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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Strength is an important prerequisite for good athletic perform

ance. This is especially true in activities that require the applica

tion of force to an external object such as the shot put, discus throw, 

or javelin throw. In golf, tennis, badminton^ and handball, strength 

needed for best performance is probably less than in activities re

quiring the moving of greater loads. If the athlete does not possess 

enough strength in a sport, he will limit his best performance. By 

the same token, if sufficient strength is not present, scores in physical 

performance tests \̂ ill likewise be less. 

Strength has been found to relate to physical fitness, ijccause 

of this, most physical fitness and motor ability tests contain strength 

test items. The strength test items which have been related to phy

sical performance in previous studies are left and right grip, back and 

leg strength, chins, and dips. These items constitute the Strength 

Index Test. Although studies have been done relating the Strength 

Index to various physical fitness and motor ability tests, none were 

found that related the Strength Index to the American Association of 

Health, Physical Education, and Recreation (AAHPER) Physical Fitness 

Test or the Barrow Motor Ability Test. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was two-fold: 

1. To determine the relationship of the Strength Index to the AAHPER 

Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor Ability Test. 

2. To determine whether the relationships between the Strength 

Index and both the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor 



Ability Test were significantly different from the relationships found 

in previous studies between the Strength Index and the Three Event 

Southern Methodist University Test, Five Event Southern Methodist 

University Test, Physical Fitness Index, Larson's Outdoor Test, General 

Motor Capacity Score, General Motor Ability Score, General Vozor Achieve

ment Quotiei.L, Motor Quotient, Larson's Dynamic Ŝ rengcli In*̂ -̂:, Indiana 

University Motor Fitness Index-A, ln^-Li..r.a University Motor Fitness Index-

B, Brown's Test, and Larson's Outdoor Test Form-B. 

Keea for the Study 
> 

A-Lthough it is common knowledge chat strength is related to physi

cal i>arformance, the degree of relationship between the Stren̂ tih Index 

..nd bociii the ....KPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Moror .-bility 

is not known. This knowledge would assist tne zs.^^lccL educator rn design

ing a rrdning program which would place suffic^^ .c ̂ .v.ohasis on strength 

traini. 3 zo result in am improvement in performance scores on these tests. 

Definition of Terms 

Static Strength. This is the: force a contracting muscle can c.̂  ly to 

an immovable object without appreciably shortening the i.en̂ rh o2 th^ 

muscle. 

Dynamic Stro .Jth. This is tht; force a contracting v.vuscle can . >ly in 

raovin;̂  t.r .̂ ô ect a prescribed distanoe. The length of m e contracting 

..̂ scle s..wrtens while moving the loac. 

Review of tne Literature 

effects f̂ Strength Training on Performance. 

Strength is known to affect performance. In so-.-t aetivlti^t ^n 

Increase in strength will result in an improvement 1:. ̂ .̂.̂ utic oerf orv.-.ance. 

Chui (4) studied the effects of a general weight training ;vrogra;v. 



t̂̂  
on athletic power. Twenty-three subjects were tested for athletic pow

er as measured by the standing Sargent Jump, running Sargent Jump, stand

ing broad jump, eight pound shot put, tŵ .lve pound shot put, and sixty 

yard sprint. The results showed that weight training v/as highly effect

ive for increasing athletic power. 

Zorbas and Karpovich (16) tested six hundred subjeo^^ zc determine 

how fast they could complete twenty-four rotary arm movements. Half 

tne subjects t.ac participated in weight lifting at least six months and 

the other half had never done weight lifting. Each s,. ̂ ect v/as given 

two trials with a three minute rest oetween trials. Tn.̂  ̂ ^^t trial 

was u-:.v;̂. Weight lifters were significantly faster than the nonlifters. 

Tne av̂ thors concluded that weight lifting increased speed of c.r.w movu-

ment. 

Tne effect of weight training on the vertical jump was studied by 

Garth (8). Nineteen basketball players were measured in vertical jump 

^efore and after a period of six weeks. During this period the subjects 

train.--a on the military press, curl, forvard raise, xateral raise, and 

walki.i,̂  squat exercise. In addition, they performed twenty vertical 

jumps .. day using only their body weight. The î ean increase It. ver

tical jumping -̂ oight was 2.47 inches with the rl^ r.̂ nd and 2. ro Inches 

with the left ...nd. The values were significant at .̂.̂  .01 level and 

showec tnat weight training and/or twenty vertical jur.ips a day incrc.sed 

the vertical jump. 

