
Florida State University Libraries

Electronic Theses, Treatises and Dissertations  The Graduate School

2010

Be a Performance Enhancement Consultant:
Enhancing the Training of Student Sport
Psychology Consultants Using Expert
Models
Lauren S. (Lauren Saenz) Tashman

Follow this and additional works at the FSU Digital Library. For more information, please contact lib-ir@fsu.edu

http://fsu.digital.flvc.org/
mailto:lib-ir@fsu.edu


 

 

THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
 
 

BE A PERFORMANCE ENHANCEMENT CONSULTANT: ENHANCING 

THE TRAINING OF STUDENT SPORT PSYCHOLOGY CONSULTANTS 

USING EXPERT MODELS 

 
 
 
 
 

By 
 

LAUREN S. TASHMAN 
 
 
 
 
 

A Dissertation submitted to the 
Department of Educational Psychology and Learning Systems 

in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy. 
 
 
 
 
 

Degree Awarded: 
Summer Semester, 2010 

 
 
 

 
Copyright © 2009 

Lauren S. Tashman 
All Rights Reserve 

 
 



ii 

 

The members of the committee approve the dissertation of Lauren S. Tashman defended 

on May 28, 2010. 

 
 

        __________________________________ 
                                                      Gershon Tenenbaum  
                                                            Professor Directing Dissertation  

 
 __________________________________ 

                                                      Kathleen Burnett 
                        University Representative 

 
 __________________________________ 

                                                        David Eccles  
                                                            Committee Member 

  
 __________________________________ 

                      Robert Eklund  
                                                            Committee Member 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Approved:  
_____________________________________ 
Betsy Becker, Chair, Department of Educational Psychology & Learning Systems 

 
 
 
 

 

 

The Graduate School has verified and approved the above-named committee 

members.



iii 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To my Mom, Dad, and the graduate students who participated in my study. Thank you Mom and 

Dad for always supporting me, believing in me, and helping me to follow my dreams. I owe much 

of my success in life to you both. Thank you also to the participants in my study, for whom this 

project was created. Without you the study would not have been possible and the future of the idea 

would not be as bright. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



iv 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 
 
Dr. Tenenbaum: Thank you for being a great mentor and source of support throughout my 

graduate career.  It always helped me to know that you had such a strong belief in my ability 

to succeed. I knew I could always come to you for anything and that you’d welcome me 

with a smile and a hug. Thank you for helping me become the professional I am today.  

 

Dr. Eccles: Thank you for providing me the opportunity to learn about research and expert 

performance. It was ultimately my experience working with you and everyone else in our 

lab that led me to this dissertation. Thank you for always being a great friend and source of 

guidance. 

 

Dr. Eklund: As a member of both my Master’s and Doctoral committees, your feedback 

helped greatly improve the quality of my ideas and writing. Thank you for your time and 

efforts. 

 

Dr. Burnett: Your insight and background greatly improved my dissertation project. Thank 

you for your time, ideas, and support for both me and my research. 

 

Sabrina Fay’s Website Design: Thank you for all your hard work on this project. Without 

your help and insight this project really would have been just an idea. 

 

Dr. Yambor: Thank you for your support and supervision throughout my graduate career. It 

was with your guidance that I was able to grow and reach my potential in applied sport 

psychology. 

 

Christine: I couldn’t have made it through the end of this process without your support! It 

was so helpful to be going through it together and have each other to bounce ideas off of, 

reassure each other when finishing didn’t seem possible, have someone to talk to during 

those crazy hours we kept at the end trying to finish on time, and to have as a source of 

support in the defenses. Thanks for all the pep talks! I’ll always be grateful to you for 

helping me get through that final phase of becoming a doctor! 

 

Brittany: You were there for me through so much of this project and were such a huge part 

of my life as a doctoral student and more. You’ll always be an extremely important part of 

my life. You helped me learn so much about myself and I enjoyed every moment we spent 

together.  You are such an amazing person and I am so grateful to have had you in my life.  

 

Models and participants: Thank you to those who provided responses as models and to the 

participants for your time and efforts in making this project possible. I have learned so much 

from this project as a direct result of your participation and comments.  

 

My friends: To all my amazing friends throughout my graduate work, thank you for your 

endless support and so many really great and special memories! 

 
My family: Thank you for all always being there for me and supporting me in everything 

that I do. I love you all! 



v 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

 

LIST OF TABLES  .........................................................................................    vi 

LIST OF FIGURES  ........................................................................................    viii 

ABSTRACT    ...........................................................................................    x 

INTRODUCTION  ..........................................................................................    1 

 

1.  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .............................................................    3 

 

 LEARNING  ...........................................................................................    3 

 ELEMENTS OF PRACTICE..................................................................    6 

 IMPORTANCE OF MENTAL REPRESENTATIONS ...........................    7 

 THEORIES OF PROBLEM-SOLVING AND EXPERTISE ...................    10 

 SITUATION AWARENESS AND ADAPTIVE EXPERTISE ...............    14 

 EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION ................................................................    16 

 PURPOSES OF THE STUDY ................................................................    19 

 HYPOTHESES.......................................................................................    20 

 

2.  METHOD   ...........................................................................................    22 

 

 PARTICIPANTS ....................................................................................    22 

 COMPUTER PROGRAM ......................................................................    24 

 INSTRUMENTATION ..........................................................................    26 

 PROCEDURE ........................................................................................    29 

 STATISTICAL ANALYSES ..................................................................    31 

 

3.  RESULTS   ...........................................................................................    33 

 

 SCENARIO QUESTION 1: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED   33 

 SCENARIO QUESTION 2: APPROACHES TO THE SITUATION ......    48 

 PROGRAM COMMENTS .....................................................................    63 

 

4.  DISCUSSION  ...........................................................................................    65 

 

APPENDICES  ...........................................................................................    80 

  

 A FSU IRB APPROVAL ......................................................................    80 

 B INFORMED CONSENT...................................................................    82 

 C SCENARIOS ....................................................................................    84 

 D BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION QUESTIONS ..........................    88 

 E SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS ................................................    90 

 F SCENARIO CHECKLIST THEMES ................................................    94 

 

REFERENCES   ...........................................................................................    103 

 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH      ......................................................................    112 

 



vi 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

 
 
Table 1: Descriptives for participants’ background information ................................                 23 

 

Table 2: Brief descriptions of the eight consulting scenarios .....................................                 25 

 

Table 3: Process for completing each scenario ..........................................................                 31 

 

Table 4: Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for additional information  

  by scenario  ................................................................................................                 34 

 

Table 5: Means and SDs of coded additional information requested responses by theme 

 type, group, and scenario  ............................................................................                 37 

 

Table 6: RMANOVA results for the theme coded responses for additional information 

 requested (Greenhouse-Geisser correction) ..................................................                 38 

 

Table 7: Means and SDs of themes selected for additional information requested by  

 theme type, group, and scenario ..................................................................                 41 

 

Table 8: RMANOVA results for checklist themes selected for additional information 

 requested .....................................................................................................                 41 

 

Table 9: Means and SDs for self-efficacy for additional information requested by time 

 of rating, group, and scenario ......................................................................                 45 

 

Table 10: RMANOVA results for self-efficacy ratings for additional information 

 requested .....................................................................................................                 45 

 

Table 11: Means and SDs for model comparison ratings for additional information  

 requested by group and scenario ..................................................................                 47 

 

Table 12: RMANOVA results for model comparison ratings for additional information 

 requested (Greenhouse-Geisser correction) ..................................................                 47 

 

Table 13: Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for handling situation by 

 scenario .......................................................................................................                 49 

 

Table 14: Means and SDs of coded handling situation responses by theme type, group,  

 and scenario ................................................................................................                 52 

 

Table 15: RMANOVA results for the theme coded responses for handling the situation 

 (Greenhouse-Geisser correction) .................................................................                 53 

 

Table 16: Means and SDs of themes selected for handling situation by theme type,  

 group, and scenario .....................................................................................                 57 

 



vii 

 

Table 17: RMANOVA results for checklist themes selected for handling the situation  

 (Greenhouse-Geisser correction) .................................................................                 57 

 

Table 18: Means and SDs of self-efficacy for handling the situation by time of rating,  

 group, and scenario .....................................................................................                 60 

 

Table 19: RMANOVA results for self-efficacy ratings for handling the situation......                 60 

 

Table 20: Means and SDs for model comparison ratings for handling the situation by  

 group and scenario ......................................................................................                 62 

 

Table 21: RMANOVA results for model comparison ratings for handling the  

 situation ......................................................................................................                 62 

 

Table 22: Summary of findings for the program comments questions .......................                 64 

 

Table 23: Summary of potential program modifications............................................                 74 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



viii 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 
 
Figure 1: Introduction of “Dr. Sport Psych” ..............................................................                 26 

 

Figure 2: Example scenario ......................................................................................                 27 

 

Figure 3: Mean number of coded additional information responses for each theme 

 type  ............................................................................................................                 38 

 
Figure 4: Mean number of coded additional information responses for each theme 

 type by group  .............................................................................................                 39 

 
Figure 5: Mean number of coded additional information responses by theme and 

 scenario for novice feedback group (top) and expert feedback  

 group (bottom)  ...........................................................................................                 40 

 
Figure 6: Mean number of additional information checklist themes selected for each 

 theme type  ..................................................................................................                 42 

 
Figure 7: Mean number of additional information checklist themes selected for each 

 theme type and scenario ..............................................................................                 43 

 
Figure 8: Mean number of additional information checklist themes selected by theme 

 and scenario for novice feedback group (top) and expert feedback 

 group (bottom) ............................................................................................                 44 

 
Figure 9: Mean self-efficacy ratings by group and scenario before and after viewing 

 models ........................................................................................................                 46 

 
Figure 10: Mean model comparison ratings for additional information by scenario 

 and group  ...................................................................................................                 48 

 
Figure 11: Mean number of coded handling situation responses for each theme  

 type  ............................................................................................................                 54 

 
Figure 12: Mean number of coded handling situation responses by theme type and 

 group ...........................................................................................................                 55 

 
Figure 13: Mean number of coded handling situation responses by theme and scenario 

 for novice feedback group (top) and expert feedback group (bottom) ..........                 56 

 
Figure 14: Mean number of handling situation checklist themes selected for each  

 theme type ...................................................................................................                 58 

 

Figure 15: Mean number of handling situation themes selected for each theme type 

 by group ......................................................................................................                 59 

 



ix 

 

Figure 16: Mean self-efficacy ratings by group and scenario before and after viewing 

 models.........................................................................................................                 61 

 
Figure 17: Mean model comparison ratings for handling the situation by scenario  

 and group ....................................................................................................                 63 

 
Figure 18: Mean ratings for program usefulness and as addition to training by group                 64 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



x 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

Binder (1999) suggested that interactive, multimedia-training activities could be used to fill 

the gap between coursework and supervised practicum experiences. Consistent with this idea, the 

purpose of the present study was to evaluate a computer-training program that combines case-based 

instruction, self-evaluation, and models as feedback. Case-based instruction gives learners practice 

with applying their knowledge in real-world situations (Mayo, 2002), situating the learning in the 

context in which it will be used (Williams, 1992). Thus, learners become more flexible and 

effective in transferring and applying their knowledge in a variety of situations, and are better able 

to build adaptive expertise. Adaptive experts are more effectively able to think and act flexibly and 

appropriately, handle uncertainty, and build understandings for new experiences (Fazey, Fazey, & 

Fazey, 2005). 

Thirty-four sport psychology graduate students participated in the study, and responded to 

four sets of two performance-consulting scenarios. Participants outlined for each scenario the 

additional information they would want in the situation, and how they might handle the situation. 

Half of the participants then viewed other sport psychology graduate students’ responses, while the 

other half viewed experienced professionals’ responses. Participants were also assessed on their 

self-efficacy before and after viewing the models and ratings of comparisons with the models. 

Participants were subsequently asked to comment on the usefulness of the program and the models. 

The results of the study provided only limited support for the idea that viewing experienced 

professionals’ models would be more beneficial to learning, though there was evidence of potential 

trends for their usefulness, particularly with respect to the participants’ written responses. This is 

important given that individuals with more knowledge in a domain have more elaborate mental 

representations, which over time enable them to develop situation awareness and adaptive expertise, 

resulting in more flexible and effective application of their knowledge to a wide variety of situations 

(Berliner, 1994; Endsley, 1995; Ericsson, 2003; Glaser, 1987; Hatano & Inagaki, 2005; Tan, 1997). 

Self-efficacy ratings overall did not depend on which models were viewed, but rather may be based 

on the previous backgrounds and experiences of the participants. Model comparison ratings also did 

not depend on which models were viewed, which may be due to the design of the program rather 

than an indication of a lack of learning. However, the results highlighted a potential trend that 

participants in the novice feedback group rated their responses as more comparable to the models 

than did participants in the expert feedback group. Overall, participants indicated that the program 
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would be a useful addition to performance consulting training, and stated that the models, regardless 

of level, were a beneficial aspect of the program. Suggestions for modifications to the program are 

discussed in order to further enhance the usefulness of the program.  

The process of sport psychology practice in the real world is not widely discussed in the 

field (Anderson, 2000), and learning activities need to be made available to students so that they can 

practice providing services to clients (Silva, Conroy, & Zizzi, 1999; Tod, Marchant, & Anderson, 

2007). Therefore, the usefulness of this computer program is that it provides quality practice 

opportunities for graduate students in sport psychology to test out their skills, view the processes of 

how others approach consulting situations, and engage in reflective practice to become more self-

aware and competent practitioners.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 

The Association for Applied Sport Psychology (AASP) provides a certification for 

individuals in the field of sport psychology whose aim is to professionally practice applied sport 

psychology. Obtaining the certification requires that the individual complete coursework in a 

variety of areas related to the field, as well as at least 400 hours of supervised internship experience 

(AASP, 2007-2008). However, as Kontos and Feltz (2008) stated, “a true model of training and its 

implementation across the discipline has not yet taken root in the field of sport psychology” (p. 7). 

The training experiences available to students during their graduate work vary greatly and largely 

depend upon the nature of their graduate program, the mission of the program and school, and the 

backgrounds and interests of their professors. This variation in programs impacts the availability of 

training experiences for students to learn how to effectively handle sport psychology situations, 

engage in ethical practice, and receive adequate supervision for their applied internship experiences.  

Sport psychology practice is unique in that much of the work done by the practitioner will 

likely occur not in the office, but rather out in the field (Anderson, Van Raalte, & Brewer, 2001). 

Thus, practitioners in sport psychology face unique challenges when working with clients that have 

the potential to result in unethical or irresponsible practice (Anderson et al.; Moore 2003). For 

example, since there are two tracks of applied practice in the field (i.e., sport psychologist versus 

performance enhancement consultant), an initial ethical consideration for practitioners in sport 

psychology deals with ensuring that one is practicing within his or her areas of competence 

(Moore).  Given the unique nature of this work, practice also has the potential to lead to blurring of 

boundaries, misperceptions about the role of the practitioner, difficulties in managing 

confidentiality, managing multiple relationships, and potential overidentification with the client or 

team (Anderson et al.; Moore). Effective practice results from practitioners effectively problem-

solving their clients’ situations as well as managing the unique nature of this work. 

The Directory of Graduate Programs in Applied Sport Psychology (Sachs, Burke, & 

Loughren, 2007) provides information about the current list of schools offering graduate level 

degrees in Sport and Exercise Psychology. Each school is rated on a scale of one to seven, 

indicating the extent to which the program has an applied orientation (rating of 1 to 3) or a research 

orientation (rating of 5 to 7). In the 2007 version of the directory, out of the 103 programs listed, 

only 16 were ranked as applied-oriented, and only 26 indicated that they required some type of sport 

or exercise consulting internship experience. Considering that there is no set formula to these 
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graduate degree programs, there exists a wide variety of opportunities and courses available to 

students for getting an education in the field. There is no standard list of courses among the 

graduate programs and only 27% of the programs offer courses in all 12 areas needed for AASP 

certification (Van Raalte et al., 2000).  

Despite the growth of the field, not all professionals have obtained certification (222 

currently listed on the AASP website), thereby limiting the number of potential qualified 

supervisors for student internship experiences. Further, Anderson, Van Raalte, and Brewer (1994) 

found that 56% of supervisors surveyed had never received any supervision for their consulting 

with athletes. Also, the supervisees surveyed provided widely variable ratings about their 

supervisors, specifically with regards to the “fulfilling supervisory responsibilities” section of the 

survey. However, it is clear that there is continuing growth in the interest of applied endeavors 

among those in the field as evidenced by the 24
th

Binder (1999) proposed that a gap existed in counselor training between the coursework 

students engage in to amass declarative knowledge and the unsystematic therapeutic supervision 

experiences they receive to test out their procedural knowledge. Thus, he suggested that interactive, 

multimedia approaches could be used to fill that gap so that students can engage in more problem-

solving practice. Consistent with this idea, the purpose of the present study was to evaluate a web-

based training program that was created for student performance enhancement consultants using a 

combination of case-based instruction, self-evaluation, and models as feedback. The aim was to 

determine if students benefit from (i.e., learn how to more effectively consult with sport clients) 

problem solving sport psychology cases, viewing the thoughts and responses of others in the field, 

and evaluating their responses against those of the provided models. The hope was that this program 

can serve as a supplement to students’ training in applied sport psychology. Elements of learning, 

practice, mental representations, expertise, decision-making, situation awareness, adaptive 

expertise, and instruction are reviewed in chapter one, highlighting the framework and ideas that 

were used to create and evaluate the computer program. The methods for the study are outlined in 

chapter two. The results of the study are presented in chapter three and a discussion of the results, 

limitations, and future directions for the study are discussed in chapter four. 

 annual AASP conference attaining record 

attendance (Berger, 2009). Forty-seven percent (345 out of 739) of the attendees at the conference 

were students (Machida & Moore, 2009), indicating that a large number of students are interested in 

the applied aspects of the field. So how can effective training opportunities be developed for these 

students in order to aid them in effectively and ethically practicing applied sport psychology? 
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CHAPTER 1 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 
 

Learning   

 Bruer (1993) stated, “learning is the process by which novices become experts” (p. 9). It is 

thought to be an emergent process resulting from the accumulation of knowledge and modification 

of the organization of that knowledge (Glaser & Bassok, 1989; Rumelhart & Norman, 1978). Many 

researchers have studied the process of learning and transition from novice to expert (e.g., 

Alexander, 2003; Bell, 1997; Berliner, 1988; Dreyfus & Dreyfus, 1986a, 1986b; Fardanesh, 2002; 

Fitts & Posner, 1967; Fook, Ryan, & Hawkins, 2000; Rumelhart & Norman, 1978; Shuell, 1990; 

Sosniak, 1985). In an effort to understand the changes in knowledge and its use that occur with 

learning, Anderson (1982, 1983) proposed a two stage theory of learning or skill development. The 

theory includes a declarative stage in which factual knowledge in a domain is accumulated, and a 

procedural stage in which domain knowledge is combined to form procedures for performing a 

cognitive skill. In the declarative stage, the domain knowledge being acquired is interpreted using 

general productions. In the procedural stage, specific productions are created that include 

conditions and actions, which specify when and how a cognitive skill should be applied. 

Productions are created through a knowledge compilation process consisting of two sub-processes 

including composition (i.e., the combining of a sequence of productions into one macroproduction) 

and proceduralization (i.e., the creating of a new version of the production that eliminates the need 

for specific domain knowledge to be accessed from long-term memory (LTM) during problem 

solving). The productions are schema-like (Chi & Rees, 1983) in that they contain variable slots that 

can be filled in for a specific situation in order to activate the production. They are represented as 

“if-then” pairs; if the condition matches the information being held in short-term memory (STM), 

then the corresponding action denoted by the production is taken (Chi & Rees). After the 

productions have been created, further learning can occur through a process of tuning, which affects 

the selection of a production during problem solving. This tuning process can generalize, specialize, 

or strengthen the productions. Controlled processing is assumed to govern the use of declarative 

knowledge requiring more information processing capacity, whereas the use of procedural 

knowledge involves automatic processing, thereby freeing up more cognitive capacity for other 

thoughts or tasks (Abernethy, Maxwell, Masters, van der Kamp, & Jackson, 2007). This two-stage 
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process represents the transition from “knowing what to do” to “knowing how to do it” (Glaser & 

Bassok, 1989).  

To explain the process of learning that occurs with a transition from novice to expert, 

researchers have proposed various phase theories of learning in which the novice learner progresses 

from gathering knowledge to being able to integrate and use that knowledge effectively. Fitts and 

Posner (1967) proposed that individuals gradually progress through three phases. In the cognitive 

phase, the learner attempts to understand the nature and demands of the task, requiring instructions 

and demonstrations for effective learning. Next, in the associative phase, knowledge that was 

acquired separately during the first phase is combined to form new patterns of knowledge. The 

nature and complexity of the skill being learned determines the length of this phase. This stage 

involves the initial learning of principles, deliberate and spontaneous retrieval of information, the 

application of principles to a problem, the generalization and transfer of principles of other 

problems reflecting a decrease in attention to surface features of the problem, and the learning and 

effective combination of multiple principles (VanLehn, 1996). Finally, in the autonomous phase, 

the learner experiences a reduction in conscious processing and interference from other conscious 

processes and potential environmental distractions (Fitts & Posner). Thus, other perceptual and 

cognitive activities can be engaged in, and new learning can occur while these well-learned skills 

are being carried out. According to the power law of practice, speed and accuracy of problem-

solving will increase as a result of practice (VanLehn). However, the speed and efficiency of these 

skills increases at a decreasing rate (Fitts & Posner). 

Similarly, Rumelhart and Norman (1978) suggested that the learning process consists of 

three modes (i.e., accretion, restructuring, and tuning). In the beginning, knowledge is acquired and 

matched to appropriate schemata in order to produce a representation held in LTM. This knowledge 

is then restructured into a new organization improving its interpretation and accessibility. In the 

final mode, the categories used for interpreting the knowledge are tuned to improve accuracy, 

generalize and specialize applicability, or specify default values or variables in the existing 

schemata. Shuell (1990) stated that, “learning is not merely an additive process – qualitative, as well 

as quantitative, changes occur, and qualitative differences are evident in both the substance of what 

is being learned and in the learning processes most appropriate for acquiring additional knowledge” 

(p. 540). Thus, learning is not merely the process of amassing the large amounts of knowledge 

needed for a particular skill or domain, but also involves the transformation of that knowledge into 

an organization useful for its application.  
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Shuell (1990) and Fardanesh (2002) proposed similar theories of learning consisting of three 

phases. In the initial phase, simple learning occurs in which the learner encounters conceptually 

isolated facts, memorizes them, and subsequently interprets them using general, domain-

independent problem solving strategies. Then in the intermediate phase, individuals begin to learn 

and view the relationships between the separate facts and create new, higher-order structures and 

networks. Finally, in the terminal phase, these knowledge structures are further integrated resulting 

in a shift from the use of general to domain-specific problem solving strategies. During this phase, 

performance begins to become automatic and the emphasis shifts from learning to performance. 

