Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada

National Library
of Canada

i

Canadian Theses Service

Ottawa, Canada
* K1A ON4

~

CANADIAN  THESES

’

¢
\

NOTICE

The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent upon the
“quality of the original thesis subMitted for microfilming. Every
" effort has been made to ensure’'the hlghest quality of reproduc-
tlon possible,

It pages are mlsslng, contact the university which granted the
degpee

‘ Some pages may have indistinct print especially if the original
pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or if the univer-
sity sent us an inferior photocopy.

\

Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles, published
tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is governed by the

Canadian_ Copyright Act, R.S.C, 19170, c. C-30.
<

-t

3 . :
. THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS -RECEIVED

——

NL-339(r.86/06)

\
\

Services des théses can‘adlennes

THESES CANADIENNES

AVIS

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de la qualité
de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons tout fait pour
assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduction

S'it manque des pages, veulllez communiquer avec l'univer-
sité qui a conféré le grade,

. A
La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut laisser a

désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont ét¢ dactylographiées .

a l'aide d'un ruban usé ou si I'université nous a fait parvenir
une photocopie de qualité Inferleure.

Les documents qui font déja 'objet d'un droit d'auteur (articles
7 de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas mlcroﬂlmés

Lareproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm est soumise

a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC 1970, c. C-30.

. LATHESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS REGUE



‘

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

‘

VERBAL REPORTS AND SELF-EFPECACY IN POLE VAULTING

BY

JAMES RICHARD BONDARENKO .
) o

L]

A TRESIS
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

OF MASTER OF ARTS

4
DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND SPORT STUDIES

' - EIDMONTON, ALBERTA - -

'SPRING, 1987



Permission has been granted
to the National Library of
Canada to microfilm "this
thesis and to lend Jdr sell
‘copiks of the film.

f\\\ The author (copyright owner)
has . reserved other
publication rights,  and
neither the thesis, nor
extensive extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced

written permission.’
»-

ISBN

X

. .

without his/her

)

|
f
0~315~37687~2[

L'autorisation a été qééordée
A 1la Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada . 'de microfilmer
cette thése et de préter ou
de vendre des exemplaires du

Pfilm.

L'auteur (titulaire du droit
d!auteur) se’ réserve les
autres droits de publication;
'ni" la thése 'ni de 1longs
extraits de celle-ci ne
doivent &tre imprimés ou

autrement reproduits ‘sans son
autorisation écrite. ‘

-

~ "

Vo

4



‘ . [ .
-~ ‘ 1
. “ - AN

THE'UNI%ERSiTY OF ALBERTA
I'S , \ .

' '

\ ' RELEASE FORM. .

5N

NAME OF AUTHOR: JAMES RICHARD BONDARENKO R
. 4 \ ‘1;

TITLE OF THESIS: .VERBAL REPORTS AND SELF-EFFICACY IN POLE VAULTING

DEGREE: . MASTER OF ARTS
s
.

YEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED: SPRING," 1987

)

\\J
3 -

Permission 1is hereby granted ,to THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA IBRARY
' ' ‘ - Az

to reproduce single copies of this thesis and to lend 6r ‘Eéll such
coples for private scholarly of scilentific research purposes only.

" The author -resegves\%fbher publicati}bn rights, and mneither the

4

thesis nor extensive extracts from it may be -printed or otherwi‘s‘e
- 3 A

reproduced without the author's written permission.

I

)
.8

e
. " -

o 5304 - 102 Avenue
o - a r ‘ : Zdmonton, A’lbert_a
' - . v T6A ON2

Déte:&‘,ué;j Ii/?‘&? : ‘ o - . |

42



,

\

"THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

: FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES. AND RESEARCH

The undersigned certify that they have read, and recommend.to the
Faculty of Graduate Studies and Rese&rch for acceptance, a 'thesib .

entitled VERBAL REPORTS AND SELF- EFFICACY IN POLE VAULTING submitted by

y s

JAMES RICHARD BONDARENKO in partial fulfilment of the requirements for-

r\\

the degree of MASTER oF ARTS. o -
\
’ ‘\\
) ‘ ) Supervisor »
-

Sev s 000

-y

Déte:._.g.‘.e.’.... gc(.. -



ar

’

~




A o ABSTRACT °

The. purpose of this study was to explore the relationships between
. - * .

seif-efficaey. thoughts and performance ﬁhile.subjects learned ‘to pole
uvault. A secondarv pﬁ£;u§e of the study was to compare. the  thought
lietiné method of verbal.repdrting with the stimulated-recall aﬁd'think¥x.
aloud procedures; ' S S | |

" The results reveal that self-efficacy was shown to be a stronger

.

predictdr of subsequeut performance than were past performances and- that

this relationship did"not become stronger over time. Performance also '

was seen to be a predictor of self-efficacy in ‘accord with Feltz's

Y

(1982)‘conc1usion that a reciproealvreletionehip exists between the two
variablee; Female subjects had lower éverage aeit-effieacy ecores than
males. - Subjects"with high average self;efiicecv.ecores tepded to be
more task focused and less negative tpeﬁ‘aubjecCel‘with Jow effieacy

scores.

) i

The. lower performing group differedffromfthe uppertgroup*primariiy
in having proportionately more negative thoughts on. failed attempts.
‘Overall the lower group had greater proportions of statements iﬁ; botﬁf
,self-insﬁrpctional and evaluative categories then the upper group.

Female subjects tended to be more positive on successful attempts than
were uales and less negative on failures.v These differences seemed to
be reflected in the greater proportion of seff-instructional and fewer
E ,eve}uative statemeuts by‘femalelgubjeets. |

e N
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A comparisdn 05.;he verbal report methods indicates similarities

bétween ?%oth‘ retrospective methods (stimulated ‘recall and thought
‘ VAR ' ‘
figting). Subjects repor

ey

ting thoﬁghfé v;a thg.chink—aloud’procedure'had
either none or very few thoughES'reported duriﬁg pe;fpfmance in contrast
to the retrospectivf .meéhsésgf* The results from the poét—éession
t quesfiopneire revedled th;; }gubjéctg had the greatest diffiéulé&

’

reporting thoughts during thé,performanceu
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CHAPTER I s
INTRODUCTION |

"

A. The Nature of the Problem .

)

In physical” education, there are a pumber of activities which, by

their very nature, are likely to produce anxiety or hesitancy 1in

L

<
.studepts or athletes when*they are {nitially confronted with a _learning

situation. These activities have been classified as "high avoidance” bv
Feltz, Landers, and Réeder (1979) . They are characterized by a

withdrawal reaction from novice performers who may perceive the

situation as being unpleasant or dangerous (Feltz et al., 1979). Among

- these activities are gymnastics, swimming, diving, and pole vaulting. ,

In the field of sport psychology a number of methods have been

adaptedﬁ‘from the.clinical setting in an effort to help athletes cope
with avoidance and ankiety responses. Beha;ioral techniques such as
relaﬁation training and . systematic desensitization as well as  more
cognitive oriented procedures such as rational—emoci#e therapy, thought
blocking, and positive imagery have found a place in the reduction of
stress‘in the sporting context. In addition research by Bandura (1977a)
demonstrates the strength of ﬁerformance—based procedures ‘such as guided

participation, performance lesensitizatZon, and participant modeling in

effecting psychological and behavioral changes in stressful situdtions.



.

Bandura,/ﬁggtulated self-efficacy theory to account for the varied
S .

effectivgnéss_ of different methéds of treatment fof stress.. The basic
premise lof‘Self—efficacy theory 1s that pgychological procedures serve
to create and ?trengthen efficacy expectations. Selffeffi;acy éan be
defined as gﬁe confidence one has in being .able to perform an act¥on
(Feltz, '?982). Peréeived self-effiqaéy bperqses as a cognitive
mechanism .processing various‘sou;ces‘of‘1nf;rmation according to which
choice of behavior, persfstenée, and effort in coping with stresaful
situatioqs‘ are determined élven the ski1ll and incéntives to. do so
_ (Bandura, 1977a). ' : |

S;1f~efficacy 1s dependent upon,, four sources of 1informatton;
1) performance accomplishments, 2) vicarious experiences, »3) vgrﬂal
persuasion, and 4) emotional arousai.l Past performances are the
strongest source of efficacy information because they are bas;d on
direct gxperiences (Bandura, . 1977a; Bandura, 1982; Feltz, Landers, &
Raeder, '1979; Lee, 1984a).

Bandura's theory has been ‘criticized by researchers in the f£1éld
pr;marilx on two counts: 1) for a lack of clarity 4n defining the
rglacionship obetween efficacy éxpectations and o;tcome expectations
" (Borkovec, 1978; Eastman & Marzillier, 1984;..Kazdin, 1978; Kirsch, 1985;
Teasdale, 1978), and 2) the experimental methodoloéy used by Bandura
(Eastman & Marzillier;‘ 1984). Though the firsk. largely theoretical

issue remains unresolved, researchers have made changes in their

‘experimental methodology.



Eastman and Marzillier (1984) have criticized Bandura for using a
100 point probability scale with only 90 points on it and for using the
verbal labels "quite" to "moderately uncertain" to represent a range of

40 scale points while "moderately uncertain" to 'certain" represents 50

points, Some researchers suéh as Feltz (1982) have constructed 100

point probability scales with the appropriate verbal labels in keeping

-

with‘these crit@cisms.
Bandura's use of a microanalytic procadufe reporting ,  percentage-
match scores has also been challenged. Kirsch (1985) suggests that the

“high concordance rates reported by Bandura are-a result of limiting his
- \

subjects to evaluations of a few predictable, hierarchicaliy arrahged

a

tasks, and' that once one decides cne can'betform a given task 1In a

.

hieraréhy all the tasks below that level can also be performed. For

-

tasks such as polﬁ ult and high jumping, though they can easily be’

arranged 1in a hilerarchy, performing them at a gfven level does not
ensure success at a lower 1éve1. Lee (1985) points out that the degree

-of match in a hierarchy of behaviors predictable by chance varies with

»

the level of behavior. Though 1t 1is possible to compute ~the chance

~

levels of match, this information has not been published ;hhs the
results are not easily interpretable (Kirsch & w1ck1ess:’ 1953). In *
;ddressing these 1ssués ieg (1985) .and Cervone (1985) ﬁave~suggested the
use of chi-squarga pﬁi-cqefficient, and réndomizationv tests té
strengthen: the 1ntefbrecab;1ity‘of rgsults.’

Self-eff{cacy has proven to be a'successful predictor of ' future

performance 1in such diverse settings from the treatment. of phobics

¢



(Bandura, 19825 Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams, ‘Hardy & Howells,
1980) to musical performance (Kendrick, Craig, Lawson & Davidson, 1982).

In addition to these findings a number of studies have examined the

'role of self-efficacy in the sport setting. Lee (1982), and McAuley and

G111 (1983) fouﬁq “that sélf—effiE3cy was a 'strqnger predictor of

performance than were previous performances in female gymnasts. Barling

and Abel (1983) studied the relationship between self-efficacy and.

tennis performance and found them to be'signific%nfly and positively
correlated. ‘Inféontrast Wdolfolk, Mutphy, Cottesfeld, and Aitken (1985)
N . A

found that prior performance was a stronger predictor of subsequent

’

performanée than was self-efficacy in a golf putting task.
A number of studies have investigated the role of selfleffica&y “as

a cognitive mediating variable. Research by Gould and Weiss (1981)

\
’

indicated that self-efficacy'~was not the major mediating variable

affecting performance changes on a muscular endurance task.  Feltz

\

(1982) investdgéted the role of self-efficacy as a cognitive mediating

variable 1in khe performance 6f a diving task by novice&. . Bandura's
. '. \ .

3

(1977a) positiJn that self-efficacy is a better predictor 6f«performance
! L ’ \
. \ t . N
than past performances was confirmed only for the first trial (four 1in

togal). 7 Thereaffer past performances were significantly stronger
u‘\.

predictors of sgﬁsequent achievement. Over trials the strength of self-

-éfficacy‘as an effect increééedlwhile its causal influence decreased. A
possible explanation of these findings is-that the divers did;nbt\ have

N ’

{

sufficient timer’to develop percepts of self—éfficacy‘;trong enough to

account for sﬁbseqhéht pérformance as well as ‘previous performhnces did.

. . . .
e N

LI N . 4

»
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One may expect that this would be the case with subjects, leafnan a

novel task. Similarly; the fiﬁdings of McCauley (1985) iPdicated t?at
efficacy. cognitrops were sign}ficant prédictors'of performance of a
gymnastics skiil and mediated~lbetw§en modeling tteatments and
.penformance; -Valler;nd "and Reid (1984) found .that-'self—efzieacy
mgdiatés the‘ effecc of verbéi feedbéék on intrinsic motivation. The
authors sgressed th;t,studiesnghoul& be conducted in field setcingg to
increase the ecblogiégl v;lidiny of present findings. Seldom have
rééearéhérs ;ttempted to study 1he'§evelopmént of efficécy expectations
‘énd ;1ts céﬁcomitané rélationships ﬁithlother variables over time in
natural environménts. )

_ Few studies hgve'in;estigated Fhelrelétianship between ‘subjeéts'
thoughts a;d‘sélf—efficécy. . Scanlan and ﬁgﬁth&aica (1984) and Scani;n,
Lewthwaitg; and Jackson -(198A)'suggested éhqt pr;ﬁatph performﬁnce

-

expeltancies and .failﬁre cognitions successfully predicted prematch

(S

state anxiety levels and the performance of young competitive wrestlers.

The relationship between pérformancé expectapéies and cognitions .Qere‘

not exéminéd. k Wilkes and: Summers‘ (1984) found that performance

differences were not in conjunction with any consistent éhahges in
A . - . R R

cognitive states; The authors mentioned that on simple tasks with a- low.

technical ‘comﬁonent focusing attehcioh on the end result is _mofe 

4
e * £

effective than. focusing on how the task is to be performedo In view of

-

» thesé‘ results the use of a high avoidance complex task such as pé;;

'
t

vaulting may provide richer cognitive data with a greater focus on task’

execution. 1In addition the fact that one can ‘measure pérformance



‘ self-efficacy.

rimaly

.

\

"B. . Statement of the Problem

A}

objectively wmaking ‘pole”’ vaulting particularly suitable for studies ‘of?c

AY

With the present emphasis on cognitive restructuring techniques in
théapeutic programs\(e.g. Long, 1984) as well as studies attesting to
the importance of assessing athlfte's thoughts (Klinger, Barta, & Glas,

.

1981; Mahonqy & Epstein, 1981; Meyers, Schleser, Cooke, & Cuvillier,

1979) the question of the validity and differences .betWeen- various

\

cognitive assessment’procédures becomes of central importance. Nisbett
and Wik (1977) have argued that 1nd1v1duals"seif—reports are post-
¥ : ‘ :

hoc rationalizations of their behavior as opposed to a veridical

.recollection of past experience.. -Subgsequent investigations by Ericsson

\

and Simon (1980) “and Adair and Spinner. (as cited in Meichenbaum &

Cameron, ‘L981) provide guidelines for researchers to—follow in order to

increase the credibility of self-report data. Recept' research by

”»

'Blackwell, Balassi, _Galassi, and Wafson (1985) has éddrebsed ‘the 1ssue;

. ¢
of differences between . cognitive assessment methods. Their

invegtigation ‘indicated significant differences between think-aloud and

v’ : :y -
thought 1listing procedures, - r?gffirming the views of Meithenbaum and

Cameron (1981) ‘that further research to compare.véfious procedures. 1is

necessary. Few studies 1in .;he area of Sport 'Psychology' have
' ' . . S % ot ' '
investigated the differences between cognitive assessment procedures. .

- o . : -

o

The -major purpose of this study was to éxplorg, the -relationships K

betweén~thouéht§, self-efficacy; and performahgg ipfkqbiécts‘}earniﬁg to

LN
- “ " . <
I I

»
v’

B
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‘pole vault in a natural learning environment. Througn a thought-listiné
A, o : :
E‘procedure. the relatidnahip of subjects' thoughts to the other variables

in the etudy were’ investigeted | s

" A secondary purpose of‘this study ie to.compare severai methods ' of
cognitive asbessment. Inrpartifnlar,lresulte'obteined using the thought
listing orocedure were compared'to those obteined‘iia the yisually based

stimulated recall and;}hink—aloud procedures.

