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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Participation in an effective college physical education 

program is important to the total development of all regularly 

enrolled students and it is of particular importance to the 

individual planning a career in physical education. There-

fore, it is a responsibility of college administrators to 

provide adequate facilities, broad service and instructional 

programs, and well equipped libraries. Supplementary to this, 

provisions should be made for well qualified personnel to 

facilitate the instruction necessary for the best academic 

and professional growth. 

If the Texas Baptist colleges are to advance their 

position in higher education they must endeavor to improve. 

Therefore, to expedite improvement private institutions must 

continually evaluate their programs for the purpose of dis-

covering and correcting weaknesses. They must strive to 

become leaders in education. Furthermore, Texas Baptist 

colleges, as do other Texas colleges and universities, have 

the opportunity and the obligation to look for new and better 

ways of educating. Analysis of present programs will enhance 

movement in this direction. 



Statement of the Problem 

The problem was (1) an analysis of the physical edu-

cation program for men in Texas Baptist colleges offering a 

baccalaureate degree with a major in the area of physical 

education, and (2) a comparison of physical education programs 

in Texas Baptist colleges with selected Texas state colleges 

and universities. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was (1) to determine the 

current efficiency of the physical education program of the 

Baptist colleges in Texas, and (2) to determine the relation-

ship between the physical education programs of Texas Baptist 

colleges and selected Texas state colleges and universities. 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses for the study were stated in the null 

form for operational purposes. The hypotheses were the 

following: 

I. There will be no significant difference between the 

total of the ranked scores received by the Texas Baptist 

colleges and those received by selected Texas state colleges 

and universities as determined by the total score on the 

Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card* (22). 

A. There will be no significant difference between 

the total of the ranked scores received by the instructional 

*Hereafter referred to as N.C.G. score card. 



staff of Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities as determined 

by the unit score for instructional staff on the N.C.G. score 

card. 

Sub-hypotheses,—There will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received by selected 

Texas state colleges and universities on each of the following 

sub-units of the instructional staff section of the N.C.G. 

score card: 

1. Professional preparation (kind) 

2. Professional preparation (extent) 

3. Professional preparation (recency) 

4. Membership in professional organizations 

5. Attendance at professional meetings 

6. Teaching experience (length) 

7. Fitness of staff members 

8. Personality and character of staff members 

9. Teaching efficiency of instructor 

B. There will be no significant difference between 

the total of the ranked scores received on facilities by 

Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas 

state colleges and universities as determined by the unit 

score for facilities on the N.C.G. score card. 

Sub-hypotheses.—There will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas state 



colleges and universities on each of the following sub-units 

of the facilities section of the N.C.G. score card: 

1. Area of school site 

2. Placement of building on school site 

3. Indoor facilities 

Outdoor facilities 

5* Equipment 

6. Supplies 

?. Provision for prevention and emergency care 

of injuries 

C. There will be no significant difference between 

the total of the ranked scores received on program organi-

zation by Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities as determined 

by the unit score for program organization on the N.C.G. 

score card. 

Sub-hypotheses.—There will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas state 

colleges and universities on each of the following sub-units 

of the program organization section of the N.C.G. score card: 

1. Percentage of students enrolled 

2. Time allotment for physical education classes 

3. Health examination of student by physician, 

dentist, and nurse 



Clinical examination of students by physi-

cal education instructors 

5. Assignment of student to classes 

6. Size of activity classes (normal group) 

7. Size of classes (corrective or restrictive 

group) 

8. Teaching load (assigned time) 

9. Records kept and used 

10. Credit 

11. Grading in activity courses 

12. Athletic awards systems 

D. There will be no significant difference between 

the total of the ranked scores received on program (activity) 

by Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected 

Texas state colleges and universities as determined by the 

unit score for program (activities) on the N.C.G. score card. 

Sub-hypotheses.—There will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas state 

colleges and universities of each of the following sub-units 

of program (activity) section of the N.C.G. score card: 

1. Instructional period (service program) 

2. Intramural athletics 

3. Intercollegiate athletics 

E. There will be no significant difference between 

the total of the ranked scores received on administration by 



Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas 

state colleges and universities as determined by the N.C.G. 

score card. 

Sub-hypotheses.—There will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas state 

colleges and universities on each of the following sub-units 

of the administration section of the N.C.G. score card; 

1. Administrative organization 

2. General budget 

3. Source of budget support 

Budget ratio 

3. Rank of staff 

6. Salaries of staff 

?. Recruiting athletes 

8. Assignment of grants-in-aid to athletes 

9. Distribution of grants-in-aid to athletes 

F. There will be no significant difference between 

the total of the ranked scores received on the professional 

assistance (library) by Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by selected Texas state colleges and universities 

as determined by the unit score for professional assistance 

(library) on the N.C.G. score card. 

Sub-hypotheses.—There will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas state 



colleges and universities on each of the following sub-units 

of the professional assistance section of the N.C.G. score 

card: 

1. Professional magazines 

2. Professional books 

3. Microcards 

G. There will be no significant difference between 

the total of the ranked scores received on professional edu-

cation program by Texas Baptist colleges and those received 

by selected Texas state colleges and universities as deter-

mined by the unit score for professional education programs 

on the N.C.G. score card. 

Sub-hypothesis.—There will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas state 

colleges and universities on the following sub-unit of the 

professional education section of the N.C.G. score card: 

1. Undergraduate program 

II. There will be no significant correlation between 

the dichotomous variable of type of college or university 

used in this study and the score received by the physical 

education programs as determined by the total score on the 

N.C.G. score card. 

Sub-hypotheses.—There will be no significant correlation 

between the dichotomous variable of type of college or uni-

versity used in this study and the score received by the 
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physical education program on each of the following units of 

the N.C.G. score card: 

A. Instructional staff 

B. Facilities 

C. Program organization 

D. Program (activities) 

E. Administration 

F. Professional assistance 

G. Professional education program 

Background and Significance of the Study 

A recognized problem in American education is the in-

ability to effectively evaluate our educational programs. The 

problem is no less true in the specialized field of physical 

education. As early as 1932. Davis (8, p. 21) emphasized that 

for improvement of the physical education program educators 

must survey the facilities, personnel, programs, and teaching 

as the first step in practicalising physical education. Through 

a process of evaluation and introspection existing programs 

can hopefully be improved. Moreover, as a profession, physi-

cal educators must improve all sub-standard programs (12, 

p. 44). Therefore, "College faculties," according to Rose 

Esteva (13. p. 36), "have the responsibility of carrying on 

a continuous evaluation process to keep in the forefront of 

their thinking an awareness of the degree to which they are 

accomplishing professional objectives." 



Oberteuffer (24, p. 21), winner of the Gulick award in 

1959i points out that current re-examination will force physi-

cal educators to define, delineate, delimit, and de-bunk our 

field. This concept is re-emphasized by Van Dalen (29. p. 3*0 

who indicates that we must appraise our programs and change 

our procedures to offer the scholarly treatise needed and 

demanded for sound, efficient, and effective education. 

In recent years, several analytical studies of physical 

education programs have been undertaken. Even though the 

findings have been inconclusive in regard to the total field 

of physical education the examinations have established basic 

weakness which confirm the need for additional program ap-

praisal. Miller (22, p. 101) in a recent study of selected 

Texas state colleges and universities analyzed the physical 

education programs of seven colleges and universities.. Miller 

found a relationship between size of institution and the pro-

gram offerings. This relationship was most apparent between 

the programs found in the largest and smallest institutions. 

The physical education programs in Baptist colleges of 

Texas probably have problems peculiar to themselves. How-

ever, a detailed study of their overall assets and liabilities 

should allow inferences to be made of physical education 

programs in other Baptist and liberal arts colleges. 

Although various investigations have been conducted in 

recent years, few have been concerned with the liberal arts 

colleges. Furthermore, a survey of the literature fails to 
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substantiate that any studies have dealt exclusively with 

the Baptist colleges, nor in any study has an attempt been 

made to compare Baptist colleges with state colleges and 

universities. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study the following definitions 

were established*. 

Equipment includes moveable items usually needing 

replacement but less frequently than supplies. 

2* Facilities include the school site, physical edu-

cation building, equipment, and supplies. 

3. Supplies include various types of bats, balls, etc. 

which require continual replacement. 

Professional assistance includes library resources 

for physical education purposes. 

A Unit includes any one of the seven major categories 

of the physical education program analyzed by the N.C.G. score 

card. The units are instructional staff, facilities, program 

organization, program (activities), administration, profes-

sional assistance (library) and the teacher education program. 

6. Efficiency is the level of competence as determined 

by the N.C.G. score card. 

Basic Assumption 

The basic assumption of this study is that the repre-

sentatives of each institution responded honestly to the 

N.C.G. score card. 
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Limitation 

The study was limited, in that the Texas state colleges 

and universities were restricted to those schools analyzed 

by Miller (22). 

Procedures 

The following procedures were adopted for the develop-

ment of the study: 

1. Permission was obtained from the appropriate school 

official of each Baptist college. 

2, Three weeks before the scoring took place the de-

partment chairman and physical education instructors of the 

institutions were asked to assemble the necessary data. 

a. transcripts of all professional preparation 
completed to date by each staff member 

b. receipts for dues or membership cards showing 
present affiliation with professional organi-
zations 

c. dates held and nature of professional meetings 
attended during the past twelve months 

d. places and years of teaching experience in 
physical education 

e. record for each instructor of a recent exam-
ination by a physician 

f. dimensions of all rooms used in connection 
with the program 

g. number of bleacher seats 
h. number of men taking physical education 
i. the number enrolled in each physical education 

class 
j. total number enrolled in each physical edu-

cation class 
k. sample record cards used 
1. written material on the school award system 
m. yearly program of classes taught by each 

physical education instructor 
n. records of the intramural and intercollegiate 

athletics 
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o. a list of professional magazines available 
at the school 

p. alphabetical list of all physical education 
books in the school or physical education 
departmental library (23) . 

3» After the data were collected tabulation and com-

putation were completed by determining the total score and 

percentage score for each unit and sub-unit for each college 

and by ascertaining the combined total score and percentage 

score for each unit and sub-unit of all Baptist colleges 

studied. 

4. Pertinent data related to Texas state colleges and 

universities were secured from Miller's study (22). 

5. To compare the data collected from the Texas Baptist 

colleges and the data collected from Miller's study (22) of 

selected Texas state colleges and universities the following 

procedures were employed: 

Hypothesis I was tested by use of the Mann-Whitney U 

Test (28). Hypothesis II was tested by the use of the point 

biserial correlation (7). The .05 level of significance was 

used to reject each null hypothesis. From the accumulated 

data, appropriate tables were constructed and the summary, 

conclusions, and recommendations were formulated. 

Organization of Remainder of the Study 

The second chapter is a presentation of the related 

research and literature. The methods and procedures for col-

lection of data are described in Chapter III. In Chapter IV 
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findings are presented and the hypotheses are analyzed. 

Chapter V presents the summary, findings, conclusions, and 

and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

A review of related studies and literature discloses 

there has "been interest in the development of evaluation 

techniques for physical education programs since 1932. In 

addition, there has been wide spread interest in the analysis 

and evaluation of physical education programs at all levels. 

Studies have been conducted at the elementary, junior high, 

high school, junior college, college undergraduate, and 

graduate level. Furthermore, the studies have ranged from a 

detailed analysis of a few schools to superficial studies of 

national scope. 

Davis (9)i as early as 1932, stressed the need for sur-

veys of the physical education programs for program 

improvement. According to Davis, a study of facilities, 

personnel program, teaching and other important phases of 

physical education is the first important step in practi-

calizing our physical education programs. 

Also, in 1932, Browne 11 (4) emphasized the need for 

evaluation of physical education programs. For continued 

program improvement, Browne 11 indicated that norms must be 

established and work must be consummated in the following 

areas: (1) organization of teacher preparation as a separate 

school, department, or college of physical education, 

1? 
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(2) student selection, (3) curriculum in teacher education, 

(4) faculty qualifications, (5) facilities and equipment, 

(6) practice teaching, (7) classification of professional 

preparation institutions, and certification of teachers. For 

program improvement adequate standards which serve as oper-

ational guidelines must be established. Furthermore, 

educational institutions which operate without established 

standards are lacking a stable operating foundation. 

To improve the development of standards, in 1931« Jay 

B. Nash appointed N. P. Neilson as chairman of a committee 

to formulate a set of standards for institutions preparing 

physical education teachers. Each state director of physical 

education was asked to secure criticism from physical edu-

cation leaders of their respective states. As a result of the 

work of N. P. Neilson and many others on the development of 

standards, the National Study Committee was appointed. The-

study committee divided the problem of developing standards 

into the following areass (1) basic characteristics of the 

secondary program, (2) general standards, (3) standards for 

the selection of students to be trained, (4) course standards, 

(5) standards for staff, and (6) standards for facilities. 

The basic criticism of the committee report was the pro-

posed standards needed to be simplified to contain only the 

minimum essentials to which most of the profession could agree. 

Hughes (22), in 1933» evaluated standards and policies 

related to administration of health, and physical education 
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for men in colleges and universities. Hughes studied the 

following areas: (1) administrative plan, (2) health super-

visors, (3) health services, (4) health instruction, (5) 

required activities, (6) intramural sports, and (?) inter-

collegiate athletics. From the literature and his own 

personal experiences Hughes compiled a list of 850 items. 

The 850 items were later refined and validated; the list was 

then narrowed to 810 items which were rated as essential or 

highly desirable standards in a physical education program. 

Phillips (^2), in 19531 through a questionaire survey of 

the physical education programs of forty-six institutions, 

developed standards for physical education programs. With the 

aid of the developed standards, Phillips visited and studied 

fourteen institutions. A summary of the findings are (1) the 

evaluation showed wide variations from excellent to poor pro-

grams, (2) a majority of institutions met or exceeded the 

minimal essential standards in the areas of administration 

and supervision, attendance, staff program, facilities, and 

equipment, (3) a majority of the institutions did not meet 

the minimum standards in institutional requirements, course 

requirements, and classification of students, (4) the ques-

tionaire data received from the institutions were highly 

reliable and stable, (5) the percentage of institutions of 

higher learning in New York state requiring physical edu-

cation for graduation was much lower than was found to exist 

in similar institutions throughout the United States, (6) the 
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quality and type of college physical education programs were 

reflected in the lack of adequate elementary and secondary 

school programs in New York state. 

Cowell (8), reporting for a committee on evaluation cri-

teria to the College Physical Education Association in 1955 • 

presented a check list of desirable policies and standards 

as determined by the committee. Included in the check list 

of standards were the following areas*. (1) philosophy and 

objectives, (2) administration, (3) program, and (*0 eval-

uation. A rating scale was constructed for each of the check 

list items. The check list of standards ranged from a score 

of one for no agreement to a score of five for complete 

agreement. The check list was designed primarily for school 

self evaluation. 

Nordly (9). a strong advocate of the establishment of 

physical education standards, emphasized that standards for 

physical education programs should be stated in general terms, 

Furthermore, specific qualitative standards should be kept to 

a minimum to allow for flexibility. Since there is a lack of 

specific quanitative standards validated by research, such 

standards should be kept to a modicum. 

Nordley, points out that no ideal curriculum is sug-

gested in the literature because no such curriculum has been 

determined. However, there is little doubt that a strong 

movement is underway to improve the standards for curriculum 

in physical education. 
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The physical education personnel need a greater under-

standing of the total scope of the physical education program. 

Realizing this need, Karl Bookwalter, in 1955» devised a 

score card to aid in evaluating undergraduate professional 

preparation programs. According to Dollgener (11) the 

Bookwalter score card is divided into ten major areas as 

follows: (1) general institutional and departmental prac-

tices (2) staff standards, (3) curriculum policies and 

practices, (4) the teaching act, (5) service program and 

extended curriculum, (6) student services, (7) library-audio-

visual, (8) supples and equipment, (9) indoor facilities, 

and (10) outdoor facilities. 

The Bookwalter instrument presents information of a 

specific and attainable nature which provides a basis for 

self-evaluation and program improvement. The score card also 

provides information for standards which emphasize strengths 

and weaknesses in a program. 

In 1962, Groves (18) proceeded with a study for the 

purpose of developing a guide for evaluation of physical 

education programs. An investigation of the literature was 

conducted to gain an understanding of the needs of society, 

and to secure insight into ways in which programs of physical 

education could make substantial contribution to their ful-

fillment. The guide was developed as an aid to administrators 

and physical educators to determine how effectively their 

urograms were meeting the npprfs nf snnio-fcir. 
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From the collected data of the study, Groves determined 

(1) there are several identifiable needs of society which can 

be met through a program of physical education, (2) there are 

some features of programs which yield greater return in need 

fulfillment, and (3) there are some features of program 

development which give greater assurance of quality programs. 

The first score card for evaluating high school physical 

education programs was developed in 19^9 by Neilson and Hall 

(36). In 1951» Hall (20) used the evaluation instrument to 

study the physical education program in Utah senior high 

schools. The following aspects of the physical education 

program were evaluated: (1) instructional staff, (2) facil-

ities, (3) program organization, (4) program (activities), 

and (5) pupil-teacher-parent judgments of the program. In 

addition to the evaluation of the high school physical edu-

cation programs in Utah, Hall revised the Neilson, Hall score 

card. 

Kirk (12), in 196^, developed an instrument for eval-

uating college and university health service programs. Content 

of the preliminary instrument was rated by a qualified jury of 

forty persons in the field of health and physical education. 

After revision, the final instrument was administered at 

twelve Indiana colleges and universities. 

In regard to the instrument, the following conclusions 

were drawn: (1) the instrument is curricularly valid for the 

purpose of evaluating college and university health service 
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programs, (2) in terms of internal consistency, the instru-

ment is reliable both as a self-appraisal device and as a 

survey appraisal device, (3) the instrument is highly objec-

tive in evaluating college and university health service 

programs when administered by persons oriented to its use, 

and (4) the instrument is suitable for administering to 

health service programs in practically all types and sizes of 

colleges and universities. 

The Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card had its origin 

with N. P. Neilson in 1929. Over the course of several years, 

Neilson (13) conducted a number of studies and conferences in 

an attempt to determine the needs of physical education pro-

grams. In one of these conferences, "Report of the Committee 

on Teacher Training in Physical Education," the members con-

sidered three basic problems: (1) standards for an institution 

to evaluate its training of the general elementary teacher to 

teach physical education, (2) standards with which to evaluate 

the preparation of men as physical education teachers, and 

(3) standards with which to evaluate the institutions' prep-

aration of women as teachers of physical education. 

The committee recommended the following: (1) the courses 

to be required of the physical education teacher, (2) the 

credit hour value for each course, (3) specific recommendations 

for personnel, (4) student selection factors to be specifically 

outlined, including character, age, scholarship, health stan-

dards, and physical skill tests, and (5) the indoor facilities, 



24 

outdoor facilities, library, health services and institutional 

policies and practice. 

From the early conferences, meetings, and the work of 

many physical educators the evaluation instrument has been 

developed into the comprehensive Neilson, Comer, Griffin score 

card. The score card was completed and put into its present 

form in 1965. 

Bookwalter (5) during the years of 1950-54, through the 

use of thirty directed studies of doctoral candidates, made a 

national survey of health and physical education for boys in 

high schools. The candidates of Bookwalter used the LaPorte 

Health and Physical Education Score Card No. II. The score 

card consists of the following major divisions: (1) program 

of activities, (2) outdoor areas, (3) indoor areas, (4) organ-

ization and administration of class programs, (5) locker and 

shower areas, (6) swimming pool, (7) supplies and equipment, 

(8) medical examination and health service, (9) modified-

individual (corrective) activities, and (10) administration 

of intramural and inter-school athletics. 

A summary of the findings of the thirty surveys are 

(1) the schools in Southern states, on the average, were in-

ferior to the schools in the Northern states, (2) on a 

national scale, the high schools were less than 30 per 

cent effective in the total program, (3) remedial work and 

swimming were the two lowest areas of the program, (4) organ-

ization and athletics were the highest two areas, (5) Negro 
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school programs tended to be inferior to the white school pro-

grams, (6) teachers were less effective than administrations, 

regional associations, and state departments ranked in that 

order as to eliciting effectiveness, (8) nationally, practi-

cally all items in the score card discriminated, (9) sound 

athletic programs were associated with good total programs, 

(10) accreditation, school size and town size, in that order, 

were associated with improved programs, (11) no standard of 

the score card received a superior rating on a national level, 

and (12) twenty-five items on a national scale, received an 

inferior rating. 

DeWitt (10) evaluated the "boys health and physical edu-

cation programs in Tennessee secondary schools as they were 

found during the school year of 1951-52. DeWitt's study was 

limited to a random proportional statified sample of the white 

public schools. The evaluation was limited to the information 

obtained from the LaPorte Health and Physical Education Score 

Card No. II. A summary of DeWitt's findings are as follows: 

(1) the quality of the health and physical education program 

in Tennessee is rather low, (2) as a rule, the schools in the 

large towns had better programs than those in small towns, 

(3) generally, the large schools had better programs than 

small schools, (4) Southern Association accredited schools 

had better programs than unaccredited schools, and (5) there 

were no significant differences between the mean scores of 

the schools in the three geographic areas studied. 
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Wise (48), in 1962, using the evaluative criteria devel-

oped by the Ohio Association of Health, Physical Education, 

and Recreation published by the State Department of Education 

of Ohio, found that teachers in secondary schools qualified 

very favorably with the recommended standards. However, the 

high school programs were limited by inadequate facilities 

and equipment. 

