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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Evaluation is an integral phase of the total education 

process. To evaluate is to ascertain the value of some process 

or thing. Thus, if one is to deteraiine the status of a program, 

an evaluative system of some nature must be utilized. Once the 

present status has been established, it is then possible to set 

goals for improvement and correction of the weaknesses in the 

program. Total eval-uation is achieved when the suggested changes 

have been made and, in turn, evaluated. 

Teacher certification in the twenty-two state-supported, 

four-year colleges and universities in Texas is controlled by 

the Texas Education Agency through the State Board of Education. 

All of the schools in Texas must meet the minimiom standards set 

forth by the Texas Education Agency (?)• Each school has some 

freedoir., however, in determining curriculum content. Therefore, 

program policies and practices may vary between schools. The 

standards as listed by the Texas Education Agency (?) for teacher 

certification in Texas are: 

1. Academic foundations (approximately 2 years) 

a. English 12 semester hours 

b. American History, 6 semester hours 



c. Texas and Federal 3-6 semester hours 
Constitutions 

d. From two (Mathematics, 12 semester hours 
Science, Foreign 
Language) 

2. Institutional Requiranents 

a. Not to include courses specifically required of 

teachers other than the above. 

3. Academic Specialization (Secondary) 

a. Plan I, 

(1). Zk- semester hours in each of two teaching 

fields (including 12 semester hours of 

advanced work in each subject). 

b. Plan H . 

(l). 48 semester hours in a composite field 

(including 18 sonester hours of advanced 

work). 

c. Plan III 

(l). 48 semester hours Technical (non-vocational). 

4. Academic Specialization (Elementary) 

a. Plan I. 

(l). 18 semester hours in one subject (including 

9 semester hours of advanced work). 

(2), 18 semester hours in combination of subjects. 

b. Plan n . 

(l). 24 semester hours in one subject (including 

12 semester hours of advanced work). 

(2). 12 sonester hours in combination of subjects. 
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5. Electives 

6. Professional development 

a. Secondary 

(l), 12 semester hours of professional education 

junior standing or above. 

(2), 12 semester hours specialized content for 

elementary teaching junior standing or above, 

7. Student Teaching 

a, 6 semester hours on level or area or preparation. 

Requirements in the various teaching fields were recommended by 

the Texas Education Agency*s commission on Health and Physical 

Education (6), A summary of the semester hour requirements 

recommended for adequate teacher training in physical education 

follows: 

1. General Education 45 semester hours 

2. Pre-professional 6 semester hours 

3. Specialized Professional 

Preparation ..12 semester hours 

4. Professional Laboratory 

Experience 6 

5. Content Areas 

a. Physical Education 24 semester hours 

b. Second Teaching field...,,.,.18 semester hours 

6. Electives - for an endorsement in a third 

teaching field and/or general education...13 semester hours 



It would be of interest to know the differences in the 

programs of Fnysical Education in Texas schools and how these 

standards compare to those standards recommended on a national 

level. 

> . pose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to compare and evaluate the 

men's professional physical education program curriculum 

practices in four-year, state-supported colleges and universities 

of Texas. 



OTAPTER II 

RELATED LITERATURE 

Because of the relative newness of the Booleralter-Dollgener 

Scorecard (l), little literature is available on the subject. 

Boolwalter (2), hoi-rever, has collected data on sevent3'--six 

institutions from thirteen states over a period of seven years, 

ranging from I96I to the present, using the Boolwalter-Dollgener 

Scorecard (l). Basic findings of the study by Bool<walter indi

cated that physical education programs in the states of North 

Carolina, Illinois, Wisconsin, Netr Jersey, Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, 

Rhode Island, Colorado, Temiessee, \'Iest Virginia, Kentucl^, 

Missouri, and Alabama exhibited the following characteristics: 

1. Institutions idLth superior programs most frequently 

had large enrollments and were universities. 

2. Superior programs were vrithin schools or colleges of 

0iysical education, 

3« Institutions with outstanding programs were public, 

coeducational, non-segregated, and located in the 

north and midwest, 

4. Inferior programs were fo\md in the small, liberal 

arts colleges of the south. 



