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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was twofold. First the purpose was to investigate the 

characteristics of the participants of a competitive team at the collegiate level. Secondly 

was to identify any differences between participants and non-participants of a 

competitive team at the collegiate level. The population of this study was traditional 

College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources (CASNR) freshmen enrolled in 

the fall semester of 2007 at Texas Tech University. The sample consisted of two groups. 

The first group, participants, consisted of students who participated on a competitive 

team at Texas Tech University during their first year of college. The second group 

consisted of students who did not participate on a competitive team at Texas Tech 

University. A panel of academic experts used the Student Success Center to find criteria 

that could match non-participants to participants in an attempt to control for extraneous 

variables. The extraneous variables included gender, ACT score/ or equivalent, and 

academic major. Of the 30 students who were recruited and confirmed their participation 

in the study only 28 completed the Instruments. The sample of this study consisted of 

(N=28) traditional freshmen students. 

Data was collected at the end of the year from 28 students surveyed. The results 

show several variables are related to student perceptions and academic success. Further 

research is recommended to determine to what extent these variables are related. The 

results from this research can be used to model what impacts a freshman student’s 

perceptions and first year academic success.  
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

Freshman students enter the college environment during a crucial transition in 

their life. Responsibility shifts from parents to the individual student. As a result, students 

are trying to balance academics, adapt to a new location, and establish new friendships 

(Tinto, 1982, 1993; Noel, Levitz, & Saluri, 1985; Chemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001). 

Traditional freshman students are faced with many decisions and challenges during their 

first-year at college.  There are two outcomes resulting in how traditional freshman 

students handle the challenges and decisions. They either complete their first year of 

college or they dropout of school.  According to Astin, Korn , and Green (1987), 

“dropouts from the public institutions are much more likely to say that they left college 

for academic reasons,” (p.39). What makes the difference in being a successful student or 

a dropout?  Do some students come into college better prepared? Or, once students arrive 

at college do they get involved in extracurricular activities that help and teach them how 

to be successful in college?  

Researchers have tried to indentify predictors of college success; including 

aptitude test scores (e.g. SAT and ACT) (Garton, Ball, & Dyer, 2002; Mathiasen, 1984; 

Mouw & Khanna, 1993), learning styles (Witkin, 1973), family financial characteristics 

(Child, 1969), high school GPA (Ting & Robinson, 1998), emotional intelligence 

(Parker, 2002), involvement (Astin, 1993; Bauer & Liang, 2003; Pace,1987; Pascarella, 
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1989), and personality traits (Child, 1969; Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 1981; Entwistle, 

1972; Entwistle & Entwistle, 1970; Gough & Lanning, 1986).  

Many studies predicting college outcomes use precollege characteristics, such as 

college entrance exams (SAT or ACT) and a student’s high school GPA to compensate 

for the largest variance in college outcomes. Ting and Robinson (1998) account high 

school GPA for largest variance when measuring first-year college GPA. However, 

Mouw and Khanna (1993) discounted precollege variables such as high school GPA and 

college entrance as predictors of college success, because even though the variables were 

highly correlated among each other, alone the variables have little impact on college 

success. Mouw & Khanna (1993) concluded from the results of the study that more 

research needs to be conducted to explain college GPA.  Garton et al. (2002) noted that 

“additional research is needed to establish valid and reliable predictors of student success 

in colleges of agriculture” (p.54). 

Many researchers have studied the relationship between involvement in 

extracurricular activities and academic success (Astin, 1999; Bauer & Liang, 2003; Pace, 

1987; Pascarella, 1989). Astin (1999) described student involvement as, physical and 

psychological energy that the student devotes to studying, spending time on campus, 

actively participating in student organizations, and frequently interacting with faculty 

members and other students. Bauer and Liang (2003) found that academic related 

activities were “positively and statistically significantly related to the end-of-first-year 

GPA”, (p.287). Astin (1999) suggests that researchers should further examine the 

connection between particular forms of involvement and particular outcomes. Astin 
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(1999) further explains that it would, “be useful to determine whether particular student 

characteristics are significantly related to different forms of involvement and whether a 

given form of involvement produces different outcomes for different types of students,” 

(p.527).   

Another benefit students gain from participating is the strengthening of their 

perceptions of institutional and social support (Berger & Milem, 1999).  Berger and 

Milem (1999) suggests “that further investigation of the relationship between student 

behavior and perceptions could help explain a wide variety of student social phenomena 

and outcomes” (p.661). 

Need for the Study  

There is a need for a study that can indicate if participating in an extracurricular 

activity (an intercollegiate competitive team) can influence the academic success of 

students during their first year of college. It is important that students excel in college and 

continue to work toward completing their degree. Currently, student retention is a 

challenge many universities face. From the fall of 2006 to the fall of 2007, Texas Tech 

University’s College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources lost 20 students 

which was a 12% drop out rate of traditional freshman students (Texas Tech University, 

2007). According to Texas Tech (2007), out of those twenty students, 10 had GPAs lower 

than a 2.0.  

Not only is retention a concern, but after reviewing literature, there is an 

identifiable gap in the research that would tie participation in extracurricular activities to 
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academic success.  Although there has been an overwhelming amount of research 

conducted to proclaim student participation in extracurricular activities has a positive 

academic, social, and retention impact on students.  Little research has analyzed if 

traditional freshmen’s participation on an intercollegiate competitive team has an effect 

on their academic performance and perceptions of their first year of college. Holland and 

Andre (1987) further explain, “the available research does not demonstrate convincingly 

that participation causes such desirable outcomes” (p.447). This gap in our research 

knowledge, provides researchers motivation to conduct studies to determine if such a 

relationship exists.  

Another audience that would benefit from this study would be a college’s and 

university’s administration.   Funding is a vital part of the success of a program at any 

college or university.  Research over the past thirty years (Holland & Andre, 1987) 

indicates that financial resources for extracurricular activities have been diminishing, and 

this creates a challenge for administration in trying to determine what student programs 

should receive funding.  As a result many, student programs have to present the benefits 

of their program to the administration to try to obtain funding. According to Holland and 

Andre (1987), “Examination of the effects of extracurricular activities is especially timely 

and important in an era of limited financial resources for schools,” (p.437). This study 

could provide evidence for delivering the benefits of participation on an intercollegiate 

competitive team.  

Finally, this study fills a need indentified by the National Research Agenda. In 

2007, leading researchers in the field of Agriculture Education and Communication 
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developed the National Research Agenda for Agriculture Education and Communication. 

The National Research Agenda section on Agricultural Education in university and 

postsecondary settings suggests in research priority area (RPA) 2 (Osborne, 2007) that 

research should investigate how to “improve the success of students enrolled in 

agricultural and life sciences academic and technical programs,“ (p.7). 

Findings concluded from this study will serve as the initial foundation for 

understanding if students benefit from participating in competitive extracurricular 

activities. Plus, it will provide information pertaining to the factors that influence student 

involvement. 

Theoretical Framework 

Input-Environment-Outcome model 

Astin’s Input-Environment-Outcome model was developed in 1993, and it 

categorizes variables that impact and influence student outcomes. Furthermore, this 

model was designed to evaluate the characteristics students possess before they started 

college and the environmental factors encountered by their college experience and how 

they impact college outcomes. This model classified the variables into three segments: 

inputs, environment, and outcomes. Astin’s model for Student outcomes is displayed in 

Figure 1.1.  Astin (1993) explained the variables displayed in Figure 1.1 as follows:  
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Input refer to the characteristics of the student at the times of initial entry to the 

institution; environment refers to the various programs, policies, faculty, peers, 

and education experiences to which the student is exposed; and outcomes refers to 

the student’s characteristics after the exposure to the environment (p.7). 

Astin’s purpose for creating the I-E-O model was to provide a way to determine 

the influence of college environments on student outcomes. Astin suggested that future 

researchers utilize the model to investigate if various environments influence college 

student’s development. As indicated by the model the pre-college characteristics of a 

student (inputs), combined with the participating on a competitive collegiate team 

(environment), play a significant role in a student’s development and academic 

achievement (outcome). 

Theory of Student Involvement 

 Astin developed his’ Theory of Student Involvement from data collected in a 

longitudinal study of college dropouts (Astin, 1975). Astin (1984) sought to “indentify 

factors in the college environment that significantly affect the student’s persistence in 

college” (p.523). Results from the study suggested that there was a link between 

involvement and retention. Astin (1984) concluded, “the factors that contributed to the 

student’s remaining in college suggested involvement, whereas those that contributed to 

the student’s dropping out implied a lack of involvement” (p.523). 
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 Over the years, many definitions for student involvement have been developed. 

Astin (1984) defined student involvement as “the amount of physical and psychological 

energy that the student devotes to the academic experience” (p.518). Examples of student 

involvement include time and energy committed to studying, actively participating in 

clubs and organizations, and interacting with faculty and contemporaries (Astin, 1984). 

 Astin’s (1984) theory has five, simple assumptions. The initial postulate defines 

involvement as the effort put forth toward various items such as, student experience or 

preparing for a test. The second assumption explains how involvement is unique to every 

student, and that different students put forth different degrees of effort to an item. The 

quantitative and qualitative features are described in Astin’s third postulate.  For 

example, recording the number of hours spent studying, or if student listen during class or 

just daydream. Astin (1984) explains the fourth assumption as, “the amount of student 

learning and personal development associated with any educational program is directly 

proportional to the quality and quantity of student involvement in that program (p.519). 

Finally, the last postulate construes that the impact of an educational practice correlates 

with the capability of that practice increasing student involvement (Astin, 1984). 

Theory of Student Departure 

Another popular theory used in investigating student success and retention is 

Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure. Tinto (1993) illustrated with his Student Departure 

Model that a student decides to stay in or drop out of college depending on the 

individual’s academic performance and social experience and how it interacted with the 
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campus environment.  The main concept of Tinto’s Theory is the lack of involvement in 

the social and academic systems of college will lead to low commitment to the college 

and heightening the possibility that individuals will leave college (Tinto, 1975). In order 

to ensure not dropping out of college, integration into both the social and academic 

domains need to be achieved.  According to Tinto (1975) Figure 1.2 depicts  

Tinto (1975) further explains “individuals enter institutions of higher education 

with a variety of attributes, precollege experiences, family backgrounds, each of which 

have a direct and indirect impact upon performance in college” (p.94). Collectively, the 

more intergraded an individual is in the academic and social systems of college, the more 

determined the student will be to complete their degree at the institution (Tinto, 1975). 

Statement of Problem 

This study sought to better understand two components of college freshmen. First 

was to investigate why freshman chose to participate in competitive extracurricular 

activities. To accomplish this, researchers observed the participant’s strengths, 

personality type, emotional intelligence, critical thinking ability. In addition researchers 

analyzed the individual’s participation in extracurricular activities, leadership positions 

held in high school and college organizations, high school size, and ACT/SAT score.   

Secondly, researchers wanted to determine if there was a difference in academic 

achievement between students who chose to participate in competitive organizations and 

those who chose not to participate.  Researchers also sought to see the difference in the 
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student’s perception of their first year experience among those who participated in 

competitive extracurricular activities and those who chose not to.  

Collectively, do students who choose to participate in competitive extracurricular  

activities have a set of pre-determined characteristics that draw them into that type of 

activity?  If so, what is the difference in academics and their perceptions of their first year 

of college between students who chose to participate in competitive events than those 

who didn’t? 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was twofold. First was to investigate the characteristics 

of the participants of a competitive team at the collegiate level. Secondly was to identify 

any differences between participants and non-participants of a competitive team at the 

collegiate level.  The following research objectives were developed to outline and guide 

this study.  

Research Objectives  

1. Describe participants and non-participants by academic major, ACT score/ 
equivalent, emotional intelligence score, critical thinking ability, strengths, and 
personality type, and high school size.  
 

2. Describe participants and non-participants by extra-curricular activity 
participation and leadership positions held.  
 

3. Describe relationship between participant and non-participant first- year academic 
performance.  
 

4. Examine relationships between participation and the student’s perceptions of their 
first year of college experience.  
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Definition of Terms 

Critical thinking: “is a composite of attitudes, knowledge, and skills which includes: 1) 

attitudes of inquiry that involve an ability to recognize the existence of problems 

and an acceptance of the general need for evidence in support of what is asserted 

to be true; 2) knowledge of the nature of valid inferences, abstractions, and 

generalizations in which the weight or accuracy of different kinds of evidence are 

logically determined; and 3) skills in applying the above attitudes and knowledge” 

(Watson & Glaser, 1994, p.1). 

Emotional intelligence: “an array of noncognitive capabilities, competencies, and skills 

that influence one's ability to succeed in coping with environmental demands and 

pressures” (Bar-On, 1997, p.14). 

Inter-collegiate Wool Judging: students evaluate wool fleeces based on quantitative and 

qualitative characteristics, and they travel and compete in three contests: National 

Westerns Stock Show, San Antonio Livestock Show and Rodeo, and the Houston 

Livestock Show and Rodeo.  At a contest, students evaluate six classes containing 

four fleeces, a wool grading rail consisting of fifteen fleeces, and deliver two sets 

of oral reasons. The competition at the contest consists of other agriculture 

universities in the United States. 

 Personality Type: the combination of behavioral, temporal, social, emotional, and 

psychological characteristics of an individual; the way in which a person interacts 

with others and the world using their intrinsic traits.   



Texas Tech University, Laura Jane Ashorn, May 2009 
 

11 

Traditional First-Year Student: A freshman student who attends college in the fall after 

their graduation from high school and enrolls in a minimum of 12 hours of 

coursework per semester. 

Assumptions 

For this study, the follow were assumed as true:  

1. Subjects answered honestly and completed to the best of their ability, the data 
collection assessments.  
 

2. Subjects could read and understand English clearly. 

Limitations of the Study 

Participants in this study were selected based on their decisions to participate on a 

competitive judging team.  Students who chose to participate were in the treatment group, 

and students in the comparison group were matched on academic variables. The design of 

the study lacked random assignment. Therefore concern should be raised if wanting to 

generalize the results beyond the sample group. The sample was limited to the 

participants who self-selected themselves or those who were matched with the self-

selected students. Increasing the size of the sample would not be an option due to the 

limited number of participants. The design of the study was posttest only; therefore 

results could be caused by pre-existing characteristics that the subjects possessed prior to 

the test.   
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CHAPTER II 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Introduction 

This review of literature was conducted in order to assemble a strong foundational 

understanding of factors that can influence how traditional freshmen students develop. If 

these influences can be identified by researchers, then educators can obtain a better 

understanding how to develop students to reach their potential, academically and socially. 

To obtain an intricate knowledge base for this study it is pertinent to analyze the 

academic success, a student’s first year college experience, emotional intelligence, 

critical thinking ability, personality type, and student’s strengths.   

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was twofold, first to investigate characteristics of 

participants of a competitive team at the collegiate level and secondly to identify any 

differences among participants and non-participants of a competitive team at the 

collegiate level.  The following research objectives were developed to outline and guide 

this study.  
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Research Objectives  

1. Describe participants and non-participants by academic major, ACT score/ 
equivalent, emotional intelligence score, critical thinking ability, strengths, and 
personality type, and high school size.  
 

2. Describe participants and non-participants by extra-curricular activity 
participation and leadership positions held.  
 

3. Describe relationship between participant and non-participant first- year academic 
performance.  
 

4. Examine relationships between participation and the student’s perceptions of their 
first year of college experience.  
 
 

College Student Retention 

According to Garton, Ball, and Dyer (2002), “students’ academic performance 

and their continued enrollment are a concern for universities and their respective 

colleges” (p.46). For college students, the freshman year seems to be a stressful transition 

(Lu, 1994). Ting (1997) indicated that in order for students to adjust to college life 

successfully, students need to take responsibility for one’s behavior, improve leadership 

skills, cope with change, handle stress, practice time management, and have self 

discipline.  Most students successfully obtain success and academic achievement. 

