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ABSTRACT
The study examined twenty five coaches of male‘
wCanadian Interuniversity Athletic Union basketball teamS”
“as to theim leaderfhip effectiveness. Leadership effect- : ‘
: /
iVeness,was determined by.percentage of wins in'leaghe

.play‘and the'number of championships won'. Specifically,
i coaches were asked to indicate their.orientations3on a
ynumper oquuestions.' These included data on their‘..
‘.training;.experience‘ 1eadership style, relations with
v ‘team members 'role'perception rating of peers and self—
~rating of effectiveness. y,;ll' 'vL : e -7: ”;:i‘~u ' “;:ﬁ
| ' Pearson Product‘Moment Correlation Coefficients‘i;; ‘?4;-
and point biserial coefficients were computed‘to testfl
‘;the various possible relationships. ‘Significance was "'
ccepted at thet.OS 1evel of:copfidence. . jy ."t dl;”n

Descri tiyve da -a provided general characteristic57 ,
P K\"

of the'group.. The average age of the coaches was 40 yearsfﬁj;'

& e S
R PO - ., b -

hand 32 percent were born outside of ganada ; Their aVerage
head coachin% experience was 10 years and 100 percent had

at 1east a ba‘helor s degree or equivalent.v Sixty four

percent were physical education majors. Eighteen coaches

. were married and '17 had at least one child Twenty

"percent of the_s ple had been divorced. Thirty six

,percent reported winning at ‘f one coaching award,y"

.'dﬁring their head coaehing years. Fourteen of fher.i

:‘coaches had tenure at their University. -The'average,w.”




=

winning percentage was 57

s | o L On the hasis of the data provided the following»_
L . COnclusions were reached. : _f\ _ - ’h
?j 1 _There is no relationship betWeen the

b
- i

measures of coach effectiveness and

. T f_coach leadership style, degree of

AR
’

authoritarianism, coach player relations,
‘coach,experience and time spent on

. L coaching in season and out of.season;

‘ 2;:’There is no relationship between coach

o 'l ot "»authoritarianism and leadership style,

_"f—ii>lx" N _-'" .'coach age, head coaching experience,

playing ability and coach effectiveness‘

mea'sures .
™~

I ’h3."There is no- relationship between coach
i R \ :

”_mbtivabional style and coach training,

A‘ coach *perience,,\coach player relations, ‘

. T 'time‘spent on’ coachﬁng in. season and out"
o7 ) S i : 4/ :
ERNN e .- of seaaon, and the &lay/ng experience
and ability of the coach._

‘ 4.”‘There is a- positive relationship
- , >

»betWeen how a coach is rated by his
'peers and ‘his winning percentage‘andd;
number of championships won. o

‘5, .There is no relationship between the

'measures of coach effectiveness and

L , Tcpach role perception and coach tenure.':
. N I A= .

el
s .- 4

T
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role perception.

B : co ] .
There is no relations%ip between

coach authoritarianism and tenure

.and coach role perception... .

‘There is no‘felatibnShiﬁ between. .

coach motivational style and coach

s
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;o  CHAPTER 1 - R S A
Y : . AN | e o .
. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM .

. . ,.1‘_ . ‘a
INTRODUCTION - .~ e o . . A

. -Coaching, ad it occurs in educational instf‘uti:ns’ Sow,
T,

Ms still in its infancy as a profession in Canadia %4 * KR

‘society. To begin with cqaching is often looked‘upon as,
a voluntahy position and is 'teated.as such, for .exdmple;
there 1s little or na monetary.reward,'no workload

. s : ] e e
reduction from other. formal duties and bften meagre

recognition from academic administratoré In addition
. ’ AN |«

to these constraints academic ihstitutions 9ften operate
‘

.o

‘ . \ﬂ
their athletic programs in an ambivalent manner; on ofe R

s

hand, they give vocal support to athletics as a vital and

integral part of the educational process,. while on the v}17 \;c,

‘other hand athletics is often treated as a ’frill' and’

1s one of the first programs to be curtailed during cut— hl ﬁf
R ’ . . L :
backshr : K : . I

One look at a newspaperywill give the observer an.
. ,

indication of the importance placed on athletics hy the A
’ . g - > \,’

puhlic.; Daily, one can find five or more pages devoted v

-

to Spotts coverage encompassing local nEtional‘and

\

o

internatiomgl levels. There is obviously considerable

T

‘: public interest in what is happening in the sports arenas 2o

&1£)the world.

The pivotal‘persoy/in'the athletic setting is tie .
‘ . ; x

4

coach. Nortthmerican/socieCY demands winning teams and

-

ae

. : / : ‘ o
the coach is. looked to as being responsible for producing

‘ /
1 N




e

-

’d‘potential of.the.athlete.

©

\coach in the following Statement: o -\

i

this effect.

.his role ‘as’ a coach if hiﬁ teams do" not win. TThiS‘:
generaliaation is probablb not’ as applicablewin Canada as‘
it is in the United States, particularly in the academic‘
setting, but it is still fairly common for coaches to step
>down or- be replaced if their teams fail to win\"t

Becausevof the nature of the position the terms

'coach.and leader are SYnonYmousx His/leadership consists s

L4

-of a 'vested power in that us:;}ly the team - does not

chOose»him b t he is app01nted or hired by an athletlc
director or principal to 'lead' the teq‘!

'Gowan SUms . up de31rable behavioral quali\aes of a

Ll
Ve .

~The coach ‘i1s the catalyst in ‘the process
of- 1mprov1ng performance and in assisting
the athlete to find satisfaction, enjoyment
and fulfillment in the total endeavour
(l975 15)

!

Obviously, if we can determine why some coaches are more

-~

-

effective than others it will 1mprove our understanding
. . - /,

of sports in general and of the coaching situation in‘

. particular. It will also help us train coaches to be

»

~more efficien% and_successful, thus»maximizing the

- NEED FOR THE STUDY

R sghafer (1966) has stated four special adVantages

- for the study ofksport groups




”makes successful coaches

_,‘First ~the sports group is a natural'“dw 3vlv i: " : ?
rather than an artificial or,a laboratory; ' o }
”group......_ - 7 :

" Second, research focused on a particular ;
' sport controls “a number of confounding
~variables by automatically holding then , o
 constant. -Examples of such variables " .75
~dnclude” group size, role structure, and R o '
~ rules of cbnduct., Third, becuase sport L r
.groups. are typically in pursuit of zero-. ST
. sum goals’ sthey often provide an ideal =
context-for. the study of cooperation o0 ' _ . -
and competdtion and intergroup and; intra- cale Dl
grotp conflict.i Finally, sport groups . R C
‘with an empha515von winning typically
“offer objective measures of group.
‘efféctiveness in térms of the number of-
errors. made, points scored for or against‘f
_the, . percentage B games won; that is .they
offer ideal: settings .....for the "study :
of the effects of -such. variables as
~membership‘composition -cohesion,‘~
" informal. norms, leadershlp and social-
environment on the ‘attainment of: group
'ggoals (Loy et ali)y 1978 68 69) :

,

iNaylor (1976) recommends that "leadership effectivenessf

4

involving different sport coaches should be studied so
"that comparisons and geﬁeralizations can be attempted"
A‘Naylor also suggests that an investigation of coaching

leadership in other Canadian provghces be conducted to

determine societal or situational factors .- Although

'vNaylor s study concerns football coaching effec@iveness
: ‘ b
SN e o

f ) -

%his recommendations are of importance to the présent study,

1. o~

“Thus a study of the effectiveness of University basketbalu

7

coaches might be beneficial ‘to’ our,understanding of what ‘

'/'Fiedler s contingency theory, which is>the mostc7

[l

,prominent thepry:in,thevarea of leadership,. had its origin d

t

in.his studies of Baskethall teams‘(Fiedler, 1954) but

5




i B i

/very few researchers have attempted ‘to.test the model
Ain the athletic contekt

‘There'iS' enerally a lack of normative data

,regardipg doaching effectiveness at any level -and

v‘particularly at the Canadian University level. Of the

studies produced on the subject of coaching effectiveness
in Canada, most have been done on high school coaches

(ﬁaylor, 1976 Danielson 1974) Thusﬁa greater under-

fstanding of coaching effectiveness at the University level

w1ll permit a more generalized familiarity with the
coaching scene in. Canada At the high school level

coaches are usually employed as teachers first coaches

second What is the 51tuation at the Univer51ty leve17

What should it be7 : - j;,-ﬁ

From a procedural point of v1ew 1t is necessary

'hto substantiate current theories regarding leadership.'

Since much of the research has been conducted in indust-

rial or managerial settings it is of value to determine
S l

whether or - not these theories are. ¢ross- situational

This study will examine Canadian Interuniversity
_Athletic Union male basketball coaches w1th the purpose‘

o

of u derstanding relationships between success (measured

.dby percentage of wins in league play) and various

leadership measures. 5

THEVPROBLEM

The object of this study was to examine the

relationship between leadership characteristics of the_.




o

Y

head coach ‘and team performance of- Canadian Interuniversity‘v

4 Athletic Union basketball teams. Of particular interest

:were the various measures of leadership effect,veness

prdvided by Fiedler 8 Contingency Model (1967) It was

-
f

anticipated that various relationships would app 'r'Which

'could lend themselves to the prediction of team successA
based on the coach 8- style of leadership e

'The following are the relationships’or 1mportance
‘in this study |

‘;l.f.Is there a relationship between the measuresk

of coach effectiveness and leadership style'g

i) s

degree of authoritarianism coach-player
relatidns coach role perception and time .
"spent on- coaching in season and out of"

27
=

season. /
: dgﬁl 2. Is there a relationship between coach auth—“b
\ oritarianism and leadership style‘ coachvageihv‘
xears of head coaching experience playing |
ehperience andbtenure?f » e
- ls there a relationship.betweenvcoach/ ;}
motivational style and coach- training,
coach experience vcoach—player’relations, ) ,/
coach role-perception:7time'spent‘on"
coaching:in,?ndvout of season and'playingJ}
emperience_of thepcoachr ) |
4. Is there anyvrelationship beg;een»peer. ‘i;V

rating of coaching,effectiveness and

. 9.,,._,&.:‘_7".:. R




A 6 .A
Y \ T ’ N
;variOus'measures of’coach'effectiveness.;"h, f
: lninkits \ ]
‘as defined by this Study7 P Vs '
5. Is there a relationship between playing'

,rposition and recruitment to head coaching

position? }, | "v: .‘d;.d ‘\

LIMITATIONS

1. A major limitation of this study is that

of sample size which is due to the fact

Vad

Ceen

'»that the total population of C I A U ’male ,

'basketball coaches was only thirty nine

o L P R . ; .
e L i T e B e e T e e N <
g - . .. . . B A e ey Y

,92,i‘The fact that conference rules regarding
b _eligibility and | recruiting are diffexent ST v

gL T 1:' throughout the country could have affected

'the data._ Certain conferences have stricter
‘rules governing recruiting\and eligibility

'eg, the Canada West Universities Athletic

4

T Association restricts recruiting to wit\in , '.;;.f ' :1f€y
~one's own'province»’whereas~the'Atlantic v ' R R P
xConference allows wholesale recruiting. "?'fiff\j\\j |

.’This obviously restricts the number of o
.Vrecruiting opportunities in the Western
:Conference compared to the ‘Atlantic
'Conference. Brent Rushall states ‘"It
' would appear that the most significant“

factor for making Aa coach successful ish‘“
ithe athleteShin\the‘group (1975 79).

‘ TherefOre,‘if'Rushail is right,_coaches

N




‘other.occasion;

,Information on all effectiveness measures

: The »fa'e'tl thatﬁ'coa‘ches; .answ'e'red the"

y

‘who can recrqﬁt better players will be“

more successful If the rules were

. ‘.‘

~consistent throughout Canada then equal

i ‘v.‘—\i, N

.opportunities would ‘be available for all

';,r

”Two instruments used in this study, the Coach
“Improvement Scale and vhe Coach Effectiveness'

'hRating Scale have been tested only on one

R provided by the coach himself ‘a factor

I

» which could 1end itself to  a systematic

bias of reported,scores.

'.'questionnaires near the end of the season

]

ufand may have been»involved in playoffs,
“dcould have limited the t1me which they were.
willing to devote to the inventory

1There may have been a possibility for -

'°Q>coaches to evaluate in the middle of the _

MR

“'1vscale to avoid extreme pqgitions,_thus,

1976). ’_; : x o

SR

hen

e
creating error of eentfa*

.'AThe Least Preferred Co worker Scale was
| modified to include only ‘seven response

blanks instead of eight.‘ It was decided

that 'since for this study only a measure'

f of coach orientation was necessary, the~LPC

LY

SN e

gl

ndgney (Anastasi;

Sppastt atfasaper T T e o LA i it

o 2

.'l:_‘
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'of business,’industry and soci‘r work/
*make it difficult to build a céhceptual

. \
‘_framework (Gibb 1969 StogdillJ 1974;

‘Hanson, 1973) ' o
DELIMITATIONS o “,,.” L_déff“”*'
f.ﬁ? 1 fThe numbex of subjects was dellmited to twenty—

»nine by the proviso that coaches must have
tyo:or more years.head_coaching»experiende.
It‘waslfelt that-a first'yearlcoach”could
phave success by taking over a R__ teamr
‘:fron the retiring coach.or that failure
could result from‘insufficient time to

establish his ideas and approaches

DEFINITION OF TERMS

H‘COach: The hecicoach the individual who has the final

authority in regard to team operation and decisions.v

‘Coach effectiveness. Measured in terms of his team s

T

'performance or percentage of games won 1in league'

competitiOns and any championships that 1ead directly

Jto the National championship, including all years coaching. -

Coach experience Refers to all coaching experience other

than that of University head coach




«

Head Coach experience: Refers to all years as head coach
- PFEEEE . . ) . ) .

at the University level g /“ s

-'Coach motivational style._ As‘defined bf Fiedler (1967),

'refers to an underlying need structure which motivates his
behavior in the role as,a he%ﬂ;coach, as measured by his

score on the LeastvPreferred Co-workerfS@aiev(LPC),

id

Coachfteam‘relationsf The dégree-to which'the coach feels"ﬂ‘

acceptedvbv the team and is relafed and atvease in his;.
role. Measﬁred by the Group Atmosphere Scale (GA) as g
‘defined by Fledler (1967)

'Coach training; Refersgto any developmental experience°

v undergone by the coach which could reasonbbly be expected

to 1mprove coaching performance.

o -

: Playing background: Number:of years experienCefplaying'at‘

University ‘or post ~U yersity level, coupled with formal
‘ kY : ‘
recognition in the form of AWards, allstars, captain and,
‘ S S B
'so‘fofth. ' o I : . S

Tenure: Whether the coach has tenure at the Umiversity;v
This refersAto the job securityiof’the'coach. Does he .
have security OF not?

N



CHAPTER, II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

DEFINlNG LEADERSHlP - AE\
‘ One of thelmost serions problems,with trying’to come

to gri?f.w{}h leadership 0?'ie§def5hig‘effectiveness is to

find an’adgquatefdefinition of leadershin; ‘No:one‘seems‘to

y -

know for sure what it really is.

French critic Henri Peyre says:
Leadership can be but a broad ideal proposed
2 by the. culture of a country,.- instilled into
the young through schools, - but also through
the family, the intellectual: atmosphere,
_ ‘the literature, the history, the ethical
. teaching of that countxy. Will power,
. ‘ sensitlvity to the agei cl@ar thinking,
the ability to experience the ‘emotions - ‘
of a group and to voice their aspirations
joined with control over these emotions
in oneself, a sense of the dramatic......:
are. among the ingredients of the power to
,lead ‘men (Tlme, 1974+21) .,

s Harry Truman spoke of 1eadership as "thefability

to get men to do what they don t want to do and like it"

(Time, 1974-28)

According to Fiedler and Chemers (1974) the leader
,in layman s language "is someone who is-a little larger

than 1ife one who draws people_to him like a magnet by

FAREREN

charisma . . He 'is a person others want to follow, one who

[y N . ' ) N
commands their trust and respecty._as well as their loyalty.

Gl

" This .is the ‘picture of the emergent leader, the "Great

‘Man"

who captures the imagination as'well‘as the admir-
ation of those with whom he deals.

' 'Hollander and Julian (1969) suggest an appropriate

10



‘synonymvand/or definition for leadership is the term‘ :
influence, An implicatiqn Q&herent in this view according
to Chelladurai and Carrcn (1978) . is that in leader-
‘subordinate interactions there is reciprocal influence°vﬁ
‘1 the leader exerts influence on the.subordinate (or groupQ

) .
. &_and the subordinate (or group), in turn, influences the \

Q.leader. A second’ implication of course, is that leader—
.fhship, the exerting influence may be- inferred either
=

g hrough the behavior of leaders or the resultant behavior

Stogdill (1974) suggests eleven perspectives from
‘th%h leadership-may be viewed:
1. A function of.group process.
2, Personality or effects of personalitp.“"
3. The art of inducing compliance:
4, The.exerciSe of influehce.,
\ o _ 5,‘ A forn of persuasion.p
i ., ‘ '6;Q A setrof«actskor behaviorsi
| 7. Pé%er relationship.
8. An inétrument ofrgoafﬁzchievement.
;9. An;effect.of”interaction, | o
lOt A differentiated role.
11. The initiation of structure;
“ Any or all of the meanings noted by Stogdill might apply
to a particular circumstance, but no single definitipn
\is universally applicable. However, leadership is

clearly a role that leads toward goal achievement,

‘rtéheir subordinates e _ . ' -

"1l



tnvolves in

in some forT

organiéa@io

and ability
critical wva

Marshali:(l

(Berg, 1977:212-214):

1.

The
single fact
organizatio

only be exe

teraction aﬁd influence, and gsuailyjreéﬁiti
m of changed strucfupe or'beﬂgv}or of groﬁ;s,
ns, or communities. Stfengtﬁ;éf pergonality
~Jt‘.wovi.nduce' compliance»or t6 per;uade are

riableé in the effectiveness of’leaders. Stﬁart

970)'has 1;stéd five criteria for ieadership

The concept that leaders are born not .

madé is‘not a valid one and should be

discarded. .
R T A . :
The social and psychological needs of

8

the leader and of the group are powerful

forces in the behavior of both. o

Communication skills are essential in

w

leadership. - ' 4

The acqomplishmenf of objectives \

h

requires two kinds of'behavior‘—“getting

the job déne anﬂubuilding and maintaining

the group.

The quality of 1eédership is measured by

the-appropriatenéss of behaviérlof the
leader in’whate&er‘situation he finds
himself. - '

quality of leadership, more than any other

or, ﬁetérmines the su&cess .or failure of an

n (Fiedler et al., 1976). Leédership can

rcised in groups where ppbple want to accomplish

12



. THEORY DEVELOPMENT /

£3

a common goal. Theveffectivenesp of\:hé leader depends,
thefefore) not only on him, but‘aléo'on those he leads,
o s » R R .

and theféonditiﬁns under which he must operate.

Leadership has different meanjggé to different

‘people. It inclpdes the ability to counsel, to manage

conflict, to inspire 1oyaltyTénd to imbue subordinates

o !

with the desire to remain on the -job. It also means
the effectiveiaccomplishmenarof thé primaryimask}“fhey'

T

performahcefof a job for which‘the work- unit or organ-

1zation has been éstablished.

. To adequately define leaﬂership is difficult “but -

when all is said and done, it must finally be recognized,

that the ultimate tes; of leadership 1is one's ability to

motivate others to follow his or her idedg."Zorn (1978:29)

says:

I have observed one thing about leadership
for certain, and that is'it sudlly begins
with a vision of success, a glimmer of

intuition or insight that solutfions are possible.