Opportunistic sampling was recognized as a possible reason for 

the geographical superiority of these schools. However, this 

data reveals the need on a national scale for a representative 

study of undergraduate physical education professional prepara

tion, and that there are evidently psuedo or inadequate professional 

programs maintained by many institutions. 

Dollgener (3) applied the scorecard to selected colleges 

and universities in Indiana by means of a personal interview. It 

was the purpose of his study to provide some idea of status to be 

expected by institutions of certain total enrollments, or certain 

organizational tjrpes, and of institutions under public or private 

authority. He found that state-supported teacher's colleges are 

doing a better job of preparing physical educators. Additional 

information was obtained when percents of attainment of each 

institution were studied in relation to its undergraduate student 

enroliment. It was found that the larger schools were better 

qualified in the area of professional preparation. Also, when 

the type of institution and the undergraduate enrollment were 

combined, the same general conclusions could be made. As enroll

ment increased, the percents of attainment also increased. Scores 

also indicated that tlie institutions with departments of physical 

education within a school or division of physical education were 

better qualified to prepaid physical educators. Measured by 

recommended national standards, this study indicated that insti

tutions of higher learning in the north and midwest sections of 

the United States have superior programs in physical education. 



Also, institutions with higher undergraduate enrollments and a 

departmentalized structure had more adequate programs than those 

who did not fit into these categories, 

Livingston (5) evaluated the undergraduate professional 

preparation in physical education for men in the state colleges 

and universities of Alabama and found that universities came the 

closest to meeting score card standards. He also found that school 

size (enrollment) had a significant effect upon scoring with the 

larger schools generally scoring higher. 

In evaluating the professional preparation in physical 

education for men in the state-supported institutions of higher 

learning in Arkansas, Baker (3) recommended that the number of 

credit hours for anatomy, physiology, and kinesiology be increased. 

Summary 

Bookwalter (2), Dollgener (4), and Livingston (5) found 

that there is a significant relationship between the total school 

enrollment and the attained score on the scorecard, Bookwalter (2) 

and Dollgener (4) also found that the colleges and universities 

that were state -supported also had superior programs. Baker (3) 

found that the schools of higher learning in Arkansas were most 

deficient in the area of foundation sciences. 



CHAPTER i n 

PROCEDURES AND METHODS 

Quality education is a major concern of physical educators 

and administrators. If quality education is to be obtained, one 

must first know the status of the existing program. Once this 

condition has been deteimined, it is then possible to formulate 

an effective plan of action with the objective of correcting the 

indicated weaknesses. 

It was the purpose of this study to determine the status 

of the men's professional physical education programs by evaluating 

the curriculum policies and practices of each four-year, state-

supported college and university of Texas. 

Procedures 

Section III—Curriculum Policies and Practices—of the 

Bookwalter-Dollgener (1) scorecard was selected for use in this 

study because it was easily adaptable to questionnaire form with

out a change in the scoring system (see Appendix A). There were 

twenty-three questions distributed into five sub-areas. The 

sub-areas and their point values were: 

A. General Education 28 points 

3 • Foundation Sciences 18 points 

C, General Professional Education... 22 points 

8 



D, Special Professional Theory .....30 points 

S, Special Prof ess ior^l Techniques 32 points 

An attainment of 130 points was the highest possible score. The 

criteria that were given consideration in the assessment of point 

values to areas and items as listed by Booklwater and Dollgener 

(1) included: 

1. Cruciality or indispensability. 

2. Direct relationship to the program and its purposes, 

3. Number of sub-areas and items. 

4. Provide for crediting partial compliance. 

5. Item discrimination. 

The questionnaire adapted from Section H I of the Boolcwalter-

Dollgener Scorecard (l) was mailed to the twenty-two, four-year, 

state-supported colleges and universities in Texas to detennine 

the strengths and wealcnesses of the men's professional physical 

education curriculums. The adaptation to questionnaire form in

cluded an inteiTDretation of teims and the rewording of scorecard 

statements into question form. In an effort to obtain the most 

objective anŝ -zer possible, the point value for each answer was 

not made Imown to the individual answering the questionnaire. 

A follow-up letter with an additional questionnaire enclosed 

was mailed to six institutions vmo had failed to reply after a 

period of four weeks had expired. As a result, five additional 

replies were obtained. One reply was never received. 

