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ABSTRACT

m% .

A study was conducted with the two-fold purpose of
describing and‘evaluating leadership in hockey coaching. To
this end a stratified-random sample was made of 48 hockey
" teams from Bantam-BB, Bantam~-AA, Midget-BE and Midget—AA‘
leagues in the city of Edmonton. Subsequent analyses vere
performéd on 500 playgrs ard 40 coaches-representing 10
teams from each leaqgue. The player sample comprised 81.58
per cent of the +total 61719 playsrs on the 4C teams. Agé,
sociosconomic status, playing experience, céaching

experience and <oaching motivation data were obtained fronm

the coaches. Age ac?\sdéioeconomic status were obtained from

the athletes;

Two questionnaires was used with the lathletes (Coach
Behavior Description Questionnaire, Learning Environment
Inventory), and a sport-specific observational schedule were
used with +the coaches (Dalhousie °~ Coach +-Observation
Schedule). The observational measures were taken in game and
pfactice situations on coaches whose>teams were involved in

playoffs,

In the description of coaching leadership in hockev the
folloﬁing results were. found:
1. There were 3 unrelated dimensions of;'classification of
hockey <coaches on the basis of personal data; namely in

4

iv



terms ot experience, playing experience. and motivation,
é. There were U téam interpersonal environments obtained as’
a result of athletes' joint perception.of coaching pehamior
and téam env;ronm@nts;‘ The§ were naméd Player-dominatedﬁ
Coach-dominated, Goal-dominated aﬁd Syst<ém-dominated.
3. There were 2 styles of «coaching in the analysis on,
observatioral coaching behavior -  one invdlving
interpersonal interaction with the players énd one'uhrelated
to interaction. . ,
4. Coaches with either less than avefage expgrience'orimore
than averaage playing experience were founé to be related. to
team environments percei&ed as being Coach;dominated.
Coaches with more than avérage\‘experience _were as§ociated
with Player-dominated environments and coaches?ﬁith Aiqhef.
than average interp=arsonal motivation were asscciated ‘w}th“
Goal-dominated environments.

In the evaluation of hockey leadersﬁip the‘following
rTesults were found : ¢
1. The -objective criterion of Win-loss fatio‘.‘as”
operationalized by percentage of total poséible hpoints
obtained per team over the season, was positively reiéted to
Goal-dominated environments defined 1in terms of teém'
cohesiveness, goal direction and member satisfaction. Win-
loss ratio was therefore taken as the measuré of coaching

A

effectiveness, . .

Foe TR A . . : Lot )
2./ Goal-dominated teams were found to be mcre successful



¢

than Coach-dominated teams. ©No relationship was found
between coaching effectiveness and either Player-dominated

teams or Syét@m—dominated teanms.

.

3. Motivation, as indicatef by LPC score, was found' to be
- s .

signiticantly related to coaching effectiveness. This
A .
relationship was seen either across the entire sample of 40

- coaches or in terms of situation favorableness when the

situation was defined as either favorable or unfavorable for

leadership. No relationship was found between '  LPC and

; _
coaching ef fectiveness in situations of medium

favorableness.

4. -personal coaching variables of either experience or

playing experlence were found to be unrelated to coaching

2

effectiveness.

5. Observed'coaching behaviors were found to be unrelated to

coaching eff@ctiveness;
_,7' v
”
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CHAPTER 1

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLFEH

" Introduction

There has been evidenced, in recent years, 1ncreasing
concern about the quality of coaching in amateur sport 1in
Canadé (¢.g9. Albinson,1973; Orlick,1973; Percival,ig71).
Attention has been calleq to the need for an.evaluation of
the objectives in amateur sport, and a wodification of
coéching techniques to better meet the needs of young

athletes.

while various authbrs have criticized the coach as to
his lack of technical expertise (Percival, 1971, his lack of

~

psychological expertise (Orlick,1973; Percival,{§71) and his
motives for being involved in coaching ig £he first place -
‘(Albinson,1973), few have been concérned with a sysﬁematid
multi-method ‘description’ and evaluation of leadefship in
coaching. This study was desigred to deal with this probluw.

Need for the Study

Recent theorists in spbrt p;ychology (e.g. Orlick,
1973) have argued that participation in amateur sport in
Canada is 1low because of the situation in yhich the
- particular sport is played. 0f the many variables which

could be labeled situational, some of the most important are



deperndent ~upon the <coach who seems. to have a sfrong
personal, motivational and behavioral influence on athletes.
By virtue of his position, he may or may not set up
appropriate contingencies of reinforcement, emphasize or de-
emphasize winning and in*ragroup competition and act or not
act as a store of technical information wupon which an
athlete can draw. In 1light of these points, it seemed
fruitful to measure the effect and the activity of thé
amateur sport coach in the above qrgas. Reinforcement has
been proposed by many (McKenzie and Rushall, 1973; oOrlick,
1973:; Rushall and Siedentop, 1972; Rushall, 1973; Smith,
1974) as having - desirable effects on self-concept’ and
_performance in sport. Therefore it is important to have
information o} how frequently coaches give reinforcement to

-athletes. However, equally important is knowledge about what

kinds of coaching behaviors are reinforcing to athletes. The

athlete (or coach) can give introspective reports of the
type of coaching‘behavior he believes to be elicited by the
coach within é ‘particular sporting situation, but - this
report could be influ=nced by Such individual difference
variables as temperamental traité,- sex and motivational
nee 5 of the person giving the report. Standard personality
tests can give information about temperament, needs, mood
states and abilities of coaches, but do not give information
about behavior és perceived by athletes or épectators. In
the ar;a of 1leadership in coaching a multi-metﬁod

measurement technigque should be used to obtain data from



athletes, coaches‘and independent observers. it‘is possible
that use of different techniques.on different persons will
help to give a4 mofe complete description of coaching
leadership and will contribute to the balancing out of
different sources of measurement error. A ‘Comparison of
these techniques, in addition, would allow determination of
the validity of each using measures' tof coaching
effectiveness as criteria. All of this iﬁformation would
help to identify variables which lead to positive
relationships betweén coaches and athletes. These
relationships, in turn, ééﬁ’help in both the training and

selection of coaches involved in amateur sport.

In summary, there was a need to empirically verify
contentions that have been made by physical educators,
coaches, sports columnists ana parents as to the inadequacy
of coaching in amateur sport. triticisms of this +type are
necessary for the improvement of sport, but what is more
important is the need to specify 1n_what ways coaching 1is
adequate 6r inadequate, and to suggest how this information
_can be used in the design and implementation of programs in
sport, One method by which  to acquire this information,
would seem to be the determinatidn of interactions between
coaching personality, coaching behaviots and other specific

situational factors in sport. This was attempted 1in the

present study. et

The Problem




In this study, the descriptive phase was conceptually
sepatated from the evaluative phase..In the former, emphasis
“was placed on the obtainment of objective inforaation
regarding coaching. So as . to facilitate this strategy,
coaching was presumed to be a specific example of
leadership. In other words, the coach was assumed to hold an

influential position in the social structure of the team.

This assumption does not imply that other members of
the. team cannot hold positions of power. Indeed, Jjust as
Gibb (1969b:215) drew a distinction - between focused and
distributed leadership, one could make a similar distinction
in this situation. The significant point 'is that in this
study primary concern was focused on the coach,
notwithstanding that some if not many leadership ﬁunctions
may be distributad among the team members. VIn the
description of coaching leadership then, two points of view
were explored - that of the team and that of an independent

observer. R

The sec§nd major problem was in the evaluation of
épaéhing leadership. This problem was connected/ with
aescription but also involved the utilization of appropriate
criteria against which to = evaluate effectiveness of
particular techniques. Fiedler (1967, 1871b) has proposed a
model by whicﬁ leadership effectiveness in task groups can

be evaluated. A modification of this model was used in the.

present study, along with more specific- approaches to the



Ao . .
problemn of evaluation 1n coaching.

The major problems lay then, in af the description of
coaching 1leadership by the utilization of athletes?®
perceptions and indepéndent observation, and in b) the

evaluation of coaching leadership.

Arising out of the two major problems, a number of
general subproblems were identified:
1. It was necessary to define the relaiionship between.
coaching ieadership as it is perceived by athletes and the
evaluation of coaching leadership.
2. It was necessary to define the relationship between
coaching leadership as it 1is identified by independent
observation, and the evaluation of coachiﬁg leadership.
3. It was necessa?y to de<fine the relationship between
coaching leadership gs it is identifieg by athletes, and by
independent observa%ion.
4, It was necessi%y to define the rélationship between the
evaluation of C?aching leadership using pure task
performance c¢riteria (for example, win-losé ratio) and
interpersonal crizeria such as team members' satisfaction.

5. It was necessary to determine whether «certain other

/
/

variables suchj as age of players, skill level of players,
. /’ B . '. I’ Rl
age of coach, éxperience of coach, personal structure of

coach and sodcioeconomic variables of either the players or



the‘coaéh can modify relationships found in either the major

-problems or subproblens. *

Definition of Terms

Y

1. Perceived Coéching Behavior - béhavioral dimensions of
coaches as perceived by“%thletes. Operationalized in team
scores on 5 scales of the Coach Behavior Describtion
Questionnaire (CBDQ) (Danielson et al, 1974) .

2. Perceived Team Environment - social environment of the
team as perceived by gthletes. Operationalized in teamn
scores on 15 dimensions of the Learning Environﬁent
Inventory (LEI) (Anderson, 1973).

3. Observed Coaching Behavior - behavior of <coaches as
operationalized by observer rating using the Dalhousie Coach
nbservation Schedule (DCOS) - (Rushall, 1973). Specifically,
~he rrte of reséénse,to 7 behavioral categéries during team

practice and during game situationms.

b, Cc. <h ' - Motivational Style - =score on the Least
Praofer - n _r (LPC) scale as defined by Fiedler (1967)
and moc C use in sport situatiomns.

5. Task ~e = degre- to which teamamembers.agree on
goal clarit: tic alized by teém' scoge on Learning
Environnen %I) sc-le of Goal Dire¢£ion. PR S

6. Coach-A.hlc 22 atlons interpersonal relationships
betweern coach ans < ete., Uperationalized by coaches'

scores on Group itmosp-:re s le ‘Fiedler, 1967).

7. Win-loss ratio - pe-centage of maximum possible points



actually obtained by a team during league play.

v

Delimitations

The study was delimited to a representative sample of

¢ - ’ : . .
hockey ‘teams from the city of Edmonton. The age range was
from 12 to 16 years. Ten teams from each of the following

four leagues were included: -Bantam BB, Bantam AA,'Midget BB

and Midget AA.

. .
Further delimitations of the study were that a) all
neasures were taken after the end of l2aqgue play, and b)

only the person designated on the team registration list as

the coach was éonsidered to be the coach.

