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200Bhe potentifadbriextppe maniadti emts effects of re
be presented in the next section.

Received supportln nspsoprotr,t spesvyecrhao | ogguya | i t
have f oruencde itvheadtabséuepefriad ihdlettee when coping
stressfuli necdvaemigentgi t i ve and dqrKgarsitg atnisemal& s
Roberts, rigftgoOicompet it (Cam sfomo® iPpjl wmmyb, 2012
more gener al problsamd dariggl sper sscbanset
(Hassel |l Retesal& ,Haz2rOdEg g 0OY0p)Y atl emee has sho
t hat received subpoheddnsf iddftenecse &t €d ewimam ,
2007 more p-ba(l Xxowrebasredd,wel |l angne?B811ip expen
effects (iHyg¢ ftfhme itearstkest t al . ps 2 éblked )noggi cal wel |
(Kat agami & Tasnudc hbieytat, e r2 6pleér ¥f noaremgén RO 0 8 ; Mo | |
et al ., 2017 RReess & Hareckyna n& oRRréele®dma n , 200 7

at hl et eal asrugfefre raendo u nt orfe p onnjot weredi eeqsu ewnhcel ne st hoefy



suppoas supportcmight obedauedmempetvati on
(Hayr,d Ri chman, & . FRuorstehdef re, | (dl9971)And9 t)ha e dn o't
all supportive behaviour scansitbheeniertliscacailalt
i nteractions as moMcoesdr esgtau diveed & ldheamd ptolsa tt i v
received suppomhteil gagish lrentéebst enct ov-e bur nout , s
determined motivati PpeFdepses&i 8mi ahd 2aa%1B

2014)Mor eover ,hasheenpgeuintiwsite gate the factors

effectiveness of received support in sport
more support, those whtohpecbeadepoiwohewtl achbi e
one desired aimjeexpebbencgdébwel | | ife sat

affeomparntdédsto who bk(aldu h& gthsUWh,d p20 1a3 )l ow str e
environment, athgktbke¢wvalssuppgecreti veexdp ehr i enc ec
negative affect t hearn I|tdiveesiasivapiifedrteemmamedt | o
al ., Wh@®nh4)at hletes received tangible suppor
coaches, t hecomfaiddkdadosegra mg e |I&f Tismu chu mmmar 2,017

egicved soa@ipple asuspigwe thbseal |y beneficial for

>0 O

eal th among di(fef. grrentFeponpewyd rd iGamolrd ian sh,0 s2 0 1c

mportant out(ceo.hges,eman agthllalt e n2t0sbaist , t he

-

ecei ved saopcpieaal westutmepmber mo r e ev.@gr.h,jammd eet al . ,
2011t i s therted oirrvpemsstpseghpltted h att hedons f or
inconsistent effects of received support a
i most beneficial

Expl anfatinm onrss EfsfteiResc eiSuppdor t
There are multiple psyceckoplidgeing ad mechan

effects of received seusptpéarm hersucMladalsert hr&a



10

Whi t-dhagna, 1982, Nadlueade& mkineRg aut & 9dE6ny

Sol ky,and 9i6ncr eased iwhogueiet we( moe.e, sppepplr e

pr owad/e ifreced b Gedpson, i da, Bol ¢séhra,ni& Shrou
Bamberger, & BWocrheaorvaecrh,, r2eOclolg)ni sing support
others (i.e., visible support) has been fo

supportive bwdnei daelrisvevhed Boeic sg miet iodn r@rci
provided subtly (Bolger i &vAmaenrle, Z@idpkpeorrmdamo |
& Kessler, 2000; Shrout et al.The20da6ei Phr of
support may al so isbdeesteht sdyitftra gechubl ntg debsd t
being famaia wbi wbrse psychobhlfBRredlr,and ph
Bowling, & Bennett, 2010)

Uchino and calrlgeaeguehed@0 ht gt ¢ hraoreiee brof
factors that may moder at e trhel eaetfdd cftasc todr g,
instance, the most effective di mension of
stre®sBeses & Har dly2z) 2z2r=lch)ipe,ce nfctdhc tacr svhet her
h adse s i rseusp geoorre hl e, Larsen, &ndarf@@gr pr o200 @k )
rel atedufcdotidresr ente lmypies mdt weeorv addp sor t
reci (pEKatnd g ami & TTshuicsh ifyraa,me2wdolr7k) may hel p t o
explain the inconsistent effects, as the t
complexity of effecti(WVWehiswmei ali n adugonpeor2d®I1 B)X c
support providers maryeeand s,unldeaditraq dt o erce @ii |
receng support at the wrofO&httmemegnaom,f &om t |
Wong, .1®884m)i | arl vy, mi sthatriee@nhelhpiv-gd, supPppe
i Nt endveddkeandver ed, magwemd hiee nseuffpiptosrt i s exce:

i mproper, (oCroywmrewa iWoed man, & Lehman, 1988;
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Pal er mo, 2014)
Theer sbmvi r o A nveordte |

Shinn etcladi.md dl Ot8MPeca rEypowno f o ntmdENP | ft i)
may explain the (in)effeck ifvietn etshse oorfy rweacse id
ashe extent to which individual <character:|
environmenttalcschha( &€esoainsc es987; Edwards, 2
Brown, Zi mmer maas; &Chehnso®str.Bhf & Schulte

accordance wihteacéehpts ohesuvupport can be vi e

resource, and its effectiveness will vary
circumstentecédse Eextent te WoBé¢@wbsmtuedopal ., 20
Beehr(20fl@ynd that individuals were more |
Suppdwretn they had a desire for i1t, and that
exhaustion and poorer physical symptoms wh
Similarly, the i mportance of being indepen:

Ci rcunishiaaiid atehrec eef f ecti venegébabpiregegecs8i gplden
Drul ey, & WoAoooMRIOORGLOO2heopl e who percei
completing tasks ineeapendenmntcley waé$eempogt a
powerl essness when they received support,
positive health behaviours and more depres
Th8uppaiatt ¢ Mondge |

Suppmatching in ge@ehah asgchkoKagy(1984)
underlined the i mportance of the di mensi on
the particular needs created by stressful
byYutrona andiRuosdlhle 099 nal mat chi ng mode

providing infor mat i oen able nseufpipcoiratl tion ptehoep |feac
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performance failure, but tiheeeff ettr omawhtean
rel at ({ Blosbwptz.eAcabrdi 2g0OLp the opti mal m
needs of indrwmidaedl byasetdati onal demands,
stressor is cont r(OUtl r&brReel s @ e lldnn cpdr @ NCi I pll aeb, | e
controll ab(le. ¢.i,t ueerrke nsptrroegpsoss)ed t o el i cit a
focusedesgppbormati{i onal support)(,e.amgnd unconi
unemp!l owemreentmat € me dfi cvonutsep@ersgmet i on al
supp(oCGut)rona & .Russell, 1990)

Suppmatchi ngpswnchl.@dgbegypti mal mat ching m
been applied in spoReepgsypoldoHagyy |§erd G4 Ihtaud
hi gher st atpeerocfeimdeodmersehleem suppedt wwabl mat
an uncontroll able stressor @aammetbiltei on pr
support was matched with a controll able st
Similarly, seévPar bl &r Ksemar ebénds Rdhaerefeld &
emphasised that wihmesmawckbeddae® atllet e tihe
support can be ineffective HWaweRems , | ead to
Hardy, and Hroauenmamoh(agdadsnad o bfl eoru s ed

supp@arst associ ated with betterthphperformance

)

umgntrollability of the stressors.
Li mitati on-ma b € hDsensgppi ot oeh cieppst cunaihsde s o me

supporting literaturemodtedesr alelcet vedommi xmal

D

mpi supgBrutr |l eson & MacGeorge, .2002s Cutron

nconsi stent bevddseda cve atmiadylf shre i n whi ch speci
di mensi ons of supp(oGatr dtnheery &watutt ntdoa arde c2edi bvde)

are addi tti tomdayl ifnafcltuoermeserelaststuermp otriian t he
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(un)controll abRI nty &oDuake.l t Barh eebxhaemp | €,0 1i0t
be I mportant to explore what support indiyv
support needss oobn eac tsiivte( &uhtaorpancat,e rGoshteinc,s & |
1990)
Th8uppddequMMagel

Whereas the opti mal matching theory foc
di mension of support received and the need
researchers have emphasised thesumponrt ance
individuals actually wabDehtemphanedeno whadt
(200Lassified supportive exchanges in ter m:
support than wanted), overprovision (recei
adequate support (receiving Iltnhdei vsiadwea lasmo un
receilvasnggy sbhppewghted from a partner reporte:q
rel atg omehiepdepressive symptoms, and consi
uncont rewlelnalalfe,er adjust{bghferesoal a] 2Ze6i

Theffettadequaite gempe@maltWhen cpheod plgey
receive more aderqeate | s kpp gr t-hoe ithdaggye bett er
including bett erBrnoacrki t& IL aswarteinscfea c t2i000n8; L aw
2008) ower anxi etByr oacnkd edte parle s, s i200nl 4 ; Linden
2012)nhanced positive (RB#&#hi nfhba &i Raf abkire
reduceepd essi vebisymlp & o(nkda esnoidk edresr , etanal . , 2015
i mproved meMeladn ohe,al Brhown ,F u& rt\@eordamod2 0 1 5)
Sol o@®31f ound that theosdmppomhavadegluacygnce f
physi ol ogi cal adeuctrceoarsees isnu cshalaisvary corti sol

i ndi vopdysi el ogi cal Stress arpepcroaviesreyd wahse faanso
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of receivedesuppgotbheagew®@hi €etha& Sol omon, 2

The effectsof inadequate supportin general psychologyDiscrepancies
between wanted and received suppante been associated with worse relationship
satisfaction and affe¢foseph, Afifi, & Denes, 20164lifficulty adjusing to
university life(Jou & Fukada, 1999,996) worse marital qualityLi & Fung, 2012)
more positive appraiséMatsunaga, 2011and loverself-esteen( $ | eb ar s k a, Mo s €
& GunneschLuca, 2009)Br oc k and L ghowevar,cgaedth& 0 0 9)
inadequate support should not be considered as a unified conssrueteiving more
or less support than individuals wanted might bring different effects oroeielg.

Under pr.dmdserpnovi sion of support has be.
detri meealatwetbd@g&ndhg, with I inks {(d0hongreased
Kaptein, Krediet, B onecsrceh od eepnn & 8&e tDgedk,k er , 2 0
psychosomat(iBr cswnmp tBrnesd y , Lentip,ooWoelrf ert, &
marital 6Btocska&tiLawrence, ,RO00@Or ®Hehiefatti
with(Denfker,begsd9pe6pitive @pprudilsalng for vic
adj us(tMetnsunagare2ptbtsjnatal Epemsgnve symg
Mari ani , Marracino,i Tcrnagued | posi&t Tuei af 26«
negati {Seafgfeect& ,Wileoswees t s@Elf)gener & Gal assi
1998nxi ety and ddpirnegdseinv & dio sivearrdsaa prh, y s2i0cla2l
and ment(aNol Hdagl tSck hmi edek, Brmegagt i&v d i anfdfeen
and percdgiSyedvesttreBAako,ni&w,WeKaed, p2@r )y af f
and rel atioB#b!| otua c & mREBrfeaveil o u, sh2zltels3)las @ h
showhat the har mful effeatcsdsfsf @anmdted xptro vi si
anmopul ati opatiiemdilspdiyrsd tahddhs&a¥Veder mai el

2012; ThongceudlBd&ksa | i 2@0 &) Rafael i, 201 3; Br
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2009; Dehl e et al ., 200 b0 sWprg(E@ree nwhgngianl a s
et al ., 2011, Sveiicgteirms&( @ redsrein,me2s0 U A H 9 ) t y

st ud(eBrtoswn et al ., 1987; Mat,suamdael ®Rérllly S
peopWel ff et al ., 2013)

Even tmobwuegshehaasseilygest ed that perceived st
pr ediodveibved ng t han r(dceceinweed & Lpddritns, 2014,
2009)ewer(t2 Ofitd uenhdaecei ving | ess support than
wad more i mportant predictomwasheacaswsxa aureder
with wor sebenemg.,albwtelgerceptions of support
the ouPRrewmescuasl mreasfecautntdalt @ a s si wpep dbrethavi our s
arneot enough ©Door nteheeti rinesta@ideengi(svea sett he term
neeg,dstchaeny e x me miuenbee lod a Intely dden dnugive b me s
incl bdghgl evel s( Loifma n& aAllrleees,t sAQ0 L)f acti on
bur delwang etgradatemRBP®@BY%i,etUssher, Butow, &
more stressfgFalkr eéel gx ppeaoareenrec epZn@ls3i xciad ehte al
al . ,, 20il@gher deprelsammerr tandGiamxii €,t yLecat hel
2021139st control of their emdBiuotmal emamé ge me
201 4)hmadver olfiefveelssat i sfaction, and higher | e
per cei v(ekda dksaweksis, Wi st e.r ,Fu tChearpnpoerld,, r2e0slesa)
haveund that whoe mmeiteedhiovsigdpupaolrst , t heir heal't
we-beiinsgpr set htdwhene cesiup g dhmte ttsheeeds (e. g. ,
Kadowaki eandlt.ho2d 1r5ecei lviimag & oAlslugm,o0r20 q k

Over pr oivhiesieomr e contradictory findings
of support. Despite evidernesnkeircsapport

i nef ffeocrt -bweee(nBgka | i fa & Rafael i, 201 3; Cof f ma
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1994, Huang,et20all2;, S20elwler tWol ff et al ., 201
Perrin, &, Gbamse, re2eeéaychers have found tha
can actually be haremfrwela,s edu gh®dsd v elvesat deif ring ctt
Chen, & Haedlilsesra, t i1s9f9a6c)t | o B rwictkh & e.lapmrieancseh i g
and poor psychoReymal dadé BER¢ tmexiaumtd, a €260 0 4)

de monst rreatcieetegytcheastsi ve amounts of support (e
did not docswe rtphréo)veiessimocni at ed witlBucecédgasi ve o
threatened awboanmonyg anhdr creil d a(lReyv einfsloni,ndi vi
Wol |l man, & ,Bepressi Y¥@B8ympnoxmstl eeds , 1997)
adherence to (MeidVzDdgpreddh mem@éBoet ierel ings
Foster,, ah@0OS)egl ect eorfeldaitéedasieiofaenad Chrsabae
Zufferey, & Schul z, 2014)

Reynol ds anduRgrersitred( 2th4) negative effe
of support might arise because support pro
overprotective. Overprotectefoar $s sta Wwalawif
that underest& mabiel theesgegci padanagsit,ve umma ie s
or excessive regul ati on fHagedoarrcetal V2000i es ( Co
Vil chinskyl edeertic eipv2eddl 10 ve ripea eort elcitn koend htao p
ment al heal t hChadkeéeij fwalgkat j t& Cuddy, 1996,
& Sc hr e u lower selifficAcy in dealing with diseagBerkhuysen,

Nieuwland, Buunk, Sanderman, & Rispens, 1998prer marital satisfaction
(Hagedoorn et al., 2000gss feelings of control over lifuijer et al., 2000)
reduced recovery from disea84lchinsky et al., 2011)worse dietary adherence
(Johnson et al., 2014and higher Ieels of depression and anxigtyimarolli, 2006)

In contrast, some studies have found no significant relationship between perceived
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overprotection and psychological distr¢€syne & Smith, 1994; De Ridder,
Schreurs, & Kuijer, 2005)

Supp@iratdeqguacy port .lpismictheed orgggsear ch has
the match between wanted and received supp
indirect eRadenteal exnsabdlksvenpent aptagrotlee i n

set anidgf |l venth webkeanngds pecé¢€ Andthanson, Funk,

El'l i ott,0%; SHokth, ZP2&mMMmMi nen, Bl ack, Sehn, &
Al f er manMc c @2rOdiH4n g sttoe,d tp a(rle9n8t7a)l I nvol vement
divided into under, modwhiaclk , hassdbo®errcatnecd

similar manner t.o Wrudgperoirrnv ling rmaretquiac ysi mi |
underprovisionaofensgsp@orrt noitn fithifiedircpentl| vy

chilsdrsemort career . aMoedgaragitee ritnyv olmaeg meéret t(h

evel of involvement, enabling children to

nput and support foloemmemei n sparinenmt ar Ower

(7))

up pwhriticsh when parents offer excessive supp

need oSomeandmpi r ihcassh owlvyadduetnhc eah dV 21t e a3t e

—+

heiar awtesmogd elrjan vedeé weeri encdehaigtler asvel |

mproved enjoyment andbdosedcwiced vetress, whe
underinvol vement or ovebéenegBvement Raegeke
& Gl ennlLndad®d® hparghateacour aged etvooil lvee d

t heir & hsgdrrpeanc eam tealIr , o vcearnipnbvedsd|tveome .n,t
Fredricks & Eccles, 2004; Goul dPatenmtes, wRo
are ovediavoelwmore | i kely to highlight triul
play wel |, and & v e ns h(rHedl el r sothdbdetr ,tplekadeshit) a |

overinvomhyemant egoaatbhtibeetcesu s @ t heir parent :
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them to beWslufcerdeard udbimithdyl overinv@vedparents are
often perceived by coachesmsshy controlling, demandingverbearingand
performanceoriented, which negatively influence coachprgces{Gould, Lauer,

Rolo, Jannes, & Pennisi, 200®arental overinvolvement, therefocea n b e

detritmeny@alng ati mlgdtaevsoeufriaebcliess on sporting

and par { Kammatiineca8®)as gdawotul d, Tuff ey, udr vy,

1996 )hmrd gehdt eann(xSiadtlya & Mi chel , 2014)

Measur e mempd riotd ¢ g u. &tadies have differed in how they
have measured ti{gn)adequacy of support: h)difference scordyy subtracting the
amount of support individuals wanted from the actual amount of support they
receivedwith ascore 6 0 represenhg adequate suppofe.g., Dehle et al., 2001})
an interaction score, by examining the effects of a product term difeate wanted
and received support on outconfesy., Silversteiret al.,1996) 3) a division score,
by dividing the frequency of support individuals received by that which they wanted,
with a score of 1 representing adequate sugpayt, Melrose et al., 201,5)) a
perceived adequacy scobw,asking individuals toevaluage how meh support they
would like to have received compared to what they actvadlgived less, the same,
or moré, perceived the same amount of support means the adequate $eigport
Brock & Lawrence, 2008)

Difference scoreBrown et al. (1987§levelopedhe Social Support Inventory
(SSl)which focused on theersorenvironment andubtracedreceived support from
needed supparwith greater difference scaeepresenting a poorer support fit. This
wasthe first study to examine social support (in)adequacy and found tratter
discrepancy between nestand received support predicted more depression, anxiety,

and psychosomatic symptorfBrown et al., 1987)A number of studies have

€
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subsequentlgxamined social support (in)adequdgthis or similardifference score
method, and have found links withositive affec{Barden, Barry, Khalifian, & Bates,
2016) negative affect and health stafMgolff et al., 2013) affect andrelationship
satisfactionJoseph et al., 2016narital quality(Dehle et al., 2001; Li & Fung,
2012) negative affect and stre€Siewert et al., 2011yupport qualityHigh &
Steuber, 2014pandjob search behaviours asdlf-esteen{ §| ebar ska et al .,
Li mi satif oni f f.Everethoegk difeerce sewenethodhas
beenwidely used inthesocial support literaturge.g., Dehle et al., 200/this
methodologicabpproach has beeuestionedin thegeneral psychologhterature
(Edwards, 1994, 2001PDne of themostprevalent probleswith difference scords
low internal consistency relbility (e.g., Cordes, Dougherty, & Blum, 1999)
Edwards (2001arguel that inmostpsychologyresearchthedifference score is less
reliable than investigating the component variables jointiagevariables are
positively correlatedFewerresearchrs havejuestionedhe reliability of difference
scoresin thesocial support literaturdut most studie havereported the reliabilities
of wanted and received support rather tthendifference scoriéself (e.g., Faw,
Harvey, & Feng, 2018; Matsunaga, 20199mestudieshave, howeveifound that
the reliability ofthedifference score of wanted and received support was lower than
the reliability of received suppofte . g. , $ | e b aAfartkaproblemial ., 2009
thatadifference score magonfound the effects of the two components, and therefore
reduce effect sizes and explained variar{Gafri, van den Berg, & Brannick, 2010;
Edwards, 2001, 2002)
Bar-Kalifa and Rafaeli (2013)ighlighteda furtherlimitation of difference
scores in thesocial support literaturd’hat is,a difference scoref zerois typically

labelled as adequate supp@iy., Dehle et al., 200utit is unknown if the effects
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on outcome®f congruentwanted and received suppattlow levels (i.e.,dw wanted
and low received) is equivalent to congruence at higvets. ThereforeBar-Kalifa
and Rafaeli (2013Jefined abaseline stafe re wanted support and no received
supportand foundhat thiswas less favourable to the wélkkingthan congruence
between wanted and received support at higher levels of those variables (termed an
60 o pt i maThiscategarica raethotlolds promisgbutthe comparison of
different levelsof adequateugpport(e.g., low wanted and low received versus high
wanted and high received) warrants further investigation

Anotherarea of debaten terms ofdifference scores arttle support adequacy
hypothesidas beenvhether difference scosshould be used aaw values such as
overprovision and underprovision, or absolute values such as inadequate support
(High & Steuber, 2014; Joseph et al., 2016; Matsunaga, 28tlitjesemploying
absolute valuege.g., High & Steuber, 2014; Joseph et al., 2016; Matsunaga, 2011)
were more interested in the effects of the discrepancy between wantecegited
supporton the outcomesather tharthe direction of that discrepan@ndoftenfound
that the absolute difference score was npoeglictiveof outcomes than the raw
difference sca@. The researchemguedt hat whet her individual so
are matched is more crucial than whether individuals receive more or less support
than they wanted, because batiderprovisior(e.g., Dehle et al., 2008nd
overprovision(e.g., Wolff et al., 2013have beemssociated with poor welileing,
such as depression, stress, and negative dffieleted, eceiving more support may
cause individual$o feeldissaisfaction and disappointg@€utrona, 1996)and
thereforeexperiencgooter well-being.However, thignterpretatiorcannot explain
the beneficiale.g., Siewert et al., 2@) or null effects(e.g., BarKalifa & Rafaeli,

2013)of overprovision on outcomeBurther, the apparent weaker effects of raw
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values compared to absolute values o@giue to nonlinear effés of raw difference
scores on outcomé3doseph et al., 2016; Matsunaga, 20Iiterestingly,Brock and
Lawrence(2009)assered that inadequate support should be examined as theoretically
different formsbecausealthough underprovision and overprovision of support were
both harmful to marital satisfaction, overprovision was a greatefatstarthan
underprovision.

Interactions. Some researchehsve explored whetherpmoductterm of
wanted and received suppgpredics outcomegSearle, Bright, & Bochner, 1999,
2001; Silverstein et al., 1998nhdeed, in congruence reseanstgeneral psychology,
this approactmas been generally appliedorder to avoid the issues with difference
scoreqSee review b¥dwards, 2001)Although some studies found that an
interaction score between wanted and received support did not predict @&hkiaty
& Jackson, 1997and depression, somatic complaints, and happ{dess& Fukada,
1997) other research has found it gicedictperceived stregSearle et al.,999),
task performancégSearle et al., 2001positive mood Silverstein et al., 1996and
anxiety and depressive symptothsiden & Vodermaier, 2012 o explore the
interaction,posthoc analyses wetgpically conductedo investigate howhewanted

supportandreceived suppoitteractionwas associated with wdlleing.Se ar | e et

al

(19BO6WUNnd that i ndisuipgwal sdivwhonowarmteecdei ve hi

suppaorta wor k rempwirrterdmenotr e pressures and as

performance Berael l regatepltecw2O®€@1)he exp
foumda timdividuals who wanted | ow | evel
accur at elegxeiifvetdhéyw emot iwhmalc els iwgelpor t
support. Al so, individual s who wanted

accurately hifgh hemotriecralvelkione elirotve d h a n

erim
s of
t han
hi gh

t ho:
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suppLoirntden and Votdesamad-rmihs h@&t0d@) e ( , | ow
wanted, | ow received support; | ow wanted,
received support; highupamtmentidni gd¢hi steces v

guestionnavitdanrcegse prach ent FSoantdhbeabbhbgradu

p at i whentndividualswantedhigh levels of suppotiut received low levelgheir

anxiety and depressiomas worse thamdividualswho received igh levels of

support In thesample ohealtty adults a similar patternvas found foranxiety but

not depressiofLinden & Vodermaier, 20125ilverstein et al. (1996however,

reporteda nonlinear modeh whichelderly parents who wanted low levels of support

from their childrennitially reported greater positive mowadhen they received more

support than they expectdaut when receivedupportexceedeanoderate levels

positive mood karplydeclined For elderly parentsvho wanted high suppohiut

received low support, their wdlleingwasnot worsethanthose people who received

adequateupport.This finding, thereforesuggests thaiverprovision of support

could bemore harmfufor well-being than underprovisigisilverstein et al., 1996)
Limitations of interactionsEven thouglpreviousresearch employeal

product terminstead of difference scores (eQeluga, 1998 Edwards (2001&argued

thatthe only viableuse of a product term as ahlernativeto difference scores was

when the two component variables are dichmias.For continuous measures, a

product term cannot substitute for difference scores to demonstrate the effects of

congruencgbecause the product teshowsa nonlinearelationshipwith the

outcomewhen the two component variables are equivalent, and the difference score

only showed a linear relationship with the outcome when one variable was discrepant

to another (seEdwards 2001) Therefore previous researchers (e.ginsley, 2000)

suggested tha moreappropriateanalyss for the effects of congruence should
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include both difference score and product term.