Breaking down the learning process further, Dreyfus and Dreyfus (1986a; 1986b) proposed a 

progression of learning through five stages. At the novice level, learners need to be provided with 

context-free rules so that they can learn facts and characteristics of situations. Then at the advanced 

beginner level, learners begin to recognize similarities across situations, start to develop strategic 

knowledge, and accumulate episodic and case knowledge. At the competent level, learners are now 

able to distinguish between relevant and irrelevant information and use rational goals to make 

conscious decisions about courses of action. In the next stage, proficient level, learners still operate 

in a deliberate and analytic manner, but are now able to begin to use their developed intuition for 

recognizing patterns and similarities between situations to anticipate and make predictions. Finally, 

at the expert level, learners’ intuition about the nature of situations and appropriate corresponding 

courses of actions results in fluid performance.  

Berliner (1988) agreed with Dreyfus and Dreyfus’ conceptualization, suggesting that 

learners in the beginning stages (i.e., novice and advanced beginner) abide by specific rules and 

exhibit a lack of understanding for the important information in a situation. Thus, in these stages he 

believed that providing verbal information is most effective for advancing these individuals through 

these stages. Then, in the later stages (i.e., competence to expertise), learners can direct their 

attention towards important information, disregard irrelevant information, and predict or anticipate 

future events. Prior to reaching expertise, learners are able to act intuitively, but mainly rely on 

analytical and deliberate decision-making. When expertise is reached learners act atypically because 

they do not make analytic, deliberate decisions, but rather intuitively and fluidly react to situations. 

However, even experts may revert back to analytic, deliberative thinking and decision-making when 

novel situations are encountered.    

Ericsson and Lehmann (1996) suggested that experts’ superior performance is domain-

specific; therefore, transfer of their knowledge outside of their domain of expertise is limited. 
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Alexander (2003) proposed the Model of Domain Learning (MDL) to account for the development 

of expertise. The MDL consists of three components: knowledge, strategic processing, and interest. 

The model includes two types of knowledge: domain (i.e., the breadth of information an individual 

knows in the domain), and topic (i.e., the depth of information an individual has about specific 

topics in the domain). Two types of information processing (i.e, surface-level and deep-processing) 

are distinguished in the model. Ericsson and Crutcher (1990) stated, “exceptional performance 

cannot be explained as simply more efficient use of the same processes underlying novice 

performance” (p. 205). Past research on differences between expert and novice mental 

representations has supported this notion by consistently finding that experts’ representations tend 

to consist mainly of abstract conceptualizations of problems whereas novices’ representations are 

mainly based on surface features of problems (Adelson, 1984; Bradley, Paul, & Seeman, 2006; 

Mayfield, Kardash, & Kivlighan, 1999). For example, Chi, Feltovich, and Glaser (1981) examined 

differences in expert and novice representations of physics problems, and found that experts extract 

physics principles from the content of the problems in order to categorize and solve them (i.e., deep 

processing), whereas novices simply use the content of the problems (i.e., surface processing) in 

their attempts to categorize them and develop problem solutions.  

The final component in Alexander’s (2003) MDL, interest, consists of two forms including 

individual (i.e., an enduring interest for the domain) and situational (i.e., a fleeting interest tied to a 

specific situation). The MDL includes three stages of learning that outline a learner’s movement 

from novice to expert. In the first stage, acclimation, learners’ limited knowledge constrains them to 

rely on situational interest and use surface-level processing. In the second stage, competence, 

learners’ knowledge begins to become more cohesive and extensive enabling them to use a mixture 

of surface-level and deep-processing strategies and they start to develop individual interest in the 

domain. Finally, in the last stage, proficiency/expertise, learners possess a large amount of both 

domain and topic knowledge, use mainly deep-processing strategies, and have developed enduring 

individual interest in the domain. Understanding the process of learning, the transition from novice 

to expert, and the qualitative changes that occur as learning progresses will aid in the evaluation of 

the participants’ learning from the computer program. 

Elements of Practice 

In order for individuals to progress through these stages from novice learner to expert 

problem solver, they must engage in practice. Chase and Simon’s (1973) seminal work on chess 

players revealed that at least ten years of practice and performance were required to achieve master 
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level of play. However, expertise is not the result of mere accumulated amounts of practice or 

experience in a domain, but rather the engagement in deliberate practice activities that are intended 

to foster the development of exceptional performance (Ericsson, 1998; Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-

Rӧmer, 1993). Acquiring and maintaining an expert level of performance necessitates extensive 

engagement in activities specifically aimed at improving one’s skill level and performance 

(Ericsson et al., 1993; Guest, Regehr, & Tiberius, 2001). Bryan and Harter’s (1897; 1899) early 

research on the learning of the telegraphic language provided evidence for this assertion in that 

initial improvement in the skill was shown after mere repetition, but further improvements were 

only achieved after engagement in more effortful, deliberate practice of the skill.  

The properties of deliberate practice include a difficulty level tailored to the individual, the 

provision of immediate, informative performance feedback, the opportunity to correct errors, and 

the repetition of performance (Guest et al.). Ericsson et al. (1993) proposed three constraints for the 

deliberate practice (i.e., ten years or 10,000 hours rule) framework, including: (a) a resource 

constraint in which deliberate practice requires time, energy, and the necessary resources (i.e., 

instructors, facilities, equipment), (b) a motivational constraint in which the motivation to practice 

comes not necessarily from the inherent enjoyment of the activity, but rather from the internal 

desire to improve one’s performance or skill level, and (c) an effort constraint in which the practice 

is effortful and must be done for a limited amount of time per day incorporating bouts of rest into 

the schedule. Ericsson (1998) suggested that individuals attempting to attain expertise are 

challenged with avoiding the effects of complete automaticity that comes with extended practice in 

a domain in order to maintain cognitive control over those situations so that learning and 

improvement can be sustained. Binder (1999) also supported this view in the domain of counseling, 

stating that expertise involves improvisation as the context of a situation changes. They must avoid 

complete automaticity and engage in effortful, attention-demanding deliberate practice of their 

skill(s) in order to build complex mental representations necessary for accurate, effective problem 

solving (Ericsson, 2003). The view that deliberate practice leads to effective learning is the basis for 

the design and evaluation of the study’s computer program. Thus, a useful addition to sport 

psychology training should include a means for sport psychology graduate students to deliberately 

practice their consulting on activities aimed at improving their skill in performance enhancement 

consulting. 

Importance of Mental Representations 
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Ericsson (2003) suggested that experts are tasked with the goals of generalizing skills to new 

situations and adapting to changing conditions by developing refined mental representations. These 

representations allow them to maintain control over their performance and engage in planning and 

reasoning about potential appropriate courses of action. Thus, a major component of the advanced 

skill of experts that separates them from novices seems to be their acquisition and use of superior 

cognitive processes in their expert performance (Ericsson & Lehmann, 1996). Tan (1997) examined 

characteristics of expert teachers that can be generalized to any domain. Fundamental to their 

expertise was not only an extensive store of domain knowledge, but more importantly the 

hierarchical organization of that knowledge in LTM. This organization allows experts to develop 

acute perceptual capabilities in which their extensive knowledge is used to recognize patterns 

resulting in the prediction of actions or events and the planning of appropriate solutions. Further, a 

large investment of time in developing problem representations eliminates the need to search for a 

problem solution during performance resulting in more rapid problem resolution. Thus, they have a 

superior capability to store and recall information in STM and LTM as a result of their knowledge 

organization (i.e., representations in LTM), freeing up memory capacity for other thoughts or tasks.  

Previous research has shown that experts possess a vast body of knowledge for their 

respective domains. This extensive store of knowledge is a major factor in their superior 

performance compared to novices (Salthouse, 1991). Novices exhibit significant limitations that 

constrain their performance due to their lack of domain knowledge. For instance, they lack 

knowledge about expectations for situations, actions that should be taken, and the timing that action 

should be taken. Further, they have not yet formed relationships among their knowledge and 

variables in a situation, nor can they identify and integrate relevant information (Salthouse, 1991). 

The knowledge that experts accumulate is linked more effectively to other knowledge, more easily 

retrievable in appropriate situations, and more transferable to new situations (Berliner, 1994). Thus, 

it is structured more effectively for performance, organized into deep and rich representations 

enabling experts to exhibit superior performance and be more adaptable to varying situations 

(Glaser, 1987).  

McPherson (1993a, 1993b, 1994, 1999a, 1999b, 2000), McPherson and Kernoodle (2003), 

and McPherson and Thomas (1989) have extensively studied the impact of mental representations 

on sport performance, consistently demonstrating that experts and novices exhibit distinct mental 

representations that contribute to their differences in sport performance. Experts superior decision-

making results from more accurate, refined, and detailed knowledge of appropriate actions and the 
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conditions that apply to those actions, a greater number of links between knowledge concepts, and 

the use of knowledge and past behavior to make predictions and evaluations. Also, experts develop 

adaptations, termed action plan profiles and current event profiles, which are structures stored in 

LTM (McPherson, 2003). Action plan profiles match the conditions of the current situation with the 

appropriate actions while current event profiles match past, current, and future events with the 

relevant information of the current situation. These adaptations result in superior performance and 

decision-making. 

Research on the impact of mental representations on performance has also been conducted 

in various ill-structured domains, such as medicine, counseling/therapy, and teaching. Patel, 

Arocha, and Kaufman (1994) found that experts diagnosed clinical cases by initially generating 

high-level hypotheses, and then using additional data to narrow down the problem space (i.e., 

number of potentially accurate hypotheses) in order to make a diagnosis. In contrast, early novices 

initially generated and maintained one hypothesis despite contradictory evidence. Patel, Kaufman, 

and Magder (1996) proposed that novices tend to use backward reasoning in which they generate 

and test one hypothesis at a time, whereas experts tend to use forward reasoning strategies in which 

they use their extensive knowledge base and pattern recognition abilities to guide problem-solving. 

Thus, the novices may have the knowledge needed to generate hypotheses, but are not as efficient at 

working through those hypotheses to reach a diagnosis.   Mayfield et al. (1999) examined mental 

representations in counselors’ knowledge finding that expert counselors categorized and mapped 

client statements faster than novices, and exhibited more highly integrated and domain-relevant 

knowledge structures. In comparison, novice counselors exhibited less interrelated and organized 

schemas, tended to order information based on the time of presentation in the case, and generated 

more concept categories.  

Leinhardt and Greeno (1986) stated that the “performance” of an expert teacher is based on 

a large collection of routines, which have become automatic with practice, allowing the teachers to 

focus on the unpredictable, or atypical, elements of a task. These routines consist of the content of 

the lesson, a goal structure for the lesson, and a broad knowledge base, resulting in effective student 

learning. The use of these routines allows expert teachers to produce consistent, effective 

performances across lessons. In contrast, the lack of a knowledge base to support the development 

of routines in novices results in inconsistent teaching of lessons and a more rigid performance. In 

examinations of the impact of knowledge on teaching in mathematics, Borko and Livingston (1989) 

and Livingston and Borko (1990) found that expert teachers were better able to integrate students’ 
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questions and comments into their pre-planned review lessons due to their more advanced 

mathematics schemata. They stated, “the expert teachers’ extensive networks of easily accessible 

schemata enabled them to quickly select strategies, explanations, routines, and relevant information 

in response to specific occurrences during their review lessons. Thus, they were able to improve 

successfully, conducting reviews that were both responsive and comprehensive” (1990, p. 384). 

Novices, however, conducted more procedural lessons and were less able to be responsive to 

student questions as a result of their limited pedagogical knowledge about learning in mathematics 

and insufficient development of schemata for mathematics and the teaching of mathematics. 

Peterson and Comeaux (1987) found that experienced teachers exhibited more superior recall and 

analyses of classroom events than novices due to their well-organized store of knowledge, 

consisting of procedural knowledge concerning classroom events and effective teaching principles. 

They suggested that new forms of training for teachers be developed that support their development 

of these complex schemata rather than simply leaving them to obtain these over years of experience 

and error on the job. Thus, the computer program designed for this study is aimed at supporting the 

development of this procedural knowledge and complex mental representations that are required to 

effectively problem solve sport psychology cases. 

Theories of Problem-Solving and Expertise 

The complex representations characteristic of experts and that novices are tasked with 

building through considerable practice impact the success with which individuals can solve 

problems in their domain. In a general sense, problem-solving consists of a five-step (i.e., IDEAL) 

process (Bransford, Sherwood, Vye, & Rieser, 1986). First, it must be identified that there is a 

problem that needs to be resolved. Next, the problem must be defined more clearly so that a 

representation can be constructed. Then, a hypothesis must be made about how to solve it and 

solutions must be explored. The problem must then be acted on by selecting and enacting a 

solution. Finally, the problem solver must look at the outcome of the chosen solution and learn by 

evaluating its appropriateness and effectiveness for the given situation.  

From an information processing perspective, problem-solving involves two processes (Gick, 

1986). First, a mental representation of the problem must be constructed (i.e., the problem space 

needs to be defined). During this phase, environmental and goal information must be extracted from 

the problem, relations and patterns among the elements of the problem are analyzed, and existing 

knowledge, if available, is activated and connected. Part of this process is also determining what 

information is needed to effectively resolve the problem. Kuhlthau (1991) defined the information 
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search process as “the user’s constructive activity of finding meaning from information in order to 

extend his or her state of knowledge on a particular problem or topic” (p. 361). Leckie, Pettigrew, 

and Sylvain (1996) outlined a model for the information seeking behaviors of professionals in 

which tasks are first outlined that determine the characteristics of the information needs. The 

information need is a result of a disparity between the individual’s prior knowledge for the problem, 

task, or domain, and the information that he/she needs to have in order to be able to effectively 

solve the problem (Kirschenbaum, 1992; Kuhlthau, 1991). Information needs are shaped by 

characteristics of the individual, the context of the situation, and the frequency, predictability, 

importance, and complexity of the need (Leckie et al., 1996). Then, based on these needs, the 

potential sources of information and awareness of that information determines what information 

will be sought. Multiple sources are likely to be used and previous experience, familiarity, and prior 

success of a source are likely to impact its use. All these variables interact to determine the outcome 

of the search process and the feedback that gets put back into the system that may alter the current 

awareness and sources of information. 

The second phase of the problem-solving process is to search the problem space, resulting in 

the adoption of a solution to the problem (Gick, 1986). If prior knowledge can be connected to the 

problem, a schema is activated that consists of goals, constraints, and solutions that are 

characteristic for that type of problem. If prior knowledge is unavailable, then a search procedure is 

activated to attempt to develop an appropriate solution to the problem. Thus, the type of strategy 

used in problem-solving is determined by the type of problem encountered and the individual’s 

prior knowledge. Novices are forced to rely more on search procedures since they lack the 

appropriate knowledge and sophisticated schemata that result from experience. Gick suggested that 

novices’ use of search procedures (i.e., means-end analysis) not only affects their problem-solving, 

but can also hinder their learning of appropriate schemas. Means-end analysis involves a 

comparison of the problem and goal states. As the novice advances further in reducing the 

difference between these two states, previous problem states are ignored and, thus, forgotten in 

order to avoid overloading working memory and maintain attention on the goal state. Thus, when a 

problem solution is determined, the novice will be unable to remember the specific processes 

engaged in during the search for that solution. In comparison, experts are able to rely more on 

previous knowledge (i.e., the well-built schemas of knowledge stored in LTM) to solve problems.    

Several theories have been proposed that attempt to explain how experts exhibit superior 

problem solving and performance. Klein, Calderwood, and MacGregor (1989) proposed a 
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recognition-primed decision-making approach based on the idea that experts’ superior decision-

making and performance is the result of the recognition of typical and familiar patterns. Important 

cues, situation dynamics, goals, possible courses of action, and the consequences of those actions 

are determined based on situational awareness (i.e., the recognition of a situation as familiar). The 

model uses the idea of serial evaluation (i.e., one option is generated and either implemented or 

rejected based on its viability before a second option is considered) because the researchers have 

found that it is rare for experts to consider more than one option in familiar situations. This is in 

contrast to concurrent evaluation models in which several options are generated and tested 

simultaneously. Decision-making would be quite ineffective and laborious if all possible decisions 

of a problem were considered prior to selecting a solution (Betsch, Haberstroh, & Hӧhle, 2002).   

Gobet and Simon (1996a, 1996b) proposed a similar theory to explain expertise, template 

theory, in which extended practice with a task or domain results in the building up of templates (i.e., 

schemas) in memory for familiar, typical situations. The templates are made up of chunks of 

information held in LTM and contain slots that can be filled with information specific to the current 

situation. Thus, when experts encounter familiar situations, they can fill in the missing pieces (or 

slots) of information to make a decision about the situation faster than novices who do not have 

access to this built up knowledge in LTM. Similar to Klein et al.’s (1989) and Gobet and Simon’s 

theories of expertise, Betsch et al. (2002) discussed the idea of routinized decision- making in which 

prior learning in a situation results in associations built up in memory that guide us toward an initial 

solution that should be chosen when we recognize a particular situation. Thus, certain behaviors or 

sequences of action become linked in memory to the mental representation of the problem situation. 

The more experience an individual has with a particular decision situation (i.e., the more familiar 

the situation), the greater the likelihood that a routine will be used in that situation rather than 

conducting a search for potential options.  

Similar to the idea of routines and consistent with pattern recognition theories of expertise, 

instance theories of decision-making have been proposed (Gonzalez, Lerch, & Lebiere, 2003; 

Logan, 1988). It is expected that increased practice with a given situation results in the 

accumulation of instances (i.e., increase in the knowledge base in LTM), resulting in automatic 

processing for problem-solving. Practice in dynamic decision processes leads to an adaptive shift 

from heuristic-based problem-solving strategies to instance-based strategies in which finding a 

solution to a current problem is the result of recognition of similarities between the current situation 



13 

 

and instances stored in memory. Thus, the inferior problem-solving of novices is not a limitation of 

memory capacity, but rather a lack of knowledge in the domain (i.e., lack of instances in memory).     

To further explain how knowledge from LTM is utilized in decision-making and 

performance, Ericsson and Kintsch (1995) proposed the long-term working memory (LTWM) 

theory, in which retrieval cues held in STM trigger the recall of appropriate responses from LTM 

through LTWM. Thus, for tasks or domains in which an individual has had extensive practice, 

information is indexed during encoding so that it can be effectively stored in LTM and remains 

accessible via retrieval cues in STM. LTWM contains the associations between the retrieval cues 

and the encoded information as well as the associations between the encoded information and the 

patterns and schemas held in LTM. This process ensures that the appropriate information from LTM 

is accessed. In this model, LTWM allows the experts to continually update their situation model 

based on changes in the context of the situation, permitting them to effectively react to and 

constrain the situation. The representations held in LTWM aid in performance in two ways: (1) 

through the use of planning, monitoring, and evaluation strategies, and (2) by allowing retrieval 

structures to be constructed online as the individual is navigating the problem space. Experts can 

then make predictions about potential future situations and anticipate the retrieval demands 

necessary for those situations.  

Using Ericsson and Kintsch’s (1995) theory of expertise, Tenenbaum (2003) outlined a 

process of decision-making in sport that can be generalized to any decision-making context. First, 

individuals must decide what aspects of the environment to focus their attention on, selecting 

relevant information and diverting attention away from irrelevant information. Tenenbaum (2003) 

proposed that experts direct their visual attention to appropriate information using a context control 

strategy. This allows them to direct their attention to a larger amount of environmental information, 

more effectively directing attention so that response options are narrowed in LTWM. This ability of 

experts to more effectively direct their attention allows them to make more accurate, faster 

decisions (Hodges, Huys, & Starkes, 2007). In comparison, novices need to use a target control 

strategy to direct their attention due to their lack of knowledge and representations in memory. 

Thus, they need to scan the environment target by target until they detect a target that is compatible 

with information in LTWM.  

In the next step of the decision-making process, the individuals use their knowledge (i.e, 

mental representations stored in memory) to evaluate the incoming environmental information in 

order to anticipate what might happen in the situation (Tenenbaum, 2003). LTWM is then activated 
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to integrate all this information in order to determine possible courses of action and choose the 

appropriate action. This action is then initiated; however, other possible alternative courses of action 

are kept in awareness. The extent of the knowledge base and experience of the individual 

determines the number of potential actions that will be elicited and kept as alternatives. In the final 

step of the process, the initiated action is evaluated and used as feedback to either return through the 

process to activate another course of action if the previous one was ineffective, or to update the 

mental representation of the situation for future use. Gardner and Moore (2005) stated that sport 

psychology practice involves decision-making about the most appropriate or effective intervention 

based on specific client needs, which requires an understanding of the client and the situation. 

Therefore, the elements of decision making, problem-solving, and expertise discussed above were 

used in the designing of the program to attempt to give participants effective practice in problem-

solving sport psychology cases.  

Situation Awareness and Adaptive Expertise 

Inherent in each of the outlined theories is the idea that experts exhibit a perceptual-

cognitive advantage, using the contextual knowledge of the situation to notice the most important 

environmental information, activate the appropriate representation, and determine the most effective 

solution. In dynamic, ill-structured situations, situation awareness is developed and used to make 

sense of the incoming environmental stimuli as the problem progresses in order to understand the 

situation. Situation awareness (SA) is proposed to have three levels: (1) perception of the relevant 

environmental information, (2) integrating the environmental information to comprehend the 

situation, and (3) projecting the future impact of the environmental information on the situation 

(Endsley, 1995). For a given situation, problem, or decision, an individual’s prior knowledge (i.e., 

representations in LTM) will impact the goals for that situation, impacting the individual’s SA (i.e., 

what information they attend to, how they integrate that information and construct meaning from it, 

and what anticipations or predictions they make about that information). Thus, the problem-solving 

solution or decision strategy that is selected will be impacted by the prior knowledge and SA. 