C. Hypotheses ' , . : e
. ZYpotneses , : ‘ ,

‘Though thisulstudy iis exploratory in natural several specific

~ hypotheses were examined: ' e

’

1.  1Inm the ‘initial stages of learning a' complei“ motor skill past

performances are a stronger predictor of subsequent performances

-
» - . A

.than are efficacy expectations.% _
- ' #

2. As suﬁjects acquire skill, self-efficacy becomés an 'increasingly

stronger predictor of performances.w . e ) . -
3. Low percepts of self-efficacy ‘are aseocieted with ;negative,V
‘ ‘ ‘sri? T ) .
. e .
unrealistic, or irrelevant ‘thoughts. . .

4. High percepts of self-efficacy- are aseociateﬁ with poSitive,
realistic, and task relevaqt thoughts. - \

. - !

5.  a) - Low vefficacy 'expectations are associated _ with poorer

v

S performances and conversely b) high efficacy expectations -are

vy o LA

associated with better performances. St oo

& . D ~‘ . - . ’ Y .



D. Delimitations .

v X . X ‘ ot
This study was‘limitéq to college-age males and females attending

- the University of Alberta participaéing in Physfcal Education” 229-~-

Introduction to Track and Fleld II (2 Sections). The results of tﬁe

- study are limited to the épecigic tasks and subjects employed. . ;

E. Definitions ' -« . . ' e

’
\

LY , | . noe
. . o i

! C . ' - '
Anxiety--a state of uneasiness which may-be characterized by one or i -
R ) ) N \ ] i ! ) ! ] ! ‘
more of the following:® subjective feelinRs of apprehension, the

occurrence of bhysiological 'hrousal,f‘ibehavioral manifestations of .

arousal, and/or avoidance behavior. ' o . "‘ . .
Avoldance behavior--a type of reéction'ih‘an, anxiety provoking

¢ ’ - . * r

; ‘ T Vo . \ \ . .
situation 1nvolving hesitancy or refusal to perform the task. In the

>

-

.

" and so forth. . B “

zéxpectations are conc;zgfg/wtth\ggs~i.iff§f?ent of one s chp 1litiﬁs-co"

,execute g‘ven Tevel of performance. ’of\?ﬁzh;h oses

_self-efficacy was indicated by a score on the Jumping Efficacy Scale,‘

present study, avoidance is indicated by a refusal to jump as indicated

- . . L ES

by a run through, balk, or aborted.attémpt fb.jum§. '

Cognifionsr-as defined by Ellis and Hunt (1983) are a claséf of

Usyﬁbolic“men:al activities such as thinking, reaébning, memory gegrth;

(O

¢ Perceived - SelfJéfficacy--as defined by Ban;;?E\“f

conviccioﬁ, that one can successfully execute the behavior to
pertain' outcome'\,a situationally specific self-confidenc‘.

‘\thidﬂ'study

I : o
LY . .

i » L - Sy

h
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Perceiyea‘ self-efficacy ;ill Se regarded‘as‘syﬂonoméus Qiﬁh sﬁch terms.
as self-percepts of eféicaqy and ‘efficacy exﬁect;tions; | |
”%ole—vauléigg perférmaqce;-is 1nd$cateé‘by the ﬁeighﬁ of tke' bar, .

o
w

and one's behavior during the attempt; é) ruﬂchroﬁgh, b) balk--hard

braking without take-off, c) aborted attempt, d) faiiéd clearance
’ . o ' ‘ ) [ r ‘: ‘ ' ‘
attempt, ‘and e) a successful clearance.

N

Subject's ' .thoughts--refers to the content 'of the subject's
cognitive processes at a given time, that the subject is aware of,

1nc1uding imagery self~talk, and verablized pérceptibns of feelings and

bellefs.

hi

o

F. Limitations

a
r

1. The thought listing procedure may produce  data which are

incompléte, due to forgetting.

'Z. . This study 1includes all the limitations of paséive;observational

studies (e.g., inability to gontrol extféneoug variables).

! t
s - \ o
. <«
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"' CHAPTER II
! (/‘

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

.

-

. &8 noted in Chapter I, Bandura proposed self—efficacy theory"to
a¢count for the different effects of various psychological procedures

- used to reduce the'éffects of stress. ' In‘recent years the “{increasing-

attention that 1s heing pald to the theory by Sport Psycholo?ists may be »
a{txibuted to the. stress the theoryyplaced on one's performance and

enactive . mastery treatment methods. In addition hurrEnt -research
reflects a renewed interest in the significance of athletes thogghts tp
" o

performance. . Thus an understanding of the_advantages,and disadvantageS'

of ' cognitive assessment 'methods becomes _important. This chapter '

presents a review of the literature sub- divided as fdllows' ‘A) a review

1

‘of studies emphasizing cognition ‘and self-efficacy in athletic settings,f

and B) research on cognitive assessment methods.

.A. Self-Efficacy and Cognition in Sport
cLT ; — - ,

A number of studies have investigated the role of self-efficacy as

r""

, a predictor of performance in sporting contexts\ f Lee (1982) tested the ‘(‘

rl

P

’ hypothesis that expectations of self-efficacy are stronger predictors of ‘j

future performances:. than are past performances with‘a group of young

female gymnasts. The athletes self-efficacy was found to be a. stronger

.

predictor of performance than were previous performances. ‘ A possible
. \.

~

Q?F?;qf?
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problem with this study was that self efficacy was measured one‘ week

> : ' ' ' ' fe

priog‘ to pérformance;‘ ,In this instance other, factors may ‘have been

responsible fétl the, results, ‘a problem suggested by Bandura (1978)

¥

Research by’ McAuley and’ Gill ?3983) has substantiated these findings"

s '
' . o

with college ‘age gymnastsu .Ja this study self—efficacy was measured

. : just:prior to warm—ups'before competing. Barling and Abel (1983) found .

to tennis performance threas outcome expectations did not . A ' study
. ' . N

~’conducted by Weinber » Gould,‘and Jackson“(l979) using performancelin‘a
g t ¢ B

' muscular endurance task confirmed Bandura”s'COntention that high‘sqlfJH

efficacy 'subjects will persist at a task longer than low self efficaey

‘subjeets; . WeinberS,‘ Yukelson,. and Jackson (1980) confirmed these

gl . Caa

°. . resilts and’ ‘extended them "to " include back-to—back " competitive
o " . ’ v ) : .

. u
- 0

.y gituations. In addition‘public vs. privatévexpectancy statements did

o not‘ vary in their effects on ‘performance. : Subsequent research by
o . . ' .

‘[Weinberg, Gould. Yukeison,‘ and Jackson (1951) measured high and 1ow,

Y

.

. that changes iﬁ?self-efficacy corresponded to changes in/“performance

that efficacy expectations bore a significant and positive rélationship’.

pre-existing and manipulated self-efficacy. Their results lndicated

H

-

with their» effects dependent on’. which of two trials were being..‘_ "

performed Thus,‘ the pre-existing high and low self-efficacy subjects

ol oA s “

.\‘ manipulated ‘self-efficacy subjects extended their legs longer than the,;

low manipulated subjects._- These results support the>view that internal ‘

’ factors,, behavior. and the environment all act as reciprocal

'.«
’ s

determinants of eaeh other (Bandura, 1978) o ‘.;__d_r”];; ;frnig,

differed only on thef first: trial On the second trial th& high-'

>

b

P

x
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‘ R Feltz (1982) investiga%ed the role of self—efficaoy as a cognitive'ﬂ

. ‘ .

o mediating variable in the performance of a diving task Path analysis
‘methdﬁology- was used fo compare a-model-based on Dual-proceas-"theory'

‘\ \ ‘n

with -a model based on' self—efficacy theory ' The study'reVealed‘ 1itt1e

%i} T suppert for either model Bandura 8 (1977a) position that self efficacy

‘ is.,a better predictor of/ performance than past ;performances was

confirmed only for the first trial Thereafter'past performancesnwere
o significantly stronger predictors of subsequent achieJ!ment Also, {in
/ ) ' [ . T '
contradiccion with Bandura 8 theory, heart” rate did ., not . have a

consistent effect on self-efficacy. ‘A respecified model wag constructed
in which self—effipacy and . performance. were postulated as AdiIECt

influences on future performance. - In accordance with Bandura s theory.'

'

?

the respecified 'model revealed a significant reciprocal relationship

¢ P . .
. ’ I R

jbetween selflefficacy and performance. ‘ Since the respecified model was‘é'

'noticonstructed a priori, it had to be tested with another population

B . "

;The original study was replicated by Feltz and .Mugno (1983) . Th€F-
results"supportedm Bandura;s ‘theory,in that past “performances had a
greater effect on self4efficacy than'either autonomic,‘pgrception.for

physiological“ aréusalﬂ - That autbnomic .‘percepiion '_significantly‘

‘influenced efficacy which in turn influenced performante, psupported the

+

- ﬁ ' view that self-efficacyQ is 'a cognitive mediating mechanism. A
reciprocal relationship was shown between self-efficacy and performance.

P Over trials. the SCrength 6? self-efficaoy as an effect iqcreaaed while |

a

its causal influence decreased Contraryutq the findings df Bandura, -

Y . S, ) -

,Reese,“and MAdams (1982) physiological atousal was‘not seen toxhave a -

o L . " Y,

“ . * . ' “ ' . ot
F : . .2,
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reciprocal relationship‘with-seLféefficacv. Other studies by Lane ' and

Borkovec (1984),(\Barriodw‘(1983),T'and Kendrick et al. (1982) have
5 o

supported these findings." It may be argued .that phyéiological arousal

1s a relatively weak source of informationfof  judgements of self-

1

efficacy to be based on‘and further; more than .one measure of arousal

.may be needed: to shov significant relationships"withv selfrefficacy

~

because of individual differencea and variance in autonomic »reactivitv.‘

This view has beenOshared by Kendrick et al. (1982). !

|

‘McAuley (1985) assigned\female undergraduate students to one of two

modeling groups or a control group to perform a balance beam qesk A

model based on self—efficacy theory was “compared with 'a} anxiety
. . ‘ o

. reduction model. The results _indicated that self-efficacy was ‘a’

N

significant predictonf of.performance whereas the anxiety—performance
path was not significant.. Subjects in the modeling conditions exhibited
higher self- gfficacy, performance and lower anxiety ratings than the
control group. The effects of live, participant,.and videotaped models

on the learning of a diving task was investigated by Feltz, Landers, and

_ Raeder (1979) The participant modeling treatment group performed more..

. ‘2

successful dives and had stronger efficacy expectations than either the

-

_live T or videotaped modeling groups. This supports Bandura s (1917a)

A .
uView that performance based treatments will have a more powerful effect

_than‘ vicarious methods. Recent evidence by Kavanaugh and HausfieLd

'(1986) suggested that moods influenced physical pefformance. *However
.

vu-self-efficacy,‘ though qe was a good predictor of performance ‘for the‘

‘performanée-task,jwaSvunaffected by mood;..Mood however;‘did alter self-.

[ ' " K

roil =S
(
-“'

v
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efficacy for a more familiar task reflecting.th@ possibility of effect%_
from task di rences. |
iResearch‘ by Gauld and Weiss (1981) suggests.that , sdmilar’ models

o’

influenced performance on a muscular endurance task to a greater degree
than models peréeived as dissimilar,v and Jhat modeling had a greater

influence‘ than positive self-talk. The results a130x indicated ‘that
R )
selfrefficacy was not the major mediating: variable atfecting performance

o

changes " In their - investigation of the role of verbal feedback on

intrinsic motivation and perceived competence, Vallerand and Reid (1984)

found that perceived competence mediates the effect of verbal feedhack‘

on intrinsic motivation as predicted by Bandura s theory " Yan Lan and '
‘G1i1l- (1984)‘ have demonstrated Ithat' eelf—efficacy‘ mediates arousal

‘changes. A cognitive ‘feedback manipulation did not influence self-

) B . . ’ - A

efficacy or stress responses.

Several = studies. have investigated the relationshipsi uhetween

'?subject's thought7 and‘seif—efficacy.\ Scanlan and Lewthnaite '(1984)'

Istated that performance expectancies and competitive trait anxiety were
“h -best predictors of prematch stress among~ adolescent~ wrestlers.
Further analysis by Scanlan, Lewthwaitejl ‘and: Backson (1986) reveaied :
'that the best predictors ‘of performance nere competitive experience andf
"prematchgikerformance expectancies.‘ It was’aiso found that failure f‘tffi
pcognitions were significant predictors of Jin—loss in "the first round i ¥
IThe relationship between performance expectancies and cognitions was not”

”rn-

o examined Wilkes and Summers (1984) found that arousal and positiveff

'efficacy treatments produced significantly higher strength performance‘f

N ) . . ., . . . Sy L oo
, oL . ' " Lo Lo N b - X T
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on a leg strength task than Imagery, attentional, or control conditions.
. o'y '

*

However, these performance differences were not in conjunction with any

) consistent changes in cognitive states.. Woolfolk et al. (1985)‘exam1ned
the effects‘ of nentai rehearsal and nepiction of outcome -on a golf
putting "taek. ‘ The 'results re;ealed a significant outcome by trials
1n£eraction, on 'Perfornance of the task. It was found that negative

:dﬁ;come imagerjwﬁeéraded'performance whereas positive outcome inagery
did not enhance ,perfermance. Self-efficacy was found to be a less

powerful predictor of performance than was previbdus performance. The

o

R :
imagery wmanipulation was not shown\@o have an effect on self-efficacy.
. o } N ’ ‘ . .

e

K sta &ég; than did gymnasts who failed to make the team. Klinger,
3 iy
4

' Ba ﬂﬂand Clas (1981) used a though sampling method in their study of
3 £

ﬁﬁ@ht content of Basketball players. Their research suggests that

In‘\contrast to this. when a team is not

d%‘% SN
\"’. *
'&,and Ladouceur (1980) investigated the effects of a cognitive~

E. n

behavior tggatment on comPetitive cross—country skiers, The results

indicated“éﬁﬁht “the treatment was effective in reducing the athletes'

«
negative ruminations. ‘ However, the effects of the treatment. on -

performance was not examined Meyers, Schleser, Cooke, and Cuvillier

AR
»

(1979) found that physical practice groups had superior performance -on

L] .‘_'
A

o
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low and high difficulcy %ymnastics tasks than did the cdgnitive practice
groups. Self-instructions and imagery practice resulted in little gain
over simple communication of task requirements. The effects of the

4

jfreatmenté on self-efficacy or cognitions Qere not examined. . A problem
with the study however was the possibility that the cognitive comp;nent
reduced physical practice time. Other explanations included the brief~
training periods, youné age of the subjecté, and'that self-instructions
ma; interfere with difficult ta;k performances. Hamilton and Fremouw
(1985) used a‘cognitive~behaviora1 tr;inihg program to improve free-
‘ - .
tﬁ%ow perform;qcé in three céllege baskecball players. ' The subjects
averaged 7271 }hﬁimproved perfqrmance and changed their cognitions from
86Z% negécive and 147 positive initially ;o 71% positive and 297 negative
after, training. A problem with thevstudy was that only three subjects

~

were 1involved. Long (1984) compafed the effectiveness of an aerobic

conditioning program to scrg55~in6§§}g§%on trainipng for the treatment of
chronic stress. The treatments UE?Z ;dnducfed over a ten-week period
involving 1.5 hours per week. The resulf§ indicated that both groups
showed sigpificant reductions 1in state and trait anxiety that were
maintained or 1mpfoved three months affer trgaéﬁents were terminated.
Both éroupé‘also showed éignifiEant improvements in self-eﬁfiqacy over
the waiting control C%roup. However, the‘results did noé support
| \ Bandura's (1977a) view that performance based (i.e. the aerobic group)
strategi?s result in: stroﬂgef percepts of séif*efficacy than verbal

technques (stress inoculation). The classification of the aerobic

group as a performance based procedufg méy. be questioned 1in that

i

e - ¢

) J
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pefformancqh#should refer to. a particular context, preferably one
relevant to the subject sample in quéstion.

In summary, a majoFity of studie; in sporting contexts have
sgpported ABandura's (1977a) contention »thét? self-efficacy 1s a
successful Vpredictor " of performances. In addition, the view that
efficacy 1is a cognitive medlating mechanism has glso'received suppdrt.

- Studies 1investigating the role.of‘cognitions in sport ._have indicated
fhat sucgessful Athletes have more self-instructional and fewer negative
statements than those who are less successful. - Thodgh gtgdies have
indicated the importance of.self—efficaey and subjects' cogﬁ;{igns to

[
"\

performance, few studies have attempted'to st%?y the rélationships

between these factors.

B. Cognitive Assessment

~

This study compares several cognitive assessment procedures, ‘THis
section reviewé' the literaCurﬁ‘in terms of issues dealing with  the
validity of verbal report procedures and ;he problems and advantageg
associated with them.

