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AB?TRACT‘.*‘ a
N |

, The:present s tudy had'two primary pprposesi
1. To determine patterns of 1ncent1ve notivation, has'_“
| measured by the A]berta‘ Incentive Mot1vation ‘Inventorye
tIMIt; among elite’ modern rhythmic (MB) gymnasts |
2. To exam1ne trends- of 1eadersh1p style as measured
'by the Least Preferred Co- Worker scale, in elite modern
..rhythm1c,gymnast1cs (MRG) coaches.

i

- Respondents who~participated in the studyiiwere all
: elite modern rhythm1c gymnasts whorlompeted off1c1a]]y in
the 1981 Canadwan Modern Rhythm1c Gymnasttcs Champ1onsh1ps
and the1r coaches Spec1f1ca]1y, respondents were 84.modern
rhythm1c gymnasts, age' nine 'tou_24,b'and compettng anj
indindual} group, . and both events; and'12 elite modern -
rhythhtclgYmnasticshcoacHes. | :
) ) Each gyMnast completed a quest1onna1re composedfof;
. three parts: personat demographic 1nformat1on | the'-A1herta”
IMI, . and the Team Atmosphere _(TA) sca]e The persona]ﬂw
demographic 1nformat1on was used to descrtpe the el1te MRG
'group in Canada - The Alberta IMI and TA sca]es were used to .
test the research hypotheses proposed in th]S study

0f the 84 gymnasts, 31 were juniors in the age range of
;é’io 14 years and with a mean age of - 12.81/ years; 48

”‘gymnasts were seniors in ‘the age range of 15 to 24 years

‘w)th a mean age of 17.62 years The}mean age of the "entire

~



sampte was 15, 73 years
:nOt'i the respondents | . 17.886 % were . comnetjng,\in_
'1nd1v1dua] events, 72 62 % in the group event “and 9.52 % in
‘both events The .. 1nd1v1dual events gymnastsi‘had been‘
\compet1ng in MRG for an average of 'daﬂ years and at‘Athe
' present/ 1evej, for' an average of 2.13 years. The group -
events gymnasts had beeh-cempeting in MRQafor an average of
2'78t years ‘andA at’the bhesent 1evel fbp an average of 2.0
years. Gymnasts who competed—in both events’ averaged '4;Os
years in MRG, and 2.37 years of competition at the present:
'1eve1; | | l |
MR ‘gymnasts .scored highest on the'excetlence fncentive :
system,  followed by the aFfi]iationLtheenttve“ system ‘as
measured by the IMI. Also, in almost alt‘cases (91.66 7)
the scores of the gymnasts compet1ng in individual and group
Cevents exceeded - scores,'ot the gymnasts competing in both
events. o
'dunieh gymnasts perce1ved’ the team ‘atmosphere much
h1gher than senjor gymnasts Gymnasts <combet1ng‘ tnA group

events scored h1gher in assessing the team atmosphere than

“g_gymnasts competing in 1nd1v1dua1 events.

gach coach comp leted - questionnaiheygpmbosed of two .
parts: bersonal .demographic 1nformation,‘bahd instruments
employed: . Ceach—Attttqde'f ‘Behavior, = Least .Preferredv
Co-Worker, and - Team Atmosphere fscafes. The personal

» demographie information - was used to deseribe the elite MRG

'coaehes group in Canada._ The instruments pfqvided the



necessary data for test1ng the research hypotheses prdposed
,1n the present sPudy

" Of the 12 coaches: 83.33 ¥ Were‘ih the age interval of

S ' . :
18-45 years. Six .coaches - were born in Canada and seven

coaches had 1ived most‘of their ‘lTives in Canada. The others

~f» came to Canada from Europe and Japan. Seventy-ftve percent

of the respondents wené married and 50 % of - the married
resppndents\had one or two children. \

Seventy-five pereent of the " respondents held a
bache]er’s degree. Among them 66 66/ indicated phys1ca]
education as their major. The other 33 33 %, who all came
fron~EasternvEurope indicatedaMRG as the1r specialization

Two coaches reported no MPG exper1ence ‘as a compet,itor,
sﬁx~.reported hav1ng less. than f1ve years exper1ence while
four had more than f1ve years exper1ence The coaches who
lived longest outside Canada  had a mean of 7.2 years of
eompetitive'eXperience, as'opposed to a mean of 2.4 vyears
reported by the coaches who ]iyed longest in Canada .

Of the respondents,,33.33 % had.less than five ‘years

~ experience as .assistant. coaches, while the “remaining

tw07th1rd5’has no eXperTenC% as assistant eoaches. ’ The
aVerage head coach exbe:}énzéfof this sample was 6.33 years,

with a range of one to 15 years

‘ Two thirds of the respondents were cert1f1ed coaches in
that they. had qua11f1edAfor_Leve1 ' 'cert1f1cat1on /of  the
Nationa] Csaching Certifibation Program {NCCP). Fifty

percent 1nd1cated that they d1d not hold any,other coaching

vi
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certificates. The other half of the respondents feportedn

hplding a variety ot certtficates tn sports related to MRG:
artistic gymnastics, tramooline figure~skating

The mean 'for tra1n1ng hours per week for the entire
sample was 13.42 hours ‘For preparat]ot and planning,
OUtstde of practice seSsionsl the mean for the entire scple

14

was 6.6 hours per week. The mean for'the entire sample for
organizing, promoting and general adm1n1stratlon was 5.64
hours per week. - Thus, the average time comm1ttmentq per
weeK, for eaoh‘ooach was 25.66 hours. The average number of

.months training per year for the ent-ire sample was 3. 66

Of the 2'coaches three coached only the group event

For the remaining nine coaches a total of 20 gymnasts were ",

distributed as follows: three coaches trained one gymnast,

three trained two, onehtrained three, and, two trained four.

Almost 92. % of the respondents were thaining either one or
two groups of_oymnasts. v
| The CAB scale | measuring the "degree of
aUthoritarianism revea]ed that 75 7 of the respondents were
classifted as author1tar1an Us1ng the LPC scale totassess
leadership style, it was found that 41.67 % of the
respondents - were relationship or1ented 33.33 % were task

oriented, and 25 % were 1n between. The TA sca]e,'measur1ng

the perception of team atmosphere, - indicated’ that atl

3

. ’ ’ “‘
coaches perceived ‘that their teams ~were very harmonious. .

Al1 TA scores were clustered in the upper third interval of

the scale, with a.mean,of 70.64 and a range“of‘>62:80. The

vii
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upper third of this scale ranges from 56 6 to 80
_,k

The present study. reveared thatﬁ\
gnces on any of - the

i

. : =y \ G ,\_'-} )
IMI  subtests between gymnasts ag L ane to 14 and 15 to 24,

whe ther compet1ng 1n 1nd1vﬁdual grdﬁp or both events
N 03
b2, No relat1onsh1ps were found between leadership

style and CAB measurements coaches .educational bachrqynd.
coaches qualifications, years of coaching experience,
marttat status, time spent on training, preparation, and
organization per week, and the number .of months of training
per year. A stgnifieant positive corre]ation was . found
be tween LPC- scores and cu]tural.background. Low LPC coaches
'perceived team atmosphere significantly higher than high LPC
cOaches. Low LPC coaches and their gymnastsv'combfned

perceived team atmosphere significantly lower than high LPC

coaches and their gymnasts combined.
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I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction B o, \
The incentive values of the perceived goals accessible
to groups of modern rhythmic (MR) gymnasts_as well as " the

leadership styles adopted by the{F coaches are the topics of

this'étudy. ‘

In the broad_cbntext of human motivation, which is the
study of the determinants of human behavior, incentive
motivation in sport may be described as those factors which
dre most infiuentigl “in arousing and maintaining .the
ath]ete?é motivation to participate in competitive sport.
What goals athletes perceive as availablé “through their
1nvo]$ement 1h sport, éhd how attraciive theése goals are to
them, are the méin'factors studied (Wood, 1980, p. 1).

Incentive ® motivation - was first introduced in

psychology, as an intervening variable, by Clark L. Hull as

part of his theory of action.  He suggested that "two

enery.. ing sources, drive and incentive, be postulated to

act on 5 to effect action" (Birch énd Véroff, 1966, p.
5. Cther ‘archers enhariced the conceptual framework of
the earlie 1lian theory (Tolman, 1932: Spehce, 1956),
expand=d { = ' “crprotation of the functionalism.. of
incentivel va L - - chievement settings (McC]e]iand. 1961,
Atkinson, 1364 -1d adv.iced e view that human motivation

could be dezcrivec -s seven incentive systems that account

for an individual’s ¢ :nific nt recurrent. instrumental and



consummatory behaviori (Birch and Veroff, 1966). - These
systems' were labeled: senséry, curijosity, affilfative.
,aggfessive, achievemenf, power, and independence. |

Using this Fraﬁe of réference, Alderman and Wood
(1976), and Wood’ (1980) constructed ~an _instrument for
measur ing incentive’motivat{on in spQrt which they named the
‘Alberta.'lhcéhtive Motfvation Inventory (IMI). Using. IMI,
A]dérman,and his co-workers studied perceived incentives of
yougé Canadians ~active 1in several sports. This work led
them to redefine several of the systems. The first
modification was based on the proposition that achievement
can be a social as.well as an asocial system. - The social
components 6f achjevement revolve around sacial success
(status, prestige, recognition) (Wood, 1980, 'p. 2). 104
contrast, asocié] incentives provide motivation to'pursue
excél]énce without relying on .recognition, status, and
_prestige, as rewards. This cdmponent of achigvement for its
own sake. was labeled ‘the "excellence" incentive ‘sysfem
(Wood, 1980, pp. 2-3).

- The second modification consisted of a merging of B1rch
and Veroff’'s 96&%*sensory and curiosity incentive systems
into one system labeled "aroysa] (Wood, 1380, p. 3). ~The
rationale for this modification came from the Titerature on
"arousa] seeking. behavior in play, physical activity; and
sport (E]]1s 1973). It was asserted that many aspects of

sport part1c1pat1on revolve around the Jlevel of arousal

inherent in the 1ndividual and his attempt to obtain and



3

maintain an optimal arousal level through physical activity

and/or sport participation (Alderman and Wood, 1976, p.

o

170).

| Following a later study, Wood (1980, p. 3) relabeled
the esteem iﬁcentive ‘system fsuccess".’ and the arousal.
incentive sysiem'“stress”. Mqre recentiy,~Wood V(1980/1981)

expanded the sphere of the ‘stre%é incentive system to

”opportunities for athlétes to have exciting, 1ntéresting,'

and sensory  experiences” (p. 8) and relabeled it
“sensation".
Figure 1 summarizes the modifications \advécated by

AJdermah and Wood to the seven original incentive systems‘
descr ibed by Birch aﬁd Veroff in 1966.

Perhaps the most {mportant outcome from the several
stﬁdfes using the Alderman instnUment,-was the fihding:that
the incentive system of excellence, affiliation,_ sensation
and success had the greatest influence on the athletes
studied (Wood, 1980, p.. 9). In the presept sfudy, the IMI
was employed to examine the relative incentive values of the
peﬁceived goals accessible. to groups of MR gymnasts as
defined by these four incentive systems Wood found to be
most important. .

The second concern Qf_ the gtudy focused on the‘
motivational style adopted by coacheé .of selected, ‘elite
- modern rhythmeA(MR) gymnasts. Leadership was considered tq
represent a "relationship in which one person uses his power

and influence in getting a number of people to work together

td



Birch & Veroff, Alderman §& H Wood, Wood,

1966 - e Wood, 1976* ' 1980* 1981*

Sensory

— Arousal —* Stress —— Sensation

Curiosity
Affiliative

Aggressive
L Excellence
Achievement ’////f" | )
| S\\\\\\ ésteem. ——— Success

Pover

Independence

* Affiliative, aggressive, power, and independence remained unchanged.

Figure 1. Modifjcatiohs'in the Nomenclature of the Incentive

Systems Initially Described by Birch & Veroff (1960).



and accomplish a common task" (Gibb, 1969, p. 231). This .
appéars t9 describe-the eﬁsence of coaching.

In this study the coach.is considered analogous with
the leader for the following reasons: the coach interacts .
with her athletes in an environment of comp?ex situations,
as does the leader. She is further required, as Mann (1965)
proposes, to possess ‘human - relations, technical, and
administrative skills. This trilogy of ski]ls must be
differentially  applied by the coach in situatiohs thatj
involve the athletes, and fahily mémbers ﬁ§; well as
representafives of various reiated agéncies ;uch as sports
associations, the school. the media, the church, and even
gover?ment.

The coach prepares athletes for competition and so‘:if
is to be expected that both his exbeqtationsvand those of
the athletes and others will be closely linked to results
'échieved' in competition. Regardiess of~tHé;professiona1 or.
amateuf stafus of the teaﬁ? the coach éhd.'athletes ~are
expected to 'set Feqprds, or bring home championships or
medals to prove. efficiéncyfm;COmpegence, ang superiority.
Martens {1978) considers that | |

the successful coach is one who conveys the ‘values

of time, the success of perseverance, the pleasure

of effort, the dignity of humility, the worth of

character, the power of Kkindness, the wisdom of

honesty, the influence of example, the rewards of
cooperation, the virtues of patience, and the- joy

of competition. (p. 308) :

In the present study, the coach i§ considered to be a

leader whose success in large part is to be reflected in the



-success of her athletes in competition. For‘ that reason,
the subjects are those MRG coache§~frdm across Canada whose
athletes are most successful. It shou}d .bel'particularly
revealing to study their motivétionéj styles, and dégrees"of
authoritarianism, as if“helateg to both‘team atﬁosphere (as
it is perceived by both athletes and tHe ‘coaches
themse lves) and to the age, experience, and other”

4

background factors of both groups.

Justification of the Study

Over the ]ast,decéde the values of competing in sbort
have become. of interest to a ltarger 'pyblic' inéluding many_
girls and women. At the same time thefé-has‘been a trend to
incréased enjoyment; as a means to increasing the span of
involvement in sport. This “idea has become almos . a
predccupation of many _résearéhers and préétitioners:‘ if
fnvo]vement is ufun .and relationships are pleasant, people
wi]i remain active for TOhger periods of time.

However, why ath]etes“parficipéte in eJiFe compet{tive
éportA is still an “enigmatic issue to:;;many coaches,
administrators, fans, and even to many athletes themselves.
As a result, it is not an easy task to meésure the re]atiye
strength. of the incentive systems that operéte“to sustain
involvement in sport. |

+The Alberta IMI aims té evaluate the éonstﬁuct of .

incentive motivation in sport. It . was specifically

developed to assess sport situations. The instrument is
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designed to proQtde "information on the strength of cértain
incentive systems for the athlete and on which 1ncéntives
are most sé]ient‘for the athlete" (Wood, 1980, p. 6). This
fnformatioq_' might be  used .constructively ﬁxBy\ the
coach-athlete dyad to imprdve intergction and to provide the
athlete with a /better uhdéfstanding of  why hg/she 15;
involved in sbort."'

Leadership is‘of great practical impo#tance todqy.- An
111uqirationl of this;importahce is seen in the fact that it
has been the subject of reseapch in the field of politics,
business, '1ndustry, th; military, .recreation, and sport.
This research Féllbws two traditions. The first is
situajional in nature and .suggests that. the tﬁeme' of
leadership is largely an_”ilfusion?: there are no leaders
" and. fo]lqwefs, only situations that determine ro]és»(HOgan
and Schroeder,-19§1). The sacond,is an¢hored in traits, or
pérsona]ity characteristics, and holds that different.tra{ts
may be important. for Ieadershib\ﬁn different .groups; and,
therefore, some .personality types MaKe{bet¢er leaders than
others (Hogan and Schroeder, 1981). ./ |

In/ sport, where cqaching‘ is cénsidered to be
essénfially‘a& exercise in léadership, relative]y little |
attention - or“study has 'béen directed toward.it. Gordon
(1881, pp. "4-5), §?gues that nbt only national sport
lassociétions but also The Coaching Ass#ciation of Canadai

have given it'inadequate attention. He suggests that the

“training manuals and coaching courses such organizations



have prod&ced a;e based on assumptions Ihat, coaching
behaviors are.effeative, and ihat coaches learn, presumably
through experienca{" how to béhavg'towaras athletes in both
stressful and non-stressful situations. A
It is. hoped that the 'preseni study might provide
insights, useful in ttaining ' cOachesii to plan . mdre
effectively and to relate to their athletes in wayfthat

create and nurture.motivation.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to.,examine/ both the .
‘incentive motivations operating in elite MR gymnasts, and
the coaching leadership styles of the fema]e coaches QF
these athletes. |

ihe iopics examined in this study are the'ioilowing:

'1.  To .determine patterﬁs of incenti&e:motivation as
-measured by the IMI in elite MR gymnasts, ages 9-24, who are
cdmpetiné in group, individual, and both of these events.

2. To examine relationships betweén the individual
coaching leadership styles and: ‘\\
- coach authoritarianism
- team atmosphere

- ébaching eduCationai backgraund
flcoaéhing qualifications '
- years of coaching experience
- cultural backgbdund , ‘

o

- marital status



Y

- time spent on coaching or MRG related activities
during the competitive year
3. To determiné differences in how the coaches and

their athletes perceive the team atmosphere.

Limitations

1. The present study emplioys a survey method.
Therefore, the researcher is restricted to only one set of
measurements, taken at one particular time.
| 2. The major limitation of this study refers to the
definition of measurements. The writer accepts the
- inference that particular scales measure the particular

motivational and lea@ébship constructs.

De]imitafions
1. The study samples'include only the elite coaches
and athletes who were participating officially at the 1981

©

Canadian.MRG Championships.

2. The influence of parents on motivational patterns
of athletes, and on athletes’ perception of coaches has not
been addressed because no suitable instruments exist for

this purpose.

Definition of Terms
1. Incentive: "an incentive defines the character of a
goal activity, which in turn is the basis for the

goal-directed activity" (Birch and Véroff, 1966, p. 14)

\
,
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2. Incentive motivation in sport: "a construct that is’

used to describe the motivation an athlete has to
participate in sport resulting from the incentive values
that are attached to various"géals' perceive& as avai]abie
through participa£ion in.sport"’(Wood, 1880, p.v12). This
construct is assgmed to be measured by scores on the Alberta

Incentive Motivation Inventofy (IMI).

3. Elite MR gymnast: an athlete who trains at the

Master level in 1nd{vidua1 events,.group events, or in both
of these events, and competes in National Championsh{ps.

4, Coach: an individual who assumes the technical and.
‘organizational responsibilities related to the functionihg

of a team.

5. Elite coach: a coach who trains elite MR gymnasts.

- 6. Coach’s motivational sgyféz refers to an underlying

Heed structure which motivates the coach’s behaviour in the
role of  leader (Fiedler, 1967). This construét is
considered to be measured by scores on-the Least Preferred
Co-worker (LPC) scale.

7. Coach’'s authoritarianism- style: refers to the

measure o¥‘ "relative amounts of authoritarién attitude and
behavior of coaches as. it pertains to atﬁﬁetic coaching
situations” (Bain, 1973, p. 59). Assumed to be measured by
scores on the Coach Attitude Behavior (CABJ scale. .

8. Coach-team relations: refers to the degree to which

the coach/athlete feels accepted by her team and'is ‘relaxed

and at ease in her role (Fiedler, 1967). Assumed to be
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measured by scores on the Team (group A\tmospher*e (TA)

scale.



II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A. IncentiVe Motivation

1. Introduction

The term incentive motivation first received direct
aftention in psychoiogy as an expansion of Hull’'s idea that
the organism's anticipatory goal reaction {rg) ..could be
considered as an effective determinant of action (cited in
Alderman, 1975, p. 3.1). Spence (1956) revised and
elaborated thé theory to include anticipation or expectancy

of the goal as one of the fundamentg] determinants of molar

action. He believed thag/ anticipation may become
_ ¥ / ’ '

conditioned to environmgﬁféj stimuli (external) and

proprioceptive stimuli \jinterna]). Bolles connected

anticipation with %einforce%ent, stating that "organisms can
in some sense ticipate reinforcement, and that such an

anticipation serves \\n some wa

facilitate instrumental
‘behavior" (1967, p. 33 |
defined an incentive as the
"relative attractiveneés of a specific goal that is offered
in a situation, or the relative unattractiveness. of an event
fﬁat might occur” as a consequence of some act” (p. 12).
Many earlier studies of incenfive motivation were conducted
on laboratory animals. Spence (cited in Bolles, 1967, p.
367) assumed that incentive motivation is ‘based upon goal

response and it provides an additional element of control

12
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over behavior. Yet other researchers (Mowrer, cited in
Bolles, 1967, PP 336-337) argued'thét incentive motivation
is essentially emotional, and that what is called rg is very
much 1like what 1is called hope. VYoung (cited in-Bolles,
1967,»p. 349) suggested that the incentive factor -works
because of "affective arousal", i.e. the animal lfReS_SWeet
tasting substances, is affectively aroused by them, and the
sweeter they are the K more the animal is aroused. This
affectivity determines consummatory behavior, provides the
basis of the animal’s motivatiQn; and is the fundamenta]

}

mechanism underlying learning.

