Virginia Slims Circuit will be greatly appreciated. I will 
look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

Myrlene Kennedy 



- 192 -

September 27, 1974 

Dear Parents: 

I have asked your child to help me in collecting data 
for my doctoral dissertation. I have checked with Mr. 
Wilson for approval. It will be necessary that the stu­
dents leave school at 1:30 on Tuesday, October 1, and drive 
to the Net Set Racquet Club which is located at 1601 Hayes 
Road between Westheimer and Memorial. The five young 
ladies and five young men will interview spectators at the 
Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament. The interviews will be 
conducted before the matches begin, between matches, and 
following the matches. The matches should be over between 
ten and eleven o'clock. 

Students will be traveling in private cars. They will 
be provided with a ticket and have an opportunity to watch 
the tournament during the matches. 

Your permission and their help will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Myrlene Kennedy 

September 30, 1974 

has permission to attend the 
Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament and collect data for 
Myrlene Kennedy. I understand the students will be tr~v~ling 
in private cars and riding with a fellow student or driving 
a personal car. 

Parent or Guardian 
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PROCEDURES--VIRGINIA SLIMS TENNIS TOURNAMENT INTERVIEWS 

Interview the first adult spectator, of the sex you ar e 

assigned to interview, to come into your section. Proceed 

through the sections you are assigned, interviewing as 

many subjects as possible, taking the next person to e nt er 

the section and be seated, moving down one section and up 

another. You will interview before the matches begin, 

between matches, and following the matches if need be. The 

young men will interview women only and the young wom e n 

will interview men only. 

Do not take two subjects from the same row. 

You have three or four sections depending on the size of 

the section. Please make every effort to interview as man y 

subjects as possible with a minimum of 35. You should hav e 

between eight and ten subjects from each section, e xc e pt in 

the box seats in which case you should interview only one 

person in a box, and no more than two boxes per section. 

I would appreciate it if th e young men and young women 

would make every effort to interview in diff e rent boxes. 

If you should have a section that does not have any 

spectators, or very few spectators in it, please make not e 

of such and move to another section. Please make note of 
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the numb er of spectators you approach that refuse to be 

intervi e wed . 

Net Set Racquet Club Division 

Sections Interviel'{er 

F - H - 0 1 

G - E - Box 23-3 4 2 

c - J - K - L - Box Seats 35-46 3 

B - D - M - Box Seats 12-22 4 

N - A - Box Seats 1-1 1 5 

PLEASE REMEMBER--Do Not Intervie¥{ During a Match. 

QUESTIONNAIRES CANNOT BE USED UNLESS THEY ARE FILLED OUT 

COMPLETELY. PLEASE BE SURE YOU GET COMPLETE ANSWERS FOR 

ALL QUESTIONS. 

THANK YOU, 
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Hello, my nam e is I'm a college student 

and I hav e the assignment of interviewing spectators at 

today's tournament. I would greatly appreciate it if you 

would take a few minut e s of your time to answer some ques­

tions quickly for me. 

(After the question--Given your choice would you rather 

watch the match on TV or in person? TV____ In Person ____ 

Why? give th e following statement.) 

Please answer the remaining questions in relation to pro 

tennis with a yes--no--or--no opinion. 

(Please memorize the above statements so that all int er­

views will be started and conducted in the same mann er. ) 

Thank you for your help. 



Jr. Hi. 

VIRGINIA SLIMS TENNIS TOURIW4ENT ':' 
September )C - October 6, 1974 - - Houston - Net ~et ,\acquet Club 

Jrad. 

ow many pro matches do you 
vera6e attending each season? 

1-) more than 6 
4~ 

- 24 
25- 44 
45 - 64 
65 -

_ Box 
Series :;)eat 
t)c- - i5c 
14C - -

~~nditions under which the spectator attended 
the event. 

to the tcurnament ?'one answ~r only 
Love of Sport __ __ 

Vhere do you livo? 
(Approximat~ly how _m_a_n_y_m_l~.l~e-e~?~--------~) 

juf!t like tenni!! 

