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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Throughout man's recorded history, sport and physical activity
have been a characteristic part of his daily existence. Only recently
has the psychological basis for man's participation in sport activity
become an area of study.

Sport psychology is the field of study which applies psychologi-
cal factors and principles to performance of human behavior in the
sports area (30). In the area of sport psychology, there is a definite
need te know and understand why individuals react to certain situations
with certain behavior. The psychological aspect in athletics has
always been fascinating, but often unpredictable. Many coaches would
be interested to know which factors would positively influence the
performance of athletes in competition. Coaches realize the importance
of the players' psychological state and what affects each athlete dur-
ing a contest. Coaches, as well as participants, have wondered what
precipitates a player's reaction during a contest and what motivates
him to improve performance,

Behavior is the total concept of human responses which an indi-
vidual makes to both internal and external forces. Everytﬁing a parti-
cipant does, thinks, and feels affects the participant's performance.
Therefore, individual performance is only one part of this encompassing
behavior (2). An analysis of behavior of sport psychology, is concerned
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with the psychological, social, and emotional aspect of the individual
along with his physlcal activity. The psychological make-up and behav-
ioral tendencies of each individual are immensely complex. The inner
forces (psychological, physical) of an individual and the external
forces (social) combine to influence and guide him to act and react to
the environment. The psychological, social, and physical factors of
an individual cannot be separated, but must be treated as interrelated
factors which influence each other. This type of behavioral analysis
deals with the needs, attitudes, dispositions, and motivations of the
participant, instead of only looking at the actual performance. The
main purpose for such an approach is to understand why an individual
behaves or reacts the way he does in certain situations under certain
conditions.

Among many factors relatiné to the need to know, understand,
and study behavior in sport activity (primarily the effect of motiva-
tion) are two areas worthy of study. More information in either area
would benefit the performer. First; by knowing and understanding his
attitude toward his participation in sport and his need for it, an
individual is better aware of what he is capable of doing and has an
"insight" into his behavior. He can come to know himself better as an
athlete and a person and can set reasonable goals for himself. By
learning about himself, he can better judge what motivates him and to
what extent motivation affects his performance. Secondly, by obtaining
knowledge of an individual's psychological behavior, a coach has a

better understanding and insight into his players' total behavior.
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This could allow the coach to help the athlete, by motivational means,
to obtain his goals and objectives.

For the purposes of this study, four factors which influence
behavior will be investigated. The four elements and their effect on
ﬁehavior are: motivation, social facilitation, personality, and com-
petifion. Although there are many other aspects involved in behavior,
these factors will be the source of consideration.

Motivation can influence behavior and the psychological state
of an individual., Motive, drive, need, or similar aspects have been
associated with determining individual performance and/or perceptual
differences (17). Gutte?idge (25) concluded that motives are constructs
which attempt to show the reason individuals select certain behavior and
which activ£ties to perform. This selection of behavior is the reason
certain activities are performed for a longer duration of time and with
differing degrees of intensity. According to Cratty (18) the reasons
each athlete participates in an activity are often different. The
motives which compel an athlete to perform during one performance or an
entire season also may vary. He stated that different values impel an
individual to action or reduce to inaction. Cratty further mentioned
that behavior is activated by the momentary mood, feelings, or verbal-
izations of the participant.

In order to understand competitive behavior and performance, a
concept such as social facilitation must be studied. Social facilita-
tion, which is the influencing of beﬁavior by the presence of others

participating in the same action, has several variables which determine



its positive or negative effect on behavior (2). These variables are:
the nature of the task (simple, complex), familiarity of the task

(new, learned), personality of the individual, audience evaluation,

and success probability of the situation (as viewed by the participant).
fhe extent and intensity in which these variables occur between per-
former and audience or coactors will determine whether social faelli-
tation will influence behavior. Since motivation can play such an
essential role in sport situations, the knowledge and understanding of
why and how it influences a reaction would be beneficial to the parti-
cipant and coach. Social facilitation is a phenomenon which can direct
positive or negative responses from an athlete. If an individual is
enhanced by the presence of a competing coactor, he can be motivated

to try harder. The individual, on the other hand, might become more
motivated to try more by presenting him with another goal or incentive
(external, such as time) to strive for. ZEither one of these two goal
setting, motivationai forms could create a remarkable influence on
performance. By learning which method works most efféctively with each
individual, the coach and participant himself can provide situations
which allow that technique to be used.

The personality of an individual will determine if, and to
what degree, motivation will change behavicr. Personality is the
organization of the psychophysical systems which determine and influ-
ence the characteristic behavior and thought (4). Cattell (11) felt a
person's personality indicates what béhavior will be taken in a given

mood and in a given situation. The temperament and attitude of a
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single performer differs when varying stimuli are present. What moti-
vates a person to action in one instance, may not have the same effect
in a different setting or time., This changeable behavior may be con-
tributed to the persomality or mood of that individual at that time.
Another possible reason for the extent to which motivation affects a

person to action could be contributed to the amount of "

competitive—
ness" or competitive attitude of each personality.

Another factor which has an effect on behavioral tendencies of
athletes is competition. Lawther (30) viewed competition as a contest
with oneself or with others. This contest very often includes one's
evaluations of the performance of others. An athlete can also compete
with his own record, or with a recofd already established by others in
the same event. Sporting events allow different ways to express com-
petitive urges and desire to compete. Lawther further stated that the
.individual wants to test himself and to evaluate himself and to evalu-
ate himself against others. IThe extent to which competition can
affect behavior is in the attitude of the individual toward competi-
tion. Ryan (39) commented on this attitude by stating, "Differences in
competitive ability represent relative differences in freedom to
achieve or to express aggression.'" Not only does competition provide
an "outlet" for aggression, but can also provide an incentive to action.

The four concepts of motivation, social facilitation, person-
ality, and competition afe the basis and essence of this investigation.
Each of these concepts, either alone or 1in combination with each other,

may influence behavior and performance. This particular study was
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developed to study the effects motivation may have on the performance
of athletes in certain situations. The competitive attitude of each
atMlete and the effects of different forms of motivation were tested,
analyzed, and evaluated. Because of the lack of research in the
general area of motivation and the influence of social facilitation on

women athletes, there exists a necessity for a study of this type.

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of
social facilitation (presence of a competitor) and time clock (presence
of amn éxternal goal) as motivational techniques on 60-yard running
times of college women. Specifically this study was designed to deter-
mine if:

(1) performance times of groups of subjects tested in the
presence of a competitor differed from performance times when a compe-
titer was not present.

(2) performance times of groups of subjects tested when com—
peting to a time goal differed from performance times when competiﬁg
in the presence of a competitor.

(3) performance of running differed for subjects having dif-
ferent attitudes toward competition.

(4) interactions existed between performance of subjects under

different motivational conditions and with different subject attitudes.



DEFINITION OF TERMS

In order to prevent being misunderstood or misinterpreted by

the reader, it is essential to define the following terms.

