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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to determine the interpersonal relationships of the 1980-81 Montana
State University Women's Basketball team. Specifically three questions were being investigated; one if
any significant correlations existed between player-sociometric ratings made by players, and the
player-sociometric ratings made by coaches; two, what changes, if any, took place in those correlations
from preseason to midseason to postseason and, three, if there was a relationship between both the
players' and coaches' sociometric ratings and the coaches' rating of the skill-ability of players.

The study was delimited to the 15 members of the Montana State University Women's Varsity
Basketball team. The respondents interpretation to each question on the sociometric questionnaire was
identified as a limitation of the study.

A sociometric questionnaire was given to the team to collect data for indicating relationships existing
within the team. The questionnaire was administered to players and coaches on three separate
occasions during the season: at preseason, midseason and postseason.

The data was tabulated and analyzed to determine if any significant correlations existed.

The data indicated that skill-ability of players made no difference to players and coaches in the
sociometric ratings of players. When selecting preferred players for on and off the court association,
players and coaches considered both skill and personality.
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" ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the interpersonal
relationships of the 1980-81 Montana State University Women's Basketball
team. Specifically three questions were being investigated; one if any
significant correlations existed between player-sociometric ratings
made by players, and the player-sociometric ratings made by coaches;
two, what changes, if any, took place in those correlations from pre-
season to midseason to postseason and, three, if there was a relation-
ship between both the players' and coaches' sociometric ratings and the
coaches' rating of the skill-ability of players.

The study was delimited to the 15 members of the Montana State -
University Women's Varsity Basketball team. The respondents' interpre-
tation to each question on the sociometric questionnaire was 1dent1f1ed
as a limitation of the study.

) A sociometric questionnaire was g1ven to the team to collect
data for indicating relationships existing within the team. The
questionnaire was administered to players and coaches on three separate
occasions during the season: at preseason, midseason and postseason.
The data was tabulated and analyzed to determine if any 51gn1ficant
correlations existed.

The data indicated that skill-ability of players made no dif-
ference to players and coaches in the sociometric ratings of players.
When ‘selecting preferred players for on and off the court associatlon,
players and coaches considered both skill and personallty '




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

An athletic team is a social group composed of managers,
players and coaches. The effectiveness of this athletic team is depen-
dent upon many factors, one of which is the ability of its individual
members to work together. As a coach studies the interrelations of a
team, the framework for better understanding the sociology of that team
can develop, thus enabling the coach to better 'guide and direct his/hér
team.

"By gaining a deeper insighf into his players, a
coach is taking a big step toward winning games.
But even more important, as-a leader of youth, he
is better able to help the members of his team
toward a better adjusted adolescence and a more
successful adulthood" (13:48).

For many years coaches have assumed the most effective team is
not necessarily made up of the most highly skilled members. It is,tﬁe
ability of the members as individuals to work together for the benefit
of the team that has been recognized as a major contributing factor to
team effectiveness (4, 8, 11, 13, 18). Since this study is concerned
with the organized sport of basketball, it will discuss the purpose for
the application of a sociometric technique to a given team and the

importance of the results to a coach in determining the interrelations

that egist within that team.-




Statement of the Problem

The general problem of this study was to determine the inter-

personal relationships of the 1980~-81 Montana State Upiversity Women's

Varsity Basketball team.

The Subproblems

1.

fhe first subprbblem.‘ The first subproblem was to determine -
if any significant cofrélaéions éxisted between the player-
ééciomeﬁfic ratings made by the players, and the player-
séciometric fatings made by the coaches.

The second subproblem. The second subproblem was to deter-

mine what changes, if any, took place in those correlations
(players' and coaches' sociometric ratings of players) from

preseason to midseason to postseason.

The third subproblem. The third subproblem was to determine

if there was a relationship between both the players' and

~ coaches' sociometric ratings, and the coaches' rating of

the skill;ability.of players.

' The Delimitations

This study was delimited to. fifteen members of the Montana State

University Women's Varsity Basketball team during the 1980-81 season..

Tt was further delimited to the data collected by the ihvestigator's'\

sociometric questionnaire.




The Limitations

This study was limited by the interpretation of the respondents .

to each question on the sociometric questionnaire. The subjects’ could
refuse to answer some or all of the fixed-answer questions, which
limited the amountvof information that could be obtaiﬁed, but made the

responses easier to qualify.

The Definitions

1. Interpersonal relationships. Interpersonal relationships
refers to the internal structure of the group at a given
time. It includes the association of members in.the group,

as well as an individual's social status in the group.

2. Sociometric questionnairé. The sociometric questionnaire
was the instrument used to provide information about the

social structure of the group.

3. Sociometric rating. A reflection of an individual's group
status as measured by'thg number of "déSirable" and/or
"ﬁndesirable" choices on the sociometric questioﬁnaire
cénVerted to ‘a point value;. taken to Be a measure of

personality.

4. Social status. The individual's sociometric rating.

5. Skill-ability rating. The coaches' subjective assessment
of a player's skill level and'performénce oh a scale of one

“to ten, with one being least proficient and ten being most .




proficient.
. 6. Sociogram. A method of analyzing data from the sociometric
questionnaire. It is a chart that gives a Visualtpresenté-

tion of the data, identifying social patterns which could

include friendship pairs, cliques, stars and isolates.

The Importance of the Stﬁdy

A primarf objective of any'training program‘ié to move'athletés
as quickly as possible from performance potential to performance realif
zation.

"The speed of that transition deﬁends on how well
the coach manages the practice environment: physi-
cal conditioning, skills training, techniques and
strategies and the avenues of communication between
him and the athletes™ (22:155-156).

Since people learn skills differently, learning can suggest dif-
ferent approaches toward reinfofcemeﬁt, evaluation, ékill.sequence,

" motivation and t;aining design. The primary factors in team 1éarning
are the development of team morale, cooperation, leadership and an
understanding of group dynamics. Individual and group productivity,
besides reflecting persoﬁal skills and ébilities, is influenced by the
personal and social climate of the team (22).

McWhirter studied a boy's freshman high school basketball team
to determine the interrelations of the team memﬁérs and their efféct on

team.performance.' It was his firm belijef that for teams to achieve

success, coaches must know their teams and be able to open up lines of
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communication within the team (13).. Oné way fpr a coach to gain such
insigﬁt is by éociometric testing. Through the use of a sociometric
questionnéire, information about the grAup and the individual's posi-
tioﬁ in that group can be provided (13)'. This information 'is invaluable
to the coach és he/shé attempts to guide the group toward common goéls.
Lindva11 reinforces. this conéept by st&ting that the ability té fit in
as a member of a group and to work withlofhers-is esséntial for group
success (10). Ihérefore, it can'be very advantageous for a coacﬁ to
know the team structure—-mofe precisely, wﬁo the 1eadér§ and follpwefs
are. '"The greater.agreeﬁgnt between leaders and members, the moré
effective the group" (24:3)..
| As Fielder wréte in 1954,

"Small groups of individuals, working as téaﬁs, com—

mittees or crews, conduct the overwhelming proportion

of the nation's civic, industrial and military busi-

ness. The effectiveness with which these groups

function is, thus of practical as well as of theo-
retical concern in our society (4:381).