Comer (7), in 1963, used the Neilson, Hall score card to 

evaluate twenty-six high schools in New Mexico. Comer con-

cluded from his study of boys physical education programs that 

(1) the professional preparation of the male physical edu-

cation instructors was generally good, (2) a majority of the 

male physical education instructors had more than five years 

of teaching experience, (3) based on subjective judgments, the 

physical fitness, personality, character, and teaching effi-

ciency of the instructors were excellent, (4) indoor and 

outdoor facilities were generally adequate for the interschool 

athletic program, (5) facilities in many of the schools were 

not adequate for individual, dual, and corrective physical 

education activities, (6) equipment and supplies were not up 

to the standards suggested in the score card, (7) the per-

centage of pupils enrolled in physical education was only 

fair, (8) in general, parents were in favor of a required 

physical education program, (9) the variety of activities 

Offered in the program was meager in many respects, (10) in-

tramural programs were weak and in need of improvement, and 
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(11) the score card was a useful instrument in the objective 

evaluation of the physical education program. 

In 1965. Allsen (3) made use of the Neilson, Comer, 

Allsen score card to aid in the evaluation of nine selected 

junior colleges from the states of Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming. 

After studying the factors on instructional staff, facilities, 

program organization, program (activities), professional 

assistance and teacher education program, Allsen arrived at 

the following conclusions: (1) the professional preparation 

of the fifteen male physical education instructors was gen-

erally good, (2) with the exception of two junior colleges, 

the membership of the instructors in professional organizations 

was low, (3) based on subjective judgments, the physical fit-

ness, personality, character, and teaching efficiency of the 

instructors appeared to be excellent, (4) attendance of the 

physical education instructors at professional meetings 

needed improvement, (5) in general, the physical education 

programs of the selected junior colleges were conducted by 

experienced instructors, (6) the area of the school sites at 

the majority of the schools was satisfactory, (7) the indoor 

facilities provided at the various schools were superior to 

the outdoor facilities, (8) the schools had no particular 

difficulties in the areas of supplies and equipment, with the 

exception of gymnastics, corrective, and testing equipment, 

(9) in general, the time allotment for physical education and 

the number of male students enrolled in physical education 
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were unsatisfactory, (10) record keeping related to the 

physical education program was good, (11) the variety of 

physical education activities offered in the junior college 

programs was limited, (12) intramural programs were very weak 

and needed improvement, and (13) the score card proved to be 

a useful instrument in the evaluation. 

In 19^8, the National Conference on Undergraduate Pro-

fessional Preparation in Physical Education, Health Education 

and Recreation (35) met for the purpose of developing stan-

dards for the improvement of undergraduate preparation. Their 

intent was to establish standards toward which an institution 

could strive. This was attempted by the development of (1) a 

separate recommended professional preparation program for the 

three fields of health, physical education, and recreation, 

(2) a separate, recommended, professional preparation program 

based on principles and standards related to areas of staff, 

facilities and guidance of students, and (3) development of 

cooperation between professional groups and the distribution 

of the conference results. 

Kerr (25), primarily interested in the undergraduate 

professional education programs, in 1958, evaluated colleges 

and universities in the New England area. Through obser-

vation, interviews, review of college catalogues, and written 

material, Kerr obtained the necessary data to develop stan-

dards for a score card. After the development of standards, 

Kerr evaluated the following seven areas of the undergraduate 



29 

professional preparation program for men in physical edu-

cations (1) general institutional practices, (2) academic 

training, (3) professional affiliation of instructional staff, 

(4) curriculum required, (5) service program for all students, 

(6) library facilities, and (7) facilities for the program. 

Pearson (40)in a study of the status of professional 

training in physical education, in 1951. concluded that prac-

tices of physical education could be very well identified. 

However, in contrast, Pearson later concluded that the criteria 

were not clearly stated nor sufficiently based upon agreement 

for strict application to current practices. 

In 1964, Pearson (4l) completed a follow-up study of his 

dissertation and two similar studies to determine and evaluate 

changes that may have occurred in the status of the physical 

education program at the schools evaluated. A summary of the 

findings are (1) eleven of the ninety-six colleges constructed 

new physical education plants, (2) the number of colleges 

offering a graduate degree was doubled, and there was a 40 

per cent increase in colleges offering a doctor's degree be-

tween 1951 and 1963, and (3) the quality of professional 

preparation in the three districts had been greatly improved 

with more courses in liberal arts and basic physiological 

sciences being required. 

The members of the American Association of Health, 

Physical Education, and Recreation have been concerned with 

evaluation of professional preparation for many years. As a 
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result of this concern for evaluation, the American Asso-

ciation of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation (1) 

published, in 1959. a booklet for evaluation of professional 

preparation. The aim of the publication was to provide in-

stitutions with standards and guides for self evaluation. 

However, the standards developed for the booklet were not 

weighted or specific. 

In 1962, The American Association of Health, Physical 

Education, and Recreation published another book, Professional 

Preparation in Health Education, Physical Education, and 

Recreation Education (2). The central purpose of the book 

was to raise standards of professional preparation. However, 

it left much of the interpretation of standards up to the 

institution conducting the study. 

As a consequence of experience, research, conferences, 

and committee work, good physical education standards have 

been established. Esslinger (12) notes, as a result of these 

years of improvement physical educators know what adequate 

undergraduate programs should entail. The basic problem in 

improving the programs, as seen by Esslinger, is not the 

establishment of more rigid and specific standards, as ad-

vocated by some authorities in physical education, but 

obtaining adherence to the standards presently established. 

Haines (19), in 19^8, in a study of the service programs 

of sixteen Negro colleges in the Southern Intercollegiate 

Conference examined the following major areas: (1) general 
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teacher information, (2) required physical education, (3) in-

struction, (*0 attendance, (5) student classification, (6) 

grading system, (7) activity program, (8) facilities, and 

(9) equipment. Based on the findings of the study, Haines 

concluded that progress had been made in the area of physical 

education. 

Kirchner (27), in 1953. in an evaluation of physical 

education service programs, limited his study to the following 

thirteen elements! (1) general and specific objectives, (2) 

academic training of instructors, (3) teacher load, (^) student 

enrollment, (5) time requirements, (6) program of activities, 

(7) program planning, (8) training student leaders, (9) tech-

niques of teaching skill, (10) methods of handling absences, 

(11) testing students, and (12) marking students. 

McCown (29), in 195&, through the use of a questionnaire, 

review of literature, review of each school's catalogue, and 

visitations, analyzed the service program of teacher colleges 

in the North Central Association. McCown included in his 

study such items as financial support, health examinations, 

time requirements, program of activities, class size and 

periods, classification, marks and credits, and absences and 

excuses. 

In 1958, in a study of church-related senior colleges 

and universities, Gingerich (30) evaluated the physical edu-

cation service programs for men. From existing standards, 

Gingerich attempted to develop an objective score card which 
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could be used for evaluations at any college. He divided the 

program into ten areas: (1) program planning, aims, and ob-

jectives, (2) student personnel policies, (3) program of 

activities (4) teaching personnel, (5) indoor facilities, 

(6) outdoor facilities, (7) equipment and supplies, (8) class 

organization, (9) methods of instruction, and (10) evaluation 

of instruction. Gingerich concluded from his studies of 

church-related senior colleges and universities in Indiana 

that the physical education service programs vary greatly in 

effectiveness. 

In 195^» Russell (45) through the use of a detailed 

questionnaire developed from a comprehensive list of stan-

dards, evaluated the required physical education program of 

thirty-nine senior colleges of Texas. Russell concluded from 

his study that desirable standards for required physical 

education in a large percentage of Texas senior colleges were 

generally not being met. 

Margaret Green (16), in 19^5» attempted to determine the 

status of the requirement and credit in physical education at 

the college level. From the schools that replied to her 

questionnaire, she found that one-half of the schools had a 

two-year requirement and one-third of the colleges a four-

year requirement. Requirements were changed by 50 per cent 

of the schools after the war. In addition, Green found that 

96 per cent of the colleges surveyed required physical edu-

cation for graduation. 



33 

McCristal and Miller (30), in a similar study in 19^5» 

determined from a questionnaire survey of sixty-two colleges 

and universities' physical education service programs that 

89 per cent required physical education for graduation. In 

addition, 50 per cent of the schools favored a two-year pro-

gram with three periods per week and most of the schools 

activity class periods were fifty minutes in length. 

Hunsicker (23), in a report to the College Physical 

Education Association in 195^, stated from his survey of 

college service programs, that 57 per cent of the colleges 

surveyed had a two-year requirement of physical education and 

21 per cent a one-year requirement. 

Kiphuth, Blesh, and Kiphuth (26), in 19^5» in a survey 

of 120 colleges and universities found that 93 per cent of the 

schools planned to require physical education and that special 

importance was given to specific tests and standards. Findings 

indicated all students would be given an opportunity to learn 

to swim. In addition, it was generally found that more stress 

was to be given to health and physical education. 

To determine the more current practices and trends in the 

required physical education programs in colleges and univer-

sities, Oxendine (39), in I960, surveyed 3^5 institutions. 

More than 80 per cent of the colleges and universities sur-

veyed required physical education for graduation. 

In addition to the evaluations being conducted at the 

public school level, junior college level, and undergraduate 
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program level, Van Dalen encourages analysis of graduate 

programs. Graduate programs must be appraised in order that 

they may be revised to offer the scholarly leadership de-

manded. In analysis of graduate programs Van Dalen (47) 

recommends evaluation of the following areas? (1) objectives, 

(2) course content, (3) learning climate, (4) personal fit-

ness, and (5) growth of students. 

Using the LaPorte Health and Physical Education Score 

C a r d H2L- II and a supplement check list, Mumford (33), in 

19^8, evaluated thirty-one Negro colleges. The data presented 

from the study indicated the Negro colleges had an extremely 

mixed, heterogeneous situation in their physical education 

programs. The programs ranged from highly inadequate to good. 

Moreover, an analysis of the data pointed to four basicprob-

lems of the physical education programs. The problems were 

(1) limited funds, (2) inadequate facilities, (3) inadequate 

number and training of instructors, and (4) attitude of college 

administrators toward health and physical education programs. 

Xn 1961, Twenty-two institutions were selected and 

studied by Mcllroy (31) by the use of an evaluative score 

card. Mcllroy studied the women's physical education pro-

grams in five state-supported and seventeen private 

institutions. It was determined from the study that the 

state-supported institutions met the standards better than 

the private institutions in all but one area, the extramural 

program. Based on the findings of the study, Mcllroy concluded 
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(1) the physical education programs differed greatly in 

meeting effectively the recommended standards, (2) no in-

stitution exceeded 81 per cent in total program attainment, 

(3) all institutions needed improvement in one or more areas, 

(*0 institutions, as a whole, needed to strengthen their pro-

grams, particularly in the areas of facilities and evaluation, 

(5) church-related institutions needed to increase their 

offerings in rhythm, and (6) most of the schools needed to 

improve the adapted aspect of the program. 

Baker (*0 • in 1962, used the Teacher Education Standards, 

developed "by the Northwest Council of Teacher Education Stan-

dards in Physical Education, to evaluate the physical education 

programs of seven selected state-supported institutions of 

higher learning in Arkansas. From the findings of his study, 

Baker concluded (1) the undergraduate physical education cur-

riculum standards of the seven institutions compared favorably 

with the evaluative instrument, (2) the student personnel 

program showed strength in the areas of placement, guidance, 

counseling, organization and administration, recruitment, 

admissions, and retention, (3) the follow up program of student 

personnel was weak, (*0 the facilities, equipment and library 

standards of the institutions were satisfactory, although in-

dividual institutions have weaknesses that are critical, (5) 

the institutions showed a small number of staff members v/ith 

doctoral degrees, and (6) there was a lack of participation 

in research and publication endeavors. 
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Gibson (1*0, in contrast to Baker, in an evaluation of 

physical education curriculum for men in selected Nebraska 

colleges, in i960, concluded there was a definite need to im-

prove the curriculum in several areas of the colleges studied. 

In 1966, Horn (21) made an evaluation of the undergraduate 

professional preparation programs in physical education in 

selected colleges and universities of Northeast Texas. Horn 

used the Northwest Council for Teacher Education Standards for 

Health. Physical Education, and Recreation as the instrument 

for conducting the study. Based on the findings of the study 

Horn concluded (1) the departments showed more strengths than 

weaknesses in the five areas of preparation, (2) individual 

institutions showed specific weaknesses which could be im-

proved, (3) the student personnel programs had more weaknesses 

within each department than any area studied, and (4) it was 

apparent from the correlations that very few relationships 

exist between the specific variables selected and the area 

scores. 

Griffin (17), in 1966, by use of the Neilson, Comer, 

Griffin score card, conducted a study of physical education 

programs for men in the universities of the Western Athletic 

Conference. The conclusions drawn from an interpretation of 

the findings were as follows: (1) in general, the professional 

preparation of the male physical education instructors was 

above average, (2) with the exception of one university, the 

membership of physical education instructors in professional 
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organizations was poor, (3) with one exception, the area of 

school sites was excellent, (4) attendance at professional 

meetings by physical education instructors was generally 

below average and needed improvement, (5) in all institutions, 

the supplies available were below average and needed improve-

ment, (6) the variety of physical education activities offered 

in the service program was generally good, (7) with one 

exception, the intramural athletic programs were good, (8) in-

stitutions face a definite problem relating to budget support 

for intercollegiate athletics, (9) rank, salaries, and duties 

of the physical education staff members were generally in line 

with faculty members in other departments, (10) the high per-

centage of athletes recruited from out-of-state seemed to be 

an acceptable situation in all schools with the trend expected 

to continue, and (11) the scope of and the emphasis on certain 

areas of the undergraduate and master's degree program varied 

considerably at the different institutions. 

Soffe (18), in 1966, used the Neilson, Comer, Griffin 

score card to evaluate the physical education program in the 

colleges and universities in Utah. The main purpose of Soffe's 

study was to create a better understanding of the necessities 

in the organization of a quality physical education program. 

Some of the conclusions formulated from the study were 

(1) the professional preparation of the physical education 

instructors was generally good, (2) attendance at professional 

meetings with the exception of one school needed improvement, 
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(3) corrective and testing equipment was lacking in at least 

50 per cent of the schools, (4) the program of clinical 

examination of students by physical education instructors was 

very weak or nonexistent at all of the schools, and (5) the 

corrective or restrictive class program at four schools scored 

very low. 

In 1967» using the Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card, 

Jones (24) conducted an evaluation study of the state sup-

ported colleges and universities of Colorado. Jones also 

appraised the score card in his study. To have sufficient 

data to statistically appraise the score card, Jones employed 

the results of two other studies completed using the same 

instrument. 

From the data obtained in the evaluation study, Jones 

determined the "instructional staff" unit scored highest with 

a score of 82 per cent. The unit of "organization of physi-

cal education program" scored the lowest with a score of 63 

per cent. 

In appraisal of the score card Jones found (1) the 

average attainment of the sixteen institutions was 75 per 

cent, (2) the highest correlation was between the two units, 

"facilities" and "program activities," (3) the correlation of 

unit scores showed the best single prediction of a quality 

program to be the unit "professional assistance." 

From the analysis of the data collected from the study, 

Jones concluded (1) instructors employed by the Colorado 
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colleges and universities were above average, (2) membership 

in professional meetings was poor, (3) the total campus area 

owned by each of the institutions was adequate, (**) the phys-

ical education areas were generally not yet completed, (5) the 

rank and salaries of physical education instructors were in 

line with that of other faculty members, and (6) the physical 

education instructors and coaches generally put in an above 

average work week. 

Miller (32), in 19&9, used the Neilson, Comer, Griffin 

score card to conduct a study of Texas state supported col-

leges and universities. The purpose of the study was to 

analyze the physical education programs. Miller formed con-

clusions from the findings of the study to create an awareness 

of the essentials in the organization and administration of 

quality physical education programs for men. 

In accordance with the scoring procedures, Miller con-

ducted a one day visit to each of the seven institutions 

studied. Based on his visit and the data obtained from the 

score card, Miller concluded (1) due to the differences in 

facilities, there is a definite relationship between size of 

the institutions and program offering, and the relationship 

is most observable between the largest and smallest of the 

institutions studied, (2) membership of physical education 

instructors in professional organizations was generally low, 

(3) attendance at professional meetings by physical education 

instructors was poor, (4) outdoor area, particularly at the 
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smaller institutions, was not fully developed, (5) the work 

load of the physical education staff, in most cases, was above 

the average work week, (6) a wide variety of activities was 

offered in the physical education service programs but 

offerings were limited in the aquatic area, (7) the rank and 

salaries of physical education instructors were generally in 

line with those of other faculty members, but this was not 

true of the coaching staff, (8) four institutions of the seven 

programs analyzed offered a comprehensive program, and (9) all 

programs were above average in score. 

Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, 

Miller gave recommendations. Some of the recommendations are 

as follows: (1) the state leadership in the Texas Association 

for Health, Physical Education, and Recreation should develop 

a systematic program of self evaluation and improvement, (2) 

greater effort should be made to increase membership of 

physical instructors in professional organizations, (3) with 

the addition of facilities and program offerings, a greater 

effort should be extended to increase the percentage of stu-

dents participating in physical education activity on both a 

voluntary and a required basis, (4) ways and means should be 

investigated to bring the budget ratio for physical education 

and athletics into a proportion which can be absorbed by the 

general budget of the institutions, and (5) the professional 

library should be a continuing concern to each institution. 
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Esteva (13) denotes that analysis of current offerings 

aids evaluation so that intelligent planning may proceed on a 

professionally defensible base. The degree to which realistic 

and valid objectives are met is a good indication of the 

effectiveness of the physical education program. Although 

some of the objectives cannot be effectively measured, merely 

moving through the process of planning and evaluating the 

program will prove to be effective. 

To summarize, there has been considerable interest in the 

development of standards and techniques for evaluation of 

physical education programs at the secondary, junior college, 

and college level. However, there has been a lack of wide-

spread actual evaluation endeavors. At the college level 

the interest has included the service program, health services, 

professional preparation, and in recent years studies have in-

cluded the total scope of the physical education program. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

Selection and Description of the Sample 

The Baptist colleges of Texas offering a baccalaureate 

degree with a major in the area of physical education for men 

were requested to cooperate in the study. Each of the eight 

institutions agreed to participate in the research. However, 

one college withdrew from the study after the department chair-

man was seriously injured in an automobile accident. 

For comparative purposes, .e.g. , to compare data derived 

from Texas Baptist colleges with data collected from selected 

Texas state colleges and universities, pertinent data was 

secured from Miller's study (2) of seven state colleges and 

universities. 

The Texas Baptist colleges ranged in size from an enroll-

ment of less than 700 students in the smallest institution to 

an enrollment of over 1,700 students in the largest. In con-

trast, the state colleges and universities in Miller's study 

ranged in size from a low of around 7.500 students in the 

smallest institution to a high of over 30.000 students in the 

largest university. 

Procedures Used in the Study 

The N.C.G. score card was selected as the instrument to 

facilitate the collection, analysis and interpretation of 

4ft 
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data obtained from the survey of Baptist colleges. Permission 

to conduct the study was obtained from the chairman of the 

physical education department of each college. Each chairman 

was contacted by telephone. A brief explanation of the study 

was presented and a verbal agreement to participate in the 

study was received from each department chairman. Following 

the telephone communication, a letter, containing a more de-

tailed explanation of the study and a request for written 

permission to conduct the survey was forwarded to each depart-

ment chairman. After written permission was obtained, a follow 

up letter, designating the necessary procedures, was sent to 

the chairman of the physical education department at each 

Baptist school. 

A one day visit was made to each institution. Scoring 

of each college, based on the score card standards, and in 

conjunction with the department chairman and other physical 

education representatives, was completed during the one day 

visit. 

With the data obtained from each institution, the total 

score and per cent score for each unit and sub-unit was deter-

mined for each college. Also determined was the combined total 

score and per cent score for each unit and sub-unit for all 

Baptist colleges surveyed. Appropriate tables were developed 

to depict the findings of each Baptist college and also to 

limn the Baptist institutions as a group. 
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In order to compare the data collected from Texas Baptist 

colleges with data obtained from Miller's study of selected 

Texas state colleges and universities, the following pro-

cedures were employed} 
* 

1. Hypothesis I was tested by use of the Mann-Whitney U 

Test (5). The sum of ranks of the total physical education 

programs, the units and the sub-units of Texas Baptist colleges 

were compared with the corresponding sum of rank3 of the total 

programs, units and sub-units of selected Texas state colleges 

and universities to determine if a significant difference ex-

isted. The decision as to the level of significance below 

which a hypothesis was rejected was arbitrarily set at the .05 

level. 

2. Hypothesis II was tested by the use of the point bi-

serial correlation (4). The point biserial correlation was 

computed between the total scores and the unit scores of Texas 

Baptist colleges and the corresponding total scores and unit 

scores of the selected Texas state colleges and universities. 

The significance of the correlation was used to determine the 

degree of relationship that existed between the dichotomous 

variable of type of college or university used in this study 

and the score received by the physical education programs. 

The decision as to the level of significance below which a 

hypothesis was rejected was arbitrarily set at the .05 level. 

Conclusions and recommendations were based on the findings 

of the study. 
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Instrument 

The Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card was employed as 

the instrument for scoring the physical education programs 

of the Baptist institutions surveyed. (Jones (1), in 1967, 

stated, "A search for evaluation instruments seemed to indi-

cate that the Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card (3) was the 

most appropriate instrument to use in obtaining, recording, 

and evaluating the data." Miller (2), in 19^9» further sub-

stantiated the findings of Jones. Miller said, "The Neilson, 

Comer, Griffin score card was the most appropriate instrument 

to use in obtaining, recording, and giving a weighted value 

to analyzation of data collected." The findings of Jones, 

Miller, and others tends to substantiate the fact that the 

Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card is the best instrument for 

analyzing college physical education programs. 

The California Score Card (published in 1931) was used-

as the basis for the development of the N.C.G. score card. 

