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The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between a coach’s goal
orientation and the motivational climate perceived by the players. Themnslaip
between players’ perceptions of the motivational climate and players'siotrmotivation
was also examined. This study was intended to provide evidence of how the coach’s goal
orientation affects the motivational climate perceived by players, and hoei\mst
motivational climate influences intrinsic motivation. High school coaches amd the
players were contacted and participated in this study. Coaches (n = 18) ansl (playe
187) filled out the Task and Ego in Sport Questionnaire and the Perceived Motivational
Climate in Sport Questionnaire-2. In addition, players filled out the Intrivistovation
Inventory. It was hypothesized that coach goal orientation and perceivedtionéla
climate would be related, but the correlations between coach task goatoyreand
player mastery climate € .283,p > .05), and between coach ego goal orientation and
player performance motivational climatex-.265,p > .05) were not significant. Player
mastery motivational climate was correlated with interest.¢419,p < .01), competence,
(r =.165,p < .05), and effortr(= .439, p < .01) as hypothesized. Player performance
motivational climate was correlated with interest(.297,p < .01), effort ( = .167,p <
.05), and pressure € .187,p < .05) as hypothesized. The results demonstrated that the
goal orientation of the coach does not have as strong an effect on the playepsqesce
of the motivational climate as was previously thought. However, perceptions of the

motivational climate do have an influence on intrinsic motivation.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

One of the key elements of any team sport setting is the relationshgebetve
coach and his or her players. The coach and players are in constant interaction with one
another, with the coach providing much of the direction in the relationship. It is
inarguable that the coach can have a strong influence on his or her plagaches are
leaders of their teams. A leader creates the environment for individuals, aaslei
players, to develop and succeed while striving to achieve team goals (Vealgdy, 2005
Specifically, the coach’s goals and motivational orientation set theteliima
interactions and likely influence player perceptions, motivations and behaviorsr Give
the influence of the coach on the players, it is extremely important to ghith &g
understanding as possible of the coach’s influence.

Within sport and exercise psychology, research on motivation and perceptions has
focused on the goal orientations of the individuals involved and the motivationaleclima
that is created within the setting. There are two types of goal orientadsks(d ego).

A task orientation is characterized by a person’s intent to improve his or heaski the
belief that success is dependent upon effort and working together (Nicholls, 1992). Ego
orientation is characterized by the person’s need to demonstrate his or hierisyper
compared to other people in achievement tasks, which can be facilitated by sgcceedin

while putting forth less effort than others (Nicholls, 1992). A person can certainly hold



both goal perspectives at the same time; however, one orientation is usually more
prevalent than the other.

Closely related to goal orientation is the motivational climate. Motivdtiona
climates, like goal orientations, tend to be dichotomous in nature. However, cBraate i
characteristic of the situation or environment, rather than a personality tdmposi
Similar to the task goal orientation, a mastery-based motivational clisnetteracterized
by an emphasis on developing new skills and improving existing skills, as wdll-as se
evaluation relative to a set of internalized standards (Ames, 1992). A perferivased
motivational climate is similar to an ego goal orientation and is chawmsexdoy a social
comparison of performance (comparing one’s own performance to the perteroia
others) and oppositional relationships with other people within the same settieg,(Am
1984). In other words, a performance-based motivational climate encourages fay
outperform one another in competition, rather than work together to improve their skills.

Task and ego goal orientations and mastery and performance motivational
climates have very different effects on the people involved. Research suggdeasisstha
of the effects of task goal orientations and mastery-based motivationatediare
positive. It can be expected that a person who has a high task orientation and/or
perceives a mastery-based motivational climate will exhibit inecea®tivation (Xiang,
McBride, & Solmon, 2003), a greater likelihood to persist in the face of advExsityg,
McBride, Guan, & Solmon, 2003; Nicholls, 1984), greater intrinsic motivation and
enjoyment (Duda, Chi, Newton, Walling, & Catley, 1995; Newton & Duda, 1999; Vazou,

Ntoumanis, & Duda, 2006), increased effort (Sarrazin, Roberts, Cury, Biddle, &sEam



2002), and more self-confidence and less anxiety (Newton & Duda, 1995). People who
have a high ego orientation and/or perceive a performance-based motivatioatd alien
likely to be extrinsically motivated (Duda, 1989), experience less enjoymada( Chi,
Newton, Walling, & Catley, 1995), employ few coping strategies, when coohpare
task-oriented athletes (Pensgaard & Roberts, 2003), display strong nefjativafter
failure (Ames, Ames, & Felker, 1977), feel more pressure and tension (NewDoiol&;
1999), and display an increased avoidance of work (Standage, Duda, & Ntoumanis,
2003). It becomes clear rather quickly how differently a person can think and behave in
sport situations depending upon the goal structure of the setting and how the motivationa
climate of the setting is perceived. Task-oriented mastery cnagigear to facilitate the
development of adaptive thoughts and behaviors in the people who are in those
environments. It appears that ego-oriented performance climates, on thieamither
promote more negative, maladaptive thoughts and behaviors in people.

One of the major driving forces in creating the environment is the coach. A coac
is responsible for motivating his or her players and thus creating the motiVatiorete
the players perceive. Coaches can nurture motivation in athletes when theycreat
competitive environment where athletes are properly challenged to adieeyeals they
have set (Vealey, 2005). Thus, goal orientation is likely to have a strongoeloa the
beliefs and behaviors of that particular coach. It has been shown that players (or
students) are quite able to accurately perceive the beliefs and mearmimgsthe
behaviors of a coach (or teacher) (Solmon & Carter, 1995). Therefore, the goal

orientation a coach possesses is very likely to be accurately perceiveddigyibrs he



or she coaches. It would follow that the players’ perceptions of the geatairon are
likely to be a strong influence on their perceptions of the motivational climate.
Statement of the Problem

Given what we know about the effects of goal orientations and motivational
climates on players in sport settings, and taking into account the influenaehagan
have on the motivational climate and player behaviors, it is imperative thatatie-c
player relationship in team sport settings be examined. Coaches are one iohang pr
agents for creating the motivational climate that players perceive, anddtiaational
climate is inevitably linked to the goal orientation a coach possesses. Althoug
substantial work has been done on the relationship between goal orientations and
motivational climates, few, if any, inquiries have included coach orientationsa@-coa
player relationships. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine how the goal
orientation of a coach affects the motivational climate players percéhe goal of this
study is to attempt to gain a better understanding of how coaches’ goal mentat
influence their players’ perceptions of the motivational climate anchantrmotivation.
The relationship of task and ego goal orientations to mastery and performaede-bas
motivational climates will be examined. Specifically, the goal oriestiadf the coach
will be compared to the motivational climate the players perceive. Secgntail
influence of this perceived climate on the players’ level of intrinsic mativatill also
be examined. This study is intended to provide some preliminary evidence of how the
motivational climate players perceive is affected by the goal otientaf the coach, and

how perceived climate influences intrinsic motivation.



Hypotheses

Two primary relationships are examined in this study. First, the relagoathi
the goal orientation of the coach with the motivational climate that the coaali&rpl
perceive will be examined. Goal orientation refers to the degree to which thesoach i
task-oriented and ego-oriented. A coach can be high or low in each orientation or both at
the same time. It is expected that coaches create the motivationa¢chraatordance
with their goal orientations. Secondarily, the relationship between playesiatri
motivation and player perceived motivational climate will be examined. The faljowi
two hypotheses are related to the first relationship.
1) Coaches’ task orientation will be positively related to player percenastiery-based
motivational climate.
2) Coaches’ ego orientation will be positively related to player perceivénrpance-
based motivational climate.
Specific hypotheses for the second relationship are as follows.
3) Players’ perceived mastery-based motivational climate will beggitelated to
intrinsic motivation.
4) Players’ perceived performance-based mastery climate will bévedgaelated to
intrinsic motivation.

In addition to the primary relationships and hypotheses, the following
relationships will be examined: a) player goal orientation and playernyesiadimate,
b) coach goal orientation and coach perceived climate, and c) coach peraenate cl

and player perceived climate. From the information gathered in this study, future



research can be developed to further examine this relationship with respesatttoge
player performance, feelings of enjoyment, anxiety, and other outcomes.tutlyisss

intended to be a stepping-stone for further investigation of the coach-playienstigp
regarding the goal orientation of a coach and the perceived motivationakeclasavell

as the resulting effects on the players in a team sport setting.



CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

The relationship between coach and player is very important in a team sport
setting. Without this relationship, team sports would not exist. The coach is regponsibl
for instructing the players, helping them improve their skills, and preparing threm f
competition, as well as a host of other issues. The players perceive eveityhtiogch
says and does in one way or another. Because the relationship between thactaeh a
players is vital to team sports, it is certainly important to understand how tlogppats
in this relationship interact and influence each other. With a better understanding of how
the players perceive coaching behaviors and how those perceptions influence tisé player
thoughts and actions, it may be possible to develop a more productive and efficient
relationship between coach and player.

A prominent psychological issue in team sports is the use of goals as a means of
directing the things the team does. In general, coaches and players &lawgegbations
that influence how they feel about playing sports and what they believe is important
within the team setting. The influence of a person’s goal orientation cannot be
overstated. The goal orientation influences nearly every facet of a persgnitons
and behaviors. Understanding the influence of goal orientations is just as mhpsrta
understanding how coaches and players influence each other. One specificodiroiens
the team sport setting that is influenced by goal orientations is the motiVatiorate.