As sfated b; Meichenbaum and Cameron (1981) cognif e assegsment is
.primarily‘ dependent wupon tﬁe subjectél\ self-report} A number of
ptocedurés have been used i; studies assessing éubsects' cognitions
.1nc1uding: interviews, questionnai;;;, project;;é.Cechniques, thogght

sampling, ,retrospéctive videotéped reconstruction, thought-listing, and

think~aloud protocols among them. The major difficulty with such

¢
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procedures is that one is unable.to observe cognitions direccly; thus,
several authors have criticized the validity of these procedures. ¢
In a controversial paper Nisbett and Wilson (1977) stated that a

majority of the studies that they have reviewed suggest that " subjects'

~ self-reports are based upon their a priori theories regardingcthe causal
" 1links between stimuli and responses. In their view people, when trying

to report on processes mediating the effects of a stimulus on .a

reéponse, are unable to do so on the basis of true inCrospéction. The

-

\ .
authors suggest that accurate reports occur when stimulil are salient and

plausible causes of the produced response are present. s

Ericsson‘ and Simonl(1986) and Smith and Miller (1978) have noted
fhat the studies reviewed by Nisbett and Wilson (1977) . us;d flawea
assessment procedures such as: extended time lag between the task ;nd
the asséssment, procedures thaf involved minimgl proﬁiné, and those
lacking 1in proper retrieval cues. Nisbetc and Wilson (1977) further
stated that'sub&ects have access to the products of mental processes but
not to the processés themgelves.‘, As noted by Whit (1980) and by

Klatzky (1984) it is at‘presént difficult to distinguish between what

T~ comstitutes aﬁproduét and what constitutes a procgé#l ‘thus r;ndering
*tﬁeir agrument unfalsiffable.s Eric¢sson and Simo; (1984) furth;r add
that many of the verbal requts disc;ssed b}rNiBSett and w1lsén (1977)
could be séatgd ;;Fhout ﬁccgséing memory, and that in several sstudies
subjects wéfe asked _ to repoft infarmationvchgt could not be given

" because it never way in memory in the first place (g.g. asking for

causes).
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In an -effoft to answer some of'the,quebtionQ\,brdught forth by

-gﬁ“” Nisbett and Wilson (1977), Ericsson and Simon (1980, 1984) developed a ’
i | R

~‘%§$,pqdel based on information-processing theory. According to the autho

A
¢

A .

coa

ché\“hccnracy of verbal reports is dependent upon the: procedures used" t¢

elicit .them as well as the feiationship between the information asked.

for and the: sequence of 1nfo:mation'heeded. The authors  distinguish

»

Between: ~a) the. time of verbalizatiod whi;h involves *1) reports.

‘

constén;iy available to the subjéct while the ‘report is made, 2) reports

[N

from information rétainéd- in short-term‘memory;. and *3) %eports: of
information from long—term.memory; and b)_proaedures where conscious

cohtent is directly véfbalized (level 1 verbalization) ersué procedures

[N

where stored Information is input to intermediate procesSeé such as

.Anference or abstraction<(1e§els»2-and 3). According to the authors,

-

acéqrate verbal reports are.poééibievparticuiarly wh;re the time between
- the :evént 'and‘ report are minimal. _Reﬁbrts .that' validly reflect
information proéessesllwill be in sﬁch cases as vwhen information is®
héeded and does not require further encoding; . |
Klatzky ‘(1984ilrepor;s two s;nséé of a report;s,acéuracy:. 1). the
“valid 'deacription of inforﬁation prgéessing activifies fhat are to be

reported; and-iZ) -expressing what 1is .consciously experiénéed without

regard . to iﬁsilsource. The ptégent study is concerned with verbal

PRErE \

reporfs‘in the latter sense wherein one is concerned with the subjects'

frame of rgfef@nce,' their conscious content, as 6pp68éd to the issue of

" whether. or mot the self-report is a valid representation of processing -

t

activitiesvrelatéd.to the task at hand;fy‘~'
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fhought¥1iscisé is a retroépective prOcedur; in&ﬁich Sﬁbipcts are

asked fo vérbaiize or, more commonly,‘;o Q;icé déwn their thoughts after
.performing .the task 1n question. | Acco;ding to Cacioppb ‘aﬁQ'f%etty
\11981), the thought-listing pr0ceduye is less lfkely toyinterfere wifh
performa;ce aﬂd is ‘egsier to administer‘?n groups .than chink—éloﬁd
érocedures. . A éossible difficulty wi?h éhis procedure is that it may
encourége'subje;té ko reconstruct, rgtionalize,‘or Ebhfabulatg about the
event bf intérést (Meibhgnbaum & Bﬁ£1er, 1979) . Eric;;;n anq Siﬁon

+ (1984), 1indicate that this problem wi‘l.l be minimized 1if the verbal
reﬁort is provideé immediately a%ter tﬁe‘event of {interest. Caciloppo
and.~Pe§ty (1981) stated that asking subjects to report all" their
thohghfs producés diéferent fepor;s than when ;ubjects are asked to list
their }houghfg_on,a particular tép{c,. with the iatter producipg réﬁbfts
that are more ;;levang to the top{g.éf,intereét. ‘ Two primafy mefhbds of
unitizing cégnitive responses are Eﬁrgugh the uséyof judgés who have ‘a
predetermined.éritefia such as content .(a single idea). and by héQing the

subjects separate the thoughts themselves. The latter 1is the more

A,

common with'thought ;ist;ng methods (e.g. see Petty & Cacioppb. 1977;

Blackwell et ali, 1985). : . : A

-

Videotape‘stimulated_recall profedufeg'invg}vg videotaping éubjeCts
petformingna task and havigg theﬁ tecallithgir thoughts régrospectivel?
- or to'.reconétrpét‘theif‘tﬁdughts at‘fhe‘fiﬁe Sy feliﬁiﬁg‘the eﬁznt‘ in
quéstion.'. It ma: élso be péésib1e Eﬁat retognition_grocesées7afe' also
ninvo}ved, ‘Aé n ;edﬁbylcénest and fu:k (1981), onéLadVﬁhtéée'of"ﬁhts_

procedure ié"that_ﬁhé—interférencelof data.gathétiﬁg with the taék- is .

*



reduced Though it has been argued that the videotaping acts -as a cue

facilitating more- veridical recall (Meichenbaum & Butler, 1979), 1t may

. also be that it increaseS‘ the possibility of confabulation. -In

laddition, subjects> performing“tasks’such as those found in'.sporting

_contexts may try to use 'the feedback from the replay 'to_enhance future

‘alter these thoughts} 2) the report may be incomplete with the subjects

attempts ‘thus possibly interferingﬂ with the verbal report. The -
technique has been used in the clinical and educational settings» to

increase our understanding of client, student,. teacher' and therapists

processes (Sheehan, McConkey, & Cross, 1978; Conners, 1977).
.~ Think' aloud methods have been criticized on seweral‘ accounts:

1) verbalizations that occur concurrently with thoughts of interest may

’ reporting only a part of what is passing through short term memory; and

‘verbalization, : Klatzky further states that this will not . occur in

, instances where

N

3). in certain‘instances several thoughts may occur simultaneously with. -
the subject only reporting a few of them (Ericsson & Simon, 1984) .
Klatzky (1984) adds that in the case of physIcal tasks and in particular

1those that aré well rehearsed or that have become automated thoughts

- may interfere with the task of interest by slowing ie-down to. match ‘the

", n

(one does not try to synchronize the thoughts with the

[3

;process under iﬁwestigation. - To this Genest and’ Turk (1981) add that

_the processes underlying automatedsflhaviors may not-be accessible for.

.-verbalization. . In spite of these possible drawbacks, ithe major

~,advantage is that the report is concurrent with the thoughts of interest

%



thus mihimizing.“ the possibility of forgetting or of post hoe

-,drationalizatiOn,(Glass & Arnkoff, 1982). ‘ L L f‘

Yf“ B
FeJQStudies have compared cognitive assessment .methods and' as noted

Y

by Glass and Arnkoff (1982) there 1s a further need for research in this

r

 area. Galassi,‘ Frierson, and ' Sharer (1981), using a structured
2 . . . . . .

# * .
Juestionnaire, compared‘ retrospective . with concurrent procedures for

i

subjects taking  a business,fexam;. bTheir‘ findings“‘indicated no

j”‘significant"differences- hetweenlthe'two;procedures on‘ the ‘number ,of

,vpositive thoughts, mnegative thoughts, body sensations or = subjective

(,') . . , &
“

units or distress (suds) Vlevels."?The. results also suggested no

K

T

interference effects of ‘the oncurrent assessment. ' The only significant

]

1differences found were with a group assessedvas the beginning of  the
. , » » ‘ N ‘ A ‘

i

exam who differéd ‘on two of seven negative thoughts and three of 1%

'
i \

' 'different  _positive thoughts."‘ The authors advised caution in

N

53

:ge%eralizing their results to more open—ended procedures. ‘A morehrecent‘

4 o ~ '

study. by Blackwell‘et'al.‘ (1985) compared thought listing with think-
o . ¥ . N " )

aloud prOcedures on‘subjec?s solving mathega;ics problems: ~ The 'think-u

aloud procedure produced twice as many thoughts as thought listimg

: Thought listing produced significantly more thoughts in’ the positive

seff—evaluation and positive problem solving evaluations. Thinking-

£

of information, attention control, and strategic calculations.‘

Theorists have suggested that concurrent cognitive assessment

l' procedures have ,a major advantage over retrospective methods in that

o

hey minimize the possibility of forgetting or post hoc rationalization.

o

‘ aloud produced significantly moreﬁthoughts‘involving conclusions, review |

°

P
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e

" In contrast, ‘‘retrospective methods, while being moré reliant on memory

Studies

1

processes, ' have the advantage of minimigihg task interference.

\

'qhat ‘comparé cogniﬁive assessment procédures have revealed that

concurrent and retrospective methods do pfoducg‘ different ' data and

“highlight the: necessity‘ of further study in this; aréé;‘ Tﬂis’ is

particularly true of studies assessing éognitibﬁE‘in‘sporting bcontexts‘lﬂ

»

where few studies have compared assessment methags.
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CHAPTER 111 I
 METHOD -

o’ N ' ' L . o

A., §ub1ects‘and Performance Task ‘ A L A

" The subjects are male and -female undergraduate students, attending
S ‘ ‘ ‘ . . ‘ ‘

The Uniyersity of Alberta, participating in Physical‘ Education 229

(Introduction to Track and Field II) winter session 1986 for. credit (N—‘

\

42) (13 females, 29 males). A All students learned to“vault using

teaching, progressions deyeloped by Simonyi (see Appendix A). This =

involves subjects moying from relatively simple‘tasks &?liding the polg,

learning the planting movements) to more difficult tasks (learning to

., takeoff and ride the pole, \\\full attempts) There were three testing
sessions; during the third, sixth, and eighth classes out of -a total of

nine"seSSions; each fifty minutes in length ‘ During these sessions

' subjects were allowed to attempt any height they-wished

B. . Dependent<Measures

‘;" .

Selfekeport Heasures",“ T - ~ - .

e
'

h/§ Jumping Efficacy Scale (JES) was adapted from Feltz s (1982)

W

Diving efficacy scale (see Appendix C) ‘ Subjects were asked“to rate thefQ
.5‘_strength of their belief in bei?g able to perTorm a given ta*“ ’a; “the

: ‘time..- The 100 point probabil ty sc "'s in 10 unit intervals raﬁgihg .

«
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. ¢

from great uncertainty to complete certainty 'Feltz ‘et .al. (1979) ‘

S

: reported a test-retest reliability of r- .98 with a sample of 7 in a oner

AN

‘week interval In the’ present study self effid%cy was’ measured just

A

prior to the athletes attempts.

"The Background Questionnaire contains questions concerning Oage,”

: gymnastics apdgjumping experience, other sports involvement, injuries,

‘

. Tecent medication, - and" receng‘ exercise, (i e. factors which - may'

influence' the variables under study) (see Appendix D).v Subjects‘ were

3

' also asked for'information regarding injuries,' medication—general state

N
'

of‘health,‘and_recent~exercise each’ time data was_collected.

- iR K : . \
 Performance ¢ AR o ‘ S
. N : e N )

A)

‘Performance was, measured;by the course instructors combining the

height attempted with a descriptive categorization of the attempt The

-

'descriptive categories are ‘as follows°“ (a) Failure as denoted by: © 1) -

"run throughs.. 2) balking——the jumper brakes hard at takeoff but ddesn't

”fleave the ground, 3) an aborted attempt—-the jumper leaVes the .ground'

o » !

'but does not continue the attempt, \4) a failed clearance attempt,,‘and

i

‘Jlb),auccessful clearances. Inter-rater agreement for all attempts during

'>f”the,firstfperiode(64'attempts) was;l.OO.'_"‘;’“ ;'.;;JT'“
e AL R g e

Subject'Cognitions'

‘\“‘«’,.‘ v'\,
. e . s

A retrospective thought listing procedure vag used to obtain al.

w

“}dwritten record of the subjects thoughts while they,were learning

PN

“p ole vault task Upon completion of an attempt the students completed]‘aﬂv

A
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ﬁ-;;wthe' thbught lihting‘forms provided. The thought listing forms“askedh

pE

L\subjects tq place their thoughts in three temporal categories, 1) prior'

to being called upon  to make an attempt 2) from the moment they ~are
v R A .

"

called 'to the comﬁletion of their attempt' and 3) immediately after
their attempt (see‘Appendix C for a sample form); The protocols were

«:'unitized by the snbjectsfwho separated‘their thoughts from each other by‘
-placingla dash before each thought (a procednre similar to”thatﬁntiliaed
by 'Petty &‘Cacioppo, 1977). _‘The data were first categotized"into .

: : r
positive,-'neutral " and ‘negative (representing a polarity dimension'_

]

Cacioppo & Petty, 1981) according to the following criterfa: -~ '

1
-

l; "Positive’ thoughts reflect a favorable dispoSition toward the task

a .

.or ome's participation in it. Evaluativev statements’ indicating

" . ' ' o i . . ' ' ‘ 4" N ' N ‘
one's performancé as good or one's strategies as correct ‘or.

h‘effectivee ‘statements'indicating self-confidence, viewing the task

n
L

as eéby, as well as statements of,positive'affect are included in
' this category. ‘
2. Nentral'thoughts‘includé:' .statements which are ambiguous, - self-
. 1 . . o Q N s ".'
’ ‘.‘statementsr indicating attentional focus on the task,  analytical
statements without an evaluative component,' and',expreSSions 'o£'
) “‘,”‘ho.pe.l. . . - ! o "v . a; . ‘...‘ .‘ ~ ;-__
3. Negative : statements include: ‘ negative eva uation of pne’s
N A . . ' , "

abilities;- physical or mental state. [or. one 's performance An thepd

‘task; . Negative‘ evaluation of one 8 strategiesfas incorrect ‘or,

ot . . . » ' =
o

d. ineffeative, viewing the task ‘as. difficulty, ‘a la;k‘ of self—

confidence, as well as statements of negative affect. -

. . . . ¢
& . N
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r.

—

All protocols were categorized by the experimenter . with twenty,

‘protocols - chosen at random for further categorization by an independent.

rater.’ for 667 statements inter-rater agreement was;.88 with Kappa of

.80, -

R l -

'includes efforts to cope with negative affect or attitudes. ‘ .

A further analysis invé%ved categorizing the statements aCQording '

to the following criteria' B

: 3 ‘ g ' ' v ‘
Self—instructional statements indicate attentional focus.  They

. 2
' . ;

include' statements directing the self to execute the task or to

s N . . .
- . .
"

focus on the execution of a particular aspect of the task It also

Evaluative—analytic statements ‘ include' evaluation of .one's

abilities, performances, and physical and mental states.

e

Confidence ° statements are evaluations of ability, or lack of

ability to perform’the task. . o

\
LY

Attitude - refleots one's mental disposition towards the task; ‘.

.
‘

vviewing the task as easyeor difficult, ox indicating,one's’desire

-

or lack of desire to perform.

v

Affective statements describe 'one's: feelings. " 'Il‘hey'.l include

.

'-statements indicative of feelings of excitement,, nervousness,b

BN Ke

. happiness, frustration,‘anger, and disappointment, among others.

';'descriptive.i
Imagery. ., .

