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Chapter 1

ORIENTATION TO THE STUDY | o

INTRODUCTION

Organized athletics have been subject to increased criticism —

from many segments of our society. Recently, even some athletes and

ex~athletes have openly expressed their dissatisfaction with organized

sport. In many instances this criticism has been directed at oppres-

sive teaching methods used by coaches rather than at the athletie

institution. - , , S
Ogilvie and Tutko contended that the athletes of today

ﬁnb Jonger accept the authoritarian structure of sports, nor‘do they ‘

nl Shecter stated that athletes

accept the supreme emphasis on winning.

“in general "are beginning to rebel agaihst what théy consider to be | .

& depersonalizing, dehumanizing, paramilitary system as déstrnctive to "

the American democratic ideal as it is to them personally.”z E
Scdtt felt that the anthoritarian coach dominated the sport

culture, and that coaches, in general, were one of the most'authori~

tarian groups in our soc1ety.3 Players must strictly adhere to the

lBruﬁe C. Ogilvie and Thomas A. Tutko, "Sport: If You Want
to Bulld Character, Try Something Else,” Psycholozy Today, Oct.
1971, Pe 60¢

0

“Leonard Shecter, "The (oming Revolt of the A+hletes,
Look, 341473, July 28, 1970, p. 43.

3yack Scott, The At hletic Revolution (Wew York: The Free
Press, 1971), p. 133,




rules, regulations, and philosophy of the coach in oxder to be %~f7 -
- successful athletes. Albaugh suggested that the obedient athlete
was the best disciplined and most efficient in the eyes of most coaches

despite the fact that it was difficult to see a relationship between

discipline and 0bedL.’Lence.‘lL Obedience involved submission or doing what §:f::ﬁ:
was ordered, while discipline encompassed the development of self- ‘ -
control or self-management, which was not necessarily developed by

. learning to obey.s- Discipline was a quality that was necessary for

athletic success, but when coaches talked about discipline they actu-
ally meant obedieﬁce.6 Consequently, athletes that did not bend to
conform to the coaches' dogna were termed uncoachabie;land.were either -
| expelled from the athletic soclety or remained and conformed.
Participation in organized athletics has been purported to be
a valuable and important educational éxperiénce. Coaches claimed
that competition built character, prepared young men for life in theb
future, and that sport environments were microcosms of‘life in the
real'korld; however, it was difficult to find support for these
claims. Ogilvie and Tutko, who for elght years have been studying
the personalitieé-of athletes at all levels of competition, found
no support for the traditional clain that participation on athletic.
teams built character; in fact, they found that athletic competition

actually limited growth in some areas.7

7

‘ uClen,Albaugh, "The Influence of Ressentience as Identified in
College Basketball Coaches,”" A paper presented to the National Convention E—
of the Physical Education Asscciation for Men, New Orleans, 1972, p. 10.

, -5Id Be Guralnik and Joseph He. Friend, Webster's New World
Dictionayy of the American Lansusze, Collese Edition (New York and
Gleveland: The World Fublishing Company, 1966), pp. 416 & 1010.

6(!

oOO“h“'&, OP = cit. s D« 127! S

T0giivie and Tutko, ope clte, ps 61.




Albaugh, in his study of college basketball coaches, aptly interpreted
9

BN

the writings of both Scott® and Megayesy’ when he stated:

Scott and Meggyesy suggest that attitudes of coaches often
nurture learning environments that inhibit all but the obedient,
and foster mechanized, robot-like athletic performances.

i BT TTUI:YI"ITT‘,I H

Statements and criticismsiof coaches and athletics, such as S

the one's presented in the introduction, prompted this study.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

1. To determine the relationship between authoritarianism
and ressentience among high school coaches employed within San
Joaquin County, California.

2. To compare authoritarianism and ressentience among‘high
school coaches within San Joaquin County, California, a sample of
college students majoring in physical education, and a sample of
college students majoring‘in a suﬁject area other than physical

education attending the University of the Pacific, Stockton, Galifornia..
DEFINITION OF TERMS

Authoritarianism

e

A term used to describe an individual who is closed~minded,
dogratic, rigid in his thinking, intolerant, inflexible, demands
obedience, and rejects or accepts others according to thelr agreement

or disagreement with his own belief system. Authoritarianism exists

S3c0tt, ops cite, 1971,

O

A\

DavéVMeggyesy, Qut of Their League (Berkeley: Ramparts, 1970).

IOAle.ugh, 0D vCi'tt y Do 1.



on a continuum ranging from low to higﬁ.ll

Dogmatism Scale
A scale developed by Rokeach for the purpose of measuring

general authoritarianism.lz

Instltutional Press
The rules, regulations, and modes of conduct of a system

devised to insure that individuals participating in the system meet

vthe demands of the system.13 Applying ressentiment to school
environments, Friedenberg, et. al., stated:
The existence of any social system implies the existence of an
institutional press. A school is such a system. This press is a
unique set of modes by which the system seeks to bend the individuals
participating in the system to its demands. And, to the degree
that an individual adjusts to the pressures of an institutional
press leads fﬂ the development of his character, which can be
good or bad. _
Ressentiment
Repressed feelings of hatred, spite, malice, revenge, and
envy are the core emotions of this attitude, It has been characterized

as a kind of "free floating ill tempex" that is "usually rationalized,

covert" and is less conscious in contrast to ordinary resentment.15

llﬁilton Rokeach, The Open and Closed Mind (New York: Basic

Books Inc., 1960), pp. 8-20.

21p1d., pp. 7172

gdgar 2. Friedenberg, Carl Nordstrom, and Hilary A. Gold,
Soclety"s Childrens A Study of Ressentiment in the Secondary -
School (New York: Random House, 1967), p. 12,

1L"Ibid.c. PP. 12"13.

Lpriedrich Nietzsche, The Genealogy of Morals (New York;
Random House, 1967), translated by Walter Kaufman, pp. 8=9.




Friedenberg et. al,, the first to define and study ressentiment in
educational environments, described this attitude as an insidious

evil that ultimately devitalizes youth, distorts values, and interferes
with character devélopment.16 When ressentiment is present in a systen,
such as a school, 1t is a formidable evil; masked as understanding

and affection, hatefulness is its true meaning and its primary intent

is to damage.l7

e T LT
\ ! : i
‘ ‘
|
\
Lo |

Ressentient and Ressentlence

Ressentient is the adjec%ive form of ressentiment, describing
the condition of ressentiment; ressentience is the noun form,

describing the condition of a ressentient person.18

Snecific Factors. of Ressentimant

Parsons and Kreuter described some specific factors of
ressentiment in their research that characterized ressentient methods
of rule enforcement.lg' Albaugh defined these specific factors as

they apply to the sport environment in his research.

Egalitarianisme A forced equality which does not allow for

individuality. An example of egalitarianism could be look-alike

léFriedenberg et. al., op. cit., pp. 8, 10 & 14,

171vid., pp. 12-13.

18yarshall Kreuter, "Study of Ressentient Attitudes as
Measured in Selected Sixth Grade Teachers," Unpublished Dissertation,
University of Utah, 1971,

, 19Marshall Kreuter and Michael Parson, "Continued Research
on Ressentient Attitudes," Faculty Research Grant, University of
Utah, 1971.



teams where individuals would not be allowed to explore movement

applicable to thelr own neuro-muscular functions.zo

Obedience. When coaches demand obedience, playersylearn

.that the coaches' dégma must be bbeyed before any meaningful

communication can take place.z1

Denigration. This factor-of ressentience is defamation of

-an individual's character, which is opposite to raising the self

concept. This form of ressentience is most demeaning when no allowances

are made for retort, as when sarcasm exists on a one-way street.22

Rule Orientation. This factor is present when inflexible’

and unrealistic rules are imposed that do not consider individual

differences, and do not include team members in determination of

'the rul.es.z3

- Horalizinz. When a coach feels that he builds character

by emphasizing his own belief system, he is moralizing., This takes

place through subtle innuendo, or more overtly, by the use of

liberal punishmeﬁt.24

Distrust. When coaches do not trust their athletes, they
would continually be on the alert for athletes taking short cuts,

cheating, or any other behavior that opposes the status quo.25

21

20p1vaugh, op. clt., p. 3. “lrpid,  Z21pid.