Incentive value. |

McCle.land and his associates (cited in Cofer,A1972; p.
941 proposed a fheory of motivation, similar to Young's but
directed to human mdtjvation.‘ They assumed that . motiQated

behavior takes the form of avoidance or approach to a

_ situation or to a stimulus. The characteristics of the

anticipatiéh (eg. pleasure , displeasure) will dictate the

- approach to or évoidance of the situation or stimulus.

McCle11and"7"has. emphasized ‘that two important
situational variables operaté in typical achievement
settings. The first is the extent to which the individual

expects that his performance will be successful, and the

‘second is how attractive that success appears to the Espson,

i.e. how much incentive does it present to him? Alderman

- 11975) stated that a person’s past experience in similar
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situations will influence his expectancy of success in the

current situation.

Incentive systems
Birch and Veroff (1966) considered incentives to be a
source of influence on goal-directed behavior, along with
availability, expectancy, and motives. - Wood (1980)
explained that the activities
an individual engages in are._influenced by .the
particular situations (availability); what the
individual expects to derive from the activities
(expectancy); the various incentive values that the
individual attaches to the activities {incentives);

and the individual’'s basic motives under lying these
‘activities (motives). (p. 15)

Birch and Veroff developed a "paradigm of human
moﬁivation” that attriSutesA most of ' an individual’s
significant recurrent (goa]-difécted) and consumatofy (goal)
behaviors to seven-iﬁcentive systems: . séhsory, curiosity,
achievement, V affi]iétive, éggressive, " power, and
independence (Birch and Veroff, 1966). Each of these
incentive systems has been manipulated in research studies.
The findings generally agree that

organisms typically confront development érobTems

of regulating their bodily (sensory) experiences:
reacting to new stimuli (curiosity); depending on

contact with others (affiliation); reacting to

frustration by others (aggression); ~evaluating

their own performance (achievement); - withstanding

influence by others {power]; and operating on their

ow? (independence). - (Birch and Veroff, 1966, D.

42 - o S

Three of these systems - sensory, curiosity and
achievement - are not necessarily directly -re]éted to

v
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responses from other organisms and are therefore'categorized
as "asocial”. The remaining four' systems by definition
depend directly on responses of other organiéms and are

therefore called "social" incentive systems.

The Alberta Incentive Motivation Inventory (IMI)

Wood considered that Birch and Véhoff’s .classificatioh
of incentive systems is ”moét applicable for adaptation to
specifié situations such as spoft“' (Wood,” 1980, p. 14).
Alderman (1974), and Alderman and Wood (1976), used this;
classification of incentives. té ;Coﬁstruct an instrument
(IMI) for evaluating incentive mot{yation in athletes.

.

2. Theories of Incentive Motivation in éport

In 1874 Berlin suggested that "the study of sport
motivation is in the stages of infancy”'(p. 17). She .based
her conténtioﬁ on the facts fhat-very little was Khown about
what factors influenced an individuai to become inVoTved,.in<'
a sport,‘ and what factors infTuéncéd thevinténsity and
duration of commitment to continue.

Kenyon (1968a,1968b) ‘was one of the firsk Eesearchers
to propose a mu]tidimengiona] model for analysing physicé]
actiQﬁties' as a sociopsychoﬂbgica] phenomenon; He
identified six "subdomains” as most relevant in'-determining
the | instrumenta1'b value bf physical aétivity for the
athletes. The findings of his study showed high

correlations exisgt between the catharsis, health and
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.

fitness, and ascetic, and high independenée for the social
and aesthetic factors.

- Alderman i1970), used the conceptual framework
deve loped by'Kényon (1968a) . to analyze attitudes - towards
physical activity of participants in ten different sports at
the 1967 Paanmerican Games. He found that both male and
‘fémale athletes Arated the aesthetip dimension of physical
activity as the most imgoﬁtant, fo]low?d by social
- experience, and catharsis.

Watscn (1976) conducted a study among Litt}e Léégue
Basebal]»players to examine | |

the extent to which children’s games retain their

. intrinsically rewarding properties when - their
players are/not the rule makers or interpreters of
game outcomes, but are subject to the coordinating
role of adults who include extrinsically rewarding
properties into the game.  (p. 93) . :

Keehe (1977) studied'the.jncéntive motivation and locus
of contrdl in Australian basketball players. He emp]oyed-
the Competitive Sport Attitude . Performance Schedule - (ah
earTy variant of the Alberta IMI)vfor evaluating incentive
motivation, énd the Rotter (1966) test fdr locus of control.
He conc luded that the difference in performance in
‘basketball in Australia from state to state is é result of
the vafiation in jncentfve systems. of excellence,
prestige/esteem, power, and aggreSsion. Keene speculated
that these féur incentive systems, together with differences .
in locus of control, set the levels of thé probability of

success. For him ". . . an increase in aggressive

motivation will cause positive ‘increases in excellence
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incentives . . . and positive increases in Locus of Confﬁol"
(1977, p. 19).

Butt (1979) considered that Sport motivation evolves on
four 1eve]$ (Figure 2). On each Tlevel different constructs
are identified. From :this theoretical - perspective she

developed the Sport Motivation Scale (SMS) with the aim of
using it in furthering the study of group psychological

factors in sport in order to provide practical insights to

coaches and athletes.

Levels of MotivationA

Source of Sport Motivation
I " Biological : : Life force or energy: the
motivations: struggle for survival and
the will to win
""’_,/ ’T‘-\~\\\\
IT  Psychological P Sl y . N
[ motivations: 1, Aggression| |2.Conflict 3. Competence

IIT Social
motivations:

Shaping of Sport Motivation
The rewards of sport

IV Reinforcements as Extrinsic: - Intrinsic:
motivations: : ' recognition, ' .feelings of
¥ | attention, 'well being,
' prizes, money,  self.esteem,
position, confidence,
status _ identity

Figure 2. The Motivatioha]'Components of Sport. (Source: Butt, 1979.) .

-
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Whittall and Orlick (cited in Wood , 1980) developed the
Sport Specification Inventory (SSI) to determine the
satisfaction athletes derive from their participation in
sport. The éuthors fdentified - 81X sources‘ of sport
satisfaétion: sport/game, practice, ééach, teammates,
oppositioh, personal abi]ity, and pehformance.. The results
of their study suggested the possibility of the existence of
a common satisfaction factor as we1i as distinct areas of
" sport satisfaction. | |

~Garvie‘(1979) studied high school athletes to determine

the‘“focus’of mbtivation in sport;. He emp loyed - twenty
differént scales, among which were: basic needg, locus  of
control, séTf~esteem, personal orienfation,v and  sport’
1nceﬁtivej motivation. From the .ana1ysis of responses to
~these scales he derived five factors which were interpreted
;to represent the focus of motivation in sport. These were
labeled:. éffiliatfon, principle, self versus task,
provincia]. andl respec{ versus -security (p. V). The
camcept of focus of motivation implies a "dynamic-holistic"-
mode 1 (Gary}ew 1979, p. VII), and was viewed‘by its ‘author
as useful particularly in. the study bf’ practical sport
settings.. Of‘particu]ar 1mportancé fo the present study js
.the fact that Garvie employed the Alberta 'IMI? He. found
that the factor ]abe]ed."principle” was loaded positively on
excellence incentive. He also identified power, stress, and
succeés - incentives és components 'of  the factor labeled

~"provincial”. Affiliation incentives loaded positively on
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the ‘factor>,1abeled "affiliation", and  success loaded
positively on the‘Factér‘TabeJed "self versus task".

Garvie (1979)¢ also found that sport intrinsic
motivation correlated withv six of  seven sport incentive
motivation scales. Specifica]ly? positive relationships
Qith excellence and stress, and negative re]ationships wﬁf%
power, success, aggression, and affiliation;

Wood (1980) conducted a study among a sample of male
and female athletes in swimminé and basketball. Her study

had two purposes: to assess_the construct validity of the
Albérta Incéntive Motivation Inventory (IMI), and to,
determine if differences existed in incentive motivation on
any of the seven incéntive. systems .fér_ male and female
athltes competing in basketball and swimmipg. She reported
no significant differences on the IMI subtests of excellence
and stress for male and female athletes in basketball and
swimming. Males and females . in " basketbal] scored
signif{cantJy higher on the subtest:on independence, and’
aggression,, than males and females in swimming: Male
athletes in basketball and swfﬁming scored significantTy
higher on the subtests of power, Success and aggression than
female - athletés in both sports.- Female swimmers scored
sign{ficant1y higher on'the subtest of success than female
basketball players.’ Male baéketball p]ayegs écored
significantly higher on the subtest of aggression tHan male
swimmers., Finally, remale basketball players scored

significantly higher on the subtest of affiliation than male
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basketball players.

‘3. Current Views of Incentive Systems'fn Sports

- The oﬁigiha] Seven incentive systems defined by, Biréﬁ
and Veroff (1966) were re-concéptualized by Alderman and
Wood (1976) and Wood- ( 1980-1981) "to accommodate the
particular ‘gituations encountered among thé atH]etes they
.studiéd. Four of the 1966 syStems were. not. modified:
affiliative, aggressive, pbwer, and indepéndence. But Birch
and'Veroff’s sensory and curiosity systéms’wére fused into, -
first arousal (Alderman and Wood, 1976}, and later into’
stress (Wood, 19?0). The orig{na] achievement éystem wasr
subdivided into excellence and esteem ﬁn\fhe 1976 study, and
Wood (1980) later defined esteem as succeés& ‘ The present
writer considers that- the most Useful conceptqalizationA
éonsists of the four 1966 systems: affi]iafive, aégregsiQe,
power,' and independence: along with the three that\have
evolved through the work of A]derman and Wood, name1y “
stress, excellence and success:

a. Excellence Incentive System 1

1
|

Wood (1980) stated ihat "competition aéainst a standard
of excellence incentive syétem is the . . .\foca]” point -of
the excellence incentive system” (p. 33). She éuggested
thatistriving for success as opposed to a standard of

excellence implies ‘'need wifhin\the individual to excel at

'See summary diagram on page 4 .



something, br to express competence.

Birch and Veroff (1966) considered the achievement
incentive system as_defined by "goal-activity centering on
suécessfu] competition with stanqard of 'excelf%nce applied
to ah organism’'s performance" (p: 56). For.them achievement
" is assessed in ré]atioh to the qoa]s an individual has set
or accepted for himself. An énterna] goallwould represent
the standards an individual setg-for his own capabilities,
as opposed to external goals where the individual relates
his performance to potentfal per formances by others, or to
estabiished recordé.

| Wood (1980) étates that -athletes ought to identify
their own internal “"standards of excellence" as an avenue
towards establishing realistic ‘appraisals - of | their
capabilities. One assumes that the coach, and 5ther’
significént others, 'have a Key role in aiding this process

of personal goal identification in most but’hot all cases.

With this approach; the expectation is that athletes would
be better able to definé and experience succéss in their own
per formances, and avoid inappropriate iaentification of some
outcomes as fai]uré. @ h
To conclude, the literature related to the excellence
incentive system provides some similarities among défferent
theories. - Regardless of the 1§be1 different guthorg\ use
(achievement mastery - Watson, 1976; principle factor -
Garvie, 1979; competence - Butt, 1979; excellence 'fncentive

system - Alderman and Wood, 1976), the concept of excellence
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~incentives 1is characterized by the opportunity _fdr an
athlete to encounter the achievement of excelfence in the

performance of a particular task.
rd

5

b. Power Inceﬁtive System

Birch and Veroff (1966) defined the powerlincentive as
_the "condition of obtaining the means of influencing another
person’s deciéion” (p. 76). fhey' differentiatéd direct
attempts at exercising power over"a‘iperson, from - indirect
attempts that establish the person in a pgwer‘position.
They offer the important observation that boWef‘incentiQe is
not always directly proportional to “5bwerfu]"'beha?ior. In
the power incentive the ébﬁlity‘of per son A.to change person
B's opiniens and attitudes_inferécts with the-ability of the =
7 same person A to withstand personuB’s influence.

Birch and Veréff (1966) stated that, not surprisingly,
power incentives are 1nterre]éted. wi th other - incentive
systems (e.g. achTeQement-exce11ence, aggréssion).. Further,
that power. is an assertive, mascu]ine,'fogm of act#vity,‘and
thereforé, femalgz _may be attracted ;o use more 1ndirec§/
means of acqui;ing power  (e.g. affiliative persUaéive‘
responses) . "

McClelland (1970) Qonsidened powez&to take two forms:
perso?al,' and socia]i?ed. The pe%soha] ofﬁnegati@e face of
'poWér repreSéﬁts an acute need to win in direct encoUnter

w' ... an opponent, while the socialized or positive face of

- power is characterizéd by. a concern for group goals. Hence,
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an orientation toward socialized power is seen to be a
prerequisite to "cifective leadership” (Wood, 1980, p. 4%).

i To summarize, power incentives in athletic settings are
revealed by - the opportunities for an athlete to influence,
change; and control the opinions and attitudes his
colleagues,or'superiors have towards him (A1derméh ahd Wood,
1976). The second type of power incentive is characterized
by ‘success in resisting the effects of others to influence
attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors. Each would seem to be

relevant to sports studies.

c. Stress Incentive System

The stress incentive system was identified by Alderman

N

and Wood and is considered to be characterized by incentives

that “"revolve around opportunities for excitement, stress,

and interesting experiences, particularly in terms_  of

“novelty, uncertainty, comp]exity,'and dissonance”" (Alderman

and Wood, 1976, p. 171]).

These ideas represent an integration of two of the

seveh inééntive systems def%ﬁéd by Birch and Veroff (1966):

« |

sensory (as dépending on the stimulation of sensory

experiences: tasting, seeing, hearing, smelling, feeling),

and curiosity (as focusing on the perception of changes in

stimulation). Alderman and Wood assert that perceptual
~responses (sensory experiences) are necessary for the
operation of the curiosity incentive. Also of importance

are the well established facts that individuals differ in
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their need for a range of sSensory stimulation, and that
individuals vary in the optimal stimulus cnanges which will
elicit the curiosity incentive system only.

Berger (cited in Wood, 1980) conducted a study among
athletes participating in uncertain sports, and high harm
sports, as contrasted with certain sports and low harm
sports. She found that athletes who participate in
uncertain sports had ‘a eignificantly higher need for
stimulation than the others. Support for this position is
" provided ?y Donelly (19781.who also concluded that those ' in
sports where uncertainty is high had sign&ficant]y higher
‘mean needs for Ist%mulation than those in sports where
certainty is high.

It is of fmportanbe in the present stqdy to emphasize
that the sensory and curiosity incentive systems described
by Birch and Verdff (1966) were merged' by Wood into one
system, labeled stress. As TE' pertains to athletic
environments, this concebt of a stress incentive system has
similarities to. intrinsic motivation (Watsdn, 1976). It
a]so.could be considered as one component of Garvie’'s (1979)

provincial factor.

d. Independence Incentive System

Birch and Veroff (1966) define 'fndependence es
“accompTishing an activity without heTp“ (p. 80). - Tney
consider tnet. independence may be related to achievement,

power, or affiliation goals and, depending on situational
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factors, these incentives could overlap. The operation of
the- independence incentive system would be seen when a
person resists efforts of others to provide assistance in
any . given process. They also contend that an emotional”
investment in independence can often designate a negatjve
affiliative iﬁcentive. ‘As  a eonsequence of this type of
incentive a person may be interested in jhdependence as a
means of preventing affiliative dependence.

In fur ther examination of interaction between
incentives, the same authc = state that individuals who
achieve independence most easily are thoee who are
'wcompetent. HoweVer, a conf]jcf may be created between the
ehoice of being independent ~ and the - successful
accomplishment of a task that requires assistance from
others. They consider thaﬁ‘ confidence i Tndiv}dual.
effecfiveneSS"eeUJe be a neéeesary psyehological response if
an independent act{Qfl;/sequence is to be selected over a
non- independent one. k

Alderman and Wood (1976) characterized the independence
incentive system as "opportunities to do thingé on one’s own
~without the help or criticism of other people” (p. 170). Ifo
one were operating in a truly independent mode it js
unlikely that "criticism of (from) other people" would carry
much - weight. Indeed, it is an important characteristic of
independenf people that they pay little or no attention to

it.



e. Success Incentive System

Wood (1880) 'différentiated between the excellence
incentive systems (the attractiveness to the individual to
improve personal skills), and the success incentive system
(the need for social necognifipn). SheAconsiders‘that for
athletes with dominant success incentives the quality of
their performanceé is irrelevant, as long as they,win.‘
whereas to the athletes motivated by excellence incentives,
the - perfection of their per formance (as perceived by other

people and by themselves) is most important.

Alderman (1975) takes the position that 1. competence,
2. sense (realization) of effectiveness, and 3.
(tfadjtiona]) masculine identity are the main response

‘

systems which dominate the success - environment of people.
The ath]éte, in. his opinion, should be able to evaluate the
types and levp]s of competence Péquired to perform an
activity in, order to experience success and avoid failure.
They also shou]d be guided‘by their coaches towards sensing
the potenfié] for fheir own effectiveness, thus increasing
‘thg 11Kelfhood of successful peﬁformance. The question of
masculine identity has been a stigma for many women athletes
for many years and the writer believes it has been a
significant problem for females as opposed to male athletes
for whom masculine identity is an appropriate ‘reduiremenf
fpr success. Wood (1980) identified commonalties be tween

i4 ! n . : ~ H
‘the success incentive system and the extrinsic reward

(Watson, 1976), and the ‘"satisfaction of adjustment and
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recognition” (Berlin, 1974) classifications:

.f. Aggression Incentive System

Birch and Veroff (1966) defined the aggression
incentive system as a "condition of intentionally injuring
another organism, with the greater the injury, the greater
the incentive" (p. 70). Alderman and Wood (1976) state that
aggression incentive  in sport is characterized by

"opportunities to injure, subdue, intimidate, df dominate

1
\

other people”  (p. 171) “They further contend that
aggression incentives are stimulated by a conditfon in which
an orgénism recognizes that an object 5r organism has
directly fru§trated him or has been related ‘to some
frustration that he hasﬂexperienced (p. 70)1

Layman (1970) delineated two typgs of aggression 1in
humans: instrumental (attack in which the ma jor objective is
éttainment of a reward), and reactive (attack in whish the

major objective is the injury of the individual against whom

the attack was directed). She suggested that in athletic

settings the usual type of aggression observed is
instrumental because it is usually aimed at attaining goals.

Frodi et al. (1977) categorized aggression as physical
versus verbal, and direct versus indirect,. which resembles
Birch and Veroff’'s (1966) classification of direct physical

confrontation of the aggressive incentive and indirect,

usually verbal affront to a person (p. 75). Wood (1880)

found similarities between ‘the aggression incentive system

<
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as defined by Alderman and Wood (1976) ahd the "aggression"

.component of Butt's (1979) sport motivation model.

g. Affiliation Incentive System

| Birch and Veroff (1966} suggested that affiliafion
incentive is "the attraction to énother organism in order to
feel reassured' from the other fhat"the self is acceptable”
(p. 65). Alderman and Wood >(19765ﬂ focusing  their
definition on sport settings, characterized affiliation “as
incentives that exist in sport that revolve. éround
opportunities to attain, maintain, and consolidate warm,
pérsona1 relat$bnships with other people” (p. 171).

The most power ful affi]fétioﬁ!.incentives‘ may be
negative: fear of rejection and fear from social isolation.
Birch "and Veroff (1966) evaluated the fear of rejeétion as
such a powerful incentive that it can le;d 1ndivfdua]s to
withdraw from social contact. Alderman (1975) viewed this
from\the opposite side of the fence in stéting that being
isolated from people creates a special Kind;of anxiety which
drives individuals to seek affiliation with groups of their
“own Kind. |

Alderman (1975) further considers affiliation a
life-time incentiveﬁf with changes in its ‘content over
different stages ofiiife:.children nced affiliation because
of strong drives :towards se]F-educatiop. Groups with

homogeneous , composition in age, skills, and sex would appear

to be environments in which individuals could satisfy their
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attraction to other people. For adults who have déQe]oped
self-confidence in their own group, affiiiation inééntives
may become less salient. or could be replaced by stronger,
more re]évant incentives (eg: achievement) .

Similarities are apparent between the affiliation
iﬁcentive system as d§scribed By . Wood (1980), Berlin's
(1979) model of motivation in spbrt, and Watson’'s (1976)
“éocia] reciprocity" component of game attraction for young

athletes.
B. Leadership Style

1. Theoretical Framework for the Study of Leadership

Everybody has thought and written about leadership:
military men, journalists, Roliticians, novelists,
dramatists, poets, feminists, financiers, physical

scientists - everyone, for indeed leadership, as a
ubiquitous aspect of interpersonal behavior, is the
concern of every man and woman. It 'is found

everywhere - in democratic as well as totalitarian

societies, among primitive as well as civilized

people, among children, and even among animals.