1,

4-

6.

Personality in this paper refers to the organization within an
individual of the psyéhophysical systems which determine his char-
acteristic behavior and thought (4).

Competition in this paper refers to a contest with another person
and an external goal (a time set before running to serve as a goal
for achievement).

Motivation in this paper refers to an arousal to action; an inner
state which energizes, actiﬁates, or directs behavior toward goals.
Coactors in this paper refers to individuals who participate
together in an event at the same time.

Social facilitation in this paper refers to an influencing of an

individual's actions or behavior by the presence of others doing

the same thing.

Competitive athlete in this paper refers to an individual who rated

high on attitude toward competition (from Kenyon's Six Subdomain

Physical Activity Assessment Scale).

Non-competitive athlete in this paper refers to an individual who

rated low on attitude toward competition (from Kenyon's Six Sub-

domain Physical Activity Assessment Scale).



LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Limitations

Because of the difficulty in measuring the actual individuals’
thinking processes or what they actually felt during their performance,
the data gathered from this investigation can only be recorded in
terms of the subjects' physical performance (overt behavior)., There
was no method to measure what the subjects' thoughts or feelings were
during competition to find why they reacted as they did.

The written questionnaire given at the beginning of the inves-
tigation attempted to determine the attitudes toward competition each
subject possessed. This was only true to the extent that Kenyon's

test actually measured this trait completely or accurately.

Delimitations

Because of the lack of availability of subjects and the time
factor involved, not as large a sampling was utilized as would have
been preferred.

Again, because of time, availabiiity of subjects, and the -
writer's interest in women's athletics, only female athletes were used
in this study. Time and facilities did not permit the testing of male

athletes.



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

General Motivation Research

Motivation! plays an enormous part in sport psychology, because
it can influence the individual participant's behavior. Hilgard and
Russell (26) indicated that motivation in the field of physical educa-
tion is a young area. Nelson (37) observed that most of the motiva-
tional studies dealing with physical education have been completed only
since 1955. Cratty (17) also acknowledged the dawning of awareness of
motivational research by commenting that contemporary research is now
beginning to become interested in motivation. Berelson and Steiner (7)
define motivation as an "inner state that energizes, activates, or
moves and which directs or channels behavior toward goals". |

Several factors influence motivation, some of which will be
dealt with later in this chapter. Chevrette (12) maintained that in
studies researching motivation, factors which influence motivation
(anxiety, competition, reward, punishment, level of aspiration) have
been dealt with rather thoroughly. Even though many of the findings
from this research are controversial, they all conclude there is no one
real way in which to.motivate all subjects all of the time. Singer
(42) observed that predictions can be made on certain behaviorél reac-
tions when certain motives are present. However, it must be kept in
mind that thé human organism's reactions are also influenced by previous
experiences, present expectations, and other individual differences.

9
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The area of concern in this study is the effect motivation has
on behavior. Authorities in the field of analyzing the effects of
motivation on performance have some interesting observations, inter-
pretations, and conclusions. Melton (35) indicated that motivation
hés a three-fold effect: it energizes the individual, directs his
actions, and clarifies the results of h;s actions by emphasizing and
selecting the desired performance. The famous miler Roger Bannister
(6) described the importance of motivation in his experience in com-
peting as, "racing has always been more of a meﬁtal than physical
problem to me." Singer (42) wrote that, "competitive situations, many
of which are 'natural,' ofhers contrived, raise motivational levels."
Gagne and Fleishman (23) stated that much evidence indicates that moti-
vation does ﬁot only add to skill in producing performance, but rather
multiplies it. They also observed that many instances have occurred
in which a person of mediocre skill has occasionally beat an "expert"
when he was inspired‘with high motivation. Furthermore, they concluded
that motivation can make a tremendous difference in performance, not
because it adds to skill, but that motivation multiplies to skill.
Gagne and Fleishman devised a formula which indicates the effect moti-
vation has on performance:

'PERFORMANCE = SKILL LEVEL X MOTIVATION

A factor mentioned earlier which is of importance to motivation
. is the leyel of aspiration a person possesses. One's level of aspira-

tion is the level of performance he attempts to reach (31). Jones and
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Gerard (28) maintain that a person's level of aspiration will gener-
ally cause a participant to have a desire to do better than his pre-
vious, preceding performance. The individual's feelings of success or
failure will be determined by how his new performance extends or fails
sﬁort of his previous performance. Therefore, the participant uses
previous performance to evaluate present performance. Jones and Gerard
further commented that research has shown that a person's level of
agpiration will be changed (modified) if he is told what someone else's
performance was. In conclusion, the direction in which his level of
'aspiration shifts (increase or decrease) will depend primarily on the
ability he attributes to the person whose performance he evaluated.
Festinger (22) continued this line of thought by stating if the indivi-
dual finds that his performance is below someone to whom he attributes
little ability, his level of aspiration will rise; he will become moti-
vated to increase his performance level. If, however, his ability is
above someone to whoﬁ he attributes a great deal of ability, he will
tend to decrease his level of aspiration; he will not try as hard.
Generally, these comparison effects occur for abilities with a clear
cut evaluational criterion, such as that of running ability.

Singer (42) felt the role of the coach is extremely important
in providing the best motivational techniques possible. He stated that
in order to determine what certain motivational techniques will work
- best, each athlete's needs must be considered on an individual basis.
Many athletes have developed outstandiﬁg physical abilities and skills,

but yet have not obtained the motivation to drive themselves to high
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levels of performance. Cratty (18) summed up the entire point of the
importance of motivation in athletics by stating, "if a coach can
learn just what turns on a given athlete at a given time, he can elicit

better performance."

Social Facilitation

In order to understand motivation, behavior, and performance,
a factor such as social facilitation must be studied. Social facili-
tation is also a relatively new term and one receiving considerable
recent emphasis. Although it first became a subject of interest in .
the 1a;e nineteenth centufy, not many studies were conducted to inves-
tigate this area until the recent surge in the 1960's.

In their study of social facilitation, Spence, Spence and
Zajonc (44) referred to a coaction group as individuals actively par-
ticipating in the same activity simultaneously. Coaction activity
involves the effect dthers have on an individual's performance when
all are actively and simultaneously involved in the same task. Zajonc
{51) further included the audience effect as a subdivision of social
facilitation. He stated there was a distinct difference between the
effects of the presence of spectators and that of the coaction group.
Generally speaking, many authorities feel some form of behavioral
change is brought about by the influence of either the presence of an
~audience or a coacting group. Social presence can be either distract-
ing or moéivating, but inevitably produces some effect on behavior

(51). Singer (41) suggested that in order to compare "alone" perform-
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ances with those dealing with the presence of others (either as spec-
tators or as coactors), two questions need to be asked and investi-
gated: "To what degree do other individuals affect one's performances?h
and "Do they facilitate or impede performance?" This paper will
attempt to study and answer these questions.