Who did you come to the tournament with? go 
relatives _____ friends of the house 
wife _ __ parents __ male Fan 
h\olsband __ others __ female I never mies a tournament 
children a lone 

identification with eport 
1. 0o you now or have you ever played competitive tennis? (any 

school, college, organized team or tournament. ) -. 
2. Lio yo\.i now or have you ever played another SFOrt competitive· ~ .... n " 

). uc you now or nave you ever coached any sport on any level? . • 
4. ~o you now or nave you ever officiated in a competitive situation? 4. 1 

5. Which sport is your favorite to participate in? ~ 
6. 'i(hich sport is your favorite to watch? 6. 
7. About how many high school tennis matches did you attend last year? 7• 
8 . About how many college tennis matches did you attend last year? 8. 
9. Do you watch tennis on 1'V'? s. 

lC. Jiven your cnoice would you rather watch the match on TV or -
tv ___ l.n .t'erson ___ Why?--------------~----~~ 

ll. About how man;y World 'leam 1'enni8 Matches have you attended 1 ll 

I-' 

...0 
0' 



--- .. ---·- --- ---- -. 
1r.e !::!_rtici_el!_nt Yes N. Op. 
1. Uo you have any personal friends or relatives playing in the tournament? 1. 
2. uo you view the player as an entertainer? 2. 

~. uo you think a player should sign autographs and tal~ with tan•? ~~ 

4. uo you know the name of the number one eeeded player in the tournament? 
4. Name 

5. Are your actions in the stands influenced by the reactions of the players 
to the officials' calls? '5. 

7 • .Jo you know the na_me of the number two seeded player in toe tournament 1 
Name 7. 

8. Would you come to the tournament if the top name players w~re not 
coapetitingT 8. 

'.l.he Officials Yes N. Op. 
1. Do you think the officials are usually well informed on the rules of the 

game? l. 
2. Uo you think officiating at a tennie match is simple enough that most 

anyone could do it? 2. 
). Uo you think that sometimes a player must defeat the officials as well as 

their opponents? ). 
4. uo you think the ran~ed plaJer has the advantage with the officials? ~. 
5. Do you think the fans ever blame the officials if their favorite player 

is defeated? '5 
6. ilo you yell at, boo, or whistle at some of the officials' calls? 6 

Than~ you for your cooperation. 

*The interview instrument used at the Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament 
was a one page instrument--~ x 11. 

No 

No 

1-' 

..0 
-.J 
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Mr. Bob Condron 
Sports Information Dir ec tor 
Southern Me thodist University 
Dallas, Te xas 

Dear Mr. Condron: 

Se pt e mb e r 23, 1974 
613 So. Spoon e r 
Pasadena, Te xas 77506 

I am writing r e garding the Braniff Collegiate Mix ed 
Te am Championship to b e play ed at the Centre Tennis Club 
in Richardson on Octob er 4, 5, and 6, 1974. I talk ed with 
you briefly on Sunday, Sept e mb e r 22, with regard to 
conducting an interview among the fans att e nding the 
tournament. I also spoke with Dr. Shirl ey Corbitt, Athletic 
Director for Women, on Sunday, r e garding th e interview. 

As a graduate stud e nt at Texas Woman's University I 
have selected to write my doctoral dissertation in the ar e a 
of sociology of spor t . I will att e mp t to obtain, through 
the use of an int e rview instrum e nt, the opinion of the 
spectator toward the coach, the participant, and t h e 
official. Th e data collect e d at the Braniff Collegiat e 
Mixed Team Championship will he compar e d wi th data which 
were collected at the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler gam e i n 
August, as well as with data which will be c ollect e d at 
th e Virginia Slims Te nnis Tournament to be play ed in 
Houston in October, and data which will be collect e d at 
th e University of Texas-Un i versity of Oklahoma football 
game in Octob e r. The data will be analyzed to det ermin e 
if there are any differ e nc e s bet wee n the specta t ors 
attending the four different e v e nts mentioned and their 
opinion toward the coach, th e participant, and th e official. 