Drvid.  MIvid., po 4. 25Toid., ppe 5-6.



- Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index

. The Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index (P-KR Index)

was developed by Albaugh for the purpose of measuring ressentiment

in coac_hes.z6
IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

A history of athletics in the United States revealed that

their acceptance as an integral part of the educational process was

a difficult and problem laden event, In fact, it was not until the -
middle of the tﬁentieth century that the contribution of athletics
to education was formally recognized. In 1954, the Educational
Policles Commission issued a comprehensive statement outlining the
educational values of athletics. The first and last paragraphs of
this statement are presented below to illustrate‘the Commissions'
profound, yet cautious, sentiments about school athletics,
4

We believe in athletics as an important part of the school

physical education program. We belleve that the experience of

playing athletic games should be a part of the education of all

children and youth who attend school in the United States,

We believe that school athletics are a potential educative force

of great power that 1s not used so much as it should be and that

is too oftenmisused, We believe that concerted efforts should

he made by school personnel and by other citizens to capitaligs

nore effectively on the potential values in school athletics,

This statement represented a highly significant step in the

) growth and development of high school athletics in the United States.

] 26ij.d.., PP 5"6.

B 278ducational Policies Commission, School Athletics

] Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1954), pp.
- : 3-[}. e




However, even the Educational Policies Commission suggested that
athletes may not experience the potential values of athletic competl-
tion by stating that athletics weré “"too often misused." The recent
criticisms of organized athletics presented in the introduction and

directed at the authoritarian structure of sport and at oppressive

coaching methods tended to speculate that participation in organized

athletics, under certain clrcumstances, may be detrimental_to a person's

development128'29'3o’31 Limited research existed in sport dlrected

toward proving or disproving these contentions. However, the effects
of oppressive teaching methods on learning have been subject to

nunerous investigations and comments. Two attitudes that represented

. oppressive teaching methods were examined extensively in thils study.

These attitudes, authoritarianism and ressentiment, were amenable to
research and applicable to the sport envircnment.
Athletics, at least at the high school level, can only be

justified when the participants derive the wholesone educationgl

-values assoclated with competition and participation on athletic

teams. As educators, coaches must promote these values and concentraté
on developing and educating youth. In light of the recent criticisnms,
it appeared that coaches may have neglected this task., Needless to
say, these criticisms did not apply to all coaches, nor were they

unanimously agreed upon by athletes and ex-athletes. However, to the

extent that these criticisms may have merit, they cannot be ignored,

2 ' '
8\1vaugh, op. cit., 1972. 295cott, op. cit., 1971,
30

Meggyesy, op. clt., 1970.

Mogilvie and Tutko, op. cit., 1971, .



It has been suggested that organized athletics appeared
to attract the authoritarian personality, and the soqial role demanded
from sport, at least traditionally, appeared to predispose. the
emergence of authoritarian coa,ches.Bz’33 An authoritarian coach by
definition demanded obedlence, was inflexible, and relled on strict
rule orientation so that his players wbuld follow his directions.34
At the highbschool level, the rules and regulations governing athletic

participation were generally more rigid than were those for other

[

B obd  H U1

|

AR I Tk
\
\
|

students, and the demands placed upon the individual participants to
conform were usually greater. These rules, regulations, and demands
constituted an institutional press, and according to Friedenberg
et.al., existed in the form of ressentiment in educational environ-
ments.” This institutional press in the athletic environment was
dependent upon the exlstence of the sfecific factors of ressentience,
ie., distrust, egalitarianism, denigration, obedience, moralizing,
and rule orientation.36“ However, it could not be readlily conjectured

that authoritarian coaches, simply by defining authoritarianism, were

" ressentient, nor could it be said that an institutional press, as

dictated by authoritarian coaches, facilitated ressentiment.

Friedenberg, et. al.,, stated:

325c0tt, op. cit., 1971,

' 33g1en Albaugh, "Authoritarian Personality in Athletics,"

~ Unpublished Paper, University of Utah, 1968.

3“Rokeach, op. cit., pp. 8~20.
BSF‘riedenberg et. a,l., OP. Cito' P. 12.

36Kreuter, op. cit., 1971.
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Although the rules and practices of 3 school may have been I
deliberately framed to facilitate ressentimen’c3 they are not in :
themselves a sufficient cause of ressentiment. 7
This statement could be applied to the rules and practices of an

athletic environment, and thils was where the coach became the primary

factor in the process. In theory, a ressentient coach could be either

philanthropic or authoritarian because it was the method employed 5

in enforcing an institutional press rather than the enforcement itself
38

that was ressentient, Everyone recognigzes the need for rules in
our soclety and its' institutions, and these rules must be enforced
if they are to have any value. Albaugh stated:
To require is not a ressentient act; the style of the enforce-
ment is the key and can definitely be ressentient. If the coach
enforces a rule in an inflexible and demeaning fashion, and does ———
not allow for the player to retain his dignity, then that is ‘
ressentience, '
In light of the recent criticisms directed toward sport,
it is imperative that some pertinent research be directed toward
establishing whether or not authoritarianism and ressentience were. L
prevalent in the sport environment. The primary purposeé of this
study were: 1) to determine if there was a significant relatlionship
between authoritarianism and ressentience among high school coaches;

and 2) to determine if coaches perceived these two attitudes more

significantly than other groups.
EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESES

Two experimental hypotheses' were proposed by the researcher:

37F1‘iedenberg et. a.lo, 0P Citag P. 140
38rvid., pp. 9-10.
39A1baugh, "Ressentiencé in College Basketball Coaches," p. 4.
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1. There will be a significant relationship between coaches'

1.1

authoritarian scores, as measured by the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale,

and ressentient scores, as measured by the Parsons-Kreuter Revised

Ressentiment Index,

o (100 O R N i e RGN 1 O D

2. There will be significant differences among scores for
coaches, college physical education majors, and college non-physical -

education majors for authoritarianism, as measured by the Rokeach

/SN Y

“Dogmatism Scale and ressentience, as measured by the Parsons—Kreuter

Revised Ressentiment Index. : 'f
SCOPE AND DELIMITATIONS

This study was limited to high school coaches within San —

Joaquin County, California, and male college students attending the | '
University of the Pacific, Stockton, California. Fifty high scﬁool

coaches, fifty-two male college pﬁysioal education majors, and fifty

male college students majoring in é subject area other than physical {””'
education were included.
| Subjects given the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and the Parsons-
Kreuter Révised Ressentiment Index were assured anonymity. Male
college physicél education majors were coded into Group I, the high
school coaches lnto Group II, and the.college students majoring in

a subject area other than physical education into Group III,

| Only authoritarian and ressentient attitudes of these groups
were measured, and no generalizations were made outside of these
designated attitudes. The data utilized pertinent to this study

consisted ofs 1) authoritarianism scores derived through administration
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of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale¥, and 2) ressentiment scores derived

through ‘administration of the Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment

Index (P=KR Index)**,

*Appendix A

**Appendix B



Ghapter'z
RELATED LITERATURE

Relatively few studies have been attempted dealing with

authoritarian and ressentient attitudes and their effect on learning.