The motivational climate is closely related to a person’s goal orientatidrias a strong



influence on a person’s cognitions and behaviors. Given the importance of the coach-
player relationship and the effects of both goal orientations and the motivatiometegli
it is important to understand the relationship of these issues within a teamesijoogt s
In order to gain a clearer understanding of this relationship, it is imptotdigcuss goal
orientations first, because goal orientation influences both the people involved on the
team and the motivational climate that is created.
Goal Orientation

The goal orientation a person has is based primarily on one thing, the person’s
self-concept of ability. Self-concept of ability is a rather simple cocistitirefers to a
person’s conception of how much ability they believe they have for performisg a ta
(Nicholls, 1992). Ability to perform a task is something on which every person judges
himself or herself. There are two basic conceptions of ability that a persoewalop.
The undifferentiated conception is found primarily in younger kids (Nicholls, 1984). The
differentiated conception of ability develops as a child grows older, and can be seen in
the adolescent years (Nicholls, 1984). A differentiated conception of abiétg te the
point at which a person has distinguished between the concepts of effort andéthility
regard to performing any task. For children who are developing the different gonsept
of ability and effort, ability is thought of as a person’s capacity for doingggony in a
social context Nicholls, 1984). High ability is created by learning to do thakthey
previously were not able to do, or what is essentially the act of learning (Nich@84).
No social comparisons are made when a person’s motivation is to learn, thus the person

has adopted the undifferentiated conception of ability. Effort and ability asvéelio



go hand in hand and are essentially the same thing. However, when attempting to
evaluate our capacity for performing a task, the differentiated conceptadiliof is
developed (Nicholls, 1984). Effort and ability are now believed to be two differensthing
and the influence of the way a person thinks about effort as opposed to ability can have
strong influences on the goal orientation a person adopts. In fact, a person’s goal
orientation comes directly from their conception of ability. A task-involved goal
orientation is most prominent when our goal is simply to develop our ability in an
undifferentiated sense (Nicholls, 1984). The other goal orientation, the ego-involved
orientation, is more prominent when a person is concerned with demonstrating high
ability and avoiding demonstrating low ability in comparison to other people (Nicholls
1984). The ego orientation thus illustrates a differentiated conception of.alility
person’s level of ability is compared and differentiated from the level lfyadfi other
people.

Although it may sound somewhat complex, the concepts of task and ego goal
orientations are actually quite simple. A task orientation is marked by totenprove a
person’s skills and the belief that success is dependent upon interest, effort, and
collaboration with other people (Nicholls, 1992). Task-involved people strive to develop
their abilities to the fullest and do not compare the amount of ability with other people.
The task-involved person may compare his or her level of ability to where it @as a
earlier time to evaluate his or her own ability. An ego-involved person, on the other
hand, evaluates his or her ability in relation to other people. An ego-orientation is

marked by the need to establish one’s superiority over other people and the belief that



success is primarily dependent upon already possessing more ability than others
(Nicholls, 1992). The goal for an ego-involved person is essentially to show that he or
she possesses more ability than others and requires less effort to perfeaméh@ask.
Also, ego-involved people do not value collaboration with other people, while task-
involved people value collaborative effort as being instrumental to succe&sl{blic
1992). Itis plain to see that the two goal orientations have some stark differeaices t
can lead to very different ways of thinking about and behaving in performanceosisuati
Most of the previous research regarding goal orientation has essdntabgd
on one of two settings. One setting is the educational setting, primarily doouse
performance in academic and physical activity classrooms, and the othrrasport
setting. The effect a goal orientation has on the individual has been a toperestim
educational research for some time. Solmon and colleagues have performald sever
studies to examine the different effects goal orientations have on studentsicalphys
education classes. Xiang, McBride, and Solmon (2003) conducted a study to determine
what type of motivational climate physical education teachers tend to enmaldyow&
those climates affect the students. Xiang, et al. (2003) found that phykicatien
teachers most often created a mastery-focused climate. This studyealsmste light
on the importance of the perception of control in the teacher-student or coaeh-play
relationship. Within the mastery-focused climate, teachers giveutiends different
choices about how to approach learning in a physical activity class (Xiargyjdd, &
Solmon, 2003). The act of giving kids choices in how they approach learning is

important because it gives them a sense of control and ownership of learning (Xian

10



McBride, & Solmon, 2003). Thus the kids will be more motivated to learn, and have a
more positive approach toward learning, some of the hallmarks of a mastengarie

setting. A positive approach to learning and performance is important bebddssnc

“who have positive ability beliefs and approach achievement tasks with a high
expectancy for success, consistently demonstrate high levels ofgrersiand

performance on achievement tasks” (Xiang, McBride, Guan, & Solmon, 2003, p. 26). It
was shown that those teachers who create a mastery-focused clirgat@dgtudents
choices in how they approach learning were more likely to have students who were more
motivated to learn and demonstrated greater persistence for learning.

Persistence is one characteristic of a task-involved individual. When task-
involved, we work to improve our chances to learn and increase our ability through
persistence (Nicholls, 1984). Persistence is another positive effectstf got
orientation and a mastery climate. It was shown that children who did not expect to do
well in their physical education classes were less likely to choose ahgsitvities in
the future; in other words, these children were less likely to persist (Miéciyide,

Guan, & Solmon, 2003).

Because the teacher is very influential in determining the expectatibtins af
her students (by communicating his or her own expectations) the importance oiva posit
task goal orientation becomes even clearer. Positive expectations tend ¢onead t
persistent behavior in the members of a class or a team. Students, or playevg therce
expectations of their leader, and internalize those expectations to guidadhgints and

behaviors. The influence of a teacher or coach’s goal orientation on the students or
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players begins to make itself apparent. Taking into account that it has been shown that
kids can accurately perceive things an adult is trying to get across, gagamt for
coaches and teachers to truly understand the influence they have on the peopée they ar
leading. Solmon and Carter (1995) showed that students can accurately perceive what
the teacher intends to be communicated and that a teacher could clearly cort@nunica
concepts about a particular content area “when instruction is designed wititehtt
(p. 364).

The effects of task and ego goal orientations have been popular subjects of study
in the research pertaining to the sport setting. Numerous studies have been pedormed t
examine the effects of the different goal orientations on cognitive and bedlavior
constructs associated with achievement and performance in sport. It was nated’sn D
(1989) study of high school athletes that task orientation is related to “positive
achievement behaviors” and an increased likelihood that the person would be competent
in their abilities, while maladaptive behaviors tend to present themselves \pbesoa
adopts an ego orientation. This study shed some light on the different type of beliefs and
behaviors that can be expected when a person adopts a certain goal orientatisn. It w
demonstrated that when an athlete is more task oriented, the person tends to belteve tha
is important for sport to place value on an athlete trying his or her best, caugperiii
teammates and coaches, and being “honest, respectful, and concerned cisperety
at large” (Duda, 1989, p. 330). Conversely, it was shown that an ego orientation leads
people to believe that extrinsic benefits and personal gains are what detéenine

meaning of sport, and also believe that bending the rules in order to succeed was
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acceptable (Duda, 1989). Intrinsic motivation, or being motivated internathyeby
feelings and beliefs a person possesses rather than by external ofreegjently
harmed by an ego orientation and fostered by a task orientation. It was shown that
students who were task-oriented tended to experience greater enjoytharesast in
their classes, as compared to ego oriented students (Duda, Chi, Newton, Walling, &
Catley, 1995). Also, ego-oriented students did not enjoy their classes to the gamee de
as task-oriented students and showed more concern for demonstrating thesrisuperi
over others, which runs counter to some of the key aspects of intrinsic motivation (Duda,
Chi, Newton, Walling, & Catley, 1995). Simply put, the more desirable intrinsic
motivation tends to present itself when people are task goal oriented and not so much
when they are motivated to show their superior abilities as compared to others.

A person’s tendency to persist in the face of adversity is another fagetrof s
performance that is strongly influenced by a person’s goal orientatioruds st
conducted on the premise that emphasizing mastery goals enhances both as athlete’
overall performance and their level of persistence while focusing on egliitg goals
tends to erode these aspects demonstrated that this was indeed the case erghalnmw!
were told that the idea was to improve their skills and have fun (Newton & Duda, 1993).
Even though this study did not include a category of the overall goal being to wis, it wa
shown that greater enjoyment and less worry about performance was ekatadk
goal orientation (Newton & Duda, 1993). Responses that indicated an ego orientation, in
light of the intended task orientation, resulted in lower levels of strategwfiomin the

participants (Newton & Duda, 1993). Here the task orientation led to increased
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performance in the participants. In a separate study, Newton and Duda (1995)
demonstrated that individuals who exhibit higher levels of task orientation and lower
levels of ego orientation experienced a higher state of self-confidence dummg t
matches. On the flipside, those individuals who placed a great importance on beating
their opponent and had low expectations for the match were prone to greater feelings of
cognitive anxiety (Newton & Duda, 1995). This study clearly demonstrated thaepeopl
tend to be less anxious and more confident when they are task goal oriented.