Because this was a study of men's professional physical 

education program curriculum policies and procedures, two of the 
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total twenty-t^To institutions wore disqualified from the study. 

The first was eliniinated because it did not offer a prodoosionnl 

physical education prog ran. The .̂ econd institution was din-

qualified because it -wtis a wo.nan's college. In all, nineteen of 

the twenty eligible schools participated in this study. This would 

indicate that a very representative sample of Texas schools are 

included in this study. 

Statistical Analysis 

The total scores and sub-area scores of the schools of 

higher learning in Texas were compared vrith each other and with 

seventy-six institutions in thirteen other states. The schools 

were ranked according to total scores and compared with the 

percentiJLe noims as listed by Bookvialter (2). 

Also, a comparison of student body enrollment and score 

attained on the questionnaire was accomplished by using the 

rank-difference correlation-coefficient technique. 



CHAPTEî . IV 

PRESENTATION AND AIXALYSiS OF RESULTS 

Data for t h i s study was obtaijied from nineteen s t a t e -

supported colleges and un ivers i t i e s in Texas. This -̂jas accomplished 

by using a questionnaire (Appendix A) adapted from Section I I I— 

"Curriculum Policies and Practices"—of the Boolciialter-Dollgener 

Scorecard ( l ) . The t o t a l scores at tained by the Texas schools 

were compared to percent i le non:?is given by Boolaialter, Sub-area 

raw scores were converted to a percentage of the t o t a l possible 

score for t ha t sub-area and those were compared to seventy-six 

colleges and un ivers i t i e s in th i r t een other s t a t e s . The raw da-ta 

accumulated in t h i s study i s presented in Appendix C, 

The rank-difference corre la t ion technique was used to 

determine the re la t ionship beti-reen school enrollments ( t o t a l 

college or un ivers i ty student body) and t o t a l scores. This data 

i s presented in Table I H . 

Analysis of Data 

Total raw scores were compared to the percent i le norms 

l i s t e d by Bookwalter and Dollgener ( l ) . The sub-area raw scores 

were converted to percentage of possible scores . In th i s i^ay, the 

Texas schools -were compared to the other schools in th i r t een s t a t e s . 

11 



12 

A comparison of total school enrollments to total scores was also 

accomplished through the use of a correlation coefficient. 

Findin?:s 

Comparison of Total Scores Between Texas Schools and Others 

The highest possible score on Section III of the Booki-ralter-

Dollgener Scorecard (l) was I30 points. The scores for the Texas 

schools ranged from 40 to 85 points. These raw scores are sho;-m 

in Table I, According to Boolcwalter's norms, these scores range 

from the first to fifty-second percentile. However, seventeen of 

the Texas schools fall on or beloif the tenth percentile. The mean 

total raw score for Texas schools vras 85.9. Converted to percentage 

of possible score, this is 45.3 percent. Compared to the 65,5 

percentage of possible score attained by the seventy-six institutions 

evaluated by Bookwalter, Texas institutions of higher learning 

scored Icn-rer in the area of curricultim requirements. This is fur

ther evidenced when the raw total scores are converted to percent 

of possible scores. Not one of the Texas schools scored above 

the mean score reported by Bookwalter. The percent of possible 

scores are also shown in Table I. It should be noted that all of 

the Texas schools meet the minimum requirements for teacher 

certification as set forth by the Texas Education Agency (7). 

Comparison of Sub-Areas Between Texas Schools and Others 

The sub-area scores attained by the nineteen state-supported 

schools in Texas were compared to those of the seventy-six insti

tutions in thirteen other states as reported-by Boolanilter. Raw 

scores for each of the sub-areas were converted to percent of 
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TABLE I 

Ca-IPARISON OF TOTAL SCORES AND PERCENTILE NOR îS 

School 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 • 

17 

18 

19 

Râ  

Composite 

:•: Score 

40 

53 

46 

85 

69 

72 

45 

66 

53 

62 

67 

59 

ZJ4 

67 

46 

73 

51 

79 

43 

58.9 

Percentile 

1 

1 

1 

52 

6 

8 

1 

4 

1 

2 

4 

1 

1 

4 

1 

10 

1 

28 

1 

Percent of 
Possible 

30.7 

40.7 

35.3 

65.3 

53.0 

55.3 

34.6 

50.7 

40.7 

47.6 

51.5 

45.3 

33.8 

51.5 

35.3 

56.1 

39.2 

60.7 

33.0 

45.3^ 

76 schools in 
13 other states 

^5*5'^ (percent 
of possible) 
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possible scores byusing the folloiring for̂ iula: possigfe G6ore« 