This score card, first devised by N. P. Neilson, has under-

gone numerous changes and continuous revision since its first 

adoption, the latest being as recent as 1965. 

Each revision was developed and verified against the 

following criteria: 

1. Does the unit have validity? 
2. Does the unit justify its inclusion in terms 

of objectives? 
3. Does the unit justify its inclusion in terms 

of concepts of physical education which are 
generally accepted? 
Does the unit encourage the school to improve 
its score (3)? 
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Units analyzed by the N.C.G. score card include the in-

structional staff, facilities, administration, professional 

assistance, program organization, program (activities), and 

professional education program. Separate analysis of each 

unit and a composite rating of the entire program is provided 

by the instrument. For each of the seven major units, subor-

dinate second order parts are determined. For example, unit 

"C," program organization, includes the sub-units percentage 

of students enrolled, time allotment for physical education 

classes, health examination of students by physical education 

instructors, assignment of students to classes, size of activ-

ity classes (normal), size of activity classes (corrective or 

restrictive), teaching load (assigned time), using and keeping 

records, credit, grading in activity courses, and athletic 

award systems. Next, the standards of quality or quantity of 

each criterion necessary for effectiveness of the respective 

sub-units are included. For example, under unit "C," program 

organization, the sub-unit, clinical examination of students 

by physical education instructors, includes twenty-eight 

specific items related to the examination, such as age, height, 

body type, posture, hand grip, arm and shoulder strength, etc. 

For each sub-unit partial steps toward the attainment of the 

standard are determined. In the previous sub-unit mentioned— 

clinical examination of students by physical education in-

structors—examination of each specific item by the instructional 

staff adds to the total points attainable for that particular 
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sub-unit. The sub-unit of clinical examination by the in-

instructional staff may receive a possible score of 75 points 

of a total 800 points for unit "C." 

Originally, each of the seven units, their sub-units and 

the relevant items were assigned numerical and weighted values. 

Weightings were assigned values by experts in health, physical 

education, and recreation. These experts rendered judgments 

by first allotting points to the major headings and then 

distributing these allottments to various sub-headings. The 

summary involved the judgments of 112 persons. 

Several implications may be inferred from the total score 

received for each institution; however, the greatest value of 

the N.C.G, score card is not in the form of a total score, or 

of the total per cent score as determined by the survey but 

rather in a complete analysis of each score in every unit (3). 

In addition, due emphasis should be given to the fact that the 

score card is not only an instrument for the accessment of 

existing conditions, but also a directional guide for future 

programs. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF BAPTIST COLLEGES AND A*COMPARISON OF 

BAPTIST COLLEGES WITH SELECTED TEXAS 

STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Chapter IV contains data for an interpretation and 

description of the seven Baptist schools surveyed. A score 

card summary is presented for each Baptist college. Each 

summary includes the score possible, the score attained, and 

the rating achieved for each college on the sub-unit, unit, 

and total score of the score card. Tables for rating the 

categories were based on arbitrary assignments derived from 

commensurate studies. The ratings are as follows; 90 per cent 

and above—"excellent"; 80 to 89 per cent—"good"; 70 to 79 

per cent--"average"; 60 to 69 per cent—"fair"; below 60 per 

cent—"poor." Strengths, weaknesses, and recommendations for 

improvement of each Baptist college physical education program 

are presented. 

Also included in Chapter IV is a comparison of the Texas 

Baptist colleges with selected Texas state colleges and uni-

versities. The Mann-Whitney U Test was used to determine the 

significance of difference between the ranked scores received 

by the Baptist colleges on sub-units, units, and total program 

and the corresponding scores received by the selected Texas 
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state institutions. In addition to the Mann-Whitney U Test. 

a point biseral correlation was used to determine if a sig-

nificant correlation existed between the dichotomous variable of 

type of college or university used in this study and the 

score received by the physical education programs. The point 

biseral correlation study was conducted on the unit and the 

total scores of the N.C.G. score card. 

Analysis of College "A" 

The data for the analysis of College "A" are contained 

in Table I. The score possible, the points scored, the 

percentage scored, and the rating obtained on the forty-five 

sub-units are presented. The total score for the institution 

is depicted at the bottom of Table I. 

Strengths.—In fifteen of the forty-five sub-units Col-

lege "A'? scored 90 per cent or above and received an "excellent" 

rating. The sub-units receiving an "excellent" rating are as 

follows: (1) professional preparation (extent), (2) profes-

sional preparation (recency), (3) teaching experience (length), 

(4) fitness of staff members, (5) personality and character 

of staff members, (6) area of school site, (7) placement of 

building on school site, (8) indoor facilities, (9) teaching 

load (assigned time), (10) credit, (11) general budget (12) 

rank of staff, (13) salaries of staff, (14) distribution of 

grants-in-aid to athletes, and (15) professional magazines. 

Weaknesses.—In nineteen of the forty-five items College 

H A ( I 



TABLE I 

COLLEGE "A" SCORE CARD SUMMARY 
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Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 

1. Professional prep-
aration (kind) 175 123 70.3 Average 

2. Professional prep-
aration (extent) 150 1^3 95-3 Excellent 

3- Professional prep-
aration (recency) 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

4. Membership in profes-
sional organizations 50 24 48.0 Poor 

5. Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 50 25 50.0 Poor 

6. Teaching experience 
(length) 

150 150 100.0 Excellent 

7- Fitness of staff 
members 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

8. Personality and char-
acter of staff members 125 122 97.6 Excellent 

9. Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 150 126 84.0 Good 

B. Facilities; 

1. Area of school site 150 150 100.0 Excellent 
2. Placement of buildings 

on school site 50 50 100.0 Excellent 

3. Indoor facilities 150 138 92.0 Excellent 
4. Outdoor facilities 150 83 53-3 Poor 

5. Equipment 125 40 32.0 Poor 
6. Supplies (general) 125 60 48.0 Poor 

7. Provision for pre-
vention and emergency 
care of injuries 50 16 32.0 Poor 



TABLE I—Continued 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

C. Program Organization 

1. Percentage of students 
enrolled 125 45 36.0 Poor 

2. Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 75 55 73.3 Average 

3. Health examination of 
students by physician, 
dentist, and nurse 50 37 74.0 Average 

4. Clinical examination of 
students by physical 
education instructors 75 15 20.0 Poor 

5. Assignment of students 
to classes 35 15 42.9 Poor 

6. Size of activity 
classes (normal group) 75 65 86.7 Good 

7. Size of classes (cor-
rective or restricted 
group) 25 5 20.0 Poor 

8. Teaching load (assigned 
time) 100 100 100.0 Excellent 

9. Records kept and used 50 36 72.0 Average 

10. Credit 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

11. Grading in activity 
courses 45 40 88.9 Good 

12. Athletic award systems 70 58 82.9 Good 

D. Program (Activities) 

1. Instructional program 
(service program) 350 187 53.4 Poor 

2. Intramural athletics 250 86 34.4 Poor 

3. Intercollegiate ath-
letics 200 75 37.5 Poor 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

E. Administration 

1. Administrative organ-
ization 75 25 33-3 Poor 

2. General budget 50 50 100 .0 Excellent 

3. Source of budget 
support 75 55 7 3 . 3 Good 

Budget ratio 50 10 2 0 . 0 Poor 

5. Rank of staff 35 35 100 .0 Excellent 

6. Salaries of staff 75 75 100 .0 Excellent 

7. Duties of staff 50 34 6 8 . 0 Fair 

8 . Recruiting athletes 30 10 3 3 . 3 Poor 

9. Assignment of grants-
in-aid to athletes 30 5 16.7 Poor 

10. Distribution of 
grants-in-aid to ath-
letes 30 30 100 .0 Excellent 

P. Professional Assistance 

1. Professional magazines 100 100 100 .0 Excellent 

2 . Professional books 150 87 5 8 . 0 Poor 

3. Microcards 50 0 0 . 0 Poor 

G • Professional Education 
Program 

1. Undergraduate program* 392 232 59 .2 Poor 

Total for School 4592 3042 67 .5 Fair 

•Master's degree and doctor's degree program excluded 
from this study. 
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"poor." College "A" received a "poor" rating on the following 

sub-units: (1) membership in professional organizations, 

(2) attendance at professional meetings, (3) outdoor facil-

ities, (4) equipment, (5) supplies (general), (6) provisions 

for prevention and emergency care of injuries, (7) percentage 

of students enrolled, (8) clinical examination of students by 

physical education instructors, (9) size of classes (correc-

tive group), (10) instructional period (service program), 

(11) intramural athletics, (12) intercollegiate athletics, 

(13) administrative organization, (14) budget ratio, (15) re-

cruiting athletes, (16) assignment of grants-in-aid to 

athletes, (1?) professional books, (18) microcards, and 

(19) undergraduate program. 

Summary Scores 

The data for the seven units of the score card are pre-

sented in Table II. The score possible, the points scored, 

the percentage score and the rating obtained in each of the 

seven units are included. Summary data at the bottom of the 

table contain the institution's total score possible, total 

score attained, percentage score, and the rating attained. 

Analysis of Table II.—Analysis of Table II indicates 

the following: 

1. The total score for the program at school "A" was 

67 .5 per cent of 30^2 points. College "A" received a rating 

of "fair" on the total physical education program. 

2. No unit received an "excellent" rating. 



TABLE II 

TOTAL SCORES, COLLEGE "A" 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 1000 863 86.3 Good 

B. Facilities 800 537 67.I Fair 

C. Program Organization 800 546 68.3 Fair 

D. Program (activity) 800 348 43.5 Poor 

E. Administration 500 329 65.8 Fair 

F. Professional Assistance 300 187 62.3 Fair 

G • Professional Education 
Program 392 232 59.2 Poor 

Total for Score Card 4592 3042 67.5 Fair 

3- Instructional staff (Unit A)scored 863 points, or 

86.3 per cent, and was rated "good." 

4. Institution "A" received a rating of "fair" on four 

units. Facilities (Unit B) scored 537 points or 67.1 per cent. 

Program organization (Unit C) scored 546 or 68.3 per cent. 

Professional assistance (Unit F) scored 187 points or 62.3 

per cent. 

5. On two units College "A" received a rating of "poor." 

Program (activities) (Unit D) received a score of 348 points 

or *0>5 per cent and professional education program (Unit G) 

received a score of 232 or 59.2 per cent. 
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Recommendations 

The analysis of College "A" resulted in the following 

recommendations: 

1. The physical education faculty members should join 

and become more involved in professional organizations with 

more regular attendance of professional meetings. 

2. An effort should be made to provide additional out-

door facilities. 

3. A review of equipment and supplies should be made to 

determine needs, and an effort extended to acquire needed 

items. 

4. Steps should be taken to develop and implement pro-

cedures for the prevention and emergency care of injuries. 

5. A greater percentage of male students should be en-

rolled in the physical education service program. 

6. A program should be developed by the physical edu-

cation staff to provide students with a clinical examination. 

Evaluation of the examination should be followed with advice 

and implementation of a program designed to meet specific 

student needs. 

7. Endeavors should be made to initiate and to develop 

a corrective program for students with special needs. 

8. A comprehensive service, intramural, and athletic 

program is needed to meet recommended standards. 

9. Time should be devoted to the examination and develop-

ment of an administrative organization structure conducive to 

recommended procedures. 



63 

10. A greater percentage of the budget ratio between 

physical education and athletics should be devoted to physi-

cal education for the development of a well balanced physical 

education program. 

11. An attempt should be made to recruit athletes from 

Texas. 

12. The institutional authority that assigns scholar-

ships to students should assign grants-in-aid to athletes. 

13. Microcards in physical education should be acquired 

and made available to the physical education faculty and 

students. 

14. Consideration should be given to expanding the under-

graduate program in physical education. 

Analysis of College "B" 

The data for the analysis of College "B" are contained in 

Table III. The score possible, the points scored, the percent-

age score and the rating obtained on the forty-five sub-units 

are presented. Summary data at the bottom of the tables pro-

vide the total score possible, the total score obtained, the 

percentage score, and the total rating. 

Strengths.—On eleven of the forty-five sub-units College 

"B" received an "excellent" rating. The sub-units are as 

follows: (1) professional preparation (extent), (2) teaching 

experience (length), (3) fitness of staff members, (4) area 

of school site, (5) credit, (6) general budget, (7) source of 

budget support, (8) rank of staff, (9) recruiting of athletes, 
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COLLEGE "B" SCORE CARD SUMMARY 
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Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 

1. Professional prep-
aration (kind) 175 87 49.7 Poor 

2. Professional prep-
aration (extent) 150 135 90.0 Excellent 

3. Professional prep-
aration (recency) 75 65 86.7 Good 

4. Membership in profes-
sional organizations 50 24 48.0 Poor 

5. Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 50 29 58.0 Poor 

6. Teaching experience 
(length) 150 140 93-3 Excellent 

7. Fitness of staff 
members 75 71 94.7 Excellent 

8. Personality and char-
acter of staff members 125 108 86.4 Good 

9. Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 150 114 76.0 Average 

B. Facilities 

1. Area of school site 150 150 100.0 Excellent 
2. Placement of buildings 

on school site 50 40 80. 0 Good 
3. Indoor facilities 150 128 85.3 Good 
4. Outdoor facilities 150 113 75.3 Average 
5• Equipment 125 37 29.6 Poor 
6. Supplies (general) 125 48 38.4 Poor 

7. Provision for pre-
vention and emergency 
care of injuries 50 28 56.0 Poor 
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Division of Score Card 
Po ints 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

C. Program Organization 

1. Percentage of students 
enrolled 125 55 44.0 Poor 

2. Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 75 25 33.3 Poor 

3- Health examination of 
students by physician, 
dentist, and nurse 50 26 52.0 Poor 

4. Clinical examination of 
students by physical 
education instructors 75 5 6.7 Poor 

5. Assignment of students 
to classes 35 15 42.9 Poor 

6. Size of activity 
classes (normal group) 75 65 8 6 . 7 Good 

7. Size of classes (cor-
rective or restricted 
group) 25 5 20.0 Poor 

8 Teaching load (assigned 
time) 100 42 42.0 Poor 

9. Records kept and used 50 12 24.0 Poor 

10. Credit 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

11. Grading in activity 
courses ^5 40 88.9 Good 

12. Athletic award systems 70 32 ^5.7 Poor 

D. Program (Activities) 

1. Instructional program 
(service program) 350 197 56.3 Poor 

2. Intramural athletics 250 64 25.6 Poor 

3. Intercollegiate ath-
letics 200 101 50.5 Poor 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

Administration 

1. Administrative organ-
ization 75 25 33.3 Poor 

2. General budget 50 50 100.0 Excellent 

3. Source of budget 
support 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

4. Budget ratio 50 10 20.0 Poor 

5. Rank of staff 35 35 100.0 Excellent 

6. Salaries of staff 75 40 53.3 Poor 

7. Duties of staff 50 18 36.0 Poor 

8. Recruiting athletes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 

9. Assignment of grants-
in-aid to athletes • 30 10 33.3 Poor 

10. Distribution of 
grants-in-aid to ath-
letes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 

Professional Assistance 

1. Professional magazines 100 94 94.0 Excellent 

2. Professional books 150 98 65.3 Fair 

3. Microcards 50 0 0.0 Poor 

Professional Education 
Program 

1. Undergraduate program* 392 246 62.8 Fair 

Total for School 4592 2837 61.8 Fair 

F. 

G. 

•Master's degree and doctor's degree program excluded 
from this study. 
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(10) distribution of grants-in-aid to athletes, (11) profes-

sional magazines. 

Weaknesses.—On twenty-four of the forty-five sub-units 

College "B" scored less than 60 per cent and consequently 

received a rating of "poor." College "B" received a "poor" 

rating on the following sub-units! (1) professional prep-

aration (kind), (2) membership in professional organizations, 

(3) attendance at professional meetings, (4) equipment, (5) 

supplies, (6) provision for prevention and emergency care of 

injuries, (7) percentage of students enrolled, (8) time 

allotment for physical education classes, (9) health exam-

ination of student by physician, dentist, and nurse, (10) 

clinical examination of students by physical education in-

structors, (11) assignment of students to classes, (12) size 

of classes (corrective group), (13) teaching load (assigned 

time), (14) records kept and used, (15) athletic awards 

systems, (16) instructional period (service period), (17) 

intramural athletics, (18) intercollegiate athletics, (19) 

administrative organization, (20) budget ratio, (21) salaries 

of staff, (22)duties of staff, (23 assignment of grants-in-

aid to athletes, and (24) microcards. 

Summary scores 

Table IV presents the seven units of the score card. 

Points possible for the school, points obtained by the school, 

the percentage score, and the ratings obtained by the insti-

tution for each of the seven units are shown in Table IV. 
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the totals for College "B" are described at the bottom of the 

table. 

TABLE IV 

TOTAL SCORES, COLLEGE "B" 

Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 1000 773 77-3 Average 

B. Facilities 800 544 68.0 Fair 

C. Program Organization 800 397 49.6 Poor 

D. Program (activity) 800 362 4 5 . 3 Poor 

E. Administration 500 323 64.6 Fair 

F. Professional Assistance 300 192 64.0 Fair 

G. Professional Education 
Program 392 246 62.8 Fair 

Total for Score Card 4592 2837 61.8 Fair 

Analysis of Table IV.—Analysis of Table IV indicates the 

following: 

1. The total score for the program at College "B" was 

61.8 per cent or 2837 points. The institution attained a 

rating of "fair" on the physical education program. 

2. No unit received an "excellent" or "good" rating. 

3. Unit "A" instructional staff scored 773 points or 

77.3 per cent and obtained an "average" rating. 

4. Four units secured a rating of "fair." Unit "B," 

facilities scored 544 points or 68 per cent. Unit "E," 
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administration, gained a score of 323 points or 64.6 per cent. 

Unit "F," professional assistance, received a score of 192 or 

64 per cent and unit "G," professional education program, 

received a score of 246 or 62.8 per cent. 

5. Program organization (Unit C) and program (activities) 

(Unit D) received a rating of "poor." Unit "C" secured a 

score of 397 or a percentage of 49.6 and unit "D" received a 

score of 3&2 or 45.3 per cent. 

Recommendations 

Tha analysis of College "B" resulted in the following 

re commendat ions: 

1. Staff members should join more professional organi-

zations and attempt to attend additional professional meetings. 

2. A study of equipment and supplies should be conducted 

and needed materials and equipment added to supplement the 

present program. 

3. Staff members should consider developing a plan for 

the prevention and emergency care of injuries. 

4. Continual effort should be made to enroll a greater 

percentage of students in the service program and additional 

time allotment given for physical education activity classes. 

5. Additional emphasis should be given to health and 

clinical examination of students. Furthermore, classification 

and assignment of students to classes on the basis of needs 

should be implemented to improve the quality of the physical 

education program. 
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6. An effort should be made to implement corrective 

classes for special students. 

7. A plan should be developed and implemented for a 

smaller assigned work load for physical education staff 

members. 

8. Additional use of records should facilitate program 

improvement. 

9. Expansion of the program for intramural athletics 

and intercollegiate athletics should be considered. 

10. A greater ratio of the athletic-physical education 

budget should be directed toward physical education. 

11. Salaries of coaching staff should be studied and 

made comparable to salaries of other college staff members. 

12. Assigned duties of the coaching staff should be 

analyzed and possible changes considered. 

13. Assignment of grants-in-aid to athletes should be 

assigned by the same institutional authority who assigns 

scholarships to students. 

14. Consideration should be given to the purchase of 

microcards for the library. 

Analysis of College "C" 

The data for College "C" are shown in Table V. The 

number of points possible and points scored in each of the 

forty-five sub-units of the score card are given. Also in-

cluded is the percentage score attained of the total possible 
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score. The total score and total percentage score for the 

institution may be found at the bottom of the table. 

Strengths.—On nine of the forty-five items. College "C" 

scored 90 per cent or above and received a rating of "excel-

lent." College "C" received an "excellent" rating on the 

following sub-units: (1) fitness of staff members, (2) per-

sonality and character of staff members, (3) time allotment 

for physical education classes, (4) credit, (5) general budget, 

(6) source of budget support, (7) rank of staff, (8) recruiting 

of athletes, and (9) professional magazines. 