Ke-^er (9) studied the effects of weigh't training on tuo .. Ign j...up-

ing ability of eight high schoo^ boys who had one to three scasors of 

experience in this event prior to the study. Three v;cehs before the 

commence :ir.z of weight training, the suojects higli jur.v̂:ied unti. In.. 

M y ,/^.. 



were able to attain their previous best effort. The subjects then train

ed for eight weeks, three times weekly, on weight training exercises 

consisting of the high pull-curl, walking squat, head-bent rowing motion, 

sit-ups, high rapid dead lift, side bond, press on toes, and straddle 

hop. After the completion of training, the subject's high jumping ability 

increased to the extent of 3.35 inches. It was concluded that weight 

training will increase leg power. 

Baer (1) determined the effects of static and dynamic strength train

ing on strength, work capacity, and reaction time. Sixty-three subjects 

participated in a training program designed to increase the strength of 

_he v̂ rist fexors. A strain gauge was used to measure strength V7hile 

v.ork capacity was determined with an ergograp:.. An electronic device 

was usv̂iu to measure reaction time. The results showed that strength 

training improved work capacity, reaction time, and strength signifi

cantly in all the groups. 

Mitchell (15) studied the effects of increased strength in over-

eoming handicaps of added body weight. Fifty-six uule subjects were 

tested before and after a period of nine weeks on chinning, dipping, 

L hot-put, Sargent Jump, and 300 yard run. During this period, z\\e. sub

jects trained with weight training exercises. Each subject was tested 

four times on each measure; once, without weight aaded to tne boay; 

second, with five percent of body weight added; third, with t̂ r. percent 

added; and fourth, with fifteen percent added. The robu^ts shov.̂ d 

that an increase in strength overcame the hanulcaps of addv.d body weight. 

Kurt (10) studied the effects of v/eight trami^ng - n hand-eye 

coordination, b^^^nce, and response time. Twenty-thr̂ -̂  collê .c stu

dents were rae..suiod for hand-eye coordination, balance, an.̂  response 

^ ^ 



time before and after ten week weight training program. Hand-eye 

coordination was measured by having the subject touch a dial when a 

swinging pendulum was perpendicular. Fifty trials were employed. Bal

ance was measured by having a subject stand on a movable board and the 

number of times balance was lost in five, one-half minute trials, was 

counted. Response time was measured by having a subject respond to one 

of four lights in s. specific way after the light flashed. After the 

weight training period, hand-eye coordination, balance, and response 

time all improved significantly beyond the .01 level. 

Meadows (14) determined the effects of strength training on speed 

and force of the offensive football charge. Eighty-four subjects were 

equated into three groups of twenty-eight. One group trained statically, 

another group dynamically, and the third group was a control. Meadows 

found that only the strength trained groups improved significantly in 

speed and force in the offensive football charge. 

Dennison (6) determined the effects of strength training on mus

cular endurance.. Ten subjects in each of two groups participated in 

either static or dynamic training programs twice a week for eight weeks. 

One group performed the Commander Set of static exercises while the other 

group participated in a weight training program. Chinning and dipping 

were used to measure muscular endurance. Endurance was determined before 

and after the eight week training program. Both groups showed statis

tically significantly improvement in muscular endurance. 

The effects of strength improvement on vertical jump ability was 

studied by Berger (2), Eighty-nine subjects were divided into four 

groups. One group trained with the squat exercise for ten repetitions 

each session, another trained with fifty to sixty percent of Z\\Q. ten 



RM for ten repetitions of jumping squats, a third group trained stati

cally at two positions of the squat, and the fourth group was a control. 

Training took place three times weekly for seven weeks. The two groups 

that trained dynamically improved significantly in vertical jump whereas 

the group that trained statically did not. It was concluded that weight 

training will improve leg power. 

These studies show that physical performance can be improved by 

strength training. The specific aspects of performance improved were 

power, speed, strength, work capacity, reaction time, balance, hand-eye 

coordination, and endurance. 

Relation of Strenĝ th to Performance 

There is often a relationship between strength and performance. When 

an activity is performed, strength is required. The greater the resis

tance to be overcome, the greater is the relationship between strength 

and the ability to perform. 

Larson (11) tested one hundred and sixty male freshmen at Spring

field College to find the degree of relationship between the Strength 

Index and a motor ability test consisting of bar snap, feet to bar, 

half-lever, bar vault, rope climb, frog stand, standing broad jump, 

running broad jump, standing hop-step-jump, football punt for distance, 

shot-put, dodging run, and 440 yard run. The Strength Index items were 

left and right grip, back and leg strength, chinning, and dipping. A 

significant correlation coefficient of .591 was found between the 

Strength Index and the motor ability test. 