There are a variety of specific variables which may determine
how the presence of others affects of influences an individual's behav-
ior. These vatriables are: the personality of the individual, familiar-
ity of the task (new, learned), the nature of the task (simple, complex),
arcusal level, the success probability of the situation (as viewed by
the participant), and audience evaluation. The extent and intensity
in which thesg variables occur between performer and audience or
coactors will determine ﬁhether social facilitation will influence
behavior.

The personality of each individual plays an extremely large,
essential role in thelinfluence others have on performance. Personality
is so important, because each individual's personality governs how he
will react to stimuli and dictates all behaviéral instances. Each per-
son is unique, in that what a person thinks, feels, or does is a pro-
duct of that person's total personality. May and Doob (34) suggested
that performers react to situations according to their respective per-
sonalties. Singer (41) stated, "one's characteristic way of behaving,
“often referred to as personality, is related to his ability to influ-
ence or be influenced by group action.'" He also mentioned that social

facilitation does not operate independently of the participant's
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personality, because the ability to cope with stress, or to be moti-
vated is an individual matter. May and Doob (34) continued this line
of thought by stating, "...it becomes the more evident that so-called
'social facilitation' is not a product of the social situation, but of
the situation as interpreted by a living personality who possesses
psychological peculiarities of his own." Cattell (11) who is a lead-
ing authority on personality, maintained that a man's personality indi-
cated what he will do when he 1s in a given mood and in a given situa-
tion. Allport (3) stated the social stimulations which the coacting
group obtains, causes an increase in the speed and quantity of work an
individual produces. He continued his analysis by saying this social
influence is subject to dindividual differences of personality traits,
age, and ability. Cratty (19) and Jones and Gerard (28) also felt
social facilitation seemed to be related to personality traits of the
individuals. Abel (1) also found in her study that social facilitation
seemed to be related to the personality traits of each individual. She
found that intelligence was positively related to the extent to which
social facilitation stimulates performance. The first pioneer study
on the effect of spectators was done by Triplett (48) in 1898. He used
competitive bicycle riding as the skill tested. He concluded that
onlookers affected performance as a general increase in performance was
observed. He pointéd out that both positive and negative effects were
noted, and seemed to be dependent upon the performer's personality.

"...that bodily presence of another contestant parti-

Triplett stated,
cipating simultaneously in the race serves to liberate latent energy

not ordinarily available."
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Ganzer (24) observed the presence of others watching is detri-
mental for high and moderately anxious female subjects, but is not for
the low anxious. A second study which dealt with anxiety levels is
that of Abel (1). She found that, '"more high-strung individuals are
overstimulated with consequent decrease in group performance." Cox
(16) studied the effect of others on children and found highly anxious
children decrease performance, while low anxious children increase
thelr rate of performance while in the presence of an audience. He
suggested the audience produced an evaluative situation for highly
anxious subjects, causing anxiety to block performance. However, for
the low anxious subjects, the audience served as a motivator for
increasing performance.

A second variable, which must be discussed in dealing with
how others can influence behavior, is that of the familiarity of the
task involved. Whether the skill is familiar (learned) or unfamiliar
(new) is a definite determinant in affecting the performance of the
individual. A learned skill used in this context is a rather permanent
change in behavior brought about through practice (33). Singer (41)
theorized that social facilitation is more likely to occur when the
task is familfar and reasonably well learned. fBetween the time of
Triplett's research and the middle of the 1960's, studies on social
facilitation were mostly inconsistant. Some studies would support the
theory that performance was facilitated by an audience and coactor

effects, while others did not. Zajonc began to revive this area of
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research, as he became one of the most noted and widely publicized
authorities in this area (33). In his study in 1965, Zajonc (51) found
the presence of others, whether in a coaction setting or in one which
the individual performs in front of an audience, impaired the learning
of new responses, but facilitated the performance of those which had
already been learned. The presence of others was a source of arousal
and which increased the probability of the emission of dominant responses.
If correct responses are dominant, spectators will benefit the performer,
while social presence will hinder performance of an individual when
incorrect responses are dpminant. He further stated that a complex or
non-familiar task was apt to produce many more wrong responses than
right ones in the early stages of training as compared to a simple or
familiar one. With increased practice and learning, the correct respon-
ses in the repertoire of possible responses become the dominant ones.

A study by Martens (32) involved performing a coincident tim-
ing motor task. Thelresults showed when learning a complex motor skill,
spectators affect the subjects detrimentally on initial performances,
as compared to individuals working alone. However, when the subjects
learned the skill fairly well, they performed better in front of an
audience than when performing alone. Other studies which support
Zajonc'é findings and theories were done by Ganzer (24), Travis (47),
Allport (3), and Dashiell (20). Allport's (3) study in 1924 revealed
* that the subjects who had been working alone, then began to work in

the presence of others increased their performance for tasks involving
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past skills, but decreased performance for tasks involving learning.
The social stimulations from the coacting group brought about an
increase in speed and quality of work by the subjects. The increase
was more definite in working overt, physical movements than in intel-
lectual tasks. The performances were facilitated greatest by the
least skilled subjects and lowest for the most skilled subjects., He
concluded, when performance is facilitated, the coactors serve as
stimuli and increase or quicken the responses of the participants.
Another study by Martens (33) in 1969 determined the effect of one,
two, and four coactors on an individual's performance of a muscular
endurance task (horizontal extension of one leg, while sitting) for
elght, thirteen, and eighteen year old males. Results showed the sub-~
jects in groups of four, for all ége groups, performed significantly
better than individuals in pairs and alone. This showed evidence that
coactors facilitate performance on work requiring little learning.

A third variable which influences the effects of social facil-
itation on behavior 1s the nature of the task. Whether or not the
task is simple or complex can definitely alter the way in which per-
formance can be affected by others. The complexity of a skill is
dependent upon the difficulty in giving a correct response. The more
difficult it is to give a correct response, the more complex is the
skill (33). In a study by Sorce and Fouts (45), the subjects were
divided into motivational groups in which they performed a simple motor

task in the presence and absence of an audience. When speed of
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performance was a factor, those performing with an audience did signi-
ficantly better than those performing alone. They concluded the evi-
dence suggested social facilitation depended on the simplicity of the
task and the level of motivation. Carment and Latchford (10) conducted
a study which showed the effect of coactors as it increased the rate of
responding on a simple motor task as compared to a complex motor task.