In_order to provid

of these two attitudes as they relate to this research, Rokeach's
concept of general authoritarianism, and Nietzsche's and Schelexr's
developmental concepts of ressentiment were presented in addition to

existing pertinent research.
AUTHORITARIANISM

Rokeach viewed personality as an organization of belief
systems which can be identified and measured. How a person believed

rather than what a person believed was what mattered; therefore, it

was the structure rather than the content of beliefs that was of

Lo

concern, Rokeach contended:

The relative openness oxr closedness of a mind cuts across
specific content; that is, it is not uniguely restricted to any
one particular ideology, or religion, or philosophy, or scientific
viewpoint., A person may adhere to communism, existentlialism,
Freudianism, or the "new conservatism" in a relatively open or in
a relatively closed manner. Thus, a basic requirement is that the
concepts to be employed in the description of belief systems must
not be tied to any one particular belief system; they must be

4oRokea.ch, OPe Cite, Pe 7o

13
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» L1
constructed to apply equally to all belief systems.
-~ How a person thought, remembered, aﬁd perceived, and the way
a person accepfed or rejected new ideas, people, and authority,
were the constituents of Rokeach's belief-disbelief sstc,em.LP2
Rokeach's belief-disbelief system led to fundamental

distinctions between open and closed systems. He stated:

A basic characteristic that defines the extent to which a
person's system is open or closed is, namely, the extent to

. A
which the person-can receive, evaluate, and act on relevant

b el 5o

Jra

AT o g LR S 2 Y e S Sy e 2

information received from the outside on its own instrinsic

Acising fron within the pereon o from the outeideiB
Examples of lrrelevant internal preésures were lrrational ego motives,
power needs,‘ihe need for self~aggrandizement, and the need to allay
anxiety.,  Irrelevant external pressures were the pressures of reﬁard'
andapunishment arising from exterﬁal aufhority.“a

| In an open system, the acceptance of a particular bellef

did not depend on irrelevant internal drives, and the more opeﬁ the
system, the more the person was able to resist lrrelevant reinforce-
ment pressures frdm external authority. In a closed system, a
person’s acceptance of a particular belief depended upon irrelevant
internal drives-and external reinforcements from authority.45
Purthermore, a pérson's belief in absolute authority was greater in a
closed system, and other people would be evaluated according to the
authorities they bellieved in and according to their agreement wiph his
own system, In an opén system, a person accepted others without

- evaluating them at all.l’L6

Mypia. %rvid., pe 80 ®Brnid., pe 57

Mepsa,  ®Srvid., pe 6. *orvid., pp. 62-63.
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Another characteristic which determined the extent to which
belief systems were open or closed involved two opposing sets of
motives. These motives were the need to;know, and the need‘to ward
off threat. When threat was absent, open systems résulted, but when
threat wés present, the need to ward off threat became stronger and
the cognitive need to know became weaker, resulting in a more closed
belief system.u7 Threat led to dogmatism in individuals and

institutions, and dogma insured the continued existence of the

institution and its belief-disbelief system upon which it was
founded.48

Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale was the end product of his
belief-disbelief system theory. The questions measured the openness
or closedness of an individual's belief-disbelief system. As a
result, 1t was a more general measure of authoritarianism, dogmatism,
and intoleraﬁceithan previous instruments, primarily the California

49

F Scale, which measured only right or Fascist authoritarianism,
RESSENTIMENT

Friedrich Nietzsche, in The Genealogy of Morals (1887),

was the first to introduce the concept of ressentiment. His
discovery of ressentiment as the source of moral value judgements
was one of his major contributions to psychology.50

Nietzsche's ressentiment, in moralistic terms, developed

out of specific social condlitions between the "haves" and the

?Ibidn, Do 670 uaIbido' De 68, L@Ibido’ PD. 7172,

50Nietzsche, oPs Citey Pe 7o

ik
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"have nots," "masters" and "slaves," and was also called slave

51

morality. The slave revolt began when ressentiment itself becanme ’ i
creative and produced values which were not active,'true reactions,

but rather wers passive and involved imaginary revenge.52 Nietzsche's

concept of sléve‘mOrality was based on ressentiment. Individuals
that were not ressentient were basically happy and did not have to
artificially establish thelr happiness by examining thelr enemies,

as those who were ressentient did.

In. contrast to happiness, those

who possessed ressentiment were weak, impotent, oppressed, and thelr -
ninds were continually filled with hatred and inimical feelings.53
The spirit of ressentiment was essentially vengefulne#s of
the impotent consisting of submerged feelings of hatred, envy, e
Jjealously, distrust, rancor, and~revenge.54‘ Nietzsche felt that the
noble man lived in openness with himself, while the ressentlient man
was nelther honest nor upright with himself, His soul squinted, hils

spirit loved hiding places, and'everything covert enticed him.55 _ : E——

- Max Scheler (1874-1928), in his book Ressentiment, -
elaborated on Nietzsche's concept of ressentiment. Scheler's concept |
of ressentiﬁent involved an attitude which developed from a cunulative
repression of feelings of hatred, revenge, and envy.‘>when these
repressed feelings could be actively released, réssentiment did ﬁot
develop, but when a person was not able to release these feelings

“against the persons causing them, a feeling of impotence developed,

" Ressentiment developed when these feelings were continuously

Sl1pid., p. 36.  2Tbid.  SOTbida, p. 38.
Hpids, pe e OOTbids pe 38



-social roles, social situations, or spécific positions in the social

17
re~experienced over a long period of time.56 ‘Scheler developed the

concept -of ressentiment further by describing his notion that certain e

structure, were prone to producing ressentiment. He contended that

specific recurrent sifuations in which a person found himself in the

57 ,

social structure may lead to the development of ressentiment.

Situations that he depicted as possible producers of ressentiment

included: +the feminine role, the role of the spinster, the »ole
the aged, familial roles, the role of priests, and the role of bour- f
geolsie classes.58

Describing the social-structural variables within social
classes which evolved around social identity, Scheler was able to -

identify further the role-model theory of ressentiment as it applied

to social rank in free societies. Social identity was related to

competitive successvor failure, and identity was achieved by comparing

one's own life with all others who were similarly striving for. S
succeés. Scheler felt that in free societies where social mobility
was possible, people strived for success and compared thelr success , -

with people above thelr ownbstatus rather than their equals., Even

though access to all social positions was avallable, barriers existed;

" which appeared illegitimate; and this was the reason why

ressentiment was apt to develop among groups who were alienated from
the social order.59 It was most probable to find ressentiment
present among those who were frustrated in their strivings. These

persons or groups developed a sense of impotence, they hated the

58T01d., ppe 23-23.  57Ibid., pp. 24-25. 58rvid., pp. 26-28.
59 bid., pp. 29-30,



18

existing situation bvut felt incapable of acting out their hatred

because .of a feeling of being bound to the existing scheme of things.60

. If a person was in a poslition in the social structure that minimized

his chances to be successful and limited his ability to develop
active countervalues, then he was apt to engage in behavior motivated

by‘ressentiment.61

STUDIES IN AUTHORITARTANISM

Lambert, using the California F Scale, selected 15 high
anthoritarian school principals, 15 low authoritarian school
principals, 20 low authoritarian teachers, and 20 high authoritarian
teachers from a lérgé sample of each group. Three-man discussion teams
were headed by either a low or high authoritarian principal with no

plan for controlling the other members of the groups. From the

- Information gathered from this research, Lambert developed thirteen

Judgement areas which reflected high or low authoritarian leadership
actions. Eleven of these thirteen categories were found significant at
elther the one or two percent level. From these findings, Lambert |
depicted authorifarians as being rigid; time-oriented planners that
were more sensitive to organization than to pupil needs and intérests.
High aﬁthoritarians demonstrated thelr ihsensitivity to pupils by

treating them as objects to be manipulated to fit the organization,

_They relied heavily on set routines and tended to resist'change.

Nonauthoritarians were also organized and planned thelr time but did

60
60 p1a.  lrvid., p. 31
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not feel a compulsion to adhere rigidly to plans if the pupils were
not profiting. They were more sensitive to student feelings,
respected thelr personal rights, and were generally more flexible.‘
Authoritarians regarded the environment as being highly competitive,
that a hierarchy existed in society, and that hard work was the only
means of advancement in the hierarchy. They believed highly in
absolute values; they relied completely on unquestioned authority; and

h

gn

they were unimaginative, noncreative,viradiiignélﬁihinkers%vvﬂi
authoritarians also tended to be pessimistié. Nonauﬁhoritarians, on
the other hand, were opfimistic, introspegtive, imaginative, creative,
and continually soﬁght clarificafion. They aléo Wwere more concerned
with intrinsic values of groﬁp acfivities, realizing and understanding
individual potential.o?