The data will be coll e cted by a te am of interviewers, 
five young women and fiv e young me n, beginning be for e the 
matches, continuing betwe e n the match es , and following the 
matches on one of the playing dat e s. If it would be 
convenient I would like for the interviews to be conducted 
on Saturday or Sunday. This would allow me to use the 
teachers and college students as int e rvi e wers, that made 
up my interview team at the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oi~er . 
game and who will be on th e int e rview team at th e Univ e rsity 
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of Texas-University of Oklahoma game. I would like to 
obtain, through your office, passes which would allow the 
interviewers to get inside the stadium area. I would also 
like to receiv e a diagram of the stadium seating area if 
one is available. 

Please be assured that the spectators will not be 
pressured in any way. If you have any questions I will 
be pleased to answer them to the best of my ability. I 
can be reached at the above address or by phone at 
713-472-5026 or 713-482-6015. 

The cooperation of Southern Methodist University will 
be greatly appreciated. I will look forward to hearing 
from you. 

cc: Dr. Willis M. Tate 
Mr. Dick Davis 
Dr. Shirley Corbitt 
Mr. John Gardner 
Ms. Barbara Camp 

Sincerely, 

Myrlene Kennedy 
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PROC EDURES--BRAN I FF COLL EGIATE MIXED TEAM 

CHAMPIONSH I P INTERVIEWS 

Int e rvi e w t he f i rst adult sp ect ator, of th e sex you ar e 

assign e d t o int e rvi e w, to com e into th e section you ar c in. 

Proc ee d through th e s ect ions in te rvi e wing as many subj e cts 

as poss i bl e , t aking th e ne x t pe rson t o e nt e r the s e ction 

and be s e at ed. You will int e rvi e w be for e th e match e s 

begin, be tw ee n match e s and following th e match e s if nee d 

be . Pl e as e mak e e v e ry e ffor t t o int e rvi e w as many subj e cts 

as poss i bl e with a mi nimum of 35. 

Pl e as e make not e of th e numb e r of spectators you approach 

t hat r e fus e to be int e rvi e we d. 

PLEASE REMEMBER--Do not int e rview during a match. 

QUESTIONNAIR ES CANNOT BE US ED UNLESS THEY ARE FILLED OUT 

COMPLETELY. PLEASE BE SUR E YOU GE T COMPL ETE ANSWERS FOR 

ALL QUESTIONS. 

THANK YOU. 
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Hello, my name is I'm a colleg e 

student and I hav e th e assignm e nt of int e rvi e wing 

spectators at today's tournament. I would greatly 

appreciat e it if you would take a f e w minutes of your 

time to answer some questions quickly for me. 

(After the qu e stion--Giv e n your choic e would you rath e r 

watch th e mat c h on TV or in person? TV In Pe rson __ _ 

Why? ____ give th e following s t at e me nt.) 

Please answer th e remaining qu e stions in relation to 

college tennis with a ye s--no--or--no opinion. 

(Pl e ase me morize th e above stat e ments so t hat all int e r­

views will be start e d and conduct e d in th e same mann e r.) 

Thank you for your h e lp. 



dRANlFF OOLL&llATE MUEU 'fUM CE.AM.flONSHIPS * 
October 4, · 5, and 6, 1974 - .... Dalla~ (Richard.son) - Oantre Tennis Club 

r.T=-i~c~lce~t~P~r-1.~. c-,.---. 

· •sex 
Educational ~ckground 
Elem. _____ Hi. ~chool 
Jr. Hi. 0. Jrad. 

-ow man;y college matches do you 
aYe rage . attending .. each ·e,aeont 

1~ more than 6 
____ 4-6 

Conditions under which the spectator attended 
the event. 

