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Abstract

Existing literature suggests that coaches should use rewards rather than punishment for
motivational purposes with athletes. The greatest argument against punishment lies in the
evidence that the short-term positive effects on skill achievement are outweighed by the long-
term negative effects on self-efficacy. Still, punishment is widely practiced within the coaching
world; however, little research on coaching practices exists addressing the possibility that
punishment could be utilized more effectively. As a beginning exploration of this topic, twelve
elite male gymnasts were interviewed to determine what reinforcement their coaches used to
motivate them. The results of the interviews seemed to reveal five conditions that could increase
the effectiveness of punishment by minimizing the negative affect on self-efficacy of the athlete
and the coach-athlete relationship. The first of these is perceived honesty from the coach about
when the athlete is doing well and not doing well. Second, the athlete needs to know that the
coach believes in his capabilities. Third, the athlete must trust in the coach and coaching plan.
Fourth, the coach and athlete must have congruence in the assessment of the athlete’s effort and
lastly the coach must be consistent with follow through of pre-set rewards and punishments. The
study seems to confirm the Social Learning Theory tenet that individuals are not only
manipulated through reinforcement but rather they have the ability based on their perceptions to

choose to act on reinforcement strategies.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Often what separates elite athletes from mediocre performers is the motivation to prepare
for success. Preparing for success often involves training hard, practicing long hours, and
studying the techniques and strategies of the sport. Relatively, there are only small differences in
the physical attributes and skills of elite athletes, so those motivated to work harder are likely to
outperform the others. People with high self-efficacy in a task are more likely to expend more
effort, and persist longer, than those with low efficacy (Schunk, 1990). Self-efficacy is defined
as the belief one has concerning their ability to perform in a certain manner to attain certain
goals. The more athletes believe in their ability to accomplish high levels of performance, the
more likely they will work hard, and the greater the chance of successful performance (Bandura,

1977; Bandura, 1997; Bandura 2001).

Research confirms that when coaches help their athletes develop optimally high levels of
self-efficacy they will experience more success in training and competition. An athlete’s self-
efficacy is largely determined by how much success an athlete has had in the past (experience),
what the athlete learns, based on watching others, is necessary for success (modeling), the
encouragement and or discouragement he receives from outside sources (verbal persuasion), and
his own physiological resources. Athletes who have successful experiences, positive modeling,
encouragement from coaches and a belief in their own physiological ability experience elevated
levels of self-efficacy and more success in competition. In athletics, motivation to train, self-
efficacy, and performance success have a highly reciprocal relationship. Coaches often perceive

that a large part of their role is utilizing external motivation to motivate athletes to train harder
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and prepare for success more diligently. External motivation is a vehicle coaches can use to
reach goals of increased self-efficacy, skill attainment and improved performance (Bandura
1997; Bandura 2001; Schunk, 1990).

Although this study will primarily look at the relationships among punishment, self-
efficacy and performance it seemed essential to also examine the role positive reinforcement
played. Within psychology, positive reinforcement and punishment have traditionally been
discussed in the context of external motivation, specifically through operant conditioning. B.F
Skinner built on the work of Edward L. Thorndike to popularize the principles of operant
conditioning (i.e., the modification of behavior through the use of consequences), conducting
research using rats. The rats where placed in an operant chamber which contained a lever.
Pressing the lever would result in the dropping of a food pellet, acting as a reinforcer. When a
reinforcer was present, the likelihood that the rat would press the lever increased. Positive
reinforcement occurs when a rewarding stimulus increases the strength or probability of the
behavior it follows. Punishment, in terms of operant conditioning, is an aversive stimulus that
decreases the probability of a behavior. The principles associated with operant conditioning
(Skinner, 1938) have been applied to many areas of psychology, and this study seeks to further
study the principles of positive reinforcement and punishment to behavior in elite sport settings.

Extrinsic motivation, motivation where the satisfaction is a result of the externally based
stimulus accompanying the behavior, and intrinsic motivation, motivation in which the level of
satisfaction arises out of the behavior itself, are the two primary types of motivation. While
coaches can influence intrinsic motivation over the long term, they predominantly manipulate

extrinsic motivators to get maximum performance and effort from their athletes, especially in the
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short term. For this reason, the focus of this research is the use of extrinsic motivation, or
coaching reinforcement behaviors and how those reinforcement behaviors impact the athlete’s
self-efficacy and performance. Coaching reinforcement behaviors are divided into four
categories: positive reinforcement, positive punishment, negative reinforcement and negative
punishment (Skinner, 1974).

According to Skinner (1974) and his widely accepted theory of behaviorism, positive
reinforcement increases the likelihood of a future behavior by adding a positive stimulus
immediately following a highlighted behavior (for example, the coach rewards the player with
additional playing time when he / she plays well) whereas negative reinforcement increases the
frequency of future behaviors by removing an aversive stimulus following the emphasized
behavior (coach eliminates running laps at the end of practice when the team practices well).
Positive punishment decreases the likelihood of future behaviors by adding a negative stimulus
following a specific behavior (coach sits the player on the bench when he / she plays poorly) and
negative punishment decreases the frequency of future behaviors by removing a positive
stimulus following the highlighted behavior (coach does not allow the player to take breaks
during practices that aren’t going well).

Due to the fact that it is difficult at times to assess the positive or negative meaning an
individual attaches to reinforcement and punishment, many behavioral psychologists only
recognize reward and punishment without much concern for the negative or positive polarity. For
this reason this research will only explore the relationship that reward and punishment have on
self-efficacy and performance (with the primary goal of better understanding the relationships

among punishment, self-efficacy and performance). Reward is defined as any stimulus, situation,
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or verbal statement that produces satisfaction for the athlete and punishment is defined a stimulus
with negative valence or a stimulus capable of inflicting pain or discomfort (Chaplan, 1985;
Michael, 1975, 2005).

Rewards generally come in the form of emotional or material rewards. Emotional
rewards may include things like increased levels of personal power, freedom, prestige, or
feelings of worth. For example, a coach may praise the athlete (emotional reward) when he does
well, or the coach may provide the athlete with gifts or even cash bonuses (material rewards)
when the athlete’s performance is elevated. The athlete is motivated to improve performance in
an attempt to experience emotional or material gain (Bandura, 1969; Smoll, 1993).

Punishment is associated with physical or emotional pain. Unwanted behaviors are
punished in an attempt to eliminate the behavior. Punishment can produce fear, anxiety, or
physical pain within the individual. Fear and anxiety are manifestations of physical or emotional
pain (Smith, 1993) . It is the physical and/or emotional pain the individual is motivated to avoid.
An,athlete may experience fear or anxiety as a result of shame, guilt, loss of pride or prestige, or
even financial loss in the form of fines (Bandura, 1969; Reynolds, 1994). For example, a coach
may threaten to punish an athlete by forcing him to take a time out (i.e., not letting him compete
in an upcoming competition) if he does not perform at a certain level in practice, or the coach
may have the athlete run laps when the player’s performance is poor. The athlete learns that
when performance is low, he or she will experience punishment in the form of a time out

(emotional pain) or running laps (physical pain).
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Motivation has long been an interest of psychologists. Reynolds (1994) defined
motivation as the need and desire base that promotes or energizes behaviors. Simply put, it is the
“why” associated with behaviors. Generally speaking, an organism’s behavior is largely
dependent on motivation. Motivation is what energizes the organism to act or behave.
Physiological motivation and psychological motivation are the two motivational drives.
Physiological motivation is represented by physical drives or needs. Drives for food, shelter, and
water are the primary physiological needs. Physiological needs are characterized as those the
body requires to survive. Psychological needs are the drives associated with thought. Thought
representation of needs can also be seen as wants or desires (Heyman & Dweck, 1996).
Psychological drives are the drives this study will further explore. The coach —athlete
relationship is more focused on changing behaviors that influence human potential as opposed to
the physiological needs that more directly emphasize survival of the organism.

In the athletic arena coaches have the ability to influence an athlete’s performance
through the athlete’s psychological drive to experience emotional or material reward (positive
reinforcement) while avoiding emotional or physical discomfort (punishment). The athlete has
the ability to choose to attempt to excel at a particular task or even to participate in the first
place. The key is choice. If the athlete experiences a choice, motivation, whether reward-based or
punishment-based, can influence the athlete’s decision-making.

In contrast, if the athlete believes he/she is satisfying a physiological or psychological
need, there is little or no room for external (coaching) influence. For example, a marathon
runner who believes he/she needs to stop for water to avoid passing out is far less likely to

respond to the coach’s urging to continue running than the marathoner who views stopping for
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water as something that simply would be refreshing. The first runner is more likely to stop for
water to meet the need for safety, whereas the second runner views the water as a preference
associated with comfort. Obviously this example does not take into account other factors such as
strategy, training cycles, athlete potential, or motivational possibilities; however, all other factors
held constant, the deciding factor in the potential influence of external motivation is largely
decided by athletes' perceptions of their behavior satisfying needs over wants (Bandura, 1977,
1997).

In athletics much research has looked into the effective use of reward as a motivational
technique. Reward-based motivation is a more widely advocated and researched type of
motivation and has been shown to have lasting effects on skill achievement and a positive effect
on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1969, 1977, 1997). Additionally, reward-based motivation promotes
the development of internal motivation in youth athletes. (Smith & Smoll, 1990). Researchers
have generated much work indicating that reward-based motivation is an effective method of
increasing skill achievement and developing self-efficacy; however, researchers and coaches
alike are aware of the prevalent use of punishment as a motivational tactic although little
research has explored its use (Gould & Weiss, 1987; Martin & Hyrcaiko, 1983; Scanlan, 1982;
Smith & Smoll, 1990; Vealey, 1986).

Statement of the Problem
Little is known about punishment’s role in the positive development of self-efficacy. The
lack of information might prevent the educational community from taking full advantage of
punishment as a resource. Punishment (in it’s current application) is widely considered to have

negative side effects on the development of self-efficacy. Thus little research has been done into
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the possibility that punishment in some applicable form can maintain positive effects on skill
achievement while reducing or eliminating the negative side effects on development of self
efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Harter, 1983; Smith & Smoll, 1990).

Reward and punishment-based motivation have proven effective for short-term behavior
change. However, Smith in his work with youth athletes, stated that punishment typically falls
short of positive reinforcement’s ability to contribute to continued long-term behavior
modification. This is explained by the negative motivational consequences associated with
punishment. Punishment historically motivates with fear. Using fear as a motivator promotes
anxiety and a lowered enjoyment of the sport experience and lowered ability to perform, in
addition to potentially creating resentment and hostility towards the source (the coach) of the
punishment (Smith, 1993).

Much research exists on the negative effect of using punishment to promote fear of
failure as the motivational source (Avila & Torrubia, 2005, Malott, 2005; Miserandino, 1998;
Perone, 2003). Additionally there are many studies alluding to the benefits of using reward as a
means of increasing motivation while adding to the positive development of self efficacy
(Amorose & Horn 2000; Hardin et al., 2006; Hollembeak & Amorose, 2005; Newton & Duda
1999). However, very little research has explored the possibility that punishment, applied under
certain conditions, can contribute to skill achievement without negatively impacting self-efficacy
development. Especially with athletes who are extremely accomplished and posses high levels of
self-efficacy.

Coaches and educators are not sure if punishment should be used at all, and if so, to what

extent. Coaches and eduacators are not sure if punishment should be used at all, or with some
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athletes and not others, or in some situations and not others. It is also of great concern for
coaches to know if it is possible to use punishment without having the negative side effects on
self-efficacy. Research on this topic could be of great significance for coaches and educators
alike. It could offer new insights into effective motivational learning and teaching dynamics.
Additional research into punishment could create improved methods of external motivation, as
well as increase the effectiveness of reward as a motivational resource.

Purpose of the Study

This study concerns the relationship between punishment and performance. The prevalent
finding of the research on punishment is a short-term increase in performance but a long-term
detriment to self-efficacy. Most of the research, though, has been conducted with children and
youth or with adult recreational athletes. Little research exists on the effect of punishment on
elite athletes performing at the top levels of their sports. In practice, the coaches of elite athletes
tend to use punishment to motivate athletes to practice longer and train harder, despite research
findings. Perhaps they rely on a stronger self-efficacy in elite athletes or the latter's resilience to
criticism.

The purpose of this study is to explore the perceptions that elite male gymnasts have
concerning the effects of punishment being used by their coaches, and specifically how they
perceive that punishment to affect their self-efficacy and their competitive performance.
Although the primary emphasis of the study will emphasize punishment, the perceptions of the
elite male gymnast concerning the effects of rewards being used by their coaches will also be
examined to better understand the spectrum of reinforcement behaviors being utilized by coaches

and the perceptions of athletes on that spectrum of reinforcement.
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The lack of research indicates a void in the knowledge of coaches about punishment, the
advantages, disadvantages, or the impact it has on the development of self-efficacy and
performance. This research will explore the perceptions of athletes concerning the efficacy of
rewards and punishments as a motivational resource within the sport domain. Athletes will
provide information to contribute to the field of knowledge of reward- and punishment-based
motivation and the effects on performance and the development of the elite athlete’s self
efficacy. Elite athletes in this study are defined as athletes who are current or former USA
Gymnastics National Team members.

More specifically this study will attempt to answer the following research questions:

1. To what degree do elite athletes believe they experience punishment-based
motivation from their coaches in training?

2. How do elite athletes perceive punishment-based motivation affects their self-
efficacy?

3. How do elite athletes perceive punishment-based motivation affects their
performance?

4. Do athletes have ideas concerning a more effective use of punishment in terms of
increasing performance without decreasing self-efficacy?

5. To what degree do elite athletes believe they experience reward-based motivation
from their coaches in training?

6. How do elite athletes perceive reward-based motivation affects their self-

efficacy?
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7. How do elite athletes perceive reward-based motivation affects their
performance?
Theoretical Framework
Reinforcement and Punishment

Due to the fact that this study’s emphasis is on perceptions of punishment (a behavioral
concept) the theoretical framework is behavioral in nature. For years behavioral researchers have
studied the effects of reinforcement on learning. In 1911 Edward Thorndike developed the law of
effect from his work with cats in which Thorndike realized that he could increase the likelihood
of behaviors by following certain behaviors with satisfying consequences while decreasing the
likelihood of certain behaviors by following those behaviors with discomfort as a consequence
(Thorndike, 1911). In John Watson’s1913 seminal article “Psychology as the Behaviorist Views
It”, Watson argued that the primary goal of behaviorism was “prediction and control of
behavior” and that the behaviorist sees “no dividing line between man and brute” (Watson,
1913).

B. F. Skinner (1938) re-shaped learning with his theory on operant conditioning where
the power of reinforcement was brought to light. Skinner contended that all behavior was
dictated by reinforcement. Skinner viewed behavior as a response to reinforcement rather than a
choice based on perceptions. Skinner identified the terms of reinforcement and punishment.
Whereas all reinforcement serves to strengthen behavior (positive reinforcement strengthens
behavior through the application of some event while negative reinforcement strengthens

behavior through the removal or avoidance of an event), punishment weakens behavior (positive
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punishment weakens behavior through the application of an aversive consequence and negative
punishment weakens behavior by removing a desirable consequence).

Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory stated that individuals have and use the ability
to control how they respond to behavioral influence (1977). Bandura termed the choice
individuals have in how they respond to behavioral influences human agency. The agentic
principle goes against traditional behaviorist views that state individuals are merely responding
without choice to the environmental and behavioral forces acting on them. Essentially what
Bandura’s research suggests is the greatest motivational influence is determined by the
perception of the external motivational forces rather than the motivational forces themselves.
With this in mind it is imperative to identify what motivational forces are typically perceived as
reward and punishment and the effect those perceptions have on subsequent achievement levels
and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).

Self-Efficacy

It is difficult to define self-efficacy largely because of the common misuse of terms and
overlap of meaning of such terms as self-esteem, self-confidence, sport confidence and perceived
confidence. Coopersmith's (1967) definition of self-esteem placed relevance on the physical
domain. "Self-esteem is the evaluation which the individual makes and customarily maintains
with regard to himself: It expresses an attitude of approval or disapproval and indicates the
extent to which an individual believes himself to be capable, significant, successful and worthy.
In short, self-esteem is a personal judgment of worthiness that is expressed in the attitudes the

individual conveys to others by verbal reports and other expressive behavior” (p.5).
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This proves relevant because it places emphasis on the individual's perceptions of
worthiness. These perceptions of worth are then illustrated through verbal or nonverbal
communication. Tutko and Tosi (1976) defined confidence as believing in one’s abilities, while
others have gone on to define it as a “state of assurance” (Zinsser, Bunker, & Williams, 2001).
Vealey (1986) defined sport confidence as “the belief or degree of certainty individuals possess
about their ability to be successful in sport” (p. 222). Harter’s (1980) definition of perceived
competence states that individuals have the belief that they know what to do and have the ability
to be successful.

Although there is much overlap in meaning of terms concerning perceptions of the self,
for the purposes of this study Bandura’s definition of the term self-efficacy will be used. Bandura
defined the term self-efficacy as an individual’s belief that he or she has the necessary skills to
produce a desired outcome (1977). Bandura stated that a persons self-efficacy greatly affects the
level of effort a person puts forth as well as the level of success he or she will achieve (1997).

Significance of the Study

Punishment is common in the motivational landscape. Individuals are taught at an early
age that if the rules of society are broken there will be negative consequences. This societal
philosophy has proliferated into many of the domain specific arenas where motivation plays an
important role. Sport is one such venue where many coaches have learned the effectiveness of
punishment without ever receiving information into best practices of its use.

This study is significant for two main reasons: First it will look at athlete perceptions of
punishment as the guiding data. Research with youth athletes (identified through the use of the

Coaching Behavior Assessment System) shows that incongruence exists between perceptions of
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coaches and athletes in terms of coaching behaviors. Smith and Smoll (1993) stated that “It thus
appears that coaches have a limited awareness of how frequently they engage in particular forms
of behavior, and that athletes are more accurate perceivers of actual coach behaviors” (p.39).
The second reason this study is significant is that punishment (rather than reward) will be
the explored topic. As previously stated, the bulk of the reinforcement research in athletics has
focused primarily of the use of positive reinforcement, however this study will specifically focus
on understanding how athletes perceive punishment. As an indication of the tendency to focus on
positive reinforcement over punishment, the highly respected researcher Ron Smith identifies
positive reinforcement and punishment as the two basic approaches to influencing behavior
(Smith, 1993). However Smith’s 1993 research chapter includes one sub-heading (titled The
Negative Side Effects of Punishment) focusing on punishment while eight sub-headings (titled
Positive Reinforcement: Getting Good Things to Happen, Choosing Effective Reinforcers,
Selecting and Reinforcing Target Behaviors, Shaping, An Example of a Successful Positive
Reinforcement Program, Schedules and Timing of Reinforcers, Reinforcing Effort and other
Desirable Behaviors, Reinforcement and Intrinsic Motivation) examine positive reinforcement.
Research suggests that punishment can be an effective method of creating behavior
change (Bandura, 1969, 1977, 1997; Thorndike, 1911; Skinner 1938). For this reason many
coaches use punishment as a motivational resource lacking the support of research to better help
understand best practices for the use of punishment.. Punishment is often associated with a
decrease in self-efficacy and an increase in defensiveness (Bandura, 1977). Coaches might lack

knowledge of how to use punishment to avoid negative impact on self-efficacy. Bandura argues



Punishment 18

that, as long as existing routines serve adequately (i.e. do not bring on negative consequences),
there is little incentive to consider alternatives..

For example, many coaches do not realize that the positive gains punishment has on an
athlete’s motivation to change behavior (perform a skill differently) can be outweighed by the
negative effect on the athlete’s self efficacy. It is often observed that punishment can be effective
in the short-run. Although the athlete may respond initially to the punishment, over time the
likelihood increases that the negative effect on self efficacy will begin to stall positive behavior
change. When an athlete’s self efficacy is low he/she may experience a lack of motivation
(Bandura 1969, 1977, 1997).

The research literature on coaching has placed great emphasis on reward based
motivation, but it is well known that many coaches, including successful coaches of successful
athletes, use punishment. It is important to know if there are circumstances under which
punishment can be used without a negative effect on self efficacy or skill achievement so that
those circumstances can be stressed to coaches; or, if there are no circumstances under which
punishment can be used without negatively effecting athletes, coaches could be continuously
reminded to avoid it.