Fielder, through his investigation, suﬁmarized,that group éffec¥

tiveness was related to the personal perceptions which members of the.
group have toward oﬁe anothef_(&).

Both Noll (19) and Jennings (7) concluded that obéerﬁation and
"hearsay are limited as to the amount of insight they provide into team
structure. The iﬂtéfacfions and reiationshipé among gfoup members ére
not always apparent on the surface. 'Therefore, a toql to measure these

interrelations will help the coach gain a better understanding of
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his/her players. This information may enable tﬁé cogéh to beéoﬁe a
more effective leader, thus héQing a positive effect én gfpup‘success.
| The sociometric queétionnairé:iﬁ‘this stﬁd§ is designéd ﬁp
obtain a méasufement of team interrelafiqns which will,_in turn; provide'
the coach Qith the qéceSsary frameﬁork-td aéhie@e:optimﬁm teaﬁ.stccéss-;

(ﬁerfdfmance).




CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

‘This chapter is concerned with_the findings of various authors

who have researched éocibmétfy in the field of sport. It will %nélude

numerous. paragraphs describing sociometric studies in sport. The,basic

cdncepts of sociometry will be presented-along with a brief. history and ‘

background. -

*Sociométrz
' "Througﬁoﬁt history, man's relations with others and

with groups of others have been recognized as -the

source of his most profound experiences. Only dur-

ing recent years, has he had the methodological tools

and theoretical foundation with which' te translate

his natural curiosity into productive activity" (9:1).

Sociometry is a Vety broad and-interesting'field and has been

 defined by maﬁy,ovef the years. According to Jennings, sociometry is
"the study and measurement of interpersoﬁal relatiorships in a group of
people" (7:11). The major lines of communication or the pattern of
attraction_and rejection in its full scope, ‘are made readily comprehen-
sive at a glance. Moreover, sociometry is concerned with-the'psycho—'
logical components of'the group, its method of 1ooking‘intq ‘the groupl
structure, énalyzing it and working with the groﬁp to make the best
possible working conditions for the group (7). Simply stated, sociometry
"provides information abbu; an individuals' position in .a gfpup" (6i353}

Wrightstone describes sociometry as "a means of presenting. -

simply and graphically‘the entire structure of relations:existiﬁg at a
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given time among members of a given group" (26:199).
Bonney describes sociometry as being:

"concerned with the measurement of interpersonal
preferences among the members of a group. It is
multidimensional in the sense that it includes not
only measurement technique, but also methods and
principles to be followed in making groups more
effective in pursuit of their goals and more per-
sonally satisfying to their members" (1:60).

History of Sociometry

The firét‘major work in sociometry was done ﬁy.the founder and
promoter, Moreno (17).l‘Along with Jennings (7), he pioneered the
field and adapted it foy many situations, such as informal groups,
school classés, prisons, organizations and industry (5). Much work was
reported in the field of ééciometry following World War I, when "fhefe
was an increasing interest in combatting the lag betweeﬁ technologicél
advances and knowledge in human relationmships" (25:23)° However, "most
of the work in sociometry has been in the academic field and the class-
room, with the purpose of setting up ideal seating arrangements or
committees" (25:23). It has also been used to analyze SOCiél‘structure
of compiete c;mmunitieS'énd reorganize gfoups so that tﬁey will function
efficiently (3).

The main'instrument in sociometry, the sociometric test dis-
closes the feeling which individuals have regarding one another in
respect to membership in the group they are involved in at a given

moment, along with measuring the amount of organization shown by .a
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;
social group (17).v.Jenningsureached the conclusion that obser\'(a:ti'on-~
and hearsay are limited,-providing only a small degree.of’lnsight (7).
.. He felt thaththe‘bse of observatlonlin‘blace‘of:sociometric analysis

does not map -the cross current- and overall interlocking of relations.

Sociometric Studies

rﬂ'the field of sports, few studies have concerned themselves

with the social-psychological aspects. "The serious study of sport has °

only recently.become a reality" (24:3); The following paragraphs are

‘descriptive .of social—psychological studies dealing with-sport;:

Whyte, 1943, did an extensive study of. the social structure of .

'a gang. As part of his study, he examlned the group s soc1a1 rank1ng
in relationShip to outcomes of.bowling matches.- He found "it becomes
necessary to consider a man's relatlon to his fellows in exam1n1ng h1s
:bowling record" (25:17)._,There was a close connect1on between a man.s
bowllng and his pos1t10n in the group. Whyte further described the
”pllght of alower ranking member who was unable to bowl well when he was
competing against the 1eader or other members of h1s éroup. It was
" found that one's pos1t10n -in the group ‘alters: hls expected ab111ty
group—performance relatlonshlp (25) |

- For hls 1nvest1gat1on of the relatlonshlps of 1nterpersonal
percept1on of team effectlveness, Fielder, 1952 first used 14. h1gh
school basketball teams and then a second group of 12 h1gh school bas—

ketball teams (4) ' Interpersonal perceptlon scores were obta1ned by
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giving each player three.successive'foreed choice questionnarres. In
addition to.these tests, players named the three team members Wlth whom-
they Fould cooperate best and the three with whom they could cooperate
least during games (not neeessarlly bestrplayers). Group effectiveness:
was thenﬂmeasnred by the number‘of games won in proportion to the nnmber:

piayed. Fielder found that "members of effective teams prefer highly

task—orlented persons, Whlle ineffective teams list as the1r most pre— ,"‘

ferred co-workers the more’ acceptlng, relatlonshlp-orlented team mem-
‘bers" (4:387). It is thus possible that the mostvpreferred teamtworker
is a reflection'ofhthe entire team's attitude. '

In 1954 Morehouse did 4 soc1ometr1o}analy81s of two h1gh school
basketball teams u31ngla soelometrlc test (16) Twenty—three var31ty
and junior var31ty basketball players were admlnlstered a- test Wthh
establrshed frlendshlp ch01ces durlné the openlng game‘of thehseason-
and again at the conclus10n of the season. The pTayers were also rated
accordlng to Sklll ab111ty by ‘three of their basketball coaches. Soeio;

- grams Were'developed wh1ch v1sua11y represented the results of the |
sociometrie test. The soc1ogram showed an 1ncrease 1n group 1ntegrat10nlh
on .both squads durlng ﬂuaseason.: The comparlson between the skill-
abllity ratlng and the sociogram seemed to 1ndlcate a 31gn1f1cantly high'
relationship between a player s ab111ty and his be1ng preferred as a
teammate by the other members of the team. | .