Adams, Tenney, and Pew (1995) distinguished between the product and the process of SA to 

illustrate that it is ongoing through the resolution of the problem. The product of SA is the currently 

activated representation based on the already perceived and integrated environmental information 

whereas the process of SA refers to the updating of that representation as the situation progresses 

and more environmental information is perceived and integrated.  
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Individuals with more experience in a given situation or domain are better able to more 

effectively and accurately perceive critical cues from the environment and, as a result of more 

effective representations in memory, are able to use and integrate more environmental information 

than novices (Endsley, 1995). With increased experience, the knowledge activated (i.e., mental 

representations or situation models) and the actions or problem solutions become automatic (i.e., 

unable to be remembered), but the environmental information that triggered them is still 

consciously processed and, thus, able to be remembered. Individuals with little or no experience in 

the situation or domain are aware of environmental information, but are not able to determine what 

information is important in a given situation (Fazey, Fazey, & Fazey, 2005). Thus, they lack the 

necessary mental models (i.e., knowledge in LTM) to develop effective goals for the situation and 

direct their SA. Their performance may be less effective or appropriate as their working memory is 

overloaded with environmental and domain information that needs to be consciously processed 

during the resolution of the problem. However, individuals with the necessary knowledge and 

mental representations may also, at times, exhibit poor performance. Since previous knowledge to 

some extent guides their SA, individuals operating automatically may either misinterpret, or fail to 

notice incoming environmental stimuli, if it doesn’t fit into their active representation (Adams et al., 

1995).   

Individuals are tasked with avoiding complete automaticity with increasing expertise in 

order to maintain some cognitive control over those situations so that learning, improvement, 

superior performance, and effective decision making can be sustained (Binder, 1999; Ericsson, 

1998). Hatano and Inagaki (2005) referred to two types of experts: (1) routine experts who perform 

exceptionally and automatically, but are not flexible in their problem-solving; and (2) adaptive 

experts who go beyond this procedurally efficient problem-solving and perform with flexibility, 

innovation, and creativity. Thus, a routine expert will produce the same superior performance over 

and over again, while the adaptive expert finds new, innovative ways to exhibit superior 

performance. Adaptive expertise allows individuals to effectively engage in problem-solving for 

novel situations without missing important information or applying procedures that are not 

appropriate for the situation (Holyoak, 1991). Schwartz, Bransford, and Sears (2005) proposed that 

in dynamic, variable, ill-structured situations, it becomes more important that experts develop this 

flexibility and adaptability to respond in more than just a routine manner. They suggested the idea 

of the “optimal adaptability corridor” in which adaptive expertise results as a balance between the 

efficient use of knowledge and innovation in accessing previous knowledge to respond to a novel 
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situation. Binder (1999) supported the idea of expertise requiring adaptive flexibility in the domain 

of counseling. Like counseling, sport psychology consulting involves problem-solving in dynamic, 

ill-structured situations. Thus, this information about situation awareness and the importance of 

developing adaptive expertise were considered in the design of the program. A wide variety of sport 

client cases were included in the program with limited information about the situations so that 

participants can get effective practice in developing situation awareness and adaptive expertise.  

Effective Instruction 

So how should effective methods of instruction be developed so that novices can build up a 

large store of domain knowledge, representations in memory, situational awareness, and adaptive 

expertise in order to be able to effectively solve problems and move forward on the path towards 

expertise? Bloom (1976) proposed that the quality of instruction greatly impacts the learning 

process. According to Kalyuga, Ayres, Chandler, and Sweller (2003), learning tasks should reflect 

the extent of the knowledge base of the learner. Novices that are lacking in knowledge need more 

instructional guidance to reduce working memory load and act as a substitute for the schemas that 

they have not yet formed in memory. In order to build up these schemas in memory (i.e., more 

effectively structured domain knowledge), learners must be exposed to situations in which they 

have the opportunity to solve a variety of problems that require them to expand their knowledge 

base and transfer the knowledge learned (Astleitner, 2005; Glaser, 1996).  

Quality instruction should include the use of cues, active participation, reinforcement, and 

feedback (Bloom, 1976). Cues need to be provided to learners so they can be aware of what 

information they need to learn and what should be done with that information. The learners also 

need to be active participants in the learning process; practicing with the cues and formulating 

responses based on those cues so that these activities and situations become more familiar and get 

effectively encoded into LTM. O’Byrne, Clark, and Malakuti (1997) were proponents of the need to 

incorporate action (i.e., practice and performance) in addition to increasing the knowledge base of 

the learner into instruction for the development of expertise in counselor training programs. 

Learning also needs to be reinforced by providing support to the learner both during and after 

learning. Finally, feedback needs to be provided to the learner about their use of the cues and 

development of responses. Instruction should also be designed to promote reflexive learning in 

which learners can reflect on their learning and actions in order to efficiently alter the contents of 

memory and develop deeper understandings of effective practices (Astleitner, 2005; O’Byrne et al., 

1997).  
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Adaptive experts are more effectively able to think flexibly, handle uncertainty, build 

understandings for new experiences, and act flexibly and appropriately (Fazey et al, 2005). 

Instruction aimed at promoting the development of adaptive expertise should involve practice on a 

variety of situations that consists of having the individual plan their actions, actively participate in 

the experience, review and reflect on their thinking and actions, and then use those reflections to 

attempt to resolve new situations. Due to the fact that no situation is ever experienced in the same 

manner more than once, Fazey et al. place particular emphasis on the variation and reflection 

components of practice. 

Sweller (1988) suggested that cognitive load must be limited for novice instruction since 

they have not yet combined the knowledge learned into schemas in LTM, which reduce the load on 

working memory. However, with respect to designing effective computer-based instruction, since 

the individual is interested in the learning content, Grace-Martin (2001) argued that less concern 

needs to be placed on ensuring that the cognitive load is limited. Content that challenges the learner 

actually results in increased processing, comprehension, and learning. Further, including less 

“reflexive load” (i.e., automatic activation of mental representations) while including more 

“intentional load” (i.e., self-initiation of memory representations) enables the learner to engage in 

deeper processing of the material without overloading working memory. Thus, Grace-Martin argued 

that it is more desirable to use simpler methods of presenting the information so that more cognitive 

load is associated with the content to be learned rather than the interface with which it is presented. 

Instruction should be designed to increase the formation of schemas (i.e., mental representations) in 

LTM (Sweller, 1988).  

One method of instruction that aims at linking theory with practice is case-based instruction. 

The idea is to have learners be active participants in the learning process, giving them practice with 

applying their knowledge in real-world situations (Mayo, 2002). The business, law, medicine, 

teacher education, psychology, and behavioral sciences domains incorporate cased-based instruction 

into their training. This type of instruction situates the learning in the context in which it will be 

used and is an effective method of instruction for learning in ill-structured domains (Williams, 

1992). Situated learning emphasizes that knowledge is tied to the situation in which it will be 

applied in the real world (Woolfolk, 2008). The goal of case-based, situated learning is to overcome 

the inert knowledge problem in which learners can recall the information learned, but are unable to 

effectively use it in real-world problem-solving (The Cognition and Technology Group at 

Vanderbilt (CTGV), 1990). Thus, learners become more flexible and effective in transferring and 
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applying their knowledge in a variety of situations. Brown, Collins, and Duguid (1989) argued that 

students do not learn how to effectively apply what they learn unless it is situated in the context in 

which it will be used.  

Computerized case-based instruction, or what Riedel, Fitzgerald, Leven, and Toenshoff 

(2003) referred to as “practice fields,” give learners the opportunity to engage in authentic practice, 

applying their knowledge in real-world contexts. They summarized principles for designing 

effective practice fields where learners need to actively engage in domain-related practice on ill-

structured, real-world problems so that they can be motivated, interested, challenged, and engaged 

in the learning as well as take responsibility for finding solutions to the presented problems. Also, 

thinking skills need to be coached and modeled so that the focus is on examining how an expert 

might solve the problem and finding a solution to the problem rather than determining a correct 

solution. Further, there needs to be opportunity for the learners to reflect on what they are doing and 

thinking, including evaluating the efficacy of their problem solutions. This is important since Tod 

(2007) stated that beginning and advanced students doubt their abilities and lack confidence in their 

ability to be effective practitioners. Finally, learning should be collaborative in that learners need to 

examine whether their understanding of the problem and solutions can accommodate and/or 

incorporate the views of others (Riedel et al., 2003).  

Kennedy (1987) stated, “if students are to learn from their experiences, the experiences must 

entail both analysis and action, so that students learn the connection between the two” (p. 149). In 

law and medicine, the problem-based learning approach is used so that learners can obtain the 

necessary knowledge by critically examining, analyzing, summarizing, and solving real-world 

cases. In these approaches, modeling is used as a form of feedback after the learner has attempted to 

solve a particular problem or case. Berliner (1988) proposed that novices should be provided with a 

skilled model (preferably someone in the competent or proficient stages) for them to learn from. 

Cornford and Athanasou (1995) also asserted that providing a learner with a skilled model and 

reinforcing that learning through practice and feedback may aide trainees in moving through the 

stages of learning and skill acquisition.  

Consistent with the idea of providing models as feedback to learners, it may be useful to 

provide examples of experts’ representations and problem-solving to novices to improve their 

training and instruction. Ericsson (1996) stated that novices tend to review and study the past 

performances of experts in their field as part of the activities they engage in to attain expertise. 

Thus, a useful strategy for promoting expertise may be to pair a novice with an expert mentor in 
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order to observe this individual at work (Bell, 1997). Consistent with this view, Ethell and 

McMeniman (2000) examined the effects of providing novice student teachers with observations of 

an expert teacher conducting a class as well as the expert’s reflections about that teaching episode. 

The novice student teachers reported that the experience of understanding the expert teacher’s 

thoughts about the teaching process was an invaluable part of their learning. Similarly, Atkinson, 

Derry, Renkl, and Wortham (2000) found that novices provided with worked examples used more 

effective problem-solving strategies compared to those provided with traditional instruction 

methods. They also proposed that varying the types of problems presented to novices and using 

instructional methods that promote self-explanation enhance performance when using worked 

examples. The elements of quality instruction outlined above informed the development of the 

study computer program. Specifically, the ideas of providing learners with practice in a wide variety 

of situations, using reflection as a tool in the learning process, using real-world cases to situate the 

learning experience, and the utility of providing “expert” models as feedback were incorporated into 

the design of the program. 

Purposes of the Study 

The main idea underlying this research project was to evaluate the usefulness of a 

computerized case-based training program as a supplement for performance consulting training. 

Many individuals in the field of sport psychology have called for an increase in the 

professionalization of the training and practice of sport psychology practitioners (Anderson, 

Knowles, & Gilbourne, 2004; Anderson, Miles, Mahoney, & Robinson, 2002; Anderson, Van 

Raalte, & Brewer, 1994; Lutz, 1990; Martindale & Collins, 2005; Silva, 1989; Tod, 2007; Watson, 

Zizzi, Etzel, & Lubker, 2004). In the more general domain of psychology practice, a movement has 

begun to increase the professionalization of the field based on a foundation of competent practice 

(Elman, Illfelder-Kaye, & Robiner, 2005; Rubin et al., 2007). In an effort to address this issue, 

Gardner and Moore (2005) proposed a case formulation approach to sport psychology practice in 

which the practitioner must first make an assessment of the situation (i.e., obtain the relevant 

information) so that hypotheses can be made and appropriate interventions can be developed. Silva 

(1989) argued that training in sport psychology should reflect that it is a distinct field, thus, 

incorporating training regarding how to apply one’s knowledge and effectively provide sport 

psychology services. Accordingly, Lutz (1990) recommended that training in sport psychology 

include the following: (1) a critical incident method approach to outline the necessary skills, (2) a 

case-based approach to instruction so students can learn how to examine, approach, and resolve 
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sport psychology situations, and (3) a mentor approach to expand upon the students’ basic 

foundation of sport psychology knowledge. Further, Anderson et al (2004) and Martindale and 

Collins (2005) argued that reflective practice needs to be incorporated into the training and practice 

of individuals in sport psychology in order to enhance the development of effective practitioners.   

Consistent with these ideas, the purpose of the proposed study was to determine whether 

sport psychology graduate students can benefit from a training program using the principles of case-

based instruction, situated learning, and models as feedback. The program consisted of eight real-

world sport psychology situations. For each scenario, participants were required to provide 

responses about the other information they would like to have in that situation, and how they might 

handle it as a performance enhancement consultant. After responding to the scenarios, they engaged 

in some self-assessments and viewed models of how others responded to the scenario (i.e., either 

experienced professionals or other sport psychology graduate students). Therefore, another aim was 

to assess whether providing experienced professionals’ scenario responses as models is more 

beneficial (i.e., results in greater increases in learning and self-efficacy) than providing novice (i.e., 

other sport psychology graduate student) scenario responses as models. The differences between the 

participants in the two versions of the program over time were assessed. The interest was in 

determining whether the responses of the participants receiving the experienced professional models 

changed more over time (i.e., became more consistent with the experienced professionals as they 

progressed through the program) compared to the responses of the participants who received the 

graduate students models. More specifically, it was expected that, as the participants progressed 

through the program, those in the expert feedback group would exhibit scenario responses that were 

more similar to the experienced professionals, assess themselves as having responses more similar 

to the models, and exhibit higher levels of self-efficacy. 

Hypotheses 

It was hypothesized that all students would benefit from participating in the program, but 

that those individuals who viewed experienced professionals’ responses to the scenarios would 

exhibit greater evidence of learning than those who viewed peer responses. This, in essence, was a 

test of Piaget (1970) and Vygotsky’s (1978) theories of cognitive development. Piaget believed that 

increases in cognitive development best resulted from interactions with peers, whereas Vygotsky 

viewed effective cognitive development as the result of interaction with someone more 

knowledgeable (Woolfolk, 2008). Further, whether participants evaluated the program as being a 

useful addition to their sport psychology consulting training was assessed. It was anticipated that all 
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participants would comment that the program is a useful addition to training, especially those 

students who received the experienced professionals’ responses as models. 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

1. Participants in the expert feedback group would exhibit increased consistency with the 

experienced professionals (i.e., better match with experienced professionals checklist 

themes than novice themes, higher model comparison ratings, and more experienced 

professional themes present in their scenario responses than novice themes) as they 

progressed through the program.  

2. Participants in the expert feedback group would show a larger positive change in their self-

efficacy ratings as the program progressed than would the participants in the novice 

feedback group. 

3.  All participants would indicate that the program was a useful addition to their training, 

particularly those that viewed the experienced professionals’ responses after each scenario.   
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

 
 
Participants 

 An estimation of an appropriate sample size was conducted using Cohen’s (1988) suggested 

values of ω2
 (0.138) and ƒ (.400) for large effect sizes, α = 0.05, and a power (1-β) value of 0.8. 

Using Kirk’s (1995) sample size table values for ƒ and ω2

At the beginning of the program, participants were asked a variety of background questions 

in order to get a profile of their experiences in sport psychology (see Table 1). All but three of the 

participants indicated that they had previously participated in competitive sport. One interesting 

point to note in the participants’ backgrounds was the wide variation in the number of consulting 

hours they have accumulated thus far in their training. As would be expected, most of their 

experiences were with sport clients, and few had experiences in other performance related areas. 

, it was determined that a sample size of 

52 was needed. Data were collected for six months in an attempt to reach this sample size. 

However, only thirty-four sport psychology graduate students (17 Master’s; 17 PhD) participated in 

the research study due to technical issues that occurred with the computer program. For example, 

the data for many of the initial students that began participation in the study were lost because of an 

unexpected problem with the recording of the data to the database. Also, a few participants were 

removed from the analyses because their data was not recorded for their last two scenarios. 

Participants were recruited to the study through several methods, including email requests to the 

AASP regional student representatives to disseminate the request for participation to the students in 

their regions, postings on the Sport and Exercise Psychology Listserv available from Temple 

University, forwarded requests from various individuals aware of the study, and email requests to 

students and professors in Sport and Exercise Psychology graduate departments. Participants were 

graduate students in Sport and Exercise Psychology programs both in and outside of the United 

States. The computer program was constructed to alternately assign participants to one of the two 

groups in the study (i.e. first participant assigned to novice feedback program, next participant 

assigned to expert feedback program, next participant assigned to novice feedback program, next 

participant assigned to expert feedback program, etc.). Seventeen participants completed the novice 

feedback program and 17 participants completed the expert feedback program. Participants were not 

aware of which version of the program they were completing until after they had responded to all 

eight scenarios. 
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Also, as would be expected, most had consulted with youth sport, high school, and collegiate level 

sports, and few have worked with clients in other levels (i.e., professional, amateur, etc.). Another 

interesting aspect of their backgrounds was that the majority of participants indicated they are 

members of AASP; however, only about half attended this past year’s conference, and less than half 

have presented at an AASP conference.  

 

 

Table 1 

Descriptives for participants’ background information 

Variable Counts Range Mean(SD) 

Sport participation Yes (31); No (3)   

Taken sport psychology classes Yes (34); No (0)   

Taken counseling classes Yes (27); No (7)   

Number of consulting hours  0-1500 170.71(280.23) 

Number of sports consulted  0-7 2.53(1.69) 

Types of clients consulted Sports teams (25) 

Athletes (26) 

Coaches (10) 

Business (1) 

Musicians (2) 

Military (5) 

Other (5) 

  

Level of clients consulted Youth sport (18) 

High school (14) 

College (24) 

Amateur (8) 

Club (9) 

Professional (4) 

Olympic (1) 

  

Receiving supervision for consulting Yes (27); No (7)   

Number of current courses  0-5 1.85(1.52) 

Currently consulting Yes (23); No (11)   

Member of AASP Yes (24); No (10)   

Years of AASP membership  0-9 1.59(2.13) 

Attended 2009 annual AASP conference Yes (14); No (20)   

Number of AASP conferences attended  0-7 1.15(1.72) 

Presented at an AASP conference Yes (12); No (22)   

Types of AASP presentations Poster (9) 

Workshop (3) 

Lecture (6) 

Symposium (2) 
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Computer Program 

 The “Be A Performance Enhancement Consultant” computer program was created to offer 

sport psychology students a case-based learning tool to enhance their training for how to effectively 

deal with sport psychology consulting cases. The program used a combination of case analysis, self-

assessment, and the use of professional (expert feedback group) or sport psychology graduate 

student (novice feedback group) models as feedback.  

 Scenarios (Appendix C). Eight scenarios were developed using real-world consulting 

experiences of doctoral graduate students and an AASP-certified consultant. The scenarios 

represented consulting situations that a performance enhancement consultant may encounter when 

working with clients. The scenarios included some background information necessary to understand 

the situation and the actual consulting situation that was encountered. Table 2 provides a brief 

description of each scenario. Three scenarios involved sport team situations and five were based on 

individual athlete clients.  
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Table 2 

Brief descriptions of the eight consulting scenarios 

Scenario Description 

1 A women’s college soccer team is dealing with frustration over a new head coach. 

The coach was previously an assistant, and was well-liked, but now the athletes are 

frustrated with the new style of play. 

2 A college track athlete is dealing with shin splint injuries that are preventing him 

from training and competing in the triple jump event. He wants to compete in the 

event despite his injuries, but is having trouble with his confidence.  

3 A college softball player is experiencing severe anxiety during weight workouts and 

motivation issues because she doesn’t really want to play the sport anymore.  

4 A women’s college basketball team feels the head coach is acting immorally in order 

to win games. They have been considering whether or not they want to win their 

games because they know if they lose there is a better chance that the coach will get 

fired.  

5 A college quarterback is unhappy with his role on the team because he is not starting 

in games. He believes he is being held back because he is experiencing severe 

nervousness before games, and has trouble focusing during pressure situations.  

6 A college baseball team consists of athletes who are very outgoing and self-

sufficient. At a previous competition, the consultant notices a domino effect tends to 

occur during games in which one player gets frustrated and unfocused, and then all of 

the players adopt this behavior.  

7 A golfer makes an appointment with the consultant because he is having trouble 

controlling his anger during tournaments when he messes up on a shot. 

8 A mother contacts the consultant because she needs help with her daughter who is a 

swimmer, and is upset that her brother is starting to compete in swimming.   

 

 

 Computer program design. The computer program was designed as an online (i.e., internet-

based) training tool in which a computerized agent (named “Dr. Sport Psych”) acted as a consulting 

supervisor, guiding participants through the training program (see Figure 1). The program was 

designed to incorporate ideas from case-based instruction and situated learning. There were two 

forms of the program. The expert feedback form provided participants with experienced 

professionals’ responses to the scenario questions. The novice feedback form provided participants 

with peers’ (i.e., other graduate students in sport psychology) responses to the scenario questions. In 

order to not deprive the participants in this group of the benefits of viewing professionals’ scenario 

responses, this form of the program provided the professionals’ responses to the scenarios at the end 

of the program after all eight scenarios had been completed. All other aspects of the program were 

consistent between the two forms.  
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    Figure 1. Introduction of “Dr. Sport Psych” 

 

 

Instrumentation 

Biographical survey (Appendix D). The biographical survey included questions related to 

previous education, sport participation, consulting experiences, consulting supervision experiences, 

and AASP membership and participation. The responses to these questions were used to provide 

biographical information about the study participants and were also used to help highlight or 

explain the study findings. 

Scenario responses (Appendix E; Figure 2). Participants were asked to provide responses for 

each of the eight scenarios. Their responses were based on two questions. First, they were asked to 

indicate what additional information they would want to have in the situation. Second, they were 

asked to describe how they might handle the situation as a performance enhancement consultant.  
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    Figure 2. Example scenario 

 

 

Prior to analyzing the scenario data, the qualitative responses needed to be collated and 

converted into quantitative data. The qualitative scenario responses to each of the two scenario 

questions were first coded into theme categories. Participants’ responses to both scenario questions 

were coded using the themes from the theme checklist portion of the program to determine if their 

responses were aligning more with the peers’ responses or the experienced professionals’ responses 

for each scenario. Thus, the responses were segmented and coded as themes belonging to one of the 

following categories: (1) novice only themes, (2) common themes (i.e., themes present in both the 

experienced professionals’ and peers’ responses), (3) experienced professional only themes, or (4) 

other themes (i.e., responses not consistent with themes in any of the three theme categories). The 

responses were coded without knowledge of each participant’s group membership. Trustworthiness 

of the coding was facilitated by having an individual with no knowledge of the study data or group 

membership of the participants review two of the eight scenarios randomly chosen by the 

researcher; 89% agreement was obtained between the researcher and the coder. All disagreements 

were subsequently reviewed, discussed, and resolved. Once all responses were coded for both 

scenario questions for all eight scenarios, frequency counts were obtained for the number of themes 

in each of the four theme categories for each scenario question and scenario. 
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Self-efficacy (Appendix E). Bandura (1986, 1997) defined self-efficacy as our beliefs about 

our capabilities in a given task or domain. He suggested that one of the main sources of self-

efficacy is exposure to mastery experiences. Given that the aim of this computer program was to 

assess improvements in learning, self-efficacy was assessed. The self-efficacy questions asked the 

participants to rate their confidence on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all confident) to 10 (extremely 

confident) about their ability to determine what other information is needed for the scenario, and 

how to handle the situation. 