Lipitations

The present study was limited bf the following:
1. The sample was not a pure stratified random sample, but &

" representative sample with equal numbers of teams in each

.,
-
Pl

league. This factor limits the generalizability of resujts.

2. The observational measures were taken only on coaches
vhose +teams had made the playoffs and only one observation‘
for each of game and ‘practice behavior was used fora
analytical purposes. The first point may have had an
atténuating effect on correlations between observational

measure and other descriptions of coaching, as well a§ﬁ\\
7/

¢

correlations between observational measures and outcome

measures. 'Tﬁe secona point 1is a dimitation in -that



observational scales such as the ‘DCOS are primarily intended

for longitudinal modification of observed behavior, rather

3. fhe present study was.cross—sectional in nature and the
fact that testing was done after the season, <could have
producad Iesu;ts which were only partly representative of
4, In the factof analytic treatment of results, only one
model was applied, namely incomplete principal components
analysis. \This. could have mitigated against a true
representétion of the underlyiﬁg factors in the domains

tested.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Leadership - Theory and Measurement

A great deal of interest has been centered around the
concept of 1leadership for 'many years. The topic has been
addressed by writers in such varied fields as literature,

philosobhy, histofy, economics, sociology and psychology.

The current  interest in leadership shown by
psychologists, began in the period following the Second
World "War. Since that time many theories, models and
prascriptions have‘ been proposed. There are contrasiiﬁg
poirts of wview that have béen taken due to differing
orientations of the writers. Industrial psychologists have
taken positions ranging from descriptions of leadership in
an organizational milieu (Tannenbaum et al, 1961) to
normative prescriptions for decision-making (Vroom and
Yetton, 1973). Theorists in ©personality have repeatedly
attempted to e .ajslish formulaé~for persénality traits of
leaders (Mann, 1959). Soéial psychologists have investigated
the processes involved in small. group 1interaction (Balés,
'1950); In addition, definitiohs of the ‘leader have been made
in terms of his position as ag individual in a given office,
focus for +he behavior of group members, sociometric choice,

influence in the relationships over others in the group,



influence in .the general " direction of group movement

(syntality) and leadership behaviors (Gibb, 1969b: 210-215).

As far as leadefship theories are concerned, there
appear to he three genefal orientations. The first assumes
that there is' a unitary trait of leadership which is
ﬁécessarily demoﬁ#trated in all cultures and Situations, and
only by leaders. This theory is accepted in some¢ degree by
the 1layman, but is given little support in psychology. The
second theory Gibb «calls the ﬁcénstellation-of-traits"
theory. This 1is an expanded version of the first theory in
that the personality traits postulated to be . characteristic
of leaders are basically the same as thosé postulated.to be
found in the unitary trait of leddership, except that they
are arranged 1in a constellation and leaders are defined to

be those persons with a particular profile of traits.

What is lacking in both of the above theories is sone
consigeration of the influence of the situafion in the
determination of leadership. This consideration is given in
theories  which are interactional in nature  (e.g.
Hollanéer,196u; Fiedler,1967) . Major variables influencing
‘leadership which are postulated in dnteraction theories are

as follows:

1. The personality of the leagder,
2. The followers, with their attitudes, needs, and
problens,
3. The group itself as regards both

a) structure of interpersonal relations and

b) syntality characteristics,
4. The situations as determined by physical setting,
nature of task, etc. (Gibb, 1969b: 268). s
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A major qualifying variable to the above four points is
that of perception. It is not the variables themselves which

A

interact to affect leadership, but the leader's perception

of his followers and vice versa, and_the Joint_perception by
each of to the group and the nature of the task. Emphasis
would be then placed on the conception of leadership as an
influence relationship in which both leader and followers
are taken 1into consideration. Also needed in  Gibb's
estimation,\is more emphasis on the relationship between the
group or organization, and the leader-follower interaction.
This demand is partially met in examinations of leadership

effectiveness (¢e.g. Fiedler, 1967), but not completely as

indicated by the dearth of work centered around leadership
maintenance and emergence. Marak (1964) and Julian et al

(1969) have commented on this problen.

The 'emergence and maintenance of leaderéhip are
important in a «complete study of the’phenomenon as it is
involved in coaching. The present study 1is .restricted
however, +to +the éro$s-sectional description and evaluation
of leadership in coaching aﬁdvdid not éddress the two other
problems.vAttention now, will be foéused&gn one of the major
lines of 1leadership research in the 1950's, namely that of

the study of leader behavior.

The S*tudy of Leader ‘Behavior

One of the more/promising ways of 1investigating the
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phénomenon of 1leadership is to look at how the leader goes
about His job. This is the methodology which was adgbted by
+he ©Ohio State Leadership Sﬁudies group (Stogdill and
Coons,1957). This group ~fined leader behavior as ", ..the
behavior of an individuai when he 1is airecting‘ the
activities of a group to a shared goal (Hemphill . and

Coors,1957:8)."

From an init.al item pool of 1790 different behaviors,
this grbup produced a 150-item gquestionnaire entitled the
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire or LBDQ . The
guesticnnaire was designed to measure how a leader behaves
when operating as a leader as opposed to what he does in
that situation.‘Table 1 shows the hine a priori dimenéions

used in generating items for the original LBDQ.

:Hemphill and Coons (1957) ada :sterea the LBDQ to 357
individuals ages 18 to 52 years. Of the 357, 152 described
themselves as leaders and 205 deséribed the behavior of
1&aders from the point of view of subordinates. In addftion
to the dsscriptive phasé, éll subjects were reqqifed to rate
the described ileader onr a 7-point scale of general
effectiveness. The authors noted that when the same
questionnaire was used to both éescribe and evaluate leader
behavior, a substantial corrgspondence was found.
subordinates and leaders tended to. evaluate leader vbehavior'

slightly differently however, with the subordinates being

more critical. Finally, it was noted that the nine a priori

-
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f 1
| TABLE 1 |
' - : i
| INITIAL ITEM SELECTION FOR THE LBDQ* |
t . - 1
NO. ITEMS DIMENSION NAME AND DESCRIPTION |
15 INITIATION - The dimension, initiation, is described by

|

|

| the frequency with which a leader originates, {
| facilitates, or resists new ideas and practices i
116 MEMBERSHIP - The dimension, membership, i1s described by
{ the frequency which a leader mixes with the group, |
| stresses informal interaction between himself and

| members, or  interchanges personal services with
' . .
|
|
!
i
!

members .
15 REPRESENTATION - The dimension, representation, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which a leader
defends his group against attack, advances the
interests of his group and acts on behalf of the
group .
17 INTEGRATION - The dimension, integration, is describad

i
{
|
{
|
|
{
|
{
'by the freguency - which a leader subordinates |
individual behavior, encourages pleasant group |
I

{

|

|

|

t

|

|

promotes individual adjustment to the group

18 ORGANIZATION - The dimension, organization, is des-
cribed by the frequency .with which a 1leader
defines or structures his own work, the work of

A
I atmosphere, reduces conflicts between members, or
!

{

ther members, or the relationships among members
.in the performance of their work
20 DOMINATION - The dimension, domination, is described by
the frequency with which a leader restricts the
bahavior of individuals, or the group 1in action,
decision-making, or expression of opinion .

123 COMMUNICATION - The dimension, communication, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which a 1leader
provides information to members, seeks information
from them, facilitates exchange of information, or

|
{
{
|
|
i
i
t
|
{
!
|
| - shows awareness of affairs pertaining to the group -
|
|
{
|
|
|
{
!
|
L
¢

|

|

I

|

{

I

|

{

|

by the frequency with which a :cder engades. 1in {
|

|

I

|

|

|

|

d

14 RECOGNITION - The dimension, recogrition, is described
behavior which expresses approvel or disapproval
of the behavior of group members :

12 PRODUCTION - The dimension, production, is described by
the frequency with which a leader sets 1levels of
effort 'or achievement, or prods members for
greater effort or achievement

150 TOTAL NUMBER OF ITEMS

from Hemphill and Coons, 1957:11-12.

dimensions of behavioral stimuli were not independent. 2

¢ -
centroid factor analysis of scores on each of the nine -
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scales yleld@d three factors. They were,

1. Maintenance of membership character - behavior which
increases a leader's acceptability as a group member,
2. Objective attainment behavior - behavior related to
group output, and

- 3. Group interaction fac111tat10n - behavior stressing

the organization of effective interaction among members
(Hemphill and Coons, 1957: 24-27).

Of the three factors, the first was most highly related
to‘ subotdinate evaluation of the leéder. The authors noted

that the three styles of leadership were descriptive of how

‘the leader 9goes about his job and that all three could be

equally used by ableader or disproportionately drawn from

over different situations.

Halpin and Winer (1957) administered a 140-item version
of the LBDQ to 52 air - crews. Three hundred crew members

described the'behavﬁgr of 52 commanders. Scoring keys were

‘developed for mémbership; communication,. organization,

production, domination, leadership quality, goal direction
and initiative. The leadership quality key was constructed

of items found 1in the -initial study _ (Hemphill and

'Coons,1957) to -be highly related to the:"hald;effect" or

social desirability response set.

In a subsequent factor analysis 'four factors were

found, two "of which accounted for 83% of the common

‘variance. The first factor was called Consideration and

" accounted for 49.,6% of the variance. 'Behaviors

characteristic of this factor were . those involving

vfriendship, wmutual trust, respect and warnth between the

.

~~/
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aircraft commander and his crew (p.42)." Factor 2, entitled
Initiating Structure (33.6% of variance), referred to the
establishment bf well-defined organizational patterns and
means of qetting jobs doné. Factor 3 was entitled Production
Emphasis-and was concerned with motivation of members toward
greater activity. This factor accounted for <8%‘6f the
common variance. The last factor; accounting for only 7% of
thé varianée, was called Sensitivity (social awareness) and
indicated an awareness of social reiationships and pressures

of crew members.

Development of the LBDQ has proceeded so that by 1962
there were 10 subscales (Stogdill et al, 1962) and in the
present version, 12 subscales (Stogdill, 1963). The basic
scales ot the LBDQu are Consideration and: Initiating
Structure. According  to empirical' work summafizea by
Fleishman {1973) the "best type" .of lec - is one
characterized by both high consideration and higu initiating

structure.

In two separate reviews of studiés done using the LBDQ
(Korman, 1966; Weissenbexrg and Ka;ahaéh, 1972) cfiticisms
have beén made as to the two dimensions. Korman found that
. there in fa;t is very little relationship between the two
dimensions as measured by the LBDQ, and organizational
: cfiteria; He also noted the absence of predictive validity

as to how situational factors could nodify relationships
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found with tﬁe,two scales. Weissenberg and Kavanagh (1972)
on the other hand, found that the two dimensidns are not
unrelated in all cases. . Specifically, the dimensions are
more independent for sﬁpervisors' self-report responses than

for subordinates' perceptions.