Gregory, in‘his article summarlzing authoritarian works,
felt that authoritarian leaders tended to seek highly structured
environments. He characterized these environments as being similar
to those found in the military. Hé also felt that authoritarian
individuals had 1ittie or no insight into personality and surrounded
themselves with other authoritarian types.63

Wright and Harvey's Study of authoritarianism indicated that
authoritarians were more receptive of ériticism and willing to change

‘their beliefs when confronted by individuals of high status. These

same authoritarians were less likely to change thelr beliefs when

62Philip Lambert, Condensed Doctoral Dissertation at the
University of Galifornia, Berkeley, Genetic Psychology Monographs,
58:167-203, 1958,

63W. Edgar Gregory, "Authoritarianism and Authority,"
Journal of Abnormal Social Psychology, 5:641-643, 1955,



confronted by individuals of a lower status.64

) Haythorn et. al., using the California F Scale, conducted

a study of nonauthoritarian and authoritarian group behavior. Their

findings indicated that nonauthoritarian group leaders were more open

and sensitive in thelr attitude toward other group members than
authoritarian group leaders, Nonauthoritarian group leaders were
also found to display a higher degree of leadership, greater effective

intelligence, and less striving for group approval than high authori-

20

tarian group leaders. PFurthermore, nonauthoritarians, in group
behavior, were found to be significantly more likely to make proposals
subject_to group discussion, and significantly less likely to tell
another group member to do something. These findings supported the
genexral hypofhesig that nonauthoritarian leaders were more effectlve
in dealing with the problems presented, and that they engaged in
behavior conducive to a democratic group atmosphere,65

dgilvie and Tutko, in a study of personality characteristics
of coaches, found them to be highly success driven, highly organized,
dominant, future oriented, strong in leadership qualities, ahd
strong in psychological endurance as described by the Athletic Motiva-
tion Inventory. Goaches were also found to be extremely conservati&e,
inflexivle, rigid, incapable of utilizing new learning, and generélly

were not capable of showing understanding or of giving emotional

64Jack Wright and 0. J. Harvey, "Attitude Change as a

Function of Authoritarianism and Punitiveness," Journal of Personality

and Social Psvchology, 2:177-18L, 1965.

65William-Haythorn et, al,, "The Behavior of Auvthoritarian
and Egualitarian Personalities in Groups," Human Relations, 9:57-74,

19564




21

66
support.

" In a later study, OgllVle and Tutko confirmed their original

findings and discovered some new personallity tralts of coaches. In

general, they discovered that coaches scored high on those traits

which determined succeeding, but they scored low on those traits
requiring personal involvement. They scored lowest on those traits

which contributed most to being sensitive and supported close inter-
67

personat—relationshipse
STUDIES IN RESSENTIMENT

Friedenberg, Nordstrom, and Gold were the first to identify
and examine ressentiment in educational environments. The central pur-
pose of thelr investigation was to determine whether there might be an

unrecognized process by which schools, as the sponsors of institutional

presses, actually interfered with student development.68 ‘This process

was thought to be ressentiment as defined by Nietzsche and Scheler.
The study was divided into two phases: phase I was designed

to measure ressentiment in the schools; and phase II was designed to

heasure its impact on the students. Random samples of students

and teachers from nine secondary schools of vafying soclo~econonlc

backgrounds were tested., The general results indicated that

66Bruce Ogilvie and Thomas Tutko, Problem Athletes and How

to Handle Them (London: Pelham Books, 1968), pp. 21-24,

6?B::-uce Ogllvie and Thomas Tutko, "Self-perception as compared
with measured personality of selected male physical educators,"
In proceedings of the second international congress of sport's
psychology, Gerald Kenyon (ed.), (Chicago: The Athletic Institute,
1970), Pps 73-77.

68Friedenberg et. al.; op. cit., p. 12.
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ressentiment was present in most areas of the education environment.
Gold, in his final project evaluation report, stated:

There existed an omnipresent and inexorable compulsion shaping
events in the schools, instituting a depressing sameness every-
where. School-by-school variation was found to be minor, with
such distinctions that existed emerging in ggades of gray, not
in stark contradictions of black and white.,

Kreuter conducted a similar study at the elementary school

level. The purpose of his research was to determine the extent of

and their classes were studied. Kreuter found that individual teacher
scores for ressentience correlafed significantly with the composite
mean scores of their own classes at the .01 level. The classés
perceived a higher incidence of ressentience when the teacher of that

class scored high in ressentience as measured by the Parsons-Kreuter

| Ressentiment Index., These findings indicated that ressentient

attitudes might be transferable through teacher4pupil interaction. He
also found that the sixth grade‘teachers who were perceived to be
highly ressenfient were also highly authoritarian, as measured by
Rokeach's Dogmatism:Scale. The relationship between these two
variables was founé to be significant at the .01 level; however, only 27
per éent of the variance was accounted for by this coefficient.7o
Albaugh's study of college Basketball coaches was the first

attempt to ldentify ressentiment in the athletic environment, The

. eentral purpose of his research was to assess the influence of

ressentience and to study ressentient personalities as identified

1h college basketball coaches. ﬁéséeﬁtient éttitudes of coacheé énd

91vid., pp. 22-23.

"reuter, op. cit., 1971.
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players from 17 uni&ersity, college, and junior college basketball
teams were meésured by the Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index §1~7T11
and the Friedenberg-Nordstrom Revised Ressentiment Index respectively.

The personalities of the coaches and players were assessed as measured

by the Athletic Motivational Inventory. No significant relationshilp
was found between coaches' and players' assessments of ressentience,
Black players' perceptions of ressentience were significantly higher

than that for white players. A comparison of substitutes' and-starters’

assessments of ressentience was not found to be significant. .
Differences on the personality %raits as measured by the Athletic
Motivational Inventory were not found to be significant when compared

to the scores assessing ressentient attitudes. Therefore, the

~personalities of coaches and athletes as measﬁred by the Athletic Moti-

- vatlonal Inventory had no influence on the degree of ressentience they

perceived.?l

Gunther, using the Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index,
studied ressentiment in college baseball coaches and players. The
purpose of his study was to determine if a relatlonship existed between
coached and blayers' perceptionvof ressentience, and between coaches'
ressentience scores and player dissidence as rated by the éoaches.
Players and coaches from 19 college and university baseball teans
served as, subjects in the study. The results indicated a widé-
discrepancy in the manner in which team members and coaches perceived
the total team environment with regard to ressentience. No significant
relationship was found between coaches' and players'.perceptions of

ressentience, and the same was found to be true when coaches' .

7 Albavgh, op. cit., pp. 4, 5, 1l. : , —
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ressentiment scores were compared to their ratings of ];>1:3,3,re:r:~d:i.srsid'ence./2 A
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7 John Gunther, "Player Dissidence as Related to Ressentient '
Attitudes of College Baseball Coaches," Unpublished Masters Thesis, - -
University of the Paqific, 1972, _ . B



Chapter 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
SUBJECTS

One hundred and fifty*two male subjects divided into three
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physical education majors attending the Unlversity of the Pacifie
(N = 52), San Joaquin County high school coaches (N = 50), and
University of the Pacific college students majoring in a subject area

other than physical education (N = 50), made up the groups.
PROCEDURES

The test instruments pertinent to the study, Rokeach's
Dognatism Scale and Parson-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index, were
combined into one questionnaire., Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale was
placed first in the quéstionnaire with the Parsons-Kreuter Reviéed
Ressentiment.Index following. In addition, a cover sheet*¥* waé
attached fo the questiohnaire containing a brief explanation of the
contents of the questionnaire, directions for completion of iltems,
and required personal information vital to statistical analysis.

Test administration for Groups I and III was handled by the reséafcher.

Arrangements were made with instructors in the physical education

#%%Appendix C
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department for Group I testing and with the University of the Pacific _ =
psychology department for Group III testing. Three separate classes

were tested to render the required number of subjects for the research.

The questionnaireé were administered during class time. Two wpper
division physical education classes provided the subjects for the
physical education major group, and one lower division beginning

psychology class provided the subjects for the non-physical education ER—

major group, The péychology class consisted primarily of freshman

and sophomore students. Female students, students majoring in
pﬁysical education, and studeﬁts pa:ticipating on university sponsored
athletic teams enrolled in the psychology class were isolated and
removed from the class prior to administering the questionnaire. No
special information was given the subjeéts prior to testing, |
Pretest procedure consisted of reading the cover sheet and completing
the reguired personal information. Care was taken to insure that each

testing session was as consistent as possible.