Reinforcement, whether reward- or punishment-based, acts as an antecedent influence on
behavior. The anticipation of reinforcement motivates people to engage in a certain behavior.
One must be able to anticipate the consequence of a certain behavior in order for it to have an
effect on his/her actions. Further, negative consequences are only effective for regulating

behaviors that have already been learned (Bandura, 1977).
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One must feel that he/she can successfully execute the behavior necessary to bring about
positive outcomes and avoid negative outcomes. Self-efficacy is feeling capable that one can
perform the action necessary to produce the desired/expected outcome; therefore, in order to
preserve an athlete's self-efficacy, he/she must have knowledge that a behavior will result in a
certain outcome. The strength of one's conviction that he or she can successfully execute a
behavior required to produce an outcome will determine whether he or she will even try to cope
with a difficult situation. (Bandura, 1977, 1997)

This study will identify a working knowledge of punishment and it’s impact on self-
efficacy and performance. Best practices for using punishment to enhance current motivational
practices will be identified, if they exist. Currently a void exists in the current research on the
important relationship between punishment, self-efficacy, and performance.

Summary

In sport the pressure to be successful is great and many coaches define success with
winning. The intent of this research is not to suggest that winning is how success should be
defined in sport, nor is it the researcher’s goal to encourage coaches to use punishment more
often with athletes. This study openly accepts the fact that coaches are using punishment with
their athletes in the hopes of achieving greater levels of success and the intent of this research is
to better equip coaches with the knowledge of how athletes perceive the punishment and to more
effectively use punishment as a reinforcement resource.

The purpose of this study is to explore the perceptions that elite male gymnasts have
concerning the effects of punishment being used by their coaches, and specifically how they

perceive that punishment to affect their self-efficacy and their competitive performance. With the
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end goal being that coaches further understand what works and what doesn’t work with their
athletes in terms effective motivation.

The theoretical framework supporting this study is largely based on behavioral research
and more specifically Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory in which Bandura states that
humans are not merely being manipulated by positive and negative reinforcement. Rather
individuals have the ability to choose through the use of perception what is motivational or not.
Within Bandura’s theory is the concept of self-efficacy where self-efficacy is defined as the
belief one has concerning their ability to perform in a certain manner to attain certain goals.

Self-efficacy is correlated with the ability to train hard and perform well, while an inverse
relationship exists between punishment and self-efficacy. The research at hand could be viewed
as a win-win for coaches and athletes. If coaches could better learn to utilize punishment in a
manner that didn’t contribute to the negative side effects on the athlete’s self-efficacy but
maintained the positive tenets of behavioral influence, coaches would be more likely to have
athletes training hard and performing well and the athlete’s self-efficacy and ability to perform
could be enhanced as well.

The significance of this study is two-fold: First punishment will be the primary concern
rather than the focus being on reward. Although there will be a fair share of research on rewards
reviewed and explored in research and interview questions, the main goal of doing so will be to
better understand punishment. Secondly the research will explore what elite athletes perceive as
effective rather than what coaches or educators believe about the effectiveness of punishment.

This is unique in that much of the previous research has focused on youth athlete’s perceptions
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of coaching behaviors and or the perceptions of coaches or educators themselves about

reinforcement behaviors.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The following literature review is a comprehensive summary of the existing literature on
the impact punishment and reward-based motivation have on the self-efficacy and athletic
performance. A comprehensive review of the literature was conducted for articles in peer-
reviewed journals and books pertaining to the topics of self-efficacy and self-confidence,
motivation, reinforcement, punishment, and the relationships between these constructs.

Theoretical Constructs

The major theoretical constructs associated with this research are reinforcement, self-
efficacy and the relationship that exists between reinforcement, self-efficacy and performance.
Due to the theoretical grounding of this research in Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory the major
constructs of reinforcement within Social Cognitive Theory will be examined first.
Social Cognitive Theory

Five major tenents of Bandura’s social learning Theory are reviewed here; Human
agency, observing and modeling, consequent determinants of behavior and expecting, building
self-efficacy, and reinforcement.
Human Agency

Bandura’s (1977) concept of human agency refers to each individual’s unique ability to
perceive an external stimulus. He goes on to identify the four core features of human agency as:
intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness, and self-reflectiveness. Intentionality is defined as
an individual’s ability to choose a specific course of action regardless of influence or

expectation. Intentionality refers to the intention of the individual to respond in any particular
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manner. There are times when the intended actions result in undesirable outcomes. Intentionality
does not guarantee results or outcome. For example, a coach may choose to motivate through
yelling, consequently hoping to “light a fire” in the athlete; however, the athlete may not respond
to the punishment and may actually become less motivated than before the coach's
reinforcement.

Forethought allows an individual to anticipate outcomes and develop action plans
necessary in achieving certain outcomes. Behavior is guided and motivated through forethought.
Forethoughts are also linked to the consequences of achieving or not achieving the forethought
course of action. In doing so the future manifests itself in the present by motivation and directing
individuals’ behavior. An athlete may drag himself out of bed every morning before dawn so he
can get the necessary training needed to accomplish his future goals for the sport. It is the
forethought of future success that can drive athletes through days, weeks, months and even years
of rigorous training.

Self-reactiveness is the individual’s ability to assess productivity of current behavior and
re-direct if necessary. Redirection of behavior may come in the form of changed intent and or
actions plans or motivational intensity related to current behavior. Self reactiveness manifests
itself in internal goal setting processes. Individuals plan for certain events and self-reactiveness
helps regulate and motivate accomplishment. Essentially individuals will plan for outcomes and
engage in actions that produce feelings of self worth and avoid behaviors that produce self-
dissatisfaction. Bandura (2001) stated, in doing so “it is not uncommon for individuals to invest
their self-worth so strongly in certain convictions that they will submit to harsh and punitive

treatment rather than cede to what they regard as unjust or immoral” (p.9).
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Self-reflectiveness is the fourth and last core feature of human agency. According to
Bandura (2001), “people judge the correctness of their predictive and operative thinking against
the outcomes of their actions, the effects other people’s actions produce, what others believe,
deductions from established knowledge and what necessarily follows from it. Among the
mechanisms of personal agency, none is more central or pervasive than people’s beliefs in their
capability to exercise some measure of control over their own functioning” (p.10). Self-efficacy
therefore is the single most important determinant in an individuals’ motivation to try and ability
to accomplish tasks at hand (Bandura, 1977; Holden1991; Holden, Moncher, Schninke, & Barker
1990; Multon, Brown & Lent, 1991, Stajkovic & Luthans 1998).

Bandura (2001) contended “efficacy beliefs play a central role in the self-regulation of
motivation through goal challenges and outcome expectations. It is partly on the basis of efficacy
beliefs that people choose what challenges to undertake, how much effort to expend in the
endeavor, how long to persevere in the face of obstacles and failures, and whether failure are
motivating or demoralizing. The likelihood that people will act on the outcomes they expect
prospective performances to produce depends on their beliefs about whether or not they can
produce those performances” (p10).

Observation and Modeling

According to Bandura (1977), by observing and modeling the behavior of others, humans
are able to develop and refine their own ways of thinking and behaving. The consequent
determinants of behavior, or subsequent effects that work to alter future actions, allow us to
understand the factors that affect human thought and action and allow us to see how positive

reinforcement and punishment affect our behavior. Reinforcement processes provide an
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understanding of how human behavior may be regulated. Knowledge of all of these processes
will allow us to better understand social learning and provide us with means to function more
effectively within our society. Bandura (1977) emphasizes the exploration of the effects of
observation/modeling, consequent determinants, and reinforcement on behavior.

The effects of observation and modeling on behavior are integral aspects of Bandura's
Social Cognitive Theory. Observation/modeling is best understood through exploration of its
functions and the processes that govern it. Most human behavior is adopted through modeling.
When humans observe the actions and behaviors of others, they develop new patterns for their
own actions (16). By observing the actions of others, modeling those behaviors, and integrating
them with one's own prior knowledge, one may develop innovative ways of thinking and acting
(Bandura, 1977).

Observation/modeling is governed by four processes: attentional, retentional, motor
reproduction, and motivational processes. Attentional processes determine what is observed
based on certain factors. For example, observers are inclined to attend to those people with
whom they regularly associate such as coaches, teachers, and parents. Another factor that affects
what behaviors are attended to by the observer is the complexity of the behavior. If information
is overly simple or overly complex, the observer is less likely to attempt to process it. People do
not engage in activities that differ much from what they have already experienced. Relatively
easy tasks do not arouse much interest; moderate tasks maintain high effort and produce
satisfaction upon achievement; difficult tasks that are beyond one’s reach are discouraging.
Another aspect that affects attentional processes is the characteristics of the model. High status

individuals or those individuals with similar attributes to the observer are more likely to be
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attended to than those of low status or whose abilities and characteristics are far different from
the observer. People will attempt to model behaviors that they think they could match with some
effort (Bandura, 1977).

Bandura (1977) stated, retentional processes are also important for governing
observation/modeling. While modeling is the most effective cue to impact behavior, people must
remember what they have observed in order to be influenced by it. Better retention of observed
behavior is obtained by coding modeled activities into symbols. These symbols are represented
in the memory in two main systems, imaginal and verbal. Rehearsal also serves as an important
aid for retention. When individuals visualize themselves performing the appropriate behavior
through mental rehearsal, proficiency and retention are increased. Motor reproduction,
converting the stored symbols into actions, also works to govern observation/modeling. Skills
and behaviors are not perfected through observation alone. People must first gain an
approximation of the skill through observation and then gradually refine it through action.

Lastly, observation/modeling is governed by motivational processes. Although people do
not repeat everything they learn, they are likely to adopt a behavior if they believe it may result
in either a positive outcome or a forestalled negative consequence. For this reason, observational
learning can be achieved more effectively if observers are informed in advance about the benefits
of adopting the given behavior. However, as long as one's existing behaviors are sufficient, little
incentives exist to change (Bandura, 1977).

Consequent Determinants of Behavior and Expecting
Bandura posits the importance of the consequent determinants of behavior. Bandura

includes within the consequent determinant aspect of his theory an exploration of its three
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functions and an explanation of expectancy learning. Consequences are only effective for
regulating behaviors that have already been observed and learned, yet they serve important
functions (1977). These include imparting information, motivating, and strengthening response.
The information imparted by consequences allows people to develop hypotheses based on the
effects of actions and gage which responses are appropriate in the future. They also serve a
motivating function because future consequences can be current motivators of behavior. As long
as a person is able to anticipate the consequences of his behavior, his automatic responses are
strengthened by increasing the likelihood of behavior that is reinforced and decreasing the
likelihood of behavior that is punished. Consequences, however, can only increase the likelihood
that a certain behavior will occur, not increase the strength of the behavior itself.

Bandura (1977) also discusses expectancy learning within his exploration of consequent
determinants of behavior. Within the discussion of expectancy learning, the topics of vicarious
learning, distress within the system, defensiveness, eliminating defensiveness, and building self-
efficacy are included. Consequences extensively regulate behavior antecedently by creating
expectations of future rewards or punishments. Bandura states that “vast amounts of behavior
can be maintained with only infrequent immediate reinforcement” because the information
imparted is processed over long periods of time. Stimuli become predictive of outcomes by
correlating with response consequences. People learn to see predictive stimuli and summon up
appropriate emotional reactions.

Information about predictive stimuli can also be derived by vicarious learning through
observing the actions and consequences of others. When observing the experiences and resulting

emotional states of others, however, a person will generally only learn when observing moderate
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arousal levels. If witnessing too much pain, an observer may divert his attention to avoid it, and
if witnessing too little arousal, the situation will have no effect on the observer. An example of
people anticipating future emotional states based on current predictive stimuli is the effect of
fear. When facing a seemingly threatening situation, fear has the same effects on a person
whether there was only a threat of pain or if pain was actually experienced (Bandura, 1977).

While this expectancy learning has much adaptive value, Bandura states it can also
produce needless distress. Expectancy learning can cause needless distress when coincidental
associations or inappropriate generalizations occur. Coincidental association results when one
attributes merely coincidental effects to events. This coincidental association is converted to a
genuine correlation. An inappropriate generalization results when one over generalizes events
associated with aversive experiences to harmless events that are similar. The more similar
harmless stimuli are to those originally associated with negative consequences the stronger the
generalized reactions will be (1977).

According to Bandura (1977) defensiveness may also result from expectancy learning. To
increase the chances of a person correctly anticipating consequences, they must be relevant and
correlated to behavior. When people’s preconception of the consequences differs from actuality,
behavior is weakly controlled until repeated experience instills realistic expectations. If
consequences occur irregularly or unpredictably, an individual may experience defensiveness.
When individuals do not fully trust what they are told, they act defensively to reduce the
occurrence of aversive events. Once defensiveness has been established, it is difficult to

eliminate.
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Methods of corrective learning, however, have been developed for eliminating
defensiveness by working with one’s outcome expectancy and efficacy expectation. Outcome
expectancy refers to a person’s estimate that a given behavior will produce a certain consequence
or outcome. Efficacy expectation refers to one’s belief that he can successfully execute the
behavior required to produce the outcome. The strength of this conviction will determine
whether or not one will attempt to overcome a difficult situation. If he believes he will be able to
handle the situation, he will behave affirmatively, but if he thinks he is unable to handle the
situation, he will avoid it. The stronger one’s efficacy expectation, the more active his efforts
will be (Bandura, 1977).

Building Self-Efficacy

Because one’s self-efficacy has such a strong correlation with performance motivation,
methods for building self-efficacy have been explored. The most effective way to build a
person’s self efficacy is through skill achievement. This mode of treatment is based on placing a
person in situations where he will succeed. Success raises one’s mastery expectations. Another
mode of treatment for building self-efficacy occurs through vicarious experience. Seeing others
perform activities without negative consequences can create expectations in observers. For
example, phobics benefit from witnessing a model gradually overcome fearful events. A widely
used but weak mode of treatment is verbal persuasion. Although it is easy to use it, it simply
creates expectations without providing any experiential basis for them (Bandura, 1977).
Reinforcement

In exploring reinforcement, Bandura (1977) described its two functions and its three

regulatory systems. Two types of reinforcement include extrinsic reinforcement, including
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consequences that are externally provided, and intrinsic reinforcement, including consequences
that are internally generated. As people develop, they begin to respond to different types of
incentives. For example, young children respond best to material consequences. Eventually
individuals begin to regulate their own behavior through self-evaluative or other self-produced
consequences. As Bandura (1977) stated, “The best way to ensure learning is to support
children’s efforts until their behavior is developed to the point that it provides naturally
sustaining consequences” ( pp. 103-104).

Reinforcement forms the basis for three regulatory systems of behavior including
external reinforcement, vicarious reinforcement, and self reinforcement. External reinforcement,
or incentives, can be presented in different ways and can have different effects on behavior. For
example, a coercive incentive is presented with the idea that one will not receive the benefits
unless he does x behavior. This type of external reinforcement tends to evoke oppositional
behavior. Supportive incentives are presented the help a person do x. Appreciative incentives are
presented in recognition of achieving x. Finally, evaluative incentives are presented according to
what a person’s performance is thought to be worth. According to Ross (1976), both children and
adults increased interest in activities when they were rewarded for performance attainments, but
their interest in activities declined when they were rewarded irrespective of quality. What people
make of the incentives rather than the incentives themselves determine how they will affect
motivation. According to Bandura (1977), “Incentives should be used...primarily to promote
competencies and enduring interests....Incentives encourage participation in activities that

people would otherwise disregard, and thus never develop any interest in them. As involvement
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and skill in the activities increases, social, symbolic, and self-evaluative rewards assume the
incentive functions” (p.113).

Vicarious reinforcement follows the principle that seeing behavior succeed for others
increases one’s tendency to behave similarly, and visa versa. Seeing others reinforced can
function as a motivator by arousing the observer’s expectations of similar rewards. When
working with a group, reinforcement aimed at the individuals within the group will promote
independence; group-based reinforcement, however, will promote a sense of shared
responsibility. Using a combination of individual-based and group-based reinforcement has
proven to be most affective. When individuals within a group seem to be rewarded equitably, a
sense of well-being is established; however, inequitable rewards promote resentment and
dissatisfaction. A reward to one person can function as a punisher when contrasted with more
attractive awards for others (Bandura, 1977).

Self-reinforcement is a process in which individuals maintain their own behavior by
rewarding and punishing themselves according to self-prescribed standards. Behavior is
regulated through the interaction of self-generated and external influences. Most behaviors are
regulated through these self-produced consequences. One’s past behavior is continuously used to
compare against ongoing performance, as people raise their standards after success and lower
their standards after repeated failure. Social comparison also serves an important function within
the self-reinforcement process. Within our competitive society, one person’s success can
represent another person’s failure. People learn to evaluate their own behavior by how others

have reacted to it.
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While external influences play a role in self-reinforcement, people take pride in their
accomplishments when they attribute them to their own efforts and ability, not when they
attribute them to external factors. Further, self-rewarded behavior tends to be maintained more
effectively than if it has been externally reinforced. An action, however, typically produces both
internally and externally generated consequences. External reinforcement has the greatest
influence when it is consistent with a person’s self-produced reinforcement. People can be
conflicted, however if they are socially rewarded for an action that they personally devalue
(Bandura, 1977).

Dysfunctions of this self-evaluative system may also arise. When one internalizes severe
or unattainable standards for self-evaluation, this may result in depression, chronic
discouragement, and feelings of worthlessness. High aspirations do not produce this
discouragement, however, if attainments are measured against smaller, more attainable subgoals
rather than lofty ultimate goals (pp. 140-141). When athletes in this research study are asked to
reflect on reward- and punishment-based motivations used by their coaches, they may describe
behaviors as described in Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory.

Self-Efficacy

Individuals with high self efficacy will expend greater amounts of energy, persevere
longer in the face in difficult situations and will have greater levels of accomplishment. Self-
efficacy is not interchangeable with self-esteem. Self efficacy refers to the athletes personal
assessment of skill level and ability whereas self-esteem more represents a person’s general

feeling of worth (Murphy, 2005).
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The emphasis of self-efficacy is clearly on the individual’s perception of ability rather
than true ability. Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and Vealey’s (1986) model of sport confidence
emphasize the importance of self-efficacy for performance. Understanding how self efficacy
develops is the first step in identifying the influence that rewards and punishment have on factors
related to self-efficacy.

While psychologists have tried to define and universalize self-efficacy since the
beginning of cognitive psychology, the actual meaning behind self-efficacy is unique to each
individual. Its meaning lies deep in one's own development of the self. According to Malott
(2005), self efficacy is a powerful regulator of behavior and success because it is a combination
of self approval and social approval. The case of steroid use in Major League Baseball is a prime
example of social approval. Numerous MLB players have chosen to use illegal steroids to better
influence others' social opinions of themselves.

Vealey (1986) developed a model of sport confidence specific to athletes. The construct
of sport-confidence was developed, including both trait (SC-trait) and state (SC-state)
components. SC-trait components refer to an athlete's usual beliefs about his ability to succeed in
sport, while SC-state components refer to an athlete's beliefs about his ability to succeed in sport
dependent on a mood or situation. Competitive orientations in the model are based on
performing well and winning, yet athletes may value of these goals more than the other (i.e.,
performance oriented versus outcome oriented). Vealey found that performance was a significant
predictor of SC-state, which suggests that athletes internalize confidence as a result of their

performance.
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Development of Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is multi-dimensional (Harter, 1986, 1988; Marsh, 1986; Marsh &
Shavelson, 1985). Global self-efficacy and domain specific self-efficacy are the two types of
self-esteem. Global self-efficacy refers to the general sense of worth a person holds. Global
self-efficacy is the most encompassing view of self concept, it is an individual’s general
overview of self. Domain specific self-efficacy is the self-concept within a specific setting.
Scholastic competence, social acceptance and athletic competence are all specific domains.
(Harter, 1986, 1988; Marsh, 1986; Marsh & Shavelson, 1985).

Self-efficacy development begins with a simple task within a particular setting then
proceeds to the next level or dimension. As self-efficacy develops within each domain, a
network of domain specific self concept begins to emerge. As this network begins to emerge so
does a sense of global self-efficacy. The global sense of self-efficacy is the unification of self
concept within each domain (Harter, 1986, 1988; Marsh, 1986; Marsh & Shavelson, 1985).

Beattie et al. (2004) examined performance in terms of the self-discrepancy theory. The
theory suggests that emotions may result from discrepancies within the self. The authors
explored discrepancies in self-confidence, performance, and anxiety, as participants were asked
to report their levels of self-confidence and cognitive anxiety in The Competitive State Anxiety
Inventory (Martens, Burton, Vealey, Bump, & Smith, 1990). Participants also completed The
Self-Discrepancy to measure ideal, ought, and feared levels of cognitive anxiety and self-
confidence. A heirarchical multiple-regression showed that self-discrepancies predicted more
changes in performance than did actual self-confidence, R2 =.111, F(3, 76) = 3.18, p = .029.

