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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The University Interscholaatic League was organised 

at a meeting of the Texas Stat® Teachers Association in 

1910 with a membership of twenty-nine schools# The scop® 

and purpose of the University Interscholastie League is 

explained In the annual bulletin! 

This League covers a large geographical area, 
serves mora different types of schools, schedule! 
a greater variety of contests, holds larger and a 
larger number of meet®, and enjoys a greater school-
membership than any similar organization in the 
United States. It® purpose is to organise and 
direct, through the medium of properly supervised 
and controlled contests, desirable school activi-
ties, and thereby assist in preparing pupils for 
ci ti sens Mp. 1 

The University Interscholaatic League not only sponsors 

all athletic contests for member schools, but It sponsors a 

broad field of commercial, musical and literary contests. 

The following is the official list of contests held each 

year by the University Interscholaatic Leagues 

Basketball One-Act Play 
Football Playground Ball 
Journalism Ready Writers 
Music Debate 

^University Interscholaatic League, Constitution and 
Rules of the University Interscholaatic League'SulfetS" 

wr~zm,~r§4$, p. 5. 



Number Sens® Spelling and Plain Writing 
Declamation Tennis 
Music Appreciation Track and Field 
Extemporaneous Speech Typewriting 
Shorthand Volleyball 
Six-man Football Story-Telling 
Slide Rule Baseball® 

Choral Singing 

During the 1048»1949 school year, 2,482 schools joined 

the University Interscholastic league and registered for 

participation in its contests.® The University Interscho-

lastic League has don© such a satisfactory job in sponsoring 

the athletic contests that public school administrators and 

athletic directors recently vetoed a proposal to join the 

National High School Federation, an association which 

organizes and directs athletic contests 

During the football season of 1946, the University 

Interscholastic League served as a clearing house for 802 

teams in Texas. The varsity squads of these team® had 

23,110 boys, exclusive of the number of participants on 

Junior and "B" teams# 

The University Interscholastic League teams are classi-

fied by enrollment according to the Constitution and Rules, 

Article VI, Section 8: 

gIbld., p. IS* 3Ibld», p» 5. 

%tan Lambert, "Texas Round-Up," Southern Coach and 
Athlete, XI (June, 1949), 34. 

®Stan Lambert, "Texas Football Summary,w Southern Coach 
and Athlete, IX (February, 1947), 35. 



Softools are classified for Conference compe-
tition on the basis of "average Membership for the 
last four grades as found In 'Table V* of the 
Superintendent1 s Annual Report.1' The following 
schedule Is used in classifying and assigning 
schools to Conferencesi 

City Conference 500 and up 
Conference 500 end up 
Conference A . . . . . . . 200 to 500 
Conference B . Up to 200® 

tinier the Constitution and Rules, the University 

Interscholastic League allow® larger schools In each class 

to advance to a higher classification under the provisions 

of Article ¥1, Section 10: 

High Schools with on enrolLnent of 450-499 
may be admitted to Conference AA by a three-fourths 
vote of the Executive Committee of the district 
to which application is made* High Schools with 
an enrollment of 150 to 199 may be admitted to 
Conference A by a three-fourths vote of the Execu-
tive Committee of the district to which application 
Is joade#1^ 

In analysing the basis for classification of teams of 

the University Interscholastic League, enrollment Is the 

only factor considered. Available funds, equipment, or 

physical facilities that a school can utilize in competition 

with other conference member® are not considered by the 

University Interscholastic League. Yet, these are elements 

which coaches consider important. Coach Marchmont Schwartz 

^University Interscholastic League, oj?. clt., p. 14. 

^Ibid»t p. 14# 



of Stanford University bears out these points as he empha-

sizes factors which he considers Important to a team's 

success: 

The School's traditions and environment are 
the most important factors in a team's success. 
. . . If a fellow can't keep his grades above 
average, he isn't the kind of material we want, 
. . . Pood and medical supplies are important. 
. . . No expense should be spared in providing 
the best protective equipment possible. . . . 
An attractive schedule can be used as an instru-
ment in determining the success of a football 
team#® 

Coach Katchmer, of the Union High School, Newport, 

Pennsylvania advises playing larger schools as a means of 

enjoying financial success# Over a period of three years 

his teams had reasonable success with teams of much larger 

enrollment.® 

t'hese statements show that factors other than the size 

of a school are considered by coaches as important factors 

which contribute to the success of a football team# Many 

of these factors are affected by the financial ability of 

the school# It seems logical that schools with higher 

financial ratings would have advantages over poorer schools. 

They could equip WBW teams and Junior teams; they could 

offer wages which would attract the more successful coaches j 

a 
Marela Lee, "Football Morale," Sportsvlew, Movember, 

1948, p. 5. 

%@orge Katchmer, "Financing Athletics in a Small 
; Tj School,® Athletic Journal, XXIX (February, 1949), 36-57 



they could employ a larger coaching staff, afford better 

facilities and equipment, and present a mora desirable 

environment* 

After considering the many factors which contribute to 

the success of a football team, the investigator raised the 

following questions; How Much advantage, if any, is enjoyed 

by schools of greater financial ability? How much advantage, 

if any, is enjoyed by school® of greater enrollment? Could 

the financial status of a school be more important In affect-

ing a team's success than the size of the enrollment. These 

questions have prompted the Investigator to make the following 

study. 

Statement of the Problem 

The investigator made a critical study to determine 

the relationship of the success of football teams from ten 

class "A" football districts of the University Interscholaotic 

League with the financial status and enrollment from 1846 

through 1948# 

Purposes of the Problem 

The investigator had the following purposes in making 

the present study: 

1. To determine the relationship of the financial status 

of a school and the success of the school's football team# 
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2. To determine the relationship of the size of the 

school*a enrollment arid the success of the school's foot-

ball teas# 

3. To evaluate present practices In tb® classification 

of class BAW schools on the basis of the findings of tb® 

study# 

definition of Terms 

In this study, the investigator used tb© following 

definition of termss 

Financial status is the ability of the sohool to assume 

and to meet obligations with funis from local sources« 

Enrollment is the average membership of the laat four 

grades of the class "A" high schools for the years 1946, 

1947, and 1948 as found in "Table V" of the Superintendent'a 

io 
Annual Report. 

Team aucoega is the percentage of football games won 

over the three-year period of 1946, 1947, and 1848. 

Limitations of the Study 

The present study was limited to the records of achieve-

ment of the class nkH high school football teams from ten 

selected class "A" districts of the University Interscho-

laatic League, from 1946 through 1948, the financial status, 

and the enrollment of these schools# 

^%nlv@rsity Interscholastlc League, erg. olt., p. 14. 



Survey of Previous Studies 

An intensive survey of previous studies by the investi-

gator revealed no study directly related to the present 

study* 

A slightly related study was made in 1946. by Pinch in^ 

the form of an educational monograph report on the enroll-

ment increases and changes in the mental level of the 

high-school population.11 

The purpose of the study by Finch was to discover 

whether increases in enrollment have been accompanied, by 

changes in the measured mental ability of the high school's 

clientele. 

Subjects used in the stu^-tfere 1,521 high-school 

students from two Midw^rCern high schools. The schools 

were located in different states, fine school was located 

in a small city and the other in a farm village. 

The instrument used in gathering the data was the 

Miller Mental Ability Test. Data were used also from the 

s$me test given, in 1923 to ©51 high-school students. 

Statistical comparisons were mad© of the two tests. The 

procedures included comparisons of raw scores according to 

percentile rank, comparison of the means and quartlles of 

11 
F. H. Finch, Enrollment Increases and Changes in the 

Mental Level of the ftigh-iohool Population, Educational 
otiogr&pn No. 10, 1946# 
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the two tests, and a percentile comparison of village and 

township raw scores. 

Finch made the following conclusions % 

1. The mental level of the high-school student Increase® 

as enrollments increased* 

2* The extensive data that can toe used to make direct 

comparisons between earlier and later pupils lend no support 

to the common view that increased enrollments have brought 

into the high school pupils of inferior academic ability. 

5. Factors contributing to the mental ability of 

recent high-school pupils can be contributed to (a) nor© 

effective education, particularly in the elementary schoolsj 

(b) more favorable out-of-school environment. 

Pinch made the following recommendationst 

1. Increases in high-school enrollments are thoroughly 

feasible. 

2. Sweeping curricular changes should be made to afford 

a greater variety of activity, thus meeting the needs of the 

great range in mental ability of present day high-school 

students. 

3# Sreater development in guidance programs. 

The present study is related to the study by Finch in 

that it makes a comparison of enrollment and a phase of 

achievement, namely, team success In football. The study 
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by Pinch also makes a comparison of enrollment and a phase 

of achievement# namely aental ability# 

The present study differs from the study by Flnoh in 

that It deals also with the financial status of the school# 

and team success In football# 

Souroes of Data 

The sources of data for this study were of two typest 

1. Documentary sources, which included books, bulletins, 

and material found In the files of the Athletic Department 

of the University Interacholastlo League, Austin, Texas. 

2* Human sources, which included public school super-

intendents, athletic directors, and experts in the field of 

physical education. 



CHAPTER II 

PR0CHSWRK3 

In this chapter, procedures that wart used to develop 

the study are presented. 

Preliminary Procedures 

As a preliminary procedure, the investigator read the 

literature related to the present study in the form of 

bulletins from the State Department of Education and the 

University Interscholastic League, texts by outstanding 

coaches, monographs of educational studies, and articles 

from athletic journals and professional magazines by coaches, 

athletic directors and leaders in the field of physical edu-

cation*.... .... 

Selection of Districts and Schools 
for the Study 

The following oriteria were used by the investigator 

in the selection of the Class HAW football districts of the 

University Interscholastic league used in the studys 

1. Geographical representation of all sections of the 

state should be included. 

2* A desirable inter-district range in financial status, 

enrollment and team success should be represented by the 

chosen districts. 

10 
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3* A desirable intra-distriot rang® la financial 

status, enrollment and team success should be considered# 

With these criteria as a guide, the investigator 

chose tan class "A" football district* In the following 

locations in Texas t 

District 1A—Panhandle 
District 5A—lest Texas 
District 7A—Central Texas 
District 9A—North-central Texas 
District 16A—last Texas 
Bis trio t ISA—Morth-east Texas 
District 24A—Central Texas 
District 26A—South-east Texas 
District 30A—South-central Texas 
District 32A—South-west Texas 

The geographical location of the districts chosen for 

this study is shown in Figure 1* 

A list of schools which comprise the membership of each 

district selected for the study was obtained from the "Offi-

cial List" of the University Intersohelastic League.2- The 

schools designated by the league as members are listed belowj 

District LA—Canyon, Dalhart, Dumas, Hereford, Perryton, 

Phillips. 