The criticisms of the study of leader behavior are
similar - to -thoée leveled at the personality.conception of
leadership. Use of consistency of behavior as a major
variable has not‘apparently been as successful in the cross-
situational <study of leadership as is desired. Attention
will now be given to a situational theory which has ﬁeen a

major focus of_leadership research for 10 yearé.

The Contingency Model of leadership_ Effectiveness

As was noted in the previous section, various
investigators have acknowledged that leddership is,,both
determined by énd determines the situation. Fiedler
(1967,1971b) for one, séecified the rélationsnip betﬁeen the
personal characteristics of the leadér an% the situaticon.
His concern was centered around task- rather than socially-

oriented groups, but is of potential relevance in the study

/o~

of coaching in sport.

Fiedler's theory 1is applicable mainly to interacting
task groups although there is some evidence that it is also
applicable to . coacting +*ask groups. These are groups in

which members' activities must be coordinated to reach a
F
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group goal. Possible examples of interacting task groups in
sport would be hockey,wbasketball, soccer, volleyball and
football., The leader's task in this kind of group is mainly
to coordinate activities of various members so that the
group functions smoothly and efficientiy. Coécting groups,
while somewhat outside the domain of Fiedler's theory, are
seen in many sports such as‘wrestlinq, gymnastics, swimming,
fencing, track and field and judo. Here, tzam members do not
interact with one another, but act in parallel for a common
cause. Their scores, while ohtained independently, are added

A

together to make a team score.

TN

Fiedler notes that the function of the leader 1is
different between the +two groups. In coacting groups, the
leader acts mainly as an édvisor who motivates subordinates,
gives emotional support and -acts as an anxiety-reducing
agent iﬁ times of stress. This 1is contrasted with the
interacting gtoup leader who 1is concerned -mainly with
coordination of team members' efforts toward thé‘group goal.
Out of ‘necéssity, more of the leéder's time 1n interacting
groups 1s spent on organization- than in ‘interpersonal

interaction with members.

According‘rfo‘ Fiedler, all leaders can be placed on a
'motivationitOQlead'Acontinﬁum with one extreme being a
task-oriented style, the othef being a person-oriented
style, The situational variables which are included in his

theory are leader-member relations, strucfure of the task
1
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around which the group is oriented and the position power of
t+he leader, or the extent to which he can control ‘the
destinies of group members. The style of leadership is
hypothesized to interact with the situation, in order to

determine resultant effectiveness of leadership.

On the basis of the situational variables a three-
dimensional model can be used to represent. all the
relationshipsi In turn, ifkeach of the three dimensions is
dichotomized, eight octants are obtainable. The eight
different octants thus 6btained are placed on a continuum of

situation favorableness for leadership as shown in Table 2.

* Octant ¢ represents a highly favorable situation for a

r 1
{ TABLE 2 |
t « 1
I SITUATION FAVORABLENESS AS PROPOSED BY FIEDLER* |
| FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE |
[ B d
T - 4
| OCTANT 1 2 3 51 5 6 7 8 |
[ |
r : 1
| Leader-member Mod. Mod. Mod. Mod. |
{Relations Good Good Good Good Poor Poor Poor Poor |
l. |
| Task , |
{Structure Str. Str. Unst.Unst. Str. Str. Unst.Unst|
| {
| Leader i
{Position ) , \ l
"{Power Str. Weak Str. Weak Str. Weak Str. Weak |
t )

xfrom Fiedler 1971: 13

leader. His relationships with members are good, the task is
structured and he has a great deal of power. The opposite is
seen in octant 8. The basic assumption of Fiedler's model is

that effectiveness of leadership varies across the eight
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octants and caencern should be given to the form of the
relationship between the two styles of leadership and the

eight situations shown in Table 2.

A major problem in the evaluation of }eadership is that
of the c¢riterion. In Fiedler's case, as he delimits his
model to task groups, the criterion of group performance on
the task 1is appropri@te. Using this criterion, he found
(Fiedler,1971b: 13) thét task-oriented 1leaders were :mOIe&
cffective in situations which were either highly favprable
or highly unfavorable (i.e. Octants 1-3 and 7-8) for
leadership. Person-oriented leaders were more effective im .

situations of moderate favorableness.

The problem of the criterion against which to correlate
leader effectivenéss in sport situations will be addressed
subsequently, as will the application of Fiedler's model to
sport situations. Consideratioﬁ is given here to ﬁethods by
which- personél chartacteristics of the leader héve been

assessed by Filedler.

\

Fiedler's méasure of personality or motivation was
provided through the 1leader's evaluation "of his least-
preferred coworker (LPC) and his most-preferred coworker
(MPC). The two combine together to give a composite score
called "Assumed Similarity between Opposites" ~or ASo. For
most purposes, . the LPC score has been used for the measure
of personality. The LPC is operationalized through a scale

of 16 +o 20 bipolar adjectives used to describe the least-
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preferred co;orker. The leader is required to rate‘ this
person on a scale from 1 to 8 for each pair of adjectives,
and the score is added to give a scalar number representing
the orientation of the 1leader. If the LPC score is high
relative to the norm group, the leader is considered to be
vprimarily person-oriented. This means that as he tends to
rate his least-preferred coworker positively, - he is
separating t he person's personality from his job
performance. If +the LPC score is low, the 1leader has
evaluated his least-preferred coworker negatively and is
thus considered to be primarily task-oriented. The LPC score
therefore indicates an hierarchical arrangem;nt of -
motivation. All leaders are presumed to be motivated by both

person-oriented and task-oriented predilictions but it is

the weighting of each style which varies across leaders.

The criterion'against which the relationship betwéen'
LPC and situation is correlated, is that of performance on
the group tésk. The theory predicts that a) groups with low
LPC leaders will perform well in both favorable and
unfavorable situations; and poorly in situations of medium

favorableness, and b) groups with high LPC leaders will

perform well in  situations of medium favorableness and¢

poorly in situations either highly " favorable or highly

unfavorable.

As the above discussion-may be difficult to interpret,
Figure 1 shows the same predictions graphically. The curve

A\
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Is a curve of correlations between LPC and group
‘productivity ranging from -1.0C to +1.60. Values below zéro
‘therefore indicate that low LPC (task-oriented) leaders are
more effective, while values above zero indicate that high
LPC (relationship-oriented) 1leaders are 'more effective.
Various empirical studies (eg. Fiedler, 1971b: Sashkin,

1972) have givern some support to this position.

The 'point becomes obvious that for task'groups ne . 1is
no one best leader for all situations. Néting from + i
that situation favorableness is defined by leader-mew:.=r
relations, task structuré and position power of the leader,
it can be readiiy appreciated that a person who 1s highly
suécessful (i.e. His group is successful) in one situation,
can be unsuccessful in anéther éituation. In fact, it has
been shown that with changes in the situation due to human
relations training, skill +training, eiperience and/or
changes 1in position'power of the leadef; groué performance
either improves of becomes poorer according to the style of
the 1leader and the favorableness of the original situation
(Fiedler, 1972a, 1972b; Csoké and Fiedler,  1972; sShiflett,

and Nealey, 1972).

Fiedler's model appears to be quite powerful in uniting
personality variableé\\ﬁifh situa%ional variables. It also

may have strong bearing on Igadership in coaching, if it can

has

be assumed that sport groups are classifiable as examples of

task groups. However, as in the behavioral model outlined by
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the O©Ohio Studies Group, there are problems with the

Contingency model which require further consideration.

Criticisms of Fiedler's Theory

various - studies have cast some doubt on the
universality of the Contingency model. In. the study reported
by Sashkin (1972}, although tue results were in accord with
the predictions from the theory, behavioral pfedictions Wwere
not. Sashkin conqiuded that with respect to organizational
»engineeriné, or modifying the situation to suit the 1leader,
n,., The contingency model <can be an effective tool when
used selectively, even though it is mnot a Vvely effective

paﬁacea-(p. 360) . "

Graen et al  (1971a,  1971b) Cafter  obtaining
contradictory results to the model, proposed the following:
1. Measure posiiion power both a priori and by questioning
the leader. This ﬁp@ld obtain a measure of perceived power.
2. Change the task taxonomy from one based on instructions
16 one based on ratings of group outputs.

3. Monitor leadership style by both LPC and behavioral
measures.

4, Manipulate group atmosphere rather than measure it post
‘hoc.

5, Apply statistical reliability tests =to the rank-order

correlation between LPC and group performance.

£, Use analyses of variance to show +the strength of
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association of each source of wvariation on Taw group

performance (p.209).

Mitchell ef al (1970) have also criticized the
Contingency Model and proposed various solutions. With
regard to the LPC score it has beenﬁfound that test-retest
reliability varies from .70 to .31. Other findings suggest
that LPC «could be a) related to an actual type of coworker

rather than a diségsitional trait of the leader (Fishbein et

al,1969), b) that LPC could be a measure of cognitive
complexity (Mitchell, 1970) and that c) LPC may not be a
unitary concept (Yukl, 1970). The above writers have argued
for more investigation into this variable. Mitchell (1970b)
for example, found that high-LPC'peoéle differentiated more
than low~-LPC people between task and interpersonal
characteristics of both pedple and situa*tions. What these
findings suggest, 1s caution in interpreting just what a

high or low LPC score represents.

With regard to the situational favorableness
dimensions, Mitchell et al (1970) caution that the group
atmosphere scale may be an index of group reactions rather
than leader-member relétions. They also note that a) there
is no wmetric for situation favorability +thereby making
comparisﬁns across studies difficult, b) that important
dimensions of situational favorability may be omitted, and

c) that in fact situation favorableness is leader-centered.

In a recent criticism of both the empirical and
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theoretical underpinnings of the Contingency model, Ashour
(1973) argqued for larger sample sizes, monitoring of leader
and group behavior, other measures of the leader's
perscnality in addition to the LPC variable, and a more
complex definition of the situation. His overall suggestion
was to in;lude _more enmphasis oh critical incidents which
could indicafe how a leader with a partiéular orientation is

either effective or ineffective within a given situation.

N

A1l of the above ériticisms indicate the need fof
additional research. As was assumed in this study_however,
the basic face and empirical wvalidity of the Contingency
model nonefheless, warrants its -use in the investigation of
the area of coaching leadership.