(Petrullo and Bass, 1961, p.XXVIII)

It can also be said that almost every author who has
studied leadership has worked from a unique definition.
Although favoring a definition of leadership in term of
specified 1eadérship behaviors, the author takes thé;
position that one must avoid a concept ‘df léadership that
implies a restricted set of behaviors. As Carter (1958)
points out ". . . we have expected studies dealing with

leadership in pre-school children to yield results which

were compatible with combat soldiers” (p. 24j.
o ‘
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It is useful to represeht at least some of the most
important ibteracting factors 1nvolved in  leadership in
order to avoid the temptation to ovepﬁ'simp]ify. Stogdill
and Coons (cited 1in Bass, ‘1960) developed a comprehensive
model that may be used.to illustrate some key relationship
of interest in the present study (Figure 3). A1l of.the
elements shown in the ‘modef represeht Lery significant

~classes of events in the coaching process.

A good many, if not all, leadership studies in
industry, teaching., and coaching, <can be related to the
model, and advances through research over the ‘past several
decades have cast’new light on many of the relati . s it
i]lustréfes.’ For examp]e}_ leader behavior under.iandably
occupies a.central place in the Stogdill and Coons paradigm.
Latham and' Saari (1979) .examined the impor tance of
supportive behavior ~by an authority figure (leader) when

t

groups set goals. They fQunq that supportive behavior

1

resulted in the group Settiﬁg' higher goals than when

behavior was not supportive. A" similar pattern was found

ear lier by Schaéter et al (1961) who conducted a study of
leader behavior in ‘an industrial setting. In a recent
study, supportive leader behavior was also found to

N
influence positively group arousal and cohesion, especially

in small and newly formed groups (Green and Schriesheim,
1980) .
Another variable which received considerable attention

in the 70's was *he effect of the gender of the leader.
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Little dffference was founa in the behavior of maie and
- female leaders, as perceived by members of their groups

(Schneier and Bartol, 1980]. Equally important,’ thé
perForﬁance levels of the groups was the same, regardiess of
the gender of the leader. Différences surfaced only when
berceived behavior ‘of male and female leaders was compared
to their non-leader counterparts (Schneier and Bartol, 1980,

pp. 341-345).

To summarize, it.is important for researchers to .treat
leadership as a dynamic process. ‘Any substantial variation
in the nature énd content of any of the eleﬁents in the
Stogdi]]vand Coons paradigm would presumaély be reflected in
a measurable way .in the performancesthhe leader was
concerned with producing. Finally, meaningfu]
interpretation of thg effecffvéhess of ']eadership wou ld
reqUire that the environment in which it is studied be as

natural and realistic-as possible.

2. Dynamics of Leadership

Thé dynamics of 1eader$hip deals with the description
of Teadership, focusing on: a) perséha]ity dynamics, b)
social perception, c) patterns of behavior, and d) leaders

and followers.

a. Personality dynamics

& Researchers such as Cowley, -znry, and Bell and French

3.,
[

(Browne and Cohn, 1958), 4and Stogdill and Mann (Gibb, 1869),
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conducted studies related to the personality characteristics
of 1eadérs. The most prominent findings revealed that the
results would hold only for leaders in the same type of
situations as those tested (Cowley, 1958). Henry saw the
personality characteristics of the leaders as a refTection
of.~both the socially sfereotyped conception of the leader
and of some wunderlying similarities within bersona]ity
structures of 1eaders; Bell and French’s study indicated
that thelsituational approach to leadership would assume
little consistency for an individual taking the leader role
in various situations, while the _persona]ify»_or trait
approach would assume consistent leadership status from one
grbup to another.

Stogdill (G;bb, 1969)  found capacity, achievement,
responsibility, participation, and status to be relevant
fabtors associated with ]eadershjp. He stated that
leadership appears to be

a worKing re]atibnshih among members of a group, in

which the leader acquires status through active

participation and demonstration of his capacity for
carrying cooperative tasks through to completion.

(p. 127? ' - o

In his comprehensive review of leadership Mann (In
Gibb, 1969) Coveéed studies conducted: over a period of
almost six 'decades (1900-1957). Hé - conc luded that
‘leadership is highiy significantly related to intelligence,
adjustment, and extraversion. Also, dominahce, masculinity,
and interpersonal sensitiyf%y were found to be positively

related, while conservatism was found to be negatively .-
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~related to leadership.

b. Patterns of behavior |
Extensive research has 5;en déthed to the Aétudy of
patferns of behavior. Levin et al (Brbwhe and‘Cohn,v1958),
studying the effects offjeadef behavior on the behavior of
members of boys c]ubsy; classified leaders’ behavior as
autocratic] demoératié; aﬁé "laissez—faire“. Criticism of
this c]assifjcation was beported by Browne (Browne and Cohn,
lﬁé@lw/QHE/ggnsiaéréd that tﬁé terminology was mis]eadfng
for the leadership sifL cions to which it applied. |
Berkowitz (Browne and Cohn, 1958) suggested that if the
leaders’ behavior is re]ated-~tQ\ the expectations of the
H groﬁp, then a "democratic" style \bt’llggdfrship ~may not
?1ways be thg most effective style since such groups often’
expect an "autocratic” style of ﬁeadenship. Show (Browne
and Cohn, 1958) related authqritarién and nonadthogitarian
leadership to performance and satisfaction in the group.
Stogdill et al. (Browne and Cohn} 1958) ahalysed to what
ertent leadership behaviq; is similar for similar positfons
in different types of organizations. Of importance to the
present study are theif findings'that groups of = persons- in
similar specialities in différenf Kinds of organizations
will exHibit similar patterns of perfofmance,
Hollander (1964) conducted a study in a military

setting using cadets: as subjects and ended up with the

paradoxica1 result that: authoritarians were leés acceptable
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as "’ leaders to their fe]]owéifcadets than  were

' nohauthoritarians. Had Hollander chosen his sampie from a

popU]ation with 1dnger service, one wonders what the results
mjght have been.

Fiedler (1967) 'divided leadenship behavior into two
distinctive clusters, one labeled autocratic, authoritarian,
task-oriented, initiating; and the second, democratic,

equalitarian, permissive, group-oriented, considerate.’ He

postulated that Tleadership behavior is closely related to

. /
group performance.

1

The task-oriented type of leadership style is more
effective in group situations which are either very
favorable for the . Teader or which are very

»

unfavorable for the ° Tleader. The
relationship-oriented leadership style is ‘more
effective in situations which ‘are intermediate in
favorableness. (p. 13) A ()

— ——

c. L ers and followers

-

The fol]owers,Qgroup are considered as determiners of

the Ieadgp'f63é, with the organization of the group and the

nature of the followers as important variables.

Ho]]andeg} and Webb (Ho]lander; 1864) - examined:
differences between good followers and good leaders in terms
of sociometric data; Their results indicated that, 1)
leadership and followérship nominations qﬁe qUite Coégistent
with each other, and, 2) that ]eadershiﬁ and followership
nominations are, to a considerable extent, 1ndep§pdent of

the friendship choice of the nominators.
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Hollander (Gibb, 1969) pointed out that within‘a group,
an interpersonal assessment is established through sécia]
intergcﬂjon. If an individual fulfills the expectancies of
a group at one stage, he may emerge as the leader\at the
next stage. | _ _

| Gibb . (Gibb, 1969) observed that in addition to leaders
and followers, other types coexist, .namely: apathetic,
indifferent, and acquiescent members. He suggested that
leadership requires a leader-follower coalition for
e$fectiyeness, and that followers may be seen as members of
a leading team, even though their own personal influencé
- over others may be undetectable. ‘
3. Types‘of Leadership

Leadership diffebshces in bguidingj assisting, or
sUpervising‘.groups’ | éctivities led to 1nter¢st in
identifying .patterns or types of’leadershsps. Studies have

been conducted in various fields, inéluding sport.

Lindgren' (1954)7 differentiated foqf commory types of'A
leadership: the paternal figure, .the manipu]afor, the
expert, and the artist in human relations. Cattell and

Stice (Browne and -Cohn, 1958) alsc = identified . four

categories of leaders, somewhat differént from Lindgren’s.
They were: problem solving feader, salient leader, popular
leader, and elected leader. The'fésearchers selected these

classifications because they were primarily concentﬁatjng on

/

e

personality'{/9haracteristics as described by e 6
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Personality Factor Questionnaire. But it is clear that
neithervthege categories, nor those offered by Lindgram, are
mutually exclusive, sozcan be of 1ittlc rea] yalue.

Haiman's (1951) criteria of defining types of
leadership was based on the necessity of mani festat ion of
various Kinds of authoritarianism witﬁin democratic

leadership. 'The types of leadership he proposed #anged'from

‘Complete authoritarian to complete democratic: the

executive, the judge, the advocate, the expert, and the
discussion ‘teader. |

| Percival (1971), wusing  an ana]ogylbetween leadership
and coaching, divided the types of coachiﬁg behavior into 25
positive and 15 negative types. He had the coaches as well
as their'athletes rate the coach’'s type of leadership.
Among the positive types of coaching behavior he - found the
supporter, the shrink, the'tqurist and Mr. Cool. At the
other‘.end of the scale Qere the insulter, the.shouter,
Hit]er,ﬂGenerai Custer, and the hero.

Straub (1978) also devoted soae of his research to the
analysis and classification of the 1eadenship"tybes in
sport. The hard driver, the thoughtful persuader, and t
friendly helper were the c]aésifiéationsq he found most
representétive to the coaching 1eadership‘types. Tutko and
Richards {1871) classified the types of coaches into: hard
noged, nice guy, easy going, driven, and business like.
Danielson et al. (1975) perceived. “this ‘classification as

having two bipolar.(hard nosed and nice guy; easy,gogzg and

> o —
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driven) and one unipolar (business like) dimension of

coaching behavior.

4. Leadership Styles
Variations in the approaches of different researchers
can .be seen in the way they analyze Teadership style on the
basis. of interpersonal perception. Bass (1960), Cooper and
Péyne (1972), and the Coaching Association of Canada (1979)
identified three psychological orientations in coaching:
: [P
self-orientation, task-orientation, and interaction 8?
social orientation. Bass (1960) conceived these
‘ 7 |
orientations as being related to the evolution of the group:
Orientation changes with the aging of a group in
existence over a long period of time. Members tend
,to be attracted to each other initially to complete
some - tasks they cannot handle alone. Then the
groups tend to move from task orientation to a
. concern with interaction as an end to itself.
*~ - Finally, self-orientation comes to the fore prior

to the disintegration of the group. (p. 451)

A similér belief underlines the Life Cycle Theory which
assumes a relationship between an effective style of
leadership and the level of maturity of the followers. The
theory, originally proposed by Hersey and Blanchard (1977),

contends thét as the level .of maturity of the group

€ ‘ncreases in  terms of accomplishing a specific task, the
.eader ~1d begin to reduce his task-behavior and increase
re. sh behqvior.

Fic.1:-~ (1967, 1969, 1976, 1979) utilised a different
approach+ in ana]ysing' leadership style. His contingency -

deel proposes that a ieader’é performance is comtingent on '
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two interacting factors, a) the individual’s goals and needs
or Jpofivational structure‘ and, b) the dégree to which the
situation provides the‘leader with control and influence
over = the outcome of the task (Fiedler and Mahar, 18979, p.
h248). Fiedler made> the distinction between leadership
behavior, which was' seen as changing from situation to
situation, and leadership style, perceived as constant.
From his perspective, leadership style refers to the
leader’s (coach’s) consistency of goals or -needs over
different situations.

Within the concept of leadership style, Fiedler (1979)
- considered only two dimensions of value: task oriented and
relationship oriented. He maintained that indjviduals who
describe -their Jleast preferred co-worker in rejecting and
negative terms.(low LPC) giQe higher priority to the task;/
than ‘to interpersonal relations and are called task
motivated. Ihdivfdua]s whose judgmenf of another person is
Eelative]y uninfluenced by  his value as a co-worker~(ﬁﬁgh
LPC) tend to be more concerned with interpersonal _Eelat{ons
and are ‘considered to be relationship motivated. |

This particular approach to describing leadership

styles was of substantial value in the present study.: jf""'

was adopted because the writer intended te identify trends

~of leadership styles among its group of respondents.

-
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5. Sport Leadership

The increase of level of performance and the enjoyment
of participation in sport appear to~be'major concerns of
sport practitioners, administrators, and researchers today .
As an important variable in sport settings, leadership style
accordingly receives considerable aftention. Beside scales
such as JSupervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire
(SBDQ) developed by Fleishman (1957). Leader - Behavior
Description Questionngire (LBDQ) developed by Halpin (1957),
Least Preferred Co-worker (LPCJ) and Group Atmosphere (GA)
scales developed by Fiedler (1967);.new scales adapted to
sports env{ronments were ‘1ntroduced: Coach Behavior
Description Questionnaire (CBDQ%"developed by Danielson
(1975), Coaching Behavior Assessment System (CBAS) deve loped
by R. Smith et al. (1977), Coaching Behavior Observational
System (CBOS| developed by M.  Smith (1978), and the
Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) devé]oped by Chelladuraji
and‘Sa]eh (1980). It is importan{‘to emphasize that each. of
these scales 1is a rgf]ection >f difi=ring approaches to
ieadership and the déscriptiQn of cehavi-r,

Universal trait approach. Representative studies of

this approach were conducted by Carter (1964}, nglvie and

Tutko  (1966) Scott [1969), and Hendry (1968,1974). The
findings indicated that coaches éou]d be desg}ibed by a
unique~sef»of dispositions. Carter’'s (1964) sample rewvealed
a predominant -mesomorphic component  in phy§§ca1 education
teachers. Ogilvie‘ and  Tutko (1966)/; examining the

/
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personality profiles of baseball, basketbéil; footba]l,_énd
track coaches reported that coaches. as ihdfv{duals, are
highly success-driven, dominant, organized, conscientious,
emotionally stable, and persevering.

Horwood (1978), commenting on ‘the Ogitvie and Tutko

findings, noted that these coaches were charactehized by Tow

interest in the dependency needs of others, leading to

inflexibility, andf:second1y, by extreme conservatism,
resulting in a dislike for change and experimentation.
~Similar findings were reported by Hendry (1968, 1974),
who déscribed his_.éample of coaches as bright, driving,
aggressiQe, dominant,.calm; and able to hand]e emotions. He
also noted that the older coaches displayed relatively high
levels of anxiousness énd insecuﬁity. )
Some American researchers have xviewed coaches as

possessing extreme negative personality traits. Massengalé

\

contended that coaches \

as a group are aggressive and highly organized,

seldom paying attention to what others say. They

display wunusually high psychological -endurance,
persistence, and ihflexibility. Coaches . . . tend
to be very conservative politically, socially, and

attitudinally. (in Sage, 1980, pp. 111-112)

Scott (1869) argued that “the typical (white american) .
university coach ‘s a soulless, bécK~s]apping, meticulously
groomed, team oriented, efficiency expert. . ."(p. 7). - This
description agreed with Tutko and Richards (1971} who

suggested that most coaches believe in strong discipline,

. rigidity of rules, extrinsic.motivation, and an impersonal

attitude towards their athletes.
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Scott (1969), who called for an "athletic revolution",
directed his criticism towards the fact that™". . l for most
coaches, the athlete is significant only to the ‘extent that
he can contribute to a team victory" (p: 61). Sage agreed
w{th Scétt’s‘poinf of view, stating that "many coaches vhave
'tended to view team mémbers as objects in a machine-]ike
environment" (1973, p. 36). He noted that this ;Ieadership
strategy” bears a strong resemblance to the'one emp loyed by
_the scientific management movement, which emerged from fhe
studies of Frederik W. Tay]or. Sage furth?r implied that
coaches who work in an increasingly institutionalized and
codified team  organization, tend to structure their
relations ~with the athletes along authoritarﬁan I{Qeg.
Penman, Hastad and Cards (1874), brought support to Sége’s,
argument, conducting a- study among high schgol basketball

coaches. They foqnd that-the more successful coaches
were more authoritarian than the less successful coaches”
(p. 156).
Contrary findings were reported . by Bain (1973).. »He
concluded ‘that Céaphes of football and basketball teams .
}n the secondary school systems in Edmonton, A]berta,
Canaqaﬁﬁiaré”not hlghly‘authorftariah in specific measure of
general aﬁd rﬁgﬁt_ wfng authoritarianism"” (p.. 111). The
discrepancy between the harsh view of coaches pﬁovided

through American studies, and Bain’s Canadian description,

_may be a reflection of cultural differences.
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Sage ‘RTQBO) noted that there is a dearth of research
about female coaches. He cited four sfudies (Widdop and
Widdop, 1975; Clark, 1976: Stanek, 1977: LipKovich,/H977)
which revealed that aspiring female physical educators were
higher than regular classroom teacheré on warm-heartednesé,

mental capacity. enthusiasm, perseverance, venturesomeness,

imagination, shrewdness, ~self-sufficiency, self-image,

exhibitionism, dominance, and social presence, while being

‘1ower'on affiliation, and patience.

Universal behavior approach." Research based on ' this

frame of reference is limited. The most prominent edition
(Carron, 1980) was concerned with the ideﬁtification of
behaviors universally exhibited by .leaders across all
1eadership‘§ituations.

Studies by é number of workeﬁs all cited in Gordon,

(1881), failed to support the contention ~that coaching

"behavior can be considered universal. 0On the contrary, a

new trend, that coaches  behéVior should be regarded as
appropriate only to the specific'content of the activity and
the situation when the activity occurs, is on the riée.

situational trait approach. The most .relevant theory

which would apply to this approachlis the Contingency Mode],

developed by Fiedler (1962, 1967, 1972). Konar-Goldband et

~al. (1979) observed'that

- the model (Fiedler’s) views group performance as a
factor of the interaction between leadership style
and situational favorableness. Specifically, the
theory predicts that groups with task-oriented .
leaders do well in-situations that are extremely
favorable or . unfavorable, while groups with

’
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relation-oriented leaders do well in situatiQns
that are moderately favorable. (p. 401)

The leader’'s motivational style 1is measured by"the
Least Preferred Co- worker (LPC) score which is obta1ned by'
asking the respondent to th1nk of all those with whom he has
ever worked, and then to describe the one person with whom
he would work least well. The respondent who descriBes his
least preferred -cé;worker in relatively favorable terms
(high LPC) is basically motivated to aevelop close personal
relations with ofhers; the respondent who describes his LPC
in unfévorab]e terms (low LPC) is basically oriented toward
the accomplishment of a task (FPedler, 1972, p. 114).
Naylor (1976) observed that different reseafchefs regarded
.Fiedler’s LPC scale as a measure of social distance, a
measure of task-oriented and peréon orienfed motivational
styles, and finally, a measure of fhe leader’s abj]ity_to
differentiate his perceptions énd_ eValuationé of the
interpersonal environment .

Due to its attractiveness, the. mode 1 ~has  been
extensively used by researchers over the last two decades.
The empirical status of the model has been question;d by
various researchers cited in Kdnar-Goldband et al, (1979).
They argued that the available evidence did not support the
validity of the contingency model. Gordon (P981) found that
interpersonally oriented coaches wére most effective, which
is obviously at odds with norms proposed by Fiedler. To
furthép question the validity of Fiedler’s proposals,

studies conducted by Naylor, 1976: Bird, 1877; Horwood,
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1979, did not produce supportive evidence for the modé].

On the other hand are the Eeviews authored by Fiedler
and his associates. Konar;géldband et al. (19795 reviewed
a group of studies, examining the validity of the LPC scale
aﬁd found support. Low LPC leaders, “in these studies, were

found to have more effective groups than high LPC leaders.

Some studies in sports énvironmenfs have employed

Fiedler's model: Fiedler, 1954 Danielson, 1974, Inciong,
1974 : Néy]or, 1976 Bird, ' 1977: Horwood, 1979:
Kénar-Go]dband et al., 1979; Gordon, .19871. ‘Findings from

these studies are equivocal and the present writer considers

that a need exists for further studies ‘to clarify the

q

applicability of Fiedler’'s ideas to Teadership in sport.

Situationa] behavior approachl House’s Path Goal Theory and -
Hersey and .B]éhchard’s Life. Cycle fheory are the mosf
~dominant theoriés employed by researchers concerned with
Aexp]anatiohs of the relationships between leader behavior
and the motivation of the followers at different levels of
situational favorap1eness. Vos Strache (1979) reviewing
their work, proposéa that leaders should increase the number
and Kinds of rewards .availablé ‘to subordimamtes. In
addjfion, the leader should providé»both guidance and he%p
to subordinates by cTarifying Eééﬂﬁstic expectations and
reducing barriers to the accomp]ishment of vé]ued_goals.
Chelladurai and Haggerty (cited in Gordon, 1981) have
adopted Vroom's mbde] to sports contexts and proposed three

types of decision styles: (a) autocratic: coach alone makes
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the decision, (b) participative: the group including the

coach as a member arrives at a decision, (c) delegative: the

coach allows one or more members of the group to make the

decision. \

The life-cycie theory of leadership suggest§‘ that
leader behavior, to be, effective, must change from high
structure .in,.the task to low emotional leadership as the
followers mature: The changes are described as being étaged

-

an four levels from (a) high tﬁst low-relationship to (b)
high task, high-re]afionshap to (c) high-rg]ationship,
]owftasK to (d) low-task, low-relationship leadership- (Vos
Strache, 1979). Moun{jéy (1980, 1981, p. 15) states that

these stages evolve from "(a) a telling to (b) a sél]ing to

(c) a participating to (d) a delegating style".