The percent of possible scores for Texas schools and the seventy-

six institutions listed by Boolwalter are presented in Table II 

as are the differences beti-reon them. Table H also presents the 

data used for a comparison bet̂ êen the Texas schools on the basis 

of sub-area scores. It will be noted that the scores used for 

the comparisons mentioned are expressed in percentages. This vras 

necessitated by the fact that Boolci-ralter does not make available 

the raw scores used in his study. 

Sub-Area A—General Education. For the purpose of this 

study. General Education x̂ as defined as those non-professional 

courses in the fields of English, Science, Social Studies, History, 

Natural Science, and the Humanities. The percentage scores in 

Sub-area A ranged from 14.2 percent to 71.4 percent. Four Texas 

schools scored above the 55'5 percent score as listed by Bookwalter 

for the seventy-six institutions in thirteen other states. The 

mean attained by Texas schools was 44.6 percent which was 10.9 

percent less than that attained by the other seventy-six schools. 

Sub-Area B—Foundation Sciences. The Foundation Sciences 

were interpreted to be those courses dealing in Human Anatomy, 

Kinesiology, Physiology, Physiology of Exercise, School Health 

Education, and Hygiene. Percentage scores in this sub-area 

ranged from 11,1 percent to 88,8 percent. The mean percent of 

possible score as listed by Boolajalter for the institutions listed 

in his study was 46,7 percent. Six of the schools in Texas scored 
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TABLE II 

COMPARISON OF TEXAS SCHOOLS BY SUB-AREA SCORES (PERCÊ ITAGES*) 

AITD THE CaiPOSITE TO 76 OTHER SCHOOLS IN 13 STATES 

General Special Special 
School General Foundation Professional Professional Professional 

Education Sciences Preparation Theory Techniques 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 

39.2 
50.0 
21,4 
39.2 
50.0 

71.4 
35.7 
50.0 
39.2 
50.0 

67.8 
50.0 
14.2 
50.0 
28,5 

57.1 
42,8 
61.4 
32.1 

Composite: 

Texas 

Others 

Dif
ference 

44.6 

55.5 

10.9 

22.2 
38.8 
44.4 
55.5 
50.0 

38.8 
11.1 
50.0 
27.7 
27.7 

88,8 
33.3 
44,4 
27.7 
16.6 

55.5 
50.0 
38.8 
22.2 

38.6 

46.7 

8.1 

36.3 
09.0 
27.2 
81.8 
54.5 

36.3 
27.2 
27.2 
36.3 
63.6 

18.1 
27.2 
45.5 
36.3 
36.3 

45.5 
18,1 
72.7 
18.1 

36.8 

72.7 

35.9 

13.3 
36.6 
60.0 
100.0 

5(x.6 

56.6 
43.3 
70.0 
30.0 
46.6 

36.6 
70.0 
6.6 

63.2> 
50.0 

66.6 
26.6 
73.3 
20," 

48.8 

71.9 

23.1 

40.6 
59.3 
25.0 
50.0 
53.1 

62.5 
43.7 
50.0 
62.5 
46.8 

53.1 
37.5 
62.5 
65.6 
37.5 

53.1 
56.2 
50.0 
62.5 

50.8 

70.6 

19.8 

* Sub-area scores were expressed in percentages by Boolcwolter and 
Dollgener. 
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above this percentage. Overall, the 38.6 percent attarnncnt of 

the Te.-ois schools nas 8,1 percent less than that of the schools 

in thirteen other stetes. 

Sub-Area C—General Professional Education, In this 

study. General Professional Education was defined as courses 

which dealt with the introduction to methods and psychology 

of teaching and education. In this sub-area, percent of pos

sible scores i-̂ nged from 9,0 percent to 81,8 percent, vrith a mean 

of 36.8 percent. Tvxo Texas schools scored above the mean percent 

of possible score of 72.7 percent attained by the schools 

evaluated by Book/ralter. The 72.7 percent was 35.9 percent 

better than the score achieved by the institutions in Texas. 