_frrelevanciesvare;thoughtsinot'related'to_the‘task..“'"

[ P

Neutral staqtments include expressions of hope, confirmatorv -

;fremarks,..(as J“well as ‘other statements that are ; primarilyi A

r

N




recorder. = N T

¢ .videotaped for

. In order to corroborate the data CQllected via the' thdught~list1ng .

method as well as to compare the kinds of data that can be’ gathered

LY

using other methods, a sub- sample of nine subjects (five for the "think~

aloud,”v'four for the "stimulated recall")-volunteered from ‘the two

classes:—torkbe‘ﬂestedfbetween'the second and . third testing'[oecaeidns“

i .

| using think aloud and videotaped Stimulated‘recall procedures.  Subjects

oo
SN

fromhfboth , these groups were tested individually in the ‘presenée of

"
-

others who were practicing but were not part of the testing procedure

' Subjects 1n the think—aloud group were asked to, verbalize their‘

h,thoughts ;aloud ‘concurrently for the duration' of the session."nThe“

\

i subjects’ ,'thoughcs'we“re recotded ‘ using an AZDEN WMS-10 ' wireless

Fmicrophone‘ system with the receiver attached to a.Sony TCM~6- cassette

1 . ! . . -

P W
) ’ Yo
. .

- Subjects .4in the stimulated recall condition followed  the = same

i

Hprocedures as 1in the thought listing condition except that they were’
i

Y A wt

each trial and their thoughts recorded on ‘audio tape.

Upon ‘completion of ‘a_trial,_ the’students viewed themselves, before,

e -

during, - and just after their attempts.;' While doing so they were asked

to fVerbalize their thoughts-and images concurrently ‘with watching .

themselvesib, The specific instructions for the thought listing, think—
aloud and stimulated recall procedures are, given in Appendix B

oy

' For <the think-aloud and stimulated recall conditions the subjects"7‘

~
)

“thoughts were separated on the basis of content--changes in contentf"

'denoted a new'thought. ‘The, data were then categorized according to thel
," © ' ) ‘._,’ i ~ ;
_criteria established for the thought listing procedure.‘vgf‘f

X C. L . , . Co . . . - i
T . DN RV ce : . ' . b

s —



C. Procedures .

On the occasion of the first class students were informed as to tﬁe

n

'nature and purposes of the study. Subsequently, one month prior to the

commencement of the study:proper the procedures wege tested by using two

university team members (pole vaulters) and four subjects from the two

. )

physical educatibn ci;sées (using triple™yufip as the task). The purpose

was to determine the appropriateness of the measures used, their clarity
Yoo [ >~ . !

3

and ease of unﬁﬁféthnding, as well their suitability to the purposes of
¢ ity ARG

‘é ¢ ) .
! the study. Ftom .this prgliminary study it was determined that time

~

'

constraﬁnts'ﬂ(claés length of 50 min.) and the number of subjects

.r‘ 1nvolved'f(20—25 in feﬁch class) precluded the use of ,think-aloud and

i &F

! 'videqfaped stimulated recall procedures during the class.
i
g : e —

procédureé were outlined. At this time the subjects were provided with

On. 'the occaston of the first pole vaulting class the testing

A\l

: ¢ oA '
%ﬁ the opportunity to ask questions about the study and testing procedures.
! ' )

'Thé“sﬁbjeéts were then provided with a detailed description of the event
= ‘ s . !
5 o 1nc1ui&ﬁg a videotaped replay of pole vaulting by experts taken from

highlights of the 1984 Olympic Games. At the end of the firat' class
. ' o . \
'éubjects: filled out a sample self-efficacy form, and backgf%und

' :queég%dnnaire.' '

;"Tﬁe study proper begaﬁ on the occasion of the third class in which
[ .

% . subjects attempted heights for the first time. Tésting was conducted on

¥

¥

o

& the third, sixth, and eighth claéseé.. Subjects who missed a class were

tested during the next class.



self-efficacy, perforﬁance, and thoughts among undergraduate.uhivgrsity )

The following descr%bes the procedures for one session:
. ”

At the beéinning of a class folders containing the data Gollection'
| ’ N

forms were distributed.
A ‘ .
The subjects completed the relevant' parts of the background 4—-—

' questionnaire.

-

The "subjects completed the jumping'efficacy form (where tasks are
: E ’ :

arrange% hierarchically).

¢
Immediately prior to performing, subjects rated the strength of

their efficacy to perform the jump by checking the appropriate box

oni};he jumping efficacy scale as well as 4indicating the height

S

which they were attempting. : /,///

Upon completion of the JES, the subject completed the task.

. An  ongoing record of the subjects' performances was kept .by the

instructors.

Upon completion of the attempt the subjects wrote the thoughts that
they had jﬁst before being calied to perform, thé thoughts present
after completing the 3ES scale until they finished their attempt,
and'thosg immediately after their.attempt. B T~

The above procedurés -(4=7) were repe;ted for eacﬁ attempt. Data
were collected three times, providing an ongoing‘jﬁcord of the

subjects' thoughts, self-efficacy, and performance.. .

Treatment of the Data - , , : 1\

‘

This study involved exploring the relationships between perceived

< .
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sXydenfs whilg learning to pole vault. The d#ta analysis was conducged
in accordance ‘with ;ethods described by Tukey (1977). According to
vﬂfgg}re:({?86), and further emﬁhasiz;d by Diaconis (1985), exploratory
techpiques focgs‘on the creative, reflective, and interactive aspects of
the ‘research process involved in one's attempts to reveal the structure

. s . ‘ ‘
and descriptions of the phenomenon of interest. ?hese proceudres
encourage both the confirmatory and disCovery processes. \
_Box and whisker displays were‘used for'déta presentation. Total

_ number of attempts, number of successes, number of falilures, and average
1}

self-éfficacy scoreé were among the data presented. These displays

T

allowed for the subjects to Se easily categorizedlinto h{gh, middle; and
low éerfprmance groups as well asjaccording to sex.’ Comparisons among
these groups were carried oﬁt‘according—to self-efficacy fatiﬁgs and
patferns of.cognitions, Genergl trends as well as exc;ptions were noted
and descfibed.

Performance was measured in terms of the maximum height cleared and -
N
the proportion and numberczfvsuccesses and failures. -
. A S | .
Self-efficacy was measured using the jumping efficacy scale which

measures both the level of efficacy (the task or height to be attempted)
¢ an&l the strength of efficacy (one's,evaludtioﬁ of being able to perform
A\ . S R
at that, level). ' ‘ : N ‘

Thoughts were treated as categorical data. For the purposes of ‘

\J

analysié the students' thoughts were coded into content chtegories

similar to that utiliied“by Blackwell et al. (1985), in their comparison -

of think-aloud and thought-liéting techniques. Initially, the thoughts
X A , 4 , .

- . o



\

were categérized as negative, pbsitive, and neutralf' The céded data
were then re}gted to the subjects’ self—effic;cy ratings ‘and their
performance to determiné 1f any trends existed;_ fn comparisons between
groués; the analysis focused (arbitrarily) on differences in. proportions
of .05 or greater. Care ;as taken to note propofti&hs that were unduly
1nf1uaned by - exceptional scores. The relationéhips between self-
efficécy‘ and pasé performancés with subsequent performances wereo
examined first by the use.of the PéarSOn_correlationy coefficignt with

performance being treateq as ' a dichotbmous variable (success or
failure). These précedures are in accordance with the sﬁggestions of
Cervone (1985) and Lee (1985) - The predictive ability of self-efficacy
during the fi%st testing occasion was compared with that for the second

Ca
and final testing sessions. - In additionm, average sglf-efficacy scores

were correlated with performance as measured by proportion of successes

and maximum performance.



CHAPTER 1V

- RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
’ .

o

A. An Overview of the Data Focusing on, Sex Differences

Thg‘ box and whiskervdiSplaysfln‘Figure 1 show the total number of
attempts taken b& the subjects during all three testing‘occaslons. The
_mediana for number‘of attempts are 8 for the gourp as a uhole and for.
males and females considereo separately.“It is interesting to note that.
there 1s little difference between the sexes in the number of‘attempts.

Figure 2 focuses on the subjects' number of successes. The median
for the gorup as a whole is 2; tne median for female subjects is 1 andv
for‘malea it 1s 3t Here sen differences are apparent, the median ualues
differlng bby 2, with the medlan ualuevfor males-at the value 'of Jthe

a

' females' upper quartile. The results are similﬁ&Qwhen’considering‘total
number of‘failures. | -

‘:'Flgure 3 shows that overall the subjects técores center around 5.
The'females' median score is 7, the males' is 4. Theseeresults indicate
differences in performance between male “and female subjects: when 'using‘
total number of successes and, failures as criteria. .

, One can also evaluate performance in terms of proportions of the

number .of successful attempts to tﬁe total ‘number of ~attempts.  This

‘ will tend . to even out differences because of differences in total

’ . . . 8
I . .
: L Cm e *

’ attempta. ' . S : e
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. Figure 4 indicates that for the group as ‘a whole the median
o "

[ ' . -

proportiOn of sdcceés was ;37‘ The displays also suggest differences

between male and female subjects in this regard with the medians being

, -

.20 for femaleg “and .40 for males. This‘ difference 1is striking,

,considering that the‘uppercquartile‘for the females‘(;36) is not\eVen as
high as the -mediam valuekfor"males G 40) In fact'\th highest
proportion for females iq, ii> These " differences are also clear when
‘considering maximum performance (Figure 55; The display indicates that
for“females the scoreslrange from‘O to 2;20 meters, ‘and for'males :the
: range is,O.to 3.10 meters. . . |
In summary, when' considering‘ number .of attempts, differences
between the sexes‘ 15’ negligible whereas‘for all threeg measures ‘of
perfqrmance, . 8ex differenceshare,notable. The results of Figure 5 are
'no;;fparticularly vsurprising~or'interestingfwhen»considering the .fact ‘
that‘two‘of‘the‘most important'rEQUirements for.the eﬁent‘are‘speed"And
:strength factors in whioh males are generally superior. | It is possible

that the differences between the sexes Ain. terms of success/failure. ‘and

nfin proportion of successes, can also be‘partially explained by malesi

>physical superiority.‘ . L e e

“B;‘ 'Self—Efficscy Data _}‘ | oL A:'

: Figure 6 shows the average self-efficacy scores of the group as a .

\

‘whqle and the .group divided~according to,@ex._f The median of self-”

jefficacy scores was 53 S for the group as a whole,v 55 for males, and 37

Rl

for female gubjects. As with performsnce, the differences between msle
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and female. subjects in average selfPefficacy ratings are striking.

Eleven.of,the males scores (n-29) are higher than the highest score by

'‘a female subject and conversely, seven of the ten lowest scores are by

female»‘subjects (n=13). (Tahles with .the five number summariee‘,for
Figures 1 through 6 are provided in Appendix E).

\ | : ‘
Evidence ‘provided in Chapter 11 indicates that the majority of

studies support the idea that selféefficacy and performénce‘Uear‘§~close‘“

~

correspondence to each other. Table 1 contains the correlidtions Petween

average self-efficacy levels and performance as measured by proportion’

of ‘successes andimaximumhperformance{ ' Overall, the correlations between

the two variables 1is.moderate, .66 between proportion of successes and

-~

efficecy< and .SA between efficacy and maximum performances. These

results - prqvide support_for‘the hypotheses that“low expectations‘ are

[y
\

aasociated' nith~poorer performances end conversely that higher,efficacy'

.

e;pectations are associated\with higher‘perjormances. The téble. also
’ . i " .

showa, differences,between male and female subjects in self-efficacy to

‘performance correlations.v‘ ‘. : K ‘ L . o

. . A ,.\\\ \ hPE
\ For female subjects thevc

',.'.u, :

‘andi proportion 'of' succe'b (PsuCc ) is ,.51,,"‘ vSeff-“and maximum_'

/ - : ,"\\

'performance (Pmax ) the correlation is .74 ‘as. compared with correlations‘

rof. .65 and .40 respectively, for th male subjects. , Though'"these‘

correlations could be influenced by one\exceptional score, a look at the
. \‘ . P

‘scatter plots showed that this was not the case. A ossible explanationf

: '\

‘is tqu female subjects may tend to be\ more' realistic in their'

'9ppraiaals of their confidence in being able to perform when considering

\

Lo

elation between self-efficacy (Seff )
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Table f ‘ h Ty

Correlations Between Average Self-Efficacy Scores and Prgportion of
i i

Successes (PSucc;);anH Maximum Performance (PMax.)

) : ‘ .o ‘i‘Seff.—PSucc. 'Seff.HPMax.

# ' - =

Total , (N=42) ‘ B 'Y SR Y VA
Femalés (n=13) o . RS S .74
‘Males - (n=29) = L S 65 c ' CLh0

o
-

maximum~"performance as the criteria. ‘;Maccdhyiand Jacklin (1974) ‘hane

Suggested that males  tend to overestimate 'their levels of .self-
confidence,‘ while more’recent research by Corbin) Landers, Feltz, and

Senior (1983) indicates that it is female™ modesty rather' than male

!

boastfulness that accOunts. for the differences and that the 1ack“of

¢

confidende 1in specific motor abilities may account for females “low

performance eétimateSW‘; In this regard males would tend to overegtimate‘

their abilities. | The evidence in Table 1 lends support to this idea as

‘,the. correlation for efficacy and maximum performance is .74 for female '
' A} ‘ , ’ ’ 0

ing realisoicf’

';" and 60 for male subjects.; Thus ﬁemale subjectS‘may be

appraisals‘ of heir confidence in being able ‘ vault. ‘Efficacy

' expectations are stronger predictors of performance for male subjects if i

\

. we '’ consider proportion of successes as the criteria of performance ( 65 ,H

[

Uvs, .51) These differences do not reach significance at the 05 level,[ff"

L ) -
using the Fisher s Z transformation.s In this respect the possibility'
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3

that the sexes differ on which measure of performance they emphasize

when making efficacf bredfctions is purei?‘speéulative.

-

. The ‘correlation between efficacy expectations and performance
o ' ’ -*

(success or gfailure) for efrch attempt 1s giveh in Table 2 for each

testing dateli At all times self-efficacy was a stronger predfiftor of

performance than' were previous\performances. This evidence is contrary
to , the hypothesis that ‘pérformances are a stronger predicf’r of

subsequent performances than is self-efficacy, in the initial stages of
\ . A \ ’

learning the task. .However the result does indicate that self-efficacy
"\’a":‘,;; i

operates as “hoth a cayse and an effect. The results show that the

relatfonships- were strongest for the first testing occasion time, TI,

decreased at time TZ, and rose s;ightly at time T3. One cannot discount

the  possibility that ithese results may be accounted for by the

¢ . : :
relatively few attempts taken at Tl, 69, as compared with 122 at T2 and

131 at T3. Subjects at tiﬁe;Tl had so few attempts that there was
lictle opportunity for impfovemenf.tb'occug.l -

In support.bf this~conjecture, the ﬁajority of people who failed on
their ‘fﬁitial attempt also fail?@gtheﬁgispbseiyenc attempts (16 out of

18), :whereas subjects who succeeded on the first attempt were almost

equally likely to fail as théy ﬁere to sutceed on their next attempt (5

“out of 9). Thus the results neither confirm nor reject the hypothesis

. }has over time self-efficacy becomes an 1ncre€fingly stronger prédictor

(S
\

of peffprmanées.

Lot

&,



Table 2

N

Correlations Between: Self-Efficacy and Performance (Success or

Failure) (Sefflzgl),:Consécutive Performances (Pi:zz), Performance,

and the Next Self-Efficacy Rating (Pl—Seffz), and Between, Consecutive

- [

‘Efficacy Ratings (Seff -Seff,), at Each of the Three Testing Occasdons
1 2
. ” .

s Tos T3)

Seff P .48 .37 .38

PP, _ .38 12 A4
| P -Seff, }~ IEERL LT .34
. Seff -Seff, 91 .88 .89

Number of Attempts ‘ 69 122 131

C. Subjects' Cognitions \
{ §

The subject's cognitions were initially classified as positivé;

negative, or - neu;rg}. The 'resulté for all atfempfs. successful
;_/P/,“-ag£gggts, and fof fa%lures appear in Table 3 as averaged ‘proport;oAs{
The results show l;ttlé differenée in the - proportipn,'of thoughts “.°
giassified as neutral for both succéssful (.56) " and féiigdﬂ_(.SI)'
atfempts. The finding that‘ .37 of the thoughts were positive ‘foé‘
successful clearances and .13 for failed attempfs is not different ftomE'
what one may expect as\is the ffnding that Llé of; ébe ‘thoughts were

negative for successful clearances and .36 for failures.