Weaknesses.—On twenty of the forty-five items College "C" 

scored less than 60 per cent. College "C" received a "poor" 

rating on the following sub-units: (1) professional prep-

aration (kind), (2) professional preparation (extent), (3) 

professional preparation (recency), (4) membership in profes-

sional organizations, (5) attendance at professional meetings, 

(6) area of school site, (7) percentage of students enrolled, 

(8) health examination of students by physician, dentist, and 

nurse, (9) clinical examination of students by physical edu-

cation instructors, (10) size of corrective classes, (11) 

teaching load (assigned time), (12) instructional period 

(service program), (13) intramural athletics, (14) intercol-

legiate athletics, (15) administrative organization, (16) 

budget ration, (17) assignment of grants-in-aid to athletes, 

(18) distribution of grants-in-aid to athletes, (19) profes-

sional books, and (20) microcards. 
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COLLEGE "C" SCORE CARD SUMMARY 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 

1. Professional prep-
aration (kind) 175 71 40.6 Poor 

2. Professional prep-
aration (extent) 150 89 59.3 Poor 

3. Professional prep-
aration (recency) 75 25 33.3 Poor 

4. Membership in profes-
sional organizations 50 26 52.0 Poor 

5- Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 50 8 16.0 Poor 

6. Teaching experience 
(length) 150 133 88.7 Good 

7. Fitness of staff 
members 75 72 96.0 Excellent 

8. Personality and char-
acter of staff members 125 114 91.2 Excellent 

9. Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 150 114 76.0 Average 

B. Facilities 

1. Area of school site 150 35 23.3 Poor 
2. Placement of buildings 

on school site 50 30 60.0 Fair 

3. Indoor facilities 150 130 86.7 Good 
4. Outdoor facilities 150 123 82.0 Good 

5* Equipment 125 78 62.4 Fair 
6. Supplies (general) 125 84 67.2 Fair 

7. Provision for pre-
vention and emergency 
care of injuries 50 31 62.0 Fair 
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Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 'Rating 

C. Program Organization 

1. Percentage of students 
enrolled 125 65 52.0 Poor 

2. Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

3. Health examination of 
students by physician, 
dentist, and nurse 50 19 38.0 Poor 

4. Clinical examination of 
students by physical 
education instructors 75 0 0.0 Poor 

5. Assignment of students 
to classes 35 25 71.^ Average 

6. Size of activity 
classes (normal group) 75 50 6 6 . 7 Fair 

7. Size of classes (cor-
rective or restricted 
group) 25 8 32.0 Poor 

8 . Teaching load (assigned 
time) 100 43 ^3.0 Poor 

9. Records kept and used 50 32 64.0 Fair 

10. Credit 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

11. Grading in activity 
courses 45 40 8 8 . 9 Good . 

12. Athletic award systems 70 42 60.0 Fair 

D. Program (Activities) 

1. Instructional program 
(service program) 350 139 39.7 Poor 

2. Intramural athletics 250 126 50.4 Poor 

3. Intercollegiate ath-
letics 200 100 50.0 Poor 
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Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

Administration 

1. Administrative organ-
ization 75 25 33.-3 Poor 

2. General budget 50 50 100.0 Excellent 
3. Source of budget 

support 75 75 100.0 Excellent 
4. Budget ratio 50 20 40.0 Poor 

5. Rank of staff 35 35 100.0 Excellent 
6. Salaries of staff 75 60 80.0 Good 

7. Duties of staff 50 3^ 68.0 Fair 

8. Recruiting athletes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 
9. Assignment of grants-

in-aid to athletes 30 10 33.3 Poor 
10. Distribution of 

grants-in-aid to ath-
letes 30 10 33.3 Poor 

Professional Assistance 

1. Professional magazines 100 94 94.0 Excellent 
2. Professional books 150 81 54.0 Poor 
3. Microcards 50 0 0.0 Poor 

Professional Education 
Program 

1. Undergraduate program* 392 242 61.7 Fair 

Total for School 4592 2768 60.3 Fair 

P. 

•Master's degree and doctor's degree program excluded 
from this study. 
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Summary Scores 

Table VI illustrates the data collected for the seven units 

of the score card. Information shown are the scores possible, 

scores received, per cent scores received, and rating obtained. 

At the bottom of the table, summary data are included. 

TABLE VI 

TOTAL SCORES, COLLEGE "C" 

Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 1000 6 5 2 65.2 Fair 

B. Facilities 800 5 1 1 63.9 Fair 

C. Program Organization 8 0 0 59.3 Poor 

D. Program (activities) 800 365 ^5.6 Poor 

E. Administration 500 3^9 6 9 . 8 Fair 

F. Professional Assistance 300 175 58.3 Poor 

G. Professional Education 
Program 392 2kZ 6 1 . 7 Fair 

Total for Score Card ^592 2768 60.3 Fair 

Analysis of Table VI.—Analysis of Table VI indicates the 

following: 

1. College "C" received a total score of 2768 points or 

6 0 . 3 per cent for a rating of "fair." 

2. College "C" failed to receive a rating of above 6 9 . 8 

per cent, and therefore did not receive any ratings of 

"average," "good," or "excellent." 
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3. Ratings of "fair" were received by institution "C" 

on four units. The units receiving a rating of "fair" were 

instructional staff, facilities, administration, and profes-

sional education program. Instructional staff (Unit A) 

scored 652 points or 65.2 per cent. Facilities (Unit B) 

scored 511 points or 63.9 per cent. Administration (Unit E) 

scored 3^9 points or 69.8 per cent and the professional edu-

cation program scored 2̂ -2 points or 61.7 per cent. 

Three units received a rating of "poor." Program 

(activities) (Unit D) received a score of 365 points or 45.6 

per cent and professional assistance (Unit F) obtained a 

score of 175 or 58*3 per cent. Program organization (Unit C) 

scored 47^ points or 59.3 per cent. 

Recommendations 

After an analysis of College "C" the following recom-

mendations were made: 

1. Physical education staff members should continue 

their professional preparation specifically related to phys-

ical education. 

2. Strong encouragement should be given to provide in-

centive for staff members to join and participate in additional 

professional organizations. 

3. The possibility of acquiring additional outdoor space 

for physical education and college growth should be considered. 

Efforts should be extended to enroll a greater per-

centage of the male students in physical education. 
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5. Health examinations should be conducted more often 

and plans developed for clinical examination of students by 

instructors. 

6. A program should be planned for the physically re-

stricted student. 

7. Plans should be developed to decrease the assigned 

work load of certain instructors. 

8. Those responsible for the service program, intra-

mural athletics, and intercollegiate athletics should examine 

these areas to determine if the quality of the programs is 

being affected by the limited extent of the programs. 

9. Better program administration would probably occur 

if a more efficient administrative structure were developed. 

10. The institutional authority who assigns and dis-

tributes student aid should also assign and distribute grants-

in-aid to athletes. 

11. An attempt should be made to expand the library col-

lection of physical education books and microcards. 

Analysis of College "D" 

Table VII contains the data for the analysis of College 

"D." The number of points possible and the number of points 

scored in the forty-five areas are listed. Percentages of 

attainment are also listed in the last column. The total 

score for the institution is displayed at the bottom of the 

table. 
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COLLEGE "D" SCORE CARD SUMMARY 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

' Per 
Cent 

Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 

1 . Professional prep-
aration (kind) 175 61 34.9 Poor 

2 . Professional prep-
aration (extent) 150 130 86.7 Good 

3- Professional prep-
aration (recency) 75 70 93-3 Excellent 

4. Membership in profes-
sional organizations 50 19 38. 0 Poor 

5. Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 50 2 0 40.0 Poor 

6 • Teaching experience 
{length) 150 132 88.0 Good 

7. Fitness of staff 
members 75 72 96.0 Excellent 

8. Personality and char-
acter of staff members 125 117 93.6 Excellent 

9. Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 150 1 3 0 86.7 Good 

B. Facilities 

1 . Area of school site 150 105 70.0 Average 

2 . Placement of buildings 
on school site 50 30 60.0 Fair 

3- Indoor facilities 150 94 6 2 . 7 Fair 

4. Outdoor facilities 1 5 0 118 78.7 Average 

5. Equipment 125 50 40. 0 Poor 

6. Supplies (general) 125 73 58.4 Poor 

7. Provision for pre-
vention and emergency 
care of injuries <?0 U-fs Q? . n TT vr> a 1 1 A w 4-
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

C. Program Organization 

1. Percentage of students 
enrolled 125 55 44.0 Poor 

2. Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

3. Health examination of 
students by physician, 
dentist, and nurse 50 19 38.0 Poor 

4. Clinical examination of 
students by physical 
education instructors 75 0 0.0 Poor 

5. Assignment of students 
to classes 35 25 71.4 Average 

6. Size of activity 
classes (normal group) 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

7. Size of classes (cor-
rective or restricted 
group) 25 5 20.0 Poor 

8. Teaching load (assigned 
time) 100 10 10.0 Poor 

9. Records kept and used 50 3 1 62.0 Fair 

10. Credit 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

11. Grading in activity 
courses 45 25 55-6 Poor 

12. Athletic award systems 70 64 91.4 Excellent 

D. Program (Activities) 

1. Instructional program 
(service program) 350 218 62.3 Fair 

2. Intramural athletics 250 166 66.4 Fair 

3. Intercollegiate ath-
letics 200 118 59.0 Poor 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rat ing 

Administration 

1. Administrative organ-
ization 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

2. General budget 50 50 100.0 Excellent 

3. Source of budget 
support 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

4. Budget ratio 50 30 60.0 Fair 

5. Rank of staff 35 35 100.0 Excellent 

6. Salaries of staff 75 40 53.3 Poor 

7. Duties of staff 50 34 68.0 Fair 

8. Recruiting athletes 30 25 83.3 Good 

9. Assignment of grants-
in-aid to athletes 30 20 66.7 Fair 

10. Distribution of 
grants-in-aid to ath-
letes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 

Professional Assistance 

1. Professional magazines 100 94 94.0 Excellent 

2. Professional books 150 86 57.3 Poor 

3. Microcards 50 0 0.0 Poor 

Professional Education 
Program 

1. Undergraduate program* 392 236 6 0 . 0 Fair 

Total for School 4592 3058 66.6 Fair 

F. 

*Master*s degree and doctor's degree program excluded 
from this study. 
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Strengths.--Fourteen of the sub-unit items received a 

rating of "excellent." The sub-units were (1) professional 

preparation (recency), (2) fitness of staff members, (3) per-

sonality and character of staff members, (M-) provision for 

prevention and emergency care of injuries, (5) time allotment 

for physical education classes, (6) size of activity classes, 

(7) credit, (8) athletic award systems, (9) administrative 

organization, (10) general budget, (11) source of budget sup-

port, (12) rank of staff, (13) assignment of grants-in-aid to 

athletes, and (14) professional magazines. 

Weaknesses.—On fifteen sub-units of the score card 

College "D" scored below 60 per cent and received a rating of 

"poor." The sub-units receiving poor ratings were (1) profes-

sional preparation (kind), (2) membership in professional 

organizations, (3) attendance at professional meetings, (4) 

equipment, (5) supplies (general), (6) percentage of students 

enrolled, (7) health examination of students by physician, 

dentist, and nurse, (8) clinical examination of students by 

physical education instructors, (9) size of classes (cor-

rective or restrictive group), (10) teaching load (assigned 

time), (11) grading in activity courses, (12) intercollegiate 

athletics, (13) salaries of staff, (1*0 professional books, 

and (15) microcards. 

Summary Scores 

Table VIII shows a summary of the seven units of the 

score card for College MD." The points possible, points 
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scored, the percentage score and the rating obtained for each 

unit are displayed in Table VIII. The institutions total 

score, percentage, and rating is given at the bottom of the 

chart. 

TABLE VIII 

TOTAL SCORES, COLLEGE "D" 

Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 1000 751 75.1 Average 

B. Facilities 800 516 64.5 Fair 

C. Program Organization 800 459 57.^ Poor 

D. Program (activities) 800 502 62.8 Fair 

E. Administration 500 414 82.8 Good 

F. Professional Assistance 300 180 60.0 Fair 

G. Professional Education 
Program 392 236 60.2 Fair 

Total for Score Card ^592 3058 66.6 Fair 

Analysis of Table VIII.— Analysis of Table VIII indicates 

the following: 

1. The total points scored were 3058 points or 66.6 per-

cent. Thus, College "D" received a "fair" rating for the 

total physical education program. 

2. No unit attained an "excellent rating." 
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3. The highest rating was received by administration 

(Unit E). Administration received a rating of "good" with a 

score of ^14 points or 82.8 per cent. 

4. Instructional staff (Unit A) received a score of 751 

points or ?5»1 per cent. A rating of "average" was awarded 

to the instructional staff. 

5. Four units received a rating of "fair." Facilities 

(Unit B) scored $16 points or 6^.5 per cent. Program activi-

ties) (Unit D) scored 502 points or 62.8 per cent. Professional 

assistance (Unit F) scored 180 points or 60 per cent and the 

professional education program (Unit G) scored 236 points or 

60.2 per cent. 

6. Program organization scored ^50 points or 57.k per 

cent and received a rating of "poor." 

Recommendations 

An analysis of College "D" resulted in the following 

recommendations s 

1. Certain members of the physical education staff should 

take additional courses in physical education to broaden their 

professional preparation. 

2. Staff members need encouragement to join professional 

organizations and become involved in the professional meetings. 

3. An inventory should be made of equipment and supplies 

and needed items acquired. 
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4. A plan should be developed to encourage a larger 

percentage of student enrollment in the physical education 

service program. 

5. Health examinations should be given at closer in-

tervals and plans developed to provide a clinical examination 

for students by physical education personnel. 

6. Effort should be made to reduce the assigned time 

work load of certain staff members. 

7. Consideration should be given to the construction of 

a more comprehensive grading system for the service program. 

8. Effort should be extended to determine if a more 

extensive athletic program would be of value to the insti-

tution. 

9. Salaries of certain staff members should be brought 

in line with other faculty salaries. 

10. Library holdings of books and microcards should be" 

improved. 

Analysis of College "E" 

The data for the analysis of College "E" are contained 

in Table IX. The score possible, the points scored, the per-

centage score, and the rating obtained in the forty-five 

sub-units are presented. Summary data at the bottom of the 

table depict the institutional total score, total percentage 

score, and rating for the total score card. 

Strengths.—On ten of the forty-five sub-units, College 

"E" scored 90 per cent or above and received an "excellent" 
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COLLEGE "E" SCORE CARD SUMMARY 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 

1. Professional prep-
aration (kind) 175 123 70.3 Average 

2. Professional prep-
aration (extent) 150 142 94.7 Excellent 

3- Professional prep-
aration (recency) 75 33 44. 0 Poor 

4. Membership in profes-
sional organizations 50 14 28.0 Poor 

5. Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 50 27 54.0 Poor 

6. Teaching experience 
(length) 150 139 92.7 Excellent 

7. Fitness of staff 
members 75 72 96.0 Excellent 

8. Personality and char-
acter of staff members 125 113 90.4 Excellent 

9. Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 150 120 80.0 Average 

B. Facilities 

1. Area of school site 150 65 ^3.3 Poor 

2. Placement of buildings 
on school site 50 30 60.0 Fair 

3- Indoor facilities 150 114 76.0 Average 

4. Outdoor facilities 150 105 70.0 Average 

5. Equipment 125 89 71.2 Average 

6. Supplies (general) 125 96 76.8 Average 

7. Provision for pre-
vention and emergency 
care of injuries 50 28 56.0 Poor 
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TABLE IX.—Continued 

Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

C. Program Organization 

1. Percentage of students 
enrolled 125 45 36.0 Poor 

2. Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 75 60 80.0 Good 

3. Health examination of 
students by physician, 
dentist, and nurse 50 19 38.0 Poor 

4. Clinical examination of 
students by physical 
education instructors 75 0 00.0 Poor 

5. Assignment of students 
classes 35 15 42 .9 Poor 

6. Size of activity 
classes (normal group) 75 65 86.7 Good 

7. Size of classes (cor-
rective or restricted 
group 25 25 100.0 Excellent 

8. Teaching load (assigned 
time) 100 58 58 .0 Poor 

9. Records kept and used 50 29 58.0 Poor 

10. Credit 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

11. Grading in activity 
courses ^5 40 88 .9 Good 

12. Athletic award systems 70 48 68.6 Fair 

D. Program (Activities) 

1. Instructional program 
(service program) 350 253 72.3 Average 

2. Intramural athletics 250 122 48 .8 Poor 

3. Intercollegiate ath-
letics 200 108 54 .0 Poor 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

E. Administration 

1. Administrative organ-
ization 75 25 33.0 Poor 

2. General budget 50 50 100.0 Excellent 

3. Source of budget 
support 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

4. Budget ratio 50 40 80.0 Good 

5. Rank of staff 35 25 71.4 Average 

6. Salaries of staff 75 40 53.3 Poor 

7. Duties of staff 50 3^ 68.0 Fair 

8. Recruiting athletes 30 20 66.7 Fair 

9. Assignment of grants-
in-aid to athletes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 

10. Distribution of 
grants-in-aid to ath-
letes 30 15 50.0 Poor 

F. Professional Assistance 
-

1. Professional magazines 100 98 98.0 Excellent 

2. Professional books 150 113 75.3 Average 

3. Microcards 50 0 0.0 Poor 

G. Professional Education 
Program 

1. Undergraduate program* 392 248 63.3 Fair 

Total for School 4592 3085 67.2 Fair 

•Master's degree and doctor's degree program excluded 
from this study. 
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rating. College"E" obtained a rating of "excellent" on the 

following sub-unitss (1) professional preparation (extent), 

(2) teaching experience length, (3) fitness of staff members, 

(40 personality and character of staff members, (5) size of 

corrective classes, (6) credit, (7) general budget, (8) source 

of budget support, (9) assignment of grants-in-aid to athletes, 

and (10) professional magazines. 

Weaknesses.—On seventeen of the forty-five sub-units, 

College "E" scored less than 60 per cent and received a rating 

of "poor." College "E" obtained a rating of "poor" on the 

following sub-units: (1) professional preparation (recency), 

(2) membership in professional organizations, (3) attendance 

at professional meetings, (4) area of school site, (5) pro-

vision for the prevention and emergency care of injuries, 

(6) percentage of students enrolled, (?) health examination 

of students by physician, dentist, and nurse, (8) clinical 

examination of students by physical education instructors, 

(9) assignment of students to classes, (10) teaching load 

(assigned time), (11) records kept and used, (12) intramural 

athletics, (13) intercollegiate athletics, (14-) administrative 

organization, (15) salaries of staff, (16) distribution of 

grants-in-aid to athletes, and (17) microcards. 

Summary Scores 

Table X shows the seven units of the score card. The 

score possible for each unit, score obtained, per cent score 
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received, and the rating given to the institution for each 

unit are displayed. The college's total score, percentage 

score, and rating for the physical education program are 

shown at the bottom of the table. 

TABLE X 

TOTAL SCORES, COLLEGE "E" 

Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 1000 783 78.3 Average 

B. Facilities 800 527 65.9 Fair 

C. Program Organization 800 479 59.9 Poor 

D. Program (acivities) 800 483 60.4 Fair 

E. Administration 500 354 70.8 Average 

F. Professional Assistance 300 211 70.3 Average 

G. Professional Education 
Program 392 248 63.3 Fair 

Total for Score Card 4592 3085 67.2 Fair 

Analysis of Table X.—Analysis of Table X indicates the 

following: 

1. The total points scored were 3085 or 67.2 per cent. 

A "fair" rating was awarded to College "E." 

2. No unit received a "good" or "excellent" rating. 

3. Unit "A," instructional staff? unit "E," adminis-

tration; and unit "F," professional assistance received ratings 
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of "average." The instructional staff scored 783 points or 

78.3 per cent, administration scored 35^ points or 70*8 per 

cent, and professional assistance scored 211 points or 70.3 

per cent. 

4. Three units received a rating of "fair." Facilities 

(Unit B) scored 527 points or 65.9 per cent. Program (activ-

ity) (Unit D) scored 483 points or 60.4 per cent and profes-

sional education program (Unit G) scored 248 points or 6 3 . 3 

per cent. 

5. Program organization (Unit C) received a rating of 

"poor" with a score of 479 or 59.9 per cent. 

Recommendations 

As a result of the analysis of College "E," the following 

recommendations were made: 

1. Strong encouragement should be given to provide in-

centive for staff members to join and participate in additional 

professional organizations. 

2. The possibility of expanding the area of the school 

site should be studied. 

3- Plans for the prevention and emergency care of 

injuries should be developed. 

4. The percentage of students enrolled in the physical 

education service program should be increased. 

5* Additional health examinations should be given by a 

physician. In addition, the physical education staff should 
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provide a clinical examination of students in order that the 

students may be properly advised and assigned to classes best 

suited to their needs. 

6. Effort should be made to reduce the assigned work 

time of staff members. 

7. Additional use of records should facilitate program 

improvement. 

8. Efforts should be extended to determine if a more 

comprehensive intramural and athletic program would facilitate 

improvement of the physical education program and institution. 

9. The feasibility of organizing the physical education 

and athletic program under one administrator should be studied. 

10. Salaries of coaching staff should be made comparable 

to salaries of other physical education and faculty staff 

members. 

11. Distribution of grants-in-aid to athletes should be 

administered by the same institutional authority that dis-

tributes all student aid. 

12. Microcards in physical education are needed in the 

library. 

Analysis of College "F" 

Illustrated in Table XI are the data for analysis of 

College "P." The score possible, the points scored, and per-

centages attained in the forty-five sub-units are depicted. 

At the bottom of the table the total scores for the insti-

tution are shown. 