After testing two hundred and fifty college men at the University 

of California at Los Angeles, Cozens (5) found a significant correlation 

coefficient of .567 between the Strength Index and a general athletic 

ability test consisting of baseball throw, football throw, bar snap. 



Sargent Broad Jump, dodging, 300 yard run, Roger's Arm Strength, McCloy's 

Arm strength, back and leg lift, knee resistance and pull, arm push 

and pull and left and right grip. 

Brown (3) tested two hundred and eight male freshmen at Southern 

Methodist University to determine the relationship of the Strength Index 

to numerous physical fitness and motor ability tests. He found corre

lation coefficients ranging from .389 to .689. The following tests 

were correlated to the Strength Index: 

Three Event Southern Methodist University Test; Sit-ups, 240 

shuttle run, and chins.(r=.576). 

Five Event. Southern Methodist University Test: Squat thrust, 

sit ups, push ups, 240 yard shuttle run, and chins (r=.576). 

Physical Fitness Index: This index is a score derived from com

paring an achieved Strength Index with a norm based upon the indivi

dual's sex, weight, and age (r=.576). 

Larson's Outdoor Test: Softball throw, chins, bar snap and ver

tical jump (r=.689). 

General Motor Capacity Score: Vertical jump, squat thrust, and 

Iowa-Brace which consists of twenty-one stunt test items (r=.542). 

General Motor Ability Score: 60-yard dash, standing broad jump, 

running high jump, and twelve pound shot-put (r=.607). 

General Motor Achievement Quotient: This is found by dividing 

the General Motor Ability Score by the General Motor Capacity Score 

(r=.535). 

Motor Quotient: The General Motor Capacity Score is divided by 

the norm for the General Motor Capacity Score as found in McCloy's 

Tables (13) (r=.328). 
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Larson's Dynamic Strength Index: Chins, dips, and vertical jump 

(r=.535). 

Indiana University Motor Fitness Index-A: Chins, push ups, and 

vertical jump (r=.580). 

Indiana University Motor Fitness Index-B; Chins and push ups 

(r-.595). 

Brown's Test: 240 yard shuttle run, chins, and turn jump (r=.516). 

Larson's Outdoor Test Form-B: Softball throw for discance, chins, 

bar snap, and vertical jump (r=.626). 

In the studies by Larson, Cozens, and Brown, strength has been 

shown to be significantly related to physical performance. This was 

shown by the coefficients ranging from .389 to .689 between the Strength 

Index and physical performance tests. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Strength is one of the most important components of physical fit

ness. Since this is true, the improvement of muscular strength will, 

in many cases, result in an improvement in total fitness. Knowing the 

degree of importance of strength in a specific physical fitness test or 

motor ability test, will assist in the planning of a conditioning pro

gram most conducive to increasing performance. The importance of strength 

to physical performance in a particular test can be determined from 

the relationship between strength and that test. The purpose of this 

study was first^ to find the relationship of the Strength Index to the 

AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor Ability Test and, 

secondly, to determine whether the relationships between the Strength 

Index and both the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and tne Barrow Motor 

Ability Test were significantly different from the relationships found 

in previous studies between the Strength Index and the Three Event 

Southern Methodist University Test, Five Event Southern Methodist 

University Test, Physical Fitness Index, Larson's Outdoor Test, General 

Motor Capacity Score, General Motor Ability Score, General Motor Achieve

ment Quotient, Motor Quotient, Larson's Dynamic Strength Index, Indiana 

University Motor Fitness Index-A, Indiana University Motor Fitness Index-

B, Brown's Test, and Larson's Outdoor Test Form-B. 

Procedures 

One hundred and ten male college students at Texas Technological 

College were tested on the Strength Index, the AAHPER Physical Fitness 

Test, and the Barrows Motor Ability Test. The sample was considered 

representative of the normal population of first and second year college 

male students at this school. A description of the test items is pre-
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sented. 

The Strength Index. 

The Strength Index consisted of the following items: 

Leg Strength. A standard (G. Tieman and Co.) leg dynamometer was 

used to measure static leg strength. The starting position for the 

test was sitting with the back in a vertical position and against a wall. 