S

Table 3

Proportions of Cognitions a&ﬁﬁeasured on the Polarity Dimension for
Successeg, Failures, and TotaI'Attempth -

(No. of (No. of

Positive Neutral Negative Attempts) Thoughts)

. [
Successes .33 S0 .16 125 543\
. Fatlures . 14 .54 .32 197’ 878
Total . .21 .53 " .26 322 1421

A

After the subjects' cognitiona were classified as positive,

e

negative,' or neutral, they were fdither classified as belonging to one
of eight categories, self—instructional, "evaluative, confidence,

vattitude, affect, neutral, imagery, and irrelevant. The resulfs for the-
.o ' ' VA

. totaly failed, _and succeasful attempts appear in Table 4. The results

IR Y
&
a

show no differenzeg in the proportions between clearances and 1tures

in .terms of at itude, self—instructipnal, and afféct statements.

6 &
‘ .0 \
Subjects had proportionately more evaluative, confidence and neutral; |
% &
statements on.successful attempts.

o

One interesting finding is that omly two. inatances of imagery were

L
"

o
Q . N

h‘reported, though all respondents stated that they used imagery during

- u

R

their perﬁormancea. It may be’ that the instructions did not emphasize
the importance of reporting that type of cognition, or perhaps subjects
thad diffiéulty in converting tbeir images to verbal responaes. Enicsson

' and Simon (1984) have auggedted subjects will encounter difficul;y if Y,
-required to cpnvert thoughta to another mode. . ." ° '

A ) b . L

$1 B - N
Y, o ' > .
l_:: " . .



Table 4

Proportions of Cognitions for Su&cesses, Failures, and. Tctal Attempts, ——

(Si-Self -Instructional, E v-Evaluekive, C~Confidence, Att-Attitude,
1

Aff-Affect, N-Neutral Im-Imggggy rrsIrrelevant)

B .
' Si \& Aff N Im - Irr.
. i : o ‘

Successes . .26 .26 12 .16  .001 1004
Failures .26 .34 .12 .12 .001 .00l
_Total | .26 .31 .12 .13 .001_ .002.

&

D.  Approach and Avoidance Behavior
, \5 ‘ .

~Figure 1 shows that there“are no appfecieble differences.\between
males and females in the number of attempts.\. It also ghows a number cf
subjects 31, 32, 33, 34, ahf 36 who made‘four or fewer attempts. It is
ppssibfe these subjects display avoidance behavlor. As a group these
subjects had .12 positive, .55 neut;al &hd .33 negative thoughts.

These subjecte had only four clearances among them out of 17 attempts

with only one subject (33)“having .SO successes. * In addition . their

average_ self—efficacy levels were. 53 (831), 42 (S32), 42 (S33), lO

(S34), . and' 12 (S36) In particular subjecta 34 and 36 had large

Y

» .proportions df‘\fegative thoughts .75 and’ .44 respectively' and few
positive thoughjs .00 and .06 respectively. Subject 34' ‘thoughts™™
indicated fear, e.g. "thought of falling from a height 1n junior high

‘school; self-depreciation,'"I could have high jumped this height'" and a.

%

-

e
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. )

lack of confidence, "néver going to make 1e." Subject 36 had thoughts

e

characterized hy_ a lack of confidence;‘-"I;mynot going to make it;"
‘"There's .no way."“Both subjecta also had proportionately'high 57 and

As evaluative statements. Thus considering their thoughts and selﬁ-
efficacy scores, subjects ;k,and 36 could be characterized as' displaying
avoidance behavior.

The other three,subjects in the group had injury problems and only
participated _in two testing occasions which reasonably““accounts for
their lack of participation but it is also interesting to mnote four
hubjects;-had few thoughté.in the‘self-inatructional category S3k'(.11),
.saz (.17) '$33 (.07) a;,d 334 (214) as compared with .26 in all subjects‘
together. Instead of focusing on what they had to do next, these
Bubjects thoughts tended to reflect fear, worry. and negative aspects
of their performance. | o | | ‘ , | p

iﬁé’we can accept that there 1is some 1imit&d support for the idea
that ‘subjects  who. make few attempts ’may ‘befﬁdisplaying avoidance
behavior, it is also possible: that those subjects making large 'numpersi
of attempts tend towards approach behavior. Eigure 1 indicates that six
.subjecta had substantially more attempts than the other subjecta (ten or.

[~

‘more). Their. self-efficacy averaged 68‘ 1 Four subjects in this upper
®

l‘group had thoughts characterized by lower than the average proportionsh

in positive and negative statements' 837 (.18,..10), S8 (.16, .23), 816 ’

‘ '('24""¥8)’ and.SG (. 16, .Og): The other'two suhjects~sa and Sllihad_
_comparatively more positive thdughts .54'and' <49 ‘reapectively, .than
'their-chunterparts.f"Subject 4's thoughts reflected task'focus,."I have‘ N

Q,
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\

to»go fast and drive my tight knee up at takeoff," .35 of her statements

were self-instructional, and self—talk statemé%ts‘ indicative of

confidence and coping, "Try hard, think positive." * Subject "'11's

cognitions - were primarily either positive (. 49) or negative (.38) and

£~

tended to reflect the subject's feeling states, "feels good " "a little.

1"

" nervous,' with comparatively few statements that were self instructional '

(.08) or evaluative ( 18). ‘ o - , o }M

N

Two subjects had relatively high proportions of se}f -instructional

and evaluative statements, S6 (. 40, .63) and $8 (.34. .48). "These,7

-

straighter "this time" and even when feeling states were 'iﬁdicated,‘.

evaluations were being made, e.g. S8’ "felt good eacept for Mes of

- %peed." ..Su‘gjects 37 and 10 were not overly negative '(’110. .18) nor

)

positiVe" (.18, .24) and. similarly emphasized insttuctiona1‘ and

uevaluative thoughts but. also made more “statements‘ describing ¢ their

subjects who made relatively few attempts may be indicative of avoi%ance

o

behavior while those of subjects making many attempts 18 not as overtly

°© suggestive of approach behavior.

o

- Figures-z,‘ 4; and 5 present data regandingAthe'performance'of the

subjects in terms'ofinumber and propottions of successfulfattemptsf andjL

f R

: maximum performance.; Considering both: male and female subjects grouped:

' “together, subjects Sl6, S&l, S9, Sll 814. and S42, can be collectivelyi

, subjects' thoughss indicated an analytical style, 'e.g; S6 "Well, I’ was‘

f
s 0

confidence levels. N In summary, the thoughts and self-efficacyﬁ of

' placed in -an upper group. Similarly, subjects Sl7, 819, 532 834 S39. e

S

s28, 824 829, and 833 can be placed in a lower group in terms of their _fi_f



. performahces. Placing subjects in these groups allows one to consider

if there are common factors which distinguish these two groups from each

- . vy

\

‘other. -~ . . ' ‘ o Ce ,

A
.
t

E.. Results of the Upper Group

» 4

. - The upper group’s performances as'measured by both progortion . of
- guccesses and maximum height cleared are as follows Slo t.§6{ l.lO m),
‘}841 (.29, 2 20 m), S9 (1-.00,x 3 10 m), Sll (.80, 2.80'm).l Sl4 (.87,
2.80Im),_ S42 (.87,_~2.80. m). It 1s interesting to note‘ that"these

subjects also havevamong the highestlself-ESZicacy score, averages; S16

,
1Y

(64), S41 (71) having the‘two highest'aver ges for female subjectS‘and;
S9 (96), Sll'(87), 814-(905, and 842 (lQO)khaQingnfour of the five-
'highest scores for male subjects., Four subjects 59, 814 Sl6, and 842‘

. are members of varsity teams though none is .a pole vaulter The upper.

o

groupvs~thoughts clagsified as positive,‘ neutral, andvnegative‘averaged'

AT T 4y

together are .21 positive, .S9‘neutra1 'and .17 ‘as negative (see .

lTable 5). These results may suggest that in general this group shows

- emotional control and neither excessive positive nor negative affect.

©

- “Table 6 shows that overall subjects had 12 sffect laden thoughts.,*

_ Similarly the subjects«in the upper group averaged 12 in this category. )

\ "Most of this can be sttéhbuted {Q the effects of subject 11 who had 38’ f .,»‘“

F2

e of his thoughts in this category. Removiug his score from the average L

f_‘produces a .06 average foé the other five members. ‘5iiii

”f_ Four subjects disp ayed relatively high proportions of self-h oo

"instructional and analyticalrevaluative thoughts S9 ( 35,f-.38),' Sl&_{'
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Table 5 o S
Proportions of Thoughts Along the Polarity Dimensionsfor U?per,‘wae%.
. i - Ty ¢ . : - . , .
and Middle Groups . L S

 Upper Group (n people '= 6; 1 thoughts =4224).

‘ Positive Neutral Negative
Successes | 24 | .54 l22
Failures Co. 68 "20
Total 21 . .59 - .17

LoWe;.Crdup.(n'people = 7;n thoughts‘P 210)
N e Positive Neutral Négacive
2 S o ‘ .
_ Successes 27 3 T
 Failures 12 .58 .30
» . ‘\ ' ‘ - ? -
Total 30 .58 .29 -
E Middle Group|(nmﬁeoplenr 29; n thoughts = 987) -
 v‘P6s;t1ve Neutral Negative )
. Successes & - 31 S50 0 .13
' a R AT A . Lo
. ‘Fadlures ; " A6 .51 . .33 &
Total - e hs0 .26 i
Ca —- .
» ) ' . o’
. .‘ » L9 s .
o ’\‘3 .' . ' *
- _ by . 5 'Vr
o S T Al L
N ) v L
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" Failures .
B
~oTotal : = . .. ¢

Table 6

N

,__Préporcione of Thoughts és/ﬁi@qsiff

.

At
i

M

Pt

> %

. T i
,

ed in Eighé Categofies.(éélf:%‘

) .

Instructional, Ev

[

: o 3 S AN ‘ o
. Imagery, Irrelevant) for Upper, Lower, and Middle d}oups
. ‘ ‘ A

3

aluativé; Confidence, Attitude,.Affect, Neutral, -~ °.

.Successes‘
; nglures

fTot#lh .

S1

-

v \ - .
Upper Group . °

.

‘Att

Aff

—, 1 .

.. N

PR

.27
.35

29

.08

.07

13

S 150 .

16

.15

]

4

Sﬁcce;seej,
‘Failures

;’Total o

.81

T .32

‘ | 035'. _' .

.04

.05

‘Successes -

. ¥81: 

%
- 'Middle-6roup

A

"'f‘Cr. Att._,Aff_. :

.23

27

335aj

:532;

.16

.12

no,06 [
07 .
07,

12
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(.40, .50), S41 (.65, .17), S42 (.43, 0. ‘These' subjects' thoughts: were

ﬂcharacteristically short specific, and tended"to focus on. a few”

~

specific aspects of the task'» S9 "good fast run," "still no rock-back-" f

- SIA‘"To make sure I.plant rigﬂt W | planted wrong%' SAL "kick your feet

. up}" "that the «standards were too close,to ythe_ pit o Also, these

¢

A" - " ! - | T

_subjects congratulated and, réinforced themselves for, g;fcessful‘

‘performances, e.g. S4l’ "alright! %ood jump” and S9 "very;ghod run,"

Lo
IS

- et ! " . . £ L
indicated eagerness to  fump, . 542 "want to raise "the height,” 1S14

"thought I jumped well," and Sll "eager to jump." ' Subject S11 differed

'-from other members in‘this group in that his statements focused on

£

affect. ( 38) "didnit feel quite right" and "excited but worried" and

¢

confidence ( 31) "got my confidence back now."

)
a

Subject 16's thought statements are perhaps best described in terms

~of Nideffer s (1976) broad internal and external focus, this individual '

-attends to a great deal of information as reflected by a large amount of

‘ self-talk reporting 71 statements over nine attempts, e.g. "I m going

" to eat dust after this," "Running, Running, do you knOw that y0u ‘are in:

: smile becau%e we think that everything is wonderful because ‘of thisiﬁ"”

."'my way.s Does he know?““ "See what victory does to you. It makes us S

nsingle incident."- While such a- large amount oﬁesﬁlf-talk may lead one»

?lthis individual might have been more successful with fewet statements.ngf"

:It is also possible thet this subject 8 self—talk indicstes sn abilityL;V‘

- {
-to wonder whether it would interfere with one s ability to perform.l the({;,

. TVsubjects results do ‘not - appear to suffer though it may be argued thst'l'f

‘;to introspect more so than the other subjects in the study.‘ One unusualﬂ},c




"charaCteristic 'is that this subject has more negative . 'statements on
e ' ' o

succeasful attempts than on’ failures ( 40 vs. .20) xThis: result s -

contrary to the general findings of the itudy and perhaps reflects’ the

. ’

o subjec&—s 'unique thinking style. 816 also had three statements in the

o

, irrelevant category out of a of five for all subjects. This again
. »

demonstrates the idiosyncraticzi?inking style of this subject.

,

~1In summary,> “the majority of subjects ‘in the high performance groupa

have high levels of self-efficacy and show an ability to stay focused on

ot

the task displaying a relatively large proportion of specific self-

(]

instructional and analytical statements. : These subjects also tended to R

have fewer emotional (particularly negative) reactions towards their‘

. !
[ I \
v !

performances. ‘ : N R ' o

.
a

T Fo :Results of the Lower Group A

>

From Figurep@&, 4 and 5 one can differentiate subjects 17. 19,. 32,.

3@,‘ 24 28,, 29, 33,‘ 39 as having performed relatively poorly in

R4 . ‘,

“comparison with the other subjects.‘ Four subjects in this group.: Sl7

o

Sl9, S32 R ana 834 did not clear a height during the testing occasions.ffq f
The other subjects in the group had both low performances ‘ and lowr-" i @

proportionsiof successes'" 824 (2 OO m, .29), 828 (1 65 m._ .13), 829‘

-

(2 oo m, . .13), 333 (2 oo B, .50). and 339 (1. 65 m, .17) Three subjectsia“

: group were'aa followa'

.1...

- '5_,';32 33, k8 and 34 were among the group that had the fewest total attemptsf.‘ o

'}”and two of these. S32 and S33 were affected by injury problems and thus‘ L

s17 (0), s19 (85), s24 (45), szs (27), 829 (42);_f;th,’i



. ?’also‘ unsucceésful in clearing a height and had a very 1ow average‘

T ;efficacy score and tended to focus on negative thoughts reflecting fear

: w'ability“ and "I 'm going to do

"334 (lO), ‘and 539 (66) for an overall average of 36. lhis ,group
displayed diverse thought patterns and styles..'.Subjects l; anthA“both
‘shared low average efficaoyvscores. Subject 17 had a lrelatively low
proportion ‘ofepositive“thoughts'(.08) but did not have an exteptionallv
tlow“prpportion ‘of negative thoughts (. 24)‘ Further“investigation.‘

| reveals that most of her thqughts were in the self- instructional t.Sl)

A\

'and affect (.24) categories. These specific self instructional thoughts,

!
"on

were similar to those of the upper groups, e.g.. go fast, ge .‘knees
up"h however the‘ complementany analytic evaluative statements weri
lacking (.OZ). Theé affect_ statements. were ptimarily negative

v,eﬁpressions ~of frustration in being unable to.perform the task,  e.g.

. "frustration!l" and "I can't do this.Lf Tt may be that the 'ability to

.
- 4

focus on. task specific-thoughts Before the attempt allowed this- subject

.

\\b persist ‘in - the face of adversity ‘ This usubject also had no

- ol

successful attempts and had four balks and aborted attempts. 835 “was o

-

of the task as noted above.‘

o RN

Subject 19 who similarly failed to-clear a height had a very high_

n,'average efficacy sc0re (85) y The majority of thfs subject ] statements L

~ e

f:were in ,the self-instructional (“38), "e}g._ -run» fast,.‘arm up, o

'evaluative ( 38) "run is good " and confidence categories unsure Qf_mynuﬁt

N

it. The thoughts were not excessively‘gj_

.,.positive ( 17) nor negative' ( 28) 4ﬂ‘The majorityu of the, negative,ftw

‘f““thoughts were non—specifiq,'efg. something is wrong which from contexti, n

-" N,

. ™ ; . Lot R
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- A o .

| seemed to refer to body feelinga‘~ The high efficacy Jevels suggests.

that this subject had unrealistic expectations, perhaps airan attempt to

a . N ‘ o

' cope with low performancess;

. ' § ) ‘; ] , ) ,
Subject ‘24 has ‘comparatively few positive thoughts (.12) as

‘compared with ( 34) negative.. Though the subject makes a number (. 35)‘

!