Division. Most recentliteraturehasapplieddifferent approaches dlivision
method to examine wheth#re proportion ofeceivedsupportto wanted suppofi.e.,
the proportion of receiving more, less, or the same support than wenésdpciated
with outcomege.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2009; Melrose et al., 2015; Yraguail.,

2012) The division method lsvariedacross stués For exampleBrock and

Lawrence (2009askedparticipants to rate the frequencies of receiving specific
supporive behavioursn the last month, and then evaluated their prefer@arasach
support (morer less).The proportion of underprovision was represented by dividing
the overall supportive behaviours (i.e., 48 items) by the numbema$ for which
individuals preferred more support, whereas the overprovision proportion was
represented by dividing the overall supportive behaviours (i.e., 48 items) by the
number ofitems for whichindividuals preferred less suppdvtore specifically if an
individual reported that he/sheanted 10 more support behaviours than received (i.e.,
underprovisionpnd wanéd 20 less support behaviours than received (i.e.,
overprovision) thenthe underprovision proportion of this person would be .21 (10
divided by 48 overall supportive behaviours) and the overprovision score would

be .42 (20 dividedby 48).Both underprovisiorand overprovisionverefound to be
negatively associated with satisfaction with marriage, and interestingly, overprovision
was an even worse rigaactorfor the wellbeing than underprovisi¢Brock &

Lawrence, 2009)

Yragui et al. (2012)sed the terrmpositive congruent support to represent
adequate support, by dividing the number of support items wanted and received by
the number of support items wanted; the term summonimission represesd

overprovisionand involveddividing the number of support items not wanted and
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received by the number of support items not wantee findings indicated that
higher adequate support was associated miahe favourable jolelated outcomes,
such asncreased job satisfaction, decreased job reprimands and job termination,
while overprovision did not predict teejob-related outcomegrragui et al., 2012)
Similarly, Melrose et al. (2015neasured the amountiofn d i v wahtedanhd 0
received suppoit the last monthand then divided the received support by wanted
support a score ofl represented adequate suppogtéived support equet wanted
supporj. The proportion of recead towanted suppomrvasfound to bepositively
associated with satisfaction with support and mental h@dktrose et al., 2015)
Limitations of division scores'here are stilsomemethodologicaproblems
with division method. For instance, ithe Study 1 oMelrose et al(2015) the
division methoctcannot be used witharticipantsvho do not want any support, as the
denominator cannot be 0. Hent&elrose et al(2015)excluded 27 participants who
indicated that they did not want suppevhich could impact uporeliability and
validity. Another limitation is thaa division scoreis a highly nonlinearscoreand
may be inappropriate fgeneralinearmodek such as linearegressioranalyss.
That is, if the frequency of wanted support is 1, then an increase in received support
from 1 to 10 would resulh a proportiorchangdrom 1 to 10. However, if an
individual reported thewanted suppors 10, thenraincrease in received support
from 1 to 10 wouldyenerate a change in the proportion fi@rh to 1.Furthermore,
previous research has not examined the whole picture of support adequacy model by
using division scores, for exampkrock and Lawrence (2009nly examined
overprovision and underprovisiolielrose et al(2015)only examined adpiate
support, and'ragui et al.(2012)only examined adequate supp@.e., positive

congruent supporgnd overprovisioti.e., support commission)
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Perceptions of suppoiftin)adequacystate Apart from the different types of
calculation methods (i.e., difference score, product terms, and divisong
researcherikaveme asur ed t he | ndi v {(infhdeguac(Broclpet r cei ved
al., 2014; Cofinan et al., 1994; Gottlieb, Maitland, & Brown, 2014; Gremigni et al.,
2011; Huang, 2012; Melrose et al., 2015; Priem & Solomon, 2015; Seiger & Wiese,
2011; Young & Perrewé, 200MYlore specificallywhen individualgerceivedhat
they received the same amount of supporttti&twanted(i.e., adequate suppart)
they experienced lower depressi@nock et al., 2014y educed depressive s
i n bi pol(ako aen cseorr sd gecteasedlmarijtal satidfacégBrock &
Lawrence, 2008improvedmental healtl{Gottlieb et al., 2014; Melrose et al., 2015,
Study 2) faster salivary cortisol recove(iPriem & Solomon, 2015andbetter
relationship effectiveness and tr¢¥bung & Perrewé, 20001 ndi vi dual s 6
perceptions ohotreceiving enough support (i.e., underprovision) has been found to
be universally associated with poor health and-eihg, such as greater depressive
symptomgChoi & McDougall, 2009; Gremigni et al., 2011ncreased negative
affect(Seiger & Wiese, 20119nd increased mortality risk§hong et al., 2007)

Unlike the mixed effects of overprovision founith other methodge.g., Brock &
Lawrence, 2009; Siewert et al., 201p¢rceivedverprovision osupport has
generallybeenrelated to favourable outcomes, including more positive relationship
satisfaction, emotional affect and parenting attity@dfman et al., 1994pand

better life satisfactio(Huang, 2012)

Limitationsof perceived(in)adequacyAccording toEdwards (2001 )directly
measuring comparisons of two components instead of measheimgeparatelyxan
havesome issues, such ajuiringparticipantdo mentallycalculatethe difference

or subjectively evaluate (in)adequatriydeed, a recent studiFaw et al., 2018)
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adopteda difference scoref received supporninuswantedsupport as predictor,

andthe percption of support adequacy as the outcome variable. The study found that
receivng more supporthan wanted (i.e., overprovision) was associated with more
perceived support adequaaogtead ofa difference score of zero (i.e., adequate
support;Faw et al., 2018)

Moreover measuing subjective evaluatiors support (in)adequaayay
represenamore qualitative perspective than quantitaiRaveis, Karus, & Pretter,
2000; Thompson, McBride, Hosford, & Halaas, 2016; Viinamaki, Koskela, Niskanen,
& Arnkill, 1993). Also, somestudiesusing this approachavefocused orperceptions
of availabk supportrather thammreceivedsupportover a specifitime period(Bloor,
Sandler, Martin, Uchino, & Kinney, 2006; Chipperfield, 1996; Mcintosh, 1991,
Oxman, Berkman, Kasl, Freeman, & Barré@92; Seeman & Berkman, 1988; Sykes
& Eden, 1985)Researchers should be cautious when cgunhstudiesin relationto
the supportadequacynodelas findings relating tperceived supporhay not extend
to receivedsupportand vice versa
Factorlsf it hankt & et bng aalfe Gupapt cer t

Cultural differences. Most investigationgto the effects of social support
have beeronductedn Westernpopulationsbut theimportanceof social supporin
Eastern culturehasalsobeen highlightedKim, Sherman, & Taylor, 20085tudies
examining cultural differences in social supguatefound thatcompared to Western
populationsEastern populationgportless frequent use of social supp@raylor et
al., 2004; Wang, Shih, Hu, Louie, & Lau, 20E0d perceive support to be less
effective(Kim, Sherman, Ko, & Taylor, 2006; Wang et al., 2QJ&cording toKim
etal.(2008)We st ern popul ations typically have mo

which people view themselves and relations
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therefore, tdhey magg eiomdcng esupport as free
f ewseorcabailgati ons; in comstymistcal Epmshave @aolplu
cultures in which people view themselves a
manner, and may consider group beliefs and
persontahepbpetere, they would be more cauti o
their own probl ems, as they may consider d

become burdens ofFdrhea xTayploa(,20@0datiwat led.
t hrce essesmtagl we st i-maasnead rtsot vedxieensi ne t he cul tur al
using sodiedlwerwm@Pereta 13 i t yE usrtoupdeeannt sAnmeenrd c an
uni versiTgybogadaebdahd a consistent pattern
reported usi ngt hHhan sEurooccp ad u ¢AIpPERIV ¢ a 1y
di fferent stressful I|ife events (Study 1),
and furthesmoubkt waasl aditfdfi duemrEeatnarerhati ons
when using istoltatal Asiugpmo rvwlee e n emerbm ulti K ehley t c
rel ational orudticnoimmegs ,t hseu cghr causp har mony and r
(Studyhe3d3)s.i milar phenomena was al {®.agbserve
Kim et &lur ,tiWea0Q 602 0adnhductdeady adalidy diary st
andormwmpdmil ar pattt@eay oof 280 hikdb iegme r i c an
studemtgocuall ssapporegqme Eurpypean American s
only i nl irdfeveparttisy e butl eelveeontMor pow&mn | ve
Ameri cans percei veads eeshse efefceecitpitv eo ft hsaunp pEourrto
(Wang et. al ., 2010)

Cultural difference ofsupport (in)adequacyPrevious research examining
thesupport (in)adequaayodelhas mainly explored Western culturbst studies

(Faw et al., 2018; Xu & Burleson, 20(avefound that Eastern populations (i.e.,
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Chinese)vant and receive different amounts of social support compai&tstern

populations (i.e., Americanjimericans received more emotional support from their

partners than did Chinese; whereas Chinese receivedmhamaational support

from their partners than did Americans, and Chinese wanted more network and

informational support from their partners than did Ameriqas& Burleson 2001)

Therefore, iisimportant to investigateshetherthe effects of support (in)adequacy

on welkbeingalsogeneralise t&castern cultureshereis some limited evidencehat

partially suppos the support (in)adequaecyodelamong Eastern sampld<or

example, Chineseamplesvho received more discrepafihadequatejupportbased

onan absolute difference scdrave been fountb experience worse wdlleing,

including poorer marital qualitfLi & Fung, 2012)anddifficulty setting into

university life(Jou & Fukada, 1995, 199@pecifically,Li and Fung (2012)

examined the impact of discrepandietween wanted and received supjport

marriage quality among 56 couples with afyem 20 to 79 years oldheh us band s 6

support discrepancy, but not wivesodo, were

quality (Li & Fung, 2012) Furthermore, perceptions oferprovision predicted

greater life satisfaction among elderly Chines®wved in rural areas, but not

among elderly city residen{sluang, 2012)No studieshaveinvestigated

underprovsionand adequate support among Eastern populations, therefore, more

studies are needed to examine support (in)adequadglin the Eastern contexts.
Request e dOnskuepyp orretceil pa teendh af teadntisamyf | uenc e

the effectiveness of (in)adequatie support

whet her support (Beslgetudl ARmTed(@ROBGE) a,

1986; Song Rae€émpmas®iGktllncti on between 1 eql

unrequpptetvaessey her recipients or providers
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ex ch)aamgde ctamhs!l uence the webpbkchagodlfers,uppiogherc
and collel.edqaiguteesr et al ., 19 &%; ahaedyldieers t& dFi s T
support behavicedss eeml amogleheatl, when soci
was threateastngemo itmei sieddal s were unwil i
further support. Whereas when smppert was
willing to redoeswi y2dPme@diswema tat lgiomd
models utghgaetsnitde ¢ i dual s requesting support oft
specific help and support), and that satis
support received meevisdemeses goadpstes) Mo a&ta v
provi der s aes wioerne tsheen ssiutpipvor tstthleatr tgleay sr ec
while the relational outcomes between reci
reci @ioes tssmmeqttCut r ona, Shaffer, A¥essnuecrh, & Ga
reseafte.her,ss Bol ger & Ambhaeé, h9gbB¥Fighhedt s,
i mportance tdhfe eXdmicitisngf (un)requested sup
se@raed the | imited empirical evidence is irt
Beneficial effects assPReduwd etdi wg t hu p eqrut
be an essential step in initikatpiengs pseucptp ovret
(Cutrona,Relgu%6s)t ionfgcesmupipderned sas an adaptiv
strategybeldpri ntdd vd dpe | veihtehn dihsetyr efsasced st r
situdfThonss, . DF86 ns2@hk)e, |l ung cancer pat.
symptoms i f they more frEeWalekdarl,y Zcma,e s& eHi
2006)AccoBdl ggrtand ,Amaecedi v(e2d 0Os7ypport may |
effective I f the r eecsitpiseunptpso rhta vrea tdheecri dtehda nt
unsolicitéddsshpgadteadyt hesmeaslraEsl east o cope

with a problaentdhteir eé¢é @is @ pptohirebhmdppor ti ve
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i nt er acnolteatl mawifngsncompetence and ot her me
(Bol ger & Amarel, 2007)

Negati ve aftfeactwd tdhssefuesttellodsplgpproeques

and subsequenplpypyrtemaiyvibeg bebwe-bkechngl for i
(e. g., Bol gerso&pedmatrel yun®0O0OIF)ngf oo aequest
number of reasons. Foworeyampbet damadubi doagl

being emblhen asskiog feel hehat umaeeens tni ng st

thei seddviné ¥Mmt t son &AsHkailng f20rlalsmipppoosre can

on® pr othd eddssheenti on and judgement, thus po
of <adeerndency, i nfer(iFarsihtey, &mod fi,n d&Ndad leacgy
1988 ) Moreover, following a request for supp

detrimental effects I f suppoinh@apopwrvi dees a
mannfe&€royne et Bl kewil89888)individuals explici
triggerdexmpecitaen sns of repagmymepotewhiah of
benefici al effect q Sdafei nbep gr t&iFGe alt d ygewi, o Ur9
requsespedrst desnci ated with worse ment al an
partiwhié¢mariydi vi dual s recei (e olue & Faukppar, t
200BHhi s ef fxeicmi may ther mf ul effects of wunder
(receiving | essbsawapnptoerdt atnhda nr engaunetsetde)d, s uppo
constarsudtngdi viod u all svansalyp meevgedtichsetg aw al mytt
Unrequest eo csiwgplposrtd casfvtr € hi nf uan cwteildni ng

soci al net wor k wit houtEca&r nexoplei c& tWert eng inggd to
l ndeed, sevewealststgadieads thhaeverieval ence of s
request. Foraegsample,of European and Amer i ¢

Chent sova DOututnodn t(h2zad1 2a)ppr oxi mately half of
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mily and friends Swasmaoncd{low@iodeadr t &Sd mi | a
at a sample of German people received 35
ring daily | ife events.

Beneficial effects assofome¢ edesweahchearse
ve argued that brréoégegueméertiabuppdr phyayca
ale.hg., Eckenrode &eWeetihiimgt csru,pploxrax0)wi t h
n help to Py edsdetreveem raencdi pbioel nsttser i nti macy
ith thei(Ecpgpeovioder &« WEhaboai ngalpsdolplopseld)

at receiving unrequested support may enh
pportpemaaeptihos would Gefheoetiti &k EBOoenN|
r tMoerl,i ng, Uchi da,f oaunndd Rrheantt rwhpe n( 2E0ulr50)p e a |
udents received unrequested support (ver
perienced more posiMoijwe zaliifaanct{ 2@h8) compe
weveund etqghuaeetst i ng support eofff eotti e e s1oto
ceived support in European Ameyiban st ud
ian American students who received unreqil
pport) exper i-eesntceeedm,i nmporwevre dp esrecl efii weed st r e
ods.

Negative effeatny egguecd.icat sed@iiothE mi, t h

d Fitahggda®9tZhat unrequedtnddmsumgpdrt may
dermine f-wedtmganadfasted i dbmys.e dA squunedsyt i o nn e
at unrequested support was perceived as

incompemt encé& GCodBDOmMmagw,and GClhamd( 20hk4) t he

cei pt of juwrbr eagdwe sctee el i cited more depress

e i ndSdongu@2@lL4)xated this finding in Chirt
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experienced worse ment al heal t h Twleesr t hey
Ssome per ienvel ndttedmlz t& | lsaps | n duincraetgeude sttheadt support
del et er i(oeu.sg .e,f fleecetlsstDene lestt rad .an & 00ABI)l eague
i ndividual s who r ecexperdi aamaed) upesd reedr spyor
outcomes (i .e., higher nebgaasteicy s eddfh)ecdndnd
wo spehysi ol ogi(ciasemungemkesacbhedadecnease in
respiratory ,siocmaumsp arreiddywahtndi ayma i vecei ved no
Factors that influence t hPec ceofrfdeicntgs toof (
Mai sel and,tGaebleef f(e2c0t0s9 )of recei ving unreque
contingent on whether sanpprpd@st tkhasorpreess paonnds i v
Shroutf ¢ &thdalt) support providers offered mor
they had personal gtohad ts tf boeno bt rhitph e deucei sptieedn t s
support resulted in more negative outcomes
did not have the same goals themsel ves.
Deel stra and fcodddkatghuets t(ReO 0r3gcei pt of
was associated with | ess hatriméusuepdectsof
compl ettehtadt etyacloul d not perfor3 mwiltdroluyt, ext
Song and ChamhdédOofidny i ndividual s with a gr ¢
(i .e., informational support), the receinpt
| ower depression; for those with a | ower n
unrequested suppartht mea £ Hiegpovedsast etdh.ews e st ud
genebabkbkg support needgs adthhean ttulae 6 iomdai vipd w:
own perceptions Foofr wehxaatmptl hee,y awa nutmesdo.d vabl e
ashigh need for swpmpgarotn, warsd useldv alsl d ow ne

(Deel stra. eSi iSldmg |2000B0Eeas i gt or | ow neec
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for supeogitt byt itdin, specifically whether wur
exper ifamcapmcg @ll e ms MoHdwenwgera,nd caorldguwedgues (2
that unrequbsehetili supporather than har mful
the support aisv arelplarymedRe qdueesdstpepdo rt was
associated wit-bhbebergteéer. ementabmmwet énce, aut
relatedness), and t hi si nedfifveicdtu anags pwphadr tfieclutl
waparticeéaedy Theref orheas esdipdwrecaehteVvbadeénc
may influence the effectivebeassi of appear get
whet her indivigduwumppemtaciodiat hyg wmwast | mportan:

Requested and unr e puwethad eggypnparctt iof s p
request eds wsssu pypmorreggweesst ed support has recei v
contexts, but athletes may frewmlueemtdy expe
coach provi d&Reeisn &t Fu claumamsen2 @ dDlugh s ome
stubdanes tflbautndsoci al suppordgome rbesedriachearls f
argued thabidthbkt ag f{ bewastdipepiorrtsupport
providerst@e.pgr.,ceéeincaatgdiecms gaard & Robert s,
| n comnuraasitt,ata ve el Bidgt sbavdtled est vi ewed
requesting support as an effect(i®Breowmping
et 2a0l1.5)No studies in sport though have inve
support are contingent on whether athletes
research is to examine the relationship be
unrequestpegortelaaded pout comes.

Satisfacti omnhawietyh asvdp deratt ed ¢bh@a88puppor
satisfaction is important and underpins th

researchers htave subjgectiedetdhasessments of
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satisfaction may be better predictors of h
supportivéAbebavicoursl19B8BbddEdBarréita, ahbd86&pb
(20flaynd that, compared to frequency of i nl
support was a mor ef i impdihveadidtanldset er mi nant o

Satisfaction withasupe@rcept salchprace £9 ,
the extent to whtihtah er escuipppioerntt sr epceeri cveeidv eme t
(Brown etBradwn almdB(7doBLi¢ggesesed that differe
reprambébnpnecti confgohbhmnhnoween wanted and receiyv
whereas sati sfiascttsi osnu bwietcht isvuep piodrrtme cTipe @me t
receive |l ess su@amardue it ¢e heyswappoed sati:
be | ower; in contrast, if they receive com
expected, satisfacti dgfuwirtomasu-gP8®6tt Dulnk el
BennettHi glh9 9%On)d St ewmbmer th2a®@14)pr those indiyv
reported undeppdoohesys irgenc ecifved | ess ,support
thegporteadatiewiach i wmwpport

Support satisfacti.6atisafgeneonl wpshchop
been associatbéeéeiwgt hnbetareouwellontexts inc
postdapraé(sBseicoknn, 2001; Shengbetktep&sttedry, 2
physical andagengap o Kekbutstegnsl 987 ; Krause,
Yatomi, Il&8d)acculhntramniave O¥aahe&slundend,s 20C
reduced mnixliege( Bdludteet s& , Wialndo X mpX D¥2)d qu a
of ilpdtei ents with c(aWhhHWwWioévlaisacmd agt dals.e,asz2013

Support satisfact.bani shaspioboh wsybhesobdoyg:
appears to be anspoptsBaanceopB8OOiLihain

injured elite skiers weseppess whensfhed @
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upport than they received. The skier.
h és ucpopaocrhteisve behaviour shmgt wantedr pas
t satisfaction has also been I|inked
es, including reduced anxiety and de
ed t¢Couvmpsetnt eventalal,. ,2010H4,4g¥adn gt hl e
relationship(and. trpencagveaed mnspédecle

ve feedlfaAd Kk ermamng o Geheasd mor-re&sO®Okade,

eter mi ned Dedtriewastei &1l Smiet h b uRroebtBtl € ea n d

ati sfRekFi®o@emse &l 8mist Mmoo #A4d bti mslbané&e Petr i

003 )more fl ow exPehdlearc,e Weng msepro,rit&wkEnedht |

ercei

ved st(rRasesdakad & uImintblancz2@04)eam i den:

nd c o(hDees iBoanc k er, ebtasailc ,p s2y0clilgl ogi c al needs

ut onomy, rel at e d(nfedsise,, aDwdd ac,0 n& eNa eomicnea)n i s ,

i mprogeti pe moods ah dseppbeertdtpe (i Beleaenec mygrsd o f

Ami ot ,

Perr efa uPrto,v evad H eerr,a n2d0, 0 9 )

Aims and Hypothesis

In light of the preceding literature reviewgetoverall aim of thishesiswasto

advance understanding into the impact of received support in $pble 1

summarisesherationale,aim, and methoaf eachof the chapters that folw.
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The rationale, aim, and method of each Chapter
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Chapter Rationale

Aim

Method

2a 1 No studyhasexamined support (in)adequacy f To investigate whether support (in)adequac Experiment
modelin sport influences sport performance and
1 There has been limited experimental tests of th psychological welbeing
support (in)adequaayodel
1 Limited research has examined the effects of
support (in)adequacy on objective performance
outcomes.
2b {1 In addition to the above (2a), it may be importa  To investigate whether support (in)adequac Experiment
to control forbaselindevelsof performance and influences changein sport performance and
psychological wetbeing psychological welbeing
3 f Previous statistical approaches to examine sup  To investigatavhether support (in)adequacy Crosssectional
(inJadequacy may be limited. influences psychological wetbeingand guestionnaires
1 Limited research has examingte effects of whether thee effects operate indirectly via
support (in)adequacycross differentultures. satisfactiorwith support using polynomial
regression analyses.
1 To examine if the effects of support
in(adequacygre consistent across Brhigand
Chinese athletes.
4 1 Evidence for the effects of overprovision of f To explorewhether requesting support furth Questionnaires
support on outcomes mixed. impacs upon thenfluence of wanted and at wo-time
9 Limited research has examined the combined received support on psychological we#ting, paints

effects of wanted, requested and received supy
on outcomes.

and whether these effects operate indirectly
via satisfaction with support using polynomi
regression analyses
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Chapter 2: Theadeaeadwbdeynce
Wanted and Received Suppo

OQutcomes: Two Experi men
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I ntroducti on

Beneficial a s sfoa ubeedt iweresn aowe plbargsruppor t
rel ated outbcuormmedBate dekcd & s S mietintf, i (dRE@NEGcse) &
Freeman, pdGA7%)i ve anhkEr eeeeman i @te drafibctrenc@20cd el )
(Rees & Freemanli ghtto0of these findings, sot
for athletes. Despite this evidence, the
benficheafFreese & Smith,. 20d3dewahgpea mbr e
comprehensive under stmhamsgiong) swft ¢ sad € t ol ps wpd
greater insight into the amount of support

influences the effectiveness of received s

studies that investigated the imflowespgper f
Social support has been cl assif(i@ahemto st
et al., 2000, Sangetusal ,ca@ampOments are t he

interconnectedsessabfr ehdtivomalai @gesmp dcueant s
supportive behaviours and messages that th

divided into two types: peReredeiewdeidsuspypppdr t

()
—

peo®d!| p ceptions that supfpofeadiely.] Belayai
Receivededeppontto the actual supportive beh
ot her people duri bakeg.pelzrd tdan ttriarset ptea itohde
benefits of perceived s(OUeport ELaked &nRbod:
201bBnNd sport(esygchofFoggmenmo reet deedtea,idisddtler

1), received support has been found to be | ¢
detrimental for plhyeieanaly &nComémnmhal RO4I5t h

I n sport psychology, some empirical eviden:

received support upcoomfo @Wkenecee &, Fspelmaas 886
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bur fdRwmtede ke & ,Smintdh ,p e@Bretgnmaannc e&. Re e s , 2008
Despite this evidence, not all supportive

athletes tend to judge social(Udcdrtyreatctalo.n,s
1997) ndeed, the receipt of social support

rel aoedofhdeeltielsgs of depresSheohreanxi&tymi tam
2013; Yang. eMoradavyer01a8t)hl eeés whoswuweperved
experienced more negative affect -than thos
stressful (Fremaonméntas ., 2014)

One i mport-aetatredi paendr proposed by t hi
modebehl e etsathe RPOO&) of support individtu
support is suggested to only be effective i
Specifically, mbdellappiofrited dtelges alCiyn) congr ue
wanted and received snupgepopriawicdipdrent serecme
| essorstuptphanadegobéed)rsecpporints receive the
support asowampgre@vye ciamment s receive more su
Receiving adequate support has -beiemgfound
(e.g.1t BitewekmwhezZ2@®bl) a mi smatch between the
wanted and received has been-beo(ueg.dg.t,0 be a
Sl ebarska. eMoaé.speoOO0B)cally, typderapd yvi si ¢
been found t o -bbeei nhga r nsfuuclh taos weololr er mood an
outcoB&sl i fa & Raf alknllii,ke20tlh3e) consi stent ef
support and underprovision, evidence for t
|l ess consistent as it h(@es. d.e,enHuamuptliedl0 I D)
effeet g-Kal BAa & Rafoareleiv,en2 0dleBter.igme n tBarlo cekf f&e

Lawrencen 2008 pmes.
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Despite the intriguing moidredexgear omenteal
t esft si tos predi cSeaornise lree®n@apiilnp url aartee.d a wor k
environment and found that individuals who
support (isiean) umdaparptreodimore pressures anc
more negatively. However, evidence of the
objective performamsear hgd 49O éaxIn.di hbanhsit een
interaction between wanted and rbeceived su
performance (accuracysamtdi m@ stpadsaet |teH omee v é 1
al(200éaplicated the experi ment anod tfiongnd t h
t aistkprowedi vi dual s eemoe¢isawegdlodreeiqnadesi stent
f i ndsiungggsehsaatt mor e experi mental sdwsuadrecsh are
has yet to experimentally exampaet she effe
consext

Given the |Iimited experimenmad,eltevoear ch
studies were conducted to examine its pred

hypot hesi sed that adequate support woul d e

outcomes and better performance, whereas u
favourabblkeogsyal outcomes and poorer perf ol
of overprovision in the |iterature, we did

construct.
Study 1
Met hod
Participants and Design
Participants were a sakwypie2db2 88 8(35 fe

years) students in a British university. T
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Asi ans accounted for 19. 3% of the sampl e.
yeaMBSIX in vari onFs 5i7ndiawvHdd3ulala s(p(orts at rec
(n= 45) pn=c3 )b, (r=edi)gnakdatB8onadr (n=nt2e)r nlagv eoln.a |
These participants were drawn from an init
Mags 28D1,3.4 years) pahowoi pawrstwleo weser i
modi fied golf p(@EeeAppenl)dxapnudt taisrkge dt atsok r at e
they would want if they performed the task
support and the 44 patrtswcp pamt swevrhe mwanr eidt
experiment. All participants reported havi |
experi enpwet toifng.ol Thef a¢tuadry-sihdtiwad s wdesi gn,
two | evels to each f aaotamri p(uwartti eoch :s lspugp@rotr:t
Material s

The experimenpuitnvoygvedshk gompleted i n
equi pment consisted of: &mytahhmgioddrcpattendo
(Harold Swash Putting Ltd, Merseyside, UK)
increased the difficulty of task; a standa
digital camera (Cameaohd-GRaIAfi HE RA6 K.t 0
Procedure

The study was approved by a university
provided informed consent. The experimente
and exercise science students. The first e
instructooed ahd putting task; the second
gol f expert to the participants, and he de

Before entering the | aboratory, partici |

groompd4) or theppowtmwgrepgved e randomly assi
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experiment al support condition or a contro
participants in each of four conditions: a
condition, b) | ow waowonhedcsuppght waonedolk up

support condition, and d) high wanted supp
wanted support groups were established by
in data coll ecti on seor itnmeantt etrh ewefrier sbtl ianndd tso
participants had previously scored high or
experi ment ert onhaest haelrs op abrltiincdi pant s woul d rec
mani pul ation or be in the wemd rmlli mdntdo tti loe
purpose of the study.

