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Abstract

This research investigated the relationship among two

personality variables—~ locus of contrel (LOC) and ss1f

efficacy (SE)- and perceptions of phwsicsl ability for a

specific spovt. In the fir

t phase of the research,
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thely ocverall performance for 3 wvesr. &fter these rankings

were published the same groups were again asked to rate

1

the plavers’ physic

1]
'ad

alent. The ratings are comparsd

to each other and in relation to SE and LOC.
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2lf Efficacy, Locu antroel, and Athletic ARility

Introduced by Bandura (1377) the self efficacy theory

desls with an individual‘s perceived coping ability in

1]

given =zitusati . Persistence in an acrtivity is mediated

]
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by the level of self efficacy that an individual posse:
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Self efficacy is learned, according to Bandura, from

-t

accomplishments and experiences. It is further modified
through feedback from other sources such az parents and

pesys. Bandura divides self

iy}

fficacy into fouy categories:

social, cognitive, linguistic, and physical. The latrer,

physical is the most pertinent to this study.
&n actusl physical self efficacy scale has been
developed by Ryckman,Robbins, Thornton, and Cantrell

(1982) in =an attempt to measure physical self concept.

Therstudu ahows that individuals with high levels of

m
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perceived phusical 1f efficacy have higher self estsem,

are internally oriented on the locus of control scals,

have a lack of social anxiety and self consciousnegss, and

participate in dangerous orv adventuresome activities as
compared to their counterparts-individuals with low

fficacy. Ryckman’s Phusical Self Efficacy

m
"1

phvysical self

Scale (PSEY has also been found to be walid and rvreliable



(McoAuley and Gill, 1983 with a group of gymnasts.

Thers are many factors that can influsnce an individual’s

elf efficscy (Minor and Reoberts, 19284; White, 1333,

m

Barling and abel, 15B3), wvet two that have had very
little focused research are task difficulty and the
individual s involvement in the tashk.

Eandura (1977; Bandura, Adams, & Bever, 1577; Bandursa

“dam 19200 has done the most exten:
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, Harvdy, & Howse
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ressarch with the concept of self efficacy in relation
to inuvoluvement. Bandura =t al (19773 1280) worked with
snake phobics and used self efficacy sz a measure of
improvement. The degree of invelvement in the task-

lesrning to be tolervant of snakes- was high. This is so

becauze of the anxisty that was caused by being arocund

the fezared object. Soms phobics could not look at 5

picture of a snake without being ocvercoms by
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fear andsor revulsion. &s the phobics became de

to the dreaded ochiscts, their levels of s=lf =fficacy

tross. In other words, their pervrceived coping ability

fnxiety reflects involvement in a task and 3 study

was done that measured femal
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athletss anxiety leuesl
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prior to competition (Huddleston

found that skill level interacts

Less

skilled athle

LSS Were mare
than were the move skilled sthle
Another study involved childr
skills (Schunk, 1983), It was fo
WET e ccntingent'upan performance

for participation ar no reward,

Froblem solving and acquisitiaon

Involvement can ba

geen hers as
best becsuse he or she knows tha
vesult in 3 reward. The children
and their levels f self effican
rewarded on g Ferformance cantin
Study that tieg s8lf effican

Was conducted
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gle of self eff cY {Rebok g
Who perceiyeg themselves - hawi
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3T opposed tg those pos SEessing 1
self efficacy Ttated different]
levels gf self efficacy

and Gill, 19813.
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in physicasl activities than were students with lowsr

an accurate predictor of performance scross different
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task difficulty. The subjiects uvsed were children

who showed lower than average arithmetic skills., Th

]

were exposed to 5 modeling learning situation or didactic
instruction and practice. Both methods increassed efficacy

and performance. The levels of difficulty incressed wiith
time, and the sxpevimenter was sble to accuvatsely predict
performance through perceived efficacy. Bandura and

édams {1977 posited that by using self =fficacy, behavior
could be predicted on tasks with varving degress of
difficulty, Once again the subjects werve snake phobics

and the levels of difficulty ranged from watching & film

about snakes to asctuslly handling & snake. The individuals”

1
"

peroceived self efficacy was recorded in the test situation

and it was found to accurately predict their behavior in



Phvsical Ability
Plavers rated their own skill levels and were also rated
by external raters. The subjects also filled out &
gquestionnaire that revealed their levels of self efficacy.
The rvesults were covrelated, and it was found tﬁat
plavers who were rated s highly skilled- both by themsalves

and by the external raters-— had higher self efficac

that mediated s2lf efficacy. In octher wovrds, the higher

were found to be motiwvating forces. In the above discussed
study and the following, self =fficacy is related to
behsvior. The following experiment desls with ftennis

r= to he i

jon
i1}
i
~
st
143
il
o+
1y
[N

Fected di

o
-
1T
£
g
14
-+
J
m
-4
in]
Joe
D
i
i
1]
[....n
~H
M
4
-,
s
.
]
=
o
i
18]
~h

|'”l
¥y
-+
1]
-4
il
o |
~t
-t
Hg
;‘- -t
’_.a

1t
m
-
ot

faor those who have grester or less nuoluvemsnt in the

activity.