Sfudies of importance were conducted by Danie]son 

(1875) and Vos Strache (1979). D;nielson’s ~study  of
leadership in minor hockey revealed that increased
relationship oriented behavior from coaches was positively
related to team performance and effectiveness acrdss all

1

levels of favorableness, which jsﬁnot supportfve to the‘Life
Cycle | Theory: Vos Strache (1979) investigated the
relationship betwegn players’ -perceptions of ideal and
actual 'leadership_behéviorf team performangg outcome, sKill
level, and educational level. The findings of her study,
like Danielson’s, did not support the Life Cycle Theory but
did support the path-goal theory. She demonstrated that

losing coaches may not have c]earTy identified the path to
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success for their team members. ‘

Interactional Approach. The interactional approach has

attracted increasing interest over the last few years.

Lanning ({1979) believes this 1is a consequence of the

appearancg social movements. For example// the

movemen

jdual rights, student rights, women’s
.(‘-" - .

rights. The coach is no longer the
’qﬁqueé_ f q'“bdss"ngnr the athletic program. Lanning
(1979) observ&d’ that |

when athletes no longer are required to subjugate

their personality to ‘hat of the coach, then the

interaction of the coacrn and athlete personality
becomes -of critical importance to the sucdess of

the athlete and to the overall success of the

athletic program. (p. 263) :

Once the interaction effect become a focus of
éttention, research approaches were needed to descr ibe and
evaluate it. Chelladurai (1980) proposed a‘Multidimensiona1
Model of Leadership, which "specifies that the effectiveness
of leader behavior (i.e. coaching béhavior) is gontingent on
its congruence with the preferences of the members as well
as the dictates of the situational characteristics” (p. 35).
Based on this™ model he and his associates developed ar.
refined the Leadership Scale for -Sports (LSS). L

five-factor solution was selected as the most meaningful.
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These factors ‘were labeled:
1. Training and represent a

Instruction ' :}\\ task factor

2. Democratic - represent
‘BehaVior ~ decision -
3;.Autocratig’ B style |
Behavior | . factors
4. Social B -
Suppor t : représent
and - - motivational
5. Positfve |+ factors
FéedbacR ~

Yet another group of researchersI(Curtis,'Smith and Smoli,.
1979) developed a “mediatioﬁa}_ model of leadership in
athletics situationé" (p.‘592). The scale -these researchers
created to' test the model is labeled the Coaching Behavior'
Assessment System (CBAS) andv,bonsisfs of 12 classifying.
categories of coaching behavior. The categories are divided
betweén:

1E.Reactive behavior:

- response to good performance,

- mistakes,

- misbehaviors and,

S 2. Spontaneousxﬁshav1ors:
- self initiated fhat.mayrbe relevant or

irrelevant to the game.
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In one recent study,” Smith et al. (1979); in addition
to using the CBAS, decided " to interview the athletes in.
their homes. They aimed at obtaining measures of theif
perception and recall of their coaches'’s behav?brs and of
thefr_ eva]uatiQe' reactions to ‘the coach, teammates, and
other aspects of their athletic experience. \ ,

Relevant to the’present discussion is Gordbn’s (1981)
observation ‘that Figd]er’s Contingehcy Model could ‘be
described as 1nteractipnaT: oL 1eédersh1p effectiveness.
is dependent upon the 1nteraction between the rfgidity or
structure. of the. social ‘dontext in which the pqwer'éé
exerted and the degree to whig? the Jeadeb is 'task or peop]e-

%

oriented" (p. 93). - :

6. Summary .

It is clear that ]éaderghip in sportyis a dynamic
process. The study of feadershibwhqs evolved from the early
concern with a unilateral, QniverSal-trait'approach to the
present emphasis on compTex interactional . approach in é:
relatively short span. of Qears. It appears that organﬁzed
athletic experiences depend upon é host of factors ané that
Peséaréh ~is now attempting to consider these factors within
fheih.cgg ]ex interaction. Future research will undoubtedly
seek in%&r%%fion on the adequacy of the existing theories of

leadership as approaches to explaining coaching behavior.



III. ‘METHODS AND PROCEDURES

.A. Participants
Two "different groups of respondents wefe involved in.
this study. | ) ' |
MR Gymnasts. A1l MR gymnasts who .competed offfcipﬂ]y'_
during khe 1981 ‘Canadian MRG Championships in groupq or
individual .éQents. ;They‘ represenfed seven Canadian
jﬁbbovjnces. SasKatQhewan did not have any,rgpresentatioﬁ,-as
tﬁéfe_ is no competitive program dffered there. Prince
iegégfb Island, The Yukon and The North-West Territories were
ﬁ%SE'ﬁembens of the CMRGF at‘thét_tihe. One eliteécéach from
Onfario and her gymnasts were. excluded from :the study
because the rules ofkthe-Nafjona1 Chamb%opship restrict the
nymber of official gymnasts fepresentiné“é province.

LI
-

‘“'"Tﬁ MRG coaches. K11 elite coaCHés‘across’Cahada whose

" gymnasts competed officially during 1981, Canadiai  MRG
Championship. o ‘ |
‘; A1l participants weré-frém mgjor' Céﬁadiap cities. A
complete breakdowh' of 'the thmbeFvofgcoaches and athfetes )
tested inrthe present study is provjdéau in Chapter v -
Results and Discussion. . o

¥
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 possib1e bfas.responsés (WQod, 1980, p. 125) - S

“maximum of 40 points for each incentive sgale.
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B. nstruménts
I .

1. The Alberta Incentive Mofivation Inventory (IMI}

The IMI was dgveJopéd by Alderman abd Wood (1976).

e

Wood (1980) tested its validity in heir doctoral work. .

~ )

The inventory is designed to’ meaéure the relative
strength éfi,the incentive systems in competitive athletes.
It consists. of 70 statements, 10 statements related to réabh‘

1 4

of the seven incentive systems. The complete scalesa,, cars '

in Appendix A. The statements repeat in a regularfiﬁotatjgn

with “every seventh statei 1L . lated to the same incentive
system leg.: statements 1, 8, 15, etc. refer to the 4.
incentive scale of excellern~e'  The preéent&brdeb of items.

: ro e ' - - N
provided maximum isolation among various scales, limiting
‘ . o A
»

_ Thefrespog§és to each statement are weighted QD éq four

choice continuum: valways” (5 'points[, often .I§ poihTs).

se]dom‘ﬁf po{hts), and never (1 point). ‘Hence, -a respondent

could,'aécUmulate between & minimum . of .10 poﬁhts and a
EPRs v . "

~

. (¢ -
PRV

. e AT & .
‘The present study used a short-version of the IMI,

©. considering only thdse statements:iwhich  assessed the

*,jn¢entjve' of .excellence, stre§§§.sUCéeSS, and affjliation

fi(seé Appendix A) . The decisjdﬁlto use the §Hort~venéiohi of
_“the invenisry was based on three reasons. Fjpgtvﬁ§tudjes by
Wood (1980/81) ‘and éarVie.t1980) hevealed thaf' the Umajqr

‘reasons jindividuals ‘are involved in a relatively wide range .

ey
. '
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. -
of competitive sports relate to the incentive systems of

excellence, stress, success and affiliation. Second, the

sample chosen for this study belbng; to a'hon-contact,

aesthelic  activity. in which graceful .novement is the

essence. The 1ncent1ves of power (as control of others) and
.
aggreq€1om Las 1nterference w1th the act1ons ‘or intentions

of Q&gers) vhaye little relevance in MRG: Third, the very

BnY

_eyouﬁgiaﬂhJete/participénts in this study (9 - 10 years old)

B

jgmadéx:the:?question of re]iabi]ity on'a 70 - item inventory

.j:',"‘l

R

ﬁ,f In the 1nterest ofm'imﬁfovfhg comprehension of the

{nvehtory items, word1ng of some statemen®s was modified'aqg
made more applicable to MRG. For example: stetemgnt 15 in~
Wood' s inventery (1980)j»?the better I play, the more I like
myself"ﬁ‘treﬂds ih the present study, "the beétef I perfehm
in«“my. sport, the more 1 like myself" (statement 9).
Statementv 24 in Mdbd‘s ?nveqtory,,"l enjoy beﬁng ’uptightf'
befere and‘duhing a gamef; reads in the pfesent;'stﬁdy, "1

enjoy being _’Uptight"'gnd_ nervous:;before and during a

xveompetition”ﬁ (statement 14) . Statement 33 in  Wood's
inventory, fWinn{ngA in sport 1is the most “important inng"
even when 'iw'play' badly’, reads 1§ the present study,

“"Winning in sport is the most impgrtant thing even when 1 do

not perform well but sti]i win" (statement 19). (See
Appendix B For a complete list of mod1f1cat1ons) |

An answer scale was added to the r1ght side of each .

i BN - LT
statement. - It  was considered more ' convenient' for
N - g . . N ) o ‘ L b . I

o
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respondents than a separate answer sheet.‘ I .
2. The Coach ittituje-Behavior (CAB) Scale o
.\ 2
The CAB =< , developed by Bain (1973 émmported to

measure the "relative amountiof authoritarian att1tude and

behavior of coaches as it pertains to ath]et1c coaching [N
. B T

/

situations" (Bain, 1973, - p. 59). ‘He assumed that theQ\Lh

M

behavior and attitudes oﬁﬁ his cdéch' sempJe would be
ref]ected in.their response/fto the scale. Although the
scale was divided into six subc1assifications, research. with
the instrument to date (Ba1n, 973"Neylor 19764 Horwood,

rx i

1979; and Gordon, 1981) has not analysed the scores obja1n§d

4
w1th1n each cla551f1cat1on The total score- has been

cons1dered a measure df the coach’s authoritarianism. The
cdmp]ete scale is presented in Appendix C.
' ' S - 04
A total score qf 78 or.Néss is considered to indicate.

an author1tar1an sty]e of coach1ng wh1]-<a score of 79 and

'more is taken to ,1ndmcate Ya fon-authoritarian type of

cQachingr
'anee more items Quest1ons 26,27,28) were added to the'

original scale by Gordon.(1981, p. 72) and wereukept in  the

present = study.. ' They were considered as ‘valuable in

éva]uafing elite MRG coaches’ views of criticism from

various sources, and as an indication of coaching

priorities. o ) _ ,
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3. The Least Preferred Co-Worker (LPC) Scale

The LPC scale was developed by F.E. Ffiedler (1967),
and aims to measure the leadership style w%th reference to
the consistency of'goals or needs over different situations

(1967, p. 37). -(See Appendix D for complete description of

~
“ah . ‘

the écale).

The instrument -is\ d\ semantic d{fferentﬁa] f}pe,
composed of 16 scales of bipolar adjectﬁve pairs. Eéch
scale is weighted from 1 to. 8, the lowest' s;bré'fbeing"

attributed to thelédjective with negative value.m?ﬁhe~$cOhes

obtained from earh bipo]ar-objective scale é#e‘added'iuhy Io
identify_.the type " of leadership style: a score of 65baha‘d
above describes a high LPF, or a rejationship-motivated
per;on. A score of 57 and below, EE. low LPC, or Ia

task-motivated pefson. Individuals. with Wbres between 58

and 63 are not clearly re]ationship - or task motivated, and

in the present study are disregarded.
4. The Team Atmosphere (TA) Scale o
Created by Fiedler = (1967), " and entitled Group

Atmosphere, this instrument indicates the degree to WhiChz>“

the leader feels accepted by the group and relaxed and at

ease in his role (Fiedler, 1967, p. 32). (See Appendix EJ.
The TA scale is similar in structur§¢ to LPC _scale,

consisting of ten H?thy intercorrelated bipolar adjedtﬁve .

ifemsz ‘Each item is weighted on a eight point continuum:

the positive end receives a score of 8, while tic negative
, . ) =~ v -

. a
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end receiveés a score of . A respondent may accumulate
anywhére between a minimum .of 10 pdints and a maximum of - 80
Qoints. The TA scale of each respondent‘ié-ranked ﬁnfo an
uppef (56.6 - QO), middie (33.3 -~56.6),' and lowerr (fb -
33.3) third (Fied]er,h1§62, p. 312).

\ FiedTer~administér?d the fA scale, in at Jleast two‘
sfudies, tb both leéaﬁfw ;ﬁh group members’ (1962, 1967). He
.concluded that in thes!icases, the i?ferpretation éf results
ought - tb ~bé done ‘cﬁrefully as 1eaders_often assess team

atmosphere .differently th;p do members of the group

(Fiedler, 1967, p. 32).

C. Composition of the Questionnaire
o '

1. ‘Athlete’s Questionnaire 4 Y
The athlete’'s questionnaire is composed of ‘three parts.

Instructions to the respondents and Part A .of the

L)

‘questionnaire are found in ‘Appendix F. Part A of  the
questionnaire is - concerned wifh personal démographic and

- athletic experience information. Part;B is comprisad of the

won

/ﬁh.élberta Incentive Motivation Inventory, and Part C, of the
- Team At@éswhené scale. |
L ‘{?' This ‘ordef of instruments was selected. for ‘the same
W A B . . .

reason out}inéd ijh the coaches, that is; the,'IMI is

considered. td*aﬁéau§re the greatest concentration. The TA

scale has a "catchy" format whﬁch, it was hoped, wo. I

maintain respondents’ attention.



[
56

2. Coach’'s Questionnaire

The coach’s quéstionhéire was composed of two parts: A.
Coach’s background information and B, the various scales
uéed as 1nsthument§ in - this. study. Instructions for
comp]eting the questionnaire were provided in a cévef 1étter
and at the beginning of eaéh instrument.  (See Appendix G
for coVer.1étter and background informatfon); |

Part B of the coach’s’qﬁestionnaire Qonsisted of the
three scales - a]ready . described: the . Coach’s
Att%tude-BehaviOr; Least P;eferrﬁd Cb-workér; and Team
Atmosphere Scales, |in that order. In this case, - the
. Coach-Attitude-Behavior Scale was cdnsidered to requﬁre the
most concentration from regpondents."For‘thatVreason it was
placed first. Secopdly,.i;Qéﬁés assuhed that during tﬁe
completion of Part A, 'Aﬁé then the CAB‘scjié]‘traces of
anxiety and other negative 'fee1§ngs pfesent\ lin" the
respondents might have diminished,.:eavi‘ fhem.more relaxed

ot

and éager to complete the final sectiofis of the package.

4D. Protocol for Administration of the Questionnaire

The guestionnaire was administrated to the coaches anaw
gyﬁnasts 'duqiné the Canadian Modern Rhythmic Gymnastics‘
Championships (Apri1 24-26 1981), in Halifax, Nova Scotia.
The decisth, tp use this event was based on the following
:rationa1e;.f.. K;He mailed guestionnaire . is a procedure
gegera1lyv chafacterized by Tow responsecraté (McCa]]on and ,

McCray, 1975). Because the coach’ s population fs small Jin

-
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MRG it was felt that - high response rate would be vital to

the relevance of othe study. 2. The mailed questionnaire
procedure can become dragged out when respondents fail to
return questionnaires and prompts must be carr%ed eut by
mail or telephone. 3. During the National Championshths all

the. participants to the study were in the same place for

four days. o0
Initially, the author 1ntended to administer the
vquestionnaire‘to .all the reéspondents at once, sometime

before the ,beginning' of the competition, when everybody

w

weuld be under:

h?ﬁ;same phys1ca1 w*and psycho]og1ca1

-

conditions. Thi%”was not possnb]e so the author dec1ded to

have the questionnaires comp]eted by eacn team after one of
the1r practices but prior to the beginning of the
competition. | -

The - coach .and her gymnasts werekmet in the changing
room. They were. asked to find a comfortable pos1t1on apart
fhom: each other and to Keep answers private. The materials
were distributed and'the~author exp]ained the purpose.of the
study, content of the questionnaires,.~and procedures in
completing the\scales - It was clearly stated that the
‘answers would be treated anonymous]y and that, at any time
dur1ng the completion of*.the quest1onna1re respondents’
quest1ons wou]d be answered by the author. ”

The gquestionnaires were collected by the author when

-all the respondents finished their work. P

L
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Oné) coach, due to personal problems, could not attend
the competition and decided not to participate in the study
Rhother coach, due to her limited knowledge in the English
la Afuage completed the questionnaire with the assistaqce of
an‘ﬁinferpreter and the author. Two teams from a French -
speéking province used their;cdaches as, interpreters on some
‘parts of the questionnaire.. One gymnast refused to compiete
‘the dQestionnaire..‘ | . o |

—

E. Validity and Reliability of the Instruments

1. Alberta Incentive Motivation Inventory
" To evaluate the const;Uct validity of IMI, Wood (1980)
used two different aha]yses: the method of correlational
criteria as outlined by Campbell and Fiske qnd the method of
principal - axis factoring, varimax rotat1on and orthogona]
procrustean tfansformation She concluded that based on the
method of corre]at1onal criteria the construct validity of
aQ\ ‘Vg'sca]es was . acceptable (Wood, 1980, pp. 208-209).
Based on the method of principal ‘axié factoring, varimax
rotation, and orthogonal procrustean transformatfon the
construét vaiidity of all the 'IMI  scales exéept for the
excellence scale was .also supported (Wood, 1980, p. 209).
Wood employed the a]phé coefficient test to verify the
internal 'chsisténcy of the IMI. She .found the alpha
coefficient ranging from .31 to .78, with 86% of these

coefficients ranging from .45 “to_.78. To test stability
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over time she used the tesi-retest method. The test-retest =

coefficients ranged from .468 to .Q844 '(Mood, 1980. pp.d

187—196). |
Support to her findings are provided by Garvie (1979).

He concluded that "the seven scales of IMI are reliable, and

‘they measure the constructs defined’ by their labels,
Excellience, Power, Stress, Independence, Success,
Aggression, and Affiljation (Garvie, 1979, p. 183). These

verifications of ‘tHe reliability of the IMI scales are
considered td provide a sound basis -fo;A the use of this
instrument in the présent . study. S scaies were
specifically created for compefitive sports environments

which appears to offer édditionalféupport for their use.

2. Coach Attitude Behavior Scale

The scale vwas deve]oped by Bain (1973) and has been
used in several spdrt related studies (Nayf%i, 1976;°
Horwood, 1979; Gordon, 1981). 'None of thesebstudies report
e?fofts to measure . reliability or confirm validity.
Apparently, all of these reséaréhebs accepted the instrument

in terms of face validity. . Reliability has neveﬁ been

examined.

3. Least Preferred Cojworker and Team Atmosphere Scales
The validation studies wundertaken by.ndifferent'3
researchers (Fiedier, 1957) were focused on the Contingency

>

Model, where LPC and .Group‘ Atmosphere (read: ‘team
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i

atmosphere) were among the scales tested. The findings
‘ yiered highly consistent results which provide substantial
_support for the Contingency Model hypothesis (Fiedler, 1967,
p. 180). 'As Fiedler stated, ". . . the group situations
were ordered on a besis of their favorableness for the
leader, and each of these provided evidence that the
task-oriented leader tends to perform best in situations
which are very favorable while the relationship-oriented
. leader tends to perform best in situations intermediate in
favorableness" (1967, p. 180). o

The internal comsistency of the seales was determined
by means of split-half corre]atieqe, which yielded unﬁfoﬁmly
high values ranging from .85 tol.95. The scale items have ..
been chanéed for different studies. However, the item'
content describing persona]ify attributes (eg..: fﬁiend]y -
unfriehd]y, eff1c1ent - inefficient) rather‘ than personal

4

attributes (tall ; short, young - old) was uniform across
those studiés (Fied . 1967, p. 47).
Again, these. findings #Fom previous eesearch allowed
the .author to use: the LPC and: :GA (TA). scales with
considerable confidence-in their validity and_reliabi]ity.
: s : . ‘
F. Instruments Modification |
A1l 1nstruments used in the present study were adapted
to'suit:ﬁR \sett1ngs For -example, such ~wording as “"my

p]ayiﬁg", "games” "players”, and "pfﬁch ,- used in previous

research, was replaced in the present study with, "my work
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in the gym", "competition", "gymnasts”, ‘“gymnasium". The
prior explanation of each scale was reduced in length
because verbal explanations were possible, and it was
considered important to Keép the questionnaire és short ras
possible. o |

»MGordon (1981) added three questions to the Coach

Attitude Behavior Scale, and these were Kept in the present _

study. They were considered useful in evaluating elitc MRG

' coaches’ views of criticism from various sources, and of

coaching priorities. : o .
& : | R

G. Statistical Treatment
Meqns, standard deviationsn gnd-'percentages were
computed  for Hdescr{ptive _statiskas and graphic
Fepresentatidp pdfposes. '
(;12 Two,Way Ana]yéis of Variance and Scheff'e Tests 
were used :to ~éxamine pétterns of incentive motivation in
elite MR gymnasts. |

2.~ A Pearson product-moment corre]atioh~coéffipient

@ . ] . B . ) - .
.was used to examine . relationships between coaching

lTeadership -sty1e and: .coach authoritarianism: team

étmosphere, (see  page 8); éoaching qualificatioh  and

educational data; yeérs of coaching experience; cultural

backgqound and marifa] status; time spent on,coaching.or MRG

related activities during the competitive year.