Participants were instructed from a st a
study was to understand about task perform
experimental conditions,goé-pdttoweg ®Hyslanamradc
scoring system. To enhance task engagement
highlighting the importance of the task, t
participants and displayed be mnecotdedbonr
digital video camera and the video shown i
participants with worst performance woul d

be awarded for the top three pSRudhlrmers (A

mani pul at reosntsabaries hweedl land commonly used thr

rese(aer.coh. , Moore,sWehson& Nreemacpu2013)

Il n addition to the gener al i nstructions
were provided the foll owiRiege ss carnidp tFerde enmeasns a
(20:10)

|l fully believe that you wil/ be abl
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successfully. |l would view the task as
experience. Just relakheg takgeyoemnchi me,
ti me you putt. [ wi || be here throughou
you might be feeling before this task,

hel p at any ti me.

After the support manipulation, partici
andeansur esoaf isdmedftfeect. Th-puttask wae gbehn
performed fromi2m hola.r®gukathe participa
task, they wer ed tadhlonkte dt men daideesbrafeftehe st uc
Measures

Wanted support. Wanted spport was assessed using an adapted version of

theAt hloRe esi ved Support Ruesmamnatai ale. ( ARBD4

Freeman and coll eagues demonstrated that t
properties. The original ARSQ measures foul
esteem, informational , tansdultsamaliebl(ee. gr.h,e he

transport to training and competition/ matc
the items were not relevant for an experim
modi f iPed otro t o atipeampt ingg tta®e&n g eviofurhedo rye u

t d00One informational support item from the
igi ve you advice about peotf@i miengoiunaadvcaacmp
about perf @Mmmiengtthtee tidekns were i@entical

present study, the 16 itemsf OWeyadsliert ed on
Appenlili XA t ot al wanted support score was ca
and higher scores indicate higher | evels o

Manipulation check. To assess whether participants felt they received
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support from the expert gol fer, they were
whet her the expert did off er dy auth ostwpmoaurst 0 .
scande0) y a(sliSeeA p e n dl). x

SelfconfidenceSe-t bnf i dence was -latssmsscal & yf rtdime
Revised Competitive2,Stwvahtiec PAnixasethbyedm vuesngd rt
that demonstrates @OCwmx, i Maretremrad, c& nRusd elnlc,
Participants reported how co+wpfuitdeamsty tomey f
a-pdloint scal enoan)gttngelrdyr Ojnu cIlE Xsaomp |l e 1t e ms
inclihdéedelongeddiéont confi dence because | can
mysel f r eaco(Baepp emyldligioea Ilmean of wabe five ite
cal cdwli ehthegher s ad oggeesat-eadn fciadd nc e .

Affec.t Posi ti ve and negative affect were as
Negati ve Aff ectWaStcshoend,ul Gl a(rPkAN A& hTee | B AeNgleh 1
has been empl oyreed aitne (veasrgiuodui sB asvpiosr t& Jowett,
Freeman eanalfin@i0Oligyg have supported its re
context. ©Ohé aPANASWDOD st@l es that assess pos
negative affect. The podexdoaaedahtfrboencgt cont a
whereas the negative affipe&nfdcadt.edi ncl udes
Participants weree exskend ttam rwehparht t hey wer e
item-pmi @t 5scal e noan)aittnamg|tdrrg@eed gyp € Al i X
The mean of the 10 positive items was <calc
negative iIitemsctéldgheghsescoregelrsefbdbf positi)
respectivel y.

Performance.Task performance was assessed by mean radial error, which is

the average distance the ball finished from the hole in centin{dtoese et al.,
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2013) Zero was recorded for eacttpthat was holedgnd the mean of the 10 putts
was calculated wittower scoresndicaing better performance.
Analyses

A series of 2 (wanted support: high, low) * 2 (manipulation: support, control)
betweersubjects analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) wemnducted to examine the
interaction between support individuals wanted and received upon their performance,
affect and selfconfidence. Gender was entered as a covariate. To explore a
significant interaction, planned comparisons were conducted with boved support
T control condition set as the reference condition to whichutigerprovisior(high
wantedi control), overprovision (low wantédsupport manipulation), and adequate
support (high wanted support manipulation) were compared, respectivgly.
significant level of .05 was used throughout the analyses.

Resul ts

Descr stpattii\set g-ktsght participants compl ete
study, and their means, standard deviati on:
sed¢dnfidénmean adishtoavmc & aTehfree a2s.sumpti ons of
normal ity and homogeneity of wvariance were
(Field, 20009)

Mani pul at.fTe cheakts of the manipul atio
participants generhkthecothecekpertecgghfee
with support. Initberttolw wandetdi eappf 22 p
reported receiving suppoorntradln ¢ drediht igdn wa:
participants reported rdcseupgapg rs urpepndratl. I
condition, 22/ 22 participants repoirted rec

experiment al condition, 20/ 22 participants
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Tabl e 2

Means, standard devi at i onssup paon¥d ,i r
confidence, affect, and mean putt.i
Vari abl e M SD 1 2 3 4

1 Wanted sup 9.3'4. 31

2 Setdnfiden 2.51.70 .11

3 Negative al1.3:.43 .21 - 29

4 Positive a2.5!'. 77 .20 .47 - 35"

5 Meadni st anced4d4.115. .03 .01 .16 -.07

Note. 8. * denotes correftatiilend)si
** denotes correl at itoan Iseidgni fi cant



47

Setbnfi.Menos and st andedrddn fd edveinactei oanss ao f
function of wanted support and the experim
There was no sign,jFflca®dp3q. igle,t. OfZohrergeender
was no significant ma{h, e88p<t.df®,r, OMant ed
but there was a significant ,a@ain=&3)Yfect fo
31.B85,. @pt=1,. 28here was a significant intera
bet ween wanted support andconfhe dr¢gdpemBi3ment a
= 39p<15,081,.3P1l anned comparison analyses f
the adequate support condoniodehae sogpiafe
those in the (Mafre 88Eclesp< o.n@0 I ,[. oI5 % AC |
Participants in the underprovecendtndeaoandidt:i
compared to those (Mgi#trh£48E & Pppxr e 0dbe OGN iCtli
[-- 799,97] Participants in wémebverpgnotVisaohl gc
di fferent to thoseMiiFrO/BE&E LrippFfF eredhcled9®Bndl t

. 3.82)4]
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Tabl e 3
Means and st andacradn fdiedve nada d foemsad soif hies\g
and mean distance for the wanted s

Supp@orntdi ti ons

Vari a Low wanLow wa High waHigh we
Control Suppor Control Support
M(S D M(S D M (S D M(S D

Setbnfic2. 481 2.804 1.e97 3.293
Positive2. 681 2. 281 2.Q0®6 3.830

Negativel. 8135 1. eHd2 1.708H7 1. 091
Mean di<<46.52 (43.21 41.70 (44.67 (
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Posiaf f eMetans and standard deviations of
of wanted support and the experimental <con
no significanf( le f=f8e3cht7 Of, A’ , gl emro si gni f i cé
main effect fB(rl,waSBthpedd. .dFEpp 06t There was a
significant main eff ecEF( 1f,o=r8 Bt5h<0 Qeptpe,r i ment
= ,almbd a significant interaction effect (se
the experimental co0di+B8Hp<6n,0fds.ixZ5.ve aff
Pl anned comparison analyses found that par
condi tgiognihfaidcantly higher positive affect
condiMgiTaonI3E. 1B< . 001, . BVBBY .AIPAY ]}t i ci pants in
underprovision condition had significantly
t he recfoenrdeMgi rn5JE. 1dB< . 05, [-.995492)]l
Participants in the overprovision conditio
positive affect to tMasre.  ISE.t1hBe r 86ber 86 e

Cl[. 7®.,0004]
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Nega#dfifvdegbetans and standard deviations of
function of wanted support and the experim
There was no signjFflcad3preid’@€ct Oflor Thender
was a significant mai nF(elf, f=e8BtpBf8ogdFf5hot h wan
= ,a0n7d experi megFftlak 88 Ppxd B 1Giddn. 17, and a
significant inter)aiti el Bod<badgt:,h (slde Figure
Pl anned comparison analyses found that par
condition were not significantly different
condiMgimnlSE. 1= . 26, [-9B5%) A0 %) ci pants in t|
under provision condition had significantly
in the refeMenrcd4BSEODIK t.i0DM ,[(.RB%. CI6 8]
Participants in the overproyidibhecentditio
negative affect to thMuyse 0PEthd r &B83erence

95%[-CR9,) .. 15]
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FiguifTkbe3interaction of wanted support and
negative affect af*t erndciocnattreosl Itihneg cfoonrd igtei nodn
di fferent from the refer elnhcee ecrornodri thiaorns (dlios
standard errors
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Perfor.Maaoe and standard deviations of
of want ed stuhpep cerxtpean ment al condition are |
significant Hifed8BpHOrdgendEhere was no
significant main &Ff(1ec83pFdrdfwanddréd support
experi mentRBIl,c<BBdOt1]l agdf<0,.,00alnd no significa
i nt er, A clt,i=8r8p3=0,.d¥8, . 0 1.

Di scussi on
Overall the findings of Study 1 offer p

modelParticipants who receixveafadeqgueuat anslup

positive affect than those in the referenc
negative affect. Those participants who ex
experienceaehll aandawohial ogi cal outcomes. Those

experienced overprovision of support repor
those in the reference condition. Despite

with the sumpepdoaidd Bpdreeguueaegear ch, no signi fi
were found between wanted and received sup
Study 1 was that partipcuitptainntgs tda sdk nboetf oartet er
support thatndiewmayt iwvcaanpteendb. s have been well p
accurately evaluate the amount of support

meant that no baseline | evel of performanc
addressed in Study 2, i mpewliioecm @mambtiseil part
t he -pauatitfi ng task before assessing the amoun

reei ve prior to a second trial
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Study 2
Met hod
Pi ISow dy

Thirty student sMag2 325 BMnarl.e5, yle7armal &;r om

British university participated a pilot st
determining | evels of wanted support | evel
sample was White (73.3%), wigdam@PAlse ans accol

Participants had c®&bDpet®R)d yyeoar sa imerawma roif o Os
= 15) anrrd ltSe¢amp(ort m=atl4) axckab, omadi)d¢nal (
or nan3 oln)all gvel . Al Il parti diemaret orhan ei t h
experi enpuwt toifng.ol f

I n the pilot study, all/l p gruttitd inma rtass kwe |
comprising 10 putts from a distance of 2m
then rate the support ftrlpant at ey fwawlad hwa ft
perform the tadlk mgvainnt ean stulpgooX@ questionn
Low wanted support was categorimed d<mn want
pil ot study), moderateawathOertlok3l)p,pband whaisg
wanted support was categqerildednapi $o0brsessug
Participants and Design

I n the main study, participantMgsgewer e a !
= 283D%= 6 year s) isttiusdhe nutnsi vienr sa tByr. The maj ol
White (75.8%), with Asians accounting for
competed forSE Bedh gkaB8slih= vdad) oaursd itneda m
(nh= 46) sportso=aB8jil@xc2A)hb, omadi2dn anFat i onal

7), or inte2naltevelal Three participants r ej
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main sport. All participants reported havi |
experi enpuwet toifngy.ol Tahnet s9 lwepraer tdircaiwvon fr om an |
120 (34 female, 86SDmabe2 yeamsphgerart 2QiL Bani
asked to pepruftotrinmgt htea sgko,l fand t hen rate the
if they perfor med tihpeanttass kwhaog awann.t efdh emo2de rpa

support T(@fiwenrgee €elxX0cl uded from the analysis i

t wo Dbestubgeenct s factors, with two |l evels to
l ow; manipul ation: supmpojrdct(stafessr)todr), and
outcomes were asseswaedpal abasal i ne and pos

Material s

The experiment i-pudbtasydg thed sgme pgeht a

Procedure
The study was approved by a university
provided informed consent. The experimente

undergraduate sports and exercise science

(the first author) delivered the gener al [
secopdrementer was introduced as a golf co.
delivered the support manipulation; and th
support scores and managed the allocation

| ni ti alrltyi,ciagplalntps pr ovi de(BecAlpprergdliax hi c i
before being given task i nstructions by th

instructed from a standardised script that

—

abou taskspeagf ar maouc éi@ed putter (shown to

experiment al conditions, f-puttoweg thyslnarmx
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scoring system. Foll owing these instructio
seddnfi dence anbet haskpuetitdso gforedimta 2m | ocat
regsliae hole). After this baseline task, p
much support they wanted from the golf <coa
putting task againcapi wgl $kial measure of th

Before perfoumitnggthasgolagai n, particip
wanted sumpodOD)gooupheée | ownwamlledwsmu@port
randomly assigned to an experimental (rece
conanthy the second experimenter. The high

established by the third experimenter. The

participants had scored high or | ow on wan
recei vpepotrhte msauni pul ati on or the control con
was blind to whether the participants want
Participants were also blind to the purpos
t he | ow wamdretdr slu pponrdi/ti on, 25 participant
support/received support condition, 19 par

condition, and 21 participants in the high

Prior to atteenpomad gt time, talslkk @martici pants |

instructions highlighting the i mportance o
email ed to all participants andfidli wmed ayed
and shown in | ectturreese agnad tp rce speamttast iwantsh, t h
performance would be iIinterviewed, and cash

three performers (A30, A20, A10, respectiyv

participants in the exrperpmewitdadd stulpe ogd me

MThe third experiwemtteed scuad paritatedortehse when partici
skil guestionnaire. We also controlled coping sk
n t

| s u
was found herefore we do not di scuss it further i n



58

message as used in Study 1.

After the support manipulation, partici
and measucroensf iodfe nsceel . f -poetsaskacéldheal perfor
the participant sy cwenpd ettheadn kk ehde anads kd e ltrhiee f e
of the study.

Measures

Want ed sWampcerdt . support was assessed usin
St udSeeAlp p e nldli x

CopingAskhotdl 6ied section oftMBtless&Audi 1
Smit h,wals98u2s)ed t o evaluate geneirtaelm csocpailneg s
has been used to evalua{®aedpkpepgé&sBmlth, iaAf
Participants evaluated how difftfeenr etnhte yl icfoend
contextsfl irregluddirigy attemdl dhmbi nrgcodifada
(including eyedagflit amhatengp Degtdh) se my
Participamtins-poédapohnddé&aerAl wptyasNe VEeeo m 1 (
AppenldliTxhe mean ofwatsh e alwc tilhtaelnessver scor es |
superior coping skills.

Mani pul atiTbe shbhmekmani pul ation check wa
(SeeAp p e nld)li x

Setbnfi Gebbafi denceuwasngasbessadte measu
St udSeeAlp p e nldli x

Perfor mMmaskeperformance was assessed by
Study 1.

Anal yses

A 2 (time:-maaselulae] omdst 2 (wanted sup
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(mani pul ati on: ssnmppekrtanaglonsirel of mcaear i an
conducted on tipatdd nrge fcaosnkf itadnesh gpeelltifo i nvest
interactive effect of the support individu
and -csoenlffi dence -taicme spo itrhtes ,t woof t erTocontr ol | i
explore a significant interaction, initially a difference score was calculated for
performance and then s@bnfidence by using the pestanipulation score minus the
basdine score. Similar to the Study 1, planned comparisons were conducted with low
wanted suppoiit control condition set as the reference condition to which the
underprovisior(high wanted control), overprovision (low wantedsupport
manipulation), and agtjuate support (high wantédsupport manipulation) were
compared upon the performance and-selffidence, respectively, after controlling
gender effects and baseline outcomes. A significant level of .05 was used throughout
the analyses.
Resul ts

Descr stpattii.védt @ cmean score for wanted supp
sample of 120 paSDxi8ipant sMlewaanld.1Q. 00) .
the pilot study, participants with a wante:
as | ow uwgmiréeéd s and those with a wanted su

11 were categorised=48) hihesvan®kdpaupipoir p

the experimental study, and their means, s
want ed ssedpdpndritd,enc e, aantd bnaesaenl 4rd es it ganndc &p o0 © th
arreepreisenita&lthhee ads.sumpti ons of normality anc

variance were satisfi(egd eddlbedd®Oyemgtibar e
sphewiamedy t here were only twbakeVvehe ahdtl

po-mani py( Ritélodd, 2009) .
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Tabl e 4
Means, standard deviatibed, sapfgbdbrt
confidence, and ane alma palt maen ggprmdd apg a

Vari abl e M SD 1 2 3 4
l1Wanted sup 10. (3.6

2 Setbdbnfiden 2.3'.69 .06

(baseline)

3 Mean dista42.!15.!.22'.48
(baseline)

4 Setbnfi(deans2.7..75 .02 . &* - 25"
mani pul at i

5 Mean dista336.116.1.12 -31 .43 - 40
mani pul at.

Note. 9N. * denotes correitatiilend)si
* %

denotes correl at ttoan Iseidgni fi cant
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Setbnfi.Menos and st andacrodn fd edveinactei oanss ao f
function of wanted suppoat khadeltihree exmpcde rp ons
mani puaraet idoinspl ayed in Table 5. After contr
significant main effectconf ick(lpec&6nNent al co

17.®9<2,. @b=1,. 1 7. There was not aF(s, ghé) i=zant

[ —

. 6, .02, ,0r2 want el ,s uPHp)prt . 4244 0,002 sel f
confidence. There was not a significant i n
on sehfi,B(Bnc&6)p=< .0f®01L,001, nor a significa
bet ween wanted suppor tF(lan B 6eppe,@moOnt al co
= .TOMe interaction between tiwmendndeaxgerin
was si gAfli,f i8Ganpgs 2@H=28,20. I mportantly, beyc
| owerrder effects, thwag waseaastgonf beadaweert

wamt esupport | evel and ecxomefriidrf@ennct86l) c=o n7d.iot2i,

p< .d’x, . 08.
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Tabl e 5
Means and standard deviations of W a
seddnfidence amd meaasre | dmeat isgprnudeap d sotn

Supp@orntdi ti ons

Vari a Low wa Low wa High weHi gh we
Contro Suppor Control Support
M(SD M(SD M(SD M(SD
Setbdbnfid

Baseline2.RM2 2.87)5 2.8@4 2. 6H4

Posmtanipu2.44889 2.832 2.(19%5 3.452

Mean di s
Baselined41l. 40 38. 68 44.79 (46.65 (

Post@ini pu35.77 35.49 46.48 (27.74 (
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Fol jugwests expl avaiyng nt.ké& aehi®@antroll ing
gender and-cbatkeplamemppariséanal $ees Fj gur e
Sshowed t kkatnftildencel fdi ff erence score was si
individuals wuppothecaddguabte compared to
condiMgimmn8SE 16p< . 001, .68% .AITkensfeldfenc e
di fference score was significantly | ower f
condi tion c¢ompearreed etroe ntbheo seeod3rBda 1t ipho n (
< .05, [958 CI Theonsfeldfence di fference score
hi gher for the individuals in the overprov

referenceMgcrond3®@EtlSpa (05, 9649, .Cl 64]
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on after controdclobinhigdeoacegerndemndarma
ference score for the condition was
wnwanted, control). The error bars
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Perfor.Maaoe and standard deviations of
of wanted support anatt hbhasex mamii padtaglo Mo n
are displayed in Table 5. After controll i ng
ef feptes formantE@, f86pt+FmEdg3,01, wanted supp.
F(1, 86)p== .#2509,02, or expgF(li, merot)pd= .203BHi,t i o
d?= .03. There was not a significant intera
perfotAhdnc®86p==.qF%,6002, nor a significant |
wanted support andF(elx p eSrépFmesmgF.26!06 1c.oTnhdei t i o n
interaction between time and experj ment al
F( 1, 86p< =.0f2,4.208. Beyomddé¢hesff tower there
signifi-wanti nthere&cti on between time, want ec
experimental c¢oni(lt,i 08n6 )ope pledsdEBobr,m2 nc e

Fol lupwt ests ex pwaoyr iinmgtnatihaee ttitrcroeng r ol | i ng
gender and bas eplannedeompezisomn ali(ysHezen d-d ,gur e 5)
showed that the difference score for perfo
individuals in the adequate support condi't
condiMgimoN. 6= 4p43,05, [-1986.4 7G5 The
performaeaeediscioe e was significantly highe
underprovision condition compMdsied8t @9t hose
SE 4p20,05,[.9B%W.]))C8B The performance differer
significahotyiddfivedealts in the overprovi sji
those in the Mafrer.&Ec e3 pi8PIn Bidt, [-@.59% CI

8.151
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di fference score for the condition was sig
condit wamt @dowconrt rboalr)s. dTihsep learyr ost andar d er
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Di scussi on

Overall the findings of Study 2 provide
support modledRarctyi ci pants sshppoetehaed adeqgl
significantly greavefi dmpgpavdmergysdlaisrk sel f
performance compared to those in the refer
received under phrawo r sseetadm fa fd esnugpaptcarntch gg o | f
performance compared to those in the refer
experienced overprovision of support exper
in cehnffi dprcé oshivmd g @mp ar esde tion tthhoe r ef er enc e
condi tion.

General Discussion

The overarching aim of the current stud

t hat i ndiewlindfulaltesnecweaht ect s of received supp

findings provi deldatc otntsd srtemdi petviadfencweppgor t

psychol ogi cal outcomes, and some evidence
gopbtting task. The potential for received
aff ecctonfsiedefnce, amdagpearefndr warnde pirevad ous e\
psychpoéogy, Freeman et al ., 2014;. Mol l et
These experi masperareononhegue hawever, in di
received support is particularly beneficia
|l evel s afndsupplbess effective for individual

Further, the findings highlight the negati:
performance of individuals not receiving a
provi de ewvindge nchee fsourpnpuabttett edpfaaoayt he effec

received support in sport.
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The current findings within a sporting
t heef fects of (in)adequacy ben weelninganned an
organi sati(®Bdre&lhrsettiangs 2010; Seiger & Wie
20Q00)in patients with (Lhysi Zailni aand Crherot, a IHed
Mc Koy, 2012; High & Steuber, 2@Ismailkoender
2012; Reynolds & Perr,i ni,n 2080&al efthaon&g et al
Rafaeli, 2013; Brock & L&wrlelncead,0s2@h8 ,et2 @0
2016)and i n di(fBfagrdeemt edulattur,es2016; Faw et &
2012; MelroSeeweralet a015;2011;, Welfyf et
few studies, however, have examined the in;
support on performance. Siermetl £d1919® ;t R®O O0Ar) e
found theuppbett $waahea diemquartyi st ent across t
a cognianivyee ttaSeaarbéyebPapnhd thabhadndi vi dual
beter pewhaeammran aaedeqgevieedtdeisaumpaplor t . I n the p
reseadehqyapegort ai ded motor performance but
wanted support was assessed after a baseld]
control for baseline performance or that t
more accug atttediyr asBemsor hcomeesedstent findings
(in)adequacy on perfor manttieg if leii gftnderr a coged t
mormeseluttclhr e research exanmnhandsitg utlhde suppor
consider adgaptiemdmemiXt@dirndesi gns-siubjfe@vour
designs.

