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CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND OF THEORY AND RESEARCH
A phenomenon was noted by Owens (1969) which indicated
that the competitive behavior of the low socioeconomic black
male began to diminish by the time he entered the second
grade.

It is not known, however, whether the deterioration

in competitive behavior noted by Owens continues with
increased age in the child.

Secondly, there is a question

of the generality of this change in behavior over a broad
range of competitive situations.

With an understanding of

the child's competitive behavior, professionals would be
more capable of providing the environment that is conducive
to the development of the child's emotional and intellectual
skills.
Investigation is needed in the area of child competitive behavior since there is evidence of a deterioration in
the competitive behavior of the low socioeconomic black
male child.

A large body of research has accumulated on

adolescent and adult competitive behavior.

This literature,

however, adds little to the understanding of competition in
children.

Alterations by the social institutions of family,

peer groups, school, experience, and culture should render
it significantly different from the child's competitive
behavior.

The review of the literature emphasizes the general
aspects of the black's environment and personality dynamics
which may be related to his competitive behavior.
Heckhausen (1967) in his evaluation of different
socioeconomic levels within a culture, found differences
in the ability to delay gratification.

The differences in

ability to delay gratification appeared related to the
teachings received within each socioeconomic level.

Heck-

hausen found that the low socioeconomic individual was
governed more than the middle class individual by his
immediate needs.
These findings can be utilized in understanding part
of the variability seen in the competitive behavior of
children in different socioeconomic levels.

They suggest

that if the low socioeconomic child was to compete in a
situation where the reward was not tangible or immediate,
his competitive behavior would not be as intense as in a
situation where the reward was more immediate.
The child's significant "others," culture and peer
groups, are very influential in molding his behavior.
Bandura and Walters (1964) proposed a theory of behavior
based on the social learning of the child.

Very briefly,

this theory states that the child learns modes of conduct
and behavior as the result of his identification with
models that are present within his environment by copying

their behavior.

These models can be either significant

adults within the child's life or other individuals with
whom the child is in frequent contact.
While this social approach is based primarily on
research dealing with the development of aggressive
behavior from film-mediated aggressive models, it provides
an adequate framework from which to view social influences
in the development of competitive behavior, and the value
that is attached to such behavior.

The child learns the

behavior through seeing another's success or loss in competitive situations.
Sherif and Sherif (1964) demonstrated the effects of
the peer group in molding individual behavior from observations, interviews, and interaction with groups that formed
in their natural environment.

The rules and attitudes

developed by the group were those adopted by individuals
in the grojp, and they had a strong influence over his
behavior.

This influence was sufficiently strong to over-

ride the values taught by the parents.

The group member

was well aware of the parents' and society's values but
felt no guilt if he went against those values.

He might

however, feel profound guilt if he broke the social code
of his peer group.
Sherif also found that the child did not live by the
group's values only when in the presence of the group, but

he continued to adhere to its code away from the group.
While it would seem that the loyalty to the childhood group
and its values might not continue once the individual found
sources other than the group that would fill his needs, his
long membership in the group had a notable effect on the
development of his attitudes and orientations toward life.
Research by Shapiro (1969) with children who grew up
in a kibbutz in Israel further revealed the influence of
culture on the development of competitive behavior in
children,

bhapiro compared children of the middle class

in Israel who lived outside a kibbutz to children who
received their training in a kibbutz.

The culture of the

middle class child supported competition, and his competitive behavior was actively encouraged in both academics and
sports within his schools.

The culture in the kibbutz,

however, placed only minimal emphasis on competition, and
little or no attention was given to the teaching of competitive values.

Grades in the kibbutz were considered

unnecessary and in some cases even undesirable.
Shapiro found that competitive behavior occurred far
less in the child from the kibbutz than in the middle class
child.

While to excel was considered valuable in the

middle class child, the child from the kibbutz developed
a highly negative attitude toward the display of competitive behavior in other children.

The social pressure

exerted by the children in the kibbutz against competitive
behavior was sufficient to instill a feeling of shame in
the child whose grades far exceeded the grades of others
in his group.
Shapiro found that cooperative behavior within the
kibbutz appeared to increase with the age of the child,
while competitive behavior decreased with the age of the
child.

Interviews with the children revealed that only

about 1 in 28 felt that he was competitive, or that other
children in the kibbutz were competitive with others.
In the above studies, it was noted that competitive
behavior could be notably influenced by the child's social
contact with the general cultural norms and his peers.
This is not to say, however, that peer contact is the
only source of training for this behavior.

Significant

influence also comes from the family and its structure.
Heckhausen (1967) working in an area that is closely
related to competition, achievement motivation, found
that there were physical aspects of the family unit which
directly effected the development of achievement motivation.
He noted that the physical size of the family, the presence
or absence of the father, and the amount of interaction with
the parents had a notable effect on the level of the child's
achievement motivation.

He found that the larger the family,

the lower the level of achievement motivation.

The smaller

family had the effect of facilitating the development of

achievement motivation.

Broken homes were also found to

have a detrimental effect on the development of achievement
motivation, and it was found that this particular factor
operated across cultures.
Within the American society there are several subcultures with different socioeconomic levels within each
subculture.

There is evidence indicating that there are

differences in competitive values within different socioeconomic levels within subcultures and within different
ethnic groups.

As was noted, however, the results were not

clear as to which group was lower or higher in competition.
The important feature is that a difference does exist.
Greenberg (19 32) found that the lower socioeconomic
child was more competitive in his behavior.

The subjects

used by Greenberg were Viennese children of various ages
ranging from 2 to 7 years of age.

Greenberg attempted to

locate the age at which competitive behavior developed and
answer the question of whether competition was the result
of nature or nurture.

Greenberg also evaluated the effect

socioeconomic level had on the level of competitive behavior defined as the "desire to excel," or an impulse to do
better than rivals.
A task was designed by Greenberg which required the
subject to build towers of blocks, and he recorded the subject's comments about his tower.

Those comments which

indicated that the child thought his tower was better or
prettier than the other child's tower were recorded.
Greenberg's results indicated that children developed
the attitude to excel around the age of 4 to 6 years, and
that about 90% of the children by the age of 6 years
displayed competitive behavior.

He also found that the

lower socioeconomic child was more competitive than the
middle socioeconomic child.
Greenberg's experimental design had several weaknesses.

First, the experimenter rated the competitive

behavior which could have easily introduced bias.

Second,

Greenberg had difficulty differentiating aggressive and
coirpetitive responses.

Third, the child's physical ability

to manipulate and perform the task may have obscured the
age at which the competitive behavior appeared.

The child's

difficulty in handling the material may have reduced his
desire to compete.

Finally, if one considers the possible

differences in social etiquette training the two groups may
have received, some of the comments made by the lower
socioeconomic child may have indicated bad manners and were
not indicative of competitive behavior.
McKee and Leader (1955) replicated Greenberg's
methodology with a different sample.

They noted that the

lower socioeconomic child was more competitive than the
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middle class child.

An additional source of confounding

variance in their investigation was that the behavior they
noted in their subjects could have easily been the result
of their subject selection procedure.