It was in this sub-area that Texas scored the lovrest, 

Sub-Area D—Special Professional Theory. The Special 

Professional Theory section of the curriculum in Physical Edu

cation encompasses all professional courses offered in physical 

education. Percen'tages for Texas schools in this sub-area 

ranged from 6.6 percent to 100,0 percent. The mean percent pos

sible was 48,8 percent, which was a 23.1 percent difference 

from the 71.9 percent mean listed for the other schools. Only 

tiro Texas schools scored above this latter mean. 

Sub-Area E—Special Professional Techniques, Special 

Professional Techniques are acquired through the activities 

courses offered in the service program phase of Physical Edu

cation, In this sub-area, Texas schools had percen-tages ranging 

from 25,0 percent to 65.6 percent. The mean for the institutions 
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in thirteen other states was 70.6 percent. None of the Texas 

schools scored above this moan percentage. There woe a difference 

of 19.8 percent in the mean scores for Texas and the thirteen 

other states. 

Comparison of Enrollments and Total Scores 

Using the rank-difference teclinique, a rank-different 

correlation coefficient was obtained betireen the total scores 

attained by each of the nineteen Texas institutions and their 

enrollments (see Table III). This coefficient is expressed by 

the symbol r'gp. If there had been a perfect correlation, a 

one to one correspondence between the school with the largest 

enrollment and the highest score would have existed—that is, 

r' „ would have equalled 1.00. An inverse relationship would 

have been -1.00, A correlation of ,00 indicates no relationship 

at all, and the closer to .00 the corr'elation is, the less sig

nificant it becomes (whether inverse or not). From the data in 

this study, a rank-difference corr̂ elation of ,04 was obtained. 

The results differ with those of Boolwalter in that the relation

ship between school enrollment and scorecard attainment is not 

significant. 

Summary 

A comparison of total scores betireen the state-supported 

colleges and universities in Texas and seventy-six colleges and 

\miversities in thirteen other states was accomplished by using 

the percentiles listed by Boolajalter and Dollgener (l). Texas 

file:///miversities
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TABLE I I I 

ca-iPARisoN 0? TOTAL SCORES AMD SCHOOL E:.^ROLL':E:ITS 

Rank Order - , v Rank Ordor 
School Total Scores ^̂ ĝ̂ ~-Q'-'̂ ^ Enroll-iont 

1 19 17 

2 11.5 8 

3 14.5 6 

4 1 15 

5 5 4 

6 4 16 

7 16 10 

8 8 11 

9 11.5 9 

10 9 19 

11 6.5 18 

12 10 5 

13 17 13 

14 6.5 14 

15 14.5 3 

16 3 7 

17 13 1 

18 2 2 

19 18 12 
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schools fell vrithin the first and fifty-second percentile range, 

Texas schools, in the area of Curriculum Fractices, scored ].oucr 

than the seventy-six schools in thirteen other states, 

A comparison of sub-area scores was also made in ord.er to 

determine the strengths and wealaiesses of the curriculim policies 

in Texas, as compared to those in other states. The lovrest per

centage for Texas schools occurred in Sub-Area C—General Pro

fessional Prepai-^tion. This was also the sub-area in iihich the 

Texas schools recorded the greatest amount of difference from the 

score attained by the other schools. 

A comparison of enrollment and total score Tvas also 

accomplished by using the rank-difference correlation technique. 

A correlation (.04) was obtained beti-reen total student body 

enrollment and the score attained by Texas schools on this 

scorecard. The correlation was not statistically significant. 

This correlation indicated that the size of the schools did not 

relate to the quality of program. This was inconsistent vjith 

Bookwalter's and Dollgener's findings. 



CilAPTBR V 

SUIdlMY Airo C0NCUJS10M3 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study uas to compare and cvaliiate 

the curriculum practices in men's professional physical edu

cation programs in the four-year, state-supported colleges and 

universities of Texas. 

Prpcoduros 

A comparison and evaluation of the professional physical 

education programs in the state-supported schools in Texas was 

accomplished by means of a questionnaire adapted from Section III 

of the Boolcijalter-Dollgener Scorecard (l). This questionnaire 

was designed and mailed to the tiTenty-two selected colleges and 

universities. A total of nineteen returns vrere received. One 

school did not reply and U<ro were disqualified. 