‘of‘ self instructional statements, they tend to occun( with statements :

that .are generally in nature, ue{g; ?"I did a lot of bad things~wrong,"

X

. . R } .
\task as difficult,‘ e.g. very high " "seems hard " Similarly S29 had

more negative (. 39) statements than positive ( 22). Though'this subject

’had .56 evaluative-analytic thoughts, they wgre primarily vague, nonf

N

\specific statements, "e.g. "Technique was\\horrible,' . "all  wrong,"

'

. ‘emphasizing the negative, "it s a1l getting worse.' ~It is interesting;

..to? note that .the subject had only .04 self—instructional statements

indicating that the subject was not able to specify clearly the aspectsv

of the task which needed correcdfhn. The few positive statements made
' h—-—.—-—-—-——'—‘—'
were also vague, e}g; "I must work on my form." 828 was similar to 529
d . o ' ; ‘ ,‘ /’
. ini that‘ sh focused on: evaluative statements (. 37) which were also

'

"Bad“vault," shit."‘ This indicates that perhaps the subject i{s unable

" to, analyze his own performance clearly. Other thoughtsvrefer to . the .

[

" general in nature.t é.g.p "I m not dﬁing everythi’g right ", "I m not 5

:f'progressing, ; "that was a 1ot better." These thoughts also indicate‘ﬂ

'_unrealistic expectations whereas others, ‘eag‘; "I hope to get over,"’

‘e 3

'mfindicate a passive rather than an aggressive approach to the event:,‘

—

"h1AIso though the subject made a number of self-instructional statements,'

Qfathey were frequently general in nature. In contrast 839'3 thoughts weref"f

21
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. .group. 7

*

"almost exclusively.‘self-instructional ( 54) or analytical (.31) and

gunlike, other members of this group were specific and clear.L e. g

L '

"shorten\run, keep steps long, fast " "&oo siow, too many steps.' Thia

subject also did not have many positive or negative thbughts ( 06 .06)
:simflar to several of the sub&acts in the upper group. It 1s' possible

éhat. factors other than cognitions or efficacy (average 46 An. female

group) such as physical talent were responsible for the relatively low’

[

. performance in this instance. . <k ‘ ‘ o }‘

»“\L,"’ '

In summary, the‘lower‘group had a wide range of thinking ‘patternS'ﬂ
v | . .
‘and moderate to low self efficacy 1evels. Two subjects (Sl7 an 534) had

m

efficacy levels that corresponded to* lower performances. The majority

however had moderate efficacy scores, A number of subjects (824 828\-

¥ 1l

829) thoughts were characterized by a lack of specificity. Two subjects

(Sl7, ’ '§29) - focused on either self-instructio ‘l or - evaluative
statements; unlike the upper group which tended to emphasize both, It

"is likely . that ability factors such as speed and strength may have

"underiined the lower performances for the majority of subjects xm this

Py

-5 ,Comparing'the UpperfandJLower‘Groups' - A ‘}. C

. . v ' .
" : . .o -

L uIn comparing ther high snd low groups one: can first note the .

Lo

[
“

differences in self-efficacy scores with the upper group showing veryV .

high levels of efficacy and the low group showing Qsderate levels.ﬁ

Overall, the upper group is less negative and more positive than the low

¢

group. ” The most noticesble differences are the greater prqportion °ffh'

C L



absolutes given the‘variability in each group.

!

@)

negative statements on failures by, the low group and the 'greater

1
LR

proportion of neutral statements by the upper group on failures. In
this case it appears that the lower group tends towards negative more
self-critical 'atatements. on failures than the upper group (.31

-

evaluvative, .30"degative \for the lower group; .26 evaluative, .20

‘negative‘for the upper group). - This is also supported by the increase

1n'thelf—instructiona1 atateﬁents by the upper group on failures as
compared with "successes. In simpler teérms, the upper group tends
towards corrective, “aelf-instructional focus and specific analytical

feedback, whereas. the lower group tends towards making more critical,

less sggcific atatements.focusing on the negative aspects. The above
statements must be taken as general trends as ‘opposed to confirmed

“
‘

50

H. The Middle Group S

. v " "
, W ' ‘ ]

The rest of the subjects (middle group) coiiectively had a median

.

' self-efficacy average of 56 and performance of 2.40 m. The cognitioms

3

‘ emphasiaed “thoughts that .were

'tend to be'poorﬁ This occurred in .two subjects (15 and 30). Subject 15‘

.'A\‘
o
’g

,. B,

of theae'subjects varied widely in their pattern and emspases. Twelve

subjects in this group had ;35 or more negﬁtive thoughts. = Of these six

subjects also had relatively high proportions of affective statements.

‘

Hoyever.‘ only whenA affect,' negative, and 1ow proportions of self-.

?~inatructional\;andz evaluative statements were present«did performances

» L

indicative ' of ,'frustration, e.g.

b Y

"Frustrated. This~is stupaﬁ" apd a negative attitude, "I know I'm going
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to screw up, I hate this."” Subject 30's statements primarily geflected ' -

’

negative affect, e:g. nervous, 1 feel 1ike crud" and: a ‘lack“‘of
confidence "I m going to’ fatl." Subject 26 also had high proportions of
negative (558) end affect- 1aden thoughts (.26), however thia subject

"

also was confident (avg. 84) and"was relatively successful with af{best

‘performance of 2. 75 m.. On a nomber of occasiéns tsix),-‘this subject

indicated a lack of confidence, e.g. "I had no. confidence, no confidence

‘ but” determination which was contrary to . the efficacy ratings. It . is
possible that _this subject is a perfectioniat, this conjecture is =
partially supported by Wthekfrustration.and negative evaluations on

o successful attempts, e.g. "happy I made 1t but not too satisfied "

e

Three other. subjects with high proportions of negative thoughta'

were moderately . successfulfand had ﬁoderate efficacylexpectationa; $18

(76, 2.50 m), S25 (55, 2.40 m), and S31 (53, 2 40 m). Statements from

three other . subjects who also emphasized the  negative primariiy“

- -

reflected'analysis and self-criticism. e.g. 838 "should have taken off'

with the other foot., still have not come close to doing 1c right;" S40

"Brutal jump, everything OK but. the plant was, way off,P S3 "1 ‘screwed

up. These subjects werer not unsuccessful \(2;40, ©2.50, '2.70"m
. . C - . i

respectively) and their self-efficacy ratings were moderate (47, 165,“'

'62). | - B _

In summary, it seems thgcﬂ(n the niddle'group subjects who display

n

,relativeiy large proportions of negative thoughts(v&?y widely in their

performances indicating that negativity alone does not necesaerily-h

correspond vith poor performances. In the cases where,affect, negatiVe



. L T
statements and low proportiong, of self—instructidnal and evaluative

1

statements cluster, performances“tend to be lower. In most inmstances
.the negative statements seem to reflect a” thinking style that 1is

" analytical and self-critical with task focus appearing ' to be quite

"\
a

strong.

Four ”subjects in the middle group'made proportionately greater

positive statements than their counterparts and included two females SA
(.54), and s7 (42), and two males 51 (.45), and S22 (.47). S22

'averaged 80 in self—efficacy ratings and was relatively successful (.71
~successes,w 2 70 mw). This subject 8 thOughts were largely focused on

*

'-statements indicative of confidence, e.g. "1 feel nervous but I knew I,

‘;could do 1t." Subject 1 averaged moderate in efficacy ratings (42) and

.. also 'was suctessful' (2.80 m).* The majority of  statements were *

reflective of confidence.(.Zl), e.g. "I felt confident and’ anxious to
“try again' and eagerness to ‘try again "I want to try again" as reflected

Y wo !

H“'i' by the relatively high proportion of attitudinal statements (.23). , As
‘mentioped previously, S&4's thoughts were characterized‘by confidencew

(. 29) and self—instruction (. 35) and indicated that ‘the ~ subject’ was

[

.actively coping with the situation. ‘This subject alsonperformed well

’

(2 00 my. oL
Subjecc 7 in addition to having relatively high. efficacy (55)
ratings also was a stronger performer (2. 10 m) _ The 'subject's

»cognitions indicated a positive attitude, e.g. "want to clear it" and

@

LI .
~.‘payching—up "Do it, Go for ic.". 'It is interesting to note ghat the

uevaluative statements were primarily general and seemed to act as selff-

Y
ot
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's23 - (.26, .26).

‘relax, e.g,

| A - 60
| ,

reinforcements, e.g. "Good, good I'm going fast." " In summary these

subjects were successful, had relatively high efficacy ratings and were

,positihe, focusing on 'aelf—confidehce,“ positive evaluations and .a

poeitihe attitude towards the task.

. OtheF subjects were also quitg successfuldwhile varying widely in
their self-efficacy ratings; S27 (2:§0, 32)',321 (é.70, 54), S8 (2.70,
49), S5 (2.65, 90), S2 (2.60, 50), and 523 (2.80,°80)s Of these, 27
had efficacyfratings and performances which do not correapondt In,this
subject s first session six out of eight statements were negative. and
efficacy ratings_ were zero. Thereafter there was a dramatic shift
towards‘ self—instructiohal statements, ”e.g. "I haveito get my . steps

right," a view of the task as easy, "this should be easy.' and greater

self-confidence, "I can make this, No problemt Efficacy rtatings

”averaged-AZ-after.the initial experience.

Three subjects had relatively high proportions of self-

he !

instructional and' evaluative sthtements; s21 (. AS, .43),‘88 (.34, -.48),

%)

and S5 (.30 .39) while others Were somewhat 1338 803 SZ (. 24 .24) and -

1 had several thoughts uyich indicated efforts to

"

"re

‘let the jump happen and also seemed to stress
kinesthetic components of iearning the task, ""good poie plant,fhow"doee
it feelé Damn; I'm not twisting,tight &et the jump happen, feel ETLN
Subject 8 was very analytical (. 48). erg.j"felt good except for'loss of

speed"i and had ..23 negative statéments perhapsmreflecting the emphasis

. on analysis. fSimilarly, subjeets 2 and 23 had .26 and .22 p o; negative

, thoughts with s2 teporting thoughts reflecting an active psyching up

— - -
o
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'

process, e.g. "I can make this jump, 1've done 1t before, 1 can get' this

with the right steps to give me the power.\‘ S5 had exceptionally high

\

‘self—efficacy ratings (90) -and had thoughts similar to the upper‘ groupa'

emphasizing selﬁ—instruction and\evaluation and making somewhat more

n

upositive than negative statements (.28 vs. .14)

In summary,' several subjects while<displaying' thought  patterns

similar to those in the upper groupsy tendedito have lower confidence
ratings. . Other subjects e. g. SZO S12, Sl3 Ss32, and s33, while having

a balance between nega(ive and positive statements, had performan*es and

. effi:acy ratingé lower than their peers, ratings which were not

& ¢
3 ' I

.refleoted in their Jelf—repOrts.‘ In this regard one may speculate that
\

‘these subjects way have been making realistic evaluations based 'on their

perceptions of. thei\\\ability which may have been viewed as a .stable

'variable. Several subjgcts s6, VSIQ, and S37 had higher - than average

\l

* efficacy ratings, did not have large neg tive—positive discrepancies and o

had 1lower than average performances. These subjects thoughts were

iprimarily instructional and evaluative but were - not overly negative even

on failutes ( 11, .19,n.15) With these subjects evaluative reactions

- were typically in technical as opposed to" self{critical terms, e.g. 86,

"wgll, I was straighter this time," and $37; "minor adjustments, steps,

more speed" with negative thoughts primarily reflecting feelings such as

fear and. frustration. . However ‘unlike subjects in the lower\rgroup;
feelings such'as these were,not;dwelt upon,  but were set aside as mnew

“attempts were':being‘made,.“ These_subjects_were'able toffoéus on: the

task, . e.g. compare the ‘following thought seduences_ «. o . 837;



l"disappointment‘in myself, wondering 1f the adjustment (fear that higher“

hold will murder me), still think I can do 1t" versus $36 "I'm not going

to make 1t, . I'm not going to make it, (#?1@)" and $346 "I'm never going

to make 1t, this event 1s not for me." ’ ' -
1. Sex Differemces in Cognition '

‘ o . o S ; A
Tables 7 and 8 show sex differences in cognitions between male and

female subjects  represented by ;roportions.u Female“suhjects have a

higher proportion of positive thoughts on both successful and failed
attempts”'than.‘do males. Male suhjects have a noticeably greater

o o . o

proportion of negative; thoughts on failed attempts than do female

subjects (.38.vs. .24) . and proportionetely fewer neutrel thoughts' (.49

vs. .60). This would seem to be manifested in the proportionately more

“thoughts males have.in the evaluative-analytical category (.29 vs.720

a

on successes,.'L39 vs. .26 on failures). It is also 'interesting to note

that ' overall - females have'proportionately more thoughts in "the, gelf-
. ® A . o

instructional category than do malee (.32.VB. .23). It may‘be that on

failures males attempt to diagnose and self-critique their perfdrmances

4'~more than do females who focus more on talking more to themselves ~about

what they ‘are going to do on upcoming attempts. ‘ Though females have

more thoughts 1n the confidence category than do males on»'euccesefuiv

X 4,

attempta (.16 vs. .12), overall there were no’ differencea. .:Thuéu the o

differences in self-statements between males and females are. primarily“

)

.‘in ‘the self—instructional and evaluative categories. ”
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i Proportiohs of Théugité along,éhe Polarity Dimension for Male anleeméle

Subjects B L _
N \ . T o .

L

‘Egﬁhiep (n= 13} ‘ ;i Males (n -iZQ;H
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Table 8
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vstatements,.«e.g;

‘ 2
J. Comparing Cognitive Assessment Procedures

N

The results comparing‘ the - tuo suh samples ' evaluated by the

stimulated recall and - the think—aloud procedure with the subjectsf

;results overall are displayed in Tables 9, 10, and 11. ‘Five'subjects

‘participated in the think—aloud- and four in the - stimulated recallr

1

conditioh ‘ Su/gects 1n’ the think—aloud condition ad only 16 positiveV

and .69 neutral thoughts on successful attempt ds opposed to .56 and

.35 respectively; in the thought listing condition. . A closer 1look

indicates that these differences were primarily in confidence statements

~ » 1

-(.21‘.in‘thought listing vs} .11 in the think-aloud conditions) and’ in
v neutral self-talk statements (. 14 in thought listing vs. 40 in th@
thidk-aloud condition) For unsuccessful attempts subjects.tehded to -

e .have ‘more negative (. 44 vs. 24) and feher neutral statements (.41 V8.

i

63) in the ‘thoughtrlisting condition. wPerhaps the ' most stgikfngff”

«xdifference is that “only subjects 2 and 10 reported thoughts during

LY

' performances (1 and 7 respectively) and in the case. of subject 10 who

u : ' i

L d

: fsubjectsv reporting using the'thought-listing procedure are in fact.

’

~ .

o .

L U IR o

' yreported fgeven thoughts these were primarily verv {short, reactionaryf'
up;v no, -yes, yah " ‘In this regard these subjects:’
‘reported an average of 30 percent of their thoughts during \performancef‘
in the thought-listing condition (see Table 11) There‘are two most'-"

llikely scenarios regarding these findings" 1) 1t. is possible' that j

‘fﬁreporting vhat they should be thinking as- opposed to what aactually flﬂ

"f?loccurred,.'a position reported by Nisbet and Wilson (1977). or 2)« thei'ff‘""
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 Subjécts"Cogn1tione: 'Coﬁpafiqg,Thbqght‘Listiﬂg‘vs. Think Aloud -
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‘Table 10

L
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Subjects' Cognitions: ”Comparing Th6ugbt L1st1ng7vs, Stimulated Reééllh

Procedures '(n = 4)

q

Successes -

. Failures

a b

‘Totai

- ThoqgthListing, -vs;.‘Stiq§lat

ﬂx (n thoughts = 132; '

'n Attempts = 36)

"‘ +
30
.09

.18,

A

N

54

.65

61

- e

.16
.27 T

.22

.10
.11

.11

Vo

(’

-

edﬁéggall ‘

(o thoughts = 107;

n Actemp;s-- 19) -

+ N
.79
.73

.76

.11

13

.16

i

.
.
vQ .

. TL .Successes
SR Successes .

.TL-FailQres

. SR Failures C
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Att
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.34
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Table‘ll
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‘ " 'Number of Thoughts Reported Before,: During, and After Performance for .