The low socioeconomic

children were selected from public day care centers for
children whose parents made a minimal income, and the middle
socioeconomic children were selected from cooperative effort
nurseries developed by the parents and from a child care
center sponsored by the University of California at Berkeley.
There is a possibility that the child from one center would
have to compete more than a child in one of the other centers
because of the availability of personnel and materials.

In

this case the competitive behavior noted might not be the
product of the general low socioeconomic environment, but
a function of the training that the child received at the
child care center.
Madsen (1967) compared lower and middle socioeconomic
Latin American children's competitive behavior.

The

children were selected from the Mexican culture, but came
from different subcultures.

The low socioeconomic children

were selected from a Mexican Indian village where competitive behavior was frowned upon.

The middle socioeoncomic

children were chosen from an urban population.
Two hundred thirty subjects were used with 115 in each
socioeconomic level.

The children ranged in age from 7 to

10 years with 90% of each sample lying within the 8 to 9
year level.
Madsen evaluated competitive and cooperative motivation
under three conditions:

simple altruism, work output, and

problem solving when competition and cooperation maximized
chances for reward.
The low socioeconomic child was notably lower in
competitive behavior than the middle class child.

Maclcen

found that tlie lower class child was motivated to avoid
conflict while the middle class child easily tolerated the
conflict of the experimental situation.
Madsen formulated the hypothesis that the lower class
child was required to work with the family in order to
provide food and the necessities of life.

The family was

in a sense engaged in competition with forces outside the
home, and competition within the family threatened its
existence.

For this reason, it wac met with reprisal and

Madsen concluded that the child's competitive behavior
diminished.
Madsen further noted that the competitive behaviors
displayed by the children could have been highly contaminated or altered from the cultural teachings due to the
influence of the different schools that the children
attended.

He found that the school for the low socioeco-

nomic children expected a high degree of compliance from
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the children as did the middle socioeconomic school, but
that the middle class school had a strong emphasis on competitive sports.
The important feature of Madsen's work was that the
lowering of competitive behavior was more likely to be
the result of the socioeconomic conditions of the family
and not specific to a particular culture or racial group.
Madson's work further indicated that schools were instrumental in the development of the child's competitive
behavior.
The American black comprises one of the many cultures
within the United States, and within this culture there
are subcultures and different socioeconomic levels.

The

blrck has for several generations experienced social and
economic conditions that have helped mold his character
and have also had an effect on the development of competitive behavior.
Dreikurs (1958) provided a most apt theoretical framework from which to view the development of the black
personality and his feelings about himself.

One

can

easily understand how the pressures experienced by the
black could mold the development of his personality and
orientations toward himself and others.
Dreikurs found in clinical practice, that the most
intense pain experienced by a child does not develop out
of physical distress, but comes from social rejection.
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Dreikurs states that the feelings of "not belonging, indifference, disregard, and neglect," have the most catastrophic
effect on the child.

The child initially endures the pain

without understanding why, and as a result of his rejection
by others, he comes to perceive himself as inferior.

He

has to counter this perception with an attempt to increase
his "self-esteem."

This orientation was supported in the

research by Kardiner and Ovesey (1951) in The Mark of
Oppression which revealed the development of a low selfesteem and an excessively high level of aspiration in the
American black.
Dreikurs (1958) theorized that the self-evaluation of
the person is not dependent upon his physical abilities,
but upon his perception of his status and security within
a significant group, on his successes and failures, and on
his perception of self-adequacy.

The child's evaluation

of being adequate comes from his judgment of adequacy in
social situations and not judgments dealing mainly with
physical performance.
Karon (1958), in an attempt to describe the black
personality, also noted the effect of the cultural pressures
on the development of the Southern black personality.

He

found that the Southern black, due to his intense oppression
and the pervasive and intense discrimination to which he is
subjected had had to develop a very cautious, apologetic,
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and self-depreciating approach to others in order to
protect himself from both internal and external forces.
Karon utilized an instrument called the Tomkins-Horn
Picture Arrangement Test (PAT).

His subjects were 103

Southern black individuals, 148 Northern whites,and 170
Northern blacks, ranging in age from 10 to 70 years from
different states.

They were considered to be a represen-

tative sample of American blacks.

The test assessed such

areas as aggression, use of denial, emotionality, attitudes
toward work, and interpersonal relations.
Karon found that the Southern black compared to either
Northern white or Northern black tended to use denial and
or delayed aggression, and withdrawal from physical contact
as his main defenses for aggressive impulses.

While the

majority of the sample were not children, we can assume
that the seods of these attitudes and defensive behaviors
should be ir^.mifest in the child.

They may not be fully

developed but probably effect his interaction with others.
The effects of these pressures have led to the
development of intense anger toward his oppressors and a
lowered self-esteem.

Karon believed that the lowering of

the self-esteem plus the living conditions of the American
black have led him to develop a life style which has a high
level of aspiration, apathy about problems encountered in
life, hedonism, and a reduced ability for long range
planning.
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The anger that is felt by the black has a disturbing
effect on him.
reprisal.

Should he release it, he could face severe

It is hypothesized that he has learned to defend

against the anxiety caused by the anger through ingratiating
behavior, caution, acceptance of his situation, and a constriction of his emotions.

The anger is released through

a generally irritable disposition, occasional explosive
outbursts, and displacement onto the family members, and
other members of his own race.
The results of a study of the black personality by
Mussen (1953) revealed that the black male child viewed
the world as more hostile than did the white child.

Mussen

felt that this perception led to a reduced expression of
aggressive feelings and a reduction of motivation to
achieve.

Fear of reprisal from the white impedes self-

assertion.
Miller (1958), in reviewing the history of the American black, found that throughout the Negro's history, he
has had to deal with the orientation that he was inferior.
More recently, the black's lowered performance has been
explained in terms of the sociocultural influences that he
faces, and the stifling effect that these pressures have
had upon him.

Evidence (Miller, 1958) has also appeared

indicating that the black has developed a motivational
systei.. which is different from that of the white as a
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result of the problems that he has had to face.

This

system apparently interferes with his performance on any
type of timed examination.
Miller came to the conclusion that the black's real
intellectual potential is not displayed in his performance
on intelligence tests.

His conclusion was based on the

information that the results were confounded with nonracial
factors such as socioeconomic status, the impact of one's
school training, the subject's motivation, and the characteristics of the examiner:

all of which interact with the

intelligence of the individual taking the examination in
determining performance level.
Kardiner and Ovesey (1951) reported a blind analysis
of black Rorschach records.

The results indicated that the

group as a whole showed a reduction in intellectual efficiency anc blocked potential.

The protocols indicated a

high level of anxiety with life being viewed as hostile
and dangerous.

The self was perceived as being inferior.

The subjects displayed a pervasive hostile inclination
with difficulty in venting their aggressive drives.

The

protocols of the black subjects revealed that they functioned under a high level of internal tension resulting
from an intense, turbulent and potentially dangerous level
of pent up hostility.

Further they revealed a strong

distrust of others which provided a barrier for the eruption of their anger.
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A control feature of the black's personality appears
to lie in the control that is necessary for the management
of his intense anger.

He has had to invest so much of his

energy in this control that little is left for constructive pursuits and for the development of intrapsychic and
interpersonal skills.