1_ .. , --- , __ ---- ·- ... _ .tournamenti \une answer on 
Love of Spor1. 

Where do you livet 
~;proximately how many miles1 

just 1 ike tennis 

Who did you come to the tournament with? go 
relatives friends of the ho use 

P'an wife 
husband 
children 

parents 
otherl! 

male 
female 1 never miss a tournament --- alone ---

Identification with sport. Yes 
l. uo you now or have you ever played competitive tennis? (any level -

school, colle;e, or or5anized team) ~. 
2. .l.io you now or nave you ever played another sport competitively? ... · - ­
}. ~o you now or have you ever coached any sport on sny level? ~-~ I 
4. uo you now or have you ever officiated in a competitive situation?. 
5· Which sport is your favorite to participate inY ~· 
6. Which sport is your favorite to watchY • 
1. About how many high school tennis matches did you attend last 
8. About how many pro tennis matched did you attend lest year1 ...., •

1 
9. Do you watch tennis on TV? 9. 

10. Jiven your cnoice would you rather watch the match on TV or in 
TV ___ In Person ___ Why? I 

11. About how many World Team Tennis Matches have you attended? 11: 

No 

N 
0 
N 



'l'he_t!lrticipant i:ea i~. Or. No 
1. ~o you h~vc any personal fri~nds or rel~tives playin in the tournament? __ _..l~·~--~~-----+----.-
2. ~o you view the player as an ent~rtainer? 2~ 

'· Jo you think a player should si5n autogr~rhs anrl talk with fana? __________ ~)·~--~~----~-----
5· Are your actions in the stands influenced by the reactions of tne player• 

to tr..e officials 1 cfllls1 5. 
8. Would you come to the tournament if the top name players were not 

co~~etiting1 8. 
11. uo ycu consiuer a scnolarship player a paid player1 11. 
12. lllould you 50 to the n:.atch if only females ware comJ:etitin6? _________ ...:;,12:;;,.a.t·--+---~.-.--

The Coach Yes N. Op. No 
~. 00 you think coaches should be employed on the oasis of their won-loss 

record? 2. 
). uo you tnink the coach influences the behavior of the fane?----~~--------~3·+---~------~------
4. ls your behavior at the tournament influenced by the behavior of the 

coacn? 4. 
5. uo you watch the coach for reactions to the officials' calls?~~~----~--5~-~--+------+------
6. Do you think the co~ch is usually to blame for the success or failure of 

the team? 6. 

1he Of:'icial Yes N. Cp. No 
l. ;.io ;you think the officials are usually -,.,ell informed or. the rules of the 

same? l. 
2. ~o you think ofriciating at a tennis match is simple enou5h that most 

anyone could do it? 2 
). ~c you th~nk that sometimes a player must defeat the officials as well as 

their opponents1 3. 
4. Uo you tnink tne rankeci player has the advantage with the official&? ............ _4~~ .... ~ ............ +-.......... 
5· uo you tnink the fanE ever blame the officials if their favorite player 

is defeated? 5. 
6. uo you yell at, boo, or wtistle at some of the officialsT calls? 6. 

------~~---+----~----
lh~nk you for your cooperat1on. 

*The interview instrument used at the Braniff Mixed Team Championship 
was a one page instrument--S~ x 14. 

1\,;) 

0 
c..v 
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Mr. Jones Ramsey 
Sports Information Dir e ctor 
University of Texas 
Austin, Texas 

Dear Mr. Ramsey: 

July 24, 1974 
613 So. Spooner 
Pasadena, Texas 77506 

I am writing regarding the Te xas-Oklahoma game to be 
played in th e Cotton Bowl at Dallas on October 12, 1974. 
I talked with Mr. Arthur Hale, Cotton Bowl Manager, with 
regard to conducting an int e rview among the Univ e rsity of 
Texas and the University of Oklahoma fans attending th e 
Texas-Oklahoma game Octob e r 12. He e xplain e d that approval 
must come from th e two participating univ e rsiti e s and that 
if their approval is obtained, he will be delighted to 
cooperate in any way. 

