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DAILEY, JACQUELINE ANN, The Development and Validation of a Sport
Assertion Scale. (1978)
Directed by: Dre. Pearl Berlin. Pp, 137

The broad purpose of this study was to develop and validate a self=-
administered situation-specific assertion sciale for collegiate male and
female competitive athletes, More specifically, the invaestigation
sought to idéntify the relationships among an athlete's assertiveness as
measured by the Dailey Assertion Scale, teammates' evaluations of her/his
assertivensss, and the coach's assessment of the athlete's assertivenesse.
Secondly, the relationship between an athlete's scores on the DAS and on
a general assertion scale (Galassi et al,, 174, CSES) was investigated.
Finally, in light of the above, the research wasvdesigned to reveal
whether or not the DAS was a valid instrument for the assessment of sport
assertion.

Procedures for the development of the DAS involved generating a pool
of 60 items which were presented to five experienced judges. Items were
evaluated with respect to whether or not they had the potential to
contribute to_the scales each item response alternative was ranked in the
order of desirability. As a result of these judgments, 20 of the initial
items were eliminated from the pool., Next, an average intercorrelation
using the z' transformation was computed to determine inter judgse
reliability on the remaining items, The average intercorrelation of the
response alternatives for an item had to be .,700 or better to be further
retained on the scale, This criterion was not met by five items, Eleven
of ﬁhe remaining 35 items yielded negative intercorrelations; these, too,
were eliminated, The average intercorrelation for ths 24 accepted items

was o,839, Six filler items were added to the 24 selected items totaling



30 items in the final scale, The DAS, The CSES, The Marlowe-Crowne (1960)
Social Desirability Scale, and a player/coach rating scale were
administered to 74 male and female intercollegiate athletss and their
coaches at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro during the
school year of 1977-1978,

Three analyses were carried out to determine item discrimination for
the DAS: (a) an item analysis on the upper/lower 27% of the sample, (b)
a discriminant function analysis on the upper/lower 33% of the sample,
and (c) a Pearson product-moment correlation on all 74 subjects, Fourteen
items were strong on at least two of the three analysesj items which were
acceptable on only one analysis were eliminated for consideration in the
final scals,

An analysis of variance procedure was utilized to eQaluate the
reliability of the DAS as a measurement tool and to assess the internal
consistency of the scale items. The reliability of the scale was 4409
and items'uere internally consistent at an r of ,941,

Content validity of the DAS was assumed, However, concurrent,
convergent, and discriminant validations wsre assessed utilizing an
intercorrelational matrix of all possible pairings of the five variables
under study, In addition, a multiple regression analysis was employeds
These analyses revealed that no relationship existed betwsen houw a
competitor viewed her/his competitive assertion and how others viewed
her/his assertive behavior, There was a significant and moderate
correlation between how the coach and teammates rateao an athlete's
assertive behaviore A significant but low relationship was found

betwsen respondent's scores on the DAS and their scores on the CSES,



With respect to validity, analyses did not yield clear results, The
DAS was established as having content and concurrent validity,
Fdrthermore, it was found to be independent of social desirability,
However, analyses did not establish convergent validity, nor discriminant

validity with constructs from the same substantive area,
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The competitive nature of sport requires asseftive kehaviors from
its participants and especially from those dosirous of success. Many
coaches and researchers use the terms "assertion" and "aggression"
interchangeably, Such a practice confuses the meaning of an already
complex concept. The ambiguity inherent’in the concept of aggression
may in part be traced to theories of its origins., Belief systems
about human behavior not only influence responses to that behavior,
but also may become self-fulfilling prophecies (Lefkowtiz, Eron, Walder,
and Huesmanh, 1977).

Because aggressive behavior in our society tends to have negative
connotations, an "undesirable" value interpretation accompaniss much of
the literature on aggressiones Fortunately, the very nature of the sport
setting requires that individuals keep their aggressive bshaviors
confined to the rules and specific conditions (cratty, 1973), Assertive
behavioer, on the other hand, implies a positive and desired skill which
is not acquired at the expense of others. In fact, as the term is
commonly usad in fhe psychological literature, it might best be under~
stood "as the antithesis of inhibited behavior" (Rathus, 1975, pe 9).

Berlin (1974) suggested that because words like violence, hostility,
and assaultiveness are affect-linked words, fine distinctions need to be

made within as well as external to the sport environment, Harris (1973),



too, stressed the idea that agreement on the definition of aggression in
sport was essential before an understanding s reached on the part
aggression might play in sporte Wyrick (197:) was probably one of the
first researchers in sport psychology to pos..t this question, "how might
those responses which constitute acts of aggiession and hostility be
differentiated from responses of forcefulness, assertiveness, and
achievement motivation" (p. 545)?

If one adopts an extremely broad defin:ition, the distinction
between "assertive" and '"aggressive" behaviors in human beings is
blurred, 1If, however, one is specific, the meanings are clear, To be
assertive is to express one's self openly and directly, while to be
aggressive implies some type of behavior inveolving an element of pain,
injury, or destruction which often invites counterattack (Gentry, 1975).
Larsen (1976) stated that appropriate self-contrecl referred to the
balance between assertion and the inhibitien of aggression which meant
that individuals usually inhibited their aggression except when provoked
beyond endurance. At a 1972 sport psychology meeting, the best
qualification that could be designated by thuse present was "good" and
"bad" aggression, "Good" aggression was that type of assertiveness,
dominance, and taking-charge attitude which contributed to success in
competitive sport. '"Bad" aggression was considered to be harmful behavior
frequently associated with contact sports where physical injury to one's
opponent might be part of the goal of the participants (Harris, 1973).

Not only is definition a problem in the study of competitive

assertion in the sport environment, measurement is an equally perplexing



taske Cratty (1973) proposed that the most successful manner of
evaluating aggression in sport was to employ a combination of observation,
projective, and objective testsy the most valid index, he pointed out,
would probably be a coach's observation of an athlete's need and willing-
ness to aggress in a game, Kroll (1970) called for the development of
specific assessment techniques capable of accounting for behavior in the
unique competitive sport situation rather than relying upon general
personality assessment techniques,

Examples of specific assessment techniquies for meésuring aggression
in sport are reflscted in sjtuation=response scales of athletic
aggression, Bredemeier (1975) constructed an athletic aggression
inventory (BAAGI) to assess resactive and instrumental aggression in New
England intercollegiate female athletes, Collis (1972) devised an
Athletic Aggression Scale to assess 1l0-year-o0ld and under to 18-year-
old male athletes in three separate categories: (a) overall athletic
aggression, (b) legal aggression, and (c) extralegal aggression. To
date, there have been no situétion-rasponse scales daveloped for the
measurement of competitive assertion in sport, A recent study by
Passmore (1977) has been reported in which she used a general assertion
scale to measure the level of assertiveness of female intercollegiate
athletes in comparison to college women in general.

The range or degree of assertion in sport was described by Cratty's
(1973) scale of aggressive bshavior which depicted the following: (a)
sports where direct physical contact is encouraged, (b) limited aggression
in other activities where players must aggress but rules limit direct

contact, (c) indirect aggression against opponents, (d) aggraession



directed only against objects, and (e) those sports which do not require
any obssrvable aggression either against an opponent or the environment,
Cratty reminded us that most sports calling for direct expressions of
aggression are participated in by young boys and male adults, At the
time Cratty made the above remark American society did not condone
aggression in women's sports, Possibly the picture is changing now,
The view Boslooper (1976) emphasized was that there can and should be
physical;y assertive activity in contact sports between female and female
and between male and female which is nonsexual and nonhostile in nature,
He based this idea on the premise that physically assertive activity is
basic to individual health as well as to the health of society.

| The above discussion calls attention to three nseds for the study of
assertive behavior in sport. First, it is important to ascertain
exactly what is being measured=-vigor or violence. Secondly, the
agsessment tool should reflect the sport—specific situatioen rather than
generalized factors, Finally, the broad range of assertive behaviors
which are characteristic of sport for both man and women must be
accommodated, Acknowledgment of these challenges was influential in the

conceptualization of the present study,

The Problem

Thé broad purpose of this study wés to develop a paper-and-pencil
self-report assertion scale which was situation specific for collegiate
male and female competitive athletes, The inquiry further sought to
test the application of the scale to determine whether obtained scores

reflected actual assertive performance of tha competitors involved,



More specifically, the research sought to answer the following questions:

l. UWhat are the relationships among an athlete's assertiveness as
measured by the Dailey Assertion Scale (DAS),lteammates' evaluations of
her/his assertiveness, and the coach's assessment of the athlete's
assertiveness?

2, What is the relationship between an athlete's scores on the DAS
and her/his scores on a general assertion scale?

3¢ In the light of 1 and 2 above, is tne DAS a valid instrument

for the assessment of sport assertion?

Definitions

The following terms were defined for use in this study.

- Aggression, .An intentional response one makes to inflict pain or
harm on another (Alderman, 1974) with an expsctation greater than zero
of succeeding (Kaufmann, 1970).

Assertion. An open and direct expression of onae's self that
excludes aggression, A dominant and taking-~charge attitude which
contributes to success in competitive sport and is desirable,

Attitude, A relatively enduring organization of beliefs around an
object or situation predisposing one to respond in some preferential
manner (Rokeach, 1968),

Competitive assertion., A situation-specific construct which
describes an athlete's willingness to assert her/himself in varying
competitive sport settings, Its development is based on evidsence that
situation=specific assertion is a better predictor of behavior in the

particular settings for which the construct was designed (Martens, 1977).



Dailey Assertion Scale. A situation~saecific scale developed for

the purpose of providing a reliable and valii paper-and-pencil self=
reportAinstrument for measuring male and female intercollegiate
competitors' willingness to assert themselves in the sport settinge.

General assertion scale., The Galassi, Delo, Galassi, and Bastien

(1974) College Self-Expression Scale (CSES)e A S50-item, self-report
measure of assertion utilizing a five-point l.ikert format (0-4) with 20
positively and 30 negatively worded items wh..ch attempts to measure three
aspects of assertivensss: positive, negative, and self-denial,

Interactional paradigm. A research approach in which the behavioral

effects aof environment and individual difference variables (dispositions),
and their interaction are concurrently studied (Martens, 1977).

Player/coach evaluation. A modification of Bredemier's (1975)

reactive athletic aggression scale by the investigator to fit the
definitional framework of'the present study. A lO0-item instrument which
describes an athlete's willingness to assert her/himself from the player/
ccach's viewpoint utilizing a five-point (5~1) format from "almost always"
to "never" to generate a summation value;

Situation response. A type of attitude scale item in which a

situation is briefly described and five alternative responses are given.
Responses represent different degrees of attitude toward a situation,
The subject is to select the response which bsst indicates what he/she

would do if faced with the situation (Zelfer, 1971).

Social desirability scale. The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability

Scale (SDS) is a 33-item self-report instrument which assesses the common

response set of social desirability and utilizes a true~false format



(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). Of the 33 items, L8 are keyed true and 15
false, making a response set interpretation of scores highly improbable.'
Social desirability refers to the need of subjects to obtain approval by
responding in a culturally appropriate and acceptable manner,

Sport assertione. A particular activity characterized by certain

organization, rules, and physical skills,

Assumptions

In conceiving this study, the investig:tor accepted the following
assumptionss

l. Assertive attitudes pertaining to competitive sport performance
can be described in situation-specific statements,

2, Evaluations obtained in the rankincg of responses by judges
reflect expertise and experience with respect to necessary and desired
assertive behaviors in the sport setting.

3. Athletes selected as subjects respond as they believe they
would behave in the situations described,

4. A respondent's range of choices encompasses her/his real
preferences,

5. Player/coach ratings are acceptable indices of assertiveness in

sport,

Scope

The Dailsy Assertion Scale was designed to assess the competitive

assertiveness of 74 undergraduate intercollegiate athletes, 19 of whom



were male and 55 of whom were female, The malse subjecté reprassnted
members of four teams and their coaches, Femals subjects and their
coaches were affiliated with seven teaﬁs. Because of factors specific
" to the population universe from which the respondents were identified,
the study does not seek to genaralize results to all intercollegiate
athletes and their coaches,.

The following types of occurrences from sport served as a guidse
in the development of scale itemss (a) those of direct assertion, (b)
limited assertion, (c) iIndirect assertion, (d) assertion only against
objects or apparatus, and (e) those whers no observable assertion against
' opponents or objects was observed, Other areas identified in the social
psychology literature were also helpful., Among them were: (a) refusing
unreasonable requests, (b) receiving the compliments of others, (c)
freely expressing one's attitudes, opinions, and values, (d) taking the
responsibility for one's actions, and (e) appropriately standing up for
one's rights,

Judges used in the selections of items and determination of response
weightings represented persons who were knowledgeablq in skill learning
and sport psychology and/or who had special competencies in teaching/
coaching intercollegiate athletes, assertion research, and/or attitude
researche In addition to their competencies, judges selected were
willing participants,

In effect then, the following five variables were utilized in the
study:s (a) The Dailey Assertion Scale, (b) The Galassi et al. (1974)
College Self-Exprassion Scale, (c) The Marlowe-~Crowne (1960) Social

Desirability Scale, (d) teammate ratings of an athlete's assertiveness,



and (e) coaches' ratings of an athlete's assertiveness. Thesse data were

collected during the last two weeks of the Spring semester, 1978,

Significance

Berlin (1974), Martens (1975, 1977), Krall (1970), and Rushall
(1970) encouraged the systematic study of assertion as a phenomenon in
order to contribute to our understanding of oshysically active human
beings rather than researching athletes' personality traits, Harris
(1973) cautioned that "because an individual is able to meet the proposed
demands of a specific situation does not indicate that this behavior is
typical of every situation" (p., 90), Thus, the study of assertive
behavior from a trait or situation approach is limited, Assertive
bshavior needs to be studied from a broad perspective with alternative
behavioral responses so an understanding of all expressions of such
behavior can be gained (Bardwick, 1971), Sport is no exception. In
fact, it provides a controlled environment which is conducive to such
inquiry.

Since assertive behavior is assumed to be a necessary component of
successful sport performance, an understanding of how a compefitor views
her/his assertiveness in sport is important. The Dailey Assertion Scale
was designed therefors to measure an athlete‘s willingness to assert
hér/himself in the competitive sport setting. It utiliies a research
strategy which acknowledges interactions occurring in sportj it permits
the study of patterns of reactions across situations, If a competitor's
scores on this scale do, in reality, reflect "real" assertive ’

performance, then the tooi of fers coaches a technique for better



understanding and interacting with individual. athletes,

10
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This survey presents a comprehensive review for this study in two
broad areas; it is not intended as an exhaustive review of the published
literature on assertion and its measurement, The first section addresses
the definition of assertion and aggression, It also offers a summary of
paper=and=pencil measuras of assertion on college populations from the
social psychology literature, The second main section, entitled
"objective measurement," reviews selected measurement issuss, .0,
situation-response scales, situation-response scalss measuring attitudes
in physical education, situation-response scales measuring athletic

aggression, and ratings of aggression in sport.