N the Thought Listing,vs. the Think Aloud and Stimulated’ Recall ConditionS‘

4

eBefore" ; ‘During‘ ’ After

Thought Listing . - "~ . 73 51 64

_Think Aloud, ;/“ S 108 .8 | 64
\I N | . ' .“ - ‘ %' | R |
Thought Listing - S 48 40 44
~Stimulated Recall =~ 63 ©o21 23
‘.‘4 \ "".\t‘,
‘l.nl;‘ ,:‘
L o
a. . ! o' o S——
' l[.
) " e



: fisuccesses when using the thought listing than the thiuk—aloud proce&ure-

. an inteneshfgg question for future investigations.

procedure.\ The results show that subjects tended to be more positivé?on'

68

task may be interfering with thevsubject'sithoughts in-the think—aloud
condition. Ffbm the evidence presented in this study ome is not able to

'suggest which of these hypotheses is more tenable, however it does poae

Hab

i,

Theé subjects also varied in the degree of difference in average:-
: ) |

inumber' of"thoughts, from subject 2 who had many more thoughts (as

indicated\by.thoughts per attempt) in the think—aloud condition (15 vs._

A |

4)*'tof subject ’ 15 who had many fewer thoughts in' the think—aloud

condition l(2.5'vs. 4). It is‘apparent from the comments made by the;
: subjects after‘the testing that at least two of the subjects (15 1) had"
difficulty in speaking their thoughts aloud ‘due to embarrassaent, thoughv

‘reports of this problem do not seem to be evident in the literature. It

is also possible that individuals differ widely in their ability éP

~ °

.verbalize»hsing various procedures.
In summary*\‘subjects while in the think-aloud condition, tended to

‘,be less positive on successes, less negative on failures and showed more

&
! W

self—talk statements of a descriptive kind than the ‘same subjects using'

. Vs "

‘the thought 1isting procedure.“

Four subjects participated in a. retrospective stimulated reuallu

)

Y

i'.( 30 vs. .10) Similarly,‘ subjects were more: negative on failures[ﬁ'

qi during the thought 1isting condition ( 27 Vs-:‘.16) Overall, subjecta;rl

S tended to make more neutral statements while in the stimulated recall’rj

’ondition. . Further analysis indicates that ‘there are substsntial'\”

) o
"".; e

.“-‘q.'-_,v. . e -
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P,

. evaluative statements on the failed attempts in. the stimulated recall

"o . : ' !
b . , ) . . . N

dirferences ‘inW‘self—instructional‘and evaluative‘statements on ‘failedl
attempts"between the two conditions with a greiter proportion in the
'self-instructional (.47 vs.- . .34) and fewer statements in the evaluative
'categories (;24 vs.' ,34) during stimulated recall.‘ It is possible that
'while observing their performances, subjepts are reporting "what they

must have been thinking In ‘this respect the stimulated<27€§ll would

 be encouraging -certain. thoughts given‘the~ behavior, being observed;

4

However, one would then expect ‘somewhat greater proportions of
‘procedures than were actuallyvreported. One would 'also  expect ' this
givenr‘the oppbrtunity to use’ the video playback as knowledge of
results,‘ that may be. utilized to enhance subsequent performances. The’

3

use of 'this procedure yin motor skill‘ acquisition settings where

‘Sveridical reports are required, is a subject that is 1in need' of further

and more .detailed study in order to establish)the‘,efficacy "of this

. procedure.

In summary, there are notable differences in subjects reports when

'”[ ‘we compare verbal report methods.i Though it is possible that these

differences are only due to the fact thaghthe events under 'study are

i

;‘ unique, the results fromrtfe present study sugge{ﬁKthat the comparison

{ of verbal report techniques is a. subject worthy of further research in

4

;5‘\order to gain a better understanding of the interaction between report o

o

procedures and environmental conditions., As noted by Ericason and Simon:i.;; fﬁhlél

(1984),. there is a need to establish the conditions under which u?”;

subjects'{ self-reports may provide valid representations of processes f“.fmsf

A M . . o .
: [ PR I L o . e Lo ;
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researchers and practitioners in applied and clinical settings

+

: K.’ Results 'of the‘Post—SessiOn Questionnaire

b L o

‘ When subjects were asked in what way' se1f~observations influenced

-y

their ‘performances; a majority of respondents (22) indicated that - the,~‘

"

procedure helped performance primarily through increasing awareness and

concentration, positive thinking, and visualization. . Six subjects felt

“under“'investigatiods, findingsh'which have implications"for thh

that ‘the thought listing procedure negatively influenced performance'

i

" primarily by takingbconcentration away from the tagk. e.g. "It sometimes

.' —-_——_‘—~
made. me concentrate too much on what I was thinking and remembering it

. AN
. ) - !

rather than the-task " Subjects 'were almost equally divided between-

finding the thought listing proCedure difficult ‘or easy at the‘beginning

tal '

X

of the sessions"but by the end of the sessions ‘twice as many subjects '

|

reported thé’ prOcedure to be easy. than did those reporting it “to ‘be‘{

- S
difficult. The majority‘ﬁf subjects (25) stated ‘that they had the most
.difficulty reporting thoughts oceurring during performances with four
C B
subjects reporting difficulties before and after performing./ TWenty~one

'w‘subject& found reporting just be
g A 2

stating after was the’ least difficul | and only two stated that during

performance -was~ the easiest to report.-

[

reports of thoughts during repotting may

sometimes looking for thoughts that aren t there.‘

'o subjects indicated that
. N

‘e“ confabulated ‘é,g;“

WL [

‘re performances the easiest with ﬁ13t .

Tw'nty-three subjects felt that observing othe’s ‘was helpful,; ,.l

, stated that it had no effect,‘ and eight subjects indicated



.-
‘ »
3 . ‘ ) // | |

theg observing others perform hindered their own performance. Several

subjects who .found observing others a problem 1ndicateg\‘that 1t

COnCributed to a decrease 1in confidence particularly when others were

-

‘doing better or 1f someone came close to hurting themselves. " For
~others, 1t disfracted them thrbugh providing an incorrect technical

SA model." Those subjects who found obeerving others helpful, stressed the
SN informative aspect, e.g. "It/helped me to see what not to do" and "It
“g 4 " - . i { B

helps to become more aware of what 1is expected in the performance."

The 'majofity of subjects (31) stated that self-observations had

.

' éither;wno e&fect or had a positive effect on their emotions. Five

subjecfs ‘felt that_it-had a negative influence. Subjects were equally

()

‘ divided as to whether they found vaulting stressful and worrying or

»\\

exciting and mocivating at the beginning of sessions, whereas at the end

;v‘ ’ 27 Bubjects found 1t motivating and only twelve found it stressful.
L <

Subjects with negative feelings felt that the class progressed too

quickly for thed} felt tense Tfrom the worrying of others, felt
vfrue?reced, vnhereee others ;tiedlto‘avoid the siﬁﬁht;on, e.g. ";;ent a
'lotlécf ,tiné trfiné to.be last=1n 1ine" and "er to jump as least as
possible.ﬁ."’Coping:sirategies used ny people involved focusing on their

" ‘technique, erasing negativoughts', positive self-talk and‘c’d‘nfidence

. ’ ’ e . ' ’ ¢ . -
statements and feelings of -control, ‘e.g. "the more I\did it the more 4n
conifoi 1 was," . .

.-{& c‘\_ .,~" ‘ '

35,«3._' ‘%&1% 52 reapondenta st:at:ed that they used imagery with 28 subjects

s » ‘1ndica:1ng that they. ‘used it*more than some of the time. Subjects

,

.
A

: o7 LR e !
,\ stated thht it helped them to focus on specifics, e.g. "It helps ne

» - . , .
»- ) S . . . . X o .o . :
. IR ) . . Sk N .

- . -
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concentrate on' s specific task;" 1t seemed to be useful when a good

model was used, e.g. "helpful because I used a good jumper," and for

error correction, e.g. ". . . to picture myself . . . doing‘fhe jump and

correcting previous errors." Subjects who found imagery not so useful,

stated that it interfewred with their concentration, that it made too
. o

&
\ -

muc?‘to focus on, and contributing to their negative feelings, e.g. "all
Ikthought about after mental imagery was falling." |

Eieven subjects evalua;ed themselves primarily on wﬁ;ther or not
they vc%éared the bar with eight subjects focusing on how they performéd‘
the techn{que, e;g. "If the technique was done)propérly then clearing,

the bar will happeh" whereas the majority focused on both aepects, e.g.
™,

"Both because 1if I made the height but I did not feel right or look
. X ' ‘
right I was not satisfied" and "I used whether or not I cleared the’

higher heights,\ but 1t lower it was how." Thirty three subjects

LA

reported that they set at ieast some clear goals. A number of these
subjects focused on the technical aspects (9) when goal setting, while
others focused on reaching a'particular height (4), getting over the bar

(5), and nine subjects set goals according to both technique and

4

reaching a certain height, Two subjects emphasized acquiring Qdmpetency

"while another was concerned with "doing my best." Two sibjects were

uncertain "about their expectations and one subject was happy to survive

s

“wiéhoﬁt killing myself."
. Subjects were divided as to whether chey were satisfied (19)
9 .

unsatisfied (18) with their progress in learning to vault. Among the

-

comments of peoplezdnsatisfied with théir performances- were concerns

* s



thaé ihe"'pace'of the course was too quick, feelings of being under
pressure ‘and too little practice time, and wanting more emphasis on
technique and less on height. Oﬁly two squecte were unhappy with theif.
partigipation in the study ". - - frustrating sinc; I'had’to put to

paper my faultg) and "increasing stress."” Most subjects were glad to

. help, . found 1t nteresting, a good léarning ekperience, or found it a

novelty.

\ ) ’



CHAPTER V. = | ,

SUMMARY. AND CONCLUSIONS

A. Conclusions ' ) _ N .

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationahips"befyeen
self-efficacy, performance, and subjectg'ithoughts. A secondary purpose o

was to, compare data gathered via the thought-listing procedure with

verbal reports using a visually based stimulated recall procedure and a
think-aloud procédure. The subjects were 29 .male and 13 female

university of.Alberta undergraduate students takiﬁg Phybicai ;Educafion,

-~

229, In;?oduction to Track and Field, for creqit. Subjeéts were briefed :
regar&ihg the stpdy on the occasion of the first péle vaulting class.
They were also\ﬂtoYided with a veésai description and‘a vidéotape “of
exPiFts performing the task. They were'then'inscr?ctéd accdtding to

- teaching progressions developed by Simonyi. Testing was carried out on
. o o - )
the first day the.subjectéihttempted to clear heights over a bar and gn' '

two subsequent occasions. Subjects upon entering the testing area were . -

provided with insttuctidns'regard?ng the procedures. SUbjects evaiuated

their confidence  1n pérforming a vauig-on‘a 100 point"seif-effiéagy‘
'scaie. before ,ehch‘ éétengt.f After“e;chfattempt they *filléd.‘oufj a
thought-iiéfing ‘form 'reporfiﬁgf the qhéﬁghts they (hh& ‘Just  before,

~ during, and after their performaﬁcg,‘71Tﬁé,instructofé‘téﬁu}dteﬁ ah{bn o
'gding record Bf\perfo;mghcé; fetwé?nthe'second andl=third';te§tinglf

occasions éﬁo,éubgaqples of\#qlﬁﬁtgers fa:tieipated in a cohﬁgfison  6f;

SR 74¥ o
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the thoughtelisting technique withythat of}a think:aloud and stimulated

| recsll procedures. Based on ‘the findings‘and within the limitations of
this study, the fOIIOWing conclusions are made: f -

lf‘ Self-efficacy was a low to moderate predictor”off performance and

. uas>~ a 'stronger 'predictor‘iof performance'“than. were previous

‘ . performances at all testing times. ' ?erformance wae'also'a low to

o ” ﬁ‘moderate predictor of self—efficacy scores supporting the view that

a reciprocal relationship exists between the two variables. These“

results support “ findings of Feltz (1982), Feltz and’ Mugno

' (1983), and McCauley (1985). S S

2. Average self—efficacy scoresf‘were"moderately predictive of

performance.

- 3. As subjects begau& more proficient at pole vaulting, self—efficacy

did not become a stronger predictor of performance.
\

4, Subjects with high average self—efficacy scores were not generally

Eae s

more positive than those with low efficacy scores but they did tend
tofbe more task focused and less negative.‘
5. . The average” self—efficacy scores were higher‘for'males than for

‘(females in accordance vith the findings of Corbin et al. (1983)
0

From the protocol analysis the following conclusions are drawn°'

PR 6. The better performers had almost equal prbportions of positive and

)

negative thoughts on successful attempts and had 1ower proportions -

.-_of positive and higher proportions of negative thoughts ‘on

-

i failures. ‘ The subjects with relatively poorer performances vere -

quite similar to the upper group in their thought patterns, -

e




7.

H

. ‘8..

g

“‘]_confirmatory evidence of the

76

L § L i o
however, they had considerably more negative thoughts on failed

attempts. -Overall, the Ilower group placed greater . emphasis _on’

both_‘se1f4instructionai ‘and _evaiuativelstatements‘than did the

upper group;- with thepzlargest ‘differences being' more self-

instructional statements by -the lower group on-successful as well

a

'as more evaluative statementﬁ‘on failed attempts. Qualitatively,

I

/éigx,\few reported thoughts during performahces. ‘ Results from the |

v e

statements. made by the upper group' tended to bgbmore specific and \

analptical than those made by the‘lower-group." These results are

in keéping with the findings of Kiinger et al (1981) and Seanlan_

L}

et al (1981) L S

t . - N ' .
~

counterparts = om successful attempts and less negative on, failed.

attempts. These differences were manifested in the greater
. e , . , . ‘\ .

Al

a
~

evaluative statements.'

- ) . 1

1

. Female subjectsp tended to be more bositive than' their male -

‘ proportion‘of:self-instructional statements by females and by fewer p

A comparison of the verbal,report methods indicated -similarities'

n ' !

between both retrospective methode° thought listing and stimulated

recall., The results of “the think-aloud procedures,i when compared

.
) o

with thought-listing, indicates that subjects had either none . or"

, . v

post-session questionnaire indiéate that subjects had the greatest

H

difficulty reporting thoughts during the performance of the task.

These conclusions must be regarded more as descriptors'of general

-t

TR
potheses put forth here.

,\,.

, trends in the data presentg? here and are not to ‘be * interpreted as
: _
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B.~:‘1m2lications.‘Problems,‘and Suggestions;for Future‘Research
- The ':éaults‘ofthe present study focus on the relationship between"
performancé';_;;ﬁ\;confidence. and subjects' thoughts.v‘ lhe'.evidence |
« "h .b indicates;,;hat.§EXter performers seem"to be more self-confident.;.less |
.self-critical; .and‘ more clearly task—focusedlas suggested' by‘ thein'
»thought patterns than the poorer performers. Teachers .and coaches
‘should "be aware that potentially useful information may be gained by'
asking students to relate their thoughts during performances. In. this
way strategies- can be devised to counteract any tendencies towards
-‘; ‘ thinking that may be interfering with or inhibiting performance.
Similarly educators can monitor their’ students confidence levels and
1f necessary devise strategies to increese confidence should this be\a
.problem. Both types of information can be gathered simply by talking to _
nthe individual in question. T |

One problem with this study was the lack of imagery reported even

'Lthough subjects stated that they used it. while performing. - It 1s

,‘.

. | ,
the instructions. Future research should ensure that this aspect is
.“ ’ ‘ .
"V\stressed as being important in the reports of the subjects. In addition'
;{;1;}3 If[it may be easier for subjects to place each thought statement in a "box

;%;than to place a dash before each separate thought, more: in keeping with-h

fthe procedures outlined by Cacioppo and Petty (1981)

The useﬁaof the self—efficacy-scale which at;empted to capturefﬁ‘

'diefficacy ratings,ﬂt the beg!nning offuachkglass on predetermined heights":

'possible that the reporting of imagery was not stressed sufficiently in .



b,

(,), .

: uaa found' to be impractical in that subjects were allowed (and it is

. N ‘ ) . . B . v . t.
-overt ‘affect related statements may not be indicative of their emotional’

L

advisable to do so given the variability in ability) to‘make attempts at?:

‘ﬁany height they wished thus these data were not used in the "analysis.

[

Bandura‘ (1978) indicates that testing should occur just b‘before',
performancel thus“it is possible that gathering such datailwould“ben
redundantJ | |

' Another problem~lies'hithﬂthe categorisation of subjects’ thoughts.

In particular, the category.”Affect“ is questionable in that subjects'

state at the time. Researchers may want to use onme of the various

'

‘scales available fbr measuring mood or emotional states rather than:

attempting to dr conclusions.regarding-emotional states solely on the'

basig. of verbal‘repo ts.7i'It is possible that to a certain extent' the . °

‘results ‘are a reflect on .of " the categories' used which 'cannot be

. considered definitive. .. Fugther research is warranted regarding their

use, This problem can. be r ated to that of. contextualization - as

. discussed by Ericsson and Simon ! 984) ' In this respect there isb a )

“trade-off between the usefulness of etaining a greater portion of the .