Checklist themes (Appendix F). In the creation of the program, the experienced 

professionals’ and peers’ responses to each scenario were used to create checklists of themes (i.e., 

topics) that the individuals considered in their scenario responses. For each scenario, one list of 

themes was shown for the “more information” question, and another list was shown for the “handle 

the situation” question. Participants were asked to indicate which themes they considered in their 

responses to each of the two questions. These responses were used to evaluate whether the 

participants were aligning more with the novices (i.e., checked off more themes created from the 

peers’ responses), novices and professionals (i.e., checked off themes that were indicated by both 

groups), or the experienced professionals (i.e., checked off more themes created from the 

professionals’ responses). After viewing the model responses, they were shown which checklist 

themes were considered by the models. Those in the novice feedback group were shown the themes 

considered by the other sport psychology graduate students and participants in the expert feedback 

group were shown the themes considered by the experienced professionals. This was intended to 

provide a connection between their responses and the models’ responses. In order to prepare the 

data obtained from this portion of the program, for each of the two scenario questions for all 

scenarios, the themes selected from the checklists were collated to produce counts of the number of 

themes selected in each of the three theme categories (i.e., novice only themes, common themes, 

and professional only themes).  

Model comparisons (Appendix D). The participants were also asked to assess how their 

responses compared to those of the models (i.e., the experienced professionals for the expert 

feedback group and the peer responses for the novice feedback group). For each scenario question 

(i.e., more information and handle the situation), they rated on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all 

comparable) to 10 (very comparable) how comparable they believed their responses were to those 

of the model. This assessment was included to prompt them to think about how their responses 
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matched up to those of the models and to see how these comparisons changed over the course of the 

program.  

Program comments (Appendix E). After all eight scenarios were completed, participants 

were asked to provide some feedback about the training program. Since one of the aims of the study 

was to determine whether sport psychology graduate students viewed the program as useful, they 

were asked whether the program was useful to them, on a scale of 1 (not at all useful) to 7 

(extremely useful), and to briefly explain their rating. They were then asked whether they thought 

the program would be a useful addition to applied sport psychology training, on a scale of 1 (not at 

all useful) to 7 (extremely useful), and to explain their rating. In order to get some feedback from the 

participants about whether they thought viewing models of peers or professionals was more 

beneficial, they were then debriefed about whether they were in the novice feedback or expert 

feedback group, asked whether they thought the models were useful (i.e., responses were yes or no 

with a brief description of their answer), and asked to comment on any ideas they had about how the 

program should be constructed. Finally, in order to get some general feedback about the program, 

they were asked to provide any additional comments they had about the program. 

Procedure 

 When participants first entered the program they were asked to read and agree to the 

informed consent (see Appendix B). If they clicked on the “I Agree” box, they were advanced to the 

next page in the program. If they clicked on the “I Do Not Agree” box, they were thanked for their 

time and were not able to proceed through the program. At the beginning of the training program, 

prior to viewing or responding to any of the scenarios, they completed a brief biographical survey.  

After completing the biographical information section, participants were introduced to their 

program guide, Dr. Sport Psych, and given some information about the program process and the 

tasks that they would be asked to complete. Specifically, they were first instructed that the program 

was designed to give them some experience in analyzing and resolving sport psychology consulting 

situations, and that they were to respond to the scenarios as a performance enhancement consultant 

(i.e., not a licensed or sport psychologist). They were then given some information about the 

process of the program including that they would be: (1) responding to eight scenarios about what 

other information they would want and how they might handle the situation, (2) completing two 

scenarios at a time with at least one week in between pairs, and (3) receiving email reminders when 

it was time to complete the next set of scenarios. They were also informed that they could only 
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complete each scenario once, and that they would be asked to provide some feedback about the 

program at the end of all eight scenarios.  

For each scenario (see Table 3), participants were first provided with the scenario 

description and then asked to provide responses for the two scenario questions (i.e., what other 

information you want for the scenario, and in what way(s) might you handle the situation). They 

were then asked to rate their self-efficacy for the scenario (i.e., their confidence in their ability to 

appropriately respond to the two scenario questions). Subsequently, they completed the theme 

checklists, selecting the themes they considered in their responses from those presented in the two 

lists (i.e., one list for the “more information” question and one list for the “handle the situation” 

question). They then viewed the model responses (professionals’ responses for the expert feedback 

group and sport psychology graduate students’ responses for the novice feedback group). After 

viewing the model responses, they viewed the theme checklists again, this time with the themes that 

were considered by the models highlighted in red. Then, they were asked to compare their responses 

to the model for each of the two questions and were again asked to assess their self-efficacy for both 

questions. Finally, they were asked if they wanted to comment on the models’ responses in any way 

for each of the two scenario questions. This was done not as an assessment, but rather as a means of 

trying to give the participants another chance to encode and integrate the models responses into 

memory. 
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Table 3 

Process for completing each scenario 

Section Description 

Scenario Read description and answer two questions:  

1. What other information would you want to have about this 

situation? 

2. In what way(s) might you handle this situation as a performance 

enhancement consultant? 

 

Self-Efficacy Rate on scale of 1 to 10: 

1. How confident are you in your ability to determine what other 

information you might need in this scenario? 

2. How confident are you in your ability to determine how to handle 

this situation as a performance enhancement consultant? 

Theme Checklists For each scenario question, check themes considered in responses. 

Model Responses Read responses of professionals (expert feedback group) or peers 

(novice feedback group). 

Model Comparison For each scenario question, rate (1-10) how comparable their responses 

are to the presented models. 

Self-Efficacy Rate on scale of 1 to 10: 

1.  How confident are you in your ability to determine what other 

information you might need in this scenario? 

2. How confident are you in your ability to determine how to handle 

the situation as a performance enhancement consultant? 

Response 

Elaboration 

For each scenario question, provide any additions to their responses or 

comments about the model responses. 

 

 

Participants completed this process for two scenarios at a time with at least six days between 

the pairs of scenarios. Email reminders were sent to remind them that it was time to complete the 

next pair of scenarios. In order to rule out potential effects of scenario order impacting the results of 

the study, participants did not complete the scenarios in the same order. Rather, the program was 

constructed to have participants either start with scenarios one and two, three and four, five and six, 

or seven and eight. In order to avoid any further practice with the scenarios that could have tainted 

the results, they were only able to complete each scenario once. Upon completing all eight 

scenarios, participants were debriefed about the aim of the program and completed the program 

comment questions.  

Statistical Analyses 

   A combination of both quantitative and qualitative data were obtained in the study, however, 

only quantitative analyses were performed to examine the study’s hypotheses, and some of the 
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qualitative data were used to describe and support the findings. Data were analyzed using SPSS 

Version 16.0. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the biographical information data. Data 

analyses for the scenarios were analyzed separately for the two scenario questions (i.e., more 

information requested and how to handle the situation). Since the data involved repeated measures, 

results are presented based on the order in which the scenarios were completed rather than by 

scenario. 

For each scenario question, mixed repeated measures ANOVAs were used to examine the 

following variables: (1) number of themes coded from the written responses, (2) number of themes 

selected from the theme checklists, (3) self-efficacy ratings, and (4) model comparison ratings. For 

the coded theme responses, the RM ANOVA included one between-subjects factor, Group (i.e., 

participation in either the novice feedback version or expert feedback version), and two within-

subjects factors, Scenario (scenarios 1 - 8) and Theme Type (novice themes, common themes, 

expert themes, and other themes). For the selected theme checklist responses, the RM ANOVA 

included the between-subjects factor, Group, and two-within subjects factors, Scenario and Theme 

Type (novice themes, common themes, and expert themes). The RM ANOVA for the self-efficacy 

ratings included the between-subjects Group factor and two within-subjects factors, Scenario and 

Time of Rating (before viewing the models or after viewing the models). Follow-up t-tests were 

conducted for significant interactions involving the within-subjects Group factor in order to 

determine the specific variables in which the two groups differed. The RM ANOVA for the model 

comparison ratings included the between-subjects factor, Group, and the Comparison Rating for 

each of the eight scenarios was the within-subjects factor. 

 Finally, t-tests and a chi-square test were used to analyze the responses to the questions 

regarding the evaluations of the program’s usefulness. Specifically, t-tests were used to determine 

whether there were differences between the two groups (i.e., novice feedback group and 

experienced professionals feedback group) on the ratings of the usefulness of the program, and a 

chi-square test was used to determine if there were differences on the yes or no responses to the 

usefulness of the models.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

 
 
Scenario Question 1: Additional Information Requested 

For each scenario, participants were asked to describe the additional information they would 

like to have in the situation. These written responses were coded into theme types (i.e., novice, 

common, expert, or other). Subsequently, they were shown a list of themes in checklist form and 

asked to indicate which items they considered in their responses. The items in the checklists 

corresponded to the novice, common, and expert themes. Participants then rated their self-efficacy 

(i.e., confidence in identifying appropriate additional information for the situation) both before and 

after viewing the models. Finally, after viewing the models, they were asked to rate how 

comparable their responses were to the models.  

Means and standard deviations were obtained for all the between-subjects factors (i.e., coded 

responses, selected checklist themes, self-efficacy ratings, and model comparison ratings) for each 

scenario. Skewness and kurtosis were also examined for all of the variables to determine whether 

assumptions of normality had been violated. Means, standard deviations, and skewness and kurtosis 

coefficients for each scenario for additional information requested are presented in Table 4. The 

values in the table correspond to the order in which participants completed the scenarios rather than 

by scenario. 
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Table 4 

Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for additional information by scenario 

Between-Subjects Factors n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Coded Responses      

    Scenario 1      

        Novice Themes 34 1.53 1.42 .38 -1.37 

        Common Themes 34 1.59 1.54 .40 3.00 

        Expert Themes 34 1.38 1.30 1.32 3.27 

        Other Themes 34 1.35 2.00 1.95 3.88 

    Scenario 2      

        Novice Themes 34 3.12 2.76 1.68 3.82 

        Common Themes 34 1.65 1.48 .84 .27 

        Expert Themes 34 1.47 1.91 3.04 11.83 

        Other Themes 34 1.00 1.18 .82 -.41 

    Scenario 3      

        Novice Themes 34 1.74 1.56 .57 -.51 

        Common Themes 34 2.79 3.79 3.15 12.67 

        Expert Themes 34 2.21 2.45 2.85 10.98 

        Other Themes 34 1.18 1.38 .98 .26 

    Scenario 4      

        Novice Themes 34 1.91 1.76 1.41 2.88 

        Common Themes 34 1.41 1.35 1.37 2.71 

        Expert Themes 34 1.50 1.38 .48 -.93 

        Other Themes 34 .85 1.23 1.63 1.85 

    Scenario 5      

        Novice Themes 34 1.44 1.42 1.04 .58 

        Common Themes 34 1.94 1.94 1.74 4.44 

        Expert Themes 34 2.62 2.87 1.75 2.84 

        Other Themes 34 1.41 2.34 3.21 12.72 

    Scenario 6      

        Novice Themes 34 1.94 1.37 .34 -.74 

        Common Themes 34 1.50 1.26 .39 -.99 

        Expert Themes 34 2.35 2.03 1.73 4.78 

        Other Themes 34 .71 1.27 2.87 9.56 

    Scenario 7      

        Novice Themes 34 1.18 1.73 1.39 .82 

        Common Themes 34 2.79 2.76 1.52 2.77 

        Expert Themes 34 3.12 2.48 1.26 2.20 

        Other Themes 34 1.03 1.49 1.36 .69 

    Scenario 8      

        Novice Themes 34 2.26 2.29 1.58 2.83 

        Common Themes 34 1.47 1.67 1.99 3.96 

        Expert Themes 34 2.29 1.82 .18 -.92 

        Other Themes 34 1.09 1.46 1.56 2.51 
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Table 4 (cont.) 

 

Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for additional information by scenario 

Between-Subjects Factors n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Checklist Themes Selected      

    Scenario 1      

        Novice Themes 34 2.79 2.03 .60 -.76 

        Common Themes 34 1.91 1.46 .72 .38 

        Expert Themes 34 3.41 2.34 .60 -.33 

    Scenario 2      

        Novice Themes 34 3.85 2.02 -.09 -.62 

        Common Themes  34 2.35 1.79 .98 .44 

        Expert Themes 34 3.62 2.13 -.04 -.52 

    Scenario 3      

        Novice Themes 34 2.79 1.57 .26 .09 

        Common Themes 34 2.03 1.43 .28 -.93 

        Expert Themes 34 3.91 2.14 .34 -.45 

    Scenario 4      

        Novice Themes 34 4.41 2.80 1.15 .81 

        Common Themes 34 2.00 1.33 .58 .07 

        Expert Themes 34 3.41 1.69 .14 -.39 

    Scenario 5      

        Novice Themes 34 2.88 1.87 -.06 -1.00 

        Common Themes 34 1.91 1.29 .54 .10 

        Expert Themes 34 3.41 2.19 .98 1.34 

    Scenario 6      

        Novice Themes 34 3.97 2.10 .08 -.39 

        Common Themes  34 2.35 1.86 1.02 .41 

        Expert Themes 34 3.62 2.40 .54 -.51 

    Scenario 7      

        Novice Themes 34 2.53 1.21 -.29 -.33 

        Common Themes 34 1.76 1.42 .79 .43 

        Expert Themes 34 3.38 1.74 -.05 -.62 

    Scenario 8      

        Novice Themes 34 4.00 2.61 .42 -.09 

        Common Themes 34 1.76 1.42 .79 .43 

        Expert Themes 34 3.39 1.74 -.05 -.62 

Self-Efficacy Ratings      

    Scenario 1      

        Before Models 34 6.59 1.58 -.24 -.05 

        After Models 34 6.38 1.52 -.26 .05 

    Scenario 2      

        Before Models 34 6.59 1.64 .10 -.36 

        After Models 34 6.53 1.71 .18 -.43 
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Table 4 (cont.) 

 

Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for additional information by scenario 

Between-Subjects Factors n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

    Scenario 3      

        Before Models 34 7.09 1.64 -.19 -.35 

        After Models 34 6.82 1.83 .12 -.36 

    Scenario 4      

        Before Models 34 6.06 1.41 .16 .99 

        After Models 34 6.47 1.38 .18 1.28 

    Scenario 5      

        Before Models 34 6.56 1.67 -.44 .42 

        After Models 34 6.38 1.81 -.78 .40 

    Scenario 6      

        Before Models 34 6.47 1.48 -.41 1.15 

        After Models 34 6.68 1.70 -.24 -.62 

    Scenario 7      

        Before Models 34 6.59 1.58 -.30 -.46 

        After Models 34 6.82 1.83 -.85 .64 

    Scenario 8      

        Before Models 34 6.09 1.80 .09 -.33 

        After Models 34 6.18 1.99 -.50 .04 

Model Comparison Ratings      

    Scenario 1 34 5.88 1.63 -.52 .06 

    Scenario 2 34 6.32 1.47 .43 -.23 

    Scenario 3 34 6.29 1.82 .02 -.77 

    Scenario 4 34 6.09 1.42 -1.37 4.06 

    Scenario 5 34 6.03 1.73 -.23 .28 

    Scenario 6 34 6.12 1.87 -.51 -.66 

    Scenario 7 34 6.65 2.13 -.79 -.04 

    Scenario 8 34 6.12 2.03 -.56 -.06 
 

  

 

Examination of the skewness and kurtosis values indicated that the assumption of normality 

was violated for the coded written responses and model comparison ratings (i.e., values outside the 

accepted range of > |2.00|). The Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used for the RM ANOVAs for 

these two variables since sphericity cannot be assumed.  

The results for the coded responses, selected checklist themes, self-efficacy ratings, and 

model comparison ratings for the additional information requested are presented below. NFG refers 

to participants who completed the novice feedback version (i.e., viewed peer models) of the 

program, and EFG refers to participants who completed the expert feedback version (i.e., viewed 
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experienced professional models). The results are presented by the order in which the participants 

completed the scenarios rather than by scenario. 

 Coded responses. The responses for the additional information requested were coded as one 

of four theme types (novice, common, expert, or other). A summary of the means and standard 

deviations for the coded responses for additional information (i.e., number of responses per theme) 

for each scenario for the two groups is presented in Table 5. 

 

 

 

Table 5 

Means and SDs of coded additional information requested responses by theme type, group, and 

scenario  

Theme 

Type 

Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice  1.82 

(1.38) 

1.24 

(1.44) 

2.29 

(1.96) 

3.94 

(3.23) 

1.35 

(1.17) 

2.12 

(1.83) 

2.41 

(2.06) 

1.41 

(1.28) 

Common  1.35 

(1.12) 

1.82 

(1.98) 

1.41 

(1.46) 

1.88 

(1.50) 

2.06 

(2.41) 

3.53 

(4.76) 

1.76 

(1.56) 

1.06 

(1.03) 

Expert  1.35 

(1.54) 

1.41 

(1.06) 

1.18 

(1.07) 

1.76 

(2.49) 

1.29 

(.92) 

3.12 

(3.12) 

1.12 

(1.32) 

1.88 

(1.36) 

Other  .94 

(1.25) 

1.76 

(2.51) 

.76 

(1.25) 

1.24 

(1.09) 

1.41 

(1.54) 

.94 

(1.20) 

1.00 

(1.54) 

.71 

(.85) 

Theme 

Type 

Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice  1.41 

(1.50) 

1.47 

(1.38) 

1.88 

(1.50) 

2.00 

(1.28) 

1.53 

(1.97) 

.82 

(1.43) 

1.94 

(1.82) 

2.59 

(2.69) 

Common  1.94 

(2.38) 

1.94 

(1.44) 

1.41 

(1.28) 

1.59 

(1.28) 

2.47 

(2.10) 

3.12 

(3.33) 

1.41 

(1.50) 

1.53 

(1.88) 

Expert 1.53 

(1.38) 

3.71 

(3.55) 

1.59 

(1.46) 

3.12 

(2.26) 

1.94 

(1.39) 

4.29 

(2.80) 

1.29 

(1.40) 

3.29 

(1.65) 

Other  1.12 

(1.58) 

1.71 

(2.93) 

.71 

(1.49) 

.71 

(1.05) 

.94 

(1.25) 

1.12 

(1.73) 

1.00 

(1.23) 

1.18 

(1.70) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

  

The results of the mixed RM ANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and 

Scenarios (8) and Theme Types (4) as two within-subjects factors for the coded responses are 

shown in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

RM ANOVA results for the theme coded responses for additional information requested 

(Greenhouse-Geisser correction)  

 MS F df p η2
 

Scenario 12.05 2.26 3.97, 127.15 .07 .07 

Group 71.03 3.36 1, 32 .08 .10 

Scenario*Group 9.47 1.77 3.97, 127.15 .09 .05 

Theme Type 66.95 23.04 2.55, 81.62 <.001 .42 

Theme Type*Group 29.48 10.14 2.55, 81.62 <.001 .24 

Scenario*Theme Type 29.21 3.43 7.60, 243.24 .001 .10 

Scenario*Theme Type*Group 11.19 1.31 7.60, 243.24 .24 .04 

 

 

 

Analysis indicated no significant differences among scenarios. Also, the group main effect 

was non-significant, but indicated a strong tendency towards significance (p < .08). Participants in 

the expert feedback group (M = 2.00; SE = .20) tended to ask for more information about the 

scenario than did those in the novice feedback group (M = 1.49; SE = .20; ES = .65). A significant 

(p < .001) main effect for theme type was revealed and accounted for the largest portion of the 

overall variance (η2

 

 = .42) in the coded responses. Participants had the most responses coded as 

expert themes (M = 2.12; SE = .19) and the least responses coded as other themes (M = 1.08; SE = 

.11). Figure 3 illustrates the differences among the four theme types across the two groups. 

 

 
Figure 3. Mean number of coded additional information responses for each theme type 
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 The theme type by group interaction was significant (p <.001), indicating that there was a 

significant difference between the two groups in the types of themes coded from their responses 

across the 8 scenarios. Follow-up independent samples t-tests indicated that there was a significant 

difference for the expert theme codes, t(270) = -5.74, p < .001, with the expert feedback group (M = 

2.82; SD = 2.55) having more responses coded in this theme type than the novice feedback group 

(M = 1.41; SD = 1.31; ES = .70). The mean number of theme types for the two groups is presented 

in Figure 4. 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Mean number of coded additional information responses for each theme type by 

group 

 

 

The scenario by theme type interaction was significant (p = .001), indicating that the mean 

number of the different themes varied over the course of the 8 scenarios. The scenario by theme 
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types of coded themes within the 8 scenarios. However, the pattern of coded responses for the two 

groups over the course of the 8 scenarios is interesting (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Mean number of coded additional information responses by theme and scenario 

for novice feedback group (top) and expert feedback group (bottom) 

 

 

Checklist themes. After providing written responses about the additional information they 

would like to have in the situation, participants were presented with a checklist of themes and asked 

to indicate which items they considered in their written responses. A summary of the means and 

standard deviations for the theme types (novice, common, or other) selected by participants in each 

of the two groups for each scenario is presented in Table 7.  
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Table 7  

Means and SDs of themes selected for additional information requested by theme type, group, and 

scenario  

Theme 

Type 

Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice 3.47 

(2.10) 

2.12 

(1.76) 

3.65 

(2.09) 

4.06 

(1.98) 

2.65 

(1.73) 

2.94 

(1.44) 

4.71 

(3.27) 

4.12 

(2.29) 

Common 1.88 

(1.54) 

1.94 

(1.44) 

2.71 

(2.20) 

2.00 

(1.23) 

2.24 

(1.60) 

1.82 

(1.24) 

1.82 

(1.07) 

2.18 

(1.55) 

Expert 3.82 

(2.68) 

3.00 

(1.94) 

3.82 

(2.13) 

3.41 

(2.18) 

3.88 

(2.21) 

3.94 

(2.14) 

3.53 

(1.81) 

3.29 

(1.61) 

Theme 

Type 

Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice 3.00 

(1.97) 

2.76 

(1.82) 

3.59 

(2.37) 

4.35 

(1.77) 

2.41 

(1.37) 

2.65 

(1.06) 

3.59 

(2.45) 

4.41 

(2.76) 

Common 2.06 

(1.30) 

1.76 

(1.30) 

2.24 

(1.75) 

2.47 

(2.00) 

1.94 

(1.20) 

2.06 

(1.44) 

1.35 

(1.00) 

2.18 

(1.67) 

Expert 3.29 

(2.14) 

3.53 

(2.29) 

3.12 

(2.09) 

4.12 

(2.64) 

2.82 

(1.55) 

4.24 

(2.51) 

2.76 

(1.60) 

4.00 

(1.70) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

 

The results of the RM ANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and Scenarios 

(8) and Theme Types (3) as two within-subjects factors for the selected responses are shown in 

Table 8.  