Myers, 1962, 1nyest1éated what effect-lntergroup competltlon had

on an 1nd1v1dual s psychologlcal well- be1ng ‘and hlS 1nterpersona1 g
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relatlons with others in the group (18) He formed 60 Lhree—man r1fle
teams from a pool of 180 ROTC students to use as subJects for hlS study.
Perceived acceptance scores were f1gured as'the sum of the subJect's
responses to flve 16-po1nt questionnaire 1tems lhe:items were designed
to assess how comfortable and accepted the subject felt in h1s group
‘The results 1nd1cated that better team adJustment.was generated by’
greater success in ‘the task they were asked to perform. The data also '
.demonstrated that an 1nd1v1dual s 1nterpersonal perception of his group
_ members is- s1gn1ficant1y affected by the level of success enJoyed by -
the group (18) -

The study of his freshman boys basketball team convinced
McWhirter, 1963, that sociometric testing enabled h1m to gain 1n31ght
1nto the network of relationships on h1s team (13) McWhirter used a
fsociometric Questionnaire to help him understand the h1erarchv of his
freshman team‘and'the reasoning behind the hierarchy; Each member;ofh
".the team was asked to write downlthe nameslof members with whom-he would
most like’to play and those with thm he would least like to play.“ A
series of‘situations.or Questions were then given, and‘each player vasv
asked to write1down the names‘of all individuals on the team.who best
met the descriptions.' A chart called a sociogram was then made up to
111ustrate the data collected In McWhlrter s opinion, "Sociometric:
technique, a dev1ce that is generally overlooked, 1s an excellent

method for a coach to acquire a better understanding of his team

_(13;32)1
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o In a étudy”q£.£w; tép pérformiﬁg baskéﬁbaii teams , Klein aﬁd.;
Christiansén,'l966§'analyéed ﬁHe‘relétidn%hiéé of céhesién>and pe;m
pefformange (8). They étudiéd tﬂe degree of tﬁé‘réléﬁidnships bétﬁgén:l'
a.number'of gfoﬁp-éftributeg and‘feém sucéesé. A short sociéﬁetf?é' |
queétibnﬁaire Was-édﬁinisfered befofe each game. Three%man_téams Wefe )
organized aﬁd members>r§téd teaﬁﬁates according to basketbéll ébi;ity.
The ﬁésf successful teéms were not tﬁosg composed of piayefs rénked:
one, tWo.or tﬁreé, buf'tﬁose composed of players ranked two; fivé éqd
‘eight. fhe queﬁtion appéared to be Whéther it was the skill'afilities
of the playérs gf the Eombination of ébilities;ghat &ictatedégroup suc—
céss.(S);_ The:researchers éoncludea thaﬁliﬁ groups with a'common.goal
and clear fqle differenéiation With_regérd to fﬁiéyéogl; cohesiqn'facilf
itates effeétivé@éss‘bf‘fhe group (8). It was also e&iﬁént'fhat cémmﬁ—_.
nication p;tterns,.éuch as péssés tq_teamﬁates, éorrespdnd to friendship
patterns diuring éasy;competitioﬁ but followed. the aﬁility higfarcﬁy éuf-
ing the mbre difficult competition,‘ Lasfly, Jthe éociometfic‘structﬁre
of thé teaﬁ has’ an immediate inflﬁeﬂcé-upon the:communiQaEibn pat%ways
during the gamé situation'and;-conéequently; an iﬁdirecﬁ iﬁfluencé hpopA
sucpesg" (8%267); | |

In 1971, Maftehs aﬁd Pete?sbn—éonductedla‘s#udy of."Gropp Cohe-
siveness as a Determinant -of Sﬁccesé‘apd Member Satisfactioﬁ in Teaﬁ_
Perfprmance"r(ll). stéIvé'ﬁupdred mélé Gniversity_étudents, diyidgd¥;: 
into 144 ihtramurgl baskétbail teéms,.Wére:gdminiSteéed‘a.queétioﬂnaifé

to assess each team's level of cohesiveness. It was administered one,
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day before the first 1eague game and again ae the ‘end of the'season.
The numbeerf éames won was the measure of effectlveness._ Ie was fduﬁd,"
that hlghly cohe51velteams (teams thet Yalued the1r memeerehlp most).
won 31gn1ficantly more games than teams that valued the1r membershlp
1east. Tﬁe results euggested a.c1¥cqler relationship. In“other words,
fhelteams with.the mosttcbhesion:éfe more successful, and eeeme'whieh
are ﬁOre suceessful have greater setisfeetioﬁ fromlparticipafioﬁ-tﬁae
do unsuecessful_teams; |

Vaﬁdef Veldee, 1922,:did é'sociei—psychologicallieqﬁiryron fela_ .
tionships ampné basketbali teams. Within the inquify; ﬁé ;dentified
situatiopal variables which includedleohesion, stetueleohseﬁsusy 1eader;
ship and groué‘sentimeﬁt. Tﬁe'inveeeigationxexamiﬁed~both the.deéfee of -
' assdciation.épd the.netureiof ehe reiationship'betﬁeeﬁ the sieda;iéﬁall
:Variables. Twenty-five -senior High'ﬁoy{s basketball_eeams;we;e used'te
acquire eata from duestionnaires'Whidh were adminietered befofe, duriﬁé
and after the eeason; Vander Veldon fouﬁd, "The.greater-the members '
.:consensus,vehe more effective the‘gfoﬁp,":and "the”mOee eoﬁesive,feams.
are the most effective groups" k24:i26{.

In ; more receht study, 1974; modeled aftefifhe Merteee and
Person research,fMelﬁiek AQd Ciemens ihvestigated ehe'effeete.of'gro?p
social structuee on the'success of baéketball teams (15);.,Twenty—ene_
_uni§e£sity intfame;ai‘teame compleﬁed e'peetoupnameﬁt'queetibnneire:
) deSigne& to'measere.tﬁe grpep strpefﬁrél‘variebles,~stetus eoﬁeeeeﬁs”

and cohesion. The results eﬂoWed that.team perfbrmancezwés_noﬁ-x

3
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significantly related to either;statué consensus or cohesion. .Ihua,
the queations were posed,;did.the deéree'to which a player valued-his
team membershlp d1rectly contribute to hlS team w1nn1ng more games, and
was the level of compet1t1on a varrable to take rnto account (15)7

Even more recently.in a study-conducted by :Pace, 1975 a format
was de51gned whlch paralleled the- format developed by McWhlrter in 1963
,(20). A 51m1lar questlonnalre was adm1nlstered to a un1ver51ty women's
'_basketball team and the data analyzed by placing it in soolograms. ThlS
'enabled her to understand the h1erarchy of the team and ga1n a better

insight into the networkvof relatlonshlps.

a Summary
: Soc1ometry 1s'"the study'and measurement of interpersonal . rela—
:tionships in a group of people" (7:11). It is coneerned w1th~the'psyj
"chological components of the group, method of looking into'thefgroup'”
‘structure, analyz1ng‘it and work1ng w1th the group to make the best
possible conditions. The f1eld of soc1ometry has been adapted to f1t
a.variety of group situations. The use of this-type of study in the
area of_sport has‘dealt‘prlmarily with,group‘cohesion and team-perforf
" manee, and the interperaonal-rélationships'whlch ekiét mithln a team.
The resulting data haa provided ualuable information'to coaches; éiuing
them a better'understandlng of’their‘team and a.greater opportunit§~fof K

increased team success.
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“These studies deal mainly with group cohesion and the relation- -

ship between cohesiveness and team performance. The findihgs-seem to

be contradictory.' Several investigators reported a pos1t1he relation- N

sh1p between the cohesiveness of teams and team effectiveness (11 8,
18 24) Furthermore, the most successful teams were not composed of

the best skilled players (18) in contrast, other studies found that

a hlgh degree of cohe81veness 1nterfered with effect1ve team performance-.f

suggestlng that h1gh1y cohesive - games map be more concerned w1th main-
ta1n1ng good 1nterpersonal relatlonS'than'with effective‘team.perfor—
mance (15 4).