However, there are students who unsuccessfully manage this transition and leave college 

during or after their freshman year (DeBerard et al., 2004). Porter (1990) estimated that 

40% of college students leave college without obtaining a degree. Of these students, 75% 

of them departed college within the first two years of entering (Tinto, 1987).   
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Mallinckrodt and Sedlacek (1987) found that the student’s freshman year of college has 

the worst retention rates compared to other years in college. Vernon (1996) reported that 

factors besides academic performance influence student retention. For agriculture 

students, Dyer and Breja (1999) noted academic success and retention is not best 

predicted by the traditional admission criteria such as ACT and high school rank. 

Researchers further suggested that admissions criteria and academic achievement had 

little input on the retention of agriculture students. Therefore, researchers should 

investigate how students interact with the campus environment and how students 

perceive their first year of college experience.  

Theoretical/Conceptual Framework 

For this study, three theories were used to determine the effect of participation on 

academic success and student perceptions of their first year of college experience. The 

following theories utilized were the Input-Environment- Outcome model, the Theory of 

Student Involvement, and the Theory of Student Departure. 

Input-Environment-Outcome Model 

In higher education literature one model is primarily utilized to exemplify the 

development of college students: Astin’s (1993) Input-Environmental-Outcome (I-E-O) 

model.  The I-E-O model’s purpose was to assist researchers in analyzing the effects 

student’s pre-college characteristics and the college environment on college outcomes.  

The basis of Astin’s (1993) model is the influence and interaction of three constructs: 
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inputs, environment, and outcomes.   Astin (1993) describes the constructs illustrated in 

Figure 2.1: 

Inputs refer to the characteristics of the students at the time of initial entry to the 
institution; environment refers to the various programs, policies, faculty, peers 
and education experiences to which the student is exposed; and outcomes refers to 
the student’s characteristics after exposure to the environment. (p.7) 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1 Astin’s (1993) Model of I-E-O 

The I-E-O model was created to measure the influence of different environments 

on student outcomes (Astin, 1993). Astin suggested this model be utilized to assess 

student’s development in various environments.  

Theory of Student Involvement 

 Astin developed his Theory of Student Involvement from data collected in a 

longitudinal study of college dropouts (Astin, 1975). Astin (1984) sought to “indentify 

factors in the college environment that significantly affect the student’s persistence in 

college” (p.523). Results from the study suggested that there was a link between 

involvement and retention. Astin (1984) concluded, “the factors that contributed to the 

15 
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student’s remaining in college suggested involvement, whereas those that contributed to 

the student’s dropping out implied a lack of involvement” (p.523). 

 Over the years, many definitions for student involvement have been developed. 

Astin (1984) defined student involvement as “the amount of physical and psychological 

energy that the student devotes to the academic experience” (p.518). Examples of student 

involvement include time and energy committed to studying, actively participating in 

clubs and organizations, and interacting with faculty and contemporaries (Astin, 1984). 

 Astin’s (1984) theory has five, simple assumptions. The initial postulate defines 

involvement as the effort put forth toward various items such as, student experience or 

preparing for a test. The second assumption explains how involvement is unique to every 

student, and that different students put forth different degrees of effort to an item. The 

quantitative and qualitative features are described in Astin’s third postulate.  For 

example, recording the number of hours spent studying, or if student listens during class 

or just daydreams. Astin (1984) explains the fourth assumption as, “the amount of student 

learning and personal development associated with any educational program is directly 

proportional to the quality and quantity of student involvement in that program (p.519). 

Finally, the last postulate construes the impact of an educational practice correlates with 

the capability of that practice increasing student involvement (Astin, 1984). 
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Another popular theory used in investigating student success and retention is 

Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure. Tinto (1993) illustrated with his Student Departure 

Model that a student decides to stay in or drop out of college depending on the 

individual’s academic performance and social experience and how it interacted with the 

campus environment.  The main concept of Tinto’s Theory is the lack of involvement in 

the social and academic systems of college will lead to low commitment to the college 

and heightening the possibility that individuals will leave college (Tinto, 1975). In order 

to ensure not dropping out of college, integration into both the social and academic 

domains need to be achieved.  According to Tinto (1975) Figure 2.2 depicts  

A longitudinal process of interactions between the individual and the academic 
and social systems of the college during which a person’s experiences in those 
systems continually modify their goal and institutional commitments in ways 
which lead to persistence and/or to varying forms of dropout (p.94).   

 

Figure 2.2: A conceptual schema for student dropout (Tinto, 1975) 

17 

Theory of Student Departure
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Tinto (1975) further explains “individuals enter institutions of higher education 

with a variety of attributes, precollege experiences, family backgrounds, each of which 

have a direct and indirect impact upon performance in college” (p.94). Collectively, the 

more intergraded an individual is in the academic and social systems of college, the more 

determined the student will be to complete their degree at the institution (Tinto, 1975). 

Applied Theoretical Concepts 

Researchers, implemented valuable sagacity from the three theories previously 

described. For the purpose of this study, the environmental variable of Astin’s I-E-O 

model will be participation in competitive extracurricular activities, intercollegiate wool 

judging. Researchers will analyze the pre-college characteristics of students, and how 

they could impact the student’s choice of whether or not to participate. Then, researchers 

will investigate the impact of the student’s pre-college characteristics and environment on 

the outcomes, academic success and student perceptions of their first year experience.  

According to Astin’s I-E-O model both the environment and pre-college characteristics 

impact the student’s outcome. However, for this study researchers attempted to control 

some of the pre-college variables (gender, academic major, ACT score/equivalent), in 

order to evaluate the environment’s influence on student outcomes. 

The Theory of Student Departure pertains to this study, through its emphasis on 

integration in social and academic systems of the college. For this study, researchers will 

study student’s interaction with the social system through their participation with a 
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competitive extracurricular activity. They will also look at the student’s integration in the 

College’s academic system through their first year academic performance, GPA.  

The researchers integrated the most valuable information from the three 

previously described theories to develop a new model to evaluate freshmen student 

success. Figure 2.3 illustrates the influence of pre-college factors and college 

environment on first year academic success (GPA) and student’s perceptions of their first 

year experience. The model suggests that pre-college factors effects student’s academic 

performance and perceptions of their 1st year of college. Plus, pre-college factors 

interrelate with the environmental factors associated with participation to have an effect 

on 1st year GPA and student’s perceptions. All components of this model should be 

utilized together never using one without the other.  
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Figure 2.3: Ashorn and Burris’ Model of Freshmen Success  
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College Success 

Over the years, researchers have tried to identify predictors of student success: 

high school GPA (Garton, Ball, & Dyer, 2002), standardized test scores (Hengstler, 1981 

and Smithers, 1972), personality (Bauer & Liang, 2003), emotional intelligence 

(Barchard, 2003), critical thinking ability (Gadzella, Ginther, Bryant, & Caldwell, 1996). 

Although there has been an immense amount of time and effort spent towards 

determining these factors, ambiguity still exists.   

Findings indicate that high school performance and scores on the college entrance 

exams such as the American College Testing Program (ACT) and the Scholastic Aptitude 

Test (SAT) are the best predictors of success in college (Hengstler, 1981; Smithers, 1972; 

Wietzman, 1982). Garton, Ball, and Dyer (2002) examined college admission criteria: 

ACT examination, high school core grade point average (GPA), and high school class 

rank as predictors of academic success and retention in freshman students majoring in 

agriculture. Researchers found that the variable of high school core GPA aids in 

predicting college freshmen’s first-year cumulative GPA. Garton, Ball, and Dyer (2002) 

further explain that high school core GPA accounted, “for approximately one-third of the 

variance in students’ academic performance in the first year of college,” (p.54). 

Ting and Robinson (1998) sought to indentify 4 cognitive measures (high school 

GPA, SAT verbal, mathematics, and total scores) and  30 psychosocial and demographic 

measures obtained from the Non-Cognitive Questionnaire and the First Year Student 

Survey from 2,600 Caucasian and African American college freshman.  According to 
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Ting and Robinson (1998) findings show that, “high school GPA was the most significant 

predictor for GPA in the first year” (p.603).  

Maxwell (1969) looked at ACT scores, California Personality Inventory (CPI) 

scores, and Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes score of approximately 1,000 incoming 

college freshman and used those scores to predict their first year grade point average 

(GPA).  

McCausland and Stewart (1974) obtained information on 154 freshman 

psychology students on their classroom attendance, ACT scores, high school grades, and 

scores on the Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes. Results showed that high school 

grades accounted for 50% and ACT scores to count for 44% of the variance in the 

student’s first year GPA.  

Pre-College Factors 

Personality Type 

Researchers have attempted to link personality to academic performance. Other 

researchers have recognized the need to explore the relationship between personality and 

academic performance (Bauer & Liang, 2003; Tross, Harper, Osher, & Kneidinger, 

2000).   

This study used the Myer-Briggs Type Indicator to assess the students’ 

psychological type. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator is a self-reported instrument that 

intends to measure an individual’s personality type. The MBTI® is based on Jung’s 1923  
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Psychological Types, and was developed by Isabel Briggs Myers and her mother 

Katharine Cook Briggs. Myers and Briggs spent over 20 years studying Jung’s theory and 

developing the MBTI®. In 1956, the first paper form of the MBTI® was produced 

(Quenk, 2000).   

 The MBTI® has been translated into over 24 languages and between 2 to 3 

million copies of the assessment are sold annually (Myers et al., 2003). According the 

Myers and McCaulley, (1989) the MBTI® is a popular personality instrument for three 

basic reasons: 1) it was developed utilizing one of the classical theories on personality 

type, 2) it measures types rather than continuous variables, and 3) it is widely known as a 

tool to measure one’s personality traits in the business world as well as for personal use. 

Research indicates the personality of an individual is static. Martin (1997) 

proclaims “research on type and on other measures of personality shows that our 

character is reasonably stable over time” (p.48). Thus, personality traits of students 

should be constant with little variability.  

The MBTI® has four preference scales (dichotomies) that measures how an 

individual’s mind operates. The first scale, Extraversion-Introversion (E-I), measures 

how an individual directs their energy and attention. Sensing-Intuition (S-N), the second 

scale, assesses how one prefers to receive information. The third scale, Thinking-Feeling 

(T-F), evaluates how a person desires to make a decision. Judging-Perceiving (J-P), the 

fourth scale, appraises how an individual is orientated to the outer world. Descriptions for 

each of these preferences can be found in Appendix G.  
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The MBTI® produces one’s results from the four scales in the form of a four 

letter type (Martin, 1997). There are sixteen type combinations: ESTJ, ESTP, ESFJ, 

ESFP, ENTJ, ENTP, ENFJ, ENFP, ISTJ, ISTP, ISFJ, ISFP, INTJ, TNTP, INFJ, INFP. 

Martin (1997) explains that the four letter type “is more than just the combination of your 

letters; it is in fact a dynamic and complex interrelated system of personality” (p.8). Type 

can interpret how a person likes to communicate, the types of activities one is attracted 

to, and the kind of career one would excel in.  

Past Research 

Results of using personality traits as an indicator for activities in which students 

would participate in are positive. Bauer and Liang (2003) stated that “personality traits 

likely are related to the students’ participation in extracurricular activities, and such 

activities also likely influence the outcomes, few researchers have investigated the effect 

of personality on college outcomes and activities. 

Tross et al. (2000) acknowledged that personality proved to be a valuable 

indicator in predicting college success and retention, but warrants in being conscious of 

influence from extraneous variables. Bauer and Liang (2003) examined the influence of 

student’s personality and precollege characteristics on student’s involvement in activities 

and their academic success during their first-year of college. Child (1969) found it was 

more academically advantageous for college students to posse’s traits of an introvert, 

because introverts abstained from social gatherings and enjoy books and learning about 

concepts, neurotics are more internally motivated. 
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Entwistle and Entwistle (1970) claimed introverts achieved greater academic 

success partly due to their study habits. Their study controlled for preexisting variables, 

thus causing ambiguity in justifying that personality type influences academic success.  

O’Brien, Bernold, and Akroyd (1998) administered the Myers Briggs Type 

Indicator to 83 undergraduates enrolled in a lower level engineering course to investigate 

the relationship between psychological types and academic performance. When 

comparing student’s end-of-course grades to personality types, researchers found students 

who preferred the Intuitive type over the Sensing type had significantly higher grades 

(O’Brien, Bernold, & Akroyd, 1998). 

Student Strengths 

What is a strength? Anderson defines a strength as, “the ability to provide 

consistent, near-perfect performance in a given activity” (p.186, 2005). Usually strengths 

naturally exist within an individual, and are very unique to each individual.  Collectively 

the strengths make up that individual and their uniqueness is not only valuable to 

themselves but others around them (Anderson, 2005). An individual’s strengths submerge 

together in various combinations to allow one to complete a task successfully, in their 

own unique way.  

According to Anderson (2005) it is important to recognize and appreciate ones 

strengths, as there is a positive correlation between one’s strengths and their 

achievements. Plus, individuals have more than one talent, in fact the Gallup’s 
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StrengthsFinder; the assessment used to indentify one’s strengths, indentifies five 

strengths.   

Researchers in this study utilized Gallup’s StrengthFinder to identify the student’s 

strengths.  In 1998, the Gallup Organization developed StrengthsFinder, an online 

appraisal, to discover a person’s strengths.  Pairs of statements are presented to the 

individual, and then Gallup analyzes the responses and condenses the results into the 

form of 5 dominant behaviors.   These 5 behaviors are derived from a bank of 34 themes 

of talent, which the Gallup organized have identified through its study of excellence. 

Rath (2007) states;  

When you take the assessment, you have just 20 seconds to respond to each item. 
It’s quick because we found that instinctual, top-of-mind responses are more 
revealing than those you’d give if you sat around and debated each question. 
Essentially, the instrument is attempting to indentify your most intense natural 
responses, which are less likely to change over time (p.17).  

 

Although individuals change over time, researchers have determined that personality 

traits stay constant through one’s adulthood.  

Researchers sought to discover student’s strengths to determine if a relationship 

existed between a student’s strength and the activities in which they chose to be involved 

in. Rayfield (2006) suggested that research be conducted to measure the competiveness 

of students who chose to compete in competitive extracurricular activities.  
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Student’s Emotional Intelligence 

Over the years researchers and educators alike have noticed that an individual’s 

performance is not solely based on their IQ.  Other characteristics that affect performance 

include: emotions, stress, nerves, and anxiety.  These traits combine to create a construct 

known as emotional intelligence. Emotional intelligence is the ability to monitor one’s 

own and other’s feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this 

information to guide one’s thinking and actions (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 

Over the past twenty years, no psychological concept has had a greater impact on 

leadership development than emotional intelligence (Lajoie, 2002).  Some experts have 

concluded that emotional intelligence is a more effective predictor of success in the 

workplace than IQ (Goleman, 1998). Even though, emotional intelligence has more 

recently surfaced as a buzz word, the concept dates back to ancient Greece. Langley 

(2000) cited that Aristotle professed those who possess the rare skill to be angry with the 

right person, to the right degree, at the right time, for the right purpose, and in the right 

way are at an advantage in any domain of life.  In today’s society, there are leadership 

experts such as John Maxwell who promote understanding and managing one’s 

emotional life in the fast paced business world is a great skill (Lajoie, 2002). 

Furthermore, Miller (2000) indicated that emotional intelligence is an intricate skill and 

ability that should prove to be valuable in all facets of life. 

The basis for emotional intelligence originated from Edward Thorndike’s (1920) 

multi-intelligence model. From this model concepts like social and practical intelligence 
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were born.  Thorndike (1920) defined social intelligence as “the ability to understand and 

manage men and women, boys and girls – to act wisely in human relations” (p. 228).  

The construct of emotional intelligence was developed by Salovey and Mayer 

(1990, 1997) and popularized by Goleman (1995, 1998). In literature the most widely 

accepted definition is by Salovey and Mayer (1997), 

The ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and express emotion; the ability to 
access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the ability to 
understand emotions and emotional knowledge; and the ability to regulate 
emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth (p.10).    