District 7A—Ballinger, Brady, Coleman, Lakevlew, Winters* 

District 9A—Archer City, Burkburnett, Chillicothe, 

Crowell, Holliday, Iowa Park, Olney, Seymour, Valley View* 

District ISA—Carlisle, Carthage, Center, Gaston, Leverts 

Chapel, London, Overton, fiusk, San Augustine, Timpson. 

^•University Interscholastic League, University Interscho-
lastlc League Participating Schools, Football, 1948, Confer-"* 
ence A and AK, Austin,' 'TexasY§48>, 
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1A 

Mums 13A 

^ Pig,, 1—Illustration of the geographical distribution 
Oi. the ten class ' A" districts of the UxiiversIty Inter™ 
scholastic League selected for the study. 
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District 18A—jSdgewood, Canton, Grand Saline, fan, 

Wilis Point» 

District 24A—Gonzales, Lockhar-t, Luling, Now Braunfels, 

San Marco®, Seguin, Yoakum* 

District 26A—French, Jasper, Kirbyville, Livingston, 

lederland, Slistoee, Vidor, Woodvilie. 

District 50A—Donna, La Feria, MercedeB, Mission, 

Fharr San Juan Alamo, Rayiaondville, Rio Grande City, Weslaoo* 

Distriot 32A-*-Carriao Springs, Cotulla, Crystal City, 

Dei Rio, Bagl® Pass, Hondo, Pearsall, Uvald®. 

Collection of Data 

The investigator wed two categories of financial status, 

namely, the property evaluation of the school district .which 

represents an appraisal of the total environment of the school 

district, and the amount of funds received from local sources 

which represents the funds available to the school for opera-

tion and maintenance. Funds from local taxes do not include 

funds received from the state# The state treats all schools 

alike in appropriation of funds per capita and appropriation 

of funds for the operation of school buses. Since the state 

funds are earmarked for particular purposes in the operation 

of the schools, the difference in the financial ability of 

the schools of the study comes from the funds received from 

local sources# 
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Data cards were prepared for eaeh school included in 

the study. Place® wore provided on these card® to show the 

name of the school, the number of the football district, 

the property evaluation of the school district, the local 

tax rate, the amount of fund® derived from local taxation, 

the enrollment figures, and the team record in the form of 

a percentage of games won. All data obtained were recorded 

on these cards• A copy of the card is included in Appendix 2. 

Data on the tax rat# and property evaluation of each 

school district In the study were compiled from information 

contained in Bulletin 490, "Public School Directory."5* 

The investigator wrote a letter to the athletic director 

of the University Interscholastic League requesting permis-

sion to use the files of the League to obtain the records of 

the teams of the study. Included in Appendix I is a letter 

from the athletic director of the University Interscholastic 

League granting the investigator permission to use the files. 

The invettigator visited the University Interscholastic League 

in Austin, Texas, and obtained the records of the selected 

teams for the years 1946, 1947 and 1948# This information 

was recorded on a form prepared for that purpose. A copy of 

the form is shown in Appendix 5. 

o 
Division of Information and Statistics, Public school 

Directory. 1948-49, Bulletin No. 499, Publication of the 
State department of Education, Austin, Texas, pp. 74-125. 
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An average enrollment for the year® 1946, 1047 end 

1949 was taken from the records of the University Interscho-

lastic League office* 

Treatment and Interpretation of the Data 

Listed below is a summary of the procedures followed 

by the investigator in the treatment ana interpretation of 

the data* 

It was necessary to compute part of the data before 

tabulation could be made* The amount of funds derived from 

local sources was computed by multiplying the evaluation of 

the school district by the tax rate as found in the Public 

School Directory» 1948-1949.5 

The percentage of games won was computed by dividing 

the number of games won by the number of games, played# 

The data from these two source® were tabulated* 

The three areas of data, namely, financial status, 

enrollment, and team success* were subjected to the follow-

ing statistical treatments 

Financial status—In the treatment of financial status, 

rank within the district and within the total number of 

schools of the study was found for each selected class WAB 

school baaed on property evaluation and, again, based on 

funds from local sources. The range and mean for each of 

3Ibid. 
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these two items of financial status ware determined for 

each district and for the total numbor of tha schools of 

the study* Tha standard arror of tha tasan was found for 

tha total number of ths schools of tha study* 

JBnrolloant—Hank was determined for aaoh sohool within 

fch<a class "A* distriots and within tha total number of 

schools of tha atudy in regard to total number of atudants 

anrollad. fh« range and mean ware determined for tha enroll* 

ment of aach district and for tha total number of schools 

of tha atudy. Tha standard arror of tha mean waa determined 

for tha total number of tha schools of tha study* 

f@«a records—The teams wara ranked according to team 

success by distriots and by tha place of each team in the 

total number of the schools of tha study* The range and 

mean of the reoorda of team suoceas war# determined by 

diatriote and by tha total number of the schools of the 

•tudy* The standard error of the mean waa found for the 

total teams of the study* 

In determining the relationship of financial status 

and enrollment to team success, tha rank order coefficient 

of correlation was used for comparing the schools within 

their respective distriots. Pearson's product-moment method 

of correlation was used in dealing with the total number 

of the aohools of the atudy* The standard error of corre-

lation was computed for tha total number of the aohools of 
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the study when Pearson's product-moment method was used. 

Partial correlations were determined in comparing financial 

status and team success, while enrollment is held constant# 

Partial correlations were determined in comparing enrollment 

and team success, while financial statue la held constant# 

Formulas suggested by Oarrett* were used in statisti-

cal treatment of the data# 

The findings of the study were interpreted# 

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 

On the basis of the findings, a suraaary of the study 

and of the findings was made# Conclusions were drawn and 

recommendations for further study were made# 

%enry E# darrett, Statistics in Psychology and Educa-
tion. 



CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS AID INTERPRETATIONS 

In this chapter the investigator presents the findings 

and interpretations of the study. 

Number of Districts and Schools 
of th® Study 

Seventy-three Texas senior high schools were listed as 

members ©f th® ten class "A" football districts selected for 

the study. Six of the seventy-three senior high schools 

were omitted because of inability of the investigator to 

obtain complete information on them, making a total of sixty-

seven schools from the ten class "A8 football districts. 

The schools omitted were JPeco® from District 5A, Carlisle 

from District 16A, French and Kirbyvllie from District 26A, 

Mercedes from District 30ft, and Cotulla from District 32A* 

Financial Status of the Schools 
of the Study 

In 'fable 1, the rank of the sixty-seven Texas senior 

high schools is shown under th® class "A" football district 

to which they have been assigned by the University Interscho-

lastlc League in regard to (1) the property evaluation of 

18 
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the local school district and (2) funds from local taxation 

as listed in th© Public School Directory. 1948*49 

In District 1A, Dumas ha® th® highest property evalu-

ation, namely, #21,400,000. Dalhart ranks last in this 

district with property evaluation of #7,105,733, The range 

for property evaluation for this district is $14,206,267. 

The average property evaluation for District 1A is 

$12,850,638. Phillips ranks first in the district in 

regard to fund® fro® local taxes receiving #161,151* 

Dalhart ranks last with #83,797, giving District 1A a 

range of #72,534# The average amount of funds from local 

taxes in District 1A is $121,888. 

In the property evaluation of the schools in District 

SA» Kermit ranks first with 140,000,000. link ranks last 

with a property evaluation of $3,152,966. The range for 

property evaluation in District 5A is #51,847,034. The 

average property for the district is $22,343,025. Kerait 

rank-! first in funds from local taxes, receiving #428,000. 

Fort Stockton ranks last with #110,946. The range in funds 

from local taxes for the schools of District 5A is #517,054, 

and the average for the district is #192,425. 

In the property evaluation of the schools in District 

7A, Brady ranks first with $5,125,000. Winters ranks last 

1 
Division of Information and Statistics, Public school 

Directory, 1948-49, Bulletin No. 499, Publication of the 
State Department of Education, Austin, Texas, pp. 74-125. 
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with $1,688,793# The rang© In property ©valuation for 

District 7 A is $3,456,207• The average property evaluation 

for the district ia $3,705,452. Brady ranks first In funds 

from local' taxes with #61,500# Winters ranks last with 

>,388 from local taxes. District 7A has a rang® of 

1,612 in funds from local taxes# The average fund from 

local taxes for District 7A is #40,§89. 

In District 9A, Holllday ranks first in property ©valu-

ation with $7,200,000 and Crowe11 ranks last with fl,900,000, 

The rang® for property evaluation in the district is 

#5,300,000, The average property evaluation in the district 

is $3,765,706. In funds from local taxes, Holllday ranks 

first with #72,000 and loira Park is last with #17,243# 

This gives District 9A a range In funds from local taxes 

©f |64,757* The average funds fro® local taxes for the 

district is #38,516# 

In District 16A, Carthage ranks first in property 

evaluation with §28,340,000# limpson ranks last with 

fl,159,181# The range in property evaluation for the dis-

trict is |27,680,819# The average property evaluation for 

the district is $12,127,273# In funds from local taxes, 

London ranks first with $270,000. Timpson ranks last with 

$5,796. The range in funds from local taxes for the dis-

trict is §264,204. The average funds from local taxes for 

District 16A is f112,145# 
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TABLE 1 

TBS R A M OF THE SIXTY-S5VEN TEXAS SENIOR U G H SCHOOLS CLASSI-
PISS ACCORDINO TO 5HE CLASS "A" FOOTBALL DISTRICTS TO WHICH 
THSY HAVE SSEN ASSX-SS2D BY THE UNIV2RSITY INT3RSCH0LASTIC 
LEAGUE II RSQARD TO PONDS PROM LOCAL SOURCES AS LISTED 

IN TK2 PUBLIC SCHOOL DIRECTORY FOR 1948-1949 

Froperty funds 

School 
Evaluation 

' ^ 
Tax from jj| School of School 3 Rat® Local 3 

District K Taxation cc 

District U 

Dumas #21,400,000 I | .65 #139,100 2 

Ferryton 16,000,000 2 •75 120,000 3 

Phillip® 13,100,100 3 1*23 161,131 1 

Hertford 10,500,000 4 1.00 105,000 5 

Canyon 9,000,000 5 1.30 117,000 4 

Dslhart 7,103,733 6 1.25 88,797 6 

District 5A 

E@raiit 40,000,000 I 1.07 428,000 I 

Andrews 58,000,000 2 .30 114,000 5 

Monah&n® 21,891,011 3 1.00 218,910 2 

McC«a«y 17,483,484 4 • 95 166,093 3 

Ft. Stockton 8,534,300 5 1.30 110,946 6 

link : 8,152,966 : 6 1.43 116,587 4 
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TABLE 1—Continued 