Other studies described- the 1nterpersonal relationships whlch
existed within teams. These findings provided insight into player'.‘
soc1al status, thereby giv1ng the coach a better, understanding of. team
interactions (16 20, 13) ‘There was aihigh relationship betweenlbeing-

preferred as a teammate and piayer abiiity (16). ‘

Of the cited research, only one dealt with female athletes (20).

- The majority of research has been done mith male subjects in high school

at a variety of competitive levels with the emphasis in the area of

basketball (4, 16, 24, 13).:




CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURE

A sociometric questionnaire was given to'the Montana Staté
University Women's Basketbail team to provide data for. indicating
relationships‘eiistiné within the team. The questionnéire was gi&en
to each member three times during the season—-;t the beginning, in the
middle and at the end.-vThe data was tabulated and dnalyzed to.defer—

mine if any significant correlations existed.

Population

Fifteen members of the.Mpntaﬁa State Uni?ersity Women's Basket-
ball . team comprised the pépulation of this study. Ihe subjects were
full-time students ranging between the ageé of 18 and 22 yeafs and were
of varying backgrouqu. Due to injury, the population'aecreased to 14

at midseason and 13 at postseason.

Design of Questionnaire

In this study,:the sociometric éuestionﬁaire was the tool used
for data collection and consisted in part of questions taken from
studies conducted by McWhirter (13)'énd Pace (20). Quespions were also
developed by the investigator, foliowing the suggestions made by
McWhirter (13) in a telephone interview on November 5, 1980. He sug;
gested the concept of uging both "deéirable" and "dﬂdesirable"_questions
Which.would be specifically adapted to the invéstiéator's péfticular

situation. 'The.questionnaire was deéigned to establish sociometric




17
ratings indicating relationéhips that existed in the womeﬁ's varsity-
basketball team. |

The sociometric questionnaire consisted of two types of socio-
metric questions: basic sociometric questions and "guess-who'" ques-
tions (Appendix A). The basic sociometric duestions (1—;) asked each
member of the team to Write:dowp the names of‘the three other ﬁembers
of the team with whom she would like to do a certain activity. Althougﬁ
each player was asked to write down three other teammates for each ques-
tion, the ﬁlayefs were not required to respond. Appendix E was - used .to
tabulate the respomnses to the sociometric questions.. Of these seven
questions, two were of major importance. Question 3 asked the subjects
to lis£ in order of preferemce three team members with whom they would
like to play basketbéll giving éonsideratipﬁ_to skill abi;ity. :They
were also asked to list three undesirable choices on the same basis.
Question 7 asked that the subjects list in order of-preference three
team members with whom they felt most at easé off the court. Aéaiﬁ,.

. three undesirable choices were listed as well. An analysis'of,quéstion
3 and 7 was made to help clarify the study'slfindings}

The "guess-who" questions were used only'ag a.subjeétive éid to
the investigator. in viewing the results of the sociometric ratings. 1In
these questions, the players were asked to write thé names of all indi-
viduals .on the téam who best met the desériptions~of‘a series of situa—f
‘tions. These questioﬁé»or situations were relevaﬁt.to the group éitué—

tion and included both "desirable" and undesirable" traits.
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Administration

A pilot test was conducted on'November 18, 1980 on the ‘12 grad-
uate students in the field of physical educatién to familigrize the
investigator with the.administration, mékeup and construction of the
questionnaire. It was administered to these students in their graduate .
research class in physical education at Montana State University. Thé
test results sh;wed no changes were ﬁecessary and aidea the‘inyestiga—
tor in determining that the length of fimé neéded for. administration.of
the questionnaire was approximately 12 minutés.

The questionnaire was admiqistered to each ﬁember of the
women's basketballiteam on three separate occasions dﬁring the 1980-81
season. The first a&ministration was the day beforé the opening game
(December 1, 1980), thé:secénd administration was at midseason (Januaryf'
14, 1981) and the final administration Qas at the ena.of the season
(March 10, 1981). Twelve games were played during the six and one-half
week period between the first admiqistration ani the secbnd. Tﬁirteen.
games were played during the seven and one-half week period betweeﬁ thé
second and final administration.

| Procedures for administering the questionnaire were const;nt.
Each questionnaire was éoded, haﬁded out and turnéd in by the players.
By ﬁot requiring the sﬁbjects to identify themselves by name, the
investigator hoped. to alleviate any anxigty that might be present in
answering the qegafive questions. Prior tb a&ministration{ a short

explanation was given to acquaint the subjects with the purpose of the
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questionnaire. They were asked to read the,instrgctions carefuliy.
The investigator emphasized the.fact thailall answers would betsérictly‘
confideﬁtial and would have no bearing on player staéus with the
coaches. Players were asked not to discuss their ahsweré with anyone.
No mentiog of a later questionnaire Qas made at the preseason adminis;
tration. The same diréctions.wgfe given at the midse;son and posﬁ—
season administrations with the added explanation that the purpose of
these follow~up questionnaires was to note any changes that might have
occurred.

The head coach, assistant coach and the athletic trainer inde;
pendently filled out ‘the éuestionnaires. The two coaches also indepen-'
dentlj rated each player according to the following criteria: skill, |
consistency and inteﬁsity.

Skill was defined aslthe technically correct pefformancg Qf’the
fundamentals of basketball. Conéistency included pefformance of those
skills on a daily basis. The intensity rating involved the coach's
assessmént of the playér's ability to push themselves mentally .and
physically during every practice and every gaﬁe. The players were
. rated at the time the éuéstionnaire was administered on 'a scale of omne

to ten. Ten was considered most proficient and one was least proficient.

Treatment of Data

The results of each of the first seven questions were tabulated

by the investigator (Appendix B). On each form,‘the'names of all the
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players were set up to record the questionnaire choices. .The players
were listed across the top in a row and down the side in a column. The
side list repreéented the'choices made by a player and the top list
representgd the choices received by a piayer. Fof each question, a
player could list tbree "desirable" choices and three hundesirable"
choices. In order to qualify the results, the invesfigatdr established

a scale equating a point value for each choice, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1

A Scale of Point Values
To Questionnaire Choices

Desirable First Choice = 7 points
Desirable Second Choice = 6 points
Desirable Third Choice @~ = 5 points
No Response ' = 4 points
Undesirable Third Choice = 3 points
Undesirable Second Choice = 2 points
Undesirable First Choice = 1 point

The point values for each player were then transferred to a
computer coding form. The same séale and method were used to tabulate
the coaches' socioﬁetfic ratings. Each player's one to ten skill-ability
rating was also transferred onto thé éomputer coding form.A Ihé data.
‘'was then compiled into three'groups: 1) fhe players' sociometric
ratings, 2) the coaches' sociometric ratings and 3) the-coaches' ratings
of each player®s skill-ability at the Eime.of each édministratiqn.