Theory and Measurement of leadership_in_Coaching

While a great deal of research on leadership has been
conducted by social psychologists since the Second World
War, relatively lit+le has been qonduéted in the specific
area of coaching. Tutko and Richards (1971) havé postu’ ted
five different classes of coaches, vis. Hard-nosed," ‘''nice-
guy," "easy-going," "driven" and "business;like." They
essentially postulated two bipolar dimensions of coaching
behavior, and one 'unipolar. ‘One bipolar dimension 1is
characterized by behaviors punitive to the athlete, figid

and impersonal in nature. The opposite end of this dimension

is <characterized by flexible behaviors centered around warm
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ihterpersonal relationships and positive reinforcement for
the athlete. The second bipolar dimension is characterized
by on the one hand, nervous driving behaviors, and on the
other by a seeminglf unorganized, lazy approach to problems.
The last ‘dimension, which appears to be unrelated to the
other +two, 1 a behavior pattern - showing extreme

organization of practices and competitions.

While an approach stressing stereotypes has its
advantages in simplification of understanding, it has the
disadvantage of oversimplification of tYe complexity of

human\behavior--coaching being no exception. Hendry (1972)
suggeéied that athletes interact with their coach in a
stereotyped manner. He stated that he found that both the
physical educator and the «coach tended to be perceived'
similarly by the @mass media, namely as a "muscular,
extraverted, confident and social figure (p.41)," and that
the social ‘"persona" of the coach involved dominance,
aggression and éuthoritarianism. This would seem to suggest

concomitant behavior patterns, either as causes or effects

of the 'stereotype.

In a recent stﬁdy conducted on 42 coaches of football
and basketball teams in Edmonton, Canada, Bain (1973) found
quite different resul from Hendry. In terms of both
general and right-wing authoritarianiSm; the coaches! g;ogp
had the lowest scores when compared with two control groués

of educators and 4 samplé of the general male population.



Also, within ,the «coaching group itsélf, younger coaches
tended to score higher on authoritarianism than did older

coaches.

In a study of 382 Canadiaﬂ athletes representing 25
different sports and a wide range of age and skill
categories, Percival (1971) extracted 25 '*positive!' coaching
mannerisms and 15 ‘'negative! mannerisms as seen by the
athlete (Table 3). Percival's methods included interviews
and opinioﬂnaires and as he noted, fiﬂdings produced by
these methdds give rise to questions concerning their
replicability. Also, - if fhey are replicable by othér
methods, it must be .determined whether the behaviors

described are generally observable characteristics of

coaches, or only athletes' perceptions of their coaches.

Danielson, Zelhart and Drake (1973) administered a
revised version of the LBDQ to 160 junior and senior high
schc-1 hockey players who in turn evaluated their previous
seasén's coaches.. Using the top 57 most commonly cited
behaviors, the aufhors found that factor analisiS' provided
20 unrelated diménsions while multidimenéional scaling
indicated 8 diménsions of - coﬁmonly péfqeived coaching

behaviors in hockey. Table 4 shows the eight dimensions of

coaching behavior as identified in the scaling solution.

The ' above mentioned research in the specific area of
coachi ., when iélated to léadership theory, shows that

relationships betqéén the coach and the situation have been
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generally ignored. It would therefore seem quite mnecessary

TABLE 4

MULTIDIMENSIONAL SCALING OF COMMONLY PERCEIVED
COACHING BEHAVIORS

-

DIMENSION NAME BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION

1 COMPETITIVE TRAINING . .
- behavior concerned.with motlvatlon' of athletes
to train harder and better

2 INITIATION
- behaviors involving an open approach to problem
solving using new methods
- little emphasis on organization in the i @m  of
equipment provision '

3 INTFRPERSONAL TEAM OPERATION
- coordination of team members in an attempt to
facilitate cooperation at possible expense of
protocol - '

- llttle ompha51s on criticism of p@rformance
4 SOCIAL
- socially oriented behavior outside the athletic
situation
- little emphasis on con51stency of performance,
organizaticn or team morale

EFPRESENTATION

- behaviors concerned with representing the tean
favorably in contacts with outsiders

6 ORGANIZED COMMUNICATION ,

- behaviors .concerned with either organization or
communication with no concern for interpersonal
‘support e

7 RECOGNITION « " .

- behaviors concerned - with feedback and
reinforcement .of both performance and teamn
participation in decision-making :

‘8 \GENERAL EXCITEMENT
- arousing bghaviors involving  disorganized
approach to team operation ' B

1

w

13
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+o consider this variable in further research 'done in

coaching.
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[
( TABLE 3 o

v

COACHING MANNERISMS OF CANADIAN COACHES*

NEGATIVE

INSULTER - criticizes the athlete whenever a mistake is

nade )
|SHOUTER - shouts during pep talks, instructions
|AVENGER - withdraws privileges and administers punishment
| via hard practice after a loss
{CHOKER - goes into shock during compétition
|TOUGH GUY -gives difficult practices, unsympathetic
|MUMBLER - ineffective in giving “instructions/motivation
|MOLDER - rigid in adjusting techniques to athletes
IGENERAL CUSTER - rigid in changing training methods,
| SAD SAM - presents under-confident attitude in games
| HERO - ostentatlous in giving instructions, too much
{ congratulatlng
{CRITIC - looks for mistakes and is constantly negative
|WHWNER - sulks if mistakes are made, negative emotional
] appeal to athletes in losing situations
| SLOPPY JOE - disorganized, never plans practices, no
| €quipment
{SCIENTIST -too much emphasis on high strategy, no
{ fundamentals
|HITLER-—~--poor inter personal interaction,%wrigid, dictatifg

k

|

¢

{ NAME ' TYPICRL COACHING BEHAVIOR
t

|

|

|

|FAST MOUTH - too many instructions, covers too much ground

BLISTER - poor interpersonally, organized but lazy
| RAPPER .- critical, sarcastic
{ BLACK CATTER - superstitious

|FOCKNE - emphasis on inspiration talks, lack of mechanics

{SUPER FRIEND ,- too much on interpersonal emphasis
{JAILER - imposes unrealistic rules, too much control

| WHITE CANE - poor mechanical knowledge, socially unaware
{ SULKER - w1thdraws and sulks when things go wrong

| = . POSITIVE

| SUPPORTER - defends tean puhllcly, not critical

{MR. COOL - no criticism in public, calm and relaxed in

i games Coe

|THE SHRINK - effective interpersonally, reinforcing, but -

{ not critical

| TOURIST -gives personal attehtion,.treats members equally

ICOUNSELLOE - not critical or aggressive, helps athletes”
| THE DOCTOR - knowledgeable in health/hygiene matters

| SALESMAN - organized, reinforcing, motivating
DEMOCRAT, ORATOR, APPRECIATOR, PLANNER,

| INSPIRER, WITH IT, ORGANIZER, EXPLAINER

L

|
{
|
|
|
|
l
I
{
|
|
i
I
|
I
I
(
!
|
I
|
f
I
!
{
|
{

|
|
I
|
f
|
I
{
{
!
I
!
|
l
|
|
I
[
|
I

*from Percival, 1971: 298-322.
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The Classification of Groups_in_Sport

Oone of the majorm. considerations in any study on
leadership is the interaction between the leader
(persénality, motivation, behavior), the group (number of
members, structure of interpersonal relations,rgroqp goals)
and the task with which the group is concerned. Groups 1in
sport differ in many ways such as size of the group, type of
sport, a@e of Lthe tsam me~hers, league (competitive)
environment, nature of ihdividual team memberg' interactions
and team-goals. It would the fore be desirable to examine

the relationships between these group variables and the

behavior of the coach.

In order to examine the questions ﬁormulafed above, it
is necessary to consider the question of classification of
groups. Shaw (1@71)'not§d that groups <can be cléssed in
terms of the following characteristics:

Perceptions and cognitions of group members,
Motivation and need satisfaction,

Group goals, :

Group organization, -
. Interdependency of group members, and

. Interaction (p.5) ‘

DU WA -
E )

He noted that the six approaches may not be independent, and
emphasized that some authors studied group phenomena without

an explicit definition of ‘group'.

In sport research, some of these dimensions were used

by various authors. For example,  Cratty (1973) suggested

that sport gfbups could be defined in terms of membership,
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needs and interpersonal interaction. Membership refers to
the formal structure of the team; that is whether or not
team members are rigidly recruited and screened, and their
places on the team held only as long as they conform to
rigid rules regarding attendance af practices, adherance to
game plans etc. At one extreme are recreational leagues in
which team members may play for the team any nhmbefJof»times
fhey desire. They can join the team at any vpoint in the
season and rejoin after any length of absence. At the other
end of this dimension are professional sport teams in which
aspiring players must attend all practices, play for the
team throughout the entire seasoﬁ (or as long as they are
able) and are generally not free to join the team once the.

season has begun.

The membership dimension described above is in partial
accord with a .recent suggestion by Smith (1973) that Spért
environments be categorized by . participant objectives. He
hypothesized four social environments resulting from
differing goals of participants; namely recreation,
competitive, sports excellence and professional sports.
Membership as defined by Cratty, ‘is similar to social
environment as defined by Smith. 2n individual with a
competitive or sports excellence . goal; due to his
orientation, may be expected to participate in a league with
relatively rigid meﬁbershipA requirements, because he is
prepared to meet the réquirements set forth by the 1league.

Another individual with recreative goals may be expected to

<X

N ) 7‘- \

\
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participate in a sport with unstructured - membership™
requirements. It should be noted that there may be\}V

exceptions to this classification in cases where there are
only low membership organizations available (e.q. Archéry)f
or in cases where there are only relatively rigid membershib‘
organizations available in a particular sport (e.g. Rowing);
Nonetheless, there appears to be invsport a dimension which,
differs in the strictness of membership requirement$13§p§§eq
on athletes, cither by virtue of irdividual Qg&i;w or

orgarizational structure.

The second dimension suggested by Cratty is a
motivational dimension. This dimension is Telated +to both
the need satisfaction and group goal dimensions proposed by
Shaw (1971). This dimension is theoretically important to
work on leadership, however discussion of the dimension

shall be left to the next section. ' ot

Cratty's final classification dimension is in terms of
whether the group is coacting K (e.g. Diving team), mixed
coacting and interacting (e.g. Swimming relay team) or
interacting (e.g. Hockey £eam). This dimension is related to
how much interdependence or coordinated effort is required
to reach the task goal of Qinning a competition or game. 1In
coacting teams athletes perform individualiy to obtain a
score which is then combined in some féshién with other

athletes' scores to produce the team score. There is no

strict interdependence among athletes. Intesracting teams, on
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the other hand, require a modicum of coordinated effort to
perform. - There must be compromise and cooperation in order
for the team to function efficiently if at all. Between
these two extrémés there are sport teams which function in
part as coacting units and in part as interacting wunits. A
good example 1is a football team which 1is divided into
offensive and defensive teams. The respective lines function
as interacting units yet the composite unit (the en{ire
+eam) functions as two coacting units. Another example is in
the case of rowing in which an oarsman can function
independently (coacting) or with others in two-, four- or
eight-man boats (interactERgLJﬁThe point to be made here is
that the situational dé&énds of membership and interactional
requirements, may .place strong  constraints upon tgé

-behavioral and motivational aspects of coaching which will

be effective and appropriate in that circumstance.