Since any display of anger might

lead to some form of punishment, and expression might lead
to an overwhelming and catastrophic outburst, his only
recourse for the management of his anger is through a
submissive, passive, and resigned style of life.

Further,

this is the type of behavior that has been rewarded by both
the white and black communities.
The above dynamics, based on the Rorschach, were felt
to be more indicative of the man rather than the woman.
She was reported to have more liberty in her work, was
treated with more respect, and in general did not face as
intense oppression as did the male.
Research on the competitive behavior of the low
socioeconomic black child has been sparse and inconsistent.
Owens (1969) found that the low socioeconomic black urban
child was less competitive than his middle socioeconomic
black peer and his low and middle socioeconomic white
counterpart.

Goodman (1952), on the other hand, through

observation, interviews, tests, and school records, found
that the competitive behavior of the black child at the age
of 4 years was higher than that of the white child.
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Owens (1969) designed his research to include the
variables of sex, age, race, and socioeconomic level.

This

was the first investigation that used a multivariate design
and looked at several of the variables which have been indicated by past research to have an effect on competitive
behavior.
groups:

Owens used black and white children in two age
5 to 6 years old and 7 to 8 years old.

Both racial

groups and age groups were balanced for sex and socioeconomic
status.

One half were from low socioeconomic backgrounds

and one half were from middle socioeconomic backgrounds.
Owens operationally defined competitive behavior by the
child's performance on a marble dropping task when the child
competed with a machine that dispensed marbles at different
rates.

The rate at which the machine was set depended on

the performance of the subject during a pretrial practice
session.

The child dropped the marbles into the box, one

at a time, for a period of 15 seconds and attempted to beac
the rate of the machine.

Differences in individual motor

abilities were not found to have a significant effect on
the subject's ability to respond to the competitive stimulus.
.The results of Owen's study indicated the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Competition increased as the speed of the marble
machine increased.
Competition increased as a function of age in
children from two to eight years.
Girls competed more than boys.
Middle class children competed more than lower
class children.
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5.
6.
7.
8.

12.

No racial differences in competition were found.
Competition was greater when the competitor was
performing at a fast rate of speed than when the
competitor was performing at a slow rate of speed.
The increment in performance elicited by a
competitive machine and a competitive person
was similar.
An interaction between age and socio-economic
class occurred. Increased age was associated
with the increased competition in middle class
children and decreased competition in lower
class children.
The race by age by sex interaction revealed that
the age related increase in the competitiveness
of white children and the age related decrease in
the competitiveness of Negro children applied to
boys only. Age had little effect on the competitiveness of white and Negro girls [Owens, 1969,
pp. 66-67].

Nelson (19 70) investigated competition and cooperation in children ranging in age from 5 to 10 years old.

He

had the subjects play various games in which there were different reward contingencies.

His results indicated that

when cues were present for cooperation without the cues for
competition, the children cooperated, and that the older
children were more efficient in the cooperative situation.
He also found that when cues for both cooperation and
competition were present the children were noncooperative.
He reported interaction between the two conditions which
interfered with the subjects' ability to work together.
The results indicated that the older children were predisposed to be competitive in conflict situations and that
this interfered with their problem solving ability and led
to the development of maladaptive behaviors.
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The review of the literature yields a fairly unified
picture.

The cultural teaching imposed on the child

through his family and peer interactions tend to mold the
level of competitive behavior developed within the child.
These teachings are only one source of the attitudes that
are developed.

In addition, the child also learns from

observing the actions and attitudes of other significant
individuals within his environment and from the types of
behavior that are rewarded.

Finally, the child's own

success or failure in competitive situations tends to
strengthen or weaken his competitive attitude.
There is evidence that the above factors interact
and confound predictions of the level of competitive
behavior within any one group of children.

It also seems

possible that there is a critical period for the development of the behavior, and if the period is passed, or if
the behavior is suppressed during the period, competitive
behavior will not develop to its fullest.

CHAPTER II
RATIONALE AND STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES
In the American culture, competition is accepted and
taught as a positive form of interaction with others and
as a means for attaining those things that the individual
wants in life.

It is considered a necessity within the

educational system, and many of the schools grade their
students on how well they do relative to their peers.
The findings reported in the literature on competitive
behavior are inconsistent and contradictory.

At the present

time it can be stated that a difference exists in the competitive behavior between different social and racial
groups.
Further, results have been obtained indicating that a
deterioration in the competitive behavior of the low
socioeconomic black male occurs early in his school
experience.

Information is not available, however, as to

whether the deterioration continues over time, or whether
the phenomena take

place in only a limited time span.

could be that a critical period for the development of
competitive behavior exists at some point close to the
period reported by Owens.

Information in the area of

achievement motivation which is closely related to competitive behavior emphasizes (Field, 1967) that once
19
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attitudes related to achievement are established, they tend
to remain for the rest of one's life.
There is also a question as to whether the findings
reported in the literature explain all aspects of competitive behavior.

It was previously reported that the immedi-

acy and tangibility of the reward had a notable effect on
the performance of low socioeconomic children.

Current

infoimation suggests that a child might be differentially
competitive.
The definition for competition and cooperation was
taken from the work of Deutsch (1949).

Deutsch defined

a cooperative effort as being one where the members of a
group are directed toward achieving the same goal.

In the

cooperative effort all individuals can attain the goal.
The work of the group is mutually supportive while they are
working toward this goal.

In the competitive effort, when

one individual succeeds in reaching the goal, the possibility of other individuals succeeding is markedly reduced.
Statement of Hypotheses
Hypothesis I.

There is no significant difference in

the competitive scores of low socioeconomic second grade
males and low socioeconomic third grade males in the
conditions of competition-in-solitude against a machine,
competition-with-a-partner against a machine, and
competition-against-a-peer.
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Hypothesis II.

The competitive score obtained by the

low socioeconomic black second grade male for the condition
of competition-with-a-partner is significantly higher than
the competitive score obtained under the condition of
competition-against-a-peer.
Hypothesis III.

The competitive score obtained by

the low socioeconomic black second grade male for the
condition of competition-against-a-peer is significantly
different from the competitive score obtained under the
condition of competition-in-solitude against the marble
dropping machine.
Hypothesis IV.

The competitive score obtained by the

low socioeconomic black second grade male under the condition of competition-with-a-partner is significantly higher
than the competitive score obtained under the condition of
competition-in-solitude against the marble dropping machine.
Hypothesis V.

The competitive score obtained by the

low socioeconomic black third grade male for the condition
of competition-with-a-partner is significantly higher than
the competitive score obtained under the condition of
competition-against-a-peer.
Hypothesis VI.

The competitive score obtained by the

low socioeconomic black third grade male for the condition
of competition-against-a-peer is significantly different
from the competitive score obtained under the condition
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of competition-in-solitude against the marble dropping
machine.
Hypothesis VII.

The competitive score obtained by

the low socioeconomic black third grade male under the
condition of competition-with-a-partner is significantly
higher than the competitive score obtained under the
condition of competition-in-solitude against the marble
dropping machine.

CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Ninety-five black male children of low socioeconomic
level were used as subjects.

The mean age of the second

grade group was 7 years and 11 months, and the mean age
of the third grade group was 9 years and 2 months.