An extension of the personality aspect on performance is that
of arousal level or motivational state. Zajonc's (52) study in 1968
produced a theory dealing with an individual's behavior as it is influ-
enced by others. He felt other people can influence a performer's
behavior by modifying the general drive state, as in an audience or
eoaction effect. He stated the responses of a given individual are
modified by a change in the motivational state, which in turn is modi-
fied by the responses of another individual or individuals. Motiva-
tional or arousal state of two individuals change over time as a func-
tion of their responses to each other. The responses of one individual
are the cues for the responses of the other, which in turn becomes cues
for the response of the first individual. Another study by Spence and
Spence (43), revealed that stress, motivation, or drive (caused by the
presence of others) tended to encourage general arousal and the releas-
ing of dominant responses, therefore facilitating performances for
skilled individuals. They concluded that when individuals are in a
coaction setting, the presence of others facilitated performance, pro-

bably because of increasing the general arousal level.
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Another determining factor to social facilitation is that of
how the participant views the chances for success against the opponent.
Church (13) concluded that social facilitation from competition was at
its maximum when the success probability of an athlete is slightly
below 50 percent. Therefore, success was more probable when the oppon-
ent's ability was slightly higher. This theory can imply that it is
the situation which must be analyzed in order to show the possible
effects which may occur. So, it would be of importance to determine
which social conditions, in a competitive situation, would bring about
an individual'’s maximum effort and performance.

A last variable in socially facilitating performance of indivi-
duals is the evaluative influence the audience or coactors have and
the way the performer perceives thg reaction by the audience. Zajonc's
(51) theory suggested the mere "presence'" of an audience was arousing
and that arousal would therefore enhance dominant responses. However,
later research indicates his theory may be an oversimplification. Work
done by Cottrell (l4), Henchy, Glass, and Klinger (15) revealed that
only when the audience could evaluate the subject's performance, did
poéitive or negative effects occur. Their studies had the audience
blindfolded (so as to be unaware of the happenings) while the tasks
were being performed. The results showed that social faciiitation did
not affect the performance of the subjects. Therefore, they felt a
form of evaluation had to have considerable influence on whether per-
formance was facilitated or not. That is, the audience had to be

aware of what was happening in order for social facilitation to occur.
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Social facilitation occured as a result of a learned response to situa-
tions which could be evaluated. Direct evaluation of the actual per-
formance produced greater effects than did indirect evaluation. Or,
in other words, the knowledge of the outcome (win or lose).

After discussion of the-variables of social facilitation, it
becomes necessary to look at the specific effects coaction activity
and audience influence have on behavior. As was previously stated in
this chapter, Allport (3) maintained that social stimulations which
are present in coaction activity brings about an increase in speed and
quantity of work achieved by the performer. He cited two explanations
for these increased effects. One was the stimulating influence of
rivalry, while the other was social facilitation. He stated, '"Move-
ments made by others performing the same tasks as ourselves serve as
contributing stimuli and increase 6r hasten our own responses."

Singer (41) believed it was apparently easier to constitute beneficial
effects from rivalry than from cooperation or by working alone. In
Hollingworth's (27) study he observed, in a coaction setting, that the
fellow competitor served that purpose of a pacemaker, providing rivalry
and greater effort. A new incentive was offered, which increased the
sense of pride and provided a mildlexcitement which was favorable to
increased activity. Thibaut and Kelley (46) produced research which
concluded that there are two effects which occur when individuals work
in a social context (working with or against others) as compared with
working alone. They found that a greater quantity of work was achieved

when physical performance was involved, suggesting an increased
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motivation in performing the task. While there was less quantity of
work achieved when intellectual processes or concentration was involved.
Other earlier studies by Dashiell (20) and Allport (3) concluded the
presence of others had an energizing effect on their subjects, causing
fhem to work with greater intensity and higher motivation. However, at
the same time, the presence of others often decreased accuracy, either
by interfering or distracting stimulation because of an overconcern
with speed.

In summation of the social facilitation research available
today, it is evident that there are a variety of variables which may
determine how the presencé of others affects an individual's performance.
Much research indicated performance may be facilitated if the skill
involved is iearned and not an unfamiliar one. Generally, performance
may be increased if the skill is a relatively simple task, as compared
to a more complex task. One of the most significant factors dealing
with facilitating performance is the personality of the individual.

The degree to which a person will become motivated or aroused by others
is strictly an individual matter and pertains to the personality make-
up. The presence of others may also encourage the general arousal level
of the participant, eliciting dominant responses, therefore facilitating
performance. The feedback or audience evaluation of the participant has
also shown to have a positive influence on performance. In conclusion,
. Jones and Gerard (28) suggested in order to best deal with the social

facilitation phenomenon, consideration should be given to the nature
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of the performer, (that is, personality), the type of task, the skill
level of the performer, and the characteristics of the group, coactors,
or audience. Available evidence suggested the presence of others
would facilitate performance on a simple, learned task and impair per-

formance on a complex, unlearned task.

Competition and Performance

The last broad subject which will be discussed 1s the effect
which competition has on performance. The major points which will be
investigated are: the factors which induce competition, the attitudes
of competition maintained by the participant, and the influences and
effects of competition.

In today's world, society is placed in a competitive-coopera-
tive situation. People learn to adjust to the environment, to behave
in certain ways, and to obtain skills according to the competitive and
cooperative demands put on them by the values they possess (41). Compe-
tition is an everyda& occurance with most segments of society. Ath-
letics is one segment of soclety in which some form of competition is
likely to ocecur. In athletics, competition is displayed between rivals
within a framework of rules and regulations, either agreed upon, stated,
or implied (41). Singer (41) stated that competition can be personal
or impefsonal. In personal competition, the participant's goal is to
defeat his opponént. An ;mpersonal goal would be either to gain pres-
tige or to perform to an acceptable self-determined standard (improve

a previous performance standard). Festinger (21) viewed competitive
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behavior as "a response to the interaction of two basic drives within
an individual: the drive to constantly improve one's abilities and the
drive that exists within people to constantly evaluate their abilities,
opinions, and emotions." He continued that individuals became involved
in social situations (competition) for the purpose of comparing them-
selves with others, because of a lack of objective criteria to evaluate
their own abilities. TFestinger concluded that competition was a result
of an interaction between these two drives., Cratty (19) felt a parti-
cipant often performs with an unseen audience in mind. He contrasted
his performance to those of his peers and to those whom he felt compar-
able to himself. Katz and Schanck (29) suggested that in competition,
each participant was seeking to satisfy his own desires. The competi-
tive situati;n was structured so that one attains success in accomplish-
ing his outcomes, while the other individual suffers a reduction is his.

The competitive attitude ("competitiveness") of the participant
and how it relates to inducing competition is of major concern. Cratty
(19) felt thg influence of competition on performance depends on such
factors as the personality traits of the competitor, factors unique to
the situation, and the nature of the task. Singer (42) made the veri-
fied observation that there is a distinct difference in personality
traits from athlete to athlete. The inconsistency in patterns makes
it difficult to generalize about the behavioral expectancies of all
. athletes. The athlete, like everyone else, obtains tendencies to
behave in certain ways in certain circﬁmstances and situations. The

individual's emotional state before competition may very well determine
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his performance level. Singer contended that the attitudes of the
athlete toward competition shape and develop his individual behavior
and may make the difference in obtaining skill and status. Allport,
Murphy, and May (5) cite two main factors which must be present in
Qrder to induce competitive behavior. The two factors are: 1) a
mutual desire for the object and 2) an attitude (competitive) toward
those who are seeking it (object) at the same time. They further
suggested that there are definite individual differences relating to
competitive behavior and that these differences are dependent upon
differences in needs, skills, types of competition, and in attitudes
toward. a potential competitor. Vanderzwaag (49) continued this thought
of individual differences by commenting, 'the competitive dimension of
sport may vary a great deal (from individual to individual) and usually
does. Not all individuals have the same desire to compete."