Appendix D represents all three groupings.
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Analysis of Data

For each player, a total score‘was computed by summing the
choices as coﬁvérted to point values. This summation was computed for
each player for. each of thg basic sociometric questions (1-7). Appen-
dix D was used to classify each player's data. Players' sociometric
ratings were compared to_coaches"éociometric ratings, théreby answering
subproblem one, ﬁDd the sociometric ratings made by the playérs relate
to those made by the‘cogches?". The comparisons of these vatriables at
the preseaépn, midseason and postseason administratiéﬁs of the ques-
tionnaire answered subproblem two.. Due to the small "N" (less than 30),
the Spearman Rho method of éorrelation wasfused to compare these vari-
ables. |

The players' sociometric‘fgtings were compared to the coaches'
skill-ability ratings at pfeseasbn; miaseasoﬁ and poétseason administra—

tion of the questionnaire, which addressed the first aspect of sub-

problem three. The final aspect of subproblem .three was to compare the ’

coaches' sociometric ratings to the coaches' skill-ability fatings for
all threé administrations of the qdestionﬁaire. A comparison waé made
between skill ratings and‘sociomegric scores; Théfefore, the Pearson
et method.of.correlation'was utilized.. This method was also used to
compare the two sééiometric queéﬁions; 3 and i, to each other on both

the pla&ers' and the coaches' sociometric responses. The>skill—ability

ratings by the coaches were also compared to player and coach responses,

to sociometric questions 3 and 7, again by the Pearson "r'" method.
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All correlatioﬁs,were determined at the .05 leQel of signifi-
‘cance. When comparing one variable to another, such as pla&ers' socio-
me£r19 rating to coaches'_socidmetric rating on questions 3 té 7, an
"N" of 15 was utiliéed for the preseason éomparison, 14 fér‘thé_mid—
season comparison and 13 for the postseason compariSon.- An "N" of the
13 subjects present throughout the séasoh wés.utiiized Wheﬂ‘comparing

the preseason results to midseason results to postseason results.




CHAPIER 4
| RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Results

In order to détermine.if any ?elationship existeé betﬁeen‘
piayer-sociometric ratings made by playeré and player—sociqmetric‘rat;
ingé.made by coaches (subprobiem one); the ratings We?e compared after
.each administration of fhe quesfionnaire. To determine if"any'changes
took piace.in this relatioﬁship during fﬁe season (subprobleﬁ tﬁé),
preseason data was compared to midseason and postseason dafa, andlmid-
seagon data to postseason data. The third subproblem'ﬁas to defe;mine
if there was a relationship between the sociometric ratings‘made‘by
both players and coaches and the skill-ability rating of pléyers made
by the‘coacﬁes. These comparisons were made for each‘administfation of
the questionnairé.

| The.computed sociometric ratings were st;tistiqélly anélyzed by
the Spearﬁan Rho method, as displayed in Tables 2 and 3.:

At the .05 level, no.significant correlafions wéfe found when
players' sociometric ratings were‘compared to coaches‘.sociometric
';atings until the bostgeason comparigon. :Thié correlation (*.641)
indicates'that the way the players rated each other was in agreeﬁent
with the way the goaches rated the players.‘ The lack of significaﬁt
correlations at the preseason and midseason éomparisoﬁs show that this
agreeﬁent was not presént at those times. 1In fact, the‘neéative pre~.

season correlation, although not significant,'doés show a tendency, in
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Table 2

The Relationship of Players' Sociometric Rafiﬁg

to Coaches' Sociometric Ratings -

N Preseason - Midseason -l?dstseééon
15 Preseason -.327

14 Midsegson . | ) .106

13 Postseason . 641%
Critical values for preseason = .524 (.05)

Critical values for midseason = .544 (.05)

.Critical values for postseason = .566 (.05)

*Correlation sighificant at the .05 level

Table 3

The Relationship of Sociometric Ratings to Each Other

Players Coaches.‘
N | Administration Midseaéon' Postseason Midseéson- Postseason'
13 | Preseason -.367 ~.121 1| Los1% L924%
13 Midseasoﬁ A 4 | | . =.023 .988*

* = éignificant t .566 (.05)
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this study, for players.and coaches to rate players inyerselyﬁinhere
one group rated a player high, therother group rated the player low.
This shift from no agreement at the'heginning of the season to agree-
" ment at the end might be expected, since the players and coaches became
more familiar with each other, the program administration, coach expec-
tations and team expectations as the season progressed. This increased
group agreement follows the same pattern as_that noted in previous‘lit-.
erature (16). |

The changes'that took place betneen the sociometric ratings of
players and coaches arelfurther defined in Table 3. "

When the players' sociometric ratings in preseason were compared
to theilr midseason and postseason ratings, no significant correlations
were found. The same was true for the midseason ratings as compared to
the postseason ratings. This shows no agreement in the way players
rated each other from preseason to midseason to postseason, suggesting
that from one administration to the next, the way players rated each |
other changed. When these comparisonsvmme‘made with the coaches socio-
metric ratings, all three correlations were significant. This showed
strong agreement in the way coaches rated the players from preseason
to midseason to postseason. The coefficient'of determination (Rz)
explains the proportion of variance between-each administration of‘the
questionnaire. By calculating-these coefficients of determination,-we‘
further strenéthened the association that coaches' sociometric ratings

of the players remained virtually the same throughout the season. The
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following coefficients of deterﬁinétion were calculated: for the pre-
season to midéeéson, 83.7%; thé pPreseason to postseason céefficiént,
85.4%; and.the midseason to postseéson coefficient;'97.6%. Obviously,
the coaches criteria for'sociometric ratingvof ghe players remained
~ very much the same fhroughou; the season, while £he Players' criteria
underwent many changes as the season progre;sed. It would appear that =~
at the time of the first administration, the coaéhes,were more familiar
with the pla&ers than the players were with -each other. Since the
coaches had the Qpportunity to 1eérn mo:é about the new‘pléyers thfough .
recruiting and the old players through previous association,.the‘famil—
iarity indicated by the correlations is éf no surprise. Because the
coacheé developed,;he questionnaire baseﬁ on.théir criteria, it might.
also be expected that theif ratings would follow those criteria and
correlate very highlf. _It is difficult.to determine wﬁy'the'players'
sociometric ratings of each other did not ;éree throughout‘the season.
However, such factors aé changing friendship groups and team sﬁccess
must be considered. As the players came to know each othér better and
friendshifs developed, their sociametric ratings cha;ged-accordingly.

| By referring to Table 2; we see that the piayers' éociémgtriC‘
.ratiﬁg of players and the coaches' sociomé#ric rating of playerg did
not agree until the end of the season. Since Tablé 3 shows that tﬁe
coaches' sociometric ratings of piayers remained basically phe.same
tﬁroughout the season, it was obviously the players' ratings of players

that changed. This led to the postseason correlations which indicated




27
that their ratings at the end of the season coincided mofe closely to
the way the coaches had rated the players during the séason. Previous
research had indicated that an individﬁalHS interpersonal perception
of group members was significantl& affected by the level of success
enjoyed by the group (18). Therefore, as the team recdrd'fluctuated,
so could have the players' sociometric ratings.