The

study was completed during the first six weeks of school.
The subjects were chosen from two elementary schools
located in predominately low socioeconomic black neighborhoods, and were predominately black in their enrollment.
No child was selected who had a history of physical or
emotional disabilities in his school record.
The socioeconomic level of the child was based on
the father's occupation, or in the case where there was
only one parent, on that parent's occupation.

No child

was selected where the parent reported an income of over
$5,000 per year, or where the parents' socioeconomic level
was difficult to classify.
A total of 52 second grade boys and 4 3 third grade
boys participated in the study.
divided into three subgroups.

Each grade level was

The subjects in two of

the subgroups from grade level two and from grade level
three were randomly selected and paired.

These groups of

paired subjects performed the "competition-against-a-peer,"
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and "competition-with-a-partner," phases of the experiment.
The subjects were randomly assigned to the subgroups within
their grade level.
The apparatus was designed to provide the subject with
a standard situation in which to compete.

The apparatus

comprised a marble dropping machine, two marble dispensers,
and boxes in which the child put the marbles.
The marble dispenser was a 21 inch brass tube which was
elevated 30° from the horizontal.

The lower end of the tube

was cut to allow access to the marbles, one at a time, and
equipped with a metal flange to prevent the marbles from
rolling out.

When the child was working in solitude or

against-a-peer he placed his marbles in a 7" X 7" X 5" box.
A 1 -1/2 inch hole in the top and a trap door in the side of
the box allowed the experimenter access to the marbles.
The subjects in the "competition-in-solitude" and
"competition-against-a-partner" phases were provided a
wooden collection box and one marble dispenser.

The marble

dispenser and collection box are illustrated in Figure 1.
Subjects performing under the condition of "competitionwith-a-partner," were provided with a common collection box
with two holes in the top.

Both children placed their

marbles into this one box, each using a designated hole.
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Fig. 1.

Illustration of the Marble
Dispenser and Collection Box

The "competition-with-a-partner" collection box was
16" X 7 3/4" X 5 1/2" and open on one side and large enough
for the individual collection boxes.

The "competition-with-

a-partner" collection box is illustrated in Figure 2.

Fig. 2.

Illustration of the Collection Box
for "Competition-with-a-Partner"
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The marble dropping machine consisted of a 42-inch
brass tube, electric relay, and a control box.

The marbles

were dispensed by the electrically operated relay attached
to the lower end of the brass tube.

The control box

permitted marbles to be dispensed at any desired rate
between 15 and 80 marbles per minute.

The marble dis-

pensing machine and control box are illustrated in Figure 3,

Fig. 3,

Illustration of Marble Dispensing Machine
and Control Box
Procedure

The base rate of responding for each subject was
established after a brief explanation of the task.

In

the two conditions where two children worked together,
one child was asked to wait outside the room while the
other child became familiar with the equipment.

The

experimental room was located where there was little
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noise, distraction, or interference.

The equipment was

arranged in the manner presented in Figure 4.

Collection Box
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Marble Dispenser

Fig. 4.
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Illustration of Apparatus Position
during Introduction

The instructions for the introduction phase were:
"We are going to play a game.

To play this game you have

to take marbles from this tube and place them into this
box as fast as you can, like this."

During the instruction

the experimenter demonstrated the task.
The experimenter then stated, "When I say go, I want
you to take the marbles, one at a time, out of the tube
using one hand and place them into the box as fast as you
can.

Keep putting the marbles into the box until I tell

you to stop.

If you should drop a marble, don't try to

pick it up, just get another out of the tube."
At this point the experimenter determined the subject's
preferred hand and said, "I want you to put the other hand
[nonpreferred]

in your pocket.

You must keep it there
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throughout the game."

These instructions prevented the

subject from playing with the equipment after each trial*
The experimenter started the task with the following
instructions:
you can.

"Start when I say go and work as fast as

Stop when I say, stop.

Ready?

Go!"

was allowed to work at the task for 15 seconds.

The subject
The trial

was terminated with the command, "Stop!"
On the second trial, the following instructions were
given:
easier.

"Now let's do it again.

This time it will be

Reiaember, work as fast as you can.

Ready?

Go!"

The subject was allowed to work for a second 15-second
interval.

The second trial was terminated with the command,

"Stop."
.The instructions for the third trial were as follows:
"I'll bet you will really be fast this time.
as you call.

Ready?

Go!"

Work as fast

The subject was allowed a 15-

second trial and then told to stop.

The number of marbles

each subject placed into his box on the third trial was
used as his base rate.
During the competitive phase of the experiment, the
instructions were slightly different depending upon whether
the subject was competiting in solitude, against a peer, or
with a partner.

There was also a slightly different

arrangement of the equipment depending upon the competitive
condition presented to the subject.
the arrangement of the equipment.

Figure 5 illustrates
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Illustration of Apparatus Position for
Competition-in-Solitude

The experimenter used the following instructions for
those subjects competing in solitude:
introduce you to Sam.
you do.

"I would like to

Sam drops marbles into his box like

This is the way that Sam drops his marbles."

At

this point four marbles were dropped from the machine at
the subject's base rate of response.
The experimenter then stated, "The game that we will
play now will be to see who can drop marbles into his box
the fastest, you or Sam,

The one that drops his marbles

the fastest will be the winner.

When I say go, I want you

to start putting your marbles into your box.
dropping his marbles at the same time.

Sam will start

Remember, if you

should drop one of the marbles, don't pick it up.
another one from the tube and keep on.

Get

We will play the

game three times, then see who is the winner.

Do you
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understand how to play the game?"

If the child failed to

understand, the instructions were repeated.
The experimenter started the game with the following
instructions:
you can.

"Start when I say, go, and work as fast as

Stop when I say, stop.

Ready?

Go!"

On the

instruction of go, the marble dropping machine was started.
After 15 seconds the experimenter stopped the child with
the command, "Stop!"
For the second trial the experimenter said, "That's
fine.

Now let's do it again.

Work as fast as you can.
Ready?

Go!"

This time it will be easier.

The fastest will be the winner.

The marble dropping machine was started again

at the base rate on the command, "Go." The subject perforni.ed the task for a second 15-second period.

After 15

seconds the subject was stopped with the command, "Stop!"
For the third trial the experimenter said, "That's
very good.

Now let's play the game again,

can really beat Sam this time.

I'll bet you

Work as fast as you can.

The fastest will be the winner.

Ready?

Go!"

The marble

dropping machine was started at the same rate as for the
first trial.

The subject was stopped with the command,

"Stop!" after a 15-second period.
The marbles were then counted, and the subject was
informed of his score and whether or not he beat the marble
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dropping machine.

The mean score for the three trials was

recorded as the subject's competitive score.
Each pair of subjects competing in the "against-a-peer"
phase of the experiment were given the following instruction
"I would like to introduce you to Sam.
into his box like you do.
his marbles."

Sam drops marbles

This is the way that Sam drops

The machine was activated and dropped four

marbles at the same rate as the predetermined mean of the
two subjects' base rates.

The equipment was arranged in

the manner illustrated in Figure 6.

Marble Dropping Machine

Control Box
Marble
Dispensers
Collection Boxes

Fig. 6.