Assertion

Assertion_and agoression. "Was that assertive or was that

aggressive?" Such a question cannot be simply answereds A particular
act may be: (a) assertive in behavior and intent--e.g., one desired to
and did express her/his feelings; (b) aggressive in effect-—e.g., an
opponent could be harmed by one's assertien; and (c) nonaggressive
social context-—e.g., athletes are expected to be lou~keyed away from the
competitive sport setting, These mutually exclusive classifications may
not be reconciled, As Alberti (1977) stated, "The issues are complex

and each situation must be evaluated individually" (p. 354). He outlined
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a schema in a recent paper (Alberti, 1976) which depicted minimum
criteria for permission of accurate labeling of a particular act: intent,
behavior, effect, and social-cultural context,

Hollandsworth (1977) attempted to differentiate the constructs in
terms of threats and punishments. Responses which included the features
of verbal expressions of rsjection or negative evaluation and the non-
verbal expression of physical threat had a high probability of being
perceived or labeled as aggressive, If one 3xpressed one's needs,
feelings, preferences, or opinions in a nontnhreatening, nonpunitive manner,
such expression would probably be seen as assertive rather than |
aggressive,

Previous attempts to differentiate the two constructs have not
focused on clearly defined and observable behavioral components of the
response. UWolpe (1973) based his distinction on social norms in that he
defined assertion as "socially apprepriate" and aggression as "socially
reprehensible." Alberti and Emmons (1974) also emphasized the conse=
quences of nonassertive, assertive, and aggressive bshaviors as well as
acknowledging the importance of appropriate interpersonal behavior within
the social context. Their primary distinction for aggressive behavior
was accomplishment of end goals at the expense of others; for assertive
behaviors "neither person is hurt, and unless their goal achievement is
mutually exclusive, both may succeed" (p. 12). Similarly, Fensterheim
and Baer (1975) defined aggression as an act against others;
asseréion was appropriate standing up for one's self, Hollandsworth

(1977) proposed that specific, behavioral components of the response
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itself, which distinguish assertive behaviors from aggressive ones, need
to be identified to aid the shaping and acquisition of appropriate
assertive skills,

For Rathus (1975), assertiveness is "the expression of oneself in a
positive productive manner" (p, 9)s It is not the synonym for belli-
gerence or antagonism, The assertive individual may be insistent that
her/his feelings are correct, but will admit to error without loss of
sglf-astesm, Rathus identified ten types of assertive behaviors or
"tasks" uhich‘he has shown (1972, 1973a) to 2e effective in instigating
assertive behavior: (a) assertive talk, (b) expression of feelings,

(c) greeting others, (d) disagreement, (e) asking why, (f) talking about
oneself-~deliberate use of the I, (g) rewarding others for compliments,
(h) refusing to justify opinions to habitually disputatiqus persons, (i)
looking psople in the eye, and (j) purposeful performance of anxiety=
provoking activities which would be productive but are neglected because
of fear or anxisety,

Galassi et al, (1974) repozted that the successful expression of
personal feelings, values, ;ﬁd attitudes for collegé students constituted
a particularly important &;velopnental task for this population,
Assertive training, an early therapeutic procedure developed by behavior
thqrapists to aid in this expression, appears to many to be a promising
précedure. Resgarch has been slow to smerge and Galassi et al, (1974)
postulated that one of the reasons for the delay has been the absence

of a standardized instrument to serve as a diagnostic tool and a measure

of change,
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Another group of researchers has been inspired by pursuing research
in assertive training for women. Butler (1¢76) distinguished assertion
from aggression by stating that assertion irvolved a full expression of
one's feelings and opinions; aggression went one step further to attack
or intrude upon another. Shelton (1977) suggested that the main
components of assertive behaviors could be divided into three separate
and specific response patterns: (a) the ability to say "no," (b) the
ability to express positive and negative feelings, and (c) the ability
to ask for favors and make requests,

Jakubowski‘(1976), in her presentation of a paper to the annual
conference of the American Psychological Association, examined an
assertion training model and its coverage of four major stages in which
participants were helped to: (a) distinguish assertion from aggression
and nonassertion from politeness, (b) develop a belief system to support
assertive behavior, (c) develop skills for dealing with excessive
emotions which interfere with assertive bshavior and other internal
obstacles to assertion, and (d) develop assertive skills through active
practice models, Wilk and Coplan (1977), too, stressed the clarification
of assertive, aggressive, and nonassertive bshaviors in their assertive
training program as a confidence-building technique for women,

Rose (1975) suggested that as a person qainmed in social competence
and learned to beAappropriataly assertive there was evidence that her/his
anxiety was reduced. MacDonald (1975) noted that ths absence of asser-
tion was rarely a Yunitary trait," Deficiencies were usually limited

to particular categories of situations. Brockway (1976) proposed that
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in the case of professional women, assertior training should focus more
on altering certain socialization processes than on increasing overt
assertiveness skills., From the results of her study, she felt that the
most important issue to be resolved was whether increased assertiveness
lessened anxiety, or self-perceived competence helped subjects to
aécomplish other professional goals,

In a revisw of the literature of sex=related data from self-report
measures of assertion, Hollandsworth and Wall (1977) reportsd that
assertiveness training for women has been justified on the grounds that
women are generally less assertive than men or that women have unique
problems in being assertive, The researchers found that males reported
higher frequencies of assertive behavior than females without exceptione.
The means were significantly different for only 4 (29%) of the 14 samples
reviewed, Aé a_result of their review they felt that this was yet
another indication that the question of sex differences in assertive
behavior has been 1argely ignored,

Hollandsworth and Wall reviewed 108 articles, based on sound
methodology, 69 of which were not case studies, Of these, one=third
(3642%) used same=sex samples (N = 18 male and 7 female)., Of the
remaining 44 studies which used samples including both males and females,
only 7 (645%) presented sex-identified assassment data, Following their
review, the authors gave the Adult Self-Exprussion Scale (ASES; Gay,
Hollandsworth & Galassi, 1975) to 702 male and female college students,
This scale was selected because it included a wide range of responss

areas, The results suggested to these authors that although men appeared
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to have sexually differentiated problems in assertion, homogeneous
grouping by sex might inhibit the acquisition of assertiveness skills,
On a much smaller college sample (N = 49), Wyrick, Gentry, and Shaws
(1977) also reported marked sex differences on the following self-report
measures: (a) The Buss-Durkee Hostility Invantory (1957) which measured
aggression, (b) The Galassi st al. (1974) CSZS which measured assertion,
(c) The Bates~-Zimmerman Social Constriction Scale (1971) which measured
lack of assertion, and (ds The Coan (1974) Experience Inventory which
measured openness to experience. They concluded that relationships
among aggression, assertion, and opennsss to experieﬁce as measured in
their study, suggested the importance of considering sex differences
when investigaiing these variables, Aggression and assertion were
related to different personality variables for males and females and

might be experienced very differently by men and women,

Paper-and-pencil measures of assertion. Emphasis has been placed

on the development of self-report inventories of assertiveness
(Heimberg, Montgomery, Madsen, and Heimberg, 1977). According to
Heimberg st al., (1977), of the 1l inventories developed to date, there
is great variation in the amount of effort devoted to validation, The
reasons for the difficulty in the development of valid measures for
asgsertive behavior are due in part to the fact that (a) assertive
behavior involves many simultanecusly occurring verbal and nonverbal
rasponses, (b) there has been a confusing array of bshavioral,
physioloéical, and self-report indices used as depahdant measures of

assertiveness, and (c) it is not clear how these indices relate to
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global judgments of assertiveness (Eisler, Hersen, Miller, & Blanchard,
1975),

DeGiovanni and Epstein (1978) and Hall (1978) attributed another
part of the difficulty in the development of valid measures for assertive
behavior to the original conceptual model proposed by Salter (1949)
and Wolpe (1984). This is the conceptual model upon which most of the
subsequent study of assertiveness has been based, Neither investigator
was concerned with the distinction betwsen ninaggressive and aggressive
expression, The measures used reflect the common confusion of the two
constructs, since the development of assessment techniques tend to be
guided by prevailing constructs regarding the characteristics or
behaviors of interest (Hall, 1978), Adequate evidence of discriminant
validity therefors, i.c., the ability to discriminate between aggression
and assertion, is lacking for all the self-report measures evaluated
(DeGiovanni & Epstein, 1978),

Hersen and Bellack (1976) cautioned that while it is typical to
correlate social behavior measures with other established scales as
validating evidence, the difficulties are twofold: {a) self-rsport
measures are subject to biases relating to how individuals would like
tq present themselves on questionnaires, and (b) while correlations
between self=-report measures may be high, the ability of thaese measures
to predict an individual's behavior in specific situations may often be
very low, Considering the situation-specific nature of social behavior

(Hersen & Bellack, 1977), subjects should not be expected to have equal

difficulty in all situations.
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The first test developaed for the purpose of evaluating assertive
behavior was the Wolpe-Lazarus Assertiveness Questionnaire (1966).
Unfortunately, no test-retest reliebility or standarized procedures were
undertaken to validate the test. It has been reported by McFall and
marston (1970) that the test discriminates between unassertive college
students and normals., Eisler, Hersen, and Miller (1973) stated that
high and low'assertive subjects, dichotomized according to behavioral
measures, differed significantly in their response to the Wolps-lLazarus
Questionnaire, Lazarus (1971) emphasized that the items on the
questionnaire may not tap each subject's idiosyncratic areas of
nonassertion since it deals with common social situations, This
'questionnaire‘has served as a major source of items for the Galassi et al,
(1974) CSES and the Rathus (1973b) Assertiveness Scale.

Of late, a number of paper-and-pencil measures have been developed
for college students, These include: (a) The Assertive Inventory
(Lawrence, 1970), (b) The Constriction Scale (Bates & Zimmerman, 1971),
(¢) The Conflict Resolution Inventory (McFall & Lillesand, 1971), (d) The
Assertiveness Schedula (Rathus, 1973a, b), (e) The College Self=-
Expression Scale (Galassi et ale., 1974), and (f) The Assertion Inventory
(Gambrill & Richey, 1975), Evaluative comments made by Bodner (1975),
Lange and Jackubowski (1976), Hall (1978), and DeGiovanni and Epstein
(1978) enable one to make more sducated decisions about which of these
measures to use,

The Bates-Zimmerman scale has not often been used in assertive
training research because of its specific approach--~to indicate

inappropriate nonassertion, It has extensive statistical and conceptual
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analysise But according to Lange and Jakubouski (1976) and Hall (1978),
the instrument still needs additional cross-validation and normative data,
Although the Lawrence scale has been used in several assertion

training studies, some disadvantages are obvious: (a) obtained scores
seem significantly influenced by social desi:rability, and (b) the scale
takes longer to complete than the average 24 minutes for college students,.
Both the Lawrence Assertiveness Inventory and the Galassi et al. (1974)
CSES have low concurrent validity correlations (¢30).

McFall=Lillesand's Conflict Resolution Inventory is methodologically
sound; scores on this paper-and=-pencil measure of refusal.behavior are
highly related (.82) to actual behavior on a behavioral situations test
(Loo, 19717. There have been no direct validation studies on the CRI
(Hall, 1978) and this inventory has questionzble discriminant validity
as the authors do not present sufficient evicence that the scale is free
of confounding with aggression (DeGiovanni & Epstein, 1978).

The Rathus Assertiveness Schedule has teen used in several research
studies, but it, too, has a significant relationship with social
desirability. Additionally, Rathus (1973a) reported a moderate
correlation (¢34) with assertivensss as meastred by relating subjects!
assertion test scores with friends' ratiﬁgs of their behavior on a factor-
analyzed scale, Rathus' £nstrument reports & 470 concurrent validity
correlation, Visual inspection of the Rathus scale suggested, however,
that several of the items appear to measure zggression rather than
assertive behavior, e.ge, "There are times whben I look for a good

vigorous argument" (Lange & Jakubowski, 1976, pe 284).
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The College Self-Expression Scale developed by Galassi and his
colleagues (1974) is one of the most widely used devices for assessing
assertiveness (Hall, 1978), While the CSES appears to be unrelated to
aggression as measured by a subscale of the \djective Check List
(Galassi et al., 1974), DeGiovanni and Epstein (1978) emphasized that the
authors' conclusion that the CSES is not con’ounded with aggression
receives only equivocal support. Galassi and Galassi (1975) reported a
nonsignificant relationship between the scores on their CSES and total
scores on the Buss=Durkee scalesj their unpublished data (Galassi &
Galassi, 1976) included significant correlations between the CSES and
the Buss=Durkee assault and negativism subscales for male subjects
(DeGiovanni & Epstein, 1978), The CSES was not found to be influenced
by social desirability (r = .18), according %o Lacks and Connelly (1975),

Gambrill and Richey (1975) are presently standardizing their
Assertiveness Inventory, but no published norms or detailed descriptions
are available (Bodner, 1975), }The authors fail to distinguish between
assertive responses and aggressive attempts to hurt of coerce another
(DeGiovanni & Epstein, 1978), Hall (1978) supported the use of the scale
as it provided a great deal of information to the user and allowed for
the development of profiles based on assertiveness_and felt anxiety, He
strassed that the inventory did require additional validation research in
terms of behavioral measures to increase its value,

In summary, item analyses have been reported on only one instrument

(Rathus, 1973b)e Little effort has been made to assess differences in
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discriminative power among situations (Heimberg et al., 1977)., Many
inventoriss contain redundant, irrelevant, or unnecessary items and the
roles of response set and social desirabilitv have yet to be evaluated.
The College Self=Expression Scale appears to be the most useful for
measuring a wide variety of different types of assertive behaviors, But
while the CSES purports to evaluate assertive skills in a variety of
gituations, it does not allow for an orderly breakdown of these skills
according to the situation (Bodner, 1975), ~“he Conflict Resolution
Inventory is an excellent measure of one type of assertive behavior
(Lenge & Jakubowski, 19763 Bodner, 1975), None of these measures has
a separate scale to measure aggressive behavior and all were normed on
a white populations This leaves additional work for the aforementioned

investigators in further refining their instruments.

Objective Measurements

Attitude measurement., The need for objective measurement instruments

which can be administered to large groups led to the development of
attitude scaling techniques, These are technically superior to
guestionnaires because they provide a quantitative method for assessing

an individual's relative position aleng a unidimensional attitude
continuume, The direction and intensity of a respondent's attitude is
indicated by a single score which summarizes one's responses to a series
of items each related to the single concept, ebject, or issue under study.
The major difference hetween a scale and a test is that individuals

taking a scale respond in terms of their feelings about individual
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slatements and there are no single "correct” answers, One's beliefs,
opinions or feelings provide the criteria by which one judges the desired

answer (Edwards & Porter, 1970),

Situation-response scales. Assuming that opinions may not be the
best indicator of attitudes, Pace (1939) relied upon subjects' statements
about what he/she would do in a variety of specific situations.