The Impact of Social Interaction
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Social interaction and achievement are two components central to the development of
self-efficacy. Social interaction is the influence of significant others on the individual.
Significant others can assume many roles. In the academic domain it may be the teacher. In the
social setting, peers may serve as the significant other and in the sport domain the coach or
parent may be the influencing figure (Gould & Weiss, 1987).

Research suggests the role of the significant other frequently changes as the child
develops. At younger ages (ages 8 & 9) children tend to see their parents as the most significant
source of feedback. Older children (ages 10 to 14) rely on social comparison with peers as the
primary source of social interaction. Scanlan (1982) also found that in early and middle school
years the child will look to significant adults when making social evaluations. Additionally,
Scanlan postulated that as the child moved into later childhood and early adolescence he/she
relied on social comparison with peers for relevant social interaction. The focus in the
interaction is both who the influencing agent is and the reinforcement the child is receiving from
the significant other. The reinforcement appears in two forms, praise or criticism, and social
comparisons (Gould & Weiss, 1987).

Praise or criticism is usually given from an adult holding a supervising position over the
child (teacher, parent, coach). This reinforcement is what initiates the development of the child's
self-efficacy. Criticism leaves the child with feelings of failure. Inversely, praise allows for
feelings of success. These feelings are then internalized into how the child feels he or she is
being perceived. These perceptions begin to assimilate into the child's sense of worth in that

situation or domain (Gould & Weiss, 1987).
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Social comparison refers to an individual’s social interaction with his or her peers. People
compare themselves to others and in doing so, a sense of relativity is proposed. Individuals are
able to view their behaviors in comparison to others. This comparison acts as a measure of how
they are doing and how others feel about them. The social comparisons will result in individuals
feeling good or bad about themselves relative to their perception of how they compare to peers.
Once again this feedback is internalized and stored in the concept of self whereas competition
serves as a process of social comparison. (Scanlan, 1982).

The Impact of Achievement Effect

Achievement is a central component in self-efficacy. According to Cooley (1902/1956),
achievement or competence directly influences the developing self-efficacy. The effect of
achievement depends on how individuals attribute the achievement and if the achievement is
perceived as important. Achievement is attributed either to internal variables or to external
variables. Internal attributions of success are ability, strategy and effort. External attributions of
success are luck, chance or lack of task difficulty. When achievement is externally attributed,
self-efficacy is not affected; however, when achievement is internally attributed feelings of
worth result. The individual's self-efficacy is affected in a positive way.

How individuals perceive the achievement influences how they about it. If the
achievement is seen as optimal to the individual, then the achievement will have a positive effect
on self-efficacy development. The positive effect of achievement occurs if the task difficulty
matches individuals' abilities. This matching is referred to as optimal challenging (Harter, 1978).

If individuals see the task as too easy or too hard then achievement does not effect evaluations of
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self. An individual dismisses the success or failure. However, if the task difficulty and an
individual's ability match (optimal challenge) the results affect the developing self-efficacy.

Gaines et al. (2005) conducted a study to examine the relationship between social
comparison and praise in female undergraduate students. Participants completed an intellectual
task, after which they received different types of praise. The study utilized a 2 (norm
information) x 3 (type of praise) design, in which half of the participants were shown
performance norms suggesting that they performed better than the majority of the participants.
After completing the task, participants were either given no praise, comparison-free praise, or
praise with social comparison.

In the comparison-free praise condition, participants were told, “Nice job!” In the social
comparison praise condition, participants were told, “Nice job! In fact, you've done one of the
best so far!” The dependent measure used in the experiment was Feelings of satisfaction based
on performance, a 5-item measure to tap into participant's positive feelings and satisfaction
based on their performance. The authors conducted an ANOVA and found a main effect of norm
information F(1, 135) = 6.06, p = .01. Results showed that when no norm information was given,
praise only enhanced satisfaction when social comparison was present. Further, the participant's
perception of superior performance had a mediating effect on social comparison and feelings of
satisfaction. Implications of this study suggest that social comparison plays an important role in
performance satisfaction.

The influence self-efficacy has on increasing work ethic, perseverance and achievement
has motivated much research to identify the core factors in self-efficacy development. Mastery

experiences (success at a given task), vicarious experiences (watching others achieve success at a
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given task), verbal persuasion statements (a trusted individuals expresses confidence in the
potential for success at a given task) and physiological states (increased physiological arousal in
preparation for attempting a given task) are the four components responsible for self-efficacy
development (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997).

As an individual prepares for performance, typically multiple sources of influences are
present on self-efficacy (Caruso & Gill, 1992; Gould, Hodge, Peterson, & Giannini, 1989;
Harrison, Fellingham, Buck & Pellett, 1995; Pellet & Lox, 1998). Yet, existing literature
confirms the single greatest influence on the development of self-efficacy is mastery experience
while vicarious experience and verbal persuasion play a significant but lesser role in self-efficacy
development (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Feltz, Landers, & Raeder, 1979).

According to Bandura (1997), performance accomplishments are the most influential
sources of self-efficacy, as they are based on one's own mastery experiences. These experiences
affect self-efficacy based on how the individual views the experience. Bandura further states that
greater efficacy value will be placed on performance accomplishments on difficult tasks, tasks
undergone without assistance, and tasks completed without repeated failures; while easy tasks,
tasks accomplished with external help, and tasks completed with repeated failures carry less
efficacy value. Bandura also describes persuasive techniques often used by coaches to influence
an athlete's self-efficacy (e.g., verbal persuasion, evaluative feedback, expectations, self-talk, and
positive imagery). While persuasive techniques do not have as much of an effect of self-efficacy
as performance accomplishments, the debilitating effects of these persuasive techniques are
more powerful than the enabling effects. It is difficult to increase self-efficacy by persuasive

techniques alone. Bandura argues that in addition to persuasive techniques, coaches should also
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structure activities through which the athlete can experience success (Bandura, 1997). Bandura
also comments on the ways self-efficacy influences behavior. He states that self-efficacy beliefs
only influence behavior when incentives are in place to perform and the skills necessary for
successful performance are in place (1997). In addition, Bandura noted that successful athletes'
self-efficacy requires a certain resilience in order to persevere over failures, setbacks, and
pressure. He states that experience with setbacks and failures may aid in developing a stronger
self-efficacy, yet more research on the subject is needed.

Feltz and Lirgg (2001) conducted a review of self-efficacy research on athlete
populations. Most studies showed a significant relationship between self-efficacy and
performance. Further, performance variables were typically shown to predict self-efficacy more
strongly than self-efficacy was shown to predict performance. Overall, studies conducted on self-
efficacy and performance using athletes have shown that self-efficacy is a predictor of
performance, especially when used in combination with other cognitive training variables.
Further, high self-efficacy has been correlated with low pre-competitive anxiety, effective goal-
setting, and positive affect.

Although mastery experience is the greatest single determinant of self-efficacy
development, it has been shown that a combination of mastery experience, vicarious experience
and verbal persuasion increases the positive influence on enhancement of self-efficacy. Studies
have shown that mastery experience in combination with one or both of the other two mentioned
determining factors (vicarious experience and verbal persuasion) increases the development of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Ewart, Taylor, Reese & DeBusk, 1983; Taylor, Bandura, Ewart,

Miller & DeBusk, 1985).
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Feltz, Chase, Moritz, and Sullivan (1999) used Bandura's work to develop a model of
coaching efficacy. The model consists of four dimensions of coaches' efficacy beliefs including
the ability to motivate the athletes, instructional technique, game strategy, and character building.
The authors developed the Coaching Efficacy Scale (CES) to measure the aspects of their model.
Feltz et al. found that coaching efficacy positively influenced athlete satisfaction and
performance.

This study will focus primarily on the combination of mastery experience and verbal
persuasion as they sustain the main exploratory intent of identifying the impact of coaches using
positive reinforcement and / or punishment on self-efficacy development and performance.
Hollembeak and Amorose (2005) identified a direct relationship between coaching
methodologies and the development of self-efficacy (perceived competence). Research identifies
mastery experience and verbal persuasion as significant determinants of self-efficacy measures.
Coaching methodologies greatly influence the type of verbal persuasion and the amount of
performance mastery an athlete experiences.

Intrinsic Motivation, Coaching Methodologies and Performance

Existing literature strongly supports a positive relationship between self-efficacy and
performance (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1997; Bandura, 2001; Bandura & Locke, 2003, Boyce &
Bingham, 1997, Spray, Wang Biddle, & Chatzisarantis, 2006; Wayment, 2002; Wise & Trunnell,
2001). In addition, self-efficacy determines what tasks people will attempt, how much energy
they will expend on the achievement of those tasks and how long the will continue trying in the

face of adversity (1986, 1997).
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Research identifies a direct relationship between an individual’s internal motivation and
mastery experience. Intrinsically motivated individual’s work harder and experience more
performance mastery than individuals who are not intrinsically motivated (Hollembeak &
Amorose, 2005; Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand and Losier, 1999; Weiss & Ferrer Caja, 2002).

McAuley, Duncan, and Tammen (1989) designed a confirmatory factor analysis to assess
properties of the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI; Ryan, 1982). Male and female
undergraduate students participated in pairs in a basketball shooting game during which one
attempts to successfully make a shot to force one's opponent to successfully replicate the shot. If
the opponent fails to replicate the shot, he receives a penalty. The first player to receive 3
penalties loses the game. After completing the game, participants completed the IMI. The IMI
consisted of 18 items (4 subscales) scored on a Likert scale. The 4 subscales include Interest-
enjoyment, perceived competence, effort-importance, and tension-pressure. The author
conducted a factor analysis to confirm these 4 subscales as well as a second-order factor
(intrinsic motivation).

Hollembeak and Amorose (2005) looked at the relationship between perceived coaching
behaviors and athletes' intrinsic motivation, mediated by perceived competence, autonomy, and
relatedness. Male and female university athletes were given a questionnaire consisting of the
following measures: the Leadership Scale for Sports [LSS; assessing the coach's decision making
styles (democratic and autocratic), the coach's motivational tendencies (social support and
positive feedback), and the coach's instructional tendencies (training and instruction);
Chelladurai & Reimer, 1998]; Sport Motivation Scale [assessing intrinsic motivation to know,

intrinsic motivation to accomplish, intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation, and the
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athlete's motivation for practicing his sport; Pelletier et al., 1995]; Perceived Competence at
one's sport (Amorose 2003); Autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 1985); and Feelings of Relatedness Scale
[assessing the extent to which the athlete agrees with statements about his personal relationships
with coaches and teammates; Richer & Vallerand, 1998]. Preliminary statistical analysis showed
a positive relationship between intrinsic motivation and perceived competence, autonomy, and
relatedness. Further, autocratic coaching behavior was negatively correlated with intrinsic
motivation, while all other coaching behaviors were positively correlated to intrinsic motivation.
Positive Feedback was shown to be a predictor of Feelings of Relatedness and Perceived
Competence, yet a negative relationship existed between Positive Feedback and Perceived
Competence.

The two most prevalent coaching methodologies are positive reinforcement (the use of
reward to influence behavior change) and punishment (using punishment to create behavior
change). Historically there is great research to support the idea that positive coaching produces
more internally motivated athletes who will hence experience more mastery experience which
will in turn positively impact the development of self-efficacy (Amorose & Horn, 2000;
Whitehead and Corbin, 1991).

Task-oriented vs. Ego-oriented Athletes

According to Nicholls & Miller (1984), ability is demonstrated as an individual’s past
performance, gains in competency or as capacity in relation to others. Traditional views of
positive reinforcement emphasize coaching in a task-orientated manner while punishment
focuses more on ego-orientation. “A task involving motivational climate is an environment in

which athletes are reinforced by the coach when they experience improvement, work hard and
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help each other learn, and believe that each team member contributes to the team’s efforts. In
contrast, in an ego-involving context, athletes perceive that poor performance and mistakes will
be punished” (Newton & Duda, 1999).

Newton and Duda (1999) examined the interaction among perceptions of the
motivational climate, goal orientations, and perceived ability by administering a survey to female
adolescent volleyball players. One measure included in the survey were the Perceived
Motivational Climate in Sport Questionnaire-2 (PMCSQ-2; Newton & Duda, 1998), to assess
players' perceptions of how their team's motivational climate is characterized in terms of
perceived task-involving climate and perceived ego-involving climate. Perceived task-involving
climate reflects an emphasis by the coach on player effort and improvement, cooperative
learning, and the importance of each player to the team. Perceived ego-involving climate
includes feelings that mistakes are punished, the coach focuses on the most talented athletes, and
that team rivalry exists. Other measures included in the survey were the intrinsic motivation
inventory (IMI; Ryan, 1982), Beliefs About the Causes of Success in Sport Questionnaire
(BACSSQ; Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Duda & White, 1992; Nicholls, Patashnick, & Nolen, 1985),
and Perceived Ability Scale (Nicholls & Miller, 1984). The BACSSQ assesses the extent to
which players feel that their success is a function of effort or ability. The Perceived Ability
assesses the athlete's perception of ability specific to his sport. The authors employed a
regression method to explore the interactions between the measures.

Newton and Duda (1999) postulated that task-oriented athletes learn that working hard
and improving will lead to greater team satisfaction thus contributing to greater self-efficacy.

Ego-oriented athletes are taught they will be punished if they lose which leads to performance
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anxiety, boredom and decreased self-efficacy. Positive reinforcement or task-oriented coaching
teaches athletes to value effort whereas aversive control or ego-oriented coaching teaches
athletes to value ability or results. Newton and Duda's findings indicate that an effort focus (task
orientation) produces more skill achievement than a result focus (ego-orientation).
Positive Reinforcement, Self-efficacy and Performance

Vast amounts of research exist to support the benefit of positive reinforcement as an
effective coaching methodology. Researchers agree that rewarding effort and improvement (task-
orientation) helps develop self-efficacy that in turn improves skill mastery and achievement.
Amorose & Horn (2000) examined the relationship between internal motivation and coaching
styles. Coaching styles were identified by using the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS)
questionnaire which was developed by Chelladurai and Saleh (1978, 1980) and the Coaching
Feedback Questionairre (CFQ) designed by Smith, Smoll, and Hunt (1977). The CFQ includes
coaching feedback categories such as praise, nonreinforcement, reinforcement, technical
instruction, mistake-contingent encouragement, ignoring mistakes, corrective instruction,
punishment, and corrective instruction combined with punishment.
Feedback from Coaches

Challadurai and Saleh (1980) developed the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS),
assessing five dimensions of coaching behavior (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior,
Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback). In order to refine the measure, the
questionnaire was administered to male and female university students enrolled in a physical
education class and male varsity athletes. The physical educated students responded to items

about their preference for certain leader behaviors, and the athletes responded to two different
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versions (one asking about their preference for certain leader behaviors, and one asking about
their perceptions of their coaches' actual behaviors. These 3 versions (the physical education
students, the athlete's preference, and the athlete's perceptions) were analyzed separately using
confirmatory factor analysis. Five factors were extracted from each of the sets of data, which
accounted for 41.2%, 39.3%, and 55.8% of the variance, respectively.

The authors then selected certain items that had high loadings in each of the 3 versions to
constitute each factor, resulting in a 40 item scale (13 items for training and instruction, 9 items
for democratic behavior, 5 items for autocratic behavior, 8 items for social support, and 5 items
for positive feedback). The authors interpreted the factor Training and Instruction as the ability
of the coach to improve the performance level of the athlete. The factor Democratic Behavior
was interpreted as the extent to which the coach includes the athlete in the decision-making
process. Autocratic Behavior was interpreted as the extent to which the coach emphasizes his
authority to the athletes. The fourth factor, Social Support, was interpreted as the extent to which
the coach satisfies the interpersonal needs of the athletes. The authors interpreted the last factor,
Positive Feedback, as the extent to which the coach complements and shows appreciation for the
athletes and their performance.

Allen and Howe (1998) examined the relationship between athlete ability, coach
feedback, perceived competence, and satisfaction among female field hockey players. The
athletes completed the Perceived Coaching Feedback questionnaire (Smith, Smoll, & Curtis,
1978), modified to apply specifically to field hockey. This measure includes 10 categories, four
of which represent behavioral responses to athlete's positive performance (i.e. praise only, no

response, information only, and praise combined with information), and six of which represent
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behavioral responses to athlete's negative performance (i.e. encouragement only, no response,
criticism, corrective information, encouragement combined with corrective information, and
criticism combined with corrective information).

The athlete's coaches completed the Estimate of Player Ability, consisting of a 4-point
scale from “top 25% of players” to “bottom 25% of players.” The athletes also completed the
Self-Perceptions of Ability (Harter, 1988), a 5-item measure in which scores range from high
perceived competence to low perceived competence. Lastly, athletes completed the Satisfaction
With Coach and Team Involvement, a six-item measure rated on a 7-point Likert scale from very
dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (7). The authors conducted a hierarchical regression to show that
athlete's higher perceived confidence was related to higher ability, frequent praise and
information, and less frequent encouragement and corrective information.

In addition, Allen and Howe conducted a canonical correlation to show that after a good
performance, higher ability, frequent praise and information were correlated with greater
satisfaction with the team and coach, while after an error, frequent encouragement and corrective
information were correlated with greater satisfaction with the team and coach. This study has
important implications, as the frequent uses of coach feedback and encouragement is generally
regarded as positive, yet this study shows that encouragement and instruction was related to
lower perceptions of competence in athletes.

Amorose and Horn (2000) examined athletes' intrinsic motivation and perceptions of
their coaches' behavior. Male and female Division | athletes completed a demographic
questionnaire, the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI), the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS)

and the Coaching Feedback Questionnaire (CFQ), to assess their perceptions of their coaches'
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behavior. The authors identified that the positive encouragement coaching style included
coaching statements such as, “great play, now you’re keeping your eyes on the ball,” “hang in
there, you’ll do better next time” and you dropped your elbow, next time keep it up.” Punishment
oriented coaching include such sample statements as, “that was a really stupid play” and “how
many times have | told you to extend your elbow?”” To explore intrinsic motivation and coaching
behavior, a multivariate multiple regression was conducted, using the scores from the five
subscales of the IMI as the dependent variables, and scores from the five subscales of the LSS
and the three factor scores from the CFQ as predictor variables. Separate analyses were
performed for males and females because preliminary analyses showed that they differed in
intrinsic motivation.

Results showed that the set of predictor variables could explain a significant amount of
the variance in males' intrinsic motivation, Wilk's lambda = .57; F(45, 830) = 2.43; p<.01 and in
females', Wilk's Lambda = .58, F(45, 776) = 2.22, p<.01. The results further indicate that athletes
training with coaches who operate from the positive encouragement coaching style will have
significantly higher levels of internal motivation that those athletes receiving punishment
oriented feedback. However, Horn later identified a negative relationship between the sole use of
positive reinforcement (as a coaching methodology) and perceived competence (self-efficacy).
This research suggests the possibility that a balance of positive reinforcement and punishment
may be ideal for the ideal development of self-efficacy (Horn, 2002).

Anshel and Hoosima examined gender differences in the effects of positive and negative
feedback on causal attributions and motor performance. Male and female undergraduate athletes

and non-athletes were randomly assigned to receive either positive or negative feedback.
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Participants were asked to complete a motor task and given bogus feedback about their
performance. Positive feedback consisted of phrases such as, “Good job, you beat the best time
for that trial.” Negative feedback consisted of phrases such as, “That was poor; you did not beat
the best time for that trial.” After the motor task, subjects completed the Causal Dimension Scale
(Russell, 1982), to determine their causal attribution for performance. Results showed that males
were more stable in their response to negative feedback. Further, positive feedback resulted in
more stable attributes. There was no difference in the attributes of athletes versus non-athletes.
Overall, negative feedback decreased performance, and athletes performed more poorly than
non-athletes in response to negative feedback. Both athletes and non-athletes performed similarly
in response to positive feedback.