 

Goleman (1995) believed that emotional intelligence is a trait that can be learned 

if taught correctly.  In 1998, Goleman and colleague Richard Boyatzis created The 

Emotional Competency Inventory 360, (ECI 360) a test used to identify a person’s 

emotional intelligence strengths and weaknesses.  The purpose of this assessment is to 

recognize if an individual possess the traits linked to valuable job performance.   

Reuven Bar-On is another researcher in the field of emotional intelligence. He 

created a structure of ‘noncongnitive intelligence’ in 1997 that described many 

emotional, personal, and social skills that let individuals to handle the difficulty and 

stress of a particular environment. Bar-On developed the Emotional Quotient Inventory 

(EQ-i) to assess an individual’s emotional intelligence. The assessment is a 133-item self- 

report inventory that provides feedback on five composite factors and 15 sub-scales 

displayed in Figure 2.4 
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Intrapersonal (self-awareness and self-expression)  

• Self-Regard 
• Emotional Self-Awareness 
• Assertiveness 
• Independence 
• Self-Actualization 

Interpersonal (social awareness and interpersonal relationship) 

• Empathy 
• Social Responsibility 
• Interpersonal Relationship 

Stress Management (emotional management and regulation) 

• Stress Tolerance 
• Impulse Control 

Adaptability (change management) 

• Reality-Testing 
• Flexibility 
• Problem-Solving 

General Mood (self-motivation) 

• Optimism 
• Happiness 

Figure 2.4 From “Bar-On Model of Emotional-Social Intelligence (ESI),” by R. Bar-On, 
2006, Psicothema, 18, supl., p.21. 

 

Bar-On (1997) explained that the Intra-Personal Scale measures the degree in 

which one is in touch with their emotions, self-confidence, and degree of self-

satisfaction. The assessment of understanding how one interacts with others, is measured 

on the Inter-Personal Scale. The Adaptability Scale evaluates an individual ability to 

handles demands and challenges. How one manages stress is estimated on the Stress 
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Management Scale. Finally, an individual’s happiness and optimism is calculated on the 

General Mood Scale. 

Past Research 

A study conducted by Barchard (2003) sought to determine if emotional 

intelligence could predict undergraduate academic achievement. Barchard (2003) found, 

“if a large number of EI measures are used without preselection, these measures cannot 

predict academic success” (p.856). The study also indicated that thinking ability and 

personality do a far better job at predicting academic success, than emotional intelligence. 

Newsome, Day, and Catano (2000) sought to verify the validity of emotional 

intelligence in predicting academic achievement.  The Emotional Quotient Inventory 

(EQ-i) was given to 180 students enrolled in an introductory psychology course, only of 

which one third of the students were first year students. Data showed that correlations 

between GPA and measures of EQ-i were all low, and researchers concluded that 

emotional intelligence is not related to GPA.    

A study conducted by Parker, Summerfeldt, Hogan, and Majeski (2004) 

supported the findings of Newsome et al. (2000) when analyzing the correlations from 

the total sample. Results of the study showed the subscales of intrapersonal, adaptability, 

and stress management abilities are important factors in predicting the successful 

transition from high school to a university environment.  

Parker, Duffy, Wood, Bond, and Hogan (2005) further investigated the impact of 

emotional intelligence on academic achievement.  During the first week of classes, 



Texas Tech University, Laura Jane Ashorn, May 2009 
 

31 

researchers administered the short form of the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i) at 

four universities to 1,426 first-year students.  At the end of the academic year, researchers 

established two groups of students, academically successful and academically 

unsuccessful. Findings showed that students who were academically successful had 

higher levels of interpersonal, adaptability, and stress management abilities, as well as 

overall emotional intelligence. 

Critical Thinking Ability 

Critical thinking is a vital component of intellectual development as well as a 

measure of college success (Bauer and Liang, 2003).  According to Facione, Sanchez, 

Facione, and Gainen (1995) and Pascarella (1989), critical thinking ability has been one 

of the most popular areas of research in higher education. Critical thinking has always 

been in our education system, but only in the last 30 years has its importance been 

indicated by researchers (College Board, 1983; Commission on the Humanities, 1980; 

Ennis, 1987). 

With the abundance of knowledge available in the Information Age researchers 

view it to be essential to teach individuals how to develop their critical thinking skills 

(Caissy, 1986).  A multitude of researchers and commissions have suggested that the 

ability to think critically is one of the most important skills a student should have once 

they have completed their college education (Halpern, 1988; Jones, 1995; Resnick & 

Peterson, 1991). Watson and Glaser (1980) provide their insight  
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The ability to think critically is generally regarded as a major goal of academic 
instruction. It is also known to play an important role in many kinds of 
occupations, particularly those in which careful, analytical thinking is an essential 
part of the job (p.1).  

 

Now, that critical thinking has been established as an essential skill that students 

should develop and posses, what exactly is critical thinking?  Over the years there has 

been controversy over the development of one definition for the term critical thinking. 

Numerous researchers and philosophers have expressed their opinions and proposed 

multiple ideas.  

Chaffe (1988) defined critical thinking as, “our active, purposeful and organize 

effort to make sense of our world by carefully examining our thinking and the thinking of 

others in order to clarify and improve our understanding” (p. 29).  According to Wilson 

(1988) the ability to think critically, typically encompasses four higher level thinking 

skills; information analysis, information synthesis, application of material processed and 

information evaluation.  

Past Research 

In the classroom, researchers have tried to indentify the benefits of students who 

have the ability to think critically. Some past studies found critical thinking to be a 

moderate predictor of course success (Gadzella, Ginther, Bryant, & Caldwell, 1996; 

Steward & Al-Abdulla, 1989).  While others have concluded that depending on the type 

of measurement used to estimate course success, critical thinking could play a more vital 

role in estimating course success. For instance, Williams (2003) concluded that if a test 
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requires high level of critical thinking, then the critical thinking measure should be a 

strong indicator of performance, but if the test only requires a student to regurgitate facts 

and statistics then critical thinking would be a low to moderate predictor of performance.  

Williams and Worth (2002) found critical thinking to be a stronger predictor of 

performance on multiple-choice tests requiring inferential reasoning then either note 

taking or attendance.  

Williams completed a study reviewing how well two types of critical thinking 

measurements, predicted performance on course tests. Williams, (2003) concluded, “the 

Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal Form S (generic) and the Psychological 

Critical Thinking test (subject-specific) were the best predictors of exam scores,” (p. 3). 

Williams (2003) further states that the measure of critical thinking offers more to serve as 

predictor of academic performance than as outcome measure in college courses.  

Gadzella, Ginther, Bryant, and Caldwell (1996) conducted a pre-test posttest 

research project on 98 students enrolled in three college freshman level courses with one 

instructor. During the first week of school students took the Watson-Glaser Critical 

Thinking Appraisal CTA. At the end of the semester their course grades were as follows: 

22 A’s, 49 B’S, and 27 C’s.  Gadzella et al., (1996) concluded that “students with higher 

critical thinking scores earned higher grades in college freshman level courses,” (p.6). 

Steward and Al-Abdulla (1989) performed a study to examine the relationship 

between the ability to think critically and the academic performance (GPA) of 

undergraduate students at the University of Kansas. The subjects include 237 
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predominantly white students, of which 107 where male and 130 female. Steward and Al-

Abdulla results indicated that students who obtained high total WGCTA scores also had 

higher cumulative grade point averages (GPAs). Findings seem to show that not all 

subsets of the WGCTA held equal importance in contributing to overall academic 

achievement. Abilities to accurately infer, interpret, and evaluate arguments were found 

to significantly correlate with cumulative GPA, only the abilities to infer an evaluate 

arguments significantly and uniquely contributed to 9.2% of the variance within 

cumulative GPA. Researchers also analyzed gender differences, and found that for males 

one skill (inference) was required to obtain a high grade point average. For females, two 

skills, deduction and evaluation of arguments, were necessary to possess in order to 

achieve high academic performance. In order to be successful in achieving academic 

success, it can be concluded that each gender requires a different skill set.  

  In summary, critical thinking is a skill that allows individuals to interpret data, 

understand information, and make logical decisions without biases or emotions 

interfering.  The education systems views the ability to think critically as a priority in an 

individual’s education career, as the skill is a tool that will be utilized in the job world.  

Past research indicates a positive relationship exists between one’s ability to think 

critically and their academic performance.  

Involvement 

Tinto’s theory (1993) advocates the value of receiving support from the college 

for academic success. An indication that students are receiving support from a college is 
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participation in student organizations.  Furthermore, Tinto’s theory is effective in 

elucidating a positive relationship exists between participation in extracurricular activities 

and academic success. Participation provides one with a sense of belonging to the 

college. Baker (2008) advises, “That various groups provide different social and 

academic opportunities and environments, which can have varying effects on a student’s 

academic performance,” (p.275). Inman and Pascarella (1998) suggested that research 

should be conducted to investigate the effect extracurricular involvement outside the 

residence halls or employment has on academic success. Kuh et al. (1991) summarized 

that out-of-class experiences were positively related to college satisfaction, graduation, 

and development of leadership skills. Students who are involved have a propensity to be 

academically successful (Astin, 1984; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). 

Competitive Activities 

 In the American culture, competition is part of one’s everyday life (Weber & 

McCullers, 1986). No matter what age, gender, or career one has, individuals always 

seem to be competing with something or someone. Weber and McCullers, (1986) stated 

that competition sparks motivation in students and enhances their performance. This 

acceptance and use of competition has been practiced for century’s dating back to the 

Greek time period. Deci and Ryan (1980) state that “any event which increases one’s 

perceived competence and/or autonomy will increase intrinsic motivation” (p.42). 

Epstein and Harackiewicz (1992) acknowledged when competition is involved in a given 

task ability is developed to a greater level. 
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 The treatment of this study was participation on an intercollegiate judging team. 

Students practiced 2-3 times a week for approximately 8-10 hours, and then competed in 

three national contests against other collegiate teams. There are many benefits that 

students can obtain from their experience of competing in a contest. Osborn and Witt 

(1985) proclaimed that not only do contests allow students to apply the principles they 

learned in practice, but they can provide personal development for example, an increase 

in student motivation, an opportunity to develop social and communication skills, and a 

positive influence on the development of one’s self-confidence and self-concept. 

 The benefits of participating on judging teams have been recorded for years 

(Boyd, Herring, & Briers, 1992; Rusk et al., 2002; McCann & McCann 1992; McCann et 

al., 1989; Smith, 1989). Judging programs have been linked to developing an array of 

employee- sought skills: decision making, problem solving, and communication (Boyd, 

Herring,& Briers, 1992). Rusk (2002) reported that judgers make personal and 

professional contacts that impact their development in order to be successful in life.  

 Smith (1989) conducted a study at Texas A&M University that questioned past 

judging team members about their judging experience. Former students credited their 

experience to helping them develop the following life skills: self-confidence, critical 

thinking ability, the ability to work as a team. McCann et al., (1989) analyzed personality 

types of collegiate judging members at Texas Tech University. Students acknowledged  

that their experience allowed them to understand ideal conformation of livestock, 

understand positive and negative conformation of livestock, and being able to verbally 

defined decisions.  Another study in 1992 was completed by McCann and McCann in an 
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attempt to nationally assess the value of judging team programs. Over twelve hundred 

and ninety students from livestock, horse, meats, and wool teams completed the survey.  

Students responded that their judging experience helped them develop communications, 

evaluation, and decision-making skills (McCann & McCann, 1992). 

Summary 

After analyzing existing literature, it is evident that there is a need for further 

research on student success. Researchers implemented components from the Input-

Environment-Outcome model, Theory of Student Involvement, and the Theory of Student 

Departure to develop Ashorn and Burris’ Model of Freshmen Success to guide this study.  

Student retention and academic success are a challenge for many universities (Garton, 

Ball, & Dyer, 2002).  Researchers have attempted to identify characteristics that predict 

students academic performance: psychological type (Bauer & Liang, 2003), critical 

thinking ability (Steward & Al-Abdulla, 1989), and emotional intelligence (Barchard, 

2003). This study seeks to build upon current information by examining the relationship 

between participation and student’s 1st year academic success and perceptions.   
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CHAPTER III 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was twofold, first to investigate characteristics of 

participants of a competitive team at the collegiate level and secondly to identify any 

differences among or between participants and non-participants of a competitive team at 

the collegiate level.  The following research objectives were developed to outline and 

guide this study.  

Research Objectives  

1. Describe participants and non-participants by academic major, ACT score/ 
equivalent, emotional intelligence score, critical thinking ability, strengths, and 
personality type, and high school size.  
 

2. Describe participants and non-participants by extra-curricular activity 
participation and leadership positions held.  
 

3. Describe relationship between participant and non-participant first- year academic 
performance.  
 

4. Examine relationships between participation and the student’s perceptions of their 
first year of college experience.  
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Research Design  

The study conducted was a quasi-experimental, static-group comparison design. 

According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) static-group comparison design is where, 

“research participants are not randomly assigned to the two treatment groups; and a 

posttest, but no pretest, is administered to both groups” (p.507).  Campbell and Stanley 

(1963) indicated that this design is best suited for groups which have already experienced 

the treatment, such as participating on a competitive team, compared to a group which 

has not participated. Furthermore, this study was ex post facto, which indicates 

researchers collected data after the treatment through a posttest only.  To control for 

internal validity, researchers utilized the self-selected treatment group pre-college 

characteristics of gender, race, major, and ACT score/equivalent to establish the control 

group.  Researchers paired exact matches to the pre-established treatment group in all 

categories when possible. But in some cases, the best match for ACT score/equivalent 

was within a 3 point variance. Table 3.1 provides an illustration of the design of this 

experiment.  
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Table 3.1 
 
Quasi-Experimental Research Design 
 
Group 

 
Assignment 

 
Treatment 

 
Posttest 

 
A 

 
Nonrandom 

 
Wool Judger 

 
1. WGCTA 

    
2. Bar-On EI 

    
3. Your First College Year Survey

    
4. Gallup’s StrengthQuest  

    
5. Myers-Briggs Type Indicator\ 

    
 
B 

 
Nonrandom 

 
Non-Wool 
Judger 

 
1. WGCTA 

   2. Bar-on EI 
    

3. Your First College Year Survey
    

4. Gallup’s StrengthQuest 
    

5. Myers-Briggs Type Indicator  
 

Variables 

In this study, the independent variable was participation in an extra-curricular 

activity. More specifically, participation on a competitive team that represented the 

university on a national level was the independent variable in this study.  All freshman 

students had the opportunity to participate on the wool judging team. However, there 

were only sixteen freshman students who decided to commit and participate on the 

university’s wool judging team. For the purpose of this study, researchers wanted to 

analyze College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources only. One of the sixteen 
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freshmen students who participated was not in the college of Agricultural Sciences and 

Natural Resources, resulting in only 15 participants in the treatment group.   

This study consisted of two dependent variables. First was first-year academic 

performance, which for the purpose of this study was measured by first-year GPA.   The 

second dependent variable was the student’s perception of their first-year experience in 

college. The First Year College Experience Survey was used to measure the student’s 

responses to their first year experience.  

Control Factors 

According to Campbell and Stanley (1963) internal validity is the constraint that 

has to be controlled in order for an experiment to produce accurate conclusions. 

Campbell and Stanley (1963) indentified eight classes of threats to extraneous variables: 

history, maturation, testing, instrumentation, statistical regression, experimental 

mortality, selection, and selection-maturation interaction. The static-group comparison 

design eliminates the threat of history, instrumentation, testing, and statistical regression.  

For this study, researchers had to control for maturation, experimental mortality, 

selection, and selection-maturation interaction. According to Ary et al. (2006)  

Maturation refers to changes (biological or psychological) that may occur within 
the subjects simply as a function of the passage of time. These changes threaten 
internal validity because they may produce effects that could mistakenly be 
attributed to the experimental treatment. Subjects may perform differently on the 
dependent variable measure simply because they are older, wiser, hungrier, more 
fatigued, or less motivated than they were at the time of the first measurements 
(p.292-293). 
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In this study, researchers administered all data collection instruments in one day. 