Analysis 

The total raw scores obtained from the questionnaire 

mailed to the coLleges and universities in Texas were compared 

to the percentile norms listed by Boolci'ralter and Dollgener (1). 

Sub-area scores were converted to percentages of possible scores 

and compared to the scores of seventy-six colleges and universities 

20 
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located in thirteen other states. A correlation coefficient was 

obtained to deteiTaiue the relationship bctveon total school 

enrollments and total scores ob-tained in this study. 

Findinn; ^ . 

The findjjigs of this study were that there are varied 

curricul-um requireraents and content in physical education within 

the state of Texas. V/hen the colleges and universities of Texas 

surveyed in this study were compared to seventy-six institutions 

in thirteen other states, they irere 10,9 percent less effective 

in General Education, 8,1 percent less effective in Foundation 

Sciences, 35*9 percent inferior in effectiveness in General Pro

fessional Preparation, 23.1 percent less effective in Special 

Professional Tlieory, and 19.8 percent less effective in Special 

Professional Techniques. A correlation coefficient of .04 was 

obtained between school enrollment size and total scores obtained 

in this study. This correlation indicated that the size of tlie 

schools did not relate to the quality of the program. 

Conclusions 

The folloiTing conclusions were dravm based on the findings 

of this study: 

1. Texas schools, as evaluated by a questionnaire adapted 

from the Boolaralter-Dollgener Scorecard in 1968, scored loi-rer 

than seventy-six schools in thirteen other states, 

2. In all sub-areas, Texas schools were lower than those 

seventy-six schools in thirteen other states listed by Booki^alter 

and Dollgener (l). 
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3. A large student enrollment does not necessarily mean 

that an outstanding progrcji in physical education is being 

offered, 

4. Since Texas schools meet the ninimmi standards for 

teacher certification as set forth by the Texas Education 

Agency (7), these minimum standards are lovr in light of the 

difference fo-ond beti-reen the scores attained by Texas schools 

and the seventy-six schools in thirteen other states. 

Rec ommenda tions 

The following reccramendations were made for further study: 

1. The Boolcwalter-Dollgener Scorecard is composed of ten 

areas in which a physical education program should attain minimal 

standards. All schools should be evaluated in all ten areas. 

2. A comparison of the men's professional physical 

education programs in state-supported institutions and the 

schools not supported by the state of Texas should be made. 
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ABSTR/iCT 

AN EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION CURRICULUIX POLICIES 

AND PRACTICES OF FOUR-YEî Jft, STATE-SUPPORTED 

INSTITUTIONS IN TEXAS 

The purpose of this study was to compai-^ and evaluate the 

curricul-um policies and practices in the men's professional 

physical education programs in the four-year, state-supported 

colleges and universities of Texas. This was accomplished by 

means of a questionnaire adapted from Section III of the 

Bookw~alter-Dollgener scorecard. The questionnaire •was mailed 

to the twenty-tiTo selected colleges and uiiiversities and nineteen 

returns were received. This questionnaire was designed to deter

mine the strengths and wealmesses of the physical education 

curriculum leading to a degree in physical education. 

The total raw scores obtained in this study were compared 

to the percentile norms listed by Book-:alter and Dollgener (1). 

Sub-area scores were converted to percentages of possible scores 

and compared to the scores of seventy-six other colleges and 

universities in thirteen other states. A correlation coefficient 

was obtained to detennine the relationship betixeen total school 

enrollments and total scores obtained in this study. 

The findings of this study were that there are varied 

curriculum requirements and content in physical education iTithin 

24 
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the state of Texas, even though all Texas schools neet the 

minimal standards set forth by the To::as Education Agency, 

Texas schools fell i-ri-Miin the first to fifty-second percentiles 

when compared to seventy-six schools in thirteen other states. 

Compared to the seventy-six institutions in thirteen other states, 

the colleges and universities of Texas were 10,9 percent less 

effective in General Education, 8,1 percent less effective in 

Foundation Sciences, 35*9 percent less effective in General Pro

fessional Preparation, 23.1 percent less effective in Special 

Professional Theory, and 19.8 percent less effective in Special 

Professional Techniques. A correlation coefficient of .04 was 

obtained betcreen school enrollment size and total scores obtained 

in this study. This correlation x̂ as not s-tatistically significant. 