*

.

o ¥

,Hisgorically; in the, studykbf Yeadership, the"

principal focus has evolved,_firStifromfan'emphasis on

the‘examinatidﬁ of the traits of lgadéré (with/pafticular_

reference to the charécté@ié;iCS'ﬁdssessed by successful

leaders)‘to seiondly, tﬁe_gxémingtion of the actual

" behaviors of leaders and';hgh; finaliy to an analysis of -

the situational cﬁaracteristigs'influencing leadership

. B : . BN |
- with specific reference to the interactive effects of

.
1

13



. a ] 1
i/f th#‘behaviors of the lead7&

&

and beh 910;3 of the

those situations with the trait
leaders. . -./ : ‘ - ﬁ"
e : . <
/ C‘ raits ~ 5{,;',"[ Behawviors
) - Rk T
Univérsal = Earl "Griat Man 1 ohié state & MiEhiganﬁ
W ory } . A tudies

Situational ' Contingency Mpdei
o of Leadership.
(Fiedler, 1967)

' .
/ . - .

o

/ ( erese and Bl
1 68 and 1977)/.
[ A aptive -React Ve 5
;o Theory (Osborne and
/7 . unt, 1975) “T“;j
s /f' e ormative Model of
i / ‘ ecision—Mak!Rg (Vroom

« ' 7/

/ / | ‘t J | nd’ Yett:on, I9~73)

GURE /‘1 A Classification of Ldade ship Theories. Adapted
, /‘ from Behling and S¢hr echFim, 1976 .
/ Behling and}Schriesc eig (1 76) have classified

afi7ﬁs leadership theories/i?to fo?r categories accord; g

to qhether the basic unit

as being’universalwdf sitfa ionllfin;nature. " A schematic
- ) S ‘ - — L -
'illuétrig;on of this dlais fication is shown/in Figure I.

ebove. - s /
. ! E /

g

eade#ship has focused on the

Much regearcm on/
less emphasis has

influence of ﬁhe leader on his group.

been placed on. the variablesﬁthat cause ‘a leader ‘to

/ engage in various activities. There is e#idence that

leader behavior is influenced by environmental

;-

14
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g

contingenciea and that the]leadership process is not
« \ Ny ‘ v

undirectiongl in natureEQBarrow, 1976) .

The behavior of the individual being led has been

. postulated to be a determinant of(the leader s behavio
(Hemphill 1949) sIn a study by.Haythornm~pouch
Haefner,_Tangham and Carter (1956) it was found that a
1eader working with highly authoritarian group member

' - {
tended to behave in an authoritarian manner regardles

40 aT

B o ; P

of his own personality characteristics while the

. leader of low authoritarian group tended to behave more

o

in a democratic minner. The evidence that subordinate
behavior - does influence leader behavior ‘Styles 1is incon-

L

sistent. Therevis considerable literature which indicates

that leaders do exhibit behaviorad flexibility. Fiedler

s.

.and Chemers (1974) posgulate that leaders adJust their.
g &

behaviors as ‘the favorableness of the situation changesi

}», TS
, L : |
z mHellg ’. 1971 Rubin and Goldman, 1968 Tannbnbaum and

;{Schmidt .1958 found that leadership style ¢aries with -~

.
b s
. R .

" environment.

Barrow (1976) found'that subordinatﬁ performance
wasia strong causal force in the determination of-the
.behavior a leader-utilized. Low perf%{mahce by sub-
ordinates caused the leader to act more gunitively, more

- - . - » ) i

autocratiéally, less considerate and to push for more
I .

production; whereas high subordinate pen&ormance resulted

'in leader behavior being more considerafe, less punitive,

, i
] H

A ' « [ -
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less autoce¢ratic and somewhat léss tﬁ%k—oriented High

- ) . \‘\-3
complexityltask-Caused the leader t# utilize ‘more tas&—

oriented behavior regardiess of the ' performance of the‘; ! - S

' /
workersa It appears that the leader'does react to

= C ‘ | ¢, C

'environmental variations and’changgs his behavior in

response{ The use of different leadership behavior may

s

be contingent upon environmental factors : A
The’ propos1tion that subordinate performance

influences the'behaviors’a leader uses raises the interest~
N Y

ing: possibility that the nature of effective leadership‘

a @

‘“iresides in the leader's subordinates It may be that

congruency between a leader s and subordinate s expect—

&

ations and behavior determlnes effective leadership.

Korten (l9625\formulatedia_model'that propeses that-

under circumstances:of{group stress a group»will'seek'or7
‘become receptive to‘an»authoritarian style of leadership. ' .
- An absegce‘of’group stress;-conversely'is‘thoUght'to

‘facilitate the’emergenCe of'a;democratic'style

Fodor (1976) found that supervisors subJected ‘to

/"'/ o

group stress revealed in- their 1eadership behavior, ‘a
greater tendency tgyard_authoriﬁarian modes of control
‘than,did supervisors exposed to the neutral condition,

‘Style of leadership most effective ina group stress

b N SRR e £ e

situation was.fdund b& Fiedler and Baron (cited Fiedler,

1967) to be facilitated by a low LPC or task oriented

leader. Rosenbaum and Rosenbaum (1971) likewise ‘observed

‘e
that a/group subjected to a high stress. manipulation )

TSR




A ) IS .
(which emphas1zed the competitive nature of the group"
\0 . .l

ta§ ) performed best under authorltarian style of
1eadersh1p, whereas a group in which competipive

pressure was minimal fared best in response to democratic

@ ¢

1eadersh1p.
A study by Cravens and Worchel (1977) deals with

‘the reactions of followers to the exercise of reward and
" ‘
,coerc1ve power/ The use of coercive power involves the

-

-threat of punishment and/or actual punishment for failure'

Yo

[N

to conform to. the leader s demands whereas the use of’ o

.__/

reward power involves the offering of some valuable obJect L

h . °

or activity for conformance to the leader S demands (French

and Raven, l959) In the use of coercive power, anﬂ
undesirable - consequence is suffered 1f the group member
fails to fulfill the leader S, demands whereas nothing
otber than av01dance ofc an aversive consequence is galned

for conformity. With the use of reward power 'a desirable

consequence is. gained if the group member fulfills the

o

1eader s demands ‘whereas nothing other than the omission
of a desirable onsequence is suffered for failure to
cdnfOrm. The Cramen and Worchel study also took into
'account the locus of control of the individuals involved.
An. individual w1th an internal locus of control believes‘
that the reinforcements they receive are contingent upon

their own behavior, whereas individuals with ‘an external
] -,\ : . .
locus of control belieVe that reinforcements they

.receive ‘are a matter of luck or chance. Seyerad 1in@8>

of research suggest that externals are more suSceptible]

17
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‘to leaders attEmpts to control behavior ‘and. more
':susceptible to attitude change under persuasion attempts
from a high prestige source than from alow. prestige
source (Ritchie and Phares, 1969). >Consistent with the
data, it might be further suggested that the type of
_gleadership might differentially infliuence .internals and -

externals . . Externals might be amenable to stron:
attempts to controy behav1or, such as. would be t= case
with the use of coercive-power,‘whereas 1nternals would'
likely reSist such‘attempts. Results of their-study

indicated that internals less frequently complied w1th

the leader s demands than externals regardless of

power used! and complied least frequently under coercive'~

s

~ power when\feed-back'was giVen.‘
Along with other neglected aspects of process in
the study of leadership is the - goal setting activity of

.the leader.: Its importance appears considerable though‘

few studies give it attention.' In one'of these, involVing,,

(

discuSSLOn groups, Burke (1966) found that the leader s

failure to provide goal orientations w1thin the group

(led to. antagonism,ftension and absenteeism. This effect»

was most acute when there was clear agreement within the

group regarding who was to act as the leader

~ ~t
s

In socialdbxchange terms, the person in the role of
! . L .

‘leader who fulfills expectations and achieves group goals‘

|
B provides rewards for others which are reciprocated in

the form of status, esteem, and heightened influence

<




Because leadership'embodies a‘th_way influence‘relationé_
ship, recipients of infiuence assertions.may respond by‘ ?
asserting‘influence in,return,‘that.is by making demands
on_the 1eader.v The very sustenance- of the relationship
‘depends upon’some yielding to‘influence on*both sides;p
_As.Honans (1961) put it, "Influencevover others'is
purchaseduat,abpricej0£'allowingmoneisiseif'to be
infiuenced'by others"‘(p. 286)ﬂ - |

' The elicitation of leader behavior.iS'now'a,
idemonstrable p:: omenon in various.experimental settings.§,
:In.one definitive study conducted by‘Pepinsky, Hemphill |
~and Shevitz'(19§8) subjects who;were'low‘on.ieader
activity'weredled to‘behave far'nore actively'invthat
‘role by the" group 's evident support for their assertions.d
:Alternatively,iother subgects known to be high on_ leader‘
activity earlier were affected in precisely the opposite
,way by the group 's evident disagreement with their state—t
ments,vh ‘ o

.In a simiiar veih, Rudraswamy (1964) conducted a‘
study in which some suhjects within a. group were led to
believe they had higher status. Not only did’ they attemptaf
significantly more leadership acts than others in their
_group, but they even outdistanced those SubJeCtS who werer-'
given more relevant information about the task itself

The "idiosyncrasy_credit"»concept_(Hollander, i958)
Suggestsvghat a person's potential to,be~influential

arises out of positive dispositions others hold toward



him. ln:simplest‘teims;ncompetence;in helping the
'agfoup achieve.its“goals,randﬁearly conforgity to itsr
normatfve EXpectations for members provide the po%entf’/#
for acting as a leader and being pereeived as. such
\One prevailing expectation which‘does‘yield ‘
. IR

‘consistent findings across situations, 1s that'the

leader s competence in a maJor group activity should be

1 jhigh , Dubno (1965) reported that groups ‘are more satis—

-fied when leaders are. demonstrably competent in a central

'dgfunction and do most of the work associated with that

' pfunction. 'In general,.the,greater influence of-a leader
perceived toubeimore-competent?wés:verified experimentally

by Dittes andLKélley,(1956)’and hy.Hollanﬂer‘(1960);‘
- among others” ‘ |

Another leader attribute which evidently determines.*;

VSN
LR

'the responsiveness of followers is his perceived motivation o

arding the group and its task (Rosen,'Levingergand
Lippitt, 1961),‘ ‘Julian and Hollander (1966) found that;

aside from.the significancelof~task competence thet‘, :
: 3 . - - ' Ly

:'leader's "interest in. group members and "interest in
group activity 'were significantly related to group’

member3~ willingness to have a leader continue in that
dposition._i:i"r RS . ;1 B : S h“ o S

According ‘to Hollander and Julian (1971) the one’
o | , o
overiding impression conveyed bynsurveying the literature

o of”the*l960's in contrast to the proceeding two: decades,

is the redirection of interest in leadership toward
. % .

sl b o area o




SRR . B i Co ‘ 'gj . ' “_ s
fxprocesses such as powver and authority relationships.

by?
i

: to the inter relationship between the 1eader,-the1' Ve

/ ‘ .
fOIIOWers and the situation.s In consequence ‘the'
,‘ - \\ - )

'problem of studying leadershT\\and pnderstanding these R

Hrelationships is recognized as: a. more formidable one
‘than was earlier supposed h.Several of the particulars
hwhich signal this changing emphasis may be sunnarized
vunder four points, as follows (Hollander and Ju&lan
’1971 515) " | | -

'l,’:An early element'of confusfdn‘in the

‘study of leadership was the failu:ebto
Jdistinguish it as a‘process from the
leader _as. ahperson who occupies a central ;
role in that process Leadership
’constitutes ‘an influence relationship
betneen two or‘usually more .persons'
;f e . ;who depend upon one another for the
attainment of»certai nutual goals
iwithin aigroup;situaEion;"lhis'situation
‘not qnlyhinoolues.thestashi”but,alsov
'comprises theﬁgroup's'sizeptstructure,
resources; and'history,{andng other
: variables.i‘ o | | |
le. This relationship between leader and

Lo .
led is built over time and involes an’

| SN A , B
aexchange or transaction betwgen leaders

@he tendency now is to attach for greater significance“‘



. and followers in‘which°the leader-both.

esteemi"These contribute to his "legitimacy

l;having them‘aCCepted

gives something ‘and gets something

The leader provides a resource in terms

Nhof adequate role behavior directed‘

- . [
toward the groups goal attainment.’

tand in feturn receives greater influence‘

associated with\status;“recognition and,
"

T ' f

lianaking influence assertions’, and in

h

There are differential tasks or functions

attached to being a leader.. While the

image of. the . 1eader frequently follows

Hemphill;s (1961) view-of one,whO'"initiates

-structure" the leader 1s expected to.

»function as a mediator within the group,

'.‘as a: spokesman outside it and very'often

.also as the decision maker who sets goals_
‘and priorities. Personality character-

v:istics which may- fit a person to become a’

"pleader are determined by the perceptions

k‘held by followers, in the sense of the.
’particular role expectancies and satis-

b;factions ;rather than by the traits
rmeasured via personality scale scores

:Despite the persisting view that

leadership traits do not generalize

. N .
3 “ . o N

.



across situations, leader effectiveneSS

’ can and,should be studied as it bears’

‘on.the groupﬁsﬁﬁbhievement of desired
outputs.(Kats and Kahn,‘l966). An
‘approach'tovthexstudy of leader
effectiyenessvasva featurelof,the'
group's success, in system terms, offers
a‘clearfalternatiye to thefolder concern AU

with whatvthe leader did do or did not do.

1 " o ; L | | .. :

L. S

NTHE FIEDLER CONTINGENCY MODEL

\‘~ Increasingly, behavioral scientists are inclined

‘

toward a contingency analysis as a useful means for

‘ The contingency

N

investigating organizational systems

model Jis based on: the premise that there i@,no single

-,c;”__’_‘;’dsm# ki S

'design and no single principle that is best for all

T

o

It postulates that group or organizational ‘1 ‘ o

.!.\

situations.

.

effectiveness depends on a unique blend of leadership

Style, type,of task, organizational structure.and gxoup—

'ings of people. In"other words-, contingency-analysis’

u

discounts the universalist notion of finding one 'best

P

~way of organizing and attempting to idenoify t%e best

‘fit, in a particular Set,ofncircumstances.

'31(1967) theory of leadership, called the
S \
~Conting: , has been’ developed over the past 25

years. *y~is, essentially, that the effective-,

"ness of or organization depends on two interacting o

orffconting i factors. The first'is,thevpersonalityrw

! . - . . ,
. 7.
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of the leader whiéh detéfmines leaQe:ship-style;' The -
second\f;ctor.is thé.amouhf of control and influence‘
which tﬁé‘situation érovides leaders over théir group's
behavior, #he ﬁask and’the‘butcome, ‘This féctqr is
called 'situational control' or 'situaﬁidnal“favor— , 
Tabléness'. | o |

- Fiedier (19673 deﬁéloﬁédﬂthe Leést Preferred‘Co—
worker Scale (LPCf to indicate the persoﬁality orien#aéioﬂ
'éf the leader. on the LPC scale a score of S?lor less
iﬁdiéatés(lbw‘LPc,and thus the leﬁderkié.c?nsidérealé
' taék-orienfed:pérsbn. Fiedler 1is éaying/that fhé yersoﬁ
whO'éescribes his least preferred éo—wdrkér in Qef?
negéfiQé, rejécting te?ms essentiél;y sayé ;ork is
exgremely im&%rtant‘td me , the;qféfé; 1f you are é poor’
co-worker and prevent melin~my'efforts ﬁo.gét the job
dqne,‘:hén;l cannét accept yOu.iﬂ apy'otﬁer respects
éithé;?‘vTherefofé, he”ae§cribes'#iélLfC aé unfrienqiy;
uncqope:a;ive, hqstiie, etc. This'is a§strqng emqtioﬁgl
;reactioﬁ gg{people with-whbm&the 1e&def cannot wéfk,‘whoi-
f;usfrate himz?n gettiﬁg the joBkdbﬁ;.r This type of

leader is,fthérefbre, described as task-orientedﬂ

On the other hand, ﬁhe highxt?é.leaderl(score of
64 or above) basicélly,?gyg, éven.if’I“Can't work with
you, yéq maybstil;\be‘relatively pleasant; industrious
1 0£ sihcere...In othef-&ofds,,:he ;elatiohship'wich
'others is impoftanf ehough c§mpared to the task, that'kk
ﬁhe individu#i_één clearly;differeptiate befween his

°
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, \ ; | — s
negative reactions to someone who 1s a poor co-worker

and his appreciation of him as an. individual. This

-

leader is called a relatiﬁnship—oriEnted person.

ng of

There is alsoA; middle LPC.grbub consisgi
pe;haPS‘leZO% of the population,‘clustéred,aroﬁnd.the
pOpuléﬁion mean, whicﬁ appea:s to differ»in many respects
from either the high or the low LPC. vThese:individgaIS‘

tend to be socially independent, less concerned about the

' ‘'way others evaluate them;\aﬁd less eager to conform to

L
s,

“the expe¢tagions of others or to- take the 1eadership role

(Fiedler; Chemers, .and Mahar, 1976; Mai-Daiton, 1975);

Some individuals ih'this/middle category may also have

mixed motivation or a combination of the two motivational

!

patterns. ‘'We currently knoﬁ relatively.little about this

“

group, which has been tentatively labelled "socioindependent"

Fiedlerlet al, (1976) lists three major cémponénts

which primarily determine éontrol>anﬁ'influeﬁcévin thev_

%ituation;.
1. Leaderéﬁember reiatiéns (mea§qred on tﬁe L
Leadef—Meﬁber‘keléfid;s Scale) - refers to
.the dggreé ;owwﬁich the gfodp supports the A:
Leadér;‘ A:;core on tﬁerLMRS of 25 or ‘
above indicates a good relationéhip,'ZO—ZS
ié moderate “and below 20 is a béqr
ArelationShip.

- 2. :Task Structure (measured on the Task

¥

" Structure Rating Scale Part I and II) -

© 25




¢

refers to the degree to which the task

clearly epells out goals and procedures

-and specific guidelines. The Task
(.

' Structure Rating Scale Part 1T is subtracted

from Part I to get the total Task Structure Co
Score. A score of 6 or below is loy in
v H ‘ : v';> & - .- .
structure, 7-13 medium and 14 and above
s high. = ' o S _ -
. . . |
3. Position Powér (measured by the Position

*
Y
ta

Power Batiug Scele) - refers to the degree

P

to which the positibn gives the‘leader
s euthority,to reward &nd punish'suBordinetee.
S Ayscore‘of 7-10 is high in bositieu power,
| 4-6 medium and 3 gr below is low. |

¢

. _Fiedler's SituationaL)CQntrql S¢ale then brings

e RIS W P ELEIERGL SN Lt e

-
-

. ° together the three components to eindicate the amount of

- control present in the situation:

fl

AL High Control (51-70) indicates that the leader

has a great deal of control and 1nfluence,
exemplified by good leader—member relations,
a structured task and high position power.

B.},Moderate Control (31 50) 1ndicates that the

-

ledder is presented with mixed problems;,

-\ o C
either good“relations with subordinates,
but unstructured task and low position

poWer, or the reverse, poor relations,

DN .
but-"a structured task a®id high position




power. 3 o

and influence are relatively low. That is;

the group does not suppott the ieader, and

neither thé task nor position power give
the leader muéﬁ/influehce;‘

kFledler summarizes his model by statlng that

The basic problem in leadership performance
is the appropr}ate_mgpch between leader's
style 'or motivational pattern and the

degree to which the leadership situation
provides the leader with control and
influence. Task-motivated leaders

tend to perform best .in high control

and low control situations, .and relationship-
motivated leaders perform best in moderate
control situations.  The problem for leaders
consists in getting into and remaining . in,
situations in which they can perform well.
Knowing your leadership style and being

able to identify the amount of control

of the situation enables you to do this
{1976: 151) ‘ . - ™~

C. Low Control (10-30)'indicages/leader‘s control

T T P A



‘LEADERSHIP IN SPORTS

T~

e .-

INTRODUCTION . ) . ' e _;

-

- i . ".;'7“ . Y. N )
Better understénding(of‘effeqtiV%Jleédérship and

b v

,1eader’behavior has’beep'a problematic undertaking by a

number of_disc}plines., Leadefship'can be seen, observed,

studied, and to some exteht,_measﬂ:ed.AvThe complexity

of definiﬂg and measuring leadership and leé%g; behavior

effectiveness stands out as the major stumblinglbloék

o ’

"~ with regard to rgsearchlln this area. Statistical,

. personal, and interactional factors_have all been

" mixes which emerge as effective processes and behaviors
. - . IS

in the setting and reaching 0f group goals ngekméhjand

”

. Daniel, 1978).

Leadership in various segments of the_ population
. P S e c .