Illustration of Apparatus Position for
Competition-Against-a-Peer

The experimenter then stated, "The game that we will
play now will be to see who can drop marbles into his box
the fastest, you or you or Sam.

The one that drops his
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marbles into his box the fastest will be the winner.

When

I say go, I want you to start putting your marbles into
your box.
time.

Sam will start dropping his marbles at the same

Remember, if you should drop one of the marbles,

don't pick it up.
on.

Get another one from the tube and keep

We will play the game three times and then see who is

the winner.

Do you understand how to play the game?"

If

the subjects did not understand, the instructions were
repeated.
The game began with the following instructions:
when I say go, and work as fast as you can.
say, stop.

Ready?

Go!"

"Start

Stop when I

On the instruction of go, the

marble dropping machine was started.

After 15 seconds the

subj.ects were stopped with the command, "Stop!"
For the second trial the experimenter said, "That's
fine.

Now let's do it again.

Work as fast as you can.
Ready?

Go!"

This time it will be easier.

The fastest will be the winner.

The marble dropping machine was started on

the command, "Go."

The subjects performed the task for a

second 15-second period.

After 15 seconds the subjects were

stopped with the command, "Stop!"
For the third trial the experimenter said, "That's
very'good.

Now let's play the game again.

can really go fast this time.

I'll bet you

Work as fast as you can.

The fastest will be the winner.

Ready?

Go!"

The marble
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dropping machine was started a third time.

The subjects

again were stopped with the command, "Stop!"
The marbles were counted and the subjects were
informed of their scores and who won the game.

The mean

score for the three trials for each subject was recorded
as the individual competitive score.
Figure 7 illustrates the placement of the equipment
during the "competition-with-a-partner" phase of the
experiment.

Marble Dropping
Machine
Control Box
Marble Dispensers
Cooperative
Collection Box

Fig, 7.

Illustration of Apparatus Position for
Competition-with-a-Partner

Both subjects in this phase were given the following
instructions:

"I would like to introduce you to Sam,

drops marbles into his box like you do.

Sam

This is the way
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that Sam drops his marbles."

The machine was demonstrated

by having it cycle four times at twice the mean base rate
of the two subjects.

The rate was doubled to emphasize that

a team effort would be necessary to beat the machine.
The experimenter stated, "The game that we will play
now will be to see who can drop marbles into his box the
fastest, you and you or Sam.
faster than anyone.

You can see that Sam is much

No one alone could put marbles into

his box as fast as Sam alone, but the marbles that you put
into your boxes together can be more than Sam can put into
his box, and you can beat Sam."
"In this game we have two teams, you and you make one
team, euid Sam is the other team.

The team that drops the

most marbles into their box wins.

Sam will have to beat

both of you together to win.

When I say go, I want you to

start putting your marbles into your box.

Sam will start

dropping marbles into his box at the same time.

Remember,

if you should drop one of the marbles, don't pick it up.
Get another one and keep on.
times then see who wins.
game?"

We will play the game three

Do you understand how to play the

If the subjects did not understand, the instructions

were repeated.
The task was started with the following instructions:
"Start when I say go, and work as fast as you can.
when I say, stop.

Ready?

Go!"

Stop

On the command, "Go" tne

35
marble dropping machine was started.

After 15 seconds the

experimenter stopped the subjects with the command, "Stop!"
For the second trial the experimenter said, "That's
fine.

Now let's do it again.

This time it will be easier.

Remember, work as fast as you can.
of you as a team.
Ready?

Go!"

Sam has to beat both

The fastest team will be the winner.

The subjects performed the task for a second

15-r.econd period.

After the 15 seconds the subjects were

stopped with the command, "Stop!"
For the third trial the experimenter said, "That's
fine.

Now let's play the game again.

will really beat Sam this time.

I'll bet your team

Work as fast as you can.

The fastest team, will be the winner.

Ready?

Go!"

The

marble dropping machine was started on the command, "Go"
and the subjects were stopped with the command, "Stop!"
The marbles were counted at the end of the third
trial; and the subjects were informed of their team score
and whether or not they beat the machine.

The mean score

for the three trials for each subject was recorded as the
subject's competitive score.
In summary, each subject had six 15-second trials.
The first three trials were used to establish a base rate
for each subject, and the last three trials were used to
establish the effect of the competitive condition on the
subject's performance.

The subject's base score was the
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score obtained on the third trial, and his competitive
score was the mean score for his three trials in the
competitive situation.
Statistical Analysis
The second and third grade subjects' basal rate of
performance was subjected to a completely randomized
analysis of variance (Kirk, 1968) to establish the existence of any significant difference prior to the administration of the independent variables.

To determine if a

significant difference existed between grade levels within
a subgrouping, t. tests were computed.
A completely randomized analysis of variance was
computed to test the effects of the independent variables
on each grade level's competitive performance.

The second

analysis evaluated the effect of the experimental conditions
A multiple it test was used to make pairwise comparisons to
determine significant differences between means within each
grade level.

A it test for significant differences was

computed between like subgroups in the two grade levels.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The analyses of the results were conducted in two
phases.

The first phase was an analysis of each grade

level's performance on the marble dropping task prior to
the administration of the competitive variable.

The second

phase was an analysis of the effects that the competitive
variable had on the performance of the second and third
gtade level subjects.
Figure 8 presents the base rate scores on the marble
dropping task prior to the administration of the experimental variables for each grade level.
A completely randomized analysis of variance was
computed on the base rate of responding for the second
grade level.

The results presented in Table 1 reveal an

F ratio of .4898 which was not significant.
TABLE 1
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR SECOND
GRADE BASE RATE OF RESPONDING

df;

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

2

4.1367

2.0648

.4898

Within groups

£9

206.5556

4.2154

Total

51

210.6923

Source of
Variance
Between groups
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Fig. 8. Base Rate Scores for Second and
Third Grade Subgroups
A completely randomized analysis of variance presented
in Table 2 revealed an F ratio of .1813 which was not
significant.
The scores for the subgroups in the second grade level
were consistently lower than those for the third grade level
A t test was performed on the base rate differences between
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the scores of second and third groups in the solitude,
cooperation, and competitive conditions.
TABLE 2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THIRD
GRADE BASE RATE OF RESPONDING
Source of
Variance

d£

Between groups

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio
.1813

2

1.2912

.6454

Within groups

£0

142.4762

3.5619

Total

42

143.7674

A difference of 1.28 v:as obtained between the scores
of the two groups competing in the condition of competitionin-solitude.

This difference yielded a t_ of 1.8231 which

was not significant.

The difference between the groups

competing in competition-with-a-partner was 1.04.
corresponding t of 1.3209 was not significant.

The

The dif-

ference between the scores in competition-against-a-partner
was .86 which yielded a nonsignificant t^ of 1.3882.
Figure 9 represents a comparison of the basal and
competitive scores of second grade students.

A difference

of 1.26 was obtained between the mean of the basal scores
of the solitude subgroup, and the score obtained by the
competition-in-solitude subgroup.

This difference yielded

a t of 3.8595 which was significant at the ,01 level.
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Fig, 9.

A Comparison of Second Grade Subjects'
Basal and Competitive Scores

A difference of .30 was obtained between the basal and
competitive scores for the group competing in competitionwith-a-partner.