As a graduat e student at Te xas Woman's Univ e rsity I 
have select e d to writ e my doctoral dissertation in the area 
of sociology of sport. I will att e mpt to obtain, through 
the use of an int e rview instrum e nt, th e opinion of the 
spectator toward th e coach, th e participant, and the 
official. The data collect e d at th e Te xas-Oklahoma gam e 
will be compar e d with data collected at th e Dallas Cowboy­
Houston Oiler gam e , as well as with data collect e d at a 
World Team Te nnis Match play e d in Houston, and data col­
lect e d at th e Houston Riv e r Oaks Invitational Tennis Tourn­
ament. Th e data will be analyzed to determine if ther e 
are any differ e nc e s betwe e n th e spectators attending th e 
four diff e r e nt e v e nts mentioned and th e ir opinion toward 
the coach, th e participant, and th e official. 

The data will be collect e d by a t e am of interviewers, 
a minimum of two at each of the ten gat e s at the Cotton 
Bowl, beginning thre e hours be for e game tim e . Mr. Hale 
has suggest e d that I talk with th e publicity director of 
the Texas Stat e Fair regarding th e be st location in th e 
stadium for collecting th e data. 

Please be assured that th e spectators will not be 
pressured in any way nor will any of th e questions ask e d 
be detrimental to either university. If you hav e any f 
questions I will be pleased to answer th e m to th e best 

0 
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my ability. I can be reached at the above address or by 
phone at 713-472-5026. 

The coop er ation of th e Univ e rsity of Te xas will be 
greatly appreciat e d. I will look forward to he aring from 
you. 

cc: Dr. Stephen H. Spurr 
Mr. Darrell Royal 
Mr. Al Lundstedt 

Sinc e rely, 

Myrlene Kenn e dy 



Mr . J ohn Ke ith 
Spor ts Publicity Director 
University of Oklahoma 
Norman, Oklahoma 

Dear Mr. Keit h: 
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July 24, 1974 
613 So. Spooner 
Pasadena, Texas 77 50 6 

I am writ ing regarding the Oklahoma-Texas game to be 
play e d in th e Cotton Bowl at Dallas on Oct ob e r 12, 1974. 
I ta lked wi t h Mr. Arthur Hale, Cotton Bowl Manag e r, with 
r e gard to co nducting an interview among th e University o f 
Oklahoma and t he University of Texas fans att e nding th e 
Oklahoma-T e xas game Octob e r 12. He ex plained that 
approval must come from th e two participating universi ties 
and tha t if their approval is obtain ed, h e will be d e light ed 
t o cooperate in any way. 

As a graduat e stud e nt at Tex as Woman's Univ e rsity I 
hav e s e l ectedt o writ e my doctoral dissertation in t h e ar e a 
of sociolog y of sport. I will attemp t to obtain, through 
the us e of an i nt ervi e w instrum e nt, th e op i nion of th e 
spectator toward th e coach, the participan t , and th e 
official. Th e data coll ecte d at th e Oklahoma-Texas gam e 
will b e c ompar e d with da t a collected at t h e Dallas Cowboy­
Houston Oiler game, as well as with data collect ed at a 
World Te am Tennis Match play e d in Houston, and data col­
lect e d at the Houston Riv e r Oaks Invitational Te nnis Tourn­
ament. The data will be analyzed to dete rmin e if t h e re 
are any differenc e s betwe e n th e sp ec tators att e nding th e 
four different events me ntion e d and th e ir opinion toward 
t he coach, the participant, and the offi c ial. 

The data will be collected by a team of int erview e rs, 
a minimum of two at each of the t e n gates at th e Cotton 
Bowl, beginning three hours before game time. Mr. Hale 
has suggested that I talk with the publicit y dir ec tor of 
the Texas State Fair regarding th e best location in the 
stadium for collecting the data. He said, howev e r, that 
Oklahoma would be acting as the hom e team and that it would 
be necessary for me to obtain passes through your offic e 
for the team of interviewers to g e t insid e th e stadium 
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ar ea . I am not r e qu e sting seats simply an opportunity for 
th e interviewers to g et inside the stadium area. 