The present research found that those i
support experienced favourable outcomes. T

predictions of mnmohed ngdu pp ervti caadeqleasecyar c h. F
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receiving adequate support has -bbeeienng f ound

(e. gKal Bda & Rafael i, 201 3; Si.ew&€ntucetal dly,
the current experiments differentiated bet:
and received it (i1 .e., the mat@ahedandsupport
supportd@dandcedige it (i.e., theroeperence c
receiving the amount of support that they

and received high | evels of support experi
both studies than those who wanted and rec
finding provides a more nuancenddehder stand
compared to those studies which have not a
supgertg., Joseph et al., 2016;, Matdsunaga,

suggests that future research should be ca
measure (in)adequate support. | mportantly,
emprical evidence that athletes should be e

support i s not( Pae nssiggana rodf &y eRaokibeeerstssc t WLaDI0I3y)

benefit affect, confidence and performance

Despite the potential for received supp
curséndies found that for individuals who
received it typically experienced |ittle b
control condition (i.e., who received no s

i mpact eorfprtohvei soivon of support has been mixe
found support ove(feorgouv, s$Siomwe rstn betb edhlt .c,v a2 0
BaKalifa & Rarf asvemt@dtlli) meBrock & Therence
present research feosupdotthatsobvargebyisnehnf

hand, this suggests that providers would n



the r
t han
findi
suppo
i mpor
Furth
shoul
suppo
have

Co
studi
exper
under
Gr e mi
suppo
& Raf
perfo
of no
Shrou
resea
outco
2001)

Th
al |t

woul d

71

ecipient by offering support and this
withholding supppbrathfetasywane ubhsuH
ngs also suggest that providers may e
rt that does not help, and therefore
tant to provide whppoat hVetesswantesu
er research though i s encouraged to e
d be noted that in the present studie
rt prexpeeri wass auanncolne aorf isfu popvoerrtp rwoovuil :
di fferent effects i f it emanates from
nsistent with the premoidecetlt baescaofrehe
es found that those particpiopraant s who
ienced unfavourable outcomes. This is
provision i sbediéneg gpiahBakh ©®o Rahaewel | 2
gni et al ., 2011; Si)eweUndeertpradv.i,s i2dnl
rt may |l ead individuals (8&fad¢elf adi sap
ael igagn@20rna&89ult i n unifcaowdurdaemlce afnfde gto,
rmance. I ndeed, inhdvei tdoatbBeteadatbvebé
t receiving somet(lRiafg@etthagt Ctrlraenyf oa dt, u &
t, & .BoTilgiesan 2mpd)Y t ant phenomenon to
rchers and practitioners as negative

mes compar e(dBdwmeiostiden ,veBrsdtignudvsky, F

ere are some | imitations of itrlsd ,prese
he participants were novice gol fers a

transl ate into experts. Second, al th
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competedl evoebh hngbther sports. The physical

deel oped in those sports may have influenc:
t he -pauatltfi aGot asks, Collins, 2Makmiarmda,r ag!| t&h dw
the support provider in each study was pre

outside of 0sbei parnecwpabhsuFut uherrcrdoe &2r el

if the findings would be dexisssitegtstppopt

net work and who are also |l ess knowledgeahbl

Despite these | imitations, this study h
i mplicati onsdi nTghse ccounrtrreinbtutfei t o the | iterat
understanding the interactive effects of w

contexts and by providing evidence for the
suggest that r ecei veende fsiucpipaolr te fniaeyc tosn | oyn hoauvt
recipient actually wants supperretl.atSeudc h f i n
interventions tdébeahhh rbeea dnigwehiawied vhaalds mi x e d

(Embul deni y.a Tehatali.s, 2i0nt3gr venti ons that pr

messages to all recipients, do not account
want . Future interventions sroawmltd otfh esruepfpoorr
wanted by recipients. Equally, existing a
coaches, should be educated that the effec

support that athletes acteabhdg wesppndndoa

needs.

I n conclusion, the results of the prese
received support have an interactive effec
2Theoreticalty, agmpeteitthinici | evel, years of pl ayin
influence the effectiveness of received support up:¢
those wvariabl es, a similar pattern ofl ogfiftadt sandf
performance outcomes was found to those reported in
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to be beneficial ,whoutwamnrtleyd fhdrg hi r ceivwil du alfs

those who did not want support. The findi
support can be detrimental, which further
adequate | evels. Theismeposrttuadnite se xtpheerrienfeonrtea |p
the suppomadalhegimddcyht that i1t is a useful

effects of received suppoét siuppopdr tn,etavrod k

Sshould be alert to tbheasdppartothtahet hesap
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Chapter 2a and Chapter 2b,

Chapter

Aim

Findings

2a

1 To investigate whether the support (in)adequacy
influences sport performance and psychological
well-being

1

The alequate support (high wanted, suppgrdup reported
better seHconfidence and positive affect compared to referer
condition (low wanted, control).

The wnderprovision (high wanted, contr@joup reporteavorse
self-confidence, positive affect, and negative affect compare
reference condition (low wanted, control).

The overprovision (low wanted, contrafjroup reportedimilar
self-confidence, positive affect, and negative affect compare
reference andition (low wanted, control).

No significant interactions
received support on perforn

2b

1 To investigate whether the support (in)adequacy
influences changes in sport performance and
psychological wetbeing

The alequate support (high wanted, suppgrup hadetter
self-confidence change (from baseline) and performance ch:
(from baseline) compared to reference condition (low wante:
control).

The wnderprovision (high wanted, contrgoup hadvorse self
confidence change (from baseline) and performance change
(from baseline) compared to reference condition (low wantet
control).

The overprovision (low wanted, controgiroup hadetter sel
confidence change (from baseline) and similar performance
change (fronbaseline) compared to reference condition (low
wanted, control).

1 To investigate whether support (in)adequacy
influences psychological welleing and whether
these effects operate indirectly via satisfaction w
support using polynomial regression asais.

1 To examine if the effects of support in(adequacy
are consistent across British and Chinese athlett
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Chaptéhe SEf f(eat)adefguacy
Wanted and Re oaWevleldii®u ppo

Briti sh and Chinese A
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I ntroducti on

Social support #issocamli nmpaccrttoan ti nppsayccth on g
physical heallSeeam@vwelwlsheiBeg k man et al .,
Uchino., RID&®DHet wo rdeesceaadrecsher i eh dveeefeco@ni s

role of social supRees, | 2OHBapdryR.e edshO&)md retx t
and the wider I|iterature, however, most st
support among Western popul ations, with f e\
(Kim et .alAs, sR0@08) there i $eltihmirt ¢edheurmcdéert st
di fferences exist in the amount of soci al

and -weilng. The present study addresses t hes:s
of wanted and receivednfupgphbtetens &affoenc Wea

and Eastern cul tures.

Both the general andhesdpoutnithdaieychol ogy |

perception of an individual (tih.aet. ,s uppeprocreti vie

(7))

upport) was uni v éred algl ya nkde-rpeelr & toer drlaontictec o €

(e. g., Freeman et al ., 2011; Ucmino, 20009;

ndi i dwegplorted receipt of s¢gppectivedr esou

support)hadoweerrrf,ound i nconshesitnegntanyd as s o¢
performdmaded outcomes (e.g., DeFreese & Sn
Chapt@me lgxpl anation for the ineffectivenes:s

reicet of support might not match the amount
(Dehl e et Qpeci RI0OdA | y,motdiedd eqnu p g o0 rets a dhe elea ¢
conceptsisuomamen(preav pients receive | ess sup

adequacy (recipients receive the same amou
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(recipients receive more support than want

©
o
(72}

itively abtbsoi¢gnepged WMelt howel et al ., 2015

underprovision of support has been univers

The effects of overprovision of support ar

Huang, 2012) , i-kad fi ff ac t& WRe f (aee.l g ., 2Bdr3) , or

(e.g., Brock &f urhavr ieamwleigtf e2t0ddtiOgr.e can be f ou

ChaptDeerspli.te promising evidence for i1ts pre

psychology, |limited reppermtr cémbdiqgdaacpoesit ngat

o
o
>
—

recei ved

exts.

Chapter two, however, provided e

suppoarnfiohemdd exrtd perlffor mance i n

vary degnenhdow much supporachneviviemnmade shiwgiml

the i mpo

o]
>

et es

o
(¢
>

tify

research

Beyond

(72}
©
o
—

ting

-}
o

(on
D
@D
=]

exp

resea(fkaw

di fferenc

Ameri can
research
peopl e f

frequent

r

i vi dua

)

r

tance of examining the consequenc
want, but it is crucial to explor

how (i n)adequatieses-enp@erit mexteaflft s e

designs in natwuralistic settings.
understanding the importance of
contexts, it is imperative to ide

| s. The aefyf eoont sh ecdfletishugaptoh uwveedrdaiqrul

o

red (eo. gvEat Badarn &uR#afliaSeobme, 2013)

rest al ., 2018; hX¥we&eByr foesomd, t2h@&@ ]
e between Eaasntde rWe staemml essa mpil .ees. ,( i1
regarding their desires and rece
examining cultur al di fferences 1in
om Western cul turges,untdlso e pforram | E

use(ef gsociTallasmmapperklei ve20@4) o b
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hel pulyg. , Kim ®real ous20e6eparch noted that
may refbecrvalpeoplof recdgiKiim ¢ th eallMo rfer2ddm 89t ¢t
specifically, people from individualistic
view the self and relationships rieceamnwei nde
opr owiupe opoute wsietrd e | @fKtiimoret . aloOn, thA@0®) her

hand, people from collectivistic cultures,
relationship in an interdependent manner,
crucial than pree,sotntady omay ,ndthheywedbki hg bur c

supg&Krntm et .all n, a22@08) on to understanding d

which support is exchanged within differen
adegmadmgdef | ects support processes in both \
Il ndeed, some | imited evidence shows that t

being may extendetg. Easiluahgr, s@xXalgke, di sc
bet ween wantepgdpant weceiwvednduto b-e negati:
being among Chinese popul(dti &ndguamgdcl2Odi2ng
stusbhedcijtust me nt (Jdué& Fukada, ¥985, 96} WMor eov er ,

overprovision of support was associated wi

Chinese who | i vied oitn armornagl ed (Hemangy 2012hcu t y r es
More studies are needed to investigate sup
Consistent with calls to understand mec

l'iteft@8haoairts,i t20ilsdl)i mportant to understand h
i nfl uermceasngwelSlati sfaction with ergeacred.ved su
Theoretically, I f individuals receive | ess
experience | ower satisfaction; in contrast

support than they want, thdyYudhowmlad dX0@&)i
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Il nddBecancof 6aAA1LY)y hat injured elite skiers w
coadhwepport when they expected more support
skiers wer ewinolr et lbaitri sfupppmsuppawhenveéehbebaac
met or surpassed the support they wanted.

support, satisfaction with support has gen
out comes amondi mg hrleedwecsegd iancduet s ssinnd ek pale
2014; Yang, eltowdr ,s t2r(eR¥bye daenkde bé&u r Swimutdh |, 2004
better team ident(bé i Backeoem @ammdalcohez30 bh)

The suppombderdeqgha@gdexasming a number of

approaches, including: 1) difference score
e.BaKal i fa & Raf2aelriat i200 1s3c)ores (redei ved s
supporMe;l reo.sge. ,et 3391 .i,nt20ax)t i on scores (recc¢

by wante8i suepsteéei;n 40t peaelr.c,ei ¥eHU6)support (i
(i ndiapiedcelpgs i ons of whether they received
t hey wamBtred;k 6 d.a,wr eTnhcee ,mo2s0t0 8c)o mmon appr oa-
investigating tmmoe,eshupwewvwdr ,adeagsu alcesen di ffer

this method(Edwar ¢.6€)Fd@ddxampl e, Edwar ds hi

di fference scores can have |l ow internal co
sizes. Further, dibheephoal sgodesf ereedntevht
wanted support and received support) into
For example, a score of O can represent an

|l ow support through Baodanecedvedduel ywhbgtv
These problems are not fully epeéemse@tieadnsvi
osupport (in)adequacy. One solution is to

response sur f(aCcaef rme tentodadl.o0gy2010; Edwar ds,
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Gentry, Padde stoamd, &2 H10)

The polynomial regression model consists of individual components (e.qg.,
wanted and received support), curvilinear terms (quadratic and fogther
polynomials), and product terms (interaction of two components). Accounting for the
two components and their joint effects in a regression model could reduce the
potential confounding effec{€afri et al., 201Q)This method generates a more
comprehensive and nuanced test of how wanted and received support influences
outcomes, antherefore could statistically and conceptually improve understanding
of the support adequacy model. Further, response surface methodology can also be
used to create threamensional plots and demonstrate the linear and nonlinear
relationships between ti&@o components and the outcomes. This is achieved by
deriving the coefficients from the polynomial regression equation linking two
components (e.g., wanted and received support) to the outcomes. s | ope and
curvature of the sectacengroegcehéil ene wh
received support) can be examined al ong wi
along (the line [0f eper waatreaedcmnesi ovpepd) ustunpspeo r t
(Cafri et al., 2010; Edwards, 2002; Shanock et al., 201@)e sl ope of the 1|
congruence focuses on whether there is a |
support @easndatodtooommevels of two components
hi gher | evels. The curvature of the I|ine o

nolni near relationship between congruent suj

support inpeeateth@hbkisakoof incongruence f
direction of the discrepancy is related to
overprovision more favourable?). The curva

on whether the ouwtscdrmhmes demge eienfolfuenced epan
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and received support increases.

The primary aim of the current study wa
mo dien sport. The secondary aims were to exséa
we-bkei ng by enhancing satisfaction with sup
consistent across BritisiMaasel Cainnde Sabathl
recei vedouwlud poa tbeme-becng!l whent he webkl respo
reci gnieeerdtss Al so, a daily diary study showe
mental and relational outcomes when they r
than whemot hegndi suppor t( BXal idfi @ & oRafraelei
2013)Therefore, we hypothesised that congru
support woul d be pboesiintgi,v-kaénydn gneelaltil ed be wel
particularly favelsablfe wantkeidgled received
|l ower | evels. Based on the consistently ha
findings 6&6fe@khaptet wf hgpbodad)that discrep

be negati vellyeirred,aterdd twndwverldr ovi si on woul c

detri mental than overprovision. We further
partially mediated by satid fraecsta aornc hwi e xha nsiun
cultural wvariations in social support proc
made for cul tur al di fferences.

Met hod

Participants

BritishThenmprlietti sh sample comprised 236
(107 fema)ewi LBE9ammban S&g e2 .o4) .2 0P arr tyiecairpa n(t
competed for aSbre an 00f i B3 7yedarfsf e(rent spor

20 team sproer tlsh)7 )atnzxcelgd o n(aakratli9Ogdnalor( i nterna
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in= 8) Il evel

Chnese sTahmep |l&hi nese sample comprised 265
athletes (189 female and 76SDmakRep).with a
Participants had comp®bred8. #40ria méadi 6f ebe
individual sahdat=tkdabh) 6poegy3onakatdi7rgnalor
i nt er nrect )i9lnaav e I( .
Procedures

The sreraeadss onal study was approved by a wu
participants provided informed consent. Pa
sessions and asikelenoi tompkesteopaperes tha
suppor td, sruepcpedirvte s at i s fcaomtfiiadre nweiet, h asnudp pad rf te
Measures

Transl ati onUnplriokcee diunree smeoad urdes cef aqndal faf f
used (see details below), there was no exi
received sBpppottsandséaction measures. The
(including consent forms) were transl ated
i ndependent bilingual tr ansltartamrssl actoinodnu cafe
i nstrumentrsi.giThhaedn itnhset roument s -weameslkampamned
version and any discrepancies revised vi a
first author (nagolveedhinese) were all

ReceivedReuappwoedt . support walsedtaesssessed uU:
Received Support Ruesmam neta ifFardene( AR D4 )
coll eagues demonstrated that wvalid and r el
ARSQ. Participants were asked to indicate

received different supportive behaviours f
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teammatcdes,cbdbatness trainers)ysponrtciommgpetiti
contexts during the | astilweehe Fablowerf,t
of ten déiodp apretoipcliepant s r &ctheede r2d2yeonit eunps agac h a
y oougifive yoaubouwtvipceerf or ming Danfthempe pil ainve s
your tOPRParmicgpants poesmonded| @eoctatigiwvwdg |l fro

seven or (mord& df dme geecAp penld))Ix The mean of th

t ems waswictahl chuilgahteerd scores reflecting more
As the ARSQ was originally developed in
performed to examine the content wvalidity
Specifically, 30 spor2t0 andilgen 26 . 8SSDydansts (1
1.2) in a Chinese university were presente
ARSQARSESQ and asked to rate how-4weoltl atthey u
all twxltlremel gnaveill s rebhevassedi bf atdhtet epgol
competiti-reotl eate |t lelfkodrreslmev)dSeeA p b e nld ik
Content wvalidity indices for all/l i t ems
were calcul ated as the predowittilona odc prag t3
(Polit & .BAck,on2®m@) validity index for sca
and relevance as the mean of thRolri re&pect
Beck,. 209%6) 83% of studeARS-Qweperweldl|l t he i 1

under M o0dB(0SA, = TO. BAN)d r eMse =airdt.. BB,

01.05.17Trhh)e. it em content VvVAIOD@Oi tyoti mdi ces we
understanding asdatel evanheat aadidhey inde
These values meet thBPokritandoBeckcOoithneéyde
Want edorsapnpg ed support was assessed usin

ARSQ. Compared to the ARSQ, no modificati o
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options, but the geiheribestamt wasekmpdhoédwed:
want peéoRdret itcoiep aanstkse dwetro i ndi cate the freq
wanted to receive each type ofnostupapporatl Idur
seven or (mord& df dme geecAp penld))Ix The mean of th
items was cal cswloateesd rweiftlhrechhiignlgergr eat er wan
Chinese version used the same tr a®sl ated 2
Appenld) Ix

Sat i sfSacttiisofnacti on with support was asse
No modi ficati onemserlkuimatdleetgen@d@intstem w.
the |l ast week, how satisfied were you with
peoplé@ePai di ci pants -peisptongdeal war gngiixg fror
di ssattoesrfy eglactod@fdifedd )a n allhyessies response opt.i
taken from the saittiesni aschtoirotn fsocranh eo fo ft hteh eS o6e
Questionn&arasps8sQ6ar ason, (Seklepapreinnd, i x& Pi er
| ).)I The mean of Tthéc2? ateedmsiwah higher scor
satisfaction with support. The Chinese ver
ARSQ as meniSecehApee ndpxve

SeConfi BBestdenf i dence was aissemsescalusi higo
t he Revised Competi t-Rv é CSRChiotxe eAtnXxail &thygy 2l10n0v3e |
measure can provide data with good interna
in previous so¢iReless&pproremans e®ROPEHNs e d
how confident they felt abogtoitniteisrcad pc o mi
rangi ngnaodtr garttbeldy (muc Baanp | e iilt efmese |li nscd lufd e d
confoadnédémt conf i dence because | can mentally

go d(SeeAppenld)ix The mean of the five items was
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scores refl exanfnigd gmea.t efhes edhi nese versior
Anxi ety -2 nwentempyl oyed anfoznhgu, C hliondgds)evi at hl et
only the five -RPRemacfudemdt he CBAIl same as t
the curr ¢SedAppexkhixch

Af f Posi tive and negative affect were as
Negati ve Aff ectWaStcshoend uelte aAhPANPASEB88) has been
empl oyed i nrelaat oe@Batsipdbir&asJowett, 2014, Froe
201a4d findings have supported it can obtain
The PANAS contemhcalbevo, 1®dne t o measure posi
other to measure negative affeddxcdlthed posi
anfd bnogvher eas the negative affipe&ndcal e i nc
fiscaorPeadr t i ci pants were asked to report the

right no-woont astalvenoan)ai tnegItArrgbee | 1y (

Appenld)ix The mean of the 10 positive items
mean of the 10 negative items. Higher scor
negative affect respectively. The Chinese
Schedul e wams nggmpClhd ynefdHanaatgh | eYaegSee & Li, 200

Appenld) Ix

Anal yses

I nitially, a sampd®esdfs iwedepaeamdamutct ed t
wanted support, received scppoirdenscseatiahac
positive and negative affect inpBrmargh an

analyses were then conducted separately fo
Foll owing the rSehanmakre@dtOt)measbade rate of

(i n)congruence between wantedoamrdweeceived



86

conducted the polynomi al regression analys
support were standardised, and then the st
subtracted from the standardised received
above were categorised as having received m
overprovision), t-boSewei ¢ hcat sgoriesédel asv h:
|l ess support than wanted (i .e., On&erprovi
and 0.5 wesedcaseBhaving congruence between
(Shanock et al ., 2010)

Pol ynomi al regression analyses were con
(in)ycongruence between wamdrefdi daenrdc & ,e cpead svietdi
affect and negvaetliyvye aanfdf enchte trheesrp etchteise ef f ec
satisfaction with support. In order to red
wer e -csecnatlreed by subtracting the midpoint of
seconder polynomcal vedr mmprptoe’t . gogpoetei veoc
X want edEdweppb&d§2;; Shanocklettahbhl | y20l0ye po
terms were entered into each regression an
variables: received suppoytwawheledogpopbdr
received X wWaenX aendplsa ppfortthe SPBESregaehagdanc
i Appenldl Ix

According to (pEcwamnds, r26G@20ldd9h ehreoc k et

coefficients of the five polynomial ter ms
response surface pattern, instead of direc
pol ynomi al regression analysis. The respon.
thrdemensional visual to demonstrate data w

(Edwar ds, 2002; .SMRemspaoke eetg saalp.h,s 2welrOe) pl ot t
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coefficients, which were al so exa

onfidence intervals calcUEawaddyja 10

200 2;

ShanockThe mespoBS&O3urface patterns

sl ope

and curvature of the perfect congrue

suppo

respe

and peefécecencedgsedpeeappbpnt ),

¢cEdweards, 2002; .Shvomeck petcidli.c,al20101)

imengruence focuses on whether there i

congr

uence of wanted and received support

and received support. The curvature
t h eanre ri esl at inommshi p between congruer
and outcomes. The sl ope of the | in
n of the discrepancy, such as whet
upport) owvedndeppoovi i wantedcsupp
t predictor to outcomes. The curva
the outcomes are influenced as the
ilved support increases.

amienre swahteitshf acti on with support med
ruence between wanted and received
al regregs&Edwas ddeFaeardondubeedbove
al regr-ressibnt mopudlest wast reg sati sf:
ependent variabl e. Seceamnd, atghhd npol

ng satisfaction witkRashppaoattcome an

nfsied ¢nce, positive affect and negati)

e indirect effect of each independ:

ul ated as a producttbéfabeionetfie
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first stage) and the coefficient of satisf
satisfaction was included alongsiAre the in
example of the SPbBEgreyenhrppdaldlidhof cramhl st

of compound coefficients in the total and
was used to determi Edwheds pMms Ddcmpcoeu ndnt er
coefficients representing indirect effects
tested the significance -coofr rtehcet eidn dciornefcitd eenfc
intervals cotsitmatceedbdg®dn on (EA wa0 @ sb&ot st
Cable, 2009; Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Mac

Resul ts

Tab/lreports the means, standard deviatio
variables for both samples. The correlatio
the diagonal, whereas the correlations for

di agonalf Andepammglke®stt found that tBritish &
@woFr2. P4, .dx1l, 23] an@osr2e.cie8,v.edd2 ,[21] | ess sup|
than Chinese athletes. There was no stati s
wi shpptassty Ip67.d=0, 15]. Further, British att
seddnfitwemc8pB9.,0H1,35] and tpessi Gp8&e, affect
< .@91,52], and | otwesH3 nPYat@d®, 2aF]f.ect |
Table 8 shows the percentage of athlete:
support, underprovision and overprovision)
support in both sampl es. More than half of

experi emucend ec dregrween wanted and received s



Tabl e 7

Means, standard deviations, and correlations among va
British Chinese
Vari abl e M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Wanted Supp2.5'0.802.70.78 - .57*.08 .08 .05 .33*
2 Received Su2.5.0.842.70.77 .42* - .53* .48* .47* - 15
3 Satisfactio4.1.1.063.91.03 -0.0%:.53* - . 61* . 59* -, 45*
4 Setdb6nfidenc2.80.662.60.71 .01 .51*.53*- . 72* - 35*
5 Positive Af 3.0:10.872.60.77 .01 .47* .47* . 59* - - 34+

6 Negative Af 1.6.0.751.80.70 .40*-.07 -.36*-.40*-. 34*-

NOot @&ritiNim s 20c0ei nese=sap2. The correlations for British se¢
correlations for Chinese samppl e®@P&r& 0OAresented above t
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Tabl e 8
Frequencies of athl et e sunamheor perxopveirsiieonnc,e do ro vaed epgr wavties isonp por t
British sampl e Chinese sampl

Congruenc Percent arMean Me an Percent Mean Me an
Recei veWant e Recei v Wanted
Support Suppo Suppor Suppor

Overprovi 24. 2 3.23 2. 27 20. 8 3.20 2.40

Adequate 52.1 2.40 2.39 61.5 2.70 2.70

Under prov23.7 2. 17 3.32 17. 7 2.20 3.42

NOtN&ritiskr s@2hdei nese=sasP 2 .

Overprovision: Recei véd dwuppmpernrt twan mwamd etdh asmu p@p.oF t .

Adequat eThseu psptoandar di sed di fference bet weermb raencde iOv.ebd and wi

Under provisi on: Recei vB Isawpnonrthamaswamwnredthamp @r 6.
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Bri tSamml e
Setbobnfi.daeceotal, direct, and indirect
and surface test of <oppodenCienpncengreseae

99 The total effects modetoerkptanoed 3Tbé sof

the |ine dwamorgr sepp®rt = received suppor
positive, indicating that when individuals
they wawxwoed, deelce was greater at high | eve

support than | cewer) .| elVhalss t(osed FRifgwrct c¢comp

and indirect effects, indicating that <cong
influewoead i delnfce directly as well as throu
support. The cafr vadrugreuerncd hwead imet stati st

The curvature of the Iine of incongruen

indicating that as the discrepancy bet ween
se¢dnfidence decreasefdf edthe fdor etchhe amdr veadc
i ncongruence were both significant and neg
bet ween wanted and r e cceoinvfeidd esnucpep odritr e cntfllyu ea
via decreased satisfacti on cwintgh usewngpeo r(tw.a nT
suppearetced ved support) was significant and
who received more support than they wanted
confidence compared to those who(iwaemt,ed mo
underprovision). The direct and indirect e
indicating that the direction (overprovi si

influewoed i delnfce directly as well as throu
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Self-
confidence

Wanted
support
Received support

Figuifbeb6bresponse surface plot of wanted an
confidence in British athletes.
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sida f elehte t ot al, direct, and indirect e
urface tests of supeortafenpc®sasgnuedc,]

otal effects model explained 30% of t

i ficant and positive slope along the |
Il ved support on posidiiiwidévaaltfeec tand ndi c

Il ved support were in agreement, positi

d and received support than at | ower
ect effect were both sigmreinftiecdret wa e
d and received support influenced pos
ased sati sTtheotiadn awidt dusepgporét fefctt loé
ngebembe statist,ichatishgi segini éfifcantt wa:
i vely mpoesioci.ae¢ eaf fwe ¢ th

e curvature of the | ine of incongruen

ating that as the discrepancy bet ween

i ve affect dedr eamsledeciThefdiecéec were D
ive, indicating that discrepancy betw
ive affect directly as well as throug
of i ncongrared cpeo wiatsi we gniifdicaatti ng t he
r for individuals who received overpr
rt. The direct and indirect effect we

the directeoanedfpdsestrepantyyechfdurec

faction with support.
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Positive
Affect

Wanted
support
Received support

Figuifbe7response surface plot of wanted an
positive affect in British athletes.