Coping strategies are vital tools for an athlete to be able to use. A study
performed by Pensgaard and Roberts (2003) examined the use of active copingstrateg
and social support in elite winter athletes and found that athletes who were asihly t
oriented and low ego oriented employed greater, more effective use of botlcaptivg
strategies and social support.

These studies demonstrate apparent it is that task goal oriented people tend to
develop and employ more adaptive behaviors and generally experience decreased
anxiety, increased performance, and increased enjoyment in both sport and@cadem
settings. While the connection between the goal orientations and the motivational
climates have been briefly touched on, it is important to examine this relapdagher
to gain a better understanding of how this information can be applied to any sport or
academic situation.

Perceived Motivational Climate
As previously stated, there is a strong link between goal orientations and the

perceived motivational climate of a given situation. While there areataskgo goal
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orientations, there are also mastery and performance based motivatroat <! As
expected, task goal orientations are related to mastery motivationalediaral ego goal
orientations are related to performance based motivational climatesnastery-

oriented climate, people are “focused on developing new skills, improving their own
level of competence or skill, or attaining a sense of mastery based on an rgdreati

of standards” (Ames, 1992, p. 162). The resulting motivational pattern involves value
being placed on giving effort and the basic process of learning a task (Ames, 1992). On
the other hand, the resulting motivational pattern of a performance-based imivat
climate is much different. A competitive reward structure, one of the compafents
performance-based motivational climate, results in a negative relationsigebehe
members of a group of people (Ames, 1984). In other words, the focus is on comparing
one’s own performance to the performance of others (a sort of social compalisan)
mastery climate, performance is compared internally with past perfioasand is not
judged with the performance of others. Rewards for people in a performance-based
climate are wholly dependent upon the comparison of one person’s performance with the
performance of others. Thus when one person is successful, the likelihood for other
people to get rewards is negatively affected (Ames, 1984). In a masterteclieveards

tend to be earned without reference to others. It should be noted thatdbptionof

the players are extremely important in this relationship. A person’s perception of
behaviors of others is more strongly connected to that person’s thoughts than the actual
behaviors of those same people (Ebbeck & Becker, 1994). Thus, in many instances a

person substitutes their own perceptions for reality. This act could be considered
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problematic in certain situations; however that fact should not diminish the imgedé&
a person’s perceptions. Perceptions are the pathways through which the environment
interacts with the individual differences of each person to determine behavior.

When examining the motivational climate, it becomes apparent just how
important and influential the environment can be. Ames and Archer (1988) conducted a
study that examined children in a classroom setting to determine how different
perceptions of the environment, specifically perceptions of an emphasis on mastery
performance, affect the students. They were able to show that the environment and the
perceived ability of the students determined how they approached and performed in
learning situations. “When students perceived an emphasis on mastery goals, they
reported using more learning strategies, preferred tasks that offelethghaand had a
more positive attitude toward their class” (Ames & Archer, 1988, p. 263). The general
relationship between goal orientations and the perceived motivational climatgezl as
well. The perceived setting that placed an emphasis on mastery goalse &rdirto
the task goal orientation. This relationship has been demonstrated in other inssances
well. Ebbeck and Becker (1994) found that a perceived mastery climate was closely
linked with a task goal orientation, while a perceived performance clinasgetongly
related to an ego goal orientation. The effects of the motivational clineatgide
similar to the effects that the goal orientations have, as would be expebies].thie
students that perceived a performance based motivational climate in AchAscher’s
(1988) study did not use learning strategies or seek challenges, and even shmatd a

negative relationship to student’s attitudes and their self-perceptions of.abilitsher
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illustrating the importance of the environment, the work of Ebbeck and Becker
demonstrated that the player’s perceptions of the environment around them, including
parent goal orientations and motivational climate were related to geataiions of the
players (1994).

One important effect of the motivational climate is on the stress levehthat t
players experience in a given situation. Sport experiences can be amongtthe mos
stressful experiences a person might have. The effects of stress on &person
performance are well known. But it is important to understand how a playess stre
levels might be affected by the motivational climate created by thé.c@dercording to
Seifriz, Duda, and Chi (1992) players who perceived a more performance oriented
climate also perceived a higher degree of tension while playing baskéitbaler a
performance oriented climate the members of a basketball team expdriteam
competition, negative repercussions for mistakes, and limited reinforce(Beiftiz,
Duda, & Chi, 1992, p. 388). In contrast to these findings, Walling, Duda, and Chi (1993)
showed that players who perceive a task-involving (mastery) climate dekpetience
the same amount of performance anxiety as compared to the players in thegreréorm
climate. Players experiencing the mastery climate also expressedatisfaction with
the experience and put forth more effort (Walling, Duda, & Chi, 1993). In a study
involving the effort put forth on climbing tasks by boys in either a task- or egovet/ol
situation, it was shown that those who were placed in the task-oriented condition put
forth more effort and were more successful than the boys who were in thaergeebr

condition (Sarrazin, Roberts, Cury, Biddle, & Famose, 2002).
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The effects of the motivational climate are not limited simply to the specif
situation the person is in. The results of Ames and Archer’s study suggest that the
positive effects of a mastery climate might demonstrate themselvea peeod of time.
They suggest “a mastery goal orientation may foster a way of thinking thextaéssary
to sustain student involvement in learning as well as increase the likelihoctLidhetts
will pursue tasks that foster increments of learning” (Ames & Archer, 1988, p. 264).
Thus it appears that given the proper environment, a person is more likely to develop
adaptive habits that will be beneficial in the future, as well as being bah&biche
situation at hand.

Numerous studies have been performed to determine the effects of performing in
one motivational climate versus the other. Ames (1981) performed a study to determi
the effects of the two different reward structures that are presethén aicompetitive
(ego) climate or cooperative (mastery) climate. Enhanced social cemparnd ego-
driven motives have been commonly associated with a competitive climate, while
cooperative climates tend to promote more achievement, higher levels cfteetfieand
positive attitudes toward other people. The results of this study illustrategbeance
of winning or losing in each setting. Winning in a competitive setting appeared to
enhance the feelings of outperforming other people while those in a cooperatterst
tended to have the same evaluations of one another regardless of the outcome. It was
shown that in performance-based climates, social comparisons are at the theart of
matter. If a person is successful, positive results in affect can occundmitehe

person fails in a competitive setting, feelings of inferiority areyikelresult. In a
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mastery climate, the effect is not so drastic when success is not nvas dhown that

even though children differed in performance in a cooperative setting, theirtersduat
each other tend to converge. In a similar study, it was shown that the “presartiearof
relationship in cooperative structures may contribute to a perception ofrgymnila

creating a norm for more equality in reward allocation” (Ames & Fell@&f91p. 419).

In other words, when a strong team relationship is felt, differential treaatmnsong

players is less likely. Reward or punishment is not dependent on whether or not the child
completed the task. It appears that the resulting performance evaluationaperative
setting is much more likely to be positive, or at least not as differential las in t
competitive setting. The evaluation of a person’s performance in a congsétting is
much more differential than in a cooperative setting, depending on the outcome of the
task. Strong negative affect and self-punitive evaluations have been shown toaesult fr
failure in a competitive setting, while success in a performance-basedecled to more
feelings of satisfaction (Ames, Ames, & Felker, 1977). Ames, Ames, akerk&b77)
were able to show that when children in a competitive setting fail, negative th@unght
evaluations of their performance are likely to result, whereas noncompgtdivieluals

did not exhibit such negative evaluations. It is certainly possible that a perfesmanc
based climate can result in greater feelings of self-worth and positiet, &ibevever,

there is a much higher risk of negative consequences in a competitive settintheathee
cooperative setting. People in a cooperative setting tend to work together more and

evaluate each other more equally than in a performance-based climate.
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Motivational climate has also been linked to differences in intrinsic motivation i
sport participants. Newton and Duda (1999) looked at how performance is affected when
a person who is either high task or ego oriented is placed in a mastery or peré&armanc
based motivational climate. Coaches reinforcing improvement and hard work cheated t
mastery climate that was described as working together, while amarfoe-based
climate was described as a setting where punishment for failure could loteexaed
competition between players on the team was encouraged (Newton & Duda, 1999). It
was shown that the motivational climate does have an effect on the intrinsictrontofa
a player. A positive relationship was found between feelings of enjoyment arestinte
and the task-involved mastery climate while a positive relationship betwessupe and
tension and a performance-based climate was demonstrated (Newton & Duda,|l2999)
other words, it appears that intrinsic motivation is enhanced in masteryadiméitile
intrinsic motivation is disregarded in performance-based climates.ebgssnent and
satisfaction seem to result from being a part of a performance-basedtrapal climate.

It is also important to understand how peers, not just coaches or adults, affect the
perceived motivational climate of children. Vazou, Ntoumanis, and Duda (2006) wanted
to examine the effect that peer-created motivational climates have onmchgoen that
children who perceive a coach-created mastery climate had morg$eadiself-esteem
and self-worth than children who perceived a performance-based climate.reBuds
demonstrate that greater enjoyment can be achieved when both the re@éed-and
peer-created climate are task-oriented. Greater feelings afeet, higher levels of

enjoyment and increased effort were all associated with a mabteaye; while elevated
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levels of anxiety were associated with an ego-involved, performance-basatecli
Peer-created climates tended to have a stronger effect on feelingsvodigeltnd more
strongly predicted enjoyment than coach-created climates, while the ceatbd

climate was a stronger predictor of anxiety levels. Here the relatiobstween mastery
climate and the use of social support associated with the task goal orientatiowis
Children tend to enjoy mastery climates more because they are not pitted @getins

other and they are not as anxious about performing because they are supportive of one
another.