Please be assured that th e spectators will not be 
pr e ssur d in any wa y nor will any of th e questions asked 
be de trim e ntal to e ith e r university. Tf you hav e any 
qu e stions I will be pleased to answer them to the be st of 
my ability. I can be r e ach e d at the abov e address or by 
phone at 713-472- 5 026. 

The cooperation of the University of Oklahoma will be 
gr atly appreciat e d. I will look forward to hearing from 
you . 

cc : Dr. Paul Sharp 
Mr. Wad Walker 
Mr. Barry Switzer 
Mr. Ken Harris 

Sincer e ly, 

Myrlene Ke nnedy 
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September 16, 1974 
613 So. Spooner 
Pasadena, Texas 77506 

Mr. Robert H. Halford, Publicity Director 
State Fair of Texas 
P. 0. Box 26010 
Dallas, Texas 

Dear Mr. Halford: 

I am writing regarding the Texas-Oklahoma game to b e 
played in the Cotton Bowl at Dallas on October 12, 1974. 
I talked with you on Friday, September 13, with r e gard to 
conducting an interview among th e University of Texas and 
the University of Oklahoma fans attending the Texas­
Oklahoma game. 

As a graduate student at Texas Woman's University I 
have selected to write my doctoral dissertation in the area 
of sociology of sport. I will attempt to obtain through 
the use of an interview instrument, the opinion of th e 
spectator toward the coach, the participant, and the 
official. The data collected at the University of Te xas­
University of Oklahoma game will be compared with data 
which were collected at the Dallas Cowboy-Houston Oiler 
game in August, as well as with data which will be col­
lected at the Virginia Slims Tennis Tournament played in 
Houston, and data collected at the Houston Riv e r Oaks 
Invitational Tennis Tournament. The data will be analyzed 
to determine if there are any differ e nc e s between the 
spectators attending the four different events mentioned 
and their opinion toward the coach , the participant, and 
the official. 

The data will be collected by a team of interviewers, 
a minimum of twenty and a maximum of twenty-six, beginning 
three hours before game time. Any suggestions that you 
might have regarding the best locations on the fair grounds, 
for conducting the interviews, will be appreciated. I 
would like to obtain, through your office, passes which 
would allow the interviewers to get inside the fair grounds. 
I would also like to obtain a map of the fair grounds if 
one is available. 
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I have enclosed a copy of the questions regarding th1! 
fair as you requested. Please be assured that the 
spectators will not be pressur e d in any way nor will any 
of the questions asked be detrimental to either univ ersity 
or the State Fair of Texas. If you hav e any questions I 
will be pleased to answer them to the be st of my ability. 
I can be reached at the above addr es s or by phone at 
713-472-5026. 

The cooperation of the State Fair of Texas will be 
greatly appreciated. I will look forward to hearing from 
you . 

Sincerely, 

Myrlene Kennedy 

enclosure 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 

AU STIN, TEXAS 7 8 712 

Department of Intercollegiate Athletics July 30, 1974 

Dear Ms. Kennedy: 

I talked with Mr. Al Lundstedt, our business 
manager of athletics concerning your request to 
interview fans at the OU-Texas game this fall. 

He saw no problems if you contacted the 
fans at the gates outside the stadium. As long 
as you don't bother the fans we feel it's up 
to you and the people you want to interview. 

You'll ~ ve to contact Mr. Hale about 
getting your folks inside the fairgrounds. You 
should get all the sample interviews you need 
by contad[ng the hundreds of fans milling about 
the fairgrounds outside the stadium. 

cerely, ~ 

,~~r 
Ramsey * 
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Sports Information Office 

Aug. 1) 

lf1rlene, 

I '• ave that iaterYiews with Oklahoaa !ana 

will 'be fiDe with eYe.eybodT. 