Responses represented varying degreses of attitude concerning the
situationy a situation was described and four or fivs alternatives were
given for each, An individual then had to select the response which
best indicated what he/she would do if confronted with the situation,
This, of course, called for an individual to identify with the situation.

According to Rosander (1937), there are seven steps involved in
constructing behavior-situation scales: (a) collecting and editing scalse
elements, (b) preliminary sorting, (c) final sorting, (d) scaling, (e)
selecting of parallel Porés, (f) determining reliability, and (q)
determining validity. Reasons for using the situation-response technique
have been elaﬁorated by Pace (1939), In general, these scales can be
used as teaching aids, stimulants for discussion, and as a basis for
generalizing an assertive behavior in cﬁmpetitive sport settings. Mors
spacifically, the S=R technigue purportedly abtains more truthful results
because attitudes may be measured in a more subtle manner. Further, the
technique aids in eliminaﬁing vagusness and generality of the statements.

An attitude inferred from the situation-response scale would be
less extreme than one inferred from other measurement techniques, It is

more difficult for an individual to consistently choose similar responses
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on an S-R scale, Finally, results from these scales can be used to
reinforce the iearning of appropriate behaviorss It is speculated that
advances in attitude measurement will come when researchers are able to
establish clear relationships betwsen opinien and action. Meanwhile,

measurements of today are purely degcpiptive (Pace, 1950),

Situation-response scales to measure attitudes in physical education.

A number of physical education studies have used the S=R method to
measure attitudes, McAfee (1955) developed sportsmanship attitude scales
for boys in grades six,. seven, and eight, 1In 1956, Mayshark formulated
an S=R scale to measure health and safety attitudes of seventh graders
and Myers (1958) prepared an instrument to measure attitudes of seventh
graders toward safety, A problem=solving test of sportsmanship was
reported by Haskins (1960) for college men and women; in the same year,
Moawad (1960) created a situation-response scale for the purpose of
sstablishing a valid, reliable, and objective physical education attitude
scale for sophomore boys in Indiana high schools. Meyne (1964) assessed
the attitudes toward the profession of physical education held by college
males majoring in physical education.

Seven years later, a scale to measure the attitudes of freshmen
and sophomore college women toward birth defects was constructed by
Zelfer (1971), Sisley (1973) measured the attitudes of women coaches
toward the conduct of intercollegiate athletics for women. The most
recent study using a situation=response format was conducted by
Hutchison (1976). She revised Sisley's S5~R scale for use with coaches

of women's intercollegiate basketball teams and female intercollegiate
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basketball players who were projected into & coaching role, All of these
more recent studies were conducted at UNC-G.

The critique given the paper-and=pencil measures of assertive
behavior by Heimberg et al, (1977) from studies in the psychological
literature equally applies to the S-~R attitude studies reported in
physical education, Very few researchers have done item analyses., None
have taken convergent and discriminant validation into account, nor have
they considered any other confounding variables, 8.ge, Social

desirability in their researche.

Situation-response scales measuring agqression in sport. Radford

and Gowan (1970) examined sex differences as they pertained to self=

reported feelings about some 51 games, sports, and other activities
arranged on an aggressiveness-compstitiveness scale, College physical
education majofs served as subjects, 85 of whom were male and 113 of
whom were female, Their responses reported: (a) feelings of enjoyment,
(b) desire to continue with the activity at somse future time, and (c)
feelings of proficiency in relation to sex—appropriate listings of
activities,

These investigators were primarily concerned with activities at the
extremes of the scale, the first and fourth quartiles, of response
options, Their research concluded that "both males and females have
more negative feelings about activities which require, encourage, or
reward overt aggress;veness and highly competitive behayinr than about
activities that are low in aggressiveness/competitiveness" (p. 21).

There was also a tendency identified on the part of women to feel more
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negatively toward aggressive activities and nore positively toward
nonaggressive activities than the male subjects.

Questions answered by Collis' (1972) 5(0-item athletic aggression
scale were: (a) how important winning was to a group or individual,

(b) what measures subjects were prepared to take in order to achieve
success, and (c) perhaps, how much these aggressive attitudes were
related to success in any given sport, His pilot survey concerned 20
male participants in high level competitive programs at three age levels
(10 & under, 1ll-14, 15=18) and four sports (ice~hockey, soccer, swimming,
and gymnastics)e Collis found that differences between the mean scores
of sport groups were minimalj but, within the different age groups,
significant changes occurred for legal aggression scoresj the opposite
results were reported for the extralegal scores.

More recently, Bredemeier (1975) developed and validated a self=-
report 200-item Likert-type scale for the assessment of athletic
aggression (BAAGI) in female athletes, The scale contained 100 reactive
items which described the infliction of injury on another and 100
instrumental items which connoted the attainmsnt of an extrinsic reward,
She reduced her 200-item instrument to one of 100 items using a 27 (or
higher) validity coefficient criterion. The alpha scores for internal
consistency were 90 for the revised reactive scale and .86 for the
revised instrumental scale., A significant, n=gative correlation of «69
was obtained between thé revised instrumental and reactive scales which
the author felt added to the construct validity of her scale, .These items
were addressing different forms of aggression, The Buss~DOurkee Hostility

Scale (1957), The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (1960), and a
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coach's svaluation were alsc included in Bredemeier's battery.,
Significant correlations were found between :he Buss-Durkee items and the
BAAGI, and there was a small significant effuact of social desirability on
the revised BAAGI responses. Instrumental ajgression items were affected
more by social desirability tham the reactiva items,

In 1977, Bredemeier tested 95 female athletes who reported
significantly more reactive aggression and significantly less
instrumental aggression than the 166 women tasted in 1975, Twenty=three
male football players were also assessed but their reactive and
instrﬁmantal aggression scores were not significantly different. The
male athletes' mean scores were comparable to the female athletes' mean

|
scores on the instrumental items, but the football players reported
significantly higher levels of reactive aggression than the women
athletess A factor analysis of BAAGI extracted two factors: ‘(a)
assertive emotional control which contained items associated with
instrumental aggression, and (b) reactive aggression. The assertive
emotional control factor accounted for the highest percentage of the

explained variance and contained the major portion of BAAGI items,t

Rating. scales measuring athletic aggqression, There is a type of

behavioral observation which Kerlinger (1973) termed "remembered behavior
or perceived behavior." He compared rating scales, another form of
objective measure of individuals as observed by others, with scales which

measured how an individual saw her/himself. UWhile the use of rating

lhlork in progress, Additional information not available,
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scales has often been unsophisticated, they do have virtues which make
them valuable tools of scientific behavioral research, Kerlinger cited
one of their uses as adjuncts to other metheds. Such is the use to
which Bredemeier (1975) put her coaches' 10-item evaluation (CE) scale
utilizing a true=false format., The Coaches' Evaluation assessaed an
athlete's reactive aggression from the coach's point of view, A score
of ten represented a perfsect reactive aggression score., The mean of the
coach's evaluations was 3,68 which indicated that coaches described
thair athletes as displaying little reactive aggression. The alpha
score (.53) reflected a significant homogeneity of items at the .0l
level, The reactive items on the CE scale and revised BAAGI items
reflected a significant positive relationship,

Cratty's (1973) rating scale, on the other hand, depicted varying |
amounts of aggressive behavior seen and experienced in sports, and was
schematically presented by him as a classification device, The scale
may assist one to focus upon situations in sport which might require
more assertive behavior from its participants than others and also, to
anticipate where aggressive rather than assertive behaviors might emerge.
The writer questions whether the "fine line" between assertion and
aggression depends upon the nature of the sport, the officiating
philosophy, and the tolerance of one's teammates, coaches, and opponents
for aggressive behavior within the rules (Cratty, 1973, Pe 152=153),
Cratty also encouraged the use of this scale as an objective measure for
research purposes, He did not cite research df its use as a data
gathering device, howsver,

To date, only Bredemeier's (1975, 1977) work in aggression and

Martens' (1977) study of anxiety seemed to have advanced the intsraction
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model of S=-R research in sport psychology. Both of these rasearchers
followed sound procedures in their scale developmsnt, research design,
and statistical analysis, Competitive sport asgsertion still awaits the
efforts of a qualified researcher who will utilize the interaction model

in her/his formulation of a measuring technique of the construct.,
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CHAPTER III
PROCEDURES

A description of the procedures followed in the development,
administration, and validation of the Dailey Assertion Scale are
presented in this chapter, Steps taken in the data treatment are also
explained, The text is categorized in three major sections: (a)

development of the scale, (b) collection of evidence, and (c) analyses.

Development of the Scale

The development of the DAS closely followed the recommendations
in the American Psychological Association's Standaids for Educational
and_Psychological Tests and Manuals (American Psychological Association,
1974), The DAS was developed for use with intercollegiate athletes; it
sought to reflect the competitive sport settinge The form and style of
the scale was based on several criteria: (a) an objective rather than
projective scale, (b) a minimization of response bias, (c) an unambiguous
procedure for taking the scale, (d) a relatively short time period to
complete the scale, and (e) an easy method for scoring the responses
(Martens, 1977), The format chosen was developed by Pace (1939), It
utilized a self=-administered situation~response scale with sach item
having a five-point response alternative: (a) least desirable response,
(b) fourth most desirable response, (c) third most desirable response,

(d) second most desirable response, and (8) the most desirable response.



30

These options represented varying degrees of attitude toward a situation,
The subject selected the response which best indicated what he/she would
do if confronted with the situation as described,.

To minimize a subject's reactivity to assaessing assertion, the DAS
was not referred to as an Assertion Scale but one of self=-expression,
'Six filler items were included to direct the respondent's attention to
other elements of competition, The situation-response format used was
considered to be minimally affected by response sets, This was
accomplished by varying the order of the alternative responses and by
the specific wording bf thé items, There is no known procedurs to
eliminate response bias, Because social desirability and lie scales
seem to suffer from the same weakness they seek to detect, none was

developed in conjunction with the DAS (Martens, 1977).

I1tem Development

The first task in the scale construction was to identify the
subclasses of assertive behaviors which were typically delineated in
sveryday competitive sport settings. This served as a guide in the
development of the situation=response items, A pool of items was
generated from ideas about assertion expressed in the social psychology

literature and from Cratty's (1973) rating scale.

Judas_Selection and Their Evaluations

Once the areas were identified and the items formulated, a panel of
five experienced judges qualified in sport psychology and/or skill

learning were presented with a list of sixty items to be evaluated,
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These persaons had either conducted research on assertion in sport or
were known to be knowledgeable of this topic, The panel was composed of
Or, Merna Des Galassi, Dr. Dorothy V, Harris, Dr. Rabert J. Lueft, Or,
Brent S, Rushall, and Ms, Janice Shelton, Judges were requested to rank
each item response alternative in the order of desirability, Items were
also evaluated as to whether or not they would contribute to the scale,
The judges were instructed to disregard their own attitudss toward the
situation in rankihg response alternatives, If they felt they could not
rank the response alternatives of a particular item on a one-=to~five
scale, they were directed to assigh a duplicate value to two or mors
rasponses which they thought equally qesirable or undesirable, See
Appendix A for the initial scale items and directions to judges, The
results of the judges! responsés then served as the basis of item

selection for the DAS, Therefore, some items were ranked by as few as

three judges.
Items which met the following criteria were considered for the

scale: (a) two=thirds, three of five, of ths judges had to consider

the item sither desirable or essential, (b) the five response
alternatives from each judge had to include three different rankings
with at least one rank below 3 and one rank above 3, and (c) the average
intercorrelation of the response rankings for the item had to be 700 or
better., The value was recommended by Sisley (1973). The Spearman rank
difference (rho) method of correlation was used to determine the degree
to which the five judges agreed in ranking the response alternatives,
The intercorrelations for all possible combinations of judges were

computed on an IBM system 360 model 165 computer utilizing the



32

Statistical Analysis System (SAS) Program CORR SPEARMAN,

An average intercorrelation using the z' transformation was computed
by averaging the 10 rho correlations for each item ranked by the five
judges.’ Where only four judges ranked the items, there were 6 rho
correlations; for three judges, there were 3 rho correlations, These
rank order correlations were then transformed into z' values, averaged,
and converted back to the correlation coefficient (Edwards, 1950).

Since rho is an approximation of r, and the difference between the two
never exceeds .018 (Barrow & McGes, 1971), the investigator considered
this a negligible difference in using the Fisher transformation
procedure, The mean of the averags intercorrelation for the items in
the scale gave indication of inter~judge reliability,

Table 1 reports the averaged z' values, and the final r averages,
Of the original 60 items, 20 items were eliminated on the basis of the
first two criteria: (a) three of the five judges had to consider the
‘itam desirable or essential, and (b) the five response alternatives from
each judge had to include three different rankings with at least one
rank below 3 and one rank above 3, so intercorrelations were run on 40
items, Of these, 5 items were eliminated on the basis of the third
criterion: (c) the average intercorrelations for the response rankings
of an item had to be ,700 or bstter, Eleven items involved negative
intercorralations; these items were also eliminated because they
indicated a lack of interjudge agreement. See Table A in the Appendix
for the responses from the judges and the average weights for the items,

Averaged intercorrelations ranged from .357=,993, The interjudge

reliability for ranking the responsss on the 24 selected scale items was
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Disposition of Original Sixty Items

According to Judges' Rankings
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Item r z! Item r z!
la 3l a
2 a 32 b
3 %d 33 % ¢ «835 1,206
4 b 34 ¥ ec 0418 0482
5 % d 35 % f «993 24714
6 ¥ d 36 ¥ ¢
7 ¥c 357 374 37 ¥ d
8 b 38 ¥ ¢
g % d 39 % f «918 1,571
10 * f 712 «892 40 ¥ f ~808 1,117
11 b 41 a ,
12 b 42 ¥ f «829 1,182
13 ¥ «800 1,089 43 * d
14 a 44 % f «836 1,208
15 * fc 0640 - 758 45 * o757 «987
16 * «840 1.226 46 b
17 b 47 ¥ fd
18 a - 48 * e «933 1,670
19 ¥ d 49 * f 737 947
20 a , 50 * 0731 «930
21 * 0927 1,631 51 b
22 ¥ f «787 1,06 52 ¥ f «963 1.981
23 * 786 1,061 83 ¥ f «856 1,264
24 ¥ f 936 1,731 54 % d
25 a 55 a
26 * f 841 1,222 56 a
27 a 57 ¥ e «897 1,462
28 * f «887 1,410 58 ¥ e 747 « 968
29 % «783 1,051 59 b
30 ¥ fc 557 «629 60 ¥ c 608 «707
% Selected for use in the scals
a Eliminated because each judge did not use three different rankings
b Eliminated because three of five judges did not value the item
c Eliminated because average intercorrelation was too low
d Eliminated because of a negative intercorrelation
e Three judges ranked ths item
f Four judges ranked the item
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computed to be .839., This coefficient indicated an acceptable a priori
standard of reliability (Barrow & McGee, 1971l), Six filler items were
added to the 24 assertion items from the orijimal pool., The DAS, then,
as developed from the initial judgments consisted of a total of 30 items,
The order of items was established from the original pool except where
alternative responses might contribute to a -esponse set. 1In such cases,
these were arbitrarily changed to another place and instructions for

subjects were developed,

Collection of Evidence

Selection of Subjects

One- hundred and eleven undergraduate male and female intercollegiate
athletes were invited to participate in this study on the basis of their
competitive experiences at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro,
Only athletes on varsity squads competing during the Fall and Spring
semesters of 1977-1978 were eligible to take part in the study. This
target population included the men's and women's swimming, tennis, golf,
and basketball teams; the women's field hockey and softball teams; the

men's soccer team,

Scale Administration

The Dailey Assertion Scale was administered to 74 volunteers of the
aforementioned athletes, Subjects were directed to indicate how they
would respond if placed in the situations described in the items. The
' Galassi et al, (1974) College Self=Expression Scale, The Marlowe=Crowne