One final dimension along which sports vary, 1is an
organizational one relating to physical contact. Some sports
such as field events, diving: golf, gymnastics, rowing,
swirming and volleyball involve no physical contact at all
between competing athletes, Others such as boxing,
wre~tling, fencing, judo, football, hockey and <Tugby allow
contact. Still others (e.g. Baseball, cricket, basketball
and soccerj, because of their nature, give provisional

sanction +to contact. However they do not fully sanction the

contact, and impose penalties for infractions of this rule.
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It can be seen that there ‘are certain organizational
constraints placed upon sports which can be used to classify
them. The three dimensions mentioned above - membership,

™

interaction and contact - [ do not change or gghange very

i

2

slowly over time. They areirélatively unalterable dimensions
which possibly select both athletes and coaches for
participation in the sport. It is possible to -ﬁresume that
individual differences in coaching behaviors, temperamental
traits and motivation will be found along these dimensions,
along with already established individual differences in
physical compositions, personality traits and motivations of
athletes. It could also be arqued that the kind of sport as
indicafed by its position on the three dimensioﬁs is related
to the determination of these differences. Thus 1if
differences in any of théwabove variables are observed it
could then be postulated that these differences are an

important function of the organizational requirements of the

<

sport.

Figure 2 shows an orthogonal representation of the
three dimensions, with skill substituted in the place of
membership. This was done primarily on the basis of ease of
classification. Results obtained along this dimension would
appear to be similar to those obtained along a -membership
dimension. It <can be observed that due to different skill
rTequirements, a given §por§ can be represented in more than
one cell. It mwmay be possible that in terms of effective

leadership, different variables could become important by
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Comparing sports on any one or more dimensions.

While the preceding discussion is not directly related
to the present study, it does offer some suggestions as to
research directions in leadership research on sport groups.
Here, attention was focussed on an interacting contact sport

(hockey) over two skill levels (BB vs AA),

Group Tasks, Goals and Classification

.

Prior +to discussing the problen of group goals, the
relationship between the task of the group and the goal - of
the group must be clarified. As was mentioned in the n
on leadership, structure of the task is an element .ne

defirition of situation favorableness for the leader as used

by Fieadler.

Shaw (1971) defined the group task as that which
"...must be done in order for the group to achieve its goal‘

or subgoal (p.20C)." In other words, tue task itself may- be

termed a subgoal or the goal itself. It is now necessary to

address the concept of *group goal', because it is involved

in the definition of siutation favorableness as outlined in

Fiadler's theory. R

Cartwright and Zander (1953:308-313) propose four

conceptualizations of group goals:

additive sum of individual goals or as a composite of
shared 1indivi‘’ual goals. The main problem heDe is that
a group goal way exist when there is no apparent

1. Composite of similar individual goals - e%gher as an
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similarity between individual goals of members.

2. Composite of individual goals for_ the group - some
combination of what members feel is the goal of the
group. But this is limited *o conscious goals and does

(for example unanimity versus majority).
3. Interrelation between motivational systems of
individuals - the actions of one or more members result
in need satisfaction of others. However this does not
specify the method of selection of the group goal nor
how the goal steers the activities of the group.
4, Inducing agent - members are influenced by the group
goal even though it is not alike their own goals for
the group. "A satisfactory conception of a group goal
nust recognize that a group goal <can 1induce
motivational forces upon members and that the magnitude
of such influence can vary quantitatively among goals
and among members (p.2311)."
The authors concluded that a combination of viewpoints
3 and 4 appeared to have the most promise for a satisfactory
conceptualization of the concept of group goal. In a later
consideration of this problem (Cartwright and Zander, 1960)
they emphasized the advantage of treating the concept ‘'group
goal' as functionally equivalent to the concept ‘'individual

goal'. In other words, it is more advantageous to consider

the.group goal to be somewhat apart from 1individual goals

Shaw (1971) concurred partially with  the views of
Cartwright and Zander (1953,196C) when he stated that 'group
goals probably are best regarded as some composite .of
individual goals, despite the difficulties associated with
such a conception (p.293)." Group goals therefore, can be
conceptualized in various fashions. In he present work it
was assumed that group goal is synonomous with the sum of

4L

individual goals for the group.

Jv/-‘-\

»
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Returning again to the problem of task, there are three
approaches which can be *taken to classify task environment.
They are "...1. The deQelopment of a standard group task; 2.
The classification of tasks into specific categories ( a -
typélogy of tasks); and 3. The dimensional anélysis of group
tasks (Shaw,1971:301)." Virtually all field research in
sport situations precludes the use of a standardized group
task and it 1is not- easily possible to apply standard
sociopsychological task typologies to differentiate among

sports.

Carter, Haythorne and Howarth (1950) identified six
types of éasks namely clerical, discussion, intellectual
construction, mechanical assembly, motor coordination and
reasoning. It would seem on the basis of this typology that
sport  tasks in the main, would fall inte +the motor
coordination type. Thus this appfoach would r -t help in
classifying tasks (Sports),within the sport domain.

Thibault and Kelley (1959) proposed»a scheme in which
tasks vary with respect to state, requirements and
correspondence. State refers to the variation of input
stimuli over time and may thus be s*teady or variable.
Requirements of a task may bz conjunc ~-e in which a
.combination of group members must make the required response
for successful completion, or disjunctive in which any
member can make the required response. The final dimension

refers to whether the outconmes are available to more than
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one member at a time (correspondence), or whether outcomes
available to one person do not correspond to outcones to
another (noncorrespondence). While this theory has more face
validity per*aining to use in sport situations, there are
still problems. For example, with the last dimension it 1is
difficult to determine whether in sport the outcomes
available to one member are in fact available to all members

(correspondence vs no correspondence).

One of the three variables 2§ed by Fiedler = (1967) to
determine situational favorableness for the 1eader,‘was task
structure. His operational measure of this variable was
expert ratings of many tasks on the basis of four criteria:
decision verifiability, goal clarity, goal path multiplicity
and solution specificity. These dimensions were adopted from
a task classification by Shaw referr=d to as 'dimensional
analysis' (Shaw 1971: 308-313). Fiedler's use of Shaw's:
dimensions would seem to be an attempt to choose easil}-
operationalizable dimensions with considerable - face
validity, and which could be used with a variety of groups.
It would =seem then 1in dealing specifically with sport
situations, that licence «could be taken to adopt the same

procedure.

In the present work, only the single variable of goal
clarity as perceived by the team was used as a measure of
+he structure of the task. This variable, as was indicated

above, was operationalized as the group mean of the:
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individual team members' perceptions of the clarity of the

group's goals.
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CHAPTER IIT

METHODOLOGY AND EXPERTMENTAL DESIGN

Subjects
N

The coaches and -athletes fron 46 teams representing
Bantam BB, Bantam AA, Midget BB and Midget AA in the City of
Edmonton served as Subjecté ~in  the study. The original
sample consisted of 48 teams and was subsequently cu£ to 4¢C
due to the withdrawal of two teams from each of the Bantam
BB and Midget BBlleagues. Two teams from each of the other

two leagues were dropped to keep the team numbers equal in

all four leaques.

Test Apparatus

- 1. Coach Behavior Description Questionnaire (CBDQ). This
instrument is desigﬁed to provide information on the
frequency with which <coaches exhibit behavior patterns as
perceived by athletes; Five dimensions are scored, vis.
Teaching, Consideration, Initiation, Pressure, and
Representation (Danielson eé al, 1974),, <ond Subscale
reliabilities in Table 17. Scale descriptiéns are given in
Appendix 4.

2. Dalhousie Coach Observation Schedule (DCOS). This is a
behavioral scale giving scores on 7 categories of observable
beﬁavior vis.  Feedback-reward, correcting—prohibiting,

questioning, directing-explaining-informing, monitoringtg:
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attending, managing agd no activity'(Rushallﬁ 1973) . Scale
descriptions are given in Appendix 6, and inter-observer
percentaqge of agreement in Figure 7.

3. Least-Preferred Cogorker Scale (LPC). This 1is a
motivationel instrument designed to provide information
reqarding the priméry motivational style of leaders. High
scores relative to the norm group indicate a persen—oriented
motivational style and low scores indicate a task-oriented
style of leadership (Fiedler, 1967). The scale, as used in
this study, is given in Appendix 7.

u; Team Atmosphere scale (Th). This is a ten-item bipolar
adjestive checklist designed to indicate a 1leader's
perception of the situation within which he is workisg. Low
scores relative to the norm group iﬁdicate relatively
'ﬁnfavorable leaderrmember relatjons (therefore unfavorable
situations), and high scores the opposite (Fiedler 1967).
The scale, as used in this.study, is given in Appéndix 7.

5. Learniﬂg Environment Invenfory (LET) .- This _.isw_ a
questionnaire designed for administration to school classes
(Anderson, 1973). 2 modification'of this instrument for use
in sport situations was used in the present study. Fifteen
subscales provide.information as to how athletes perceive

the team environment, The subscales are cohesiveness,

diverSity, formality, speed, environment, friction, goal

direction, favoritisnm, cliqueness,. satisfaction,
disorganization, difficulty, apathy, democratic giend

competitiveness. Scale descriptions are given in Appendi¥X 5.
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Methodology
Testing was done on a group basis - qually conducted
in the change room after a parctice or gam An attempt was

made to follow-up on subjects not present at the group

session, by giving teét instructions to these individuals in

th?ir h-mes and allowing them to mail back the completed
o~ o

questionnaires.

Due to the unavoidable limitations( of time and/or
facilities, two teams were | tested by giving test
instructions in the change room and allowing the players to
complete the guestionnaires at home. In two other cases, due

again to scheduling problems, the entire teams were tested

individually in their homes.

Using the above procedures 506 players were tested from

the 40 teams. This fiqgure represented 81.5% of -the 619

\
individuals on the teams. A detailed presentation of "the

" number of players tested on individual teams is given in

Appendix 1, along with the number of players in each ' teanm

~-mpleting the LEI and the number completing the CBDQ.

Jabjectr » each team were randomly assigned to either the
LET ¢ ~he CBDQ group so that one half of the subjects
‘in  -ach - cbmpleted each questionnaire. The half-team

!

ot

sco’ 2 was . a- .umed to 2 an accurate approximation of the

whole team score. Within the two groups 253 completed the

LET and 253 completed the CBDOQ.