 

 

Table 8 

RM ANOVA results for checklist themes selected for additional information requested  

 λ F df p η2
 

Scenario .45 4.56  7, 26 .002 .55 

Group  .15  1, 32 .71 .01 

Scenario*Group .74 1.34  7, 26 .27 .27 

Theme Type .19 68.07  2, 31 <.001 .82 

Theme Type*Group .96 .59 2, 31 .56 .04 

Scenario*Theme Type .27 3.70 14, 19 .01 .73 

Scenario*Theme Type*Group .51 1.30 14, 19 .29 .49 
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A significant (p < .002) main effect for scenario indicated that participants selected different 

numbers of themes within the 8 scenarios. A significant (p < .001) main effect for theme type 

indicated more expert themes (M = 3.54; SE = .22) were selected than themes in the other two 

categories. This main effect also produced the largest effect size (η2

 

 = .82), indicating it had the 

largest impact on the analysis. Figure 6 illustrates the differences among the three theme types. 

  

 
Figure 6. Mean number of additional information checklist themes selected for each theme 

type 

 

 

 

 Though not considered as a hypothesis, the scenario by theme type interaction was 

significant (p = .01), and had the second largest effect size (η2
 = .73), indicating that the mean 

number of types of themes selected varied over the course of the 8 scenarios. The number of novice 

themes selected (M = 4.41; SE = .48) was the largest for the fourth scenario that participants 

completed in comparison to the number of expert themes selected (M = 3.41; SE = .29). The largest 

number of expert themes selected compared to novice themes occurred for the third scenario 

completed (M = 3.91; SE = .37 and M = 2.79; SE = .27, respectively) and the seventh scenario 

completed (M = 3.53; SE = .36 and M = 2.53; SE = .21, respectively). Figure 7 illustrates the 

differences among the three theme types across the eight scenarios. 
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Figure 7. Mean number of additional information checklist themes selected for each theme 

type and scenario 

 

 

The group main effect, scenario by group interaction, and theme type by group interaction 

were non-significant, indicating that the two groups did not differ with respect to the amount of 

responses they selected from the checklists for the information they would want in the situation. 

Though not significant, the scenario by theme type by group interaction produced a moderate effect 

size (η2
 = .49). Figure 8 illustrates the mean number of each type of theme selected for the two 

groups across the 8 scenarios. The mean number of common themes for the two groups was similar, 

ranging from 1.35 to 2.71 for the novice feedback group and 1.77 to 2.47 for the expert feedback 

group. The mean number of novice themes was very variable over the course of the 8 scenarios for 

both groups and ranged from 2.41 to 4.71 for the novice feedback group and 2.12 to 4.41 for the 

expert feedback group. For the novice feedback group, the mean number of expert themes selected 

seemed to slightly decrease over the 8 scenarios (ranged from 3.82 to 2.77). In comparison, the 

mean number of expert themes selected by the expert feedback group was a little more variable, but 

overall increased over the 8 scenarios (ranged from 3.00 to 4.00). 
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Figure 8. Mean number of additional information checklist themes selected by theme and 

scenario for novice feedback group (top) and expert feedback group (bottom) 

 

 

 

Self-efficacy. Participants rated from 1 (not at all confident) to 10 (extremely confident) their 

self-efficacy for requesting additional information for the scenarios before and after viewing the 

models. Means and standard deviations for the self-efficacy ratings for the two groups before and 

after viewing the models for each scenario are presented in Table 9. 
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Table 9 

Means and SDs for self-efficacy for additional information requested by time of rating, group, and 

scenario  

Time of Rating Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Before viewing models 6.59 

(1.70) 

6.59 

(1.50) 

6.88 

(1.73) 

6.29 

(1.53) 

7.18 

(1.78) 

7.00 

(1.54) 

6.41 

(1.54) 

5.71 

(1.21) 

After viewing models 7.06 

(1.30) 

5.71 

(1.45) 

6.82 

(1.78) 

6.24 

(1.64) 

7.00 

(1.62) 

6.65 

(2.06) 

6.94 

(1.30) 

6.00 

(1.32) 

Time of Rating Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Before viewing models 6.71 

(1.86) 

6.41 

(1.50) 

6.47 

(1.55) 

6.47 

(1.46) 

6.76 

(1.25) 

6.41 

(1.87) 

5.88 

(1.83) 

6.29 

(1.80) 

After viewing models 6.53 

(1.74) 

6.24 

(1.92) 

6.71 

(1.80) 

6.65 

(1.66) 

6.88 

(1.22) 

6.76 

(2.33) 

5.82 

(1.94) 

6.53 

(2.04) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

 

 

The results of the RM ANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and Scenarios 

(8) and Time of Rating (2) as two within-subjects factors for the self-efficacy ratings are shown in 

Table 10. 

 

 

Table 10 

RM ANOVA results for self-efficacy ratings for additional information requested 

 λ F df p η2
 

Scenario .66 1.95  7, 26 .10 .34 

Group  .58  1, 32 .45 .02 

Scenario*Group .78 1.03  7, 26 .44 .22 

Time of Rating .99 .06  1, 32 .81 .002 

Time of Rating*Group .99 .43  1, 32 .52 .01 

Scenario*Time of Rating .67 1.85  7, 26 .12 .33 

Scenario*Time of Rating*Group .77 1.11  7, 26 .39 .23 
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None of the main effects for self-efficacy ratings were significant and all the effect sizes 

were small, indicating that participants did not differ in their ratings according to scenario, group, or 

time of rating. Furthermore, none of the two-and-three-way interactions were significant. However, 

it is still interesting to observe the patterns in the self-efficacy ratings before and after viewing the 

models for the two groups (see Figure 9). Mean self-efficacy ratings were all between 5.5 and 7.5. 

 

 

 
Figure 9. Mean self-efficacy ratings by group and scenario before and after viewing models 

 

 

 

Model comparisons. After viewing the model responses (i.e., experienced professionals or 

graduate students), participants rated on a scale of 1 (not at all comparable) to 10 (extremely 
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they requested compared to the models. A summary of the means and standard deviations for the 

two groups’ model comparison ratings for additional information for each scenario is presented in 

Table 11.  
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Table 11 

Means and SDs for model comparison ratings for additional information requested by group and 

scenario  

 Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Model comparisons 6.47 

(1.23) 

5.29 

(1.80) 

6.53 

(1.66) 

6.12 

(1.27) 

6.71 

(1.49) 

5.88 

(2.06) 

6.35 

(1.62) 

5.82 

(1.19) 

 Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Model comparisons 6.29 

(1.83) 

5.76 

(1.64) 

6.35 

(1.77) 

5.88 

(2.00) 

6.59 

(1.62) 

6.71 

(2.59) 

5.88 

(1.90) 

6.35 

(2.18) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

The results of the RM ANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and Model 

Comparison ratings for each scenario (8) as the within-subjects factor are shown in Table 12.  

 

 

Table 12 

RM ANOVA results for model comparison ratings for additional information requested 

(Greenhouse-Geisser correction) 

 MS F df p η2
 

Scenario 2.22 .85 7, 186.06 .53 .03 

Group 1.49 1.19 1, 32 .28 .04 

Scenario*Group 2.70 1.03 5.81, 186.06 .40 .03 

  

 

The main effect for scenario was non-significant, indicating that the model comparison 

ratings did not differ across scenarios. The main effect of group was also non-significant, indicating 

that the model comparisons ratings did not differ for the two groups. The scenario by group 

interaction was not significant, indicating that participants in the two versions of the program did 

not differ in their model comparison ratings over the course of the program. Neither of the main 

effects or the interaction produced meaningful effect sizes. Figure 10 depicts the model comparison 

ratings for the two groups for the eight scenarios.  
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Figure 10. Mean model comparison ratings for additional information by scenario and group 

 

 

 

Scenario Question 2: Approaches to the Situation 

For each scenario, participants were also asked to describe how they would handle the 

situation as a performance enhancement consultant. Their written responses were coded into theme 

types (i.e., novice, common, expert, or other). Subsequently, they were shown a checklist of themes 

and asked to indicate which items they considered in their written responses. The items in the 

checklists corresponded to the novice, common, and expert themes. They then rated their self-

efficacy (i.e., confidence in identifying appropriate additional information for the situation) both 

before and after viewing the models. Finally, after viewing the models, they were asked to rate how 

comparable their responses were to the models.  

Means and standard deviations were obtained for all the between-subjects factors (i.e., coded 

responses, selected checklist themes, self-efficacy ratings, and model comparison ratings) for each 

scenario. Skewness and kurtosis was also examined for all of the variables to determine whether 

assumptions of normality had been violated. Means, standard deviations, and skewness and kurtosis 

coefficients for each scenario for handling the situation are presented in Table 13. The values in the 

table correspond to the order in which the participants completed the scenarios rather than by 

scenario. 
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Table 13 

Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for handling situation by scenario 

Between-Subjects Factors n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Coded Responses      

    Scenario 1      

        Novice Themes 34 2.82 2.18 .89 .61 

        Common Themes 34 3.29 2.07 .10 -.55 

        Expert Themes 34 2.21 2.27 1.87 3.97 

        Other Themes 34 .79 1.27 1.44 .81 

    Scenario 2      

        Novice Themes 34 1.79 1.79 1.78 3.84 

        Common Themes 34 3.47 2.69 1.04 1.85 

        Expert Themes 34 1.65 1.54 .48 -1.31 

        Other Themes 34 1.41 1.76 2.58 9.72 

    Scenario 3      

        Novice Themes 34 2.56 2.70 1.80 3.16 

        Common Themes 34 2.85 2.41 2.27 8.62 

        Expert Themes 34 2.50 2.70 1.81 3.87 

        Other Themes 34 .59 1.05 2.27 5.20 

    Scenario 4      

        Novice Themes 34 1.62 2.12 2.67 5.51 

        Common Themes 34 3.76 2.61 .97 .89 

        Expert Themes 34 2.24 1.69 .61 .31 

        Other Themes 34 .74 1.14 2.40 6.62 

    Scenario 5      

        Novice Themes 34 1.26 1.42 1.66 3.39 

        Common Themes 34 3.24 2.93 1.38 1.80 

        Expert Themes 34 2.91 3.08 1.90 4.32 

        Other Themes 34 .85 1.33 1.85 2.85 

    Scenario 6      

        Novice Themes 34 1.41 1.54 1.16 1.23 

        Common Themes 34 3.68 2.95 1.05 1.59 

        Expert Themes 34 2.18 2.14 1.20 .67 

        Other Themes 34 .65 .92 1.29 .73 

    Scenario 7      

        Novice Themes 34 1.82 1.78 1.13 1.28 

        Common Themes 34 3.03 1.85 .41 .04 

        Expert Themes 34 2.79 3.34 3.63 17.10 

        Other Themes 34 .65 .77 .72 -.92 

    Scenario 8      

        Novice Themes 34 1.06 1.04 .73 -.55 

        Common Themes 34 3.21 2.14 1.01 1.55 

        Expert Themes 34 2.29 2.11 1.39 2.16 

        Other Themes 34 .74 1.24 1.66 1.58 
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Table 13 (cont.) 

Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for handling situation by scenario 

Between-Subjects Factors n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Checklist Themes Selected      

    Scenario 1      

        Novice Themes 34 3.62 2.00 .49 .31 

        Common Themes 34 3.06 2.01 .18 -1.30 

        Expert Themes 34 4.59 3.23 1.10 .61 

    Scenario 2      

        Novice Themes 34 3.29 2.14 .18 -.74 

        Common Themes  34 3.41 1.84 -.34 -.37 

        Expert Themes 34 5.82 3.83 .35 -.41 

    Scenario 3      

        Novice Themes 34 3.71 1.70 .33 -.30 

        Common Themes 34 3.32 .182 .67 .56 

        Expert Themes 34 4.71 2.37 .69 .61 

    Scenario 4      

        Novice Themes 34 3.59 1.91 .69 -.25 

        Common Themes 34 4.21 1.65 .34 .05 

        Expert Themes 34 5.91 4.05 1.20 1.33 

    Scenario 5      

        Novice Themes 34 3.71 1.98 .99 1.40 

        Common Themes 34 3.41 1.69 -.46 -.42 

        Expert Themes 34 5.09 2.63 .32 -1.20 

    Scenario 6      

        Novice Themes 34 3.76 2.49 1.24 2.52 

        Common Themes  34 4.24 1.92 .54 -.09 

        Expert Themes 34 5.35 3.20 .66 .26 

    Scenario 7      

        Novice Themes 34 3.06 1.63 .34 -.20 

        Common Themes 34 2.88 1.75 .44 -.17 

        Expert Themes 34 5.26 3.42 1.17 2.13 

    Scenario 8      

        Novice Themes 34 2.74 1.75 .25 -.40 

        Common Themes 34 4.00 2.16 .08 -.67 

        Expert Themes 34 5.35 4.32 1.47 2.15 

Self-Efficacy Ratings      

    Scenario 1      

        Before Models 34 6.53 1.56 -.21 -.11 

        After Models 34 6.41 1.48 .12 .13 

    Scenario 2      

        Before Models 34 6.56 1.78 -.86 1.11 

        After Models 34 6.65 1.72 -.28 -.61 
 

 

 

 

 



51 

 

Table 13 (cont.) 

Descriptive statistics for between-subjects factors for handling situation by scenario 

Between-Subjects Factors n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Self-Efficacy Ratings (cont.)      

    Scenario 3      

        Before Models 34 6.71 1.87 -.34 -.32 

        After Models 34 6.56 1.89 .00 -.55 

    Scenario 4      

        Before Models 34 6.15 1.78 -.13 -.51 

        After Models 34 6.50 1.62 -.21 .80 

    Scenario 5      

        Before Models 34 6.09 2.12 -.51 -.00 

        After Models 34 6.44 2.00 -.41 -.16 

    Scenario 6      

        Before Models 34 6.32 1.84 -.54 -.16 

        After Models 34 6.71 2.01 -.52 -.65 

    Scenario 7      

        Before Models 34 6.65 1.89 .09 -1.00 

        After Models 34 6.79 1.95 -.37 -.58 

    Scenario 8      

        Before Models 34 6.26 1.81 -.39 .93 

        After Models 34 6.53 1.99 -.87 .66 

Model Comparison Ratings      

    Scenario 1 34 6.03 1.66 -.98 .78 

    Scenario 2 34 6.68 1.45 -.03 -.52 

    Scenario 3 34 6.03 2.02 -.02 -.78 

    Scenario 4 34 6.06 1.61 -.75 1.53 

    Scenario 5 34 5.94 2.12 -.14 -.42 

    Scenario 6 34 6.62 1.86 -.42 -.49 

    Scenario 7 34 6.41 1.84 -.28 -.59 

    Scenario 8 34 6.06 2.13 -.54 -.16 

 

 

Examination of the skewness and kurtosis values indicated that the assumption of normality 

was violated for the coded written responses and selected checklist themes (i.e., values outside the 

accepted range of > |2.00|). The Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used for the RM ANOVAs for 

these two variables since sphericity cannot be assumed.  

The results for the coded responses, selected checklist themes, self-efficacy ratings, and 

model comparison ratings for handling the situation are presented below. NFG refers to participants 

who completed the novice feedback version (i.e., viewed peer models) of the program, and EFG 

refers to participants who completed the expert feedback version (i.e., viewed experienced 
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professional models). The results are presented by the order in which the participants completed the 

scenarios rather than by scenario. 

Coded responses. The responses for how participants indicated they would handle the 

consulting situations were coded as one of four theme types (novice, common, expert, or other). A 

summary of the means and standard deviations for the coded responses for handling the situation 

(i.e., number of responses per theme) for each scenario for the two groups (i.e., novice feedback 

group and expert feedback group) is presented in Table 14.  

 

 

Table 14 

Means and SDs of coded handling situation responses by theme type, group, and scenario 

Theme 

Type 

Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice 2.82 

(2.40) 

2.82 

(2.01) 

2.29 

(1.61) 

1.29 

(1.86) 

3.12 

(2.69) 

2.00 

(2.67) 

2.00 

(2.83) 

1.24 

(.97) 

Common 2.76 

(2.14) 

3.82 

(1.91) 

3.00 

(1.84) 

3.94 

(3.33) 

2.41 

(1.42) 

3.29 

(3.10) 

4.12 

(2.55) 

3.41 

(2.69) 

Expert 1.76 

(1.48) 

2.65 

(2.83) 

1.47 

(1.38) 

1.82 

(1.70) 

2.06 

(2.90) 

2.94 

(2.49) 

1.53 

(1.28) 

2.94 

(1.78) 

Other .88 

(1.45) 

.71 

(1.11) 

1.53 

(2.27) 

1.29 

(1.11) 

.41 

(.62) 

.76 

(1.35) 

.47 

(.62) 

1.00 

(1.46) 

 Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice 1.41 

(1.37) 

1.12 

(1.50) 

1.18 

(1.47) 

1.65 

(1.62) 

2.47 

(2.00) 

1.18 

(1.29) 

.88 

(1.11) 

1.24 

(.97) 

Common 3.35 

(3.69) 

3.12 

(2.03) 

3.88 

(2.85) 

3.47 

(3.13) 

2.76 

(1.72) 

3.29 

(1.99) 

3.00 

(2.50) 

3.41 

(1.77) 

Expert 2.47 

(2.55) 

3.35 

(3.55) 

1.35 

(1.27) 

3.00 

(2.53) 

1.71 

(1.53) 

3.88 

(4.26) 

2.24 

(2.22) 

2.35 

(2.06) 

Other 1.18 

(1.67) 

.53 

(.80) 

.94 

(1.09) 

.35 

(.61) 

.59 

(.71) 

.71 

(.85) 

.76 

(1.30) 

.71 

(1.21) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 
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The results of the RM MANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and 

Scenarios (8) and Theme Types (4) as two within-subjects factors for the coded responses are 

shown in Table 15. 

 

 

Table 15 

RM ANOVA results for the theme coded responses for handling the situation (Greenhouse-Geisser 

correction)  

 MS F df p η2
 

Scenario 3.80 .75 4.17, 133.40 .57 .02 

Group 11.12 .26  1, 32 .61 .01 

Scenario*Group 1.76 .35 4.17, 133.40 .85 .01 

Theme Type 409.04 62.13 2.20, 70.52 <.001 .66 

Theme Type*Group 38.19 5.80 2.20, 70.52 .004 .15 

Scenario*Theme Type 15.06 2.62 9.99, 319.53 .004 .08 

Scenario*Theme Type*Group 8.53 1.49 9.99, 319.53 .14 .04 

 

 

A non-significant main effect for scenario was obtained indicating that the number of coded 

themes did not differ in the scenarios. Also, the group main effect was non-significant, indicating 

that the number of coded responses did not differ between the two groups. There was a significant 

(p < .001) main effect for theme type that produced the largest effect size (η2

 

 = .66) indicating it had 

the most impact on the coded written responses. Participants had the most responses coded as 

common themes (M = 3.32; SE = .30) and the least responses coded as other themes (M = .80; SE = 

.09). Figure 11 illustrates the differences among the four theme types. 
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Figure 11. Mean number of coded handling situation responses for each theme type 

 

 

 

The scenario by theme type interaction was significant (p = .004), indicating that the mean 

number of the types of coded themes varied across the 8 scenarios. The theme type by group 

interaction resulted in a significant (p = .004) effect, indicating that there was a significant 

difference between the two groups in the types of themes coded from their responses. Follow-up 

independent samples t-tests indicated that there was a significant difference for the expert theme 

codes, t(270) = -3.63, p < .001, with the expert feedback group (M = 2.87; SD = 2.76) having more 

responses coded in this theme type than the novice feedback group (M = 1.82; SD = 1.91; ES = .44). 

The difference between the two groups on the novice coded themes was also significant, t(270) = 

1.94, p = .05. The novice feedback group (M = 2.02; SD = 2.11) had more responses coded as 

novice themes than the expert feedback group (M = 1.57; SD = 1.74; ES = .26). The mean number 

of each type of theme for the two groups is presented in Figure 12. 