(1960) Social Desirability Scale, teammate ratings, and coach evaluations
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of an athlete's assertive behavior were also included in the test battery,
Each instrument included self-explanatory directions (see Appendix B), and
was distributed at pre-arranged times to those athletes and coaches who
gonsented to participate in the study., UWith respect to ethics for human
subject research, the School of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation
procedures were followed,

Administration  was accomplished during the last two weeks of Spring
semester in a classroom, gymnasium, or dormitory setting in accord with
the subject's availability, The sequence was randomly ordered for each
subject; testing sessions.were of approximatzly one hour duration. The
latter part of the competitive season was desmed a desirable time to
administer the test battery because it allowsd ample time for coaches and
players to get to know each other, The field hockey, soceer, swimming,
and basketball teams were the first to be tested because their seasons
were already completed, Then, the women's softball team, the only team
available for group administration,. was next measured, All others took
part in the study on a single-subject administration whidh accommodated
the athlete's schedule., The golf and tennis teams were away at
championship meets, so they were tested last. Data were collected from
the coach separately.,

Debriefing procedures were conducted at the end of data collection,
Eight female subjects who participated in more than one sport were
requested to rate their teammates in both sports, However, these subjects
completed the rest of the test battery only once. A form postcard was

sent to all subjects informing them of the intended purpose of the study

1



and thanking them for their participation., Coaches were debriefed

verbally by the investigator,

Scoring of the Scales

The Dailesy Assertion Scale. All playecs' responses were recorded

directly on the scale to minimize errors; scires were transferred to a
master scorecard., The process of scoring involved converting an "X"
response to the appropriate numerical value which was the average weight
of the judges' responses for that particular alternative. These values
were then totaled to obtaim a player's total scale score, The highest
total score one could receive on the scale was 114,1 and the lowest was

29,4, 1I1tems 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30 were filler items and not scored,

Social Desirability Scale, This 33-item instrument was scored as

indicated by the authorse. There were 18 items keyed true and 15 false
making a response set interpretation of scores highly improbable. The
score was génerated by assigning a value of cne to each item that was
different from the indicated direction. A high score on this scale
implied a high need for the approval of others. Norms established by
the authors (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) indicated that any score over 17
for females and over 15 for males was scored as high, All scores

falling below these means were interpreted as low.

36

Teammate ratings and coach evaluations, These ratings were recorded

on a five-point basis with teammates and players considered as highly
assertive given a 5 and those less assertive a 4, 3, or 2 rating; those

teammates/players exhibiting no observable assertive behavior received a
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1 rating for the 10-item instrument., Items 4 and 8 were filler items
and not scored, These values were alsoc summed to generate a summation
value not to exceed 40 points, The teammate ratings were averaged far

each athlete to achieve one grand sum,

The College Self-Expression Scale, This 50-item self-report measure

utilized a five=-point Likert format (0-4) with 20 positively worded items
and 30 negatively worded items. Scoring followed Galassi et al.'s (1974)
recommended procedures. A total score for tne scale Qas obtained by
summing all positively worded items and reverse scoring and summing all
negatively worded items. Low scores were indicative of a generalized
nonassertive response pattern, Those athletes with scores falling in

the 95-105 range were ranked as low assertive, in the 122-127 range as
moderately assertive, and those in the 145-155 range as highly assertive

(Galassi, Hollandsworth, Radecki, Gay, Howe, & Evans, 1976).

Analyses

Item Discrimination

Item analyses, Pearson product-moment correlations, and discriminant
function analyses were computed to determine item discrimination, All
calculations utilized the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(sPSS) Programs CROSSTABS, PEARSON CORR, and DISCRIMINANT. The item
analyses were computed according to Magnusson's (1967) method for
differences between extreme groups using the upper and lower 27% of the
total score distribution, The analysis compared the proportion of

individuals at each extreme who answered the item consistent with the
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total test score classification with the proportion of individuals who
answered the item opposite their total test score classification. The
upper proportion was compared with the lower proportion on a nomograph to
obtain the correlation coefficient between the items and the total test
score (see Appendix C)e

The second analysis utilized a Pearson product-moment correlation
computation, The responses of all subjecfs wvas used rather than
selecting both the upper and lower 27% of tha sample, Each item of the
DAS was correlated with the total test score for each respondent,

To determine the discriminating power of each item, a discriminant
function analysis was computed between the two extremes of the total
sample tested. The upper and lower 33% of the total score distribution
was selected to represent the respective high assertive and low
assertive respondents, Martens' (1977) development of SCAT offered a
guideline for this calculation which fit the obtained data,

The results of the analyses should yield fairly consistent item
patterns, if the questioné represent the sams: content area, Based on the
obtained coefficients for the item analysis, criteria for final acceptance
of an item were established, For high and low respondents .40 was set as
the criterion, a more rigorous standard than .20 and .30 which are
frequently accepted. Application of this criterion to the high and low
assertive samples equally assured that each item was sensitive to
measuring both extremes of the disposition, a characteristic absent in
many other scales, The Pearson product-moment correlations had to be
significant at the .05 level or highér and have a minimum r of .21, For

the discriminant analysis, only those items were accepted which were
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included in the stepwise procedure.

Reliability

The test-retest method was not used because of the reactivity
subjects might have in taking thé test battery again, Analysis of
variance was used becauss it did not require a retest, This procedure
was provided by converting the data from the SPSS program to the SAS
Program ANOVA, Procedures outline by Kerlinger (1973, ppe 448=451)
were followed to calculate the variance betwuen items on the scale, the
variance between individuals (Vind)’ and the residual or error variance
(Vg)e The computations used for obtaining the reliability coefficient

were derived fraom the following formula:

Vs
r = ind
tt T

ind

Internal Consistency

Internal consistency was concerned with the degree to which items
in the DAS were interrelated. Evidence of this was demonstrated in part
by the item analysis of the 27% low and high extremes of the sample and
the Pearson product-moment analysis for all subjects. If the instrument
has internal consistency, the correlations from the item analysis should
be high for both high and low assertive subjects across samples, and
also high when all subjects are included in the data analysis,
Utilization of ANOVA also provided procedures for assessing item
consistency (Safrit, 1973) in accord with the following formulas

= Vitems - Vg
v

Tte

items
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Content and Concurrent Validity
Having established item discriminability, reliability, and internal

consistency, the next prdcedure sought to provide svidence that the
Dailey Assertion Scale measured what it purported to measure. Content
or face validity of the DAS was a matter of judaoment about the
representativeness of its items for measuring competitive agsertive
attitudes, Items were designed givimg censideration to.definitions and
also the author's intuitive interpretations and daductions.# Five judges
also offered criticism and suggestions concerning the content and
structure of the items.

Concurrent validity was determined by correlating scores on the DAS
uithbthose on the CSESe A situation-specific competitive assertion
scale was expected ta yield low to moderate positive correlation
coefficients with nonspecific assertion scales, If high correlation
coefficients between the DAS and CSES were obtained, this would suggest
that the DAS measured the same type of assertion as a gensral assertion
scale and therefore, would have no unique purpose, Correlation
coefficients near zero would be equally disappointing in that they would

be indicative of little or no relationship between the DAS and general

assertiveness.

Convergance Betwaan Modes

The coach's evaluation of an athlete's willingness to assert
her/himself and her/his teammate ratings of this characteristic with
respect to the competitive sport setting were compared to athletes!

scoras on the DAS, The purpose of such comparison was to determine if



41

athletes whom the DAS depicted as high or low assertive were similarly

described by the coach and teammates, oo

Discriminant Validation with Constructs of Other Kinds

The SOS purports to assess the common response set of social
desirability, Athletes' scores on this variable were correlated with
their scores on the DAS to establish the relationship bstween the
competitive assertive construct and a petentially confounding variable,

If the DAS Qas independent of the SDS, it was reasoned that it would not

correlate highly with it,

Discriminant Validation with Constructs from the Same Substantive Area

The DAS is a 30-item self-daescriptive scale with responses given
according to varying degrees of how one alleges he/she would
behave for the situation described, The CSES is also a self-descriptive
scale with responses given according to a Likert-type format, These two
instruments represented different techniques within the same mode of
assessing related constructs, Player/coach evaluations are descriptions
of én athlete's assertive behavior from a player/coach point of view and
as such served as a technique from yet another mode of assessing related
constructss, A third technique within the selfwdescriptive mode which
assessed an unrelated construct was the Marlowe-=Crowne Social
Desirability Scale, an instrument utiliziﬁg a true-=false format, Thase
five assessments were compared in an intercorrelational matrix in an
attempt to determine a pattern of correlations similar to a predicted

profile, The SPSS Program PEARSON CORR provided the analytic procedure,
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Multiple Regression Analysis
The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) computer program GLM (General

Linear Models) for multiple regression analysis provided probability
lavel, the coefficient of determination, the error of prediction and its
limits, the best equation for the regression line, the sequential sums

of sﬁuares, partial sums of squares, and te#t for the null hypothesis
when the parameter squals zero, The dependent variable was the DAS, and
the independent variables were the CSES, SDS, teammate ratings and coach
evaluations. This analysis provided the information to answer questions
one through three in the problem statement and was employed to determine
the extent to which scores on the DAS could be accounted for by the other

four variables operating separately and in combination,
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF DATA

The presentation of the data analysis and discussion is organized in
accord with ths procedures stated in the preceding chapter. Materials
are grouped in three major headings: (a) scale formulation analysis,

(b) scale response analysis, and (c) multiple regression analysis,

Scale Formulation Analysis

The competitive sport assertion scale dsveloped for this study was
a 30-item self—repdrt, situation-response sca;e which utilized a five-
point rating from the most desirable (S5) to the least desirable (1).
Responses represented varying degrees of attitude toward a situation,
The subject selected the response which best indicated what hae/she
allegedly would do if confronted with the situation., Five judges were
selected to rate the original 60 items on their appropriateness for
inclusion in the scale and to rank the five item responses according to
their desirability, If this 5=4=3~2-=1 ranking could not be determined,
judges were allowed the choice of duplicating a ranke Judgas! responses
served as the basis of item selection for the DAS and some items ware
ranked by as few as three judges,

On the basis of these deliberations, three criteria for item
selection were set forth: (a) items had to be ranked by three of the

the five judges as desirable or essential, (b) item responses had to



44

incldda at least three different rankings, cne above three and one below
three, and (c) item responses had to feceive a o700 average
intercorrelation coefficient, Twenty items were eliminated on the basis
of the first two criteria, Spearman rank difference (rho) correlations
were computed for the remaining 40 items to determine inter judge
reliability; Sixteen more items were eliminated on the basis of these
computations-=five items were below the (700 criterion, and 11 items
involved negative correlationvcoefficients and were, therefore, also
excluded from the final scale,

The average intercorrelation coefficients for the 29 items ranged
from 0357=,993, énd the interjudgs reliability for the 24 selected scale
items was 839 (an acceptable arbitrary standard of reliability). Thess

results are summarized in Table 1 in Chapter III, See page 33,

Scale Response Analysis

Descriptive Statistics for the DAS

Table 2 summarizes the descriptive results of the DAS administration
to the 74 subjects, The mean was 93,476, the standard deviation a 6,652,
and variance of 44,249, The ranges of 2846 points (78,8 minimum and
107.4 maximum) was not wide and affected some of the computations made
latsr, The sksuness revealéd a symmetric distribution of scores with a
small standard error, 773, This permits the interpretation that only
five times out of one hundred would a scaore be found to deviate more
than 1.5 points from the mean. Even though the distribution of scores
approximates a normal curve, the distribution is some&hat flat as

indicated by the negative kurtosis, ~,48l, A platykurtic distribution



Table 2

Summary of Descriptive Statistics of Responses
to the Dailey Assertion Scale

Statistic : Value
Mean 93,476
Median 92,850
Mode 86,000
Standard deviation 64652
Variance 44,249
Range 284600
Minimum 784800
Maximum 107,400
Skeuwness ~0008
Standard error o773

Kurtosis o481
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of scores affects the choice of subgroups in that they should consist of

the upper and lower 29 or 30% of the total group (Cureton, 1957),

Item Discrimination

An item analysis was run utilizing the SPSS CRUSSTABS Program for
the upper 27% (scores 98,0 and higher) and tie lower 27% (scores 89.7 and
lower) of the responses, The analysis compared the proportion of
individuals at each extreme who answered an item consistent with the total
DAS'SCOra classification with the proportion of individuals who answered
an item opposite their total test score classificatione. The criterion set
for item retention on the DAS was a correlat.ion coefficient of at least
«40 for both high and low respondents, These comparisons were made on a
nomograph (Magnusson, 1967), Eleven itéms were identified by this
procedure; six correlations were significant at the .05 level or higher.

A Pearson product-moment correlation ($PSS PEARSON CORR Program)
was also calculated which compared all respondents' scores on the DAS
with each iteme, Fifteen items were significant at the .05 levsl or
higher.