Studenski (1975) studied the effect of varying levels of reward and punishment on level
of performance. Participants, consisting of 18-20 year-olds, completed two novel tasks (i.e. an
easier and then a more difficult version of Toulouse and Pieron's Attention Test). After
completing the easier version, subjects received arbitrary feedback (“poor”, “average”, or
“good”) on their performance. Subjects were then asked to predict their performance on the
second task. These predictions were used as measures of aspiration level (low, average, above
average, significantly high). The dependent variable in the study was measured as the difference
in performance between the two attention tasks. Studenski found that the effect of reward and
punishment on performance varies with the intensity of the reward or punishment. The largest

increase in performance occurred after moderate reward and strong punishment. Moderate

punishment and very strong reward resulted in the smallest increase in performance.
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Paradoxical Effects of Reward and Punishment

Meyer (1992) examined the paradoxical effects of praise and criticism on perceived
ability. He argues that praise can lead to an inference that the one giving the praise perceives the
other's ability as low, while criticism can result in an inference that one's ability is perceived as
high. The effects of praise and criticism are mediated by one's processing of the situation. Giving
praise for an easy task can lead the recipient to think that the he is inferred to have low ability.
Meyer states that “criticism...may function as a cue for inferring that the actor's ability is
estimated to be high” (1992). Meyer argues that analysis of praise and criticism needs to focus
on more than just the type of reinforcement. Gonzalez-Vallejo and Bonham (2007) studied the
role of feedback in aligning confidence with accuracy. The authors used a 3 (type of feedback) x
3 (repetition of question-answer pairs) within-subjects design. Participants were first shown 100
general knowledge questions with their answers from Dougherty (2001). Fifty of the questions
were presented one time, and 50 were presented three times. Two days later, participants
returned to answer 150 general knowledge questions, 100 of which they had studied at varying
frequencies and 50 of which were new.

Participants rated their confidence that they answered correctly after each item. In the all-
rewards condition, participants always accumulate points, and never receive a loss of points after
a poor performance. The amount of points gained depends on the match between confidence and
accuracy. In the all-penalty condition, participants always lose points, the amount of points lost
depending on the match between confidence ratings and accuracy. In the moderate condition,
participants gained points for matching confidence and accuracy and lost points for a mismatch.

The authors conducted a multivariate contrast test with repetition frequency as the DV's and type
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of feedback as the between-subjects factor. Results showed that the moderate condition, in which
participants were both rewarded and punished, produced the best performance compared to the
all-rewards and all-penalty conditions, F(6,121) = 2.34, p<.05.
Punishment, Self-efficacy and Performance

Relatively speaking there is very little research on the relationship between punishment,
self-efficacy, and performance. An exhaustive review of the literature is presented to allow the
reader to determine if in fact coaches and educators have been presented with the correct tools
for using punishment in a manner that would not have a negative effect on self-efficacy and
performance. The majority of the current research runs parallel with the views of Albrecht that
punishment should not be used by coaches as it is undermining to the overall enjoyment level of
sport participation and has a negative impact on motivation (2009). Although more studies are
realizing that punishment is prevalent in sports and the emphasis should be on the appropriate
utilization of punishment rather than the avoidance of it altogether, very little research is being
conducted on how to appropriately use it. Seifried (2010) stated “punishment should not and
does not emerge as the first choice of coaches for behavior and performance modification; but
it’s appropriate with careful limited use” (p. 219). However, Seifried offers very little in terms of
guidelines for what the appropriate use of punishment might be. In fact his only directive given
is that “players and team should understand the reasons for the punishment and the level and
intensity of the behavior should match the crime or offense” (p 223).

Avila et. al. (2006) conducted a study with male university students to explore
expectation development as a function of probability of punishment. Subjects were divided into 4

groups determined by scores on the Sensitivity to Punishment (SP) scale or the Sensitivity to
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Reward (SR) scale (Turrubia, Avila, Molto, & Caseras, 2001). The subjects completed a
computerized probability game, in which 8 preprogrammed decks yielded differing percentages
of punishments ranging from 10% to 90%.

Subjects were continually asked to choose whether they wanted to continue playing with
the same deck, or choose another. The authors conducted a mixed-model ANOVA using Level
of Punishment as the within-subjects factor and personality group as the between subjects factor.
The results yielded main effects of Level of Punishment F(7, 616)=288.93, p<.001 and of Group
F(3,88)=2.75, p<.05. This showed that the number of responses decreased as the percentage of
punishment increased, and the group that scored low on the SP scale made more responses than
the groups that scored high on SP scale, high on the SR scale, or low on the SR scale. An
ANOVA was also conducted using winnings or losses in each level of punishment as a
dependent variable. This yielded a significant main effect of Level of Punishment,
F(7,616)=1344.27, p<.000 and a significant Group x Level of Punishment interaction, F(21,
616)=1.89, p<.01. When the level of punishment was low, the group that scored low on the SP
scale won more money than the group that scored high on the SP scale. When the level of
punishment was high, the low SP group lost more money than the high SP group. Response
times were also examined, revealing that the low SP group responded faster to punishment than
the high SP group, t(88)=2.23, p<.03. Overall, the number of responses in each deck before the
subject chose another deck increased as percentage of reward increased. Further, response times
were faster after reward than after punishment. The authors speculated that subjects with lower

sensitivity to punishment increased their expectations of reward.
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As noted previously, very little research exists concerning the relationship between
punishment and performance. Research indicates that punishment is not as effective as positive
reinforcement because punishment produces fear performance anxiety, inhibition and lowered
internal motivation (Smith, 1993). Much research does support this contention, however the
research supports the findings based on the traditional view of punishment as ego-orientation
(athletes are punished when they perform poorly). There are numerous studies that indicate the
benefit of punishment in some form to create the most effective motivational climate.

According to Perone (2003) punishment does not have to be associated with pain, fear,
anxiety or distress. “It is easy to cite instances of effective aversive control in which such
negative reactions are absent. Aversive control is responsible for the fact that we button our coats
when the temperature drops and loosen our ties when it rises. It leads us to come in out of the
rain, and blow on our hot coffee before we drink it, and to keep fingers out of electrical outlets.
The presence of aversive control in these cases clearly works to the individual’s advantage” (p.
1).

Micheal (1993) states that “learning is largely under aversive control and it is our task to
make such control effective, in which case it becomes a form of gentle persuasion” (p. 120).
Malott (2005) posits that aversive control is important in the management of performance and
that attaching punishment to lack of effort is a necessary part of influencing motivation and
performance outcomes. “Sophisticated behavioral analysts have argued against the effectiveness
of punishment contingencies, their argument have been disappointingly unsophisticated and

unempirical, often based on poor asymmetrical illogic” (p. 92).
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Malott (2005) went on to state “contrary to the implications of cognitive motivation
theorists, fear of failure is essential, if we are to maintain reasonable standards of safety,
productivity and quality. In other words, sometimes fear of failure is dysfunctional but often it is
functional” (p. 97). Malott argued for punishment to be used under certain conditions to retain
and to improve its impact on the development of self-efficacy and skill achievement. Malott
argued that effective motivational climates include conditions where easily performed tasks are
present which include small outcomes with frequent deadlines.

In furthering the point Malott explaind, “most laymen and all too many behavior analysts
think that if a person does not do something , it is because they do not sufficiently value the
outcome their actions would produce” (p. 95). It is not accurate to say that if individuals don’t try
then they do not care or appreciate the potential outcome. There are times when certain
individuals in certain situations need additional contingencies. “For example the person who
consistently over-eats and therefore is obese does not do so because he fails to value good
health... the extent to which the obese person cares should be apparent to all when that person
goes to the extreme of submitting himself to gastric bypass surgery” (p. 95).

Ratner and Herbst (2005) looked at the effect of emotional reactions on switching away
from likely successful options. The authors employed undergraduate students for 4 experiments
to explore this concept. In study 1, participants performed a task in which they were given two
choices of brokers to invest $5000. One broker had a higher success rate than the other, and
participants were asked to choose with whom to invest based on their success rates. They were
then either told that their broker had succeeded in making them profit, or had failed and lost a

portion of their money. Half of the participants were then asked to recall the success rates of the
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2 brokers. All the participants then answered questions on how they felt about their decision. The
participants who were not previously asked to recall the success rates of the brokers were then
asked to do so. Finally, participants were asked to estimate how the 2 brokers would perform if
selected again and asked which broker they would choose next time. The results indicated that
participants felt regret their decision if their broker failed, even in they chose the better option.
Participants were just as likely to switch brokers when they were prompted to recall their success
rates before making the decision as when prompted after making the decision.

Further, participants chose to switch away from the decision with the bad outcome even
when they indicated that their originally chosen broker would be more likely to succeed in the
future. In study 2, half the participants were asked to report on the future success of their chosen
broker before they made the decision of whether to switch away from the broker. The results
showed that prompting a participant to report on the future success of a broker reduced the
likelihood that the participant would switch to a broker that he/she felt would perform worse in
the future, yet some participants switched to the other broker even after reporting that he would
be less likely to succeed.

The third study examined the effects of focusing either on affect or on cognitions prior to
making the decision to switch. All participants were told that their chosen broker failed, and only
those participants who initially chose the broker with the higher success rate were used in the
analysis. Analyses indicated that those focusing on affect had significantly higher switch rate
than those focusing on cognitions. In the last study, the authors examined individual differences

in the need for cognition. The results showed that those with a low need for cognition had a
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significantly higher chance of switching based on affect than those with a high need for
cognition. Overall, the findings suggest that regret may lead people away from the best options.

Increasing motivation through coaching methodologies is a widely accepted practice for
increasing and developing an individual’s level of internal drive, self-efficacy and performance.
Recent findings are identifying punishment as a prevalent and under-developed coaching
methodology. In practice, punishment is used quite often; however, those using it have very little
knowledge about the most effective manner of utilizing it. It appears that using punishment
under certain conditions in combination with positive reinforcement may help create more ideal
motivational climates.

Positive Reinforcement and Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is paramount to an individual’s ability to achieve. Low self-efficacy
impedes motivation for achievement. When motivation to achieve is absent the self does not
develop. When the individual is not motivated to better him/herself achievement is delayed or
arrested (Amorose & Horn, 2000; Bandura, 1977, 1997, 2000, 2001; Bandura & Locke, 2003;
Boyce & Bingham, 1997; Newton & Duda, 1999; Waymont, 2002; Wise & Trunnel, 2001).
Additionally, severe psychological problems may result. Low self-efficacy can contribute to
significant psychological disorders (Cooley, 1902/1956; Gould & Weiss, 1987; Smith, 1993).

Positive reinforcement facilitates the enhancement of self-efficacy by creating positive
outlets of social comparison. Social interaction is present in every aspect of sport. As previously
mentioned, social comparison and feedback from significant others are central components of
sport. Positive reinforcement allows for the continual feedback the athlete internalizes for social

comparison. Sport by nature involves a comparing of individuals' competencies (Scanlan, 1982).



Punishment 56

Comparing allows the individual a gauge of success. Sport allows the athlete to gauge success
on two levels. A comparison may be made as an individual and as a team. The aspect of team
comparison is unique to the sport setting. Positive reinforcement by way of the coach’s feedback
ensures the individual more opportunities for positive regard (Scanlan, 1982).

Feedback from significant others (coach/parent) is prevalent in sport. Positive
reinforcement functions to increase levels of self-efficacy. Praise and/or rewards have been
found more effective in building self-esteem than criticism and/or punishment. Praise and/or
rewards are proven to increase the enjoyment of the sport experience, athlete performance levels,
and allow individuals to begin developing self-concept (Martin & Hyrcaiko, 1983; Smith &
Smoll, 1990).

Skill achievement (mastery experience) is the greatest motivating factor in sport. The
more an individual achieves the more he/she wants to achieve. Skill achievement and positive
control are directly related. Positive affect occurs when an optimal challenge is offered and
achieved. Sport allows for the manipulation of the setting rather than the individual (Bandura,
1977, 1986, 1997; Harter, 1978). This allows for more optimal achievement and in turn more
positive effect.

Harter stated, "individuals are innately motivated to be competent in all areas of human
achievement. In order to satisfy the urge to be competent in an achievement area such as sport,
the person attempts mastery " (p. 206). If the person perceives the mastery attempt to match
their ability, positive affect is possible. Perception is linked to the internalized concept of self

through the type of control or motivation the coach employs. Positive reinforcement encourages
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the athlete to form higher perceptions of ability, thusly, creating more options for a positive
effect on self-efficacy development (1990).

Vealey's (1986) sport specific model of sport confidence states that an athlete with
developed self-efficacy in sport will be able to apply this self-confidence to other situation
specific tasks. This theory lends evidence for developing self-concept at primary levels in sport,
such as speed, agility or balance. Positive reinforcement promotes the increased perceptions of
skill achievement, social comparison, and self-efficacy. The development of self-concept is
applied to other situations. The increase in self-efficacy produces higher success expectancies
and skill achievement at domain specific and global arenas.

Punishment and Self-efficacy

According to Harter (1978) and Vealey (1986), sport serves as the playing field for an
individual’s self-efficacy development. Sport allows for the necessary components for positive
self-efficacy growth. The developmental aspect of sport parallels that of self-concept. Sport
participation begins at the most basic domain of skills and slowly progresses to more complex
global accomplishments. Sport allows for the manipulation of skills and tasks to match optimal
challenges with the individual.

Punishment is said to be counterproductive to the development of self-efficacy, however
available research on punishment states that there is positive correlation with skill achievement
(Cooley, 1902 &1956; Smith, 1993). Over time the negative side effects that fear and anxiety
have on self-efficacy development begin to overcome the beneficial effect of skill achievement.
Rather than generalizing punishment as a motivational force that should not be used, there may

be benefits to understanding how to apply aversive techniques while minimizing the negative
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side effects so coaches can learn to utilize punishment to influence skill development while
reducing or eliminating the negative effects on self efficacy (Gonzalez-Vallejo, Bonham, 2007;
Meyer, 1992; Smith & Smoll, 1990; Studenenski, 1975).

For self-efficacy enhancement, it is crucial for motivational techniques to be congruent
with positive associations of skill achievement and social comparisons, while maintaining the
evaluation of optimal challenge and internal attributions. Simply put, an individual must have a
positive motivational experience and feel internally responsible for the accomplishment of a
challenging task for the lasting positive self-efficacy to result.

The majority of negative side effects associated with punishment often result in a
decrease in self-efficacy. An individual’s perception of self is lowered based on the fear of
failure promoted from the use of punishment (Cooley, 1902/1956; Harter, 1978; Scanlan, 1982;
Smith, 1993). Even when an individual is learning new skills or improving existing skills at
optimally challenging levels, the effects from punishment tend to have a negative impact on self-
efficacy. Punishment encourages the individual to externalize accomplishment and internalize
inability and underachievement (ego-orientation).

Motivation becomes internalized or appropriated from the external system. Self-
efficacy is the product of internalized motivation. Self-efficacy is the personal belief system an
individual has of one’s abilities (Bandura, 1977). It is the perception of one’s abilities (rather
than the actual ability level) that has the greatest effect on self-efficacy. Zimmerman (2000),
stated self-efficacy is a social construct, in that it does not exist without social interaction. Self-
efficacy evolves in two ways. It can be an internalization of other’s expectations or it can be

created from within the individual. Generally, self-efficacy is an interaction between the social
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situation and internal views of competence. Multiple levels of self-efficacy may exist
concurrently.

Punishment is thought to promote negative social comparisons through the presence of
negative feedback (criticism and/or punishment). Gould and Weiss (1987), linked punishment
with negative feedback, in that, punishment encourages the individual to make negative social
evaluations of self. Even if the individual is achieving at an optimally challenging level,
punishment teaches the individual to perceive him/herself as not making the grade.

Many coaches and educators wonder if changing the dynamics of punishment could have
a positive effect on skill achievement without the counter-productive influence on self-efficacy.
(Smith, 1993; Smith & Smoll, 1990; Smoll, 1993; & Zimmerman, 2000). Observational findings
indicate that when coaches use a balance of both positive reinforcement and punishment, and
there is prior knowledge of expectations associated with rewards and punishment, and the
punishment is administered in a non-threatening way there appears to be a positive impact on
performance without the typically negative associations on self-efficacy development (Gonzalez-
Vallejo & Bonham, 2007).

Creating a theoretical framework of motivational emphasis is crucial to any coach or
athlete success. Too much of either motivational force could be counterproductive to positive
growth. Overuse of positive control can sometimes begin to lose its positive effects by
desensitizing the athlete to the praise and/or reward. The athlete may learn to only respond to
positive control or may need greater and greater rewards to produce the same motivational

results (Gonzalez-Vallejo, Bonham, 2007; Smith, Zane, Smoll, & Coppel, 1983).
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Knowledge of expectations and outcomes are essential in athlete motivation. The athlete
must have prior knowledge and agreement of behavioral expectations and specific outcomes to
produce motivation. Skinner (1969), found this to be true with all behavior. The individual must
be aware of punishment as well as reward for control of desired behavior change. For example,
a football player will be more motivated to come to practice if he knows he will be playing in the
big game. Researchers agree motivation is directly linked with effort rather than ability.
Rewards and punishments will be effective, in so far as they are motivating the individual to try
harder. It is the increased effort that has a positive effect on the individual’s ability to perform.
With this in mind, coaches might be successful in using positive reinforcement and punishment
towards the manipulation of effort (Smith, Smoll, & Smith, 1989).

In addition, for increased effort to result, it is paramount the coach and athlete are
congruent in the evaluation of the athlete’s presiding effort. If the coach and athlete understand
the expectation is to attend the entire practice in order to play in the big game they are congruent
in their evaluation of effort. However, if the football player believes making it to most of the
practice is sufficient to play while the coach expects the athlete for the entire length of practice,
then the coach and athlete are not in congruence about the evaluation of effort. Both coach and
athlete must agree that the athlete’s effort is grounds for substantiated reward or punishment.
The athlete will positively respond to positive reinforcement or punishment if he/she agrees with
the coach’s evaluation of effort. For example, motivation results when the athlete is rewarded
for what he or she believes to be optimal effort, or punished for less than optimal effort (Smith,
etal., 1989).

Summary
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The review of the literature establishes a clear need for further research. It is apparent
that punishment does play a role in learning and motivation. However, coaches and educators
traditionally are instructed to avoid punishment as opposed to learning how to more effectively
employ it, despite the range of levels of self-efficacy, motivation, and perception of mastery
among athletes. Further research could provide dynamic insights into learning and motivation,
as well as, provide more healthy safe environments for the ever-growing arena of athletics and
sport.

There were three main emphasis points identified within the literature review; the agentic
principle (Bandura, 1977), the developmental factors associated with self-efficacy (Bandura,
1977: Cooley 1902 / 1956; Harter 1986, 1988; Marsh, 1986; Marsh & Shavelson, 1985; Scanlan,
1982; Vealey, 1986) and the current literature suggesting that punishment can serve as a
significant resource for achievement while a void in research into best practices of using
punishment effectively exists (Malott, 2005; Perone, 2003 Ratner & Herbst, 2005).

The agentic principle states that individuals have the ability to choose their behaviors.
The choice is based on perceptions of the reinforcement rather than the reinforcement itself.
One’s intentionality (an individual’s intention to respond) forethought (anticipation of future
reinforcement), self-reactiveness (assessment of current productivity of behavior) and self-
reflectiveness (predictive thinking in comparison with outcomes of their actions based on the
effects other people’s action produce, what other’s believe and deductive reasoning) are the four
major factors in determining perception. Additionally Bandura illustrates that consequence
determinants (imparting information, motivating and strengthening) are only effective with skills

that have already been observed or learned (Bandura, 1969, 1977, 1997).
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Generally speaking Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory lays the foundation for
understanding that there are predictive behavioral responses on the part of the athlete that are
associated with a coach’s reinforcement behavior. However, the athlete’s predictive behavioral
responses are based on the athlete’s perceptions of how his / her behavior will influence the
coach’s reinforcement responses and how the coach’s reinforcement responses will affect the
athlete’s future ability and perceptions of self (Bandura, 1969, 1977, 1997).

At the core of Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory lies the concept of self-efficacy. The
research suggests that self-efficacy increases internal motivation to train and a greater ability to
perform. Numerous sport psychologists consider self-efficacy to be the number one most
influential variable on performance within the field of sport psychology (Anderson, 2005; Horn,
2002; Williams, 1993). Positive reinforcement and punishment are shown to at times have a
positive effect on skill attainment while it is said positive reinforcement enhances self-efficacy
and punishment is linked to decreasing self-efficacy (Hollembeak and Amorose, 2005; Smith,
1993). Keeping in mind that the developmental components of self-efficacy are achievement
effect and social comparison (Cooley 1902 / 1956; Gaines et. al. 2005; Gould & Weiss, 1987,
Scanlan, 1982), a better understanding of how to utilize punishment while reducing the negative
impact on self-efficacy could offer tremendous insight for improved training models concerning
the use of reinforcement for improved motivation and performance.