Students were administered one test at a time, and after completing one test they could 

then move on to the next.  After completing an instrument, students were allowed to take 

breaks to use the restroom, eat snacks or get something to drink.  At the completion of 

testing, students were provided with a token of appreciation from the researchers; a bag 

of Texas Tech memorabilia consisting of:  pencils, a stress ball, a koozie, car stickers, a 

draw string back pack, and a t-shirt.  Motivation used for students to participate in the 

study was not only to receive a bag of Texas Tech memorabilia, but also to have their 

name entered into a drawing to win an I-pod.  

The third type of extraneous variable that could impact this study was 

experimental mortality. Gall et al. (2003) explains “some research participants might be 

lost from the experimental or control group because they drop out of the study, miss 

pretesting or posttesting, or are absent during some sessions” (p.372) . In this static-group 

comparison design, researchers gathered information from subjects through a posttest 

only. Therefore the experimental mortality that is focused on is missing the posttest.  

Researchers recruited students to participate in the experiment through electronic 

correspondence.  Students received e-mails describing the study and the importance of 

their participation, and were also informed that lunch and snacks would be provided, 

along with a chance to win an I-Pod. 

In this quasi-experiment design researchers used an intact group for the treatment 

group.  Ary et al. (2006) further explained that “an intact group is a preexisting group 

such as a class or a group set up independently of the planned experiment” (p.298). Since 
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there was lack of random assignment, selection is a threat. Ary et al. (2006) described 

selection as “a threat when there are important differences between the experimental and 

control groups even before the application of the experimental treatment” (p.298). To 

compensate for the lack of random assignment, researchers matched the control group 

with the treatment on four extraneous variables gender, race, major, and ACT/SAT score. 

The final threat to internal validity in this study was selection-maturation 

interaction. Ary et al. (2006) clarifies that  

Selection and maturation may interact in such a way that the combination results 
in an effect on the dependent variable that is mistakenly attributed to the effect of 
the experimental treatment. Such interaction may occur in a quasi-experimental 
design where the experimental and control groups are not randomly selected but 
instead are preexisting intact groups (p.299-300). 

 

To control for differences between the treatment and the control group, the groups were 

matched by academic performance. The ACT/SAT score of both groups were matched to 

control for the subjects academic performance.  

 The other factor that influences selection-maturation interaction is the maturity of 

the students. Ary et al. (2006) indicates “more rapidly maturing students are ‘selected’ 

into the experimental group, and the selection-maturation interacting may be mistaken for 

the effect of the experimental variable (p.300).  

According to Ary et al. both the treatment and control group mature over the 

course of the experiment, thus maturation is not a severe threat in this design. However, it 

becomes an issue if the two groups are not similar in their inclination to mature. In this 
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study the subjects are all in the same year of school and thus do not vary much in age. 

Even though, age does not always correlate with maturity levels, it is the best attempt for 

researchers to control maturity.  

The internal validity threats to static-group comparison design are that the results 

yielded could be disputed, because they have little to no association to the treatment, due 

to pre-existing characteristics’ of the group.  

Treatment and Procedures  

 The treatment for this study was participation on an intercollegiate competitive 

extracurricular team; in this case the Texas Tech wool judging team.  

 In the fall of 2007, all freshman students in the College of Agricultural Sciences 

and Natural Resources at Texas Tech University were recruited to participate on the wool 

judging team.  There were 25 students who initially started practicing to be on the wool 

team, but within two weeks of practicing the number of students decreased to 16.  

 Students attended practice for three to four hours a days, two to three days each 

week. During these practices, students were taught how to grade a fleece of wool which 

included:  determining a grade, measuring a staple length, predicting a yield percentage, 

indentifying the character quality of the fleece, and establishing if the fleece had bad 

purity.  Furthermore students were taught how to place a class of four fleeces on a set of 

industry set criteria. Finally, students were coached how to orally present and defend 

their placing on a class they had placed.   
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 Practicing was not the only component in this treatment; students also competed 

in nationwide wool judging contests.  Students traveled and competed in four 

intercollegiate contests; one in the fall, and three in the spring. In a wool judging contest, 

an individual grades fifteen fleeces, places 6 classes, and talks two sets of oral reasons. 

Contestants do all these things independently without talking or consulting with anyone. 

Students competed at national contest Colorado and Texas.  

Population and Sample 

The population of this study was traditional College of Agricultural Sciences and 

Natural Resources (CASNR) freshmen enrolled in the fall semester of 2007 at Texas 

Tech University. The sample consisted of two groups. The first group, participants, 

consisted of students who participated on a competitive team at Texas Tech University 

during their first year of college (n=15). The second group consisted of students who did 

not participated on a competitive team at Texas Tech University. A panel of academic 

experts used the Student Success Center to find criteria that could match non-participants 

to participants in an attempt to control for extraneous variables. The extraneous variables 

included gender, ACT score/ or equivalent, and academic major. E-mails were sent to 

recruit students to participate in the study (see Appendixes C, D, E, & F). 

 

 All students were traditional freshmen who entered the university in the fall of 2007 

majoring in, Agricultural Communications, Animal Science, Food Science and 

Technology, or Interdisciplinary Agriculture.  On the day of collection only 25 students 
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attended. Three students could not be attend the day of collection and scheduled a time 

with the researchers to take the instruments in the same location that data collection took 

place at. The sample of this study consisted of (N=28) traditional freshmen students. 

Instrumentation 

Six data collection instruments were used to gather information for this study. In 

determining student inputs, researchers used the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking 

Appraisal® to assess their critical thinking ability, the Bar-On EQ-I to distinguish the 

subjects emotional intelligence level, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Form M to 

identify their personality type, a researcher developed questionnaire to college 

information concerning their high school experience, and the Gallup’s StrengthsFinder to 

establish their individual potential talents.  Researchers utilized the 2008 Your First 

College Year Survey to obtain the subject’s perception of their first year in college.   

Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal® (WGCTA®) 

The instrument being used in study is the WGCTA Form S. According the 

Watson and Glaser (1994), 

The form S was published in order to enhance the use of the WGCTA in assessing 
adults, including application for employment, candidates for employment-related 
training, career and vocational counselees, and college, technical school and adult 
education students, (p.7). 

 
Form S was developed to be a shorter, more efficiently administered form of the 

original WGCTA, without compromising the measurable constructs of the test.  Watson 

and Glaser (1994), describe it in further detail as it is, 
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Composed of 16 scenarios and 40 items selected from the 80-item Form A, Form 
S can be taken in 30 minutes. At one-half the length of Form A, Form S presents a 
more practically administered measure of critical thinking ability, yet retains an 
equivalents nature, (p.8). 

 The instrument is designed to measure a composite of different skills, attitudes, 

and knowledge.  There are five areas or subsets that make up the WGCTA, and in order 

for an individual to receive an exemplarily score; they must answer all five measures of 

the assessment correctly.   The five subsets are based on the critical thinking work of 

Dressel and Mayhew (1954).  

Dressel and Mayhew, provided the following as the abilities that appear to be related to 

the concept of critical thinking,  

1. The ability to define a problem.  

2. The ability to select pertinent information for the solution to a problem.  

3. The ability to recognize stated and unstated assumptions.  

4. The ability to formulate and select relevant and promising hypotheses 

5. The ability to draw valid conclusions and judge the validity of inferences.  

Findings of early research conducted and expert reviews (Houle, 1943; Morse & 

McCune, 1957) validate that the WGCTA summarize and include all of the five aspects 

explained by Dressel and Mayhew, and that the total score yielded by the test provides a 

valid estimate of the ability of individuals critical thinking skill (Watson & Glaser, 1994).   

The WGCTA test is offers five subsets: Inference, Recognition of Assumption, 

Deductions, Interpretations, and Evaluation of Arguments. Watson and Glaser (1994), 

define the five subsets of the Critical Thinking Appraisal as follows:  



Texas Tech University, Laura Jane Ashorn, May 2009 
 

48 

 Inference. The ability to discriminate among degrees of truth or falsity of 

inferences drawn from given data.  

Recognition of Assumptions. The ability to recognize unstated assumptions or 

presuppositions in given statements or assertions. 

Deduction. The ability to determine whether certain conclusions necessarily 

follow form information in given statements or premises. 

Interpretation. The ability to weigh evidence and decide if generalizations or 

conclusions based on the given data are warranted. 

Evaluation of Arguments. – distinguishing between arguments that are strong and 

relevant and those that are weak and irrelevant to a particular question at hand, 

(p.10). 

The basis for each subset is a scenario which is made up of everyday problems, 

statements, arguments, and interpretation of information that participants could 

encounter. The participant is then asked questions about the information. The challenge 

lies in the scenarios; some are neutral topics while others are controversial topics. This is 

how the test can identify a true critical thinker, because past research indicates that 

having the ability to think critically comes with being able to put aside feelings, attitudes, 

emotions, and biases. 
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Reliability & Validity 

The Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal® is a standardized assessment, 

and has established its reliability from previous research. WGCTA® Form S reliability 

estimates were established from a development sample of over 1,600 individuals.  

According to Watson and Glaser (1994) Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .81 (ralpha=.81). 

Watson and Glaser (1994) further reports that the content validity of the WGCTA ® in 

instructional settings may be evaluated by determining the degree to which the 

WGCTA® covers the objectives of the instruction. 

Bar-On EQ-i®  

 The EQ-i® is a self-report assessment that measures an individual’s emotional 

and social behavior in a construct known as emotional intelligence. The Bar-On EQ-i® 

has been completed by over 100,000 individuals throughout the world. The instrument is 

comprised of 133-items. Each item is presented to the individual using a five-point 

Likert-type scale, and the scale ranges from (1) “Very Seldom of Not True of Me” to (5) 

“Very Often True of Me or True of Me.” The instrument is designed for individuals who 

are 17 years or older and should take approximately 40 minutes to complete (BarOn, 

2000).   

Reliability & Validity 

 The EQ-i® is unique in the fact that it has a built-in correction factor that adjusts 

the scale scores based on scores obtained from two for the instrument’s validity indices 

(Positive Impression and Negative Impression). This feature reduces the potential of 
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response bias thereby increasing the accuracy of the results (BarOn, 2004). Dawda and 

Hart (2000) studied the reliability and validity of the BarOn Emotional Quotient 

Inventory (EQ-i®). Researchers compared EQ-i® scores to those of the following 

instruments: the NEOFFI, Beck Depression Inventory, and Intensity of Affective 

Experience, and Symptom Checklist. Results indicated that the EQ-i analyzes a wide 

range of related emotional constructs.   

 An independent study was conducted by two independent reviews for the Buros 

Mental Measurements Yearbook (Plake & Impara, 1999). The Buros Mental 

Measurements Yearbook is a renowned publication for critical analysis of test and 

measures. Both reviewers appraised the EQ-i® positively as a sound measure of 

emotional intelligence. According to Bar-On, (2004) the EQ-i® is the most widely used 

assessment that measures emotional-social intelligence. 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator®, Form M.  

In this study researchers administered the MBTI® form M to participants in a 

booklet form to measure participant’s personality. The instrument consisted of 93 items 

which were presented in forced-choice form that provided the participant with 2 choices. 

Participants answered the 93 items on a scantron that was in the same format as the 

scoring template. The scoring of the MBTI® form M was performed by overlaying the 

dichotomy scoring template over the scantron completed by the participant. The scorer 

tallied the number of items bubbled in for each of the four dichotomies. For example, for 

scoring the E/I dichotomy the scorer would add the bubbles the individual bubbled in for 
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the E dichotomy and do the same for the I dichotomy, which ever had been selected the 

most would indicate which end of the dichotomy the participant identified with. When 

the scorer determined the letter of each of the four dichotomies the individual selected 

then the participant would be assigned a four-letter type. Once, the MBTI® type was 

identified for each participant, the data was then inserted into a Microsoft Excel data 

sheet.    

Reliability & Validity 

 Over the years the MBTI® has had its reliability analyzed using Cronbach’s alpha 

as well as the test-retest method.  A study conducted by Myers and McCaulley (1989) 

computed the Cronbach’s alpha from the large sample studies obtained from the Center 

for Application of Psychological Type (CAPT) database. Results from over 32,000 

participants yielded the following reliability coefficient averages: EI =.79, SN = .84, TF = 

.74, and JP = .82 (Myers & McCaulley, 1989).  

 Test-retest methodology has also been utilized to confirm the reliability of the 

MBTI®.  According to Myers and McCaulley, (1989) test-retest coefficients acquired 

from 1 week to 2.5 years varied from .93 to .69 on the SN scale, .93 to .75 on the EI 

scale, .89 to .64 on the JP scale, and .89 to .48 on the TF scale.  Collectively, the TF 

exhibited the lowest reliability coefficient.  

According to Myers and McCaulley (1989) the validity of the MBTI® has been 

calculated for both the four dichotomies and the type as a whole.  In past research, this 

has been completed by comparing the MBTI® to other popular personality assessments.  
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When comparing MBTI scores, behaviors reflective of MBTI constructs, and an 

individual’s own assessment of their MBTI type, statistically significant correlations have 

been found (De Vito, 1985; Myers & McCaulley, 1989).  Tischler (1994) indicated that 

“factor analysis provided unusually strong evidence that the MBTI items are correlated 

with their intended scales: the scales are almost factorially pure” (p.30). 

Gallup’s Clifton StrengthsFinder 2.0TM  

The Gallup’s Clifton StrengthsFinder 2.0TM, was developed by educational 

psychologist Donald O. Clifton. Clifton who sought to design an instrument that would 

focus on and measure individual’s positive attributes.  Clifton and Harter (2003) believed 

it would be far more beneficial to individuals if they spent more time and effort building 

on their talents than trying to strengthen their weaknesses. Hodges and Clifton (2004) 

described talents as “naturally recurring patterns of thought, feeling, or behavior that can 

be productively applied” (p. 257).  Once a talent is polished and honed by an individual 

through experience and understanding the talent evolves into a strength. The Clifton 

StrenghtsFinder 2.0™ was created to determine raw talents that could later be formed into 

strengths.  The purpose of the instrument is to discover “signature themes” (Lopez, 

Hodges, & Harter, 2005, p. 6) of talent that can be utilized by an individual to obtain 

success.   

Over the years, the Clifton StrenghtsFinder 2.0™ has been taken by over 112,000 

college students.  Results from past research have indicated that such strengths-based 

interventions have contributed to statistically significant increases in student retention 
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and academic success, not to mention increases in students’ academic engagement and 

self-efficacy, self-confidence,  direction, and sense of meaning and purpose (Cantwell, 

2005; Hodges & Clifton, 2004; Schreiner, 2004). 

The instrument presents 180 item pairs to the individual. The individual is given a  

20-second time interval to respond to each item pair. The time constraint of the 

instrument was implemented to obtain the individual’s “first reaction.” The individual’s 

response is then compared to and evaluated by 34 potential talent themes.  After 

completion, students receive a report describing their top five “signature themes” that 

characterize their strongest themes of talent. 

In 2004-05, 750 students enrolled in universities and colleges across the nation 

participated in a study to determine the validity and reliability of the Clifton 

StrengthsFinderTM when used with college students.  Even though 750 students began the 

study, only 438 correctly completed all the instruments.  Participants were a 

representative sample in terms of their gender, race, and class level of college students 

who had previously completed the Clifton StrengthsFinderTM.  The percentages of the 

sample in terms of gender were 54% female and 46% male.  First-year students 

comprised 46% of the sample, with sophomores making up 31.5%, juniors 8.7%, and 

seniors 10.8%.  Unfortunately, three percent of the sample failed to report their class 

level.  The following percentages represented the ethnicities of the sample:  76% 

Caucasian, 13.6% Asian, 5% Hispanic, 4.3% African-American, and 1.2% multiethnic.   
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The study conducted was a test-retest, in which students completed three online 

instruments including:  the CSF, the California Psychological Inventory (CPI-260; 

Gough & Bradley, 1996), and the 16PF (Cattell, 1993). Both of these instruments offer 

comparable scales which naturally should correlate with most of the Clifton 

StrengthsFinderTM  34 themes.    