A discriminant function analysis was then computed utilizing the
upper 33% (scores 97,5 and higher) and the lower 33% (scores 90,2 and
lower), The SPSS DISCRIMINANT Program was used, The purpose of this
procedure was to determine the discriminating power of each item for the
respective high and low assertive respondents, 0Only thase items for
retention in the DAS were accepted which were included in the stepuwise
procedure, Stepwise discriminant analysié was used, therefore, to

eliminate the less useful items before further analysis was performed.
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The discriminmant function computation generated 15 items as
appropriate in a possible Version 2 of the DAS, The 15 items produced a
very high degree of separation as indicated by the final Wilk's lambda
(411467) and a canonical correlation of 941, The canonical correlation
squared (the proportion of variance in the discriminant function explained
by the groups) was 88.5%. ' This leaves only 11,5% of the variance as
unexplained,

The standardized discriminént function coefficients, representing
the relative contribution of an associated item to that function,
revealed that items 17, 8, and 13 contributed'host. Then, items 3 and 4
followed in importance., Items 11, 5, 2, 20, 15, 12, and 22 were next;
items 10, 18, and 15 contributed the least, However, each item made
sufficient contribution for it to be retained in the analysis,

The results of these three analyses yielded fairly consistent itsm
patterns, Items 3, 4, 8, 12, 15, 17, and 19 were strong on the item
analysis, the Pearson product-moment correlations, and the discriminant
function analysis. .Seven more items met acceptable criteria on two of
the three analyses: 1, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, and 18, Six different items
showed strength on only one analysis: 2, 10, 20, 22, 23, and 24, On the
basis of these analyses, the investigator decided to retain 14 items in
the DASs The results of the three analyses are summarized in Table 3,

For those 11 items favorably evaluated in the item analysis, the
mean correlation cosfficient was ,626 for the high assertive respondents
and ,280 for the low assertive respondents, These results suggested that
the DAS discriminated better for the high assertive respondents, This

raises some question about the generalizability of assertiveness as a



Tabls 3

Item Discrimination
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Item Analysis

Pearson Product-lMoment

Discriminant Apalysis

Upper=Lower 27% Correlations Upper=Lower 33%
N = 42 N =74 N = 50
Items r Items p_level Items——~stepwise order
0l «60 Q4 001 15
08 56 05 001 o8
15 54 07 .001 17
17 52 09 +001 13
03 Py 15 001 11
07 odé 17 «001 03
12 obd 08 002 04
18 44 12 <004 05
04 42 24 .005 02
09 ..40 13 007 12
19 40 a3 008 20
01 «016 10
11 .018 22
23 029 18
19 #0031 15
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component of successful performance for all athletes, It is also
acknowledged that there is variability in assertion within sport groups.
This has implications for the validity of tho DAS, The mean coefficient

for the Pearson product-moment correlations for the 15 significant items

was 419,

Reliability

Reliability analysis was concerned withk how consistently the DAS
measured the sample of individuals from whom data were collected,
Procedures outlined by Kerlinger (1973) using analysis of variance were
followed, Data were converted from the SPSS Program to the SAS Program
ANOVA to caculate the variance between items (Vitems) ON the DAS for all
subjects, the variance between individuals (Vjng), and the residual or
error variance (Vg)e The results of this procedure revealed a
reliability coefficient of ,407 which is low, but ‘not unusual for a first
.administration of a situation-response scale., Another method of
interpreting this coefficient may be made by squaring the value, thus,
indicating that the individual and item variance only shared 16.6% of the
cammon variance leaving 83.4% unexplained,

Obtained DAS scores did not distinguish among the individuals
within the extremes of the sample, One of the reasons for this was that
thers was not a great enough rangs of the sums of the individual scores.
Another reason for the low reliability was that the errors of measurement
were highe Some of the itemsvcuuld have been ambiguous and, therefore,

open to highly individualized interprstation.
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Internal Consistency

Internal consistency analysis sought to reveal the degree to which
items in the DAS were interrslated, Evidence of this was demonstrated,
in party, by the item analysis and also by the Pearson product-moment
correlations, An analysis of variance among items was used to estimate
the consistency of this scale according to Safrit's (1973)
recommendation, The reliability coefficient in the procedure was
estimated from the ratio of the total test variance (Vg) to the item
variance (V;itgng)e

This procedure was coﬁsidered to be superior to any method based
upon an arbitrary division of the test into halves, For example, Hoyt
(1941) pointed out that if an unlucky odd-even split occurs, thers may
be an under or overestimate of the discrepancy between the observed
variance and the true variance, It was evident in the present inquiry
that such a split could occurj 11 of the 12 odd-numbered items were
significant, and only 4 of the 12 evennumbered itemse

The computation resulted in an acceptable reliability coefficient
of 941, By squaring the coefficient, 88% of the item and individual
variance was shared leaving only 12% unexplained, Thus, it may be
interpreted that the DAS is homogeneous and unidimensionalj i.e., it is

likely that only one disposition, sport assertion, is measured,

The results of the analysis of variance using both ryi = Yind = Ve
Uind
and r,, = Vitems = Vg are summarized in Table 4, The F values for

Uitems



both items and individuals were significant at the ,001 level,
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The Hoyt

analysis of variance technique for determining reliability yields the

same results as the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (Hoyt, 1941), 1In

essence, what the results obtained from these two computations seem to

be indicating is that the items are homogeneous, but the individual

sample scoras are not; therefore, the measuring instrument is not

reliable esven though the items "hang together" (Kerlinger, 1973, pe 450).

Table 4

Analysis of Variance for Estimating the

Reliability of the DAS

Variable Source df SS MS F
Score Items 23 384,86 16,73 16485%%%
' Individuals 73 122,29 1,68 1o 69%%%
Item x Id, 1679 1667435 «99
Total 1775 2174449
**¥p¢,001,
Validity

“ Content validity. Analytic techniques described hereafter were

carried out to provide evidence that the Dailey Assertion Scale measursd

what it purported to measure, Content validity was a matter of a priori

judgment about the representativeness of the items in the DAS for

measuring compstitive assertive attitudes,

Results of the five judges!

deliberations on the situations included in the scale and item responses



reduced the DAS from 60 items to 24. Interjudge reliability was ,839

for the 24 items retained, Items were designed giving consideration to

definitions and also the author's intuitive interpretations and

deductions.

Five judges also offered criticism and suggestions

concerning the content and structure of the items,

Intercorrelatiops Among All Variables

The corrselation betwsen all possible pairs of scores in the test

battery is presented in Tabls 5, Concurrent validity, convergent and

discriminant validations were determined from this analysis. The

correlation coefficients presented in the matrix werses rounded off te

the nearest thousandth and were required to be significant at the .05

level,

Table 5

Pearson Correlation Coefficients
f Test Battery Scorss

o
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Variable 2 3 4 5
DAS 1 273 % 104 .051 009
CSES 2 ~-.051 =259 ¥¥ wmg015
505 3 0324 ¥¥¥ 119
TEAM 4 443 ¥
COACH 5
*¥%p), 001 N = 74
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Concurrent validity. Concurrent validity was determined by
correlating scores on the DAS with those on the CSES, A valid situation-
specific assertion scale pertaining to competitive sport was expected to
yield a low to moderate positive correlation coefficient with a
generalized assertion scale, This is precisely what resulted in this
comparisone The obtained correlation coeff:cient was a significant
(.009), positive, and low value of 273, This implies that the DAS has

a unique purposej at the same time, it has a significant relationship to

the assertion construct,

Convergence between modes. The coach's evaluations and teammate

evaluations of an athlete's assertiveness on a 10-item instrument was
compared with athletes' responses on the DAS to determine if athletes
whom the DAS depicted as high or low assertive were described as such by
their coaches and teammates, The results of this comparison indicated
that no such relationship cou;d be claimeds The correlation between
teammate ratings and the DAS was a ,051j the correlation between the
coach's ratings and the DAS was a ,009, These results are highly similar
to those of Simon and Martens (1976) when they compared an athlete's SCAT
(Sport Competitive Anxiety Test) results with a coach's rating of a
competitor's anxiety. Simon and Martens' correlation was a bit higher
(+e14), howsvsr, |

Three explanations are offered to account for the near zero
correlations between the coach and player ratings and the DAS, First,
the DAS may be a poor index of an athlete's competitive assertion,

Secondly, the rather crude 10-item rating scale may be an inadeguate
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instrument; and thirdly, coaches and players may be inaccurate in their
paper=-and=pencil evaluations of an athlete's competitive assertion, It
should be noted that the teammates and coache: agreed on their ratings of
assertion, This correlation was the highest c¢f the ten pairings (.443),
and significant at the ,001 level, It may be sxplained by the fact that
the relationship derives from the use of identical instruments, The
strength of this rslationship suggests a viable topic for further

systematic inquiry, however,

Discriminant validation with constructs of other kindse AR

athlete's scores on the common response set of social desirability
(Marlowe=Crowne Social Desirability Scals) were compared with the scores
on fhe DAS to establish the relationship between the competitive
assertive construct and a potentially confounding variable., The DAS was
sufficiently independent of the Marlowe~Crowne SDS, r = +.104, Moreover,
it was nonsignificant at the ,189 level, Therefore, the DAS is not

contaminated by social desirability.

Discriminant validation with constructs from the same substantive

area, Designation of the variables according to the descriptive mode
pairs the DAS with the CSES and the players' ratings with the' coaches!
ratingse Consideration of these according to technique calls attention
to the different formats, multiple~choice situation response and Likert-
type in the initial pair. In contrast, both of the ratings represented
similar techniques but from a different mode, namely, from differing
perspectivess A third technique within the self-descriptive mode (true-

false format), but assessing an unrelated construct (social desirability),
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was also included in the intercorrelational matrix,

The discriminant validafion sought to clarify how the constructs
related to one another, This requires that the correlation between
different methods measuring the same trait exceed (a) the correlations
obtained between the trait aﬁd any other trait not having the method in
common, and (b) the correlations betwsen different traits which employ
the same method (Campbell & Fiske, 1959), There was a significant (.013),
but low negative correlation (-,259) between how one's teammates rated an
athlete's assertive bshavior and an athlete's self-described assertiveness
on a general assertion scale, This may be explained by the idea that
while sport assertiveness is a positive or desired attribute in successful
performance, as a general social skill assertiveness tends not to be
highly valued,

A significant correlation coefficient (.002) was also reported
betwsen one's scores on the Marlowe-Crowne SD¢ and an athlete's rated
assertiveness by one's teammates, This was irdicative of a somewhat
moderate relationship (+¢324)., Teammates' ratings of én athlete's
assartiveness in the sport setting may have been influenced by a need for
the approval of otherss This was not necessarily unexpected given the
social interaqtion which occurs within sport groups., The obtained value
may be explained by sample size and gender, Threa of the 19 male subjects
refused to evaluate their teammate's assertiveness; none of the women
refused to offer such judgments, Such a sex tlifference is further
revealed in Marlowe and Crowne's norms for college men'and womene The

men's mean score is two points lower than that of the women's for the 33-

item scale,
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NMultiple Regression Apalysis

Multiple regression analysis was employed to answer three of the
guestions which framed this study: (a) how a competitor viewed her/his
assertiveness and how others viewed her/his assertive behavior in the
sport setting, (b) how an athlete reported rer/his assertive behavior
on a situation-specific assertion scale and on a general assertion scale,
and (c) with respect to a and b above, was the DAS a valid scale? 1In
general, the analysis offered insights into the results of the Pearson
product—moment correlations in the intercorrelational matrixe. These
results are summarized in Table 6, The DAS was designated as the
dependent variable and the CSES, SDS, teammate ratings, and coach's
ratings, the independent variables, The GLM (General Liﬁear Models)
procedure from the SAS Program was utilized,.

The resultant analyses revealed that the variability of the scores
on the DAS had 88 chances in 100 of being explained by the regression
squation (p = ,120), Ten percent of the variance of this sample with
these five variables can be explained with the equation: DODAS = 72,782 +
«103 CSES + o106 SDS + ¢325 TEAM + (=.103) COACH leaving 2909.36 units
unexplaineds This may be interpreted as an unacceptable model in that
90% of the variability is unexplained. From an intuitive perspective,
the variability may be associated with the complexity of the construct,

With respect to prediction, it would be feasible to estimate one's
scores on the DAS within 12,98 points which is a large srror considering
the obtained range of 28,6 points, The CSES alone accounted for 75% of

the explained variability, but only 7% of the total variability, In the



Table 6

Multiple Regression Analysis of Test Battery Scores
Summary of General Linear Models Procedure

DAS Dependent Variable

I: Source df 55 MS F PRYF R2 CeVe Mean sD
Model 4 320,795 80,199 1,90 +119 +099 6,946 93,48 5,45
Error 69 2909,356 42,164
Total 73 3230,151
II: Independent Variables Partial S5 F PRYF Sequential S5 F PR>F
CSES 284,119 Be74 .01l 240,257 5.70 .020
508 20,895 «50 +484 45,234 1,07 « 304
TEAM 35,303 +B84 363 28,190 «67 «416
COACH . Te1l5 e17 . .682 76115 o17 +682

LS
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order they were entered, the SDS added only 14% more, teammate rating
8.75% more, and coach's rating 2,25% more which is very little at the
time they came into the equation, The least unique contribution was
made by the coach's rating (68% chance of its eccurring by chance alone),
then the SDS (a 48% chance of its occurring by chance alone), followed
by the teammate rating (36% chance of its occurring by chance alone),

What the variables contributed at the time they came into the
equation were the exact duplication of the Pearson product-moment
correlation results for the DAS and the other four variables., The
autocorrelation of -=,086 and the Durbin-Watson D test applied to this
value indicated there was no pattern to the errors on the DAS,

In summary, on the basis of the results of the data analysis from
the Pearson product-moment correlations, and the multiple regression
analysis, no relationship was found between how a competitor viewed her/
his competitive assertion and how others viewed her/his assertive bshavior,
There was a significant and moderate correlation between how the coach
and teammates rated an athlete's assertive baehavior (r = 443§ p = ,001).
A significant but low relatienship was found between the DAS and the CSES
suggesting that the DAS has a unique purpose, With respect to validity,
analyses did not yield clear results, This instrument established
content and concurrent validity, and discriminant validity with constructs
of other kinds, It did not establish convergent validit?, nor
discriminant validity with constructs from the same substantive arsa.
These same divergent results were mirrored in the reliability parameters,

The reliability of the instrument was only 409, but the reliability of

the items was (941,
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

The broad purpose of this study was to cevelop and validate a sslf=-
administered situation-specific assertion scele for collegiate male and
female competitive athletes, The inquiry further sought to determine
whether obtained scores from the paper~and-pencil measure reflected one's
perceived assertivensss of the athletes in the "peal" sport environment,
More specifically, this inyestigation sought.tq identify the
relationships among an athlete's assertiveness as measufed by the Dailay
.Assertion Scale, teammates! evaluations of her/his assertiveness, and
the coach's assessment of the athlete's assertiveness. Secondly, the
relationship between an athlete's scores on the DAS and her/his scores
on a general assertion scale (Galassi et al,, 1974, CSES) was
investigated, Finally, in the light of the above, the study was designed
to reveal whether or not the DAS was a valid instrument for the
asgsessment of sport assertion,

Seventy=four male and female intercollegiate athletes and their
coaches at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro during the
school year of 1977=1978 saerved as subjects for the study. They
represented four teams for men (swimﬁing, tennis, soccer, and baskatball)
‘and seven teams for women (golf, swimming, tennis, basketball, field

hockey, softball, and volleyball), A research approach was used in
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which the behavioral effects of environment and individual difference
variables, and their interaction are concurrently studied,