3. " A one-way analysis,of variance was used to examine

relationships betWeen cdéching leadership style and team

b .
> oy

3
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athsphere.

" |
4. The two-wa¥ analysis of variance was used to
determine: differences in how the coaches and fheir athietes

perceived the team atmosphere.



IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. The Sample

A descriptive analysis of t' sample will be presented

f1rst to provide the reader with a background for the

0

quant1tat1ve f1nd1ngs

g

1. - Modern Rhythmic Gymnasts éémp]e

Age

Thirty one of the M.R. gymnasts were Jun1ors nine to 14

»years of age, with a mean ~age of 12.81 years ~There were 48

senior gymnasts 15 to 24 years old, with a mean age of
17.62. The mean age of the entire sample was 15.73 years

(see Appendix I, Table 11). -

Competition event.pattern

0f " the respondents, 17.9% were involved in individual

‘events, 72.6% in groups events and 9.5% in both events (see

Tablee1) The general’ 1nternat1ona] trend is to train
gymnasts .to 'compete' in either individual or group events.
The faet tnat almost 10 percent of ‘fhese gymnasts/ were
active;win both mey be‘ a result o?f the eariy stage of

deve lopment df the sport in Canada. - Most»of the gymnasts in

individual “and both event categories had been active for

four years (see Table'1) In the group category ﬁ\.90.2% of

. the respondents had been compet1ng fur four years or less.

4 4\-»" o

) o
63
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factors: N

Compet1t1ve 1nvo]vement in M. R G S g o

N Ysee‘TableAQ) and the present level for an

~had been compet1ng at the1r present 1eve] for an average of

65
7

‘“Thefhighesttpercentage of participation~in this category had

been ‘active under one year. Most gymnasts compete For four‘m

‘ )

years or less as i]lustrated by the dramat1c drop 1n“ the
’ ~ T ‘ Aég 3

,nUmbenﬂw,with‘ 'more than four years. exper1ence Some -

‘A percentage decrease was also observed :n 1nd1v1dua1 and both .

events category 'The. cause of th1s sudden decrease after

’the four year per1od is unKnown at present, ‘but it would be

" useful “for the M.R.G commun1ty- to. 1de@tify> attrition

.«7

“The results Showed that tﬁer respondents had bee

cdmpefihg tn ‘1nd1v1dua1 events f@rwan a"iw;ge of 4 4 years
e . s 9 ) s .
yeﬁrs The group event gymnasts averaged 2. 78 years, and

ey

i .,;\...\_/‘,

o

2.0 years %gmnasts; who lpart1c1pated in .-both ‘events

3

Taveraged 4.0 years and *2. 37 years at ‘he present level. Of —

all the groups,ﬂgthe individual gymnasts had spent_the'

longest time .competjng~ at  the -present’ ]eveﬁ 'fln"this

respect it .should‘ be empnastzed that 1nd1v1dua1 gymnasﬁs

have - to train and compete»]onger at any 1eve1 to develop

ﬁthe.sktlt.requiredx?on‘supeess¢
e T e | ER

Incent1ve Mbt1vat1on Invent Y/IJ subtests

.The resu]ts obta1ned for the four IMI Subtests for the

l—.

ythree subgroups of respondents are prescrted in Append1x I,

¢ .
. ‘ - ] : y

veﬂage 4of }?ijiz N

A
~

& -
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'Scores as h1gh ‘as 40 wene found in both. 1nd1v1dua1 and group-

N

t B N
S
Se i

Table' 12. . The gymnasts piaced the highest‘ emphasis‘“on,¢;

excellence [Xi = 36.13, Xg = 35.361. Us1ng the*Alderman and
Watson (¢ited 1n'Keene 1977) scoring system (see Append1x
I, Table 13), this. value would be class1f1ed as strong.

v
categor1es - The lowvst score 30 was attributed to,

_gymnasts Qompet1no 1n gfoup and both event categor1es

' 0n  the 7stress“s'lﬁhc":wwersubtest again the individual

{jt;“l“l\— ; AN "Jﬁ

»

’andtgr00p gymnasts scored higﬁest .x1,= 27. OO Xg ;; 26 87)

¥

‘\:g

R .
In, th1s §ubtest scores as h1gh as 33 and as 1ow

as 18 were'

- "“65 . /"'\.}‘k\‘)

;TepOFted These result% fall in thé med1um 'c1a551f1catlon

Uy

@

&

. To summar1ze ~it. .was- found that the ,h1ghest 1ncent1ve
motyvat1on scores*;ere reported for. the exceltence subtest
to]towed by .affiliation.. It seems inevitable .that
competitton in sport at any: reasonable"level involves

excellence as~deftned by Birch -and .Veroff ‘(1966t and as

’

\'nn the A]derman ahd Watson &pstem: o 3. R '%f o
3 Succéss was most 1mportant %fffﬁndivtduaf and both ”?P
- events$ g;hnasts (X1o- 26 40 Xb 25 75) Scores ?f h1gh as: L
t4'33 and as IBW as 18 were reported ‘0f 1nterest is~ thatl
group’ gymnasts' sdorec%f’}@ér. than those competlng in both
i»dmé}h scores obta’ ed 1n/th1s 1ncent1ve subtest aﬂe__t_
-.c ass1f1ed as med:om 1 j'_ . ) Ef |
Lnd1v19ua1°and 'group gymnasts soo?ed hidhesti on°\the‘;
affiliation. -suhtest (Xi = 32.47, Xg = 31.92). Scores as _
high as 40 and as . low as 24 were reported. These~.resutts.5‘
"fa1] in the strong cafegory ar o | r "'V,w |
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Y % .. \ L . . ‘ . |
con: rmed in this study. The same authors state that, "the
) : ‘ B ) s R EEE
ir antives for affil'Tktih- both  positive and.negative,
. . N i . & - RN x:’k

§ >ubted]y'agise'outxdﬁmm‘ople}s'inevitabWe experiences of

;ceptance- or reJect Oi,iﬁ they grow dp" (Birch and. Veroff,

‘:‘*1966 p 66) It s a comment’ on - the comolex._velues of -~
.sport :to young people- that desp%te the need fo stnhve to
.efxce]_.v to,better‘oihers,-it is possible fo,'ef one eng the

same time-niseryeA aff1l1511on‘ needs n Whether nthere.aﬁe.“
‘fgender d1fferences 1s not pOSSTble 1o say, ‘but acceptancemgﬁ

,3.15“ extreme]y lnportant TOP ﬂgr]s and young women (O kdcK
AU ~J:I,',' i
and Botter111 1Q75 pr 31) ~and accord1ng to Nea@fand TUtKO“

(1975 ; 42) many g1rls engage N sport “because they 11ke£

the feel1ng of be]ong ng ‘to.,a. group ThWS pattern .of
a " . .
' serving'"both exceL1ence-and affi]iationcneeds 1s*descr1beq,ﬁ'

,,,,,, .- - '

: : v o .
“by Klavora. and Daniel (1979): ‘; o
o Parthc1pat1on in compet1t1ve sport 1s derce1ved te,

’ be 1mportant to athletes because it provides them.
(. with 'an opportunity to establish and maintain closé
,; personal relationships .and - be . accepted as an
important member of a group. In addition,’ the
competitive -sport = experience provides -< an

- opportunity to .do something very well for its own

$ sake or to do it: better than anycne else. (p. 188)

T Wh1]e it is 1nterest1ng to compare mean scores for the ...
four IMI" subtests, Wood (1980) adv1ses ‘that t: would' be.l,

N~

. ~ . Ta -
hazardous to 1nterpret the 1ncent1ve systems w1th respect;

A te the1r rank1ng and 1mportance to the athletes" ‘j(p” ,197{;
as appropr1ate norms have not yet been developed. .° : ‘ﬂ'.f
| Comparing pfesent results thh\dpesults of ‘brevious
studies . (Table” 3, p. 69), it is noted th-t M.R. gymndsts
scored highest in exoeJlencg%and affi]iqtiOL subtests, and

-

o«
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- n

lowest in the- success subtests.,‘ The results on - the.,

I

excellence subtest might be related to the high levéf:@%;;,

o

\, .
Tadt ’\:

compet1t1on o?‘the M R. gymnasts in the sample. ';Jhe gender

&"

of the respondents m1ght had been an 1mportant variable in -

the aff1l1at1on incentive 'system spores\ Further, “ the
? Lecan

excellence and success 1ncent1ve systems may 1nterfere w1th .

k (&

each other s1nce the former is pr1mar1]y intrinsic, . and {%e~

Ry
AU

1atter viextr1ns1c ( pF1na11y,f; i f ﬁ:the "excetlence or

R -

ayaffil 1%ﬁ1on system 1s powerful "then lthe 'success- system

might be- weak..

o
B

TA 4was§¢exam1ned \§§n51de%1ng two variables: age, and

compet1ng event 51x respondents dldfnot comoletegthe scale.

thelr parents, felt that the instrumegt would reveal a
‘detrimenta] evaluation of the coach. Ranges, ‘means and’
<y ™

and 15.

»

;"\From the results " it appearsﬁ that junior gymnastgf

perceive the TA - much 'highery-than senior gymnasts The

bresults are con51steﬁ} w1th the pract1ca] observat1oh 6hat
n /-

;for young ‘girls a harmon1ous env1ronment is more '1mportant'

than for older g1rlsw§y;pterpersona1 attractton at\th1s age

k_;d Lot

is Very«strong ‘and a pos1t1ye interaction with the coach
and teammates. woufd Create a'high degree of team harmony
%(Stnger,'lgfﬁ: Orlick, 19801. A favorab]e team iatmosphere

?

is-considered important: max1mum team harmony is needed for

_ i _ - S . o
siandard deviations are.;presented on Appendix I, Taq%es/14

£
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w# the focus on the task oyerrldes aff111at1ve needs

b

71

maximum product1Vity“ (Alderman, 974‘ p. 102).

Rev1ew1ng recent research Alderman felt that .in- groUp

' compet1t1on ‘1nterferes€w1th deve]op1ng cohes1on of a group.

- 0
e

tTh1s mtght have been the case among the senior gymnasts,

resu]t1ng in the1r perce1v1ng TA at a lower 1eve1 than the

‘Jun1or gymnasts Also 1t cou]d be that for senior -gymnasts‘

o iy .
\).

wil,

Gymnasts compet1ng 1n the group event scored h1%9est in
assess1ng tn TA X = 84) Awh11e gymnasts competing in

1nd1y1dua1 evenis scored 1owest (X 70 54 see Append1x I,

‘u
v.k‘ . -'.\! A\“

. “Tdble 15).' Group gymnasts ihrough the nature of théﬁr event

must spend the 1arger part of the tra1n1ng session together

”)

worktﬁg in very close re]at1onsh1ps to each other Whether

the coach 15 w1th them or not thws c]oseness is more ]1Ke1y

to produce harmony ~on cohes1on bECause of tho cooperat1on :

&
;requ1red for success ahd the fact that if a g1r1 cannot "fit

a —

Tnf,"she will ]eaxe the group. Individual gymnasts train

extensively on an independent’basis.r The training schedu]e'

offers them 1little chance to interact with other gymnasts.
. e

Thus, these individuals may perceive TA to‘be at or of .a
- : ] T o .
lower. level or at least not off centra] impor tance.

-

To .summartze, - the . genera]]y h]gh perception of the tea

atmosphere in . thls study  might have resu]ted fro
combination of the following:- y
ht.' the population stud1ed was all female and at the

same - h1gh 1eve1 of competition,
T e - ] o R
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2. motivation as measured by IMI was highy
3t _reséondents were competing in a sport culturally
hacceptab]e for females"so ﬁﬁby felt comfortab]e in it,

.4.' the study did not incilude substitutes and gymnasfs
who compete‘ unofficially, who might. display a lower
perception. of;fteaﬁ atmosphere because of their per1bﬁera]1
statusr Lj;“ . ' .

I

2.’.CoaChes'Samp1e.' R e .

included in the study, 83. 337 were in

o

S
the age 1nterva1 of 18 -~ 45 years and 16. 67% 1n age 1nterva1
of'q46 - 60'years (see Appendix I, Table 16)': The samp]c

younger than both Horwood’'s (1979) samp]e which ranged from

7
H

31 to 60 - years, and Gordon’ s (1981 , which ranged from 28

o >

qyears to 55 years. Thrsffact could be a ref]ect]on. of .the

N

newness"ofi this s our culture The younger coaches

came d1rect1y .:hihv51yement, as competitive Modern
f%%ythm1c gymnasts and due 1to'1ackiot'provtncial coaching
~expert1se had assumed respons1b111tf§i for coach1ng athleteS*-
;of vehte ca11bre Thus - they neither had to . serve an -’
extended per1od of apprent1cesh1p at 1ower 1evels nor tdid
they  require post ‘;. secondary educat1ona] qua11f1cat1ons

'before'being appoihted as did. the col]ege and university

coaches in Horwood‘s study



_?

1AMaPtta] status and number of children r%@@‘,

'that/ coach1ng \is st111 geheral]y _cons1dered" to be

4

Place of b1rth and country lived in 1ongest

S1x coaches were born in. Canada and seven coaches had

lived most of th81P l i&®s, ﬂn Qanada (see Append1x I, Table‘ a

‘ v't‘
17). The others came to Canad@ from Europe and Japan.

~ 3 .
v v NS

N . u “,

. R ’ N [9) '
Seventy-five percent of the respondents were married
and SO% had one or two-chh]dren. (See Appendix I,;tab]e
18). Naylor (1976), who . stodied- 50 male amateur head
: , . i

coaches of football "teams in the province of A]beﬁta,

-

~ reported 96% of his sample as married with 78% having one or

more chi]dren Gordon (1981} whoE%onducted h1s study among.

male soccer coaches -in North, Amer1ca reported that 84, 57 hof‘
his samp]e were married, and a]most all had ch11dren (p.

59) . ’

Differences’ observed 1in the-present study could very

. .

wel].have been reﬂated‘to”the younger age o ‘he MRG coaches

sample, v and to the fact. that they were all female. 1Given'

e

-

»maWe-dom1nated '1ti may be d1ff1cu]t for women to comm1t

themse]ves to coachlng part1cu]ar]y if théy feel that they
nnst"trade ‘th1s off aga1nzt fam11y respons1b111t1es "As
C“]tcher (1974) argues ’The véry strong d1fferent1at1on of;
sexual’ roles 41n our soc1ety stems from a part1cu1ar not1on;
oP marh1age and famtly 11fe and that the demands _of those

S

institutions result 1n K3 narrow -and constr1ct1ve def1n1t1on‘

of® tHe female role" p 8) Pursu1ng coach1ng in .MRGy. the‘f .
St @ S '
S ,

B
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respondents might have perceived"their roles as
expected to limit to.some extent the1r private life f

benefit of their “hobby j coaching act1v1t1es.

. .

74

being

or the

Highest 1level of education and specialization of'coaches

-

holding a university degree

&

- Seventy-five  percent  of the respondents held a

baéhejor’s degree, -and 66. 677 1nd1cated phys1ca1 ~education

\

33. 334, who all came from Eastern Europe fndicated".MRG as

. - .

the1r spec1al1zaﬂhon e ar1ng.ﬁ these findings.
. m-’" i 4 s

previous research ﬁﬁ? {s appareﬁt that the MRG’coaches

. \‘\&?
not as we]l educate

popular sports (ife.

- !‘ B

' ,as_coaches who are 1nvo}ved 1

footbal?l soccer and basket

gbarticu]arTy those atg the Un1vers1ty 1evel Sage

reported that almost all college head coaches in the

"States'-participatihg in’ h1s study Qeld a bachelor s

COY e
and over 70% have a Master«s degree §eventy two perc

Naylor’ s (1976) sample had a phys1ca1 educatwoh d

/

while 80% .of Gordon_5~(198ﬂ samp]e had atta1ned a d
and AOO/'of‘Horwood’ )41979) sampﬂe\had\a bache]or deg

«w«‘

B
equ1va1ent*’ Aga'in, these. d1fferences c]e\rly re]ate 't

fact that Nay]or [ coaches were a]most al] schoo] te

/

who have been irequired for some years _ih Alberta,

“under very spécjal c1rcumstances, to have a- degree

coaches. Af. one were to study women coaches in A

-

as their ma jor . (See Append1x I, tab]e 9). The other

with

were

n more
balll,

(1973)
Un1ted
degreé

ent of

egree

egree
ree “or-

o the

P

achers

except

The

Iperta

N
N

' same rule, with very\few except1ons applies to Un1vers1ty
v =t Y, \ .

A3

-
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school sports {or in all but the one. or two provinces where
teaching qualifications are lower ), the percentage . holding

degrees onld; be in the same range as Nay]or’s‘study since

™~ : . . L ..
- the Tequirement is | .the - same for both sexes.- “The, same :

“

situation exists- at Canadian un1vers1%fes where most women

.. as well as men'coaches have not only a bache]or,s degnee but

P

one or more advahced.degrees. 9

Aside from this, two other ideas could be of

LU P

impor tance: the first relatese‘

\'

towards educat1on as an avenue‘o 4expresswng‘yomen s r1ghts

AR As Cocks | 1982 §@bgests many'woMeél

. S R
more educat1on wdu]d not change thewwtu11ve§' - ‘men- would

st111 have priorities in the JOb market and they wou]d be

o -better paid for the same- JOb clas$1f1caIIOn-_ Th15 be11ef

m1ght restra1n some women from atfemp
7

-

\\‘L/ s . '

fact that zgry - few MRG_ c]obs. are' assoc1ated in  any -
signifigant way. w1th co]]eges Fordyun1vers1ty clubs. The

?: ? . contactu,of the coach w1th the un1vers1ty educat1ona1 system'
, is m1n1ma1.uand very few coaches are profess1ona]?y 1nvo]ved.
T aty un1vens1ty 1eyeT  Npr i %there, ‘af -presenté, any

. :. )sjgnificant presencecof MRG in un{Ver51ty icurr{cuTa“f'-Theci

° C e

comb1ned effect of - these factors m1ght well be to reduce.. tbg':

iy

'11Ke11hood that coachesw would seek’ ‘higher ]evelsvg‘Q?

eoucation.

E{nongzv bel1eve thaf'

75

'gp-the‘attitude women have

g to further ‘their .

academic educat1on The second péLs1b1]1ty relates to the“f
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MRG compet1t1ve exper1ence
Two coaches reported no MRG exper1ence‘as a compet1tor

six reported hav*ng less than’ five years experience: ‘andriss

four, more than f1ve years eXpenience. {See Appendtx. l?;

table 20). _The coaches who ]ived‘longest outside Canada had

[
|

a mean of 7.2 years of‘competjtiye experiedce,‘as Spposed to:
a mean of 2.4 years reported py " the coaches who tived,
.1ongest-1n Canada. o ‘ V:

This _difference is a refﬁect1on of the h1story of MRG,

in these countries. Eastérn ?urope‘ and dapan» have- much

M‘»

Jlonger histories of 1nuo]vement than has “Canada.’ 'Romania,

for examﬁ]e, has been act1ve 1n the sport f@r at least 30 {;
years while . in Canada ‘there was no compet1t1ve act1v1t§

unti’ about, 15 years ago S1m11ar]y, Gordon (198 )‘reported

. l

that "coaches who were born_ in- the Un1ted K]ngdom and were:

also brought up in a soccer cu]tUPe . ‘; . report p]ay1ng
'soccer for a greater nuimber of years than the CIAU and USS? o
sample (p 60). " One m1ght expect that: as t1me goes ont the :

d1fferences due to th1§ cultural factor w1]1 decrease 1f not .

- d1sappear _ ' S Yo U‘; L ;

. o . . .} 0 .. x ’ e
-/, . ' ) L -t . .
Coaching'eXpéhiencef}

’

T

4

Of -the respondents, 33[35% had”rless tthan five 'yearS“
experﬂepce j as ass1stant coachesl th]e -the‘ rema1n1ng
. two-thirds had ho.expentence -éég assjsgant; coaches ».(See.

Appendix. I, table 21). ‘As MRG inimany1c]ubs”in'Canada_}

| started because of one péerson’s intenest, it 1was>*not;'

A
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possible for most coaches in this‘Study to’ gain experience
as an assistant. There was no coach to assist’ they had no.

choice but to start as a head coach. ' This s borne out by
Al .