Other studies have provided information regarding the effect of motivational
climate on a variety of aspects of sport performance. Standage, Duda, and Nsoumani
(2003) demonstrated that kids who were task-oriented were more likely to viswalhy
education classes as important, while ego-oriented children tended to demonstrate a
propensity for work avoidance. It has also been shown that an environment that has few
controlling features placed on children is conducive to greater feelings of dersona
causation and perceptions of control over behavior (Reinboth, Duda, & Ntoumanis,
2004). Coaches who were mastery-focused tended to have players that felt more
competent, more in control of their performance, and stronger feelings of conrtecti
the team (Reinboth, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2004). These resultant positive feelings tend to
increase the amount of intrinsic motivation in an individual player.

In recent years researchers have begun to look at the topics of goal oriemition a
motivational climate in relationship to one another in an effort to better underséand t

relationship between the two, and ultimately the coach-player relationshipntRec
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studies have focused on more specific nuances of the relationship between goal
orientation and motivational climate. One recent study has looked at how the skill leve
of an athlete affects the motivational climate of the athletes. Hadlibarid Weiss

(2002) conducted a study partly designed to determine how gymnasts of different skill
levels perceived the motivational climates. Their results suggested astimigr
relationship. They found that gymnasts at all skill levels perceive both a ynastea
performance oriented motivational climate rather than the orientatiorg éastusive of

one another as Nicholls (1989) suggested. It was also shown that all skill levalsdbeli
that task oriented behaviors were very important (Halliburton & Weiss, 2002). Results
such as these suggest that athletes are naturally inclined to adopt a taskaorjesta
opposed to a performance orientation. It is important to note, however, that these athlete
did not perceive a task orientation exclusively. The athletes were able ¢o/peac
combination of mastery and performance at the same time. Given that atldetbkedo
perceive both mastery and performance climates, it becomes that muclmpartamnt to
understand the relationship between the two.

The relationship between goal orientations and the perceived motivatioratieclim
was the main focus of the work done by Gano-Overway and Ewing (2004). They
demonstrated that the motivational climate did indeed have a shaping effect oalthe g
orientations of female students. The reciprocal relationship between goghioie and
motivational climate was also demonstrated. “One’s goal orientation se&®rmine
the impact the motivational climate will have on the goal orientation” (&areway &

Ewing, 2004, p. 322). When a person is task-oriented, for example, and the personisin a
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mastery oriented motivational climate, then the person’s goal orientationliseipto
change over time. However, “when there was incompatibility between the goal
orientation and the perception of climate, the individuals experienced a change in their
orientation” (Gano-Overway & Ewing, 2004, p. 323). While the interaction between goal
orientation and motivational climate is presented here, the importance gtpersas
also illustrated, as in the work of Ebbeck and Becker (1994). It was found that even
though the students entered with a particular orientation, their perceptions of the
motivational climate appeared to change the orientations of the studentsra/g8no-
Overway & Ewing, 2004).

Other work has examined the role that gender plays in the relationship between
goal orientation and perceived motivational climate. Petherick and Weigand (2002)
showed that male swimmers tended to be more extrinsically motivated thda fema
swimmers and “a perceived performance climate was found to be positigely a
significantly related to indices of extrinsic motivation and amotivationbfidh males
and females (p. 231). They also found that both males and females who perceived a
mastery climate scored higher on indices of intrinsic motivation (Pekh&nVeigand,
2002). Itis widely held that the most desirable form of motivation is intrinsiwatioin,
which appears to be fostered by a mastery-oriented motivational climate.

Another dimension that has recently been added to the research regarding the
relationship between goal orientation and motivational climate is the #itgdhe
coaches have on this relationship. Miller, Roberts, and Ommundsen (2005) focused their

study on how the perceived motivational climate affects the moral judgména of t
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players, while including the effects of the perceptions of coaches in theiandlgsbe
specific, they found that when players perceived their coaches to equate wirthing wi
success, the level of sport morality in the players dropped (Miller, Roberts, &
Ommundsen, 2005). Also, when coaches were perceived to emphasize success and
failure over improvement, a possible decline in moral functioning was likelyelhsis
unsportsmanlike attitudes and behaviors (Miller, Roberts, & Ommundsen, 2005). Here
we are beginning to see the role coaches play in the relationship between goatianie
and motivational climate in the research. It could be generalized from the pretwidys
that a coach who is performance oriented might be creating a motivatioretiectimt is
not fulfilling and healthy for the players. Another study illustrated how thehesacan
affect peer relations. “When the climate is perceived as applauding phdyesrive to
be better than other team members, players may come to perceive each other as
competitors within the team, and try to obtain individual success at the expenselof soci
investment needed for team success” (Ommundsen, Roberts, Lemyre, & 2008t p.
985). Recent studies such as these indicate that the coach does indeed have an important
role in the relationship between goal orientation and perceived motivationatelim

It is certainly clear that the coach plays an important role in shaping the
motivational climate and how the players respond to that climate. A study cahbycte
Horn (1985) demonstrated that a significant amount of the variance in a player’s
perceptions of his or her level of competence was explained by his or her |eviityf a
and the feedback the coaches gave of their ability. Feedback provided by the coach is

one of the primary ways a coach conveys his or her goal orientation. Thus, it iamport
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to understand that the things coaches say and do immediately convey their goal
orientations. The effects of goal orientations and motivational climateshrabatiemic
and sport settings have been discussed at some length. It is clear thaakask g
orientations and mastery-based motivational climates have desirabls efiqaayers
and students. However, there is always room for more inquiry into the relationship
between the two in a sport setting and their effects on the participants. Givemevha
know about the potential positive and negative effects of goal orientations and
motivational climates, further study of the relationship of the two concepts inta spor
setting is needed. The coach-player relationship is at the heart of theptgaseting.
Thus the relationship between a coach’s goal orientation and the motivation& ¢chima

coach creates should be examined further.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODS

The primary research questions and hypotheses involve the relationship between
coach goal orientation and motivational climate and between motivationatesime
intrinsic motivation in the team sport setting. Questionnaires were usath&r gata on
both coach and player goal orientations, perceived motivational climate, and player
intrinsic motivation. These data were analyzed with descriptive and ciomedaialyses
to determine the strength of relationships.
Participants

This study involves two different types of participants: the coach and theglaye
on that coach’s team. Although very few teams have only one coach, the head coach is
the focus of this investigation, and no assistant coaches were included. The heasl coach i
responsible for establishing the motivational climate of the team, and thessatzated
with the head coach provides the information needed to examine the relationshgnbetwe
a coach’s goal orientation and the motivational climate perceived by his or yenspla

The other group of participants, the players, includes all players on the teams of
the coaches who are included in this investigation. The area of focus for this
investigation is on team sports, or interactive sports that are played asaut@am
competition, rather than individually. In this study, teams from four different sperts
recruited, including baseball, softball, and boys’ and girls’ basketball. eBnestare all

from rural, midwestern high schools ranging from 1A to 4A class sizes. Hightee
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coaches and their teams were recruited. Three boys’ basketball teangs;$ou
basketball teams, six baseball teams and five softball teams particigatetal of 22
boys’ basketball players, 38 girls’ basketball players, 60 baseball plaper§7 softball
players agreed to participate.

Instruments

The primary method of gathering data on both the coaches and the players was the
guestionnaire. Both the coach and player questionnaires included the primaryesieasur
of goal orientation and motivational climate as well as a demographic sectioplaybe
guestionnaire also included an intrinsic motivation measure.

Demographic information for the coach included sport, age, gender, total number
of years coaching, and number of years coaching the current tearmm{ppg. Player
demographic information included sport, age, gender, class year, and numbes ohyear
the team (Appendix B).