Procedures for the development of the [AS involved the
identification of subclasses of assertive behaviors which were typically
associated with everyday competitive sports settings, A pool of items
was generated from ideas about assertion expressed in the social
psychology literature and from Cratty's (1973) rating scale. Fivse
experienced judges were presented with a list of 60 items and requested
to rank each item response alternative in the order of desirability, If
8 Sm4=3=2=1 ranking was impossible to make, judges were directed to
assign duplicate rankings to item response alternatives, Items werse
alsq evaluated with respect to whether or not they had the potentiai to
contribute to the scale, The following criteria were required for item
salection: (a) three of five judges had to consider an item as either
desirable or essential, and (b) judges' rankings had to include three
different ranks with one above three and one below three, Upon the
application of these criteria to judges' responses, 20 of the initial
items were eliminated from the pool,

Intercorrelations were calculated on the remaining 40 items
utilizing the SAS Program CORR SPEARMAN. An average intercorrelation
using the z' transformation was computed to determine inter judge
reliability, The rank order correlations were transformed into z*
valuses, averaged, and reconverted to the correlation coefficient. The
average intercorrelation of the response alternatives for an item had to
be o700 or better to be retained on the scale, This criterien was not

met by five items, Eleven of the remaining 35 items involved negative
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intercorrslations, These were also eliminated as they, too, were
interpreted as indicating a lack of interjudge reliability, The average
intercorrelation for the 24 accepted items was .839, Six filler items
were added to the 24 selected items. Thus, there was a total of 30 items
in the final scale,

The DAS, the Galassi et al, (1974) College Self-Expression Scale,
the Marlowe-Crowne (1960) Secial Desirability Scale, and a player/coach
rating scale were administersd to the 74 athletes and their coaches,
Three analyses were computed using the SPSS Programs CROSSTABS,
DISCRIMINANT, and PEARSON CORR, The analyses were carried out to
determine item discrimination for the DAS as follows: (a) an item
analysis on the upper/lower 27% of the sample, (b) a discriminant
function analysis on the upper/lower 33% of the sampls, and (c) a
Pearson product-moment correlation on all 74 subjects, Criteria for
final acceptance of an item in the item analysis was a .40 for the high
and low respondents, The Pearson product-moment correlations had to be
significant at the ,05 level or higher and have a minimum r of 2l1ls For
the discriminant function analysis, only those items were accepted which
were included in the stepwise procedure,

Fourteen items met the criteria of the three item discrimination
analyses, These items were strong on at least twoc of the thres analyses,
Items which were accsptable on only one apalysis were eliminated for
consideration in the final scale,

An analysis of variance procedure was utilized to evaluate the
reliability of the DAS as a measurement tool and to assess the internal

consistency of the scale items, Data from the SPSS Program was converted
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to the SAS Program ANOVA, The reliability of the scale was ,409 and items
were internally consistent at an r of 941,

Content validity of the DAS was assumed, However, concurrent,
convergent, and discriminant validations were asssssed utilizing an
intercorrelational matrix of all possible pairings of the five var;ables
under study, A PEARSON CORR Prégram from the SPSS package effected this
computation,

Multiple regression analysis was employed to answer questions one
through three in the problem statement. The GLM (General Linear Models)
procedure from the SAS Program was utilized, In general, the analysis
offered insights into the results of the Pearson product-moment
correlations in the intercorrelational matrix. The resultant analysss
revealed that no relationship was found between how a competitor viswed
her/his competitive assertion and how others viewed her/his assertive
behavior. Thers was a significant and moderzte correlation between houw
the coach and teammates rated an athlete's assertive behavior, A
significant but low rslationship was found between respondents' scores on
the DAS and their scores on the CSESe. This was interpreted as suggesting
that the DAS has a unique purpose, the assessment of sport assertion,

With respect to validity, analyses did not yield clear results,

The DAS was established as having content and concurrent validity.
Furthermors, it was found to have discriminant validity with constructs
of other kinds, However, analyses did not establish convergent validity,

nor discriminant validity with constructs from the same substantive area,
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Discussion

The following discussion was developed (a) to pesrmit enumeration of
obstacles met by the investigator in the process of conducting the
present inquiry, and (b) to propose definitive steps which might be taken
to improve the instrument so that it may be useful in the study of sport
assertions Although they reflect ex post facto understandings, they
are not offered as apologies, WNine procedural and criterial
considerations are addressed:

1, Establishing an item pool, Attempts to balance the specificity

of ‘the sport environment with generalizable meanings while, at the same
time, maintaining comparability with broad concepts of assertion was
difficult. Had another model with a multiple-choice format been
available, the construction of situations and five alternative responses
would have been facilitated, The revision of the present scale should
provide a better point of departure for scale revision. Moreover, such
revision could be more systematically undertaken by thse investigator
given her experience,

2. Judge sslectione The investigator's decision to include on the
panel of judges an individual who was not familiar with the sport
environment, resulted in the elimination of many items which were
favorably evaluated by the other four judgese. It also sacrificed having
the benefit of five judges' responses to svaluate all the items which, in
a sense, was a3 loss of thoroughness., The selection of five new judges,
all familiar with the construct of sport assertion, snould yield better

focused and more complete evaluations for subsequent scale development,
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3¢ Negative intercorrslatians ffom judges' rankings. Eleven items

had to be discarded because they inveolved negative intercorrelations,
There seemed to be no one judge whose pattern of rankings contributed to
the negative values, The computational results clearly provide further
svidence that the construct under investigation is extraordinarily
confounded, Possibly clearer definition of &assertion in sport may emerge
from continued research efforts having systematic and in=depth
methodology. One such effort may be the extension of the present study
into a second version.

4o Administrative procedures, Because the test battery was not
completed until very late in the Spring semester, only one team
(softball) took part in the present study under conditions of group
administration, Of the 111 athletes in the target population, only 74
were tested, Nineteen of these, men, responded out of a possible 48,
while 55 of the 63 female athletes responded, Having a larger sample of
male athletes may have altered the results of the study. Also, the
- nature of the athletic program at the University of North Carolina at
Greensboro has some specific characteristics which could have affected
the evaluation of DAS items, Although this could be the case in any
given institution, the history of UNC-G suggests it is more the

exception than the rule.

S Low reliability of the DAS, The ANOVA procadure for testing

reliability has the characteristic of a powerful test, It uses the
variability of scores for analysis, Therefore, respondent's scores on
the DAS must show more rangse A homogeneocus sample such as the one used

in this study can only generate a limited range which makes exceptional
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demands on item preparations. The investigator computed an ANOVA for the
14 items which were accepted from the item discrimination analyses and an
r of ,409 for ﬁhe 24 items increased to an r of ,485 with the 14 selaected
items, Thus, the addition of 14 more items could step the reliability up

to ,653 using the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula:

nr

Ty = .
l+(n=1)r

In other words, the reliability of the DAS seems low because a rigorous
teét was used, A more common method of calculating reliability would
probably suggest that the DAS has higher reliability,

be Low discrimination for the low assertive respondents. This
problem is related to the range of responses., For the 11 items
favorably svaluated in‘the;item analysis, the low assertive respondents
had a mean correlation coefficient of ,280 while the high assertive
sample had a mean of ,626, Again, the relatively narrow range of the
scores on the DAS among extremes did not "allow" the low assertive group
to show distinctiveness from the upper 27%, This is a problem in the
development of situation-specific items. The response alternatives
must be viable for both extremes of a given sample. In the present
study there were items which had no representation from the less
assertive respondents on the least desirable response alternative. Low
discrimination for the low assertive respondents (as measured by the DAS)
may, in part, be a function of the sample used in this study. UWere the
competitive assertive construct to be tested with scholarship athletes,

the results might be more discouraging, "Elite" athletes would be
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expected to demonstrate more homogeneity. The rigorous selection
procedures permitting entry into an elite qroup would likely reject
less assertive athlstes,

7. Lack of gstablishment of convergent validity and discriminant

validity with constructs from the same substzntive area. According to

Campbell and Fiske (1959), many intercorrelational matrices do not show
convergent validation. That is, no relationship may be found between
two methods of measuring a trait., One of the reasons for this lack of
relationship pertains to the functional unity of the trait being
measured, or "the response tendencies involved being specific to the
nontrait attributes of»eacﬁ test" (Campbell & Fiske, p. 104),
Additionally, the authors suggest "The failure to demonstrate convergencs
may lead to conceptual dsvelopments rather than to the abandonment of a
test"»(p. 104), In the case of the DAS, there is sufficient support to
warrant further development and refinément.

As for discriminant vélidation, one additional way to improve the
validational process would be toc include an established measurs of
aggression in the test battery, This was not done in the present study
because of practical considerations, Further, many investigators have
neither attempted nor been successful in validating their assertion
scales against such a measure. Regardless, there would be considerable
potential for an aggression score, assuming an appropriate measurs could
be identified, te contribute to sstablishing the validity of the DAS,

8. Lack of reliability and validity of the player/coach rating
scalees The l0-item rating scale used by players and coaches to evaluatse

an athlete's assertive responses should be replaced with a more precise
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measure, one that has demonstrated reliability and validity. The obtained
ratings using the crude scale showed no relationship tq an athlete's self=-
reported assertivenssse Aléo, there was variability in the number of
players who made up the participating teams. Some players and coaches had
to rate many more subjects than others, e,q., two males from thse tennis
team each rated only one team member. On the ather hand, all players from
the women's softball team served as subjects which meant that sach player
had to rate 15 teammates. This variability may have contriﬁuted to the
results, |

Further, while the investigator attempted to parallel the situations
described in the DAS with those describéd on the rating scale, players
and coaches were making an assessment of the assertiveness of other
players and teammates from the perspective of an athlete's participation
on one team or in one situation. At the same time, all athletes
described their assertiveness on the DAS across a number of situations,
Thus, two perspectives were brought tc bear in thess judgments.

9, Nongeneralizability of results, Although this factor was

aéknomledgad at the outset of the study, the sample was specifically
selected as appropriate for the first stages of developing and validating
a self-administered, situation-response assertion scale, Once the DAS
has been shown to be a more reliable and valid self-report measure of
competitive assertion, future sample selection must be isohorphic Qith
the stage of development of the scale, Also, an equal representation of
male and female subjects should enhance the reliability and validity of
the scals, Two or threse further revisions of the DAS will hopefully

yield norms thus permitting mors gensralizability of results,
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Undoubtedly, though, the attainment of such a goal will be dependent on
the status of sport and limits imposed on colleges and universities by

governing organizations,
Conclusions

Within the framework of the questions posed and tested and within
the limitations of the study, the following conclusions are justified:

le What are the relationships among an athlete's assertivensess as
measured by the Dailey Assertion Scale, teammates' evaluations of her/his
assertiveness, and the coach's assessment of the athlete's assertiveness?
No significant rslationship exists between a competitor's self-reported
assertiveness on the Dailey Assertion Scale and her/his assertive
behavior as viewsd by teammates and/or coach. There is a significant and
moderate relationship betwesn a player's and coach's assessments of an
athlete's assertive behavior,

2, Uhat is the relationship between an athlete's scores on the DAS
and har/his scores on a general assertion scale? There is a significant,
but low relationship between an athlete's scores on the Dailey Assertion
and her/his scores on a general assertion scale (Galassi et al., 1974,
College Self-Expression Scale).

3¢ In the light of the above, is the DA5S a valid instrument for the
agsessment of sport assertion? Content, concurrent, and discriminant
validity with constructs of other kinds were sstablished for the DAS, It
did not establish convergent validity, nor discriminant validation with

constructs from the same substantive area.
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Directions to Judges and Their Evaluations

Directions:

The items on the following pages are situation-responss items
related to how one expresses her/himself in the competitive sport
setting. Assertion is defined in this scale as a direct and open
expression of one's self that excludes aggression. It is a dominant
and taking-charge attitude which contributes to success in competitive
sport. Please make two judgments on sach of the items.

I, Rating of Responses

Read sach situation carefully. Then read the five responses which
indicate possible actions toward the situation. You are a member of a
panel to judge the responses ranging from the most desirable behavior
to the least desirable behavior. Please disregard your personal
attitude toward the situation. Assign a value of five (5) points to
the response which you judge to be the most desirable, four (4) points
to the next most desirable, three (3) points to the next most desirable,
and so on, until the least desirable response which receives a one (1)

rating. For example:

1. I hold a reserved ticket for my favorite sporting event only
to find that another spectator is sitting in my seat. I

wouldse

5 a. request that the spectator check her/his ticket and then
move

2 b. blow my stack and demand that he/she move immediately

3 c. ask for a ticket check of spectators in the immediate

' vicinity ‘

4 d. look for an usher to handle it as that is what he/she is
there for

1 8. look for another seat and avoid the hassle

If you had rated the responses as indicated, it would mean that you
rated g as the most desirable action to be taksn in light of the
definition of assertion which is the direct and open expression of one's
self excluding aggression. D would be the next most desirable, c as .the
next most desirable, stc. Remember, you are to rate the responses in
their order of desirability and not necessarily as to how you would

personally respond.

If you feel it is impossible to rate the responses for a particular
item on a 5 to 1 scale, you may assign a duplicate value to two or more
responses you think are squally dssirable or equally undesirable. For
example, in a given item, you may feel that two responses rate 4 points,
two responsses rate 1 point, and one response rates 3 points. Make certain
that each response for every item is rated. The combined ratings of the
judges will be used to determine the final weightings of responses.
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II. Evaluation of Items
. Additionally, please svaluate each item individually in its
totality. 1Indicate, in the space provided to the left to the item
number, how you would rate each item in view of its contribution te
the total scale. Uss the following scoring method:
E~—Essential and should be included in the scale

D—Desirable and therefore acceptable in the scale

U~-Undesirable and should be left out of the scals
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The Dailey Assertion Scale

In response to a questionnaire I am requested to fill out, I
state my preferences regarding those activities in which I have
the most skill and why I prefer them. I would prefer to

participate in those sports in which I have the most skill

bescause:

a. I could present a model for others to follow

b, I would not look foolish

c. I would not lose

d. I would be much less anxious and tensse

8. I could give my opponent the ultimate challsnge

My coach requests that I list my long-term objectives for

workouts. My ultimate goal is to:

a. set new records so I will become well known in my sport

b. vary the workout so it doesn't become boring and I can
get on with playing the game

c. go as far as I can go both physically and psychologically

d. play it safe so I don't injure myself physically and/or
psychologically

e. makse workouts as productive as possible so I can achieve

the most in the least amount of time

I am competing against an opponent in racket sports. I would:

a.

b.
Ce
d.
8.

try to play my own game regardless of situation and
opponent

try to intimidate my opponent by taking the initiative
play bstter if I could psych myself up before a match
play better if I could remain smotionally detached

try to play the percentage shots

It is my turn at bat. I usually attempt to:

bunt because I just want to get on base

hit the ball directly at the pitcher because I know he/she
is not the bsest of fielders

Jjust wait for the pitcher to walk me because I have a

-deceptive batting stance

swing away to hit the ball "gut-of-the park"
hit the ball to the opposite field to keep the fielders
honest .
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I am playing singles instead of doubles because:

a.
b.
Ce
d.