Property Funds 

School 
^valuation 

1 
eO 

fax from M 
School of School 1 

eO Rat® Local S 
fit District 

1 
eO 

Taxation K 

District 7A 

Brady #6,125,000 I #1.20 $61,500 1 

Coleman 4,614,958 2 1*15 55,072 2 

Ballinger 3,798,509 5 1.10 41,784 3 

Lakeview 2,500,000 4 .90 29,700 4 

Winters 1,688,793 5 1.00 16,888 5 

District 9A 

Bolliday 7,200,000 1 1.00 72,000 1 

Olney 5,700,000 2 .95 54,150 & 

Seymour 5,416,504 3 1.20 64,998 2 

Burkburnett 5,179,611 4 1.08 54,340 5 

Archer City 5,000,000 5 1.35 40,500 4 

Valley View 2,948,810 6 .80 25,590 6 

Iowa Park 2,465,267 7 .70 17,245 9 

Chillicothe 2,085,159 3 1.00 20,832 7 

Crowe11 1,900,000 9 1.00 19,000 8 
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TABLS 1—Continued 

School 

Property 
Evaluation 
of Sohool 
District 1 « 

fax 
Sat® 

Funds 
from 
Local 
Taxation <8 

Diatrlc t 16A 

Carthage #28,840,000 1 $ .67 $193,228 3 

London 27,000,000 2 1.00 270,000 I 

Gaston 20,574,430 3 1.00 203,745 2 

L&varts' Chap®I 17,000,000 4 1.00 170,000 4 

Overton 3,000,000 5 1.39 111,200 S 

Husk 2,900,000 0 .94 27,260 6 

Cental' 1,951,792 7 .75 14,038 7 

3an Augustine 1,920,000 8 .70 13,440 8 

Timpaon 1,159,181 9 .50 5,796 9 

Diatrlc t 18A 

Van 18,957,650 1 .92 174,410 1 

Grand Saline 1,595,120 2 1.00 15,951 2 

Wills Point 1,470,572 5 .55 7,793 3 

Canton 940,311 4 .50 4,702 4 

Edgewood 755,100 5 .50 3,676 5 
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•TABLE 1—Continuad 

School 

Property 
Evaluation 
of School 
District 

•g 
«s « 

fax 
Kate 

Funds 
from 
Local 
Taxation « 

District 24j 1 

Segals # 6,826,115 1 fl .05 # 71,674 3 

lew Braimfels 6,590,000 2 1.10 72,490 2 

- San Marcos 6,074,206 3 1.20 72,890 1 

Gonzales 5,175,000 4 • 69 35,708 4 

Yoakum 3,065,000 5 1,10 33,715 5 

Luling 2,400,000 6 1.10 26,400 6 

Lockhart 2,266,800 7 1.16 26,069 7 

JDlatrict 26J i 

Sederland 10,472,044 1 1.15$ . 120,952 1 

Si1she® 6,634,584 2 .80 55,075 2 

Jasper 4,488,294 3 1.10 49,382 4 

Livingston 4,282,259 4 1.20 51,387 3 

Vidor 1,850,000 '5 1.00 18,500 5 

Woodville 1,769,581 6 1.00 17,694 6 
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TABLE 1—Continued 

School 

Property 
Evaluation 
of School 
District 

1 
m 
X 

Tax 
Rat® 

Funds 
from 
Local 
Taxation « 

District 30A 

Pharr S. J. A. • | 9,592,411 1 #1.00 #95,924 1 

Kaymondvlll# 8,200,000 2 • 98 60,760 2 

Donna 5,634,215 3 1.00 56,342 3 

Rio Grande 
City 5,412,551 4 .50 27,063 7 

Mission 4,950,000 5 1.00 49,500 4 

W@alae© 4,450,000 6 1.00 44,300 5 

La F®ria 3,526,000 7 1.16 40,549 6 

District 32A 

Sagl® Pass 11,300,000 I .75 84,750 I 

Uvald® 7,142,000 2 .90 64,278 3 

D»l Rio 6,814,823 3 1.10 74,963 2 

Oarrlzo 
Springs 6,SO®,860 4 .35 53,634 4 

P@arsall 4,848,030 5 .90 43,632 5 

Crystal City 3,965,200 6 .30 31,722 6 

Hondo 1,779,715 7 1.00 17,797 7 
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Van ranks first in.the ©valuation of property in 

District 18A with 118,957,650. Sdgewood ranks last with 

#755,100. The range in property evaluation in the district 

is |18,282,550. The average property evaluation for the 

district is #4,759,711. In funds from local taxes, Van 

rank© first with $174,410. Sdgewood ranks last with #3,67$» 

The range in funds from local taxes for District 18A Is 

#170,754. The average of funds from looal taxes for Dis-

trict 18A is #41,506. 

In District 24A, Seguin ranks first in property evalu-

ation with $6,826,115* Lockhart ranks last with #2,266,890. 

The rang® in property evaluation for the district is 

$4,559,225. The average property evaluation for the district 

ia #4,628,175. San Marcos ranks first in funds from local 

taxes in District 24A with $72,,890. Lockhart ranks last in 

funds from local taxes with $26,069. The range in funds 

from local taxes from the district is #46,821. The average 

funds from local taxes for the district is $48,421* 

In District 26A, Nedorland ranks first in property 

evaluation with #10,472,044. Woodvilie ranks last with a 

property evaluation of $1,769,518. The range in the prop-

erty evaluation for the district is $8,702,726. The average 

in the property evaluation is $4,916,224. In funds from 

local taxes Nederland ranks first with $120,952. Woodville 

ranks last with #17,694. The range for the district in 
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funds from local taxes is fl03,25S. The average for the 

district in funds from local taxes for District 26A is 

#51,832, 

In District 30A, Pharr San Juan Alamo ranks first in 

property ©valuation with $ 5 , 5 9 2 , 4 1 1 . La Paris, ranks last 

with a property evaluation of #3,526,000. The rang® for 

the district in property ©valuation is $ 6 , 0 6 6 , 4 1 1 . The 

average for the district in property ©valuation is #5,677,882. 

Pharr San Juan Alamo ranks first in funds from local taxes 

with $§5,924. Bio G-rand© City ranks last with |27 ,063. 

The range of funds f rom local taxes in District 30A is 

$63,861. The average of funds fro® local taxes in District 

30A is $ 5 3 , 4 9 1 . 

In District 32A, Eagle Pass ranks first in property 

evaluation with $11,300,000. Hondo ranks last with 

#1,770,715. The rang© for the district in property evalu-

ation is | 9 , 5 0 2 , 2 8 5 . The average for the district in prop-

erty evaluation is $ 6 , 0 2 2 , 8 0 5 . Bagle Pass ranks first in 

funds from looal taxes with #84,760. Hondo ranks last with 

$17,797» The rang® for the district in funds from local 

taxes is $ 6 6 , 9 5 3 * The average for District 32A in funds 

from looal taxes is § 5 2 , 9 6 8 . 

Table 2 presents the sixty-seven class "A" senior high 

schools of the study by their rank according to financial 

status. Kermit of District 5A, with a property evaluation 
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TABLE 2 

THE R A M OP liil SIXTY-SEVEN TEXAS CLASS "A" SSNIOB HIGH 
SCHOOLS OF THE STUDY IN REGARD TO PROPERTY EVALUATION 

AMD TO HJNDS PROM LOCAL SOURCES AS LISTED 1M THE 
PUBLIC SCHOOL DIRECTORY FOR 1948-1949 

School 

Rank Rank 

School Prop. 
Evalu-
ation 

Local 
Tax 

School Prop, 
Evalu-
ation 

Local 
Tax 

Hermit 1 I Ft. Stockton 18 17 

Andrews 2 15 Wink 19 14 

Carthage 3 5 Overton 20 16 

London 4 2 Holliday 81 35 

Monahans 5 5 Uvalde 22 28 

Dumas 6 10 DaIhart 25 20 

Gaston 7 4 Seguin 24 26 

Van 3 6 B®1 Bio 25 22 

Mc Carney 9 8 Silsbee 26 34 

Leverts Chapel 10 7 New Braunfels 27 24 

Perryton 11 12 Carrizo Springs 28 33 

Phillips 12 9 Rayaondvill® 29 30 

Eagle Pass 13 21 San Marcos SO 23 

Hereford 14 18 Olney 51 32 

lederland 15 11 Donna 32 31 

Pharr S» <J • A • 16 19 Seymour 53 27 

Canyon I? 13 Rio SJrande City 54 50 
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TABLE 2—Continued 

School 

Rank lank 

School Prop* 
Evalu-
ation 

Local 
fax 

Sohool Prop. 
Evalu-
ation 

Local 
fax 

Gonzales 55 44 Iowa Park 52 59 

Brady 36 29 Luling 53 51 

Mission 37 37 Lockhart 54 52 

Faarsall SS 40 Chillicothe 55 54 

Colswaan 5© 35 Center 56 62 

Jasper 40 58 San Augustine 57 63 

svaslaeo 41 59 Crowell 58 55 

Livingston 42 36 Vidor 59 56 

Crystal City 45 47 Hondo 60 57 

Bellinger 44 41 loodvill© 61 58 

La Ferla 45 42 Winters 62 60 

Lakeview 46 48 3rand Saline 63 61 

Burkburnett 47 45 Wills Point 64 64 

1oakum 48 46 Timpson 65 65 

Archer City 49 43 Canton 66 66 

Valley View 50 53 iSdgewood 67 67 

Rusk 51 40 * 

of #40,000,000, ranks first In ©valuation. Bdgewood, with 

a property ©valuation of #735,100, rank® last* There is a 
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rang© of $ 3 9 , 2 6 4 , 9 0 0 i n the property evaluation of the 

schools of the study# The mean of property evaluation for 

the schools of this study is $8,062,754. The reliability 

of the BIO an was determined by computing the standard error 

of the mean, which is . 8 6 9 . The significance of the standard 

error of the wean at the . 0 5 level! of accuracy is 1 . 7 0 . 

At this level, the probability 1s| ninety-five chances out 
| 

of on® hundred that the mean of # 0 , 0 6 2 , 7 5 4 does not vary 

/ 

from the "true® mean by more than - 1 . 7 0 . That is, the true 

mean falls between $3,062,752.30 and # 3 , 0 6 2 , 7 5 5 . 7 0 . The 

investigator concludes that the obtained mean of # 3 , 0 6 1 , 7 5 4 

has a high degree of reliability. 

The variability of the amounts of property evaluation 

for the sixty-seven schools of the study was obtained by 

computing the standard deviation, which is 7.11. The reli-

ability of the standard deviation was determined by com-

puting the standard error of the Standard deviation which 

Is .614. The significance of thestandard error of the 

standard deviation at the .05 level of accuracy is 1.2. 