Several authorities believe that past experiences help develop
this attitude of comﬁetition. Beisser (8) suggested that occurance of
competition is greatly dependent upon the psychological events of a
person's past. Early childhood family experiences are often relived
in athletic competition. Katz and Schanck (29) stated, "that because
of early learning experiences, competitive situations usually arouse
attitudes of rivalry." 1In a study by Allport, Murphy and May (5) it
is concluded that an individual's past experiences in competitive
situations are probably transferable (from activity to activity).

In order for competition to Qccur, Moede (36) felt that the

competing individuals must perceive competition to be worthwhile, that
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is, that their abilities are nearly alike. If one participant per-
ceives himself the loser before competition begins, a true contest is
most likely not to occur. Cratty (19) contended that competition
occurs only when two individuals perceive themselves as reasonably
wéll matched and both think they are capable of winning. The ratio
is set at from 65:100 to 75:100 before competition occurs.

In this'investigation, competitive attitudes are studied to
determine and distinguish between "good" and "poor" competitors and
their relationship to their performance. Several studies deal with
characteristics of good and poor competitors. Ryan (39) attempted to
identify the psychologicai factors which differentiate good and poor
competitors. He described differences that he saw between types of
competitors:

1) Good and poor competitors possess different emotional
abilities to accept high-level athletic achievement.

2) VWhen a normal or good competitor competes badly, he may
be suffering from temporary over-anxiety. But the poor competitor
shows "feebleness of effort, almost a kind of paralysis."

Ryan concluded that "differences in competitive ability represent rela-
tive differences in freedom to achieve or to express aggression.”
Beisser (8) stated that generally the poor competitor fears aggression,
while the good competitor generally is less fearful of aggression.

. Cratty (13) postulated that a lack of competitiveness is not a sign of
the lack of character, immorality, or éimilar deficiencies, It may be

because of different past experiences or upbringings, but is not an
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inferior set of values which the person possesses. TFestinger (21)
believed an individual will be highly competitive if he develops a
strong motivational drive to discover how good he is by comparing him-
self with other individuals.

Much research on the effects of competition, as an influence
on performance, indicates it serves as a stimulus for improved per-
formance. Cratty (18) stated that competition may activate behavior.
Thus under competitive circumstances, an individual will perform as he
would under higher levels of activation. Gagne and Fleishman (23)
stated that competition between groups led to lesser performance than
did individual competition. They theorized that this occurs because
when responsibility is divided (team participation), the status needs
of individuals are not as directly. affected. Raven and Eachus (38)
indicated competition tends to motivate individuals more highly than
cooperation. If the task is such that there is no need for interaction
or sharing of information or skill, independent motivation will proba-
bly be higher in the competitive situation. Bruning, Sommer, and Jones
(9) suggested that if competitive subjects evaluate themselves in rela-
tion to their opponents, then it 1s reasonable to expect motivational
changes resulting from this comparison to be related to the proximity
of the opponent. That is to say, motivation should be higher in a
competitive situation when the opponent is present and visible than in
a situation not involving the physical presence of an opponent.

In a study by Whittemore (50), he used a physical fitness test

to test the subjects who were divided into two groups. The first group



27
contained each subject competing against his own self. In the second
group, each subject competed against a subject of equal or similar
ability. Whittemore's test results showed that the group in which one
subject competed against another individual did better (exceeded) than
those in which the subject performed alone. Sims (40) conducted a
study in a classroom situation which was to show the relative effect
of each subject on the competitive urge. Three groups were sub-divided
into groups which: 1) the subject competed with himself and others of
similar ability, 2) each subject was a member of a group which competed
against another group, and 3) control group. Two non-motor fasks
(intellectual tasks) were‘performed. The results of both tasks showed
the group one, which competed against oneself and another subject of
similar ability, improved significantly better than the other two
groups. Singer (42) concluded that if these results from Sims' study
were applicable to athletic situations, the implication would be that
competing with oneself and one of similar ability was more effective
than competing in a group. Singer stated that as a general rule, when
the competitive urge decreases, performance also decreases. Competi-
tion with one's previous record or with another athlete helps to main-

tain or increase the competitive urge (motivation).

Summary

Each of the three areas of concern (motivation, social facili-
tation, and competition) have been dealt with primarily in separate
contexts (from each other). The following investigations attempted to

combine and summarize the areas on how they relate to each other.
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Many psychological factors can have an effect on attitudes and
ultimate performance (B). Singer (42) wrote that much evidence shous
there are motivational advantages in working with or against someone,
rather than participating alone. Competing against another person,
against established records, or against one's previous record can serve
as incentives. In fact, it 1is usually found that competition leads to
higher motivation and increased performance than cooperation (as a team
member). Generally, social facilitation effects of competition are
different in the reactions of individuals (41). Motivation or drive,
caused by competition with others tends to encourage general arouéal
and the emission of dominant responses, thereby facilitating performance,
in the case of skilled individuals (44). 1In a study by Dashiell (20)
in 1930, the speed éf performance was facilitated when work was done in
the presence of a coacting group as compared with isolation. He theor-
ized this increase is due to the presence of the compatitive attitude
or else an attitude of doing better because of being observed by others.
Triplett (48) pointed out that individuals seem to better endure the
pain of competition or endurance activities when onlookers are present.

Basically, the knowledge gained from the research gathered here
is an attempt to better understand factors which can influence athletic
performance. This is of importance to the athlete himself, since he
can become better aware of what can influence and affect his performance
and thus make adjustments to meet these influences. The implications
of this research are far greater for the coach, because of his respon-

sibility to guide the athlete, to help him develop his capabilities and
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reach his maximum potential as a participant. Singer (42) commented
that "how and to what extent an athlete's personality determines suc-
cess 1s difficult to ascertain, but certainly such knowledge would
provide valuable insights into the effectiveness of the coach and
athlete." Singer believed it is the coach's responsibility to somehow
assist the athlete in developing a favorable psychological attitude.
Competitive coaches should understand the motivation and personality
dynamics of an athlete whose competitive tendencies are not as definiée
as his own (18). The competitive urge in athletes (who do not develop
them without help) sometimes needs to be encouraged. If the athlete's
motivation is not already at a high level, techniques for encourage-
ment may develop the desired additional efforts (18). Ryan (39) .stated
that, "the responsibility of ﬁhe mature coach to the poor competitor is
a complex matter, involving both value judgement and considerably more
knowledge than is now available."