Based on the findings of this study, the folloxTing 

conclusions were dravm: 

1. Texas schools, as evaluated by a questionnaire adapted 

from the Boohmlter-Dollgenor Scorecard in 1968, scored lower 

than the seventy-six schools in thirteen other states. 

2. In all sub-areas, Texas schools were lower than those 

seventy-six schools in thirteen other states as listed by 

Boolaralter. 

3. A large student enrollment does not necessarily mean 

that an outstanding program in physical education is being offered. 



AP?E:.T)IX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please indicate your answer by placing a mark in the 

appropriate space or spaces. 

A. General Education 

1. The number of hours that must be devoted to General 
Education, (non-professional courses in the fields of 
English, science, social studies, history, natural 
science, and the humanities), for graduation is: 

( ) less than 55 semester hours 
( ) 55 semester hours 
( ) 56-61 semester hours 
( ) 62 or more semester hours 

2. Are courses in written and oral communication required? 
( ) Yes ( ) No If yes, this requirement is: 

( ) less than 6 semester hours 
( ) 6 semester hours 
( ) 7-8 semester hours 
( ) 9 or more semester hours 

3. Are courses in the Social Sciences (History, Political 
Science, Sociology, Anthropology, Economics, etc.) 
required? ( ) Yes ( ) No If yes, this requirement 
is: 

( ) less than 9 semester hours 
( ) 9 semester hours 
( ) 10-13 semester hours 
( ) 14 or more semester hours 

4. Are courses in the Humanities (Literature, Philosophy, 
Art, Music, Dance, Theater Arts, etc.) required? ( ) Yes 
( ) No If yes, this requirement is: 

( ) less than 9 semester hours 
( ) 9 semester hours 
( ) 10-13 semester hours 
( ) 14 or more semester hours 
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5. Are courses in the Natural Sciences (Biology, Zoology, 
Botany, e t c . ) , Physical Sciences (Chemistry, Physics, 
Geology, Astronomy, e t c . ) , or Mathematics required? 
Do not include Foundation Sciences (Physiology, Anatomy, 
Kinesiology, e t c . ) . ( ) Yes ( ) No If yes, 
this requirement i s : 

( ) l e s s than 9 semester hours 
( ) 9 semester hours 
( ) 10-13 semester hours 
( ) 14 or more semester hours 

6. The number of hours required for a minor in General 
Education i s : 

( ) l e s s than 18 semester hours 
( ) 18-20 semester hours 
( ) 21-29 semester hours 
( ) 30 or more semester hours 

B. Foundation Sciences 

1. Are courses in the Foundation Sciences for majors 
(Human Anatomy, H\Mnan Physiology, Kinesiology, e t c . ) 
required? ( ) Yes ( ) No If yes, this 
requirement i s : 

( ) l ess than 6 semester hours 
( ) 6-12 semester hours 
( ) 12-15 semester hours 
( ) 16-17 semester hours 
( ) 18 or more sonester hours 

2 . Is Anatomy, or a combination of Anatomy and Physiology, 
required? ( ) Yes ( ) No If yes, this requirement 
i s : 

( ) l e s s than 3 semester hours 
( ) 3 semester hours 
( ) 4-5 semester hours 
( ) 6 or more semester hours 

3 . Is Applied Anatomy (Kinesiology) required? ( ) Yes 
( ) No 

4 . Is Physiology required? ( ) Yes ( ) No If yes , 
this requirement i s : 

( ) l e s s than 3 semester hours 
( ) 3 semester hours 
( ) 4 semester hours 
( ) 5 or more semester hours 
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5. Is Physiology of Exercise required? ( ) Yes ( ) No 

C. General Professional Education 

1. Are Education and Psychology courses required for 
graduation and certification? ( ) Yes ( ) No 
If yes, this requirement is: 

( ) less than 18 semester hours 
( ) 18 semester hours 
( ) 19-23 semester hours 
( ) 24 or more semester hours 

2. Is full time participation in Student Teaching or Field 
Work (extending over at least an eight week period) 
required in the school program? ( ) Yes { ) No 
If yes, this requirement is: 