After receiving approval of the various school district
administrations, personal contact was made with each high schoocl
principal‘and athletic director for Group II testing. The rescarcher ;;;‘::;
was unable to administer the questionnaires personally because of
time and varying work séhedules. As an alterngtive, the athletic
directors.agreed to test thelr respective coaches and to collect the
questioﬁnaires. To assist the athletic directors, a letter of
explanation®**#¥% yag érovided for the coaches in each questionnaire

packet, A sealsble manilla envelope was also provided for thelr

*#%¥Appendix D



convenlence and privacy. Anonymity was insured for both the coachgs
and the schools participating in the study, and coaches were asked
not to discuss their responses to the questiénnaire items with their
colleagues.,

All testing was completed in one week. Groﬁp II quesiionnaire'
packets were hand carried to eéch high school's athletiC’director‘
on a Tuesday and were picked up, testing completed, on Friday of the

same week. Group I testing was completed on Wednesday and Group

IIT on Thursday.
THE TEST INSTRUMENTS

The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale was selected to measure
authoritariaﬁismﬁ since, unlike other instruments for measuring
- authoritarianism, it provided the researcher with the most complete
general measure of authoritarianism. It afforded the best measure of
general authoritarianism as 1t exists at either end of the political
continuum, In numerous tests of reliability, Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale
was found to have reliability coefficients ranging from .68 to .93.73
In a validation test of.the scale that compared a group of preconceived
high and low authoritarian individuals, the results displayed a t
test significance of (p = .Ol)'.74

The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale contained the same number of -

‘test items as the Parsons~-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index

developed by Albaugh. In addition, the same scoring procedure could

73Rokeach, op. cit., pp. 89-90.

- ™M1p1d., pp. 101-108.
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be used on the two instruments by the subjects. | o

. The Parsons~Kreuter Reviséd Ressentiment Index was selected :
as it was specifically designed to measure ressentient attitudes ' 'Ewﬁvg
existing in the athletic environment. Albaugh conducted a‘pilot !
study to test the reliability of the P-KR Revised Index at Western -
Washington State College. The test - retést method for determining
reliability resulted in a reliabllity coefficient of .85, Construct
and content validity were supported by the high reiiability found
in the test -~ retest samples, and by expert opinion from Parsons and
Kreuter, and Nordstrom and Friedenberg.75

The questionnairesfwere hand scored by the researcher,
 Both the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and the Parsons—Kreuter Revised S
Resseniiment Index provided the same six response alternatives
rénging ffom I strongly agree, to 1 stronély disagree. A respond-’ -
ent's score éould fange from a possible 1 1o 7 points on each
question depending upon the degree to which a pefson agreed or | D e
disagreed with the statement. Authoritarian and ressentient answers -
received either 5, 6, or 7 points, while nonauthoritarian and
nonressentient answers were awarded‘l, 2, or 3 points. If a statement
was unanswered U4 points were assigned. Sample statements and scoring
procedures for both instruments were as follows:

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale
3 2. The highest form of government is a democracy S

and the highest form of democracy is a government run by those
who are most intelligent.

75A1baugh, op. cits, p. 6.
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3 45, Using géod judzement as to time and place, coaches
should advise players about their styles of appearance and dress.

If a coach strongly agreed (numeral 3) with question number two, it
ihdicated a highly authoritarian response'and the coach was assigned

7 points. If the coach's response was numeral 6 (I strongly dis-

agree), a highly nonauthoritarian response, he received 1 point.
A coach's response of three (I strongly agree) on the Parsons-Kreuter R

Revised Ressentiment Index to queétion number forty-five indicated

a highly ressentient response and the coach was assigned 7 points,
A response of I agree a little (nume;al 1) also indicated.a ressentient
response but to a leSSer'degree and resulted in a score of 5.
Twenty=-two of the forty statements comprising the Parsons~Kreuter
Revised Ressentiment Index were agree - ressentient statements such
ags statement forty;fivé displayed above. The remaining eighteeﬁ

:wére iisagree -~ reasantient stétements. An example of a disagree =~
ressentiment stateaent is presented belows

Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index

3 55. Lack of player enthusiasm and learning most likély ‘ :
means that the material or coaching method used was inappropriate, E

If a coach stronély agreed (numeral 3) with question number fifty-
five, it indicated é highly nonressentient response and was assigned
1 point., A response of I agree a little (numeral 1) indicated a
nonressentient response but to a higher degree and received 3
points, | | |
Authoritarian and ressentiment scores could range from a low
total of 40 points to a high of 280. A low score was respresentative
of a nonaﬁthoritarian or nonressentient individual, and a high score

was indicative 6f a person that was highly authoritarian or highly



ressentient, ALl responses to the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and
Parsons~Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index were assigned a numerical |
rating and a total authoritarian and ressentient score was given

to each subject.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

A Pearson r was used to determine if any relationship

30

existed between coaches' scores for authoritarianism and ressentiment.
Analysis of variance was uéed to determine if any significant
differences occurred, with respect to the authoritarianism and
ressentiment scores, among the three groups of subjects. It was
followed by Scheffe's post hoc test to determine where significant

group differences were loca‘l:e':d..?6

6

7 David R. Lamb and Jerome C. Weber, Statistics and Research
An Physical Education (St. Louls: The C. V. Mosby Company, 1970),
PP, 111-112 .




Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

Fifty high school coaches were administered the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale and Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index, and

a Pearson r was used to determine if any significant relationship

Y

‘existed between the resulting authoritarian and ressentient scores.

An r of BG4 was found which was statistically significant at the .01

level. For a more complete interpretation of the correlation between-

~authoritarianism and ressentiment, the Group II 'r was squared to

obtain a coefficient of determination, and the squared value was
subtracted from 1 to obtaln the coefficient of nondetermination, This
process, as described by Lamb and Weber77, determined the proportion

- of the vafiance in‘ressentiment that was related to the variance in
avthoritarianism, and the proportion of the variance not relatéd to
authoritarianism. These coefficients explained why only a modest
correlation was indicated by the r of 464 as only 22 per cent
of the total variance between ressentiment and authoritarianism could
be accounted for while‘78 per cent of the variance in ressentience

was not related tovthe variancé in authoritarianism.

T1vids, pe 63
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Table 1

Pearson r Summary Table — Authoritarianism vs Ressentiiment
o Group IT =~ Coaches

32

N Mean S . D . r
Authoritarianism 50 135,320 27.894
' * 46l
Ressentiment 50 - 156,320 17.358

_ #For significance a the .0l level with 43 degrees of freedom

RS0/ 811 o DO I
|
|
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r must be 3721 or greater.

The results indicated that a person who was authoritarian
also tended to reflect a ressentient attitude. TIn this instance, the

experimental hypothesis was accepted as there existed a statistically

signiflcant velationship between authoritarianism and ressentience as

measured by the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and Parsons-Kreuter Revised
Resséntiménﬁ Index, although only 22 per cent of the variance was
accounted for in the correlation.

Pearson r coefficients of correlation were computed between
authoritarianism and resséntiment for Group I (the college physical
education gfoup), Group III (the college non-physical education major

group), and for the three groups combined,

781vid., p. 222,
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Table 2

Pearson r Summary Table - Authoritarianism vs Ressentiment
Group I - College Physical Education Majors

N ~ Mean S«D. r
Authoritarianism 52 146,058 26,961
- *,278
~ Ressentiment 52 146,538 - 19.974

(1% i JHZ]I a1 \Iﬂlﬁf.l Hp

*For significance a§ the .05 level with 50 degrees of freedom
r must be 2732 or greater.7

As illustrated in Table 2, the college physical education
major group displayed a very weak but significant correlation
(r = +278) between authoritarianism and ressentiment as the r was

statistically significant at the .05 level. Eight per cent of the

variance was accounted for in the Group I correlation.
Table 3

Pearson r Summary Table - Authoritarianism vs Ressentiment
Group IIT - College Non-Physical Education Majors

N * Mean SDe r

Authoritarianism 50 130,760 20,331
' ' *,383

Ressentiment - 50 136,100 20,209

*For significance at the .OL level with 48 degrees of freedom .
r must be 3721 or greater.

M1via.  Orpig,
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Grouﬁ IIT results were similar to those exhibited by the
coaching group as the r of .383 was statisticall& significant at the
.01 levei. Fourteeﬁ per cent of the variance was accounted for in

the Group ITI correlation.