96

Negadafifveechte t ot al , direct, and indirect
and surfaces tests for support (in)congrue
99 The total effects model explainedalB6% of
and dirset¢thseledgecdaf t he wdrmenmdt kRtoatgirsteinca! |
signi fibhiemdi rect effect was negatively rele
Additionally, thsetthet aluramd udier e@edt teéfef d atne
wer e negtah i vely rel at édeeodt barpeegati ve aff

The curvature of the Iline of incongruen
indicating that as discrepancy between wan

negative affect al snodiirneccte aesfefde c tTsh ewedrier ebcat

and positive, indicating that discrepancy
indirectly through satisfaction. The sl ope
and negative, i ndvhoateixmpgrt keartc eidn divweir pu alvs s

negative affect than those who experienced
effect were both significant and negative,
bet ween wanted and deoepgpatdveuppbettidilae

indirectly through satisfaction with suppo
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Negative
Affect

5

Wanteg
support
Received support

Figuifkbe8response surface plot of wanted an
negative affect in British athletes.
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Chi nlame | e

Setbobnfi.daeceotal, direct, and indirect
and surface tests of -csounpfpiodretn c(ei na)rceo npgrreuseennct
10 along with their effects on satisfactio
explained 21%notreffddennoe. The sl ope of the
was significant and positive, indicating t
amount of suppor tcotnhfaitd etnhceey waasn tgerde,a tseerl fa't
wanted and r ecewevred esvuepl pso r(ts eteh aFni gluor e 9) . T
comprised significant direct and indirect
wanted and receivedoestipgentei diteaeaenktgdaseiv
increased sati sf a@acttailo na nwdi sodit hcewcpty acrfafreecTidn e t |
l ine of wemgnmwdetnlseati st,i chatish i segtni éfifcant v
negatively ascooncfiiadeendcewi th sel f

The curvature of the Iline of incongruen
incating that as the discrepancy between w
sedomfi dence déeredasedt and indirect effect
i ncongruence were both significant and neg
wanted and receivedoestipgentei diteaeenktgdaseiv
decreased satisf asdtoipen owi ttthes dp mer tof T hme on
significant and positive indicating that i
had hi gloerf | deeinfce t han those who experience
and indirect effect werenddothtsngnit hatanhhe
di screpancy-ciomffli demaced dseglefct |l vy as well as

support.
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Self-confidence

o

Received support

Figuifkbe9response surface plot of wanted an
confidence in Chinese athletes.
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Posiaf f ¢flehte t ot al, direct, and indirect e
and surface tests of support (in)congruenc
10 The tot al model explained 32% of the va
significanstl oapned agloosng itvhee | i ne of congruenc
received support on positivéwardtfedtgand ndi c
received support were i n agreement, positi
wanted and recei vVededspforte tFhagmurleowdr . Th
effect were both significant and positive,
and received support influenced positive a
satisfacti drmtewi adi seapigpdehtecb ectt ure of the |

congrweme elmat st ati st,baal i yssigdifecaneffec

=}
(¢
«Q
o]
—+
<
(¢)]

y associ.ated with positive affect
The curvature of the Iline of incongruen

indicating that as the discrepancy between

positive affect decreased. The direct and
negativeg timai cdaitscrepancy influenced posi i
through satisfaction with support. The sl o
significant and positive, indicating that

-

eceived orvaetrhperrovihsainonunder provi sion of sup
effect were both significant and positive,

influenced positive affect directly as wel
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Positive
Affect

5

“Received support

FigurTehelor.esponse surface plot of wanted an
positive affect in Chinese athletes.
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Negative Affect

l \

7\

0
Wanted support

5 Received support

N

FigurTehellr.esponse surface plot of wanted an
negative affect in Chinese athletes.
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Di scussi on
The present study examhadial tshpeo rstu ptpoo r t
provide i mportant insight into whether con
received suppereti nignf lanan ovehe t weelrl sati sfact.i
medi ates these effects among British and C
at hlwathessd and received more support than B
samples were | argely conmo danhedn thiwgihtlhi gthhte tsh
i mportant insights that can be gained by u
sur facdkolmegyh.o More specifically, across bot
betsteedrd nf i d oprocsa tanwdk affect (but not negati v
adequate support (received = wanted), espe
wanted;se2ppakpéert esxeddd nwoiredéeéneccet ( bot h posi
and negative) when wanted and received sup
experi ensceddd nfe tdteefrd e candvhen t hey experience
support raehmprovihainomn 4) suprepddnfijidenaeéeq!
anaf fect indirectly through satisfaction wi
The current findings within a sporting
evidence for the beneficicel vedf ands waimtean
support in or g(aBheieshart ieotn aall .s,e t2t0iln0gisn Sei ger &
coufdlBesock & Lawrence, 2008,, 20e009,! e2 0alcdr;o sbse
di fferefBacdlenueamnsdalpat i2e0nlt6s) wi t h physi cal
(Koenders et al ., 2015; Linden & Voder mai e
Applying pol ynomi al regression with respon
provided a moi@scgimpr éené dwdmteve d nan o i rdacad isv «

support operates in an interactive and non



106

outcomesenfkiedénce and affect). I n addition t
support was assooubntémegKphBhava&uRabhel i,
our findings highlight that i1 ndividual s wh
great-eonfsiedédnce and positievde aanfdf ercetc etihvaend tlt
support .

I n I'ine with previous evidence that dis

support is -hhai(nd gl ,t dowelplbhhet pakbsen20%6udy

(@]

onsitstpattern that individuals who reporte

and received suppbeiBgeplorared lPpapwremceaeve( 2 0 (

however, argued that inadequate support sh
underprovision and overprovision of suppor
support has oemnavi aldhlf ya viboeuembd s out comes i n
research (e.g., Siewert et al., 2011). Our
individuals who reported receiving | ess su

se¢dnfidence and positiafef eedtf.ecBv i denrdc en i fgare

mpact of ovesdpiongi sisomoomre walli ed in the |

although some research has found that over

outcomes (e.g., Sieweri t®osimedli mes20 hl;f fWaltfil
(B&ml i fa & Rafaeli, 2013), and even detrim
Reynolds & Perrin, 2004). I n the present s

support than they waenitnegd trheapno rttheods eb enthtoe rr ewc
support than they wanted, which supports t
|l ess detr i-bmeinng@.l Sioewerltl et al . (2011) sugg
associations betwedri nyge maryo \bies imom eampd ewall

individgaws tthealoire stressful situation (e.
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Reynolds & Perrin, 2004) .

The current study found that (in)congru
support influenced outcomes through satisf
t he sagpeoppudcy model, and addressed calls ir
mechani sms through which sofcPaldasapp&rt ex
Sarason, 200.9;Splehcoiiftisc,al2l0yl,1)i rcceiiwieddual s who
support was congruent with what they wante
support and i-nonfuirde gae adared fppoaddiigsnigviemialfdre ct
to the perceived responsiveness theory, whi
resmpsi veness to needs |l ead to i mproved sat.i
providemay, Clark, ®hEeesnappo200Vv}ys highly
indi vohndedéts then support should be benefici
respoess veinndi vi dual s ek(kMarseht &, 680086) out
Further, perceived responsiveness has been
under provi-lbsaionBgkaen i weal I& Raf ael i, 2013)

The current study found that Chinese at
and r eswegipwead t han Bridtiifdlepemiti euesf i wdi alys
Asi an popul ations reported | e(sTsaysluoprp oertt auls.
2004; Wang. eOnal pot @0 tdurl r iemetaGhoinim a ,Is adt phahrt t
organi sations, such as univeNatitoBrssgagatemd:

have contributed abhtaeesompbiteving better

di fferen(tiS,r eBwanr,celsi., Bhdnafngr e 20dtlhl et es
support, and me mésairpsp ofrrt o m ett e r &kt hmagt ensave p
increased support, in order (tSi feutl fall. ,t h2e0 1

Despite the differences between the Chines
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wanted and received stuppiomfadedeacy fwertes oOf
across both cultures.

The current study has some i mportant th
i mplications for social support research,
Firntshti,s study translaeatt eadl .t ,he2 ARS)Q i(rtre e@hainn
the Japanese ver-3j Kat aoada ARS&L TSARSH hyea , 201E€
ARS-Qhaglood content wvalidity wl tnnayChnionte soen |ayt
make a contribution to the futurae ssoports p
addressed the(Z®Il8Mooe EKitmdeesato examine ¢
i n social suepouftirmdeitsnegasr tshueg gheRsSIQ tihsata r obu
instrument that appear sS¢ oonmuder lcoweaslilst@®arcys
relationships observed across the two samp
support adequacy may generalise across cul
investigated underprovision and adequate s

findiegprbavded a more comprehensive under.

EasternTheiurldtlue eabi | ity to distinguish bet we
support at high | evels of wanted and recei
noini nearhrpbataondsto highlight satisfacti or
(in)congruent support impacts upon well bei

understanding of the support adequacy mode
with response gurefadcergomapsles HAhlids i s true
support, but researchers interested in the
vari abl es. For exampl e, by applying a pol
anal tse isn, Bl oom, dAodn8abhsatogpr@feedrged en c

and actubkbeedbachestyles influences motivat
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The current findings also have i mportan
and their support personnel . It has been n
suppayttadher tpeepltdhepfPesisywaak d & RB®bert s,

current findings highlighted that wanting

with superior outcomes, I f correspondingly
|l ndeed, congruency was associated with bet"
r eiced support compared to | ower |l evels. At

wanting and receiving supporpterffroornmaontcheer s
related outcomés.delemmor t adeti Iy, fatcralndgt eod her
ashetir parents and coaches should be hel ped
want are to tailor their support provision
Al t hough the pr gsentc osntgu duye nfcoceu roce ttwheaetn w
received suppbeingredbheokbidmeetbat onhée ands:
correlational dedegar mi mégHagbb.al BB )may
explain why the current findings regarding
some reBereackh& Lawrence, 20Q009rhoSiel wd rudti eeisn
l ongitudi ndbuddst gas awmdr provibeiioomg was ben
beginning, but harmful after a period of t
adequacy model among athletes using |l ongit
avenue for futurearmesndarsdahi.dyF Wr tdh ero,t ti mer ecs
individuals actua(Bygl gmguébkASethe0 Bp usupport
haveutnhdat r ecei vi ngi sunbseon d fcibh @ iigsaig cshugoapsoer It |
increased positive emotions and bwtelings o
requesting swppgats  Besdablaepsitvategyi because

supportive behaviour s c aéame ebdes n{oTrheo ittasi,l o0lr98d6



110

2011ln .sports comayemress, | akbl gt est hoeghest s
t hey may wanmaty iwta,v oaidph hiedget rntgar arhadadge
situati onal themandsuppor t( Mensvg adeerrds & eRogh. g r t
200BQture researekxasithimet dqguadsetredosepport mc
effects of (in)congruency bet-weengwanted a
I n sum, the fisdudgssoggebe phasewanted
support have an icnarefriadceancvee aenfd eacftf eoont sdeil rfe
the satisfaction with support. The finding
model , but pol ynomi aslurrfeagcree sasniaol ny sweist hp rroevsi pd
nuanced understanding than possible with a
met hodOVergayl.l, the study found that recei Ve
more favourable affect when téeédwatsheosa ge fufec
were partially mediated by support satisfa
generally consistent across British and Ch

absol ute amoaicnt soadmpsluep pwant ed and recei ved.
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Table 11
Thaei ms and main findings of Chapter 3, and aim of Chapte
Chapter Aim Findings
3 1 To investigate whether the support (in)adequac T Chinese athletes wanted e
influences psychological welieing and whether British athletes, but the
these effects operate indirectly via satisfaction werc®inst ent across two cul
with support usingolynomial regression T At hlwhopeesc ehivielder adegqelat ef
analyses. (hi gbceihvieghnt ed) expeei é&n
1 To examine if the effects of suppdir)adequacy confidence and positive ¢
are consistent across British and Chinese athle | ower | evel ofl adegqeactiev e
want ed)

T Increases i nybteheedins waap &
suppemts soci at ededvdohhi dea
positive affect, and nege

1T At hlwheescei ved overprovis
(recei vecadxypewa retnezadd nbf @ tdte
posvaef f,e@atnd negative awhe
received underprovision
Satisfaction with support
support (om)sdalfqgiuderyce, p
and negative affect.

4 1 To explore whether requesting support further

impacts upon the influence of wanted and
received support on psychological weéing, and
whether these effects operate indirectly via
satisfaction with support using polynomial
regression analyses.
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Chaptéhe 4Ef RequesaofedonSupp
(Il n)adefaacgd and Receil ve
oMWeltlbleing Through Sati sf

Support
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I ntroducti on

Unl i ke the universal benefits of percei
i nconsi sowmreibke nfge atngd -rpeelraf toerdnaonuctec o mes (e. g.
et al ., 20%L#oroUcehidred,aidETO sexep IChiamp ttelre 1
inconsistent effects of received support,
mod,elwhi ch focuses on the amount of support
t hey act u(aDel hyl er eecte iavle. |, 200 1T, h eP rfiienmd i & gSso | oofn
Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 are in |line with t
(readihseame amount of isseempedritciad waen toaud)c o me
Siewer20®tmafler,det ail s, see Chapter 1), whe
wanted and riexedeterdi mampPome ci windetrtpyg mers si on
(recdiesisng upporiddetthramelmamatledge effects of o
(receiving mor e asnepy@®a.tg-Kahlabhb awaé&n tRdadf)ra el i, 2
more detail)y, see Chapter 1

Anot her factor that may moder aahetthlee ef
support has actually pBehgerq&eAmadeby 20
more detail BAc cscrediCrhqaptteert le t heoreti cal fr
Amar el (2007), individuals typically reque
is very difficult, therefore, high | evels
costs of reeegvjng sepperof (overprotection
overprovision (KuiBodrgeet aanld pAmap@s)).d 20Mdd e
received support should be more effective
instead of receiving unrequested support.
depression when they requess$eag g essetsciknignrg a mo

support behaviours i $Wahkadaeltn aceogtopdOG,) s
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research has demonstrated t haus ueafrfegates t ulc
as poorer (pPsyg.hol Sgnggpadd Chhlensi @I0Qgi.cgal, out c
Deel stra .etEvald.e,nc2003)r t he i nspuapcptsrotf r ecei
mi xed though. Specifically, unregquested su|]
being when individuals have higfoheablilsef or
prob( Pemel straostrabsf uRdBBg uatCloers, 2014)

However, these unsolvable or str@ssful sit
act uads dfecsri(rGauipproraetankodr | i 2§ 00d)i satli.n g RiOslibe d
i ndi vos dlueap sr t ed needs andt lisdhié uabj eat ase t sve\

separ at edMocroencsvhedru,gt dual s maywmedhie yr engaunets t f

it, asyt hegl embasgrasedd (Mad tTshoenr & pHael | , 2
i's important to consider roeqpesdfedceupport
wanted and received support. The role of (
i mportant to understand in sporting contex

athletes and their support p¢(Beede&s (e.qg.
Freeman, 2012)

The primary aim of the current study wa

support further moderates the influence of
in sport. The secmea diafr ys atiims fwaacst it on ewiatmi s L
mechanism through which wanted, requested
out comes. Based on the previous findings t

associated -wet(heg bget,t eSri ewbelrta diejuat e, s2ppgapt
more har mbbeail(ng @g.welBlrock ,& watwhegpmseed 2t00D)
regardless of how much support individuals

associated with-bmomg ftdvanurn anlaldee gwaltle suppo
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being would be particularly favourable at
reei ved support compared to | ower | evels. \
how much support individuals requested, un
negati vel y -breeilnagt.e dGitvoe nwetlhle mi xed findings
overprovi sstosemd anndp perqtue we hypothesised t he
outcomes would change based on different |
hypot hesised that all of these effects wou
support.
Met hod

Partntspa

Participants were 296 wuniversity athlet
The mean age ®bBs 3213.297 yaenadr st 5(. 7% wer e whi't
15. 9% were Asian, 2.7% were black, and 2.7
Participants had comp&Dedd .f300) ai nme3adn doiff f8er
(20 individual andc=12Pt emaengisPdplt swFatait omalu b
20), or inrt érndteiverd al (
Procedures

This study was approved by a university
provided informed consent. Participants we
Britishyumindett iiey wer e -agmerdcitlo owenptl ied ren @i
Data were cbl mecpednats.t ®ne week before a
completed a measure of the support that th
along withseddadadurdesncef and affect. One day
competition, participants completed a meas

and received in the | ast week, al ong with
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e same mecacsnefmede ainmhdsalffect.

asures
ReceivedRsesouaeppoed. suppwgitn gvatsh ea sasseme emde a s
apt(éSmppenldy x

Want ed sWampecerdt . suppousi wgsthseseamedmeasu
apt({éSmppenldV x

Request edResquupepsotretd. support was assessed
ARSQ. Compared to the ARSQ, no modificat
sponse options. Theilgne nehrei cl asstte mvewaks, nhoodw
u requéeecPtarpgecplpadt sowendi aake the freque
ey requested each type of support from p
t bdbewaéh or (mord& df dme &6 8ApypeRIAY)X The

an of the 22 items was cafkcettbied wi gheh
guested support.

Sat i sfSaacttiisofnacti on wi tithsisrug ptohrd sveame amea
ChdqpbtetempeRhldV x

Se-tofnf i dS®eatctéenf i denceuwasgasbessade measu
apt({éSmppenldV x

Af f Posi tive and negatuisvegaftthectamer eneas

apt({SmppenldVx

al yses

Foll owing the rSehacmmn&rr@dtOtpie sbafse r at e ¢
in)congruence between wanted and received

nducted the polynomi al regression analys

pport were standar diesedveranda atl cerd ad iefdf déry
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dardi sed wanted support from standardi
e above 0.5 were considered as receivi
provision), {Ohd&seewietalso srcocrka v@ehlgow e s s
wanted (i.e., underpro0i i angd, Oabdweh
idered as experiencing congruence betw
uat eShsanpprdkr te;t Hale.r,ar2cOhliOc)a | pol ynomi al r
conducted to test whether the effect
il ved s-coppbrdeooesepdsitive affect, and
rated by requestedf fsaptporwer e@anmde dvihat e
sfaction with support. In order to red
ort -wemter sd¢ abye subtracting the midpoint
ul ati ng dtelme poé ymmani al t &&r meantiek., rec
oratnd r ecei vedEddawadnst,e d2 0sOuzp; po8t&Noc k et
pendent variables were then entered in
S entered as a covariate. At step 2, f|
ed suppor t’, wearcted’Vv eadn gspuopeptoerstu pdo Xt want e
tep 3, six additional terms were enter
ort, requested X wanted?supmartst ede Xue
ived X wanted supportfAnaexdampheest edh
synt ax iamrde SeoAprpud raikViTxhe moder ating effe

ested support was tesatds(bEdwaadrsdess,si ng

Tox&@&mi ne whether satisfaction with suppc

rece

nega

I ved, and requecdrefdi damppe,r tp oni ttii vme &Rf f

tive effect, two furthern Egawlay kgmi al. dr. e
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First, the afli nraelg rpecsilsyprnaomm roaudels uwbasgs itart i ng s
with support in as the dependent variabl e.
model -rwmars again but adding satisfaction wit
vari abl e and st itnmee 2d eopuetncdoemmets vaar i abl e i n tu
each independent variable on time 2 outcom
product of the coefficient of each variabl
coefficientreddli satngftbéi obnme 2 outcome whi
included alongside the Iindd&dpmperdampl| eamnifallh
SPSS syntaxismpmaesdmpendhih®e t ested the signi
of the i1indirectcoafrfeeccttesd bcyo ndsidnegn cbei asnt er v a
estimates based on (EA@w@a0@sb&otCatbd &2p 2800PI; e
Ti bshirani, @©98fI. MaB2RO0O#aAphon

To determine the form of the moderating
total, direct and indirect effects, one st
requested support were substitaotedgplate th
the simple quadratic functions at high and
respectively. Rather than focusing on inte]
response surface graphs were plotted using
exami ned for stati stcocrarle cstiegdnh i 5 % acnocref iudsda meg
calculated via 10,000 bootstrapped resampl
along wanted equals received support (the
alonwith the sl ope and curvature of the sur
of received support (the | ine of perfect i
congruence examined whether there was a |

want edc eainded esupport and time 2 outcome. Th
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congruence examined-l whetaherethéerenwaspabeo
of wanted and received support and ti me 2
i ncongruence exdim enctdi ovrh edfh etrh d hki scr epanc)
wanted support or wanted more than receive
The curvature of the |Iine of incongruence
i nfl uenced as t heetdwneegerne ewaonft eddi sacnrde praencceyi vbe d
i ncreased.
Resul ts

TabllZz2hows the percentage of participant s

mean of received, wanted and requested sup

experienced congrueacei bed wewemp avratn,t eadn ca ntdh €

experreceamdgragor | ess support than wanted.

Table 13 reports means, standard devi at
variables. A |l arge effecttweer waguéosuad &nr
wanted support, satisfacdomfni daedrdc @ | awmed 2a fofue

other variables were either weakly or mode

relationship bemsawednaodtciomes2at t



Table 12

Frequencies of participants who reported that re:
CongruencPercent Mean Recei vMean Wante Mean Reques
Overprovi23.6 3.22 2.23 2. 31
Adequate 52. 4 2.65 2.59 2.19
Underprov24.0 2.12 3.22 2.53

NotNe. 296.

Overprovision: Received support was more than 0.
Adequate support: The standardi sed waisf foeel evBeean t e

Under provi si on: Received support was more than O

120
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Tabl e 13
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among

Vari abl e M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 Ti me toBé&i 2. 9. 65

2 Time 1 Posi 3.2.74.51"

3 Time Negativl. 6.57-28-09

4 Wanted Supp2.6.82-04.11 . 28"

5 Requested S2.3.90-01.16'.25". 62"

6 Received Su2.6.84.03 .14".23.47 . 47"

7 Satisfactio4.312.0.09 .15-.18.02 -.12 .19

8 Time 2081 8H2.9.77.41°".28 - 11-05-10.17 .55"

9 Ti e Positiv3.2.90.27'.43 -01.120 .04 .35'.53.72"

10 Ti e Negati v1.8.86-11-.03.37".24".40'.08 -.58-.58-.44

Not e. 2M0p&K. .*0p< .*0¢1
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Setbdbnfidence

Overal L Thmeodtedt al , direct, and indirect e
on ti meomRfiseerdce areldpreaelsemg evdi tim tTradilre ef f
satisfaction with support. The total effec
2 sceolnffi dencengfThhengciengegffects between want e
was moderated byBrequkés tO0eddl )supplortfurther e
effect, response surface graphs of total e
(in)y)congruence ofupwantednaddTfmee e seecddt sl ow
high requested support. The mediation anal

regression model i n Step 3, therefore, the

was only displayed in Step 3.
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Table 14
Hi erarchi cal paEfyhecod mtleod,egrreecsesiivoend, and reqtumesteBdns uppe
after conitnmmes b d mfgi d enmc e

Satisf Time 2oB8él tlence
Vari abl es R? Tot al efDirect I ndirec
Step 1 .17
Constant 1.54**~*
Ti m&etbdbnfidence . 48* *x
Step 2 .36*
Constant 1.66***
Ti m&etbdbnfidence .49 * *Fox
Received support 19*~*
Wanted support - 04
Received support - 24 % % ¥
Received X Wanted support 4 5% % *
Wanted 2support - 13*
Step 3 41 *
Constant 4. 93** 2., 19*x**  88*=* 1.31*¢*
Ti m&etbnfidence 16* 48* * * 4 4% * * 04*
Recesupdort - 42 - 29 - 18 - 11
Wanted support 64 38 21 17+
Received support - 69** - 46** - 27 - 18**
Received X Wanted support 1.28*+* 65* ** .31~ 34*
Wanted 2support - 21 - 24 - 18 - 06
Requested support - 36*F*F*F 21 % - 11 - 10*+*
Requested X Received suppor 38 *x* [ 22%** 11 10**
Requested X Wanted support - 16 - 15* - 11 - 04
Requested X Received suppor 18* .10 05 . 05*
Requested X Received X Want - 35**x . 13*% - 04 - 09 *
Requested X Wanted support 02 .07 . 065 . 005
Medi at or
Satisfaction with support .27 *
NotNee. 296 . Unstandardi sed regp<esipgn.*Cipsf f.OOLents are

reported.
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Surface walapéhss and

Low requesTlked tsoatpplortdirect, and indirec
(in)congruence between want ed nafn dd erneccee iate d
l ow | evels of r&ed Dtwe dnesamp p o rctosndtlofroe | i ng f
confi,deamrcce showh5 i hloealh &8 @af bided thsel o p e of the
|l ine of congruence (wanted support = recei

signifibudnt ndwapedi teif vyelcy r el «toend i.tde ntclee t

Theurvature of the |ine of copgee@eRicgumwas I
1P

The sl ope of the | ine ofececurdresepper(
was not statistically significant i ndicatd.i
individuals who received | ess support than

simil @r scednfifei dence to those who received mo
(i .e., overprovision). The curvature of th
negative, indicating that when | ow | evels

di screpancy ored weene iwaead eslu p p ecrotn fii ndcernecaes e d

decreased. The direct and indirect effects
significant and negative, indicating that
support infl«wemded etnicme d2 reeltfly as wel | as

satisfaction with support.