The difference yielded a t^ of .6270 which

was not significant.
A difference of .44 was obtained between the basal and
competitive scores for the group competing in competition-
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against-a-partner.

This difference yielded a t of .8793

which was not significant.
A comparison of the basal score and the score obtained
by the three subgroups at the third grade level on the
competitive tasks is presented in Figure 10.
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Fig. 10. A Comparison of the Third Grade Subjects'
Competitive Scores
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A difference of 1.64 was obtained between the basal
and competitive scores in competition-in-solitude.

This

difference yielded a t of 3.4713 which was significant at
the .01 level.
A difference of .12 was obtained between the basal
€Uid competition performance in competition-with-a-partner.
This difference yielded a t of .2956 which was not significant.
A difference of .93 was obtained between the basal
and competitive performances, competition-against-a-peer.
This difference yielded a lb of 2.3743 which was significant
at the .05 level.
Figure 11 represents a comparison of the competitive
scores obtained by the two grade levels in the three
competitive conditions.

A ;t test was computed on the

differences between like competittve conditions in the
second and third grade levels.

In the condition of competi-

tion-in-solitude the second grade level subgroup obtained
a score of 14.65, and the third grade level subgroup
obtained a score of 16.31,

The difference was 1.66 which

yielded a t of 2,4133 which was significant at the ,05
level.
In the condition of competition-with-a-peer, the
second grade subgroup obtained a score of 13.09, and the
third grade subgroup obtained a score of 14.55.

The
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difference between these scores was 1.46 which yielded a
t of 2.5710 which was significant at the .01 level.
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Solitude = Competition-in-solitude
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a machine
Competitive = Competition-against-a-peer
Third grade level =
Second grade level =
Fig. 11. A Comparison of Second and Third Grade Level
Competitive Scores
In the condition of competition-against-a-peer the
second grade subgroup obtained a score of 14.44, and the
third grade subgroup obtained a score of 15.79.

The
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difference between these scores was 1*35 which yielded a
t of 2.9936 which was significant at the .01 level.
Hypothesis I which predicted that there would be no
significant difference in the competitive scores of the
low socioeconomic black second grade males and the low
socioeconomic black third grade males was strongly rejected,
In all of the experimental conditions the low socioeconomic
black third grade male performed at a significantly higher
rate than did the second grade low socioeconomic black male.
A completely randomized analysis of variance was
computed on the competitive scores obtained by the second
grade level.

The results presented in Table 3 reveal an

F ratio of 5.2566 which was significant at the .01 level.
TABLE 3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR SECOND GRADE RATE
OF RESPONDING IN THE COMPETITIVE STIMULI
Source of
Variance

,^
—

Between groups

2

25.3565

12.6783

Within groups

£9

118.1822

2.4119

Total

51

143,5387

*£ < .01

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio
5.2566*
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The difference between the scores obtained in the condition of competition-with-a-partner and competition-againsta-peer yielded a t of 2.24 35 which was significant at the
.05 level.

The difference between the mean scores for

competition-in-solitude and competition-against-a-peer
was 1.34 and yielded a t of .3952 which was not significant.
Hypothesis II which stated that the competitive score
obtained by the low socioeconomic black second grade male
in the condition of competition-with-a-partner would be
significantly larger than the competitive score obtained
under the condition of competition-against-a-peer was not
supported.

The score obtained by the subgroup, competition-

against-a-peer, in the second grade level was significantly
larger than the score obtained by the subgroup competitionwith-a-partner.
Hypothesis III predicted the competitive score
obtained by the low socioeconomic black second grade male
for the condition of competition-against-a-peer would be
significantly different than the competitive score obtained
under the condition of competition-in-solitude against the
marble dropping machine.

This hypothesis was not supported.

The results indicated the difference was not significant.
Hypothesis IV predicted the competitive score obtained
by the low socioeconomic black third grade male for the
condition of competition-with-a-partner would be
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significantly larger than the competitive score obtained
under the condition of competition-against-a-peer was not
supported.

The results indicated competition-against-a-

peer produced a significantly higher level of performance.
A completely randomized analysis of variance was
computed on the competitive scores obtained by the third
grade level.

The results presented in Table 4 reveal an

F ratio of 3,9988 which was significant at the .05 level.
TABLE 4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THIRD GRADE SUBJECTS'
RATE OF RESPONDING IN THE COMPETITIVE STIMULI

d£

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

2

23.5257

11.7629

3.9988*

Within groups

40

117.6657

2.9416

Total

42

141.1919

Source of
Variance
Between groups

*£ < .05
A t test for multiple comparisons was computed.

The

difference between competition-in-sclitude and competitionwith-a-partner was 1.76 which yielded a t of 2.7670 and was
significant at the .01 level.

The difference between com-

petition-with-a-partner and competition-against-a-peer was
1.24 which yielded a t^ of 2.9466 and was significant at the
.01 level.

The difference between competition-in-solitude
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and competition-against-a-partner was .52 which yielded a
t of .8236 and was not significant.
Hypothesis V predicted the competitive score obtained
by the. low socioeconomic black third grade male in the
condition of competition-with-a-partner would be significantly larger than the competitive score obtained in the
condition of competition-against-a-peer.
was not supported.

This hypothesis

The results indicated the condition

of competition-against-a-peer was more effective in
increasing the rate of the subjects' performance.
Hypothesis VI predicted the competitive score obtained
by the low socioeconomic black third grade male in the condition of competition-against-a-peer would be significantly
different from the competitive score obtained under the
condition of competition-in-solitude against the marble
dropping i.achine.

This hypothesis was not supported.

The

results indicated that both conditions were equally effective in elevating the performance of the children.
Hypothesis VII predicted the competitive score obtained
by the low socioeconomic black third grade male in the condition of competition-with-a-partner would be significantly
larger than the competitive score obtained in the condition
of competition-in-solitude against the marble dropping
machine.

This hypothesis was not supported.

The results

indicated that competition-in-solitude was more effective
in elevating the subjects performance.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The results indicated that the competitive treatment
did have an effect on performance and this effect was an
increase in the rate of response.

No significant differ-

ences were found within each grade level prior to the
administration of the competitive treatments.

The results

also indicated the differences between the performance for
second and third grade subjects prior to the administration
of the competitive conditions were not significant.

Analysis

of the scores obtained in the competitive conditions revealed significant variations between the subgroups within
each grade level and significant differences between the
second and third grade subjects' rate of responding.
A comparison of the second grade level's competitive
scores with their base rate scores revealed a significant
increase in rate of response in the condition of competition-in-solitude.

The third grade subjects obtained a

significant increase in their rate of response in the
conditions of competition-in-solitude, and competitionagainst-a-peer.

Neither age group showed a significant

increase in their rate of response for the condition of
competition-with-a-partner.
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Hypothesis I, which stated there would be no significant difference between the competitive scores obtained by
the second and third grade low socioeconomic black males,
was not supported.

The difference between the mean scores

for each competitive condition was significant.
The mean competitive scores for the third grade
subjects were significantly higher than the competitive
mean scores obtained by the second grade subjects for all
three competitive conditions.