Tabie 4 represents the comparisons made in this study between
the skill—ébility ratings of players made by the coaches and the player
soéiometric ratiﬁgs made by the playerg. None of theée‘correlations
were significant at the .05 level, which would indicate that the players
used little or no coﬁsideration of skill when theylmade their éocio;
metric ratings. This is contrar& to the findings of Moreﬁouse, where
he found a high relationship existed'betweén a player's ability and his

being preferred as a teammate (16).

Table 4

The Relationship of Players' Sociometric Ratingé
To Coaches' Skill-Ability Ratings

N Preseason ‘ Midseason Postseason

15 freseason | 471 |
14 Midseason ' | .120

13 Postseason - ' ,. .002

Pearson "r" method of correlation
Critical values for preseason = .482 (.05)
Critical values for midseason = .497 (.05)

- Critical values for postseason = ,514 (.05)
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‘ ﬁoﬁe?er, siﬁce the skill—ability ra£ing of the'playérngés thét
of the coaches, it might be assuméd that players perceived skill dif-
ferently. Although not'significanp, tﬂe change froﬁ a higher qorreia—
- tion to almost no -association at the end of the season, shows ép inter- .
esting pattern. It may be that as friendships formed, possiﬁly cliques, '
. those ffiendships; rather ghan skill,Cbecame the focal point for a
player's team status. | | .

At the .05 level of significaﬁce; no relafionShip was found be-
tweén the coaches' sociometric rafings aﬁd their skill-ability ratings
(Table 5). The skill—ability of players made no difference to the
coaches -in their ratings’ of players. This was eﬁcouraging in that the
coaches were separating skill and personality in their e§aluatiqns.
Therefore, a coacﬁes' rating of skill was not based oh'personality
faétors, and their sociometric .ratings we?e not based solély on skill.

Table 5

The Relationship of Coaches' Sbciometric Ratings
To Coaches' Skill-Ability Ratings

N ‘ : ‘ ' Préseason . Midseason Postéeason
15 | Preseason -.053 | |

14 Miéseason | -.271

13 Postseason " ) ;.089

Pearson "r" method of -correlation

Critical values for preseason = .482 (.05)

Critical values for midseason = .497 (.05)

Critical values for postseason = .514 (.05)
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An analysis of sociometrid questions 3 and 7 helped to clarify

the findings of the comparisons of sociometric ratings to.skill-ability

ratings.

Question 3 asked the subjects to list in order of preference

the three team members with whom they would like to play basketball

giving consideration to skill-ability and to list three “undesirable"

choices on the séme basis. Question 7 asked that the subjects list in

order of preference three team members with whom they felt most at ease

off the court and three members they felt least at ease with off the

court (Table 6).

Table 6

The Relationship of Questions 3 and 7 to the
Coaches' Skill-Ability Rating

N Administration Question Players : Coachés
15 Preseason Q3 .841% -.237
Q7 .199 " =,310

14 ' Midseason Q3 .030 -.120
. Q7 .175 ~.269

15 Postseason Q3 114 -.057
: Q7 .140 ~.262

Pearson "r" method of correlation

Critical values for preseason = .482 (.05)

Critical values for midseason = .497 (.05)

Critical values for postseason = .514 (.05)
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Only one correlation between players' responses to questions
3 and 7 and the coaches' skill-ability rating proved to be signiﬂicént
at the .05 level. This was on fhe preseason coﬁparison between their
question 3-responses‘and the coaches® skill—aBility ratiﬁg (.841*).
Giving consideration to skill; the playeré chose three téam members wﬁo
were rate&'as being skilled by the coaches., It Qould appear that since
friéndship groups had not been formed by the time the preseason ques-
tionnéiré was admiﬁistered,.;kill—ability was the primary‘factoflused
when players chose teammates. Iﬁ confraSt,'thé midseason and postseason
comparisons found that no relationship existed between the coaches'’
skill-ability rating and the ﬁléyers' choice of teammates. This would
sugges£ that players were looking at qualities other than skill, quite
likely personality, when choosing their teammates on or off the-court,
and/pr that the playérs' perception of skill was not the same as that
of the coaches. The correlations between fhe coaches' responses to
questions 3 and ? and their skill-ability ratings were nonsignificant.
There was no association, therefore, between the coaches' skill-ability
rating and their choice of players on the court and tﬁpse.they felt most
at ease with off the court.. This lack of significance indicates tha;
while the cqacﬁes &id separéte skill and persqnality‘in their rafings
of players (T;ble 5), it was a combination of these two factors which
affected their.choices of who pléyéd‘and who they preferred off the
court. This would tend to support the literature feviewed which stated

that the most succéssful teams are not necessarily composed of ‘the.
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‘best;skilled players (8); ‘It.appears, then,lthat:coaches are looking -.
for a pattern of ability and personality which provides a cohesive
group and improves team performance (8, 11, 18, 24) .. Table 7, compar—‘

ing questions 3 to 7, appears to support these conclusions.

" Table 7

The Relationship of Question 3 to Question 7

N | . Aﬁministrationh, L _,}Players. | ' Coaches
s | Preseason. ’... S 577 | 1 | 3.;553*

14- : h | - MidseaSOn-‘ : }- ; .‘;566* 3 | .’: ;721*

LI Paéthasdn‘,: ff,.‘. 594k f .zéll*‘:

Pearson "r" method of correlation

Critical values for preseason 82 ( 05)
,.497 (.05)

Critical values for postseason = .514 (. 05)

*Correlation significant at the .05 level

All three correlations between the players responsesfto.ques-
tions 3 to 7 were significant at the .05 level. . There was an agreement

between the players chosen in question 3 (players preferred on ‘the’

" court), and those chosen in question 7 (players preferred of f the court)‘

This indicates that players were not;separating skill from personality,
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which supports the pattern shown in:Table 6; that is,.when choosing
~ téammates on or off the court, the players were considering both skill .
.and personality. It\1s evident, then, that when players assess Sklll .
'personality is a factor, and when they assess personality, skill is
' also a factor..lFrom earlier correlations (Table 4), no relationship -
was found between the players sociometric ratings and the coaches
.Sklll-ablllty ratings. Since Table 7 indicates that players were
relating personality with sk111 ‘it could be assumed that - the players
.perception of skill was different from that of the coaches" . It is--
possible that such factors as becoming a starter, having more’ playlng
time and making the traveling team, were 1nterpreted as indlcators of
playing ability.. Regardless of whether the players and.the coaches
:perceivedrskilliand personality differently,'the‘players' perception,of
one'influenced the'other. S

| The correlations between'the“coaches" responsesyto questions 3:'
to 7 were also'significant at the .05 level. It showed there waslan
bagreement‘between the players that coaches chose as preferred-on.the
court‘(question 35 and'those preferred off thevcourt (duestion 7),
: From this, it is evident that coaches also did mot - separate skill from
personality when choos1ng players on or‘off the court, and supports the
contention made earlier that coaches choose players according ‘to aj
combination of skill and personallty.' They'are apparently looklng
for the most cohesive group to 1mprove team performance (8, 11, 18 24)
It was the _same cohesive group, not necessarily the most highly—skilled

N
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players, that .coaches felt ﬁbst comfortable with off the court.
Together, fhese findings bring out some interesting points.’ {t
was to be expecte&:that an increase in familiarity Betwegn piayers aﬁd
coaches would occut‘ésvthe seasén progressed.  Since thé éoaches{
ratings remainéd basicaliy the éame thrbugﬁoﬁt the seasép, it was the -
players' sociometric ratings‘that chanéed frbm the time of the first

administration to the final édministration of  the questionnaife. "The

* coaches' skill—ability.rating of players did not. influence the way in

which the players rated each other on the sociometric questionnaire,

nor did it influence the way in which the coaches rated the players on

the questionnaire. Moreover, neither-playe:s nor coaches separated
skill and personality whgn chdosiné preferred players far on apd off
the court association. Obviously, both players and coaches chose -
players that they félt had a combination of skill and personality.,.'
This.does not mean that they arrived at their choices in the same way.
The players' awaréness of skill and personality méy Have been quife
different from that bf the coaches.