B
E)
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In order to obtain the description of coaching
behavior, the qﬁestion was considered from two Points of
view, namely that of the athletes.and that of an independent
observer. One-half of the athletes of each respectivé teém
sampled, were administered the CBDQ as outlinéd by Danielson
et al (1974) . The other half of the team was administered
‘thé LEI as outlined by Anderson (1973) and modified for |use
in this study. Thisv;jn$trum@nt was more concerned with
perceived team phenomena rather than specific perceived

coaching phenomena and was considered to be complementary to

the CBDQ. In both questionnaires, players were required to
indicate whether they strongly disagreed, disagreed, agreed

or strongly agreed with the item. © \

\

\

As well as the above, the coaches of all teams in fhe
playoffs were observ;d using the Diihousie Coach Observation
Schedqle (DCOS)H Thié instrument was ircluded sb as to CEQ%S
validate findings obtained from perceived behavior and‘
perceived team environment, with observed behavior. In
total, 11 coaches were observed in practices and 18 coaches
were obsepved in ganes. ’

Finally, the standard demographic data of age,
socioeqpnomic‘standing, number of years playing experience
ghd :ﬁ;;ber of years coaching experience were-collected from

‘

ﬁhe?coaches'and age, SES and _playing experience from the

athletes..

o
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< .
For the athletes, age, socioeconomic standing (SES) and

playing experience were measured so as to determine the
possible effect of these variables in subsequent analyses.
SES was determined wusing the Blishen (1967) Scale. This
instrument is basead oﬁL&he distribution of education and
inconme, and providesL a scalar number incidating the
respondent 's social standing as determined by these two
variables. The Blishen scale was chosen for this study due

to the fact that 1t wac Jeveloped for use within a Canadian

context.

N\

As well as age, SES'and playing experience, number of
years coaching experience was also collected‘ from the
coaches. Once again the reason for inclusion was the
possible influence of these variables on either observed or
perceived <coaching behavior. In additiom to this reason
however, the variables were inclﬁéed, for claséification

purposes in the descriptive aspect of the =study.

_Uheh using Fiedler's model in . evaluation of
coaching effectiveness, the foliowing‘déka must‘be provided:
motivati;n of the leader, task structure, position power and
coach-athlete relations. As uellhj,é criterion must be
providad against'which to éompare coéching effectiveness., In
the presenfi study only the'S%tuational variables of t;sf
structure and coach-a%hlete'\ relationships were used;

’

position Egiir was not included. The reason for the
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exélusion of this variable was that as measured by Fiedler,
it had no face validity in doaching situations. This does
not arque that the variable is of no use. Rather it argues
for a reconceptualization of position power as it could

apply 1n coaching, and <construction of a more valid

instrument.

Aotivation of the leader was establisged through use of
the Least Preferred Cogorker (LPC) scale. All coaches in the
sample were administered this scale. 1In addition, the
coaches were administered Fiedler's Group Atmosphere sbale
jéiedler,1967) so as to provide an evaluatiqn qf the coach-
athlete relationships from the <coach's poiﬁt of view.

Appendix 7 shows the LPC and TA scales along with

accompanying instructions.

Statistical Treatment of the Data

Specific hypotheses tested in the present study are
presented “~below with analysis technique rationale and
statistical treatment of collected data following:

1. There"are no relationships among the <coaching variables

of age, socioecono: ¢ status, playing experience, coaching

N

experience and motivation (LPC).

Analysis
- R technique factor analysis with subsequent varimax
rotation.

- calculation of factor scores.
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- rationale: The model used was incomplete principal
composent analysis (Harman,  1968)  due to the

exploratory nature of the hypothesis.

2. There is no relationship between ‘level of competition and
dimensions of coaéhing classification as derived from
analysis 1.
Analysis :
N

- analysis of variance on factor scores for all coaches

- one analysis of variance for each factor score.

3. There 1s no relationsﬁip between perceived coaching
. behavior (CBDQ) and perceived team environment (LEI).
Analysis

- factor analysis of group scores on CBDQ and LEI

- extraction of factor scores.

- rationale: Again due to the nature of the question

(exploration versus confirmation), incomplete principal

component analysis was used.

4. There are no relationships among dimensions of coaching
classification derived 1in analysis 1 and factor scores of
player perception derived in analysis 3. o
Analysis
- factor analysis of factor scores bf coaching
classification (analysis 1) and factor scores of player

perception (aralysis 3).
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5. There is no relationship between coach-athlete relations
(TA) as perceived by the «coach and -as perceived by the
athletes (CBDQ,LEI).
Apalysis
- analysis of varciance on teams with good Vs poor
coach-athlete relations as perceived by the coach.
- 40 teams divided at median of TA score

- one analysis per variable of player perception.

6. There are no relationships among dimensions of observed
coaching behavior (DCOé) in game and practice situations.
Analysis
- two Pearson correlation analys=. of coaches!'
frequencies éf observed behavior as seen 1in game and

practice DCOS data.

7. There are no relationships between coaching behavior

observed in game situations and the same behavior observed
in practice situétions.
Analysis

~ correlation énalysis of raw DCOS scores for coaches

in came and practice situations

8. There is no relatiohship between coaching as perceived by
athletes (CBDQ,LEI) and percentage win-loss ratio.

Analysis
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- one-way analysis of variance on winning vs 1losing

teams against factor scores obtained in analysis 3.

9, There is no relationship between dimensions of coaching
classification indicated in analysis 1, situational
favorableness for leadership (TR scale, goal/’airection
scale-LEI) and win-loss.
Analysis

4

- correlation analysis between the variables and win-

loss ratio at each level of situation favorableness.

10. There is no relationship between observed coaching
behavior (DC0OS) and win-loss ratio.
Aralysis

- P=2arson product-moment correlatior analysis between

game and practice DCOS categories and win-loss ratio.



CHAPTER IV

RFSULTS AND DISCUSSION

Due to the large number of hypotheses, results and
discussions will be grouped into sections, e€ach 'section
being internally consistent and containing one or more of

the aforementioned hypotheses.

So as to test the possibility that any league was over-
or urnder-represented in players, a one-way analysis- of
variance was conducted on the percentage of total players
actually tested on each team. 'Four groups were compared -
Bantam-BB (B-EBB), Bantam-AA (B-ARp), Midget-BB (M-BB) and
Midget-AA (M-AR). The unit of analysis was the percentage of

total team members that were actually tested. Table 5 shows

résults of this analysis.

Similar results to those shown in Table 5 were found on
analyses performed using either total numbers of players per
team or number of players per team who were actually tested.
Therefore, the team representation, as indiqated by
pércentage of total possible team members who were actually
tested, was high and not significantly different within the

four leagques.
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In order to test the possibility that «age, skill or

r \ 1
| * TABLE 5 |
+ 1
f ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE |
{ FOR TEAM REPRESENTATION (PERCENTAGE) |
| 8 . [
Lf 1
| Source ot Wariation SS af NS F |
[ I
¥ 1
{ Leagues 342,097 3 114,32 0.64 |
| FError : 6U467.05 36 179.64 1
¢ 1
| Total : 6810.02 39 ]
1 y |
*denotes significance at .05 level

socioecononmilc status (SES) variables «c¢ould have been

disproportionately represented in any of the four leagues,
variance analyses were performed on these three variables.
Once again, the unit of analysis was +the team score.

Players' scores on each of the three variables were averaged

over the entire team and these scores were included in the

analyses,

Table 6 shows the results of a two-factor analysis of

variance with 10 teams per condition. The variable measured

’

was age in years.

In this analysis, as with *the analyses on_ SES and playing

experience, skill (i.e. BB vs AA teams) and age (i.e. Bantanm

vs Midget teams) were classed as the two fixed factors. Sums

of squares for -teams were pooled along with interaction
2

effects among *eams and the other two variables to form the

error term for all cases.

Results in Table 6 show that as expected, average team



TABLE 6

Source of variation SS arf MS 3

N

I

|

t

{ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR AVERAGE TEAM AGE
v .

|

[ %

L_J-——-——-ﬂ-—.d-—d-—.l

L

i Skill (BB-AA) 0.477 1 0.477 6.u8+

| Age (B-M) 36.424 1 36,424 U494, 46+
|  SkillxAge T 0.0u4 1 C.0u4  0.60

| Error - ;. X ERY . 652 36 0.074

% S RN 2

L T A

i Total _. 3% - 39.597 39

L — ‘ X S Y

+denoté§JS,v ‘ B ot .01 level

3

agefin-ﬁdnfa;b;éﬁﬁgﬁvas significantly less than that in
midget teams. This result would be expected as a result of
the age restrictions in registrat. a. Mean tean agesr were
13.87 and 15.77 years respectively. Also significant wag the
finding that the AR teams had average player ages which were
sigrnificantly greater than BB teans (14.93 years vs 14,71
years). The difference was slight but significant and did
not vary between *he bantams and the midgets as indicated by
a nbn—significant interaction effect, This finding would
appear to be due to the fact that the AA ieagues, being more
competitive than the BB, would tend to select older and more

physically developed players.

The analysis performed on SES showed that there were no
significant differences between tean averages comparing
across bantams and midgets or BB and AA teans. Similarly,
the interaction effect was non-significant. This suggested
that .the éampling.technigpe vas effective in producing four

samples from similar sociozconomic classes. Average SES for
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the entire sample was 45.67 on the Blish n scale
(Blishen,1967). Table 7 gives summary data for this

analysis. ‘

In terms of playing experience the midget leagues once

r 1
| TABLE 7 I
b- {
{ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR AVERAGE TEAM SES ]
1 ]
r ]
| Source of Variation SS af MS F |
[ |
T 1
| Skill (BB-AA) 68.276 1 68.276 1.68 |
| Age (B-1) 1.023 1 1.023 .03 |
| SkillxAge 8.968 1 8.968 0.22 |
{ Error 1459.00 36 4g.527 |
r |
| Total 1537.267 39 |
L ]
*denotes significance at .05 level

again had significantly more experience than the bantan
leagues (7.03 years vs 5.72 years); Similarly, the AA
leagues were composed of teams with significantly gre;tef
average playing 'experience than the BB leagues (7.28 years
vs 5.47 years}. However, as in the analysis on age, there
was no significant interaction effect indicating that the
trand was §}milar for teams in both the _bantam ahd midget

leagues. The summary for this analysis is given‘in Table 8.

Individual team averages as well as league averages cn
the variables of tean age, teanm ‘SES' and team playing

experience are given in Appendix 2.

e

Coaches' Data
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1

TABLE B i

]

4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE |

FOR AVERAGFE TEAM PLAYING EXPERIENCE |

i

1

Source of Variation Ss df Ms F {
— P o |

. 1

Skill (BB-AAR) 32.942 1 32.942 27.15+ |
Age (B-M) 17.03 1 17.03 146,04+ |
SkillxAge 0.697 1 0.697 0.57 |
Error 43.68B0 36 1.213 (
' 1

1

Total ay_ 3409 39 |
)

R e s et

denotes significance at .01 level

As indicated previously, age, .SES, playing experience,

coaching experience, LPC scores and TA scores were obtained
»

from all «coaches participating in the study. So\is to

t

facilitate interpretation of the 107 hypotheses stated 1in

chapter 23, similar analyses to those performed on the

players, were also performed on the coaches' variables.