TABLE XI 

COLLEGE "F" SCORE CARD SUMMARY 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 

1. Professional prep-
aration (kind) 1 7 5 8 3 4 7 . ^ Poor 

2 . Professional prep-
aration (extent) 1 5 0 1 3 2 8 8 . 0 Good 

3- Professional prep-
aration (recency) 7 5 7 0 9 3 . 3 Excellent 

4-. Membership in profes-
sional organizations 5 0 2 9 5 8 . 0 Poor 

5 . Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 5 0 8 1 6 . 0 Poor 

6 . Teaching experience 
(length) 1 5 0 1 5 0 1 0 0 . 0 Excellent 

7 . Fitness of staff 
members 7 5 7 3 9 7 . 3 Excellent 

8 . Personality and char-
acter of staff members 1 2 5 1 0 2 8 1 . 6 Good 

9 . Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 1 5 0 1 1 5 7 6 . 7 Average 

B. Facilities 

1. Area of school site 1 5 0 1 5 0 1 0 0 . 0 Excellent 
2 . Placement of buildings 

on school site 5 0 3 0 6 0 . 0 Fair 

3 . Indoor facilities 1 5 0 14-0 9 3 . 3 Excellent 
4 . Outdoor facilities 1 5 0 8 3 5 5 . 3 Poor 

5 . Equipment 1 2 5 ^ 3 Poor 
6 . Supplies (general) 1 2 5 98 78 . k Average 
7 . Provision for pre-

vention and emergency 
care of injuries 5 0 5 0 1 0 0 . 0 Excellent 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

C. Program Organization 

1. Percentage of students 125 55 44. 0 Poor 

2. Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 75 60 80.0 Good 

3. Health examination of 
students by physician, 
dentist, and nurse 50 19 38.0 Poor 

4. Clinical examination of 
students by physical 
education instructors 75 0 0.0 Poor 

5. Assignment of students 
to classes 35 5 14.3 Poor 

6. Size of activity 
classes (normal group) 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

7. Size of classes (cor-
rective or restricted 
group) 25 25 100.0 Excellent 

8. Teaching load (assigned 
time 100 10 10.0 Poor 

9. Records kept and used 50 39 78.0 Average 

10. Credit 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

11. Grading in activity 
courses 45 45 100.0 Excellent 

12. Athletic award systems 70 58 82.9 Good 

D. Program (Activities) 

1. Instructional program 
(service program) 350 204 58.3 Poor 

2. Intramural athletics 250 153 61.2 Fair 

3. Intercollegiate ath-
letics 200 102 51.0 Poor 
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Division of Score Card 
Points 

Possible 
Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

E. Administration 

1. Administrative organ-
ization 75 25 33-3 Poor 

2. General budget 50 50 100.0 Excellent 

3. Source of budget 
support 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

4. Budget ratio 50 10 20.0 Poor 

5. Rank of staff 35 35 100.0 Excellent 

6. Salaries of staff 75 75 100.0 Excellent 

7. Duties of staff 50 42 84.0 Good 

8. Recruiting athletes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 

9. Assignment of grants-
in-aid to athletes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 

10. Distribution of 
grants-in-aid to ath-
letes 30 30 100.0 Excellent 

F. Professional Assistance 

1. Professional magazines 100 100 100.0 Excellent 

2. Professional books 150 138 92.0 Excellent 

3. Microcards 50 0 

O
 • 
o
 Poor 

G. Professional Education 
Program 

1. Undergraduate program* 392 2 64 6 7 . 3 Fair 

Total for School 4592 3185 6 9 . 4 Fair 

•Master's degree and doctor's degree program excluded 
from this study. 
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Strengths.—On nineteen of the forty-five sub-units, Col-

lege "F" scored 90 per cent or above and received an "excellent* 

rating. College "F" attained an "excellent" rating on the 

following sub-units: (1) professional preparation (recency), 

(2) teaching experience (length), (3) fitness of staff members, 

(*0 area of school site, (5) indoor facilities, (6) provision 

for prevention and emergency care of injuries, (7) size of 

activity classes (normal group), (8) size of classes (correc-

tive), (9) credit, (10) grading in activity classes, (11) 

general budget, (12) source of budget support, (13) rank of 

staff, (14) salaries of staff, (15) recruiting athletes, 

(16) assignment of grants-in-aid to athletes, (18) profes-

sional magazines, and (19) professional books. 

Weaknesses.—On fifteen of the forty-five sub-units, Col-

lege "F" scored less than 60 per cent and received a rating 

of "poor." College "F" received a rating of "poor" in the -

following areas: (1) professional preparation (kind), (2) mem-

bership in professional organizations, (3) attendance at 

professional meetings, (**•) outdoor facilities, (5) equipment, 

(6) percentage of students enrolled, (7) health examination 

of students by physician, dentist, and nurse, (8) clinical 

examination of students by physical education instructor, 

(9) assignment of students to classes, (10) teaching load 

(assigned time), (11) instructional period (service program), 

(12) intercollegiate athletics, (13) administrative organ-

ization, (14) budget ratio, and (15) microcards. 
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Summary Scores 

Table XII reveals the score possible, the score obtained, 

the percentage score received, and the rating awarded to the 

institution for each unit of the score card. The totals re-

ceived by the college are shown at the bottom of the table. 

TABLE XII 

TOTAL SCORES, COLLEGE "F" 

Division of Score Card 
Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 1000 762 ?6.2 Average 

B. Facilities 800 59^ 74.3 Average 

C. Program Organization 800 466 58.3 Poor 

D. Program (activity) 800 459 57.4 Poor 

E. Administration 500 402 80.4 Good 

F. Professional Assistance 300 238 79.3 Average 

G» Professional Education 
Program 392 264 67.3 Fair 

Total for Score Card 4592 3185 69.4 Fair 

Analysis of Table XII•—Analysis of Table XII indicates 

the following: 

1. College "F" received a total score for the physical 

education program of 3185 points or 69.4- per cent for a total 

rating of "fair." 

2. No unit received an "excellent" rating. 
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3. Administration (Unit E) attained a score of 402 or 

80.4 per cent and was granted a rating of "good." 

4. Three units obtained a rating of "average." Instruc-

tional staff (Unit A) received a score of 762 points or 76.2 

per cent, facilities (Unit B) received a score of 594 points 

or 74.3 per cent and professional assistance (Unit F) was 

awarded a score of 238 points or 7 9 . 3 per cent. 

5. Professional education program (Unit G) received a 

score of 264 points or 6 7 . 3 per cent and was assigned a rating 

of "fair." 

6. Program organization (Unit C) received a rating of 

"poor" with a score of 466 or 5 8 . 3 per cent. 

Recommendations 

As a result of the analysis of College "F" the following 

recommendations were made: 

1. Certain members of the staff should acquire additional 

college credit in the area of physical education. 

2. Physical education staff members should join more 

professional organizations and become involved in the pro-

ceedings. 

3. A survey of equipment and supplies should be under-

taken and needed items acquired. 

4. The percentage of students enrolled in physical edu-

cation classes (activity) should be increased. 
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5. Health examinations should be given more often by 

physicians. Students should be provided with a clinical 

examination by physical education staff members and a pro-

gram developed for assigned students to classes on the basis 

of needs. 

6. Assigned work time for certain staff members should 

be lowered and aligned with recommended standards. 

7. Effort should be made to determine if there is a need 

for a more extensive instructional period (service program) 

and a intercollegiate athletic program. 

8. A review should be made of administrative plans to 

determine the most feasible administrative structure. 

9. A more satisfactory proportion of the athletic and 

physical education budget should be assigned to physical 

education. 

10. Microcards related to physical education should be 

added to the library. 

Analysis of College "G" 

Table XIII illustrates the data for an analysis of Col-

lege "G." The score possible and the points scored in the 

forty-five sub-units are disclosed in Table XIII. Also illus-

trated in Table XIII is the percentage score attained and the 

rating received. At the bottom of the table the total scores 

for the institution are depicted. 
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Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Po mts Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 

It Professional prep-
aration (kind) 

2. Professional prep-
aration (extent) 

3. Professional prep-
aration (recency) 

Membership in profes-
sional organizations 

5. Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 

6. Teaching experience 
(length) 

7. Fitness of staff 
members 

8. Personality and char-
acter of staff members 

9. Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 

B. Facilities 

It Area of school site 

2. Placement of buildings 
on site 

3. Indoor facilities 

4. Outdoor facilities 

5« Equipment 

6. Supplies (general) 

7. Provision for pre-
vention and emergency 
care of injuries 

175 

150 

75 

50 

50 

150 

75 

125 

150 

150 

50 

150 

150 

125 

125 

50 

128 

75 

19 

19 

150 

74 

113 

138 

150 

50 

123 

79 

71 

97 

3<* 

73-1 

85-3 

100.0 

38.0 

38 .0 

100.0 

98.7 

90.4 

92.0 

100.0 

100.0 

82.0 
52.7 

56.8 
77.6 

68.0 

Average 

Good 

Excellent 

Poor 

Poor 

Excelleni 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Average 

Poor 

Poor 

Average 

Fair 
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Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rat ing 

C. Program Organization 

1. Percentage of students 
enrolled 

2. Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 

3. Health examination of 
students by physician, 
dentist, and nurse 

4. Clinical examination o 
students by physical 
education instructors 

5- Assignment of students 
to classes 

6. Size of activity 
classes (normal group) 

7. Size of classes (cor-
rective or restricted 
group 

8. Teaching load (assigned 
time) 

9. Records kept and used 

10. Credit 

11. Grading in activity 
courses 

12. Athletic award systems 

D. Program (Activities) 

1. Instructional program 
(service program) 

2. Intramural athletics 

3. Intercollegiate ath-
letics 

125 

75 

50 

75 

35 

75 

25 

100 

50 

75 
45 

70 

350 

250 

200 

55 

40 

19 

10 

75 

10 

42 

75 

40 

54 

151 

146 

108 

44.0 

53.3 

38.0 

0 . 0 

28.6 

100 .0 

20.0 

10.0 
84.0 

100.0 

88.9 
77.1 

43.1 

58.4 

54.0 

Poor 

Poor 

Poor 

Poor 

Poor 

Excellent 

Poor 

Poor 

Good 

Excellent 

Good 

Average 

Poor 

Poor 

Poor 



TABLE XIII.—Continued 

101 

Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

E. Administration 

1. Administrative organ-
ization 

2. General budget 

3. Source of budget 
support 

4. Budget ratio 

5. Rank of staff 

6. Salaries of staff 

7. Duties of staff 

8. Recruiting athletes 

9. Assignment of grants-
in-aid to athletes' 

10. Distribution of 
grants-in-aid to ath-
letes 

F. Professional Assistance 

1. Professional magazines 

2. Professional books 

3« Microcards 

G. Professional Education 
Program 

1. Undergraduate program* 

Total for School 

75 

50 

75 

50 

35 

75 

50 

30 

30 

30 

100 

150 

50 

392 

4592 

75 

50 

75 
10 

35 

75 

42 

25 

10 

15 

100 

50 

0 

294 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

20.0 

100.0 

100.0 

84.0 

83-3 

33.3 

50.0 

100.0 
33.3 

0.0 

75.0 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Poor 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Good 

Good 

Poor 

Poor 

Excellent 

Poor 

Poor 

Average 

3135 68.3 Pair 

^Master's degree and doctor's degree program excluded 
from this study. 



102 

Strengths.—On fifteen of the forty-five sub-units, Col-

lege "G" scored 90 per cent or above and received an "excellent" 

rating. College "G" received an "excellent" rating on the 

following sub-units? (1) professional preparation (recency), 

(2) teaching experience (length), (3) fitness of staff mem-

bers, (4) personality and character of staff members, (5) 

teaching efficiency of instructors (6) area of school site, 

(7) placement of buildings on school site, (8) size of 

activity classes (normal group), (9) credit, (10) admin-

istrative organization, (11) general budget, (12) source of 

budget support, (13) rank of staff, (1*0 salaries of staff, 

and (15) professional magazines. 

Weaknesses.—On nineteen of the forty-five sub-units 

College "G" scored less than 60 per cent and was assigned a 

rating of "poor." College "G" received a "poor" rating on 

the following sub-units: (1) membership in professional organ-

izations, (2) attendance at professional meetings, (3) outdoor 

facilities, (4) equipment, (5) percentage of students enrolled, 

(6) time allotment for physical education classes, (7) health 

examination of students by physical education instructors, 

(9) assignment of students to classes, (10) size of classes 

(restrictive group), (11) teaching load (assigned time), 

(12) instructional period (service program), (13) intramural 

athletics, (14) intercollegiate athletics, (15) budget ratio, 

(16) assignment of grants-in-aid to athletes, (17) distribution 
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of grants-in-aid to athletes, (18) professional books, and 

(19) microcards. 

Summary Scores 

The score possible, the points scored, the per cent 

score, and the rating for each unit are presented in Table 

XIV. Also illustrated are the summary data for the total 

physical education program. 

TABLE XIV 

TOTAL SCORES, COLLEGE "G" 

Division of Score Card Points 
Possible 

Points 
Scored 

Per 
Cent Rating 

A. Instructional Staff 1000 845 84.5 Good 

B. Facilities 800 6 04 75.5 Average 

C. Program Organization 800 425 53.1 Poor 

D. Program (activities) 800 405 50.6 Poor 

E. Administration 500 412 82.4 Good 

F. Professional Assistance 300 150 50.0 Poor 

G. Professional Education 
Program 392 294 75.0 Average 

Total for Score Card 4592 3135 68.3 Fair 

Analysis of Table XIV.—Analysis of Table XIV indicates 

the followings 

1. School "G" received a total score of 3135 points or 

68.3 per cent and was conferred a rating of "fair" for the 

total physical education program. 
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2. No unit attained a rating of "excellent," 

3- Instructional staff (Unit A) and administration 

(Unit E) attained a rating of "good." Instructional staff 

received a score of 845 or 84.5 per cent and administration 

obtained a score of 412 or 87.4 per cent* 

4. Two units, facilities (Unit B) and professional 

education program (Unit G) received a rating of "average." 

Facilities was awarded a score of 604 or 75*5 per cent and 

professional education program was given a score of 294 or 

75 per cent. 

5. Program organization (Unit C), program (activities) 

(Unit D) and professional assistance (Unit F) received a 

rating of "poor." Program organisation was assigned a score 

of 425 or 53«1 per cent and program (activities) was awarded 

a score of 405 or 50.6 per cent. Professional assistance 

received a score of 150 or 50 per cent. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations were made as a result of 

an analysis of College "G"i 

1. The physical education staff members should belong 

to and participate in more professional organizations. 

2. Efforts should be made to secure additional physical 

education equipment and outdoor facilities where needed. 

3« The percentage of students in physical education 

activity classes should be increased and time allotment for 

classes extended. 
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Health examination of students by a physician should 

be provided at closer intervals. Furthermore, students should 

be provided with a clinical examination by physical education 

staff members and a program developed for assignment of stu-

dents to classes on the basis of needs. 

5. Plans should be developed to provide corrective 

classes. 

6. The teaching load (assigned time) of certain staff 

members should be lowered to meet recommended standards. 

Comparison of Baptist College Programs 

The primary aim for this section of Chapter IV was to 

present data whereby comparisons could be made of the Baptist 

colleges. A comparison of obtained unit scores and sub-unit 

scores of all colleges should aid in determining specific 

weaknesses and strengths. Furthermore, grouping the scores 

should help determine where Texas Baptist colleges, as a 

whole, are inadequate and where they are strong. 

Table XV presents data for comparing the scores and per-

centage scores attained for each Baptist institution on the 

forty-five sub-units of the score card. The points possible, 

points scored, and percentages are shown for each institution. 

Also included in the table is the mean score and the per-

centage score for all Baptist institutions on each sub-unit. 

Strengths.—In fourteen of the forty-five sub-units the 

Baptist colleges scored above "average" or 80 per cent. On 
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TABLE XV 

COMPARISON OF SCORES AND PERCENTAGES IN FORTY-FIVE 
SUB-UNITS OF THE SCORE CARD 

Division of Score Points 
College College College 

Division of Score Points tl A" 11 'B" » ! C" 
Card Possible a 'Score 

Per 
Cent 

Score Per 
Cent Score 

Per 
Cent 

Instructional Staff 

Professional prep-
aration (kind) 175 123 70.3 87 49.7 71 40.6 

Professional prep-
aration (extent) 150 143 95-3 135 90.0 89 59.3 
Professional prep-
aration (recency 75 75 100.0 65 86.7 25 33-3 
Membership in profes-
sional organizations 50 24 48.0 24 48.0 26 52.0 
Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 50 • 25 50.0 29 58.0 8 16.0 
Teaching experience 
(length) 150 1 5 0 100.0 140 

i 
93-3 133 88.7 

Fitness of staff 
i members 75 75 100.0 1 71 94.7 72 96.0' 

Personality and char- i 
1 

acter of staff 125 122 97.6 108 86.4 114 91.2 
Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness 
of staff 150 126 84.0 ; 114 76.0 114 76.0 

Facilities 
| 

Area of school site 150 150 100.0 1 150 100.0 35 23.3 
Placement of build- i 

i ings on school site 50 50 100.0 j 40 80.0 30 60. 0 
Indoor facilities 150 138 92.0 ! 128 85-3 130 I 8 6 . 7 
Outdoor facilities 150 | 83 55-3 j 113 75-3 123 82.0 
Equipment 125 40 3 2 . 0 37 29.6 78 62.4 
Supplies (general) 125 60 48.0 | 48 38.4 84 67.2 
Provision for pre-
vention & emergency 
care of injuries 50 16 32.0 28 56.0 31 62.0 
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TABLE XV—Continued 

College 
"D" 

Col3 
"E 

.ege 
1 it 

College 
•«F" 

College 
"G" Average 

Av-
erage Rating 

Score Per 
Cent Score Per 

Cent Score Per 
Cent Score Per 

Cent 
Score Per 

Cent 

Rating 

61 3^.9 123 70.3 83 47.4 129 73.1 96.7 55.3 Poor 

130 8 6 . 7 142 94.7 132 88.0 128 85-3 128.4 8 5 . 6 Good 

70 93-3 33 44.0 70 93.3 75 100.0 59.0 78.7 
Av-
erage 

19 38.0 14 28.0 29 58.0 19 38.0 22 .1 44.2 Poor 

20 40. 0 27 54.0 8 16.0 19 38.0 19.4 38.8 Poor 

132 80.0 139 92.7 150 100.0 150 100.0 142.0 94.7 
Exce l -
l e n t 

72 96.0 72 96.0 73 97.3 7 4 98.7 72.7 96.9 
Excel-
l e n t 

117 93.6 113 90.4 102 81.6 113 90.4 112.7 90.2 
Excel -
l e n t 

130 8 6 . 7 120 80.0 115 76.7 138 92.0 122.7 81.8 Good 

105 70.0 65 43.3 150 100.0 150 100.0 115.0 76.7 
Av-
erage 

30 60.0 30 60.0 30 60.0 50 1 0 0 . 0 37.1 74.2 
Av-
erage 

9 2+ 62.7 114 76.0 140 93.3 1 2 3 82.0 123.9 82.6 Good 
118 78.7 105 70.0 83 55-3 79 52.7 100.6 6 7 . 1 Fa i r 

50 40.0 89 71.2 4 3 34.4 71 5 6 . 8 58.3 46.6 Poor 
73 58.4 96 76.8 98 78.4 97 77.6 79.4 63.5 Fa i r 

46 92.0 28 56.0 50 100.0 34 68.0 33.3 6 6 . 7 Fa i r 
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-TABLE XV—Continued 

Division of Score Points 
College 

"A" 
College 

"B" 
College 

"C" 
Card Possible Score 

Per 
Cent Score 

Per 
Cent Score 

Per 
Cent 

Program Organization 

Percentage of stu-
dents enrolled 125 45 36 .0 55 44. 0 •65 5 2 . 0 
Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 75 55 73-3 25 33-3 75 100 .0 
Health examination 
of students 50 37 74 .0 26 52 .0 19 3 8 . 0 
Clinical examination 
of students by in-
structors 75 15 2 0 . 0 5 6 .7 0 0. 0 
Assignment of stu-
dents to classes 35 15 4 2 . 9 15 4 2 . 9 25 71 .4 
Size of activity 
classes (normal 
group) 75 65 8 6 . 7 65 8 6 . 7 50 66.7 

Size of classes 
(corrective group) 25 5 2 0 . 0 5 2 0 . 0 8 32 .0 
Teaching load 
(assigned time) 100 100 100 .0 42 4 2 . 0 43 4 3 . 0 
Records kept & used 50 36 7 2 . 0 12 2 4 . 0 32 64. 0 

Credit 75 75 100 .0 75 100 .0 75 100 .0 
Grading in activity 
courses 45 40 8 8 . 9 40 8 8 . 9 40 8 8 . 9 
Athletic award 
systems 70 58 8 2 . 9 32 ^5-7 42 60 .0 

Program (Activity) 

Instructional program 
(service program) 350 18? 53 .^ 197 5 6 . 3 139 39.7 
Intramural athletics 250 86 34 .4 64 25.6 126 5 0 . 4 
Intercollegiate 
athletics ' 200 75 37 .5 101 5 0 . 5 100 5 0 . 0 
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TABLE XV—Continued 

College 
"D" 

College 
"E" 

College 
"F« 

College I 
"G" .Average 

Score 

Av-
• erage 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 
Score Per 

Cent 
Score Per 

Cent 
Scor< a Per 

Cent Scon 
3 Per 
Cent 

.Average 
Score 

Av-
• erage 

Per 
Cent 

Rating 

55 44. 0 45 36.0 55 44. 0 55 44. 0 53-6 42.9 Poor 

75 100.0 60 80.0 60 80.0 40 53.3 55.7 7^.3 
Av-
erage 

19 38.0 19 38. 0 19 38.0 19 38.0 22.6 45.2 Poor 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2.9 .1 Poor 

25 71.^ 15 42.9 5 14.3 10 28.6 15.7 44.9 Poor 

75 100.0 65 86.7 75 100.0 75 100.0 67.I 89.5 Good 

. 5 20.0 25 100.0 25 100.0 5 20.0 11.1 44.4 Poor 

10 

31 

75 

10.0 

62.0 

100.0 

58 

29 

75 

58.0 

58.0 

100.0 

10 

39 

75 

10.0 

78. 0 

100.0 

10 

42 

75 

10.0 

84. 0 

100.0 

39.0 

31.6 

75.0 

39.0 

63.2 

100.0 

Poor 

Fair 
Av-
erage 

25 55.6 40 88.9 45 100.0 40 88.9 38.6 85.8 Good 

64 91.4 48 68.6 58 82.9 54 77.1 50.9 72.7 Fair 

218 

166 

62.3 

66.4 
253 

122 
72.3 

48.8 

204 

153 

58.3 

61.2 

151 

146 

43.1 

58.4 

192.7 

123.3 

50.1 

^9.3 

Poor 

Poor 

118 59.0 108 5^.0 102 51.0 108 5^. 0| 101.7 50.9 Poor 
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TABLE XV—Continued 