. the fact that 757 of the respondents who had exper1ence as
- o

ass1stant coache 1ived 1ongest in Eastern. Europe and dapan

The rangel of . i!Lemence as an ass1stant coach was one to
‘ @3@5" f13e years,,w1th an average of 3. 5 years. - |

“ v The average. head coach exper1ence.of th1§_§ampte was

. N o w W 2
Y. . 6.33 years, w1th a range of ~one to,ﬂ15 years ' Fo]lowrng.

} Wardell':s (1980) method the respondents We@ebdtvjded,ihto »
J; . o N : R
twor groups the respondents w1th 1ess than ,five years." as

“head coach be1ng identified. as i per1enced ~and  the

. r_spondents with . ftﬂefyears or more, exper1enced The f1rst |
o group had a méan of 1.8 years head coach expertence wh11e 5>
the second group ‘a mean of L 9. 57 years uexper1encet< TQ?

‘ Aresear her fe]t that thts d1v1s1onf'was usefu] to better

defﬁne ihe el1te /. exper1enced coach group w1th1n :the

R

sample qn the present study spme of the e]1te coaches had

. just: started coachtng and haVe been accepted at the ‘e11te

1evelﬁubecause theyv Mere the only act1ve coaches 1n the1r‘.

Y B ' o
prov1nCesu Because the sport in Canada is in 1ts p1oneer1ng

.;stage, the Canadlan Modern Rhythmtc Gymnast1cs Federat1on

)\

encourages—any 1nd1v1dua] who has the minimum experttse to

qua]1fy\ herf'group( )v-for partjcipation'.jn the* national .
. oo : :

championships Thﬂs spec1a] s1tuat1on is clearly reflected'

1n the(preSent resu]ts



L I N
The average head coach exper1ence of the group of MRG

.coaches 6.33: years is yery close to that of' h1gh school
football coaches Nay]or (1976] studied, 6 10 years. "Sh &
The average of the /exper1enced MRG coaches 9. 57 years A

is very c]ose to the/ 10.2 years of the professtona] soccer
‘coaches canvassed by ordon'(198j), and the.9,58 Iyears ‘for-‘
uqn@%ﬁzéty basketball - coaches regorted in Horwoodt:.study'

%

ks N : , _ .
(13]‘)x’, It 1s of 1nterest to  observe ‘that . the

_expgr1enced coach FLmaﬂe samp]e of the present study showed
as 1ong an 1nvolvement in the sport ‘as, the 'male‘“samples

studied by GprdonrandtHorwood.~

(/'.u) . ; V v' ; - Y A : \_\\“ . ~ o - . . o o '1‘ .
/ T N L . R L
Coach1ng qua11fcht1ons ‘ ',,te'\ S ¢ L g
; . ,’ ‘e ., - -
; -Two*th1rds of the, respondents we?e cert1f1ed coaches in
8 .

that they had qua]1f1ed for Leve] 1 {cert1f1cat1on Qf. the”
Nat1ona1t Coach ng Certaf1cat1on Program (NCQP) (See

o

Append1x I table 12)t F1fty percent atnd1cated that they ,

N ?\_ m'

: d1d not ho]d ﬂany other coach1ng cert1f1cates« The\other

: o o ) 3 P
ha]f of the;'respondehts reported hold1ngiﬂa/ var1ety\\pf K

v i . o . . ) . : a K
.gcert1f1cate5"sin ‘sport related “to MRG (e g. ‘'artd t1c N

v "

N gymnast1cs, trampo]1ne or.. flgure skat1ng) Phe NCCP >the'd
”f:omly vcoach1ng cert1f1cat1on program in Canada ava11able to
TfMRG goaches;; butg t 1ts' hot compulsory to -hold that

certificatiop in order to be recognlzed as a coach. .

o
&
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Time spent -~ in MRG for training, preparation, and
orgahization, during the éeasan h

The meén for training hours pér week for the entire
sample was 13.42 hours. The experienced coaches vspent“anl
average df 16 hours per“ weeK in tr&ining, while. the
inexperienced coaches repbrted aﬁ average of 10.25 hours per
week o /

FQF préparation and planning, outside of practicé
sessions, the mean for the entire sample was 6.6 hours per-
‘weeK. The experienced_coaches spent an average of 6 hours
per week preparing and planning and the 1nexper1encéd
coaches 7.5 hours per week. Two eoéches reported . that. it
was 'diffichltu for them to assess accurately thegamount/éf
time spent on preparation and planning, as they consistently
think "about it ,(e.g.} when they drivé, eat, . or héie some
free time) . o

The mean for the entire ;amp]e for organiziﬁg,
promoting, and general administ}ation was 5.6- hours per
week. The experienced coaches averaged 6.71 hours per week.
The‘inexpenienced.coache; spent an average'of 3.75 hours per
week on similar :-tivities. One coach ,was not able to
assess with cerfainty the time she Spent on these
activities..

The total average time spent by MRG ancheé per week
was reported to be 25.66 hours. ‘Comparing the results

reported by the experienced and inexperienced coaches the

following observations were made:
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1, The’!expgrjenced éoaéhes reported spending 5.75
hburs per‘WeeK“more in training ' than fhe inexperienced
cdaches.~ \

2. The ekberigpced coacheg_rérurf" speding 1.5 hours
per week less irkpréparing and planr ng.

3. The experienced coaéhes‘reportgd spending aTmost 3
houre- per -week moré in organizingr p}omoting,land génerél
administrafion. | |

It is inferesffng;that the experienced coaches in both
this:study-and’in Gbrdon’s‘(f981) study, reported more time
spent in training and administration.than did inéxperiénced
coaches. |
| A second compariéon was made between - the results
obtained from the entire group of coaches from this study
and _pheyiousv studiés‘ (see Table 4], The fo]]oWing'
compar isons are revea]edf‘ E |
- 1: MRG coaches reporﬁed spending more timetjn praqt{ce
per week ﬁﬁan football and basketbél] coaches. |

2. " MRG coaches reporied/ spendihg_‘less time in
5reparation and‘ organization  of their practices o}
competitions than football and basketball coaches.

3. The‘total~amount of time reborted sbeﬁt by MRG
coaches per week ﬁn season on practice, pfeparationn and
organization 1is less than that spent by coaches of
professional  soccer, basketoall, amateur soccér,_ and

-

ﬁootba]] teams.
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Tab]e 4

Hours Spent per Week in Season
Reported in Four Studies

Practice Out of Practice Total’

Author, Sport ) Prep, Organi-
year Planning zation ~
Naylor, : . , . _ .
1976 Football 8.82 17.64 ‘ NR ) 26.4§
Horwood, ‘
1979 - Basketball  10.8 11 A 29.12
Gordon, Professional NR . " «NR 55.5
| NROL o .
B1981 7 Socceh{ Amateur  NR “NR 28.09
' ' NR : : . '
Ilica, , o , N
1982 | M.R.G. - - 13.42 6.6 '5.64 125.66
~

“N;RQ.Not reported.
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Months of training per .year o
The average number.of months training per year for the

entire sampte was 9.66. The ‘experienced coaches were

’

involved in training for an average'of 10.43 months per year

p—

wh1]e the 1nexper1enced coaches reported 8.8 months. Again,
there s ev1dence that the' experienced coaches-are more
extensively, 1nvo]ved in COaching than the»‘inexperienced

coaches,

Number of g;hn sts under tralning

of . the 12 ches in the sampte three did not coach

- any gymnasts for 1nd1v1dual events.. The remaining nine
4coached af total of 20 gymnasts three coaches tra1ned with”
one three tra1ned two one tra1ned three, and two trained
-tour {See Table 5, page 83 and Append1x I -Table 23) 7 All
exper1enced coaches had at 1east one gymnast under tra1n1ng,
‘whereas~ on1y tWo‘ 1nexper1enced coaches reported hav1ng

rnd1v1dual gymnasts under tra1n1ng It 1s 1nterest1ng that

one of the 1nexper1enced coaches was tra1n1ng four gymnasts:

- the .highest number reported 1n th1s study - Th1s coach
l1ved longest outside Canada in a cu]ture w1th strong MRG
traditton ' She had competec as a gymna%t for s1x yéars at -

the 1nternat]ona1~level and was an ass1stant coach for five

1 e

years Us1ng Warde s (1980L class1f1cat1on she”_was

considered ani,lnexperqenccd ﬁoach dgwever her previous

.gymnasiics exper1ence and her past and. present- coaching

‘..

involvement 1nd1cate, that ’actuatly 'Ehe'»had a greater(

A,

.o . : L £

2
5y
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Table 5 ‘

Number of Individual Gymnasts and Groups Associated

with Each Coach, and Coaches’ Scores on CAB, LPC, andsTA
. Coach Individual . Groups CAB . LPC . TA .

(56.67>) - "

A

- Gymnasts Coéched ’:j78>)‘ | (655,

\Coachéd ' ‘ ‘ . 57<)

! ¢

O N S Y’ 83 89
4.0 1 80 . . 82 g
- ’ O L1 o 72“ A
| | 60 24 67
3 65 81 - 78
| 4 2 1y . BT
7 -1 s 29 76

[o2 2NN S, B N O O

g - i 72 . BB T2
g 2 2 . 75 . 86 . _: 6%
10 SR T 72788 . N B4

11 - 84 B R {0

.

2 T2 1 L T ee L e

<

- Tb{é] 20 14 X278.83 ;isg.gr."\n 2&70;64;'
| 2 ; - ‘:f, | o .(AII spores) - o
X=59.22
- (qu‘&vH;gh‘LPg> .
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coaching background in 'traintng"wnd1v1dua1 gymnasts than

have the majority of the experfenced coaches Hence in

this\uparticular case. Warde]]’s c]ass1f1cat1on of coach1ng

.
experience is m1s]ead1ng ; _
" Df the entire samp]e of coaches -91.66% reported
tra1n1ng either one or two groups of gymnasts .. [ See Table

5, page 83 and Appendix 1, Table 24). As"the maXimum‘numbem
of groupsrallowed to officia1ly represent%a‘province dn; the
national championships ismtwo;i1t.might?be<that.sometotithe‘
t_coaches'invo]ved tn this study dﬁd not reportlalt-the'groups
they had under tra1n1ng, i.e. proyincial ]eyel groupsr

The exper1enced coaches were' tra1n1ng an average .Of'

EIth groups and the 1nexper1enced averaged six groups 'Oney'

‘,‘exper1enced coach reported the m1n1mum coach1ng 1oad of .one

1

individual - gymnast < while anotherfl1nexper1enced; coach
reportedi»the greatest coaching load:: four ﬁndiytdual
/ A ‘(‘ . 3 .
gymnaSts and two - groups The exper1enced coach was Just

A

t*return1ng to the compet1t1ve MRG program after an absence off‘
two years. . The 1nexper1enced‘coach was brought'to Canada on
a two year contract by a private club Obv1OUs1y, their

‘coaching loads ref]ected these personal factors.

,Coach1ng author1tar1an1sm .

. The degree of author1tar1an1sm exh1b1ted by the MRG.
'—coaches was measured by the Coach Attltude~Behav1or - (CAB)
scale. Seventy-five percent "of ' the respondents Were"

‘ctassified as authoritarian (see tabte 5). These' findings

3
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are qu1te d1fferent from research by ‘Bain\-(4973r} Naylor

: (1976) Hoqwood 1979)A and Gordon 1981[VWho all reported

the1r samp1e§ as predomwnant]y non-authdrjfarian. It was

surprising to\f1nd females surpassing male ébaches in dégree

_ . s . :
of’authoritariFnism. Naylor’'s (1976 comment, that ”coaches.

in general. \ . have been SQmewhat 1ncorrectly 1abeled as

K

_ Vo e B o
authoritariah figures" (p. 45) does nat hold true for the

present grbupn OF; coaches.'. S In 'explaining- the

authoritarianism of the sample in the fﬁqeéen{ .study two

i

' argumehts could bs.of value. Ffrst1yj it could be that the

MRG coachés who lﬁQed the longest~outsidé Canada might have
used. a style more 'QOHSistent with that of theﬁr'nétive
country.  This sty\‘ _might then have 'influénced other

coaches in the samp\e through assoc1at1ons at compet1t1ons

S or coach1ng workshops Second]y the younger age' of . this

sample, 'comp%red’ to Prev1oUs research, mightihad been a

wfactorvih “more author11ar1an1sm att1tudes "'Bain (1973)

specuiatéd“ “thét ‘as a- ébach gains experience, h1s coach1ng

styie could become more democrat1c fp. 101). Indeedj over

the years a coach mfghtitéhd to develop her own approach to
1 . A

coaching, in which experience and confidence might express
theméel&eé in a more democrdtié apprdaCh.with less need.for'
or interest 1n autocratic approaches ‘

Gordon- (1981) -added three questions to the CAB scale
which Qere also used in this‘ Study.'as indicated earlierﬁ
The first question examined the importance,.in the coach’s

eyes, of \thé' gymnast or coach, as compared " . to the
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organization or MRG. Nine respondents (74.99%) agreed thaf
 fhe orgénization, or MRG,.should be more important than.the
individual. The second question revealed information vabo;t
'.How ‘coaches react- to criticism -originated bX‘different'
"soubceé. Very few coaches‘were prepared to consider the
criticiém.'by press, media, and fans, whereas 58.33% of the
resbondénts were preparédy to ‘;ccepi criticism')from the
gymnasts, and 75%‘from'the;oréanizafion. The third question
provided information.onlhpw MRG ‘coaches perceived tﬁeir role
priorities at fﬁé{h',club. Almost  all, 83.33% ~of"the
reSpohdehts saw winning as fheif major priority aS ? MRG
coach.  The data ‘collected from thésé three guestioh§ is

1

~summarized in Table 6, pages 87 and 88.

‘Leaderéhip style
' ~This was asseséed by " The Least Preferredv Co-worker

(LPC)- scale .(see Chapter IIl, p: 54). It was found that

-

41.67% of'the‘respondents were Felationghip oriented, 33.33% .
were task'oriented, and 25.00% weré in betweenf' When these
Qesults ére compafed'wiﬁh’qulor_éad'Goqun’s findings, it
reveals that \MRG“ coach?s are the most task, and the least .
: relationship Qriéﬁtedhamong'ﬁhe three samples (Table 7):‘
‘Warde1l] .aﬁgpéd that JOne’s;Teédershib style is part of
one’s'bersona]ity. and changing-it wouid be as difficuit as
sudden 1y tcying to become a different person” (1980, p.14) .
_This view is worth brief_‘diSéuésion.'_ One cannot - expect

"sudden” improvements in complex behavior such as coaching '
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Table 7

Coaches’ - LPC Scores Reported in Three Studies

Author Sport  Relationship Task Mixed
year _ - Oriented Oriented oriented
Number Number .Numﬁér

(Percentage) (Percentage) (Pefcentage)

Naylor, . | , o : ‘
1973 Football  28(56.00] 3(6.00) 19(36.00)
Gordon;,' , -

1881 Soccer 32(54.24) 17(28.81)  10(16.95)
“I]icé, ' . s

1982 M.R.G 5(41.67) - 4(33.33) 3(25.00)

~
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béhévior, anymore %han one might expect ghddén changes (%or
fhe better) in athlete performance. Such things do happen
bu% are reIatiVe]y M}are oufside qf melodramatic plays or
movieg. lmpfbvement in coaching or athletic behavior occurs
quité' slowly, and ‘even unpredictably, th over appropriate
periods of tihe, improvement can bé very substantial. - Most
feaéhers, includihg those whg‘train coaches, are 'at least
somewhat optimistic about changjng béhavior of ~otber§,
espegia]]y when the subjects are themselves enthdged and\
cooperative about changing. -Since the behaviors critical. to
leadership style can be accurately described,and modélled,
willing subjects will be able to iearn~to djsp}ay,these'mqre
of,\less appropriately and thUs.k.atlleéstlgradua1ly, may
alter their ]éadership style. , |
~Aside from the issué(;f possible chang§,>What‘reasbnsL

might one find fo explain why this all: femaTe sample. is ’
cleariy more task:oriented. and less re]at}onshiploriented
than the male‘samples étudfeJ by Naylor, and Gordon? ’

1.~ The women respondentsﬂimay have beeﬁ fry{ng to
behéve as ?Pey thought men coaches do, paﬁticélarly if _-they
saw themselves  operating . in’/what is ‘geﬁeralty male
territory.

2. As they 'wére ‘coachfng athletés of . excellent

ca]ibré, competitive’ demands are high é§pecially sihce>

results are based on aesthetic judgement. \Moyements and
. . - : . ) ‘\‘ -
figures must be performed extremely aécurate]y.

7

J
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3. Many of the reSpohdentsvuame from cultures whe 2
"business - before - pleasure ipproach" (Wardell, 1480, p.
14) is commonly acceptec. | ' :
’ 4. The majcrity 'of respondents, were c]assified.as
lauthor1tar1an as measured by the CAB scale.

5. The MRG coaches are ~ engaged 1h’prpmotfngia\new».
sport tn CanaQa,:,perhaps' facingq'more difficu]ties';than.
coaches invoﬂ?ed» in better estab11shed sports = - These

&

preseures may also 1nv1te more task - or1ented behavior
The Team atmosphere = °

The Team Atmosphere (TA) scoree were all c]uétered in
the ‘upper third ihterva] with a mean of 70.64. and aprahgexof,

62 - 80 (Table 5). Scores in this upper ‘thiFd'iihterval.‘

would indicate that the coach feels accepted by her group'f?.f‘

and at ease 1n her role W1th1n the upper th1nd 1hterval ca. .

new - subclassification of the scores was determ1ned (see - -

Appendix 1, Table 25). One | coach ' did not complete ‘this
, oo /0 L . .
scale as she felt it wolild lgad to a detrimental evaluation.

The resultsnof.this study “$how a'higher.TA mean and range of

scores than. the results obtained 1n prev1ous research (see -

Teanl

Appen;ﬁx I, Table 26). Whether or not the d1fferences are
‘statistically significant ijs",unknown.* - The fccaches’
perCeption of team atmoephere'cou1d\bevhigher~in,this study
for 'variops reasons. ]t COu]d bé. argued "that coaches are
aWare of their "human relations“?ro]e (Naytcr, 1976, p.44)

and therefore try to estabtish positive; ‘harmonipus
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relationships with their . team. ' Once established, the
“harmonious atmospherc within the team might act as a
positive variable 1in increasing the productivity of the
trainihg sessions and competing events. Harmonious
étmosphere could - help release some of the pressure created
by the physical, mental, and emotional demands on elite.
Héth]etes during trqining.b 'Moreover, in situations where
winning teams were studied, it would become rathe: difficult
to assess- how the coach’s éndeavors, team success, or a
comb$2§}ion of the two, might interact in creating a
harmonious atmoéphere.