Age of the entire sample of 40 coaches was 33.35 years,
S.D. 7.07 years. Coaches in the two bantam leagues did nQ%
differ Sihgificantly in age from coaches in the two midget
leagues; nor did AA league coaches differ in' age from BB
league coaches. The additional absence of a significant
interaction effect suggested that coaches' ages within' the
four leagues sampled were relatively homogeneous. Table 9

'

presents this,.

Similar results to the age analysis were found in t%-=2

1]

SES analysis. While the grand mean for all coaches was 46.39

(S.D. 13.45) on the Blishen scale, there were no sigrificant
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. r N 1
[ TABLE 9 i
+ - {
| ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR COACHEFES' AGES |
L |
\ 1
| Source of Variation SS af MS F |
1 _ 1
T — 1
| Skill (BB-AA) : 84,100 1 gu,100 1.69 |
| Age (B-M) 67.600 1 67.600 1. 37 |
| SkillxAge 14.400 1 14,400 0.29 |
| Error . 1783.00 36 49.528 {
L . I
r g 1
{ Total 1949.100 39 |
L . i
*x

denotes significance at .05 level

differences between coaches in ‘BB and AAjleagues or between

coaches ip bantam and midget leagues. As well, there was no

i,

inte;actiqﬁ}veffect. A comparison between the average SES of

players.énd'the average SES of coaches showed a difference

of 1less than one scale unit. Results for the coaches are

‘shown in Table 10}

L

],quﬁhes among,the‘fodr leaques differed significantly

A

¥ L]
i TABLE 10 |
+ : 1
| ANALYSJIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR COACHES' SES |
[ d
] N 1
| Source of Vvariation SS af MS F |
| & J
T . 1
| Skill (BB-AA) 59,145 1 59,145 0.31 |
{ Age-M) 73.550 1 73.550 0.38 |
| SkillxAgse 29.89u4 1 29.894 0.16 |
| Error _ 6895.10 36 191.530 |
‘L - U

{ Total 7057..77 9 - i
L X . j} : : J
*dernotes significance at .05 level

S
7.

in the amount of playing experience. Means for all four

groups were as follows:

B-BEB - 4.00 years S.D. 5.59
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-
B~AA - %¥1,9 years S.D. 7.85
M-BB - 9.00 years S.D. 5.U3

M-AA - B.90 years S.D. 4.28 -
The same results are shown graphically in Figure 3. THe high

value for the B-AA gooup was due primarily to' three

individuals paving playing experierce of 18, 24 and 25 years

respectively. While-this is possible it seenms also‘possible_

. : ' . A )
for the results for the 3 coaches to be spurious. ‘The -AA
sl

result contrasted markedly with the B-BB league im.which 6

coaches indicated that the % ot had any hockey . playing
experience. In terms of th» <:nalysis, coaches in the AA

Y . A . . e
. leagues

had significantly mero

- coaches in 'the B? leagues (10.40 ‘years vs 6.50 years) ana,;

the interaction was significant as indicated above. Lpverage
‘ - : : coe s
playing experience for all coaches was 8.45 years with S.D.
3 - . . .

6.38 y=ars., Table 11 shows the summary for this anaiysis.

TABLE 11

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TXBLE
FOR COACHES' PLAYING EXPERIENCE

o

playing %fperiénce tﬁan“?.‘.A

' Ss af Ms F

'} . Skill (BB-AA) 152. 10 1 152,10 _ - 4,32%
Age (B-M) 10.00 Tl 10.CC - 0.28

| SkillxAdge 160.00 S - 160. 00 Uy Slx

L

r
{

[

¢

|

|

L

Y . .
*{ -Source of Variatiorn
} B

|

|

|

t

|

L

|
1
*

Error

1267.8 .36

. Total

1589.96 39

denotes significance

It is perhaps qh

at ;OS level

exemplary feature of

‘hockey system that over half of.the coaches

]

ca

-Canada's minor

in the B-BB

o cnme e s e e ey — e - —
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League could be enticed to coach despite the fact that they’
had not had aﬁy p*«viL:S‘ nockey playing experience.\vthis
finding argues - .y for more coaching cour§g§$§hich
could give coaches uure information about their sﬁﬁégxfé
Similar to the differences found in playing experience
of coaches in the four leagues, differences. were also found
in terms of coaching experience. ~ While~ average coachihq
experience of all coaches was 5.30 vyears (S.D. 3.92),
coaches in AA leagues had significantly,moré experience than
coaches i§$gBilea§ues (6.5 years S.D. 3.17, vs QLQ, years
S.D. U.2¥g. The trend was constant over both bantam and
.
midget l=aques as indicated by a non-significant in%practiony
effect. Coaches of bantam teams did not differ\significéntly

from coaches of midget teams in terms o1l coaching

experience. Table 12 shows the 9$%mary.

. g . e
No significant. differences were found bgetwean coaches

S

TRZLE ~2

"ANALYSIS OF VARiANCE SUMMARY TABLF.-
FOR COACHES' COACHING EXPERIENCE

S e g e g - pm e -

e e e e e - — e e wd — e e e

Source of Variation SS af MS F
Skill (BB-AA) : 57.600 1 57.600 4, 1u*
Age’ (B-1) 16.900 1 16.900 1.21
i SkillxAge . 22.500 1 22.500 1.62
{ Error 501.40 36 13.928
‘ £l
| .
{ Total ' 508.4C0 39
L

*denotes significance at .05 level

(0f BB vs RM leagues or bantam vs midcet leagues 1in terms

<r

N
i
AV

&%

o
L
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,score on the LPC variable! As well, the interaction effect
was non-significant. The grand mean LPC score was 69.90 with
3

. ./
S.D. 15.73. Table 13 summarizes the analysis of variance on

the LPC scores.

The final analysis perfgrmed on the coaches' personal

G

r 1
| TABLE 13 I
t s — i
|ANALYSIS ©F VARTANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR COACH_ES' LPC SCORES|
t . - : ~—
| Source of Variation SS df Ms - F

I V. L

v B .

| Skill (BB-AA) 122.50 1 122.50 0.u7

{ Age (B-H) : 1.600 1 A 1.600 0,01

| SkillxAge . - 122.50 1 122.5¢  C.u7

{ Error 9u09.00 36 261, 36

|

| )

| Total 9655.60 39

L ‘

*denotes significance at .05 level _ R

data was that 6n perceived coach—athleteWIrélatiOnships as
indicated . by the Team Atmosphere (TAa) scofé (Table 14). As
seen in the analyfis on LPC scores, there were no main
effects. - due to the +two fac{oré, nor. any significant
interactionreffect. The mean TA Score{for all coaches was
'62.35 witﬁ S.D 11.89, again sugéésting that with such a
spread of scores, this variable along with LPC varies widely

across the bantam and midget hockey coach domain. Table 14

shows the summary of the analysis. -

It is appropriate to notec at this point, that operéting

.on  the basis on ‘the sport classification sYStem shown in

“seen  in both
}

Figure 2, thecre are’significant difference7
sthe two cells o. » versus

athletes and coaghes between,

P

Ed . I
Y & -

e e e - e o ade

»
X
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TABLE 14

-

ANALYSIS OF VA?IANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR COACHES' TA SCORES

1

{
I 1
| |
[1 }
L W 1
| Source of Variation S5 df Ms F {
t 1
| Skill (BB-AR) 230.40 1 230,40 1.58 |
| Age (B-M) : 36.10 1 36.10 0.62 |
| SkillxAge 0.400 1 0.400 0.00 |
{ Frror 5242.20 36 145,620 |
t ARARG g {
| Total - RB09.70 39 |
L J
*x

denotes significance at .05 level

medium low skill. As far as athletes are concerned, more
highly skilled athletes are seen to be significantly older
than less highly skilled athletes. This gives some validity

to the contention that the skill dimension in’Figure 2

versus less highly skilled athletes, the former were seen to

have had both mwore playing experience‘and nore ébaching

experience. They did no%t differ as a group from. coaches of
less-highly skilled athletes, iﬂ terms of LPC or TA. Whether
these results would be found between coaches and athletes
representing the medium high skill and high skill <cells,

- .'. §
remains to be explored. Also unanswered, remaifis the

gusstion as to whether the same differences observed above,

Lae

. would be}=fqand' along either or both of. the other 2

SN . A SN B
dlmé&szons in ‘Figure 2.

Raw data fors®fe above six analyses are presented in

-

Appendix 3. Attention will now he focussed on hypotheses -~

fhrough 10 as outlined in chapter three.

'
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Dimensions of Coaching Classification

The .fifst hypothesis stated that there were no
relationships among the personal cgaching variables of age,
SES, playing experience, coaching experience and LPC scores.
In order to test this hypothesis, an incomplete principal
component ’factor anaiysis (Harman, 1968) was performed on a
correlation matrix of the 5 variables. Only one «correlation
was found to Dbe significan£ at the .05 level, namely that
between coaches' ages and coaching experience (.377). This

correlation, while significant, is rather low and sufgests

caution in interpretation.

Using the Guttman criter%ﬁg of retaining for —rotation
R g

el

L 4 .
T 1
{ TABLE 15 ]
+ ‘ - - 1
| FACTOR STWUCTURE MATRIX OF COACHES' PERSONRL DATA |
+ . : 1
{vVvariable Comm. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 f
| FXPERIENCE PLAYING MOTIVATION {
{ EXPERIENCE i
[ 1
LI . 1
| Age £.628 0.769 -.189 C.034 i
{SES 0.268 -.327 N.375 -.143 |
{Playing . {
{Experience 0.861 0.073 3.922 0.081 |
{Coaching {
|Experience 0.698 n.817 0.150 -.092 |
{LPC 0.970 -.027 - c.o08 0.980 |
[ ]
L Al
|Total 3.426 1.372 ©1.048 1.0C5 |
L '}
only those factors with =eigenvalues greater than one

(Mulaik, 1972: 176), the three factors in Table 15 were
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. . )
obtained. The amount of total accounted variance wds 68.5%.

It can be noted that factor 1 is described by loadings
of the variables of age and coaching experienée, hence the
name Experience. Slightly loading on this factor as well, is
the SES wvariable. This suggests that coaches of iﬁcreaging
age and experience, also téndvto fall slightly lower on the

socioeconomic scdle.

Factor 2 1is called Playing Experience due to the high
loading of that - variable. Once again SES was 1involved,

havimg a low positiye loading. This suggested that this

S ALt . S S
variable 1is relatgd*!to the: pyrsuance ' of hockey as a

recreative activity in later life.’.