The retest of the Clifton StrengthsFinderTM occurred 8-12 weeks later and upon 

completion of instrument students received their five signature themes.  Data was 

analyzed by an independent researcher who confirmed the results with previous data 

collected from all college students who have completed the Clifton StrengthsFinderTM.  

Reliability & Validity 

Frankel and Wallen (2006) define reliability as “the consistency of scores or 

answers provided by an instrument” (p.165). Gallup conducted test-rest research study in 

2004-05 on college students.  Test-retest reliability evaluates the stability of participant’s 

responses for each theme over an extended period of time.  The maximum score is 1.00 

for the test-retest reliability, if this is the case, participants would have answered in the 

exact same manner 8-12 weeks after they had initially completed the Clifton 

StrengthsFinderTM.  Many credible statisticians agree that .70 score is acceptability for a 

test-retest reliability estimate (AERA/APA/NCME, 1999).   Results from the 2004-2005 

study indicated that the average test-retest reliability estimate across the 34 themes was 

.70, which meets the suggested standards.  The themes with the reliability estimates of 

.80 of higher include: Discipline, Deliberative, Intellection, Positivity, and Competition.    
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Another way to estimate reliability is utilizing a coefficient alpha to determine 

internal consistency.  This estimate evaluates the relationship and correlation of all items 

in a given theme.  A score of 1.00 would signify that all items in a particular theme were 

only related to that theme, and not any items of other themes.  However the Clifton 

StrengthsFinderTM was developed in a way where some of items would be included for  

more than one theme, thus making it difficult for a high internal consistency score to be 

achieved.  Schreiner (2004) reported that the coefficient alphas ranged from α = .42 for 

the Activator theme to α = .80 for the Discipline theme, with a mean alpha of .61 and a 

median alpha of .63.  The data found was similar to that of the CPI-260.    

When researchers are seeking to measure the validity of an instrument, they 

determine if an instrument measures what it was designed to measure.  For instruments  

like the Clifton StrengthsFinderTM  that do not have correct or incorrect answers and are 

not used to predict future behavior,  construct validity is the type of validity that is used 

to evaluate the instrument.   Ary et al. (2006) defines construct validity as “the extent to 

which a test is measuring the psychological construct it is intended to measure” (p.313).  

Schreiner (2004) compared student’s scores on each of the 34 themes of the Clifton 

StrengthsFinderTM to their scale scores on the CPI-260 and the 16PF.   Researchers 

explored comparability of 137 predicted relationships between CSF theme scores and 

their equivalent on the CPI-260 and 16PF (Schreiner, 2004). According to Schreiner 

(2004), “a total of 128 (93.4%) of these predictions were confirmed by significant 

correlation coefficients, providing strong evidence for the construct validity of the Clifton 

StrengthsFinderTM” (p.7). 
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Student Experiences  

Students filled out a 13 question researcher developed questionnaire about their 

participation in high school and their first year of college extra-curricular activities. 

Students were asked to list organizations, leadership positions, and competitive teams in 

which they participated in (see Appendix (B)).  Face and content validity was established 

by an expert panel of university faculty. Reliability was not a concern for this instrument, 

because questions solicited were factual and did not stipulate extensive thought or time 

from the student. Therefore reliability of the instrument was not vulnerable (Dillman, 

2000).  

First Year of College Experience Survey 

 The 2008 Your First College Year Survey (YFCY) was used in this study to 

obtain information from the participants concerning their college experience during their 

first year of enrollment. This instrument was developed by a combined effort from the 

Higher Education Research Institute and the Policy Center on the First Year of College 

and was a follow-up study of the annual Cooperative Institution Research Program’s 

(CIRP) Freshman Survey (Higher Education Research Institute, 2008).  The Higher 

Education Research Institute indicated the purpose of this questionnaire was to determine 

characteristics of the first-year experiences that support student learning, involvement, 

satisfaction, retention and success, and as a result augment first-year programs and 

retention strategies at colleges across America (2008). 
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 The instrument was an on-line replication of the YFCY survey instrument that 

included 28 items that asked participants about their satisfaction level, patterns of 

behaviors, and demographics.  This assessment was created and housed on 

Zoomerang.com, which is an on-line tool that allows individuals to create and administer 

on-line surveys as well as evaluate the results. The on-line assessment consisted of a 

welcome page, eight pages of questions, and a personalized exit page (Appendix A).   

Reliability & Validity 

Hurtado (2007) conducted a factor analysis on the YFCY instrument to 

investigate its validity and reliability. In this study, the researcher found all constructs to 

be valid, and therefore the instrument measured what it was design to measure (Hurtado, 

2007). To measure reliability the researcher grouped variables into factors, and evaluated 

them utilizing Cronbach’s Alpha. According to Ary et al. (2006) Cronbach’s alpha is “an 

internal-consistency reliability coefficient” that is used to determine reliability. All of the 

28 factors had reliability coefficients that were greater than .55.  

Data Collection 

For this study, data collection was designated on a single day. There were six 

instruments administered to students. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Form M, and 

the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Assessment® were completed by paper and pencil 

while the First Year of College Experience Survey, Gallup’s StrengthFinder™, Bar-On 

EQ-i®, and a researcher developed questionnaire concerning high school and collegiate 

extracurricular involvement were administered electronically.   
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 For this study five contacts were made through e-mail, facebook, and a phone call 

(see Table 3.2). The first contact to notify the students that they had been selected to 

participate was made through an e-mail sent on April 18th (see Appendix C). The pre-

notice e-mail was then followed by two e-mails on April 23rd and April 25th to inform the 

participant of the survey schedule (see Appendix D and E).  The fourth time that contact 

was made with the student was through facebook (see Appendix F). The final contact to 

the student was made through a phone call on April 29th.  

Table 3.2 
 
Respondents’ Contact Schedule 
 
Contact Number 

 
Date 

 
Method 

 
Mode 

 
1 

 
April 18 

 
Pre-notice 

 
E-mail 

 
2 

 
April 23 

 
Survey Schedule 

 
E-mail 

 
3 

 
April 25 

 
Survey Schedule 

 
E-mail 

 
4 

 
April 28 

 
Reminder 

 
Facebook 

 
5 

 
April 29 

 
Reminder 

 
Phone Call 

 

Thirty students replied to say they would participate in the study, however on the day of 

data collection, only 25 students participated. On collection day students were given the 

assessment’s instructions before taking each assessment. After students completed one 

assessment, they started the next, until all assessments were completed.  Instruments were 

distributed all in one location and place. According to Fraenkel and Wallen to control for 

location threat researchers should standardized the location for data collection, 2006. 

Three participants were not able to participate on data collection day; however those 
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students set up their own time within two days of the first collection to take the battery of 

instruments.  

Data Analysis 

The objectives of this study determined the data analysis procedures used. Data 

was analyzed by the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) version 16.0 for 

windows.  For the study’s first two objectives frequencies, percentages, means, and 

standard deviations were used for description and comparison of subject characteristics. 

The third objective sought to describe the relationship between participation and first year 

academic performance. Means, medians, standard deviations, ranges, Point-biserial 

correlation coefficients, and coefficients of determination were used to measure this 

objective.  The fourth objective of this study was to examine the relationship between 

participation and the student’s perceptions of their first year experience. To measure this 

objective, Point-biserial correlation coefficients were calculated.  Researchers used 

Davis’ (1971) conventions to describe the magnitude of relationship of the correlation 

coefficients.  Davis’ (1971) conventions can be seen in Table 3.3 
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Table 3.3 
 
Conventions for Correlation Magnitude (Davis, 1971) 
 
Coefficient 

 
Magnitude 

 
1.0 

 
Perfect relationship  

 
.70 to .99 

 
Very strong relationship 

 
.50 to .69 

 
Substantial relationship 

 
.30 to .49 

 
Moderate relationship 

 
.10 to .29 

 
Low relationship 

 
.01 to .09  

 
Negligible relationship 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

FINDINGS 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was twofold. First the purpose was to investigate the 

characteristics of the participants of a competitive team at the collegiate level. Secondly 

was to identify any differences between participants and non-participants of a 

competitive team at the collegiate level.  The following research objectives were 

developed to outline and guide this study.  

Research Objectives  

1. Describe participants and non-participants by academic major, ACT score/ 
equivalent, emotional intelligence score, critical thinking ability, strengths, and 
personality type, and high school size.  
 

2. Describe participants and non-participants by extra-curricular activity 
participation and leadership positions held.  
 

3. Describe relationship between participant and non-participant first- year academic 
performance.  
 

4. Examine relationships between participation and the student’s perceptions of their 
first year of college experience.  
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Population and Sample 

The population of this study was traditional College of Agricultural Sciences and 

Natural Resources (CASNR) freshmen enrolled in the fall semester of 2007 at Texas 

Tech University. The sample consisted of two groups. The first group, participants, 

consisted of students who participated on a competitive team at Texas Tech University 

during their first year of college (n=15). The second group consisted of students who did 

not participated on a competitive team at Texas Tech University. A panel of academic 

experts used the Student Success Center to find criteria that could match non-participants 

to participants in an attempt to control for extraneous variables. The extraneous variables 

included gender, ACT score/ or equivalent, and academic major. E-mails were sent to 

recruit students to participate in the study (see Appendixes C, D, E, & F). 

 All students were traditional freshmen who entered the university in the fall of 

2007 majoring in, Agricultural Communications, Animal Science, Food Science and 

Technology, or Interdisciplinary Agriculture.  On the day of collection only 25 students 

attended. Three students could not be attend the day of collection and scheduled a time 

with the researchers to take the instruments in the same location that data collection took 

place at. The sample of this study consisted of (N=28) traditional freshmen students. 

Objective One 

Objective one was developed to describe participants and non-participants by 

academic major, ACT score/ equivalent, emotional intelligence score, critical thinking 

ability, strengths, and personality type, and high school size. Students in the treatment 
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group were matched with students in the comparison group as to academic major, ACT 

score/equivalent, and gender.  Gender and ACT score/equivalent were matched first, 

followed by major. If majors could not be matched then the major with the closest degree 

plan was used as the closest match.  

 

Table 4.1 describes the academic major and the personality type appraised by  

the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Form M of the students who participated in the study.  

Keeping in mind, that academic major was an extraneous variable used to match students 

from each group, little variation existed. Overall, there were 18 students (64.3%) who 

majored in Animal Science, 8 students (28.6%) who majored in Agriculture 

Communications, 1 student (3.6%) who majored in Food Science and Technology, and 1 

student (3.6%) who majored in Interdisciplinary Agriculture.  

 
Table 4.1 

   

 
Student’s Academic Majors (N=28) 
 
 
 
Academic Major 

 
        Participants 

 
Frequency   Percent 

 
Non-Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
            All 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
ANSC 

 
11           73.3 

 
7           53.8           18         64.3 

 
ACOM 

 
   4           26.7 

 
4           30.8 

 
8         28.6 

 
FSTC 

 
          0             0.0 

 
1             7.7 

 
1           3.6 

 
INAG 

 
          0             0.0 

 
1             7.7 

 
1            3.6 
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Psychological type was determined by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Form 

M®.  The MBTI® consists of four scales. Each scale presents two different dichotomies. 

On the first two scales, both the participants and non-participants were similar in their 

assessments. On the first scale, extrovert-introvert, overall 20 students (71.4%) were 

extroverts, 8 students (28.6%) were introverts. On the sensing-intuition scale, 20 students 

(71.4%) were sensing, 8 students (28.6%) were intuition.  A point biserial correlation was 

calculated for this dichotomy. Researchers coded Sensing with a 0 and Intuition with a 1. 

The point biserial correlation between the Sensing/Intuition dichotomy and students 1st 

year GPA was -.25. However, on the remaining two scales differences were found.  On 

the thinking-feeling scale, 11 participants (73.3%) were thinking, 4 participants (26.7%) 

were feeling. While 7 non-participants (53.8%) were thinking, 6 non-participants (46.2%) 

were feeling. On the final scale, judging-perceiving, 11participants (73.3%) were 

identified as judging, 4 participants (26.7%) were aligned with being perceiving.  5 Non-

participants (38.5%) were judging, 8 non-participants (61.5%) were perceiving. Table 4.3 

displays the MBTI® 4-letter personality types of all students surveyed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Laura Jane Ashorn, May 2009 
 

65 

Table 4.2    
 
Student’s Psychological Preferences (N=28) 
 
 
 
Characteristic 

 
        Participants 

 
Frequency   Percent 

 
  Non-Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
            All 

 
Frequency  Percent

 
Extrovert 

 
10            66.7 

 
10           76.9 

 
             20          71.4

 
Introvert 

 
5             33.3 

 
3           23.1 

 
8           28.6

 
SUM 

 
                     100.0 

 
                         100.0 

 
                         100.0

 
Sensing 

 
12             80.0 

 
8           61.5 

 
              20         71.4

 
Intuition 

 
3             20.0 

 
     5           38.5 

 
                8         28.6

 
SUM 

 
                     100.0 

 
                         100.0 

 
                         100.0

 
Thinking 

 
11             73.3 

 
7           53.8 

 
              18         64.3

 
Feeling 

 
4             26.7 

 
6           46.2 

 
              10         35.7

 
SUM 

 
                     100.0 

 
                         100.0 

 
                         100.0

    
Judging 11             73.3 5           38.5               16         57.1
 
Perceiving 

 
4             26.7 

 
8           61.5 

 
              12         42.9

 
SUM 

 
                     100.0 

 
                         100.0 

 
                         100.0
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Table 4.3    
 
MBTI’s Personality Type of Freshman (N=28) 
 
 
 
Type 

 
        Participants 

 
Frequency   Percent 

 
Non-Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
            All 

 
Frequency  Percent

 
ESTP 

 
2            13.3 

 
3           23.1                  5          17.9

 
ESTJ 

 
   4            26.7 

 
0             0.0 

 
4          14.3

 
ISTJ 

 
          3            20.0 

 
1             7.7 

 
4          14.3

 
ESFP 

 
          2            13.3 

 
1             7.7 

 
3          10.7

 
ESFJ 

 
0              0.0 

 
2           15.4 

 
                 2            7.1

 
ENTJ 

 
     1              6.7 

 
1             7.7 

 
 2            7.1

 
ENFJ 

 
1              6.7 

 
1             7.7 

 
                 2            7.1

 
ENTP 

 
0              0.0 

 
1             7.7 

 
                1            3.6

 
ENFP 

 
0              0.0 

 
     1             7.7 

 
                1            3.6

 
ISFP 

 
0              0.0 

 
1             7.7 

 
              1            3.6

 
ISFJ 

 
1              6.7 

 
0             0.0 

 
              1            3.6

 
INTP 

 
0              0.0 

 
                1             7.7 

 
                 1            3.6

 
INTJ 

 
    1              6.7 

 
0             0.0 

 
                  1            3.6

 
SUM 

 
                      100.0 

 
                           100.0 

 
                            100.0

 

Students were asked to distinguish their school size of the high school in which 

they attended prior to college; responses can be found in Table 4.4. All 28 freshmen  
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responded to the question. Overall most of the distributions between the participant and 

non-participant group were analogous. Two students (7.1%) attended private schools, 5 

students (17.9%) attended 1A schools, 7 students (25%) attended 2A schools, 4 students 

(14.3%) attended 3A schools, 3 students (10.7%) attended 4A schools, and 7 students 

(25%) attended 5A schools. However, when comparing participants to non-participants, 

the 2A and 5A school sizes had differences. In the school size division of 2A, 2 

participants (13.3%) attended, and 5 non-participants (38.5%) attended. While in the 5A 

school size division, 5 participants (33.3%), 2 non-participants (15.4%).  