 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

Novice Common Expert Other

M
e

a
n

 N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

C
o

d
e

d
 R

e
sp

o
n

se
s

Theme Type



55 

 

 
Figure 12. Mean number of coded handling situation responses by theme type and group 

 

 

 

 The scenario by theme type by group interaction was non-significant (p = .14). However, 

descriptively the number of responses coded in each of the four theme types differed with respect to 

the scenario and the group.  Participants in the novice feedback group exhibited descriptively 

greater variability across scenarios in their mean number of responses coded as common themes 

(2.41 to 4.12) and other themes (.41 to 1.53) compared to participants in the expert feedback group 

(3.12 to 3.94 and .35 to 1.29, respectively). Both groups had the highest number of the written 

responses coded as common themes across scenarios. The mean number of written responses coded 

as novice themes across scenarios was more variable for the novice feedback group (.88 to 3.12) 

compared to the expert feedback group (1.12 to 2.82). However, both groups of tended to have 

fewer responses coded as novice themes at the end of the program compared to the beginning of the 

program. In contrast, the mean number of written responses that were coded as expert themes was 

more variable across scenarios for the expert feedback group (1.82 to 3.88) compared to the novice 

feedback group (1.35 to 2.47). Participants in the expert feedback group exhibited a greater increase 

in their mean number of this type of theme as they completed more scenarios compared to the 

participants in the novice feedback group. Figure 13 shows the mean number of coded responses by 

theme type for each scenario for the novice feedback group and expert feedback group.  
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Figure 13. Mean number of coded handling situation responses by theme and scenario for 

novice feedback group (top) and expert feedback group (bottom)  

 

 

 

Checklist themes. After providing the written responses regarding how they might handle 

each scenario, participants were presented with a list of themes and asked to indicate which items 

they had considered in their written responses. A summary of the means and standard deviations for 

the types of themes (novice, common, or expert) selected from the checklists by the two groups for 

each scenario is presented in Table 16.  
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Table 16 

Means and SDs of themes selected for handling situation by theme type, group, and scenario  

Variable Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice 4.24 

(1.95) 

3.00 

(1.90) 

3.65 

(1.84) 

2.94 

(2.41) 

3.76 

(1.82) 

3.65 

(1.62) 

4.06 

(2.25) 

3.12 

(1.41) 

Common  3.00 

(1.97) 

3.12 

(2.12) 

3.24 

(1.75) 

3.59 

(1.97) 

3.24 

(1.60) 

3.41 

(2.06) 

4.53 

(1.74) 

3.88 

(1.54) 

Expert  4.65 

(3.62) 

4.53 

(2.90) 

6.12 

(3.57) 

5.53 

(4.17) 

4.53 

(2.00) 

4.88 

(2.74) 

5.71 

(4.10) 

6.12 

(4.10) 

 Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Novice 3.82 

(1.38) 

3.59 

(2.48) 

3.53 

(1.77) 

4.00 

(3.08) 

3.82 

(1.38) 

3.59 

(2.48) 

3.53 

(1.77) 

4.00 

(3.08) 

Common 3.59 

(1.84) 

3.24 

(1.56) 

3.59 

(1.46) 

4.88 

(2.15) 

3.59 

(1.84) 

3.24 

(1.56) 

3.59 

(1.46) 

4.88 

(2.15) 

Expert 5.24 

(2.75) 

4.94 

(2.59) 

4.59 

(2.58) 

6.12 

(3.64) 

5.24 

(2.75) 

4.94 

(2.59) 

4.59 

(2.58) 

6.12 

(3.64) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

 

 

The results of the RM ANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and Scenarios 

(8) and Theme Type (3) as two within-subjects factors for the selected responses are shown in Table 

17. 

 

 

Table 17 

RM ANOVA results for checklist themes selected for handling the situation (Greenhouse-Geisser 

correction)  

 MS F df p η2
 

Scenario 17.94 1.34 3.64, 116.57 .26 .04 

Group 19.77 .45  1, 32 .51 .01 

Scenario*Group 33.54 2.50 3.64, 116.57 .05 .07 

Theme Type 447.01 44.11 1.26, 40.43 <.001 .58 

Theme Type*Group 18.74 1.85 1.26, 40.43 .18 .06 

Scenario*Theme Type 10.69 1.79 7.84, 250.99 .08 .02 

Scenario*Theme Type*Group 2.99 .50 7.84, 250.99 .85 .02 
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The main effect of scenario was non-significant indicating that the theme types selected the 

participants did not vary across the scenarios. The group main effect was non-significant, indicating 

that the two groups did not differ with respect to the amount of responses they selected from the 

checklists for the information they would want in the situation. There was a significant (p < .001) 

main effect for theme type that accounted for the largest portion of the overall variance in the 

selected theme responses (η2

 

 = .58). Participants mostly selected expert themes (M = 5.26; SE = 

.38). Figure 14 illustrates the differences among the three theme types. 

 

 
Figure 14. Mean number of handling situation checklist themes selected for each theme type 

 

 

 

The theme type by group interaction was non-significant (p = .18), however, follow-up 

independent samples t-tests indicated that the groups almost significantly differed on the number of 

common themes they selected from the checklists, t(270) = -1.79, p = .07. Thus, the reported results 

pertain to a descriptive trend in the data. The expert feedback group selected more common themes 

(M = 3.77; SD = 2.02) than the novice feedback group (M = 3.36; SD = 1.76; ES = .22). There was a 

non-significant difference between the novice feedback group (M = 3.51; SD = 1.88) and the expert 

feedback group (M = 3.36; SD = 2.06) on the number of novice themes selected (p = .54). There 

also was a non-significant difference between the novice feedback group (M = 4.93; SD = 3.05) and 

the expert feedback group (M = 5.60; SD = 3.74) on the number of expert themes selected (p = .11). 
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The mean number of each type of theme selected from the checklists for the two groups is presented 

in Figure 15. 

 

 

 
Figure 15. Mean number of handling situation themes selected for each theme type by group 

 

 

 

Self-efficacy. Participants rated on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all confident) to 10 

(extremely confident) their self-efficacy for handling each scenario situation as a performance 

consultant before and after viewing the models. Means and standard deviations for the self-efficacy 

ratings for the two groups before and after viewing the models for each scenario are presented in 

Table 18. 
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Table 18 

Means and SDs of self-efficacy for handling the situation by time of rating, group, and scenario 

Time of Rating Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Before viewing models 6.71 

(1.31) 

6.35 

(1.80) 

7.00 

(1.50) 

6.12 

(1.97) 

6.71 

(2.26) 

6.71 

(1.45) 

6.00 

(1.90) 

6.29 

(1.69) 

After viewing models 6.88 

(1.36) 

5.94 

(1.48) 

7.00 

(1.62) 

6.29 

(1.80) 

6.88 

(1.83) 

6.24 

(1.95) 

6.65 

(1.54) 

6.35 

(1.73) 

Time of Rating Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Before viewing models 6.12 

(2.45) 

6.06 

(1.82) 

6.59 

(1.97) 

6.06 

(1.71) 

6.12 

(2.45) 

6.06 

(1.82) 

6.59 

(1.97) 

6.06 

(1.71) 

After viewing models 6.53 

(2.07) 

6.35 

(2.00) 

7.00 

(1.94) 

6.41 

(2.09) 

6.53 

(2.07) 

6.35 

(2.00) 

7.00 

(1.94) 

6.41 

(2.09) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

 

The results of the RM MANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and 

Scenarios (8) and Time of Rating (2) as two within-subjects factors for the self-efficacy ratings are 

shown in Table 19.  

 

 

Table 19 

RM ANOVA results for self-efficacy ratings for handling the situation  

 λ F df p η2
 

Scenario .80 .92  7, 26 .51 .20 

Group  .204  1, 32 .66 .01 

Scenario*Group .78 1.05  7, 26 .42 .22 

Time of Rating .95 1.58  1, 32 .22 .05 

Time of Rating*Group .96 1.31  1, 32 .26 .04 

Scenario*Time of Rating .74 1.30  7, 26 .29 .26 

Scenario*Time of Rating*Group .75 1.22  7, 26 .33 .25 

 

 

 

None of the main effects for self-efficacy ratings were significant and the effect sizes were 

all small, indicating that participants did not differ in their ratings according to scenario, group, or 

time of rating. Further, none of the two-and-three-way interactions were significant. The pattern in 
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the self-efficacy ratings before and after viewing the models for the two groups is presented in 

Figure 16. Means of both groups indicate that before and after exposure to the intervention self-

efficacy was comparable. 

 

 

 
Figure 16. Mean self-efficacy ratings by group and scenario before and after viewing 

models 

 

 

 

Model comparisons. Participants rated on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all comparable) to 

10 (extremely comparable) the extent to which they thought their responses regarding how they 

would handle the situation as a performance consultant compared to the models. A summary of the 

means and standard deviations for the two groups’ model comparison ratings for handling the 

situation for each scenario is presented in Table 20.  
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Table 20 

Means and SDs for model comparison ratings for handling the situation by group and scenario 

 Scenario 1 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 2 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 3 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 4 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Model comparisons 6.12 

(1.65) 

5.94 

(1.71) 

7.06 

(1.44) 

6.29 

(1.40) 

6.29 

(1.65) 

5.76 

(2.36) 

5.94 

(1.82) 

6.18 

(1.43) 

 Scenario 5 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 6 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 7 

Mean (SD) 

Scenario 8 

Mean (SD) 

 NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG NFG EFG 

Model comparisons 6.35 

(2.18) 

5.53 

(2.04) 

6.88 

(1.87) 

6.35 

(1.87) 

6.35 

(1.50) 

6.47 

(2.18) 

5.88 

(2.00) 

6.24 

(2.31) 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

The results of the RM ANOVA using Group (2) as a between-subjects factor and Model 

Comparison ratings for each scenario (8) as the within-subjects factor are shown in Table 21.  

 

 

Table 21 

RM ANOVA results for model comparison ratings for handling the situation  

 λ F df p η2
 

Scenario .63 2.19 7, 26 .07 .37 

Group  .60  1, 32 .56 .01 

Scenario*Group .65 2.01  7, 26 .09 .35 

 

 

The main effect for scenario approached significance (p = .07), indicating a trend in which 

the model comparison ratings differed among the scenarios. However, the effect size for this main 

effect was small (η2
 = .37). The main effect of group was non-significant, indicating that the model 

comparisons ratings did not differ whether participants were in the expert or novice feedback 

groups. The scenario by group interaction also approached significance (p = .09). Though the effect 

size was fairly small (η2
 = .35), this indicated a trend that the pattern in the model comparison 

ratings of participants in the two versions of the program differed across the scenarios. Figure 17 

depicts the model comparison ratings for the two groups for the eight scenarios. The figure 

highlights that the novice feedback group tended to be more variable in their ratings, and rated their 
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responses for how they would handle the situation as more comparable to the models (i.e., graduate 

students) for five of the eight scenarios and less comparable for the last two scenarios. In contrast, 

the expert feedback group tended to be less variable in their ratings and rated their responses as less 

comparable to the models (i.e., experienced professionals) for the first five scenarios and more 

comparable for the last three scenarios. Further, the effect sizes were larger for the differences 

between the ratings of the two groups when the novice feedback group rated themselves more 

comparable to the models on scenarios 2 (ES = .41), 5 (ES = .40), and 6 (ES = .16). In contrast, the 

effect sizes were smaller for the differences between the two groups when the expert feedback 

group rated themselves as more comparable to the models on scenarios 4 (ES = .15), 7 (ES = .04), 

and 8 (ES = .08). 

 

 

 
Figure 17. Mean model comparison ratings for handling the situation by scenario and 

group 

 

 

 

Program Comments 

 After completing all eight scenarios, participants were asked to rate the usefulness of the 

program to them and as an addition to performance consulting training on a scale ranging from 1 

(not at all useful) to 7 (extremely useful). They were also asked to indicate whether or not they 

thought viewing the models was beneficial to the learning experience. These results are presented in 

Table 22. 
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Table 22 

Summary of findings for the program comments questions 

Variables NFG 

Mean (SD) 

EFG 

Mean (SD) 

statistic (df) p 

Program useful 5.59(.94) 5.12(1.32) t(32) = 1.20 .24 

Program useful addition 5.65(1.12) 5.59(1.58) t(32) = .13 .90 

Models beneficial Yes (15); No (2) Yes (16); No (1)    χ2
.55 (1) = .37 

Note. SD = standard deviation; EFG = expert feedback group; NFG = novice feedback group 

 

  

The independent samples t-tests indicated that the novice feedback group and the expert 

feedback group did not significantly differ with regards to their ratings of the usefulness of the 

program. The majority of participants seemed to view the program as useful to them and as an 

addition to training (Figure 18). The χ2 

 

test indicated that there was no significant difference 

between the two groups in their views of the models as beneficial. The majority (91%) of 

participants indicated that they felt viewing the models was beneficial. Only 3 participants (2 in 

novice feedback group and 1 in expert feedback group) indicated they thought the models were not 

a beneficial aspect of the program. 

  

 
Figure 18. Mean ratings for program usefulness and as addition to training by group 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

 
 

The process of sport psychology and what constitutes the experience of practice in the real 

world are largely left out of the literature in the field (Andersen, 2000). While some have tried to 

highlight ideas of best practices from “expert” points of view (e.g., Fifer, Henschen, Gould, & 

Ravizza, 2008; Halliwell, Orlick, Ravizza, & Rotella, 2003; Hemmings & Holder, 2009), the 

missing element to these resources is the ability of the learner to engage in the process. Tod, 

Marchant, and Andersen (2007) stated, “learning activities that involve practicing service delivery 

are highly valued because students are undertaking the types of activities they will perform as 

registered practitioners” (p.323). In contrast, when students advance directly from coursework to 

real-world practice with unsystematic learning and training experiences, they engage in a trial and 

error process that may unintentionally harm their learning and growth, the clients with whom they 

are working, and the perceptions of the field of sport psychology (Silva, Conroy, & Zizzi, 1999).  

Therefore, the purpose of this study was to evaluate the usefulness of a case-based computer 

training program as a supplement to performance consultant training. Specifically, the aim was to 

determine if providing experienced professionals’ models as feedback resulted in greater evidence 

of learning compared to providing graduate students’ models as feedback. Further, whether the two 

versions of the program elicited differences in ratings of self-efficacy was examined and the 

perceptions of the usefulness of the program for graduate student training were assessed. In order to 

accomplish these goals, participants analyzed eight consulting scenarios, describing the additional 

information they would like to have and how they might handle each situation as a performance 

consultant. These written responses were coded as responses that were consistent with novice 

themes (i.e., information present only in the graduate students’ models), common themes (i.e., 

information present in both sets of models), expert themes (i.e., information present only in the 

experienced professionals’ models) or other themes (i.e., information not present in either set of 

models). They were also shown a list of themes (based on the novice, common, and expert themes) 

for each scenario and identified which items they had considered in their two responses. 

Subsequently, they either viewed experienced professionals’ or graduate students’ models. Their 

self-efficacy was also examined both before and after viewing the models. Finally, they rated the 

comparability of their responses with the models.  
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Learners presented with worked examples showed evidence of using more effective 

problem-solving strategies (Atkinson et al., 2000), suggesting that instructional methods promoting 

a combination of self-explanation and worked examples might enhance learning. Bell (1997) 

proposed that a useful strategy to increase learning might be to pair a novice learner with an expert 

mentor so that the learner can observe the expert in action. Therefore, the first hypothesis in this 

study stated that the expert feedback group would exhibit greater evidence of “learning” over the 

course of completing the program (i.e., their responses would become more consistent with the 

experienced professionals’ models over time) compared to the novice feedback group. Support was 

not found for this hypothesis in that there was no statistically significant indication that, over time, 

participants in the expert feedback group provided responses that were more consistent with their 

models. However, some support was found for the expert feedback group’s responses being more 

consistent with the experienced professional models compared to the novice feedback group, in 

general, based on the analyses of the coded written responses. Regarding the additional information 

requested, those in the expert feedback group tended to ask for more information and exhibited a 

significantly greater number of responses coded as expert themes compared to those in the novice 

feedback group. Thus, overall, the expert feedback group tended to request information about the 

scenario that was more consistent with the information identified by the experienced professional 

models. The findings were similar for the responses pertaining to how they might handle the 

situation. Specifically, the expert feedback group had more written responses coded as expert 

themes, and the novice feedback group had more written responses coded as novice themes. Thus, 

overall, the participants who viewed the graduate students’ models stated that they would handle the 

situation in a manner that was more similar to the graduate student models. In contrast, participants 

who viewed the experienced professionals’ models indicated overall that they would handle the 

situation in ways that were more consistent with their models. Further, the expert feedback group’s 

mean number of expert themes showed a potential trend of increasing more over the course of the 

scenarios compared to the novice feedback group.  

For the written responses, the expert feedback group showed some evidence that they 

thought about the scenarios in ways that were more consistent with how experienced professionals 

approach a consulting situation. The findings for the coded responses indicated a potential, though 

not significant, trend in which the expert feedback group tended to conceptualize the situations (i.e., 

request some similar additional information) and choose courses of actions (i.e., identify how to 

handle the situation) in a manner that was more similar to the experienced professionals than did the 
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novice feedback group. This is important given that individuals with more knowledge in a domain 

have more elaborate mental representations, enabling them to more effectively conceptualize and 

resolve problems across situations (Berliner, 1994; Ericsson, 2003; Glaser, 1987; Tan, 1997). Over 

time, the building of these mental representations enables individuals to develop situation awareness 

and adaptive expertise that result in more flexible and effective application of their knowledge to a 

wide variety of situations (Endsley, 1995; Hatano & Inagaki, 2005). 

Humans are motivated to evaluate themselves based on comparisons with others (Festinger, 

1954). The importance and similarity of the comparison group to the individual affects the strength 

and influence of the comparisons (Festinger; Suls, Martin, & Wheeler, 2002). This idea was 

incorporated into the study by asking the participants to rate the extent to which they thought their 

responses compared to those of the models. The hypothesis was that initially, the expert feedback 

group would rate themselves as less comparable to the models, and then over time their comparison 

ratings would increase. This was proposed since it was assumed that their responses would more 

closely align with their models over the course of the program. This hypothesis was not statistically 

supported, however, the model comparison ratings for handling the situation indicated a potential 

trend in which the pattern of ratings differed for the two groups. Participants in the novice feedback 

group tended to rate their responses as more comparable to their models (i.e. graduate students) on 

five of the eight scenarios with a decrease in their ratings on the last two scenarios. In comparison, 

participants in the expert feedback group rated themselves as less comparable to their models on the 

first five scenarios with a slight increase in their ratings on the last three scenarios. Thus, it would 

be interesting to see how further training (i.e., completing further scenarios) would impact these 

patterns. This pattern of findings is consistent with Suls and colleagues (2002) proposition that the 

similarity of the comparison group affects the extent to which one will identify with the group. In 

the present study, participants who were presented with other graduate students’ (i.e., individuals at 

the relatively same level as them) conceptualizations of the scenarios may have found it easier to 

identify themselves with the ideas of these models compared to those of the experienced 

professionals.  

Bandura (1986, 1997) proposed that one source of self-efficacy is vicarious experiences 

(i.e., observing others in action). Similar to perceptions of comparability to a model, self-efficacy 

will be impacted more positively the more the individual identifies with the model (Woolfolk, 

2008). Given the impact that observing others has on our views of ourselves, self-efficacy was 

examined both before and after viewing the models. It was proposed that participants in the expert 
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feedback group would exhibit more positive changes in their self-efficacy ratings over the course of 

the program compared to those in the novice feedback group. This was proposed because it was 

thought that they would view themselves as more comparable with the models as they progressed 

through the program (i.e., as their responses became more consistent with the models). This 

hypothesis was not supported by the study findings. All participants in the study, regardless of 

program version, had moderate level self-efficacy ratings across the scenarios. However, some of 

the comments about the program did show some evidence that the program was getting at 

improving their self-efficacy. For example, one participant responded that the program was useful 

in order to “examine my self-efficacy in the field,” and another stated that the program “reaffirmed 

confidence in sport psychology ability.”  

Though Bandura proposed that vicarious experiences impact self-efficacy, the factor that is 

viewed as having the most impact to perceptions of self-efficacy is mastery experiences (Woolfolk, 

2008). Therefore, the lack of findings for the self-efficacy ratings and the other hypotheses in the 

study could be due to the past experiences and backgrounds of the participants. As was shown in the 

profile of the participants, their experiences with consulting ranged in hours from zero to 1500. 

Furthermore, all but a few had previously participated in sports. Also, participants were students 

both within and outside the United States which likely impacted their prior experiences. Thus, it 

may be a combination of their background experiences and the nature of the scenarios that 

influenced their self-efficacy ratings and responses to the scenarios. For example, one participant 

who indicated he had played football in college and had consulted with a football team had higher 

self-efficacy ratings and a larger number of written responses coded as expert themes for the 

football quarterback scenario. Similarly, another participant who had experience consulting with a 

track team indicated confidence in the ability to analyze and handle the situation and had a large 

number of written responses coded as expert themes for the injured track athlete scenario. The more 

experience an individual has with a given situation, the greater the likelihood that they will have 

mental representations (i.e., interconnected prior knowledge in memory) that guide their analysis 

and adoption of solutions to a problem (Betsch et al. 2002; Ericsson & Kintsch, 1995; Gobet & 

Simon, 1996a, 1996b; Klein et al., 1989). Therefore, it could be that their prior experiences and 

knowledge had a greater impact on their conceptualizations of the scenarios than did their viewing 

of the models, particularly with respect to their ratings of self-efficacy.  

Statistically, the findings did not provide strong evidence for the impact of the type of model 

used as feedback. This could be a result of the impact of the level of learner on the learning process. 
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Clark (2008) stated, “part of building expertise is to train the brain to ‘see’ problems through the 

eyes of an expert” (p.12). However, a caveat to this idea is that learners with differing levels of 

knowledge and experiences benefit from different types of learning environments due to differences 

in their abilities to conceptualize situations (Clark, 2008; Guest et al., 2002; Kalyuga et al., 2003; 

Kirschenbaum, 1992). Thus, participants with less knowledge or experience in consulting placed in 

the expert feedback group may get overloaded due to their lack of mental representations and the 

complex nature of the experienced professionals’ responses. In this case, the experienced 

professional models could place too much cognitive load on working memory, resulting in more 

limited or ineffective learning. For example, one participant stated, “there were too many choices 

and options…some of which seemed redundant. I feel like it was information overload at times.” In 

comparison, participants with more knowledge or experience in consulting placed in the novice 

feedback group may not be challenged enough by the models due to their more advanced mental 

representations. For example, one participant commented, “some of the ideas were beneficial and 

make me think about other options, but some also seemed irrelevant.” The hypotheses outlined that 

the study was essentially a test of Piaget’s (1970) idea of interactions with peers being more useful 

to learning versus Vygotsky’s (1978) view that interactions with someone more knowledgeable are 

more beneficial. However, given the study findings and the comments about the program, it may 

not be a question of which is better for learning but rather at what level do learners benefit from 

viewing peer models versus “expert” models.  

The results could also have been impacted by the design of the program rather than evidence 

against learning. Specifically, several participants commented that it was difficult to compare their 

responses with the models, and indicated they would like to have been able to make more effective 

comparisons. For example, one participant stated, “I wasn’t too sure how exactly my choices 

compared. Would have liked quantitative data if possible…a feedback correlation (75% similar to 

other responses, etc.) would be helpful for learning.” Also, retention of the models’ ideas could 

have impacted their usefulness to the learning process. For example, one participant stated, “I really 

liked being able to compare my responses to the model’s responses. If I were to go back, I would 

have probably made notes of what I responded and what the model responded, just to have 

something to look back to.” Also, their knowledge pertaining to what was “learned” from the model 

responses was not reactivated prior to completing a new set of scenarios which could have impacted 

the extent of their learning (Clark, 2008). The impact of the models on the learning process may 

have been more effective if a small segment was included in the beginning of subsequent sets of 
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scenarios that serves as a reminder of what was “learned” in the last set of scenarios. Further, the 

manner in which the models were presented could have impacted their effectiveness. The models 

were presented in collated format (i.e., things they would discuss with the clients, sport psychology 

techniques they would use, what directions they might guide the clients to go in, etc.). Thus, the 

underlying process of the models’ thinking and approaches to the scenarios was not evident. This 

could have impacted the extent to which participants were able to learn from the models. This idea 

is consistent with Martindale and Collins’ (2010) assertion that understanding the meta-cognition 

underlying a person’s problem-solving and choices of action is a critical component for fostering 

the transfer of knowledge.  