Division of Score Points 
College 

"A" 
College 

"B" 
College 

"C" 
Card Possible 

Score Per 
Cent 

Score 
Per 
Cent 

Score 
Per 
Cent 

Administration 

Administrative 
organization 75 25 33-3 25 33.3 25 33.3 

General "budget 50 50 100.0 50 100.0 50 100.0 

Source of budget 
support 75 55 73.3 75 100.0 75 100.0 

Budget ratio 50 10 20.0 10 20.0 20 40. 0 

Rank of staff 35 35 100.0 35 100.0 35 100. 0 

Salaries of staff 75 75 100.0 40 53.3 60 80.0 

Duties of staff 50 34 68.0 18 36.0 34 68.0 

Recruiting athletes 30 10 33.3 30 100.0 30 100.0 

Assignment of grants-
in-aid to athletes 30 5 16.7 10 33.3 10 33.3 
Distribution of 
grants-in-aid 30 30 100.0 30 100.0 10 33.3 

Professional Assistance 

Professional 
magazines 100 100 100.0 94 9^.0 94 94.0 

Professional books 150 87 58.0 98 65.3 81 54.0 

Microcards 50 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Professional Education 
Program 

Undergraduate 
Program 392 232 59.2 246 62.8 242 61.7 

Total Scores 4592 304-2 67.5 2837 61.8 2778 60.3 
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TABLE XV—Continued 

College 
"D" 

College 
ME" 

College 
»F» 

College 
H Q " Average 

Score 

Av-
erage 
Per 
Cent 

Rat ing 
Score 

Per 
Cent Scor< 

Per 
Cent Score 

Per 
5 Cent Score 

Per 
i Cent 

Average 
Score 

Av-
erage 
Per 
Cent 

Rat ing 

75 100.0 25 33.3 25 33-3 75 100.0 39.3 52.4 Poor 

50 100.0 50 100. 0 50 100.0 50 100.0 50.0 100.0 
Excel-
lent 

75 100.0 75 100.0 75 100.0 75 100.0 72.1 96.1 
Excel-
lent 

30 60.0 40 80.0 10 20.0 10 20.0 18.6 37.2 Poor 

35 100.0 25 71.4 35 100.0 35 100.0 33.6 96.0 
Excel-
lent 

40 53.3 40 53.3 75 100.0 75 100.0 57.9 77.2 
Av-
erage 

34 6 8 . 0 34 68.0 42 84.0 42 84.0 34.0 68.0 Fair 

25 83-3 20 66 .7 30 100.0 25 83.3 24.3 81.0 Good 

20 6 6 . 7 30 100.0 30 100.0 10 33.3 16.4 5^.7 Poor 

30 100.0 15 50.0 30 100.0 15 50.0 22.9 76.3 
Av-
erage 

94 9^.0 98 98.0 100 100.0 100 100.0 97.1 97.1 
Excel-
lent 

86 57.3 113 75.3 138 92.0 50 33.3 93.3 62.2 Fair 
0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Poor 

236 60.2 248 63.3 264 67.3 294 7 5 . 0 251.7 64.2 Fair 

3058 66.6 3058 67 .2 3185 69.4 3135 6 8 . 3 3017.1 65 .7 Fair 
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twelve of the sub-units, where the Baptist colleges scored 

"good" or above, five or more institutions scored above 80 

per cent indicating that the colleges tend to score high in 

the same areas. The Baptist institutions received a score 

above 80 per cent on the following sub-units: (1) profes-

sional preparation (extent), (2) teaching experience (length), 

(3) fitness of staff members, (4) personality and character 

of staff members, (5) teaching efficiency and effectiveness 

of instructors, (6) outdoor facilities, (7) size of activity 

classes, (10) general budget, (11) source of budget support, 

(12) rank of staff, (13) recruiting athletes, and (14) profes-

sional magazines. 

Weaknesses.--On seventeen of the forty-five sub-units 

the Baptist institutions scored low. On fifteen of the sub-

units, where a score of below 60 per cent was received, five 

or more institutions scored below 60 per cent, indicating that 

the Baptist colleges tend to score low in the same areas. The 

Baptist institutions received a percentage score below 60 on 

the following sub-units: (1) professional preparation (kind), 

(2) membership in professional organizations, (3) attendance 

at professional meetings, (4) equipment, (5) percentage of 

students enrolled, (6) health examination of students by 

physician, dentist, and nurse, (7) clinical examination of 

students by physical education instructors, (8) assignment of 

students to classes, (9) size of classes (corrective or 

restrictive group), (10) teaching load (assigned time), 
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(11) instructional period (service program), (12) intramural 

athletics, (13) intercollegiate athletics, (14) administrative 

organization, (15) budget ratio, (16) assignment of grants-in-

aid, and (1?) microcards. 

Data for comparing the Baptist institutions by units are 

presented in Table XVI. The score possible, points scored, 

and percentages are shown for each college. Also illustrated 

is the mean score and the percentage score, and the rating 

received for the Baptist school^ on each unit. 

An examination of Table XVI shows the institutions ob-

tained a rating of "average" on two units, instructional staff 

(Unit A), and administration (Unit E). Facilities (Unit B), 

professional assistance (Unit F), and professional education 

(Unit C) received a rating of "fair." Two units, program 

organization (Unit C) and program (activities) (Unit D) re-

ceived a rating of "poor." 

1. Instructional staff received a variation in per-

centage scores ranging from a high of 8 6 . 3 to a low of 65 .2 

per cent or a range of 21.1 percentage points. However, with 

the exception of one institution, the scores remained within 

a range of 11.2 percentage points. 

2. Facilities attained a rating of "fair" and had a 

span in score from a high of 75<5 "to a low of 63*0 per cent 

or a total range of only 11.6 per cent. 

3. Program organization received a "poor" rating, ex-

tending from a low of 49.6 to a high of 6 8 . 3 per cent. However, 
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with the exception of one institution, all the percentage 

scores fell within a range of less than 10 percentage points. 

4. A rating of "poor" was received by program (activ-

ity). The percentage scores extended in scope from a high 

of 62.8 to a low of ^3.5 per cent. Three institutions re-

ceived percentage scores below 50, two had scores between 

50.6 and 60, and two had percentage scores above 60. 

5. Administration had a variation of 18.2 percentage 

points, from the highest percentage score of 82.8 to the 

lowest unit percentage score of 64.6. Three institutions 

received a rating of "good" and one obtained a rating of 

"average." 

6. Professional assistance obtained a total rating of 

"fair." The percentage scores extended from a high of 79.3 

per cent to low of 50 per cent or a range of 29.3 percentage 

points. Although the range of 29.3 percentage points is the 

greatest of any units, if the two extreme percentage scores 

are eliminated the range drops to a low of 9*5 percentage 

points. 

7. A rating of "fair" was obtained by the professional 

education program. The scores extended from a high of 75.0 

to a low of 59.2 per cent. One institution obtained a rating 

of "poor," one received a rating of "average," and the re-

maining institutions obtained a rating of "fair." 

8. Total scores for the institutions range between a low 

of 2778 points or 60.3 per cent to a high of 3185 points or 
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69.^ per cent. All seven Baptist institutions received in-

dividual ratings of "fair." 

Comparison of Texas Baptist Colleges with Selected 
Texas State Colleges and Universities 

The remainder of this section of Chapter IV will be a 

presentation of data to determine if there are any significant 

differences "between the ranked total scores, unit scores, and 

sub-unit scores received by Baptist colleges of Texas and 

those scores received by selected Texas state colleges and 

universities as found in the study conducted by Miller. Data 

will also be presented to determine if there are any signif-

icant correlations between the dichotomous variable of type 

of college or university used in this study and the Miller 

study and the score received by the physical education pro-

grams . 

The data for the analysis of the significant difference 

between ranked total scores are presented in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES 
COMPARED WITH PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS OF 

SELECTED TEXAS STATE COLLEGES AND 
UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

u 
Score 

Physical Education 
Program 71 3 4 6* 

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
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The total ranked score for the Baptist and for state insti-

tutions, the U score, and the level of significance are 

depicted in Table XVII, 

From the ranked scores, the Baptist institutions ob-

tained a total rank score of ?1 and the selected Texas state 

colleges and universities attained a total ranked score of 

When computed, the resulting U score of 6 was determined to 

be significant at beyond the .05 level. It may be noted that 

the total scores received by the Texas state institutions 

were significantly superior to the total institutional scores 

received by the Baptist colleges. Therefore, hypothesis I, 

there will be no significant difference between the total 

ranked scores received by,the Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by the selected Texas state colleges and univer-

sities, was rejected at beyond the .05 level of significance. 

Data for instructional staff (Unit A) and the sub-units 

of instructional staff are presented in Table XVIII. The 

total ranked score for the Baptist institutions and for the 

state colleges and universities, the U score, and the level 

of significance for the unit and the sub-units are included 

in Table XVIII. 

Analysis of Unit Scores 

The Baptist colleges received a total ranked score of 

66 on instructional staff and the state institutions obtained 

a score of 39. The resulting U score failed to attain the 
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TABLE XVIII 

INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES COMPARED 
WITH INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF OF SELECTED TEXAS STATE 

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

U 
Score 

Instructional Staff 66 39 11 

Professional prep-
aration (kind) 68.5 36.5 8.5** 

Professional prep-
aration (extent) 65.5 39.5 11.5 

Professional prep-
aration (recency) 5^.5 50.5 22.5 

Membership in profes-
sional meetings 65 40 12 

Attendance at profes-
sional meetings 60.5 44. 5 16.5 

Teaching experience 
(length) 3^ 71 6 ** 

Fitness of staff 
members 60.5 44.5 16.5 

Personality and char-
acter of staff 76 29 X ** 

Teaching efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
staff 65.5 

— . 

39.5 11.5 

•Significant at beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

•"Significant at beyond the .05 level of confidence. 
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.05 level of significance. Therefore, hypothesis I-A, there 

will be no significant difference between the total ranked 

scores received by the instructional staff of Texas Baptist 

colleges and those received by selected Texas state institu-

tions, was accepted. 

Analysis of sub-unit Scores.—An analysis of the sub-

unit scores is included below; 

1. In Table XVIII it was noted that the Baptist colleges 

received a ranked score of 68.5 for professional preparation 

(kind) and the state institutions obtained a ranked score of 

36 .5 . The U score of 8 . 5 was determined significant at beyond 

the .05 level of significance, Therefore, sub-hypothesis I-A-l, 

there will be no significant difference between the total of 

the ranked scores received on professional preparation (kind) 

by Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas 

state institutions, was rejected at beyond the .05 level of 

significance. The significance of difference was in favor of 

the state colleges and universities. 

2. The ranked scores in Table XVIII revealed that the 

Baptist colleges received a total ranked score of 65.5 on 

professional preparation (extent). The state institutions 

received a corresponding score of 39.5. The U score of 11.5 

failed to attain the .05 level of significance. Accordingly, 

sub-hypothesis I-A-2, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received on profes-

sional preparation (extent) by Texas Baptist colleges and 
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those received by selected Texas state institutions, was 

accepted. 

3. The Baptist colleges obtained a ranked score of 5k.k 

on professional preparation (recency) and the state insti-

tutions were awarded a score of 50.5 • The computed U score 

was 22.5. The differences were not significant. Thus, sub-

hypothesis I—A—3» there will be no significant difference 

between the total of the ranked scores received on profes-

sional preparation (recency) by Baptist colleges and those 

received by the selected Texas state institutions, was 

accepted. 

Table XVIII shows that the Baptist colleges obtained 

a total rank score of 65 on membership in professional organ-

izations compared to a total ranked score of 40 for the state 

institutions. The U score of 12 did not reach the .05 level 

of significance. Therefore, sub-hypothesis I-A-4, there will 

be no significant difference between the total of ranked 

scores received on membership in professional organizations 

by Texas Baptist colleges and those received by the selected 

Texas state institutions, was accepted. 

5. A total ranked score of 60,5 received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges on attendance at professional meetings when 

compared with a corresponding ranked score of 44.5 by selected 

Texas state colleges and universities resulted in the U score 

of 16.5. The U score failed to attain the .05 level of sig-

nificance. Consequently, sub-hypothesis I-A-5, there will 
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be no significant difference between the total of ranked scores 

received on attendance at professional meetings by Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas state 

institutions, was accepted. 

6. It was revealed in Table XVIII that the Baptist col-

leges received a total ranked score of 3^ on teaching experi-

ence (length) as compared to a total ranked score of 71 

received by the state institutions. The U score of 6 was 

found to be significant at beyond the .05 level of significance 

and approaching to .01 level. Therefore, it may be noted that 

the Baptist colleges obtained scores that were significantly 

superior to the scores received by the state institutions. 

Accordingly, sub-hypothesis I-A-6, there will be no signif-

icant difference between the total of the ranked scores 

received on teaching experience (length) by Texas Baptist 

colleges and those received by selected Texas state colleges 

and universities, was rejected at beyond the .05 level of 

significance. 

7* The Baptist colleges were awarded a total ranked 

score of 60.5 on fitness of staff members. A corresponding 

ranked score of i(4.5 was received by the state colleges and 

universities. A computed U score of 16.5 failed to attain 

the required .05 level of significance. Therefore, sub-

hypothesis I-A-7, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on fitness of 
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staff members by Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities, was accepted. 

8. Data from Table XVIII shows that a ranked score of 

76 received by the Baptist colleges and an attained ranked 

score of 29 obtained by the state schools resulted in a U 

score of 1.0. The U score of 1.0 was found to be significant 

at beyond the .01 level of significance and approaching the 

.001 level. The difference was found to be in favor of the 

state institutions. Accordingly, sub-hypothesis I-A-8, there 

will be no significant difference between the total of ranked 

scores received on personality and character of staff members 

by Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas 

state colleges and universities, was rejected. 

9. The total ranked scores depicted in Table XVIII shows 

that the Baptist colleges were awarded a score of 65.5 and 

the state schools received a score of 39.5 on teaching effi-

ciency and effectiveness of instructors. The U score, when 

computed, was determined to be 11.5* The U score of 11.5 

failed to reach the required level of significance. It may 

be inferred that the groups were equal. Moreover, sub-

hypothesis I-A-9» there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on teaching 

efficiency and effectiveness of instructors by Texas Baptist 

colleges and those received by selected Texas state colleges 

and universities, was accepted. 
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Data for the analysis of facilities (Unit B) are shown 

in Table XIX. The ranked score for the Baptist and Texas 

state institutions is depicted along with the resulting U 

score and level of determined significance. 

TABLE XIX 

FACILITIES OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES COMPARED WITH 
FACILITIES OF SELECTED TEXAS STATE COLLEGES 

AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

U 
Score 

Facilities 70 35 7 ** 

Area of school site 53 52 2k 

Placement of 
buildings on site 66 39 11 

Indoor facilities 44 61 16 

Outdoor facilities 59 46 16 

Equipment 75.5 29.5 1.5* 
Supplies 71 34 6 •• 

Provision for pre-
vention and emergency 
care of injuries 59.5 ^5.5 17.5 

•Significant at beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

••Significant at beyond the .05 level of confidence. 

Analysis of Unit Scores 

A total ranked score of 70 was obtained by the Baptist 

on facilities (Unit B). The state institutions received a 
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corresponding ranked score If 35* When computed, the U score 

was found to be 7. It was therefore determined that the 

state institutions were significantly different and superior 

to the Baptist colleges at beyond the .05 level of signif-

icance. Hence, hypothesis I-B, there will be no significant 

difference between the total of ranked scores received on 

facilities by Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities, was rejected 

at beyond the .05 level of significance. 

Analysis of sub-unit scores.—An analysis of the sub-

unit scores is as follows! 

1. Data contained in Table XIX reveals that the Baptist 

colleges obtained a total ranked score of 53 on area of school 

site which was only one ranked point difference from the score 

of 52 received by the state institution. The U value of 2k 

failed to attain the .05 level required for significance. 

Thus, sub-hypothesis I-Bl, there will be no significant dif-

ference between the total of ranked scores received on area 

of school site by the Texas Baptist colleges and those re-

ceived by the selected Texas state colleges and universities, 

was accepted. 

2. The ranked scores in Table XIX revealed that the 

Baptist colleges received a total ranked score of 66 on place-

ment of buildings on site. The state institutions obtained 

a corresponding ranked score of 39. The U score of 11 

failed to attain the .05 level of significance. Consequently, 
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sub-hypothesis I-B-2, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on placement of 

buildings on site by the Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by the selected Texas state colleges and univer-

sities, was accepted. 

3. Table XIX reveals that the Baptist colleges received 

a total ranked score of 44 on indoor facilities as compared 

to a total ranked score of 61 awarded to the state insti-

tutions. The computed U score of 16 failed to attain the .05 

level of significance. It may be inferred that the two groups 

were equal. Therefore, sub-hypothesis I-B-3. there will be 

no significant difference between the total of ranked scores 

received on indoor facilities by the Texas Baptist colleges 

and those received by the selected Texas state college and 

universities, was accepted. 

4. The Baptist colleges were awarded a total ranked 

score of 59 on outdoor facilities. The state colleges and 

universities acquired a corresponding score of 46. Upon 

computation, the U score of 18 was found to be less than the 

.05 level required for significance. Sub-hypothesis I-B-4, 

there will be no significant difference between the total of 

ranked scores received on outdoor facilities by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by the selected Texas 

state colleges and universities, was accepted. 

5. A study of Table XIX shows that the Baptist colleges 

were given a total ranked score of 75.5 on equipment. The 



126 

state institutions acquired a corresponding ranked score of 

2 9 . 5 . The resulting U score of 1.5 was determined to be 

significant "beyond the .01 level of significance and ap-

proaching the .001 level. Thus, sub-hypothesis I-B-5» there 

will be no significant difference between the total of ranked 

scores received on equipment by the Texas Baptist colleges 

and those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was rejected. It may be observed that the 

state institutions obtained ranked scores on equipment that 

were significantly superior to the scores received by Baptist 

colleges. 

6. A ranked score of 71 obtained by the Baptist colleges 

on supplies when compared with a corresponding ranked score 

of 3^ received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities resulted in a U score of 6. The U score, of 6 was 

determined to be significant at beyond the .05 level of sig-

nificance and approaching the .01 level. Consequently, sub-

hypothesis I-B-6, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on supplies by the 

Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas 

state colleges and universities, was rejected. It may be 

recognized that the Texas state institutions received scores 
•? 

on supplies that were superior to the scores received by the 

Baptist colleges. 

7. The total ranked scores illustrated in Table XIX 

show that the Baptist colleges were awarded a ranked score of 
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59*5 and the state schools received a score of ^5«5 on pro-

vision for prevention and emergency care of injuries. The 

resulting U score of 17-5 was determined to be far below the 

.05 level required for significance. Accordingly, sub-

hypothesis I-B-7» there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on provision for 

prevention and emergency care of injuries by the Texas Baptist 

colleges and those received by selected Texas state colleges 

and universities, was accepted. 

Table XX contains data for the analysis of program 

organization (Unit C). Included in Table XX is the total 

ranked score for the Baptist and the total ranked score for 

the state schools, the U score and the determined level of 

significance for the units and sub-units. 

Analysis of Unit Scores 

From Table XX it was determined that the Baptist schools 

received a ranked unit score of 65 and the state institutions 

received a ranked score of 40. When computed, the U score of 

12 failed to attain the .05 level required for statistical 

significance. Therefore, hypothesis I-C, there will be no 

significant difference between the total of ranked scores 

received on program organization by Texas Baptist colleges 

and those received by selected Texas state institutions, 

was accepted. 
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TABLE XX 

PROGRAM ORGANIZATION OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES COMPARED 
WITH PROGRAM ORGANIZATION OF SELECTED TEXAS 

STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

U 
Score 

Program Organization 65 ko 12 
Percentage of stu-
dents enrolled 51.5 53.5 23.5 
Time allotment for 
physical education 
classes 60 45 17 
Health examination 
of students 65.5 39.5 11.5 
Clinical examination 
of students by in-
structors 5^-5 50.5 22.5 
Assignemnt of stu-
dents to classes 58 19 
Size of activity 
classes (normal 
group) 36 69 8 ** 
Size of classes 
(corrective group) 55 50 22 
Teaching load 
(assigned time) 71 3^ 6 ** 
Records kept & used 69.5 35.5 7.5** 
Credit 52.5 52.5 2k.$ 
Grading in activity 
courses 62 i+3 15 
Athletic award 
systems 62.5 4-2.5 14.5 

**Significant at beyond the .05 level of confidence. 
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Analysis of sub-unit scores.—An analysis of the sub-unit 

scores is as follows: 

1. Data contained in Table XX illustrates that the 

Baptist colleges obtained a total ranked score of 51*5 on 

percentage of students enrolled. The state colleges received 

a similar score of 53.5• The obtained U score of 23.5 was 

far from attaining the .05 level of significance. As a result, 

sub-hypothesis, I-C-l, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on percentage of 

students enrolled by the Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by the selected Texas state colleges and universities, 

was accepted. 

2. The total ranked scores depicted in Table XX shows 

that the Baptist colleges were given a ranked score of 60 on 

time allotment for physical education classes and the state 

institutions received a total ranked score of 45. The U 

score, when computed, was found to be 17. The U score of 17 

failed to attain the required level for significance. It may 

be inferred that the groups were equal. Moreover, sub-

hypothesis I-C-2, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on time allotment 

for physical education classes by the Texas Baptist colleges 

and those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was accepted. 

3« A total ranked score of 65.5 received by the Texas 

Baptist colleges for health examination of students by 
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physician, dentist, and nurse when compared with a corre-

sponding ranked score of 39.5 for Texas state institutions 

resulted in a U score of 11.5* The U score of 11.5 failed 

to attain the required level of significance. Therefore, 

sub-hypothesis I-C-3. there will be no significant difference 

between the total ranked score received on health examination 

of students by physical education instructors by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by the selected Texas 

state colleges and universities, was accepted. 