The research presently obtained has indicated that the athlete
can and must be motivated in some form in order to obtain the best
possible performance level. One question which has not been answered
by the present research available is how may coaches best help the
athletes find what best motivates each one in each particular situation;
and if the athlete lacks that particular motivational drive, how can he
develop it better? It was the purpose of this study to attempt to

supply information to help answer this question.



Chapter 3
PROCEDURE

The general purpose of this study was to determine the effects
of social facilitation and an external goal as motivational techniques

on 60-yard running times of college women.

RIGHTS AND WELFARE OF SUBJECTS

Approval of this study was obtained by the Department of
Health, Physical Education, and Recreation by submitting a form to the
Committee for Rights and Welfaré of Human Subjects. An Informed Con-
sent Form (see Appendix A) was given to the subjects of this study.
This form informed the subjects of the nature of the study, risk

involved, confidentially, and the time which would be involved.

SUBJECTS

The subjects for this study were thirty female, volunteer
athletes from Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas. The sub-
jects' ages ranged from eighteen to twenty years of age. Women ath-
letes from six different sports volunteered for the study (softball,
volleyball, track, tennis, gymnastics, and basketball). The subjects
were those who were participating in their respective seasons at the
time of selection for the study. Six subjects were participants in
two different sports.

30
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From the thirty subjects, twenty subjects were selected for
the actual study, based on the range of scores from a written test
given at the beginning of the study. Subjects with the ten highest

scores and the ten lowest scores were the ones selected.

TESTS

For the purposes of this study, two tests were administered.
The first test was a written test given to actually select the twenty
subjects for the remainder of the experiment. The second test was the

actual administration of the experiment.

1, Ascetic Assessment

At the beginning of the study, all subjects were given the
written ascetic assessment scale from Kenyon's Six Subdomain Physical
Activity Assessment Scale (see Appendix B). This test was primarily
involved with asking questions about the subjects' feelings toward com-
petition. It also compared subjects' attitudes toward competition.
In order to prevent the subjects from beboming aware of the type of
questions being asked, several non-related questions were randomly
picked from the rest of Kenyon's Six Scale Attitude questionnaire and
included in the test. These irrelevant questions were not scored.
The scores were arranged from highly competitive to low competitive.
From the twelve questioﬁs on the questionmnaire, eight questions were
scored. From Kenyon's scale of scoring, a perfect score of fifty-six

was the highest score possible for highly competitive, while a score
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of eight was the lowest score possible for low competitive. The
results for this study showed the highest high competitive score was
forty-eight, while the lowest low competitive score was twenty-three.

All subjects and data were kept strictly confidential.

2. 60-yard Dash

The twenty selected subjects then followed the procedures of
the experiment. Each subject was timed for four consecutive days for
two 60-yard sprint trials each day of the study. The study began with
each subject running a 60-yard sprint. This was to determine an
established time for each subject in order to compare times and match
a compétitor of equal ability for each subject to compete against,

The subjects were matched in pairs for the succeeding days of testing.
One trial was run against the competitor of equal ability, while the
other trial was run without a competitor, but against a previously
established time record (self score established the previous day).
There was an approximate ten minute break between trials. The succeed-
ing days involved changing the order of trials so that on one day the
sprint against the competitor would be first and trial against time
would be second; while the next day the order would be reversed. This
sequence attempted to eliminate any advantage one sequence might have
had over the other; The times were collected and recorded for both

trials each of the four days for each subject.
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DATA COLLECTION

The times were recorded for both trials each of the four days
for each subject. The research design used for the study was a 2X2X4

factorial. The data are presented in Appendix C.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

The data were treated using the analysis of covariance with
repeated measures technique with the pre-test time on the 60-yard dash
serving as the covarlate. Means and adjusted means were calculated

for a cells of the expectal design.



Chapter 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Presented in this section of the paper are the data obtained
from comparisons and statistical analysis., Table 1 shows the running

times for different attitude groups for all trials.

Table 1

Running Times
Means and Adjusted Means and F-Ratio
(Co-variance) for Kenyon Groups

Groups Means Adjusted Means F-Ratio
High Kenyon 8.747 8.748
: 0. 344
Low Kenyon 8.651 8.649

# Significance at .05 level

Combining all data without regard to days and times, there was
no significant difference in the mean scores for groups divided on the
basis of attitude scores.

The mean running scores for each subject for all trials and
for all conditions are represented in Table 2. This contains eight

scores for each subject (two trials for four'days).
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Table 2
Running Times

Means and Adjusted Means and F-Ratio
(Co-variance) for Subjects

Means Adjusted Means F~Ratio
Subject 1 8.574 8.564
2 8.924 8.939
3 9,337 9.369
A 8.549 B.547
5 8.662 . 8.668
6 8.637 8.635
7 8.287 8.259
8 8.512 8.493
9 8.962 8.960
10 9.024 9.048
57.598

Subject 11 7.849 7.796
12 8.637 8.635
13 8.849 8.864
14 8.799 8.814
15 8.399 8.380
16 9.024 9.039
17 8.574 8.555
18 8.562 8.551
19 9.412 9.478
20 8.399 8.380

* Significant at .05 level

The results indicate a significant difference between running
times of the individual subjects. Generally, the running times dif-
fered because of differing abilities among the subjects. This was to
be expected. However, there was a sigﬁificant subjects and trial
interaction which was not predicted which will be discussed later in

the chapter. Because a difference between subjects on running time is
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to be expected in any group of athletes, there was no need to rum a
post F-test on the data.
As can be seen, Table 3 represents the means of the running

times for the two different competition groups.

Table 3

Running Times
Means and Adjusted Means and F-Ratio
(Co-variance) for Competition Groups

Groups Means Adjusted Means F-Ratio
Competition 8.657 8.657 :
13.534*
Non-Competition 8.741 8.741

* Significance at the .05 level

The results indicate that the running times differed for the
competitive conditions, as the F-ratio indicates there was a signifi-
cant difference between the two competition settings. This indicates
the coactor scores (against an opponent) were better than the non-
coactor scores (self).

At this time, it seems appropriate to recall what the research
seems to show dealing with competitive situations. Much research
shows that a co-acting situation influences some type of behavioral
change to the performer (51). Authorities such as Triplett (48),
Martens (33); Hollingworth (27), Whittemore (50), and Singer (42)

found in their studies that there are definite motivational advantages



37
in performing better when working against somecone, rather than working
(performing) alone. Other evidence to support the findings of this
paper is work done by Zajonc (51), Ganzer (24), Travis (47), Allport
(3), Festinger (21), Dashiell (20), and Spence and Spence (43) which
found that a co-action setting seemed to facilitate performance.

The means, adjusted means, and F-ratlo for the trials (first
through fourth trial by each subject) is shown in Table 4. This éhows

the average of twenty people for both trials.