Tabl e
Receiwendt ed

when

requested

15

support

ti messedtdnfi dence

(1 mi)nceo rR2gor suddi nide e
owel EDhebsl ofv smepp

Predictor Tot al Direct |l ndirec
Constant 1.91** . 73*** 1.18**
Ti me -toBéliftle . 48*** [ 44**+* .04
Received sup .01 - 02 . 03
Wanted suppo 17 06 R
Received sup - 32***. 20** - 1 2% xx
Received X W.47***  26** .21 x
Wanted 2suppo - 14 - 09 - 05
Surface test

Congruence |

Sl ope .18 04 R S
Curvature .01 -. 03 . 04

l ncongruence

Sl ope -. 16 -. 08 -. 08
Curvature - 93** - 5 F** - 38**
NotNe= 296. Unstandardised regressi

*p<

Y

0P <

*001.
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//// Self-confidence
I 4
-3
-2
-1

0

Wantedsupport
©  Receivedsupport

Fi gwrTfehel response surface plot of wanted an
2 scednffi dence at | ow |l evels of requested su
confidence.
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High requedthedtot@mapordirect, and indire

(in)congruence between want ed nafndd erneccee iate d

high | evels of 6 e&agbuoevset emde asnu)p,p ocrotn £(roonlel i ng f

confidence, ar d6sWowhlisgho fl kreeeqTiaebdteed suppor

of the Iine of congruence was significant
i ndi i dwaanlt ed and received supponmfti cvemee i n
was greater at high | evelhanofl owemt édcdvand

Figupe Only the indirect effect was signif

congruence pr edindtied ntciemd ndiselcft | y t hrough

satisfaction rather than direwasynoiThe cur
statistically significant.

At high requested support, the sl ope of

\

significant and posi tciomd,i diemdiec amaisn d otwheat w

individuals received |l ess suppoetethad the

mor e sumptomey thad hwardtiedect and indirect ef

significant and positive, indicating that
se¢dnfidence directly as well asutkbrobtgh s
the |Iline of incongruence was significant a

support was high as the discrepancy bet wee

ti me -c2ocmsdehce.ddbecdsedct and i nidfiirceacntt ef f

-
C

and negative, i ndicating that the degree o

confidence directly as wel/l as via decreas
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Tabl e 16

Receiwendt ed support (i n) conrcgonufeindce
whearequested high | evels of suppor
for ti-enenfli dehde

o
=]

Predictor T
Constant 1
Ti me -toB¢éi fe 4
Received sup . 4
0
1

* [ =

e C
P

==

....
OOOONO'

e
*
*
*

* % %O

* * Q|

*
*

*

Wanted suppo
Received
Received
Want ed 3s
Sur face
Congruen
Sl ope .31 *x ko
Curvature -. 08

l ncongruence

Sl ope . 49* x k3 2x k% .18 * %
Curvature - 40** - 27* - 11~

t
5
8
0
9
5
4

o —~c
oOFr P AT
WO, O W
bbwwl—\boo_

= O

6 .24 F *F
1 - 03

NotNee. 296. Unstandardised regressi
*p< . Opx, .*0*pgs *DO1.
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/// Self-confidence
4
3
2
1

0
Wanted support

o
Receivedsupport

Fi gbBlehe response surface plot of wanted an
2 scednffi dence at high | evels of rFrequested s
confidence.
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Positive Affect

Overal L Thmeodtedt al , direct, and indirect e
on time 2 positive adaVfatbngrewi phesbhatedef h:
satisfaction with support. The total effec
2 positivecahfgjeautencBheffierr s bet ween wante
was moderated byBrequkés tO0eddl )supplortfurther e
effect, response surface grants were plott
wanted and receiwpedi tsiuppoaftf et tatmel 2w and
support. The mediation analysis was only c¢
model in Step 3, therefore, the direct and

di splayed in Step 3.
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Tablre 1
Hi erarchi cal pol ynomi al regression: Ef fect s tionie wa nptoesdi,t
controtlilmengl fpoorsi ti ve affect

Satisf Time 2 Positive Affec

Vari abl es R? Tot al efDirect I ndirec
Step 1 . 18*

Constant 1.56**~*

Time 1 Positive Affect 52* * *

Step 2 .41

Constant 1.92**~*

Time 1 Positive Affect . 48**

Received support . 33**

Wanted support - 04

Received support - 28* **

Received X Wanted support 46**x*

Wanted ?support - 16*~*

Step 3 .46*

Constant 4. 77** 2,38*** 1.,18** 1., 19**
Time 1 Positive Affect .21 ** 4 8* * * 43**x* Qb ~*
Received support - 34 - 20 - 11 - 09
Wanted support .6 7* 67** 51+* .17
Received support - 69** - 48*~* - 32 - 17 **
Received X Wanted support 1.32** [ 69 ** . 36* . 33**
Wanted 2support - 19 003 05 - 05
Requested support - 39**x* 1T - 07 - 10**
Requested X Received suppor 35* * 23* % 14 . 09**
Requested X Wanted support - 17 - 23** - 19* - 04
Requested X Received suppor 18* 08 04 05
Requested X Received X Want -~ 36*** . 16* - 07 - 09 **
Requested X Wanted support .01 - 03 - 04 . 004
Medi at or

Satisfaction with support 25 * *

NotNee. 296. Unstandardi sed regp<es ipgn.*¢ipef fODOLlents are reported.
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Sur f aceanvdalgureasp h s

Low requesTlked tsoatpplortdirect, and indirec
(in)congruence between wanted and received
|l evel s of r eq®E&bsetleodw snmuepapno)r,t c(oonnter ol I i ng f or
affechaoawmrien 4t8h el hTeabslleope of the | ine of <co
= received support) was significant and po
requested supporst ,wamhteend aannd nrde cvelidwuead s uppo
agreement ,i vitei me f2cgosmvats greater at high | e
support than | owdr Thavel so({ateeFiguaoatecombi
and indirect effects, indicating that agre:
influencedi vemaf Repbsdirectly as well as t|
with support. The curvature of the.line of
The sl ope of the | ine ofececuoprpdroeeaepper(ywvaw
statisticahtyisdgeiating that at | ow | evels
who wanted more support than they received
positive affect to those who received more
overprovi siwmg .o fT htehe ulrivme of i ncongruence
negative, indicating that when | ow | evels

di screpancy between wantedeaBdposcteivedatii:

decreas$kd direct and indirect effects for
significant and negative, indicating that
support influenced time 2 positive affect

withpsut .



133

Tabl e 18

Receiwendt ed support (in)congruence¢
when requested Kowel E&Dhebsl oiv snepp
time 1 positive affect

Predictor Tot al Direct Il ndirec
Constant 2.14** 1. 08*** 1.06***
Time 1 Posit 4 8* *x* 43 *** . 05 **
Received sup . 13 .09 .04
Wanted suppo . 35**% 25 R
Received sup - 38***_. 27*x** _ 171**x
Received X W.47**x*x 26%** 20* * *
Wanted suppo -. 04 - 0003 -. 04
Surface test

Congruence |

Sl ope . 48***  34*x* .15 % **
Curvature 05 -. 01 . 05

l ncongruence

Sl ope - 22 - 16 - 07
Curvature - 89***_ 5 3*** . ZH**x*

NotNee. 296. Unstandardised regressi
*p< . Opx, .*0*pgs *DO1.



134

Positive affec

0

Wanted support 3

Received support

FigbdTehe response surface plot of wanted an

2 positive affect at | ow | evels of
affect.

request
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High requedthedtot@mapordirect, and indire

ongruence between wanted and received
s of r eq &e&Easbtoevde snuepapno)r,t c(oonnter ol I i ng f or
t, are 4Bowh hinsghohfk erVeagbuleest ed support,
of congruence was significant and pos
d and received support were i n agreem
|l evel s of wantheadh d nodwerre c eipved & hs(spepeo rFti
effect comprised significant direct
en wanted and received support influe
as via increaogaed ddtei cfua otaitanm ewiotf h t he
uence was not statistically significa
high requested support, the slope of
i ficant and positive, indicating that
I dual s pwoarntt etdh amo rteh esyupr ecei ved compar e

sumpptomey thhad hwardtiedect and indirect ef

ignificant and positive, indicating that

sitive affect directly as wel/l as throug

l'ine of I naocamdr wmemrdc en ewad i sviegniifnidi cat i n

pport was high as the discrepancy bet wee

meoXitive affE&kée dieceetnasand indirect effe

anmdegati ve, inedgcaé¢e i ofg dhacr ¢epandy i nfluenc

affect directly as wel/l as via decreased s
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Tabl e 19
Receiweaendt ed sup
requested high

' f f

ort congruence pr e
evelesanf, sabpertc
t

— 0

1 positive a ec

Predictor Tot al Direct Il ndirec
Constant 1.83** . 94** . 88* * *
Time 1 Posit 4 8 * * * 4 3% x * . 05 **
Received sup 54***  35* ** . 20%* * *
Wanted suppo -. 06 - 09 03
Received sup - 23***_. 20** - 03
Received X W. 19 14 04
Wanted suppo -. 10 - 07 - 04>
Surface test

Congruence

Sl ope . 48**x*  26** .23 % **
Curvature - 14 -. 13 -. 03

l ncongruence

Sl ope . B60**x*x 44* x % 17
Curvature - b2 x x4 ** - 11>

NotNee. 296. Unstandardised regressi
*p< . Opx, .*0*pgs *DO1.
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5

0

W
anted suppo 3

2 Received support

N

Positive affec

Fi glbblehe response surface plot of wanted an

2 positive affect at high | evels of
affect.

reques
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Negative Affect

Overal L Thmeodtedt al , direct, and indirect e
on time 2 negative f0f dhte daroe¢ apr envaelmretl ec xipn
the variance in time 2 negative affect. Th:
received maderoatte dvalsy ( 8gu e sit3ed ps Kp p @r0tl) .
further examine thgsapwéfecplorespohse shef.
(in)ycongruence of wanted and received supp
hi gh request edts uwmparnta.l ylshes meadsi only condu
regression model i n Step 3, therefore, the

was only di8played in Step
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T a b2 Oe
Hi erarchi cal pol ynomi al regression: Ef fect s tionie wa nnteegda,t |
after comnitmmeoll innegg aftoirve affect

Satisf Time 2 Negative Affec

Vari abl es R? Tot al efDirect I ndirec
Step 1 . 13*

Constant .93 *F *x ¥

Ti me 1 Negative Affect 56***

Step 2 .44

Constant 1.01**~*

Ti me 1 Negative Affect L4 2% *Fx

Received support - 07

Wanted support .07

Received support .37 Fxx

Received X Wanted support - 68* * ¥

Wanted ?support 17 x

Step 3 57*

Constant 5.82** .25 1. 77** -1.51**
Ti me 1 Negative Affect - 26** . 35**~* . 28*** . 07*¢*
Received support - 27 6 3* * 55 * * 07
Wanted support 76** - 54** -. 34 - 20%**
Received support - 65** 35* 18 17**
Received X Wanted support 1.29** -, 63**+* - 30* - 34 %%
Wanted 2support - 18 . 34~ .30~ .05
Requested support - 34 37*** 28%* ** 09 *~*
Requested X Received suppor . 33** - 31 *xx - 22** - 09 ¢
Requested X Wanted support - 20" 19** .14 05
Requested X Received suppor .16 - 01 03 - 04
Requested X Received X Want - 35*** .. 06 - 04 09**
Requested X Wanted support .02 - 11¢x - 10* - 0014
Medi at or

Satisfaction with support - 26**x

NotNee. 296. Unstandardi sed r egp<es Qipgn.*¢ipef fDOLents are reported.
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Sur fvaacleues a.nd graphs

Low requesTlked tsoatpplortdirect and indirect
bet ween wanted and received support on tim
requested SSSuplpowt méamer, controlling for ti:
shown i n21 hEh&daboteal soatnhdel dpereeandettieenture
|l ine of congruence (want eldotstutp potrat i=striecelil
signifibudmidheeicf ects were both negatively
negati yseaf Bpgtur e

The sl ope of the |ine ofececuprdreseaepoper (
was not statistically significant, indicat
i ndiaMisduwho wanted more support than they r
affect to those who received more support
of incongruence was significant and positi

supporegqgwesteted as the discrepancy between \

increased, dfifmect2.infdQqradawvedcct and indirect
significant and negative, indicating that
support imélBenegdttve affect directly as

satisfaction with support.
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Table 21

Receiwendt ed support (in)congruence¢

when requested | |l evel s of supp
ct

ow
time 1 negative affe
Predictor Tot al Direct Il ndirec
Constant AT 2,106*Fxx 1, 39 * ¥
Ti me 1 Negat 3S5***  28* ** O7**~*
Received sup 20 . 25* -. 05
Wanted suppo -. 27* - 15 - 13***
Received sup . 33***x  22%** Y
Received X W- 55***. 35%*x*x _ 2 1]%**x*
Wanted suppo .19 .15 . 04
Surface test
Congruence |
Sl ope - 07 .10 - 18**~*
Curvature -. 03 . 02 -.06*
l ncongruence
Sl ope .47 .40 . 08
Curvature 1. 0%** [ 72%*** .36 ***

NotNee. 296. Unstandardised regressi
*p< . Opx, .*0*pgs *DO1.
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Negative Affect
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o
Received support
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Wanted support
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.
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Fi glhélehe response surface
|l evel s of request:

2 negative affect at | ow
affect.
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requedthedtostp@aportwi rect and indirec

gruence between wanted and received

|l evel s of 6 &gbuoevset ende asnu)p,p ocrohnet@raonlelvien g f

of

at

at

at

f a

oS

en

t h

bet ween

not

t

hr

are 2RBRoWwherbgtwh&i dabBteand negative
congruence between wanted and rece
ing thad whehednanddrecduakd suppor
negative affewanwwad &a&owereaei medhsu,

evelp. (Orley Fi yeriendi rect effect was

ing that congruence predicted ti me
satisfaction ratbaerthédahi derectc¢gn:
tistically significant.

sl ope of the |Iine of incongruence Ww

me 2 negative affect was higher for
cei ved s(iong. ,t hamdearhprs®e who received
(i .e., overprovision). Only the ind
ing that incongruence predicted neg
ction,e baur wmatturde refcttltye ITihne of i nc
itive, indicating that when request
wanted and received support increa
e directaafif posi wasesi gndfcaanng th
wanted and received support predic

ough the support satisfaction. The

statistically significant.
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Table 22
Receiwendt ed support (in)congruence¢

when requested high |l evels of sup
for time 1 negative affect
Predictor Tot al Direct Il ndirec
Constant 1.43** 2.66** 1. 23* %%
Ti me 1 Negat . 35***  28*** .07 x
Received sup -. 35***. 15* - 20%* * ¥
Wanted suppo . 08 .11 - 03
Received sup .31*** 27 * ** 04~
Received X W- 45***. 41*** . 04
Wanted suppo -. 001 - 03 03
Surface test

Congruence |

Sl ope - 2F** - 04 - 23 ***
Curvature - 14 - 17 . 03

l ncongruence

Sl ope - 43 *x. 26*% - 1 Fx

Curvature .7 6*** _ 65*** .11

NotNee. 296. Unstandardised regressi
*p< . Opx, .*0*pgs *DO1.
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Negative Affect

5

Wanted support

o
Received support

Figlbyfehe response surface plot of wanted an

2 negative affect at high | evels of
af fect

reques
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Di scussion
The current study drew on and extended
examine whether the effe@mtfd exft- merdeiswdd su
confidence were contingent on the support
effects opeataiteed wiitah ssaup pirat p.2 ea@an 3i,st ent
congruency between wanted and received sup
outcomes compared to inadequate (incongrue
requested support.eddnedusuppothi modenuatedr!
received suppor tcoinnftiedreancctei oann du paof nf escetl,f wi t h

particul a

]

associated with divergent effec:

~—+

of suppor compared tel shofeswhporeqguEst el
satisfaction partially mediated the effect
findings offer a more nuanced understandin
particularly overprovi siloynn oonfi aslu prpeogrrte s sainodn
useful method to understand congruence eff

Similar to Chapter 3, the current study

response surface methodol ogy and found tha

weer congruent, at hl-edrefsi dempoea taemndd hp gsietri we |
| ower negative affect compared to incongru
of whether individuals requested | ow or hi
ar e sctoennsti wi th existing |literature that ade

individual s experiencing moebreei(negagour Bl den
et al ., 2016; Br oclk. ,et2015;, PRPrOilegdm Y&MeS @locsneo r
& Perrew®Sim00@y to previous research in s

and 3, athletes who ewve@losg tefd womtged earcd rad
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experienced better outcomes than those wit
recei vedB&mppbdbat & Raf areurit,he2r0,13When the dis
bet ween wanted and r ecei,v erde cseu pvpeodr tmobreec aonme
support thanomfainderdge a&@red faffect became poc
pattern is in |ine with the previous resea
wanted and received supportuppwhritchi shave fo
universally hegifregilg. t oJboolsepwelelt al ., 2016;

Unique to this st@dgyisnteaeatindnngf twal
requested, and receivedconppoencer elhics efdi 1
consistent with the notion that requested
suppor theoifnBBgppg b gpker & Am#Moele, sp@@7Yically, al
underprovi sion was associatedowimthchletri me
support was requested, the effects of over
requested support. Overprovision was as de

individuals received unslhhdédamet esed haumpaot t wh

indiduals had requested high | evels of sup
underprovision of support i deimMgvewsnat | gt a
al ., wWeQlfifL; et, ablut, t2hn0el 3)f f ect sbeifngpveeamprovi s

someti mes pe. bene€Coftfiman et, aslome tliondeds; Hu a
i neftfileee g., Yraguiandt saimetf i et e v e Brhoarkmf&u |
Lawrence, 20009; Reynol ds & PeThreenmctur2 004 ; S
findings have offered an explanation for t
could extend the predictions of the suppor
support alongside wanted andivedeaVsedtyppp

regiue support when they realise their situa
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providing too much support i s not associ at
reduced sense of autonomy or competence (B

Similar to Chanwittenr s3u,p psoartti spfaarcttiiaon y med
(in)congruence between wanted and received

indirect effects were relatively consisten

support. Sati sf @aecteino m swiotch aswepmpomitt hhdsavour
among athletes, such as( Goevdauscseidn aentx iaelt.y, az2n0
et al, ,marmdedgeerl mi ne d Dmedtriewastei &&n Sam d hl, o welrl 3)

burnogteadhée s atDesFfracetsieo k. SHw rtthh e r2,0 1s4yyppor
satisfaction was a more iIimportant predicto
supgdrntorill o & SRmhaviiatBr e2@slelgthadsl ., 1987)
indicated that satisfaction with support r
(in)congruence between wanted and received
congruence between wanted and received sup
wi t h Ileilcgohrefri sence and positive affect, and

indirectly through support satisfaction.

The current study has i mportant theoret
i mplications. First, the curremt sdadgwaext
model . Previous research only investigated

upon-bweae(nlge hl e et Ut ,t ROO@Anesent study foun
suppo moderated the effects of (in)congruen
suppor tbhesinngveldnd satisfaction with support
Second, this was the first paper to our kn
pol ynomi alnd emge cisastieodh ppol ynomi al regression

study addressed calls to apply polynomi al
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en,-SMNamium & Dovidhh,s 2ZneX h)od coul d be app
arch across psycholtohgarc atl h ed i esfcfi epd ti sn eosf
congruence between two constructs are
ugh a mediator. Third, the present fin
h, fitness trainers) toaphDbretihdsetoepst i ma
| d be encopuaaatgiendesqtuoe sbtel nngpraend usi ng Ssoc
naughton, Wadey, Hanton, &otenes, 2008;

i,f iscpadrlty professionals should be cauti oo

if athletes have not explicitl )y etepguested

est support, it is important that the
|l s of support, and understand that ove

scenari o. Further, support pthlbvetdess

isfaction with support, as -btehiengs athiasnf ac

guantity of support received.

Some |l imitations should be noted in the

stud

Pt

shou

want

expe

y was a prosipmratpgici aessegqudt pbwal cdessg
s still not possi b(l Ha yes.,d rRAOVLIB)ter st gu dd &
|l d consider alternative research desig
ed, requested, antteiriegeiawddpesuppomiance

ri mental approachevserora rlebpnegasiiee.d iFmeea s ur

example, studies could monitor the amounts

rece

we e k

appr

supp

il ve along with thedbeisgtiasntdaperdéor wanik
'y or monthly basis durusg andantiyrdia
oach over time (e.g., a month). The st

ort from specific providers, so future
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Il n conclusion, the presedtf feqgqudesgsed] nal
ceived support haveoardiidretheracthiortd afi frec
directly via the satisfaction with suppo
sponse surface analyses hehpgedfptbei de a
mpl ex interplay between different suppor:
pport as a moderator and satisfaction wi
pport and extend the predictions of the
qtueeds | ow | evel s of support, they experien
fectcantii dehte) I f they received higher
vels; meanwhile they exompméiidemcedi Vot heya
congreapport, and overprovision had a si
derprovision. When athletes requested hi
tter afcfoencfti daenndc es eilff t hey received higher
vel s; meaanswh ielxep etrhieeyn c e dc omofrisdee nacf ef eicft tahned
ceived |l ess support than they had wanted
sociated with | ess detrimental effects f
e presendtorset hdyhtlthegrhda s t he i nteresting i

l ynomi al regression, that requested supp

effects observed for overprovision, and th

at

pr

h bveat netse d easntde & esquipporg hvwhve nmweohh |l sulappoart t o«

ovi de.
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Table 23

The aim and main findings of Chapter 4

Chapter Aim Findings

4 1 To explore whether 1 Requestedupport moderated the influence of wanted and received support, and
requesting support effects were generally mediated by the sattgaavith support.
further impacts upon 1 Increases in the discrepancies between wanted and received support were assc
the influence of with pooter self-confidence, positive affect, and negative affect, irrespective of the
wanted and received levels of requested support.
support on 1 When athletes requested low les/ef support, higher levelof adequate suppoftiigh
psychologicalvell- received = high wantegyredictedbetter positive affect compared to lower el
being, and whether adequate support (low received = low want¥dhereasvhenathletes requested higt
these effects operate levels of support, higher level of adequate support prediatece favourableelf:
indirectly via confidence, positive affect, and negative affect compared to lowes lefratiequate
satisfaction with support
support using 71 Atlow level of requested support, overprovision was as detrimental as underpro

polynomial regressior
analyses.

onself-confidence, positive affect, and negative affect. Whereas at high level of
requested support, overprovision was associatednotie favourableelf-confidence,
positive affect, and negative affect compared to underprovision.
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Chapter 5: Gener al Di s
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Summartyeiolfdi ngs
Across four studies, this thesis iIinvest
ectiveness of received support on perfo
support adequacy model as a key framew
uest evcerseu pepxpritor ed al ong with ethnicity

StudySele Chapedraf@agxperi ment al protocol

ted support and received support influe
comesconf edencgel. &nd naftfheas study, novice
stionnaire assessing how muphtsuppgort t
k, before being split into high and | ow
igned to recei Vvaetdiothher a oxnupmodr tgrmaimi.p
eractions of wanted support and receive

chol ogi cal outcomes, but not performanc

t hat participants in the adepudate support

ma n

t ho

and

pre

mo d

att

par

i pulation) had significantly higher pos
erence condition (|l ow wanted, control).
dition (high wanted, control) had signi
steh ei m ecfoenrdeintcieon. Participants in the oV«
ted, support manipulation) did not have
se in the reference condi t icoonn.f iTdheen cree s u

tnievgea Tahfefseec tf.i ndi ngs provided experi ment
dictions of the s usptpuodryt fwheadse gtuhdeoy t med et h
el in sparkegpglcontakxten of this study
emptputhtei gppltfask before rating what supr

ticipants may not have been able to acc
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they really wanted. Furthermore, the study
out comes. WwWehrees eaddrseusessed i n Study 2.
StudySez2 Chapaéen Bbkd an experi ment al pr
wanted support and receoinfedeqicppamtd ipefrlf ve
After completing the baseline task, novice
assessing how much seypwretr et oy rwewa@adlte mpdnt
were then split into high and | ow wanted s
receive either a support manipulation or t
task again. After <conet rsocedlhfi ndehoe/ gpenfier mai
se¢dnfidence and performance of participant
i mproved significantly more compared to th
confidence and wemsd gnmhAnaeranfcdmnigamwt i ci pant s
under provision condition compared to those
the overprovision condition exper-sienced si
confidence but not perforomandéd¢e ombac!| ubooa,
study 2 provided further experiment al evid
but was wunique in demonstrating effects on

StudySe® Chfaopctuesred3d)on the interaction bei

reé¢ ved supponfti deincseldnd 6dédiflegtl ineshesiangl
cressesstional survey designwemnuB8eldynhomiexlpl oe @
these effects, whether they were mediated

finsgiwgre consistent across Western (Briti:
athletes) cultures. The findings of Study
Study 2 and théepg&pl 8a ki Rafatetral 201 3;

2011l)and there were no cultural di fferences
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support adequacy model . Across both

seddnfidence

adequate

want e

2) athletes

overopi si on

d

and positive affececébuednot t

support (received=wanted), especi

support, compared to when wanted an

of

expemfiiedhherde baend eaf fsedtf when ¢t}

support rather than underpro

predi cd endf iskeerfce and affect indirlectly throc

concl 8suadywdd cated that (tidmdegddegxtisnofusnpe

we-bkeiinngdi rectl y by s upmesretwedddeaictiisatcdmtboh, an

BritiGHhi

St

nmege.

athletes

udySe4d Chraepptleircadt)ed and extended the di

ol

er

—+

focohkevdéepcefapdl| &f f ecett iotnneonweek b

Study 4 examined whether request e

ei vedcownufpipbbencenamsckeldaf fect, and whet

medi ated these effects. AEtar cont |

on

ed

of

i tion)