Table 4.4    
 
High School Size of Freshman Students (N=28) 
 
 
 
High School Size  

 
Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
Non-Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
             All 

 
Frequency  

Percent 
 
Private 

 
1              6.7 

 
1            7.7 

 
2              7.1

 
1A 

 
2            13.3 

 
3          23.1 

 
5            17.9

 
2A  

 
         2            13.3 

 
5          38.5 

 
7            25.0

 
3A 

 
        3            20.0 

 
1            7.7 

 
4            14.3

 
4A 

 
2            13.3 

 
1            7.7 

 
        3           10.7

 
5A 

 
5            33.3 

 
2          15.4 

 
        7           25.0

 
SUM 

 
                       100.0 

 
                         100.0 

 
                        100.0

 

Table 4.5 displays the student’s ACT score, Bar-On Emotional Intelligence score, 

and Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Assessment Score.  When combining participants 
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and non-participants the mean ACT score was 26.21, and a standard deviation of 3.76.  

The Emotional Intelligence mean score for Participants was 100.07, and a standard 

deviation of 10.99. While, Non Participant’s Emotional Intelligence mean score was 

slightly lower at 98.62, and had standard deviation of 9.22. With all students combined, 

the emotional intelligence mean score was 99.39, with a standard deviation of 10.05.  

Finally, the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Assessment mean score for the entire group 

was 26.46, with a standard deviation of 6.09.  

 Table 4.5    

 
Freshman Assessment Scores Obtained (N=28) 
 
 
 
Assessment 

   
  Participants 

      
    M            SD 

  
  Non-Participants 

 
      M          SD 

 
         All 

 
       M           SD 

 
ACT/equivalent 

 
26.73         3.73

 
       25.62      3.84 

 
26.21        3.76

 
Emotional Intelligence 

 
100.07       10.99

 
       98.62      9.22 

 
99.39      10.05

 
WGCTA 

 
26.67         5.96

 
       26.23      6.47 

 
26.46        6.09

Note. Participants (n=15), Non-participants (n=13) 
 

Five measurements categories comprise a student’s emotional intelligence score: 

Intrapersonal, Interpersonal, Stress Management, Adaptability, and General Mood. The 

means and standard deviations of these categories can be found in Table 4.6.   In the 

Intrapersonal category, the participants’ mean was 102.33 with a standard deviation of 

11.68 while the non-participants’ mean was 101.62 with a standard deviation of 11.77. 

For the Interpersonal category, the participants’ mean was 97.73 with a standard 

deviation of 12.24 while the non-participants’ mean was 98.85 with a standard deviation 
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of 10.97. In Stress Management, the participants’ mean was 103.67 with a standard 

deviation of 12.49 while the non-participants’ mean was 97.54 with a standard deviation 

of 13.36.  Under Adaptability, the participants’ mean was 96.53 with a standard deviation 

of 11.61, while the non-participants’ mean was 96.00 with a standard deviation of 11.29. 

Finally in the General Mood category, the participants’ mean was 101.40 with a standard 

deviation of 10.48, while the non-participants’ mean was 104.38 with a standard 

deviation of  9.90. 

Table 4.6    

 
Freshman Emotional Intelligence Scores (N=28) 
 
 
 
Category 

   
  Participants 

      
    M            SD 

  
  Non-Participants 

 
      M          SD 

 
         All 

 
       M           SD 

 
Intrapersonal 

 
102.33         11.68

 
101.62      11.77 

 
102.00       11.51

 
Interpersonal 

 
  97.73         12.24 

 
95.85      10.97 

 
96.86      11.49

 
Stress Management 

 
103.67         12.49

 
     97.54      13.36 

 
100.82       13.04

 
Adaptability 

 
  96.53         11.61 

 
96.00       11.29 

 
96.29       11.25

 
General Mood 

 
101.40         10.48 

 
104.38         9.90 

 
102.79       10.14

Note. Participants (n=15), Non-participants (n=13) 
 

All freshmen took the Gallup’s StrengthsFinder Assessment to identify their five 

strengths; these responses can be found in Table 4.7.  Of all students combined; 15 

students (11.5%) had achiever as a strength, 10 students (7.7%) possessed competition as 

a strength, 8 students (6.2%) had adaptability as a strength, 6 students (4.7%) possessed 
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restorative, woo, or strategic as a strength,  5 students (3.8%) had belief, communication, 

discipline, focus, or harmony as a strength, 4 students (3.1%) possessed activator, 

deliberative, futuristic, include,  relator, or responsibility as a strength,  3 students (2.3%) 

possessed analytical, consistency, ideation, or positivity as a strength,  2 students (1.5%) 

possessed arranger,  command, individualization, maximize, or significance as a strength, 

1 student (0.8%) had connectedness, context, developer, empathy, input, intellection, 

learner, or self-assurance as a strength.  
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Table 4.7    
 
Gallup Strengths of Freshmen Students (N=26)   
    
 
 
Strength 

Participants 
 

Frequency   Percent     

   Non-Participants 
 

Frequency   Percent    

All 
 

 Frequency   Percent
 
Achiever 

 
6              8.6 

 
 9            15.0 

 
      15          11.5 

 
Competition 

 
8            11.4 

 
2              3.3 

 
     10           7.7 

 
Adaptability 

 
3              4.3 

 
5              8.3 

 
       8            6.2 

 
Restorative 

 
4              5.7 

 
2              3.3 

 
       6           4.7 

 
Strategic 

 
2              2.9 

 
4              6.9 

 
       6            4.7 

 
Woo 

 
3              4.3 

 
3              5.0 

 
       6            4.7 

 
Belief 

 
2              2.9 

 
3              5.0 

 
       5            3.8 

 
Communication 

 
2              2.9 

 
3              5.0 

 
       5            3.8 

 
Discipline 

 
4              5.7 

 
1              1.7 

 
       5            3.8 

 
Focus 

 
2              2.9 

 
3              5.0 

 
       5            3.8 

 
Harmony 

 
3              4.3 

 
2              3.3 

 
       5            3.8 

 
Activator 

 
3              4.3 

 
1              1.7 

 
       4            3.1 

 
Deliberative 

 
3              4.3 

 
1              1.7 

 
       4            3.1 

 
Futuristic 

 
2              2.9 

 
2              3.3 

 
       4            3.1 

 
Includer 

 
2              2.9 

 
2              3.3 

 
       4            3.1 

 
Relator 

 
0              0.0 

 
4              6.9 

 
       4            3.1 

 
Responsibility 

 
2              2.9 

 
2              3.3 

 
       4            3.1 

 
Analytical 

 
2              2.9 

 
1              1.7 

 
       3            2.3 

Table 4. 7. Continued 
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Strength 

Participants 
 

Frequency   Percent     

   Non-Participants 
 

Frequency   Percent    

All 
 

 Frequency   Percent
 
Consistency 

 
2              2.9 

 
1              1.7 

 
       3            2.3 

 
Ideation 

 
2              2.9 

 
1              1.7 

 
       3            2.3 

 
Positivity 

 
1              1.4 

 
 2              3.3 

 
       3            2.3 

 
Arranger 

 
2              2.9 

 
0              0.0 

 
       2            1.5 

 
Command 

 
0              0.0 

 
2              3.3 

 
       2            1.5 

 
Individualization 

 
2              2.9 

 
 0              0.0 

 
       2            1.5 

 
Maximizer 

 
2              2.9 

 
 0              0.0 

 
       2            1.5 

 
Significance 

 
0              0.0 

 
      2            3.3 

 
       2            1.5 

 
Connectedness 

 
1              1.4 

 
        0              0.0 

 
       1            0.8 

 
Context 

 
0              0.0 

 
        1            1.7 

 
       1            0.8 

 
Developer 

 
1              1.4 

 
         0            0.0 

 
       1            0.8 

 
Empathy 

 
1              1.4 

 
         0            0.0 

 
       1            0.8 

 
Input 

 
1              1.4 

 
         0            0.0 

 
       1            0.8 

 
Intellection 

 
1              1.4 

 
         0            0.0 

 
       1            0.8 

 
Learner 

 
1              1.4 

 
         0            0.0 

 
       1            0.8 

 
Self-Assurance 

 
0              0.0 

 
         1            1.7 

 
       1            0.8 

Note. Participants (n=14), Non-Participants (n=12) 
 

 The evident differences in strengths with a variance of more than 3 among 

participant and non-participants were in the following strengths: competition, relator, 

achiever, discipline, activator, deliberative. Competition had 8 participants (11.4%), and 
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2 non-participants (3.3%). Relator had 0 participants (0%) and 4 non-participants (6.9%). 

Achiever had 6 participants (8.6%) and 9 non-participants (15%). Discipline had 4 

participants (5.7%) and 1 non-participant (1.7%). Activator had 3 participants (4.3%) and 

1 non-participant (1.7%). Deliberative had 3 participants (4.3%) and 1 non-participant 

(1.7%). 

Objective Two 

Objective two described participants and non-participants by extra-curricular 

activity participation and leadership positions held. Students were asked to indicate their 

high school involvement in clubs and their participation in competitive extra-curricular 

activities; these responses can be found in Table 4.8.  Overall, involvement in high school 

(n=28), 24 students (85.7%) participated in agriculture, 22 students (78.6%) participated 

in athletics, 5 students (17.9%) participated in community, 16 students (57.1%) 

participated in honors, 10 students (35.7%) participated in music/art/drama, 11 students 

(39.3%) participated in student council, 18 students (64.3%) participated in other events. 

Students were asked to indicate what types of organizations they were involved in 

high school. Subsequently, they were also asked to identify what types of organizations 

they competed in during high school, these responses can be found in Table 4.8. 

Combining participants and non-participants in the competitive activities (n=28), 23 

students (82.1%) competed in agriculture, 22 students (78.6%) competed in athletics, 10 

students competed in music/art/drama, 6 students (21.4%) competed in U.I.L. events, 6 

students (21.4%) competed in other events. Differences that appeared between the 
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participants and non-participants involvement were found in the community and 

music/art/drama involvement.  For community 1 participant (6.7%) was involved, 4 non-

participants (30.8%) were involved. For music/art/drama 7 participants (46.7%) were 

involved, 3 non-participants (23.1%) were involved.  In competition, the most obvious 

difference was found in music/art/drama events, 7 participants (46.7%) competed, 3 non-

participants (23.1%) competed.  
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Table 4.8    
 
High School Participation in Extra-Curricular Activities of Freshmen (N=28) 
 
 
 
Characteristic 

 
Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
Non-Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
           All 
 

Frequency  Percent 
 
Involvement 

 
 

  

 
Agriculture 

 
13         86.7 

 
11         84.6 

 
24           85.7

 
Athletics 

 
12         80.0 

 
10         76.9 

 
22           78.6

 
Community  

 
          1           6.7 

 
4         30.8 

 
5           17.9

 
Honors 

 
          9         60.0 

 
7         53.8 

 
16           57.1

 
      Music/Art/Drama 

 
7         46.7 

 
3         23.1 

 
10           35.7

 
      Student Council 

 
6         40.0 

 
5         38.5 

 
11           39.3

 
      Other 

 
 8         53.3 

 
10         76.9 

 
18           64.3

 
Competitive Activities 

   

 
Agriculture 

 
13          86.7 

 
10          76.9 

 
         23           82.1

 
Athletics 

 
12          80.0 

 
10          76.9 

 
      22           78.6

 
Music/Art/Drama 

 
7          46.7 

 
3          23.1 

 
    10           35.7

 
U.I.L. Events 

 
3          20.0 

 
3          23.1 

 
         6          21.4 

 
Other 

 
4          26.7 

 
2          15.4 

 
6          21.4 

 
 

Table 4.9 indicates the number of collegiate extra-curricular activities that the 

students surveyed were involved in during their first year of college.  Overall, 3 students 

(10.7%) were not involved in any clubs, 9 students (32.1%) were involved in one club, 4  
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students (14.3%) were involved in two clubs, 5 students (17.9%) were involved in three 

clubs, 5 students (17.9%) were involved in four clubs, 1 student (3.6%) was involved in 

eight clubs, and 1 student (3.6%) was involved in nine clubs. 

Table 4.9    
 
College Participation in Clubs (N=28) 
 
 
 
Number of Clubs 

 
       Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
 Non-Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
All 
 

Frequency  Percent 
 
None 

 
1               6.7 

 
2              15.4 

 
3              10.7 

 
One  

 
5             33.3 

 
4              30.8 

 
9              32.1 

 
Two  

 
       3             20.0 

 
1                7.7 

 
 4              14.3 

 
Three  

 
       1               6.7 

 
4              30.8 

 
5              17.9 

 
Four  

 
4             26.7 

 
1                7.7 

 
        5              17.9 

 
Eight  

 
1               6.7 

 
0                0.0 

 
         1               3.6 

 
Nine  

 
0               0.0 

 
1                7.7 

 
         1               3.6 

 
SUM 

 
                   100.0 

 
                         100.0 

 
                      100.0 

 
Students were asked to indicate if they were involved in any activities outside of 

the college campus; these responses can be found in Table 4.10. 1 participant (6.7%) was 

involved, and 4 non-participants (30.8%) were involved in activities outside of the 

college campus. All students combined, 5 students (17.9%) were involved, and 23 

students (82.1%) were not involved. The mode for all three groups was not involved. 
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Table 4.10    
 
Student Involvement Outside of Campus Activities (N=28) 
 
 
  
Involvement 

 
Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
Non-Participants 

 
Frequency   Percent 

 
             All 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
Involved 

 
1               6.7 

 
4              30.8 

 
5              17.9

 
Not Involved 

 
14             93.3 

 
9              69.2 

 
23              82.1

 
 
Table 4.11 displays the responses to the question of the number of leadership 

positions the students held in both high school and college. Overall in high school 3 

students (10.7%) held no positions, 2 students (7.1%) held one position, 4 students 

(14.3%) held two, and 19 students (67.9%) held 3 positions. In college with both groups 

combined, in 21 students (75.0%) held no positions, 5 students (17.9%) held one position, 

and 2 students (7.1) held two positions. 
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Table 4.11    
 
Leadership Positions Held in High School and in College (N=28) 
 
 
 
Number of Positions 

 
Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
Non-Participants 

 
Frequency  Percent 

 
All 
 

Frequency Percent 
 
High School 

 
 

  

 
No Positions 

 
    2           13.3 

 
1           7.7 

 
 3            10.7 

 
One Position 

 
2           13.3 

 
0           0.0 

 
  2              7.1 

 
Two Positions  

 
        0             0.0 

 
4           30.8 

 
     4            14.3 

 
Three Positions 

 
      11           73.3 

 
8           61.5 

 
   19            67.9 

 
College 

   

 
No Positions 

 
11           73.3 

 
10           76.9 

 
    21           75.0 

 
One Position 

 
3           20.0 

 
2           15.4 

 
      5           17.9 

 
Two Positions 

 
1             6.7 

 
1           7.7 

 
      2             7.1 

 
Three Positions 

 
0             0.0 

 
0           0.0 

 
      0             0.0 

 
 

Objective Three 

Objective three described the relationship between participants’ and non-

participants’ first- year academic performance. Table 4.12 displays the Participants and 

Non-Participants first-year academic performance. The Participants (n=15) mean for their 

first-year academic performance was 3.62, the median 3.77, the standard deviation .34. 

The first-year academic performance ranged from 2.92 to 4.0. The Non-Participants 

(n=13) mean for their first-year academic performance was 3.35, the median 3.34, the 



Texas Tech University, Laura Jane Ashorn, May 2009 
 

79 

standard deviation .58. The range of the first year academic performance for Non-

Participants was 2.17 to 4.0.  

Table 4.12      
 
First-Year Academic Performance of Freshman Students (N=28) 
 
Participation 

 
n 

 
M 

 
Md 

 
SD 

 
Range 

 
Participants 

 
15 

 
3.62 

 
3.77 

 
.34 

 
2.92-4.0 

 
Non-Participants 

 
13 

 
3.35 

 
3.34 

 
.58 

 
2.17-4.0 

 

 

The third objective of this study was to describe the relationship between 

participant and non-participant first-year academic performance. The Point-biserial 

correlation calculated between participation and academic performance was .29.  