— (students, m}litaFllwpﬁrsonnei andﬁbusines§ﬁ§h)_hﬁs/5eeﬂr

leaders and criminal leaders) have been relétively

neglected (éthdill, 1974) ., 1t is pos;ible to see f;om

-the above statement that sports leadership research has

not been an overworked area.
ot be . 5

Few 'in our society are in more obvious positions

of leadérshiphthaﬁ athletic coéches. With the possible

| | S o T

exception of the political leader,.the athletic coach
wsﬁk\\'_w e v . ) . ) ":‘
may be the most visihle leader of the twegtiefh'?

century. . The public's love affair with sports, fed by

the mass media, has projected the athlete and coachwintb

“ suggested. as important elements in makin «ﬂﬁ/;;;/;omplex'

28
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as-leaders will be assessed by millions in layman s v///;/;;’;///y/
A emotional ferms. These assessments are made subjecti ely, : \

“the spotlight of North Amerdican society. Millions of
peOple in the U. S. and Canada know who wcody Hayes,
'Bear' Bryant and John'Wpoden are, but how many know who

are the presidents of Ohio State Univefsity; University

of,Alsbama”end'U.C.L.A.? The visibility of these coachesw”” -------

",

- make it possible and probable that their effectiveness )

i

based on the obJective criterion/gf win versus loss.
s

Little attention is paid to the many variables involved

in making a team successful, one‘of which is obvionsly

thealeader; -This 1is the terrain of the‘resea;cher. He

o

Wt try to analyze objectively and scientifically the

various criterion which will produce success for the
/ ) : ' )

leader and his fellowefs, whether‘it be invlndustry,b

‘buginess or athleties.

4

47, For most athletic teams, coaches are appointed
'leaders,band as such tﬁey are held responsible for the

'pefformance of the team. The coach is the Quthority

T e e i G S

figure. While it is not really known-to what extent the -

success or failure of a team is due to the leadership

/ >

»competence-of the coach, 'there is little doubt that it
is an important factor, ' : .
o .

: : »
THE TRAJT'APPROACH o . 5 ﬁﬁ

R,

S O

As'with»leadersh}p tneories, the,early studies of

athletes and.eosches emphasized the trait approach. One

6? : - N

Y4




..that ‘they were aggressive.

of the earliest investigations of the personality

structure of coacghes examlned the perg %%lity profiles

of 64 coaches in four maJor sports, baseball basketball

=

football and track (Ogilvie and. Tutko 1966) They

. ;eported that as ‘a group, coaches represent highly

vsuccess—driven dominant ‘organized,_conscientious,

emotionally stable and persevering individuals.lrlh

’-‘addition, the coaches were found‘tO‘be sociable, trusting,d

-

v w1lling to accept blame and responsibility and . :.a-very

u

'vhigh in leadership qualities when compared with norms

vbased on men who were selected or elected leaders

(Ogilv1e and Tutko 1966)..'Similar traits have been

o

reported by Ahdrud (1970) Gagen (1971) and Hendry (1968)

’

Hendry (1968) assessed the personality traits of

'hn56 British amateur sw1mm1ng‘coaches, using the Cattell 16.

PF 1nventory He reported that his group of coaches
were bright driving, aggressive individuals, hui-also
3anx10us and insecure, especially'the older‘coaches'(over'“

40 years of age).‘ In: a subseiuent study, also with British

coaches Hendry (1969) found ‘no. signifid%nt personality

differences between 30 "highly successful' swimming

coaches ~and 26 other swimming coaches In a more recent

study again with British subJects, Hendry (1972) indicated

that coaches were authoritarian types who rapparently

enjoy being the center of awtention, he also suggested
) . o \ - | . ! . o R .

3

On,the other hand Ogilvie and Tutkb found_thati~

30




~in sport situations. Firstly;'they expressed a”low

and l97d Ogilv1e and Tutko,

\\ ‘;.

codches were characterized by two traits that might

detrimentally influence their exertion of leadership

interest@in the dependency needs ofiothers,:and thus

might‘not provide much -emotional support to others:.

Secondly, they expressed a marked degree'of psychological'

inflexibility and extreme>conservatism; and thus might

be expected io...to limit their use of. newﬂinformation

or different thinking in terms of dealing w1th new

broblems'y

In

of criticism for their leadership practices (Scott l969

(Ogilvie,and Tutk03

1966:24) .

cent years ~coaches have come under a barrage’

1971), Tutko and Richards

(1971) suggest that as leaders, most coaches believe in O

',strong discipline, rigidity of rules, extrinsic: motivatio ,-v

ag
G

and an 1mpersonal attitude towards their athletes, andn

they characterize most coaches as being hard nosed and

. ‘,) 350 o . i

¢

authoritarian Sage (1973) noted that this leadership

-strategy bears a strong resemblence to" that employed by

the Scientific Management movement which emerged from the.

studies “and writings of Frederick W. Taylbr (1911)

Thus, many coaches have tended to view team members as

objects in a machine—like environment where emphasis 1is

on instrumental rather than-consummatory'behaviorsr The -

players become another man's

(coach' s) instrument and

they are used to reach the objectives and goals of the

organizational collectivity;

*

they are reduced to cogs in

3
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* o
the or 1zation s machiner
%En Yy

’ Jack Scott (1969, 1971) whoSE’opinions‘afe not nec-
essarily'empirically—baéed,'has’c}iticized American coaches
.and  has characte:izedrthe_personality_of‘coaches in the
following way'
‘The - typical..;;..coach is .a soulless, back
'slapping, meticulously groomed team oriented
efficiency expert - a jock"s Robert MacNamara
..... :.Most coaches have as much concern for the
"welfare of their athletes as a general has for
the soldiers he sends dinto battle.;.,..For most
college coaches, the athlete is significant '
only to the extent that he can. contribute
- to a team victory,.....For every relaxed,
understanding coach......there are one hundred

rigid, authoritarian ‘coaches who have so much ; -
_,1.{..character armor that they rattle (1969:7).

In contrast} four.relatiuely compfehensive»inuest—
igatione of the personality etructute.of coaches indicate‘
'jthat'the steFeotype of'the'athletictcoachjas a.conservative,
dogmatic,:;nd:nanipulative indiﬁidual is1notesu£potted;
%iféc% Longmuit.(l97i),administered Rokeach's‘(19603
Dognatiem*scaiecto sampies of‘high school Basketbali‘and.
footbail-coacnes,~and diecovered thatkcoaches do not
differ significantly in their degree_ofbdognatism from
i membere of a wide;uariety'of'occupationalhgrouosvthat'
we;eﬁasseéged by Roteachlet. al. ‘

| Second, Sage (19723) obtained measures of

Machiavellianism f&r randomly selected national samples

"of collegiate football, basketball, and track coaches,

as well.as randomly selected high school baskethall

and football coaches in the state of Colorado.

32
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o
thachiavelllanlsm is associated with
"emotional detachment in 1nterpersona1
relations, a tendency to ‘exploit
: - situations and others for self- gain
e and a tendency to take over control
" »in small groups (Geis, 1968:407).
Sage: found no dlfferences in Machlavelllanism between the
‘~athletic coaches and the male college students no differ—_
ences among doaches with winning records (over 60/) and
coaches with~won—lost records under.6OZ‘ If should be
'_‘noted that experimental evidence\indicateswghat high
' Machs are markedly less likely to become emotionally
1nvolved with other people they'are cold,'amoral pOSSESS'
~a detached unresponslveness and a covertlyfaggresslve‘
’lwillingness and ahllity to‘manlpulate‘ﬁihers (as cltednin‘
Ball and Loy, 1975:415) . | o | |
w"’[’I‘hird ‘Walsh‘and'Carron'(l977)vcomnared the degree
‘of Machiavellianism among three: groups of Canadian coachesr‘
(high school physical education coaches non- physical
.education coaches, community volunteer coaches) and’ a %
control group of non—coaching teachers; On the basis of -
jMach scale scores, they remorted:that communlty’volunteer
coaches were significantlyclower in Machiavellianism than
either the nOn—ohysicalheducation coachesror the non-~
vbcoaching teachers.  Other intergroup_comparisonlrevealed
no Significant:differences;v | . |
fFinally; Sage’(l§72b)'ln a second study;vasseSsedv
the value orientations (llberalism versus conservatism)
of randomly selected,natlonal samples-of’collegiate

: . &
Yy g.\www ko ""iﬁjn%"-“l
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basketball football and track coaches using the Poly—

t
«

phasic Values Inventory (PVI) - developed by Roscoe (1965)

.In comparing‘his findings for the coaches with‘those
reported for businessmen (Elliott l969)- Sage'statES
that all coaches considered‘as a group demonstrated more'
liberal-tendencies in such domains as the treatment of

rk .
communists; international relations ”education method—

~

“aiogy, academic freedom and rac1al and sexual. relations.
:iHonever, they were more conservative than busineSSmen o
-.on suchvlssues_as labour‘unions and-the USe of alcoholiC-n
%beverages; | ‘ |

As. well, Synder (1975) found that seventy percent'v

of their coaches gave athletes advice about personal

problems'in ‘a 'study doneyinvestigating basketball coaches

and_two‘varsity'team;memberslin‘eaCh of»270 Ohio highj

schools o = ',. , »:. o - S . -*"v o
Bain (1973) concluded on the basis of significant

evidence, that coaches of footballﬁhnd basketball in

the secondary school systemS'of‘Edmonton aAlberta- Canada,

: e
'are not highly authoritarian in specific measures of

general and right wing authoritarianism
Fouristudies have examined the‘relationShip - E o S
between personality orientation and teamn success.r Penman

“et. al. (1974),'using:Rokeach Dogmatism Scale to measure

>

¢

_ degreevof'authoritarianism examinedwthe relationShipw
between team ‘success and authoritarianism of selected

samples of head high school basketball and football




' fcoaches;' They found "

5.

.....that the more successfu15
' coaches were more authoritarian than the less swccessful

’coaches~ .(Penman et. al}, 19743156).

[

V{“Sage (1972a) howevelf,jc‘n the basis of scores on

]

“the'Mach scale, found no significant differences in

o

MachiavellianiSm between coaches with won - 1oss recordsr

over 60% and.those with‘won—lost’records under 604
Moreover; he found that college basketSall coaches‘
. with wonélost~records'over 60/ had'significantly'lower
Mach scores than those with won-— lost records under 60/
’Similarly, Walsh and Carton (1977) ‘in‘their‘study_of
three,groups;of Canadian coaches{ discoyeredino:i‘
significant’differencesfhetween degree'oprachiavelj7
vlianism -and won lost records B ‘
Cooper and Payne (1972) ethined the relationship
‘between personality and performance by administering the
'Bass Orientation Inventory (Bass,_1960 and 1962) to the |
staff and players of 17 soccer teams in the senior |
division of the English Football”League This inventory

provides scores on three general types of personality

characteristics selfforientation,_interaction orientation

g -

h and task‘orientation. Cooper andiPayne obtained}a
significant;correlation”(rAi .72) between the‘task
sorientations:of coaches.and‘trainers and team‘success,
but found no Significant:co%reiationsvbetween'the task
2orientations of managers’and captains and team success;

. B . ‘ -
With respect to managers, they suggest that,; since

35




kmanagers are concerned mainly with administration and
have little contact with the players, task orientations
are‘not as relevant for them as for coaches.and trainers.
"With respect to.team captains they Suggest ‘that since '
.Q ‘ they are not appreciably more task oriented than
players their task behav1or is presumably not suffic-
iently different to have much 1nfluence on the players
performances (as:cited in Loy et. alr; 1978:75)'f’ "‘ o
| vlnosummary.of the traitfapproach to coaching
leadership, ‘there is‘some evidence (noted earlier) that
Tcoaches have a relatively consistent set- of personality
,characteristics. ,Sage (l975b) suggests that the beliefs
and behaviors of‘coaches may result from selected Chlld-
,rearing practices parental»vaers sport partic1pation
'patterns and- the process.of occupational socialization
Limited evidence suggests that the personality orient—

ations of coaches _however acquired influence coach—
v .

_player relationships and group performance.
: , , o

"BEHAVIORAL DIMENSIONS OF LEADERSHIP“

@isplay the same behaviors as other group

:Leaders

v membErs, but their pattérns of behavior are typically
. ( oo

more frequent and dominant.- Moreover it is suggested that:

if a 1eader is to successfully exert influence
and move a group toward its goals, -he must
motivate the memhers .and maintain harmony :
and . satisfaction while at the same time.
directing and co-ordinating the efforts
'of the group (Krech et al, ;1962.433).

Loy et al. (1978) notes two leadership types;

36 .
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instrumental and expressive. A primary reason for the

’emerggncy of the two tipéé is that there a:e’conflicting

expec%ations asé&cia%e ‘Qigh a leader in his or her

'lgaderéhip'role. For xémpli, iﬁ is,difficult‘for )

’ leadersfto be friendly|with their followers (expressive)

and simultaneously mak impersohal and difficult decisions

(instrumental) that ma bévcontrary to the wants and-

wishes of the méjérity of group members. Moreover, in
some complex task groups, th or mofé,official leaders

will be»teépective~’ assigned responsibilities related

“q

X - . N :;

‘to one of the two functions.  For example, it is k.

currently common practice within intercollegiate basket- ki

ball teams in the United States for the head coach to >

S : . . %

‘bé responsible for directing and coordinating the task 5
. : . : ‘ .

A 3

‘eéforts of the téam, and for the assistant coach to be

- responsible for maintainin armony and' morale among team . 7
¢ . n g nony ; among t |

.members (Loy et al., 1978:77);'f : S o | :

Severéi studies have been done on leadé:ship
':behavior and success. Swartz‘(i973) coﬁpared 72_coilege
.cbaches_cldsSified;aslsuccessful'(wop~lost record over

 SOZ)No:fqﬁsuccessfuiﬂ(QOnf;OS£ :eéofﬁyundef 5021, in
order £o asséss‘the’re;étionship betweén type of4coachiﬁg
ieaderéhip (f.e. ia;s;ézFf;i:ég.ﬁemdtraticecoogeragive,»

" autocratic-submissive, autocratic-aggressive) and succé$s.

He found no differences betweeﬁ leaqership’behavior

-patterns of successful and unsuccessful coaches.
B . f .

Lenk (1977),»coﬁparing 'authoritariah' and




I 'demoeretic' styles of leadership, points out that rowing

crewstcoeched in both styles have won international

chgmpionshrps and thus.neither style‘has proven to be

more effective than the other. Singer (1975) notes:
A e

Coaches attempting to formulate
effective policies and fans trying
to gain insight into what makes.
teams tick, must have left their

‘_telev1sion sets completely confused

during the week prior to .the 1974
professional football Super Bowl
champlonship between the Miami
Dolphins and Minnesota Vikings.

‘Vince -Lombardi, the late legendary

coach of the Green Bay Packers

‘and Don Shula, coach of the Miami

team, were contrasted in styles e
of leadership .in 'a specially

prepared film that isolated

parts of their speeches and

views on coaching. Since both

-are acknowledged as having develpped

fairly invincible teams in their
times, it was of great interest to
view them on film andvllsten to .

‘rtheir comments. .Fiery Lombardi

spoke of individual and team
discipline, on and off the field,
as the key to winning. He was

known as a man who commanded the

respect of his players,‘ope who

~dictated life styles anj regulations.
Shula, on the other han

is soft~

spoken and relatively reserved. It

is said that in the Miami practice -

camp there is no attempt to emotionally
arouse the players. Shula believes that
the athletes are mature enough to- ~guide
their own personal lives and to chol-
ogically prepare for the contes . A1l
Miami does is win consistently! How

can we explain-two winning teams, *
both extremely well-coached, with

coaches who in personality and belief
represent differences to an extreme?
Outstanding coaches of various athletic
teams can be found to represent the

various modes of behavior. There is ~
no one stereotype of the success ful

coach (p - 25-26).

38

[F TS X



>39
oy . : By
Tharp and‘Galliﬁore,(1976)'observed John Wooden's ‘ _i'- %
behavioral acts during pfactices’in hisvlast season as |
head coach of basketball at U.C.L.A. They recérded,2,366 (
acﬁs af teaching by Wooden,:which they classified in
terms of tgn categories of‘leade;ship behavior. They_fopnd
that 50.3%'of Wodden's behavioral acts duriﬁgjpractiqé
sessions constituted‘instructions (that 1s, 'verbal §tate— 
‘mehfs about what to do or how to do it'). 1In short, ﬁhe
case‘étudy‘of Tharp and Gallimore éﬁégé;ts that -while cqaches\ ' | Vﬁﬁ
may bé\’take—chargé\;ypes' of individual§; they are far | | {
from autoéraﬁic in nature, and iﬁ fa§t }nvest more of'théir |
time in commﬁnicating information.
Danielson et al. (1975) support‘this obsefvatigﬂi
bj an analysis of coachipg behavior aévperceivediby.high
school hdckey players. 6h the bésis of:ﬁuitidimensional
scaiing and factor analysis of 57 frequently reported
co;ching behaviéré, they concluded that "cémmonly‘
’ berceived behéviors‘in hockey-coéching are mainly df a
éommunicatiVe nature w;;h surprisingly little emphasié'

on domination” (p. 333).

L;G:and'(l970) elicited réspénses of céllegiate
athletes. (N = 304)‘about béha?ioral characteristicéAOf
coaches for whom they had played in high school and':)”ﬁf
collége. Athletes;injbééketball,‘socéer, wtestl;ﬁg‘and~
“tennis responded té a semantic AiffErential scale which/

the investigator developed to measure fourteen behavioral

A N A s e m T

characteristics of athletic coaches. LaGrand found no




B . [

significant differences between 4ndividual and team
_ 5 . 0
sportlcoaches in giving personal,attention to their

athletes. 1In a hierarehy of behavioral characteriatics,
he reported that "knowledge of sport" received the
highest ratihgs by all groups; followed Glosely by .
"enthusiasm". His findings also indicared that coaches
are somewhat weah in'sensitivity and nnderatanding of
the individual attitudes and needs of athletes}
Mudra (1965) attempted to ascertain the leadership

.behaviors of collegiate(football coaches throngh an
assessment of theAapplications which coaches make of
.cerrain learning prineiples. Learning principies were
conceptualiaed'as being'éestalt-field or stimulus-
response (S-R) and a liat of practices in the'coaching
of feotball baaed upon these two learning apprpaches
was developed by the investigator; Mudra. indica%ea
that leaders who use the gestalt«field approach te i;r
hlearning view man as purposive and interacting with his
environment, see learning;as an acquisitionlof cognitive
strnctures; ra&?er than an‘vauisition~of habits, andv

I

‘ { : )
favour insight and problem solving to trial and error

‘1earning, whereas'the S—R approach sées man as passive

- ONEN

and the victim othi§ envﬁronment views learning as the
acquisition of habﬁns rather ‘than as a process of

differentiating, generalizing and restructuring the

psychological field, and favours trial and error learning:

explanations,




0

Mudra found that small college coaches, as a

group, were more gestalt-tield oriented and had more'
individual coaches with a strong gestalt 1eaning than
the major university coaches who were more S R oriented
and had more individuals with a strong §fR leaning.. Mudra
speculates that the greater "win" orientation ofvthe
major—colleges 1edrto this discrepancy. His findings thus -
suggest that 1eadersh1p behaviors are likely to be
situation- specific : ” X }

| Percival (1971) studied 3&2vathletes and 66 coaches
through all competitive levels of sport in Canada His
study dealt with the coach from ‘the athletes vieWpoint

X

Athletes were;asked to rate their coaches~w1th regard to
personality, techniq;e,and methods, general knowledge and
mechanics. In all categories coaches rated themselves
31gnificantly higher than did thebathletes ‘The athletes
also identified 27 negative behaviors exhibited by the

coaches along with 15 positive behaviors. Athletes

e

apparently like coaches who are 'with it' from the view——
. :

point of un erstan ing their social philosophy, dress, music,
etc. (to know how thev feel as opposed to how the coach
feels), but they don't want the coach to be 'with them'.