At this level, the probability isjninety-five chances out 

of one hundred that the standard deviation of 7.11 does not 

vary from the true standard deviation by more than (fl.2. 

That is, the true standard deviation falls between 8.31 and 

5 . 9 1 . The standard deviation obtained for the present study 

has a desirable degree of reliability. 
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Kermifc ranks first in funds from local taxes with 

$428,000, Kdgewood of District 13A ranks last with |3,676. 

The range in funds from loeal taxes for the schools of this 

study i® $424,324. The mean of funds from local taxes for 

the schools of the present study is $75,316. The reliability 

of the mean was determined by computing the standard error 

of the mean, which is *315. The significance of the stand-

ard error of the mean at the .06 level of accuracy is 1.597# 

At this level,the probability is ninety-five chances out of 

one hundred that the mean of #75,316 does not vary from the 
J 

true mean by more than -1.597* That is, the "true" mean falls 

between $75,314.40 and $75,517.60. The investigator concludes 

that the mean obtained, #75,316, has a high degree of reli-

ability. 

The variability of the amount of funds from local taxes 

was obtained by computing the standard deviation, which is 

6.67. The reliability of the standard deviation was deter-

mined by computing the standard error of the standard devi-

ation which is #576. The significance of the standard error 

of the standard deviation at the .05 level of accuracy is 

1*29* At this level, the probability is ninety-five chanoes 

out of one hundred that the standard deviation of 6.67 does 

not vary from the true standard deviation by more than ^1.29. 

That is, the true standard deviation falls between 7.96 and 

v> • 38 • 
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Average Enrollment of the Schools 
of the Study 

The average enrollment from 1946 through 1948 of the 

Texas class "A" schools of the study and the rank of the 

schools in the districts to which they are assigned by th® 

University Interscholastic League according to enrollment 

are presented in Table 3. 

In District IA, Hereford ranks first in enrollment 

with 386 students# Canyon ranks last with 190. This gives 

District 1A a range in enrollment of 187. The average 

enrollment for the district is 299.67• 

lonahans ranks first in enrollment in Bistriot 5A with 

354 students. MoCarney ranks last in this district with 168 

students• The range for District 5A is 166, and the average 

enrol latent is 214*5* 

In District 7A, Coleman ranks first in enrollment with 

344 students. Lakeview ranks last with 202. The range of 

enrollment for the district is 142, and the average enroll-

®ent is 236.2* 

In District 9A, Seymour ranks first in enrollment with 

376 students. Valley View-ranks last with 113. The range 

for th® enrollment for the district is 263, and the average 

enrollment for the district is 195.33. 

In District 16A, Carthage ranks first In enrollment with 

388 students. Leverts Chapel ranks last with 123. The range 
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TABLE 3 

Tills AVrJtAGJS ENROLLMENT FROM 1946 THROUGH 1948 OF TM SCHOOLS 
OF 1 HE SSUDY, PRSSK»TEi> ACCORDING TO RAMI IS IHg TEXAS GLASS 

"A" FOOTBALL DISTRICTS TO WHICH THEY fSRE ASSIGNED 
BY Till UNIVLiRblTY INTERSCHOLASTIC LEAGtJB 

School 
Av©rag# 
Enroll-
ment R

a
n
k
 

School 
Average 
Enroll-

: ment 
a 
as 
(K 

M a trie t 1 District 5 

Hereford 386 1 Monahana 334 1 

Dumas 356 2 Wink 232 2 

Dalhart 300 3 Hermit 196 3 

Phillips 287 4 Andrews 188 4 

Perryton 270 5 Ft, Stoakton 169 5 

Canyon 190 6 Mc Carney 168 6 

District 7 District 9 

Coleman 344 1 Seymour 376 1 

Ballinger 302 2 Glney 264 . 2 

Winters 297 3 Burkburnett 203 3 

Brady 286 4 Crowell 196 4 

Lakeview 202 5 Iowa Park 

Chlllicothe 

Holliday •' 

Areher City 

182 

168 

135 

122 

5 

6 

7 

8 

I 
Valley View 113 9 
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TABLE 3—Continued 

School 
Av©rag# 
Inroll-

ment 
* 
a as 

School 
Avorag# 
Enroll-
ment 

* 
es m 

District 16 District IB 

daston 198 6 Wills Point 321 1 

fimpson 164 7 Van 248 2 

Overtoil 138 a . Grand Saline 223 3 , 5 

Levarts 
Chapel 

Carthage 

125 

568 

0 

i 

Mgmood ; 

Canton 

223 

168 

3 . 5 

5 

London 324 2 

Center ' 523 3 

Husk 216 4 

San 
Augudin© 202 5 

District 24 District 26 

Sew Braunfels 396 I Nederland 410 I 

S«guln 341 2 Silsbae 379 2 

San Marco® 328 3 Vldor 321 3 

. ftonsfrles 281 4 Livingston 319 4 

Yoakum 240 5 Jasper 294 5 

Lockhart 232 6 Woodville 180 6 

Luling 178 7 
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TABLE 5—Continued 

Average Average $ 
School Enroll- C a School Enroll- » «S 

ment « ment SX 

District 30 District 32 

Pharr S.J .A. 389 1 Uvalde 386 I 

Mission 344 2 lagle Pass 269 2 

Wealaco 329 3 Del Rio 237 3 

Bio Grand® Hondo 157 4 
City 236 4 City 

Carrizo j 
Raymondville 217 5 Springe 140 8 

Donna 205 6 Pearaall 130 6 

La Peria 187 7 Crystal City 112 7 

of the enrollment III this district is 245. The average 

enrollment for the district is 288.44• 

In District 18A, Wills Point ranks first in enrollment 

with 321 students. Canton ranks last with 168# The range 

of enrollment for the district is 155, The average enroll-

ment for the district is 236.6# 

In District 24A, Mew Braunfela ranks first In enroll-

ment with 396 students. Luling ranks last with an enroll-

ment of 178. The range of enrollment in this district is 

218. The average enrollment for District 24A is 286.43. 
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In District 26A, Nederland ranks first in enrollment 

with 410 students. Woodville ranks last with en enrollment 

of 180. The rang® of enrollment for the district is 230# 

The average enrollment for District 26A is 317.17. 

In District 30A, JPharr San Juan Alamo ranks first in 

enrollment with 339 students. La Peria ranks last with an 

enrollment of 187. The range of enrollment for the district 

is 202. The average enrollment for District 30A is 272.43. 

In District 32A, Uvalde ranks first in enrollment with 

386 students. Crystal City ranks last with an enrollment 

of 112. The average enrollment for District 32A is 204.43. 

Table 4 present® the average enrollment of the sixty-

seven schools of the study from 1046 through 1948. Mederland 

rank8 first in average enrollment with 410. Crystal City 

ranks last with 112 students. The range of the enrollment 

is 298. The mean for the enrollment of the sixty-seven 

schools of the study is 250.13. The reliability of the mean 

was determined by computing the standard error of the mean 

which is 1.012. The significance of the standard error of 

the mean at the .05 level of accuracy is 1.99. At this level, 

the probability is ninety-five chances out of one hundred 

that the mean of 250.13 does not vary from the "true" mean 

by more than lfl.99. That is, the true mean falls between 

252.12 and 248.14. The investigator concludes that the mean 

obtained, 250.13, has a high degree of reliability. 
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TABLE 4 

THE AVERAGE ENROLLMENT FROM 1946 THROUGH 1948 OF THE 
SIXTY-SEVEN CLASS "A" SCHOOLS OF THE STUDY 

PRESENTED IN RANK ORDER 

Rank School 
Average 
Enroll-
ment 

Rank School 
Average 
Enroll-
ment 

1 Nederland 410 20 Livingston 319 

2 •New Braunfels 596 21 Ballinger 302 

3 Pharr S.J.A. 38© 22 Dalhart 300 

4 TJvalde 386 23 Winters 297 

5' SIlabs® 379 24 Jasper 294 

6 Seymour 376 25 Phillips 287 

7* Oarthag® 368 26 Brady 236 

7* Hereford 368 27 Gonsalea 281 

10 Dumas 356 28 Parryton 270 

ill Colaman 344 29 Eagle Pass 269 

111 Mission 344 30 Olney 264 

U" SegUin 341 31 Yoakum 249 

IS Monahana 340 32 fan 248 

14 Waalae© 329 33 Del Rio 237 

15 San Marcos 328 34 Rio Grande City 236 

IS London 324 3S§ Lookhart 232 

17 Center 323 35§ Wink 232 

ISi Vidor 321 37 i Grand Saline 223 

isi Wills Point 321 37 £ Edgewood 223 
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TABLE 4--Continued 

Rank School 
Average 
Enrol1-
ment 

Rank Sohool 
Average 
Enroll-
• sent 

39 Raymondville •• 217 • 54 Pt. Stockton 16© 

40 Rusk • 216 56 Canton 168 

41 Donna 205 50 Chillicothe 168 

m Burkburnett 20$ 56 McCaiaey 168 

4S§ Lakeview 202 ; 58 TImpson 164 

4S*| San Augustine 202 59 Hondo 157 

-48 Canyon 199 60 Overton 158 

46 Gaston 198 ©1 Garrizo Springs 136 

47 Hermit 196 60 Holliday 155 

43 Crowell 195 • 65 Fearsa11 150 

49 Andrews 188 64 Leverts Chapel 125 

80 La Peria 137 65 Archer City 122 

51 Iowa Park 182 66 Valley View 115 

52 Woedvllle ISO 67 Crystal City 112 

•55 Lullng 178 

The variability of the number enrolled In each school 

was obtained by computing the standard deviation, which la 

8.28* The reliability of the standard deviation was- deter-

mined by computing the standard error of the standard devi-

ation, which is #715» The significance of the standard error 
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of the standard deviation at tho #05 level of accuracy is 

1,622* At this level the probability is ninety-five chances 

out of one hundred that the standard deviation of 8,28 does 

not vary from the true standard deviation by more than 

lfl»622. That is, the true standard deviation falls between 

9#042 and 6#618 

Team Success of the Schools of the Study 

The number of football game® played, the number of 

football games won, and the percentage of football game® 

won from 1946 through 1948 by the ichools of the study and 

the rank of the schools in the class "A" football districts 

to which they were assigned by the University Interacho-

Iftgtic League according to team success are presented in 

fable 5# 

In District IA, Phillips ha© the highest percentage 

of football games won during the three-year period, namely, 

85,7 per cent# Dumas rank® last with SO per cent* The 

range in percentage of games won for this district is 55.7 

per cent» The average percentage of games won in District 1A 

is 58.9 per cent* 

In District 5A, lonahans ranks first in percentage of 

games won, netting 92#0 per cent# McCaaey ranks last in 

this district, winning 34.5 percentage of games played. 