As a coaéh, it is encouraging to find evidence thaﬁ;mofezan&
more coaches are seleéting players, not on skili aldne, but on the
basis of a combinafiﬁn of skill and personélity. Since this is also
true of the players, it is obvious thdt both players and coaches see
cohesiveneéé as an integral part of team performance.
| In this iﬁvestigator'é opinion; the knowledgevgained f?om read-

ing the resbonses after each administration of the questionnaire Was‘of
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more practical value than the statistical analysis of the data at the

end of the season. . The subjective information gained by tabulating the

"guess-who'" questions provided an immediate feedback which furnished a '

better understanding of the conditions that existed within the team.




CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter will include a summary of the study along with

findings and recommendations for further studies.

Summary

Tﬁe purpose of this stﬁdy was to determine.the interpé?sonai
relationships of the i980—81 Montana State University Womeﬁ's Basketball
team. Specifically, three queétions were béing investigated: one, if
~ any significant correlgtions existed between player-sociémetric ratings
made by players,'and the player-sociometric ratings ma&e by coaches;
two, what changes if any,’took place in those correlatiéns from pfe—
season to midseason and from midseéson'to postseason and, three, if
there was a relationsﬁip,ﬁetween both'tﬁe players' and coaches'-sécio—
metric ratings and the coaches' rating of the skill-ability of players.

The study was delimitéd to the 15 meﬁbers of tﬁe'Montana State
University Women's Varsity Basketball team. Limitations iqulved the
sﬁbjécts'fefpsal to answer some or all of the fixed—énéwer-quesfions.

A sociometric“questionnaire'ﬁas given to the team to collect
data for indicating reiationships existing within the team. The
qpeétionnaire was admiﬁistered"to'players and.coaches on three separate:
occasions during the 1980~81 season. The first administration was the
day before the opening game (December 1, 1930), the sepoﬁd administra-

tion was at miaséason (January 14, 1981) and the final administration -
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was at the end of the éeason_(March 10, 1981). The data was tabulated,
computerized and analyzed to determine if any significant correlations

existed.

Conclusions.

Within the 1imitationé of this study, thgvresults led. the

investigator to the following conclusions.

| 1. There was.no significant relationéhip between the p;ayéf-
sociometric ratiﬁgs made by the players and the-player—sociometric
ratings made by the coaches at preseason and midéeason. The pbsfseason
administration of the questionnaire showed én ag?eémenf and~significant
relationship between the playef—sociometric‘ratings made by the players
and the pla&ef-sociqmetric raFings made by the coaches. This showed a
shift from no agreement between players and coaches sociometric ratings
at the beginniﬁg of the season to agreemént at the end of fhe season.

2. The sociometfic ratings made by players when compared'tb
each other varied frpom preseason to midseason to'postseason gdminis;ra—
tion,'shoﬁiﬁg no sigﬁificant felationship.. This variance indicated that
the manner iﬁ which players rated players changed thropghout the season. -
These cémpariéons madé with the coaches' séciometric ratings were all
significant, shoWiﬁg an agreement in the way coaches rated the players
from preseason't6 midseason to pqstseason..'The postseason aﬁministra-
.tion of the sociométric ratings made by players when compared to the ‘

sociometric ratings made by coaches was the only rating to agree,
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.indicating it was the sociometric ratings made by the players that

varied throughout the season, which agreed with the sociometric ratings '

made by coaches at postseason.'

3. The sklll—ability ratings of players made by coaches had no"

s1gn1f1cant relationship to the player—soc1ometr1c ratings made by the -
'players.- Ihe players had little or no consideration’of skill when they
made-their ratings. g K |
4; The Sklll—ablllty ratlngs of players made by coaches had no

s1gnif1cant relatlonshlp to the player-soc1ometr1c ratlngs made by o
_ coaches.- The sk111—ability of players made no difference to the
coachesvin their sociometric ratings of players.

_ 5. 'When{a comparison was madejbetmeen the players chosen'as
preferred. teammates mith mhom to-play basketball, giving consideration'
. to skill, and those‘preferred-as teammates with whom one felt most at

ease with on or off the court, both players and coaches‘ responses'Were

found to have a significant relatlonshlp. Players and coaches were con~

sidering-both skill and-personality When‘selectlng preferred‘players for

on -and ‘off the court_assoCiation.

Recommendations

The investigator would make several recommendations for future

studies.

1. Investigators are reminded that for:future reseaf%h}of this -

type, the sociometric.qnestionnaire should be modified to fit the needs
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‘.of each investigator's situétion. The questions on the qﬁestionnaire

should emphasize areas of imﬁortance té each investigator. Such areas
of emphasis could iqqlude sportsmanship, attitude énd skilis.spebifig

to each investigatof'é particular sﬁort,

2. A similar study cbuld be condﬁcte& using sociograms as gnA
alternate method oannalyzing ;he questionnaire to determing intefpe?—
sonai relationships’on the team. This method would giQe a visual pre-
sentation of the team, identifying social patterns which could include
friendship pairs, cliques, stars and isolates.

3. By combining this investigator's method of sta£istical
analysis of infofmatibn and pféﬁioué authorsf use of sociograms, é more

complete perspective into team interrelationships might be provided. .

The use of a soclogram would provide a subjective, visual presentation

of the team's social groupings, whereas the statistical analysis pro-
vides more objective information concerning the social interactions

between players and coaches. ' » N

4. A study comparing the sociometric ratings of players to the

' team record at various.intervals throughout the season might‘aia in
determininé theﬂreiatiohship of team success and.failure fo player
sociqmetric ratings.

5. The author strongly suggests that a study ofyﬁhis nature be
.done by coathes Qho wéuid aléé-assumé the ;oie of iﬁvestigaﬁor. The

subjecti&e informafion gained would provide immediate feedback and a
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better understanding of what is happeﬁing on the team.

6. A final recomﬁendatipﬁ of the investigétor is that further
studies of female atﬁletes need to be conducted. In the field of
sport, few stidies have concerned themselves with the social-psycho-
logical aspects of female athletes. . The lack of information on female
athletes is indicative of the void in fesearch_on women's athletes in

general.
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Date

Number

Fill in the name or .names of the team members that in your opinion best

fit the description. Be honest; if no one fits the description, do not

answer. the question. Do not use your own name on any of the answers.