Coaches are using punishment (Horn, 2002; Smith, 1993) and many researchers are
emphasizing the benefits and needs of using punishment (Malott, 2005) without presenting
coaches with resources on how athletes perceive punishment and in what situations it is most

effectively used. For example Malott (2005) states “fear of failure is essential” but offers no
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insight of how to create fear of failure without experiencing the negative effect on self-efficacy.
Whereas research by McClellan shows the most effective method of developing fear of failure is
through the use of punishment (1985).

The balance of the literature review suggests very four important trends. First, coaches
use punishment (Horn, 2002; Smith 1993). Second, punishment can increase skill attainment and
is shown to have a negative impact on self-efficacy (Hollembeak and Amorose, 2005; Smith,
1993). Third, athletes will respond to the punishment based on their perceptions of what they
view as effective (Bandura, 1977). Lastly, coaches are not being instructed on punishment and if
or when it can be used to increase skill attainment without the negative effect on self-efficacy (as

seen through a void in research).
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
A combination of positive reinforcement and punishment has been shown to increase

athletes' self-efficacy, motivation, and performance (Hollembeak & Amorose, 2005; Vallerand,
1997; Vallerand and Losier, 1999; Weiss & Ferrer Caja, 2002). There is much research to
support the idea that coaches using reward based motivation produce more internally motivated
athletes who will hence experience more mastery experience. This in turn positively effects the
development of self-efficacy (Amorose & Horn, 2000; Whitehead and Corbin, 1991). Yet less is
known about punishment, causing a need for more information on the effective use of
punishment in coaching situations.

Horn's (2002) research showed that athletes training with coaches who use positive
encouragement will have significantly higher levels of internal motivation than those athletes
receiving punishment oriented feedback. However, Horn also identified a negative relationship
between the sole use of positive reinforcement (as a coaching methodology) and perceived
competence (self-efficacy). This research suggested the possibility that a balance of positive
reinforcement and punishment may be ideal for the ideal development of self-efficacy (Horn,
2002). Meyer (1992) examined the paradoxical effects of praise and criticism on perceived
ability. He argued that praise can lead to an inference that the one giving the praise perceives the
other's ability as low, while criticism can result in an inference that one's ability is perceived as
high. Giving praise for an easy task can lead recipients to infer that they have low ability.

While punishment is often said to be counterproductive to the development of self-

efficacy, available research on punishment indicates that there is short term positive correlation
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with skill achievement (Cooley, 1902/1956; Smith, 1993). Over time the negative side effects
that fear and anxiety have on self-efficacy development begin to overcome the beneficial effect
of skill achievement. Rather than generalizing punishment as a motivational force that should
not be used, there may be benefits to understanding how to apply effectively aversive techniques
(Gonzalez-Vallejo, Bonham, 2007; Meyer, 1992; Smith & Smoll, 1990; Studenenski, 1975).
Observational findings indicate that when coaches use a balance of both positive reinforcement
and punishment, and there is prior knowledge of expectations associated with rewards and
punishment, and the punishment is administered in a non-threatening way, there appears to be a
positive effect on performance without the typically negative associations on self-efficacy
development (Gonzalez-Vallejo & Bonham, 2007).

In athletics, coaches continually search for the most effective methods of motivating
athletes to push themselves to train harder and more effectively in an attempt to improve
competition success. Punishment and positive reinforcement are the two methods of motivational
influence most widely used by coaches. Researchers have examined the role punishment and
positive reinforcement play in influencing motivation. Existing literature is rich with information
regarding the benefits of using positive reinforcement over punishment to create long term
behavior change; however, as research confirms, punishment is an effective resource for
influencing motivation and behavior. Although research exists to support punishment’s
motivational influence, there is great ambiguity in the literature concerning the relationships
among punishment, self-efficacy, and performance.

To address the ambiguity, this study explores the relationships among punishment, self-

efficacy, and performance, and attempts to identify conditions that allow for effective use of
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punishment to improve performance with the reduction or elimination of the negative effects on
self-efficacy development. The hypothesis guiding this research is that punishment can be used
in a manner to motivate elite athletes to effective training and performance without the long term
negative effects on self-efficacy.
Design

Due to the nature of this research, a case study design was chosen. The case study’s
description and analysis properties coupled with its flexibility of combination in design and
methodology make it the most desirable design to carry out the researcher’s primary goal of
better understanding the effect punishment has on self-efficacy and competitive performance.
Further confirmation for the case study design is based on Yin’s (1994) description of the case
study as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life
context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly
evident” (p. 13).

Merriam (1998) stated that case study design is chosen because “researchers are
interested in insight, discovery, and interpretation rather than hypothesis testing...by
concentrating on a single phenomenon or entity (the case), the researcher aims to uncover the
interaction of significant factors characteristic of the phenomenon” (p.29). Additionally
MacDonald and Walker (1977) defined the case study as “an instance in action” (p.181). Case
study design was chosen over ethnography, phenomenology, and grounded theory for a host of
reasons.

Ethnography was ruled out as this study does not emphasize the society or culture in

which coaching reinforcement behaviors are used nor does the study focus on the attitude and
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beliefs that structure the behavior of coaches and athletes. Utilizing the phenomenological design
for this research would have emphasized the essence of the punishment experience whereas this
study will examine the impact of reward and punishment as perceived by elite male athletes.
Additionally Phenomenology was not chosen because this study required more methodological
flexibility than Phenomenolgy offers (Merriam, 1998).

Although this study took advantage of some components of the grounded theory
approach during data analysis, it was not appropriate to use grounded theory alone. Grounded
theory was not used as the design of this study primarily because of the sampling procedure. This
study did not use theoretical sampling but rather followed a sampling process whereas the
sampling unfolded as the interviews were being completed. However the current study does have
the potential to result in a theory ground in data as all coding will parallel that used in typical
grounded theory (Corbin & Strauss, 1990).

While the elite level male gymnast is a constantly changing group, it nevertheless
represents a bounded system ideal for case study. Specifically a collective case study (with
theory building intent) represented the most ideal type of case study for carrying out this
investigation. A collective case study is defined by Stake (2005) as an “instrumental case study
extended to several cases” whereas an instrumental case study is used “mainly to provide insight
into an issue or to redraw a generalization” (p. 445). The collective case study intends to shed
light onto whether the case is “seen as typical or not” whereas typicality can be further assumed
from studying a number of cases jointly as opposed to just one particular case.

According to Stake (2005) greater generalization can occur if there is a “representative

selection of cases” whereas “the cases are opportunities to study the phenomena” (p. 450-451).
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Stake proceeded to illustrate this point through the example of studying the phenomena of
hostage taking. To create a usable knowledge of hostage taking the researcher needs to choose
cases that offer the greatest insight into the specific phenomena being evaluated. For example a
case of a father taking his own child hostage would not serve as the best representation of
strangers as hostages, but rather would be an excellent choice for creating a better understanding
of the experience of taking hostage one’s own family members. In the end Stake advised
researchers to “study the cases from which we feel we can learn the most” (p. 451).
Sample

This study used a purposeful, criterion-based sampling strategy. The cases chosen were
intended to lead to a better understanding of, and perhaps a better ability to generalize and make
predictions concerning, a larger population. Participants were chosen from elite level male
gymnasts, where elite level is defined as having previously (within the last five years) or
currently been selected as a member of the USA Men’s Gymnastics National Team. Each year
there are 24 potential spots available for the Men’s National Team. The purposeful sampling of
the elite level male gymnast was chosen because athletes achieving the elite level are viewed by
others as successful. Due to the inherent motivation to achieve success in sport and life, the elite
level male gymnast holds credibility and has the potential to yield relevant information,
concerning the elite level of competition than would the average male gymnast (Patton, 2002).

Although there are currently 24 national team members and literally hundreds who have
been named previously as national team members, there will only be 12 participants in this
study. Based on the research conducted by Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006), theoretical

saturation typically occurs after 12 interviews in homogeneous samples. Guest et al. found that
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“after analysis of twelve interviews, new themes emerged infrequently” (p. 74). Romney,
Bachelder and Weller (1986) also found that smaller samples are sufficient in providing
complete and accurate information within a particular cultural context.

The 12 participants were chosen based on their elite level status and availability to the
researcher. Due to the fact that the researcher has worked with USA Gymnastics in a sport
psychology consulting role, six of the twelve athletes were known, on an association level, to the
researcher prior to the research project beginning. Coaches were not chosen to participate in the
study because of the Smoll and Smith (1993) findings from their work with the Coaching
Behavior Assessment System (CBAS) that found that identified “coaches have a limited
awareness of how frequently they engage in particular forms of behavior, and that athletes are
more accurate perceivers of actual coach behaviors” (p. 39)

To ensure confidentiality participants in the study are referred to as NT1 to NT12.
Participants were identified in the research with current age and race to reflect any potential
intersectional patterns that could be associated with race and age. NT1 was Caucasian and 26
years of age, NT2 was Caucasian and 18 years of age, NT3 was Caucasian and 22 years of age,
NT4 was African-American and 24 years of age, NT5 was Asian and 23 years of age, NT6 was
Caucasian and 28 years of age, NT7 was Caucasian and 24 years of age, NT8 was Caucasian and
20 years of age, NT 9 was African-American and 22 years of age, NT10 was Asian and 28 years
of age, NT11 was Caucasian and 21 years of age and NT12 was Caucasian and 26 years of age.

Data Collection
This research followed an interview approach for data collection. The data collection was

comprised of 12 semi-structured open-ended interviews with elite level male gymnasts following
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Witzel’s (2000) problem-centered interview format (the short demographic questionnaire was
not used that Witzel typically suggests as the primary researcher already had such information ).
The goal of the athlete interviews was to uncover athletes’ perceptions of what types of
motivational strategies were used by coaches and how effective in terms of self-efficacy
development and performance those strategies were. The researcher looked to uncover specific
information regarding the relationships among reward, punishment, self-efficacy and
performance. Additionally athletes were asked to offer insights on how coaches could use
punishment to improve athlete motivation, self-efficacy and performance.

According to Witzel (2000) the interview is the most important instrument used in the
data collection. The interview begins with a pre-formulated introductory question in which the
interviewee is encouraged to “fill the blank” concerning their experiences and perspectives on
the issue at hand. General exploration questions follow the introductory question so as to identify
the thematic aspects associated with the problem. “Ad hoc questions are necessary if certain
topics are left out by the interviewees” and are used to assure the comparability of interviews (p.
4).

Once interviews are complete, Witzel (2000) outlines the analysis process beginning
with pre-interpretations in which the interviewer interprets the content sentence by sentence,
identifying key words and concepts serving as the basis of a coding grid where case specific
main topics are highlighted. Then interview texts follow a systematic contrasting through case
comparison in which core categories are identified and then in turn are used in an attempt to

build theory. In this context Wiztel suggests using grounded theory coding strategies.
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Shank (2006) contended the semi-structured interview gives researchers “latitude in how
questions are asked, and in what order, but it is still the case that all interviewees are asked the
same basic questions” (p. 50). In addition the interview guide serves to insure that certain issues
will be addressed. The interview is designed to explore specific conceptual ideas as well as to
encourage participants to introduce new conceptual information that may be pertinent to the
research topic.

The questions used to guide the interview were constructed to understand the elite level
athlete’s perception of their coach’s reinforcement behaviors, specifically, what meaning the
athlete attached to punishment and reward from the coach and the impact the punishment and
reward had on self-efficacy and performance. The interview questions are listed in Table 1.

Table 1

Interview Questions
1. Tell me about the motivation your coach uses. What works and what doesn’t work

and why?

Did your coach use reward when you did well in training?

Did your coach use reward when you did well in competition?

What specific types of rewards did your coach use (specific examples)

How often did your coach use reward?

How do you think your coach’s use of positive reinforcement or reward affected

your performance?

7. Did the reward-based motivation affect or influence your self-confidence?

8. How did reward affect your ability to improve your skill level?

9. Did your coach use punishment with you in training?

10. Did your coach use punishment with you in competition?

11. What specific types of punishment did your coach use (specific examples)

12. How often did your coach use punishment?

13. How do you think your coach using punishment affected your performance?

14. How do you think your coach using punishment affected your self-confidence in
training?

15. How do you think your coach using punishment affected your self-confidence in
competition?

16. How did punishment affect your ability to improve your skill level?

17. If you were a coach would you use reward-based motivation with your athletes?

18. What types?

SEORFRYN
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19. Why?
20. How much?
21. Can you give examples?
22. If you were a coach would you use punishment with your athletes?
23. What types?
24. Why?
25. How much?
26. Can you give examples?
Results of the analysis of the interview transcripts are presented in the next chapter.

Setting
The setting for the participant interviews was unique for each subject. All participants

chose to have the interviews done in a location of their choice or in the investigator’s office.
Each setting provided for a private and undisturbed environment. Three of the interviews
occurred in a hotel room in Las Vegas over a weekend competition, one interview took place in
hotel room in Minneapolis over a weekend competition, two interviews were conducted at the
athlet’s homes, and the other six interviews took place over the phone in the primary researchers
office (phone interviews were conducted as a result of National Team athletes’ heavy travel
requirements and continuously changing training and competition schedules).
Data Analysis

Following Kohlbacher’s (2006) insight of increased potential and advancement of social
research through the combining and mixing of research methods the data analysis implemented
in this study is a combination of inductive and deductive content analysis (Mayring, 2000) and
elements of grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Due to the infancy of this research there
is a distinct need for inductive category development in that the interviews have distinct
possibilities in offering and providing new perspectives into the relationship between punishment

and how to most effectively apply it in terms of self-efficacy development and performance.
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Kohlbacher (2006) encouraged using deductive category application in combination with
previously derived theoretical aspects of analysis to further develop the text. Although there is
very little historical research into best practices in terms of the use of punishment, there is
substantial evidence anchored in behaviorism confirming the usefulness of punishment. Using
Skinner and Bandura as theoretical backdrops for this research it is safe to assume certain
categories associated with punishment, self-efficacy and performance already exist. For this
reason deductive category application was appropriate.

The intent of this research was to uncover new perspectives and the possibility of new
theory associated with punishment and how to most effectively use it to produce increased
motivation and performance standards without negative impact on self-efficacy. In doing so
there was a need to balance existing knowledge with new insights presented in the athlete
interviews. Grounded theory’s coding process (open, axial and selective) provided for the
exploratory and theory building needs associated with this research.

Strauss and Corbin (1998) put it this way, “in open coding, the analyst is concerned with
generating categories and their properties...In axial coding categories are systematically
developed and linked with subcategories...Selective Coding is the process of integrating and
refining categories” (p143). The final step of the selective coding process included the
identification of core categories and the relationship between sub-categories and core categories.
Strauss and Corbin go on to state, “it is not until the major categories are finally integrated to
form a larger theoretical scheme that the research findings take the form of theory” (p.143).
Following Strauss and Corbin’s direction this study combined open coding, axial coding and

selective coding to organize and structure data towards theory building.
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Procedures

Participants were contacted by the primary investigator and informed of the purpose of
the study and assurance of confidentiality at which time the participants were asked if they
would be interested and willing to participate in the research. All individuals were instructed that
there would be no penalty or reward for participation (or lack thereof) in the research. If
individuals agreed to participate, a mutually acceptable time and location to meet for the
interview was arranged individually with the athlete.

The primary investigator and participant met for the interview at the scheduled time
beginning with brief introductions followed again with a short summary of the purpose for the
research. The participant was given an informed consent form to sign before continuation of the
interview. The introduction was followed by a brief conversation wherein the researcher made it
a point to avoid talking about other details of the research using avoidance techniques such as
telling the participant they are the expert rather than answering participant questions concerning
the research. The primary investigator then began the interview by asking the first question from
the interview guide. If the interviewee introduced new concepts then the primary investigator
explored in depth the ideas being discussed. The investigator is a Licensed Professional
Counselor and has experience in formulating follow up questions during a one-to-one
conversation. Prior to closing the interview all questions from the interview guide were
addressed.

If needed, a follow up meeting would have been arranged for clarification and
confirmation of the transcribed text of the interview, however there were no second interviews

requested by interviewees. Upon completion of the interviews participants were thanked and
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notified of the opportunity to receive copies of a summary of the final research project upon
completion. Those who choose to receive a summary of the final project findings were noted and
filed to have a final report sent upon completion.

Once concepts (potential candidates for categories) were identified in the transcript they
were highlighted within the text and coded. Each interview has its own concept map wherein
each concept derived it’s own strength, sign, and direction. Additionally each interview was
analyzed for negative cases. Negative cases were identified in the concepts maps if they were
identified. The last step was to compare interview concept maps looking for themes (or lack
thereof) to help identify relationships of reliability and/or validity.

Limitations and Delimitations

The main limitation with this study is that only male athletes were interviewed. While it
would be interesting and useful to know about the use of punishment in women’s athletics, little
is known about its use with men or women. Only male athletes were interviewed for this initial
study.

Another limitation with the study is there were no questions to determine if data is
specific to the sport of gymnastics. Although coaches from every sport might use both
punishment and reward, only the sport of gymnastics was examined for the purposes of this
study. The research was focused on one sport with the intent of more fully understanding the
effect of punishment as a motivational technique used by gymnastics coaches and the subsequent
effect on a small group of elite athletes within the same sport. Examining one sport should help
to identify the impact of punishment specific to gymnastics. The findings here might warrant

future studies emphasizing the influence of punishment on performance across sports to further
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our understanding of the use punishment and its effectiveness in other sports such as football,
baseball, basketball, and soccer. In addition it is noted that gymnastics is largely considered an
individual sport whereas results may differ when looking at the team sports mentioned above.
Due to the fact that little of the research literature has been focused on elite athletes, a
delimitation of the study lies in the emphasis of only elite athletes being interviewed in this
study. It is possible that the conclusions reached here for elite athletes would be very different
from those reached for other participants because the level of success experienced by these
athletes results in higher levels of self-efficacy and of self-confidence. All athletes participating

were accomplished in the sport prior to their participation in the study.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

All athletes and coaches want to win; however, few have the motivation needed to train
the long hours needed to become champions. Twelve male gymnasts were interviewed for this
research study. Each of them was either a current or past USA National Team member. While
coaches can influence intrinsic motivation over the long term, they predominantly manipulate
extrinsic motivators to get maximum performance and effort from their athletes. For this reason,
the focus of this research was to ask gymnasts about their coach’s use of extrinsic motivation, or
coaching reinforcement behaviors and specifically how reward and punishment affected their
self-efficacy and performance.

Due to the fact that it is difficult to assess the positive or negative meaning an individual
attaches to reinforcement and punishment, many researchers only recognize reward and
punishment without much concern for the negative or positive polarity. For the purposes of this
study, reward was defined as any stimulus, situation, or verbal statement that produces
satisfaction and punishment was defined a stimulus with negative valence or a stimulus capable
of inflicting pain or discomfort (Chaplan, 1985; Michael, 1975, 2005).

Due to the nature of this research, a case study design was chosen. The case study’s
description and analysis properties coupled with its flexibility of combination in design and
methodology make it the most desirable design to carry out the study’s primary goal of better
understanding the impact punishment has on self-efficacy development and competitive

performance. The collective case study intends to shed light onto whether the case is “seen as
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typical or not” whereas typicality can be further assumed from studying a number of cases
jointly as opposed to just one particular case.

The vast majority of the data analysis was spent inductively and deductively searching
for meaning in each participants response and comparing that meaning to other athlete responses
and the previous research found in the literature review (Merriam, 1998). The findings in the
current research yielded rich information confirming that punishment, just like reward, can an
effective motivational resource and that all twelve of the athletes believed that punishment
should be a part of the motivational landscape.