They want a.leader who is‘interested in their problems,

but who doesn't tryito-be 'onevof the bovs'. "This 3
apparently "really turns them off" (Percival, l97l:325)t

| Scholten (%978) investigated five behavioral leader—:

ship dimensions of coaches in relation to traiming

41
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behavior;>autocratic behavior, @emocratic behavior?
social support behavior.and :ewarding.behavior: Spec-
ifically, athlétes wvere askéd to indicate how they p}efer
coaches to act and haw“they perceive their coach as
écting by compléting the Leader;hip in Sports Question—

i.aire. In addition, the athletes completed a seven point>

. o . . !
satisfaction scale referring to the satisfaction the

2

athletes had with .the leadership provided by their
. coaches. The subjedté were 99 female basketball

players and 10 coaches affiliadted with the Canadian
Vo ' L ' :
Interuniversity Athletic Union.: Results indicated that

athletes obserVeg“their epacheséas exhibiting less

training behaviof,‘democratic.behévior, social suppdft

behavior and.rewarding behavior than expected.” The

perceptions the athletes had éonéérningf;utocratic Li
beﬁévipr of coacﬁes, ﬁOWever,'wa; greater thgnvexﬁectea;
Additionally thé’results exemplified that there were
sigﬁificant relationsbips'betweeﬁ.discrepanCy scores and:
.the gatisfaction of;athletes with};he ieaderghip‘provided
by coaches. It was found that as the &isprepanc& scores
between percei&éd épd eXﬁécted‘training behavior, demo—“
cratic behavior, soéialssuppbrf behaviqf and rewarding
behavior of coaches‘inéreased, the saﬁisfactfon of the
athletes decrease&,ﬁith th; leadérshi;\p(ovided by.the » L
coaches, Conversely, the greater thg discrepancy score

in autocratic behavior of coaches, the more satisfied ;

o o .
the athletes were with the leadership of coaches ¢

/
s

e



'an increasing number of research works whic

so called "coaching stereotype . o

situational variables is the contingengﬁ modéq of\

|

'single fact. on the leader's concept Qf what his JOb was‘:f

"have been strongly supported in whole or part by numerou@@

‘such streng empirical support and self-evident theor~

43

(Scholten, 1978). | “ ; B

{
v

The literature fegarding behaviors“exhihited by

coaches 1s inconsistent. There does, howevgr, seem to.

[} St

5

X,
INTERACTIONAL APPROACH TO LEADERSHIP IN SP&%T

McGregor (1960) agreed with Gibb (3$§%2 h?n he sgated‘

-»*‘"

that good leadership depended more thay any omher

l\r a

as a relationship between the leader and the situationﬁ

than as a universal pattern of characteristics possessed
by certain people (Ryc%?an and Daniel, 1978). U o
To date, the mqst explicit theoretical)interpret—

/' ¥ .
ation of the reciprocal effects~of personality and
®

leadership developed by edler (1967, 1974 ngG)a ' j
. i / ,

Although Fiedler's model and theory: of leadership ! /
have been'criticized on methodological;;statistical and

theoretical grounds (Ashour, 1973; Butterfield, l968; £

Graen et. al., 1970; Korman, 1971; Shifldtt, 1973), they

empirical investigations (Fiedler, 1967, 1971b, 1973;{

Graham,,1973; Larson and Rowland, 1973). In view of

etical implications for the study of leadership in sport




e
a

‘gréups it is somewhat surprising that Fiedler s model

and theory have received,gnly 1imited application in

the analy31s of sport groups
| ‘O o
Fiedler (1954) made‘two exploratory investigations

of leaderShip'and team‘effectiveness usingfhigh school

-

.basketball teams. Fiedler hypothesized that the assumed
«similarity scores of the teams "most preferred co—v

worker', . .the teams in which squad members_chose their o

friends as co- workers performed more poorly than did
those in which the'team memhers .best friend_and beft
co-worker were not necessarily the‘samé person"‘(Ffedler,
197). Zecond, Fiedlervhypothesized,that teams "..J.,‘
in which the leaderg perceived the most and their least .
preferred coeworkers in an,acceptinguipoSitive manner
would‘be'mOSt:effective"i(Fiedler *1965) Results again

ran counter to the predictiOn 'thus indicating that

effective basketball teams are prisfrily concerned w1th

performance and task obJectives, whereas ineffective

teams are/overly conherned with interpersonal relations

and member satisfactiont(giedler. 1967) f(f v | \M;°

"Two studies done in Canada using Fiedler's theory
have provided‘very little support for thezmodell Daniel-

L, 5 -

‘ &8
sq? (1974) using 1imited cont;ols on whe situational

favorability, found significant relationships between

ectiveness. However his findings were
.
contrary to Fiedler’s, in that’ the individuals with the

)

low LPC scores were most effect ve in situations of

i
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‘medihm favorability and vice versa.
B (D
' Naylor (1976) using head coaches from flfty

amateur - Canadian football ‘teams of high school age and
above found no relationship between LPC score and |
5leader effectiveness,g Naylor however ;did not control'
for 51tuation favorability as defined by Fiedler (1967)
. Bird (1977) studied the relationship between . Q_
leadership and success ot women.s 1ﬁtercollegiate volley—
~ball teams in two differentldivI31ons She found that,
gin the case of the more highly skllled and competitlve,
D1v131on I players on . winning teams perceived thelr
coaches to be relationship oriented whereas players on
losing teams perceived their coaches to be task-oriented.
But, in the case of the less skilled and competitive‘
Division II, the results were that members of the success—
ful teams perceived their coaches as task-oriented
_ B g
whereas members of unsuccessful teams perceived their
'coaches~as relationship oriented This is the exact
opposite of the results found with Division I athletes.

Bird explains thus.

Perhaps onjless highly ‘skilled teams,
- effective coaching strategy demands greater ' ‘
L use of designated: positions such as hitters - .y
' or .setters, whereas on more highly skilled '
teams such as Division I, positions are more
flexible because of the type of - playing
strategy employed. If this is so, then
the prediction which was. generated from v,
Fiedler's model for highly structured-
groups would indeed be applicable 3o less . 6
‘highly skilled- teamsﬂ such as those' in
Divigion II. Ah, alternadive exﬁlanation@
may be that players on more highly skilled-:




L ,style tested in his investigatlon iwas the prop051tion
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teams may be sufficiently motivated and
therefore , respond more to‘a supportlve
socio~ emotional coach. In ‘either case, the
results strongly suggest that- effective
leadership or coaching style is q%mewhat
related to situational factors such as
player skills (Bird 1977:31).

Another Study‘using LPC scores and team suCcess'
was that of Vander Velden (1971) on high school basketball

'teams. One explicit hypothesis concerning leadership

a

“that:

L e S LA :
Group effectibeness is a Ffinction ‘ : , N
of the leader's task relevant atticude, S S

“\ . more specifically, (a) the more : '
positive the group, and (b) the
more positive the informal ‘leader's . \

p task attitude, the more effective'

.the group (as cited in Loy et al.
1978:75), . L

'llyAdefined as a

A positive task attitude was operani'&
low LPC score the coach ‘was’ de ~' the formal gronpi.v
leader and the informal grg, ,fwas‘a'team-member‘
_socio netrically chosen by hfl Hyates, Finalli,jtwo;
separate, but related‘onerationafmmeasures of team effect=
iveness were obtained: (a) team.winning:percentage in’
conference pray,vand (b) the-difference between the number
of points scored and allowed duriné conference play (Vander
'Velden 1971)

' Vander Velden found no empirical support for the
stated hypotheses However, when controlling for selected
situatiqnal,factors, he did discover significant relation- :
‘shiPS'between task attitude Pf leaders and team success.

First, with regard to the three dimensions of group

%
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siguatiohs described by Fiedler, Vander Velden assumed

that task structure remained constant for all teams and

that formal leaders had relatiéely equal p051tion power
-

and tﬁus]only leader-member relations might'vary

.significantly among teams. When controlling for thef
‘tone of leader-member relations,‘Vander Velﬂen (1971)
found that:

while the task attitudes of coaches - o i
were not related to team performance ‘
in ‘either friendly or less friendly
‘groupings, the informal leader's : -
task attitude was significantly® S \
related' to winning percentage o '
in the more congenial groups (as
cited by Loy et al., 1978 84).

‘Second when : holding task ability constant Vander

Velden dlscovered that task attitudes of leaders were

4 . '7\ ’

signifi‘cam‘%r\elated to tea’m perfo_rmance. Specifically,

o

‘results'reﬁealed that within high:abilitngroups a COm-
’bination of’task—orientedtcoachlandpa>relationsniP;oriented
’team legder'contributed to.success,;whereas with_lbw
ability groups afcombination,of a relatiohshinOriented
coaéh.anq a task~orientedlteam leader was‘nost effectivef

Third in an attenpt to replicate Fiedler's model—

1)

.Vander Velden determined the degree of situational favor—
‘ableness by combining team task ability, group satisfaction,‘

and leadership experience in a single measure. .He reports
i, |

that: B . /

The’ classification of teams into three.
categories similar to Fiedler's model shoged
task—oriented informal leaders to be most
o effective under unfavorable ‘conditions with
/‘ " formal leaders performing maintenance )
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functions in the group. In favorable
~situations, ‘the roles were reversed.
Groups intermediate on the favorable—v
'ness . continuum performed ‘best when both
leaders were less directive (as - -cited in
Loy et al., 1978: 85)

i

'FinalLy inrdiscussing the limitations of his invest-
igation, Vander Velden (1971) points out that:
S e e according to Fiedler's definition
.of high and low LPC persons, there were
few coaches or team members with low LPC
"scores, le, few task- oriented leaders (as
cited-in Loy et al., 1978: 75)
Inciong (1974) examined 43 high school basketball

teams (43 head coaches, 27 assistant coaches, 535 players)

é%

Leadersh;p stylle was assessed with the‘LPC; one ofpthe

‘components of situational favorableneSS,%leader-member‘

i i

‘relations-were‘measuredvuSing;ELZdIer's'(1967)'Group’
Atmosphere Questionnoire and»thevteams' wOn—lostvrecordvﬁas
used es’a measure ofvperformance'effectivenessi ‘incioﬂg
hypothesized,'consistent,with Fiedier's theory, that the
LPC score would be'positively correlated-with effective—
ness in“moderately favorable situations and negatively

corrJZated in~ very favorable and unfavorable situations

The correlations were 1in the expected direction but

'.insignificants which led Inciong to conclude .that in high

school basketbell 1eadership style 1is unrelated to team

success. This is consxstent with the findings of Naylor
N

v(1976) and Danielson (1974). o &

’

In an investigation of the leadership process among
| : ~eace :

s

30 high school gymnastic teams, Kjeldson (1976)'examined
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Fiedler s theory from several different points of view

h.and found. general Support for.the contingency model. He 2//
‘found that task—oriented (low LPC) coaches tended to be
associated with’successful'teams-in situations\of low </
favorability, while relationship -~oriented (high LPC)

coaches tended to be associated with successful teams in
situations of moderate favorability.l It is to be nOted'
that his work represents ttie most comprehensive study of
leadership in sports‘groups to date (Loy et al., 1978:86).

It is evident from the-above 1iterature that the

2

.findings concerning leadership and team success in sports

are inconsistent. Generally, it is. accepted that leader—
NN s

ship is an interactional process that must take into

account.the situational ‘variables as well as personality
characteristics of leader and follower.

.

Studies“concerning leaderShip in sport aresingtheir
_infancy and obviously;there isxmuch thch can be done tox
imprOyevour understagsing of leadenship in an athletic
setting. e

Sage (l975) st;tes: | |

There is not enough evidence at the present time
to make any definite statements about the
effectiveness of the .leadership styles which
are employed by coaches. If coaches practices
follow trends in industrial management, we might
.expect to see leadership in sport become more
- player centered and more emphasis given to
player input in the decision-making functions

' of team organization (as cited in Ball and
Loy 1975:417-418) .

49
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 CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES -y
SAMPLE

Twenty-five coaches ofimale Canadian Interuniversity

o 4

Athletic Union basketball teams with at least two years

- -
Ny

- experience as. a University head coach agreed to act, as

-respondents in this study.' It is to be noted that with -

the constraint of two years experience only twenty-nine
coaches were available. Therefore, a return rate of

eighty4six percent was achieved.

return'(Appendik A). A deadIinevwas set‘forﬁit'e‘return.

to be‘incIUded in the study.

DATA'COLLECTIONVPRQCEDURE

.A Iist of'avaiiable coaches was obtained from

the Canadian Interuniversity‘Athletic Union Directory for

1978 - 1979. Each coach was sent a copy\of the inventory

as well as a stamped, self-addressed envelope for it's

One weék after the deadline passed 11 coachéhiwhohhad not-“‘vv‘lf{}

returned the questionnaire were telephoned and .a subsequentv
questionnaire was.sent to them. of the 11 eight returned

the eecond questionnaire,rone of which arrived too 1ate

QUESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire consisted of 169 variables
claesified as personal data,’training data 'exﬁerience

data effectiveness data coaching style data and coach-
e

-team relations data (Appendix B) ALl scale items on the

7.



.questionnaire were introduced;byidetailed instructions.
- "Personal dataVSUCHIAS'age, place of hirth, marital
status, number of dependents and university tenure were

recorded ror‘descriptive pnrposes.

Training data was considered to be any experiences
which were developmental for coaching purposes. The items
accepted asAdeVelopmental in this study wvere edncational
background, basketball playing experience, basketball'
a551stant ‘coaching experience high school and college

h head coachlng experience .and coachiné"experiences other
than those:involyedfwith bas;etball.

The:qnestions of time spenr on coaching basketball
during the season nere scored inihours per week.ﬂhThe off
eeason data was_convertedito";otal number of hoors per
item eg. (a) basketball camps - iOrhours per day for lO
days gives.a.total of iOO hours.

[The‘coachveffectiveness peer_rating data wae obtained
to measure'relationshipAbetween:coaches ratings‘of their
peers with succese-data. It. was decided to eiiminatev

'league data in this category because in several instances

only four or five teams are in each league. Therefore, if
a coach omitted himself he would have ~only three or four
\coaches remaining ‘On this basis it was felt that the

‘data was not beneficial

®

The Coach Improvement Scale developed for football
by Dr. M. F;‘Smith, Faculty of Physical Education, Univ-

ersit& of Alberta, and used in Naler'sv(l976) study on

Ml oAb s
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)
, . s
football coaching ef{ectiveqess, was revised for

basketball and was used as a measure of training data

for coaches.

Coaching effectiveness data was recorded as

percentage of games. won in league play and the_numBer of

refers

'

championship teams coached. Championship‘team

only to league; zone or National Championship, not

exhibition tournaments. ‘ B

‘The anch?Sel€ R§ting Séale was ;sed to obtain
iﬁformatién on hoﬁ éoaches félt about their expertiée
in the various aspects of coaching.

Theicéach Attitude Behavior (CAB) Scale was used .
"to measure thg relative amount of\authoritérian attitﬁée
andlbehavior of coaches as igypéiggins to athletic
coaching situations"‘(Bain;'1973).

The‘Least Pref@%réd»Co—worke: (LPC)'Scale developed
by Fiedler (1967) was used to measure coach mbtivational
sﬁyle:“Specifically,"the LPC‘séale measured ﬁhethef %he

coach was task-oriented (low LPC) or relationship-oriented

(high LPC).

Ty

o S
The internal consistency of this model using split-

half cdr:élations (Fiedler, 1967) have yiélded uniformly

high hoefficients ranging from_ZSS to .95; Thi&tﬁeans that
fhe.person who désgribés his least preferred co—wo;ker |
.ﬁegatively on éome items willkélso“describe him,negatively
on other items.- | | |

Validation‘studies have found that the theory is

1 » [

e A e e B A A

B iy
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highly predictive and that the relations. obtained in the
validation studies are almost identical to those obtained
in the original studies. The contingency model is today
one(ofgour best Qalidated leadership theories. Not only
is it based on a host of empirical data from a wide var-
'wiety of groupsvand organizations,-but it is also supported
by subsequent validations in different groupe and organ-.
izations, though not every study yields the expected
answers. This theory, like any other, is a tool, a
beginning, rather than an end to our underetanding of. . .
leadership effectiveness (fielder, 1974) .,

The test—retest reliebility of LPC mecasured the
consistency of the score over certain periods of time and

’
7

varied from .30 to .90 ell within the range of the

better personality sg¢ales (Fiedler and Chemers, l974t98).
A major criterfon of situation favorahleness in
the coaches setting i3 the coach-team relations. It is
fairly well understood and accepted that thejcoaches'
power. position is high and the task structure (winning)
is fairly straight forward. Thus coach-team relations is
probably e:deciding factor 'in coeching‘effectiveness.‘_
Fiedler's Group Atmosphere Scele (GA) was used to assess
the coach-player relations. " As in the LPC scale, the GA
scale consists of a bipolar eight point scale involving :
ten items. The coach was asked to describe his team's

i

atmosphere, generaily over his head coaching career, on




this scale.

STATISTICAL TREATMENT

A descriptive analysis of all variables was provided

through the calculation of frequency distributions,

and standard deviations.

means

The following”hypotheses‘were tested using Pe§4son

Product‘Moment Correlatfon. Probabilities were computed

i

and significance was accepted at the .05 level of con-

fidence.

b

)

1. Thgfe is no relationship between the measures

iy

of coach effectiveness andlleadership style,

degrees of authoritarianism, coach-player

- relations, coach experience(and time spent
’

on coaching in season and out of season.

2. There is no relationship bet&een-coach \

N

authoritarianism and 1eadership style, coach

age, headvcdaching éxperiénce, playing experdence,

~ playing ability, and coach effectiveness

measures. /

3.  There is no relationship between coach

motivational style (LPC) and coach training,

: \ ‘ ;
coach experience, coach-player relations,

e

time

spent on dpaching in season and out of season,.

and the playing experience and ability of the

coach.

4.  There is no relationship between peer rating

~

- B



of coachiﬁg effectiveness and various

measures of coach effectiveness as

)

defined by>this séddy; /
The following hypotheses were tested
Biserial Corﬂ'ﬁétion, agéin acceptance was
of ;onfidence:
e 5. There is no-relationship between
of coach effectiveness and coach
pefception.

6. There is no relationship between

using Point

at the .05 level

the measures

role »

coach

autho;itarianism and tenure and coach

role perception.

’

7. There is no reiationship between coach

mqtivatfbna% style (LPC) and anch‘role

perception.
i \’6

e is no relationship between the measures

oach effectiveness and tenure.

55
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: ' CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

RESULTS

NG

"THE SAMPLE e

iThe data was analyzed in a descriptive sense by
obtaining the mean, median‘and f;nge for the major variables,
A description -of the data in terms of frequencies, means
and so forth will give a detailed picture of tﬁe Sample.

The average age of the sample studied'was 40.52 with
a range Erom 31 years t6460 years. Sage (1972e).in*hi§
etuny of football and basketball hean coaches in the
Unieed States found their averaée age to be 40 yeers:

The present study, however, eliminated figstoear coaches' “y

S

of whom there were 10, or 25 percent of all male C. I.A. U 0
coaches. ‘It is reasonable to believe that the average
'age wdnld have been decfeased if they had®been included.

Th& average University head coaching experience was 9. 68

.opt

h rang&ﬁ f?om §W¥§\}s to 24 years. ;Sage and Loy
= 3 i gpbaLl and basketball

. f%s;above, if finst

B

‘It is of interest to

fat less.'

'\

.
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)

e

R
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the United States ts somewhat’ longer than that for
Canadian University head coaches. . ‘ o .
With respect to hirth place! 17 coaches or 6é g
percent oﬂ;this sample wefe'born in Canada; 32 percent ?ﬂ?
Qere born outside of Canada. ' : : o ! *
Eighteen coaches were married and 7 were single.
Five of the sampie were'divorced"which amounts to 20
percent. Seventeen of. the coaehes had one or more -
dependente. |
Sage (1973) and Loy and Sage. (1972) indicate that
almost all college head coaches in the United States
have a bachelor's degree and over 70 percent have a ) N
Mastet's degree. In the present sample, 100 percent
had hachelqt's degreee,ot eduivalent with 32 percent
Master's degrees and 16 percegtAhad Ph.D.'degrees.' It

&

is obvious from thy ata that Canadian University head

coaches are academi®h y less qualified “at the Master's

i ’ . . . P)
~level ,in comparison with United States University coaches.

Fourteen of the coaches have tenure and 11 do not. Sixty-
A . . .

four"percent were Physical Education specialists .and the .
¥

other thirty -six percent were in other discipline? Several
studies in the United States have shown that anywhere from

70 to .90 percent qf high school and college coaches majored
.in Physical Education as dndetgraduate students (Arne 1965;
Loy and Sage’1972). Fifty-sia@percent of the sample A f;

3

received their highest degree in Canada. The remainder
_ L # _
received their highest degree from outside of Canada,
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‘&j o The ave;age’high school playing eXperience includ-

y .

R
—""ing Junior high was 3.6 years. Eightyrfour percent

reported playing on teams that won more than half their,'

games .. Eighty four percent had at least 1 year playing
i 56. ' .
- experience at University level. The average playing

experience at,University was‘2.9 yearsrwith 68 percent

having reported playihg;for winning teams for an average

AN
\

~

-of 2 years{“

The idea of centrality of playing position as it
pertains to recruitnEntQto head coaching role has. been
7 Investigated in several|studies and was of iAterest ﬁs the .