The upper legs were spaced about twelve inches apart and flat on the 

floor. While in this position, a leather strap was placed behind the 

subjects neck and secured to the handle of the dynamometer. The length 

of the dynamometer chain was adjusted so that the proper testing position 

could be maintaj.ned. The subject attempted to raise vertically keep

ing the back afjsd shoulders against the wall. The subject was instructed 

not to begin with a sudden jerk but to exert a steady even force. 

Back Strength. A standard (G- Tieman and Co.) back dynamometer was 

used to measure static back strength. Starting position for the test 

was erect, knees locked, and fingers extending down the front of the 

thigh. The height of the handle was adjusted to the tip of the fingers. 

The subject then grasped the handles with a reverse grip. The subject 

was asked to lift straight up while the examiner spotted by placing his 

hands over the subjects to prevent the latters hands from slipping. 

Left and Right Grip Strength. A hand tensiometer was used to 

measure left and right grip strength. The hand spacing on the instrument 

was such as to allow a maximum score for all subjects. 

Pull Ups. The starting position for the pull up was with palms 

facing away from the subject. The subject completed a pull up when 

the arms were sufficiently flexed to permit the chin to raise above the 

bar. All swaying, swinging, or kicking during the test was prevented. 
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Dips. The starting position for the dip was with the arms straight 

and supporting the weight of the body between parallel bars. The arms 

were flexed until the upper arms were parallel to the ground and then 

extended until the starting position was again attained. All swaying, 

swinging, or kicking during the test, was prevented by the tester. If 

the arms were not completely extended, the dip was not counted. 

Lung Capacity. The lung capacity was not included as one of the 

test items because it has been shown in previous investigations to be 

of little significance as an element in the strength test (5). 

The Strength Index gross score is obtained by summing the following 

four strength t^sts: left and right grip, back and leg strength, pull-

ups and dips. The latter two tests are combined in a formula (Dips + 

Pull-ups) ( . >̂ ^̂ ĝ ^ + Height - 60). 

The AAHPER Physical Fitness Test. 

The AAHPER Physical Fitness Test consisted of the following test 

itmes: 

Pull Ups. This test item was described previously for the Strength 

Index Test. 

Sit Ups. The starting position was supine with knees straight and 

feet approximately twelve inches apart. With the hands clasped behind 

the head, the subject raised the trunk and touched one elbow to the 

opposite knee was alternated each repetition. 

Shuttle Run. The subject stood behind one of two parallel lines 

which were spaced thirty feet apart. Two wooden blocks were placed 

just behind the other side of the second line. On a signal, the subject 

ran to the second line, picked up one of the blocks and placed it behind 

the starting line, ran back to pick up the second block and returned 



12 

to the starting line. The time required to complete the test was the 

score. 

Standing Broad Jump. The subject was instructed to jump forward 

with both feet as far as possible. The best of three jumps was recorded 

50 Yard Dash. The starting position was left to the discretion 

of the subject. The time required to cover this distance was recorded. 

Softball Throw. Each subject was permitted three throws with a 

twelve inch softball. A fifteen foot approach run was permitted. 

Scoring was to the nearest foot. 

600 Yard Run-WaIk. Subjects were tested to determine the time 

required to run. and/or walk a distance of 600 yards around a rectangu

lar course 110 yards long and 20 yards wide. 

T-scores were computed for each of the test items. Composite 

test scores were obtained for each subject by summing the T-scores 

of all test items. 

The Barrow Motor Ability Test 

The 'test items of the Barrow Motor Ability Test are as follows: 

60 Yard Dash. The same test procedure was followed as described 

in the AAHPER Test for 50 yards. 

Wall Pass. The subject stood with a regulation basketball behind 

a restraining line nine feet from a smooth wall. The ball was passed 

against the wall and caught on the rebound as many times as possible 

during a fifteen second time period. 

Zigzag Run. The starting position was left to the discretion of 

the subject. The course was a ten by sixteen foot rectangle with a 

block of wood placed at each corner and one block placed in the center 

of the rectangle. The subject traversed the course three ti;nes running 
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around the center block and each of the blocks placed at the corners. 

Time required to complete the course was recorded. 

Medicine Ball Put. The subject was permitted three trials at 

putting an eight pound medicine ball. A distance of fifteen feet be

hind the restraining line was designated as the area in \7hich a run 

was permitted. Scoring was to the nearest half-foot. 

Standing Broad Jump. The subject was instructed to jump for\v?ard 

with both feet as far as possible. The best of three juxps was recorded, 

Softball Throw. The same procedure was followed as described in 

the AAHPER Test for softball throw. 