According to Davis (1971) Conventions for naming correlations, Participation is 

classified as having a low significance.  The coefficient of determination calculated was 

.08.  

Objective Four 

Objective four attempted to examine relationships between participation and the 

student’s perceptions of their first year of college experience. Table 4.13 displays the 

correlations calculated to compare the student’s perceptions of their first year of college.  

Furthermore, the table provides the naming correlation for the Davis (1971) conventions.  

Hours spent per week with student clubs and groups was .35 and labeled moderate. A 

student feeling like they were not just another number on campus was .44 and labeled 
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moderate.  The perception that students were able to balance their academics and 

extracurricular activities was -.35 and labeled moderate.  

Table 4.13   
 
 Participants’ & Non-Participants’ Perceptions of Their First Year of College (N=28) 
 
 
Perception 

 
 

rpb 

 
Davis 

Conventions 
 
Compared to when you entered college 

  

 
      Describe your ability to work as a team 

 
-.11 

 
Low 

    
      Describe your critical thinking skills  

 
.09 

 
Negligible 

     
      Describe your problem solving skills 

 
-.06 

 
Negligible 

 
How often do you interact with a close friend at college 

 
.25 

 
Low 

 
How much time have you spent during the week 

  

 
      Attending Classes/Labs 

 
.24 

 
Low 

 
      Studying/Homework 

 
.21 

 
Low 

 
      Socializing with Friends 

 
.03 

 
Negligible 

     
      Exercising or Sports 

 
-.07 

 
Negligible 

 
      Partying 

 
-.01 

 
Negligible 

     
      Working for pay on campus 

 
.16 

 
Low 

 
      Working for pay off campus 

 
.01 

 
Negligible 

 
      Volunteer Work 

 
-.04 

 
Negligible 

 
      Student Clubs & Groups 

 
-.35 

 
Moderate 

 
See myself as part of the campus community 

 
-.04 

 
Negligible 

 
Feel like I am not just another number on this campus 

 
.44 

 
Moderate 
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Table 4.13. Continued   
 
 
Perception 

 
 

rpb 

 
Davis 

Conventions 
 
Able to find a balance with academics and extracurricular

 
-.35 

 
Moderate 

 
Feel a sense of belonging with this college 

 
-.23 

 
Low 

 
Decided to pursue a different major 

 
             .14 

 
Low 

 
Would you stay in your current college  

 
-.18 

 
Low 

Note. Non-Participants = 0, Participants = 1 
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CHAPTER V 

 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was twofold. First the purpose was to investigate the 

characteristics of the participants of a competitive team at the collegiate level. Secondly 

was to identify any differences between participants and non-participants of a 

competitive team at the collegiate level. The following research objectives were 

developed to outline and guide this study.  

Research Objectives  

1. Describe participants and non-participants by academic major, ACT score/ 
equivalent, emotional intelligence score, critical thinking ability, strengths, and 
personality type, and high school size.  
 

2. Describe participants and non-participants by extra-curricular activity 
participation and leadership positions held.  
 

3. Describe relationship between participant and non-participant first- year academic 
performance.  
 

4. Examine relationships between participation and the student’s perceptions of their 
first year of college experience.  
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Participants in this study were selected based on their decisions to participate on a 

competitive intercollegiate judging team. Students who chose to participate were in the 

treatment group, and students in the comparison group were matched on academic 

variables. The design of the study lacked random assignment. Therefore concern should 

be raised if wanting to generalize the results beyond the sample group. The sample was 

limited to the participants who self-selected themselves or those who were matched with 

the self-selected students. Increasing the size of the sample would not be an option due to 

the limited number of participants. The design of the study was posttest only; therefore 

results could be caused by pre-existing characteristics that the subjects possessed prior to 

the test.  

Design of the Study 

The study conducted was a quasi-experimental, static-group comparison design. 

Furthermore, this study was ex post facto, which indicates researchers collected data after 

the treatment through a posttest only.  To control for internal validity, researchers paired 

the self-selected treatment group’s pre-college characteristics of gender, race, major, and 

ACT score/equivalent to establish the comparison group.  Researchers paired exact 

matches to the pre-established treatment group in all categories when possible. But in 

some cases, the best match for ACT score/equivalent was within a two point variance, 

and academic major was matched within the same department to the closest degree plan. 
  

Limitations of the Study
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Population and Sample 

The population of this study was traditional College of Agricultural Sciences and 

Natural Resources (CASNR) freshmen enrolled in the fall semester of 2007 at Texas 

Tech University. The sample consisted of two groups. The first group, participants, 

consisted of students who participated on a competitive team at Texas Tech University 

during their first year of college (n=15). The second group consisted of students who did 

not participated on a competitive team at Texas Tech University. A panel of academic 

experts used the Student Success Center to find criteria that could match non-participants 

to participants in an attempt to control for extraneous variables. The extraneous variables 

included gender, ACT score/ or equivalent, and academic major. E-mails were sent to 

recruit students to participate in the study (see Appendixes C, D, E, & F). 

 All students were traditional freshmen who entered the university in the fall of 

2007 majoring in, Agricultural Communications, Animal Science, Food Science and 

Technology, or Interdisciplinary Agriculture.  On the day of collection only 25 students 

attended. Three students could not be attend the day of collection and scheduled a time 

with the researchers to take the instruments in the same location that data collection took 

place at. The sample of this study consisted of (N=28) traditional freshmen students. 

Instrumentation 

Six data collection instruments were used to gather information for this study. In 

determining student inputs, researchers used the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking 

Appraisal® to assess their critical thinking ability, the Bar-On® EQ-i to distinguish the 
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subject’s emotional intelligence level, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Form M to 

identify their psychological type, a researcher developed questionnaire to collect 

information concerning their high school experience, and the Gallup’s StrengthsFinder to 

establish their individual potential talents.  Additionally, researchers administered the 

2008 Your First College Year Survey (YFCY) to obtain the subject’s perception of their 

first year in college.   

Data Collection 

For this study, data collection was designated on a single day. There were six 

instruments administered to students. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® Form M, and 

the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Assessment® were completed by paper and pencil 

while the First Year of College Experience Survey, Gallup’s StrengthFinder™, Bar-On 

EQ-i®, and a researcher developed questionnaire concerning high school and collegiate 

extracurricular involvement were administered electronically.   

 For this study five contacts were made through e-mail, facebook, and a phone call 

(see Table 3.2). The first contact to notify the students that they had been selected to 

participate was made through an e-mail sent on April 18th (see Appendix C). The pre-

notice e-mail was then followed by two e-mails on April 23rd and April 25th to inform the 

participant of the survey schedule (see Appendix D and E).  The fourth time that contact 

was made with the student was through facebook (see Appendix F). The final contact to 

the student was made through a phone call on April 29th.  
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Table 5.1 
 
Respondents' Contact Schedule 
 
Contact Number 

 
Date 

 
Method 

 
Mode 

 
1 

 
April 18 

 
Pre-notice 

 
E-mail 

 
2 

 
April 23 

 
Survey Schedule 

 
E-mail 

 
3 

 
April 25 

 
Survey Schedule 

 
E-mail 

 
4 

 
April 28 

 
Reminder 

 
Facebook 

 
5 

 
April 29 

 
Reminder 

 
Phone Call 

 

Thirty students replied to say they would participate in the study, however on the 

day of data collection, only 25 students participated. On collection day students were 

given the assessment’s instructions before taking each assessment. After students 

completed one assessment, they started the next, until all assessments were completed.  

Instruments were distributed all in one location and place. According to Fraenkel and 

Wallen to control for location threat researchers should standardized the location for data 

collection, 2006. Three participants were not able to participate on data collection day, 

however those students set up their own time within two days of the first collection to 

take the battery of instruments.  

Data Analysis 

The objectives of this study directed the data analysis procedures used. Data was 

analyzed by the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) version 16.0 for 

windows.  For the study’s first two objectives frequencies, percentages, means, and 
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standard deviations were used for description and comparison of subject characteristics. 

The third objective sought to describe the relationship between participation and first year 

academic performance. Means, medians, standard deviations, ranges, Point-biserial 

correlation coefficients, and coefficients of determination were used to measure this 

objective.  The fourth objective of this study was designed to examine the relationship 

between participation and the student’s perceptions of their first year experience. To 

measure this objective, Point-biserial correlation coefficients were calculated.  Then 

researchers used Davis’ (1971) conventions to describe the magnitude of relationship of 

the correlation coefficients.  

Summary of Findings 

Objective One 

Objective one was developed to describe participants and non-participants by 

academic major, ACT score/ equivalent, emotional intelligence score, critical thinking 

ability, strengths, and personality type, and high school size. Twenty-eight students 

completed the study.  The majority of students surveyed (64.3%) majored in animal 

science followed by agricultural communications majors (28.6%).   Students also 

indicated the size of their high school.  The most popular school size among students who 

completed the survey were 2A and 5A both receiving 25%. Students ACT 

score/equivalent, emotional intelligence score, and Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking 

Assessment score were assessed in this study. For all, the mean ACT score/equivalent 

was 26.21 with a standard deviation of 3.76.  The mean emotional intelligence score for 
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all of the students was 99.39 with a standard deviation of 10.05. The Watson-Glaser 

Critical Thinking Assessment (WGTCA) mean score of all students surveyed was 26.46 

with a standard deviation of 6.09.  

Students took the Myers Briggs Type Indicator to determine their psychological 

type. Overall the dominant psychological preferences assessed by the MBTI® were 

Extraversion (71.4%), Sensing (71.4%), Thinking (64.3%), and Judging (57.1%).  For all 

students surveyed the most paramount psychological types were ESTP (17.9%), ESTJ 

(14.3%), ISTJ (14.3%), and ESFP (10.7%). The least prominent psychological types were 

ENTP, ENFP, ISFP, ISFJ, INTP, and INTJ representing 3.6% of the population.   

Freshman students also took the Gallup’s StrengthFinder Assessment. Of all 

students combined, the most common strengths were achiever (11.5%), competition 

(7.7%), and adaptability (6.2%).The most popular strengths of participants were 

competition (11.4%), achiever (8.6%), and restorative and discipline both at (5.7%).  For 

non-participants the most frequent strengths recorded were achiever (15.0%), adaptability 

(8.3%), strategic (6.9%), and relator (6.9%).   

Objective Two  

Objective two described participants and non-participants by extra-curricular 

activity participation and leadership positions held. Students were asked to indicate their 

high school involvement in clubs and their participation in competitive extra-curricular 

activities. In high school, the majority of students indicated that they were involved in  
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agriculture (85.7%), athletics (78.6%), other events (64.3%) and honors (57.1%). The 

largest disparity among participant and non-participant high school involvement is in 

community and music/art/drama involvement.  For high school competitive involvement 

the most popular activities were agriculture (82.1%) and athletics (78.6%). The most 

distinguishable difference in competitive involvement between participants and non-

participants was in the category of music/art/drama where 7 participants (46.7%) 

competed and 3 non-participants (23.1%) competed.    

Students also identified the number of collegiate extra-curricular activities that 

they were involved in during their first year of college.  The majority of students (89.3%) 

were involved in at least one.  Both participants and non-participants were similar in the 

amount of collegiate clubs they were involved in. Students also proclaimed their 

involvement outside of campus life. Of all students surveyed, 5 students (17.9%) were 

involved, and 23 students (82.1%) were not involved.  

Students also indicated the leadership positions they have held in both high school 

and college. In high school, the majority of students (75.0%) held 3 or more leadership 

positions. In college, the majority of students (75.0%) held no positions. Both groups of 

students were similar in the number of leadership positions held in high school and in 

college.  

Objective Three  

Objective three described the relationship between participants’ and non-

participants’ first- year academic performance. Researchers compared the academic 

performance of the students surveyed. The mean for the participant’s (n=15) first-year 
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academic performance (GPA) was 3.62, the median 3.77, the standard deviation .34. 

Their academic performance ranged from 2.92 to 4.0. The mean for the non-participant’s 

(n=13) first-year academic performance was 3.35, the median 3.34, the standard 

deviation .58. The range for non-participant’s first year academic performance was 2.17 

to 4.0. The Point-biserial correlation calculated to indicate the relationship between 

participation and academic performance was .29. The coefficient of Determination 

calculated was .08.   

Objective Four 

Objective four attempted to examine relationships between participation and the 

student’s perceptions of their first year of college experience. Correlations were 

calculated to compare the participant’s and non-participant’s perceptions of their first 

year of college. Non-participants were = 0, Participants = 1.   Students perceptions of 

hours spent per week with student clubs and groups was .35 and labeled moderate by 

Davis conventions. A student feeling like they were not just another number on campus 

was .44 and labeled moderate.  The perception that students were able to balance their 

academics and extracurricular activities was -.35 and labeled moderate.  Other 

perceptions labeled negligible by Davis were critical thinking ability; problem solving 

skills; hours spent per week socializing with friends, exercising, partying, working for 

pay off campus, volunteer work; and seeing oneself as part of the campus community.  
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Conclusions and Implications 

Objective One 

The findings from this study indicate that the majority of students who 

participated in intercollegiate competitive judging programs as a freshman were animal 

science majors then agriculture communications majors. Collectively, researchers 

concluded that majors may impact whether or not students participated in these types of 

programs. It was evident that there were two majors that dominated the population of the 

participants, animal science and agricultural communications.  If colleges and universities 

desire participation from its freshmen, they need to ensure that there are these types of 

activities for all majors. Other opportunities may exist for freshman students with other 

majors, however they were not identified in this study.   

From the data shown, researchers also concluded that freshman were from all 

sizes of schools.  However, when comparing the school size of participants to non-

participants, findings indicated that students who participated came from larger schools.  

The reasoning behind this could be due to the fact that larger sized schools provide their 

students with more opportunities for student involvement.  With more involvement 

opportunities available to students the more likely students will find an activity to be 

involved in.   

ACT or/equivalent, Emotional Intelligence, and Critical Thinking ability scores 

were assessed and reviewed for each student. Overall, there were little to no differences 

found between participants and non-participants.  This could be influence on how 
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researchers matched non-participants to participants on the criteria of ACT/or equivalent 

scores.   

The results from the study indicate that freshmen students in the College of 

Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources at Texas Tech University were more likely 

to be an Extrovert (20) than an Introvert (8). This could be a reflection of the culture at  

Texas Tech, and how extroverts are attracted to the type of faculty and activities Tech 

offers.  This study also indicated that the majority of the students surveyed were Sensing 

(20) over Intuitive (8).  Looking at the Intuitive/Sensing scale, the majority of the 

students were sensing.  A point biserial correlation was calculated for this dichotomy. 

Researchers coded Sensing with a 0 and Intuition with a 1. The point biserial correlation 

between the Sensing/Intuition dichotomy and students 1st year GPA was -.25. This 

contradicts O’Brien, Bernold, & Akroyd’s 1998 study were they found students who 

preferred the Intuitive type over the Sensing type had significantly higher grades.  

When analyzing the psychological type of participants on the remaining scales 

almost three fourths of the participants are Sensing, Thinking and Judging.  This demands 

attention, because the non-comparison group is mostly spilt among those three scales.  If 

departments want to indentify students who could possibly be attracted to competitive 

judging activities, then steps should be taken to administer this type of assessment to 

freshmen students prior to the start of their freshman year. Additionally, researchers 

reviewed the four letter type of the students surveyed. ESTP is the most dominate 

personality type when combining all students together.  This confirms Williams (2007) 
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results that ESTP is a popular personality type among college of agriculture students at 

Texas Tech University.   