The range in the percentage of games won for the district 
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TABLE 5 

THE WMBER OF FOOTBALL GAMES PLAYED, THE NUMBER OF FOOTBALL 
OAJfiSS WON, AMD THE PERCENTAGE OF FOOTBALL GAMES WON PROM 
1946 THROUGH 1648 BY THE SCHOOLS OF THE STUDY AND THEIR 

Rim 11 TIE CLASS "A" FOOTBALL DISTRICTS OF TAB 
UNIVERSITY INTERSCHOLASTIC LEAGUE, ACCORDING 

TO TEAM SUCCESS 

Sumter lumber Percentage M School of Games of Q m m of Games 1 m « Played Ion Ion 
1 m « 

District LA 

Fhiiiips 21 IB 86.7 1 

p@rryton 31 26 as. 9 2 

Canyon 28 18 64.3 3 

Hereford 27 13 48.2 4 

Dalhart 29 12 41.4 5 

Dumas 30 9 30 6 

District 5A 

Monahans 55 32 92.9 1 

Andrews 30 21 70 2 

Wink 28 17 60.7 3 

Kermit 30 18 60 4 

Ft. Stockton 29 16.5 56.9 5 

MeCarney 29 10 34.8 6 
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TABLE 6—Continued 

School 
lumber 
of 0&ia#s 
Played 

lumber 
of (James 
Won 

Percentage 
of Games 
Won 

i |
 
R
a
n
k
 

j 

District 7A 

Coleman 53 29.5 87.0 1 

Ballinger 52 24.5 76.6 2 

Brady 50 20.5 63.5 5 

Winters 2© 16.5 50.8 4 

l-akavlew 28 7 25 5 

District 9A 

Arctor City 13 15.5 75 1 

Glney 30 20.5 63.5 2 

Seymour 29 ia 62.1 5 

Holliday 2© 15.5 55.4 4 

Burkburnett 27 14 51.9 5 

Chlllioothe 29 14.5 50 6 

Crowsll 29 14 48.5 7 

Iowa Park 50 11.5 58.5 8 

Vftlley View 18 1.5 8.5 9 
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TABLE 5--Continued 

S c h o o l 
Number 

o f Games 
F l a y e d 

Number 
o f Games 

Won 

P e r c e n t a g e • 
o f Oaraea 
Won 

D i s t r i c t 16A 

London 3 1 2 0 3 3 . 9 1 

L e v e r t a C h a p e l 3 2 2 6 S 2 . 8 2 

C a r t h a g e 2 0 1 3 . 5 6 7 . 5 3 

G a t t o n 2 9 1 3 6 2 . 1 4 

San Auguatine 2 8 1 0 . 5 3 7 . 5 
, 5 

Center 2 6 9 * 5 3 6 . 5 6 

l i m p s o n 29 9 3 1 7 

O v e r t o n m 8 . 5 2 8 » 3 8 

R u s k 29 6 « 5 2 2 . 4 9 

D i s t r i c t ISA 

M g e w o e d 3 1 2 4 7 9 1 

Van 5 2 2 2 6 8 . 3 2 

f i l l ® P o i n t : 2 9 1 0 . 5 3 6 . 2 3 

GramS Saline 3 0 1 0 3 3 . 3 4 

0anton 2 8 6 2 1 . 4 5 
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TABUS 5—-Continued 

School 
lumber 
of Qaaes 
flayed 

Number 
of Oases 
-Won 

Percentage 
of Games 
Won 

1 m 

District 241 

New Braunfels 35 23.5 _ S6.4 1 

Lockhart 29 22,5 77.6 2 

Seguin 28 20 j 71.4 3 

Gonzales 28 19 67*8 4 

San Marcos 50 16,5 53 5 

Luling 29 11 39.6 6 

Yoakum 30 7 23.3 7 

District 26A 

Jftsp ®r 31 20.5 66.1 1 

Mederland 27 IS 59.3 2 

Sllsbee 30 14 46.7 3 

Livingston 30 10.5 35 4 

Wooflvillo 27 6.5 . 24.1 5 

Vidor 23 6 21*4 6 

District 30A 

Wealaco 34 29.5 86.8 1 

Mission 30 21 73.3 2 
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TABLE 5—Continued 

School 
Number 
of Games 
Playact 

lumber 
of dames 
Won 

Percentage 
of Games 
Won 

* 
ca « 

District 30A—Continued 

Pharr San Juan 
Alamo 29 17 58,6 3 

Donna 23 14 50 4 

Raymonds!lie 27 13 48.2 5 

La Feria 50 7 23<3 6 

Rio Grand© City- SO 2 6,7 7 

District 32A 

Pearsall 54 25 73.5 1 

Carrizo Springs ; SO 20.5 68 * 3 2 

Uvali© 27 16.5 61.1 3 

Crystal City 18 10 55.6 4 

Del Hi© 27 14.5 53.5 5 

Hondo 50 16 53.3 6 

lagle Pass 27 12 44 * 4 7 

Is 53*4 per cent# fhe air ©rag® percentage of games won for 

the district' i® 62#5 per cent# 

In District 7A, Coleman ranks first, winning 87.9 per 

dent of games played# Lakeview ranks last in percentage of 
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games won with 25 per cent. The range In the percentage 

of games won for District 7 A is 62.0 per cent. The average 

percentage of games won in this district is 62.9. 

In District 9A, Archer City ranks first in the percent-

age of games won, netting 75 per cent. Valley View ranks 

last with 8.3 per cent of games won. The range in percentage 

of games won for the district is 66.7 per cent. The average 

percentage of games won for District 9A is 50,1 per cent. 

In District 16A, London ranks first in percentage of 

games won with 83.9 per cent. Rusk ranks last with 22.4 

per cent of games won. The range for the district in the 

percentage of games won is 61.6 per cent. The average per-

centage of games won in District 16A is 50.3 per cent. 

In District 18A, Edgewood ranks first in the percentage 

of games won with 79 per cent. Canton ranks last with 21,4 

par cent of games won. The range in percentage of games 

won for the district la 57.6 per cent. The average percent-

age of game8 won for District 18A is 47.5 per oent. 

In District 24A, Sew Braunfels ranks first in percent-

age of games won with 86.4 per cent. Yoakum ranks last with 

23.5 per cent of games won. The range in percentage of 

games won for the district is 63.1 per oent. The average 

percentage of games won for District 24A is 59.9 per cent# 

In District 26A, Jasper ranks first in percentage of 

games won with 66.1 per cent. Vldor ranks last with 21*4 
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per cent of games won. The range In percentage of garnet 

won for the district Is 44.7 per cent. The average per-

centage of games won for District 26A is 42.1 per oent. 

In District 50A, Weslaco ranks first in percentage 

of games won with 80.8 per cent* Rio Qrande City rank® 

last with 6.7 per cent of gasnea won# The range in per-

centage of games won for the district 1® 61.9 per cent# 

The average percentage of games won for District 30A is 

4»#6 per cent# 

In District 32A, JPearaall ranks first In percentage 

of games won with 73,5 per cent# Eagle Pass ranks last 

with 44#4 per cent of game® won. The range for percentage 

of games won for the district Is 29.1 per cent# The average 

percentage of games won for the district Is 58.5 per cent# 

fable 6 presents the percentage of football game© won 

by all the schools of the study fro® 1046 through 1948 and 

their rank by percentage of games won# 

Monahans ranka first with a 92.9 percentage of gases 

won from 1946 through 1948# Rio Grande City ranka last in 

the study with a winning percentage of 6.7 per cent. The 

range of the percentage of games won for all the teams of 

the study is 86.2 per cent* fhe mean of the percentage of 

gases won for all the teams of the study is 53.9 per cent. 

The reliability of the mean was determined by com-

puting the standard error of the mean, which is .925. 
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TABLE 6 

THE PERCENTAGE OF FOOTBALL GAMES WON FROM 1946 THROUGH 1948 
BY THE SCHOOLS Of THE STUDY AND THEIR RANK IN THE TOTAL 

SIXTY-SEVEN CLASS "A" TEXAS SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS, 
ACCORDING TO TEAM SUCCESS 

School 
Percentage 
of Games 
Won 

Rank School 
Percentage 
of Games 
Ion 

Rank 

Monahans 02.9 1 Carrisso 
Springs 68.3 19 

Coleman 87.® 2 
Olney 68.3 19 

Wesl&eo 86,8 3 
Gonzales 67.8 21 

New Braunfels S6*4 4 
Carthage 67.5 22 

Phillips 85,7 g 
Lampasas 66.7 23 

Parryton 85.9 6.5 
Jasper 66.1 24 

Lortd on 83.0 6.5 
Canyon 63.4 25 

Inverts 
Chapel 82.8 8 Gaston 62.1 26.5 

Sdgewood 79 9 Seymour 62.1 26.5 

Lockhart 77.6 10 Uvalde 61.1 28 

Ballinger 76.6 11 iink 60.7 29 

Archer City 75 12 Kermit 60 30 

Pearaall 73.5 15 Metier land 59.3 31 

Mission 73.3 14 Fharr S.J .A# 58.6 32 

Seguin 71.4 15 Ft. Stockton 56.0 33.5 

Andrew® 70 16 Winters 56.9 33.5 

Van 68.8 17 Crystal City 55.6 35 

Brady 68.3 19 Del Rio 53.5 36 
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TABLE 6—Continued 

School 
Percentage 
of Games 
Won 

Hank School 
Percentage 
of Games 
Won 

Rank 

Holliday 85.4 37 Wills Point 36.2 52 

Hondo 53.5 38 Livingston 35 53 ' 

San 'Marcos 53 39 ScCarney 34.5 54 

Burkburnett 51*9 40 Qrand Saline «3t » * m ©5 

Chlllloothe 50 40.5 $impson 31 56 

Donna 50 40.5 Dumas 30.0 57 

Crowell 48*3 42 Overton 28.6 58 

Hereford 43 • 2 43.5 Lake view 25 59 

R&yniondviil® 48.2 43.5 Woodvllle 24.1 60 

Silsbee 46.7 45 La Peria 23.3 61.5 

Eagle Pass 44.4 46 Yoakum 23.3 61.5 

Dalhart 41 #4 47 Rusk 22.3 63 

Luling 39.6 43 Canton 21.4 64.5 

Iowa Park 38.3 49 Vidor 21.4 64.5 

San Valley View 3.3 66 
Augustine 37.6 50 Augustine 

Bio Grande 
Center 36.5 51 City 6.7 67 

The significance of the standard error of the mean at the .05 

level of accuracy is 1.814. At this level, the probability 

la ninety-five chances out of on® hundred that the mean of 
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55*9 does not vary from the "true* mean by more than jfl.814# 

That Is, the "true* mean falls between 52.09 and 55,71, 

The investigator concludes that tha mean obtained, 53.9, 

has a high degree of reliability* 

The variability of the percentage of games won by the 

teams of the present study was obtained by computing the 

standard deviation, which is 7.58, The reliability of the 

standard deviation was determined by computing the standard 

error of the standard deviation which is #855. The signifi-

cance of the standard error of the standard deviation at the 

.05 level of accuracy la 1*28. At this level, the proba-

bility Is ninety-five chances out of one hundred that the 

atandard deviation of 7.58 does not vary from the "true" 

atandard deviation by more than J&.28. That is, the "true* 

standard deviation falls between 6.30 and 8.86. 