This finding is especially

important in light of the analysis of the base rate scores
which indicated there was no significant difference between
the two grade levels prior to the administration of the
competitive conditions.
These results indicated the third grade child was more
competitive than the second grade child.

This finding was

contrary to the trend noted by Owens (1969) which indicated
the competitive behavior of the low socioeconomic black
male tended to decrease with an increase in age.
Two reasons are presented to account for the observed
differences between the two studies.

Information was not

presented in the research by Owens (1969) on the preschool
experience of his subjects.

Most of the subjects in the

present research, however, had been exposed to a "Head Start"
program which could have had the effect of reversing the
trend noted by Owens.

The "Head Start" program, working

50
with the child prior to his entering school, might have
provided those skills necessary to compete.
A second explanation for the increase of competitive
behavior could be attributed to the shift in attitude which
blacks have about themselves.

In the past three years

there has been a rapid and profound change in the blacks'
self-perception as well as a shift in attitude which
whites have about blacks.

It is conceivable that Owens's

sample represented the "old" black self-perception, whereas,
the sample used in this study represents the "new" black
self-perception.
In the past the black family and culture taught the
child that he was inferior and incapable of succeeding;
now he is taught that "black is beautiful" and that he
can compete for what he wants.

The black is also afforded

more personal protection for his efforts than he has been
in the past.
Hypothesis II, which

predicted that the mean competi-

tive score obtained by the low socioeconomic black second
grade male for the condition of competition-with-a-partner
would be significantly higher than the mean competitive
score obtained under the condition of competition-againsta-peer, was not supported.

Since the results were signifi-

cant, but in the opposite direction predicted, the following
explanations are presented.
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Situations in which an individual competes for himself
without having assistance from another may develop first in
the child's repertoire of responses.

If this should be the

case then the results would reflect the emotional age of
the child and indicate that he is not emotionally mature
enough to function in a cooperative-competitive situation.
The competition-with-a-partner condition required
the child to use two sets of cues, competitive and cooperative.

The age of the subjects and their maturational

level may not have been sufficient to incorporate and
utilize both stimuli.
A third point came from social facilitation theory
which predicts that the presence of other subjects will
facilitate those dominant behaviors in the response repertoire of the subject.

If the behavior being stimulated

is new within the response repertoire of the subject, the
presence of other subjects may lead to the reliance on older
modes of responding (Zajonc, 1965).

It is possible that

the subjects were not familiar with working in situations
where they had a partner in a task.

Conceivably, the low

socioeconomic black male child in order to survive in his
home and neighborhood learned to compete against others
and this response became dominant.

It was also noted

during the experiment that those subjects competiting in
the condition of competition-with-a-partner became more
excited than the subjects in the other two conditions.
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A fourth point is that cooperative forms of behavior
may be seen by the low socioeconomic black male child as
one aspect of the past subserviant role.

The behavior

would then be socially undesirable and not be taught to the
child by his family or peers.
Hypothesis III, which predicted the competitive score
obtained by the low socioeconomic black second grade male
for the condition of competition-against-a-peer would be
significantly different from the competitive score obtained
under the condition of competition-in-solitude against the
marble dropping machine, was not supported.

The results

indicated there were no significant differences between
the subjects' performance in competition-in-solitude and
competition-against-a-peer.
In these two competitive conditions the child was
competing alone against another object.

The lack of a

significant difference between the performance of the two
groups suggests that both conditions represented similar
types of competitive situations.
It would seem that since the subject was able to
compete sucessfully in two similar but different conditions,
the competitive ability is developing within the low socioeconomic black male second grade child.
Each of the two conditions represented within
Hypothesis III represented situations similar to those
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found within the subject's home environment and he was
highly familiar with the demands of the condition.

It was

also assumed that the subjects had considerable expertise
competing against another person for his needs.
Hypothesis IV, which predicted the competitive score
obtained by the low socioeconomic black second grade male
in the condition of competition-with-a-partner would be
significantly higher than the competitive score obtained
under the condition of competition-in-solitude against the
marble dropping machine, was not supported.

The results

indicated the condition of competition-in-solitude was
superior in eliciting competitive behavior.
Three explanations are offered to explain the higher
performance in the condition competition-in-solitude.

The

first is that within the cultural milieu of the black child,
he has learned to compete for his own needs by himself and
the skills needed for cooperative performance had not been
learned.

Second, the current black cultural change has

taught the black child that the past cooperative behavior
with the white was not acceptable and these attitudes about
cooperation may have blended into his attitudes about how
he relates to individuals of his own race.

Third, the

cooperative task was more complicated in that the subject
had to function under two sets of cues, competition and
cooperation.

Having the two cues may have daused a dis-

ruption in performance.
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Hypothesis V predicted that the competitive score
obtained by the low socioeconomic black third grade male
for the condition of competition-with-a-partner would be
significantly greater than the competitive score obtained
under the condition of competition-against-a-peer.

This

hypothesis was not supported.
Competition-against-a-peer was a more effective stimulus in motivating behavior.

The third grade subjects became

more excited when they competed in the condition of competition-with-a-partner and this excitem.ent appeared to interfere with their performing the task.

Cooperative behavior

appeared to be a nondominant behavior in the third grade
subjects and the cooperative stimulus of the cooperative
situation may have motivated the use of a more dominant
behavior pattern.

The task may also have required a level

of maturity higher than that obtained by the subjects.
When the subjects had to compete in the cooperative situation they had to work under two sets of cues, competition
and cooperation.

The combination of these two cues could

have had a confusing effect.
Hypothesis VI stated that the competitive score
obtained by the low socioeconomic third grade black male
for the condition of competition-against-a-peer would be
significantly different from the competitive score
obtained in the condition of competition-in-solitude
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against the marble dropping machine.

This hypothesis was

not confirmed.
This result, as was found for the second grade
subjects, indicated there was no significant difference
between the score obtained in competition-in-solitude and
competition-against-a-peer.

It appeared that the third

grade subjects responded to the competitive stimuli in the
Scune manner as the second grade subjects.

It can be assumed

that the same processes were involved for the two grade
levels.
Hypothesis VII predicted that the low socioeconomic
black third grade male in the condition of competition-witha-partner would obtain a significantly higher competitive
score than in the condition of competition-in-solitude
against the marble dropping machine.
not supported.

This hypothesis was

Competition-in-solitude appeared more

effective than competition-with-a-partner in motivating
behavior.
In the third grade subjects, as in the second grade
subjects, cooperative effort was considered to be a nondominant pattern of behavior and that the social facilitation generated by the partner disrupted the cooperative
performance.

The competitive behavior against another

object was considered dominant, and performance improved
as a function of the competitive stimuli.

Cooperative
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behavior may appear, however, at a later point in the
emotional development of the child.
As stated in the discussion of the results concerning Hypothesis IV, another possible explanation is in the
training which the subjects may have received from the
recent cultural change with its emphasis on the black
competing for his needs.

Cooperative forms of behavior

may not be seen as acceptable modes of interaction.
The similarity in the between group variance within
the second grade and third grade subject groups suggests
that the subjects' attitudes about the competitive behavior were similar.