There is a table of weighted T-scores for the Barrow Motor Ability 

Test. Composite scores were obtained by summing the weighted T-scores 

of each test item. 

Statistical Analysis 

The Barrow Motor Ability Test and the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test 

were both related to the Strength Index by means of the Pearson-Product 

Moment Correlation Coefficient (7). The coefficients obtained from 

these relationships were then compared to the coefficients obtained in 

previous studies where the Strength Index was related to performance 

tests. 

file:///7hich


CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship of 

strength to the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor 

Ability Test. Data were collected from one hundred and ten male college 

students who were tested for strength, physical fitness, and motor 

ability. Correlation coefficients were determined between the Strength 

Index and both the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor 

Ability Test. The correlation coefficients were then analyzed to 

determine the degree of relationship of strength to these physical 

performance tests and to determine whether the relationships between 

the Strength Index and both the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the 

Barrow Motor Ability Test were significantly different from the relation

ships found in previous studies. 

Analysis of Results 

The correlation coefficients found between the Strength Index 

and both the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor Ability 

Test were .587 and .519 respectively; both significant beyond the .01 

level. These relationships between strength and performance were similar 

to the relationships obtained in an earlier study between the Strength 

Index and several physical fitness and motor ability tests. Brown (3) 

tested two hundred and eight male freshmen at Southern Methodist Univer

sity to determine the relationship of the Strength Index to nuraerous 

physical fitness and motor ability tests. The Strength Index correlated 

.532 with the Southern Methodist University Test, .576 with the Southern 

14 
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Methodist University Five Events Test, .576 with the Physical Fitness 

Index, .689 with Larson's Outdoor Test Form-A, .542 with the General 

Motor Capacity Score, .328 with the Motor Quotient Test, .607 with the 

General Motor Ability Score, .535 with the General Motor Ability Quotient, 

.590 with the Dynamic Strength Index, .580 with the Indiana Motor 

Fitness Index Form-B, and .626 with Larson's Outdoor Test Form-B. The 

test items comprising these tests were described and presented in 

Chapter I. 

Comparing the coefficients obtained in the present study, between 

the Strength Index and the AAHPER test and the Barrow test, to the 

coefficients obtained by Brown showed that there were no physical fitness 

or motor ability tests that contained a significantly higher (.01) 

strength component than was found in the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test 

and in the Barrow Motor Ability Test. The similarity in the relation

ships between the Strength Index and physical performance tests found 

in this study and in previous studies indicated the inclusion in 

each test of common test items and/or factors common to all tests. An 

analysis of the motor performance factors contained in the physical fit

ness and motor ability tests disclosed that several factors were common 

in each. In the total number of fifteen comparisons bett7een the Strength 

Index and a test, the factor of speed was measured in ten tests, 

muscular strength in twelve tests, power in fifteen tests, and 

endurance in nine tests. 

The correlation coefficients between the Strength Inu^x ^nd the 

physical performance test items are presented in Appendix 3. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of relation

ship between the Strength Index and both the AAHPER Physical Fitness 

Test and the Barrow Motor Ability Test. One hundred and ten freshmen 

and sophomore college students at Texas Technological College were 

tested on the Strength Index Test, the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test, 

and the Barrow Motor Ability Test. The Strength Index Test consisted 

of left and right grip, back and leg strength, dips, and pull ups. 

The AAHPER Physical Fitness Test consisted of 50-yard dash, softball 

throw, pull ups, sit ups, shuttle run, standing broad jump, and 600-

yard run-walk. The Barrow Motor Ability Test consisted of standing 

broad jump, 60-yard dash, wall pass, softball throw, zigzag run, and 

medicine ball put. The coefficients obtained between the Strength In

dex and both the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor 

Ability Test were .589 and .519, respectively, both significant at 

the .01 level. These relationships between the Strength Index and both 

the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor Ability Test 

were in agreement with the findings of previous studies which related 

the Strength Index to other performance tests. 

Conclusions 

Based on the results of this study, it was concluded: 

1. There is a significant relationship between the Strength Index 

and the AAHPER Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor Ability Test. 

2. The relationships between the Strength Index and both the AAHPER 

16 
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Physical Fitness Test and the Barrow Motor Ability Test were not sig

nificantly different from the relationships found in previous studies 

between the Strength Index and the Three Event Southern Methodist University, 

Five Event Southern Methodist University Test, Physical Fitness Index, 

Larson's Outdoor Test, General Motor Capacity Score, General Motor Ability 

Score, General Motor Achievement Quotient, Motor Quotient, Larson's Dy

namic Strength Index, Indiana University Motor Fitness Index-A, Indiana 

University Motor Fitness Index-A, Indiana University Motor Fitness In-

dex-B, Brown's Test, and Larson's Outdoor Test Form-B. 