A total ranked score of 5^*5 on clinical examination 

of students by physical education instructors was received by 

the Baptist schools. The state institutions received a ranked 

score of 50-5 for the same sub-unit. The resulting U score 

22.5 did not attain the .05 level of significance. Conse-

quently, sub-hypothesis I-C-2*, there will be no significant 

difference between the total of ranked scores received on 

clinical examination of students by physical education in-

structors by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities, was 

accepted. 

5. It was determined from Table XX that the Baptist 

colleges were awarded a total ranked score of 58 on assign-

ment of students to classes. For the same sub-unit the state 

institutions received a score of ^7. The U score of 19 fell 

far below the .05 level of significance required. From the 

information found in Table XX it may be determined that 
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sub-hypothesis I-C-5. there will be no significant difference 

between the total ranked score received on assignment of 

students to classes by the Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by the selected Texas state colleges and univer-

sities, was accepted. 

6. From Table XX it was found that the Baptist schools 

were awarded a ranked score of 36 on size of activity classes 

(normal group) which was superior to the ranked score of 69 

received by the state institutions. The determined U score of 

8 was found significant beyond the .05 level of significance. 

Sub-hypothesis I-C-6, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on size of activ-

ity classes (normal group) by the Texas Baptist colleges and 

those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was rejected at beyond the .05 level of sig-

nificance. 

7. A study of Table XX shows that Baptist colleges 

received a total ranked score of 55 on size of classes (cor-

rective or restricted group). A corresponding score of 50 

was received by the state institutions. The computed U 

score was determined to be 22. The U score of 22 failed to 

attain the .05 level required for significance. Thus, sub-

hypothesis I-C-7, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on size of classes 

(corrective or restricted group) by the Texas Baptist colleges 
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and those received by selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was accepted. 

8. Baptist colleges received a ranked sub-unit score of 

71 on teaching load (assigned time) which was inferior to the 

corresponding total ranked score of Jb attained by the state 

institutions. When computed, the U score of 6 was determined 

significant at beyond the .05 level and approaching the .01 

level of significance. Consequently, it was determined that 

sub-hypothesis I-C-8, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on teaching load 

(assigned time) by the Texas Baptist colleges and those re-

ceived by the selected Texas state colleges and universities, 

was rejected at beyond the .05 level of significance. 

9. Data in Table XX illustrate that Texas Baptist col-

leges received a total ranked score of 69.5 and the state 

institutions obtained a score of 35.5 on records kept and 

used. Furthermore, the table shows that the U value of 6 was 

significant at beyond the .05 level of significance. There-

fore, hypothesis I-C-9, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on records kept 

and used by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities, was re-

jected at beyond the .05 level of significance. 

10. Texas Baptist colleges and Texas state colleges and 

universities received identical ranked scores on the sub-unit 

"credit." Consequently, sub-hypothesis I-C-10, there will be 
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no significant difference between the total of ranked scores 

received on credit by the Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by the selected Texas state colleges and univer-

sities, was accepted. 

11. From Table XX it was found that the Baptist colleges 

received a total ranked score of 62 on grading in activity 

classes and the state institutions were awarded a total ranked 

score of 43. The computed U score of 15 failed to attain the 

.05 level needed for a statistical significance. As a result, 

sub-hypothesis I-C-ll, there will be no significant difference 

between the total ranked scores received on grading in activity 

classes by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities, was accepted. 

12. A study of Table XX reveals that the Baptist schools 

were awarded a total ranked score of 62.5 on athletic award 

system and the state institutions obtained a score of 42.5." 

The computed U score of 14.5 failed to attain the .05 level 

of significance. The sub-hypothesis I-C-12, there will be no 

significant difference between the total of ranked scores re-

ceived on athletic award system by the Texas Baptist colleges 

and those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was accepted. 

Data for program (activities) (Unit B) are found in 

Table XXI. Included in Table XXI are the total ranked unit and 

sub-unit scores for the Baptist and state institutions. Also 

included are the U value and attained level of significance. 
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TABLE XXI 

PROGRAM (ACTIVITIES) OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES COMPARED 
WITH PROGRAM (ACTIVITIES) OP SELECTED TEXAS 

STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

U 
Score 

Program (Activity) 69 36 8 ** 

Instructional period 
(service program) 68 37 9 

Intramural athletics 70 35 7 #* 

Intercollegiate 
athletics 77 28 0 * 

*Significant at beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

••Significant at beyond the .05 level of confidence. 

Analysis of Unit Scores 

The Baptist colleges received a total ranked unit score 

of 69 as compared to a ranked score of 36 for the Texas state 

colleges and universities. Computation of the ranked scores 

resulted in a U score of 8. From the chart it may be deter-

mined that the differences in ranked scores were significant 

at beyond the .05 level. It was determined from the data 

that the state institutions received ranked scores which were 

significantly superior to the scores received by the Baptist 

schools. Consequently, hypothesis I-D, there will be no 

significant difference between the total of the ranked scores 

received on program (activity) by the Texas Baptist colleges 
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arid those received by the selected Texas state institutions, 

was rejected. 

Analysis of sub-unit scores.—An analysis of the sub-unit 

scores is as follows: 

1. Data depicted in Table XXI shows that the Baptist 

schools were awarded a total ranked score of 68 on instruc-

tional period (service program). A ranked score of 37 was 

obtained by the state colleges and universities. The computed 

U score of 9 closely approached, but did not attain, the re-

quired .05 level of significance. As a result, hypothesis 

I-D-l, there will be no significant difference between the 

total of ranked scores received for on instructional period 

(service program) by the Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by the selected Texas state colleges and univer-

sities, was accepted. 

2. Baptist colleges received a total ranked score of 70 

on intramural athletics which was significantly inferior to 

the corresponding total ranked score of 35 awarded to the 

Texas state institutions. The U score of 7 was found to be 

significant at beyond the .05 level of significance. Thus, 

hypothesis I-D-2, there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on intramural 

athletics by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities was re-

jected at beyond the .05 level of significance. 
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3. Data from Table XXI illustrates that Texas Baptist 

colleges obtained a total ranked score of 77 on intercol-

legiate athletics as compared to a score of 28 received by the 

state institutions. The U score of 0 was found to be signif-

icant beyond the .001 level. It was determined, therefore, 

that the Texas state schools received ranked scores that were 

significantly superior to the scores obtained by the Baptist 

colleges. Thus, hypothesis I-D-3» there will be no signif-

icant difference between the total ranked scores received 

on intercollegiate athletics by the Texas Baptist colleges 

and those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was rejected at beyond the .001 level of 

significance. 

The data for an analysis of administration are found in 

Table XXII. A total rank for the Baptist colleges when 

ranked with the state institutions is depicted. The corre-

sponding type ranks are also given for the state institutions. 

In addition to the ranks the determined U score is shown in 

the table. 

Analysis of Unit Scores 

A ranked score 51 on administration was awarded to the 

Baptist colleges. A corresponding ranked unit score of 5^ 

was received by the state institution. The U score of 23 

indicated that little difference was found between the admin-

istration scores for the state and Baptist institutions. 
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TABLE XXII 

ADMINISTRATION OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES COMPARED WITH 
ADMINISTRATION OF SELECTED TEXAS STATE 

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

U 
Score 

Administration 51 54 23 

Administrative 
organization 62.5 42 .5 14.5 

General budget ^5.5 59 .5 17.5 

Source of budget 
support 37.5 67 .5 9 .5 

Budget ratio 64.5 40 .5 12.5 

Rank of staff 45 60 17 

Salaries of staff 5^.5 50.5 22 .5 

Duties of staff 37 68 9 

Recruiting athletes 66.5 38.5 10.5 

Assignments of 
grants-in-aid ^7.5 57 .5 19.5 

Distribution of 
grants-in-aid 46 .5 58.5 18.5 

Accordingly, hypothesis I-E, there will be no significant 

difference between the total of the ranked score received on 

administration by the Texas Baptist colleges and those re-

ceived by the selected Texas state colleges and universities, 

was accepted. 
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Analysis of sub-unit scores.—An analysis of the sub-unit 

scores is as follows: 

1. A ranked sub-unit score of 62 .5 was received by the 

Baptist colleges on administrative organization. The state 

institutions were given a ranked score of ^2.5» It may be 

determined that the U score of 1^.5 failed to attain the 

required level of significance. It may be inferred, there-

fore, that there is no significant difference between the 

Baptist and state institutions on administrative organization. 

Consequently, sub-hypothesis I-E-l, there will be no signif-

icant difference between the total ranked scores received on 

administrative organization by the Texas Baptist colleges 

and those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was accepted. 

2. A study of Table XXII reveals that there was not a 

significant difference between the ranked scores received by 

the Baptist and state schools on the sub-unit general budget. 

The Baptist obtained a total ranked score of ^5-5 as compared 

to a ranked score of 5 9 . 5 for the state schools. Although the 

Baptist received better scores, the obtained U score of 17.5 

failed to reach the .05 level required for a statistical 

significance. Thus, hypothesis I-E-2, there will be no sig-

nificant difference between the total of ranked scores 

received on general budget by the Texas Baptist colleges and 

those received by selected Texas state colleges and univer-

sities, was accepted. 
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3. From the data contained in Table XXII it was found 

that the Baptist colleges were awarded a total ranked score of 

37.5 on source of budget support as compared to a score of 

67.5 for the state colleges and universities. The U score of 

9.5 closely approached but failed to attain the .05 level 

required for statistical significance. Accordingly, sub-

hypothesis I-E-3. there will be no significant difference 

between the total of ranked scores received on source of 

budget support by the Texas Baptist colleges and those re-

ceived by the selected Texas state colleges and universities, 

was accepted. 

4. The Baptist colleges, as shown in Table XXII, attained 

a total ranked score of 64.5 on budget ratio. A comparative 

score of 40.5 was given to the state institutions. The U 

score of 12.5 failed to reach the .05 level of significance. 

As a result, the sub-hypothesis I-E-4, there will be no 

significant difference between the total of ranked scores 

received on budget ratio by the Texas Baptist colleges and 

those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was accepted. 

5. A ranked total score of 45 was awarded to the Baptist 

colleges on rank of staff and a corresponding score of 60 was 

given to the state colleges and universities. The determined 

U score of 17 failed to receive the .05 level of significance. 

Consequently, sub-hypothesis I-E-5, there will be no signif-

icant difference between the total of ranked scores received 
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on rank of staff by the Texas Baptist colleges and those 

received by selected Texas state colleges and universities, 

was accepted. 

6. It was illustrated in Table XXII that there was 

little difference between the total ranked scores received 

by the Baptist colleges on salaries of staff and the corre-

sponding ranked scores received by the state institution. 

The ranked scores of 5^*5 and 50*5 obtained by the Baptist and 

state schools respectively were determined to have a U score 

of 22.5. The U value of 22.5 falls far short of the .05 level 

required for statistical significance. Therefore, sub-

hypothesis I-E-6, there will be no significant difference 

between the total ranked score received on salaries of staff 

by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected 

Texas state colleges and universities, was accepted. 

7. The Baptist colleges, as illustrated in Table XXII, 

obtained a total ranked score of 37 on duties of staff. A 

ranked total score of 68 was received by the state insti-

tutions. The obtained U score of 9 closely approached, but 

did not attain, the .05 level of significance. Thus, sub-

hypothesis I-E-7. there will be no significant difference 

between the total ranked scores received on duties of staff 

by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected 

Texas state colleges and universities, was accepted. 

8. A study of Table XXII shows that the Baptist and 

state institutions received respective total ranked scores 
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of 6 6 . 5 and 38.5 on recruiting of athletes. The obtained U 

score of 10.5 failed to attain the .05 level of significance. 

Subsequently, sub-hypothesis I-E-8, there will be no signif-

icant difference between the total ranked scores received on 

recruiting of athletes by the Texas Baptist colleges and 

those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was accepted. 

9. As illustrated in Table XXII, the Baptist colleges 

were awarded a total ranked score of ^7.5 on assignment of 

grants-in-aid to athletes and a corresponding ranked score 

of 57•5 was attained by the state colleges and universities. 

From the U score of 19«5 it was determined that the .05 level 

of significance was not attained. Sub-hypothesis, I-E-9, 

there will be no significant difference between the total 

ranked score received on assignment of grants-in-aid to 

athletes by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities, was accepted. 

10. Respective total ranked scores of 46.5 and 58.5 were 

received by Texas Baptist and state institutions on distri-

bution of grants-in-aid to athletes. From the table it may 

be noted that the U value of 18.5 failed to obtain the .05 

level required for statistical significance. Accordingly, 

sub-hypothesis I-E-10, there will be no significant difference 

between the total ranked score received on distribution of 

grants-in-aid to athletes by the Texas Baptist colleges and 



142 

those received by the selected Texas state colleges and 

universities, was accepted. 

Data for professional assistance (Unit F) are found in 

Table XXIII. The ranked score for the units and sub-units 

for the Baptist colleges and Texas state colleges and univer-

sities are exemplified. In addition, the computed U score 

and the resulting level of significance are illustrated. 

TABLE XXIII 

PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE (LIBRARY) OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES 
COMPARED WITH PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE (LIBRARY) OF 

TEXAS STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

u 
Score 

Professional Assistance 
(Library) 74 31 3 * 

Professional 
Magazines 61 44 16 

Professional books 69.5' 3 5 . 5 7 .5** 

Microcards 70 35 7 ** 

•Significant at beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

••Significant at beyond the .05 level of confidence. 

Analysis of Unit Scores 

The Texas state institutions received a ranked score of 

31 on professional assistance which was significantly different 

and superior to the ranked score of 74 obtained by the Baptist 

colleges. The determined U score of 3. from the 
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ranked scores, was found to be significant at beyond the .01 

level of significance. Therefore, hypothesis I-F, there will 

be no significant difference between the total of the ranked 

scores received on professional assistance (library) by the 

Texas Baptist colleges and those received by the selected 

Texas state colleges and universities, was rejected at beyond 

the .01 level of significance. 

Analysis of sub-unit scores.—An analysis of the sub-unit 

scores is as follows: 

1.. The total ranked scores in Table XXIII reveal that 

the Baptist colleges received a total ranked score of 60 on 

professional magazines. The state colleges and universities 

received a corresponding ranked score of hk. The U value of 

16 failed to reach the .05 level of significance. As a 

result, sub-hypothesis I-F-l, there will be no significant 

difference between the total of ranked scores received on 

professional magazines by the Texas Baptist colleges and 

those received by the selected Texas state colleges and uni-

versities, was accepted. 

2. The Texas state colleges and universities were 

awarded a ranked score of 35.5 on professional books which 

was significantly different and superior to the ranked score 

of 69.5 received by the Baptist colleges. When computed, the 

U score of 7.5 was determined to be significant at beyond the 

.05 level of significance. Consequently, sub-hypothesis 

I-F-2, there will be no significant difference between the 
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total of ranked scores received on professional books by the 

Texas Baptist colleges and those received by selected Texas 

state colleges and universities, was rejected at beyond the 

.05 level of significance. 

3. The Texas state colleges and universities, as shown 

at the bottom of Table XXIII, received a total ranked score 

of 35 on microcards which was determined to be statistically 

different and superior to the ranked score of 70 received by 

the Baptist colleges. The U value of 7 was found to be sig-

nificant at beyond the .05 level. Therefore, sub-hypothesis 

I-F-3» there will be no significant difference between the 

total of ranked scores received on microcards by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by the selected Texas 

state colleges and universities, was rejected. 

Table XXIV contains data for an analysis of the profes-

sional education program. The table contains the ranked 

scores for the Baptists and state institutions. In addition, 

the U score is contained in the table. 

Analysis of Unit Scores 

The Baptist colleges received a ranked score of 68 on 

professional education. The score of 68 received by the 

Baptist was inferior to the ranked score of 37 obtained by 

the state institutions but the computed U score of 9 did not 

attain the required .05 level for statistical significance. 

It was determined that Hypothesis I-G, there will be no 
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significant difference between the total of the ranked scores 

received on the professional education program by the Texas 

Baptist colleges and those received by the selected Texas 

state colleges and universities, was acceptable. 

TABLE XXIV 

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION OF TEXAS BAPTIST COLLEGES COMPARED 
WITH PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION OF SELECTED TEXAS 

STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

Baptist Schools 

Total Ranked 
Score for 

State Schools 

U 
Score 

Professional Education 

Undergraduate program* 

68 

68 

37 

37 

9 

9 

*Master's degree and doctor's degree program were not 
not analyzed in this study. 

With only one sub-unit, undergraduate program, in the 

professional education program, the ranked scores for the 

undergraduate program are the same as the unit scores. 

Summary 

Below is a summary of the significant data contained in 

Tables XVII, XVIII, XIX, XX, XXI, XXII, XXIII, and XXIV. 

1. The state institutions received a ranked score on 

the total physical education program that was significantly 

superior to the ranked scores received by the Texas Baptist 

institutions. 
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2. A review of the data related to the unit scores 

shows that the Texas state colleges and universities received 

ranked scores that were significantly superior on three units. 

The units were facilities (Unit B), program (activities) 

(Unit D), and professional assistance (Unit F). 

3. The Texas state colleges and universities received 

ranked scores that were significantly better than those 

received by Baptist colleges on ten sub-units. The sub-units 

were (1) professional preparation (kind), (2) personality and 

character of staff members, (3) equipment, (4) supplies, 

(5) teaching load (assigned time), (6) records kept and used, 

(7) intramural athletics, (8) intercollegiate athletics, 

(9) professional books, and (10) microcards. 

4. The Texas Baptist colleges were awarded ranked total 

scores that were significantly different and superior to the 

state institutions on two sub-units, teaching experience 

(length), and size of activity classes (normal group). 

5- The state institutions acquired ranked scores that 

were higher than the Baptist ranked scores, but failed to 

attain the .05 level required for a statistical significance 

on twenty-four sub-units. 

6. The Texas Baptist colleges received ranked scores 

which were greater than the ranked scores obtained by the 

state institutions but not significantly greater on eight 

sub-units. 
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7. The Baptist colleges and state institutions were 

awarded rank scores which were identical on one sub-unit, 

credit. 

Table XXV shows the mean score for all Baptist colleges 

and the mean score for all state institutions included in 

the study. To the right of the table the point biserial 

correlation, t score and level of significance are also 

shown. 

TABLE XXV 

CORRELATION OF MEAN TOTAL SCORES OF TEXAS BAPTIST 
COLLEGES WITH MEAN TOTAL SCORES OF SELECTED 

TEXAS STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Division of Score 
Card 

Mean Score 
Baptist 
Schools 

Mean Score 
State 

Schools 

Point 
Biserial 

Correlation 

t 
Score 

Total Program 3015.71 3550.29 -.729 3.72* " 

•Significant at beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

From Table XXV, Baptist colleges were found to have 

received a total mean score of 3015*71- The state schools ' 

were awarded a corresponding mean score of 3550.29. Upon 

computation, a point biserial correlation of -.729 was deter-

mined. Further calculation produced a t score of 3-72 which 

was found to be significant at beyond the .01 level of sig-

nificance. It is therefore apparent that there was significance 

correlation between the type of college used in this study 
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and the total score achieved by the physical education pro-

gram. Hence, hypothesis II, there will be no significant 

correlation between the dichotomous variable of type of 

college or university used in this study and the score re-

ceived by the physical education programs, was rejected at 

beyond the .01 level of confidence. Accordingly, it may be 

inferred that high scores on total score of the N.C.G. score 

card were correlated with the state institutions and low 

scores correlated with Baptist colleges. 

Table XXVI depicts the seven mean unit scores for all 

Texas colleges and universities and for all Baptist schools 

used in this study. In addition to the mean scores, a point 

biserial correlation and t score is shown. 

Analysis of Table XXVI 

The state institutions attained higher mean scores on 

six of the unit scores. However, 'when the point biserial 

correlation and t score were computed only four units exceeded 

the ,05 level of significance required for a statistical sig-

nificance. The units exceeding the .05 level of significance 

were (1) facilities (Unit B), (2) program (activity) (Unit D), * 

(3) professional assistance (Unit F), and (4) professional 

education (Unit G). 

The Baptist colleges achieved a mean score of 775.57 on 

instructional staff and the Texas state schools reached a 

mean score of 839.71- Computation of the scores resulted in 
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CORRELATION OF MEAN UNIT SCORES OF TEXAS BAPTIST 
COLLEGES WITH MEAN UNIT SCORES OF SELECTED 
TEXAS STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
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Division of Score 
Card 

Mean Score 
Baptist 
Schools 

Mean Score 
State 
Schools 

Point 
Biserial 

Correlation 

t 
Score 

Instructional Staff 775.57 839.71 -.451 1.75 

Facilities 5 4 7 . 5 7 655.57 -.692 3.31* 

Program Organization 463.71 547 -.481 1.9 

Program (activity) 417.71 590.43 -.654 3 ** 

Administration 369 359.86 .083 .03 

Professional Assis-
tance (library) 190.43 252 -.738 4.1 • 

Professional Edu-
cation Program 2 5 1 . 7 1 305.71 -.537 2.2 •• 

•Significant at beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

••Significant at beyond the .05 level of confidence. 

a point biserial correlation of -.451 and a t score of 1.75. 

A t score of 1.75 was not significant at the .05 level. Con-

sequently, sub-hypothesis II-A, there will be no significant 

correlation between the dichotomous variable type of college 

or university used in this study and the score received on 

the instructional staff, was accepted. 

From Table XXVI it was determined that there was high 

significant correlation between the type of college and the 

score received on facilities. A mean score of 547.57 for 
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the Baptist and a mean score of 655*57 for the state schools 

resulted in a point biserial correlation of -.692 and a t 

score of 3.31* The t score of 3.31 was found to be signif-

icant at beyond the .01 level of confidence. Sub-hypothesis 

II-2, there will be no significant correlation between the 

dichotoraous variable of type of college or university used in 

this study and the score acquired on facilities was rejected 

at beyond the .01 level of significance. Therefore, it was 

found that high scores on facilities were correlated with 

state institutions and low scores were correlated with 

Baptist colleges. 