Ti

by

outcomes, the effects of (in)
me 2 (i .e., one day before th

requested support. More speci

andpoheir wanted and received su

ction

d

and in turn time 2 outcomes w

support than at | ow | evels; suppo

Vv 0 ug ralbd nec ea sb etnweoenn wanted and recei v

hl etes requested high |l evels of sup
ngruent, support satisfaction and i
bl e at hi qulppwant eachaanndatr d coenvi M eedv ed s ;
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wanted and received support were Il ncongru
outcomes were more favourable in individua
wanted (i .e., overprovisuppprthahanhoseywh
(i .e., unberpoorégseathhed support further me

of suUpadequacyyeamgwel |



Tabl e 24
Summaf yftihned itnhgesebtogf@r i ment s

Chapter OQut comes ndi ngs
Adequacy Underprovision Overprovision
2 a Self-confidence + 3
Positive Affect + 3
Negative Affect 3 3
Performance n/a n/a
2b Self-confidence change + +
Performance change + 3

N o t+esignificantly better than the reference condition.
-: significantly worse than the reference condition.
3 no significant difference compared to the reference condition.

n/a no significant interaction between wanted and received support on the performance, thetefare, n e d

compar i s oanenetavailbbles e s

157



Tabl e 25
Summa f yftihned itnhges | y h o mi al

regression

anal yses

Chapter

Out comes

Fi

ndi

British

Chinese

A

A

Low Reque

Hi gh

Requ

Self-confidence
Positive Affect
Negative Affect

Ad e q uaatc yh i

|l evel s
b ettthearn
|l evel s
I

I

of
I

C

Gr eantaedre g Over pro

rel atvedstbetter

out comes

Underopr

Vi
t h
oV

Self-confidence
Positive Affect
Negative Affect

Self-confidence
Positive Affect
Negative Affect

Self-confidence
Positive Affect
Negative Affect

o o | Bt Tl Bt I | Rl I

e e | O I e | EE I | BT

Addzzz|A44 44

—+

otTe .=

N
I
N

a

nor [

significant
a signifitchandwgihngdfi a etcitorefwietch
n

&tiotthael r ndi

t ot al

rect

effect.

effect

support.
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SignifitkankEienadif ngs
As mentioned in the |literature review,
with inconsistent effects and research has
the effectivenegés. gf, rEeenegegd&sGpbbrns, 20

Dehl e etclads s i(f2i0dedx)cshuapnpgoerst iivne t er ms of wunde

(receiving |l ess support than wanted), over
wanted), and adequate support (receiving t
existing | iteratur e hsasg efnoeurnadl (teh apt.e naedfeiqcuiaat!|

Mel reots,eaP015; Priem,&a8dl omadey p20¥¥5kion is
har mful -bei(beheg.welMat suneatg, aa, 2 020WNLE; Thong
overprovision ib(esogBetiwenesskar@aflmesa®011)
i nef f(eec.tgi-Wpel Boa & Rafaaned ic,a n2 Oelvée)ng .b,e Biraor cnkf ué
Lawrence,H2W®WVegr, there have been some i ssl
to measure the (in)adequacy blewiwean want ed
|l iterature, and very few studies have inve
effects of support (in)adequacy wupon outco
i ssues and found that (in)adequacy between
at eBeetbkei ng and performancenodeliat behe suppoc
generalised to different cultures, and the
moderated by requested support and medi at e
The present trheessdar oma st a hien vid srtsitgat e t he
bet ween wanted and received support in spo
applied the msagiepbrdr qgareigud&étBagtorn adt seelt.t,i nhy&1 0
Seiger & Wiese, 2011 ; iMYo upnagt i& nPtesr rweiw &), p2hOy0s(

di s¢&ve et al ., 2012, Hi gh & Steuber, 2014



160

Voder mai er , 2012, Reynol ds, &aPRdr r(nBracroa@pbDds
Kalifa & Rafaeli, 2013; Brock & Lawrence,
Consi sttehnet ewiitsht i ng | i terature, the current
wasonsi steefnitcliydeblefnre sg. eitnédeér prw@agid@sdeeoal |y
detri,meanntdalov B aigmoon ssii oneh g-Kal Bda &nRafael.

at h bveetbeksi Mige f immadyi mdgd er an hex of amatti oane®g$ s

recei veidnsspoot & Ugornyt eextt sal ., 1997t h¥angset
the received support i s minreedesf f(e€Catt irvoe aw l&e
Russell, 1990; Dehle et al., 2001) .

Previous research modhled & hge rsaurpgplolryt  saadneml
Western(eubtur Beh,l ewietth aver,y 2f0dvt )sampl es fr
cul t(uer.egs. , Hureedg.omd@I2)sons across the two.
found that there were differences among i n.
American) and Eastern culittdemewntt seof Chin
wanted and r(ekaewvetd slup,po20@18; SXwd& Buirfloasnc
that Chinese athletes wanted amanrBriei veh
athletes. However, the findings from Study
(in)adequacy between wanted and received s
consistent across Chinese and Bhetish athl
support adeguacy model can be applied into
Theor émpilciaclat i ons

Study 4 extended the key focus of the s
requested support alongside wanted and rec
Il iterature, the findintghbneootfi ot utdhyatd4 twheer e c

effectiveness of recei ved s(ueppgo.r,t Deshlceo netti
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20Q01)but were novel I n demonstrating that r
i mportant consideration. The beneficial ef
detrimental effects of wunder pr owa safont men o
|l evels of requested support; however, when
support, overprovision of support was as h
requested high | evels of support-heiong@rprov
than underprovision. This finding offers e

support may be an adaptive coping strategy
evemNischoll s &.Thheel man,gi22®&@A7)smppelrt (i n)ade

therefore, could be extended to aamore com

nteraction of wanted, requested, and rece
Both Study 3 and Study 4 found that sat
effect of suppotrton(fiind)eandceeq uwanady adf exdl,f and

generally cbweistuknhturasr 0Ssudfy r3¢quensdt edd f f

(7))

upport T(hSet ucduyr rde)n.t findings support Brown

-

esearch that satisfaction with support ma
(in)adequacy betweeppwantaldt hodghetctkeéeyednk)
effectdeomgwelfl under provision and not adeq
we-bkeing, and they did n(oa. ¢gc.o,ndBurca wmmeedti aali.o,
The findings of Study 3 and Study 4 al so a
satisfaction with s WOpehk it(nDied rleerrsef i&c iSani tthqg
2013,, 281d)may be a more crucial wvariabl e f
receivedesagppoFitori .l oF B hSkaebeaftfiencit,s 200f1l 1s)at i
with support and requested support upon (i

go-mht chi n@Howmoawilt z , ewhalch, s2¢9g@&»xsts that i n
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reqguest suppaoarcth kaveegoal ag specific helop
satisfaction with support will be increase
met. Overall, the current findings imply t
integrated supmaadrige acyi goglell de requested s
Met hodolmpdii calti ons

There are some methodol ogi cal I mplicat.

regard to the method of medalbakiedg t he supp

experimentexagepti ams, (sere Joseph et al ., 2
2001). The current two experimental studie
from a previous social support experi ment

provided suppadquaoowimdd dleoegpedo| ogi c al
outcomes; evidence was more varied for per
research (Searle et al., 1998%8ubjetcicdcy deswag
experiment and found tbatpsedpottpér hdpadag
However, Study 2 further developed the exp
asked to pepruftotrinmgt htea sgko Ibfef or e evaluating t
The advantages of this prroffeocmdnae et @ hlae i
accounted for and may have enabled partici
amount of support that they wanted to rece
significant effects were found for support
s udies should therefore include a baseline
of wsubjact experimental designs to invest
(i n)adequacy and performance.

Study 3 tthAcBE8Q| @FedemanoeChahese2@hd) f ont

good content validgi eG@htiwi &she Cwed rifssoshQaa fh | AR SC
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conttrmedbse & ptdor to§f psychahdgatbdeesna Chir

casbKim d220#€I18) that mdwuei ®cc iasta ssiegphedt |

cul tTuhfeeisndi ngs avn & hcdrsi sJtagpratn e(sAeRSIQEr si on of

~—

<

Kat agami & Tsutclhatyagl 2® 1fequrRd 1ggod i nter ne

alidCollectively thBARSSIQsdiangobaushageé ts t tr van

appears tac ridsek cwdltlur es.

an
| i
pr
(i

St
aly
ter

evi

udy 3 and Study 4 were the first stud
sis in social support research and on
ature (fBensaonn.exEyepti &nGr é\gernyy tlerdvi ng,
ously, the majority of I|literature tha

n)adequacy has used the difference score

choasinternal consistency reliability an
01). Even though researchers have used a
pport (momdsaddcehquaasc yt he i nteraction between
pport |l(ee.eg. alSear2001), the proportion of
|l rose et al., 2015), and perceptions of

14), polynomial regression analysis may

amine theegsgwpewehdwarndsa,d 2001) . For examp
parate and combined effects of wanted an:
th Ilineaneandrebati onships of support (i
rther, Study 4l wasutdfhhei hiany pmpchoLcogi c:
owl edge towaynwtmgdarnt et eadreel ynomi al regr es
i s approach addressed calls to apply pol
mplicaCehemocecgel aThe a&@PplrOgach applied i n
ed in any psychologioak taseafthctbabf af
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bet ween two variables that may be moderate
another variabl e.
Practmpclalcati ons

There are some I mportant practical i mpl
athletes and their support networks (e.g.,
showed the beneficial effects of adequate
underprogsyshohogncpl outcomes and, in Stud

Al t hough athletes may consider that seekin

weakness and( Henncsogrepaertde n& eRtohbe rd wsr, r €r0t0 3f)i ndi

support recommendations that athletes shou

supgertg., CenraoOght dblmassel |l , Sabulty od,

& Bl

found that although Chinese athletes wante

athletes, there was no cultural difference
support. Wi thin and across cultures, there-
should ensure that they aim to provide ath
they wanted. As s oéscuhpp omretmbreertswoorfk ,atshi ceuled b
to recognise what support athletes want, a
suppt . Athletes and their support personnel
communication skills to encourage open and
I n terms of enhancing performance, Study 2
athl et est aasok sathteefnoprte support i s provided toc
support they want and thereby maximise the

I n | ine with previous research, overpro

di fferent ef f ectesx aantprlioes,s itth ihsa st hbeeseins .a sFsoorc i

effects (Chapter 3; Hkuaal nigf,a 280 1RRa)f,a enluil,|

2e0f 1f 3
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2), or detriment al effects (Brock & Lawren
support personnetl tsohopurlodv ibdee ctaoroe fnuuc hnosuppo
circumstances. The key finding of Study 4

benefici-mdi fgprwhveed lat hl etes al ways request

overprovision is as detri mernit arle gause sutn dietr.p rT
finding is crucial for the athletes in a c¢
teammates often provide instructions or th

the athl etes do (nRoete se x& |HRrcei ethhlayn sr e2qOuieds)tn gi ti s
i mportant for -¢tbmpeatihlilievtessportasnooantext, .
overinvol vement can bring negative feeling
in pooberngebfidor(marde i cks & Eccles, 2004)

Met hodolLiomi tati ons

One | imitation of the curpemsgpe dhteisves ofs
recei vedwamagppwrdad. However, supportive behe
from other perspectives, for example, supp

support t(hGey doesfnfidrremdd2 @th4e) observers/ researc
code the supporti vceonacrtos |oecBcuusrl reesda hiindna we |l

Mac Geor g.e,l n2 0s002c)i a | psychology, the term su

defined as the situation in which support

exchange, andwthhsmoseatsesbtibled expectati
suppCGar)i el | &. Clomeée@ed 199/m)Study 1 and Stud
check data indicated that participants gen

expert gol fer/ coach offered them with supp
studi partmhy refl ect support concordance. H

provided support was not manipul ated or me
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future as providers and receivers may some
support (eBaolhpemrgeest al ., 2000FutComre edtl udk €F

al so measure support providesdupyorcterneat wo sl

(e.g., coach, paotrerctes Wpepgsr wel | as athletes
Anot her | imitation of the thesis is tha
was anal ysed, but not different di mensions

studies did not distinguish different di me
S uptpoadengoudsedy, g., Dehl e et al., 2001) or su
(Freeman &. RéEesre2808)some studies though 1
di mensions of support, for exampl e, Brock
of underprovision and overprovision across

tangible supportiteheaBlea tswadqeesst(iSetnumday 3 and

empl oyed the ARSQ (Freeman et al ., 2014),
di mensions of support. However, analysing
more, or |l ess, or the samé be ¢e¢her pmélyyn odi

The desi gn ohasstarcehn gttlusd yarmad sloi mi t ati ons.
experimental designd gpdtfent itdlel abadnftoyurdir
and magstorfofnegrer abi |l ity to drugpwoadugeals eiamfcd
(Bol ger & Amamelt he2@@TYyent expehrei ments (St

second experimenter played the role of sup

participants. 6dna icloyn tsruapspto,r ti ne xacthhal negteess, t he
(e. g., coach, par eapgrsijorarree Imaotrieon s kkiep ywittoh
the experi ment al studies may ndqtBubéd egome r&kal

Mac Ggeo,r 209t2yJdy 3 and St uddyaidl yd i dn ameuarsaulries ta

support exchanges, but a | imitation of the
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Despite the different research designs emp
gener avlelryecdomcross the four studies sugges
adegmadmdy be robust. Future studies shoul c
research designs including experiments and
(Brock & Lawndndaejl $0d9pry-Kappfaaehesal (e. g
Fut Resgear ch

The current thesis aimed to examine the
support on performance and psychological o
some | imitations of this thesis, which fut
example,nophpreowasel ationship between supp:
the current experiments, and future work c¢
of relatilanellRhhaebr s& Gl eason,. 2I00®dee dJc hi
t here ar e s ome & hsaudpipeosr a triyaadt B geuxaasnki i nnegd

participants to bring their partner to the

provider, and the other one acted as suppo
et al., 2015). When appsyingsearshsestcogl ¢
athletes with an i mportant support provide

The support provider could then either pro

the athletes naturallgl baws i hha swompomot | &x:«
captured. These met hods aorud dp gddhwircedror e i n:
perspectives, or use iIindependent observers
including verbal and nonverbal communicati

the concordance of provided and received s
swprt adequacy model) . ( So,Mmu ¢radrskga ICoth e n, 199

employing a survey destcgfnrveerd ud idf feexrpd notr ep rsauv
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Consi sttehnet miwet hof st udsiugpgaaredgpaoma dwhn gc ht h e
focused dentnidrievisdoucai al networks (e.g., Mat
2015; SieweStudy &8l and26Liudyré¢cmferscemr ed t h
acratsisbseatceisal . ndo wev ke s ermamsmm sur ed individua
wantaed received support from a specific pr
Lawrence, 2009) , @mid! dZwosmpleldoarsgp,r 20X 2A),ui
201Rgture studies should therefore consi dert
exploringtthadequppy model i n sport, as at h]
di fferent support fr om(tklkeeigrang o &adah evn,0 dp a rSe
Laval l9e , Ke20g0an, Spray, Hahwoelfe&tEawvhl bap
soumags be pampoctmbaul yur al di fference rese
al ., 2010)WarF®tre20mE0mp Ifeound t hat Asian Amer
uti mosed support from desgecsathemnathani ¢hesk
such as their parents. Their European Amer |
support in the contrary pattern.

To furt heire gsetnelrtafl s tshath i sadpmgaracy model [
spprtfuture rediefaffrehectoud Wt acredheacdrpamnti ci
t hesi s measur ed pasnydc hnool toogri ctaal s ko uptecrof noersma n c e
Li mi t ed hraess eeaxtatper mel & ctolisaurmp maretg u alegin mo
physiological outcomes seal.cBr iaesm s& | S ovlaornyo nc,o
201bBnNd cognitive task perfor nthenrcted e g. , Se
i ssues could be adar spoe dFsu rectoHnatiteax tesu.rsrt eundti e
t hessansphleeadl t hy andataltltetves stwhieme dafvest udi e
ex ami nsewp padiretquacymonog epapuls@Koender s et al

2015; Linden & Voder mai er. As26GDb2; pReaywynup@lpds t
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centr al rdalr @ nfgroei hnag duid i e ttgee ts Rees et al ., 2

udi esx a mpmeetdhpp@cdé quacy emopdoealit mcoame s

i njatbaddet es

]

u

u

Conclusi on
Usitnlgpe sagpeopmad@DbDehl e ettalk. t h20o00e})iasl
amewer currexamithesci steractive effects of
pport on outcomes, whether these relatio
derated by request by sapp e taAtcarmads swe d ha s
ur d$thu difeodutnlxats r e c ewarmseodr es ubpepnoerfwas al when
ngruent with ,whedp eadihdlelt yewa maendt ieadd d vi du al
c ehiveehd dfe vsedlpp ocrgand hde sstc rybpaween wanted an
ceivednsuppdsetb mes becamdoweeadfavduabhbl e
ceiving more su(pip.oe.t, tdwaens g rheenya bnbagnm )e d
neficial to outcomes than .reeceiumnidreg plress
liesdi vhadd artge @ stsuwcphp oretf f eBlug pof t
n) adwegqueacgyener ally robust across differen
hl etes), experiment al and suedewntedsbgns
pport srahtei fua aveansshnet H @ siss s er itehse of st udi

paartguaciyntmo dep o wths gchont d@s sa number of

mp | i cTahtei ofnisn.di ngs provide evidence for, an

u

e

e

r

pport adequacy model , and that novel i ns
gression in socidlhes pwmp oymto nda ppd e a@ eegh .e sisn ®
vel opedcowml Sthheayudtled in future research ¢
sciplines to explore whether the effects

e influenced by a moder. At loretaeas apeéerthei.
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Appendtdi x

StudyctieeQuiersgi onnaires

This study focuses on the help amd onngymanth you h
thougmtds perfoowmaamdgputfti ng traskwWiowh dpegobi hg
task and t heompalsetded i eibo ngnuadisrtee | e cpta rotni caifplaint s
then betonattendd a | aborat ormpwtttd nparttaiski pate i n

The information you provide wild/@l be used only f.
wi || not be ident nfmaddmaidli va didicadldyy . rag gflowe e d
can contact ga@pb tatbioruggs ttsheekh, your confidentiality

Pl edagegansower all the questions in this bookl et.
put what yorueashdm&blies aarts answer as you can, giver

no right or wr ongt earnessweerds .i n Wel larreessipnonses.

Firstly, pl efacremdtiildn oaalioutheyowmrsel f bel ow.

Tod&dy dat e:

Name:

e-mai |

Age:

Gendépl ease ci Femal e Mal e
Et hni c Mi xed/ Asian/ Bl ack/

‘White Mul ti plAsian Cari bbeaOther

( pl ecaisrec | ethnic BritisBlack Br

Main sport:

Years played that spc

Current compe(tpilteiavsee |ceivrecll:e
Regi oni
County
Experience (ofl qgqmdd circl e)

Recreati Cl u Natiolnternational

None Ver Somewhse Moder at ¢ A | ot
[ it

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED PLEASE CHECK YOU HAVE COMPLETED
ALL THE QUESTIONS
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Below is a despuouipinont askatigalt fwe are wusing i
project. Pl ease read the description before <c¢
foll ows.

The task consists of ten putts f roeman zae dg esltfanc e
hole on an indoor putting green (see Figure 1)

i b

It is very important that

ideally, to get the ball

finish the ball as ¢close

they possibly can with ea
expeé menters woul d i ns
participants when they <cou
putt, and then the partici
each putt in their own tir
putt, the experimenters wo
di stance the ball finishes

Figure 1. Example of the putting green.

The average distance from the hole would be ¢

placed on a | eader board. At the end of the st
to all participants andhaei ¢4 plpated een paridotrimee s
awarded cash prizes of A30, A20, A10, respecti
would be interviewed at | ength about their poo
be recorded on a digital uwiedle ot oc aaned at eaanadh i mic
presentations in the future.

Crucially though, t "Rl Y a & TWot be
completed with a st " s dR e .
Rat her participants
modi fied gol f
fMRhyt hmi(sseere F 29 uTrhee
Rhyt hmi ser woul d mak
than a standard gol
has a highly flex

accentuates any i dPE r
deficiencies& i n tphuet .
stroke. This can makss 2l I on

the task witkoof ekpFigure 2. The Rhythmiser p
and/ or an effective putting technique.
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Pl ease now complete the following que

Pl ease ionditlatsel oweypesupport you twoul d we
recei vtieo pattoempttagk.

Prior to att emnpputtitngn gt tea
y ou wa rsto mehoena@

MER N o
encourage you A A
2. give you advice ab A A
t ask
3. cheer you wup A A
4. give you tactical a A A
5. emphasi sabiyyduri es A A
6. |l'isten to you A A
7. offer you ideas and A A
8. tell you, you can d A A
9. help you put things A A
10 show concern for yo A A
11 help you decide wha A A
l12reinforce the posit A A
13 give you advice abo A A
14 make you feel t hat )
there for you A A
l15comfort you A A
16 boost your confiden A A

Thank you very much for your h
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StudwoPdittTass@Questi onnaires

Thigsuest i oansnkasi ryeou f or some thoughtpsutabagt tab& u

Pl eagegansower all the questions in this bookl et.
put what you think is as reasonable anamaeswer as
no right or wrong answer s. We are interested in

To help us match your answenrssvwobbmplybeedquept ieann
fiwstte down your name.

Name:
(F;:ég‘ase indicat e, by tickiaxyperets Yes No

2. offer you encouragement? A A

4. offer you support? A A
[1%) = w [=)
© — >
Pl ease indicaterihpht ybhawtife g = =
upcomigomdpfutti ndpyt askkirrgpon o o >
option per. question - = o —
o o o ()
c ”n = >

>
>
>
>

2.1n confident [ can meet tt

4_Iﬁm cor_lfident becaupiectlurcee A A A A
reaching my goal
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— —_ © >
@®© > () — —
Please r ewadlr dalkehhdwdi ¢t - 52 e
ext egmtu ftdéls ght now, at o = - — )
in relation ta atdthe tuipcckoi o o » =
respompstei on per. question « = = < i
o — () (@) x
c n = %) o

2. Excited

>
>
>
>
>

2>
>
2>
>
>

4. Enthusiastic

>
>
>
>
>

6. Distressed

8. Guilty

>
>
>
>
>

10 Hostil e

>
>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>
>

12 Al ert

>
>
>
>
>

14 I nspired

>
>
>
>
>

16 Attenti ve

18 Acti ve A A A A A

20 lrritabl e A A A A A

Thank you verypumshlbul d now-patttte mmgt ttats&k gol f
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Appendl x

StudyyoRf Putting Task Questionnaires

This study hkebdbpusasead ammdp gtdwiu gmtds per f oowaade

gopbtting tTdhek i nformation you provide wild/l be u
research and you wil!/ ndbubenanhenatihtiaddlriesdi \air el
only required so we can contact you crhegarodiirng tF
confidenti alPilteya giema ntsaveur eed.l the questions in thi
unsure about somet hing, put what you think is a
given the question. There are nteresigédd iom allo
responses.

Firstly, pl d and e rfmaltli oomu ta btohug your sel f bel ow.

Na me:

E-mai |

Age:

Gendépl ease ci Femal e Mal e

Main sport:
Years played that spc

Current compe(tpilteiavsee Iceivrecll:e
Recreati Clu

Experiencie (ofl ggooded circl e)

pl ease

' Mi xed/ Asian/ Bl ack/
(White Mul ti plAsian Cari bbeaOther
et hnic BritisBlack Br

hnic

Regi oni

Natiolnternational
County

None Ver Somewhse Moder at A | ot
[ it
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© +— w [®)
© = =
. . . = © =

Pl ease indicateilgbwabhow g = -
the upcoodplngti npyt askki o o >
response option per que: =+ = © —
o o o ()
c n = >

2.ldnconfi dent | can meet A

>
>
>

Iin confi dent because |
"myself reaching my goa

Please nawdstaopempputhiengol &s k.
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Now that you have eaumpgli etge @ atslkke cgolpfi et e t h
foll owing quwestionnaire

Pl ease ionditlatsel oweypesupport you twoul d we
receive from the golf dhaeclh@asmstknyou were to

Prior to attemputimoggt ta@asdkol f
t hegol f da@ach

Yec:« N o

1. encourage you A A
2. give you advice about A A
3. cheer you wup A A
4. give you tactical advi A A
5. emphasise your abilit:i A A
6. listen to you A A
7. offer you ideas and su A A
8. tell you, you can do i A A
9. help you put things 1in A A
10 show concern for you A A
11.help yowhddacitade do A A
12 reinforce the positive A A
13 give you advice about A A
14 make you feel that the )
for you A A
15 comfort you A A

16 boost your confidence A A




2

N

+— ()

c — 1S

() @© —
Pl ease read each of the U; - e - .
each i tAmwétydbenv,erac c orhdbim « o o o o
often that item applies e o > E >
—_ —_ () o ()
< L z 0] P

hdbusseep at | eas

N

D«

B

—
>
>
>
>
>

s —
0]

IN
®
3

the appropriate w A A A

>
>

| gatrength from my rel
6. comfortable with my viA A A A A
n

m |l ace i it

n good health (i

101 do something for fun A A A A A

121 take quiet time for A A A A A

4
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Before you compuéetengheéagél il s@<® nado mp Imet, e pt he
foll owing questionnaire.