MRG coaches were, described in this study as geﬁera]ly
more authoritarian (bage 84). The findings also revealed
that MRG coaches had the highest TA scores among other
sampies studied previously (see Appendix I, Table 26).
These findi N suggeét that MRG 'coaches, despite being
autHoritariah, are able to establish « positive team
atmosphere. The  might be chéracterizeu asl “benevolenf
dictators". A Key to this success might be found in their
ability ?o.individua1ize tasks and thereby create a climate
in  which véocia] relationships among co-workers (athletes)
are enhanced (Wardell, 1880). )

Finally, it may be that demographic variables such as
age, sex, and class (Argyle; 1978) “interact with the

coaching environment to produce unexpected results.
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B. Patterns of Incentive Motivation as Measured by the IMI
A two way analysis of variance was employed to test fhé
significance of differences among the IMI subtests, using
age and events as ”1ndependent Vériables, No shgnificant
differenceé were found (see Appendix I, Tables 27-30). |
Alderman (1970) conducted a study of attitudes towards
physical activity among,cha%pﬁon athletes. He.reported that
male athletes scored significantly higher than female
ath]etés on the vertfgo dimension, which hé‘ states is
closely rela{gﬁ\}o the stress system. On the other hand,
female ath]ete;\ scored significantly higher ~than male
athletes on the social experience dimension (affiljation).
Wbod'(1980) in a related study, reported no significant
male/female difference on the IMI subtest on excellence, and
unlike Alderman, no sex difference on‘IMI stresswscores for
athletes in basketball and swimming. Male athletés,in both
sports in her study scored significantly higher than female
athletes in the same sports bn the subtest of success.
Female swimmers scored significantly higher than female
basketball players on the subtest of success. And, female
basketball players scored significant]y _higher than male
basketball players on the subtest of affiliation. In  the
present study there were also no s?@nificant differences on
the subtests of éxcerence and'stressbfor the MR .gymnacsts.
As the preéent study involved only female respondents
from one sport, and one skill level, it was expected that no

significan§ difference would be found among the variables
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studied. MRG éfhletes at th{s level cluster very c]osély
witH respect to many physica] and psychological qualities.
Another relevant common characteristic.within this QPOUpiis
that they have- all had extensive involvement With the
aesthetic aspects of mévement. It would be interesting and
valuable to -develop a- scale to measuré the incentive
motivation value of éesthetics as an adjunct to the present’
IMI, because of its importance in several sports such as
MRG, gymnastics, diving, figﬁre skating, and ski jumping, to

mention a few.
C. Leadership Style he]atipnships

- Coach authorifarianism'

Using the "rule of. thumb” suggested by Hinkle (1879,
p.85), no inverse relationships or Jlittle negative linear
correlation ‘Was found between LPC and CAB measurements. In
general, very low scores on the LPC séale were associated
with very Jlow scores on CAB scale. The findings aﬁe
consistent with Naylor (1976) and Horwood' s (1979)"hesults.
However, they do not support Gordon’s (1991) results. This
éontradiction‘mighf be due to a combinétion of effects from
thr~= sources. First, little variation‘in the dimension of
situatfonal favorablenegsf. Second, the pfesent ‘study
invoTved‘ female athletes and coaches which may have
confounded cohparisons with studies involving males. For

example, coaches might have been apprehensive about
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evaluating themselves on qualities suc; as authoritarianism
and task orientation, which are closely agsociatea\\with
males in our culture. Third, the CAB scale has‘npt\ever
been tested for reliability. It would seem logical bto \go
that before using it in further research. The LPC scale h;§r
been widely used but :ontroveﬁsy over the wvalidity of thé\
instrument has been increasing for,‘theb last few years. |
Fiedler (1967, 1969) and his associates (Fiedleg, Chemers
and Mahar, 1977; Fiedler and Mahaf,i‘1979; Rice, 1978,
Konar -Go ldband, Ricé, and Monkarsh, 1979; Wardell, 1980)
report support%ve ._evidence to the model. Work by
Schriesheim and Kerr (in Hﬁnt and Larson, 1977), .Chelladuraji
and Carron (1978), and Gordon (1981) challenge the model.
An extreme example of criticism states that "the contingency
model and the central variable of LPC lack any semblance of
validity and that further research is essentially a waste of
time"  (Konar-Goldband, 1979, p. 408). Gordon (1981)
coniends that this, is an outceme of "inadequate testing
procedures and from certzin assumptions that were mistakenly ///
taken for granted by the researcher" (p. 96). B /

"~ The present author considers that 'the LPC scé[é/
prodgcés difficulties. in c]assify{ng respondents whose
scofes fall in the 58 - 63 rangef Scores in this range
;uggest that there are individuals who are not clear.ly task
or relationship oriented. But this would not be possible in

the Tight of Fiedler’'s definition of leadership style which

depends on an unchanged need structure as the basis for
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motivation: of the leader. It may be that more productive
‘ .

attempts Fo assess 1eadership style could be made using an
observati#na] analysis system such as the Cgachi;g Behavior
Observational System (CBOS) developed by M. Smith (1978).
Both the% Leadership Scale -for Sports (LSS) (Chel]adufﬁi,
1980) andeBOS sca]és were developed specifically for use in
athletic lsettings} Aé the coaching field éontinues to
deve]op, it is apparent that increasing use of measuring.

instrﬁments based on carefully deve]opéd, relevant theory,

would be helpful*

Teah atmosbhere

Oné burpose of the study was to see if']ow LPC coaches
perceive tea& atmosphere significantly different than do
high LPC coaches. The comﬁarison resulted in a difference
signifjéant at the .05 léve]v(cv = 2.447) (Table 8). . Low
LPC coaches (50% of the respondehts) had a mean of 7&?75, on
the TA scatle, wheréas high LPC coaches had a méén of 65.55.
‘Gordon (1981) found that only 25% of hisc‘task- oriented
_'coaches p%rceiVe TA >harmoniously, as compared to 67.2% of
' relationshié oriented coaches who percefved TA. :high. This
significant Edifference indicates that low LPC female M.R.G.
coaches, wHo also were found to be low in guthoritarianism
and younger than respondents in previous research (Naylor,
j976; Horwood, 1979; Gordoﬁ}{1981), perceive TA to be more
favorable fhan relationsﬁip oriented respondents. It could

be that once the M.R.G. coaches establish® their objectives
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Table 8 S
TA for High and Low LPC Coaches
Number Mean S. D. T 2 Tajl
of Cases - TA Value DF Probability
Low LPC - 4 71.75 3.686 2.59 6 041
High LPC - 4  65.50 3.109
d=.05
cv=2.447
Note:

a. The TA Score of each respondent is ranked into an upper
(56.6 - 80.0), middle (33.3 - 56.6), or lower (10.0 - 33.3)
‘third (Fiedler, 1962) |

b. A score of 65 and above describes a high LPC, or a
‘relationship-motivated person; a score of 57 and below, a

fow LPC, or a task-motivated person (Fiedler, 1967, p. 8)



Table 9

i

i
)

TA Perception of MRG Coaches and Their Gymnasts

‘LPC*  Low High DF  F Significance
TA ~ Mean 70.60 73.26 24
Scores S.D. 9.23 5.89 33 2.45 0.0086
N 25 34 '
ol=.05
cv=1.92 | .



/«f\x

Table 10

N

TA Perception by Coaches, and by Coaches ard Their_“

Gymnasts Combined . . ;
- . N ' \
Coaches L ’ Coaches and their
gymnasts combined
Mean S.D.. © Mean S.D.
Low LPC 71.75 3.67 ' 70.60 9.23

High LPC 65.50 s 3,11 - 73.26 ’ 5.89
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sthy»Maséimo also suggested that highly skilled gymnésts
respond to - a different’ type,of coaching.style ﬁhah lower

skilled gymnasts. He argued that maybe task-oriented

.Icharacteristiqs identified at lower levels of.§Kil} shift to-"

the more emotional-caring ones as the Jlevel foﬁ:ﬁsKiTl. is
improved. Such 'a shift .is- éupported by Bifd’s Feseaﬁéh
conducted on volleyball teams (cited in Massimo, 1980). She

‘concluded that coaching style modifies . depending on tt

level " of skill or competition of a particular team.

Obviously, these findings do not fit'wel]\yith Fﬁédlerﬂs
model of leadership style.

To conclude,_the‘présegt study found that:

1. Leadership style is a significant variable .to -

consider when identifying® the TA among coaches and their

athletes. However, the instruments emp]oy@d‘dﬁd not reveal

a consistent pattern petWeen° the;.perception ;of TA and““

coache§’.leadership style.
2. Variation was fQuhd in how the éoaches and.their
gymnasts eQaluated the TA. » | ‘ E
3. If the data had been gathered at'anpﬁher period in
the training year, ihe"expédtatiohlfé that TA measures would
have been different because TA can bé:éxpécted‘to'change as

Te}at10hships develop. .

1
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V. SUMMARY; CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS for FURTHER -
STUDY.

Summary

The present-study’had two primary purposes:
1. To. determine patterns of incentive motivation, as

measured._by the Alberta Incentive Motivation Inventory

L TIND) ahbng*e]ite modern rhythmfc (MR) gymnasts.

2. To exahine trends of leadership style, as.'measufed
by = the Least Preferred Co- Worker scale, in elite modern
rhythm1c gymnast1cs (MRG) coaches.

Respondents who ‘partjcipated in thek:Study were all
el%te modern phythﬁic gymnasts who competed officially in

the 1981 Canadian Modern Rhythmic Gymnastics Championsrips,

 ahd>their:coachés.“ Specifically, cespondents were 84 modern

rhythmic . gymnasts, age nine to 24, and competing in

_individual, group, and both events;. and 12 elites modern

rhythmic gymnastics coaches.

Each gymnast completed a questionnaire composed of

,three parts: personal demographic information, the A]berta

IMI, and t'« Team Atmosphere (TA) scale. The personal
derographic jnformation was used to describe the elite MRG .-
gfoup ih‘Canada The ‘Alberta IMI and TA scales were useld to
test: ‘the research hypotheses proposed in this study

- Of the 84 gymnastSqu] were Jun1ors in the age range'of

-9 to 14 years and with ‘a. mean age of 12.81 years 48

gymnasts were seniors in the age range of 15 to 24 years

104,
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with a mean age of 17 62 years Tne‘mean age of the entire
samptelwas 15.73 year~ "\ ' ‘ﬁﬂ - |

Of the' respondents, k 17:86 "% were competing in
individual events, 72.62-%vin the groop event;,and 9.52 % in
Aboth‘tevents - The individual- ‘events gymnasts had - been
competing in-MRG. for an average of 4.4 years and at ‘the
present - level for ang’aVerage of 2.13 years. The group/
.events gymnasts ‘had’ been compet1ng 1n MRG for an average of
2.78 years and cat the present level For an average of 2.0
years. Gymnasts who competed in both events averaged 4. O
years in MRG, and 2. 37 years of compet1t1on at the present

level. T g .
Mﬁv gymnaSts scored. highest ‘on the exce]lenoe incentive
system, Fol]owed by thef af%iliation “incentive systém as
measured jby the IMI.k Also, in almost all cases (91.66 %),
‘the . scores of the gymnasts compet1ng in individual and group
events ' exceeded sgores of the gymnasts compet1ng 1n both
events. u .
dunicm‘@gymnasts percetved the - team atmosphere much:
h1gher than senior gymnasts Gymnasts compet1ng/‘fnﬂ group
‘:events } scored "higher in assess1ng the team atmosphere than
| gymnasts compet1ng in 1nd1v1dua] events.
| " Each coaoh completed a quest1onna1re composed ofttwo
parts:ipersonal 'demOgraphic ‘1nformat1on,.‘and 1nstruments.
emp]ovedt Coach-Attitude ~Béﬁévi5rﬁ _.Least Preferred
Co-Worker,‘ and Team . Atmospnere.tséaﬂes. The personai -
demographtc tnformation wasiused tofdescribe,the eliteiMRG

w
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coaches group 1in Canada. The = instruments provided the

necebsary data for testing the research hypotheses proposed

in the present‘studyﬁ

Of the 12 coaches, 83.33‘% were in the age interval- of

- 18-45. years.” Six coaches were born in Canada and seven

irom Eastern Europe indicated MRG as their speCializatio

-w1th a range of one to 15 years.

coaches had lived most of their lives in_Canada. The others

AN

came to Canada from Europe and Japan. Seventy-five percent
of the respondents were married and' 50 % of the matried
respondents had one or two children.

Seventy-five percent of the. respondents | held

a
bachelor’s degree.” Among them, 66.66% indicated physical
'Veducation as their major. The other 33.33 %, who ai] came

Two coaches reported no MRG experience as a competito

Six reported having 1ess than five years experience Wh1\)

four had more than five years expehience .The coaches wh

11ved longest outside Canada. had a mean of 7.2 years o

competitive experience, as opposed to a .mean of 2. 4 years

“.reported by the - coaches who lived 1ongest in Canada

Of the respondents 33 33 % had less than five K year
experience\ as assistant coaches, - while  the remé{%in:

two—thiﬁds has no experience as assistant coaches The

'.average head coach experience of’ this sample was 6.33 years,

- B

 Two thirds of the. respondents were certified coaches in

that they had quaiified For Level I certificationr of the

T

-?rNationai Coaching Certification . Program '(NCCPQ. Fifty
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percent inaicated that they did not hold any other. coaching
certificates. The other half of the respondents repérted
ho]ding' a variety of cértificates in gports related to MRG: "
artistic gymnastiéﬁ. trampoline, Figuré skétfhg.

‘The mean for training hours per week for the entire
sémple was '13,42. hours. Fof, preparation and planniﬁg,
outs1de of pract1ce sess1ons the mean ﬁor the entire sample
was 6.6 hours per week. " The mean&foﬁ tHe entire Sample for
organ1z1ng, promoting and. generaf adminisfration was 5.64
hours per week. Thus, the- average time‘,committment, per
week, fér each .coach was 25.66"hoUrs:Q The average number of
months‘tféining per year for ‘the ‘entire ééﬁple was 9.66.

| Of the 12 coaches, tHPéé coaéhéd only the group evéﬁi.

For the remaining n1ne ‘coaches a total of 20 gymnasts were
d1str1buted ag fo]lows three coaches trained one gymnast '

three trained two, one trained Lhree- and two trained :four.

Al ost- 92 % of the responcants were tra1n1ng either one or

i//,»"?@o -groups of gymnasts : . o ' ‘ :
. | The - CAB scale, measuring )the‘ ' degree of

.v;uthoritariani;m,’revealed thgt»75 % of the bespondents were
classified fas authoritarian. 'Uéjng the.LPC‘scaie té assess
‘leadership style; it was founa thaf 41.67 % of ' the.
rgspondeﬁtg -were relat1onsh1p or1ented 33 33 % were task

E=1

oriented, and 25 % were in-between. Thg TA scale measum1ng

|

coaches perceived that their teams were very harmonious.

the perception of team atmgsphere, 1nd1cated that all

-

ATl ‘TA,scoreé were clustered in-fheuuppér third inférvé] of

-
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the scale, with a mean of 70.64 and a range of 62-80. The -
upper third ‘of this scale ranges from 56.6 to 80.

A two~wéy andlysis of v;riance'revéaled'that there were.
no significant aifferences on an& of the IMI subtests
between gymnasts age nine to 14 aﬁd 15 to 24, whether
éQmpeting in individual~+ group,,of}both events. ’

: Aﬁ analysis using Pearson’'s r broduced the following
"results:

1. No significant correlation was found between LPC
and CAB measurements. .

2. A ']ow po;itjve correlation was found between Lva
score§ and coaches eduéétional background (r = 0.18).

3. No significant correlation was found between LPC
scores and'coaching dua]if{cationsl

4, A low positive correléfion was found between LPC
scores and years of coaching experience (r =‘6:é1).
— 5, _A significant positive correlation (r = 0.63) was

" found between LPC scores and cultural background.

6. A low negative cdrrelation (r = -0.32) was found.
between LPC scores and marital status. : ] \\\
7. No reiézionship was found between leadership style

and the time coaches spend- on training, ‘preparation, and
organization per weeK; and the number of months Qf training

per year.

A One—Wéy Ana]ysis of Vaq%ance revealed that low LPC
‘coaches pgrcéiVed team atmospherg,signfficaﬁt]y higher than

high LPC coaches.

he]
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A Two-Way Analysis of Variance revealed that low LPC

coaches and their. gymnasts combined pérceived team

atmosphere significantly Jlower than high LPC coaches and

‘their gymnasts combined.

Conclusions
| Based on/ the results obtained in this study, the
following coriclusions were drawn:

1. There were no significant differences on any of the
four incentive systems for modern rhythm{c gymnasts age nine
to 24, competing in individual, group and both events.

2. There were no significant correlations between LPC
and CAB measurements. .

.3. "ESL . LPC coaches perceived team atmosphere
significantly higher than high LPC coaches. |

4. LEC, and coaches educational qualifications showed
a 10&1positive corre]@tion.

5. There'wgs a significant correlation between LPC and
'cultural background.

6. LPC and marital status scores revealed a low
negative correlation.

7. There were no significant correlations between LPC

measurements and time spent on training, preparation, and

organization per week; and the months of training per year.
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Recommendat ions

Based on the results of the present study, the

following recommendations are made for - future
\

investigations: . :

1. Future research with the IMI should have among its
goals, the building of a data base across sports, levels of
competition, and sexes, useful in déscribing and assessing
differences in retative potency of the various incentive
.systems, and the patterning of 1néentives among athletes.

2. The Qa]ue of aesthetics, aé” an incentive system
should be examined and considered for inclusion in fhe IMI.

3. Future research should attempt to study the
~athletes and their coaches as they work together, in an
interactional type of investigation.

4. Further research might utilize repéated tests over
the competitive years, and from year to year  to examine the
dynamic-developmental aspects of motivation and team
atmosphere.

5. Future regearch_fnvestigating coaching‘leader;hip
style should emp]oy instruments speé}fically desjgned for
‘use in sport settings, such as: Coach Behavior Description
Questionnaire (CBDQ) developed by Danielson (1974), Coaching
Behavior Assessment System (CBAS) developed by F. Smithﬁet
al. ({1977), Coaching Behavior Observational System (CBOS)

developed by M. Smith (1978), and Leadership Scale for
Sports (LSS) developed by Chelladurai (1980). |
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1.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

16.
17.
18.
19.
520':

21.

22,
23.

24,

a

Ih sport, doing the best I possibly can is more important than'
anything else. - ) . ne

It's important to make your teammates agree with you.

. .
- r

Hard worko@ts in .practices are pleasant for me.

J« N I‘ t

.- I would rather gov without help when training;

Public criticism of my playing bothers me.

-1189

In some sports,~such as football and hockey, 1njuring an opponent

in order to wid is partially approved of. 1If the opportunity

existed in your sport, would you do the same7

Close friendshipa with my teammates are necessary for me.

Working hard to -perfect my individual skills is what counts in

sport.

-

I like telling my teémmates what to do.

High pressure situations in sport are fun. |,

.

A

I prefer to compete alone, without lots of spectators watching me.

When I partieipate in sport; my objective is to win.

o e

I like to intimidate,ﬁ& opponents.
Being accepted by my teammates is more importaht to me

The better I piaf; the more I like myse%ﬁu

[

I take a strong stand in' arguments Qith.myfcoachg

The more complicated a sport is,..the more I like it.

9 .

1 don’t care if my teamﬁates dislIke—me.‘

I like to see my name in the- sports section ‘of the newspaper.

When. frustrated I become even more angry. o lh:f

I can be friendly with teammates who do things which I consider

are wrong. : = .

Playing well is more i: -rtant than winning. - - -

-

I like being chosen to demonstrate in front of the team.

I enjoy being "uptight" before and during.a game,

.thﬁh,winningﬂ

X

Ny
N

\
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T

25.

26"

27.
28.

29

. 30.
31.
. 32.

. 33.

34.
- 35.
g§36.
37.

38.

39.
40.
41,

.42,
43.
44.
45,
46.

47.

748,

49.

1 enjoy the opportunity to humiliate my opponents.

120

'I”couldn t care less if I .make friends in my Sport.

I like competlng in’ front of large crowds of people.

I enjoy my participation in sport just to be with other people

I get very upset with myself when I don't play as well as I am
able to.

Being a leader on the team is more important than winning.
I like doing new things in my sport.
I like to train alone.

Winning in sport’ is the most important thing even when I play
badly.

e
~ -

Punishment of one's opponents is quite natural in sport.

Taking part in team affairs is important to me.
Practicing really hard is what makes great athletes.
I think people notice me when I participate in sport.

Not knowing whether I'm going to win or lose before a game is
attractive to me.

I dislike beingvasked for advice by myiteamnatas.

Games are more important than practices.

Releasing my fruatraticns”is more important to melthan winhing.
I want to be considered frlendly by my]teammates and coach. |
I blame myself wnen I play badly. : \
Coaches give me too much advice. | |

I like lots of noise while I'm playing.

It's fine with me when no one cares.how well T play.

I dislike losing.

I don't feel sorry for my opponents when I beat them. e

A warm, friendly dtmosphere on the team is important tc/ﬁé.



50.

52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.

67.
68.
69.

70.
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I would rather learn the difficult thinés in my sport than the

easy ones.
Winning arguments with my teammates is imBQrtant to me.

Drills bore me.

\

I would rather lose than accept advice from my coach or teammated.

I pargicipate.inlsport beéause my barents want me to.
One should beat inferior opponents as badly as possible.
I like to train with other people.

I practice new skills until I.can“do them perfectly.

I believe I am the most impor¥tant person on the team.

~Excitement in a game is more important than winning.

A

I don't like my parents being around when I'm competing.
The score is important in a game. -

Competitive sport is a ''dog-eat-dog'" situation.

I get ;ery upset when my teammates or my cogch reject me.
I give 100% no matter who my opponent is.

I like 1t when my teammates depend on me during a'ggme.

I like variety in practices.

Listening to my coach is a waste of time.c

1

I would like to be a well-known athlete.

3

Heckling an oppomnent when you've Beaten him is alright.

The ohly reason I participate in sport is to make friends.

/

= {
3

3
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IMI ANSWER SHEET

Name :
Age:
Instructions: Write your answer to each statement
. in the correct blank. Your answer . Sex:
- is restricted to one of four choices:
. , - Sport:
ALWAYS OFTEN SELDOM NEVER
1. 2 3. 4
6. 7 8. 9
11. 12. 13. 14
16. 17. ° 18. <, 19.
21. 22. 23. . 24.
26. 27 28. 29
31. 32. _ : 33. - 34,
36. 37. 38. 39,
41. 42. 43, 44,
46. 47,0 48. | 49.
51. 52.- 53. 54,
56. ~ 57. 58. 59. 5
X lr' o
61. - " 62. 63. 64.
66. &7. 68. ‘ 69.

10.

15.
20.
25.
30.
:f;j
35.
40.
45,

50.

55.

60.

65.

70.



-2-
B. ALBERTA INCENTIVE MOTIVATION INVENTORY (IMI).

Try to decide which one of the four avéilable responses to ©

| each statement best represents the way you feel. Then circle
the appropriate number in the column at the right. Work
fairly quickly. Your first reaction to each statement is
usually the most accurate one. Please be sure to answer all

the questions.

people.