\

present study,

Massengale and Farrington (1977) examined the inf1u¥

ence of playing position on the recruitment of major college

S
s

football coachesu Centers, guards quarterbacks and/line—‘
* backers were defined as central playing”’ positions,"They
’found that 65 percent of all head coaches 63 percent of
assistaﬁ?ﬂzoaches (including otfensive and defen31ve co- -

. ordinators), but only 49 percent‘of'assistant.COaches‘were
recrnited from!central‘playing pbsiti0m§,, In short;
experience as'a.player atka central position increases thev
chances of moving into a: ~head" coaching position. |

LR S

"Roy (1974) examined the‘relationship between,

,ceﬁtrality of playing position'and occupational mohility;

in the conteat of professional‘hockey.* Central positiogs
" were defined as center'andadefense;_while goaltender and

wings were considered peripheral positions. Roy'found

J‘ .
that 66.7 percent of the managers and 74 percenc of theL

s
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_foccnpying a lowfinteraction position. He found that for

coaches were recruited from central'playing positions.’

He also found that 76 percent,of»thehcaptains and 80

percent of the co-captains were selected from central - ‘ oo "
- - S - o™y
playing positions. TR R

ﬁﬁonsky (1975) studied the: records of 67 coaches_d.

-

who had been professional players to investigate the ° ¢

_effects of formal’ structure'on 1eadership recruitmentr

in baskeétball. Klonsky defined guards as representing’

the position of greatest centrality becausehpf theirknfgh e
rate oflinteraction_andvthe performance'of‘dependent

and coordinative tasks. 'He%defines‘forwards aseoccupying /

‘the most\peripheral playing positions and centers as

,f

hls samples of coaches 63 5 percent had been guards, 28 6
percent had . been forwards and 7 9 percent had been
B

centers.

RS - ; s '
Using Klonsky'é~(1975) criterion for centrality, i.e.
guards most central and centers least central’ “the present,

study repllcated his findings. From this,sample 56‘per~:
o .
cent had been guards 32 percent h d been forwards and 4

~

percent had been centers. It iS,vhowever,'to be'noteg~w”

that on a‘basketballﬂteAm guards and fowwards usually

outnumber. the centersrby 2 to l;;t_each position.
Therefore, there are fewer players to_choose‘fromvwhen
recruiting from players occupying the center position. .

P

This, needless to say, doeé not completely account for -

the huge discrepancy between positions"as reported by

-
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this study. - There does ‘appear to be a relationship
betWeen position played and" movement to the head coaching
role. | |

Playing ability in this study.was measuredvby.the
number of-awardsiwon. Forty percent didn't win any: awards
at high school while the remaining 60 percent won awards

ranging from 1 to 6. At the Univer31ty level 56 percent

didn t win any awards and the remaining 44 percent won

awards ranging from l to 7. .

o

Sixtyjfour percent had Beenucaptain for at least

one'year during high'schqol while only 44 percent had

»

Fifty—two percent reportedgnever,having‘played on

-a’championshipbteam while playing at: the University level.

With regards to coaching experience other than
University\head coaching, 72 percent reported coaching
-1nvolvement with sporti\other than; basketball for an

average of 9 years. _Sixty percent reported hav1ng been

involved with teams that won 50 percent of their games or

9
. Q‘
x‘better. Fifty-two percent of - the coaches reported having

_had experience as assistant coach at the University level

for ‘an average of 3. 46 years It is of note that almost

half the sample had no such coaching experience previous
toktheir;cur%ent head coaching position. Also included

{

« / ) . LA . : "
as experiende data was experience as head coach at the
Y

'high schoolslevel‘ -The coaches reported 68 percent had

experience as head coach at the high school 1level for an

|

| B ‘ . A

60



group of head coaches, 36.. percent reported winnin

that only successful coaches will remain in coaching

e ' ' e
average of‘5.24.years;: Only one repormed w1nning a
U
coaching award at this level This is due to the fact that.

jmost, if not all, regions of Canada do not offer awards

for coaching excellence at the high school level. The
SUCCQSS'Of high school coaches was measured by the percent—

age of wins in league play._ Fifty= sfx percent of the

respondents did not reply to thls question possibhw_

'because they could not remember. Of the 44 percent who

4

did reply, their average winning percentage was 76 and
they/won an average of 3.8 championships

As. already noted the Univer51ty head coachlng
experience of thls sample was 9.68 years. 'Withinéié;s

oach -

W‘of the Year awards sy either- w1thin their conferedce or

«nationally, They reported an average winning percentage

'of 57 for their head coachfng years. This ~Tanged from a

h

. low of 6 percent to'a high of 84 percent."Only 24 percent

x ,\

of the sample reported less than 50 percent wins. Thisl“

high percentage can._ be accounted for by the presumption

iw

fEither they step down or are replaced 1f they are not

T

suceessful Sixty percent reported winning at least‘one
championship. Three -coachés reported winning 9'Champion-w
B{ips. oY

\

fhe practice data revealed that coaches spent an

average of 10.8 hours per week in team practice situations._

They spent an average of ll hours per week preparing for s

[t
.
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practice ang an:averagé of 7 houfs‘éer Qeek'invdlvéd in
Qrgan;zing;‘promotion and so £orth:: Theirvtbtal avefage
weekly inyélvemént‘durihg the sgason wasi29.12,h§uré.
.Thg amoun: 6§vtime spentygn‘baskEtball related
activitiéé in the off season revgaied?LJ
1. That coacheé'sﬁent»an a?ggégewof-IOZf
ho@rsvinvolved ianasketbali éamps. T
2{~>That‘éo;ches spent"én avé:age of»34 hours
atténding baskéﬁball;cliﬁiés.
3. Thaﬁ only 40,p§rcent of the coathes were
» \ : : P
invoived'with‘céaéhiqg speciél‘teams during
the qff»seasoh.and they‘spent‘an avérage .
of 151 hours involved with thdsé teams.
: s : -
4. That.these coaches sgeﬁg,gﬁ aQeragé of 70
 hours organizing“andbpreparingvf§rhthe

following‘seasbn, This involvement ranged

f#bm,S,coacﬁes‘who réported O'hburs spent

“in fhis’éapacity to lﬁcoaéh-who reported

240 hours .

5. That these coaches spent an average of

% : .
100 hours recruiting for the following

season., ThiS‘gﬁnged'ffdm 7 coagheséaho

reported no time spent on this_activity
to one coach who reported 600 hours,

' ¢ 0 . . ' ' . v
6. 'That,theae coaches spent an average of’

48 hours 6rgénizing and running a summer

- i

baéketball léaéué.v This ranged from 8 who
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. - 'That these coacﬁEs spent ‘an average 05 19

‘'were able to list these activities in an open.

\,

‘reported no involvement with a

. summer league to 1 who reported an , ’ .

involvement of 200 hours.

%

hours involved{}n individual player instru'

. "‘n

‘m‘(‘

‘This ranged fr&g 14 Vho reported no involvement

i
A

in this activityéto 1 who eported#90 hours.f<

_That some of these coaches participated in

basketball related activities other than

those mentioned on therquestiOnnaire. They

-

ended manner. Some of thé activities named

as takingbtime\dUring‘the'off‘Season were:

(a) attendance at banquets and awards |
dinners, B . |

(b) viewing gane films;
(c)'involvement,with‘ninor basketball,
(d) watching high'scnoolvand college games ,
(e).scoutingland_public'relationswu

It should be noted that 21 out of 25 repondents

didlnot mention~ﬁnything_in this column of the

©
'7

questionnaire.

That theSe-coaches spent an avgrage’bf 447’hours

.engaged in basketball related off season

o

' activities.? This ranged from 1 ‘coach who %eported

no involvement during off season to 1 coach who

B

reported 1260.hours.

o R

63

a
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It was of intérest in this study to'obtain»an idea
'of what the coach felt was' his primary role at ii
Univer81ty. Fifty six percentrdr 14 respondents

perceived their primary role to be that-of basketball

coach. .Three respondents could not separate or-choose

-

between seVeral roles. For the purposes of this studyritﬁl
was decided that they would not be includedJ}n the grOUp
fwhich perceived their major role as that of beﬁ&etball

coach. Yo

I

The Coach Effectiveness Peer Rating Scale, devised
. o o
for this study, was used to get an indication of who

their peers perceived to ‘be the'best coaches in Canada.

A total of 25 coaches. received at least l mention as being

A
4

‘amongst the top five coaches in Canada. Of the 25 coaches
named, 8 didinot’participate in. this study. Of the 8, one
was on leave this”year and was not coaching; four were

first'year.céaches~and were‘excluded from this study, one

4

retnrned his' responses too 1ate to be included and the other
kY - . . \

two did not respond at all From within the sample used
for this study, 8 were not named at all and 1 was named 21
.- : o
times; . ,
» - »oe
The "Coach Self Rating Scale measured the respondents

perception of his effectiveness on 10 measures associated
-with the ability to coach i Tﬁe average total score index
was 19 84 which indicates a generally 'satisfied" position‘

~ with regard to - theSe effectiveness measures. The'range

ery‘satisfied) ‘to 38 (dissatisfied) 'Naxlor
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(19765 found an ayerage totalvscore i%éex of121.06 for
his samnle of high school footbali'coaches. In comparison
with Naylor s (1976) study it would appear that University
male basketball coaches are slightly more satisfied with
their coaching abilities than are high %phool'football
coaches, but‘generélly sneaking bothvgrpups‘are satistied»
with their abilities, | |

vThe Conch Impro&enent Scale provided dota‘on-what
factors coaohes perceivé as actually imptoving their
ability to coach,. Tne mean for the total index Qas 99.2
with a'rangé of 57 (very heipful) to 148 (no help).

Thése resuits are consistent with Naylor's (1976) study

in that some coaches felt that almost all methods helped
them improve, while others felt that very few, if any,‘
~actually helped them improve. The mean response-per item
waé'3.606 compared with 3.15‘in Naylor'o'study; The ovef;
ail-éverage indicates'that coaches felt that'nll‘items
Ahelpgd them to éome.degree.

Fine‘itoms were named most™Bften as being "extremely"
to fvery" helnfui. Epeée,werev(with ayerage reponse ner
coacn in b:ackots) as follows:

l.- Expefienoefgained'during our

gnmes. . »n ; IR o (1.720)'

2. Watching game films or tapes involving “

our team. S o . | (1 720)
3. lJust.tninking about baékétball, my

team and how to imbrové;what_l‘m doing.(1.800)

<
v



4. Attending basketball coaching
clinic presentations; i (1.640)
5. Reading'%otes and papers from coaching
clinics. ,' 3 (1.960)
Note in the appendix that scores range fﬁom 1
"extremely helpful" to 5 "no help )
e _ .

{ Similarily, five items were named most often as

being least helpful, These\j}re'as follows:

1. Watching N.B.A. games, live. 7 . (3.560)
2. Watching teams play other sports. : (3i480)
3. Watching N,B.A. games on T.V. (3.480)

4., Watching hasketball coaching shows
on T.V. | \ (3.520)
5. Watching hasketball showS on T.V. ol
'other'thanuganes{ | ?‘ ; ‘ (3.486)

Naylor s (1976) study showed the two most‘helpful

‘methods were experience gained during our games' and

Just thinking about football, my team,'and how to improve
it'", These are consistent with the. findings of this study,
generally, as seen above. However the tWo ‘methods deemed

most ﬁﬁ&pfuh by coaches in this study were " Attending

basketball coaching clinic presentations"‘and "experience

gained during our games

Of the methods judged least helpful, "watching N.B.A.
games, live", "watching basketball coaching shows on T.vV.,"
and'"watching‘basketball shows on T.V, other than games"

would provide limited help because of their relative
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inaccessibility to Canadian coaches. ,
: }

An open area was provided for coaches to submit
. . A

improvement methods that were not{included in the quest -
ionnaire. Eleven cbaches submitted additicnal items,
some of which were: watching other coaches coach thelr
way rather than hearing them at a clinic coaching at
camps and having other coaches question your methods;
experiences playing organized basketball and in informal
games and scrinmageS' attending try out camps and Natiqpal
team practices; listening to Lou Tice from The Pacific
Institute regarding motivationf Psychocybernetics, image
building and goal setting; listenfhg to team supporters,
spectators,_officials'and>reporters; learning about the
other disc1plines such as music and- business, and the/
experdence of working with Canada's best players through
the national team..

The Least Preferred Co-worker (LPC) Scale described

;

earlier in Chapter II was used in this study to measure
‘the motivational style of each coach. Naylor (1976) iw
his study on high school football -coaches found only 3
out of 50 coaches fell .into the low LPC, 28 coaches were
high LPC and 18 were in sthe mid- range. In the present
study Fiedler s scale was .modified to include 7 response
blanks rather than 8 andbwas scored 1-7 rather than 1-8.
This,_in effect, removes the mid~range group which as yet
cannot be explained in a motivational sense (Hunt and

Larson, 1977, p. 24). The median for this sample was

4
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57.75 and the range was from 16 (very low) to 112 (very
‘high). It is of-note that Fiedler (1976) suggests 57
as the cut off score for low LPC which corresponds to

the median of the present sample. This study, however,
'was not concerned with placing respondents into high or.

-

. . . :
low categories, but was concerned with possible relation-
Sships between LPC scores and measures of coach effective-
ness as defined in Chapter I. ) '

Naylor states, of his‘samplevwhich had "higher

 LPC scores than oﬁher sample groups studied" (Naylor,

1976:42) .,
Certainly it could be said that nost people
interested in teaching and coaching look
forward to a career which allows abundant
opportunity for relating with other people
in addition to the technical requirements -
of the job. Therefore, it would seem
logical that: those, people entering the
field of &eaching and coaching may be
human relations oriented and therefore,
view their least preferred co-worker more
positively, ’ -

/Ihs:;eason for the discrepancy betwaenvNaylor;s
(l9763‘findings‘regarding LPC and the present findings
could be a fesult of the difference between ‘the atmosphere
‘in high school aé opfosed to that of a University. This
authorfsuggeéts that the'University setting is close in
atmosphere to that of the business and industrial settings

and thus the reason why the findings of thdis study

regarding LPC distribution, is clgseg to "other sample

(o

groups studied". The University atmosphere is less person-
ps stu p

al than the. high school atmosphere. In high school teach-

68
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ers are expected to chegk attendance, report absences

to parents, report gradés to parents, meet with pafents

aﬁd°s£udents on occasi?n, inform pafenté of grades and

‘disauss.them with parents and students, if necesséry.

There is a much more personal relationship in the high o

school setting which possibly accounts for Naylor's

findings, as oppésea to the pfésent fiddings: High'sghadl » .
teachers are foréed through job requiréments to make  more/ ,
personal éontacts with students. Thus, it is mﬁre likeiy

that high school téachers aﬁa qoaches w0uid‘be more

relationship oriented (high LfC) than University teachers

and coaches. ) ‘ . o

[&o

The Group Atmospﬁere (GA) Scale developed by Fiedler -

(1967) was used to measure the degree to which the coach

N

feit accepted by his team. McNamara (1968) found that the » ¢
leader's Gréup Atmosphersnscore indicates the éegreelgo

which‘the gpoUp is 1oy51 and supportive of the ieader; even
when.tﬁe group members dorﬁot feel that the leader is very
efficient. Chemers and Skrzypekf:?aVZ) aiso'found a
.substaﬁtiai'relationship begween sociometric preferentes>

" expressed by érogp membeés and the 1;ader's GA'éco;e, In

most caseés, th; groﬁp atmosphere score‘seeﬁs'to prdvide a-

, vefy quick;and val£d measure of the ‘leader's feeling of

being acce;ted which mgy, of course, affect his behavior o i
much more thap the dégree of ac;ual éccepténce‘by his

”grbup.  An énalysis by Posthuma'(1970) of 2415 subjects ‘.

©

- showed the median GA score for a ten item scale for real-
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These
i3
.

5
are consisbbnt-wfth Naylor s (1976) resu&ts which showed
l to 80 .The fact that

.
hﬁ%ﬁﬂa rangetof
fer sligﬂtly from those of Posthuma (lQ@ﬁ)

a meanof 6&,
i o 4 Q
% «
could be due to the fact that. both Naylor s (19765 sample

s% dy had*a mean oﬁ»68 f and a range of 57-80.
h-

R

éhese results d
and the present sample were successful based on winning

*

Kﬁaldsenv(1976) reports that

A similar

51 percent of their games.
there appears to be no . causal connection between member
satisfaction and perceptions of the influence of the
coach, but both seemed to be based‘on winning,
explanation appears relevant here thﬁt is, because\&&e(
Nteams are successful the coach's perception‘of thevteamf
¥
atmosphere would be relatively high whioh is represented;
e . -

. v R
* o
5

by the high median GA score of the present study in

comparison to Posthuma s results.

A
%

‘The Coach Attitude Behavior Scale (CAB) developed

by Bain (1973) and used by Naylor (1976) was used to,
. 2 Z

ited by'the :

B 3’ ‘,;,4 N L :

@

measure the degree of authorltarianism exhib
coaches in this sample. In order to eliminate the negat-
ive values; 4 was added to each item saore. fhps an‘; }l
average score of 100 describes authoritariani;m-'anpplp
» average score between 75 and 100 shows,slight.disagree— C
) ST Y "
' séora’ n

<

ment with authoritarianism and an ;average score betwee
100 and 125 would show slight agreement with authoritar—

?

t
ianism./ For the present study an average score of 86, 24
was found indicating a slightly non authoritarian

5

H
H
i
3
H
NV
3
k.
4
2
9
{
9 .
I
&
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¢ & o ‘2

attitude‘or,behavior amongst the coaches studied This

is consistent with the data reported by Longmuir (1972)

Sage (1972a), Walsh and ‘Carron (1977) Sage (1972b) Bain

(1973) and Naylor (1976). It should be noted that these'

studies have been done in both the United States and

>

71



Eight_major.hypotheses were _v&%tigated in this‘

study. .Four of these hypotheses were tested by computing

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient for each S

: N
onpe and significance was accepted at_the,.OS level of ¢

confidence{ The major hypotheses are.sudeiViaed'into~
) A e

their various cOmponentsk Hypothesis l revolves around

.

coaching effectiveness ~as m%asured by percentage wins and

7

championships won:

Hypothesis 1 A

' There»is no”relatiqnship.between coach,éffectiveness
and‘coach'training.h‘This.hypothesis was -upheld.

. - T
Hypothesis 1:B .’

<) ‘ . S N o o

‘There is no relationship betweenucoadh\effectiVenessﬂf

and_coachvexperience.i This_hypothesis'was‘nﬁﬁgii;

¥ .

/

Hypothesis liC R

There is no relationship between coach effe%tiveness

3
A 2
Qf

. ’ "N" " {rw
,and coach motivational style " This hypothesis mas upibfgy ,*ﬁ 53@
pothesis l D R o

. )

: There‘isfno relationship'between;coach effectiveness..

—and coach- player relations.,fThis’hypothesis was upheld. -
Hzpothesis 1: E _ : _ . _ ,“'1"'

SN S ’ : Gy -
There is no relationship between coach effectiveness

/

and . time aspect on coaching during the season. This
hypothesis was upheld

Hypothesis 1:F o ‘ // ; /} S

re
)

jp‘ Theze iq no relationship between coach effectivepess

. : K L ij . :‘ Ry

K.
SN

!



'gﬁs **» There 1s no
"hanﬁ’.‘ Le .
rl

i
oS

[

<
%

‘and time spent on basketball related activiFies during  the

off season. This

ﬂypothesis 1: G

There is no

and self rating of ability

&

Hypothesis 1:H
There is mo

vand coach age.

ypothesis 1 I

Rt

vgypothesis l: J
€

- Hypothesis 1 :71<

There is no

and head coaching
kS

'R?. ) HYPothesis 2. revolves around thes
exhibited by the coach

into itskﬁarious components

stated below:

Eypothesis-Z:A

There is no

~ianism and coach age.‘

“gypothesis 2 B

Thete is noA

[

o .
relationship between coach

d coach playing

There is no

andvcoach'playing

‘experience.