Goal Orientation

To assess goal orientation, the Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire,
(TEOSQ), as adapted by Duda and Nicholls (1992) was used. The TEOSQ ism 13-ite
guestionnaire that is used to determine the extent to which a person is taskegedori
and ego goal oriented. Results of confirmatory factor analyses have sddgattbe
TEOSQ has strong internal validity on each of the task88) and egoo(=.86)
subscales (LI, et al., 1998). In this study the reliability for the task sebseal{=.81)
and for the ego subscale was=(87). The TEOSQ is framed around the simple

statement of “I feel most successful when...”. The participants respond &mis3ah a
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five-point Likert scale indicating degree of agreement or disagreememnthei
statement. The TEOSQ vyields two scores, a task orientation score amdareetation
score. Both range from 1-5 reflecting the average of the items on that scale

Perceived Climate

The questionnaire used to assess perceived climate is similar to the TEGSQ. T
Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport Questionnaire-2 (PMCSQ-2) wzalini
developed by Seifriz, Duda, and Chi (1992) and adapted by Newton, Duda, and Yin
(2000). The PMCSQ-2 is a 33-item questionnaire designed to determine a player’'s
perception of both mastery and performance climate. Confirmatory factgsiarah the
PMCSQ suggested that this measure has strong internal validity for badiskhe t
involved (mastery) climatexE.88) and the ego-involved (performance) climate.87)
subscales (Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000). In this study the reliability for the mastery
subscale wasx=.91) and for the performance subscale wasq1). The participants
respond to the PMCSQ-2 on the same five-point Likert scale used in the TEOSQ. Each
item on the PMCSQ-2 begins with the phrase “On this team...”, and the items are
designed to gain information about the perceived motivational climate. The players
PMCSQ2 scores are the primary data for the research questions and hypothdses, but
coaches also completed a version of the PMCSQ-2 to determine the coachigedercei
motivational climate. Some of the items were slightly modified to fit thenteaoint of
view. For example, the item “the coach wants us to try new skills” has been ¢hange
“l want us to try new skills” in order to eliminate confusion for the coach while

completing the questionnaire. The average of the players’ perceivedechoores for
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each team were used to compare motivational climate perceived by coachesyarg] pl
as well as to determine the relationship between coach goal orientatibtieglayer
(team) perceived motivational climate.

Intrinsic Motivation

The questionnaire used to assess player intrinsic motivation, the Intrinsic
Motivation Inventory (IMI), was developed by Ryan (1982). The IMI assesses the
participant’s level of intrinsic motivation on four different subscales: estégnjoyment,
perceived competence, effort/importance, and pressure/tension. On thealdtspl
indicate how true the statements in the IMI are about themselves, with gamsesn a
seven-point Likert scale ranging from not true at all to very true. Ccatfomy factor
analysis suggested that the IMI has strong internal validity for eachaselbddcAuley,
Duncan, and Tammen (1987) found acceptable alpha valuesZ8 for
interest/enjoymenty=.80 for perceived competenees.84 for effort/importance, and
o=.68 for pressure/tension. McAuley, Duncan, and Tammen found that deleting items
from the questionnaire increased the reliability. Deleting the iteml&/\ghaying this
basketball game, | was thinking about how much | enjoyed it” increased the vafidity
the interest/enjoyment subscale from .78 to .80 and deleting the item “| afedatith
my performance at this game” increased the validity of the perceived eampet
subscale from .80 to .87. Subsequently, these two items were removed from the version

used with this project. The alpha values for the four scales in this study weg9 for

interest/enjoymenty=.79 for perceived competenees.83 for effort/importance, and
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o=.42 for pressure/tension. Given the low internal consistency for the presmiog/te
scale, analyses and results with these data must be viewed with caution.
Procedures

The first step was to get the consent of the coaches for their participatitimeean
participation of their players in the study. If the coach agreed to be a partstiidiye
and provided informed consent by signing and returning the Consent to Act as a Human
Participant form (Appendix C), then those who play for that coach were givien bot
Parental Consent to Act as a Human Participant forms (Appendix D) and Clildren’
Assent to Participate forms (Appendix E). The consent forms ensured that no lphersona
identifying information would be gathered, that all responses and information provided
would be kept confidential, and that no one other than the experimenters would have
access to the information provided. After coach’s consent, player’s assentemdlpar
consent were obtained, a time was set to meet with and administer the quessdonair
both the coach and his or her players. Meetings usually took place during a scheduled
practice for each team. At that meeting, the study was described to tbipaats and
any questions they had at that time were answered. A time was then set tgidan a
trip to collect the consent forms and administer the questionnaires. Coachdsawere t
given a consent form to read, sign, and return, while players were given plesetr asd
parental consent forms to take home, read, sign, and return. The coach’s consent form
and the players’ assent and consent forms were returned and collected at the befjinning
the second meeting. Questionnaires were then administered to the coach aagktke pl

who returned with their signed forms. Coaches were given a packet incloeing t
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TEOSQ and PMCSQ-2. Players were given a packet including the TEOSQ, RRICSQ
and the IMI. All items included in coach and player packets were labeled with an
identification number to keep all results for each participant in order. Thangrim
researcher was present each time coaches and players were fillingstidrquaires to
answer questions and supervised the process. Coach and players then returned the
guestionnaires in a sealed envelope when they were completed. The questionnaires
required approximately 15 minutes to complete for both the coaches and the players. A
brief summary of the results was provided to participants at the completionsbiitlye
Questionnaire data were entered into the computer spreadsheet for atanstigses.
Analyses

Descriptive analyses of coach, player and team (average player) gog&htion
and motivational climate scores were conducted initially, and Pearsomtavar
correlations were computed for all measures. Then correlation analysegsedrto
examine the relationships among goal orientations, motivational climatesjtansic
motivation levels, and to test the hypotheses as follows.

Hypothesis 1 stated that coaches’ task orientation will be positivetgaeta
player perceived mastery-based motivational climate. Hypothesis 2 thiatedaches’
ego orientation will be positively related to player perceived perforezbased
motivational climate. Coach TEOSQ scores were correlated with teanaga player)
PMCSQ-2 scores to test hypotheses 1 and 2. Coach task goal orientation wasdaorrelate
with his or her players’ average team mastery motivational climate @ogrethesis 1),

and coach ego goal orientation was correlated with the team performanceioralva
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climate score (hypothesis 2). These analyses determine the relgtibesieen a
coach’s goal orientation and the motivational climate that the coacherplpgrceive.

Hypothesis 3 stated that players’ perceived mastery-based motivatioratkcl
will be positively related to intrinsic motivation. Hypothesis 4 statedplagers’
perceived performance-based mastery climate will be negatelalgd to intrinsic
motivation. Player PMCSQ-2 scores were correlated with player Idfésdo test
hypotheses 3 and 4. Players’ mastery motivational climate was correlttexheh
subscale of the IMI (interest/enjoyment, perceived competence, effosttmmce, and
pressure/tension) and players’ performance motivational climate wasated with each
IMI subscale using Pearson-bivariate correlations. These analysasidetthe
relationship between the perceived motivational climate and the playesofantrinsic
motivation.

In addition to the analyses that test the hypotheses, the following relationships
were examined. Player TEOSQ scores were correlated with play@CB®N2 scores.
Specifically, player task goal orientation was correlated with plangestery motivational
climate score and player ego goal orientation was correlated witkr gdagformance
motivational climate score. These analyses determine the strengtatioihsip
between players’ goal orientation and the motivational climate perceivibe [jyayers.

Team PMCSQ-2 scores (average team mastery motivational climaggever
team performance motivational climate) were correlated with coachIDA2 scores to
determine the strength of relationship between the motivational climai\es by the

players and the motivational climate perceived by the coach.
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Coach task and ego TEOSQ scores were correlated with coach mastery and
performance PMCSQ-2 scores to determine the relationship between the @alach g
orientation and perceived motivational climate.

Expected Outcomes and Future Directions

It is expected that coach goal orientation scores and player perceivedtiooél
climate scores will be strongly related. Specifically, coach taskayadtation will be
positively correlated with perceived mastery climate, whereag@goorientation will be
positively correlated with perceived performance climate. Thesdg&solild indicate
that the motivational climate that the coach creates and the players pescelaged to
the coach’s goal orientation, and would support hypotheses 1 and 2.

It is expected that perceiving a mastery motivational climate iedela intrinsic
motivation. In other words mastery motivational climate will be correbaigdhigher
scores on the interest/enjoyment, perceived competence, and effort/mopa@tdoscales
and lower scores on the pressure/tension subscale. Conversely, perceiving@aped
motivational climate will show the reverse; performance motivational tinvdl
correlate negatively with interest/enjoyment, perceived competence, and
effort/importance subscales and positively with pressure/tension. Theds wesult
indicate that the players’ perceived motivational climate is relatedringic motivation,
supporting hypotheses 3 and 4.

Also, player TEOSQ scores are expected to correlate with player NMCS
scores indicating that a player’'s own goal orientation has a strong@iféd or her

perceptions of the motivational climate.
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It is also expected that coach and team PMSCQ-2 scores will be autreldtat
is, team mastery climate will be correlated with coach mastematd, and performance
climate will be correlated with coach performance climate indicahiagboth coaches
and players perceive the same type of motivational climate.

Finally, it is expected that coach TEOSQ scores will be correlated @atthc
PMCSQ-2 scores suggesting that the coach’s goal orientation is reldted feetceived
motivational climate.

Examining these relationships should shed some light on the relationship between
a coach’s goal orientation and the motivational climate that coach’s playeesvpe
More importantly, the results should provide preliminary information on the coagérpla
relationship, and how coaches influence their players. Future research can then be
directed to determining how the coach effectively creates the intended moo@bat
climate, or what behaviors the coach exhibits that lead to players diffenogpdions of
the motivational climate. Eventually links between player performance antfltience
of the relationship between a coach’s goal orientation and the perceived rapélati

climate can be investigated.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

After the data were compiled, descriptive statistics for both coach ayet plare
caclulated. The sample for this study included a total of 18 coaches (3 boys’ Hhsketba
girls’ basketball, 6 baseball, and 5 softball); 15 coaches were male and 3 fdinale
complete demographic profile of the coaches’ data is presented in Table 1, Agpendix
A total of 187 players participated, including 22 boys’ basketball players, 38 girls
basketball players, 60 baseball players, and 67 softball players. The playetsdr&?
males and 105 females, with 46 freshmen, 46 sophomores, 46 juniors, and 37 seniors.
Player age ranged from 14 to 19 years old at the time the questionnaedglecput,
and 57 players were in their first year on the team, 49 in their second year, 48 in thei
third year, and 26 were in their fourth year on the team. Complete player dphmogra
are presented in Table 2, Appendix G. Some totals are less than 187 because some
players did not complete the demographic information sheet that was a part of the
guestionnaire packet.