The coding process included questions from each athlete being analyzed for concepts,
and concept maps being created. Concepts were then linked to categories and categories were
compared between cases and with the literature review research to identify potential data worthy
of theory building. As previously stated, the research focused primarily on punishment however
rewards based questions held a major portion of the interview focus so that the research could

see a more holistic picture of what the athletes perceived as effective

Rewards
The responses from the athletes confirmed much of the existing literature in terms of the
importance and effectiveness of rewards on performance. Extensive research suggests that
reward based coaching is helpful in terms of increasing athlete motivation, self-confidence and
ability (Allen & Howe 1998: Amorose & Horn 2000; Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1997; Bandura
2001; Chelladurai and Saleh 1978 & 1980; Horn, 2002). Consider the following athlete

responses concerning the importance of reward based motivation:
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(NT2) “Yeah it impacts my self-confidence. | was happy because | knew | was doing
well...Because if | know that I’'m getting the rewards, | know I’m doing well so I’m kind
of happier and I know that | can start doing new things and putting those into my routine
so that I can be one of the top guys on the team and competitors in the NCAA. ...as long
as you’re confident in yourself, and usually when you’re confident you’re happy, and so
if you’re happy when you’re doing stuff, anything, homework or a routine for gymnastics,
you’re gonna be doing better because it’s fun.”” (Line numbers 711-716)

(NT7) He would tell me that he believed in me and that would make a huge difference.

yea that would make a huge impact... he always made me believe that | was capable of

doing it, and | think that was the most important thing for me.(Line numbers 2533-2535)

(NTH”Um I, I always had a lot of self confidence, um but there were times coming

through injuries and things like that where I’ve doubted my ability for an immediate goal

so | was kind of getting down on myself and a lot of times (coach) would be like, look if
we stick to this plan you know and we keep doing what we’re doing. By this time next
year you know you’re going to be ready and you’re going to kick some ass and uh talk

like that then really did help.”” (Line numbers 235-239)

Generally speaking, all 12 of the athletes interviewed commented positively about the use
of reward based motivation by their coaches. Specifically, athlete responses concerning reward
based motivation were broken down into two categories; rewards in training and rewards in
competition.

Rewards in Training

The different types of rewards in training included decreased workload (4 athletes
commented-NT2, NT10, NT1, NT3), positive attention (including praise or extra coaching; 10
athletes commented-NT7, NT1, NT11, NT5, NT4, NT12, NT9, NT6, NT8, NT3), experiential
rewards (such as fishing trips, lunches, dinners, or attending other sporting events together) (2
athletes commented —NT5, NT1), befriending the athlete (coach believing in the athlete, coach

being honest with the athlete, coach listening and empathizing with the athlete, a coach’s happy

mood) (7 athletes commented-NT5, NT7, NT1, NT6, NT4, NT8, NT2), credibility of the coach
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(5 athletes commented-NT5, NT2, NT4, NT9, NT6) charts and competition games being used in

training (4 athletes commented-NT9, NT5, NT4, NT12), monetary rewards (cash or gift cards) (1

athlete commented-NT5), nicer travel (1 athlete commented —NT10) and coach finding

employment opportunities for the athlete (1 athlete commented —NT10). Each of these is

discussed in more detail below in Table 2.

TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF REWARDS IN TRAINING REPORTED BY EACH GYMNAST

Charts/

Decreased Positive Experiential Befriending Coach c titi Monetary Nicer Employment
Workload Attention Rewards the Athlete Credibility Oglapni;slon Rewards Travel Benefits

NT2 X X X

NT10 X X X

NT1 X X X X

NT3 X X

NT7 X X

NT11 X

NTS X X X X X X

NT4 X X X X

NT12 X X

NT9 X X X

NT6 X X X

NT8 X X

Reward in Training -- Decreased Workload

Four athletes commented that their coaches would decrease training workloads as a

reward for athletes performing well in practice. All four athletes experienced this reward 20-25%

of the time they were doing well in training. The following quote helps distinguish how much

work loads were being diminished:

(NT2) Instead of doing like ten dismounts on the pummel horse after you do a routine,

you’ll do your two routines and then move onto your next event and have like five minute
period where you just relax and get ready for your next event...so maybe if | have 2

routines on horse that day—he would say, if you hit the first one, then you’re done—so |
really wanted to hit that first one to make it done, to make it clean (Line numbers 506-

510).
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All four of the athletes commented on how reduced work load as a reward for performing
well in training was motivating and enjoyable. Athletes commented on feeling excited to end
practice early or wanting to put more effort into training as a result of the coach attaching the
potential of reduced training as a result of good performance. However two athletes made note of
not being sure it helped with ability or future performance.

(NT3)That was really exciting. | would definitely go after it. If mark puts it out there | am

going to compete and try to get out of there early. I am not sure about it affecting my

ability, I had a little extra desire but | am not sure that it made me any better. | suppose

maybe a little bit(Line numbers 1031-1034) .

Reward in Training -- Positive Attention

Positive attention was characterized by the athletes as praise and / or extra coaching from
the coach. Positive attention was commented on by 10 of the athletes and was by far the most
common reward used by coaches. Athletes received positive attention anywhere from 5% of the
time all the way to 75% of the time. Examples of positive attention include:

(NT7)Almost always when he’s around and | am doing well he will be on me giving me

feedback and pushing me forward because he’s there. He’s coaching me. Giving me

attention and trying to help (Line numbers 2444-2445).

(NT1)He says things like “Good, you know that was it. That was perfect(Line numbers
2978-2979) .

(NT4)Um yes, yes he does. One thing that he is great at is the words he chooses. Um if it
was a bad turn, he would say what you could have done better, or it wasn’t your best
turn. But he keeps me focused on what | need to improve instead of what I am not good at
and that’s a big difference(Line numbers 1214-1216) .

All ten athletes commented that the positive attention was helpful and effective in

increasing how hard they worked as well as in increasing self-confidence and hence their ability

to perform.
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(NT4) It is a huge impact because once | started hearing more of it (positive talk), |
started changing the words that | used in my self . Now before | take my turns, I always
envision what | want out of that turn, feeling what I need to do, and | perform the turn,
and lets say the turn just didn’t go so well, then | would get frustrated, ok you know you
need to get your arms up....and I will re-assess my turn before the next turn instead of
“ok, (self) you are stupid, just get it done” that’s how my self talk would be before. So
now it’s, ““‘come on, (self), you know what you need to do, so just focus and get it done™
(Line numbers 1288-1293).

(NT12) I think it was very helpful when they were positive with me, you know I was
more motivated to do well when | was getting positive feedback from them,

first it made me feel he was taking an interest in what | was doing, and noticing that |
was trying so that made me feel important, it made me feel like I wanted to please him
more...yeah it started snowballing because when they would start being positive, I would
start doing better, so then they would be more positive, because | started to do better and
better (Line numbers 4400-4405) .

(NT9) Praise was a huge impact on my self-confidence, when I go to competitions
winning is the reward. But if | would have never have gotten praise from (coach), then
that would be a different story. I think I would need praise. But right now | don’t because
I received so much of it over the last 14 years... you know that you got your coach to be
happy with what you’re doing. | think it does, | mean, growing up, if you don’t get a lot of
positive reinforcement at home or what you do at school, or at the gym, that would be
really hard. But if you all the sudden get it from your coach for something you did
amazing, that could do wonders for a kids self confidence. | know if did for mine because
I didn’t excel at school and | had home issues, | think it makes you a better athlete (Line
numbers 3305-3312).

(NT6) Its huge, knowing my coach believed in me was important not to mention it kept my
head up and my eyes looking forward. | would leave the gym feeling good about my work
or myself because he was so positive and this made me keep coming back for more... like
I said it was really important. Feeling good and having self-confidence made it easier to
hit routines(Line numbers 2316-2319) .

Of the ten athletes commenting on positive attention as a reward based motivation all but

two of the athletes reported their coach providing positive attention 50% of the time or more.

Those athletes receiving positive attention 50% of the time or more commented much more

positively about the impact of the positive attention as compared with those receiving the

positive attention less then 50% of the time. The following quotes are from athletes perceiving
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the reception of positive attention only 5% of the time and 35% of the time respectively when
they performed well.

(NT11) Well it’s positive, it definitely brings my feeling up and motivates me. yeah, it
does, especially since when they are specific, it gives you a basis, when he compared me
to one of the best gymnasts in the world, it boosts my confidence. It makes a big
difference. | don’t do well when I am being insulted. It just feels so much better when the
mood is positive and light... its much easier to hit when I am positive and (Coach) just
doesn’t realize this. yeah | would say that it had an impact on how I performed, not a
significant impact, though, but its hard to take seriously when the next day he will call me
a piece of shit (Line numbers 4208-4214) .

(NT8)Praise, it still makes you feel better, even if you know you were pretty far off, it still
makes you feel a little better. | guess it keeps you uplifted (Line numbers 2895-2896).

Reward in Training -- Experiential Rewards

Two athletes reported the use of experiential rewards from their coaches. The athletes
listed lunches, dinners and attending outside sporting events with the coach as examples of
experiential rewards. Both athletes commented that the experiential rewards were used sparingly
by the coach, somewhere between 5% and 10% of the time by the coach. Both athletes felt the
experiential rewards were helpful in terms of increasing effort put into training by the athlete and
subsequently on ability and performance.

(NT7) I would tend to put extra effort in and for me, he just made it real fun for me. . |

think more the rewards motivated me to do it... the more effort | put in the more success |

generally had. It really does matter (Line numbers 2509-2511).

(NT1)I’m so competitive that anytime you put something out there like that | am going to

go after it so it pushed me to go after things. Maybe it sounds funny but that stuff really

got my attention. | did better in those situations because it was that little extra umph that
helped get my competitive juices flowing (Line numbers 50-53).
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Reward in Training -- Befriending the Athlete

Seven of the athletes reported their coaches utilizing befriending techniques characterized
by such things as believing in the athlete, listening or empathizing with the athlete, coach being
honest with the athlete, and the coach being in a good mood during training. Examples of the
befriending behaviors are listed:

(NT1)He would be like you know I know things are tough. I’m sure you’re sore, you know

I know you’ve been practicing this for awhile, um and empathizing really made me listen

when he would end the conversation with look we’ve got an end goal here and kind of

showed me how positive If | did have a good workout that day—how positive that would

be towards our end goal (Line numbers 14-18).

(NT2) He approaches me as a friend rather than as a coach he’ll like when we’re just

like chalking up or getting ready to get a routine, when he’s more relaxed he’ll be

standing there talking to you about like rock ‘n roll and what’s playing in the gym and
just questions about the American culture. He’ll talk to you like he’s your friend instead

of your coach (Line numbers 520-523).

Athletes reported their coaches using befriending rewards independently of how the
athlete was performing yet, athletes did agree the befriending behaviors occurred more
frequently when the athletes were performing well as opposed to performing poorly as illustrated
in the following athlete responses:

(NT5) when | was doing well he would be happy and positive pretty much one hundred
percent of the time but even when | wasn’t doing great twenty five percent of the time he

would be reminding me of past successes I’ve had (Line numbers 1884-1886).

(NT1)Coach did a nice job of being positive, | suppose it was easy when | was

performing and when | was struggling he listen and empathize with me when I was
down’” (Line numbers 184-186).
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All seven of the athletes who experienced befriending characteristics believed that it was
a good idea for coaches to do so with their athletes. One athlete’s quote seemed to be
representative for how all of the athletes felt about befriending:

(NT1)yeah it’s important. | would try and do it like my Coach to show these guys that |

care about them and that I believe in them. That’s invaluable (Line numbers 367-369).
Rewards in Training -- Competition Games

Five athletes commented positively about their coach’s use of competition games during
training. The athletes viewed the coach’s use of the competition game as a reward in and of itself
outside of the potential rewards given for those who were successful within the competition.
Competition games are loosely defined as the coach creating some sort of a competition around
that day’s normal training.

For example, a number of the athletes commented that their coaches divided team
members into teams and then awarded points to each team when team members completed
training assignments successfully. Some coaches even placed a chart on the wall of the training
facility to publicly track the progress of the competition and to bookmark the scores for later
competitions. Two of the athletes spoke of the importance of having the charts posted,;

(NT5) it’s there in black and white it’s numbers, it’s ah, something to reflect on,

something to learn from, it charts history...I think the charts and what not really push me

to, what’s the word I’'m looking for? Kind of on the lines of ““stand out™ but—it brings

out the competitor in me (Line numbers 2213-2216).

(NT9)You know that’s definitely motivating—to have something to shoot for a goal
besides just training to get better (Line numbers 3096-3097).

Two of the athletes further illustrated how the competition games are organized:

(NT4)He put everyone’s name on the board and then, and then you, you get a gold if you
get like 9/10 or less in a routine deduction. You get like 8 points for that. And then silver
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if you get 1-1.7 point off deduction, and bronze and so on and so many points. So of
course you’re going for that least amount of deductions and the team with the most points
for the individual (Line numbers 3157-3161).

(NT212) there was one game that we played that worked really well. We split the team up

into 2 separate teams and whichever team hit the most routines in a given week got to
skip one day of morning training the following week (Line numbers 4294-4296).

These five athletes experienced their coaches using competition games anywhere
between 20% and 75% of the training time. Athletes felt the competition games were helpful in
terms of increasing motivation to train, breaking up the monotony of training, as well as being
important for learning to perform well under pressure.

(NT4)When you hit with the pressure on in practice it becomes easier and easier in

competition. Kind of like it’s no big deal even though your on the podium it’s still feels

like what your used to from practice (Line numbers 1334-1336).

(NT12)yes, just being in the competition against other guys broke up the monotony of

training, it gave us kind of a new fresh outlook on what we were doing, so it felt, you

know when you would hit a routine, the rest of your team would be very excited, and that
was rewarding feeling to have everyone else pumped up and really motivated to do well.

Oh I would say those games were the most important things we did while we were there.

well they put you in a pressure situation, and if you were able to hit your routine in that

situation, | felt more confident about what I was doing if the confidence was high, then 1

performed better, I think everyone did (Line numbers 4312-4318).

Rewards in Training -- Monetary Rewards

Only one of the athletes commented that the coach used the promise of monetary reward

for motivation. The athlete listed examples of cash or Starbucks gift cards as monetary rewards

usually equivalent in amounts of five dollars but once offered as much as one hundred dollars.

(NT5 )like it could be as simple as 5 dollars if you hit this...or all the way to this last
intersquad he said 100 dollars for anybody who hits 6 for 6 (Line numbers 1677-1678).
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The athlete did describe the monetary reward as effective and even went on to suggest
that if he were coaching himself he would certainly use the monetary reward as a motivational
tool.

(NT5) believe it or not it puts a fire under our ass | think anytime you can know that you

hit this same routine under pressure its good. It does carry over into competition. | don’t

give the kind of cash that my coach would put out there but I will put a Coke or Gatorade

on the line occasionally (Line numbers 1686-1688).

Reward in Training -- Having a Credible Coach

Five of the athletes identified the privilege of having a credible coach as a reward. The
athletes commenting on having a credible coach all had coaches who were either current or
former Olympic gymnastics head coaches, Olympic gold medal gymnasts, or World Champion
gymnasts. Three of the athletes described it in the following manner:

(NT5)hears the way | look at it is I couldn’t be more blessed to have the head Olympic

coach coaching me and at the same token you know he’s achieving what I want to do in

athletics he’s achieved in coaching what | want to do in athletics he’s reached the top of
his game and therefore it gives me inspiration to reach the top of my game(Line numbers

1607-1610) .

(NT2)The motivation first can mean, gold medal Olympic gymnast, is a reason for us to
listen to him more because he knows what he’s talking about (Line numbers 463-464).

(NT6)I respected him. | knew from day one that he had credentials, so I’m going to listen
to him (Line numbers 2277-2279).
Reward in Training -- Nicer Travel
One athlete identified nicer travel as a motivational reward his coach used during times
when the athletes were performing well. Examples of nicer travel would include the coach

arranging flights over van or bus travel, staying at nicer hotels and eating at nicer restaurants
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when traveling for competitions. The athlete suggested the nicer travel would be served as a
reward 50% of the time and described the impact of the nicer travel in the following manner;

(NT10)I think the result was that it made us feel like we were deserving of winning

because we were gaining the same benefits that other teams were getting. Teams that

were traditionally in the past beat us. So | think that’s where, and I think it was more of

a psychological reward in that respect. | think that made us feel as if we were as good as

any other team out there, thus translating into, you know, a more confident attitude going

into competition (Line numbers 3602-3606).

Reward in Training -- Employment Opportunities

One athlete said his coach helped him find employment especially in times when the
athlete was performing well.

(NT10)You know, maybe things that were, could be construed as violations as well you

know, maybe for him, but setting us up with jobs and stuff like that over the summer. So

you know, you get your perks that way as well. And if anyone tells you they don’t get

those extra perks, then | think that’s probably untrue (Line numbers 3618-3621).

Overall the athletes’ comments concerning rewards in training parallel the positive
impact that previous research has shown. All twelve of the athletes made some positive
statement about the use of rewards and all agreed that if they were coaching they themselves
would use rewards in training to increase effectiveness.

Rewards in Competition

The different types of rewards during or after a successful performance in competition
included high 5’s (or high 3’s or 4’s, depending on the level of performance) (1 athlete
commented-NT2), praise (2 athletes commented -NT9, NT11), a coach’s happy/excited mood (1

athlete commented —NT7), nicer travel arrangements or equipment (1 athlete commented —

NT10), and decreased workload (1 athlete commented —-NT?3).
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The different types of rewards during or after a poor performance in competition included
the coach reminding the athlete of a past success (1 athlete commented —NT5), the coach
focusing on solutions in between events (1 athlete commented —NT9) and moderate praise (1
athlete commented —NT5). A summary of these rewards in competition is shown in Table 3.
TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF THE REWARDS IN COMPETITION REPORTED BY THE

ATHLETES

Decreased
Workload

Positive
Attention

High
5's, 3's,
4's

Befriending
the Athlete

Reminding
of past
success

Focus on
solutions

Nicer
Travel

NT2 X

NT10 X

NT1

NT3 X

NT7 X

NT11 X

NTS X X

NT4

NT12

NT9 X X

NT6

NT8

Reward in Competition -- Good Performance--High 5’s

One athlete reported a system used by his coach based on presenting a high five, four, or
three (i.e., holding up 5, 4, or 3 fingers to slap a “high five™). The athlete reported that the coach
would provide this type of reinforcement 66% of the time after a well performed routine.

(NT2) High five is the best, like saying high five with five fingers up. But if you do a

mediocre routine it’ll be a high three or a high two or something like that...It helps all of

us get pumped up...that positive energy helps me perform (Line numbers 541-543).

Reward in Competition -- Good Performance -- Praise
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Two of the athletes reported that they would receive praise 100% of the time after a good
performance on an event. Examples of this praise included a comment from the coach such as
“nice” or “good job” or a handshake. These two athletes discussed that the praise experienced
during a competition was milder than the praise experienced during training because the athletes
are focused on the performance on the next event. The athletes described their coaches’ praise
during competition as follows:

(NT9) If something goes good, he’s like, “nice,”” you know, or he’ll shake my hand, but

he knows right away that I’m thinking about the next event... It’s nice to hear you know

but at the meets it really doesn’t matter. | know what | need to be focused on (Line

numbers 3064-3066).

NT11 explained that his coach’s praise has little effect on him because the coach’s heavy
reliance on punishment.

(NT11) At competitions, he doesn’t give those kinds of complements, it’s more of ““good

job’” unless something goes wrong, and then he goes into the punishment stuff... I guess |

have learned to not really care about what (coach) says. Even when it’s positive | find
myself not as interested in his words because of all the negative bullshit he pulls with me

(Line numbers 4190-4194).

Rewards in Competition -- Good Performance -- Coach’s Happy/Excited Mood

One athlete reported that his coach would *“get excited” about 75% of the time after a
good performance in competition. This excitement and happiness exuded by the coach about the
athlete’s performance was seen to be highly influential in the development and success of the
athlete. The athlete stated the following about his coach’s excitement after a success in
competition:

(NT7) When I did well, he would get excited. | was convinced that he knew what | was

capable of, and that made me happy. That is what made me get to where | am--when he

would believe in me. If he wasn’t like that and never made me feel capable, | wouldn’t
have been nearly as successful as | was (Line numbers 2502-2504).
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Rewards in Competition -- Good Performance -- Nicer Travel Arrangements/Equipment
One athlete commented that successful performances would lead to nicer travel
arrangements (e.g., nicer hotels, nicer dinners) about 50% of the time. The athlete commented
that these rewards did not have much of an effect on his confidence or performance because his
confidence was already so high relative to his other teammates. He did speculate that these
rewards had more of a positive effect on his teammates.
(NT10) Individually I’m not so sure it did [affect my self-confidence]. | think if anything
it, I was more concerned about my team’s performance. | was more worried how my
team would perform versus myself. I think |1 was always confident personally going into
competition. 1 was more concerned with [my teammates] because it is a team sport and
you can only do so well as an individual...| think 1 was more concerned with, you know,
the team’s confidence. Because | always, 99% of the time | always felt like | was going to
do great. So I think that maybe what | was more concerned about was not so much my
own confidence—I don’t know if I needed that so much personally. But maybe more so it
was affecting my team. It did seem to be an effective tool to a certain point (Line numbers
3727-3735).
Rewards in Competition -- Good Performance - Decreased Workload
One athlete reported decreased workload (in the form of cancelled practices) as a result of
a successful performance in competition. This reward would occur between 15%-20% of the
time during the off-season (i.e., fewer competitions) and 5% of the time during the busy part of
the season. During these busy times, the athlete reported that the coach might decrease the
workload during practice as a reward for a successful competition. The athlete commented on the
effects of this type of reward:
(NT3)That was always a big reward for me. The sport isn’t always easy, so you get those

days off, and it’s enough to get you pumped up about what you are doing (Line numbers
1061-1062).