B.

I don't have to rely on anyone but myself

I get a chance to show all my stuff

I can play as much of an attacking game as I can initiate
I can play the waiting game and surprise my opponent with
an occasional smash and/or kill shot

I get a chance to take all the credit for performing well

I am asked to justify the importance of game rules. I explain
that they are important because they:

3.
b.

Ce
d.
8.

allow me to play within a well-defined structurs
allow me to see just how far I can go before a foul is

called

are made to be broken under certain circumstances

are there for me to interpret as I see fit

are thers to reprsesent the "spirit and intent" of the
game

I am working the ball down the field/court. It gives me the
greatest pleasure to:

a.
b.
C.
d.

B.

leave my options open to the last moment as to how I'll
play my opponent

dodge/tackle as many opponents as I can before I shoot/
pass

dodge/tackle at least one or more opponsents before I
shoot/pass

shoot/pass and/or dodge/tackle only when I have no other
choice

shoot/pass and/or dodge/tackle as soon as I can

An opponent hits a lob shot to me. I would:r

a.
b.
Ce
d.

Be.

return the shot with a leb
return the shot as best I could to keep the rally going
return the shot as hard and fast as I could past my

opponent
return the shot as soft and accurately as I could directly

at my opponent
return the shot as deceptively as I could to keep her/
him guessing

I think that an official's call is questionable. I would:

a.
b.
C.
d.
8.

not become involved at all

hope the spectators voice their displeasurs

voice my displeasurs to the official

voice my displeasures to my teammates and coach

let my team captain and/or coach handle the situation
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I am playing a clossly contested match in racketball. I-would:

a.
b.

Ce

d.
8.

direct shots to my opponent's weaknesses as that seems the
best strategy

hit my opponent with the ball on the way to the front wall
to get a replay on my weak shots

hit the ball onto the front wall so it deflects off and
hits my opponent so he/she will not have time to return
my shot

continue to play my own game

directs shots to my opponent's strengths because that
challenges me most

It is the off season. I engage in activities othsr than my
vargsity sport because: -

a.
b.
C.
d.
8.

can just relax

can compete at a less intense level

can enjoy being with friends

can enjoy the environment which is free of spectators
can just forget myself

I am working out on the diving board and/or trampoline. I
prefer to:

a.
b.
C.
d.

=

hit the board and/or bed hard to get as much height as
possible

get as many routines and/or dives down pat as possible
do as many difficult dives and/or routines as possible
hit the board and/or bed softly so it does not detract
from the dive or routine

vary how hard I hit the beard and/or bed so I will be
ready to compsete on any unfamiliar board or trampoline

My coach or teammates compliment me for making an extra-
ordinarily fine play/shot. I would respond by:

a.
b.
C.
d.

B.

becoming embarrassed and muttering an unintelligible reply
acting as though it happens all the time

thanking her/him/them and hoping that I will be that
successful again

thanking her/him/them and proceeding ta explain and
demonstrate just how it happened

stating that I couldn't have done it wlthout their help
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My coach chews me out for messing up a "once~in-a-lifetime"
opportunity to show the world what kinds of talents I have.
I would:

a. becoms more anxious and uncertain of myself

b, accept the responsibility for the mistake, but blame it
on a teammate whom I feel caused the miscue

c. chew out the teammate whom I fesl caused me to miss my
golden opportunity

d. take it out on my squipment

e. eliminate all the possibilities for another miscue to
the extent that I could so that I wouldn't miss another
"chance-of-a-lifetime"

I am requested to identify my athletic role model. I would
identify with a rols model who:

a. continually confronts her/his oppenent
b. stretches the game ruless to their fullest extent
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c. asks an official to keep an eye on an opponent because hs/

she is fouling her/him
d. takes risks.to achisve the desired result
8. plays her/his own game no matter what the circumstances

I am facing a particularly formidable opponent. I would:

a. tell myself I'll never beat her/him/them, but I'11l give
it my best shot

b. tell myself no matter what happens, I am the one who has

to live with myself, so no one but me is ultimately
responsible for my actions

c. tell myself no matter how I have performed in the past
against her/him/them, I'll play my best because this
opponent brings out my best

d. stretch the rules as far as I can to make certain I'll
get a fair shake because my opponent plays this way

8. tell myself I am going to beat her/him/them even though
I have always been beaten by her/him/them in the past
because my luck is bound to changse

An opponent continually fouls me. I would:

a. chew out my opponent
b. try to forgst it and accept it as part of the game

c. complain to the officials and ask them to keep an eye on

my offending opponent
d. return her/his action with a similar one
8. lose my temper and throw the ball/bat/racket/club douwn
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My coach makes an unreasonable request of me concerning my
competing when I am still recovering from an injury. I would:

a. refuse to esven consider it

b. get out on the field, court, course immediately

c. get my teammates to talk to the coach about it

d. give in to my coach's demands occasionally

e. present my reasons for not complying, but if the trainer

agress, play

I have made up my mind to pursue a certain playing strategy.
I would:

a. stick with it regardless of its effectivensss

b. give it up immediately when things seem to go wrong

c. go to my coach and/or teammates for advice

d. give it up if it is a losing strategy

e. stick with it until my opponent comes around to my way of
thinking and playing

It is time to elect team captains., I would elect those who:

a. resort to physical means to show their authority

b. verbally abuse their teammates to get things done
c. quietly accept the responsibility for their actions
d. risk the most when situations call for it

e. get along well with everyone on the team/squad

My opponent doss not call a penalty stroke on her/himself
when accidently moving the golf ball with her/his club prior
to teeing off. I would:

a. call it to my opponent's attention

b. call it to the official's attention

c. let it go because I have had the same thing happen to me

d. keep a close eye on my opponent so it doesn't happen again

8. hit my own tee shot as far as I could to vent my
frustration

I have to state my preferences for the college ysarbook as to
how I would like to be remembered as a team member. I would
prefer to be remembered as: :

a. the play maker

b. the assister

c. the record breaker
d. the most consistent
e. the first substitute
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My opponent is beating me in a closely contested match. I
would:

a. continue to play my own gams

b. occasionally call shots out of play that are in play

c. attempt to keep my cool so I have an even chance at winning
d. vent my frustration by throwing my racket/club/bat down

8. take a few more risks than I normally would

There are many typss of coaches. I perform best for the coach
whoe

a. makes all the decisions so I can concentrate on the game/
match/meet

b. 1leaves all of the playing decisions up to me once the
game/match/meet starts

c. leaves all of the decisions up to the team at all times

d. makes the decisions in the crucial parts of the game/
match/meet

8. leaves the playing decisions up to me in the crucial parts
of the game/match/mest

I have obviously inaccurately assessed my opponent's strengths/
weaknesses. I would:

a. make excuses for my poor performance
b, own up to my mistakes and sesk help in reversing the

situation ‘
c. own up to my mistakes, but try to figurse out for myself
how to reverse the situation
d. blams it on my coach and teammates for not helping me
e. blame it on my own inexperience

I have come late to practice for the third practics in a row.
I prefer my coach to respond by:

a. being consistent however he/shes handles the situation
b. giving me the silent treatment

c. chewing me out and forgetting it

d. having the team captain handle it

e. giving me additional practice expsriences

A teammate continually hogs the ball and/or takes shots meant
for me. I would:

a. allow her/him to do it because hs/she doesn't misplay it
as often as I do

b. resent her/his actions and tell him/her so

c. resent her/his actions and ask my coach to handle it

d. allow her/his to do so because I will get my share of the

- plays

8. forget it because it is part of the game
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28. The press requests that I describe my style of play. I would
respond that:

a. I have competed more or at a hlgher ranking because I
take the initiative

b. I have not been used as much because I just don't make
things happen

c. I have been known to be a bit erratic at times

d. I can be counted on to keep my cool, but if somebody
beats me out I try that much harder not to let it happen
again

e. I have been knoun to be a bit verbal/physical at times
when the situation calls for it

29, My coach comss to me for a decision on whether to schedule a
match/game/meet against a team which has in the past exhibited
all kinds of unethical practices when we have competed against
them. I would respond:

a. "Every team cheats to some extent if they know they can
get away with it, so why not?"

b. "There is no way I want to compete against them again, so
let's not schedule them."

c. "How do you and the rest of the team feel about it?"

d. "Why do you even bother to ask me when you know how
strongly I detest playing them?"

8. "You and the team captains make the decision."

30, I am trying out for the team. My aspirations are:

a. to get as much playing time as is possible

b. to becoms one of the starters or be ranked high
c. to make the team in any capacity

d. to bs the best there is

e. to make the best use of all my talents

31. A teammate continually takes the credit for a team's/squad's

successful performance. I would:

a. really become upset because no one player is that good

b. tell the media, my coach and/or team captains or anyonse
else who would listen that so-and-so is a big showoff

c. 1let that player know in no uncertain terms that it was a
team effort

d. give my teammate's locker a good swift kick

e. feel it is justified because he/she is our best performer
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I am requested to select an activity in which to play goal-
keeper and to state a reason for this preference. I would
select:

a. soccer because it allows so many divergent ways to scorse
in such a large target area

b. waterpolo because the ball doesn't come in as fast

c. field hockey/ice hockey becauss of the speed of the shots
directed at me

d. lacrosse because of the finesse of the shots directed at
me

8. football because it doesn't require one and there is no
way I would put myself in such a vulnerable position

I seem to get along well with most athletes. However, there
are some who really bug me because they:

a. make excuses for playing poorly when they should just
admit it and correct their errors

b. feel guilty about playing rough or taking unnecessary risks
to score

c. depend too much on me to make things happen

d. complain to the coach or referee that they are being
fouled '

e. draw fouls or penaltises because they don't have the
necessary skills or body control to do octherwise

I want to favorably influence an offical's decision. I would:

a. play only within the rules

b. be pleasant to that official

c. point an ‘accusing finger at my opponent
d. play as unobtrusively as I could

e. play as spectacularly as I could

My team is extremely far behind in a game/match/meet. I
would:

a. hang in there no matter what

b. try harder to perform better

c. become angry and openly display my frustration

d. be patient and wait for opportunities to turn the game/
match/meet around .

e. chalk it up as one of those game/match/meet experiences
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36. I have the opportunity to choose all over again the type of
activity in mhlch I would prefer to compete and why. I would
choose:

a., neither team sports nor individual sports, but activities
which challenge me intellectually and require novel
responses from me

b. team activities because they allow for leadershlp as well
as follower roles

c. individual activities because I am competing against
already determined opponents at my own level

d. team activities because I don't have to stand out to be
successful

8. individual activities because I can call the shots

37. Athletes vary in their expression of personal opinions,
feelings, and attitudes. Athletes I most admire:

a. keep their personal opinions, attitudes, or feelings to
themselves

b. freely express their personal feelings, attltudas, or

- opinions but do not force them on others

c. freely sxpress their personal feelings, attitudes, or
opinions but they must convince me of these

d. are apologstic and concerned about hurting the feelings
of others

e. express their opinions, attitudes, and feelings when
called for

38. My team is overwhelmingly ahead in a meet/game/match and my
coach tells me to let up. I would:

a. respect her/his wishes

b. go ahead and score just as much as I possibly could as
I ows it to my opponents

c. respect the feelings of my opponents but also respect
the fact that I have the right to do my best

d. tell my coach to forget it because I want my opponents to
know exactly where they stand in relation to our team

8. rely on the substitutes to lst up so the let up would be
more convincing

39. Many situations exist in sport for self expression. My
expression of assertiveness takes the form of:

a. directly asserting myself by taking the initiative whensever
possible

b. asserting myself within the rules of the game

c. asserting myself indirectly by doing it through others or
in an indirect manner

d. Jjust being myself which doesn't require any assertivensss

e. asserting myself by using my esquipment or apparatus
effectively
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An announcer or scorekeseper inaﬂvertently reports my score/
time incorrectly. 1 would:

a. bring it to her/his attention immediately

b. let my teammate or opponent correct it

c. notify the tournament official in charge

d. not worry about it as it will eventually be corrected
e. let it go unless he/she repsatedly goofs

As a result of the implementation of Title IX, I learn via
the media that athletes of my same sex on campus are only
allotted 15% of the lockering and training facilities when
in fact the female/male ratio of all students on campus is
about equal. I would:

a. go directly to the athletic director on campus and request
equal representation, if this doesn't work make an
appointment- with the chancsllor

b. get all my teammates and other athletes of the same sex
together to decide what to do

c. be satisfied with the status quo as there isn't anything
I can do personally to change things

d. ask my coach to speak to the faculty for their support

e. think things over very carefully and if there seems to be
a reasonable and prudent way to changs things, pursue it

I seem toc be the only one who doesn't agree with the strategy
decided upon for playing a certain opponent. I would:

a. play my game plan no matter what

b. seek a compromise

c. Qgive in as the majority rules

d. find out what is wrong with my game plan

e. listen to what my teammates have to say, but stick with

my plan

I am in a social situation and one of my teammates is smoking
right beside me which is particularly offensive to me and is
also breaking training rules. I would:

a. seek another group with whom to converse

b. remind my teammate that I am allergic to smoke and
request that he/she refrain from doing so in my presence

c. tell her/him what a slob he/she is for breaking training
rules

d. tell the coach that my teammate transgressed

e. tell another teammate to handle the situation
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I am competing against my favorite opponent. My motto is:

a. "winning is the only thing"

b. "nice gals/quys can finish first"

c. "let's give her/him/thsm our best"

d. "I'll really be up for this game/match/mest"
e. I'll have to get a qood hate on"

I feel that I am being discriminated against because I am a
participant in a so-called minor sport. I would:

a. seek help from those who are in a position to changse things

b. bow to the desires of the administration

c. not be swayed by attendance and/or budgetary considerations

d. let those offending me know in no uncertain terms exactly
how I fesl v

e. bring Title IX or its equivalent to the appropriate
administrator's attention

My mind sometimes tends to wander during practice. I prefer
that the coach would say:

a. "Tell me what I just said!"

b. "What do you think I am running here, a kindergarten?"

c. "What do you think I am trying to get across to you?"

d. "Let me know when I am boring you, and I'll try to make
practices more interesting."

8. "Now look, if you can't pay attention, you can get your
tail out of here!"