Descriptive Results

Frequency and descriptive statistics for each questionnaire the caadhes
players filled out were calculated. The TEOSQ consists of two subscaleanthego.

As shown in Table 3, Appendix H, coaches’ task scores (M = 4.39) were higher than ego
scores (M = 2.62). Similarly mastery climate scores (M = 4.43) were Higuer

performance scores (M = 2.32).
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Players also filled out both of the TEOSQ and PMCSQ-2 questionnaires. As
Table 4, Appendix M shows, players had higher scores on task (M = 4.21) than ego (M =
2.33) orientation. Players also perceived a higher mastery climate (M ta@4)
performance climate (2.74). Players also filled out the Intrinsic Magivdnventory
with four subscales, interest/enjoyment, perceived competence, effortamgsrand
pressure/tension. The complete descriptive data for these three questioanaire
presented in Table 4, Appendix I.
Results for Research Questions

Coach Goal Orientation and Player Perceived Climate. In order to test hgsothes
1 and 2, correlations between coach TEOSQ scores and average player PMCSQ-2 scores
were conducted. For hypothesis 1, coach task goal orientation was correlatpthyat
mastery motivational climate, but the correlatior,.283,p > .05, was not significant.
For hypothesis 2, coach ego goal orientation was correlated with playenpsrtar
motivational climate, and again the correlatior,-.265,p > .05, was not significant.
Neither hypothesis 1 or 2 was supported by the results of these correlattongytalt
there is a weak relationship between a coach’s goal orientation and motivdtioase c
perceived by the players. Complete results of the correlations betwearacaoigglayer
scores are presented in Table 5, Appendix J.

Player Perceived Climate and Intrinsic Motivation. Hypotheses 3 and 4 were
tested by correlating player PMCSQ-2 scores with player IMI scdteshypothesis 3,
player mastery motivational climate was correlated with each obtlrd¥I subscales

(interest/enjoyment, perceived competence, effort/importance, and pfession).
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Mastery motivational climate was positively correlated with intégagiymenty = .419,
p < .01, with perceived competencs; .165,p < .05, and with effort/importance=
439,p < .01. Finally, the correlation between mastery motivational climate and
pressure/tensiom,= .043,p > .05, was weak and not significant. For hypothesis 4,
player performance climate was also correlated with each of the 4ibidtales. Player
performance climate was negatively correlated with interest/ergoyr = -.297,p <
.01, and with effort/importance,= -.167,p < .05, but not correlated with perceived
competence, = -.060,p > .05. Lastly, player performance climate was correlated with
pressure/tensiom,= .187,p < .05. Complete results of the correlation between player
scores are presented in Table 6, Appendix K.
Additional Results

After the primary hypotheses were tested, several secondary rdigifongre
examined using correlations. One relationship that was looked at was tloanséligti
between player TEOSQ scores and player PMCSQ-2 scores. Player taskeguwation
was positively correlated with player mastery motivational climate,469,p < .01, and
player ego goal orientation was correlated with player performance maiieclimate,
r=.295p<.01.

The relationship between coach TEOSQ scores and coach PMCSQ-2 scores was
also examined. Coach task goal orientation was positively correlatedoaith mastery
motivational climater = .529,p < .05, but coach ego goal orientation was not

significantly correlated with coach performance motivational climate268,p > .05.
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The last relationship that was examined was the relationship between player
PMCSQ-2 scores and coach PMCSQ-2 scores. Average player mastery anativati
climate was not significantly correlated with coach mastery motivdtainaate,r =
.096,p > .05 and neither was average player performance motivational climatateatre
with coach performance motivational climate .199,p > .05.

Summary of Results

The analyses of the data for this study yielded some interestintsreSolme of
the characteristic information of both coaches and players was certaiedyontity. On
the TEOSQ, both coaches and players were much more task oriented than ego oriented.
Similarly, both coaches and players had much higher mastery climate $eores t
performance climate scores on the PMCSQ-2. In fact, the average sisioscatefor
coaches and players were very close to being the same. It was also sholendbath
goal orientation was not a predictor of the motivational climate perceivdtiplayers,
although strong relationships were hypothesized. However, player cliredieted
player intrinsic motivational very well on a number of different levels, as was
hypothesized. Also, player goal orientation was correlated with playevatotal
climate. The results indicated that a player's own goal orientation does hdfecaore
his or her perceptions of the motivational climate, as expected. A moderate to strong
correlation between task goal orientation and mastery motivational ckivaate
demonstrated, while a moderate, positive correlation between ego goal mmeaitat
performance motivational climate was demonstrated. Coach goal orientagon w

correlated with coach motivational climate, as well. The results inditadé a coach’s
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goal orientation is partially related to his or her perceived motivationahigims was
expected. A strong correlation between task goal orientation and mastergtimaal
climate was demonstrated, whereas a moderate, but non-significant worrieédiveen
ego goal orientation and performance motivational climate was demodstkdevever
player motivational climate scores and coach motivational climate sgeresot

related.

39



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between goal
orientation of a coach and the motivational climate players perceive. Shéddiran
this particular relationship may help us better understand the overathmslap between
a coach and his or her players. Specifically, this study was designed to examine the
relationships among the goal orientations of both coaches and players, coaches’ and
players’ perceptions of the motivational climate, and players’ intrinsic ntiotiva
Questionnaires were used to gather data for each of the three main corgalcts (
orientation, motivational climate, and intrinsic motivation) and correlation andssgn
analyses were used to test the hypotheses for this study.

The first two hypotheses of this study pertained to the relationship between a
coach’s goal orientation and the motivational climate perceived by the glaike first
hypothesis was that coaches’ task orientation would be related to percestedyma
based motivational climate. Coach task subscale scores of the TEOSQ waledezbrr
with player mastery subscale scores of the PMCSQ-2 resulting in a wealaton that
was not significant. The second hypothesis was that the coaches’ ego onentatid
be related to perceived performance climate. Coach ego subscale scoeeSEDEQ
were correlated with player performance subscale scores of the PIRAG®@N
resulting in a weak negative correlation that was not significant. Theyefeither

hypothesis 1 nor 2 were confirmed based on these data.
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There are several reasons that the goal orientation of a coach was natasitinifi
related to the motivational climate perceived by the players in this studyed$ens
may be methodological or related to this specific study, or it may be tratesd@oal
orientations simply are not related to players’ perceived climate. sTidy included
only 18 coaches and relationships were examined with average player smorédseir
teams. With a larger number of coaches, the relationships might have beecasignifi
Measurement issues could also underlie some non-significant relationslojeve,
both the TEOSQ and PMCSQ-2 are widely used in sport and exercise psychology and
have good psychometric properties. The reliabilities in this study wsardgh on each
of the subscales, and it is unlikely that the participants reported false data.

A more plausible explanation for weak relationships between coaches’ goal
orientation and the motivational climate perceived by the players has toldthevit
nature of the relationship between the coach and player. For this padicwprof
participants, high school athletes, the coach only has a limited amount of contacteand t
for interaction with his or her players during the season. Coaches generally do not
“coach” their players outside of the time allotted for the season during the sehool y
Players are with their coaches for three or four months out of the yeaoptdrtevo
hours a day during the season. Within this small amount of time a coach must work to
improve the skills of each player, prepare the team for competition, and develop a good
working relationship with his or her players. The goals a coach has indeed ar@aimnpor

to this relationship, but the player’'s own personality, and specifically their oaln g
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orientations, are brought into the relationship independent of the coach’s goal ionentat
It is possible that the coach’s goal orientation is not as influential aghtsght.

As well as player individual orientation, other people influence the players’
perceptions. Each player has a parent or parents in their lives while they areygrmwin
As a part of the child’s development, parents teach their kids about competition, goals,
rewards, and punishment from a very young age and continue to reinforce theiggachin
as the child grows older. The participants in this study were at least fouetsnyd.

They have been learning about goals and competition in some form from their,sents
well as their friends, for several years. Previous research has shownldrand®ito 9
years old rely on feedback from their parents and task outcomes to assess their
competence in sport, while children 10 to 13 years old tend to rely on peer comparison
and evaluation to assess their sport competence (Halliburton & Weiss, 2002).Idbhas a
been shown that children whose parents have performance goals are more bkely t
dysfunctional perfectionists when compared to children whose parents adopt learning
goals (Ommundsen, Roberts, Lemyre, & Miller, 2005). So, when a player enters into the
sport-oriented relationship with his or her coach, that player is likely to have lape
goal system and view of competition in place. It would take a great amounbrbfosker

a long period of time for a coach to change the player’s views about goals and
competition. Therefore, at a given time in the relationship, the coach’s gaalsanbe

very influential to the player and his or her perceptions of the motivational clirAate

coach’s goals likely influence the way a player perceives the motiwaghtclimate;
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however the player’'s own goal orientations have a greater influence on the player’s
perceptions of the motivational climate.