HoweTer, ai.aoe 7tN plaa to inten'i.ew apeetators at the 

gates three hours prior to kiokoff, you von 1t need 

paasea. You ca eateh thea before they enter the stadiua. 

I•• aot allowed to haDd out passes to &1\YOile but 

the world.ag press ~ay. So I eu 1t help J'OU 1a that 

reapHt. 

· Joha Ieith 

? 

The University of Oklahoma 151 West Brooks, Room 35 Norman Oklahoma 73069 
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PROCEDURES--TEXAS-OKLAHOMA INTERVIEWS 

Interview spectators, of the sex you arc assigned to 

intervi e w, who are attending the Texas-Oklahoma football 

game. Spectators are to be interviewed at random on the 

State Fair Grounds. Pl ea se intervi e w only the sex you are 

assigned making every e ffort to interview as many Oklahoma 

fans as Texas fans. Please make every e ffort to interview 

as many subjects as possible with a minimum of 30. 

continu e interviewing spectators as long as they are 

available prior to the game. 

Please 

Please make not e of the numb er of spectators you approach 

that refuse to be interviewed. 

QUESTIONNAIRES CANNOT BE USED UNLESS THEY ARE FILLED OUT 

COMPLETELY. PLEASE BE SURE YOU GET COMPLETE ANSWERS FOR 

ALL QUESTIONS. 

Note: If you approach an individual who is here for the 

fair only, thank him/her for their tim e but do not int e rvi e w 

them. 

THANK YOU, 
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Hello, my name is I'm a colleg e stu-

dent and I hav e th e assignm e nt of interviewing spectators 

at today's game. I would gr e atly appreciate it if you 

would take a few minutes of your time to answer some 

questions quickly for me. 

(After the question--Given your choice would you rather 

watch the game on TV or in person? TV ____ __ In Person 

Why? give the following stat e ment.) 

Please answer the remaining questions in relation to 

college football with a yes--no--or--no opinion. 

------

(Please memorize the above statements so that all inter­

views will be started and conducted in the same manner.) 

Thank you for your help, 



__ Longhorn Fan 
Non Commi tal 

TEXAS LONGHORB - Oll..AHOM.l SOONER GAME * 
October 12, 1974--- Dallas -Cotton Howl 

~ex I M I F .I How many college games Age 
~ -_:.!:\_~ t iona.LpackgrolJlld do you average att~nd- - 24 

25- 44 == . . ! 6m. ____ U. T. Student __ ing each season? 
Jr. Hi. o. U. Student -- 1-) 45-64 ----
Hi . ~chool __ U. 'I'. Jrad . 4-6 6?- ----- --I<J. JraJ. ___ 0. U. Jrad.. more than 6 -- ---

Ticket Prieto 
•8~cc---
other 
~eason - - --
Ticket 
Holder 

c;_Q!_t~H i.QM_un.!!er_ which the spectator attended Why did you come to the game? (One anewer only) 
the event. EntertainD:ent --- Love of Sport 
wi;~-;:-~ - ;-~-you live? pleasure just lilc.e football 

(Approximately how many milee1 ) exc i tennent 
Ho~ man~ out of town games dia you attend a place to go 

l11 et year'l to get out of the house 
Who i id you come to the game with today? Social --- Fan ___ 

rt'llatives friends to be with friende I never mies a 1exae-- ··w-- --
wife _ _ parents - - male -- a family outing Okla. hcma game 
husbanc. - - others --- female -- a date I never miss a game 
ci:: luren PI lone tn mAk"' mv hul!!band haoov -- --

:s t ~ i! an annual trip ? Yes __ No ___ How many Oklahoma-Texa s games have you attended? 
~i...! ) ' OU come to the State F'1.ir as well as the game! Yes __ No __ --