.
0

ﬂsemantic 'content when interpreting in a context with that of biasing o

"E'interpretations by relying too heavily on prior expectations (statements

'become interdependent)

>

A final problem is that of the validity of the. verbal reporting d'

hprocedures themselves.; Since ’verbal reports are widely used iny,-f,bjf

}i'clinical,: educational, ‘and sport settings, it is important to know the

fconditions under which they csn be relied upon to provide a valid Ry

. '
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representation of one's thought processes.. In. thé sporting conmfext, ,
knowledge of athletee"thoughﬁs été used in helpiné'anhletes to focus on
*the-vtaék »at"hand:more‘successfully‘  .if‘such proée@ures‘ are to be
‘ ' ,succeasful;._tﬁe§"ére“in part depeﬁaéhé upon a'valid‘.report of ' the:
subjects"jthoughst In ‘view of the finding that there appear to be'
[ » PR S - L - o ! ' . o
' differences’ between the-“conéurrent“‘think—alohd procedure  and = the
retrospective thought-listing anajs;imﬁlqted‘recall proéedures, further
' research comparing these procedures 1s in order.
] \
* ' . ‘
/ ‘ . i
' & v
' .
L, ‘ ‘ ' / )
N ) ] .
n“". ’ ! '
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Appendix A
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The Push Carry Method of Pole Vaulting
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Appendix A F
The Push Carry Method of Pole Vaulting &

4

This mefhod ﬁéziminates bo;h'the'tbtal-carry of the éple ‘and i£s
planting 4into the b;xlin the Cquentional fashiog. | Since the pole
slides om the runway d;riﬁg the approach (via it;‘low ftiétion, special
plug), only appro&iﬁately fifty percent of its waight has " to be
supported by the .vaultegg_. Planting 1is qlgo elimihgged in ifs
convention#l s;nge; the polg,,hav;ng‘slid during’the wholélagbroachfgﬁ
the kun;ay, simply ends up iﬁ the box. All .the vaulter'muse—d; 1s 1ift:
hisl.pp}e's top end up 1in front of his hehd!and\grab it with his bottom
hand during the pén—ultimate stride. ‘ _

1. Holding the polé wifh ybqr right hand (right handed vaulte35
slightly above your shoulde;?and.é}ose to‘your:gheek, pushing it;
bottom end on the tunway;‘lrun witﬁ the‘pdle‘;siqg your lgfq hand .
freely, as you would when sprintiﬁg.‘ .

2. ‘Stand wi;h the ﬁole ahove your right shouider, its bottom end on

'fhe“ground. Simultaneously stepping‘fgrﬁard with your right*foot'
and pushing. ybuf -pole forwgrd-and up with ibur "right hand "and

igrabbins it .Qith your bottom hand, moving it stfaighf forward,
secﬁre a‘wide grip. Then step forwara with youé_left foot (your

. take-off foot) and lifting foughfight kneeiup and forﬁard, éimula;;:

a take-off, - landing on jéut left foot iﬁmediately after a short .

~ time spent in midair (of course, your poie in‘thé meantime keeps

?
i




v

_pole, landing on yodr segt.ﬁ Try to keép.yéur'fiéhi‘knée bent from

L : I ‘ 89

Il

sliding forward so that you will hdve actually long-jumped a’short

‘distance). Practise this well. -
Now, jog slowly, pushing your pdle on the runway, enq practise the

above . preparation’ for.'yoﬁr takéfoff and - actually . také 1 offvh‘

repeatedly. gakq'sure‘that your timing is correct: your lifting
. . ~ A ’ h‘(’

the pole from youf slioulder forward and up and your grabbing’ the

’ .

pole with\your bottom hand occur at the same time while your right

A}

‘leg 1s coming forward. In tbis‘way xpuf ﬁole is in position for

your také—oﬁf'before.you start taking your 1ast-step.\m
Stand the pole upright and-reach up witﬂbyoui top hand ag far as
you can and then add a foot or so to this. Ihis.is\the~beglnner's

grip height. Afteér you have masteréd»the pole preparation and the

take-off, go to the box and stand up at two strides' distance from

your take-off -spot. Then prepare and take off (right, LEFiQ moving

as ' fast as you can. The planting movements begin as soon as /you

Y

move the .right foot forwards. Make sure your top arm reémains
straight after take-off and that you stay on the -ball of -your- take-

off foot. Carry the pole with ioﬁ into ;ﬂe pit, as you f%de the
N ’ (T""‘

take-off to landing. ST I

R

Now go to the box, place the pole's botton end 1ntoxthé‘bottdm of

5

the bo; and-raise it at straight arm's length above ygpﬁ‘ head.

) , o A\
Standing - on the ball of your take-off foot and picking up and
forward your right'kneem‘ask the instructor or-friend to adjust»the
position of your take-off foot to the upper haﬁd:
’ A e

a verfiéhifliqe

)

RN

4

2



6.

8.

| ‘ : , . 90

b -x
down from the top hand should "hit” the big toe of the take-off

foot. 1f yon. were "inside” (in front of the vertical line) you

have to move your checkmark back; 1f you were "outside" (behind the,

vertical line) you must move forward, toward\ the box.

»

Move back to four steps and besides Eeeping your top arm straight

and your right knee bent, try to kick your strdight left, leg (take-

off leg) having kept it back nomentarily after take-off, forward

]

and up. The 'kick enhances your long swing after take-off ‘(helps
you .to maintain your vertical body position for a fraction of ‘a
second) ; keepe you for turning inwards (towards the pd%e);: and

assists "you in rocking back after ‘the swing. At all times run as

- fast as possible.

Move-Back to fiye running steps. Run up and after the. planting and

. ‘ 0
take-off movements have been executed, kick the straight left leg
T ‘ o,

and swing forward, continue with a sudden bend in.the hips and

————~

3

‘ knees, so that at the end of the "rock«back" your knees are’ close-

to your chest, and your eyes are looking straight up..

Next to ~1earn to ‘turn, lie on the landing - mat, on yoéﬁ back.

Quickly rock. back and continue'entendiﬁg—your,body‘:(legsééshootﬂ
straight up) with an inward twist so that you end up on: your

stomach,, facing now 180 degrees avay fromg%our original position.

'Your lege still face the initial direction.

) A hy
Increaee your run-up now to six and eight strides doing the
movement learned. above while on the pole. ':W!thﬂeaéh‘inerease A
TUN=-up length\-the grip~height will also be incre#sed a little -

. | o ~,
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 (eight 1inches to - a foot for every two feet). Once the above

»
.

' : ¢ . ,
movements have been learned, have the subjects vault over a low bar’

’

(six to. eight feet in height),
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Appendix B
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I}xstmct ions and Procedures
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_ following procedures were adhered to:

1. ,At' the beginning .of . class enter your reSponse con the jumping o

3. After performing take a-. few minutes .to write the thoughts that were

}_ Appendix B ‘ . .

oL Instructions o . o

-

Q

For each class in which the thought listing procedure was used the

" Subjects ‘ipon enf%ring class were told: '"Please filI‘o.t "the ffirst

jumping efficacy scale. ‘ Just before each attempt you make today rdcard‘

- ~

the degree of confidence you have in being able to clear the height you J

.are attempting. Just after your attempt write out the thoughts you had’

[

efore, during and just after‘!he éttempt. . I'dow want 'you to read the’

instructions before you begin vaulting " o . el

. - .
s YA
3 : a

rd

The'written;instructions were a3‘follows: ot e

Procedures R o - ' i

v . 4 :
Wl . ! : ~
et . SN

The following describes the order in which you are to respond.o

.

~ efficacy scale (there is a: hierarchy of: tasks representing‘ the. -

, heights you will attempt)

2. I(a) Just-‘before ~your first attempt enter on the 'second jumping

“j(b) ‘as the official calls out your name-to jump check off -

»

.appropriate box on. the jumping efficacy scale your ‘confidence\ in

-

‘being able. to perform the task.

i

going thrOugh your mind hefore, during and.immediately after t e‘

jump in-the;appropriate space. .. - s

2

‘ »efficacy scale the height or task which you are about to. perform,‘

. N . O Lo . N
- . . B - N
. E- N . . Lo
B v, . . b . N .



A

4. ~Indicate’ on ' the’ Jumping efficacy scale whether the attempt was
. | % | “ R

successful or not. S .

* 5. ) Repeat steps 2 - 4 for eath attempt.

. ) . . ) O “ .
§We ‘are {{nterested in everything that went through your mind during the -
1 ‘ : 4

L

-~

L

[

have deliberately provided more space than we think people will need, to

: fprevious performance/attempt Please list these thoughts and images,'

K

E whether they were about yourself, the situation, and/or others,

irrelevant, or relevant to the ‘task;- ‘whether they were positive, neutral
and/or negative. Any case. is fine Ignor**\spelling, grammar, and

punctuation;' “You shouId be able to complete this in a few minutes. ' We

K \

insure thatieveryone would have plenty of room. Please be completely
honest.  Your respohses will be confidential . The next few pages' are

.

forms prepared for you to use to_ record your thoughts and 1deas. 'Firstv

l

"place a dash at the beginning of the line on' 'which you write your first

-

thought. Write . your. thoughts preceeded by a dash at the beginning o§,‘

the line, the dashes are used to separate the thoughts. Write them down

. - .
,‘in the order in which they occurred. . Please put only one idea or

.thoughtu'in each space.‘ We are interested in your thoughts during.

.'o

" a)sbefore attempts, b) during each attempt (after you ve been calIed by

they official to 'make Your attempt), and c) ‘immediately after each..

attempt. {*The ‘forms are*organized temporaliy accordingfto ~the dbove

imentioned categories (a through e) Please bevcompletely honest ‘and

”

‘list all the thoughts you had. .

For the think aloud procedure subjects were required to wear an;‘

v -oe

.audio transmitter that was attached to their waists with a. microphonel

-




clipped neat their sternum. The subjects were then given the same

95

Y . .

‘verbal instructioﬁs mentioned.nbovefend in addition they were tol{: "1

1

For - the stimulated recall procedure subjects, : in addition to the
. ' . © \ .

A

verbal instructions as provided in the. thought 14sting technique

 subjects' were told: . "After every 'attempf- you will watch your

B

performance. While you are watching speak aloud what you were thinking

:in_the thougﬁt liséihgbﬁrocedu;e.

-

at the time. Your statements will be recorded on tape.

A +

The jemping efficacy sqyléﬁ were regpdnded to in the same thanner as
.‘.(

. - . »
o . E N .o , [N

-~

‘want you to speak ybur<§houghbs'aloﬁq." Everything that 'you say td'_
t ‘ ' ‘ T

-youtself in your mind should be sgoken aloud as 1t occurs."
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’Appendix‘C ' o B o

.....

[
—

{ ‘4>'
Instrucbions.' ‘-

Self—efficacy is the belief that ope can perfonw a particular capk.
It can be thought of as situationally specific sélf-confidence.
For. -the following jumping heights, rate the strength of xour
efficacy ‘(confidence) beliefy to perform a jump by recording a
number - from - 0-100 usingﬁthe scale given "helow. Rate what you

expect you could do and your confidence if Yyou were asked to
perform the tasks now. ‘

‘
t

‘Great
l Uncertainty

'/> Z of Certainty .
. . * Complete
s Certainty

[

-

97

Jumping Heights: - O = 10g®20° 30 40 50 60 70 80 - 90, 100 -

N

i

. .a(

P




[ 1%

Thought Listingrfbrmﬂ

Attempt # —- 1

Height ~- .

Thoughts BEFORE cdmpleting the Jumping. efficacy

Thoughts DURING the JUMP:

'

\

Thoughts IMMEDIATELY AFTER the JUMP:

r

scale (BETWEEN JUMPS)

98



‘Appendix'D

Background, Day-to-Day, and Post-Session Questionnaires
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' -~ Appéndix D

Background Questionnaire,

Name :
Birthdate:

School, year:

1. ‘Do.ybu have any experience as a competitive track and field athlete

or as a gymnast?

i -

2, If so, what are your previous best performances and achievements.

~- "last year —- last competition —- during last week's practises

-

-- during your last practise

'
1

-
~

3. Do you'compéte in any other sports? 1f yeg, \which ones and how
]

[

long and at what level?

s . a

4, Are you under ‘any medication? YES NO If yes, describe Cthe

medication and reasons for-its use.

7

5.. Have you had any recent injuries? If yes, please describe the

nature, extent, and present status.



Specific Day-to-Day Questionnaire

“ a
r

[ -

Are you under any medication? YES NO If yes, describe’

medication and reasonsg for its use.

N -
[

Rave you had any recent injuries? If yes, please .describe

-

nature, extent, and present status.

.
N

Have you‘ exercised earlier today? If yes, pleése describe

\

activity, its duration and how long ago you finished.

101

the

the

the
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Appendix D

Post-Session‘Queétionnaire

.

1

.

Please answer frankly. Do not be concerned with: being nice or

telling me what you think I want to hear.

1.

Cdn you think of any ways in which your .attempts at self-
observation influenced your performance, for better or for worse?

N

-,

How difficult or easy did you find the tad! of self observation at

first? oo
very difficult . . very easy
1 2 B 3 4 - .5 6. 7

Can you comment on any difficulties you had early on, or on parts
you found helpful or easy? Which phase, before, during, or after
erformance was the easiest for' you to describe? The most
difficule? ° ‘ o

By the .end -of the sesgions, how easy or difficult was it?

)
.

yery.diffitulet . - ‘ . very easy

A - N s .76 7

Can you comment on-problems and parts you found helpful?

AT 4 ! ' O ’
Was.it a help or hindrance observing others jumping? .

.hindrance " - no effect SRR helpful

O T 4 s -6 7



. Comments?

1103

Did . self-observation influence your feelings/emotions during ‘the

sessions?

negative influence ) noﬁﬁ
1. 2 s h

Commgnts?

How sati;}igd or wunsatisfied were
learning to vault? - :

\

very
dissatisfied

1 S22 3. 4

Comments?

MR

you

with

positive influence

6 .

-

your ' ptogress in

-~

. very
satisfied

7‘,.

Some beginners find vaulting stressful and a seurce.of worry while

others are excited and motivated by the practice sessions.

it for you in the beginning?

very stressful

How was it for you in the end?

very stressful ‘ . neutral
1 2 .3 4

worrying - . neutral
1 2 3 4
B . .
" Comments? A

4

N
.

How was

"exciting, °
motivating



, . . s b ' : . . N
Foee 2 . ‘ 104
. , \ ,\3\; ) .
\ . . ~

What parts were most stressful? ‘ {

A

1f - parts were "worrying and stressful for you and .you were able to

cope with, control, those feelings, please comment on the ways. in o

‘ which you learned to c0pe.

7. How do you feel mow about having been involved as a’subject?

very unhappy : : wery happy
1 2. 3 4 5 0% 6 7.
Comments on why? " -

- -

.

8. To what degree did you find yourself using mental 1magery while
learning to vqult? :

‘not at,all . . some " ~ almost always
A L S S S S S |

IDid it interfere or waé itlhelpfulie Comments? ,
| R | 4. -

. ' N " - -~ " -

9. - Some people evaluate themselves according to whether or not they‘
cleared the bar whereas others focus more on how they executed _the
task. ° Some use both. Which aspect of selfeevaluation did: “you
. focus on? Feel free to use examplee. N :



10.

‘To what degree did y

to vault?

. not at all

1

\

2

(

105

ou.set clear goals for. yourself during‘learning

p
some o almost always -
3. e s e 7

_If you did;,pleaéénéomment on how and in what areas yda‘éet'goals;;

—

P

.i'
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Appendix E°

' A Five ‘Number Summaries

Females "~
Males ‘ 3

" Total

Total Number of Attempts-

ql ‘ M

107

Females ‘ 0

Males ;' - 0

Total o 0

Females . . R

" Males ' ; 0

Total =~ : .0

pq; M
5 - .7 1.
2. 4 6

3 s 7

T

,Fgmalés‘lv S A
Males - . . 0%

" Total - . -0

_Proportions Number.of Successes
.36

.57

v

| 100
(w50 1,00

r




L 8
! \/6 Maximut.n‘Perfox\"mancé |
L ql | Mo Q3" v
Fenales 0 1.70 1.70 . 2.000  2.20
Males . 0o (lz.zo 250 . 2.70 3.10
Total 0 170 L 2.25 2700 3.0
; .
- i Average S‘elf;-Ef’ficécy .

L a4 ow a3 v 
. -Bgmales. 0 27 37 63 71
. "Males 10 45 55 80 100
| Total . 0 .43 535 72 100