The second relationship that was examined in this study was the relationship
between a player’s intrinsic motivation and the player’s perceived motivationate.
It was hypothesizes that players’ perceived mastery-based motivatiomatieclvould be
related to intrinsic motivation. Player mastery subscale scores of th&®MNGQvere
positively correlated with the interest/enjoyment, perceived competand
effort/importance, subscales of the IMI. Only the relationship betweenmnasised
motivational climate and pressure/tension was not significant, which could beeskpec
because one of the characteristics of a mastery-based motivation#¢ ctirtieat the
people involved are more likely to feel less pressure than those in a performanate.cli

The fourth hypothesis was that players’ perceived performance-based
motivational climate would be negatively related to intrinsic motivation. Saoginif,
negative relationships between performance-based motivational climate and
interest/enjoyment and effort/importance were demonstrated, along swhiicant
positive relationship between performance-based motivational climate and
pressure/tension. This relationship could be expected as increased pressure and/or
tension is a characteristic of a performance-based climate.

The results of the tests for hypotheses 3 and 4 indicated that perceived
motivational climate and intrinsic motivation are indeed related to each othese The
results indicate that those players who perceive a mastery-based motiditoate are

likely to show more interest in the sport, feel more competent about playing, and put
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forth more effort, as previously illustrated in research by Ames and A{t888),
Walling, Duda, and Chi (1993), Sarrazin, Roberts, Cury, Biddle, and Famose (2002), and
Newton and Duda (1999). Players who perceive a performance-based motivational
climate are likely to show less interest in the sport, put forth less effdrhare
heightened feelings of pressure when playing, as demonstrated by, Beittez and Chi
(1993), Sarrazin, Roberts, Cury, Biddle, and Famose (2002), and Ames, Ames, and
Felker (1977). When examining these results, one must take into account the hefations
between player goal orientations and the motivational climate perceivad players.
Player task goal orientation and player mastery motivational climatevposit
correlated, as were player ego goal orientation and player performancatiooal
climate. As discussed for the first two hypotheses, it is likely that therfdayoal
orientations have a stronger influence on player perceptions of the motivatioraécl
than the coach’s goal orientation. These particular correlations lend support taithat c
The correlations between player goal orientation and player motivationatelaere
stronger and significant, while the correlations between the coach godhbae and the
player motivational climate were weak. It appears that the player's asonadity has a
stronger influence on his or her perceptions than does the coach’s personality.
Similar results were obtained when the relationship between the players’
perceptions of the motivational climate and the coaches’ perceptions of thetiootiva
climate was examined. Both correlations were low and not significant. Tdsgts
indicate that the coach and the player perceive the motivational climatecirediftvays.

This relationship could be expected, given that the relationship between coach goal
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orientation and player perceived motivational climate was weak at best. Itsafia
player’s perceptions of the motivational climate are influenced much morglstiby
his or her own personality than by the other half of the coach-player relationship.

The players’ goal orientation and the players’ perceptions of the motivational
climate were correlated, as well. Player task goal orientationigraantly correlated
with player mastery climate, while player ego goal orientation wassaisificantly
correlated with player performance climate. These results indicate phteyer’'s goal
orientation is related to his or her perceptions of the motivational climate.

The coaches’ goal orientation and the coaches’ perceptions of the motivational
climate were also correlated. First, coach task goal orientation waktsreith coach
mastery motivational climate. However, coach ego goal orientationatasgnificantly
correlated with performance motivational climate. These results indieta coach’s
goal orientation is related to the coach’s perceptions of the motivationateclida with
the players, the goal orientation of a person (coach or player) is a probablecaftue
that person’s perceptions of the motivational climate.

It is interesting to note that when examining how goal orientation and perceived
motivational climate are related within the coach-player relationshipywtheoncepts
only seem to be related from player to player or coach to coach. In other words, coach
goal orientation was correlated significantly with coach motivationalatémand player
goal orientation was correlated significantly with player motivatiolaate, but the two
were not correlated significantly when both coach and player were included in the

correlation. Coach goal orientation was not related to player perceived nootalati
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climate. Also, coach perceived motivational climate was not related to plenesived
motivational climate. It appears that there is a possible discrepaoccgiches’ and/or

the players’ perceptions of the motivational climate. It is interestinghisawould be

the case, considering that it has been shown previously that players are atleateyc
perceive the beliefs and meanings behind the behaviors of a coach (Solmoer& Cart
1995). Perhaps it is possible that the coach does not perceive the motivational climat
accurately, while the players do perceive it accurately.

The general theme of this study was that the coach has a strong influence on his or
her players. In particular, the coach’s goal orientation was expected to $taoeg
impact on how the player perceives the motivational climate the coach haslcraéer
examining the hypotheses and secondary relationships in this study, it appehes tha
stronger influence on a person’s perceptions comes from his or her own personality,
rather than from another person in the coach-player relationship. The coach undoubtedly
has an influence on the player, however, that influence may not be as strong@assjyrevi
thought, at least in regard to the influence of goal orientation on perceptions of the
motivational climate. It was interesting, though, that both coaches and Eikersad
task and mastery scores that were much higher than ego and performareelscore
certainly possible that there could be a relationship between coach goalscaudiqes
of the motivational climate and player goals and perceptions; howeveeldtainship
may be more indirect in nature. There was a weak relationship between c&aypbatas
orientation and player perceived mastery motivational climate. Perhapstéasting

with a greater number of coaches could strengthen the relationship bétedeon.
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Future research could also be aimed at describing the more indiraons#lads between
coach goals and player perceptions. Also, further research should be conduatibeito f
examine these and other relationships in order to more fully understand the @ach-pl
relationship.
Future Directions

With regards to goal orientation and motivational climate within the coagiepl
relationship, there are several other aspects of that relationship that shaxtbbede
further, and by different means. In future studies it would be beneficial to looik at t
relationship over the course of the entire season of a given sport. The datadgathe
this particular study were gathered at essentially a fixed poimhenduring the season.
A longitudinal study that involves constructs similar to those used in this stuahylireg
goal orientation and perceptions of motivational climate, noting changes over time,
would be beneficial. There are different phases in a season, and a coach, akiwell as
her players might be more task oriented and less ego oriented at the beginning of the
season, when everyone is getting to know each other and learning is the pornary f
rather than at the end of the season, where competition is likely to be the gaouary
for a team. Preseason, midseason, and postseason data on each of the participants and on
the same constructs would yield interesting information regarding howch ooa
player’s perceptions and orientations might change throughout the season.

One other area that should be focused on in future research is the nature of the
motivational climate. The motivational climate that is created from théhguager

relationship igperceivedoy each person. Perceptions are subjective by nature, and any
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two people can have different perceptions of the same event. Therefore, perceived
climate cannot be examined in a truly objective nature. Qualitative cbsegarding

coaches’ goal orientations and players’ perceptions of the motivationateclineacoach

has created could yield a great amount of data and insight into the coach-.playe
relationship. Working with one or two teams over the course of an entire season from
start to finish would be most beneficial to this line of research. Practiaesmeetings,

and games could be observed; and interviews with both coaches and players could be
conducted. The data gathered could be compared with questionnaire data similar to the
data gathered in this study to complement and confirm the qualitative infonmati

study encompassing the entire season would also provide the opportunity to observe
events first hand, so that they could be analyzed and explained, and the flow of the coach-
player relationship could be followed, rather than have a “snapshot” taken of the
relationship. While this study has helped shed light on the coach-player rdigtjons

many questions have been raised, and further research can and should be done to gain a

better understanding of the coach-player relationship that is at the hdaspoires.
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Appendix A

University of North Carolina at Greensboro
The Department of Exercise and Sport Science

Coaching Information

Sport Total Number of Years Coaching
Age Years Coaching Current Team
Gender
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Appendix B

University of North Carolina at Greensboro
The Department of Exercise and Sport Science

Player Information

Sport Class Year
Age Years on the Team
Gender
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Appendix C

University of North Carolina at Greensboro
The Department of Exercise and Sport Science

CONSENT TO ACT AS A HUMAN PARTICIPANT

Project Title: The Effect of a Coach’s Goal Orientation on Perceived Miotmah
Climate

Project Director: Russell Rodenbeck

Description and Explanation of Procedures

The purpose of this study is to investigate thati@hship between the different types of goalsachdas
and the motivational climate perceived by the akitdwho play for that coach. This relationship &as
effect on a child’s intrinsic motivation for plagrsports. This study should help shed light oh dffi@ct.

Both coaches and players will be given questiomsaio fill out, requiring approximately fifteen roites to
complete. These questionnaires will give accurdtemation about the goal orientation of both doaad

player, the motivational climate perceived by theypr and the level of intrinsic motivation the y#a has.

The data gathered from these questionnaires will tie entered and analyzed to determine the strefgt
the relationships described.

Risks and Discomforts

No participant will be at risk for sustaining phgei injury during this study. Also, no personally
identifiable information will be included in the gstionnaires nor used as a means of analysisicipants
are assured anonymity while responding to the turasires.