Given the study findings, it may be that this type of program (i.e., computerized case-based 

instruction) has the potential to benefit students regardless of the model. For example, overall 

participants had more responses coded as expert themes than in the other theme categories for the 

additional information requested. This was also the case for the themes that were selected from the 

checklists for both the additional information they would want in the situation and how they might 

handle the situation. Therefore, the type of model presented may not be the most important factor in 

producing a quality training program, but rather it may be that learning is more enhanced by having 

students engage in deliberate practice activities to expand their knowledge. Expert performance 

results from engaging deliberately and intensively in activities that are specifically aimed at 

improving one’s skill (Ericsson et al., 1993; Guest et al., 2001). Thus, given the potential trends 

identified in the coded responses, it would be interesting to see the pattern of results with further 

training. Practice activities that require learners to apply their knowledge to real-world cases results 

in more effective learning (Brown et al, 1989). Mayo (2002) stated that the benefit of case-based 

instruction is that learners are active participants in the process of learning. By practicing with 

conceptualizing cases consistent with real-world practice, learners become more flexible and 

effective in adapting, transferring, and applying their knowledge across a variety of situations 

(CTGV, 1990). This type of instruction is particularly useful for ill-structured domains in which 

there is not a prescriptive method to viewing and handling a situation, nor is there always an 

objective measure of outcome (Williams, 1992). Thus, for performance consulting in which there is 

a variety of ways to approach a situation, it may be that, regardless of model, just having students 

practice at applying their knowledge and skills is the key to increasing learning by aiding them in 

expanding their views and thinking about situations. This idea is echoed in many of the comments 

about the program. For example, one participant stated, “by repeating the exercise you notice ideas 
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and items that are always important and learn to expand your approach to the problem.” Another 

commented, “there is not one right way, but various ways to do this, and if one doesn’t work, you 

can try something else.”  

Of final interest in the study were the perceptions of the usefulness of the program to 

performance consulting training. The two groups of participants did not differ with respect to their 

ratings of the usefulness of the program. Further, the mean rating for the usefulness of the program 

as an addition to performance consulting training was six out of seven. Inconsistent with the 

hypothesis, but consistent with the findings, that the expert feedback group would evaluate the 

models as more beneficial than the expert feedback group, 30 out of the 34 participants indicated 

that the models were a beneficial component to the program. The overwhelming support for the 

usefulness of the program was further highlighted by many of the comments about the program. For 

example, one participant stated “I think it would help because you get to see your answers 

compared with others and learn about what other people would do,” and another participant 

commented that the program “illustrates the wide range of situations that a SP consultant will deal 

with and begs for there to be more training.” Another stated, “it would be a great way to practice 

applied work and learn more without making mistakes on real clients.” Finally, another participant 

commented, “it got me thinking about the variety of different approaches one could and should take 

when addressing the complex issues associated with athletes. I liked how I was challenged at first, 

then given more ideas by showing possible solutions.”   

Gardner and Moore (2004) stated “one of the greatest challenges facing applied sport 

psychology has been the development of a systematic approach to professional practice in which 

thorough assessment leads to sound case conceptualization and a rational choice of intervention 

goals, strategies, and techniques” (p.89). Thus, the main idea underscoring the usefulness of this 

type of program is that of increasing quality practice opportunities in a case-based format for 

graduate students in sport psychology to: (1) develop their skills and methods for professional 

practice, (2) view others approaches to help expand their thinking, (3) measure themselves up 

against the ideas of others, and (4) engage in reflective learning experiences to become more self-

aware and competent practitioners. This idea was highlighted by one participant in the study who 

commented, “in mental health counseling, case studies are frequently used in training, and the 

national exam is all case study analysis. For some reason, this appears rare in sport psychology 

training.” Another stated, “sport psych needs protocols for students to learn by like other 

professions…going out and just winging it is not good enough if we are to be taken seriously. We 
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have to develop ways to raise the bar for the field and expect more so that we can deliver more to 

our clients.” Also, social cognitive theory incorporates the idea of reciprocal influences on learning. 

Personal, environmental, and behavioral variables impact, and are impacted by, each other, thereby 

impacting the potential for learning (Woolfolk, 2008). Thus, the key is to consider all of these areas 

in the development of the program in order for the benefits for learning to be maximized. By 

offering this type of training program to sport psychology graduate students, particularly between 

coursework and real-world practicum experiences, they can engage in more deliberate practice 

activities to enable them to be better able to effectively and ethically work with clients in real 

practice settings.  

Limitations 

 Given the nature of the study, several limitations need to be discussed that could have 

impacted the results of the study. First, an estimation of an appropriate sample size was conducted 

using Cohen’s (1988) suggested values of ω2
 (0.138) and ƒ (.400) for large effect sizes, α = 0.05, 

and a power (1-β) value of 0.8. Using Kirk’s (1995) sample size table values for ƒ and ω2

Also, given the nature of the program (i.e., that it necessitated the use of an internet 

connection and internet server and was constructed using a flash component), at times data were 

inadvertently lost (i.e., not written to the database). For example, three participants had to be 

removed from the analyses because data for all of the variables for two sets of their scenarios was 

, it was 

determined that a sample size of 26 was needed for each of the two treatment groups. Data were 

collected for six months in an attempt to reach this sample size. However, several problems with the 

creation of the program thwarted this effort. For example, at the beginning of data collection, a 

problem that was not identified during the piloting of the program occurred in which the program 

did not write data to the database for many of the participants. Thus, several of the initial 

participants (about 10) were unable to be used because the program database did not contain their 

results for their first two scenarios. Therefore, these participants were not asked to continue 

participation in the study. Further, after it was believed that the program had been fixed by the 

computer programmer, the problem continued to persist. Thus, a few more participants were lost. It 

was finally determined by the researcher that the problem with the program occurred when 

participants wrote extremely lengthy responses to the scenario questions. Subsequently the program 

was fixed. However, the damage had been done in that several individuals were not able to continue 

participation in the study because they would not have data for their first two scenarios and would 

have had to repeat those two scenarios before being able to continue on to the rest of the program. 
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not written to the database. Further, due to an error by the computer programmer after fixing the 

problem with the program mentioned above, the program cut out the recording of some of the 

variables for the theme checklist portion of the study. This occurred for the first scenario completed 

on their second, third, and fourth participation. While this did not seem to impact the results (i.e., 

the themes in the checklists were in random order and it was only the last few themes for each 

scenario question), this still may have impacted the results for this portion of the study. Thus, it may 

be beneficial in the future to offer the program on a disc, make it downloadable from the internet, 

and use a component other than flash to create the program.  

Also, participants were instructed to complete two scenarios at a time with at least six days 

between groups of scenarios. Email reminders were sent when it was time to complete the next set 

of scenarios. However, since the aim of the research study was to evaluate the usefulness of the 

program for graduate students in sport psychology, participants were graduate students in a variety 

of sport psychology graduate programs. Thus, participation was not conducted in a controlled 

environment (i.e., classroom setting) and students in graduate programs both in and outside of the 

United States participated in the study. Due to this fact, participants completed the study at their 

convenience and were not consistent in the time taken between groups of scenarios which could 

have impacted the retention and viability of the models for their learning experience. 

 A final limitation deals with the order of scenarios. Though the scenarios were not 

completed in the same order, the program did not completely randomize the order of scenarios (i.e., 

scenario 2 always followed scenario 1, scenario 4 always followed scenario 3, scenario 6 always 

followed scenario 5, and scenario 8 always followed scenario 7). Thus, scenario order was not 

completely randomized, and this could have affected the results. On the other hand, maybe it would 

have been better to have the participants complete the scenarios in the same order to limit the 

impact of the nature of the scenarios on the differences between the participants across the 

scenarios.  

Future Directions 

 Though the statistical significance of the results of the study were limited, this research 

project was an extremely beneficial learning experience for investigating the usefulness of a case-

based computer-training program for applied sport psychology practice, particularly with respect to 

the manner in which the program should be constructed in order to lead to the greatest benefits for 

students. Several ideas for the modification of the program were highlighted during the conducting 

of the study, the analysis of the findings, and examination of the ideas that were suggested by the 
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participants in their comments about the program. Table 23 provides a summary of potential 

modifications for the program.  

 

 

Table 23 

Summary of potential program modifications 

Description of Modifications 

Presentation of scenarios 

     More “real” and interactive  

     Incorporate other media (e.g., video, audio, interviews, etc.) 

     Present information from different perspectives (e.g., coach, athlete, etc.) 

     Interactively get more information about the scenarios 

     Re-activate prior knowledge at beginning of new scenarios 

Presentation of model responses 

     Present models separately in full rather than collated in categories 

     Include background information on models 

     Include discussion of reasoning behind model’s responses 

     Incorporate a combination of novice and experienced professional models 

     More concise and detailed presentation of themes in model responses 

Comparisons with model responses 

     Increase retention of information by including print/save option 

     Present student responses and model responses side by side 

     Quantitative description of consistency of responses to models 

     Include student’s original responses when they are asked to elaborate on them 

Expansion of scenarios 

     Increase the number to make available a large database of scenarios 

     Include scenarios that test limitations and deal with ethical issues 

     Include non-traditional sport and non-sport scenarios (e.g., performing arts, business) 

Improvements to technical aspects of program 

 

 

 The first area of modifications relates to the presentation of the scenarios. Scenario 

information was provided in text format and several participants commented on the idea that the 

more “real” and interactive the program, the more useful and applicable it will be for training. Clark 

(2008) stated that learners would put more effort into the educational task if they were in a 

conversation rather than simply being presented the information. Suggestions for improving the 

scenario presentation consisted of ideas, such as including video and audio clips of the dynamics of 

the situation, interviews with individuals involved in the scenarios (e.g., athletes, coaches, etc.), and 

the ability to interactively get more information about the situation. However, caution needs to be 
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taken when considering the extent of the “realism” since research has shown that while realism 

stimulates motivation to learn, it is not necessary for learning and if overdone can actually impede 

the learning process (Clark, 2008).  

In the present program, the participants were asked to discuss what other information they 

would like to have about the situation. Several commented that they would like the program to 

incorporate ways for them to interactively ask some of these questions and get supplied the answers 

before deciding how they would handle the situation. For example, one participant commented, 

“talk about certain motivations, support systems, details of scholarships. That would allow students 

to go more in depth with their thinking and make the situation seem more realistic.” In terms of 

making the program more interactive, one participant stated, “like ask a question (“what is the 

teams’ win and loss record?”) and then get supplied the information.” Thus, along with expanding 

upon the presentation mediums (i.e., incorporating audio, video, interviews, etc.), a useful 

modification may be to provide the initial base information about the scenario and then allow 

students to ask some questions that they then can receive the answers to before responding to how 

they might handle the situation. 

As discussed above, the participants were not given the opportunity to refresh their memory 

about what had been “learned” in previous scenarios. Consistent with this idea, one commented that 

it was “difficult to retain the information long-term because I could not go back over it after I had 

completed the session.” One participant suggested that one option would be to include a print option 

(or there could also be a save option) so that the model responses could be retained and re-

examined. Thus, it may be beneficial to allow the learners to save the model information or provide 

an exercise at the beginning of each training session in which their knowledge from the previous 

session or sessions is reactivated.  

Another area of useful modifications relates to the presentation of the model responses. The 

model responses were presented in a collated format (i.e., all models’ answers integrated together) 

so that individual ideas that the models had were grouped into category format (e.g., things they 

would discuss versus sport psychology strategies they stated they would use). This may have led to 

a disjointed view of how the models responded to the scenario questions. One participant stated, “it 

would have been more helpful had the experts type written full length responses. I wasn’t able to 

really interpret how the experts would handle the situation.” Another stated, “I would provide the 

feedback in the order that the professional would cover the material with the client.” Building more 

elaborate and rich mental representations enabling superior performance involves more effectively 
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integrating knowledge (Glaser, 1987; Salthouse, 1991), therefore, it may be more effective to 

present the models as stated in order for students to be able to see the connections in the thought 

processes underlying the models’ conceptualizations of the situations.  

Similarly, a suggestion for improving the presentation of the model responses involves the 

presentation of the checklist themes. Some participants commented that this portion of the program 

could be improved by providing more concise and detailed lists of the themes considered by the 

models in their responses to the scenario questions. For example, one stated, “the options in the 

‘what topics did you think of section’ were broad and maybe needed more explanation.” Thus, it 

may be more beneficial to provide a smaller set of themes, with more detailed descriptions, that the 

models indicate are the most salient features to consider in the situation. A related suggestion was to 

give some background information on the models so that one can understand their background 

experiences, qualifications (i.e. licensed sport psychologist versus performance consultant), and 

theoretical orientation. One participant commented, “the feedback can be biased to a person’s 

counseling background and theoretical model they subscribe to.” Thus, giving some background 

information on the models may help the students to better understand how and why the models 

respond in a particular way to the scenarios.  

Along these lines, several participants also mentioned that a useful modification would be to 

have the models describe the reasoning behind their responses. One participant suggested that the 

program should “focus more on how the students/professionals came to the conclusions instead of 

just the overall themes.” A few also discussed, contrary to the study hypotheses, that it was 

beneficial to view the model responses of other graduate students. This is consistent with Tod, 

Marchant, and Andersen’s (2007) findings that graduate student practitioners view interactions and 

discussions with peers as an invaluable part of the learning experience and may gain some benefit 

from seeing that others have similar ideas and experiences. Similarly, Andersen and Williams-Rice 

(1996) asserted that peer supervision can greatly benefit the training of sport psychology 

practitioners. For example, one participant stated, “it was interesting to compare/learn from other 

students’ perspectives” and another stated that it was “helpful to know other students were thinking 

the same thing.” Similarly, another participant stated, “it is good to know that I was on the same 

page with others at my level of expertise within the field.” Thus, it may be useful to incorporate 

examples of both novice and professional responses as models for the scenarios. For example, one 

stated, “I would like to see the difference between the grad students and the experts in terms of their 

responses.” Given the effect of novice and expert models on different levels of learners (Clark, 
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2008; Guest et al., 2001; Kalyuga et al., 2003), it may also be useful to create levels to the program 

with increasing presentations of more expert models as the learner advances through the program 

and different starting points for the learners based on their prior knowledge and experience. 

 Similarly, another area of modifications involves the comparisons with the model responses. 

In the current program, participants were shown the model responses and the themes that the 

models considered in their responses. However, several participants discussed that they would like 

to be able to more effectively compare their responses to that of the models. Participants wanted to 

be able to more clearly see how their responses compared to those of the models. One stated, “it 

would be nice if there was a way to compare your selected choices to what the sport psychology 

professionals chose. E.g., there’s two halves, one with my selections, one with Sport Psych A’s 

selections.” Thus, it may be more beneficial to the retention and the learning of the information to 

present the models and participant responses side by side and possibly to be able to have the 

program point out some of the similarities. Also, with respect to making comments about the 

models and additions to the responses for the scenarios after viewing the models, one participant 

suggested that a useful addition would be to include the student’s original responses to make it 

easier to revise, reconsider, and add new ideas.    

 Participants commented that the scenarios were consistent with the types of experiences that 

a performance consultant will encounter in practice. And the idea of the program is to elaborate and 

expand upon it so that it eventually becomes a large database of a variety of situations. The present 

program dealt with scenarios in sport (i.e., dealing with sports teams, athletes, and coaches). Thus, 

they were very representative of what sport psychology graduate students will likely encounter 

during their training with real clients as evidenced by the profile of their backgrounds. Only one 

scenario deviated from this slightly by incorporating a situation involving a family and an issue that 

may not be performance-related (i.e., scenario 8). One participant commented, “I know I was 

stumped on that daughter/father swimming issue, then when I got the feedback on how it wasn’t a 

performance enhancement issue…I was like, ‘That’s why I was stuck!’.” Thus, it may be beneficial 

to include situations that test one’s limitations and deal with potential ethical dilemmas. Also, it 

would be prudent to include situations that involve less mainstream sports or sport client groups 

(e.g., youth sport parents, referees, rugby, fencing, etc.) and in performance areas outside of sport 

(e.g., musicians, military, exercise clients, etc.). Many variables can impact the experience an 

individual has with sports (e.g., location, availability, interest, etc.). Most of the participants in the 

study had the most experience working with mainstream sports, which may limit their ability to 
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apply their knowledge to other sports in the future. Also, there is a growing trend in the field for 

performance enhancement consultants to work in areas outside of sport, such as the military, 

performing arts, and business. However, as is evidenced by the profile of the study participants’ 

backgrounds, few of them have experiences with these domains during their graduate training.  

Several researchers have promoted the idea of incorporating reflective practice into sport 

psychology training (Cropley, Miles, Hanton, & Niven, 2007; Holt & Strean, 2001; Knowles, 

Gilbourne, Tomlinson, & Anderson, 2007; Tonn & Harmison, 2004; Woodcock, Richards, & 

Mugford, 2008). Boud (2001) proposed that reflection could occur prior to, during, and after an 

experience. Prior to the experience, individuals can think about what they can do to maximize the 

upcoming experience. During an experience, they can focus on maintaining an awareness of the 

events and actions taking place. After an experience, the individuals can re-live the experience, 

reflect on their thoughts and feelings, and re-evaluate the experience. Cropley and colleagues (2007) 

stated, “reflective practice provides the opportunity to become aware of the characteristics 

associated with effective consultants, identify current levels of competence within these 

characteristics, and uncover ways in which this level of competence can be improved, ultimately 

increasing the effectiveness of practice” (p. 477). Thus, useful modifications to the program can be 

made to incorporate these various ideas of reflective practice to enhance the learning and reflections 

of graduate students’ experiences with the program scenarios and feedback. For example, a journal-

writing component could be added so that students can write about their thoughts and experiences 

and reflect upon them as they progress through the program.  

A final area of modifications involves the construction of the program in general. This was 

the researcher’s first attempt at developing a computer-based training program, thus there are many 

areas that can be improved in the design of the program and the features of the program. For 

example, one participant mentioned, “some of the text boxes and technical issues got annoying 

sometimes.” However, it is clear that this type of case-based instruction has promise as a 

supplement to the training for performance consulting. Case-based instruction enables learners to 

engage in practice that fosters the use of knowledge in a context that is similar to what they will 

experience in the real-world (CTGV, 1990; Reidel et al., 2003). The combination of this type of 

instruction and the use of models as feedback supports Sfard’s (1998) view that learning should 

incorporate two metaphors, acquisition and participation. Learners should be encouraged to actively 

participate in the process of engaging in activities to acquire knowledge. Finally, the potential 

trends highlighted in the results and the fact that, overall, participants considered the program to be 
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an extremely useful application that they would like to see modified and made available to them 

during their training highlights the potential value of the program as a supplement to graduate 

student training for performance consulting. As one participant stated, “it’s a great idea, and this is 

just the beginning.” 
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Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: 6/17/2009 

To: Lauren Tashman 
Address: 2296 GOLF BROOK DR, WELLINGTON, FL 33414 

Dept.: EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY AND LEARNING SYSTEMS 

 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

1.1. Be A Performance Enhancement Consultant: Enhancing the Training of Student Sport Psychology 
Consultants using Expert Models 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal 
referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human Subjects 

Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been approved by 

an expedited review process. 
 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk 

to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval 

does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 
 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is 

attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting 
research subjects. 

 

If the project has not been completed by 6/16/2010 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation 

of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is 
your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the 

Committee. 

 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the 

Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol change/amendment 

form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, federal regulations require that 
the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving 

risks to research subjects or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that 
he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the 

department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in 

compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance 

Number is IRB00000446. 
Cc: Gershon Tenenbaum, Advisor 

HSC No. 2009.2469 
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This research study is being conducted by Lauren Tashman (M.S.) from the Sport 

Psychology doctoral program in the department of Educational Psychology and Learning Systems 

at Florida State University under the supervision of Dr. Gershon Tenenbaum. 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effectiveness of an internet-based computer 

program developed to enhance the training of sport psychology graduate students.  The program 

was designed to give graduate students some practice with analyzing and resolving performance 

enhancement consulting situations. First, you will be asked to answer some biographical questions 

about your educational background and applied sport psychology experiences. You will then be 

introduced to your guide for the program, your supervisor, Dr. Sport Psych. He will explain the 

process of the program. You will be presented with eight performance enhancement consulting 

situations. For each scenario, you will be asked to think about what other information you might 

want to have in the situation and how you might handle the situation as a performance enhancement 

consultant (i.e., any psychological issues would need to be referred out to a licensed psychologist or 

a sport psychologist). You will then be asked to answer a few self-assessment questions, will 

receive some feedback about the scenario (i.e., information about how others thought about and 

resolved the situation), and then will be asked to answer a few more self-assessment questions. At 

the end of the program we will ask you to provide some brief feedback and comments about the 

program. 

You will be asked to complete the scenarios in pairs with one week elapsing before you 

complete the next pair of scenarios.  An email reminder will be sent to you when the week has 

elapsed and you can complete the next pair of scenarios. Thus, participation in the study is expected 

to take about one to two hours per week for four weeks. You will only be allowed to complete each 

scenario once.  

There are no expected risks associated with participating in the study. The expected benefits 

of participation in this study will be that you have the opportunity to practice your skills at resolving 

sport psychology consulting situations and receive as feedback information about how other people 

thought about and resolved the situations. Further, the results of the study will potentially benefit 

the field of sport psychology by providing another method of training in applied sport psychology 

consulting.  

Any and all information that is obtained as a result of your participation in this study will be 

kept completely confidential. Each participant will be assigned a number and only this number will 

be associated with your responses. The electronic system being used for this study will provide no 

traceable information back to you. Your email address that will be used to provide participation 

reminders will not be linked to your participant number or your responses.  

Participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw from the study at any time and 

any responses you gave will not be included in the study.  