Table 4

Running Times
Means and Adjusted Means and F-Ratio
(Co-variance) for Trials

Groups .. Means Adjusted Means F-Ratio
Trial 1 8.617 8.617
Trial 2 8.667 8.667

3.033*
Trial 3 8.749 8.749
Trial 4 8.762 8.762

* Significance at the .05 level

There was a significant difference of the running times
between trials. There was a need to have a post F-test to determine

between which trial means differences existed.
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A statistical analysis was run to compare the 60-yard run per-

formance by trials using the Duncan Multiple Range Test (see Table 5

below).l
Table 5
Comparison of 60-yard Run Performance by Trial
Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 3 Trial 4
8.617 8.660 8.749 8.762

Underlined means are statistically the same at the .05 level of
significance.

Although the test results show there was a significant differ-
ence between several of the trials, caution should be taken in making
generalizations at this time because of the existence of a subjects
versus trial interaction to be reported later in this paper. The
extremes of the trials (l,4) show a significant difference in that the
subjects generally seemed to run faster the first day, rather than
later days of the study.

The analysis of co-variance for interactions appears in

Table 6.
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Table 6

F-Ratio {Co-variance) for Interactions

Groups F-Ratio
Attitude-Comp 2,535
Attitude-Trials 2,084
Comﬁ-People 1.109
People-Trials 3.356%

Comp-Trials 1.323

* Significance at .05 level

As cén be seen in Table 6, there was no significant difference
for any of the interactions, except for the people versus trials inter-
action which was significant. This shows that certain people tended to
run faster in the first trial than they did in the later trials. These.
five or six subjects who ran faster in the beginning and slower in the
later trials, influenced the results which accounted for the differences .
in Table 4 (page 37). In other words, although as a rule subjects per-
formed best in early trials as compared to later trials, this tendency
is not uniformly true. There was a certain type of subject (as the
interaction indicates) who did better in later trials as compared to
. early trials.

In the early section of the anélysis, it is interesting to note

that the results show the low-competitive group as a group (means) had
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a faster time than the high-competitive group. However, it is not of
particular importance that their time was faster, because one's ability
to perform was not a factor in selecting which people were placed in
each of the groups. The running times of the individual subjects varied
significantly between each subject. This can be attributed to the dif-
fering abilities which existed among the subjects. The scores of the
two competitive groups show that the subjects performed better when in
a co-action setting than they did when a coactor was not present. This
idea was what the investigator had thought would prove true and one
many other studies have supported as well. One result which did sur--
prise the investigator was that of the decreaslng times on the trials
from day to day. It seems that the times were better for the first day
and proceeded to become lower as the trials progressed. One factor
which therinvestigator feels could have contributed to this result is
that the subjects were involved in their respective sports' seasons at
the time of the experiment. Their practice sessions involved a two to
three hour practice directly before participating in the study. The
intensity of the practice sessions varied from lighter at the begin-
ning of the week, to a heavier work load later in the week. Also,
several of the subjects experienced mild injuries, which could have
affected their performance in running for this étudy. As was stated
in the results under Tables 4 and 6 (ipteraction of people versus
trials), several people tended to influence the results by running
faster in thé beginning trial and slower in the later trials. These
two factors could have had an influence for the descending times. A

last result which will be discussed is that of the interaction between
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competitive attitude and competitive conditions. The fact that there
was no significant difference between these two, did not meet with the
investigator's expectations. Although the subjects were all athletes
and possessed some degree of "competitiveness," the investigator
expected there would be a significant difference in results with the
co-actor group performing better than the non-coactor group in the two
conditions present. The results might have occured because of the

method used to select the low and high competitive groups.

Discussion of Results

Listed below are observations, discussions, and implications
based on the results of statistical analysis and observations by the
investigator.

1. The subjects' performance times in the presence of a co-
acting competitor was significantly different than those times which
were performed without the presence of a co-acting competitor. The
scores showed the subjects performed better when competing with an
opponent, rather than when performing alone. The investigator feels
there are several reasons why these resuits were made. One idea ié
that in the presence of a coactor, the participant can visibly see
where he is in relation to his opponent, and thereby know how much
more effort he needs to make. Another possibility in determining why
performance was better against an opponent is that of rivalry. If a
subject was matched against a particular person whom she wanted to

beat, her motivational level could have been at its optimum. A last
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suggestion to account for the results is that of the subjects' "compe-
titiveness" (desire to win). This feeling may have influenced her
motivational state in perxforming as she did.

The implications for the coach and teacher are important, since
competition is of major concern in athletics. The implications and
suggestions are:

a. Teachers and coaches must be aware of the varying abilities
of their athletes. Not everyone has the same ability to perform. Dur-
ing practice sessions, the coach could match up athletes of similar
abilities to work with or against.

b. Coaches must find how each individual can be motivated for
practices and gaﬁes. By adjusting workouts to meet the abilities and
needs of each one could be a possibility. If a coach finds that the
athletes perform better against a competitor, then by setting prac-
tices to meet these needs, the player can elicit the best results.

c. The coach must maintain motivation of his players. This
might be done by varying methods of competition (co-action and against
established record).

d. If the athlete tends to perform better with a coactor, a
possibility for the coach is to provide a "challenge" whereby the
athlete could challenge a fellow worker to a contest (compétitive con—
dition).

e, Certain athletes may have a tendency to do better at the
first of a practice or contest. The coach needs to be aware of this

and make adjustments accordingly.
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2. There was no significant difference in performance times
for subjects having different attitudes toward competition (high and
low). Both high and low competitive groups tended to perform faster
or slower in both motivational conditions regardless of what group
fhey were in. The investigator expected the results to show the high
competitive group would perform better. The method of selecting the
high and low competitive groups was probably not a good indication of
how competitive the subjects actually were. Several of the questions
asked by Kenyon's questionnaire were ambiguous and were not good indi-
cators of the "competitiveness" of the individuals. However, because
of the lack of research iﬁ how to determine if an individual is com-
petitive (observation, self-evaluation, or questionnaire), some form
of establishéd standard needed to be used. If individuals could truly
be divided into competitive and non-competitive groups, the test
results might be different.

The implications a coach might want to consider are:

a. If athletics is to be competitive, then the coach should
find some method (observation, player evaluation, questionnaire) of
determining which athletes are competitive and not very competitive.
Much evidence and research suggest that if an athlete is not competi-
tive, it is up to the coach té help develop this competitiveness.
Also, the coach must be aware of the highly aggressive-competitive
athlete and make adjustments to channel it positively.

b. The coach must provide motivation to help guide the ath-

lete's drive and desire to excel.
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¢. If the coach can help the athlete develop more ability in
the particular skill, the athlete may find the activity more enjoyable,
which could help develcp a sense of pride and competitiveness to do
better.

3. From the interactions between performance of subjects under
different motivational conditions and different subjects' attitude,
only the people versus trials was significantly different. This shows
that certain people ran faster in the first trial day than they did in
the later trials. As was stated earlier, the scores were much lower
than the investigator expected. The investigator thought certain sub-
jects would do better, as‘the scores would be higher. Certain people
tended to influence the results.