Pl ease indicate, by tickdonlgf yamadsace Yes No

2. offeengo@wr agement ? A A

4, offer you support? A A
[ = w (=)
© +— S5
Pl ease indicaterihphm abhawtfe g = N
upcomigmdgpfutti ngpytaskking on o o >
option per. question - = © —
o o o ()
c 7) 1S >

¥
>
>
>

2.1n confident [ can meet t

o
M

4 [tm confi dent because
reaching my goal

>
>
>
>

Thank you verypumshlbul d now-patttte mmgt ttats&k gol f
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Appendl k

StudyYodtent Validity Assessment

This study focuses oat hHlhet éhse |l pe caeidv es ufprpoom t me mk

support netfvaomriki y(e.fg.i,ends, .coBltéhebnf dremantmiadres
provide wild.l be wused only for the purpose of
identified individually. As such, your confide
Pl ease answer all t he Idueysotui oanrse iunn stuhries abboooukt!|
put what you think is as reasonabl e an answer
are no right or wrong answers. We are interest
Firstly, please fill out the information about
Ag e :

Gender :

Et hnici t-

Main spo

Years played tha

Current compe(tpilteiavsee Iceivrecll:e)
Regi oni

County Nati on Il nterna

Recreat | Club
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As researicbherstewested in the different types
their suppdVet hmetewdadrekwel oped apmeestural ty suspg
and messages that athletes aecltessaemédtressm, fmeei
Bel ow are W22 wiotuémhs appreciate your feedback on
view them as relevant to Chinese athletes acr (
For each itéewanh&wr ec odmuaenns. Having read the i
extent to which you understand the item (on a
I'n col plnea®et hreateext ent to which you thinkpltehg
scale from O = not at all relevant to 4 = extH
I'n the actual guestionnaire distributed to fu
the generic stem:
In the | ast week, how often did s
Col umn 1: Col umn 2:
Under standi Rel evance
I tem (0 = not lat= sasll (0 = not atl =
2 = moderate slightly, 2 =
considdr ablkxtr] consi ddr ablkxitnr
wel l) rel evant)
lencourage you
2. give y ou ad\y
perfor mi mg ciomp €
situati on
help plan your
4 give you tactic
5.help with tran
and competition/
6.of fer you i dea
actions
7do thingat ftoraliy
competitions/ mat
8. help you put
perspective
9hel p set sessio
10hel p you deci di




228

llhel p you with t

12give you advic
do

13cheer you wup

14. emphaabskiyoD

15. listen to yo
16. hel p manage
sessions

17 tell you, yo
18. show concern
19. reinforce th
20. make you fee

al ways be there

21. comfort you

22. byowst conf i de¢g

| f you have any further comments on the questior
i mportant supportive behaviours and message that
them bel ow.

THANK FOR YOUR TI ME
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Studyra&8nsl ated Content Validity Assessment

h G ; T o i i 3

To | ' A+ WeH G v [ G

A

v b il W A
H N¢ g K v 1 A

A) oy ” H A

# .
h tH -~
L L= B

B £ ( )

| M a
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This study focuses on the help and swgwrort
thoughts towardesexmumpesporir onamdt ch. The

wi || be used only for t he purpose of

indi viWaelawi Iyl not record yoursopname a@onf ichert taicdal id
assured.

Pl ease answaestlbndg hien this bookl et. | f
what you think is as reasonabl e an answer
right or wrong iannseweersss.ed Wen aarld responses
Firstly, pleangermatl onuabbobe yourself

Age:

Gender :

Mi x/e d . Bl adc kKAf r
EthnGeou it emultiple ASHanAs .  'ibbe Ot hd
(pl ease Britistl

group Bl ack B
Nationality:

Main sport:
Years played that sport

Current

c omp e(tpiltei avsee

ceivrecll:e)

Regi ona

I nternat.

Over three

Recreat Club Nati ol
County
Next competiwiloh/@mltcdnse circl e)
Next 48 Next w Next mo Next t
mont h
How i mportthaant niext compeéepli eéaosa/ mat c
Not at A 1 Moderate Quite

Extremely

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED PLEASE CHECK YOU HAVE COMPLETED
ALL THE QUESTIONS

nform
t his

bel ow.
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Over the page is a | itytpeaf oift earad pr ménide
provided with asTha ss parptpsoopgdr scoonul d ¢ ome
including family, friends, t eammat e s ,n
competitions, t r-ap ori thnign g aaMdnx teoxrt 8 e a cthw
answer columns.

Having read the itehgolpunenas ¢ rieindWadT BtDhiyaat u
type of sperppedt tfdineommgt week by ticking the mos:
option.

A A A A A
Not at Once or Three o1 Five or Seven ¢
ti mes ti mes mor e ti

For all typed eafsiecekppepomesmp col umn.
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1. encourage you A A A A A
2 gio\r;get)i/?lijveadsviitcueatiaobnouA AR A A
3. help plan your trainin A A A A A
4. give you tactical advi A A A A A
S tc?glmget thi itohn/ mtartacnhsepi':,Or CAA A A A
6. offer you ideas and su'A A A A A
K ggmpeﬁthiI tnigosn/ rr]:aotrc heysou ACAAA A
8. help you put things in A A A A A
9. help set sessions in t A A A A A
10 help you decide what t A A A A A
11 . help you with tasks A A A A A
12 give you advice about A A A A A
13 cheer you wup A A A A A
14 emphasise your abiliti A A A A A
15 1 isten to you A A A A A
16 hel p manage your train A A A A A
17 tell you, you can do i A A A A A
18 show concern for you A A A A A
19 reinfopaeei tihees A A A A A
20 ;ngl:eyglcj)u feel t hat theA A A A A
21 comfort you A A A A A
22 boost your confidence A A A A A
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Over thetipagsama of i temsypreesf |ocefcthellgp t
may be provided wi.tAhg aaisn awes paorret sipnatpeproenstt
various people including family, friend

etecn competitions, -stpraaritniimgy , cNoarmmttle xiitosn e a ¢
t wourrame wer col umns.

Having read the itemol yprrelédefiagdguematcy winth whi
RECEI BEalc h type ofpesaplpeoi ngft bebyl asitc kwenggk t he mo:
relevant response option

A A A A A
Not at Once or Three o1 Five or Seven ¢
ti mes ti mes mor e ti

Il coludn please i IBATtSFACWIoON t he quality of t ha
support you have been pro¥vedaeyoiulludiichgnather d aeitv e
certain typerdathgslppopiweagke still rate your | eve
A A A A A A
Very Fair|l A Titt A it Fair|l Very
di ssatidissatidissati satisf satisf sati st

For all typed eafsiecekppepomesmpr col umn.
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Il t em Recei vel Satisfacti

In the last week, the | ast

|
how often did f t'Sf'Ie_dtaf
eopl eé e qualilly
P P around wheth
diéd
Pl ease think about interac
support network across co0 _ z g g < 5 v - o
sporting contexts and ra _ . - - o - © .
Recei velhtdmsd acti on. © o e = o T O O 0
o — — — ©
~ O « © E T > = = >0
© — — — -
() —_ —_ —_ > — — — — >
+— O o o o — o — — o —
o C ()] © @ ()]
Zz O > L < < uw o>
1. encourage you A-A A A A A A A A A
2 9t ve yodu adv_|ce .abOLA A A A A A A A A A A
competitive situation
3. help plan your traininA A A A A A
4. give you tactical advi A A
5 hel p _Wl_th transport s x i i =& A A A A A A
competition/ matches
6. offer you ideas and suA A A A A A A A A A A
7. do th_|n_gs for you A A A A A A A A A A A
competition/ matches
8. hel ppvouthings in persA A A A A A A A A A A
9 help set sessions in tA A A A A A A A A A A
10 help you decide what t A A A A A AL A A A A A
11 . help you with tasks A-A A A A A A A A A A
12 give you advice about A A A A A A A A A A A
13 cheer you wup A A A A A A A A A A A
14 emphasise your abiliti A A A A A AL A A A A A
15 1l isten to you A A A A A A A A A A A
16 help manage your trainA A A A A A A A A A A
17 tell you, you can do i A A A A A A A A A A A
18 show concern for you A A A A A A A A A A A
19 reinforce the positiveA A A A A A A A A A A
20 make you feel t hat theA A A A A -

for you

>:

21 comfort vyou

22 boost your confidence A A A A A A A A A A A
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P

ease

ext ggmtu

by

ti

c ki

ng

r enaodr de abcehh @ wd i
tadels ght
one

response

at

slight!l

moder at

consi de

extreme

Upset

E x

c

i ted

N e

r

\"

ous

En

t

h

us

asti

c

I n

rested

Di

ressed

St

ng

0 N o000~ WINBE

Gu

ty

Sc

ed

Ho

11

Pr

12

Al

13

As

14

I n

15

De

r mi

ned

16

At

nti ve

17

Ji

—

ery

18

Ac

t

vV e

19

Af

r

a

d

20

I r

ritabl e

>: > > >: >: > > > >: >: b > b >: >: > b >: > >

>: > > >: >: > > > >: >: b > b >: >: > b >: > >

D A D D R D S D TR IS D S b b -l B I I B -l D I - B> £

> > > > >: > > > >: > > > > > >: > > > >: >

D D P P P Do P Do P P P D Do Do Do P o Do D D
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[ +— |0 [®]
© — o

Pl ease indicaterigphhwwapbowtf e g = N
nextcompetitiomny matcking on o o >
option per. question - S = -
o o o ()
c n £ >
| f eelonddldfent A A A A
tmn confi dent | can meet tt A A A A
lon confi dent about perforr A A A A
IGm cor_mfldent because | cCe 4 A A A

reaching my goal

itn confi dent of coming thr A A A A

Thank you very prarcthi cfiopratyioournr!
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Studiyfrransl ated Questionnaires

i RD YW . v W s ' yia W A
A L H G " fa @. H bw A "bw
) vy 1 G & [G A

/1 A A W b Y R Ay
A I T T T A
) Qar @. H A
£
h H -
t H= -
- ( )

Ma

W g ~

48  HP 7 e 3a HP 3a H
" R
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4B
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4B

HA

yn/¥h B
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TAHR

B

Y 1

10
11.

K

12 wa A H %

13 wpvY

14
15
16
17
18
19

W a8

20

21
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A

A A A A A

A A A A A

A

LI 1

A A A A A
A A A A A
A A A A A
A A A A A

A
A
A
A
A
A

78

LI 1

HA

¥/ #*h B

6 .

A A A A

A A A A A

A

TAR
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4B

A A A A

A

A

A

10
11.

K

A A A A A
A A A A A
A A A A A
A A A A A
A A A A A
A A A A A

A
A
A
A
A
A
A

H ¥

12 uwn A
13 wpv

14
15
16
17
18
19

W B

A A A A

A

A

A A A A

A

20

21

A A A A

A

A
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P
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€

2

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
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19
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Studiysyhtax of Polynomi al Regression Analys

Notxe: centred regseceedr sdppentsat isaulpgpwtritgn,
se¢ddnfidence, z2 = positive affect, z3 = ne

Tot als(afsfedgt nf i dence as an exampl e):
REGRESSI ON

/ MI SSI NG LI STWI SE

/| STATI STI CS COEFF OUTS BCOV R

ANOVA

/| CRI TERI A=PIN(.05) POUT(. 10)

/| NOORI GI N

| DEPENDENT z1

/| METHOD=ENTER x y X2 Xy y2

Bootstoappiongl effects

SET RNG=MT MTI NDEX=54321

MODEL PROGRAM bO0=2.-.821078-. bb134: 502 -3 O B & =
COMPUTE PRED = b0 + bl*x + b2*y + b3*x2 + |
CNLR z1

[/ OUTFI \UB=Hfr&GdDems RGH pSC 2way. sav'

/| BOOTSTRAP=10000
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Rerun otthad metlEkb¢ct but usi b saaspipasnf aqceifti coonme
stage)
REGRESSI ON
[/ MI SSI NG LI STWI SE
/| STATI STI CS COEFF OUTS BCOV R
ANOVA
/ CRI TERI A=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)
/| NOORI GI N
/| DEPENDENT m
/| METHOD=ENTER x y x2 Xxy y2

Bootstr asgsgiamge :of 1

SET RNG=MT MTI NDEX=54321

MODEL PROGRAM bO0=4.-248079-. bB1B5&.=8 3047 2b b5 =. 055.
COMPUTE PRED = b0 + bl*x + b2*y + b3*x2 +
CNLR m

[/ OUTFI MUB=Hfr&GdDems KRG p2way 1st.sav'

/| BOOTSTRAP=10000

Directadtif agt satisfacti on wvsmbMH e stuhpep oortth e rn
vari abl etsedr etphrecisre(n@s r agée) ef fect s

REGRESSI| ON

/ MI SSI NG LI STWI SE

/| STATI STI CS COEFF OUTS BCOV R
ANOVA

/ CRI TERI A=PI N(.05) POUT(.10)
/ NOORI GI N

| DEPENDENT z1

/| METHOD=ENTER x y x2 Xy y2 m
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Boot st r &pspti angge o f
SET RNG=MT MTI NDEX=54321

MODEL PROBRAM. 516 b.10=8 42 7043 3b 2b=<4 = .019622 b5 =
b6=.303.

COMPUTE PRED = b0 + bl*x + b2*y + b3*x2 + |
CNLR z1

/ OUTFI \UB=Hfr&GdDems KRG pSC 2way direct. sav'

/| BOOTSTRAP=10000

| ndiretct bé6f wac dereafvfeadctfs omb dedrsecd®8r i ved fr
t héestlage: model

COMPUTE I nb0=b0 * Db6.
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE I nbl1l=b1l * Db6.
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE I nb2=b2 * Db6.
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE 1 nb3=b3 * b6.
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE I nb4=b4 * Db6.
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE I nb5=b5 * b6.
EXECUTE.

Bootstrappingsnoofdeilndiirnectth ee fBfoeocttsfir ap wor ks
l nb5 into the regression coefdS5.cients rows
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AppentdWVx

St udyTi me 1 Questionnaires

This study focuses on the help and swgwrort you
t houghts towards your sport and an upcoming € O0my
compl &n e i msietti ad f guestdieann i raersqund one we ek pr
c omp e tmatticdn/ You wi || t hen skeec oangdk esce tt @ fc gmpelsdti e
the 24 hours prior tohthe né @ampat ii toinory/ormatpchovi de
only for the purpose of this research aad you wi
is only required to match, tand tyweoulrs egdslr @fs sq u ess toir
requested so we can contact you aBsusutrhe gecaond
confidentiality is assured.
Pl ease answer al |l btohoek lgeue st ilofnsyoun arhe sunsure ab
what you think is as reasonabl e an answer as you
right or wrong aersweted iWeadleriemponses.
Firstly, please fil/l oulieltdve. i nf ormati on about vy
Tod&y dat e:
Name:
e-mai |
Age:
Gendépl ease ¢ Femal e Mal e
Ethnl:C'White Mi xed Asi an Bl ack Ot her s
(pl ease
cincle
Main sport:
Years played that sp
Current compe(tpilteiavsee Iceivrecll:e

Regi on . .
Recreat Club Natiortlnternati onal

Count
Date of next compet.i
How i mportant is that nedteacsemmgetri
Not at A |it Modera Quite Extremely

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED PLEASE CHECK YOU HAVE COMPLETED
ALL THE QUESTIONS
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(%) = () [®)
© — )
. . . - = © =

Pl ease indicaterihdw athoowtf @ g = .
upcomi ng compet ibtyi on/inati ot o o >
response option per questic =« = © —
o o o ()
c n 1S >
I f eelonddldfent A A A A
[imconfident | can meet the A A A A
[om confi dent about perforr A A A A
[in confi dent because | ce 4 A A A

reaching my goal

lim confident of coming thr A A A A
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Below is a |I|ist of items refernmiungnatyo btek
with as a spboirisspeappomt could come from
friends, t eammat es, coachec,ompet nes s nmigrn

sporting.Peamrsteexitnsdi cate the fr eqgwamicoy e ava
eacthype of dwrmpigrdgete xweeky ticking one res
question

at

() = n = n (%]
Duritnlye next we e k doyhoow w vo 90 %0 =o
peoptlée - O S E ©OEg
o c =2 — — —
z O ®me 1o ™~ o
1. encourage you A A
5, give you adv_lce gbou A A A A A
competitive sjitwuation
3 hel p plan your traininc A A A A A
4. gve you tactical advice¢ A A A A A
5 hel p wi t h toan stproaritni 4 A A A A
competition/ matches
6 of fer you ideas and sucg A A A A A
7 do thl_ng_s for y ou A A A A A
competition/ matches
8. help you put things in A A A A A
9. help set sessions in tr A A A A A
10 hel p you decide what tc A A A A A
11.hel p you with tasks A A A A A
12 give you advice about v A A A A A
13 cheer you wup A A A A A
14 emphasise your abilitie A A A A A
15 listen to you A A A A A
16 hel p manatgreaiymiumg sessi A A A A A
17 tell you, you can do it A A A A A
18 show concern for you A A A A A
19 reinforce the positives A A A A A
20 make you feel that the A A A A A
for you
21 comfort you A A A A A
22 boost your confidence A A A A A

Thank you very much for your hel
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StudiyTridne 2 Questionnaires

This questionnaire follows on from one tha
week ago about the support ypyourhavghtas a

towards an upcomingPkcempetanswaerlr mattht he q
this bookl et. | f you are unsure about S0
reasonabl e an answer as you can, given the
wrong answers. nt@Weeated in al/l responses.

answers with the questionnaire you have cc
down your name.

Name:

Todaydat e:

Date of next competition/ match:

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED PLEASE CHECK YOU HAVE COMPLETED
ALL THE QUESTIONS

THANK YOU



254

Over the page is a |tgpesfoiftbembpr
may be provided withhias aupportt spe

various people including family, f
trainerisn edacmpetitions, Sparni mg, .(d
Next to each item are three answer

Having read the chat eaqilnupnine atsoew ifrroeiguent |y

REQUESTItEhDat type ofPpespppeotchier il mgsm week.
A B C D E
Not at Once oThree o Five o Seven
t wi ce ti mes ti mes more ti

|l col umpl 2ase indicate the fRE€dEU aaaDyh wit h w
type of s pepa@iduts ifnrgom he | ast week.

A B C D E
Not at Once oThree o Five o Seven
t wi ce ti mes ti mes more ti

umn p3l ease i SATcSFACWioM t he quality o

| c ol
type of support you have beelvernyoiufi ded dur
not reeceeirvei n typdkeurofngsuphpgoripd ®etasweeashk i | | |
your | evel .of satisfaction

0 1 2 3 4 5

Very Fai r | A it A |Iit Fairl Very

di ssat di ssat di ssat satis sati s sati s

For alll typed emafsesacppad pomere col umn.
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It em Request Recei ve Satisfac
Pl ease t hi
interactions ! he In the last In the | a
members of yweek ' week, how how sat_ls
net wor k of te di often did you 'Wlth
competitionsf€gques people Qquality o
and apar People around w
contexts anc peopl e di
item | n tA Not 1 A Not 0 V d
i = (0] a = (0] a = ery
Renqsute.StfRejCTI.\‘E = Seven E = Seven to Bery sat
a atisfacti i nes ti mes
1. encourage y A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
give you ad
2. performing A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
competitive
3. help plan y A B C E A B E 0 1 2 3 4 5
4. give youwdtvda A B E B E 0 1 2 3 4 5
hel p with t
5. training A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
competition
of fer y ou
6 . SUE6 RS0 AET A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
do things
7. training A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
competition
hel p you pu
8 . DEr SEReEn ] we B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
g, nelp set s \ 5 ¢ pE A BCODE 01 2 3 4 5
training
10 Nelp you dep 5 ¢ pE ABCDE 012 3 45
to do
11 . help you wi A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
12 9ive you ad, g ¢ p E A BCDE 012 3 45
what to do
13 cheer you u A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
La ETpLAsl s A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
abilities
15 listen to y A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
16 Nelp manag , g ¢ p g A B CODE 0 1 2 3 4 5
training se
17 tell you, y A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
18 show concer A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
19 reinforce t A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
make you fe
20 would alway A B C D E A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5
for you
21 comfort you B C E B E 0 1 2 3 4 5
22 boost your B C E B E 0 1 2 3 4 5
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© — >

Pl ease indicateigbvapow 2 -
your upcoming competttc g o >
one response option per % s o =
c n e >
1.1 f eeclonddldfent A A A A
2.1on confi dmee¢t It canchall A A A A
3.1gn confi dent about peri A A A A
4.Iam confldent_because I A A A

myself reaching my goa

5.1en confident of coming A A A A




257

© > (] — -
Pl ease read each w — - o )
indicate the externtg 3 = © ° GE)
now, at this moment = @ ” -
upcoming competbiytitan - — © c -
one response option 2 » g 3 :
1. Upset A A A A A
2. Excited A A A A A
3. Nervous A A A A A
4. Ent husiastic A A A A A
5. I nterested A A A A A
6. Di stressed A A A A A
7. Strong A A A A A
8. Guilty A A A A A
9. Scared A A A A A
10 Hostil e A A A A A
11 Proud A A A A A
12 Al er t A A A A A
13 Ashamed A A A A A
14 1l nspired A A A A A
15 Deter mi ned A A A A A
16 Attentive A A A A A
17Jittery A A A A A
18 Acti ve A A A A A
19 Afraid A A A A A
20 1l rritabl e A A A A A

Thank you very much for your

hel
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Studiysyatax of Polynomi al Regression Analys

Notxe: centred rgcseceetdrsesdpwanted support, w
suppmw= ts,ati zfthctiooinopmefilideeckt, z21 = time 1
z31 = time 1 negaticwd i afeheect , z21 ==ttt imae 22 p.
z3 = time 2 negative affect.

Tot als(afsfihamgti ti ve affect as an exampl e):
REGRESSI ON

/ MI SSI NG LI STWI SE

/| STATI STI CS COEFF OUTS BCOV R

ANOVA CHANGE

/| CRI TERI A=PI N(.05) POUT(.10)

/ NOORI GI N

| DEPENDENT z2

/| METHOD=ENTER z21

/| METHOD=ENTER x y X2 Xy y2

/| METHOD=ENTER x y X2 Xy y2 W WX WYy WX2 WXY

Bootstoappongl effects
SET RNG=MT MTI NDEX=54321

MODEL PROGRAM b-0%927 30638 =0469754 bb43== 686 Db5=. 003
. 171 Db7=.22381 bh98== 086 -WBMB=bl2=.482.

COMPUTE PRED = b0 + bl*x + b2*y + b3*x2 +
b8*wy + b9*wx2 + bl10*wxy + bll*wy2 + bl2*z:

CNLR z2
[/ OUTF I \UEB=HfrGdDeaes RdIwegpy t ot al pa.sav'
/| BOOTSTRAP=10000
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Rerun otthad metibbtt asi ngws & hi saisa pani o¢nél't c o me
stage)
REGRESSI ON
[/ MI SSI NG LI STWI SE
/| STATI STI CS COEFF OUTS BCOV R
ANOVA CHANGE
/ CRI TERI A=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)
/| NOORI GI N
/| DEPENDENT m
/| METHOD=ENTER z21
/| METHOD=ENTER x y X2 Xy y2
/| METHOD=ENTERy X w Wwx2 Wy WX2 WXy WwWy?2

Bootstr asgsgiamge :of 1
SET RNG=MT MTI NDEX=54321

MODEL PROGRAM b-03457108B3=0h63695 bb43-=1182-9b 65 =
. 387 b7=.137513 bh98&== 3BT b1l0O=.015 b12=.213.

COMPUTE PRED = b0 + blxyxy + b2*y2++bB6&8%x&® + |
b8*wy + b9*wx2 + blO0O*wxy + bll*wy2 + bl2*z:

CNLR m
[/ OUTFI MB=Hfr&GdDaems RK¥Iwgpy 1st pa. sav'
/| BOOTSTRAP=10000
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Directadtifagt satisfaction wvembHi e bstuhpep oortth eirn
variabpeesented t(hRsitragdei)rrect effects
REGRESSI ON
[/ MI SSI NG LI STWI SE
/| STATI STI CS COEFF OUTS BCOV R
ANOVA
/ CRI TERI A=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)
/| NOORI GI N
| DEPENDENT z2

/| METHOD=ENTER z21 x y X2 XYy y2 W WX Wy WwX?2

Boot st r &pspti angge :o f
SET RNIG=MMTI| NDEX=54321

MODEL PROGRAM b-0%111B2-= 1832627 bb43== 356 b5=. 052
. 074 Db7=.118463 bh98== 089 - WBWBOH/'=bl2=.429 Db13=.250.

COMPUTE PRED = b0 + bl*x + b2*y + b3*x2 +
b8*wy + bO*wxBlH®*wWiUD*wxlyla*z21 + b13*m.

CNLR z2
/ OUTFI \UB=Hfr&GdDaes R¥wgpy direct pa.sav'
/| BOOTSTRAP=10000

I ndirecst RBI3 ewdas deri ved firboln2 dwarse cdte reifvfeedc t
fromstshagé: model

COMPUTE I nbO=b0 * b1l3.
EXECUTE.

COMPUTEbDb1I=b1 * b1l3.
EXECUTE.



COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

b2

b3

b 4

b5

b 6

b7

b8

b9

b1

b1

b2 *
b3 *
ba *
b5 *
b6 *
b7 *
bg *
bo *
=b 10
=b11

13.

13.

13.

13.

13.

13.

13.

13.

b13.

b13.
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EXECUTE.

COMPUTE Inbl1l2=b12 * Dbl3.

EXECUTE.

To calcul ate coefficients of total, direct,
low | evel s onfebsSlDpwot he mean = 1.4), the fol
were conduct:ed, respectively

COMPUTE |1 b0=b0 + (b6 * 1.4).
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE I bl=bl1l + (b7 * 1.4).
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE | b2=b2 + (b8 * 1.4).
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE I b3=b3 + (b9 * 1.4).
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE | pBt04* +1.4) .
EXECUTE.

COMPUTE | b5=b5 + (b1l1 * 1. 4).

EXECUTE.
To calcul ate coefficients of tot al , direct,
hi gevels 6bneuppoabove the mean = 3.2), th

were conducetleyd, respectiyv



COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

COMPUTE

EXECUTE.

hbO=boO
hbl=Db1
hb2=Db2
hb3=Db3
hb4=Db4
hb5=b5

be * 3.2).

b7 * 3.2).

bs * 3.2).

b9 * 3.2).

b10 * 3.2).

b11 * 3.2).

Bootstoapphdgsneocdtelef fienctt he

Il na% t he
coefficients

| ow and
r ows

high

| evelisntoof
itho5 .r epl ace
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Bootsfirap

wor ks
trheeq u eesgtreeds s
original

|