A teammate asks to borrow my favorite piece of equipment.
He/she is not known to be very careful with the possessions
of others. I would:

a. lend it and if it's not returned in good condition, hs/she
would buy me a new one

b. not lend it to her/him for any reason

c. gladly loan it to her/him because he/she is my teammate

d. gladly loan it to her/him after getting the necessary
assurances that he/she would take good care of it

e. give her/him a hard time about it, but lend it in the end

I am having one of those days when nothing I do on the court/
field/course seems right. I would rationalize my poor
performance by telling myself:

a. everyone is entitled to a bad day now and then

b. no one is perfect--I just couldn't seem to get it together
today ,

c. soven the best performers can't be up all the time

d. today is like any other day, my equipment just didn't
feel right

e. it wasn't my fault, I never play well on this field/
court/course
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I have played my very best. My reward takes the form of:

8.
b.
C.
d.

8.

An

seeing my name in print

receiving the praiss of others

being high scorer, etc.

feeling the warm glow of success for my individual as
well as my team's efforts

not having to practice the next day

athlete complains for not having enough playing time. The

best way for a coach to handle this is to:

a.

b.

1=

reassess the athlete, and if her/his play warrants it,
play her/him more

exert her/his authority and tell the athlete that he/she
knows what hs/she is doing

make practice sessions harder for this athlete
compromise--if he/she practices harder, he/she will play

more
tell the athlete that when her/his performance improvses,

he/she will play more

Some of my teammates continually play the ball instead of
their positions, and/or may also attempt the spectacular
shot. These teammates are:

a.
b.
Ce

d.
8.

out for the glory of self

overconfident in their own abilities

playing where the action is because they like ths risks
involved

not very knowledgeable athletes

saeking to be involved in such play because they are
extremely well skilled

I recognize the need for an Athlete's Bill of Rights which

would legally guarantee the opportunity for any man or woman
to select participation opportunities according to the nature,

needs and desires of the individual.

I:

a.
b.

Ce
d.

8.

This would require that
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seek the aid of the federal government, but not its control

forget the whole thing as there is little hope for such
change

allow the N.C.A.A. and the A.I.A.U. governing boards to
handle it '

sesk the aid of my fellow college athletes to present a

united front
make allowances for the slow wheels of progress toward

change
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I am preparing myself for a game/match/meet. The procedurse
which works best for me is to: '

a. wear my lucky hat, socks, suit, etc.

b. consider my opponents as the enemy

c. get away from everyone connected with the sport before
game time

d. rely on my coach or teammates to do it

e. go through the same preparation that I always do before
game time

I want to establish a good working relationship with my
coaches. I would:

a. do what I am told without question

b. do what I am told in innovative ways

c. question only those things which seem unreasonable and
degrading

d. do what is expected of me when it is a popular course of

action
e. question sverything my coaches ask of me so they know

exactly whers I stand

The trainer suggests that medication is necessary for me to
play. I would respond by:

91

a. requiring adequate information about the medication before

deciding to take it
b. taking it without question as the trainer should know

what he/she is suggesting that I take

c. refusing to take medication of any kind as I have a high

pain tolerance
d. refusing to take it until I see how my other teammates

respond
e. requiring an outside medical opinion before taking it

I overhear a spectator's comments of a dercgatory nature on
the quality of my performance. My immediate reaction would
be:

a. ignore it as it ign't worth getting upset about
b. send my coach or teammate to express my displesasure

c. call the spectator over and explain my feelings about what

I overheard ,
d. go up into the stands to set that spectator straight

e. admit that it bhurt my feelings but accept it as a part of

the game
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A controversial sub ject comes up in a team discussion
concerning how to handle athletes who break training rules.
I am known for:

a.
b.
C.
d.
8.

presenting the opposite side of the argument
staying out of the argument altogether

supporting the popular viewpoint

expressing my visws without alienating everyocne
becoming sidetracked in my argument so I am often
interrupted

I am trying to convince my conservative coach that a more
imaginative strategy might win more games/mests/matches.
To effect such change, I would:

a.
b.
Ce
d.
e.

try to get my teammates to voice their support
suggest changes to the coach in private

try to get my team captain to talk to the coach
voice my displeasure in practice

suggest changes to the coach in writing

I am being interviewed by the media concerning my strengths
and/or weaknesses as a performer. My response would be:

2

b.

Ba

"I am an excellent offensive/dsfensive specialist, but

I should be as I've been at it for years."

"I am good on offense/defenss, but my offensive/defensive
maneuvers need a bit of work." "

"I do risk more, but I usually can afford to.

"I do need work on my specialty shots, but I feel
comfortable with the basics."

"I do need work on some special arsas of my game, but
dosesn't everyone?" ‘

A teammate stops me on my way to practice to talk to me.
I would respond by:

ae.

b.

telling her/him to make it fast so I won't be late for
practice

telling her/him to ses me after practice when I can give
her/him the time hs/she dessrves

telling her/him it's okay, and asking what the problem is
telling her/him to talk to someone eslse, I just do not
have the time

telling her/him not to bother me now, this is a most
important practics
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TABLE A

Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items

Original ~ Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 S5 Weight
1. u U D D D
a. 3 2 1 4 5
b. 3 3 4 2 2
Ce 1 4 5 1 1
d. 3 1 3 3 3
8. 3 5 2 5 4
2. 5 Uu £ E D E filler
a. 4 1 1T 3 1
b. . 3 3 3 1 3
Ce 5 4 5 5 4 4
d. 3 2 2 1 2
B. 3 4 4 5 5
3. 1 u b D U D
a. - 5 5 4 5
b. - 4 4 5 1
C. - 1 2 - 4
de - 2 1 - 2

8. - 3 3 3 3




TABLE A

Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items

(continued)
Original Revissd DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
4. u D U U U
a. - 3 3 2 1
b. - 5 2 1 2
C. - 2 1 2 2
d. - 1 5 5 4
B - 4 4 4 3
5. 2 u D E U E
a. - 2 5 4 3
b. - 3 2 2 2
C. - 5 3 5 5
d. - 4 1 2 ¢4
8. - 1 4 2 1
6. 3 10 u E D U E - filler
a. - 5 4 3 4
b. - 4 3 2 3
Ce. - 3 2 1 2
de - 2 1 1 1




TABLE A

Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items

(continued)
Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number * Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
7. | 4 u b E D D
a. - 5 85 2 5
b. - 4 3 5 2
Ce - 3 2 4 4
de - 2 1 1 1
B | - 1 4 3 3
8. : U D U U E
a. - 2 | 17 2 3
b. - 1 3 1 2
Ce - 4 4 3 4
d. - 3 2 (I
8. - 5 5 5 5
9. - 5 - D D U D
a. - 5 1 2 4
b. - 1 2 1 1
Ce - 3 4 3 3
d. - 2 5 3 2

i
a

8. - 4 3




TABLE A
Responses from the Panel of Judgas to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
10. 6 1 - D E U D

a. - 5 5 5 5 5.0
b. - 1 2 1 1 1.2
Ce - 2 4 2 2 2,5
d. - 3 3 4 4 3.5
8 - 4 1 3 3 2.7
11, u E U U U
3. - 3 4 3 4
b. - 2 1 5 5
C. - &5 & 3 3
d. - 4 2 3 1
8. - 1 3 1 2
12, v b D U U
a. - 2 2 2 3
b. - 4 5 §5 5
c. - 5 4 5 4
d. - 1 1 1 1
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TABLE A

Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items

(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
13, 7 2 b £E DO D D

8. 7 1 1 1 1 1.0

b. 2 3 2 1 2 2.0

Ce 4 4 5 4 5 4.4

d. 4 5 4 5 4 4.4

8. 3 2 3 2 3 2.6
14. - E D D U
a. 1 1 3 1 1
b. 17 2 4. 1 3
- Ce 17 4 2 1 4
d. 7 3 1 1 2
8. 5 5 &5 4 5
15. 8 - E E D D
a. - 4 3 4 3
b, - 3 1 1 2
C. - 1 2 2 1
d. - 2 4 5 4

R
[8)}

Be - 5 5




TABLE A

Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items

(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Averags
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
16. 9 4 - E D £ E

a. 1 2 1 1 3 1.6
b. 4 4 4 4 4 4,0
c. 4 5 5 §5 5 4.8
d. 2 3 2 1 2 2.0
8. 3 1 3 3 1 ' 2.2
17. - D D U E
a. 1T 3 2 1 3
b. 1 5 4 2 5
C. 5 2 5 4 4
de 1T 4 3 1 2
8. 17 1 1 1 1
18. - E U D D
a. 3 5 1 1 1
b. T 1T 2 1 3
Ce. 2 2 4 2 2
d. 1T 3 3 2 ¢4




TABLE A

Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items

(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
19. 10 - E £ D D

a. 1 3 1 1 1
b. 2 2 3 2 3
C. 4 1 4 5 5
d. 4 4 5 4 4
8. ? 5 2 2 2
20. -~ E E D E
a. 1 3 1 1 2
b. T 1T 2 1 1
c. 35 3 4 4
d. 3 4 4 5 b
Be 3 2 5 3 3
21. 1M 3 - D D E u
a. 5 5 5 5 5 5.0
b. 4 4 3 4 4 3.8
C. 4 3 2 4 2 2 2.6
d. 3 5 2 3 3 2.8
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TABLE A
Responsesvfrom the Panel of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges'! Responses -Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
22. 12 6 U D E D D

a. - 5 65 3 4 4,2
b. - 2 2 3 2 2.2
C. - 3 3 4 3 3.2
d. - 4 4 5 5 4.5
8. - 1 1 1 1 1.0
23, 13 7 - E E D D
a. | 4 4 3 3 3 3.4
b. 1T 2 2 1 2 1.6
C. 4 3 5 4 4 4.0
d. 3 1 1 1 1 1.4
8. 3 5 4 5 5 4.4
24, 14 8 - E D U D
a. - 1 1 1 1 1.0
b. - 5 5 5 5 5.0
C. - 3 3 3.3 3.0
d. - 2 2 4 2 2.5

8. - 4 4 2 4 3.5
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TABLE A
Responses from the Pansl of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Respaonses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
25, 15 - E E D D . filler

a. 13 1 1. 2 o
b. : 4 4 4 4 4
Ce 4 5 5 §5 5
de 1T 1 2 1 1
8. 17 2 3 2 3
26. 15 9 - E U D D
a. - 5 5 5 5 5.0
b. - 1 1 1 1 1.0
C. - 4 2 3 3 3.0
d. - 3 4 2 2 2.7
8. - 2 3 4 4 3.2
27. b D D E D
a. 2 3 3 1 4
b. 3 4 5 5 3
c. 2 5 4 4 5
d. 3 2 2 3 2
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TABLE A
Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Averags
Number Number Numbser 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
28. 16 11 - E U D E

a. - 5 4 5 4 4.5

b. ; T 1 1 2 1.2

C. - 2 2 2 1 1.7

d. - 4 5 4 5 4.5

8. - 3 3 2 3 2.7
29, 17 12 - E D D D

8. 2 1 2 1 1 1.4

b. 4 5 4 5 4 44

c. | 4 3 5 4 5 4.2

d. 3 4 1 2 3 2.6

8. 3 2 3 1 2 2,2
30. 18 u D E D -

a. - 3 3 3 1

b. _ - 2 5 4 3

Ce - 1 1 2 2

d. | - 4 4 5 4
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TABLE A
Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Numbsr 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
31. - E D D D

a. By 17 3 3 2 4
b. 1 4 4 1.1
C. 4 5 5 5 5
d. 17 2 1 1 2
e. - 1 2 1 3
32. - U D/ U D
a. - 4 5 - 3
b. - 2 2 - 2
Ce , - 5 4 - 4
d. - 3 3 -5
Be - 1 1 - 1
33. 19 13 - U U D D
a. - - &5 5 5 5.0
b. - - 1 2 2 1.7
Ce - - 2 4 4 3.3
d. - - 3 3 3 3.0

Be - - 4 1 1 2.0




TABLE A
Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Number
34, 20 20 u E O U D filler

a. - 4 2 - 5
be - 5 4 - 3
C. - 1 1 - 2
d. - 2 3 - 1
Be - 3 5 -~ 4
35, 21 14 u E E D E
a. - 4 5 4 4 4,2
b. - 5 4 5 b 4.7
Ce - 2 1 1 -2 1.5
d. - 3 3 3 3 3.0
8. - 1 2 2 1 1.5
36. 22 u E D D D
a. - 4 5 1 2
b. - 2 3 4 4
c. - 3 4 5 6
de. - 1 1 2 1

B
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TABLE A
Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items
: (continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Numbsr Number 1 2 3 4 5 Number
37. 23 ‘D U D E E

8. 1T 2 2 2 2
b. 5 5 5 5 4
C. -~ 4 3 4 5
d. T 1T 1 11
8. 4 3 4 3 3
38. 24 - E D U U
a. - 1 4 3 2
b. - 5 2 2 4
c. - 3 5 5 5
d. - 4 1 1 3
8. - 2 3 2 1
39, 25 16 - E E E D
a. - 5 5 5 5 5.0
b. - 4 4 5 4 4.2
C. - 2 1 3 2 2.0
d. - 1 2 1 1 1.2
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TABLE A
Respongses from the Pansel of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
40, 26 17 - E D D E

a. - 4 5 4 5 4.5
b. - 3 3 1 2 2.2
C. - 5 4 5 4 4.5
d. - 2 2 3 3 2.5
e. - 1 1 2 1 1.2
41. - U U D E
a. 5 4 4 4 5
b. 5 2 3 3 4
C. | | 2 1 1 1 1
d. 5 3 2 2 3
8. 5 &8 5 &5 2
42. 27 18 - E E U D
a. - 2 1 1 1 1.2
b. - 4 4 3 3 3.2
C. - 1 3 2 4 2.5
d. - 5 6 5 5 5.0
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TABLE A
Responses from the Panel of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revisged DAS Judges' Responses Average
Number Number Number 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
43, 28 - E U D U

8. 3 1 2 3 1
b. 5 4 3 5 5
Ce 17 56 65 1 2
d. | - 3 4 2 3
8. v 1T 2 1 1 4
44, 29 19 - E U D D
é. - 3 2 2 2 2,2
b. - 2 3 3 44 3.0
Ce - 5 4 5 5 4.7
d. - 4 5 4 3 4.0
8. - 1 1 1 1 1.0
45, - 30 21 - E D D D
a. 4 3 5 5 5 4.4
b. T 1 1 1 1 1.0
c. 3 2 3 2 2 2.4
d. 4. 4 2 4 3 3.4
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TABLE A
Responses from the Pansl of Judges to the Original Items
(continued)

Original Revised DAS Judges' Responses - Average
Number Number Numbgr 1 2 3 4 5 Weight
46, 25 - E&E U U U filler

a. - 5 4 5 4
b. - 2 1 2 1
C. - 3 5 4 5
d. - 1 2 1 3
8. - 4 3 3 2
47. 31 - &E D D D
a. - 3 4 3 4
b. - 5 1 1 1
C. - 1 2 2 3
d. - 2 3 5