B

efﬂtcoaching experience.

hypothesis was upheld

A

This h

pothesis
Ny » . ) f’ S -

was upheldf

' ‘ e :
relatiomship between coach efﬁéttiveness

This hypothesis was upheld,

oo
DN . -

2R

_relationsth between coach effectiveness

experience This hypothesisbwas“upheld.
M@. ' A : ; : :

e

relationship between coach effectiveness

ability, This hypothe51s was upheld
© .

relationship between coach effectiveness

This hypothesis was upheld.
thoritarianism
This hypothesfs is sub7divided

the results of which are

relationship between coach authoritar—

This hypothesisswas upheld |

ey

relationship between eoach authoritar‘h
\

This hypothesis was

effectiveness,

73
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|

p style as measured by his LPC score. This hypothesis is,

o u R | | o Y BT “74f:

-upheld. B s

Hypothesis 2:C o ' A
~ There is no relationship between coach rauthoritar-
: | : . A ‘o :
R . '
ianism and coach winning percentage.

lThis hypothesis
was upheld"

‘Hzpothesis 2: D

PO .
a

There is no relationship between coach authorltar-

ianism and the number of championshlps won. This hypoth-
esis was‘upheldy

'HXPOthesis 2:E , ‘ S | o /Q
/ o

There .is no relationship between cqach authorirar-

AR

S g TR LD T
Ton o 8

ftanism andMCOach motivational style. This hxpothesls.was

upheld) SR T e

. ) Ot ;
T - !

—

;Hypothesis 2:F ‘ T

. There is no relationship betwe coa

Q}anism'and“coach playing\experience. .This.hypo

’upheld;

Hypothesis 2 G XY

&

There is no relationship between coach authoritar—

: | %
. ianism and COach playiﬁg_ability;» This hypoth!sis_wss‘

upheld

Hypothesis 2:H°

LM

' There is no relationship between coach authoritar-
1aﬁiém and total bashetball cosching experience. This -
h\wothesis vas upheld e A R _ o

Hypothesi& 3 revolves around the coaches motivational

J’,%‘

9 . RS ’ . f



s

sub-divided into 1its variouS'components,

-
4
il
|

A

the results of

0

- nhich areustated'below; c o - é
” Hypothesis 3:A | v .:é
éh | There is no felationship betweenfcoach motivational §
stflelandbtime sPentvon‘coachinéfduring‘the season.ubThis ki
) hypdth‘esjis '-wé“é"?_up.helld. '_»k ;
: Hypotheais B:b ;é
:There;is no relationship between”coach‘mdtivational SRR _é
3t§le and,timé?soentbon bashetball related activlties.
during the,oﬁf‘seaaon??:lhis hypothesls_was“upheld.
Hypothesis 3:C ’ . | - S
g fQ}‘ o Thereiisfno telatlonship between ”tivdkional .
| style and coach self rating of ability. This(hypotheais ft‘,
‘was upheld i} ‘ .
Hypothesis 3:D
There isfno relationship between coach'motiVationall S
.»istyle and coach trafningg This hypothesis was ' upheld ;//é h ;
’,Aypgthesis 3:E * )
| There is ‘no relationship betWween coach motivatf/hal
style and coach player relations. Ihis:hypothesfg was
upheld. o | ol & .
' ﬂypothesis 3:? ) ' i?i?“\Q“ " [
: . Ea i
~ e ' There is no relationship between coach motivational '
style,and coach experienceu This. hypothesis was uphel& o ' h}

b

' Hypothesis 3:6

There is

gtyle and coa_ch'plvay_ing- _e_,xper.ience.t

o
P4 .

‘no relationshia between coach motivational

This hypothesis wasvh

LA
LN



upheld. .

'Hypothesis‘B:H

rated by his peers and his. Winning percentage and the
7number of championships won. Both ‘measures were signifi— "

. 3 Q‘A . E:
”%@ﬁ& at the Ol level of confidence with cmrrelations of

These results are shdwn in Table I.v

g 8 additioﬂmt@*dbese major hypotheses ‘several

’all items with the exceptidn of one.i It was founﬁ tﬁat

v -

RS

h There is no relationship between coach motivational

p051¢ive significant relationship between how a coach is

PO ’ ‘a N ‘%;i" 8 -

5366 (winning percentage) and 4921

Hampronships wdn).

o

supplementary hypotheses vere tested using Pearson ﬁ~'

Product Moment$Corre1ation Coefficients., Significance

v@; " L

'&‘was accepted auﬁghe’ .05 level of confidence. 4 } i

-
Supplementary Hypothesis I

There is no relationship betwaen the indi&%%ual
> IS - R
items of the Coach Self Rating Scale ang various»meaSures

of coach effeqtiweness. This hypothesis was upheld for é,,
o

.n“-i T g

. \J “ S iy,
effectiveness in utilizing talents of assistant coadiip‘-g . o

L3 A &

was positively rdlaﬁhd to the‘number of championships qu,ﬁbl”g

o N N ’ P . . a . X ) 3

style . and coach playing ability. This hypothesisvwasl | {p
upheld. o o R | ,
Hypothesis A:A | | “. | ‘A,: : >‘ o : | %%;nt
' There is nqdrelationship betneen how a coachiisiﬂ‘ l,g'
'rated by his peers and the various measures of coach ( , -8
‘effectiveness. This hypothesis was reJected on both | . 'iﬁéf
‘measures of effectiveness. ‘It was found that there was a Cs

R S S
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The correlation of .3986. is significant at the .05 B

level of.confidence as indicated in Table I.

et , SR N

‘SupplemeﬁtﬁrY¢gypothesis Ii

There is no relationship between the individual

witems of the Coach Improvement Scale and the various

meaSures’of coach effectivenags; This hypothesis Was.‘ L
A ;
upheld"for all items With t% exception of two. It was
L R
found tﬁ%t "just%§hinkin8\ab0ut basketball 'my team” and R Q
N o o

how to improve“'*'h g™

g was positively related to

“

‘the number of championships won. Thisfmeﬁﬁs t@kibigher

‘Jn K4

the score’ on the item'the higﬁ%r‘the numbet of champioh—'

'ships wom. The correlation of 3955 is significant ;t \

A

L.

oL o
the 05 1eve1 of confidence as. indicated in Table I Thé T

‘other item which was related to the nwmber offchampion—

ships won was "listening'to talkskby researchers or

reading reports of research studies about motor learning”

This item was"negativeiywrelzted[to the number of champion~

- ships wbn; meaning a loW'score'on the item corresponds to

'vSuppiementarx,ﬂypothesis III

Qa3

,measures gf«coach effectiveness.v This hypothesis

';upheld for all except . two items.” It was found that both

a high number of championships won. ‘Thewcorrelation of

,35 leve%;of comfidence

‘*0 4137 is significan*‘ -
d s

indicated im Table I. " Sy

% .~ N .
There is no relatiomship between the indi idual

g A > - : "‘

items of the. Coach Atti e ﬁehavior Scale and t'e varlous

was

7items qeteopositively significanthat.the;.OS 1ev 1 of



Tty

. in Table I. ' g

I

" confidence. Thisgmeans that coaches who indicate that

they agree’very much with: "disciplinary action taken by
the coach is easier and handled better if the players
involved are not personally close to the coach", and

those individual athletes who attempt to disrupt the_

"

athletic system must be punished or "but down' by any

acceptable method 1f available" have been found to win

~significantly more championships. .ResultS'cannbépéeen

. y : e "

l

A;Supplementary Hygothesis IV

There is no relationship between$t%e ingividu@l fﬁ%

u;l"l

romponents of time sPent on@éOaching during the seqson.

o,
»

hypothesis was upheld.

‘SupplementaryAgypothesis v, & e ;tlf

significant at the';OS level oﬁ’confidence.

i =, . L3 )
< [ L e

There is no relationship betwaen the narious

components of time spent’ on basketball related activities
: £ o o
during the off season "and the vardous measurES of coach

efﬁectiveness. This hypothesis was upheld Wlth the .

;.:.a:. I

:‘ﬁ - e /‘{_ .

,exception of one item. A negative relationship was found .f

between the numbers of hours attending clinics and the

number gf championShips won.‘ This means generally speaking

\ 5

.~that the 1ower ‘the number of hours spent at clinics, the

more championships won. The correlation of L:3979.was
'As well as the above hypotheses several other major
. K : K . : . = ‘” L

79

hypotheseghwereftested,using ihe.Point Biserial_COrrelation,"



Coefficient; again significance was agcepted at the .05
level of’tonfiﬂence,

Hypothesis 5

There is no relationship between various measures
i i

of coach effectiveness and coach role perteption. This

hypothesis was up'?»ld .
iy

- Hypothesis 6:A . ' . aﬂg; i e

. R

There 1is no relationship between coach authoritar-

ianism and tenure. This hypothesis was upheld.

Hzg%thesis 6:B o IL%?‘

There is‘no_rela§i§h§hip between coach authoritar-

m iy R ‘ .
ianism amd- coach role:@%&deption. This hypothesis was

-

‘upheld. \

Hypothesisy7 - .

N

There is no reigtionéhi§ between coach motivational
style:a;d’coachkrole,péfdgption; This hypothesis was

upheld.

%épothesiS'S'
There is no relatiogship between the measures of
'zébach effectiveness and tenure. This hypothesis was

hpheld;

°

-
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DISCUSSTION

COACH EFFECTIVENESS CORRELATES:

P g

On the basis of the above resnlts, it was determined

that no relationships exist between the .measures of coach

effectiveness (winning percentage and championships won)

f &

and 1eadership style (LPC) degree of authoritarianism

(CAB), coach- player relations (Ga), coach experience and 4
- \ N B
time spent on coaching in season and out of season,

¢

Similar to Naylor s (1976) study, this study did not . %

»

control for- situational favorablenese*as defined by s

“ﬂ:% o , ‘ -; . ‘\:

Fiedler (l967)w It is tﬂerefore, not surprising that.. 5

his Contingency Model cannot be Supported by the present °

study. . R

As explained earlier in this chapter the coaches v
e o

in this sample were found to be slightly non- authoritarian o : f
and these resultsgg;e foQSistent with Né}lor s and others ;
noted earlier.- At 1east on the basis of coaches answers
on questionnaires it would “seem reasonable to suggest {
that the authoritarian coaching stereotype, as the route
to Success, has mno scientific bae&s. It would seem that
.educating coaches along these lines may improye the
-enjoyment of sport for the player and FThe coach

The fact that no relationship was found between : ;
time spent-on coaching in season and coach effectiveness .
is not eurprising uThere is only a limited amount .of

’time available to the coacd because in Canadian Universit—

'ies most‘coaches have Other Jdbfrequirements.t,Therefore,



there is not a wide variation in the amount of time spent

e

~on coaching per week during the season. There is also a

Pty

o limited amount of time the player can devote to basketball

9

. because of academic and social committments. » e
The eiperience data does not relate to coach effect-
iveness énd this'is sypported by Fiedler and Chemers (1974)
who states (. ” |

..... Most studies have failed to show that
more leadership training results in better
leadership performance, or that trained
Waders perform better than untrained , . E
leaders, even though studies with o , :
negativé or indefinite results rarely ' i
get published (p. 122).

Fiedler and Chemers (1974) suggest the reason for fhis is
S .

that increasing experience of‘tgaining 7an change the

favorableness of ﬁhe situation thus making the ieader's

. style inappropriate for. the “new" sAituation. ‘ _ 3
e . . _ ¢ é
Naylg; (1976) found significant relationships between F
LT e 3 v
"years of head coach;ngngperienceﬁ and both winning (

!

i, S By 2T a3y ooV v i

perc;;Eage and ch;mpioﬂéhips won;:‘Aithou;h unable to sup-

_port h{s findings the present,sfﬁd& similéfly aébroached
- signifigance with regard to a relationéﬁipwbetween'"yegrs

qf head coaching gxperience" énd coaqh‘age»and‘champion—
;“;hips won . Naylo;'s statement regarding his finding is

,sﬁffidient.£b'ex§lain tﬂe above resplﬁs;

It.QOuid be expéhted, howe&ex;‘that in
regards to championships won, the longer
- the tenure in coaching, the more the

championship possibilities (ps 50).

 Group atmosphere is defined as the interpersonal .

-



- L ‘ .. i ‘Q\ }" ‘ % h
. £ B . B
relationship between the leader and hisg.. group memberp by
L)

Fiedler and Chemers (1974) and seems to be the most v

important one in determining theeleaderfs power “and )

<

influence over the group.

RN

‘Although these perceptiOns of group atmoSphere
bmay be diffeféht than the actual feelings of the members
of‘the group,;the-leader behavior~willibe much nore affected
by how he thinks,his subordinates feel ‘about him'(Fiedler

and Chemers , 1974) .

This study found no relationshlp between coach—“

ya

player relations and coach effectiVeness, This finding 1is
the opposite of Naylor's (1976) who found a very high

relatlonship between coach player relations (GA* score)
B
"and winning percentage.and championships won. ?fiﬁl . \

2

A possible explanation of the*difference between \,

this study's'finding and'N§§lor's with regard to cdach= \
et < ‘ )
L : . 'uf
player relations and team success could bg;thé level of, - \

competition. Naykor'sfstudy was of high school coaches;\'

and the present study concerns University coaches. It
is possible that interpersonal relations are viewed as a
more important faé‘ﬁr on high school teams, than on\dl

University teams. In an investigation of 144 college

-

-intramural teams, Martens (1970) reported that high task—'

53Ny /

,.\

: ’
motivated teams were qwre sudcessful thanflow task—mot—

. . ' o . T N _
~ivated teams. ‘Similarly,; £T962): nd, in a
. R i - o 2o .
ﬂst@d:}:‘*‘ﬂ ptemper Onal
Az X}’@ X %
relatﬁ@nfﬁ Q%eater team

83
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effectiveness, that the nonpositive interpersonal
relatioms group (NK) had significamtly better markmanship

scores and lhowed significant improvements in markmanship

while the

4 o

gitive interpersonal relations (PR) group
did‘nov~‘}

tr ve It is, therefore felt by this author
L e it . ‘y'.'. ;
‘that_p%a‘ of University calibre would be generally'

more tgotivated relative to hlgh school players‘ thus

explagnﬂhg the difference in the findings of this study

compé;g% to Naylor s. It should be noted, “however, that

the task orientation was not .strong enough to- prodice

negative relationships in the present study.

-~

"4+ COACH AUTHORITARIANISM CORRELATES

[ K

Bain'(1973);£ound that the younger the coach, the
'more authoritarian were his tendencies. His study con-
cerned high school coaches of footbafl and basketball in

Edmonton; Canada. Naylor (1976) found no relationships

betweéa)scores on the CAB scale and age. Naylor s sample

, however, included coaches a%ove the h&§h school level

The present study found no relationship between coach age

‘and authoritarianism It 1is- felt by this author that the
“.results of Naylor s study and the present study do support‘

Bain s conclusion ‘that as a coach gains eXperience, his
,coaching,style becomes more:democratic: The coaches in
| this stu&&:are oleer (GO'years) than Bainl (29 years)

,§.Hand have\thus grown out of their auth%aitari;nknaxg Lo . a‘l,.
e large extent. It should be noted ‘howeveér, that they
. \ . , e

! L. ¥ N i . . \.'V

8
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'have not moved so far to the democratic side that a .
. « : _

- (1973).

relationship exists in the opposite direction to Bain s

>

-t

A surprising finding, to this author in the

| B
¢ s . v

present study is that no relationship exists between coach.

o

2

"motivational style (LPC) and coach authoritarianism. o

1

IThis is consistent with Naylor s (1976) results Intuitl

b

3

'mQtivated leader as av no-nonsense person gmpatient to;

ively, the low LPC (task- oriented) coach should be - related

-to the authoritarian coach in that the definition of ‘the R é
task oriented individual closely erembles the accepted
definition of. the authoritarian individual

.

. Fiedler Chemers and Mahar (1976) describe the task—vdl RS
Ny - . ° PR
‘\\

@ job done" and generally not V7ry§%oncerned or:

toward interpersonal problems and generally not

i

o * \

» Th problem could *ie'v in the validity ‘o.f the CAB
/ .
scale developed by Bain (1973) However Bain (1973)

cbncfuded on. the basis of the statistical evidenc

, 3
.- . . ) ':3
too attu:>d f—‘interpersonal conflict"!(pt 11). A } fozii
obtained that coaching attitudes and behavior expressed. ;- T

s 1

p

and right wing authoritarianism. This conclus7én ‘wag

1

reached .on the strength of the highly signifi ant relat- P

oo

s

Scaﬂe ( 506 significant at the‘.Ol level o confidence)

\\ — v e e

and the California F Scale ( 742 significant at the‘.Ol f“; ‘kj { fjfn

level of confidence) v ’n ‘Lf _ - f . 'j i e
. . - - A . - B i ‘ / : -!"‘




The answer, however seems to lie with the LPC Qcaye.by

Ve S X y

-_d.Fiedler and Chemers (1974) state :_‘:d-5d5 ) f‘;u{i

k For nearly 20 years We have been attempting
.to correlate it (LPC) with ‘every conceivable
personality trait and: every conceivhble-

"~ behavior observation sc ré ; By and - large IR
’ these. analyses vae been uni% rmly fruitless S

#

.VSUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS

y 4

: \ ‘ _ Y
A perennial problem surfaces whenever a study such as

k

‘the present ‘one is undertaken.',The problem of how to'

[N o
_ . N
measure group or team efﬂectiveness. In almost all B ©

Lo

not all ’studies to date concerning sports teams w1nning
! /

: v _
team effective ess: and/or coach effectiveness. 'Is this-a

fair way to: evaluate coaching ability’ -In an effort t0»'
answer this question the Coach Peer Rating Scale waS'“'

-developed by the author ‘to investigate whether or not

coaches rate their peers either consciously or uncon—; i

a Lsciously, on the basis of winning percentage or champion—"

Ships=w0n. Coaches were given a score on the scale'on the
L

basis of how often they weré\mentioned by other coaches

'throughout the country and these scores were correlated e

with the winning percentage and championships won data.
. .ﬂ

_‘Both measures were found to be significantly related to,
}jpeer ratings.; Peer rating wasgpositively related to
'winhing percentage ( 5366 significant at thev Ol level)
»Peer rating was positively related to. championships wonv‘
lﬂdﬁ( 4921 significant at thet Ol level) 'Theusuggestion,Qf.

’

.

‘percentage or championships won has been used to measure e




Q.that o ad_inist;\\b{\?r educator. This study ﬁ\;nd ho:

i
1

"fromﬁthis au;hor iS'that'coacheS'rate”otheerOaches'

;-championships Jhn. }f}p i RPN i;{;,.‘:-: v.lc R

8. on bhe basis of winning percentage ‘and _‘gfr

N

'veffectiven'
' -k

A\

{‘,

:

Another question ofﬂinterest in the present invest-
igation was that of coach role perception.i lt was¢felt'that;
becauee nost Canadian University‘male\basketball'coachesl

fulfill'dual.rolesras'partAof thefrvjob,JCOachesfwho .
perceive theirxmajor role as that of coach might tend to:

be mor successful than\those -who see their major Tole as_

/~

dle%sva

ci:f"ffex-cﬂ\c:lL

\ vthe effectiyeness of the coach rega

of his roye perception ¥ A possible explanation for this,

other than there being no- difference, is that rol_,'
| ception is unimportant because the workload isa

tvsuch that regardltss of role perception, there_i

s ke

’enough extrautime‘to devote to“the'%oaching rolefto S P yo

.

produce any significant changes in @uccess patterns.»v
It was felt that there might be a: relationship between

'coach authoritarianism and whether or’not'the@coach had tenf

[

-_ure at’ the University. As mentioned in Chapter IT, Fodor

o
4

R

(1976) found that supervisors subjected to group stress"_p» w

revealed 4n their leadership behavior a greater tendency
o . S

toward authoritarian modes of -~ control It was: felt that

! : - e
possibly coaches without tenure would feel more stress .and: -
thus behave in a more - authoritarian manner then coaches

'with tenure;i This was ndt“the ca@e.’ No relationship

\~was found between tenure and coach authoritarianism.»
B C X o - | 2 E .



CA poSsible'explanationlof‘this‘resulv
. *rw\ - ""‘ Lo B ) ) ‘ -
that most Canadian Universities, to date ’put'very little S »;‘,W‘f

f1es' in the fact

. “

pressure on coaches tonroduce winning teams. Should

.this change in the future a. possible reaexamination of this.‘

1hypothesis might be. interesting.
y |

: The fact that no relationship was found between the L T ‘4;-

v,

R MR,

measures of coach effectiveness and tenure in this study R

: would have a similar explanation as above"that is thep
production of winning teams is not at present viewed e _#;ﬁ

‘gas a very important criterion for employment at the‘~

_University level. Tenure of the coach does not depend

i'upon his won loss record

- When the various items of the Coach Self Rating Scale

o -
LA .