( ) less than 6 semester hours 
( ) 6 semester hours 
( ) 7"9 semester hours 
( ) 10 or more semester hours 

3. In addition. General Professional Education includes 
which of the following courses, if any: 

( ) Introduction to Teaching 
( ) Philosophy of Education 
( ) Psychology of Learning 
( ) Principles of Education (Elementary or Secondary) 
( ) Methods of Teaching 
( ) Adolescent Psychology 
( ) Public Relations 
( ) Others (list) 

D« Special Professional Theory 

1 . The number of hours required for a Physical Education 
ma^or i s : 

( ) l e s s than 30 semester hours 
( ) 30-35 semester hours 
( ) 36-39 semester hours 
( ) 40 or more semester hours 

2 . Are Physical Education theory courses (such as those 
l i s t e d in question 3 below) required? ( ) Yes ( ) No 
I f yes, this requirement i s : 

( ) l e ss than 23 semester hours 
( ) 23-27 semester hours 
( ) 28 or more semester hours 
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3. Special Professional Theory courses include trtiich of 
the following, if any: 

) Introduction to Physical Education 
) History and Principles of Physical Education 
) Curriculum in Physical Education 
) Measurement and Evaluation in Physical Education 
) Organization and Administration of Physical Education 
) O'-̂ -rrunity Recre.it-ion 
) Adaptive or iV Tî aial Physical Education 
) First H^a and Safety 
) Officiating in Sports 
) Theory of Coaching 
) Others (list) 

£• Special Professional Techniques 

1 . Are professional courses such as gymnastics, swimming, 
wrestling, e t c . , required? ( ) Yes .( ) No. If 
yes, this requirement i s : 

( 

( 
( 
( 
( 

) l e s s than 6 hours 
) 6-8 semester hours 
) 9-11 semester hours 
) 12-14 semester hours 
) 14-15 semester hours 
) 16-17 semester hours 
) 18 or more semester hours 

2 . How many semester hours of s k i l l ac t iv i t i e s must be 
taken during the Freshman and Sophomore years? 
(write in) 

3 . Team sports include which of the following; 

( Baseball 
Basketball 
Football 
Soccer 
Softball 
Volleyball 
Others (list) 

4« Individual-dual-recreation sports include: 

) Aquatics 
) Archery 
) Badminton 
) Golf 
) Handball 
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4. Continued 

( ) Tennis 
( ) Track and Field 
( ) Wrestling 
( ) Others (list)̂  

5. Are gymnastics activities offered in the curriculum? 
( ) Yes ( ) No If yes, these activities include 
which of the following: 

( ) Apparatus 
( ) Calisthenics 
( ) Marching 
( ) Stunts 
( ) Tumbling 
( ) Individual Athletic Events 
( ) Others (list) 

6. Are rhythmic activities included in the curriculum? 
( ) Yes ( ) No If yes, these activities include 
which of the following: 

( ) Folk dance 
( ) Fundamental dance 
( ) Modem dance 
( ) Social dance 
( ) Square dance 
( ) Others (list) 



APPEITOIX B 

COVER LETTER 
April 24, 1968 

Department of Physical Education 

Dear Sir: 

As you know, the curriculum in Physical Education has 

always been of concern to persons in the field. The curriculum 

has a definite relationship to the quality of professional 

persons graduated by any institution. 

I am undertaking a study to compare the curriculum 

policies and procedures of Texas schools of higher education 

with other schools in the United States. This comparison will 

be made on the basis of the recommended minimal standards set 

forth by the National Conference on Undergraduate Professional 

Preparation in Physical Education and the National Committee on 

Teacher Education and Professional Standards. Your participation 

in this study -will do much toward improving curriculum standards 

in our state. 

If you desire a copy of the results of this study, please 

fill in the blanks below. 

Name Address 

Sincerely, 

Joe M. Ellis, Jr. 
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APPENDIX C 

FOLLCW-UP LETTER 

June 6 , 1968 

Department of Physical Education 

Dear Sir: 

Recently I mailed a questionnaire to you concerning the 
curriculum policies and practices in your department. As yet, 
I have not received a reply. I realize that this is a busy time 
of the year. If you do not have sufficient time to complete the 
questionnaire, please send your catalog or any other information 
from which the information may be gleaned. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Joe M. Ellis, Jr. 
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