 Table 4

Pearson r Summary Table -~ Authoritarianism vs Ressentiment
Groups I, II, and III

N Mean ~ 8.D. r
Authoritarianism 152 137.493 25,961 !
, : , . *,352
~ Ressentiment 152 146467 20.874 ‘

. *Por significance at the .g% level with 150 degrees of
reedom r must be .2540 or greater.

As indicated in Table 4, thé composite group (I, II, and
111) was‘foﬁnd to be statistically significant at theA .0l level, The
results were alllinciusive that a significant relationship does exist
betweén authoritarianism and:ressentiment as measured by the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale ahd Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index, even

though only 12 per cent of the variance between ressentience and

~ authoritarianism could be accounted for as established by the

coefficient of determinism,
Analysls of variance along with Scheffe's post hoc test
was used to détermine .differences in authoritarianism and ressentience:

scores among coaches,. college physical education majors, and college

8Blrpid.



35

students majoring in a subject area other than physical educatlon.
A one-way analysis of variance was computed for the three groups for

authoritarianism (Table 5) and ressentience (Table 6) respectively.

Table 5

Analysis of Variance - Authoritarianlism
Groups I, II, and III

Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio
Between groups . 6317 2 3158.5 I g
*4,9303479
Within groups 95453 W9 . 6L0.68416 !
Total 101770 151

*For’s’gnificancé at the .0l level, the F ratio had to be
L.,61 or better. :
Table 6

Analysis of Variance -~ Ressentience
Groups I, II, and IIX

Sum of Squares DF [lean Square F Ratio
Between groups 10671.2 2 5335.6
*¥14.,42245
Within groups 55122.7 149 369.95L
Total 65793.9 151

‘ . *For signifieance at the .01 level, the F ratio had to be
.61 or better.d

821pid., p. 232. Tbid.



Both the F ratio of 4.93 for authoritarianism (Table 5)
and 14.42 for ressentience (Table 6) were statistically significant
at the .01 level, with the F ratio of 14,42 significant well beyond
the ,01 level. Since one-way ana;ysis of variance (ANOVA) only
determined that differences existed among the three groups, it was
necessary to utilize Scheffe's post hoc test to determine the specific

[

location of the between group differences.
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Table 7

Scheffe's Post Hoc Test - Authoritarianism
+05 Level of Significance

Group Comparison Difference 8 Value Result
Means
I P.E. Majors 146.1 (T & I1) 10.8 12,277 NS
II Coaches 135.3 (II & III) 4,5 12.397 NS
III Non-P.E., Majors 130.8 (T & ITI) 15.3 12,277 .05%

Scheffe's test found a significant difference between the
physical education major group and the non-physical education major

group (Table 7) for authoritarianism as measured by Rokeach's

Dogmatism Scale,

&Ibidc s PD. lll"llz .
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Table 8 N

Scheffe's Post Hoc Test - Ressentience
+05 Level of Significance

D

11 O o TI"EIIU'”.'.'IIIZFI'.[JI"T?i 10

Group Comparison Difference S Value Result
' lleans N
I P.E. Majors . 146.5 (1 & II) 10.3 9.3298  ,05*
II Coaches 156.8 (I & ITII) 20.7 9.4210 ,O5% ;
III Non=P.E. Majors 136+ (T-& ITT)—20H 9.3298 L05%

Scheffe's test indicated tha£ significant»differences in
ressentience existed betﬁeen all three groups at the ,05 level of
significance (Table 8), Table 9 displayed significance beyond.the
01 1eve1’fof rescentience betweén the coaches' group and non-

' physical education major group.

Table 9

Scheffe's Post Hoc Test - Ressentience Groups IT and III
.01 Level of Significance

Group Gomparison Difference S Value Result

Means
II Coaches 156.8 (I & III) 20.7 11.679 LO1%

III Non"P .E . Ma.j ors 136 ol

The  second ﬁypotheses stated there was a significant
relationship among the scores for coaches, college physical education
majors, and college students majoring in a subject area other thap
physical education, in authoritarianism and ressentiment. As

the statistical analysis indicated, (illustrated in Tables 5 through 9),
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significant differences were found among the groups for both variables.

- Therefore, the experimental hypothesis was accepted.

CONCLUSIONS

Within the limitations of this study and the statistical
methods used, the following conclusions were indicateds
1. A statistically significant correlation (p = .01) was found for

the coaching group with respect to authoritarianism, as msasured by

the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, and ressentience as measured by the
Parsons—Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index.

2, The college physical education major group (mean score of 146,1)
scored significantly higher than the college non-physical education
major group (mean score of 130.8) at the .05 level for authoritarianism,
as measured by the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. The difference for

authoritarianism btetween the college physical education major group

 and the coaching group (mean score of 135.3) approached significance

at the .05 level.

3. The coaching group (mean score of 156.8) scored significantly

higher for ressentience than the college physical education major
group (mean score of 146.5) at the .05 level, and significantly

higher than the college non-physical education major group (mezan score

of 136.1) at the .01 level as measured by the Parsons-Kreuter Revised

Ressentinsnt Index,



Chapter 5
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was designed to determine the relationship
between authoritarianism, as measured by the Rokeach Dogmatism

Scale, and ressentience,‘as measured by the Parsons-Kreuter Revised

CITETIEITD 1 T

T T

i

Ressentiment Index, and to determine whether or not these two
variables were perceived differently by three groups of subjects

a high school coaching group (N = 50), a college physical education

~major group (N = 52), and a college non-physical education majof

group (N = 50). A review of the literature suggested that both
authoritarianism and ressentience could be considered to negatively
affect learning, and when poésessed by individuals in positions of
aﬁthority, could be detrimental to a person’s development.85’86

The‘test instruments were hand scored by the researcher, and
the resulting data was analyzed by a hand calculator and by the-
University of the Pacific computer center. A Pearson r was used to
determine if any significant relationship existed between authoritarianism
and resseﬁtience, and analysis of variance followed by Scheffe's

post hoc test was used to determine differences among the three

groups tested.

85Rokeach, op. cit., pp. 67-68. .

86Friedenberg et, al., oOp. cit., P, 12.
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The first hjpothesis, whicﬁ stated that there would be a
Siénificant relationship between authoritarianiém, as measured by the
Parsons-Kreuter Revised Ressentiment Index; was shpported. The
coaching group correlation was significant at the .01 level. Further
analysls showed the éollege physical education major group to be
significant at the ,05 level, the college non-physical education major

group to be significant at the .01 level, and the composite group

(I, IT, and III combined) to be significant at the .0l level., These

S G e B 18 0 D

- findings supportedgthe findings of Kreuter,87'who found a similar
relationship betweén éuthoritarianism, as measured by the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale, and ressentience, as measured by the Parsoné-Kreuter
Ressentliment Indéx,{in sixth grade teachers to be signifiéaht at the
«01 level., Twenty-seven per cent of the vériance was accounted for
.in Kreuter's research, while twenty-two per cent of the variance

was accounted for in the present study.

- On the basis of this study's sample, the significant rela-
tionship between authoritarianism ahd ressentience could have been
due to the similar characteristics includeq in the two attitudes.
According to Rokeach, authoritarian individuals demanded obedience,

. were inflexible, and relied on stricf rule qriéntation.88 Kreuter
felt that these characteristics in the authoritarian personality
were also present in ressentience.89 These specifié factors of

ressentience were rule orientation and obedience., An additional

d

8%kréuter, op. cit., 1971.