Strengths were also determined to help better understand the differences between 

participants and non-participants. The most popular strengths found among students were 

achiever and competition.  More than half of the participants (8) had competition as one 

of their 5 strengths. Discipline was also a popular strength for participants (4) when 

compared to non-participants (1). From the research, one could infer that participating in 

intercollegiate judging activities may not fit everyone’s strengths. The judging program 

provides an outlet for students who like to compete. Students with other strengths could 

better fit in other activities.  

Objective Two 

Agriculture involvement was the most popular high school club/activity found 

among students surveyed. It could be implied student’s involvement in agriculture stems 

from the fact that agriculture is a part of their life or is something they are passionate 

about. Furthermore, it is only logical for them to have been involved in agriculture 

organizations/clubs in high school. 

 The majority of students in the study participated in an honor’s activity and 

student council. This should come as no surprise, as participation in honor’s activities 

implies students excelled in academics. Those who participated in student council sought  

leadership roles in their schools. Scholastic and leadership ability are the university’s 

criteria for being admitted as a freshman.  Therefore, involvement in those activities 
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should be expected.  Additionally, nearly half of the participants were involved in 

music/art/drama. This could be a result of the fact that the majority of participants came 

from larger schools, and larger school can provided a larger number of diverse 

opportunities to those students.  Participants were least likely to have participated in 

community involvement. This could be due to the fact, that participants like to compete 

and volunteering does not allow them to exercise their strengths. 

Researchers also identified high school competitive involvement of the students.  

Overall, participants had greater or equally matched competitive involvement to non-

participants. Conclusions could be drawn, that some type of extraneous variable 

influences participants to seek competition. The extraneous variable could be parental or  

peer pressure, a need to fit in, or some other unknown factor. 

A strong majority (89.3%) of all students were involved in at least one club 

during their first year of college. Non-participants had greater involvement in off campus 

community organizations. This follows the trend of involvement from their high school 

experience.  Overall students took fewer leadership positions in college, when compared 

to their high school experience. However, 7 students (25%) took at least 1 leadership 

positions during their first year of college. This decline in leadership positions held, could 

be a result of the classification of these students. Most organizations elect their officers in 

the spring semester, which would be prior to the freshmen students arriving on campus.  

Plus, freshmen are new and do not have the knowledge and understanding of how most 

organizations operate. 
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Objective Three 

When comparing participants to non-participants, academic performance was 

higher for participants. Since, the two groups were matched on ACT /or equivalent score, 

there is some variable not being considered.  This could be explained by two things. First, 

participants miss class, and have to meet with their professors face to face to get their 

make-up work.  Secondly, for the majority participants one of their strengths was 

competition. Therefore, their competiveness with the peers could influence their 

academic performance. Furthermore, in order to maintain eligibility on a judging team 

students have to maintain a pre-determined grade point average.  

The Point-biserial correlation was calculated between participation and academic 

performance, with the correlation being .29.  Researchers also calculated the coefficient 

of determination to be .08.  According to Miller (1994) the coefficient of determination 

“describes the amount of variability in Y which is explained by the knowledge of X” 

(p.6). Eight percent of the variance of first year academic performance could be 

explained by a student’s participation.  One misconception, that this study challenges, is 

that grades decline when students participate. If academic success is what departments 

and colleges seek, then promoting involvement in competitive extracurricular activities 

should also be a priority.   

Objective Four 

 According to the students’ perceptions obtained in the study, participants are more 

likely to spend a greater number of hours per week being involved in a club or student 
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group, than non-participants.  Participants might feel they spend more hours per week 

involved in student groups and clubs, because their participation on the judging teams 

requires 10-20 hours of their time a week.  

Participants also indicated they found it more challenging to balance academics 

and extracurricular activities. Freshmen participants most likely have a hard time 

balancing academics and extracurricular activities, because the course load is tougher 

than their high school course load.  In high school, they could balance their 

extracurricular activities and school work, but in college it becomes more of a challenge. 

One, of the most interesting items found in this study, is that participants felt like 

they were not just another number on the university campus. This can be attributed to the 

fact that as a participant on an intercollegiate judging team, they travel all over the nation 

to represent the university. This could provide the individual with a self-pride in oneself 

and their school.  

Recommendations 

Practitioners 

 For this study, information was gathered from students about their strengths and 

personality. Results allowed researchers to draw conclusions that strengths and 

personality might influence the choice to participate. University administration could 

include these assessments in the application process, so that faculty and staff could help 

guide students toward activities and organizations to get involved in. 
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Researchers 

This study was comprised of a small population, and therefore should be 

replicated to increase the reliability of the results found.  Researchers should seek to 

determine if the results stay invariable at this university as well as others. Continuing to 

conduct research at this university is logical, because freshmen students change every 

year.  Plus, if similar research is conducted at other universities, then we can increase the 

number of freshman students who complete the study.  This not only allows university 

administrators to better understand their students, it provides them the opportunity to 

compare their students to students from various colleges.  

 Furthermore, a longitudinal qualitative study should be conducted on the students 

who completed this study, prior to graduation.  According to Boyer and Sedlacek to 

strengthen the understanding of academic success, inclusion of qualitative research 

component could be implemented, 1998.  Further research could incorporate qualitative  

methods to gain a desirable understanding of the relationships that exists among different 

variables. Also this will allow researchers to determine if participation or a lack of 

participation affected the student’s grades, internship opportunities, and career choices 

after their first year of college.  

From this study researchers suggest that further studies should use the revised 

model of Freshmen Success found in Figure 5.1. The modification of this model include 

other environmental variables: class loads, degree of difficulty of classes, job influence, 

tutoring, and other existing variables.    
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Figure 5.1 Ashorn and Burris’ Revised Model of Freshmen Success 
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To: Volunteers of CASNR 

Date:  

Subject:  Participating in a research study 

 

Please consider participating in a study that may benefit the academic achievement of 
future CASNR freshmen. On April 30th, a study will be conducted to indentify factors 
that could possibly influence CASNR freshmen’s academic achievement. I’ll investigate 
possible experiences that can impact how students perform academically. If you 
participate, your obligations will be simple.  

 
• I’ll ask you to fill out and fully complete multiple survey instruments. 

  

If you do participated prizes (I-pods), lunch, and drinks will be provided. 

The research will take place over a three hour time span, and will occur at a public 
location. All data collected will be confidential. When I report results, I will not use your 
name and I will not include characteristics that might identify you.  

_______________________________________________________________________,  

 

         Yes, I’m willing to participate in this study.             

         No, I don’t feel comfortable participating in this study.  

 

Please fill out your name and phone number so I can contact you.  
 

Name: _______________________________________ 

Phone (____) - _____- ________ 

For more information on the study, feel free to contact me 

Dr. Cindy Akers, Texas Tech University Department of Agriculture Education and 
Communication 
M.S. 2131 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
(806)-742-2816 
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Dear____________:  

 

Hello! I’m LJ Ashorn, a graduate student in the Agriculture Education and 
Communication Department.  I coached the wool judging team this year for the Animal 
Science Department.   

This is just a reminder that I need YOUR HELP.  Dr. Cindy Akers, Dr. Steve Fraze, Dr. 
Todd Brashears, Dr. Scott Burris and I are all working on this research study analyzing 
CASNR freshman. I need you to fill out some questionnaires for me. Your answers will 
be confidential. When the data is reported, your name will not be used nor characteristics 
that might indentify you.  

What is in it for you?  

We’ll provide you with lunch, snacks, and drinks on Wednesday, April 30th. This is 
Dead Day. But more importantly there will be only 30 students in this study, and if you 
participate you will have a chance to win a 60 GB Video I-Pod.  That’s pretty good odds. 
Everyone who participates will receive free tech memorabilia.  

If I have not received your confirmation please, e-mail me back so that I can confirm 
your spot in this research study. The research will take place in Room 206 in the 
Agriculture Education Building.  

Please, email me back your name and phone number so that we may contact you.  

Name: _______________________________________ 

Phone (____) - _____- ________ 

 

For more information on the study, feel free to contact me, LJ Ashorn or Dr. Cindy Akers 

Texas Tech University Department of Agriculture Education and Communication 
M.S. 2131 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
(806)-742-2816 
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Dear____________:  

 

Hello! I’m LJ Ashorn, a graduate student in the Agriculture Education and 
Communication Department.  I coached the wool judging team this year for the Animal 
Science Department.   

This is just a reminder that I need YOUR HELP.  Dr. Cindy Akers, Dr. Steve Fraze, Dr. 
Todd Brashears, Dr. Scott Burris and I are all working on this research study analyzing 
CASNR freshman. I need you to fill out some questionnaires for me. Your answers will 
be confidential. When the data is reported, your name will not be used nor characteristics 
that might indentify you.  

What is in it for you?  

We’ll provide you with lunch, snacks, and drinks on Wednesday, April 30th. This is 
Dead Day. But more importantly there will be only 30 students in this study, and if you 
participate you will have a chance to win a 60 GB Video I-Pod.  That’s pretty good odds. 
Everyone who participates will receive free tech memorabilia.  

If I have not received your confirmation please, e-mail me back so that I can confirm 
your spot in this research study. The research will take place in Room 206 in the 
Agriculture Education Building.  

Please, email me back your name and phone number so that we may contact you.  

Name: _______________________________________ 

Phone (____) - _____- ________ 

 

For more information on the study, feel free to contact me, LJ Ashorn or Dr. Cindy Akers 

Texas Tech University Department of Agriculture Education and Communication 
M.S. 2131 
Lubbock, TX 79409 
(806)-742-2816 
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Student’s Name:  
 
I'm a graduate student at Texas Tech in the Ag. Education Building. I'm doing my 
thesis study on CASNR Freshman. You have been randomly selected as a 
participant of this study.  
 
All we need from you is about 2 hours of your Dead Day, we will feed you lunch, 
give you free tech stuff ( t-shirts, bags, and etc.) and you will have a 1 out of 15 
chance to win a 60 GB Video I-pod.  
 
All you have to do is fill out some surveys. Your identity will be kept 
confidential.  
 
Please send me a message back. If you are interested. 
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Table A. 1 
 
Participant and Non-Participant Matches 
CODE  MAJOR  SEX ACT 1ST 

GPA 
MBTI   CODE MAJOR SEX ACT 1ST  MBTI 

GPA   
1A ANSC F 23 3.91 ISFJ   1B ANSC  F 22 3 ESFJ 
2A ACOM F 18 3.17 ENFJ   2B ACOM F 20 3.51 ENFJ 
3A ANSC M 31 3.9 ISTJ   3B ANSC M 29 3.28 INTP 
4A ANSC M 25 3.57 ISTJ   4B INAG  M 23 3.34 ESTP 
A ANSC M 31 3.77 ESTJ   5B FTCH M 29 3.91 ISFP 
6A ANSC M 23 3.5 ENTJ   6B ANSC M 20 3.34 ENTJ 
7A ANSC  M 28 3.79 ESTP   7B ANSC M 27 2.17 ESTP 
8A ANSC M 27 3.8 ESTP   8B ANSC M 24 3.89 ESFP 
9A ACOM/ F 32 3.55 ESTJ   9B ACOM F 29 3.65 ENFP 

INAG   
10A ANSC M 30 3.75 ESFP               
11A ACOM M 28 3.81 ESTJ   11B ACOM M 26 3.06 ENTP 
12A ANSC F 27 2.97 INTJ   12B ANSC F 30 2.4 ESTP 
13A ANSC F 28 4 ESTJ   13B ANSC F 31 4 ISTJ 
14A ANSC F 26 3.91 ISTJ               
15A ACOM F 24 2.92 ESFP   15B ACOM F 23 4 ESFJ 
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Table A.2 
 
 Summary of Purported Psychological Type Preferences and Characteristics 
Psychological 
Types 

 
Focus & Preferences

 
Strengths 

 
Weaknesses 

Extraversion Energized by the 
outer world; focus 
on people and 
things; active; 
breadth of interest; 
interactive; sociable; 
outgoing. 
 

Good at social 
interaction; 
enthusiastic and 
confident; stimulate 
communication and 
ideas; instigates 
action; open and 
straightforward. 
 

Intellectual 
superficiality; 
intrusive; lack of 
respect for other’ 
privacy; easily 
distracted by external 
stimuli. 

Introversion Energized in inner 
world; focus on 
thought and 
concepts; reflective; 
depth of interest; 
concentration; 
inwardly directed. 

Good at personal 
interaction; stays calm 
and focused; can 
concentrated 
intensely; develops 
ideas; uses discretion 
in talking. 

May lose touch with 
outer world; bottles up 
emotions; keeps 
people at a distance; 
easily preoccupied; 
gives insufficient 
feedback.  
 

Sensing Facts; data; details; 
concrete; practical; 
reality-based; 
present-oriented; 
utility. 

Pragmatic; precise; 
stable; results-
oriented; sensible, 
systematic; bases 
opinions on 
observations. 
 

Lacks long-ranged 
outlook; may overlook 
implications and 
meaning; may reject 
innovative ideas.  
 

Intuition Meanings; 
associations; 
possibilities; 
hunches, 
speculations; 
theoretical; future 
oriented; novelty.  
 

Imaginative; 
conceptualizes easily; 
creative; holistic 
perspective; 
intellectually 
tenacious; idealistic. 

Unrealistic; out-of-
touch; may overlook 
implications and 
meaning; may reject 
innovative ideas. 
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Table A. 2 Continued 
 
Psychological 
Types 

 
Focus & Preferences

 
Strengths 

 
Weaknesses 

    
Thinking Analysis; objective; 

logic; impersonal; 
critique; reason; 
criteria; justice; 
systematic inquiry; 
principles. 

Rational; analytical; 
assertive; deliberative; 
logical; carefully 
weighs alternatives; 
firm but fair; explains 
thoroughly. 

Undervalues or 
suppresses own and 
others’ feelings; 
overly analytical; cold; 
insensitive; critical; 
judgmental; overly 
formal. 

    
Feeling Sympathy; 

subjective; humane; 
personal; harmony; 
empathy; appreciate; 
values; compassion; 
trust; consideration. 

Persuasive; 
empathetic; warm; 
sensitive; 
demonstrative and 
expressive; draws out 
feelings of others; 
loyal; committed to 
values.  
 

Overly sensitive; 
moody; may give 
indiscriminately; can 
becomes emotionally 
overburdened; unable 
to give unpleasant 
feedback.  

Judging Organized; planned; 
settled; closure; 
control one’s life; 
set goals, structured; 
routine.  

Plan, organize and 
control well; 
persistent; life’s are 
well-structured; 
decisive; 
conscientious; reliable. 
 

Closed-minded; 
inflexible; can jump to 
conclusions too 
quickly; intolerant; 
critical; judgmental. 

Perceiving Pending; flexible; 
curious; spontaneity; 
tentative; let life 
happen; undaunted 
by surprise; open to 
change. 

Open-minded; 
adaptable; 
spontaneous; 
understanding; 
tolerant; inquisitive; 
zest for experience. 

Indecisive, 
procrastinates; 
unfocused; 
disorganized; 
impulsive; may collect 
data too long before 
deciding.  
 

Note. From “Using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator to Study Managers: A Literature 
Review and Research Agenda,” by W. L. Gardner and M. J. Martinko, 1996, Journal of 
Management, 22(1), p. 47.  Copyright 1996 by JAI Press Inc. 
 
 
 



Texas Tech University, Laura Jane Ashorn, May 2009 
 

 
 

PERMISSION TO COPY 
 
 
 

 In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a master’s 

degree at Texas Tech University or Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center, I 

agree that the Library and my major department shall make it freely available for research 

purposes.  Permission to copy this thesis for scholarly purposes may be granted by the 

Director of the Library or my major professor.  It is understood that any copying or 

publication of this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed without my further 

written permission and that any user may be liable for copyright infringement. 

 

Agree  (Permission is granted.) 

 

_Laura Jane Ashorn   _______________________         __4-21-09 _________ 
 Student Signature      Date 
 
 
 
Disagree  (Permission is not granted.) 
 
 
 
_______________________________________________         _________________ 
 Student Signature      Date 
 
 