Relationship of Financial Status, Enrollment, 

and Team Success 

The method of rank-differences, as described by darrett,^ 

was used in determining the correlations between (1) property 

evaluation and teata success, (2) funds from local taxes and 

team success, and (5) enrollment and team success for schools 

within each of the ten districts of the study. The rank-

difference was converted to the coefficient of correlation 

^Henry S. Garrett, Statistics in psychology and Educa-
tion, p. 561. 
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by use of a table given by Garrett to infer the value of 

yank"difference to a given value of the coefficient of 

& 
correlation# 

The investigator used the following standards described 

by Garrett in interpreting the degree of relationship of 

each correlations 

While the descriptive label applied will vary 
somewhat in meaning with the author using it, there 
la fairly good agreement among worker® with psycho-
logical and educational tests than an r from *00 
to t»2Q &®no%m indifferent or negligible relation-
ship; r from C#S0 to £.40 danotes law correlation; 
presenT but slight; r from C.40 to t.70 denotes 
substantial or marked relationship; r from £.70 to 
CI,00 denotes high to very high relation.* 

In District 1A, the rank difference correlation of the 

property evaluation of the school district and team success 

is -.029. When converted into a value of the coefficient of 

correlation, this equals -̂ >314 which denotes a negligible 

relationship between property evaluation of the school dis-

trict and the success of the school's football team. 

The rank-difference correlation of funds received from 

local taxes and team success in District 1A is /#429 which 

equals a coefficient of correlation of /.465. This denotes 

a substantial relationship between the fund® received from 

local taxes and the success of the football team. 

The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the football teams in this 

5Ibld., p. 362. *Ibld., p. 342. 
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district is -.486 which, equals a coefficient of correlation 

of -.5075. This negative correlation indicates that the 

teams of the smaller schools of District 1A have a substan-

tial tendency to to® successful. 

In District 5A, th® rank-difference correlation of 

property ©valuation of the school districts and th® success 

of th© football teams is /.657 which equals a coefficient 

of correlation of /.687• This denotes a marked relationship 

between the property evaluation of the school districts and 

the success of the football teams* 

The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funds 

from local taxes and the success of the football teams in 

District 8A is /.314 which equals a coefficient of correla-

tion of /«3232* This denotes a low correlation between the 

amount of funds fro® local taxes and the success of the foot-

ball teams* 

The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the football teams in District 

5A is /.829 which equals a coefficient of correlation of 

/.3421. This denotes a very high relation between the amount 

of funds from local taxes and the success of football teams 

in the schools of this district. 

In District 7A, the rank-difference correlation of the 

property evaluation of the school districts and the success 

of the football teams is /#6 which equals a coefficient of 
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correlation of /.®18. This Indicates a marked relationship 

between property ©valuation and team sucoess# 

The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funds 

from local taxes and the success of the football teams in 

District 7 A is /.6 which equals a coefficient of correla-

tion of /.618. This indicates a marked relationship between 

funds from local taxes and team success in District 7A» 

The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the school's football teams 

is /.9 which equals a coefficient of correlation of /«908« 

this denotes a very high relationship between enrollment 

and team success in this district. 

In District 9A, the rank-difference correlation of the 

property evaluation of the school district and the success 

of the school's football team is /.633 which equals a coeffi-

cient of correlation of /.6473. This denotes marked rela-

tionship between property evaluation and team success In 

this district# 

The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funds 

from local taxes and the suocess of the football teams in 

District 9A is /#?55 which equals a coefficient of correla-

tion of /.746« This denotes a high relationship between 

funds from local taxes and team success in this district. 

The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the football teams in District 
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9b is /.3 which equals a coefficient of correlation of 

/*3129. This indicates a low correlation between enroll-

ment and team success in this district. 

In District 16A, the rank-difference correlation of 

the property evaluation of the school districts and the 

success of the football teams is /«65 which equals a coeffi-

cient of correlation of /.6676. This indicates a marked 

relationship between property evaluation and team success* 

The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funds 

from local taxes and the success of the football teams in 

District 16A Is /«667 which equals a coefficient of corre-

lation of /»6775. fhis indicates a marked relationship 

between funds from local taxes and team.success* 

The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the football teams in 

District 16A is /»232 which equals a coefficient of corre-

lation of /• 2403• This indicates only a slight correlation 

between enrollment and teaa success# 

In District ISA, the rank-difference correlation of 

the property evaluation of the school and the success of 

the football teams is /.I which equals a coefficient of 

correlation of /. 1047• This denotes an Indifferent or negli-

gible relationship between property evaluation and team 

success in this district. 
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The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funds 

from local taxes and the success of the football team® in 

Distriot ISA is /.I which equals a coefficient of correlation 

of /#1047. this denotes an indifference or negligible rela-

tionship between funds fro® local taxes and tea;® success in 

this district# 

The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the school and the success of the football teams in District 

18A is /.525 which equals a coefficient of correlation of 

/•S497# This denotes a substantial relationship between 

enrollment and team success in this district# 

In District 24A*. the rank-difference correlation of 

the property evaluation of the school dietricta and the 

success of the football tea®® is /.321 which equals a coeffi-

cient of correlation of /#3335. This denotes a low degree 

of correlation of /#3335# This denote* a low degree of corre-

lation between property evaluation and team success in this 

district# 

The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funds 

from local taxes and the success of the football teams of 

District 24A is /.321 which equals a coefficient of correla-

tion of /.3335• This denotes a low degree of correlation 

between funds from local taxes and team success in this dis-

trict# 
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The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the football teams of 

District 241 Is /.536 which equal-a a coefficient of corre-

lation of /.5S80. This degree of oorrelatlon denotes a 

substantial relationship between enrollment and team sue-

cess for this district# 

In District 26A, the rank-difference correlation of 

the property evaluation of the school districts and the 

success of the football teams ia /.771 which equals a 

coefficient pf correlation of /»7847« This degree of 

correlation denotes a high relationship between property 

evaluation and the success of the football teams In this 

district# 

The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funda 

from local taxes and the success of the football teams in 

District 26A Is /.771 whicu equals a coefficient of corre-

lation of /,7847. This degree of correlation denotes a 

high relationship between funds fro® local taxes and tea® 

success in this district. 

The rank-differenoe correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the football teams in District 

26A is /.2 which equals a coefficient of oorrelatlon of 

/•2091. This denotes a low oorrelatlon between enrollment 

and team success in this district. 
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In District 30A, the rank-difference correlation of 

the property ©valuation of the school district and the 

success of the football teaaa Is /»IG4 which equals a 

coefficient of correlation of /#1G47« This denotes an 

Indifferent or negligible relationship between property 

evaluation and team success. 

The rank-difference correlation of the aaount of funda 

from local taxes and the success of the football teams la 

District 30A is /.393 which equals a coefficient of correla-

tion of /.4056. This degree of correlation denotes a sub-

stantial relationship between the amount of funds from 

local taxes and team success in this district* 

The rank-difference correlation of the enrollment of 

the schools and the success of the football teams In District 

5GA is /.607 which is equal to the coefficient of correla-

tion of /*6180• This denotes a substantial relationship 

between enrollment and the success of the football teams In 

this district. 

In District 58A» the rank-difference correlation of 

the property evaluation of the school district and the 

success of the football team is -.621 which equals a coeffi-

eient of correlation of -*6370. This negative correlation 

indicate® that the teams in this district with the lowest 

property evaluation have the most successful football teams. 
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The rank-difference correlation of the amount of funds 

from local taxes and the success of the football teams in 

District 52A Is *-#679 which equals a coefficient of corre-

lation of -.6971. This negative correlation denotes, to a 

substantial degree, that th® schools with smaller Incomes 

from local taxes have the beat team success* 

The rank-difference of the enrollment of the schools 

and th® sueoess of the football teams of District 32A is 

•*•785 which equals a coefficient of correlation of -.8030* 

This negative correlation denotes, to a high degree, that 

the teams with the lowest enrollment had the best team 

success* 

k summary of the degree of correlation of the ten class 

"A" districts of th® study is presented in Table 7, showing 

correlations of (1) the property evaluation of the school 

districts and team success, {2} the amount of funds from 

local taxes and team success, and (5) the enrollment of the 

schools and team success* 

The findings concerning the correlations of the property 

evaluation of the schools of each of the ten districts of the 

study and team success show that in only one district there 

was a definite negative relationship* In one district a 

very high relationship between the property evaluation of 

the school districts and the success of the football teams 

exists. In sussnary, there was a positive relationship 
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TABLE 7 

CORRELATIONS WITHIN THE TEi CLASS "A" DISTRICTS OF THE STUDY 
OF (1) TUB PROPERTY EVALUATION OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
AMD TEAM SUCCESS, (2) THE AMOUNT OP FUNDS PROM LOCAL 
TAXES AND TEAM SUCCESS, AND (3) THE ENROLLMENT OP 

TUB SCHOOLS AND TBAid SUCCESS 

Classified Range of 

Number of Districts par Eaoh 
Rang® of Correlation of 

Team Success and: 

Correlation and 
Interpretation U ) 

Property 
Evaluation 

(2) 
Fund® from 
Local Taxes 

(3) 
Enroll-
ment 

Definite negative r I X 2 

r from .00 to d*20 
indifferent or 
negligible 3 1 0 

r from /»20 to /.40 
low correlation; 
present but slight 1 2 3 

r from /.40 to /.70 
substantial or 
marked relationship 4 4 3 

r from /.70 to /l.OO 
~ high to very high 

relation 1 2 2 

Total districts 10 10 10 

between property evaluation and team success, but the degree 

of correlation was not high on the average* There was a low 



tendency for the schools with the greatest property evalu-

ation within a school district to have thd greatest team 

success. 

The findings concerning the correlation of funds from 

local sources and the success of the football teams within 

each class "A" district show that in on© of the districts 

there was a negative correlation or a tendency for the 

schools receiving the least money from local sources to 

have the best team success. In one of the ten districts 

there is an indifferent or negligible correlation of the 

amount of funds from local sources and the success of the 

football teams# In two districts, a slight but low rela-

tionship between the amount of funds from local source® 

and the success of the football teams is shown# In four 

districts a substantial or marked relationship between 

the amount of funds received from local taxes and the 

success of the football team exists. In two districts 

a high to very high relationship between the amount of 

funds received from local taxes and the success of the 

football teams exists. In one of the ten class nA" foot-

ball districts, a substantial or marked degree of relation-

ship exists between funds from local taxes and tea® success. 