The implications a coach or teacher might want to consider are:

a. The coach must convey that every practice session is impor-
tant for ultimate success.

b. The coach must be aware that athletes need to improve and
when some form of improvement is not made continually, some approach

or change should be made (either in technique or routine).
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

' This study was conducted in an attempt to determine the effects
of social facilitation (co-acting competitor) and the presence of an
external goal (time clock) as motivational techniques on 60-yard running
times of college women.

Thirty college women athletes were given a written question-
najire to determine attitudes toward competition. Twenty subjects were
then selected on the basié of scoring high and low on the test (ten
highest, ten lowest). The subjects then ran two trials a day for four
consecutive ﬁays. One trial was performed by oneself to attempt to
improve the time record set the previous day. The other trial was per-
formed against a competitor of near equal ability. Statistical analyses

were conducted to study the purposes listed in Chapter 1 (page 6).

Conclusions
Listed below are the conclusions drawn on the basis of the
results of this investigation.

.1. When performing a simple, learned skill such as running, it
appears that athletes tend to perform better in the presence of a co-
acting competito¥ than when performing without a co-actor.

2. Different attitudes toward competition (high or low) do not
seem to be a determining factor in performance times of athletes.

45
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3. Although some athletes may tend to run faster at the
beginning of ﬁheir performance trials than they do in later performance
trials, generally speaking, many athletes tend to run faster in later

performance trials than they do during the beginning performances.

Recommendations for Future Research

It would be of significant benefit to increase the number of
days for testing to get a better view of how the subjects would react.
Another possible suggestion would be to increase the number of subjects
tested.

As was previously stated, a better or improved method of select-
ing highly competitive and low competitive subjects would be an improve-
ment.

For the purposes of convenience and availability, this investi-
gation involved athletes from six different sports. It would be inter-
esting and a good idea to run this test using subjects from only one
specific sport area..

A last suggestion would be to try to make the test condition
more controlled. By this, the investigator means to provide more
resting time between the active athletes' participation (practice, work-~

out) in the on-going sport and the time of the actual testing period.
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Please read the following very carefully!

6.

A) This experiment is to test the subject's speed in running 60-
yard sprints. In order to establish the reliability of the
test, each subject will run two (2), 60~yard sprints each day
for four consecutive days (Monday -~ Thursday).

B) At the beginning of the experiment, each subject will be given
the ATPA (Attitude toward Physical Activity) scale test to
obtain a general attitude toward physical activity and to
determine differences between these attitudes. From the
results of this test, twenty subjects will be selected for the
experiment.

The risk invelved in this study is no more than that which would be
encountered in a normal physical education class period.

After completion of the experiment, all subjects will be informed
of the results and how each individual subject performed.

All data will be kept strictly confidential, A code number will he
assigned to each subject to assure that the subject's identity will
remain anonymous.

Injuries and/or emergencies will be handled using the same proce-
dure in treating athletic injuries during a normal practice session.

Any subject is free to withdraw at any time. However, it is
extremely important that you do mot sign up if you know ahead of
time there is a reasonably good chance you won't be able to come to
each and every testing day.

I have read and understand the above statements and wish to participate
as a subject for this experiment:
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Ascetic Assessment Questionnaire from
Kenyon's Six Subdomain Physical
Activity Assessment Scale
This test is to ascertain your opinions about physical activity.

We are asking you to express what you think or feel about each of the

following questions. The best answer is your personal opinion. Many

different and opposing views are presented; you may find yourself
agreeing strongly with some of the statements and disagreeing just as

‘strongly with others.

INSTRUCTIONS

1. Express your agreement or disagreement by filling in the appropriate
number on the answer card. Use the following key:

1. VERY STRONGLY AGREE
2. STRONGLY AGREE

3. AGREE

4. UNDECIDED

5. DISAGREE

6. STRONGLY DISAGREE
7. VERY STRONGLY DISAGREE

2. You should rarely need to use the number 4 (undecided).

3. Respond to ALL statements.

1. I would gladly put up with the hard training necessary for the
chance to try out for the U. 5. Olympic team.

2. The years of strenuous daily training necessary to prepare for
today's international competition is asking alot of today's young
women, '

3. I would get by far the most satisfaction from games requiring long
and careful preparation and involving stiff competition against a
strong opposition.

4. The best way to become more soclally desirable is to participate
in group physical activities.



9.

10.

11.

12.

36

Almost the only satisfactory way to relieve severe emotional
strain is through some form of physical activity.

If given a choice, I sometimes would choose strenuous rather than
light physical activity.

A sport is sometimes spoiled if allowed to become too highly
organized and keenly competitive.

The self-denial and sacrifice needed for success in today's inter-
national competition may soon become too much to ask of a 13 or
14 year old girl.

Since competition is a fundamental characteristic of American
society, highly competitive athletics and games should be
encouraged for all.

Sports are fun to watch and to engage in, only if they are not
taken too seriously, nor demand too much time and energy.

In this country there is sometimes too much emphasis on striving
to be successful in sports.

Strength and physical stamina are the most important prerequisites
to a full 1ife.



APPENDIX C

57



58

SUBJECTS' TIMES FOR ALL TRIALS AND FOR ALL DAYS
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The major purpose of this investigation was to study the
effects of social facilitation (co-acting competitor) and the presence
of an external goal (time clock) as motivational techniques of 60-yard
running times of college women. Sub-studies included: to determine
if running performance differed for subjects having different atti-
tudes toward competition; and to determine if interactions existed
between performance of subjects under motivational conditions and dif-
ferent subjects' attitudes.

The subjects were thirty female athletes. A questionnaire was
given to the subjects. On the basis of the test scores, twenty sub-
jects were selected to continue in the study.

Two tests were administered. The first test was a written
questionnaire to determine attitudes toward competition. The ten
highest and ten lowest scores were the basis for the selection of the
twenty subjects. The second test was that of running two trials of
60-yard sprints for four consecutive days. One trial was performed
against a competitor of near equal ability. The second trial was per-
formed by oneself to attempt to improve the time record set the pre-
vious day (by that subject).

An analysis of covariance with repeated measures technique
was used to treat the data. Means and adjusted means were calculated
for the cells of the experimental design.

The following are the results and conclusions drawn by statis-

tical analysis and observations by the investigator:

1



2.

2
The subjects' performance times in the presence of a co-acting com-
petitor were significantly different than those times which were
performed without the co-acting competitor. The scores showed the
subjects performed better when competing with an opponent, rather
than when performing alone.
There was no significant difference in performance times for sub-
jects having different attitudes toward competition. Both low and
high competitive groups tended to run faster or slower in both con-
ditions regardless of what group they were in.
From the interactions between performance of subjects under differ-
ent motivational conditions and different attitudes, only the people
versus trials was significantly different. This shows that certain
people ran faster in the first trial day than they did in the later

trials.