Punishment 92

The athlete further commented on the importance of offering this reward in a way that
will not negatively affect future competition performance:

(NT3) If you are going to give your athlete a decreased workload , you have to be smart

about it, without it affecting the upcoming performance in a negative way.

That is one thing (coach) is really good at. We were competing all the time...and as much

as we would love a day off, we had another competition in 4 days, so maybe he would

still have us come in, but decrease the workload (Line numbers 1075-1079) .

Rewards in Competition -- Poor Performance-Coach Reminding Athlete of Past Success

One athlete reported that his coach would remind him of past success about 50% of the
time after a poor performance in competition.

(NT5) After a not so good performance, he'll take you back to a past success...and tell

you to bring up some of the feelings of that past success to remind you that you have had

success in the past and that this is just a moment of time in which this present moment

didn’t go so well (Line numbers 1739-1741).

While the athlete states that this form of reinforcement “might help to a certain degree,”
he still feels frustration about his poor performance. The coach’s reinforcement in these
situations, according to this athlete, does not positively impact his self-confidence as much as his
own successful performance impacts his self-confidence. The participant describes his
experience as follows:

(NT5) If I had a bad performance, | don’t care how much positive reinforcement you give

me. | mean, it might help to a certain degree, but it is definitely not going to alleviate all

my frustration... [It] definitely [gives me] that extra kick of motivation. For me, | would

say it doesn’t have as much as an impact as me doing well myself (Line numbers 1770-

1773).

Rewards in Competition -- Poor Performance-Focus of Solutions

Another athlete commented that he viewed his coach focusing on solutions for the next

event during a competition as a reward. 75% of the time after a poor performance during a
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competition, the athlete’s coach would not focus on the poor performance, but refocus attention
to performing better for the next event. The athlete felt that this was an effective practice, as it
encouraged him to refocus on performing well, rather than dwelling on the past performance.
The athlete further commented that punishment in these situations would be ineffective because
he already feels negatively when he is not performing well during a competition.

(NT9) It doesn’t help for him to ride my ass after a bad routine. It bothers me more than

anyone when it’s bad, so | don’t need anyone on my case. It’s a good way to approach it.

Moving on you know to what’s next, trying to get back in it (Line numbers 3086-3089).
Rewards in Competition -- Poor Performance-Moderate Praise

One athlete commented that his coach was able to increase his confidence after a poor
performance during an event before moving on to the next event by offering moderate praise.
Between 60% 70%o0f the time after a poor performance on an event, the athlete stated that his
coach would offer him kind words or praise. The athlete reported the following about the effects
of this reinforcement:

(NT5) [The praise] would bring up my self-esteem and confidence going into the next

event. That definitely helps, but I am not sure just how much. Maybe a little, but it

certainly didn’t hurt (Line numbers 1926-1927).

Although 2 of the athletes (NT4 and NT5) commented about the importance of rewards
in competition, the majority of the other athletes downplayed the need or desire for rewards in
competition. Most athletes commented that the competition itself was reward enough and was
much more impactful than the coach’s attempts at motivation.

Rewards Summary

In reviewing the rewards data it appears the most commonly used rewards were positive

attention (11 athletes commented that their coaches used this reward based motivation) and
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befriending the athletes (7 athletes commented that their coaches used this reward based
motivation). All other coaching actions were commented on by five or less athletes per specific
reward based action.

One could make the assumption that this study involved the best gymnasts in the country
who were being coached by the best coaches. The athletes’ comments indicated that their
coaches were much more focused on providing rewards that either made the athlete feel good
about themselves and or contributed to making the experience of training and competing more
enjoyable rather than simply giving prizes for good performances. This suggests that the most
successful coaches (measured by winning) in the country use rewards like praise and increasing
the enjoyment of training (through the use of competition games and befriending techniques) to
increase the motivation and ability of the athletes.

Typically athletes commented that on competition day there was far less interaction from
the coaches and far less need for interaction from the coaches. According to nine of the athletes
the coach’s impact in terms of using rewards with the athlete in competition was minimal
compared to coach’s impact in training.

(NT9)It’s nice to hear you know but at the meets it really doesn’t matter. | know what |

need to be focused on...I am just not needing that from (Coach) (Line numbers 3065-

3066).

(NT3) It doesn’t really effect me or how I compete. | just don’t need it (Line numbers

1068-1069).

(NT21)I was always so focused in the meets that what Jon did didn’t really matter (Line
number 69).
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There were two exceptions to this, athletes who were desiring feedback from coach after
good performance and not receiving it. Two of the athletes (NT4 NT5) reported the effects of
times when their coaches did not provide much reward after a successful performance during
competition.

(NT4) Not much [praise] at all. Shake my hand and tell me that | did a good job, but

mostly get ready for the next event. When he tells me I’ve done well, it feels good. We

want to know. I know for myself it was a hit routine. | want to know, as a coach, was this
what you expected? Did I live up to your expectations? It helps me with confidence which

IS going to carry me in to the next event (Line numbers 1365-1368).

(NT5) There were times when he wouldn’t say anything even after a hit. If I don’t hear

anything at all, | start to wonder... 1 would be left with this err of mystery, like he didn’t

say anything at all, you know. Was it not a hit routine in his book? How did he see it, you
know? If you hit your routine and he doesn’t pat you on the back, but no punishment, just

doesn’t say anything, it has a negative impact on my self confidence (Line numbers 1874-

1878).

Effective Reinforcement Conditions

There seemed to be five conditions that appeared with more frequency and intensity from
athletes in terms of what constituted an effective reinforcement (both reward and punishment)..
In each of the five conditions the frequency appeared in the data for no less than nine of the
athletes commenting with an intensity level of moderate to extreme for each. The five conditions
identified are; the coach’s honesty, coach believing in the athlete, athlete trusting the coach,
coach follow through with rewards, and congruence in coach and athlete assessment of effort.

The above mentioned conditions highlighted a research finding as the conditions were not
suitable to be called rewards or punishments (for example it is difficult to categorize honesty as a
reward or lack of honesty as a punishment) however the frequency, intensity and consistency

used by athletes in referring to the conditions punctuated their importance. In addition, the

athlete’s comments suggested an increased sense of importance associated with conditions in that
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it seems for the conditions to enhance motivation they need to be present all of the time rather
than some of the time as seen with other concepts (for example honesty from the coach all the
time is necessary for the athlete to have trust in the coach). It seems the conditions represent the
importance of the coach-athlete relationship wherein the coach and athlete trust each other
(honesty and follow through), they believe in each other’s abilities, and they agree (congruence
in assessment of effort) with one another.

Honesty from the coach appeared as a highly important factor in eleven of the twelve
athletes. Athletes said things often supporting the theme that “honesty is important because
everything hinges from there” even when the honesty reflected information the athlete didn’t
necessarily want to hear.

(NT6) If a coach is overly or inaccurately positive, then that is not effective yes and it is

a disservice to the athlete, yes but you have to have trust with your athlete, you can’t say

something that is not true to your athlete, because your athlete wont trust you...you want

people to say, | reached my potential in life, and one of the reasons is that my coach was

honest and | knew it (Line numbers 2385-2389).

(NT1)When he would say those things to me it really made me believe in myself. | knew
he wasn’t bull-shitting me either (Line numbers 24-26).

(NT5) If he hadn’t been honest with me I would have known. Trusting Coach is
important because everything hinges from there. What he said impacted me because |
knew he meant it...performing is a bi-product of the training and the training was solid
because of the foundation he had in place. What he said had weight and | trusted him
(Line numbers 1707-1710).

(NT4) You have to be honest with the athletes, if not it doesn’t matter what you say or do
the athlete will not trust you and then they are kind of out there on their own and that just
doesn’t work especially at the elite level (Line numbers 1446-1448).

(NT9) I know for sure (coach) is always honest with me even when | don’t want to hear it.
I mean, he doesn’t beat around the bush. If something went wrong, he’ll tell ya. He’ll
say, ““You know, that wasn’t good.”” But he doesn’t say it like, ““You looked like crap
today” (Line numbers 3014-3016).
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Only one of the athletes didn’t believe his coach was honest with him and commented

about his lack of trust with the coach:

(NT11)I guess I have learned to not really care about what (Coach) says. Even when it’s
positive | find myself not as interested in his words because of all the negative bullshit he
pulls with me (Line numbers 4192-4194).

Nine athletes punctuated the importance of the coach believing in the athlete. Athletes
responded with such things as “his believing in me was the most important thing” or * that was

the main reason | was so successful”.

(NT1)Jon made it clear that he thought | was the best, really the best in the world and
that’s something when someone believes in you like that(Line numbers 25-26) .

(NT7)I looked back with (coach) and I think he has a great ability to motivate me and
make me believe that | can do what | set out to do. I think he either did believe it or was
really good at acting like he did believe it (Line numbers 2441-2443).

The coach’s honesty and belief in the athlete are concepts that re-appear in the
punishment research as pre-requisites essential for punishment to serve as an effective coaching
tool. In addition the concept of trust seems as necessary in that the athlete needs to trust the
coach and his plan in terms of producing the desired results.

(NT6)He would never ask me to try a skill unless he knew I could do it. Every time he
asked me to go for it, he was right, so there was trust there (Line numbers 2272-2273).

(NT5)Well because when we’re embarking on something new its uncharted territory and
the coach can step in because he’s almost like a navigational map in terms of his mind |
say (coach), he kind of has the passed mapped out and can basically point to an area on
that map where you have had a success in acquiring something new or doing something
new well by reminding the athlete that you’re going into uncharted territory here and as
a coach, here’s a map of your passed history to show you where you have done this well
S0 it gives you confidence in going into that uncharted territory (Line numbers 1900-
1905).
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(NT4) Honestly sometime | just want to hear ““that was bad”... Because (coach) was
straight up | felt confident in myself and what he said. | performed well because | trusted
(coach) and his plan for me...(Line numbers 1430-1432),

(NT9) I know (coach) is going to be honest with me so | trust him and that trust is

important. It makes me feel good about the training, you know I can believe in what is

going on day to day...(Line numbers 3016-3018).

Follow through by the coach was only commented on by one athlete. However the athlete
that spoke about it was doing so in terms of lack of follow through by the coach. Due to the
intensity of the athlete’s displeasure about the lack of follow through it suggests the other eleven
athletes did not experience a lack of follow through but rather that their coaches were in fact
following the honesty guidelines when they promised a reward or consequence, they followed
through.

In addition the concept of congruence in assessment of effort between coach and athlete
was commented on by nine athletes. Athletes identified the importance of being rewarded for
things they believed they should be rewarded for as opposed to being given rewards for
something of low importance.

(NT210) I honestly don’t know if it was that effective because the reward was based on,

you know in a group setting, as a team reward, it was pretty much you know, you hit your

routine and that was it. And the problem with that is that for some of us, the routine was
below what some of us were capable of doing. So on an individual skill level, it really

didn’t push us that much (Line numbers 3754-3757).

(NT6)If a coach is overly or inaccurately positive, then that is not effective yes and it is a

disservice to the athlete, yes but you have to have trust with your athlete, you can’t say

something that is not true to your athlete, because your athlete won’t trust you (Line

numbers 2385-2389).

It appears that the coaches who use rewards to establish a solid foundation of belief and

honesty with their athletes are producing an increase in athlete self-efficacy and performance.
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Additionally it appears the coaches use of rewards helped develop the foundation of trust in the
coach and in the coaching plan.
Punishment

There is little research available for coaches to learn what methods of punishment are
effective in terms of motivation development and performance. Coaches may be inclined to use
punishment in the absence of research contradicting its use and because their coaches may have
modeled punishment as an effective motivational tool with them. The available research
indicates that punishment is not as effective as positive reinforcement because punishment
produces performance anxiety, inhibition and lowered internal motivation. Much research does
support this contention; however, there are numerous studies that indicate there is a benefit of
punishment in some form and necessary to create the most effective motivational climate.

Perone (2003) suggested that punishment is responsible for the fact that we button our
coats when the temperature drops and loosen our ties when it rises. It leads us to come in out of
the rain, and blow on our hot coffee before we drink it, and to keep fingers out of electrical
outlets. The presence of aversive control in these cases clearly works to the individual’s
advantage” (p. 1).

Malott (2005) posits that aversive control is essential in the management of performance.
Attaching punishment to lack of effort is a necessary part of influencing motivation and
performance outcomes. “Sophisticated behavioral analysts have argued against the effectiveness
of punishment contingencies, their argument have been disappointingly unsophisticated and
unempirical, often based on poor asymmetrical illogic” (p. 92). Researchers like Malott argued

that there are times when certain individuals in certain situations need additional contingencies.
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Punishment in Training

The different types of punishment used in training were increased workload for poor
performance (8 athletes), bad mood (1 athlete) decreased competition time (1 athlete) increased
workload, bad mood, sitting out for broken team rules (4 athletes), revoked financial support (1
athlete) and negative talk (screaming, name calling 7 athletes)

TABLE 4: SUMMARY OF PUNISHMENT IN TRAINING REPORTED BY THE ATHLETES

Increased
Workload, Bad
Ivr\]/%rri?g:g Nllgoagd Mood, Sitting Rlep\écr)llzsd Negative Talk

Out (Broken

Team Rules
NT2 X -
NT10 X X X
NT1 - - X - X
NT3 X - X
NT7 X - X
NT11 X - X
NTS X - - - X
NT4 - X - X
NT12 X - - -
NT9 X - X X
NT6 - X - X
NT8 X - -

For years coaches of all levels have witnessed the sheer power that punishment has on
influencing an athlete’s behavior. Unfortunately many coaches aren’t keen to the insights that
punishment may produce short term benefit at the expense of long term counter-productive
effects of damaged self-efficacy and hence poor performance. The research in this study attempts
to uncover whether there is a more effective method of using punishment, one that contains the
positive effect of influencing short term behavior change without the negative long term effects
on athlete self-efficacy and performance.

Punishment in Training -- Increased Workload
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Eight athletes commented on their coaches using punishment in training anywhere
between 10% of the time all the way up to 70% of the time when they were performing poorly.
According to gymnasts one of their coaches used increased workload 10% of the time, two
coaches used increased workload 20% of the time, two coaches using increased workload 75%
of the time, one coach used increased workload 55% of the time, one coach used increased
workload 65% of the time and one coach used increased workload 70% of the time as a
punishment in training. Examples of increased workload are as follows:

(NT20) if we didn’t do well, workload was increased in practice. Well we had some early
practices, certainly if a certain group or a certain event didn’t do well, or the whole
team. We would certainly have extra practice times and we would come in for practice
very early in the morning. Some of that was certainly more of a thing that was used as a
punishment. You aren’t leaving this event until you hit one—that’s something popular
I’ve heard in the past (Line numbers 3811-3815).

(NT9) this was right before the Olympic trials in 2000, I felt like crap, | couldn’t hit a
high bar routine, and he was yelling at me, and he finally said, if you don’t hit this
routine, you cant win this event, so I stayed there 30 minutes and finally hit a routine
(Line numbers 3333-3335).

(NT5) Well I can give you an example, well you know, | was told by (coach) one time,
“Don’t leave here until you hit a pummel horse routine.” And | was struggling you
know, stuff was hurting and I’m sitting here wondering how in the world I’m going to hit
a pummel horse routine. And he’s kinda just standing there and uh, it this happened with
(college) as well. You’re pretty much at a pretty low point at that point. It’s humiliating,
the guys are watching, you don’t feel good about your gymnastics, it’s a rough day, and
it’s on that fifth try when you actually ending up do hitting the routine and the coach
comes back and praises that moment that see, you know, after all that, you know, you
come back and you hit a pummel horse routine that’s what | wanted you to do in the first
place, see you can do it when you are absolutely at you’re worst (Line numbers 2139-
2147).

When asked whether they would use punishment if they were a coach, all eight of the
athletes reported that they would use increased workload as a punishment although there were

mixed feelings on the effectiveness of their coach’s use of increased workload as a punishment.
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Two of the athletes whose coaches used increased workload 20-25% both agreed it was an
effective use of punishment in practice.

(NT9) that right there alone was probably the biggest jump of my success I think , my
confidence in competition, it was so easy, it grew instantly, just because | went through
that low point, where | can’t do that at all and it was impossible, and then I did it and it
was like, if | can do it now, | can do it anywhere, easy... because even though | was
scared in that moment, he made it clear to me that | could do it. I trusted him and he had
laid such a strong foundation of support and positive, that when he did use the
punishment, 1 still felt supported and strong I know that is what is going through his
head, he wanted it for me, and he had that in his eyes that he knew I could do it, and |
was like shit I’ve got to do it, | can do it in a way(Line numbers 3335-3342).

(NT5) I think some kind of punishment used properly is very very helpful. It’s one,
making me physically stronger, two its breaking me down emotionally and I still have the
rest of the workout to do, and three, it’s creating this large event in my training where |

don’t want to be put in that situation again (Line numbers 1970-1973).

Two of the athletes felt the increased work load was not an effective punishment. One of
the athletes that didn’t feel increased workload was helpful had a coach who used increased
workload fifty five percent of the time.

(NT12) When | was trying to avoid getting more routines to avoid the punishment, | don’t

know it was different, it felt like I was more disappointed in myself if I didn’t hit the

routine...it wasn’t just me that was disappointed, | could see that the coaches were
disappointed too. ...and | would crumble under the pressure that | was putting on myself
yea maybe it was trying too hard or just puttin the pressure on myself, I wouldn’t swing
as freely or I wouldn’t be loose when | was swinging, 1’d tighten up and 1’d be nervous

up there (Line numbers 4499-4504).

Although the second athlete who had a negative view of the impact of his coach’s use of
increased workload only received it 20% of the time, the athlete felt his coach was much more
negative and punishment oriented in his coaching. In fact he believed his coach used punishment

based motivation 90%-95% of the time.

(NT211)I think it definitely has a negative effect on me, it takes my focus off of things, It
just takes my focus off of what | am doing. Instead of focusing on my routine...with the
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negative stuff, you can’t just take that and move on from it one minute later... and if you
are pissed off, you are not going to have a good practice (Line numbers 4132-4137).

The remaining four athletes all believed the increased workload could be an effective
form of punishment if used appropriately. All eight of the athletes seemed to agree that the
appropriate use of increased workload as a punishment had to do with a previously positive
relationship with the coach, trust that the punishment was actually going to help them become a
better gymnast and that the coach use of the punishment was in congruence with the athlete’s
belief that the athlete wasn’t giving their best effort.

(NT3) yeah, I think punishment can do one of two things. Either you receive punishment,
and you know you did a bad job and you need to step it up for yourself and your team, or
it is discouraging because you may feel like you are doing a good job, so you are
discouraged because you feel like there is noting | can do well (Line numbers 1114-
1117).

NT9)I won’t use any punishment without building them up first I won’t do it because |
know it just won’t work Line numbers 3534-3535).

(NT11)if someone really isn’t putting their effort into it, then it would be appropriate...if
the whole team was not trying and hung over, then maybe there would be a cardio
punishment or a strength punishment I would only do it when I felt it was really deserved
Line numbers 4261-4263).

(NT7) sometimes | could work harder and sometimes it would just piss me off. If I felt like
I wasn’t doing my best art ring as hard it would help but If I was already busting my ass
it would pretty much ruin the day... yeah on those days when | wasn’t giving my all |
would step up and that punishment would wake me up. But otherwise | would even feel
worse about myself and the training would go down (Line numbers 2629-2633).

Punishment in Training -- Coach’s Bad Mood
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One athlete identified the coach’s bad mood as a punishment. Although the athlete didn’t
particularly like it when the coach was in a bad mood he did feel there were times when the
coach’s bad mood impacted him in a positive manner.

(NT8)you decide if he is correct, if he is correct, you get mad at yourself, you try harder

yea sometimes you need it, you don’t need someone to be positive all the time bc it

doesn’t always work that way. When people get down on you sometimes, you need it to
kind of wake you up. You could be thinking that you’ve got something, and you are not
thinking smart about it, if someone gets down on you, you realize you really don’t have it

(Line numbers 2802-2806).