~ooner Fan 
~cr. Ccmruital 

~ -~ 



Identification with. iport. · - ·- F Yee I -- I - I -
1. llo you now or have you ever played competit~ve football? (any level 

_ echool, college, or organized team) __ __ .ft ~·I I 
2. l.lo you now or have you ever played another sport 
?. Vo you now or have you ever GOauhed any apor~ on a~y level• (•I 1 
4. 0o you now or have you ever o£ficiated in a comp&titive - · 
5· Which sport is your favorite to ' participate in? - • 
6. Which sport ie your favorite to watchY 6. 
7~ About how many high school football games did you attend last 
8. About how many pro fcotball games did you attend~last year? vo 

9. l.lo you watch college ana/or pro football on 1V? • 
lG. \.iiven ;~our choice wou lJ ;,ou rather watch the game on 1V or in -

'l'V ln Person __ Why? ...... 

1'he Participant No 
l. uo you have any personal friends or relatives playing on the team• ,. 
2. ~o you via~ the palJer as an ent~rtainer? 2 
; . Jo you think a player should ~ign autographs and talk with fans~ ~ 
4. 0o you know the nam~ of th~ stqrting · quarterback? Name 4. 
?. Are your actions in tne stands influenced by the reactions of the players 

to the officiale 1 c~ l ls~ ~. 
t . would you continue to go to the games if the t~am was having a losin6 eeason?6. 
7. Do you know the name of the starting center! Name 7. 
5 . aould you come to the Longhorn games regard lees of who was on the · ft ~ 

y, "o you support the Lon5horns becauae they ere the homestate team! f:t I I 
ll . Jo you attend the games because of cert9.in players on the te!llB? 10 . 
~l . ~c you consider a ocholarship player a pa i d player? 11. 

"" 1-' 
(.JJ 



The Coach Ytu N. Op. Ho 
l.li~ respect Coach Royal u a catachT 1. 
2. ~0 you thin~ coaches chould be employed on the baeia of their won-loa• record?2. 
~. Oo you thinlt the coach influences the behaYior of the f'aneT 3. 
4. Ia your behavior at the gaae influenced by the behavi~r of tbe coachf ~. 
5· Uo you watch \he coach for reactions to the offioiala callef ~. 
6. uo you think the coach is uaually to blaae for the success or failure of the 

team'l 6. 
1 7• Jo you respect Coach Royal as a ma~? 7. 
I 

'l'he Official Yes N. Op. No 
1. Oo you tnink the officials are usually well informed on the rules of the gamefl. 
2. uo you think officiating at a footoall game is simple enough that most 

anyone could do it? 2. 
). uo you think that sometimes the team must beat the offici~ls as well as the 

other team? ~. 
4. uo you thin~ the officials usually favor the hometown team with their calls? 4 
5· uo you think the fans ever blsme the officials if their team ia defeated? '5. 
6. Do you yell at some of the officials' calls? c. 
-

rhank you for your cooperation. 

I The Coacn Yes IN. Op. No 
l. uc you respect Coach Switzer as a coach? l. 

' 

2. uo you think coaches eoo~ld be employed on the basis of their won-loss 
record'l 2 . 

). uo you think the coach influences the behavior of the fans? ;. 
4. Is your behavior at the ga~e influenced by the behavior of the coach~ 4. 
5· Jo yo~ watch the coach for reactions to the officials' calls 5· 
6. uo you think the coach is usually to blame for the success or failure of 

the team? 6. 
7. ~o you respect Coach ~witzer as a ma n? 7. 

-···- ______ . ,.. ·-- --- ---~-- -· --- --~ - -·· .. . - . . -·- ---- ·- . -- · --- --- ~--

*The interviewe rs at the Texas-Oklahoma game had two i nt e rview instrum e nts, 
one for the Texas fans and on e for the Oklahoma fans, The instruments wer e 
identical with the ex c e ption of the coach section in which the name of the coaches 
were changed. The interview instrum e nts used were on e pag e instruments--a~ x 14. 
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