Potential Benefits

There is a great potential for gaining a betteraust&nding of how a coach’s goal orientation céecathe
motivational climate and, in turn, the level ofrinsic motivation each player has. A greater us@erding
of these relationships could help coaches bettgenstand the influence they have on their playeds a
help them adapt their styles to become more effectbaches. Ultimately, coaches who increase their
effectiveness should help their teams experienae sieccess.

Consent

By signing this consent form, you acknowledge tfmat have read and understand the procedures alitline
above, as well as understand the potential risdsbanefits of participating in this study. You &mee to
not participate, or you can withdraw your partitipa at any time during the study without penalour
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participation is completely voluntary. Also, yquiivacy will be maintained at all times because yalli
not be asked to provide any personally identifiabtermation as a part of the data gathering precesl
data gathered will be stored in a locked filingioabin the project director's home for a periodtokee
years after completion of the project. After thyears, all data will be shredded.

If you have any questions about your rights asrigi@ant in this study, please feel free to conthe
Research Compliance Officer in the Research Comgai®ffice at the University of North Carolina at
Greensboro, 336-256-1482. If you have questionsiiaihe research you will be involved in, please
contact the Principal Investigator, Russell Rodektst 785-766-6696 or 785-462-8187.

By signing this form, you agree to participatehe project described to you by Russell Rodenbeck.

Date

Signature Printed Name
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Appendix D

University of North Carolina at Greensboro
The Department of Exercise and Sport Science

PARENTAL CONSENT TO ACT AS A HUMAN PARTICIPANT
Project Title: The Effect of a Coach’s Goal Orientation on Perceived Miotmah
Climate
Project Director: Russell Rodenbeck

Description and Explanation of Procedures

The purpose of this study is to investigate thati@hship between the different types of goalsachdas
and the motivational climate perceived by the akitdwho play for that coach. This relationship &as
effect on a child’s intrinsic motivation for plagrsports. This study should help shed light oh dffi@ct.

Both coaches and players will be given questiomsaio fill out, requiring approximately fifteen roites to
complete. These questionnaires will give accurdtemation about the goal orientation of both doaad

player, the motivational climate perceived by theypr and the level of intrinsic motivation the y#a has.

The data gathered from these questionnaires will tie entered and analyzed to determine the strefgt
the relationships described.

Risks and Discomforts

No participant will be at risk for sustaining phyasli injury during this study. Also, no personally
identifiable information will be included in the gstionnaires nor used as a means of analysisicipants
are assured anonymity while responding to the turasdires.

Potential Benefits

There is a great potential for gaining a betteraust&nding of how a coach’s goal orientation céecathe
motivational climate and, in turn, the level ofrinsic motivation each player has. A greater ust@erding
of these relationships could help coaches bettgenstand the influence they have on their playeds a
help them adapt their styles to become more effectbaches. Ultimately, coaches who increase their
effectiveness should help their teams experienae s1eccess.

Consent

By signing this consent form, you acknowledge tfmat have read and understand the procedures alitline
above, as well as understand the potential risdsbanefits of allowing your child to be a part loist
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study. You are free to refuse to give your chiddmission to participate, or you can withdraw yohitd’s
participation at any time during the study withpenalty. The participation of both you and youitctrs
completely voluntary. Also, your privacy will beantained at all times because you and your child w
not be asked to provide any personally identifiablermation as a part of the data gathering preces|
data gathered will be stored in a locked filingioabin the project director's home for a periodtokee
years after completion of the project. After thyears, all data will be shredded.

If you have any questions about your rights orriflts of your child as a participant in this stugiease
feel free to contact the Research Compliance QOffitéhe Research Compliance Office at the Unitgrsi
of North Carolina at Greensboro, 336-256-1482yolf have questions about the research your chlld wi
be involved in, please contact the Principal Ingagor, Russell Rodenbeck at 785-766-6696 or 785-46
8187.

By signing this form, you agree to allow your chitdparticipate in the project described to yolRussell
Rodenbeck.

Date

Signature Printed Name
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Appendix E

University of North Carolina at Greensboro
The Department of Exercise and Sport Science

Children’s Assent to Participate

This study is designed to gather information about how the goals your ccaafidts
your level of intrinsic motivation. This information could become a valuable tool for
helping coaches to become more effective and help players achieve a highef le
success.

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to fill out some queatres
designed to determine your own goal orientation, the motivational climate yoeivger
and the level of intrinsic motivation you will have. The questionnaires areesangl
straightforward and will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. No personally identifiable infororawill be

asked of you while filling out the questionnaires. Your privacy will be maintainaid a
times. If at any time during the study you feel as though you are uncomfaritible
participating, you have the right to withdraw your participation. You will not be
penalized or punished in any way. You can ask questions about the study at any time.
There are no right or wrong answers in these questionnaires. Truthful aassvalishat

IS requested.

By signing this form, you agree that you have read the above information and want to be
a part of this study. If you wish to not participate, please leave the fonik bteven if

you have signed this form, you can still not participate if you change your mandtar

date.

All data gathered will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in the project dire¢tome
for a period of three years after completion of the project. After thres,y@hdata will
be shredded.

Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Investigator Date
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Appendix F
Table 1

Coaching Demographics

Coach Sport Age Gender Total Years Years Coaching
Coaching Current Team

1 Girls’ 52 Male 26 26
Basketball

2 Girls’ 60 Male 17 4
Basketball

3 Boys’ 46 Male 7 7
Basketball

4 Boys’ 42 Male 18 15
Basketball

5 Girls’ 59 Male 15 3
Basketball

6 Girls’ 42 Female 15 7
Basketball

7 Boys'’ 32 Male 7 3
Basketball

8 Baseball 38 Male 8 1

9 Softball 39 Female 17 2

10 Baseball 47 Male 16 1

11 Softball 63 Male 21 7

12 Baseball 41 Male 14 1

13 Baseball 45 Male 13 13

14 Softball 39 Female 18 10

15 Softball 28 Male 6 5
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Coach Sport Age Gender Total Years Years Coaching
Coaching Current Team

16 Softball 43 Male 20 13

17 Baseball 39 Male 12 8

18 Baseball 31 Male 12 2
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Appendix G

Table 2

Player Demographics

Sport N Gender N Age N
Boy’s Basketball 22 Male 82 14 10
Girl's Basketball 38 Female 105 15 54
Baseball 60 16 35
Softball 67 17 50
18 22
19 4
Total 187 187 175
Class N Number of Years Played N
Freshman 46 1 57
Sophomore 46 2 49
Junior 46 3 43
Senior 37 4 26
Total 175 175
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Table 3

Coach Descriptive Statistics

Appendix H

N

Mean Std. Dev. Range
TEOSQ - Task 18 4.39 .35 1.00-5.00
TEOSQ - Ego 18 2.62 .67 1.00-5.00
PMCSQ-2 — Mastery 18 4.43 31 1.00-5.00
PMCSQ-2 — Performance 18 2.32 32 1.00-5.00
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Table 4

Player Descriptive Statistics

Appendix |

N Mean Std. Dev. Range
TEOSQ - Task 187 4.21 57 1.00-5.00
TEOSQ - Ego 187 2.33 .94 1.00-5.00
PMCSQ-2 — Mastery 187 4.24 .56 1.00-5.00
PMCSQ-2 — Performance 187 2.74 .79 1.00-5.00
IMI — Interest 187 6.30 .88 1.00-7.00
IMI — Competence 187 5.17 1.04 1.00-7.00
IMI — Effort 187 6.26 .89 1.00-7.00
IMI — Pressure 187 451 .88 1.00-7.00
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Appendix J
Table 5

Correlations Between Coach Scores and Player Scores

Coach Coach Coach Coach Player yePla Player Player
Task Ego Mastery Performance Task Ego Mastery Performance
Coach 1 .100 .529* -.016 .350 -.243 .283 -.054
Task
Coach  .100 1 -.265 .268 92.0 .098 .099 -.265
Ego
Coach  .529* -.265 1 -.176 627 .071 .096 .199
Mast.
Coach -.016 .268 -.176 1 -.223 -.056 -.152 .193
Perf.
Player .350 .092 .276 -.223 1 .86 .B627** -.246
Task
Player -.243 .098 .071 -.056 .086 1 -.295 015
Ego
Player .283 .099 .096 -.152 782 -.295 1 -.590**
Mast.
Player -.054 -.265 .199 193 -.246 .150 -.590** 1
Perf.

* Indicates significance at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
** Indicates significance at the 0.01 level (two-tailed)
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Table 6

Appendix K

Correlations Between Player Scores

Task Ego Mastery Performancénterest Competence _ Effort red8ure
Task 1 .196** AB69** -.048 .291%* .256** A47** 211*
Ego .196** 1 -.153* .295** -.022 .252** .021 .079
Mast. A469** - 153* 1 -.408** A419%* .165* A439*%* .043
Perf. -.048 . 295%* - 408** 1 -.297** -.060 -167*  .187*
Int. .291** -.022 A419% -.297** 1 487 .668** .052
Comp. .256** . 252** .165* -.060 487 1 A78* .006
Eff. 447 021 439** -.167* .668** A78** 1 212%*
Press. .211* .079 .043 .187* .052 .006 212** 1

* Indicates significance at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)

** Indicates significance at the 0.01 level (two-tailed)
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