The investigator concluded that there was a positive 

relationship between funds from local taxes and team success, 

but the degree of correlation was not high on the average# 
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In throe districts there is an indifferent or negligible 

relationship between property evaluation and team success# 

In one district, a low relationship exists between property 

evaluation and team success. • In four districts# a substan-

tial or marked relationship exists between property evalu-

ation and tea® success# 
/ 

The findings concerning the relations of enrollment of 

the schools of the study with the success of their football 

teams within their respective districts show that there is 

a definite negative correlation which indicates a tendency 

for the schools with the smallest enrollments to have the 

best success with their football teams# In three of the 

ten class WA" districts a alight but low relationship 

between the number enrolled in a school and the success 

of their football team is shown* In two of the ten class 

"A" football districts a very high relationship between 

the number enrolled in a school and the success of their 

football team exists. The Investigator concluded that there 

was a positive relationship between enrollment and team 

success, but the degree of correlation was not high on the 

average. 

The rank of the total class "A" schools in the three 

categories of the study, namely, financial status, enroll-

ment, and team success is presented In Table 8. 
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TABLE 8 

THE RANK OF THE SIXTY-SEVEN CLASS "Aw TEAMS OF THE STUDY 
IN REGARD TC FUHDS FROM LOCAL TAXES, AVERAGE ENROLL-

MENT, AND TEAM SUCCESS PROM 1946 THROUGH 1948 

School 

Rank in 
Amount of 
Funds from 
Local Taxes 

Rank in 
Average 
Enrollment 

Rank in 
Team 
Sucoeaa 

Monah&ns 5 13 1 
Coleman 35 10.5 2 
leslae© 39 14 3 
New Braunfela 24 2 4 
Phillip# 9 25 5 
London 2 16 6.5 
Perryton 12 28 6.5 
Leverts Chapel 7 64 8 
Edgewood. 67 37.5 9 
Lookhart §2 35.5 10 
Ballinger 41 21 11 
Archer City 45 65 12 
Pearsall 40 63 13 
Mission 57 10.5 14 
Seguin 26 12 15 
Andrews 14 49 16 
Van 6 32 17 
Brady 29 26 19 
Carrizo Springs 35 61 19 
Olney 32 30 1© 
Gonzales 44 27 21 
Carthage 5 7.5 22 
Jasper 38 24 25 
Canyon 13 45 24 
Gaston 4 46 25.5 
Seymour 27 6 25.5 
Uvalde 28 4 27 
Wink 15 35,5 28 
Kermit 1 47 29 
Nederland 11 1 SO 
Pharr San Juan 
Alamo 19 3 31 

Ft* Stockton 17 54 32.5 
Winters 60 23 32.5 
Crystal City 47 67 34 
Del Rio 22 33 35 
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TABLE 8—Continued 

School 

Rank in 
Amount of 
Funds from 
Local Taxes 

Rank in 
Average 
Enrollment 

Rank in 
Team 

Success 

Holllday 25 62 36 
Hondo 57 m 37 
San Marcos 23 15 38 
Burkburnett 45 42 3© 
Donna 51 41 40.5 
Chillicothe 54 55 40.5 
Crowell 55 48 42 
Hereford 18 7.5 43. 5 
Raymondvllle SO 39 45.5 
Silabee 34 5 45 
JSagle Pass 21 29 46 
Dalhart 20 22 47 
Luling 51 50 43 
Iowa Park 59 51 40 
San Augustine 63 43.5 50 
Center 62 17 51 
fills Point @4 13,5 52 
Livingston 36 20 53 
MoCarney 8 57 54 
Grand Saline 61 37.5 55 
limpson 65 58 56 
Dumas 10 9 57 
Overton 16 60 58 
Lftkevlew 48 43.5 5© 
Woodvllle 58 52 60 
La Peria 43 50 61.5 
Yoakum 30 31 61.5 
Busk 49 40 63 
O&nton 66 56 64 
Vidor 56 18.5 65 
Valley View Mr 

53 66 66 
Rio Qrande City 50 34 67 

In considering the relationship of financial status and 

team success by districts, the funds received from local 

taxes had a slightly higher coefficient of correlation with 
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teas success than the amount of property evaluation# 

Considering this, and the fact that funds from local taxes 

make the different® in the financial ability of the schools, 

the investigator used the amount of funds from local tax«s 

only in waking correlations for the total teams of the study. 

Pierson'a product-moment method as presented toy?Ciarrett® 

was used in determining the coefficient of correlation for 

the total class "A8 teams of the study. 

The product-moment coefficient of correlation of 

financial statu® arid team success for the total claafet "A" 

schools of the present study is /.419. This denotes a 

substantial relationship between the school'a financial 

status and the success of the football team. The probable 

error of the coefficient of correlation is .068. This indi-

cates that the chances are even that the "true" coefficient 

of correlation falls between /.487 and /.351. The investi-

gator concluded that the coefficient of correlation of /.419 

is reliable. 

The coefficient of correlation of financial status as 

taken from local taxes and enrollment is /.169. This denotes 

an indifferent or negligible relationship between the number 

enrolled in the schools of the study and the financial status 

of these schools# The probable error of the coefficient of 

5Ibld.. p. 265. 
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correlation Is .079. This Indicates that the chances are 

oven that the "true" coefficient of correlation falls 

between /.24S and /#O90. The investigator concluded that 

the coefficient of correlation of /„16© is negligible# 

The coefficient of correlation of enrollment and team 

success is /#209# According to Garrett, this indicates 

only a slight relationship# The probable error of the 

coefficient of correlation Is .0787. This indicates that 

the chances are even that the "true" coefficient of corre-

lation falls between /#28S and /.130. The investigator 

concluded that the coefficient of correlation of /.209 is 

reliable# 

A partial coefficient of correlation of financial 

status and team success with the enrollment of the schools 

held constant is /#399# This denotes a present, but slight, 

relationship between the financial status of the schools 

and team success when all schools are equal in strength of 

enrollment. The coefficient of correlation is slightly-

lower when enrollment is held constant than the coefficient 

of correlation when enrollment is not considered. This indi-

cates that the benefit® in team success enjoyed by schools 

of greater financial ability increase to a slight degree 

with higher enrollment. That is, the financial ability means 

more to team success when good enrollment is also present# 
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A partial coefficient of correlation of enrollment 

and team success with the financial status of the schools 

held constant is /.153. This denotes an indifferent or 

negligible relationship and la lower than the coefficient 

of correlation when financial status la not considered* 

This Indicate® that the chances for team success enjoyed 

by schools of greater enrollment tend to increase when 

financial ability Is raised. That is, enrollment aids 

team success more when the school has good financial ability. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AMD RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary of the Study 

The investigator mad© a critical study to determine 

the relationship of the successes of football teams from 

ten class "A" football districts of the University Inter-

acholastic League and the financial status and enrollment 

of the schools from 1946 through 1948. 

The term financial status, as used In the present study, 

refers to the ability of the school to assume and meat obli-

gations in the maintenance and operation of the school# 

Enrollment refers to the average number of students in the 

last four grades of the schools selected for the present 

study for the years 1946, 1947, and 1948. The term team 

success. as used In the present study, refers to the per-

centage of football games won during the years 1946, 1947, 

and 1948# 

'Ihe investigator established the following purposes 

for the studys 

1. To determine the relationship of the financial 

ability of a school and the success of the school's foot-

ball team. 

66 
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2. To determine the relationship of the size of the 

school's enrollment and the success of the school's foot-

ball team* 

5. To determine the extent of other factors (aside from 

financial status and enrollment) on the success of a school's 

football team. 

4. To evaluate the present practices of selection of 

class "A" football teams on the basis of enrollment only. 

The data on enrollment and team success were collected 

from the files of the Athletic Department of the University ~ 

Interscholastic League, Austin, Texas# Data on the finan-

cial status of the schools of the present study were taken 

from the Public school PIrectory, 1948-40.^ The data were 

computed and tabulated and treated statistically to determine 

the range, rank, mean, standard deviation, standard error 

of the mean and the standard error of the standard deviation. 

The .05 level of accuracy was used to judge the significance 

of the size of the standard error of the means and of the 

standard error of the standard deviation. Correlations were 

mad® of the schools of the study within their respective 

University Interscholastic League districts by the rank-

difference method. Correlations were made for the total 

sixty-seven teams of the study by the product-moment coeffi-

cient of correlation method. Partial correlations were 

^Division of Information and Statistics, Public School 
Directory. 1948-49, Bulletin No. 499, Publication of the 
State l)epartient of Education, Austin, Texas, pp. 74-125. 
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mad® to determine the relationship of the enrollment of 

the schools and success of the football teams when the 

financial status of th© schools was held constant, and 

th© relationship of financial status and team success when 

enrollment was held constant* Th© probable error was 

determined for the correlations. 

The data were analyzed and interpreted and conclusions 

of the study were drawn. 

Summary of the Findings 

The following is a summary of the findings of the 

present study: 

1. In District 1A, the range for property evaluation 

is $14,296,267. The average property evaluation is 

#12,850,639. The range for funds from local taxes is 

#72,354. The average amount of funds from local taxes is 

#121,138. Th© rang© of enrollment for the district is 

187>students. The average enrollment for the district 

is 299.67 students. The range of percentage of games won 

is 55.7 per cent. The average percentage of games won for 

the district is 58.9 per cent# The coefficient of corre-

lation for property evaluation and team success is /.S14. 

The coefficient of correlation for funds from local taxes 

and team success is /.4465. The coefficient of correlation 

for enrollment and team success is -.5078# 
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2. In District 5A, the rang# for property ©valuation 

is fSI,847,054. The average property ©valuation ia 

$22,543,625# The rang® for funds from local taxes is 

#517,054. The average amount of funds from local taxes 

is |192,423. The range of enrollment Is 166. The average 

enrollment for the district is 214.5# The range of per-

centage of games won is 52.4 per cent# The average per* 

eentage of games won is 62.5 per cent. The coefficient of 

correlation for property evaluation and team success is 

/.687. The coefficient of correlation for funds from 

local taxes and team success is /«3232. The coefficient 

of correlation for enrollment and team success is /.8421. 

3. In District 7A, the range of property evaluation 

is $5,436,207# The average property evaluation is #3,705,452. 