<

0 g
>~ g O w
M O U o
SV R
G v )]
N o, O W =
1. 1In sport, dolng the best I possibly can is more
important than anything else. 4 3 2 1
2. Sweating in practices is pleasant for me. 4 2 1
3. 'Public criticism of my work in the gym bothers me. 4 3 2 1
4, Close friendships with my teammates are necessary
for me. 4 3 2 1
5. Working hard to perfect my individual skills is
what counts in my sport. 403 2 1
6. High pressure situations in my sport are fun. 4 3 2 1
7. 1 compete to win! 4 3 2 1
8. Belng accepted by my teammates is more important
to me than winning. 4 3 2 1
ﬁg. The better I perform in my sport, the more I like _
myself. A 4 3 2 1
. L )
10. ' The more complicated a sport is, the more I like
it. ‘ 4 3 2 1
11. I like to see my name in the sports section of the
newspaper. 4 3 2 1
12. I can be‘friendly with teammates who do things
which I consider wrong. 4 3 2 1
513. Competing well is more important than winning. 4 3 2 1
14, I enjoy being "uptight" and nérvous before and
during a competition. ﬂ 4 3 2 1
15. I like competing in front of large crowds of v
‘ 4 3 2 1



l6.
17.

18.

19.

20.
21,

22,

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

28.
29.
30.

31.

32.
33.

34,

I enjoy my participation in sport just to be with
other people.

I get very upset with myself when I don t perform
as well as I can..

I like doing new things in my sport.

Winning in sport is the most Important thing even
when I do not perform well but still win.

Taking part in team affairs is important to me.
Practising really hard is what makes great athletes.

Not knowing whether I'm going to win or lose before
a competition is attractive to me.

Competitions are more important thén.practices.

-

I want to be considered friendly by my teammates
and coach.

I blame myself when I perform badly.
I like lots of noise while I'm performing.

I dislike losing.

A warm, friendly atmosphere on the team is
important to me.

I would rather learn the difficult things in my
sport than the easy ones.

Drills, practicing the same things over and over,
bore me.

I am engaged in my sport because my parents want
me to. ‘

I like to train with other people.

I practice new skills until I can do them perfectly.

Excitement in a competition 1s more important than
winning.

o &
>~ &£ O
o] v o
3 o
Ly LY S B ¢V
< O wm
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 "2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 -2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
L 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
4 3 2
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= Never



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

3

The marks are important in a competition.

}
I get very upset when my teammates or my coach
reject me or put me down.

I give 100% no matter who my opponent is.

I liké varilety in practices.

I would like to be a well-known athlete in my sport.

The only reason I participate in sport is to make
friends. :

s~ Always

w Often

r> Seldom

2

12:

— Never



Appendix B
Modifications in the Alberta IMI

Undertaken in the Present Study
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Alberta IMI', 1980 variant

1. Statement 15 (Excellence):
"The better 1 play, the more I

like myself' becomes...............

2. Statement 24 (Stress): " I
enjoy being 'uptight' before

and during a game" becomes.........

3. Statement 33 (Success) :
"Winning in sport is the most’

important thing even when 1

play badly'" becomes ...............

4. Statement 52 (Success):

"Drills bore me' becomes ..........

;
5. Statement 63 (Affiliation):_

"1 get very upset when my
. teammates or my coach reject

ME" DECOMES vvvvveneeeeineennannnns

127

Alberta IMI, present sfudy

_Statemont 9: "The better I
perform in my sport, the more
I like myself™

Statement 14: ' I enjoy being
'uptight' and nervous before and

during a competition"

Statement 19: '"Winning in sport
is the most important thing
even when I do not perform well

but still win"

Statement 30: 'Drills, practic-
ing the same fhing-ovcg;ynd

over, bore me"

Statement 36: " 1 get very upset
when my coach rejects me or puts

me down''



Appendix .C

The Coach Attitude-Behavior Scale (CAB)
"7
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Instruments
Coach Attitude Behavior Scale.

Instructions .

The following statements are based upon situations and
specific problems with which coaches sometimés must concern
themselves. The best answer to each statement 1is your personal
choice. I have tried to cover a wide variety of coaching
questions. You may find yourself agreeing strongly with some of
the statements, disagreeing just as strongly with others, and
perhaps uncertain about others; whether you agree or disagree
with any statement, you can be sure that many coaches feel

the same as you do. Please base your opinions upon your
feelings and your actual behavior with respect to your coaching
experience. .

Please circle the appropriate response using the following scale:

strongly agree e

agree a little - . &®
neutral: I don't agree or disagree

disagree a little

strongly disagree

. SA A.N DSD
It is best to maintain a large social distance from
the gymnasts in order to maintain a high level of _
authority. . -1 2 3 4-5

Coaches should be concerned with discovering the

individual athletes who violate team or social .
rules. v A . 1 2 3 4 5

The gymnast should always realize that coaches are
the boss whether or not they are right and their
decisions or regulations should never be questioned. 1 2 3 4 5

The coach has the right to set all rules and
regulations and anyone who violates these rules _ .
must be disciplined. 1 2 3 4 5

The coach has enough problems trying to achieve a

high performance level from her gymnasts and should

not overly concern herself with an individual

gymnast's problem. 1

Gymnasts with grievances should bring them to the
attention of the coach (either themselves or ‘
through another person). _ 12 3 4 5



10.

11.
12.
13.
14,

15,

16.
17.
18,

19.

—h—

The best way to eliminate mistakes is to make the
gymnast do push-ups, laps or any form of hard
physical exercise so that she will remember her
mistakes and won't make them again.

Most gymnasts are motivaﬁed by threats of
punishment such as laps,’ push-ups, etc.

Gymnasts are motivated by threats of not being
promoted to a higher level or expulsion from
the team.

Disciplinary action taken by the coach is easier
and handled better if the gymnasts involved are not
personally close to the coach.

Coaches should get to know their gymnasts. slightly,
but should not become friendly or warm with than

Gymnasts should realize that the coach knows more
than they do in MRG and should never ask ”why?".

A well dis¢iplined team makes the c®ach look better
to the community at large.

A well disciplined team on and off the competition
site usually has a better performance record.

A rigid relationship with a gymnast on-and off the
gymnasium floor should be one of the methods used
by coaches to maintain the respect and jurisdiction
a coach deserves and needs in order to best perform
her duties as coach.

A coach who 1is too-friendly with her gvmnasts and does

not remain somewhat detached from them is apt to
lose her position of influence over her gymnasts. -

A coach should always keep her overall won-lost
record in mind in order to see if her gymnasts view
her as successful or not.

Coaches and club officials should be'éware of
trouble-makers in the club whether they are gymmasts
or not.

Those individual gymnasts who inéist on making
trouble or disrupting the club must be punished or
"put down" by any acceptable method available.

SA
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20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25\

26.

27.

28,

—5-
. SA
A coach should refrain from taking extreme position
in any .aspect of social or professional behavior
because she must set a conservative eﬁample to her
gymnasts and to other coaches. "1

A coach should organize herself to the polnt that
there can be absolutely no question in her mind or
her gymnasts' minds about what is oecurring whether

1t be during a competition, during practice, or

during a road trip. 1

Gymnasts recognize the position ‘of authority of the
coach and respond to forceful and direct criticism
or threat of criticism in a desired direction. 1

Discipline in MRG helps create model citizens or
at least helps develop individuals to take meaningful
and worthwhile positions in society. 1

Gymnasts should not be encouraged to come and talk
to the coach about problems in the composition of
the routines because this is the coach's concern.
The gymnast should be concerned with perfecting her
techniques and routines. | :

If more people would participate in MRG, they would
be able to discipline themselves in everyday life
because of discipline learned from sport. |

No single individual - gymnast or coach, is more
important than the overall orgﬁnization or MRG. 1

The coach should listen carefully ar attempt to
follow criticism from:

a. the press and media

b. the fans

¢. the gymnasts

d. the organization

=

My major priority as a MRG coach is:

a. to produce an entertaining team

b. to produce a winning team ‘

c. to attract many spectators for every competition

Sy

N.B.: Your answer may be a combination of any,
all, or none of the above. If the above do
not apply to you, write your best answer in the
space below. ’

NN NN

NN

wwww

W ww
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Appendix D

The Leést Preferred Co-worker (LPC) Scale

y
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"Z. Least Preferred Co-worker Scale (L.P.C.)

Think of a gymnast with whom you can work least well.
She may be a gymnast you coach now or someone you have
coached in the past. The gymnast should be someone you have
had the most difficulty in obtaining maximal performance in
‘MRG situations. Place a check (V) in the space which, in
your mind, best describes this gymnast on each of the pairs
below. Please do all pairs. For example, if you think the
gymnast is somewhat neat you would answer below thus:

Neat : : v// : : : : ] Not Neat
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 ‘
Very ™ Quite Somewhat Slightly Slightly Somewhat Quite Very
neat neat neat neat untidy untidy untidy untidy
\
Pleasant : : : : : : : Unpleasant

Friendly : : : : : : : Unfriendly

Rejecting : : : : : : : Accepting

Helpful : : : : : : : Frustrating

o

Unenthusiastic : : : : : : : Enthusiastic

Tense : : : : : : : Relaxed
;L2 3 4 5 6 7 8
/
Distant : : N : Close
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Cold : t i : Warm
1 2 3 4 5 6 . 8
Cooperative : 3 f‘fﬂ Uncooperative -
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Supportive : : : : : : : Hostile
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 '
Boring K : : : : : Interesting



Quarrelsome

Self~assured

Efficient

Gloomy

Open

7=

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
8 7 . 6 5 : 4 : 3 2 1
8 7 6 S:TTTT
T T T S T
8 7 : 6 5 :,4 : 3 2 1

134

Harmonious

Hgi}tant _

Inefficient
Cheerful

Guarded



Appendix E

The Team Atmosphere (TA) Scale
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Team Atmosphere Scale (T-A.)

Place a check (\//) in the space which, 1in your mind, best
describes your team on each of the pairs below. Do all parts.

1.

bPleasant . : : : : : : ' Unpleasant

Friendly S : : : : : Unfriendly

Bad : : s : : : { _ Good

Worthless . : : : : ¢ i Valuable

Distant : : : : : : : Close

" Cold : : | : i : : : Warm

Quarrelsome : R R S Harmonious,

Self-assured -3 : : : P : Hesitant
: 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Efficient : : Inefficient
g 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 .
Gloomy I Cheerful

1 2 3 4.5 76 7 8 .




Appendix F

Instructions and Part "A" of the Athlete’s Questionnaire
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DEPARTMENT OF MOVEMENT EDUCATION
FACULTY OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND RECREATION

Athlete's Questionnaire.

This is a questionnaire that is designed to assess what attitudes

you have towards competitive Modern Rhythmic Gymnastics and R 3

you fcel about yourself as a compétitive athlete. It is

important that you answer these questions as truthfully as you

can. There are, of course, no right or wrong answers and 1t is L
particularly important for you to answer the way you honéstly e
feel. Your answers will be kept completely confidential.

5 .

A.' 1. Name

2. Date of birth

3. Competing level:
- individual events: Pre-Master Junior

Pre-Master Senior
8y . Master Junior
____ Master Senior
- group events: ___; Junior group
____ Senior group

4. Number of years you have been competing in MRG

5. Number of years you have been competing in the
” present, events (see question 3) .



Appendix G
Cover Letter and Backgfound Information

Included in Coach’s Questionnaire
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DEPARTMENT OF MOVEMENT EDUCATION
FACULTY OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND RECREATION

April 15, 1981.

Dear Coach:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. The
information you provide will be used to describe the different
leadership styles used by the MRG coaches in Canada. The
Information you provide cannot be used to evaluate your coaching
ability, it can only describe it. It will be of interest, to
all of us involved in MRG, to discover the styles used by our
top coaches. No coaches who respond to this questionnaire will
be identified by name, the re5u1ts will be anonymous. '

The questionnaire should not take too much of your time. Please
read the instructions and the questions, carefully, and then select
" your answers quite quickly.

"As soon as, the results are compiled I will mail you a copy of
the results with explanations, and suggestions as to how to
apply the ideas to your coaching.

Thank you aéain for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,

Lane ;ﬁLCJo

Liliana TIlica
National Competitive Coaching Chairwoman

-
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DEPARTMENT OF MOVEMENT EDUCATION
FACULTY OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND RECREATION

Coach's Background Information

Name: . Age: (check one)
’a 18-29 yrs. 46-60 yrs.
' 30-45 yrs. over 60 yrs.

Place of birth

Country lived in longest

Marital status {(check one) Single .Married
: ' Divorced or separated Widowed

Number of children Age and sex of children

City or town where you live

v

Wh;:\zé\fhe'ﬂ;ghest‘level of education you have completed? (check one)

Less than grade 10 Some college or univérsity i

Some high school College graduate ‘ \

High school graduate University graduate _\
T . \

If you are a college or unilversity graduate, what specialization \

did you take whille therg? . \\\

Number of years you competed in MRG - .

Number of years as an assistant coach
Number of years as the head coach

Check all levels of the National Coaching Certification
Program that you have qualified for:

.Level 1 theory MRG Level 1

Level 2 theory

‘Level 3 theory

Please list any other coaching certificates for which you
have qualified.




-2

3. Average periods of time spent on coaching:

Total time per week in actual training or practice hours.

Total time per week in preparation and planning
outside of practice sessions hours.

"Total time per week in organizing, promoting and
general administration hours.

How many months a year are your elite gymnasts in
training? months.

4. How many elite gymnasts do you coach at present?
individual events

group events
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Corresponden:e
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Appendix I

'A. The Sample® : \
1. Modern Rhythmic Gymnasts’
Sample: Tables 11 - 15

é. Coaches’ Sample: Tables 16 - 26
B. Patterns of Incehtive Motivation
as Measured by the I.M. 1.

Tables 27 - 30

C. Leadership Style Relationships
~Tables 31 - 32

145



. Table 11

M. R. Gymnasts\Age

146

Age Std.
Groups Number Percentage Mean Dev.
g - 14 y.o.. 31 39.2% -~ 12.806 1.19
15 - 24 y.o 48 60. 8% 17.625 2.30
9 - 24 y.o. 79 100% 15.73 3.06
Missing data 5

Table 13

‘ln9entive Motivation Score Values

Identified by Alderman and Watson (from Keene, 1977)

Y

Category lncentivé System Scores
Weak ’ 10 - 20

Medium 20 -30

Strong 30 -40
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Table 14 . .
Ranges,. Means and Standard Deviations for the

TA Scores, Considering Age Categories

Age .category Min.  Max. Mean S. D.
/ ) .
/
. : v | 7
Juniors (27} 64 80 74.52 E 4.76
Seniors (47) - 48 80 69.76 8.34
Missing Data 10
Table 15 \

Ranges, Means, and Standard Deviations for the TA Scores

Considering the Competing Event

Event Min. Max. = Mean S. D.
Individual (11) 61 80 70.54 . 6.68
Group (61) 47 80 71.84 7.53
Both (6) . 55 79 71.00 8.79
Entife ‘ _ | _

Population (78) 47 80 71.59 ' 7.43

Missing data: 6 S o : o
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Table 16.

Coaches Age Ranges

Age, years . « Number *  percentage
18 - 29 _ 5 C 41.67
30 - 45 5 : 41.67
46 - 60 , ‘ -2 ' 16.66
Total o R 12 - 100.00
J
Table 17

Country Coaches Have Lived in Longest

Cbunthy 1ived g Number- Percentage

in longest

Canada 7 ; 58.33
Bulgaria - ‘. 1  8.33
Romania I 2 ‘ ;6.67
Gér%any~- 1 ‘ 8.33

1 ‘ 8.33"

Total 12 - 100.00
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.+Table 18

.Number of Children in Coaches’ Families

Number of’ ‘ S Number of : ?ercentage

Children . Coaches

None . ‘ 6 50

One o - <3 : 25

Two. - 3 : 25
V%ﬁq; :

Total ;- 12 100

A Table 19

Highest Level of Education, and Specialization

of,gpaéhes Ho]ding,a.University‘Degree
el ' : . .

e
*_f’Le'\}%éfil»'c')f'w , No. % speciafization No %

Education! S 7 of coaches. -

" with univ. deg.

-I( \\ j

High school, 3 - 25 “\
 some col]egé - B
University - 9 754 ' Physical Educ. 6  66.67
degree M.R;G; -3 33.33
Total . 12 100 B g 100

SR S TR Tue ! W
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Table 20

Experience as Competitors

o

Duration

Kl
Percentage

v

Number

No exper ience
Less than 5 years

More than 5 years

2 _ 16.66

‘Total

L

12 1100. 00

L .
1 .
‘ ~Table 21
M.R.G.vCoaching EXpeEience . W
I. Assistant Mean 2. Head - Mean
Coach - years Cdachfr years

2

“No. experience
RO )

"7l Les$ than five

.« .2 T years experience

8(66.67%)

4(33.33%)

5
~

5(41.7%), 1.8

-

% 7(58.3%)  9.57

Ly Five years
E TN ‘
. . Or ‘more
Total

12

T2
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| Table 22
.Coaching Qualificuations S
3& , v w o s
NCéP“QUalifigatfoﬁ' | Number | Percentage
T MR Glﬁn,. |
- a .
i C?ft1f1ed Level 1 . 8 66.66
} Noi certified | 3 25.00
; ” Not app]wcab]e I o 1 8.34
E “ RPN ‘ .
" otal | 2 100.Q0
| g K.
2. Other cerfificatjoné
- Badminfon | ’
- Certified Level 1 . | T 415
- Artistic,Gym%aéfigg?‘ | ) |
Certified level I . .3 2085
| .f Figure Skat1ng - ;jzp SR
;f‘>\‘Cert1f1ed Levél I~  ‘ﬁ; 1 _4.15
"'{TL Kayaklng | | | e
Cert1f1ed Level f | | | -1>y 4.15
o - Trampoline | v -
Certified Level I . o '8.35
- M.R.G | |
| Techn1ca1 Lavel 11 .‘ 1 f 8%35“1_
é- Not - spec1f1ed ' | \ - 8; ‘ ?qu?%Of:
. : : ;
e \

A% - Q.

i R



N.amber of Gymnasts Training

Table 23

153

for Individual Events
Number of Number of
Gymﬁasts' Coaches C Ty
“Jggjf
: 3 25.00 R
2 3 25.00 |
3 1 e 8.30 ;
S =
“u 4 2 16.70
R
No Gymnasts 3 ?..25.00 °
Total 20 12 100.00
N
N T
%%3 Table‘§{‘4>‘ . ’
F Number of Groups under Training
Number of Numbeﬁ‘of Percentage'
. groups coaches
‘ L 8 | 66.7
2 3. 25.00
fNQ’groapS 1 8.3
B .
T " Total 14 12 ~100.00 >



- Table 25
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]
Coaches . TA Scores Within the Upper Limit

Category -
limit HNumber Percentage
56.6 - 64.4 2’ .41?.'18
64.5 - 72.2 6 . 54.54
72.3 - 80.0 3 w2728

11 100.00 ¢

Total

A

Table 26  <ghin

Means ‘and TA Ranges Reported in Differént Studies

Author, Sport TA Mean TA Range
f-year_ . i ,
N
‘Nay1or,
: ”
1873 Footbal 68.4 41 - 80
Hoerodf ; .
1979 Basketball 1 68.2 57 - 80
Ilica, | ' )
1981 M.R.G " 70.64 62 - 80
-‘ﬁ;s_:a' 4 ’ . . et
%QE}? ! . )

o



-

A

SUm of ‘ Mean
Source §gﬁgng§ 'D.F. Squares F ratio Probability
P st : T
A (Age) 0.62 1 6.62 1.06 . 0.31
B (Competing | .
Event) 0.10 2 0.50 0.85 0.43
e , : _
E (Within)* - 0.4% 75 0.58
o
Table 28
i Summary of Two-Way Ané]ysis of VariéﬁCe'
‘?f‘ on the IMI Subtest of Stress
Sum of : Mean
SoUrce‘ Squares D.F. Squanes F Ratio Probability
A (Age} 0.61 1" 0.61 0.68 : 0.41
. B (Competing.
© JEvent) ¥t TT 0059 T 2 0.29  0.33 0.72
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Table 27
Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Variance

on the IMI Subtest of Excellence o

E (Within)

-

"0.87 75 0.89

LIPS RN
s e .

a



Table 29
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Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Variance

-

on the IMI Subtest of Success

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D.F. Squares F Ratio Probability
A (Age) 0.27. 1 0.27  2.89 0.11
B (Competing
Event) 0.26\ 2, 0.13 1.32 0127
E (Within 0.75 75  0.10

Wiy .
4. Table 30

Fs

N ¥ NI
\ c _ : ) -
Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Varijance
/- on the IMI Subtest of Affiliation
Sum of Méah.
 Source - Squares D.Fi Squares F Ratio Probability-
A (Age) 0.37 o 0.37 0.35 0.55
B (Competing |
Event) 0.33 2 0.17  1.55 0.22
E (Within) s . 0.80 75  0.11
\ %
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