88
Rokeach, op. cit., pp. 8-20,

89Kreuter, oD, cit.,'1971.
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similarity could be inflexibility, as described by Albaugh,” as was
characteristic of ressentient styles of rule enforcement. These

similarities between authoritarianism and ressentiment could have been

the variance accounted for in the significant correlation., This

b0 e o [ 1 ) O 1 S DS

relationship could also have been attributed to the make-up of the

samples., _ {,hw,,f,

The results further showed that the only significant

:"*"*f*“*“&ifféréncé‘fﬁr‘auth@ritarianism‘@ccarréd‘béfween‘thé‘CGiiege*physica1
education major group and the college non-physical education major
gfoup. ‘This difference was statistically significant at the .05
level. A review of the literature suggested that coaches would score
significantly higher in authoritarianism fhan the othexr groups, with
the possible exception of the college physical education major group.91’92

» On the basis of this sample, the coaching group did not score highest
in authoritarianism. No credidble expianation of these findings was
avallable to the researcher with respect to the coaches' perception -
of authoritarianism. However, it should be pointed out that the

“eriticism directed toward the authoritarian structure of sport was
not substantiated by research supported data, with the exception of
Ogilvie and Tutko's comments which were based on their findings of

"coaches' personality traits as assessed by the Athletic Motivation

L 90Albaugh, op. cit., p. 4. _
scott, op. cit., pp. 127-133. - L _

,920gilvie and Tutko, op. cit., "Sport," p. 60.
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Inventoryu93”94 : ' ‘ “;, —
. In the measurement of ressentient attitudes, statistically
significant differences were found to exist among all three groups
(p = .05); while a statistically significant difference (p = .01)

was found between the coaches' gréup and college non-physical educatlion

group. The mean score for the coaches® group was highest at 156.8; the
college physical educatlon group was next at 1446.5; the college non-

physical education group had a mean score of 136.1. On the basis of

this sample, these findings suggesﬁed that individuals directly
involved with sport environments could have been more ressentient
than individusls not directiy involved. The results indicated
that the sample of coaches created environments which could have. o S
been more cbnduci?e to the existence of the specifie ressentient

factors. The coaches could have had more distinct notions con-

cerning “he necessity for strict player control and rethods for

- attaining that céntrol,bﬁhich facilitated ressentient styles of rule

enforcemant, when conpared to the college physical education group -

and the cdllsge non-physical education major group.95 Coaches, in this
sample, ﬁay ha&e felt that it was necessary to stifle creativity,

may have engaged in the liberal use of punishment, and may have felt
it neecessary to totally control players' behavior and activities

during the season, all of which could be characteristiic of ressentience.96

Qﬁﬁgilvia and Tutko, op. cit., Problen Athletes, pp. 21-24.
9&bgilvie and Tutko, op. cit., "Self-perceptions,” pp. 73~77.
95Alba' sy 0P« cit., "Influence of Ressentience," p. 12, » -

96 vid.



On the basis of this sample, the control that coaches extended over
players could have involved coach~defined values and beliefs which

engaged moralizing and was manifested in dress and hair regulations

id

which, according to Friedenberg et. al., were "essentially negative

and defensive and based on distrust," and could be considered
ressentient.97

It was the intention of the researcher to examine two

attitudes, authoritarianism and ressentlence; in an attempt to

determine their prevalence in the sport environment. To imply that

these attitudes ﬁere responsible for the widespread discontent with

athletics should not even be conjectufed on the basis of the study.
From the results found in the present study, recommendations _ S

arise for further research into coaching attitudes and athletic |

environments.'

1, A similar stﬁdy should be conducted comparing coaches with

other groups in positiens of authority.who are not directly involved 7 SR

with the sport environment while attempting to examine the variables N 3

under controlled conditions.,

2. A study should be conducted comparing coaches of team sports to

coaches of individual sports to determine if differences exist in

coaching attitudes. .

3. Morxe research should be directed toward determining whether or

not ressentient attitudes are capable of being transmitted through

individual interaction; the research of Albaugh98 and Kreuter99

indicated that ressentience is transferable.

97Friedenberg et. al., op. cit., pp. 134-135,

98A1baugh. op. cit., 1972, S

99Kreuter, op. cit., 1971,



4, A study should be conducted cdmparing high school coaches and
their teams to other teachers and their classes in authoritarianism
and ressentience,

5. A longitudinal study should be conducted of young athletes to
determine the growth chart of authoritarian and ressentient attitudes.
6. A study should be conducted attempting to determine if authori-

tarian and ressentient attitudes can be effectively changed through

_special training programs.

I
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Mark each
according

every one.

each case.
1l

23

ROKEACH DOGMATISM SCALE

statement in the left hand margin in the space provided

to how much you agree or disagree with it, FPlease mark - --
Write 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6, depending on how you feel in
Attempt to be just as honest as you can with each response.

I agree a little - 4; T disagree a little

I agree on the whole 5s I disagree on the whole

3
1.

‘2.

I agree very much ~6: I disagree very much
The United States and’Russia have just about nothing in common,

The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest

form of democracy is a government run by those who are most
intelligent.

3. Hven though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile

goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of
certain political groups.

quai

e

he It is conly natural that a person would have a much better ac=

ntance with ideas he believes in than wlth ldeas he opposes.

5. HMan on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome place,

__ 7. Most people just don't give a damn for others.

to s

8, I'd like it if I could find someone who would tell me how

olve my personal problems,

9. It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of the
future,

10. There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in.

1l. Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop.

12. In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself

seve

ral times to make sure I am being understood.

13." In a heated discussion I geherally become so absorbed in what I
an going to say that I forget to listen to what the others are
saying.

50



1: T agree a little h: I disagree a little | ;
2: I agree on the whole . 5: 7T disagree on the whdle .é" T
33 I agree very much 6: I disagree very much

14, It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward.

15, While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my

secret ambition is to become a great man, like Einsteln, ox 7
Beethoven, or Shakespeare. . S

16, The main thing in life is for a person to want to do
something important.

17. If given the chance I would do something of great benefit :
to the world. , .

: 18. In the history of mankind there have probably been just
a handful of really great thinkers,

19, There are a number of people I have come to hate because of -
the things they stand for,.

20. ‘A man who does not believe in some great cause has not
really lived, :

. 2l. It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or‘
cause that life becomes meaningful.

22, Of all the different philosophies which exist in this world : S
© . there is probably only one which is correct.

. 23. A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is
likely to be a pretty wishy-washy sort of person.

2k, 'To'compromise wilth our political opponents is,dangerous
because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

25+ When 1t comes to differences of opinion in religion we must

be careful not to compromise with those who believe differently
from the way we do.

26, In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if
he considers primarily his own happiness.

27+  The wofst-crime a person could commit is to attack publicly
the people who believe in the same things he does.,

28. 1In times like these it is often necessary to be more on
: guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one's own
camp than by those in the opposing camp.
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1l: T agree a little L: T disagree a little ‘ ?“*“*

. 23 I agree on the whole 53 I disagree on the whole

3: I agrée very much 6: I disagree very much

29. A group which tolerates too much difference of opinion
among its own members cannot exist for long.

30, Tﬁere are two kinds of people in this world: those who F
are for the truth and those who are against the truth. o i

—___31. My blood boils whenever a persbn stubbornly refuses to A “ .
admit he's wrong. )

32+ 4 person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is :
beneath contempt, ‘

33, HMost of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth
the paper they are printed on.

3L, In this complicated woxrld of ours the only way we can know
what's going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can
be trusted.,

35, It is,often desirable to reserve judgement about what's
going on until one has nad & chance to hear the opinions of
those one respects,

35« In the Long run the best way to live is to pick friends
and assoclates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as
one's own. :

| 37. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is
only the future that counts.

38, If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is
sometimes necessary to gamble all or nothing at all.

39. Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have
discussed important social and moral problems don't really
understand what's going on.

U0, Most people just don't know what's good for them.
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\FIPARSONS~KREUTER REVISED RESSENTIMENT INDEX ' . T

1: I agree a little 4: T disagree a little

=8
2: I agree on the whole  5: T disagree on the whole é
"~ 3: I agree very much 6: I disagree very much

- 41, One of the strengths of a good coach lies in his ability to SR,
teach obedience.

L2+—Goaches shouldactively discourage the existence of cliques —
cn the team.

43. The concept of equal tréatment of all players need not be a
primary concern of a good coach.

i, Some of the most successful athletes here are those with the
best physical skills.

45, Using good judgement as to time and place, coaches showld
advise vlaysrs about their styleés of appearance and dress.

46, 'There is no question that team members can gain great value
from meeting and practicing in smail groups by themselves.

L7. FPunishing a player,‘i.e., running extra laps because of nis-
- conduct, is a reasonable way of helping him recognize his social
responsibility.

48, One of the coach®s most important tasks is seeing that tean
nembers get along with each other.

Lo, The creaﬁive abilities of athletes continue to impress oné

oime Arw o mprgerc - #

even after several (or less) years in the profession.