Recommendations 

'.1. Investigations should be conducted to determine whether static 

strength or dynamic strength is more highly related to performance. 

2. Strength tests which best predict athletic performance should 

be determined. 

3. The degree of strength needed in various physical performance 

tests for optimum ability should be determined. 

4. The substitution of the arm strength score in the Strength 

Index test for one that more accurately predicts arm strength is needed: 

The present arm strength score was found by McCloy (13) to result 

in spurious results in lower and upper levels of strength. 
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Svbjcct No. 
I 
2 
3 
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19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

Strength 
1467 
1674 
2154 
1705 
1301 
882 
1304 
1345 
1757 
2018 
1509 
1620 
1182 
1627 
1525 
2079 
1489 
2208 
2883 
1281 
1599 
1619 
1423 
2186 
1196 
1361 
2027 
1087 
1293 
2026 
1670 
2033 
1827 
1701 
2845 
2312 
1640 
1671 
2569 
2251 
2719 
2054 
17-37 
2666 
1428 
1758 
2779 

APPENDIX A 

INDIVIDUAL COMPOSITE Rx\W SCORES 

Strength Index Barrow Motor Ability A^^HPER hhysical Fitness 
408 325 
401 34b 
506 368 
435 341 
384 316 
299 225 
400 271 
407 316 
483 398 
381 324 
371 258 
490 330 
338 :i06 
410 350 
447 371 
• 462 383 
474 323 
480 284 
470 403 
292 199 
492 313 
533 360 
509 350 
546 374 
421 230 
408 290 
518 358 
463 309 
457 316 
525 329 
479 337 
641 ^26 
417 354 
347 2S6 
535 436 
590 430 
416 2b0 
520 405 
401 304 
481 364 

543 ^-^ 
449 ^oo 
339 3^5 
577 337 
373 304 

402 518 
414 477 

20 
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Subject No. 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 

Strength Index 
1355 
1932 
1099 
2659 
1676 
2282 
1699 
1940 
1535 
1440 
1998 
2382 
2525 
2448 
1017 
1672 
2263 
1672 
2223 
1994 
1527 
1401 
1446 
1189 
1802 
1828 
1665 
2140 
2145 
1517 
1564 
1411 
1906 
2235 
1747 
1346 
1760 
1592 
1727 
2089 
2623 
1408 
1620 
1989 
1514 
1648 
1515 
1687 
2270 
1643 
2046 

Barrow Motor Ability 
320 
541 
499 
386 
490 
456 
416 
481 
397 
446 
472 
560 
455 
440 
268 
404 
512 
484 
616 
495 
362 
361 
336 
559 
560 
504 
390 
439 
576 
462 
458 
360 
580 
599 
387 
465 
477 
404 
358 
470 
415 
249 
477 
546 
485 
499 
468 
515 
488 
436 
527 

AAHPER Physical Fitness 
251 
402 
387 
325 
408 
345 
323 
377 
323 
345 
336 
420 
361 
326 
224 
275 
413 
385 
444 
347 
301 
271 
227 
382 
417 
387 
295 
380 
373 
385 
348 
311 
415 
471 
311 
361 
366 
269 
307 
369 
401 
276 
342 
379 
365 
360 
419 
386 
422 
398 
430 
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Subject No. 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 

St: rength 
1484 
1302 
2112 
2327 
1847 
1846 
2583 
1828 
1712 
2543 
2300 
1634 

Index Barrow Motor 
329 
454 
410 
573 
433 
503 
639 
390 
480 
488 
563 
578 

Abil: ity AAHPER Physical Fitness 
247 
373 
296 
372 
265 
413 
489-
316 
350 
421 
414 
427 



APPENDIX B 

THE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN THE STRENGTH INDEX 
AND THE PHYSICAL PERFORMANCE TEST ITEMS 

Pull ups 417 
Sit ups 278 
Shuttle Run 388 
Standing Broad Jump 386 
50 Yard Dash 446 
Softball Throw 437 

600 Yard Run/Walk 
60 Yard Run 
Wall Pass 
Zig Zag Run 
Medicine Ball Put 

339 
404 
211 
197 
457 
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