The athlete went to comment about how the coach’s bad mood was an ineffective method
of motivation if there wasn’t athlete and coach congruence in assessment of effort.

(NT8)well sometimes its good because it makes me try a little harder, but sometimes I

don’t think it is necessary at all...Sometimes when someone gets really mad, it makes you

really mad and you try harder, you don’t really care anymore, you don’t worry about
getting hurt or anything, you just go as hard as you can if he gets mad at me, it
sometimes helps because | get mad at myself, then I try harder, but if | don’t get mad at
myself, then its just a waste of time.

The athlete also went on to talk about the importance of the coach believing in the athlete.

(NT7) the worst thing a coach can ever do is say to an athlete that they are not capable of

doing something. Once you know that your coach doesn’t think you are capable, when

you realize he doesn’t believe in you, you start to convince yourself of the same thing

(Line numbers 2614-2616).

Punishment in Training -- Decreased Competition Time

One athlete reported his coach using decreased competition opportunities as a
punishment in training. Of all 12 of the athletes this was the only athlete who made the national
team only once. This seems to be important to note as all 11 of the other athletes in competition

were so good that even on days and in weeks they weren’t performing well they were still

usually better than the other athletes on their respective teams.
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The athlete reported that 80% of the time if he wasn’t performing up to his potential he
was not placed in the lineup for competition. Collegiate gymnastics coaches often determine
weekly competition lineups based on weekly training performance and only the top eight athletes
per event make the lineup. The athlete saw the threat of decreased competition time as an
ineffective motivational tool as it placed additional pressure on the athlete that the athlete
believed made it difficult to perform. However once the athlete lost his spot in the lineup it
seemed he began feeling a “nothing to lose” attitude which apparently lifted the imposed
pressure and allowed him to perform up to potential once again.

(NT12) Punishment pushes you to work harder, pressure impedes your ability to perform,

ummm the threat of not competing made it harder for me, 1’d say that made it really hard

for me to perform...until I lost that spot, that actually happened to me and I lost the spot,
so | wasn’t competing for a couple weeks, and then something happened, and it was kind
of that I had nothing else to lose, so | might as well give everything I’ve got. And | went

crazy at that point, and started hitting routines. 1’d say the reward based stuff helped a

lot, but for me personally, when I lost that spot on the team and wasn’t traveling as a

senior, you know that lit that fire under my ass, and | went from hitting one routine a

week to 11 routines a week (Line numbers 4577-4584).

Punishment in Training — Increased Workload, Bad Mood or Sitting Out for Broken Rules

Four athletes made comment about their coach’s punishment in response to broken team
rules. Three of the athletes recalled their coach using punishment 100% of the time and the
fourth athlete commented that 75% of the time that team rules were broken there was
punishment. The most common example of broken team rules was not showing up for practice
on time. Other examples of broken team rules were; not making grades, and general disrespect
for the coach or other athletes on the team. Examples of punishments included things like the

coach yelling at the athlete, extra running, sitting out or being sent home when athletes didn’t

follow team rules.
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(NT8) like one day we had an assembly, and i was like 10 minutes late, and he gets
grouchy over that, it just sets him in a bad mood for the whole workout(Line numbers
2725-2726).

(NT6) Yes, one day | was late, and he was very upset, and | was never late for a workout
again... to me that was punishment, because I admired him so | wanted to be worthy of
his respect (Line numbers 2332-2333).

(NT21) Uh, if it was the first offense, it was just, you. Just run a mile, you know. You can't
let bad things go unseen or unpunished. So it was nothing terrible but just run a mile
after practice ...If there is 1 kid showing up late to practice every day, the other
teammates are going to be pissed off. As a coach, you have to keep the balance, you
know. If someone is showing up late to practice every day, you know he just rolled in like
it's ok. You've got to show the team as well as the individual that won't stand. There has
to be punishment because if everyone else follows the rules and one person isn't and
there's no consequence, you are just going to have problems on the team (Line numbers
302-308).

All four of the athletes felt that punishment in response to rules that were already defined was an

effective and necessary part of training.
(NT9) For me it hurt was because | was missing that opportunity, not being involved and
it the self-confidence a little bit, it doesn’t help short term, because | felt really down and
I knew it was my fault, it was a hard lesson, but in the long term | think that really helped
me but in the short term it hurt...it teaches you discipline and behavior, something |
really needed as a kid, so at that moment he said, ok are you ready to come back? And |
said, yeah I’m ready, and your focused again and you don’t want to mess up (Line
numbers 3384-3389).

(NT4) It affected my performance and how | behaved because I didn’t want it to happen
again so | worked hoarder, and followed the rules(Line numbers 1542-1543) .

Additionally in each of the four athlete’s opinions it was important for coaches to have pre-
established team rules and consequences in place for athletes who didn’t follow those rules. All
four of the athletes said they would use punishment with athletes who broke team rules if they

were coaching.

Punishment in Training -- Revoked Financial Support
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One athlete talked about his coach pulling financial support in response to poor
performance. The athlete said that it occurred only about 5% of the time and felt that it could
have been more effective if it had been used more often. One of the chief concerns of the athlete
was that the coach had too low of expectations and then did a poor job of following through with
consequences. The athlete gives the following account of how it occurred:

(NT10)In practice and certainly in competition if we didn’t do well we didn’t get the

perks. We didn’t get the nice dinners a lot of the times...I think there was a lot more talk

about the punishment than there was actual follow through. So you know obviously that
translated into it not meaning as much when there was just talk about it. All talk and no
follow through typically ends up in not very effective, not very believable So | think that
rendered the punishment pretty ineffective... It probably hurt my ability. I think if he

would have pushed me harder | could have accomplished even more than I did. It sucks

really to think of it that way but that’s how I feel (Line numbers 3793-3800).

Punishment in Training -- Negative Talk (Screaming and Name Calling)

Nine athletes reported their coaches’ use of negative talk when they weren’t performing
well. Of the nine athletes, five said they felt the negative talk was effective while one of the
athletes felt that it was effective only some of the time and one athlete felt the negative talk was
ineffective. The four athletes who felt the coach’s use of negative talk was effective each
reported their coach only using negative talk as a punishment between 5%-25% of the time. The
following are examples of the coach’s use of negative talk whereas the coach used the
punishment 15% of the time, 5% of the time and 25% of the time respectively.

(NT3)Coach can lean on you, I mean he kind of looks at you and then turns away and

shakes his head. Then he comes back and will let you know what he thinks and it can be

hard to hear at times (Line numbers 1143-1146).

(NT6)The first time | experienced aversive because | chickened out in the middle of a

handspring. He yelled, don’t you ever do that again!!! And he never raised his voice like

that again. When you hesitate, that is a chance of an injury. Every time he said go for it, |
trusted him that he knew I could do it (Line numbers 2269-2274).
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(NT5)Even things like calling you out on not doing the work if you’re not doing the work.
Even the extent sometimes of being called weak, or other words along those lines that
kind of just break you down mentally but the coach usually knows what their doing that
their investing in the long term success (Line numbers 2005-2008).

The same three athletes later went on to talk about the positive effect the coach’s negative talk
had on them.

(NT3) Cuz they’re breaking you down for a reason...And you know for an athletic side
it’s when you get punished, because you don’t want to be in that situation again, it makes
you stronger to handle things. Like when you do get emotionally punished or physically
punished, you are becoming stronger because you can handle more defeat or you can
handle temporary defeat better in the future, maybe you’ll know how to be resilient,
bounce back in a competition things of that nature (Line numbers 2012-2016).

(NT6) I thought it was appropriate that day, but if he yelled everyday in the gym, I would
become numb to that form of communication. We worked hard, but when anger came, it
was so rare, that you knew he wanted to see some behavior change.. If the coach is going
to use punishment he has got to have developed trust in the relationship. | have to know
that their plan will work and that it makes sense. If they are going to punish me for lack
of effort great but | don’t think there is any way it works if it s used for lack of ability
(Line numbers 2323-2328).

(NT5) If the athlete is constantly enduring punishment without ever getting the positive
praise to balance that out—I believe that can be very harmful short term and long term
because now that athlete is constantly having to deal with very negative words, negative
actions by the coaches, and never really fully understanding the enjoyment of the process
because there’s never been any evidence to show that here’s why 1I’m doing this... as long
as there is positive as well yeah | think there has to be some of the punishments when they
need a little push (Line numbers 2119-2125).

NT11 reported his coach using negative talk 100% of the time he wasn’t performing well
and thought the punishment was ineffective. He gave the following example of his coach’
negative talk:

(NT11) Yeah, he calls me a baby all the time. I don’t believe what he says, because | have

tons of people telling me otherwise, and he does this to everybody, but I guess in a way

you cant help to feel badly about yourself I usually just chop it up to, well, he’s trying to
motivate me, even though he is just being a jerk (Line numbers 4087-4090).
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NT11 later went on to describe why he felt the punishment was ineffective:

(NT12)I think it def has a negative affect on me, it takes my focus off of things, if you can

tell, now is one of the worse periods of mine and (coach’s) relationship, we kind of go

through phases. It just takes my focus off of what | am doing. Instead of focusing on my
routine, | find myself talking to one of my teammates, like what is his problem (Line

numbers 4132-4137).

The athlete that felt negative talk as a punishment was effective only some of the time
reported his coach using it 65% of the time he wasn’t performing well. It seemed the key factor
was whether or not the coach and athlete agreed on their assessment of effort being put forth by
the athlete. If the athlete and coach both agreed that the athlete’s effort was low then the negative
talk seemed to be an effective punishment however if the athlete believed his effort level was
already high he felt the punishment was ineffective and at counter-productive.

(NT7) Its almost as if I’m showing him that this isn’t what I like. So maybe 1I’m not doing

well and if he is yelling at me, | don’t want to try, because if he thinks it works, then he’ll

use it all the time. It’s almost as if | don’t want to make it (Line numbers 2872-2874).
Punishment in Competition

The different types of punishment exhibited by coaches during or after a poor
performance reported by the participants were increased workload (2-NT2, NT5) and, most

commonly, some form of a bad mood such as yelling, throwing things, and not speaking (6-NT7,

NT1, NT9, NT10, NT4, NT11). See Table 5 for a summary.
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TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF PUNISHMENT IN COMPETITION REPORTED BY THE

ATHLETES
Increased Bad Mood
Workload
NT2 X
NT10 X
NT1 X
NT3
NT7 X
NT11 X
NT5 X
NT4 X
NT12
NT9 X
NT6
NT8

Punishment in Competition -- Increased Workload

Two of the athletes (NT2, NT5) reported that their coaches would increase the workload
of the athletes in practices following a poor performance in competition. NT2 reported that 80%
of the time after a poor performance in competition, his coach would assign one to three extra
routines per event. NT2 described this as beneficial to performance and self-confidence in the
long run when the increase in routines during practice improved performance during the next
meet.

(NT2) Initially, 1 think my self confidence goes down along with a bunch of other guys on

the team. But when you start to see the rewards from the consequences, your routines

are getting a lot easier and you’re hitting them more often, then your self confidence gets

a push. And it might not be right away. It might be a week or two down the road, but

it’ll pay off (Line numbers 846-851).

NT5 had a similar response to the increased workload after a poor performance in

competition. While he expressed a negative reaction to this punishment initially (e.g., “It hurts.
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It’s humiliating, but it makes you feel like, you can do this”), he reported a positive affect on
future performance of a specific component:

(NT5) I rarely missed a ginger again...at the next competition, I vividly remember

looking over the bar and making sure | caught the ginger (Line numbers 2066-2067).
Punishment in Competition -- Coach’s Bad Mood

Six of the athletes (NT7, NT1, NT9, NT10, NT4, NT11) reported that their coaches
would exhibit some form of a bad mood, including yelling, throwing things, or not speaking to
the athlete after a poor performance in competition. The athletes’ descriptions include the
following:

(NT7) Yelling, to throwing things, to just like tantrums, not speaking to me. Just anger
(Line number 2555).

(NT4) [When] we weren’t performing the way we should, we usually got a pretty
aggressive speech in the hallway or behind a curtain, which usually went along the lines
of, “What do you train so hard for? To come out hear and compete like crap?”” And,
“I’m embarrassed to be out there with you all”” (Line numbers 1373-1376).

(NT11) It’s definitely not motivational. It’s more like, ““Your career is going to be over if

you don’t hit this. Yes, that definitely feels like a level of punishment (Line numbers 4114-

41186).

NT7 commented that this form of punishment did not negatively affect his self-
confidence because he knew that his coach trusted his capability. He also commented that his
coach had already built up his self-confidence, so he was able to endure the punishment without
negative consequences.

(NT7) Even if he was in the worst mood ever, he never made me feel like I wasn’t

capable. So it never botched my self confidence. When he is pissed off, sometimes | would

get pissed, too, but it wouldn’t ruin my meet. And even though he was mad he would still
be like, ““Come on. Let’s go. Get this set.”” | don’t know that the punishment was helpful,
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but he had already built my confidence previously, so | knew he knew I could do it (Line
numbers 2575-2579).

NT4 reported a similar effect of his coach’s bad mood (i.e., yelling and negative talk) due
to the previous development of trust between the coach and the athlete:

(NT4) So when he yelled at me, | felt like he was yelling out of love, not because he was
angry, but disappointed (Line numbers 1420-1421).

Punishment-Summary

As noted previously, very little research exists concerning the relationship between
punishment and performance. Limited past research with young or novice athletes indicates that
punishment is not as effective as reward because punishment produces performance anxiety,
inhibition and lowered internal motivation. The findings on punishment from this study run
parallel to the existing literature about the negative impact punishment can have on self-efficacy
and performance.

(NT12)When | was trying to avoid getting more routines to avoid the punishment, | don’t
know it was different, it felt like I was more disappointed in myself if I didn’t hit the
routine...it wasn’t just me that was disappointed, | could see that the coaches were
disappointed too. ...and | would crumble under the pressure that I was putting on myself
yea maybe it was trying too hard or just puttin the pressure on myself, I wouldn’t swing
as freely or I wouldn’t be loose when | was swinging, 1’d tighten up and 1I’d be nervous
up there (Line numbers 4499-4504).

(NT11)I think it def has a negative affect on me, it takes my focus off of things, It just
takes my focus off of what | am doing. Instead of focusing on my routine...with the
negative stuff, you can’t just take that and move on from it one minute later... and if you
are pissed off, you are not going to have a good practice (Line numbers 4132-4137).

All twelve of the athletes commented that they believed their coaches should use

punishment in certain situations. The following quotes seems to capture the finding of this study

that punishment can be quite effective if it is used appropriately.
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(NT9)That right there alone was probably the biggest jump of my success I think , my
confidence in competition, it was so easy, it grew instantly, just because | went through
that low point, where | can’t do that at all and it was impossible, and then I did it and it
was like, if | can do it now, | can do it anywhere, easy... because even though | was
scared in that moment, he made it clear to me that | could do it. I trusted him and he had
laid such a strong foundation of support and positive, that when he did use the
punishment, 1 still felt supported and strong I know that is what is going through his
head, he wanted it for me, and he had that in his eyes that he knew | could do it, and |
was like shit I’ve got to do it, | can do it in a way Line numbers 3335-3342).

(NT12)1°d say the reward based stuff helped a lot, but for me personally, when | lost that
spot on the team and wasn’t traveling as a senior, you know that lit that fire under my
ass, and I went from hitting one routine a week to 11 routines a week (Line numbers
4581-4584).

(NT6) I thought it was appropriate that day, but if he yelled everyday in the gym, I would
become numb to that form of communication. We worked hard, but when anger came, it
was so rare, that you knew he wanted to see some behavior change.. If the coach is going
to use punishment he has got to have developed trust in the relationship. I have to know
that their plan will work and that it makes sense. If they are going to punish me for lack
of effort great but I don’t think there is any way it works if it s used for lack of ability
(Line numbers 2323-2328).

(NT5)I was told by (coach) one time, ““Don’t leave here until you hit a pummel horse
routine.” And I was struggling you know, stuff was hurting and I’m sitting here
wondering how in the world I’m going to hit a pummel horse routine. And he’s kinda just
standing there and uh, it this happened with Ohio State as well. You’re pretty much at a
pretty low point at that point. It’s humiliating, the guys are watching, you don’t feel good
about your gymnastics, it’s a rough day, and it’s on that fifth try when you actually
ending up do hitting the routine and the coach comes back and praises that moment that
see, you know, after all that, you know, you come back and you hit a pummel horse
routine that’s what | wanted you to do in the first place, see you can do it when you are
absolutely at you’re worst (Line numbers 2139-2147).

The categories identified as punishments by the athletes are listed as followed: Increased
workload (NT3,NT9, NT12, NT11, NT5, NT10, NT2, NT8), bad mood (NT7), decreased
competition time (NT12), yelling or sitting out based on broken team rules (NT1, NT4, NT9,
NT6), revoked perks such as less money spent on travel and team dinners (NT10) and negative

talk characterized by yelling and or name calling (NT1, NT10, NT3, NT11, NT6,NT5, NT9,
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NT4, NT7). See Table 6 for an overall summary of the types of punishment reported by the

athletes.

TABLE 6: OVERALL SUMMARY OF THE TYPES OF PUNISHMENT REPORTED BY

THE ATHLETES

Yellin ittin

mﬁg:g N?oa: d ?)ut ?B/riktten i Rlea\é?ll((sed Negative Talk
Team Rules

NT2 X
NT10 X X X
NT1 - - X X
NT3 X X
NT7 X X
NT11 X - X
NT5 X - - X
NT4 - X X
NT12 X - - -
NT9 X - X X
NT6 - X X
NT8 X -

The findings on punishment reinforce the five conditions for effective reinforcement
discussed earlier. These conditions seem to set the stage for a positive relationship between the
coach and the athlete (coach believing in the athlete), trust that the punishment was actually
going to help them become a better gymnast (athlete believes in the coach and his plan) and that
the use of the punishment was in congruence with the athlete’s belief that the athlete wasn’t
giving their best effort coupled with the need for honesty and follow through on the coach’s part.

In each of the five conditions the frequency appeared in the punishment data at a
frequency of no less than nine of the athletes commenting with an intensity level of moderate to
extreme for each. Additionally all five conditions seem to be effective only if they are perceived

to be in place all the time. It makes sense that if the coach uses honesty, believes in the athlete, or
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follows through with punishment only part of the time, if the athlete doesn’t believe in the coach
or his plan all the time, or the coach and athlete don’t always agree on effort being put forward
by the athlete then the trusting relationship between athlete and coach suffers. This causes the
punishment to become a less effective motivational resource. This is evidenced with comments
from NT10 and NT11 below.
(NT10) All talk and no follow through typically ends up in not very effective, not very
believable So I think that rendered the punishment pretty ineffective... It probably hurt
my ability. | think if he would have pushed me harder I could have accomplished even
more than | did. It sucks really to think of it that way but that’s how I feel Line numbers
3796-3800).
(NT11)I guess | have learned to not really care about what (coach) says. Even when it’s

positive | find myself not as interested in his words because of all the negative bullshit he
pulls with me (Line numbers 4192-4193).

All 12 of the athletes commented on the importance of their coach’s belief in them in
terms of increasing the effectiveness of punishment.

A key component that seems to be necessary for the utilization of punishment after a poor
performance in competition is a trust between the athlete and coach. An athlete’s knowledge that
his coach’s negative reaction stems from knowledge that the athlete is capable of a better
performance seems to be essential.

This allows the coach’s punishment to serve as motivation, rather than deteriorating the
coach -- athlete relationship. Other athletes felt that a poor performance in competition served as
a punishment in itself (NT1, NT9, and NT11), so this type of punishment did not benefit the
athletes’ performance, motivation, or self-confidence. The following quotes signify the

importance of the coach believing in the athlete prior to using punishment:
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(NT9)I won’t use any punishment without building them up first; 1 won’t do it because |
know it just won’t work (Line numbers 3534-3535).

(NT4) So when he yelled at me, | felt like he was yelling out of love, not because he was
angry, but disappointed (Line numbers 1420-1421).

(NT5) If the athlete is constantly enduring punishment without ever getting the positive
praise to balance that out—I believe that can be very harmful short term and long term
because now that athlete is constantly having to deal with very negative words, negative
actions by the coaches, and never really fully understanding the enjoyment of the process
because there’s never been any evidence to show that here’s why I’m doing this... as long
as there is positive as well, yeah |