' 50 If the dress codes of an athletic team were left to the discre=~
tion of the team, quality standards for many teams would decline.

- 51. A good coach will use wit and sarcasn, if necessary to -
control showoffs and attention getters. . o

_52. Enlisting personal opinion from the players in regards to
team strategy could inhibit the eificiency of the tean. } R —

.53 A great pleasure in coaching is when you have a talented SO
team that is truly creative during its performances. '

- 5o A coach may have good reason to allow privileges to one
vlayer that are not allowed to all.

S



1: I agree a little s 1 disagree a little
" 2: I agree on the whole 5: T disagree on the whole
3: I agree very much 6: I disagree very much

—___55. Lack of player enthusiasm for learning most likely means
that the material or coaching method used was inappropriate.

56, This rule is foolish: players nust be in bed by 10:30

on all week day nights and by 12:30 on weekends.

57. After observing an athlete's performance in practice for

a short time, a perceptive coach can easily judge how the

goans vrd T emm o -.om_-.‘n_ oy et hasndd

55
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| 58. A good coach doesn't concern himself with out of season

regulations and controls over his athletes.

59. Athletics is a good place to impress upon young men that

nost meaningful learning is hard work.,

60. Teachers in other subject areas who make a practice of

"~ allowing students to follow their own interests frequently

end up with a less than adequate program.

__6l. Repetition is the key to successful learning in athletics.

62. For tesm functions, the individual athlete should be able

to choose his own seat, roommate, table at which to eat, etc.

63, Talking and whispering during the practice sessions is

usually a sign that appropriate learning is not taking place.

64, Coaches should not expect a player to inform on a team-

mate who is breaking the rules,

65. The appearance of some of our professional sport stars

is a disgrace to what athletics really stand for.

66. High school or college age athletes should participate in

the establishment of their own governing rules and regulations.

67. It is more important for a player to have falth in himself

than it is for him to be obedient to the structure of the team.

68. Allowing players to participate too openly in the planning

of team activities may cause a coach to lose his authority.,

69. When a player adjusts to the rules and guidelines of the

team, 1t is an indication of positive change in his character
developnent.
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1: I agree a little 4: T disagree a little
~ 23 I agree on the whole 5: 1 disagree on the whole -
3t I agree very much 6: I disagree very much

70+ Coaches should be ready to jump on those who take short
cuts or.slack off in practice.

71L. Allowing for imaginative behavior is as important an
educational objective in athletics as learning fundamentals
basic to the specific sport,.

72. The giftéd athlete probably needs less praise than the

average or below average athlete,

73. Parents, administrators, and fellow teachers should be ' ' Q
able to visit a practice at any time without announcement.

74, Athletes should be allowed to make thelr own decisions.
on matters that affect them regarding activities outside of
their sports environment.

75+ One of the dangers of being a permissive coach is that
you might become overly friendly with the athletes.

___76. For the good of the team, it is pretty important to keep
the players under wraps in regards to individual behavior on
and off court.

' ;"77; Laughing and bolsterous behavior during practice sessions
are acceptable as long as it does not interfere with the
objectives of the practice,

’ 78. Individual development for athletes is generally best
accomplished through equal treatment at all times.

_79. Good coaches are never concerned with a racial quota
system, -

80. Team meetings generally are lectures, and if any discussion
does exist it should be directed by the coach.
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QUESTIONNAIRE COVER SHEET i::i:::

The following 80 statements are concerned with two separate
environments. The first 40 statements (1-40) deal with what the
general public thinks and feels about a number of important social and
personal questions. The second 40 statements (41-80) deal with the
coaching environment. The best answer to each statement is your per-
sonal opinion. We have tried to cover many different and opposing
points of view; you may find yourself agreeing strongly with some of
the statements, disagreeing Jjust as strongly with others, and perhaps
uncertain about others; whether you agree or disagree with any statement,

-you—can—be-sure—that many people feelthe same as you do. ~There are 1o T
right or wrong answers; the purpose of this questionnaire is simply
to get your general and honest opinion about each statement.

PERSONAL INFORMATION SEGTION

COACHING GROUP - GROUP II

1. Age

2. Race

3. Sport(s) Presently Coaching

Lo Years Goaching Experience

5. Undergraduate Major

COLLEGE PHYSICAL EDUCATION MAJOR GROUP - GROUP I, AND THE COLLEGE
NON~PHYSICAL EDUCATION MAJOR GROUP - GROUP III
1. Age |

2. Year in School (Freshman, Soph, etc.)

3; Race

kL, Proppsed Major Subject

5. Do vou Participate On Any Intercollegiate Athletic Teams At L
This School? '
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LETTER OF EXPLAWATIOKR TO COACHES

Dear Coach,
T would like to begin by thanking you for volunteering to par-

ticipate in this study. Iy name is Rogef Brautigan and I am a gradu~

ate student at the University of the Pacific. The questionnaire that

you are about to complete will assxstﬂme in completing my master's

degree requirements, as my thesis research involves coachlng and the

‘athletic environment. Complete anonymity'to you and your school is

assured in any publication of this research. A
Before filling out the questiomnaire, I would like to make. a
few suggestions which I hope you will follow:
1, The questionnaire will take less than an hour to .
complnteg and it is important that you complete the question-

nairve on your own, and at a time when you will have no
interruptions.

‘2. Begin by reading the cover sheet and filling in the
required personal information. Then read the directions on

the first page of the questionnaire and complete the
-questionnaire.

3; When you have completed the questionnaire, place it in
the sealable manilla envelope which has been provided and
return it to your athletic director.

L, Please do not discuss any of the statements with your
colleagues.

If you have any questions or comment§ please feel free to grite
them down or to contact me in person at the University. Agaiﬁ, thank
you very muc? for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Roger Brautigan
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AUTHORETARTANISM (A)* RAY SCORES RESSENTIMENT «(R)* : =
(o) _crour T (R) (A) GROUP II (R) (A) group 11T (R) -

1. 105 130 153 182 134 160 I

2. 136 109 107 147 129 129 e

3. 137 161 122 160 98 134 R

L, 136 1 169 177 166 159 —

5. 134 139 194 140 110 146 -

6. .121 132 156 165 140 189 S

7. - 179 116 145 183 186 165 g

8. 159 155 165 161 140 160 -

9., 122 149 102 - 149 128 162 , SR
10, 155 174 133 176 93 113 ST
11, 135 169 97 146 126 146
T2y 129 139 93 122 115 113 —
13. 145 159 85 145 130 133 '

%, 171 161 79 160 128 131

15, 133 160 132 ‘ 135 107 124

16, 183 146 97 124 130 135

17, 116 144 130 149 139 150

18, 127 131 144 153 126 14

19, 136 116 116 149 146 145

20, 169 158 118 176 147 13

21, 126 155 164 182 122 138

22, 140 142 134 172 153 134

23. 150 150 127 159 145 149

24, 154 103 143 165 126 107

25, 153 165 127 9 1 139

26, 190 159 149 166 159 147

27, 202 168 - 164 147 116 156

28, 173 168 128 - 151 129 130

29. 134 163 173 187 128 123

30, 130 130 161 146 24 158

31. 113 150 96 144 157 90

32, 150 108 111 12 132 _ 115 -
33, . 107 121 125 © 148 109 132

34, 160 159 147 112 128 152

'35, 175 145 131 164 118 126

36, 202 143 1.87 157 113 157

37, 75 148 156 144 112 111

38, 118 - 118 188 187 173 159

39. 147 121 152 157 177 134

4, 129 125 . 86 145 99 86

b1, 153 179 137 161 137 163

b2, 191 162 119 136 o 106

b3, 192 169 1 149 122 - 131

b, 137 46 171 185 119 121 : -
45, 155 157 136 171 127 123

b6, 137 183 152 173 132 135 . s
W7, 136 180 116 143 150 129 o
48, 133 : 125 . 141 . 164 112 143

Ly, 104 140 157 181 - 121 A

50, 153 133 110 152 126 113 e
5L, 164 173 ——— —— - — —
52, 184 143 —— - - —

N= 52 ' N = 50 N = 50



	A comparison of authoritarian and ressentient attitudes among high school coaches, college physical education majors, and other college students
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1519334334.pdf.CVTke