ﬁkfre individually correlated with the measures of coach

. -

fﬂeffectiveness the only significant relationship was'

between effectiveness in utilizing talents of assistant /'-i‘[' q:h

;'coaches “and champipnships won._ This relationship was . Sl
"positive mea ing a high score on the item scale corresponds

l . ° : : . ‘e

to a high number of championshipsvwon. .A»highxscore on"

»the’CoachfselfiRating5Scale'wouldﬁbé»"dissatisfied—&ﬁ gffV

-"very“dissatisfied—5"1° Thus; the tendency-would be thati‘

Uythe coach who won many championships would be "dissatisfied"
E:)g\ : with his_ effectiveness in utilizing assistant coaches

’uthor feels this relationship shOuld be treated with

caution.‘in that it may be a result of the assistant

coaching situagion in Canadian Universities. The”_"ﬁ"
'“assistant)coachingﬁsituation in-Canadian UniverSities is.‘q

LA
: 79
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E such that there is no penmanance. Often'thesefrdles”are e

‘ filled by Graduate stddents who .are around only(one or
: . : o
two years. As a result,‘some years there is an assist--

ant and other years there isn t. When one looks at the J°;r,.?b

questionnaire ‘an answer of "unsure 3"5 ould be significant—s

4 v‘ -

ly higher than the average answer pET item which was 1 9

\>

. The - unsure answer by many coaches could mefely mean \ y,**.> he

suthey haven t had an- assistant cdach and therefore,;don tpn

t

i;knbw how effectively they could utilize his talents.

When various items of the Coach Improvement Scale"

.were correlated with the measures of coach e?fectiveneSS,

'»only“two significant relationships were found (‘7:,
‘ . o .

.\

l:"~ "Just thinking about basketball 1my team_'i\\e
and how to improve what I m doing yasg,.

4 )

positiVely related to the number of

-~

championships won . This means that a r_fl:u}. ,',_;;'c\”ﬂl”

' coach who finds the above method "extremely-gi' ‘ " f‘ﬂ:i‘

'ihelpful 1" in improving his coaching wins - S ff}:lf\_]‘

';lfewer championships.° This relationship can 7‘.2-?-->“\:f

easily be explained in that many tedhs have

Isuccessful winning seasons only to 1ose the_y
“fchampionship game.' It is most likely that
‘ithe coach of such a- team will at that time:’f.bv@.
uf!begin thinking about his team; basketball ;”/ll_,;w’wl
yand "how to improve what I am doing .
bvz}iz"Listening to talks by researchers or‘reading“tiﬁl ;“‘

greportsmof resesrch studies about motor ' '~{'i= T
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el o ‘> »D k

i
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o .

B learning" was neg/gively related to”

e :me ns that the coach who finds the above e
':method extreme:E helpful 1" in improving f

fdhis coacé&ng, s more championships.

‘ hAupossible explanation for this finding

»\;. .

is that coaches who are more acquainted
= i &with the area of motor learning are - ;ff

'mbetter able to instruct their ayel

f,in the techniques of the game, thus@.
'when involved in championship games;»

Twhera stress can cause breakdown in'}f ‘
.v».iaqppskill execu;iqn, the team Which hasf:‘

C:"luacquired its skills as a result of tHe

>

‘-e~coach s understanding of motor learning
v

nican possibly execute better and therefore,

When various items of the Coach Attitude Behavior

) mber of championships won. This_h; .‘jf‘

. : L’ RN S

he vi?‘tOrious. R S R LR

Scale were correlated with the measures of coach effect-‘lf

i ‘ N\

xiyenesb; only two significant relationships were found

PO

"el“ "Disciplinary action taken by the coach is t
e.-ier and handled better if th@ players ;_f,

v.‘n olved are not personally close to the

sZ;'i"Those indiv"‘ athletes who attempt to.
disrupt the athletic system must be_,

”r.sPunisheduor put down by any acceptable»”‘”

{VQQL -

P s




-'explanation for this finding is thav sinc

f actionlagainst disrupting players are mo

'hsuccessful in a percentage sense,“bUt have trouble during

"fchampionship play

fpcorrelated with the'Jeasures of coach effectiveness only'
' : DA

method if ~available”, L : v; ’ IR
"_These statements were positvely related to the

/nﬁmber of championships WOn. This means that coaches‘

';whok-agree very much" with these statements win more .
, r . '

championships than those who don t agree ‘A‘possiblé
both state- S

ments refer to disciplining players coach s who take
(‘,7

likely to. have

team which can survive the rigors ‘and - stress of

play‘off competition more 50 that teams whose cbaches

3

’<fdo not take such action. Since these actions aren t .. -

. related to winning percentage dn.. this study,'it is

' .suggested that teams with disruptive ’players can be

£ !
" “ P ] [ .v_,' e : ey . ;
L When the,various components of "time Spent on :yﬁ
basketb‘l related r\tivities during the "off season were

ST, T

W

s

‘;one significant relat ngﬁlp was: fqund A negative

A IV

'-h'relationship was’ found between the number of hours.attend-

ffor this finding seems quite straight forward Since

“ing clinics and the number of championships won.ﬂ This

';means the lower the number of hours Spent at basketball .

”clinics, the more championships won. The explanation

. attendance at clinics is not related to winning percent-' .

age, it would seem that coaches who are unsuccessful or’

O

/

’}successful in a. won loss sense but fail to-win'champion—'

i
.



L=}

ships,/spend more time-attending clinics hoping to
':imprOVe-their‘knowiedge,EWhich they‘feei will;‘in-turn;\

increase theflikelihood of their winning more champion-d

. N . ! . ’ '
ships. ‘o : B

/7" The present study yielded a number of interesting
<esults regarding Canadian Interumiversity Athletic

- @ .

-;Union male basketball coaches It is Vto the author s

o

_knowledge, the only study of it s kind/rn‘fhe abgﬂ&.named

‘pOpulation. It is hoped that the results and discussion
provided wi&l stimulate knowledge and understanding
' concerning the.role~of the Canadian University maLe basket-

“ball coach, N




> CHAPTER V
. o R E - - . } N
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS. N

N

éLMMARY . . I Voo |
1 ) . ,
The purpose of this study was to examine the
leadership effectiveness of‘Canadian Intenuniversity

Athletic Union male basketball coaches to. try and determine

what factors, if any, separated successful coaches fJom'

£

unsuccessful coachesl Sudcess was determined by percent-
' — age of games won in 1eague play and the number of champion-
. . i . | o

- '

..

ships won.'

At
/]

coaching’experience'at'the University leveliansw red

questions concerning various aspeéts of their coaching

-

role (Appendix B). The questionnaire provided data on .

”their training, experience, 1eadership styYe,'relations

with the team members, ‘role perception, rating of peers:

and self-rating of effectiveness.ﬂ

Bl The general characteristics of the group vere

provided by descriptive data”’ This data showed ghat the
DN ]

.average age of‘the coaches_was 40 years and that 32

‘percent were oorn'outside of Canada.-tTheir average head

‘coaching_experience wasolq years‘aniéloo percent hdd "at =~
least a bachelbr's degree or its equdvalent. Sixty-four
j percent were physical education specialists.. Eighteen‘

1were married and 17 had at 1east one child Twenty

percent;of<the sample had been divorced. 'Thirtyesix
B percent.reported winning at least one coaching award.

s

Ey

'\‘. K



/\ | - ©)
during thei head coaching years. - Rourteen'of the . '

" cqaches. had tenure  at' thelr ﬁniversity.
. . \ N “

\ :
The following general hypotheses were formulated

and tested in order to carggy out "the purposes oﬁwthe

study: o : o . . - v
) P.\ There\is nd relatioéship between the“
measures of coach effectiveness'and
leadership stple, degree of authoritarianism
coach- player relations, coach experience and
_\*. time spent on coaching in season and out‘
of\season.
2. There 1is no refationship'between coachi
authoritarianism and 1eadership style
coach age" head coaching experience, {
-playing/experience, playing ahility and/v
coach effectiveness méasures.' _ B
3. There is no;relationship‘hetneen coachg
motivational style/and coach training%
coath"experience; COach-player_relatidns,
’ time spent on coaching in season and out
of season, and the playing ability and
playing experience of the coach
v4. There is no relationship between peer ?t
rating of effectiveness and the measures
;of coach effectiveness defined by this
study, ‘

5. There 1is no relationship between the

.: o : " /.
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V |
| \ . -

, ' measures of coach;cffgctiveness‘and
‘ tenure and coach role perception.
- : \ . o L :
. / . c
6. There is no relationship between coach

‘ R vf.éuthoritafiénism and. tenure and coach
"“role perception. |
7. There is no relaé!odship between.coacﬁ*
.motivat;oﬁél style .and coach role -
'percepgion; 
nypoch§es one to f&ur.above were tested using
Péarson_Product Moﬁ;nt Eorrelatidﬁ Coeffiéients whibe

. - > ) ;
hypotheses five to seven were tested using Point Biserial

Correlation»Coefficients. Significance was acceptéd at

';he .05 level of donfidence.

CONC'LU‘ISIONVFS |
) On ‘the basis -of‘th_e analysié of the data, the
followiﬁg:cgnclusioné are drawﬁ:
'bl o 1. -No.relationship exists between the
. : ; measures of coach gffectiveness and

legdership_style, degree of authorit-

. *
arianism, coach-player relations, coach

experience and time @pent on coaching in
season and out dﬁ;season.
2. No relationship exists between ¢oach

authprihar anism and leadership style,

TNhead coaéhing experience,
ekperienge;_playing ability

i . -

s




{ -

and cqach effectiveneas measures.
3. . No reiationahip exiuts between coach

| motivational style and coach training, | S
Vcoach experience,‘coach—player relations,
. time spent on coaching in-geasbn and out»

of season, and the'éiaying‘abilityvand
pleying experience of the coach. - - TN
4.f.‘There is a positive rélationsﬁip/between'
a coach g’rating of ability by his peers .

and his winning percentage and the number

»of»championshipS'he has won.

- i
|

fs;" Nc-felationship exists between the meesures
of coach effectYveness and coach role %

. Hperceptidn\gnd'coach‘tenute. o

‘6.v No felaticnship ekiecs becWeen coach |
authoritarienismﬂand tenure and coach

role perception.
. . » 3 > -
7. No relationship exists between coach

motivational style and coach role
'Perception. o ‘ ' u : S oA

0

IMPLICATIONS A

Qn'the basis of théilicerature,reViewed"(Chapter I1)
énd‘the'resnlts of.the,preSent_study, it would seem »

’_approp:iate-to hégin searching for another route to | e

understanding coaching effectiveness other than having

‘ - coaches fill in questionnaires. This cheap, quick and

- -




'nhom_ﬁe least enjOyed,working.v A feassessment of the

LPC put the author intonthe\low category. This example

j“

eaey method of atudy has turned up 80 many inconsistent \\\

-findings, 8o as to suggest that there are . Just too many

uncontrolled variables. Houlipcoach feels at the ‘part-=
icular moment that he answers the questionnaire can have a
great bearing on how he answers. The interpretations,
’ . 7 . s : .

made by coaches, of%tPeoquestions can differ. How

seriouslz one answers the questions can certainly

Q L \

influgnee the way in which they are answéred The
questionnaires are often filled out quickly, without

Sufficient time to think about the responses. It has -

" been noted that the first reaction ;5 usually the best

ansver, but ‘is it neceEéarify so? Iﬁ% author, attempting

to £111 out the LPC scale,. fell into the high LPC

N -
- -
!

category, but later he remembered another. person with

s,

is presented to show an inconsistency. in one-of-the s

*

most validated ecales;ueed inYIanerehip'tneorﬁ and also _ .

\ . D . <

used in the present study. A number’of;fhe questions T
involved the use of memory. Thus the results could depend
A\

on how ve 1 the respondent could remember details of his ’

coaching areer. - - s ’/ ' | ; | }//
Fieo er's-model of leadership effectiueness seemé

to incLud% most of the basic ingredients for leadership

study, but it ie'perhape too rigid. Athletics and ‘ g

coaching are full of_euotion; reactions-are‘not’always

“.
]

ZCaiculated. Often etreEs and anxiety are extremely high ,

H

‘g
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. _ C. . o R < p ; ‘ :
ionnaire and degree of authoritiarianism was unrelagted to? .
-a ' « - . - . ! ‘ N

ot

L X
L

N

.
LS

it ia not easy to prodict reactiéno'conlidtqully ﬂuPiug
such trmos. Thoroforo,‘tho author tuggenﬂe tha} posoibty
e theory of coaching effectt.xeneso would b. much moro 2

.. *

meaningfu} than studying coaching effectfvenese tn ligbt

of leadership effectiveness. . o - ‘%/

P4

i

_often stated that' the winning ‘coach doesn t necessarily

X

‘This study prevides further evidencd xﬁhﬁ th; P !

aqthor:!.tarian style pf coaching is ovar-rated ‘and possibly

out-dated. . The, coaches in this study were on the average
) i %
slightly non-authoritarian byqtheir answers to Fhe_quesﬁ;

3
P

succe’ss. It is the bellef_pf the author that some ",

- " . R o,

coacheScadOpt this style because they feeljitfwill p:ovf%e‘“

0 B .
» 7 . . .. )

. . Sy b
a better chance of success. Somefof these coaches arefdm
&

unsuited for this style and it u8ually has the opposfne

A
P )

effect, that is, 1t produées failure. It is tﬁb belief

Th

AN

of this author that coaches should objectively View~;heir

role and try to 1ncorporate 1deas and’ systems within

their own style, rathyr ;han trying to,fulfill the

i

coaching stereotype

)

Another 1mplication of this study 1s that coachés

rste other coaches on the basis of thHeir yon—loss~recprd»'

s L - 5

- - . . K ) - Coa ",_‘-- L
andtfheir number of championships won. . Although it is B

. -

do the best coaching job and there ,are always other',vuk‘.

|

Interacting varisbles, gemerally speaking, thfw atidy = .. .

) -~ N ) . . . - : y i "‘.V
shows that coaches rate each other relative to thefir

- > v . ™

vinnlni,pe@centsée'and‘championshlps won. It:fherefore_

‘ : e @

[V . H -
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Twinnin percentages-and wo:

vall aware of

seems reasonable th, if coaches rate each other 8, success '
on the basis of these variables,‘researchers can: also use

these variahles as mea jures of coaching performance._'It~

1should also be noted that the correlations in this cate—;

'Vgory would probably have heen even . higher except that

.there seems to be a bias operating here.. The t0p three

mentioned coaches were of" Canadian origin and althoughi

/

»;someﬁotherdcoaches of fo eign¢b§rth~ have'had.better

F .

more championships their

- ;names Jid- not appear as often ‘as would be expected

. This is probably a result of the‘i recruiting practices

which are still philosophically opposed\hihmanijanadian'

"dborn coaches. This particularly applies t ’th@ﬁrecruiting

i

of American born players.

This suggests that even though coaches rate’ each

'..other on the basis of winning percentage and championships
'won,"they»do.not generally, rate coaches highly if ituis;

"Ubelieved that their high winning percentage and high

number of championships won are a result of the recruit—"

'ment of American born players rather than the coach s

R 4

abilitx to coach

vOne of the most difficult problems in sport is

‘whether or. mot the team with the best players always»
: defeats the team with less skilled players 'Further

'studies of coaching effectiveness should try to take into

consideration the ahilities of “the athletes Sure we are

'upsets , hut mayhe,.sometimes, upsets aren't



really upsets. Sometimes the” underdog" has better

'players. How closely matcned in ability do two teams

Uhave to be skillwise in,order for coaching to be a

) factot in winning or losing? o

This study shows no relationship between past
fcoaching experience and success. ’This is consistent’vithh
,other findings discussed earlier (Chapter IV) ' This” o h fﬁrjﬂ,

'suggests a’ very difficult job for Athletic Directors who‘

'hare_hiring coaches ﬁor University Jobs; ‘Coaches"past'
’_egperiencedseems unrelatedhto suhcess;‘theretore,_itf
”fwouldjseem that managementuvould have‘to‘veighvveIYV
.Ufcarefully many variableﬁ other than the past record of

’the,coach, It seems reasonable that any coach hired by

fa University will have ‘a successful past record Since
.past_experience ‘'seems unrelated to succeSs,.other facotrsfl

: must befat work‘ _Some of these”couldﬁbe the ability

/of the'coach the skill of the players on the team,ythe.;”

~

Mrules of the conference or even the philosophical beliefs | l: .:.;lt
of,the'coach especially regarding recruiting. This last
'one may indeed be the most important reflection of
Success. In‘Canada, recruiting ‘is not accepted to‘the,‘ : -_'.i‘%
'ihextent that it is in the United States 'Therefore :many
coaches at present are ambivalent regarding recruiting.
',They feel they have to do it to be successful_ but they
‘are not. completely committed to- it as‘a philosophy

'iCertainly in many Canadian Universities, the professional

or academic restrictions handicap recruiting regardless ‘
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of h0w the coach feels.

4

’

In the fﬁtel analysis at.é}esént in Canada, perhaps‘
~d the‘best way to. rate coaching effectivenesslis in a |
subjective manner. The setting up of scientific controls"r
7to measure coaching effectiveness objectively is practi-

'_cally impossible,because of the many-uncontrollable var-

iablgs thatvhave already'been mentioﬁed.ﬂ\

fgscohMENDATIONs
| vl. Stgdies"should be done on- University
coaches.of other sports to ascertain
dbwhetherlor not the results of the P
R R N
-preseht study ara: sgnrt specific
2fi,Serious:consideration should ‘be given
:to abandoning studies of coaching
leadership based on scales and inventories
developed mainly for business and industry.
There is, in this author s view,»a
tremendous pSychological difference
fbetween being a member of a sports team"
and being a member of a business or.

gy o g
?%? ' industriax/;roup._.

3. Because sport is full of emotion and

+ "J/

‘stress, it would be interesting to
>'app1y Hodse s (1976) theory of : RIS
charismatic 1eadership “to a study of S

coaches..‘ wo RS ‘ SRR




‘4, Campbell (1977) suggests-

. We are- in graVe danger of transforming

" the study of leadership to a study. of
self- -report questionnaire B vior, if :
-indeed, the transformation hadn't already - °
voccurred The method ‘is too q¥\fck, ‘too
cheap, and too easy,: and ‘there Yre now»'

- many ‘such’ quesmionnaire measureq that

“vpossess no construct validity atever

1_(p 229) S x ‘ '

More studies of coaches sh0uld be of the obser-

vational type, so- that it ‘can be seen what they

do rather than what they say théy do.
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Kenyon .Sport and Social Systems. Reading, Mass.: ) :
. Addison-Wesley Publishing Co. Inc., 1978, 74. _ o

‘Zorn,:gr L. ‘What . constitutes the nature of those who 1
‘ " ﬁead?-.American Secondary. Education. 1978. 8, 29-34.
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" coaches available I need to have close to 100Z co- 6peration

115

’Letter Seeking'Coacheszssistance_in'CarryingnOut the Study
. o - AP SR, e :

L ' " Dept. of Athletic Services, *

-.University of Alberta, .
. TR EDMONTON 'Alberta :
¢ VV'January 31 1979.
Dear]
RO I am’ presently the a351stant basker ’l.coach‘at the
University of Alberta and have ‘coached ba: ~ball for the

‘past nine years at: Oak Bay High School in «ictoria B Co

I am doing graduate work in the area of sport psychol—'
_ogy at U. of A under the a581stance of Dr. Rick ~Aldérman. S R
: I am,prop051ng to do ‘my Master s thesis- on
"Leadership Effectiveness Among C.L.A.U:. Male Basketball
~Coaches" . A fair amount of work 'in this area . has’ been dow@
on -high school coaches,in basketball and other sports, Both )
~here ‘and in the United States, but very ‘1ittle work: has. been i
dene” on Univen51ty coaches in Canada It is. hoped that U s
‘research in this area will provide guidelines for: under-
standing and improving coaching effectiveness in- the -
'University basketball situation An Canada T
: Your replies will be held: in the . utmost confidenge.
CIt is’ statistics only that is.of- 1nterest in "assessing /-
_ patterns of leadership displayed by University coaches in
'Canada .
. , T .
My purpose in. writing to you is to ask you to take*
twenty minutes to. participate in this study._ With only: 34
if this study is to be useful. T would: like to have -the ! B
questionnaire returned to me by March 2, 1979 L L -

b realize that this is a’ very busy time of year for
" you, but I hope you-will find‘time to help me with what T
feel could be a worthwhile. study. It is 'only. through the
co- operation of people such. as you that research into, the

" area of sport psychology and coaching can be ﬁurthered. . [ i%
) VI hﬁye enclosed a stamped self addressed envelope |
for returning the information required. . 1f you have some '

questions about ‘the questionnaire you could make ‘a note of
it on the questionnaire itself and. I will endeavour to
see you during the C.I.A.U. Championship at. Calgary to
clarify any difficulties.