The range of funds from local taxes la |44,612. The average 

funds from local taxes is #40,509. The rang® of enrollment 

is 142 students# The average enrollment for the district 

is 236.2 students. The range of percentage of games won 

is 62.9 per cent. The average percentage of games won la 

©2.9 per cent. The coefficient of correlation of property 

evaluation and team success is /.618. The coefficient of 

correlation for funds from local taxes and team success ia 

/.618. The coefficient of correlation for enrollment and 

team success is /.908. 
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4. la District 9A, the rang® of property ©valuation 

is #5,300,000. The average property evaluation Is #5,765,706. 

The rang© of funds from loeal taxes is $54,757. The average 

fund a from local taxes is $33,516. The range of enrollment 

is 265 students. The average enrollment is 105.23 students# 

The coefficient of correlation for property evaluation for 

funds fro® local taxes and team success is /,746» The 

coefficient of correlation for enrollment and team success 

is /.3129, 

5. In District 16A, the range of property evaluation la 

#27,680,819. The average property evaluation is #12,127,273# 

The range for funds from loeal taxes is #264,204. The aver-

age amount of funds from local taxes is f112,145. The range 

for enrollment is 245 students. The average enrollment is 

238.44 students, The range for team success is 61.5 per 

cent. The average percentage of games won is 50.3 per cent, 

The coefficient of correlation for property evaluation and 

team success is /.6676. The coefficient of correlation for 

funds from local taxes and team success is /.6775. The 

coefficient of correlation for enrollment and team success 

is /.2403. 

6. In District ISA, the range of property evaluation 

is $18,222,550. The average property evaluation is $4,739,711. 

The range for funds from local taxes is $170,734. The aver-

age amount of funds from local taxes is $41,506* The range 
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of enrollment for the district i® 155 students. The average 

enrollment for the district Is 236.6 students. The range 

for percentage of games won is 57.6 per cent. The average 

percentage of games won for this district is 47.5 per cent. 

The coefficient of correlation for property evaluation and 

team success is /.1047. The coefficient of correlation for 

funds from local taxes and teas* success is /.1Q47. The 

coefficient of correlation for enrollment and team success 

is /.5479, 

7. In District 24A, the range of property evaluation 

ia |4,559,225. The average property evaluation la #4,628,173. 

The range for funde from local taxes is #46,821# The average 

amount of funds from local taxes is #48,421. The range for 

enrollment is 218 students. The average enrollment for this 

district is 286.43 students. The range for percentage of 

games won is 63.1 per cent. The average percentage of games 
\ 

won is 59.9 per cent. The coefficient of correlation for 

property -evaluation and team success is /.3335. The coeffi-

cient of correlation for funds from local taxea and team 

success la /.3S35. The coefficient of correlation for 

enrollment and team success is /.558. 

8. In District 26A, the range for property evaluation 

of the school district is #8,702,726. The average property 

evaluation is |4,916,224. The range for funds fro® local 

taaees is $103,258. The average for funds from local taxes 
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is #51,852. The range for enrollment Is 250 students. 

The average enrollment for the district is 517,17 students. 

The range for percentage of games won i© 44.7 per cent. 

The average percentage of games won is 42.1 per cent. The 

coefficient of correlation for property evaluation and team 

success is /.7847• The coefficient of correlation for funds 

from local taxes'and team success is /.7847. (The coeffi-

cient of correlation for enrollment and team success is 

/.2091. 

8* In District 50A, the range for property evaluation 

of the school district is $6,066,411* 3!he average property 

evaluation is $5,677,882. The range for funds from local 

taxes is $68,361* The average amount of funds fro® local 

taxes is $53,491. The range for enrollment is 202 students# 

The average enrollment for the district is 272.45 students. 

The rang© for percentage of game® won is 61.0 per cent# 

The average percentage of gamea won for this district i® 

49.6 per cent. The coefficient of correlation for property 

evaluation and team success is -.1047. The coefficient of 

correlation for funds from local taxes and team success is 

/.4056. The coefficient of correlation for enrollment and 

team success is /.618. 

10# in District 52A, the range for property evaluation 

of the school district is $9,502,285. The average property 

evaluation is $6,022,005* The range for funds from local 
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taxes Is $66,955* The average amount of funds from local 

taxes is #52,968. The rang© for enrollment in this district 

is 112 stents. The average enrollment is 204,43 students. 

The range for percentage of games won is 29.1 per oent* The 

average percentage of games won for this district Is 58,6 

per cent. The coefficient of correlation for property 

evaluation and team success Is -.65?©. The coefficient of 

correlation for funds from local taxes and team success la 

**#6071* The coefficient of correlation for enrollment and 

tea® success Is -.8059. 

11# The range for the property evaluation of the school 

districts of the total sixty-seven schools of the study is 

#39,264,©00. The mean of the property evaluation for the 

total schools of the study is #8,062,754. The standard error 

of the mean is .869. The significance of the standard error 

of the mean at the .05 level of accuracy la 1*70. The "true" 

mean falls between #8,082,752.30 and |8,062,765*70. The 

standard deviation is 7#11. The standard error of the stand-

ard deviation is .614. The significance of the standard 

error of the standard deviation at the #05 level of accuracy 

is 1.2. The fttruew standard deviation fall® between 8.SI 

and 5.91* 

12# The range for funds from local taxes of the total 

sixty-seven schools of the study Is |424,324. The mean for 

funds fro» local taxes is $75,316. The standard error of 
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the mean is ,815# The significance of the standard error 

of the mean at the .05 level of accuracy Is 1.507. The 

"true" mean falls between §75,514.40 and #75,517.60. The 

standard deviation of the mean for funds from local sources 

Is @.67. The standard error of the standard deviation is 

.576. the significance of the standard error of the stand-

ard deviation at the .05 level of accuracy Is 1.29. The 

"true" standard deviation falls between 7,06 and 5*38. 

13# The range of the enrollment for the total sixty-

seven teams of the study is 298. The mean for enrollment 

is 250.13. The standard error of the mean is 1.012.' The 

significance of the standard error of the mean at the #05 

level of accuracy is 1.99. The "true" mean falls.between 

252*12 and 248#14. The standard deviation is 8.28# The 

standard error of the standard deviation is .715. The 

significance of the standard error of the standard devi-

ation at the .05 level of accuracy is 1,622. The "true® 

standard deviation falls between 0.942 and 6.618. 

14. The range of the percentage of football games won 

for the total sixty-seven teams of the study is 86.2 per 

cent. The mean of the percentage of games won is 53.9 per 

cent. The standard error of the mean is #925. The signifi-

cance of the standard error of the mean at the .05 level of 

accuracy is 1.814. The "true" mean falls between 52.09 and 

55.71 per cent. The standard deviation is 7.58. The standard 
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error of the standard deviation ia *655. The significance 

of the standard error of the standard deviation at the *05 

level of accuracy is 1.28, The "true" standard deviation 

falls between 6,30 and 8.06* 

16. The product-moment coefficient of correlation of 

financial status and team success for the total class uAn 

schools of the atudy la /.419. The probable error of the 

coefficient of correlation is .068, The ohanees are even 

that the "true" coefficient of correlation falls between 

/.487 and /»551« 

16» The coefficient of correlation of financial statue, 

as derived from local taxes, and enrollment is /.169. The 

probable error of the coefficient of correlation is .079. 

The chances are even that the "true0 coefficient of corre-

lation falls between /.248 and /.09O* 

17. The coefficient of correlation for enrollment and 

team success for the total teams of the study is /.309. 

The probable error of the coefficient of correlation la 

.0787. The chances are even that the "true" coefficient 

of correlation falls between /.288 and /.ISO# 

18. The coefficient of correlation of financial status 

and team success with the enrollment of the schools held 

constant is /.399# 

19. The coefficient of correlation of enrollment and 

team success with the financial status of the schools held 

constant is /»1SS. 
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Conclusions of the Study 

1# Within the ten University Interscholastlc League 

Districts of the study, a slight relationship exists on tha 

average between property evaluation of the schools and the 

success of the football teams* 

2# Within the ten University Interscholastic League 

District® of the study, there is a slight relationship 

between the amount of funds from local taxes and the success 

of the school's football team# 

5. For tha total sixty-seven schools of the study, 

there is a marked relationship between the financial status 

of the schools of tha study and the success of their foot-

ball teams# 

4. For the total sixty-seven teams of the study, a 

slight relationship exists between the number of students 

enrolled in the school and the success of the school*a 

football team. 

5. There 1® a slight relationship in the enrollment 

of the schools of the study and the success of their foot-

ball teams* 

6« The advantages enjoyed by the schools as a result 

of financial ability are utilised to a greater extent when 

the school also has ample enrollment. 

7# the advantages enjoyed by the schools of the study 

as a result of a large enrollment are utilized to a greater 
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extent when the financial ability of the school also is 

ample* 

8# fhe present rang© of enrollment used in classifying 

class "A" schools is not too broad and does not give the 

larger schools a decisive advantage# On the basis of the 

data collected for this study, the investigator conclude® 

that small schools, not qualified by enrollment, should 

have the financial ability to afford facilities equal or 

superior to the class "A" teams In their district if they 

are allowed to compete with these larger schools. 

9# Schools having financial and enrollment advantages 

tend also to have good team success. 

10# Elements other than the financial ability of the 

school and the size of the school's enrollment contribute 

to the success of the school's football team# 
i 

Recommendations for Future Studies 

fhe investigator reccsnmends that the following studies 

be madei 

I# A similar study to determine the effect of financial 

status of the school and the size of the enrollment on team 

*" ' , success in other class "A* districts. 

2. A study to determine the effect of elements other 

than financial status and enrollment on team success. 
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5. A study to determine the effect of financial status 

and the size of the enrollment on team success of class "AA" 

schools* 



APPENDIX 

I. Lottor from the athletic director of the University 
Interscholmstic League. 

THE UNIVERSITY CF TEXAS 
Division of Extension 

Austin 12 

Office of 
Bureau of Public School Service June 17, 1949 

Mr# Brvin Clay 
High School 
Grand Saline, Texas 

Dear Mr. Glayi 

I think that your study is a very interesting 

one, and if you would visit our office we will make 

our files accessible in regard to the record of 

Class A football teams that you might select over 

the past three years. 

Pleas© give my regards to Dr. Cotteral, and 

I hope to see you in the near future# 

Sincerely yours 

Rhea H. William* 
Athletic Director 

RHW-* • 
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lit Sample card upon which all data were recorded. 

Dlat. No.^ 
Name or School 

Prop, Evaluation Tax Rat© Local Funds 

Enrollment 
(&-year aver.) 

Team Record 
C'S-year averVT 

Card No# 

III. Sample card upon which the records of the teams of 
the study were recorded from data collected from 
the files of th© University Interscholastio league. 

Name of School District No. 

Year Won Lost Tied 

1946 

1947 

1948 

Totals 

Percentage of Games Won: 
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