Your answers will be confidential, and you are asked not to discuss your

answers with anyone.

1. A.
B.
2. »A;
B.
3. A.

Who stands out to you ds the players who encourage team play
and "fire" when the team is "down" or behind in points?

Choice 1
2 -
3 -

' Which players do not stand out as players who encourage team

play and "fire" when the team is "down" or behind in points?
Choice,l,—

2 -

.3_-

Who exhibits the best sportémanship on the team?

Choice 1 -

2 -

3I-

Who exhibits the least spbrtsmanship on -the team?
Choice 1 -

2 -

3 -

Gilving consideration to skill, Iist in order of preference

three team members with whom you would like to play basketball.

Choice 1 -
2 -
3 -
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List the players with whom you would not like to play basket-
ball. . '

Choice 1 -
2 -
3 -
Who are the hardest workers on the team?
Choice 1 -
2 =
3 -
Who does the least.WOrk on the team?
Choice

1 -~
2_
3 -~

Who are the most unselfish players who are interested in the

- team as a whole and who play most for the team?

Chqice 1 -
2 -
3 .

Who are the players who are not interested in the team as a .

whole and play mostly for themselves?
Choice 1 -

2 -

3 -

Who are the best defensive. players on the team?

Choice

1 -
Ay 2 -
3 -

Who are.the poorest defensive players on the team?
Choice 1'-
2 -
3 -




Lt

10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

Who

43

In order of preference, list three team members you feel most
at ease with when off the court.

Choice 1 -
2 -
3 -
List the three members of the team you feel least at ease with
when off the court. )
Choige 1-
-
3"’ Vi
will always help you if you need help?
is always getting her feelings hurt?
likes to laugh and have a good time?
always brags and boasts?
acts snobbish?
acts too young?
acts too o0ld?
acts silly?
is so shy and quiet you cannot get to know her?
always tries to boss everyone?
isn't friendly?
shoots too much?

doesn't pass enough?
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Tabulation Form

Sociometric Question #

Player

TR SRS Wl IR R T A R R o e T e e

Player

10

1k

12

=5

14

LS

Total
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Tabulation Form

Guess-Who Questions

Player

9

1011 " 12

13

14 15

Question

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Total
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Summation of Players' Data

Summation of Coaches' Data

sti ti Coaches'
—_—— s A1 Skill
Player | Test [ 1 [ 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 &5 6 7 Rating
1 |40 (40 |47 | 43 |43 |44 | 43 12 1121112 112 1.12.1°28 "I12 7
i 2 |53 [61 |55 |62 [57 |61 |54 9°1:12°913041121"12 1] 12 {10 5
3 [52 (59 |52 |51 |57 |56 |56 612 |10 |10 9112 (10 0
1 |41 |40 (47 |53 |50 |52 | 54 19112118 113 127 116 |17 5
2 2 |57 |53 |56 |53 [52 [52 | 60 17 |12 (21 (14 |17 |14 |20 6
3 |57 [54 |64 |51 |49 |53 |51 18 |14 |21 (15 |15 |15 |19 6
1l |56 |52 |63 |52 |55 |60 | 54 9112 114,412 22 112 |11 9
3 2 |51 |43 |50 |52 |52 |52 |60 12| 12:112 |12 | 12113 |12 10
3 |47 |52 |62 |58 |54 |52 | 63 A0CEN2 T 32 [ 22411 32 112 10
1 |5¢ |52 51 |52 182 |49 | 87 12116 113 (18 |18 {15 |12 4
4 2 |67 |56 (74 |52 |65 |55 | 62 12117 116 |19 |19 |16 |12 5
3 |51 [60 (62 |68 |61 (62 | 58 12 (18 |15 |20 |18 |17 |12 8
1 |72 |69 |66 |73 |73 |78 | 60 44412 41320128 7 7
S 2 |44 |50 |26 |52 |52 |40 | 34 T1'R2 3131112 7 7 7
3 [49 |52 |39 |52 |52 |47 | 44 12 |12 3 113113 i 7 8
1 |54 |55 |57 |59 [59 |58 | 48 12 112 |12 (14 | 12 7 |10 6
6 2 |50 (53 |54 |59 (53 |52 (52 12 | 14 8 |13 916111 5
3 |47 |52 |48 | 54 (52 |48 | 61 12 |12 9 12 (32110 9 6
1 |65 [58 |77 | 63 |58 |69 | 54 34 123 1'A2 51188037 11712 10
7 2151 158 |82 |52 |52 |52 |83 14 |19 (12 |17 |16 |19 |12 8
3 [61 |72 |60 | 66 |69 |77 |59 15 120 (14 |15 |15 |15 |13 9
1 (69 (60 |43 [ 52 |52 |48 | 54 o I 18 & T 5 1T B 38 S K 8 5 A0 iy 2
8 2 |73 |59 |51 |54 [56 |53 | 49 14 112 |14 |12 |12 |16 |12 3
3 |47 |43 |50 | 55 | 49 |35 |52 12 8 (12112 |112{18 |18 3
1l |51 |54 |42 | 55 [53 |45 | 52 18+ 13102 12 128112 113 2
9 2 |41 |47 |47 |35 (43 |47 | 48 20 117 111 {12 |13 112 |16 2
3 |69 |54 |51 |56 |52 |54 |54 17 115 |1'12' |14 | 16 |'13 |14 2
1l (54 |58 |50 (51 |52 [51 (49 24 1'13: K12 24 12802 117 5
10 2 |71 |76 |61 | 73 (73 |87 |61 1271 131125118 |12 ‘F12 112 0
3 |61 [54 |56 | 54 |57 |54 | 62 14 |12 (12 |12 |12 (12 |16 0
1 |51, 187 .146]'52 |55 |52 153 121100117 112 | 12 |12 |10 3
11 2 |48 (52 |45 | 58 |52 |50 |53 12 110115112112 112 112 4
3 (73 |62 |70 (59 |73 |66 | 60 14 9134 12 13113 |11 4
1 |48 'S2 |53 |56 |52/]%51 |52 8|12 9° 116 8 |12 |12 4
12 2 |55 |62 |61 |69 (71 |62 |56 13 9 (11 | 5|14 (12 6 8
3 |48 |52 (52 | 43 | 47 |46 | 49 6 Sahidl 3 4 9 9 8
1l |52 |56 |60 |52 |58 |54 |58 121 12112 112 L e B B & 6
13 2 |[59158 |77 153 |96 |64]58 13112 112 112132 112 112 6
3150135152155 152 |52 ¢+57 11 | 12 811122 |12 ]12 5
1 |59 |74 (71 (81 |70 |64 | 59 4 3 9 3 6 (11 |12 6
14 3152 152 |55 50 |82 1921955 7 6 |12 6 9 9112 9
3 [5275a 15292 {152:182"| B2 12112112 |12 "2 112 |12 8
1 |53 [54 |23 |55 |58 |43 | 46 18 'L 122112 | 12 |0Ql12 1
15 2 |52 1182 192152 |52 [52]9%2 I2'112:112 112112112 |12 1
3 152 |92 [S52:1'52 | 52 |52 |52 12 111 112 |12 |12 {12 |12 X
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