This interpretation is supported in

the literature by the theories of Freud (Munroe, 1955)
and Adler (Ansbacher, 1956) which state that the attitudes
and general orientation of the personality are formed
prior to the age levels represented in this investigation.
According to Freud and Adler, no major alterations in
attitude is expected to occur with an increase in age.
An informal comparison was made between the scores
obtained by the subjects in the study by Owens (1969) and
the scores obtained by the subjects in the present study.
This comparison is shown in Figure 12.
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Comparison of Competitive Scores in Studies
by Owens and Jones

The sample used in the present study was more responsive to the competitive stimuli than the sample used by
Owens (1969).

If one looks across the grade level axis

there is an indication that the competitive behavior of
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the low socioeconomic black male child increases with his
age which is the reverse of the conclusion drawn by Owens.
Two explanations are offered to explain the extreme
difference between the competitive scores obtained in the
study by Owens and the present study.

The first is the

study conducted by Owens had subjects selected from the
Houston, Texas school system, a large metropolitan area,
and the sample from the present study came from Lubbock,
Texas, a city about one tenth the size of Houston.

Possible

differences in the culture of the two areas could have
influenced the competitive motivation.

Second, the instruc-

tions given in the present study were longer and more
detailed than those given by Owens and could have had a
grn.=».ter effect on the subjects' motivation.

. CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The present investigation studied competitive behavior
through the subjects' performance on a marble dropping task.
The subjects competed in three competitive situations,
competition-in-solitude, competition-with-a-partner, and
competition-against-a-peer.

The data were subjected to a

conpletely randomized analysis of variance to assess variations taking place within each grade level and t tests to
assess changes between grade levels.
Ninety-five low socioeconomic black male children were
used as subjects.

Fifty-two subjects were selected from

the second grade and 43 subjects were selected from the
third grade.

Each grade level was divided into three groups

one group was assigned to compete in solitude, a second
group competed against a peer, and the third group competed
with a partner.
Each subject had six trials with the number of marbles
placed into a box by the subject during a 15-second period
being counted as one trial.

The score for the third trial

was used as the subject's base rate of responding, and the
mean for the fourth, fifth, and sixth trials was used as
the subject's competitive score.
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The following results were obtained:
1.

The low socioeconomic black third grade male
performed at a higher rate than did the low
socioeconomic black second grade male.

2.

Competition-against-a-peer yielded a higher rate
of response than did competition-with-a-partner.

3.

Competition-against-a-peer was not significantly
different from competition-in-solitude in motivating performance in the second grade low socioeconomic black male.

4.

Competition-in-solitude yielded a higher rate of
response than did competition-with-a-partner in
the second grade black low socioeconomic male.

- 5.

Competition-against-a-peer yielded a higher rate
of response than did competition-with-a-partner
in the third grade male.

6.

Competition-against-a-peer was not significantly
different from competition-in-solitude in motivating performance in the third grade male.

7.

Competition-in-solitude yielded a higher rate
of response than did competition-with-a-partner
in the third grade male.

The results also revealed that the third grade low
socioeconomic black male, while he performed at a quantitatively higher rate, responded to the three competitive
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conditions in much the same way as did the second grade
low socioeconomic black male.
In the introduction chapter of this study the rationale
was developed that the low self-concept manifiested by the
low socioeconomic black male subject would interfere with
his competitive performance in those situations were he was
faced with this self-apprasial and forced to function by or
for himself.

This assumption was not supported.

Three explanations were offered as possibilities for
explaining the results.

The training which the subjects

received with the current cultural changes may have instilled
the attitude that competing for the self is acceptable.
Cooperative behavior, however, may be too closely related
to the white to be acceptable at this point in his cultural
growth.
Second, emotional maturation may be an important
factor.

Competition-with-a-partner requires that the sub-

ject work under competitive and cooperative cues.

The

subject may not have had sufficient maturity to function
with both of these conditions present,
A third possible explanation comes from social facilitation theory.

There is a possibility that competition for

the self is a more dominant behavior due to the conditions
of the black's milieu.

He, however, may not have had the

training to work in cooperative settings.

When placed in
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this setting his behavior is disrupted.

He then resorts

to a more dominant form of behavior.
Several areas of future research were suggested by
the results of this study.
1.

Increased knowledge is necessary in order to
understand the relationship between self-concept
and competitive behavior.

It is possible the low

socioeconomic black male has changed that aspect
of his self concept which facilitates competitive
behavior.
2.

The relationship of social facilitation to
competitive behavior needs further evaluation.
The results of the present study indicated that
the manner in which one child worked with another
child had a significant effect on his ability to
perform a competitive task requiring a repetitive
type of behavior.

3.

Longitudinal research investigating the effect of
maturation on competitive behavior is indicated.
Information is not available at the present to
indicate the developmental aspects of competitive
behavior,

4.

Further research is needed to evaluate the relationship of need achievement and competitive
behavior.

The results in this area would help
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determine the value of competition within the
school setting.
5.

Cross cultural research is indicated in competitive behavior.

The variation within the competi-

tive values of different cultures may effect the
ability of the subject to function in different
competitive situations.

An understanding of these

differences and their effect on performance would
greatly aid schools in helping the student to
maximize his educational training.
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APPENDIX
INDIVIDUAL SCORES
COMPETITIVE SCORES FOR SECOND GRADE LOW SOCIOECONOMIC
BLACK MALES IN NUMBER OF MARBLES DISPENSED
Competition-inSolitude

Competition-witha-Partner

Compet ition-Againsta-Peer

Base

Competition

Base

Competition

Base

Competition

14

15.33

14

14

14.00

13

15.33
11.00

14
14

13.67
14.67

14

15.00

14

16.33

15
14

14,00
14.33

14
14

12

14.00

14

12.67

15

13.33
14.00
15.00

14

13,33

11

13,33

15

16,33

13

15,00

12

11,67

15,33

11
11

14.00
15.00

14

11.00
13.00

16
14

9
14

11.33

10

15.00

13

15.00
16.33

17
13

15

16.67
15.67

16
8

15

16.67

12

11.67
13,33

15
17
17

10

15

15.33
11.33

11.67
9.33

15
14

14,00
13.67

15.33
12.33
16.00

10
16

14.33

10
13

15.67
16.33
13,67
13,33

13

12.67

15

15,33

15
14

14,33

15

13,33
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COMPETITIVE SCORES FOR THIRD GRADE LOW SOCIOECONOMIC
BLACK MALES IN NUMBER OF MARBLES DISPENSED
Competition-inSolitude

Competition-witha-Partner

Competition-Againsta-Peer

Base

Competition

Base

Competition

Base

Competition

14

14.00

14

15

16.00

17
13

18.00
14.67

17
12

15.67
16.33
14.33

17
18

16.67
18.00

15

20.00

12

15

16.00

15

14.33
14.67

16
16

13-00
16,67

13

15.00

11

12.67

17

17.00

13

13.33

15
14

15.67
15,00

16
17

22.00
18,33

17
16

14.33
14.33

13
14

15.00
15.67

15
14

15.67
15.33

14
12

13.67
12.67

13
16

15.67

11

15.00

14

14.67

13

16.33
16.33

15

13.67

17.67

15

14.67

18
17

15
13

16.00
15.00

13

15.33

15.00

Base = Third trial
Competition = X of 4th, 5th, 6th trials