We thank you for your time, and if you have any questions/concerns please feel free to 

contact Lauren Tashman, (lst03@fsu.edu; 561-676-1836) or her faculty advisor, Dr. Gershon 

Tenenbaum, (tenenbau@coe.fsu.edu; 850-644-8791). You can also contact the Florida State 

University Office of Research, Human Subjects Committee, 2010 Levy Ave Research Building B 

Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL 32310 (850-644-8673) with any questions or concerns.  

Please click “I Agree” below if you have read the above informed consent and agree to 

participate in this study. If you do not wish to participate, please click “I Do Not Agree” below and 

your session will be terminated. 

___ I Agree        ___ I Do Not Agree 
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Background: 
Scenario 1 

• Women’s college soccer team 

• Head coach from last year left team to go be an athletic director at another school 

• Assistant coach took over as head coach this year 

• Half of the athletes on the team are returners from last year  

• The returners were on the selection committee for the new head coach 

• Two of the new athletes were recruited by the old head coach  

• Five of the athletes were recruited by the new coach 

• Consultant’s second season working with team  

Scenario: 

The new head coach was very well-liked last year as an assistant, but his philosophy is very different from the old 

coach’s. His focus is not so much on winning, but rather on character. As a person, the team likes the coach a lot more 

than the old coach, but they are not winning so they are frustrated with him. They are also frustrated with the new style 

of play because they think it is slow and contributing to their losses. The previous year they won a lot, but were very 

unhappy with the way that they were treated by the head coach. 

 

Background: 
Scenario 2 

• College track athlete (triple jump) 

• Male 

• Senior 

• Hasn’t competed in event for over three years 

• First two years due to lack of competitive and training opportunities  

• Last year developed shin splint injuries that prevented athlete from training for and competing in event 

Scenario: 

The year the athlete wishes to be able to jump again despite his shin injuries. He wishes to gain confidence in his ability 

to jump well (far) again. In addition, his coach tells him that he is hesitant in the second phase of the jump. This second 
phase of the jump requires him to jump off of the leg with the shin splint injury. He wishes to be able to jump without 

hesitating on the injured foot. The athlete sets up a meeting with you because he wants to be able to jump with 

confidence again and obtain a personal record. 

 

Background:  
Scenario 3 

• College softball player 

• Junior 

• Catcher 

• Has been plagued with injuries for first two years and doesn’t feel like she’s played up to her expectations 

• Consultant’s third year working with team 
Scenario: 

Athlete comes to you asking for help because she is having severe anxiety during weight workouts and is looking for 

ways to cope with that. Questioning leads to her revealing that she doesn't really want to play the sport anymore so it's 

really difficult to push herself to the extent that she is being asked to. Small changes like goal setting and focusing on 

her faith were really effective at the beginning, but over time the effectiveness has faded and she seems to have 

convinced herself that she doesn't really care. She is adamant that she cannot just stop playing because she needs the 

scholarship. She is completely comfortable just being as good as she is right now and not getting any better even when 

she is asked to consider what she owes her team, herself, etc. She believes that she should not be asked to give a huge 

effort to something that she no longer loves to do. The coaching staff doesn't know that she feels this way so they 

interpret her lack of effort as fear of failure and are really frustrated with this athlete. 
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Background: 
Scenario 4 

• Women’s college basketball team 

• This team is ethnically a very diverse team, which is a drastic change from previous years.  

• The team has had difficulties getting along. There are divisions and cliques within the team that cause disruptions 

in team cohesion.  

• The team feels there is unfair treatment of players and some feel that there is prejudice towards certain players by 

the head coach.  

• The one thing they all tend to agree upon is distaste for the head coach. 

• Consultant’s first season working with team 

• Freshmen comprise about half the team with only one senior on the team.  

• Some freshmen feel they were promised things when they were recruited that were done so just to get them to the 

school and were not fulfilled.  

Scenario: 

The team has an extreme dislike for the head coach. They feel his actions are at times immoral and his decisions are 

made solely on getting a win. They struggle with whether or not they want to win their games because that means their 

head coach would win as well. They know if they lose there is a better chance of him being fired, which they feel would 
be better for the program in the long run.  

 

Background: 
Scenario 5 

• College football 

• Sophomore 

• Quarterback 

• Athlete is not starting quarterback for the team 

• The athlete is not happy with his role on the team. 

• Athlete wants to be starting quarterback 

• He was an All-American player on his high school team 

• Consultant’s second year working with team 

Scenario: 

The athlete comes to meet with you because he is unhappy with his role on the team. He wants to try to improve and 

move up to the position of starting quarterback. He says he has two problems that he believes are holding him back. 

First, he gets too nervous before the game starts to the point where he is throwing up and feeling physically ill before 

games. Second, lately when he is in pressure situations he finds that he is unable to focus. 

 

Background: 
Scenario 6 

• College baseball team 

• Half of team is seniors 

• Athletes get along extremely well with each other 

• Athletes have very strong, outgoing personalities and are very self-sufficient 

• Athletes get along well with assistant coach, but do not get along very well with head coach 

• Athletes believe head coach is unorganized, very difficult to read, and is hard to communicate with 

• Consultant began working with team at the start of their competitive season 

Scenario: 

You notice in practice and competition that the athletes are very in tune to each other. If one person gets upset, bored, 

unfocused, etc. it starts a waterfall and migrates through the rest of the team. Likewise, if one person gets excited, into 

the situation, hyped up, etc. it starts a waterfall and migrates through the rest of the team. At this past weekend’s home 

game, the team lost both games and you noticed that the waterfall occurred during the first game and continued through 

the second game. You have a meeting with the team this week and want to address this issue. 
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Background: 
Scenario 7 

• Professional golfer 

• Male 

• Very nice, laid back person outside of golf context 

• Moving up in ranks and starting to compete in big tournaments 

• Consultant’s fist time working with athlete 

Scenario: 

The golfer makes an appointment to meet with you because at his last golf tournament he missed a chip shot on the 12th

 

 

hold and got so angry that he broke his club. He says that this has happened three times before in other big tournaments 

recently and he doesn’t know how to avoid or control the behavior. He is generally not an angry person, but when he 

misses a shot in a tournament he just gets so frustrated that his first reaction is to break the club he was using for that 

shot. 

Background: 
Scenario 8 

• Family of 4: mother, father, 8 year old son, 13 year old daughter 

• Daughter’s main sport is swimming; she’s been practicing and competing since she was about 5 years old 

• Son plays mostly ball sports and excels at all of them 

• Father attends daughter’s sporting events because he is a coach 

• Mother attends son’s sporting events 

• One weekend (a year ago; son is 7 and daughter is 12) son has to attend swimming meet with father and sister and 

decides to just swim events since he’ll have to be there and wins high point (sister also wins high point) 

• Son starts competing in some swimming competitions 

• New client for consultant 

Scenario: 

A mother calls you because she doesn’t know what to do and needs your help to work with her family. She tells you that 

in a swimming meet last weekend, her son qualified in one event for the junior Olympics (9-10 yr old group) and her 
daughter qualified for two events (13-14 yr old group). On the way to school with her dad this morning, her daughter 

starts crying in the car because she is upset that her brother is also competing in the junior Olympics. She asks him if he 

can tell her brother not to go to the meet because she wants it to be her sport because her brother plays everything and is 

good at everything and she thinks this is the only areas in which she excels. She says that she’s upset because it’s what 

she and her father do together and now her brother being involved is going to “ruin everything.” The girl just wants to 

be good at something because her brother is good at everything. The mother explains to you that she and her husband 

want their son to do what he wants and be good at it, but also want their daughter to feel good about herself and her 

swimming. She asks for your help on how she and her husband can handle the situation. 
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1. Bachelor’s in ______________ 

2. If you are a PhD student or have previously gotten another Master’s:  

a. Master’s in ________________ 

3. Current degree (select one): Master’s or PhD 

a. Year in program? 

4. Briefly list the sports you competitively participated in (sport & level). 

5. Provide an estimate of the total number of sport psychology classes you have taken (include 

current courses). 

6. Provide an estimate of the total number of counseling classes you have taken (include current 

courses). 

7. Provide an estimate of the number of consulting hours you have accumulated thus far. 

8. Briefly list the sports you have consulted with. 

9. Indicate which types of clients you have consulted with (check all that apply): 

a. Sports teams, athletes, coaches, businesses, musicians, military, other (please specify) 

10. Indicate which levels you have consulted with (check all that apply): 

a. Youth sport, high school, college, amateur, club, professional, olympic, other (please 

specify)  

11. Are you receiving supervision for your consulting? Yes or No 

a. If yes, how many supervisors? 

b. Provide an estimate of the number of supervision hours you have accumulated. 

12. Are you currently providing sport psychology services? Yes or No 

13. Are you a member of AASP? Yes or No 

a. If yes, how many years have you been a member? 

14. How many AASP conferences have you attended? 

a. Have you presented at AASP? Yes or No 

15. If yes, indicate which presentation types (check all that apply): Poster; Workshop, Lecture, 

Symposium/Colloquium 
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Scenario Responses: 

1. What other information would you want to have about this situation? 

2. In what way(s) MIGHT you handle this situation as a performance enhancement consultant? 

Self-Efficacy: 

1.  How confident are you in your ability to determine what other information you might need in this 

scenario? 

1  2     3         4           5  6    7      8           9         10 

Not at all confident       Extremely confident 

2. How confident are you in your ability to determine how to handle the situation as a performance 

enhancement consultant? 

1  2     3         4           5  6    7      8           9         10 

Not at all confident       Extremely confident 

Theme Checklists (see Appendix C for themes): 

1. Did you consider any of the following in your response about the other information you would like 

to have in this situation? Check all that apply. 

2. Did you consider any of the following in your response about how you might handle the situation? 

Check all that apply. 

Model Comparisons: 

Do you think your responses are comparable to the graduate students’? 

Novice feedback group -  

1. Q1: The additional information you would want to have. 

1  2     3         4           5  6    7      8           9         10 

Not at all comparable        Very comparable 

2. Q2: How you might handle the situation. 

1  2     3         4           5  6    7      8           9         10 

Not at all comparable        Very comparable 

Do you think your responses are comparable to the professionals’? 

Expert feedback group –  

1. Q1: The additional information you would want to have. 

1  2     3         4           5  6    7      8           9         10 

Not at all comparable        Very comparable 

2. Q2: How you might handle the situation. 

1  2     3         4           5  6    7      8           9         10 

Not at all comparable        Very comparable 

Scenario Response Elaboration: 
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Now that you’ve viewed the responses of other sport psychology graduate students, please provide below 

any additions you’d like to make to your responses or comments you have about the students’ responses. 

Novice feedback group -  

1. Other information you’d like to have in the situation. 

2. How you might handle the situation as a performance enhancement consultant. 

Now that you’ve viewed the responses of some sport psychology professionals, please provide below any 

additions you’d like to make to your responses or comments you have about the professionals’ responses. 

Expert feedback group – 

1. Other information you’d like to have in the situation. 

2. How you might handle the situation as a performance enhancement consultant. 

Program Comments: 

• The premise of this project was to determine if using case-based instruction and providing the model 

responses was useful for students wanting to practice more at improving their consulting skills. So we 

would love to hear your opinion about your experiences with the program and whether you think it was a 

useful training tool.  

Novice feedback group –  

• Was this program useful to you? 1 (not at all useful) to 7 (extremely useful)  

– Please briefly explain 

• Do you think this program would be a useful addition to applied sport psychology training?  1 (not at all 

useful) to 7 (extremely useful)  

– Please briefly explain 

• You received sport psychology graduate students’ responses as models after each scenario while other 

participants received the experienced sport psychology professionals’ responses as models after each 

scenario.  

– Did you find the sport psychology graduate students’ responses beneficial? Yes or No 

• Please briefly explain. 

– If you had a choice, how would you prefer the program to be constructed? 

• Please briefly explain.  

• Please provide any additional comments about the program. 

• The premise of this project was to determine if using case-based instruction and providing model 

responses was useful for students wanting to practice more at improving their consulting skills. So we 

would love to hear your opinion about your experiences with the program and whether you think it was a 

useful training tool.  

Expert feedback group –  

• Was this program useful to you? 1 (not at all useful) to 7 (extremely useful)  
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– Please briefly explain 

• Do you think this program would be a useful addition to applied sport psychology training?  1 (not at all 

useful) to 7 (extremely useful)  

– Please briefly explain 

• You received experienced sport psychology professionals’ responses as models after each scenario while 

other participants received sport psychology graduate students’ responses as models after each scenario. 

– Did you find the experienced professionals’ responses beneficial? 

• Please briefly explain.  

– If you had a choice, how would you prefer the program to be constructed? 

• Please briefly explain.  

• Please provide any additional comments about the program. 
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SCENARIO CHECKLIST THEMES 
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Scenario 1 – Q1 

Novice Themes (9) Common Themes (5) Expert Themes (11) 

Work ethic Leadership Backgrounds/experience 

Incoming players Relationships Perceptions 

Athlete characteristics Hiring of consultant Goals 

Coach actions Communication Coach characteristics 

Assistant coach Situation timing Competition factors 

Practice information  Team characteristics 

Previous performance  Consulting factors 

Feelings about losses  Confidentiality 

Factors outside sport  Client information 

  Coach views of consulting 

  Team solution attempts 

 

 

 

 

Scenario 1 – Q2 

Novice Themes (12) Common Themes (6) Expert Themes (17) 

Controllables Team cohesion Goals 

Impact of losses Team dynamics PST 

Differences from last year Consulting meetings Build rapport 

Player performance levels Remain neutral Perceptions 

Reframing new style Communication Situation specific 

Situation timing Roles Common understanding 

Other causes  Others solutions 

Get more information  Coach style 

Reframing feelings about coach  Leadership 

Women’s team  Transitions 

Loss causes  Team support coach 

Team identity  Coping strategies 

  Attitudes 

  Problem causes 

  Problem fixable 

  Accountability 

  Team capability 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



96 

 

Scenario 2 – Q1 

Novice Themes (9) Common Themes (7) Expert Themes (10) 

Injury care Medical clearance Recovery 

Hesitation Injury causes Injury characteristics 

Other competition events Pain Goals 

Training Injury impact Reasons for competing 

Other sports Personal record Prior ability 

Previous competitions Confidence Athlete perceptions 

Previous injuries Trainer/doctor perceptions Others perceptions 

Fear of injury  Coach perceptions 

Coach support  Consistent perceptions 

  Client information 

 

 

 

 

Scenario 2 – Q2 

Novice Themes (8) Common Themes (9) Expert Themes (20) 

Career transition Confidence Injury characteristics 

Injury recovery Hesitation Risk/dangers 

Ultimate outcome Pain  Body awareness 

Routines Goals Frustration 

Pain management Coach input Motivation 

Reframing Perceptions Consultant tasks 

Injury impact Appropriate progress Client meetings 

Fears Imagery Focus 

 Definition of success Listen to client 

  Coach-athlete understanding 

  Performance  

  Identity 

  Proving himself 

  Mental rehearsal 

  Arousal 

  Breathing  

  Affirmations 

  Attitude 

  Health 

  Limitations 
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Scenario 3 – Q1 

Novice Themes (5) Common Themes (6) Expert Themes (17) 

Burnout Injuries Participation factors 

Teammates perceptions Pressures Goals 

Social support Motivation Current participation 

Role on team Relationships Finances 

Identity Non-sport influences Anxiety characteristics 

 Client information Workout characteristics 

  Clarification of situation 

  Scholarship information 

  Problem length 

  Communication 

  Life changes 

  Clinical issues 

  Similar situations 

  Situations to model 

  High school participation 

  Playing other position 

  Coaches perceptions 

 

 

 

 

Scenario 3 – Q2 

Novice Themes (11) Common Themes (10) Expert Themes (20) 

Injury issues Transition out of sport Health 

Other financial options Self-talk Support/social 

Break from sport Get more information Guilt 

Change in goal setting impact Goals Consequences 

Athlete feelings about situation Motivation Referrals 

Sport participation factors Anxiety management Athlete-coach meeting 

Obligation to scholarship Anxiety characteristics Accountability 

Enjoyment Investment/commitment Build rapport 

Alternatives Identity Increase decision time 

Self-efficacy Coping Other psychological problems 

Imagery  Remain neutral 

  Re-introduce previous 

performance strategies 

  Fear of failure 

  Athlete awareness 

  Adjustment issues 

  Relationships 

  Arousal 

  Burnout 

  Best for athlete 

  Life issues 
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Scenario 4 – Q1 

Novice Themes (13) Common Themes (3) Expert Themes (8) 

Feelings about assistant coach Head coach background Expectations 

Leadership Head coach actions Pressures 

Goals Client information Team diversity 

Skill level  Competition level 

Team dynamics  Relationships 

Adjustment to college  Conflicts 

Diversity experiences  Intentional losses 

Player backgrounds  Problem length 

Reactions to coach   

Team performance   

Communication   

Hiring of consultant   

Consultant seen coach actions   

 

 

 

 

Scenario 4 – Q2 

Novice Themes (8) Common Themes (10) Expert Themes (19) 

Problem causes Remain neutral Consulting meetings 

Relationships Coach-athlete understanding Build rapport 

Coach point of view Team cohesion Leadership 

Winning environment Controllables Competition information 

Focus Goals Trust 

Other options Reframing Players concerns 

Team identity Situation outcomes Accountability 

Commitment Perceptions Task cohesion 

 Impact of intentional losses Coach characteristics 

 Consult others Consulting approaches 

  Communication 

  Diversity 

  Past experiences 

  Roles 

  Definition of success 

  Culture of excellence 

  Observe playing 

  Observe individuals 

  Coach actions 
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Scenario 5 – Q1 

Novice Themes (12) Common Themes (4) Expert Themes (10) 

Starter performance Starter experience Current participation 

College sports Problem characteristics Performance anxiety characteristics 

Confidence High school participation Performance preparation 

Becoming starter Coach expectations Perceptions 

Other positions  Coach impact 

Problem occur outside sport  Situations able to perform well 

Previous pressure experiences  Athlete’s solutions 

Teammate expectations  Client information 

Others expectations  Situation timing 

Coach policies  Coach perceptions 

Team performance   

Competition level   

 

 

 

 

Scenario 5 – Q2 

Novice Themes (11) Common Themes (11) Expert Themes (26) 

Big 4 Relaxation Anxiety management 

Focus Imagery Breathing 

Emotional management Goals Self-talk 

Self-regulation Routines PST 

Situation training Thought stopping Reframing 

Optimal arousal Confidence Cognitive behavioral strategies 

Difficult situation for athlete Experience in high school Beliefs 

Expectations Anxiety characteristics Mental toughness 

Thoughts about coach Get more information Athlete observe others 

Roles Athlete-starter relationship Performance reflection 

Starting QB performance Fears Redefine success 

  Controllables 

  Pressure 

  Prepare for QB 

  Problem causes 

  Build rapport 

  Referrals 

  Possible options 

  Confidentiality 

  Consulting meetings 

  Athlete actions 

  Experience as college athlete 

  Perceptions 

  Starting chances 

  Physiological approaches 

  Recording activities/behaviors 
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Scenario 6 – Q1 

Novice Themes (7) Common Themes (4) Expert Themes (8) 

Feelings about games Problem characteristics Communication 

Player awareness Situation timing Goals 

Player characteristics Leadership Team cohesion 

Off field factors Roles Motivation 

Dugout atmosphere  Team performance 

Coach reactions  Relationships 

Coach characteristics  Previous consulting 

  Client information 

 

 

 

 

Scenario 6 – Q2 

Novice Themes (12) Common Themes (8) Expert Themes (14) 

Reflection Problem signals Commitment to sport psych 

Situation training Team cohesion Centering 

Roles Leadership Routines 

Thoughts during games Focus Leadership 

Coping Positive attitudes Problem behaviors 

Communication Accountability Motivation 

Reframing Goals Perceptions 

Game strategies Contagion effects Consistency 

Reactions to uncommitted players  Being competitive 

Problem awareness  Coach actions 

Team meeting with coaches  Positive modeling 

Ironic effects  Mental toughness 

  Consultant actions 

  Consulting meetings 

  Get more information 
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Scenario 7 – Q1 

Novice Themes (5) Common Themes (3) Expert Themes (6) 

Behavior characteristics Anger history Anger management 

Behavior consequences Life issues Pressures 

Performance before Perceptions Player characteristics 

Anger management outside golf  Player awareness 

Similar situations  Expectations 

  Tournament impact on play 

 

 

 

 

Scenario 7 – Q2 

Novice Themes (8) Common Themes (8) Expert Themes (30) 

Thought stopping Imagery Breathing 

Relaxation Focus Centering 

Emotion management Routines Goals 

Impact of breaking clubs Anger management Affirmations 

Impact of pressure Awareness PST 

Feelings before and after Reframing Control 

Other anger outlets Frustration Arousal management 

Anxiety level Self-talk Performance 

  Pressure management 

  Personal life 

  Multidimensional expressions 

  Reflection 

  Self-correction 

  Coping 

  Expectations 

  Current progress 

  Motivation 

  Athlete golf history 

  Relationships 

  Good golf characteristics 

  Mental toughness 

  Golf characteristics 

  Experience common 

  Problem causes 

  Use other golfer examples 

  Resilience 

  Ravizza trafflic light analogy 

  Consulting meetings 

  Perfectionism 

  Get more information 
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Scenario 8 – Q1 

Novice Themes (6) Common Themes (2) Expert Themes (5) 

Father-daughter relationship Family dynamics Family activities 

Brother-sister relationship Daughter other activities Possible solutions 

Meet with daughter alone  Daughter characteristics 

Client information  Perceptions 

Brother feelings  Parent characteristics 

Father characteristics   

 

 

 

 

Scenario 8 – Q2 

Novice Themes (5) Common Themes (8) Expert Themes (18) 

Swimming as family event Consulting meetings Father-son relationship 

Reframing Daughter feelings Solutions for son 

Childrens accomplishments Parent-daughter relationship Solution good for all 

Other family activities Father-daughter relationship Consulting focus 

Parents support children Praise daughter outside swimming Referrals 

 Goals Not sport psych issue 

 Daughter motivation Daughter behavior causes 

 Sister-brother relationship Parental roles 

  Situation complicated 

  Major issues concern daughter 

  Family dynamics 

  Daughter development 

  Daughter needs 

  Youth sport factors 

  Communication 

  Solutions for mom 

  Dads feedback 

  Solutions for dad 
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