Several hypothesis among the variables are explored.
It is expected that the plavers’ phusical talent will

zhow high corrvrelations with the plavers’
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physical talent, the coaches’ rating of phyeical talent,

Iy

the parents”’ rating of physical talent, and the computer
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rank of the plavers’ standings at the end of the season.

SE and LOC are expected to have & zIirong relationship

with the playesrs’ self rating of physical talent and =

stryong relationship with both
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coach and parent ratings. The ratings are also hwpothesized
to interact and, therefore, to show a good corrvelation.

LOC and SE are expected to have an indirvect effect on
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ability =5 well 335 3 weak vet noticeable effect on the
computer rvank. These hvpothesized relationships are
explored in the following study,
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ubiects conzisted of thirty male Junior tennis
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players ranging in ages from 12 vesrs and & months to 14

years and 2 months of age. They were =1l members of the

fourteen and under division of the Mid éatlantic Tennis

fzzaciation. The plavers” coaches and parents wers also

m

included in the study. All subliecis were white and would

be considered middle to uppsey middle clas

1

Materials and Procedure
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2

families and of those 26 replied. Full data were collected

on 20 subjects., &ll participants signed consent forms

Wwetre interviewed and asked to rate the play

relative to a1l of ihe

i}

talent on & percentile scal
plavers competihg in the 14 and under division of the
Mid &tlantic Tennis éSssociation. Three obiective raters
whio were college tennis cosches slso vated the plavers
physical talent on a pervcentile scale (FORT). The intervatsr
covrelation was B
of the three raters’ scores. ALl the percehtilea were
rounded to the nearesst 3. :

Lacus of control (LOCY was measuved by the MNowicki-

Strickland Locus of Contreol scale (Mowicki and Strickland,

1
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1972y, It is = 40 item scale answered by wes oY N0 YesSponse

ation ar the propensity
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luck or fate,. Low scores indicate an internal orientation

or the tendency to atiribute wins and losses to internal

i

cauzes and the self. With the orviginsl testing zample of

1,017 thivrd to twelfth grade students, an internsl
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for grades 5-32 was establi:
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validity was established by correlations with both th
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Intellectual Achiesvemsnt Responsibility fuestionnairve

{r= .51) (Crandsll, Katkowsky, and Crandall, (1263 snd

the Bisler Cromwaell scale
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efficacy (SE) was measured by the Physical Self Efficacy
scale developsed by Rwckman, Robbins, Thornton, and

Cantrell (1522). This
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ranging
from 1 (strongly agres) to & (strongly disagree). It

measures the deqgreese of an indiwvidugl’:
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was found to be .20, This scale =lso covvelates highly
Wwith octher measures of self concept. édmong the validity
correlations was one with the Tennesses FPhysical Self-

Concept Scale (Fitts, 1363) which attainsd a o

Data were gathered after the first one thirvd of the
season. At the end of the sesson computer rankings were

callected from the Mid &tlantic Tennis Association

10

computer and were used as rank valuess (R values). These
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values were calculated by an iterative process th; ook
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the player’s wins and loszes along with the levesl of the

cpponents’
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evement., After publication of theze

[14]

rankings, plavers (SRT), parents (PRTY, coaches (CRT), and

et

thres new objsctive raters (ORT) were again askesd to

vank the plavers’ phusical talsnt,
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Result
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The means and standard deviaticons of the variahl

[
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were calculated and are displaved in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about hers

The corrslations among all of the variables were zlzo
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i)
[m}

computed using & Pearson Product and are shown in Tablse

=

= a

Insert Table 2 zabouzt

The dats produced several interesting velationcships
5E and LOC displayed a high negative correlstion st B <

03 (r= -0.28865). Individusls who =core Righ on the LOC
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the interaction of SE, LOC, and physical tslent. Perhap

the vaters ohsevued the plavers’ actions pricr to the
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ratings based on theses other cuss, The opposite may

be trus,

likely that the cosches would do this for thew spend
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large amounts time with the plavers and ars, therefor

familiar with their personalities, Contraruyto this ides

iz the fact that SE and PPRT and PRT do not correlste,
As expected, SE and FPSRT and SRT correlated at o

ignificant level., Like the coaches, it seems as though
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it would ke hard for the p
phvsical talent and pefsanality variables. Once again,
perhaps the plavers vecognize the interaction between SE
and physical ability. The two seem to be intertwined.
Contrary to the original hypothesis, LOC 4did not interac

wWwith PSRT and SRT. THe plavers may not be 33 asware of

(1]



their LOC orientation as they are of their SE orvientation.
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gnother interesting finding is
the computer ranking correlated with svery other variable.

The computer calcoulates the plavers’ rank based on WIMS,
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effect on the plavers’ abilities. Further reseavch
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= to be done on what sxactly these effects are. Une

would suppose that those with high levels of 5E and

Gnother interesting study could inveolwe the players” LOC

orientation (internal or external) in relation to PERT
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SE and LOC on physical ability and ratings of physical

abilitv.,
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