ﬂ .

Thank you in- advance for your assistance-and the .



| best of luck for the ’rém‘a_lih‘dé'r of ﬂthé‘Sé‘a'son", Tl
~-Sincerely,.
~ DONALD G. HORWOOD -

'
.
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f'”Lettér“Thﬁuk;ng C6a¢hgs‘Fbr‘Théir Participation .\‘ 

~

" Dept. of Athletic Sciences,
-.UniyéréitY~pf'Albé;£a,f'
 Edmonton, Alberta, s _
; June“lS;‘1979;;W;;=W//;’7fff/-'

 'Dear’Coach, 

'n3 _'   Tﬁank ybu:Very?much for paf;icipating.iﬁkﬁy;stﬁdiﬂ' e
aof Leaderéhip-Effectivgpeés Amonggt'Male C.I;A.U,jBaskec— S A
_ ball Coaches. % e T R ST e .

L v Ei8ht&;51ﬁ,Pé;éeﬁ£v§f the coaches reéturned their -
_;questioﬁnaigesfwﬁigh isva'ferybhigh,pe:ceptagé‘fd:,this~ ;fj

" type of study. T realize that for-most of you 'it's a’
"hasslégto'fill’dutfthese"forms;‘sojagéin I thank you
Since:elyjfbt_yoﬁr>do—ope16tidnf R - -
T T T S T e T e -

L fiIncludedfiswthévabstradtmfgom my thesis, and I hope
‘that this work wirlfhélp;digpell‘ste myths_regarding . .-
coaching success. My thesis will be on file at the Coaches

. Association dchanada-offrqe_iijouvwish'aﬁmofe detailed -
_description of my study.: Otherwise, please feel free to

. contact me at: . . oC SRR N ’ ‘ EAR

2365 ‘McNeill Avepue- o

,‘-Victofia;‘B.C:,',“'\*~. RN

yss 222, after July 1, 1979, if yo

~swy questions.

. »y&ufgfiﬁ basketball, .

e

- DONALD G. HORWOOD

i
i
i
1.
!
1
|
i.
%



: o 4

" APPENDIX B

. QUESTIONNAIRE .




3. Dependents:

3;4, Do you have tenure:

; Coach Background Information iy

PART A Personal Data

'q;fl;, Name: jf”,a[ . Dpate of Birth:

119

————e e

Place of Birth: -

2,.-Mafitalv5;atﬁs;'}Category and number of years if“”

_applicable.

‘Singla:aa ;v . AR \m

Lo

[Marriédi

”fDivorced or Separated

v Widower

PART B Training Data

."'l.'ﬂEduaational Data

Lo
Jo

i

bégrae érgﬁipldma :f€Specialization
RIS TR raif any

|Institution |
or City

:Yéarf
‘Granted |-




nty

19430
.A ,‘, o T I t‘.@mummwu>wah
- =831109|

. '1ooyds ysTH|

1 SNQIAWVED | SaWvd o0 15— | sayvav

Y suVEA

SR

2novAT . | SYVEA ONINNIM | ONIWOVOD | Jo wagwan | -~ . . o= o 73add)

‘

L ,mv.t ?.muauﬁwumxm,waﬁﬁmmmv.wdmuwﬁmw¢.aamnuu&amn.,.n

S

VA

Teuoyssazoxg

o Lt kaysasatug

‘“. wq, - ..v.v» RIS EA - e v. pg.@.,H “a8e1to0}

S uf..a. w" ._”HOGSQWﬁ

SNOTARVHD | ZTS-SUVEA |'SUX 40 “ON‘ |'daW'89 | ‘@EAVId | SUVHIA

FNOVAT | ONINNIM NIVLAVO | SQ4VMY . [NOTLITS0d | 40 °ON

MmucUHuuaNu urkerd Til¢y. -

~ . -



v

e

i1

| moc.mﬁ.uw,m,wm; Suty

%.\ . r / !
o~ ,..(. - ; . 3 . E
SNOTJWVHO - | SEWVO 40 %T&  |°ISISSV ¥0 QVaH 'SUVEA  HOIH ‘¥r ‘83 830005 ‘8%
__#novaT | SUVEA ONINNIM '| "8 NOILIIS04 ~ | 40 "ON _ TEALT _1¥0ds
A — % B

SEOY 13Yilp .



122
PART C Expgrience Data . : : , ) BN

1. Head Coach Ekperience (Basketball)

LEVEL ‘NUMBER .COACHING OVER-ALL LEAGUE .OR POST
| OF : AWARDS » LEAGUE LEAGUE CHAMP—
YEARS . ‘ WON-LOST - IONSHIPS VWON
: RECORD :
High School | - | 1 | ' |
College . IR - e T
: Universityv
Other < "' ' ) |
. i * .l‘
. 14
D : . T — ~ al
TOTALS o | _ - o o ’ FY
\ .
2. How. much time do you spend on coaching basketball during
the season7 o . . ;. :
- (a )f‘Total time spenf in practice not including ' "o
v ' preparation time: : . '(,
. ' '_."]
sl Hours per week. ”
. (b)- Total tfme spent in preparing for practice and’
. [sames: .. - o L o ety
rHoursMper week:  o
;(¢)7 Other (organizing, promotion) R ' .
3. How much time do ‘you spend on basketball related vf ‘
- activiuies in the off season’ o
o R '.L . ':, S ' ”nrs,;per day tote% deys

- (a) basketba11°camps R ' : S i
2 (b) clinics . = . . ST 4 P
o (e) coaching special L ' o ’ T
. representative teams
'-'(d) organizing for the
following season = o

g . N

LN . . ° .

G
S
. N S 4
N .
¢
%
.




. . : .
‘0 @ et

hrs . total days

(e) recruiting for the
following season . :
“ (f) organizing and/or running
7 summer league [
(g) individual player

©e - instruction -\ f T . L
(h) other ‘ \ S v -

o ) 2, :
. PSR, : <
N il

Y -

v

4. I perceive my majzr.role,atithfs'ﬁniversity as: (check B

one only) , : | . v
(a) Dbasketball coach ' b ‘ o
(b) administrator e § /)h\ : N
(c) educator - - ;;____ : : . B R
L ' (d) other. ' : N [ '
* / - \ ) - . . - i . -
i > , . “ 9 '

EART’D Coach Effectiveness Peer Rating

*

1.. I feel the 5=best coaches in Canadian University
Basketball are: (regardless gf won- lost record) do A )
: » not include yourself Y : . B _—
. - 4 & . IR
L : <.
2.
3. ~ ) 7 L
. 4,
5.

.~ PART E Instruments,
1. Coach Self Rating Scale:
vHow would;?ou rate your ability or, effectiveness as

~'a head "coach in the following categories7 Please
circle your response using the following scale.-

“‘

i;Very,satisfied ; 2-Satisfied S 3fUnsure7
\‘4—bis§atisfied“- - - 5-Very Dissatisfied o _
Technical knowledge of the game‘ ’ 1 2~~3:f§“5v
Teaching‘ability 1 2 3 &4 5°
Organizational ability\ 2 3.4 -5
' Ability to motivate. “3{1 123 4 53
: ; ‘Qﬂf y

-i'-'"

123 .



. . .
Interpersonal rela;ion with team
members, -

-

' Ability ‘to select and position players.?I. §“3__4 5

Effectiveness in terms of. making

" basketball an enjoyable experience _ =3 ‘

. for your players. e s 1 2 3 4 5
Effectiveness in terms of team : o

- morale. - . : S ' 12 3 ‘4 - 5“ .
Effectiveness in utilizing talents \ .- ‘ T
of assistant: coaches .’ ‘ "1 2 3 4 -5

Effectiveness in maintaining harmony" : . S ‘
~ on the coaching staff. v ... 1 2 3. 4 .5

Coach Impfdvéﬁent SZale

-ﬁYour coaching abilities are improved from season to
" season in a number of ways. We are interested in
what you do personally that in your opinion helps
you improve most., . Please circle. the appropriate

number in-:each case.™ .If you feel you cannot
.respond o any questlon y"just leave it’ blank.' If
you have never or. very seldom done the particular’
thing in any item, please circle "5" for "No. Help

2.

©

| REMVMBER. INDICATE WHAT HAS AGTUALLY HELPED YOU -~ =
 IMPROVE, NOT WHAT YOU\THINK SHOULD OR. -
MIGHT HELP. . .
L . N o

1- Extremely Helpfpl i2—Very Helpful : B;Helps‘Some

4-Little Help , 5-No Help S o
i.bExperienCe gained during our ,bﬂggw o 7,;§*§j»
. practices C e S 1 20 374 5 e _
2. Experience’ gained during our':. Lot SN
- games. : b T 1.2 3 N jjf$}\5
©3, Talking with basketball coaches I R S
. ,.,on our: team,f»l R : .;clf“2\f3 K
4, Ta1k£x€ ‘with basg ketball coaches = = . ¥
. omn oth raiguu{\. : o T 203
'_‘5:pTa1king to coaghes in’ other ".‘. y
: sports.fva,~ ) ‘ <123
"~6}'Talking to our players or IR PR ;h/
o ex—players.‘% v SR L2 3 4.5
7.;Watching other amateur teams " : “-m'ﬁ': I
_ * play, live.) » .o .. Lr 203, 4. 5:;g
. ) R . ) P . "q" ¥ ‘,/m



11..
12,

13.

14 .

15.

16,

BECALL AGAIN:

.17,

18.

Watching N.B.A. gapes, live.

Watching other teams practice
basketball.i

Watching teams pbay other Sports. 1
172

Watching N.B.A. games on T.V.

.Watching American college

basketball on T.V. ;
Watching Canadian . I.A.U.
basketball on T.V.

Watching basketball coaching
shows on T.V.

Watching: basketball shows ‘on T.V.
other than games (eg. weekly hi-

lites, special features about
basketball) ,

Watching instructional basketball

films or tapes.

-

SHOULD OR MIGHT HELP.

N

Watching game»filns othapes‘

_involwing our team.

Watching game films or tapes not
“involving our team. : :

Just thinking»about basketball,
my team and how to improve

‘what L' ‘m doing.

Attending ‘basketball coaching .
clinic presentations.

Reading'notes and papers

from coaching clinics.-

Reading 'basketball ookg/about
techniques and strategy.v

Reading articles in magazines
or periodicals about techniques

‘and strategy.’

Reading books written by pPTro
basketball players or coaches
about their experiences.

.l

i)

1

iy

3

YOUR ANSWERS SHOULD INDICATE
WHAT HAS ACTUALLY. HELPED YOU
, IMPROVE, NOT WHAT YOU THINK

45
4

4 S
4 5
4 5
4 5
45
4 S
4 S
4y'5
% .5
4 5
4 5
4 S
4 5

125




26.

Ehail

27,

28.

29.

30.

32,

34.

'Reading basketball books about

126

great coaches."' . 1 2 3 4 3

Redding books abodut the psychol— : :
ogy of cqaching. , 1 2 3 4 5

Reading magazines or.ggriodicels
about the psychology of coaching. 1 2 3 4 5

Reading books on general

psychology.. . 1 2 3 &4 5 .
Reading magazines or periodicals .

about sport in general,’ g .
including basketball. 1 2 3 4 8 ,
Reading magazines or periodicals = o .

on general psychology. , 1 2 3 4 5 .

Listening to talks by researchers
or reading reports of research < o -

studies about: ‘ 7
a. psychology of coaching 1 2 3 5

b. physiology of exercise v 1.2 3 {4 5

c: motor learning : - 1.2 3 Ji s

d. biomechanics or kinesiology 1 2 4 5
e. training techniques: 1 2 3 4 5.
My experiensaras a teacher of

physical) educat ce. 1f you '

teach or’ 'have t ght physical s :
edudatidn.. 1 2 3°4 5

My experience coaching other . -
sports. - 1 2 3 4 5

If you think you haVe,gaioed ‘ . o
improvement out of something not o
included in this list, pleas

~describe it in the space below: ’ : "gﬁiie
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: Look ab ‘the’ words at both ends of the 11ne before you .
-gut in: ‘your XL Please remember that theré are no- right 6r
wrong answers. Work rapidly, your: first ‘answer is 1ikely to.

i be the best. Please do not. omit any items, and. mark,each

1tem only once. _-‘» W .
| o . |
3. Least Preferred Co-worker (LPC) Scale ‘
, ' Now thlnk of the person W1th whom you can work least
‘well He may. be someone you work with now, or he may be-
‘someone you.knew in the past : He could be a player.
; He does’ not have to be the person you like 1east ‘well, - .

. but should .be the" person ‘with whom you. had the most: -
difficulty. in gettlng a job done ) Describe this person
~'ds he appears to you..‘ '

?leasantA RS R :pi‘ SR h“; QUnpleasant

_Frlendly —l' el : .‘ : R L ,Unfriendly
ClRejecting‘a‘ hi-;::'h S E‘ s - 'Accepting

rHelpful ‘ . f'h NS S IR e ff‘ 2 ’.Frustrating

,Unenthnf R _‘, A . , _ !
‘siastlc‘ e E :.f' T T : _::Enthusiastlc L ->§
klense . S vl ,l : : "{Reiaked' vf
erlstant gi":‘{"‘ilr 1:’~:x s E :'”frClose.: %
Cold - 3 | : ‘:;Warm ?

Cdoperaé "T S ‘“;- - Hv. Ll “'i". | 3

tive b"bl sy SR : ___{ T Uncooperative ;
lSupPOrtive.s R ‘ L : : B Hostile ' agan

Boring . _'o':.ﬂ'; SR R T ;p,.;,’;;“ :Interesring g
-Quarrel— | - }v ' . . '

some _--. o ;v":"-: 3 j‘ R : EA :HékmonioUS

s lf-Assured IS l: Dy i :Hesditant

Efficient B T S S IRt :  :Inefficient

Qﬂoomy S } e h”: i f:'s’: ;f‘;? »:Cheerful”'-

o

_ - Open’ . : s R DS :.[~$H yzcnarded'u
h4;1 Group Atmosphere (GA) Scale S S BT

+

‘ Describe the general atmosphere"oﬁ your team.over all
your head coaching years by checking the following items:

e




[

‘Instructions

Frienaiy |
‘AC‘C’ép.t ing ;
Satiéfying

Enfhusiagtiq
. Productive = :_
Warm “ '1 ‘
.Cddpé;ativé' ' ¢ s

Suppbrtiye  SR 1y R

vSucceSSful .

32 U

‘E.wvg'u7:Unfriéndly

ST {1 :: R f:Rejecting“fu

S ':Fruéttating

I

s : kR :__‘iNonproductive .

,5“~;A S A S I 5v- =C°ld

:Uﬁcooperative

tHostile

T D e Sty ~ o o
. Interesting ST ey .~ i _..:Boring

@
.. -

EUnsucceszulj

C 5., 'quch’Atti;uaeABehav;brA(CAB) Scale :

_ The following statements are based upon situations and
specific: problems with.which‘@d%mhés éometimes,must“cdncern,
themselves. .The best answer- to ‘each statement is your

‘personal choice. I have tried to cover a wide variety of:

. coaching questions. ~You may find yourself agreeing strongly

with some of the sStatements, disagreeing just as strongly

+1

42
+3

.

L1

with others, ‘and perhaps q@cer:ain‘about othéps;’whe;her
‘you agree or “disagree with' any statement, you can be . -
-sure that many coaches feel the' same as: you do. ~Please
;base‘yqu:.Opinions.upon your. feelings and your actual =
. behavior with respect to your coaching experience: '
, Mark each statement in the left margin according to
how much you agree or disagree with it. --Please mark every -
~one. Write +1, +2,‘+3;»ormel,'—2; 43,vdepehding‘on_how7you _
feel ‘in each case.. IR L S ' SR ’ | .

T agree a little fg _¥1" I disagree.a little
.I agree on the whole -2 I disagree on the whole.
iIuagree_VEry'much =3 I disagree very much '

It is best'to maintéin aflarge_SOCfalsdiStande *

from the players in order. to maintain a high
. level of authority. ’ R

.the[ind,vidﬁal,athletes'who violate team or
social rules. o -

' Coaches. should be concerned with discovering

.vThe.plqyefs should always realize that cdaches §ref>'

RS P : ,:Uﬁenthusiéstic,

AR R e e 7

B e




10,

gthem to the coach

the boss whether or’ not they are right B
and their decisions or, regulations should
never be questioned » :

The cggch has the right to set all rules and
regulations and anyone who violates these
rules must be disciplined '

'The coach has enough problems trying to'

achieve a-high performance ‘level from his

athletes and 'should not overly concern himself

with an inleidual athlete 'S problem.v'

.ePlayers should report all grievances to the

captain of the team‘in order that he - may. report

N

*The best way to eliminate mistakes is to make_
"the'players do pushups, laps or any form of

physmcal exercise so that he will remember his

'mistakes and won t make them again.

Most players are motivated by threats of v
punishment such as laps, pushups, etc-,‘ Sy

Players are motivated by threats of demotion

'p,or of expulsion from the team.y.

Disciplinary action taken by the coach islf
~easier and: handled-better if the players

+.involved are not personally close to’ the -
wcoach v, \

11,

12.

13,

"

Coaches should get to know their players

_slightly,‘but should not become friendly
or warm with them.l; :

: N .
Players should realize that the coach knows
more than . they ‘do -in the particutar sport

and ‘should never: ask why”";'” : :

A well disciplined team on’ and off the

~playing field .or ‘court. usually has a better

‘p‘performance record

f 14.

A well disciplined team makes the coach 1ook

p;better to. ‘the community at large.

]15;

CA rigid relationship with -an. athlete on ‘and

off ‘the court should be one of the ‘methods

"used by coaches to maintain respect and

jursidiction a coach deserves and needs -
in. order to best perform his duties ‘as coach

131
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L

16 .

17.

:6\&.{‘   v< S . .;‘

A coach who is,tbpifriendlyfwiphfhis

players and does not remain somewhat -

'détached:fromgthem,iS"apt to ‘lose his -
~position of'inflqeﬁpe_qverVQhe,athlete.

. B [ S L“ I sy - T { . Lo e =
A coach should always ‘kéep. his over all won- """~
-lost’ record in mind in order to see if his.

athletes view him as successful or not.

. Coaches and Athletic administrators should =

cOntinually,Be,awarQLijtHose who are.

1,atpempting‘to;undermine”the system of

19,

[.methqdugg.ava;;ablq;\

20,

-not., %

N

athlé%&dé”whetﬁer~they"refatﬁletesj¢r
4 B AL s FE e L
ihdée_imdiyiduai.éthleggs’who_atfémﬁt to
disrupt. the athletic sys&em must be - "

- punished or ”p&t’d,Qn”:byﬁany,aéceptable  ;

\A:C&adh”ShQuld?reffaiﬁ fom:takingvextremé\
positions 'in any aspect of social or S

Vprbfeésiohal"behavior@becausé he must.

:>21;,

22,

set ‘a canServdtiye,eiampIe-tO‘His playe:é
and “to other coaches . , ; S

Akcgachfshbula'Qrganize-Hiﬁéélf'tbﬁthe pbint'

that ‘there can'be;aBsQlﬁQely no'question:in
“his mind’qr;his;%{hletes"miqu about what
~is occurring whether it be durding a game,

during practice, or during a road trip.

g

Athletes recognize the”position]6f adthority:

._of:thevcba¢hland”iespdnd;to'forceful and

23,
24,

25,

a desired directionl"‘

.direct criticism or threat dﬁqcritigism in?’

Distipliﬁe*in_a;hleticsthélpS'cfeéte.model 
citizens or at the least helps develop

Qindividuals,tovtake meaningful and -
worthwhile positions in society.

¥

.If_mofé péopie}w6uld-pattidipaté.iﬁ athletics;
~they would be better'able.to.disdipline:thami
~selves in-everyday life because of discipline

they receive in sport. '

Pléyers*éhOQQd hét'beveﬁcburaged tb ¢ome”éﬁd

talk ;o-thejCOachlabbut,problems in“*]g}offense 3

or defense because this is the’cdachéSECbncern,
The athlete should be concerned with perfecting

‘'his techniques within the system.
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