Table XXVI illustrates that there was no significant 

correlation between the type of college and the score received 

on program organization. A point biserial correlation of 

-4.81 and a t score of 1.9 did not attain the .05 level. Con-

sequently, sub-hypothesis II-3» there will be no significant 

correlation between the dichotomous variable of type of 

college or university used in the study and the score re-

ceived on program organization, was accepted. 

A significant correlation between the type of college 

and the score received on program (activity) was revealed in 

Table XVII. The Baptist colleges received a mean score of 

417.71 and the state schools received a score of 590.43. The 

computed score resulted in a point biserial correlation of 

-.654 and a t score of 3«01. The level of significance was 

determined to be significant at beyond the .05 level. 
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Sub-hypothesis II-4, there will be no significant correlation 

between the dichotomous variable of type of college or uni-

versity used in this study and the score received on program 

(activity), was rejected at beyond the .05 level of signif-

icance. Consequently, it may be noted that low scores on 

program (activity) were correlated Baptist colleges and 

high scores were correlated with state colleges and univer-

sities. 

The mean score received by the Baptist colleges and 

those received by state schools on administration were 369 

and 359.86 respectively. When computed the point biserial 

correlation of .083 and t score of .029 were determined 

greatly below the .05 level required for statistical signif-

icance. Accordingly, sub-hypothesis II-5, there will be no 

significant correlation between the dichotomous variable of 

type of college or university used in this study and the 

score received for administration, was accepted. 

It was revealed in Table XXVI that there was a high 

significant correlation between the type of college or univer-

sity used in this study and the score received on professional 

assistance (library). The mean score of 190.43 attained by 

the Baptist and a mean score 252 acquired by the state schools, 

when calculated, resulted in a point biserial correlation of 

-.738 and a t score of 4.1. The t score of 4.1 was found 

significant at beyond the .01 level. Sub-hypothesis II-6, 

there will be no significant correlation between the dichotomous 
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variable of type of college or university used in this study 

and the score obtained on professional assistance (library), 

was rejected at beyond the .01 level of significance. There-

fore, high score were correlated with state institutions and 

low score were correlated with Baptist colleges. 

From Table XXVI it was disclosed that the Baptist 

colleges received a mean score of 251.71 on professional 

education and the state institutions attained a mean score 

of 305.71. Furthermore a point biserial correlation of -.537 

and a t score of 2.2 were determined statistically signif-

icant at beyond the .05 level of confidence. Subsequently, 

sub-hypothesis II-7» there will be no significant correlation 

between the dichotomous variable of the type of college or 

university used in this study and the score given for profes-

sional education, was rejected at beyond the .05 level of 

confidence. It may be assumed that there is a tendency for-

the state colleges and universities to obtain high scores on 

professional education and the Baptist colleges to attain 

low scores. 

Summary 

Below is a summary of the data which attained statis-

tical significance in Tables XXV and XXVI. 

1. There is a significant correlation between the di-

chotomous variable of type of college or university used in 

this study and the total score received on the Neilson, 

Comer, Griffin score card. High scores were correlated with 
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the state institutions and low scores were correlated with 

Baptist colleges. 

2. Significant correlations were also found between the 

dichotomous variable of type of college or university used in 

this study and each of four units. The four units were 

(1) facilities (Unit B), (2) program (activity) (Unit D), 

(3) professional assistance (Unit F), and (4) professional 

education (Unit G). High scores for these units are cor-

related with the state institutions and low scores with 

Baptist schools. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

There are four sections of Chapter V. In the first 

section, a summary of the problem and the procedures employed 

are explained. Next, the findings and the conclusions de-

rived from the study are presented. The recommendations are 

presented in the fourth section. 

Summary 

The problem under consideration was (1) an analysis of 

the physical education program for men in Texas Baptist col-

leges offering a baccalaureate degree with a major in the area 

of physical education, and (2) a comparison of physical edu-

cation programs in Texas Baptist colleges with selected Texas 

state colleges and universities. To further clarify the 

problem, the purposes were (1) to determine the current effi-

ciency of the physical education program of the Baptist 

colleges in Texas, and (2) to determine the relationship be-

tween the physical education programs of Texas Baptist colleges 

and selected Texas state colleges and universities. 

During the spring semester of 1970 seven Texas Baptist 

colleges were visited and studied by the investigator. With 

the assistance of the department chairman and other physical 

education staff members a score card was completed for each 
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school. Scores, percentage scores, and attained ratings were 

reported for each of the forty-five sub-units and for each of 

the seven units of the Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card. 

Scores and ratings were also reported for the total score 

card. Based on the obtained data, strengths and weaknesses 

were noted and recommendations were made for each institution. 

The data obtained in this investigation were compared with 

the data collected by Miller (1) using the same instrument. 

Miller studied seven Texas state colleges and universities. 

Through the use of the Mann-Whitne.v U Test the sum of ranks 

on the total physical education programs, the units, and the 

sub-units of Texas Baptist colleges were compared with the 

corresponding sum of ranks in selected Texas state colleges 

and universities to determine if a significant difference ex-

isted. In addition to the Mann-Wh itne.v U Test, a point 

biseral correlation was computed to determine if a significant 

correlation existed between the dichotomous variable of type 

of college or university used in this study and the score 

received by the physical education programs. The total score 

and unit scores were studied. 

Findings 

Findings based upon the results of the analysis of the 

Baptist colleges in Texas were as followss 

1. On professional preparation (kind) the physical edu-

cators, as a group, were rated "poor." However, three schools 

received scores that were rated as "average." 
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2. With the exception of two schools, the colleges 

received scores that were "good" or "excellent" on profes-

sional preparation (extent) and professional preparation 

(recency). 

3. All Baptist colleges received scores that were 

"poor" on membership in professional organizations and attend-

ance at professional meetings. 

4. All seven Baptist colleges received scores that were 

rated as "good" or "excellent" on teaching experience (length), 

fitness of staff members, and personality and character of 

staff members. 

5. The Baptist colleges, as a group, obtained a rating 

of "good" on teaching efficiency of instructors. 

6. There was considerable variability in the scores 

received on area of school site. Four colleges were given 

"excellent" ratings, one school received an "average" rating 

and two colleges obtained ratings of "poor." A total rating 

of average was received. 

7. A rating of "average" was received on placement of 

buildings on school site. The individual ratings ranged from 

a low of "fair" to a high of "excellent." 

8. A rating of "good" or "excellent" was obtained by 

six Baptist colleges on indoor facilities. Only one college 

scored below 80 per cent. 

9. On outdoor facilities, supplies (general), and pro-

vision for prevention and emergency care of injuries, the 
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Baptist colleges received a rating of "fair." Only four 

schools obtained a rating above "average" on any of these 

three sub-units. 

10. With the exception of two schools, all Baptist in-

stitutions acquired a rating of "poor" on equipment. A total 

rating of "poor" was given to the Baptist colleges. 

11. All Baptist colleges, except one, received ratings 

of "poor" on the sub-units, percentage of students enrolled 

in activity classes, health examination of students by phy-

sician, dentist, and nurse, clinical examination of students 

by physical education instructors, and teaching load (assigned 

time). 

12. The Baptist colleges, as a group, were given a 

rating of "poor" on assignment of students to classes and size 

of classes (corrective or restrictive). Only two colleges on 

each sub-unit obtained ratings above "poor." 

13« The Baptist colleges received a rating of "good" on 

size of activity classes (normal group) and grading in activ-

ity courses. Only one college on each sub-unit received a 

rating below "average." 

14. On records kept and used, a total rating of "fair" 

was obtained. Only one school obtained a rating of "good." 

15' A rating of "excellent" was awarded to all Baptist 

colleges on the sub-unit credit. 

16. The Baptist colleges, as a group, obtained a rating, 

of "fair" on athletic award system. The percentage scores 
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ranged from a low of ^5«7 per cent or a rating of "poor" to 

a high of 91.^ per cent or a rating of "excellent." 

17. On instructional period (service program), intramural 

athletics, and intercollegiate athletics the Baptist colleges 

received a rating of "poor." Only one school received a 

percentage score above 70 on any of the three sub-units. 

18. The Baptist colleges received a rating of "excel-

lent" on general budget, source of budget support, and rank 

of staff. Only two institutions obtained percentage scores 

below 90 on any of these three sub-units. 

19- A rating of "poor" was assigned to the Baptist col-

leges on administrative organization and budget ratio. Two 

schools obtained a rating of "excellent" on administrative or-

ganization and five schools received a rating of "poor." On 

budget ratio, no school obtained a percentage score above 80. 

20. A rating of "average" was obtained by the Baptist -

colleges on salaries of staff. The percentage scores ranged 

from a low of 53.3 or a rating of "poor" to a high of 100 or 

a rating of "excellent." 

21. A "fair" rating was given to the Baptist colleges" 

on duties of staff. Only two colleges received percentage 

scores of 80 or a rating of "good." 

22. On recruiting of athletes, the Baptist colleges 

obtained a rating of "good." 

23. Four of the Baptist colleges received a rating of 

"poor" on assignment of grants-in-aid to athletes. A total 

rank of "poor" was assigned. 
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Zh. A rating of "average" was obtained by the Baptist 

colleges on distribution of grants-in-aid to athletes. Three 

colleges received a rating of "poor" and three received 

ratings of "excellent." 

25. All Baptist colleges obtained a rating of "excellent" 

on professional magazines. 

26. On professional books a rating of "fair" was awarded 

to the Baptist. The percentage scores ranged from a low of 

33.3 to a high of 92. 

27. A rating of "poor" was obtained by all Baptist 

colleges on the sub-unit microcards. 

28. Six Baptist colleges obtained a rating of "fair" 

on undergraduate program. One school received a rating of 

"poor." 

Findings based on the results of the comparison of Texas 

Baptist colleges with selected Texas state colleges and univer-

sities are as follows: 

1. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the state institutions on the 

total physical education program. 

2. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges-and universities on instructional 
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staff (Unit A) revealed no significant statistical difference 

at the .05 level of significance. 

3. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received 

by the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

no significant difference at beyond the .05 level of signif-

icance on the following sub-units of instructional staff 

(Unit A)• 

a. Professional preparation (extent) (Sub-Unit 2) 

b. Professional preparation (recency) (Sub-Unit 3) 

c. Membership in professional organizations 

(Sub-Unit 4) 

d. Attendance at professional meetings (Sub-Unit 5) 

e. Fitness of staff members (Sub-Unit 7) 

f. Teaching efficiency and effectiveness of in-

structors (Sub-Unit 9) 

4. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received 

by the selected Texas state colleges and universities re-

vealed a significant statistical difference at beyond the 

. 05 level of significance in favor of the state institutions 

on the following sub-units of instructional staff (Unit A)« 

a. Professional preparation (kind) (Sub-Unit 1) 

b. Personality and character of staff members 

(Sub-Unit 8) 
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5. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the Baptist colleges on the 

teaching experience (length) (Sub-Unit 6) of instructional 

staff (Unit A). 

6. An analysis of the difference in the sura of ranks 

received ,by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed a 

significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level of 

significance in favor of state institutions on facilities 

(Unit B). 

?. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed no -

significant statistical difference beyond the .05 level of 

significance on the following sub-units of facilities (Unit B): 

a. Area of school site (Sub-Unit 1) 

b. Placement of buildings on site (Sub-Unit 2) 

c. Indoor facilities (Sub-Unit 3) 

d. Outdoor facilities (Sub-Unit 4) 

e. Provision for prevention and emergency care of 

injuries (Sub-Unit 6) 

8. An analysis of the difference in sum of ranks re-

ceived by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 
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the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the state institutions on the 

following sub-units of facilities (Unit B)s 

a. Equipment (Sub-Unit 5) 

b. Supplies (Sub-Unit 6) 

9. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected .Texas state colleges and universities on program 

organization (Unit C) revealed no significant statistical 

difference at beyond the .05 level of significance. 

10. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed no 

significant difference at beyond the .05 level of significance 

on the following sub-units of program organization (Unit C): 

a. Percentage of students enrolled (Sub-Unit 1) 

b. Time allotment for physical education classes 

(Sub-Unit 2) 

c. Health examination of students by physician, 

dentist and nurse (Sub-Unit 3) 

d. Clinical examination of students by physical 

education instructors (Sub-Unit 4) 

e. Assignment of students to classes (Sub-Unit 5) 

f. Size of classes (corrective or restrictive group) 

(Sub-Unit ?) 
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g. Credit (Sub-Unit 10) 

h. Grading in activity courses (Sub-Unit 11) 

i. Athletic award system (Sub-Unit 12) 

11. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the state institutions on the 

following, sub-units of program organization (Unit C)s 

a. Teaching load (assigned time) (Sub-Unit 8) 

b. Records kept and used (Sub-Unit 9) 

12. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the Baptist colleges on size of 

activity classes (normal group) (Sub-Unit 6) of (Unit C). 

13• An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed a 

significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the state institutions on program 

(activity) flJnit D). 

1*K An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 
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no significant difference at beyond the .05 level of sig-

nificance on the sub-unit instructional period (service 

program) of(Unit D). 

15. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the state institutions on the 

following sub-units of program (activity) (Unit D)s 

a. Intramural athletics (Sub-Unit 2) 

b. Intercollegiate athletics (Sub-Unit 3) 

16. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities on admin-

istration (Unit E) revealed no significant statistical 

difference at beyond the .05 level of significance. 

l?. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

no significant difference at beyond the .05 level of signif-

icance on the following sub-units of administration (Unit E): 

a. Administrative organization (Sub-Unit 1) 

b. General budget (Sub-Unit 2) 

c. Source of budget support (Sub-Unit 3) 

d. Budget ratio (Sub-Unit 4) 

e. Rank of staff (Sub-Unit 5) 
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f. Salaries of staff (Sub-Unit 6) 

g. Duties of staff (Sub-Unit 7) 

h. Recruiting athletes (Sub-Unit 8) 

i. Assignment of grants-in-aid (Sub-Unit 9) 

j. Distribution of grants-in-aid (Sub-Unit 10) 

18. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed a 

significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level of 

significance in favor of the state institutions on profes-

sional assistance (library) (Unit F). 

19. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

no significant difference at beyond the .05 level of signif-

icance on the sub-unit professional magazines (Sub-Unit 1) 

of (Unit F). 

20. An analysis of the difference in sum of ranks re-

ceived by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a significant statistical difference at beyond the .05 level 

of significance in favor of the state institutions on the 

following sub-units of professional assistance (library) 

(Unit F): 

a. Professional books (Sub-Unit 2) 

b. Microcards (Sub-Unit 3) 
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21. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities on profes-

sional education (Unit G) revealed no significant statistical 

difference at the .05 level of significance. 

22. An analysis of the difference in the sum of ranks 

received by the Texas Baptist colleges and those received by 

the selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

no significant difference at beyond the .05 level of signif-

icance on undergraduate program (Sub-Unit 1) of professional 

education (Unit G). 

23. An analysis of the correlation of the mean total 

scores of Texas Baptist colleges with the mean total scores 

of selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a point biserial score which was statistically significant at 

beyond the .05 level of significance. 

2*K An analysis of the correlation of the mean unit 

scores of Texas Baptist colleges with the mean unit scores 

of selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed 

a point biserial correlation score which failed to attain the 

.05 level of significance on the following units: 

a. Instructional staff (Unit A) 

b. Program organization (Unit C) 

c. Administration (Unit E) 

25. An analysis of the correlation of the mean unit 

scores of Texas Baptist colleges with the mean unit scores 
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of selected Texas state colleges and universities revealed a 

point biserial correlation score which was significant at 

beyond the .0.5 level of significance on the following units: 

a. Facilities (Unit B) 

b. Program (activity) (Unit C) 

c. Professional assistance (Unit F) 

d. Professional education program (Unit G) 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based on the findings of 

the study of Texas Baptist colleges: 

1. The instructional staffs of Texas Baptist colleges 

are well prepared in physical education. 

2. Practical student experience in a wide variety of 

activities is somewhat restricted at the Baptist colleges 

due to limited extent of program activities. 

3. The program organization of Texas Baptist colleges 

is weak. This weakness probably results from the limited 

number of physical education staff members. 

The scope of the program (activities) was poor. 

5. The general administrative procedures employed by 

the Baptist institutions were acceptable and conducive to 

effective recommended procedures. 

6. With the exception of microcards, the library re-

sources of Texas Baptist colleges are adequate. 

7. The extent of the professional education under-

graduate program of Texas Baptist colleges is weak. 
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Conclusions based on the findings of the comparison of 

Texas Baptist colleges with selected Texas state colleges and 

universities are as follows! 

1. The Texas state institutions are better prepared to 

provide broad, extensive physical education programs than are 

the Texas Baptist schools. 

2. The preparation of the instructional staff of the 

Texas Baptist colleges are equal to the staff preparation of 

the Texas state institutions. 

3. The physical education facilities of the Texas state 

institutions are superior to the facilities of the Texas 

Baptist colleges. 

4. The efficiency and effectiveness of the Texas Baptist 

colleges on program organization are equivalent to the program 

organization of Texas state institutions. 

5. The program (activity) of the selected Texas state 

colleges and universities is more extensive than the program 

(activity) of the Baptist colleges. 

6. The Texas Baptist colleges and the Texas state in-

stitutions are equivalent in the effectiveness of admin-

istrative procedures used. 

?. The library resources of the selected state colleges 

and universities are better than the library resources of 

the Baptist colleges. 
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8. The selected Texas state institutions provide a more 

serviceable professional education program than do the Texas 

Baptist colleges. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations based on the findings and conclusions 

are as follows: 

1. Administrators and physical education staff members 

should evaluate their physical education programs in the 

sub-units where low scores were obtained to determine if 

improvement to specific areas would facilitate total program 

improvement and be consistent with the purposes, aims, and 

objectives of their particular college. 

2. The various institutions should endeavor to provide 

leave time and financial assistance to encourage membership 

of physical education instructors in professional meetings. 

3. Inviting service programs, based on student needs, 

should be developed to encourage students to continue in 

physical education after institutional physical education 

requirements are fulfilled. 

4. A comprehensive clinical examination of students by 

physical education staff members should be used to facilitate 

the planning of personal programs based on specific individ-

ual needs. 

5. College administrators should attempt to bring weekly 

assigned work time of physical education staff members in 

line with recommended standards. 
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6. An evaluation of the instructional program (service), 

intramural athletics, and intercollegiate athletics should 

be conducted to ascertain the value of more extensive programs 

in each of these areas. 

7i Physical educators should exert the leadership nec-

essary to increase the library's holdings of microcards in 

health, physical education, and recreation. 

8. Physical education administrators and staff members 

should continue to evaluate and seek improvement of the total 

physical education program. 
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APPENDIX 

December 6, 1969 

Name 
Chairman of Physical Education Department 
Address 

Dear Sirs 

I am a faculty member at the University of Corpus Christi, 
on leave to complete work on my doctorate at North Texas State 
University. I have the approval of my graduate committee to 
analyze the men's physical education program in Texas Baptist 
colleges and to compare the information with the data obtained 
from Carl Miller's study of Texas State colleges and univer-
sities. I would appreciate your schools participation in the 
study. 

The instrument I plan to use for this study is the 
Neilson, Comer, Griffin score card. It was originally devel-
oped by N. R. Neilson, revised by James L. Comer, and revised 
again by J. Richard Jones. The score card is very compre-
hensive and should yield much valuable information in terms 
of standards and directions for self improvement. 

It would require that I make a one day visit to your 
campus and the process would be completed within the one day 
period. You will be provided with the necessary information 
three weeks before scoring and the time required to assemble 
necessary data would be held to a minimum. 

At the conclusion of the study, the score card booklet 
will be returned to you, along with a summary of the com-
pleted study. The right of each school to remain anonymous 
will be respected. 

A self addressed envelope is enclosed for your con-
venience in replying. 

Sincerely, 

(Signature) 
Claudius Ray Smith 
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December 20, 1969 

Name 
Chairman of Physical Education Department 
Address 

Dear Sir: 

Thank you for accepting the date of for 
my visit to your campus. If you can arrange to have all or 
most of the following information ready in advance of my 
visit it will greatly reduce the demands on your time. 

1. Area of school site in acres. 
2. Number of bleacher seats—indoor and outdoor. 
3. Dimensions of all rooms used in connection with the 

physical education program. 
k. Dimensions of outdoor play fields and courts. 
5. List of indoor and outdoor equipment. 
6. Total school enrollment; total men enrolled. 
7. Number of men enrolled in physical education. 
8. Enrollment record of all classes, 
9. Statement concerning grading system. 
10. Sample of record cards used in physical education . 

courses. 
11. Transcript of all college work done to date by each 

instructor. 
12. Verification of professional meetings attended by 

each instructor. 
13. Verification of present affiliation with professional 

organizations for each instructor. 
14. Years of teaching experience for each instructor. • 
15. List of staff members with rank. 
16. Number of minutes weekly each physical education 

instructor is assigned to a teaching assignment. 
17. Record of recent health examination for each 

instructor. 
18. List of yearly program of activities in the service 

program. 
19. Statement of criteria regulating intramural and 

intercollegiate athletic award systems. 
20. Source of budget support (pertinent information). 
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21. Administrative organization of your institution. 
22. List of professional magazines available at the 

institution. 
23. Alphabetical list of all education books in the 

school of physical education department. 
2k. A recent general catalog available. 

I greatly appreciate your time and effort in this project 
and I am looking forward to seeing and visiting your campus 
aga in. 

Sincerely, 

(Signature) 
Claudius Ray Smith 
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