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ABSTRACT

The main aim of this study was to investigate the percentage of
winning/losing or success/failure of competitions between different
levels of tennis players, identifying to what extent the players
attributed winning to success and losing to failure. The subjects were
18 male tennis players (6 main-draw players and 12 qualified players)
studying at National College of Physical Education and Sports. Four
different conditions were used: 1) the main-draw players played against
the main-draw players, 2) the main-draw players played against the
qualified players, 3) the qualified players played against the main-draw
players, and 4) the qualified players played against the main-draw
players. The y? statistics was used under the four situations whereby
a level was set at .05. Consequently, the results reveal that there were
significant differences under the circumstances of the main-draw
players playing either against the main-draw players or against the
qualified players, and the qualified players playing either against the
main-draw players or against the qualified players. In other words,
most of the players appeared to attribute winning to success and losing
to failure.

Keyword: main-draw players, qualified players, winning/losing,
success/failure
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