- The final factor was called Motivation due to the sole
high loading of LPC. This finding, along with that of ‘the
generally 1lew loadings \of SES on any of the thfee facébrs
suggested that there may be three ways of classifying hockey
coaches--in terms of, their coaéhing experience, their
motivation s indicated by LPC score and their playing
experience. The question which naturally arfses 1is “whether
or not vthese unrelated dimensions are found to be equally

related to the different leagues as defined 1in this study

_(hypothesis 2).

~

In ap attempt to test this hypothesis, factor scores on
the +three factors were calculated for all 40 coaches in the

sample (Mulaik, 1972: 321-331). Three tw factor analyses of
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variance wer= performed using the factor scores as the unit

of analysis.

The analysis on the experience factor showed no
fIsignificant differences on either of the main or the
interéction 2ffccts. The coaches of AA teams had, as was
seen in the aﬁalysis on coaching experience, slightly mnore
experience as measured by factor 1 than did coaches cf BB
teams. Q&is result was probably strongly influenced by the‘
large main effect shown in Table 12, A+ any rate the results
at this level as opposed to raw scores tend to suggest that
the differences among the four leagues are not significant.

Table 16 shows the summary.

Analyses on both the factors of playing experience and

S
\

L} T ]
l TABLE 16 |
¢ {
| ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE |
| FOR COACHES' FACTOR 7 - EXPERIENCE |
i . ]
] K L
| Source ofiVvariation SSs df MS F i
L = : i
¥ : T 1
{ Skill (BB-AR) 395.86 1 395,86 4,017
{ Age (B-M) 0.974 1 0.974 0.009]
| SkillxAge 55.675 1 55.675 0.565]
| Error 3547.5 36 98.542 |
L 2 i
v 1
{ Total 4c00.009 3¢9 |
L ]
*

denotes significance at .05 level

motivation were similar to those summarized in Tables 11 and
13 and will thus not be reported here. Therefore, with

regard to hypothesis 2 it must be concluded that there is no
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relationship between level of competition and w¢ither LPC

score, experience or playing experience.

Coach Behavior Description Questionnaire (CBDQ)

As meptioned in Chapter 2, this instrument was designed
to indicate the extent to which athletes perceive their
coaches as having particular behavioral tendencies. Five
scales are included, each containing nine items related to
particular coaching objectives. Scale 1 refers to behaviors
designed to give the athlete an educational experience 1in
sport, hence it is called Teaching. Scale 2 ref-: to what
Halpin and Winér (1857) designated . as consideration
behaviors, hence the name Consideration. Scale 3 is again
compatible with Halpin and Winer's factor of Initiation of
Structure, therefore it too is termed Initiation. Oné of the
repeatedly common behavioral st?les seen 1in coaches is that
of critiéism vs reward or pressuring athletes +to begtter
performances. Scaie 4 contains behaviors cerntered arodnd
this concept and it 1is therefore called Pressure. The last
scale 1s «called PRepresentation and refers to a behavioral
style in which the coach acts on behalf of the team in
dealings with outsiders.‘Appendix'u gives items on each of
the five scales along with scale 1interpretations, and

Appendix & gives average team subscale scores for the five

scé&les.

-

So as to examine the homogeneity of the 5 scales as
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us2d in the present study, ‘an item analysis was performed.
Table 17 shows the results of the present analysis, along
with the results obtained in the «construction of the

guestionnaire (Danielson, et al 1974).

In order to examine the possibility +that athletes in

T 1
I TABLE 17 I
o i
| ITEM ANALYSIS OF THE CBDQ |
[ ]
T ¥
| Scale Name Alpha Alpha Difference |
] ‘Original Present i
[l 4
v 1
! Teaching ’ .74 .75 +.01 |
| Consideration .71 .67 -.04 |
| Initiation .78 .79 +.01 |
| Task . 56 .49 -.07 |
| Representation - 59 .62 +.03 {
| 4
T L}
| Average .68 .66 i
L - J
teams of different leagues perceive their «coaches

differentiy, a discriminant analysis (Tatsuoka, 19790) was
performed using egch‘ of the 4 leagues as criteria and the
scores on the & scélés as predictors. Results of this
analysis showed that > one CBDQ scale score profile

 differentiated among the four league$.

Bantam teams were compared with midget teams. Results
again ware non-significant suggesting that generally
"speaking, coaches of bantam teams are perceived similarly to

coaches of midget teams.

A co§§§tison was made between BB teams and AR teams.

v , )
Results from this analysis showed that ptayers of differing
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r 1
| TABLE 18 |
' {
| DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLE FOR |
| BB vs AA TEAMS ON THE CBDQ |
L : {
A A
| Scale Name Scale Wt. One-Way F Discriminant F |
t —
{ Teaching -1.20 0.896 i
| Consideration -7.54 0.203 f
| Initiation 6.25 3.335 i
| Pressure B.65 4,79% |
| Representation 7.46 1.69 |
t : .|
| 1.34 i
L ]
*x

denotes significance at .05 level

“

lévels of skill did not perceive their coaches differently.
As can be seen 1n Figure 4, BB :'. ~rs tended tceive
their coac@ies as indicating slightly more extremevior
in all five scales.

Table 18 shows the scale weights and.the F value for
the te€al analysis along with F values for one-way analysis
of variance performed between the two gfod?é on 2ach scale
separately. The only scale showing a significant difference
between the two 1leagues was the Pressure scale. BB teanms
tended to perceive their coaches as being more critical and
pressuring than did players in AA teams. The reason for this-
could be due to ARA-BB personality differences, skill
differences, actual coaching differences or some combination
of the 3 reasons. While tﬁe reason cannot be identified at
this point, 1t provides & starting point for further

;

research. - v

=

Learning Fnvironment Inventory (LEI)
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The 15 scales along with their items and scale

ldescriptions are - shown in Appendix 5, and individual team

averages on the scales in Appendix 9. The it . have been
modified so as to apply to sport situatioc. 5, however,
this instrument has not been prgviouslf d on sport teanms,
an 1ten analysis”™ was performed to compare scale”
Homogeneitieé found‘in';he present study against those found

by Anderson (1973: 6-8). Table 19 shows the reliabilities as

found in the 2 different environment:..

Three of the =scales were found +to have extremely low

'
7

—
TABLE 19 |
. -
"ITEM ANALYSIS OF THE LEI |
- ‘ - —
Scales Name Alphax* Alpha Difference |
Original Present |
]
L) K 1
| Cohesiveness .69 .61 -.08 |
| Diversity . 54 .38 -.16 Nl
| Formality .76 .70 -.06 (
| Speed .70 .2 -.43 {
| Environment N .56 .38 -. 08 |
| Friction .72 .79 +.07 {
{ Goal Direction . 85 .72 ~-.13 |
| Favoritism .78 .75 -.03 {
| Cliqueness . 65 .69 +.04 - |
| Satisfaction .79 .69 - 10 |
| Disorganiza<ion .82 .81 -.01 {
{ Difficulty : . 6U LUl -.20 |
| Apathy . 82 .76 -.06 |
{ Democratic . 67 .57 ~-. 10 !
| Competitiveness .78 .73 -.05 {
4 . )
i g - 4
| Average . 72 .62 |
L 1
*¥1969 alpha reliability (Anderson, 13973)

internal consistencies in this study. They were Diversity,

Speed and Fnvironment.
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. L e _ "
4 profil- s were found to be gggeﬁfiallyaidentical.
L. . P " ERR TSN v
. e ) : n:‘ .,':"('4.,\; N Tho

: s
'Tabla 20 shows that bqntaﬁt

. e
cignlflcaﬁbly hlgher";w?

subsequent examination of items on each scale suggested that
- e

e modification, internal consistency,teliabilities

. Showld be %ble to .he 1mproved c¢onsiderably in future

“
1Y
-

.As with the CBDQ, 3 discrimimant. - ahalyses were

! e
A . c e, .
pe rmed on leagque differénces in terms of the LFI scales.

 J

The first ana;ysis_w@5 performed on all' the :leagues «and the

vl
4

Again as'mwas found with ﬁf%é:; no significant

. . . ‘
difterences existeﬁ in ppa‘ilvéd team?'environment between

o

) S

.the profile of bantanm teams vs that*of mllqet teams. There

5

was howevpr, one 51gn1f1cant*d1fference tggnd when the two

j

::\leagues were compared s Earatelx on eth scale (nguré 5)

Wwere percpl ed tb score

1}

1

‘however as\rmentioned prev1ously, thl‘ Qcaliﬁ had a low’

- in*ternal COnsistonéy While Figure 5 suggests dlfferences

-

between the 1aagues in tﬁrms of percalvea team coha51veness/

N LAY

environment and frlctlon, none o¥thelfe: werg statistically

-

, 5 N
significant* on an individual basis. ) s
) t - Lo . L.

A discriminant analysis showed that the profile of .teanm

\PA .

N

snvironment 'as pefceived by lower Ekllled ..BB teams .was

significantly different fronm the"profile 13s perceived by
players in AA teanms (Figure 6).. In terms of contributidn:to
" the linear equ n  differentiating the two groups, the

scales conptributing most uéreVGoal'Direction, Difficﬁltyéand

ha .
i o : 3 A

R 2N
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i ;.\'M.)’{/)/
r 2 e - 1',," ’

[ TABLE 20 . ° |
' 1
o | DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS SUMMARY TABLE FOR |
| BANTAM vs MIDGET, TEAMS ON THE LEI {
t - : "
| Scale Name Scale Weight One-Way F Disgaiminaﬁt F |
F : ' i
| Cohesivensss., U.87 ~ 3,146, ! |
| DPiversity 1p.18 h 0.116 |
|  Formality : b.u5 g 1.930 i
| Speed " -2.86 - 6.976% [
| Frvwronm@nt -1.e0 0.899 N |
| Friction ° -T.3 L M.522 - |
- | - Goal Direction -3.2&“’ @ B, 158 N
1 Favoritism 6*&“' B/ 0,491, i
| .Cligueness -1.u1 el 80,727 |
{ Satlefactlon - 3. 01 o 0.010 ° R éﬁ{, [
| Dl\orqanlzltlon ~-0.00 - v 0.133 o {
| Digficulty ° -1. Qu’_’b ) 0.051 : |
. fpathy S 2,5 0.262 o5 |
ikt D@MOCratic w  +3.00 N 0.295 ‘ I

, - I* Cdmpetitiveness 01371 CEER0.021 ¢ g b
“,( 'r“'\ LN > M {
| Total = 4. - Lo : AL 0.790 A

L . o : . . 1

+* denotes*'sig¥ificance.at .05 levels . A
R a |- s ",n"‘:&:“ DJ '

. ¢ - "Lb ‘ _
COmpetitiveness with the_,AA;%teams scoring higher on the -

. first twd;and thanB team ‘gé:ing_‘higher on the last

FAE P teams thoh, were perc ived as hav1ng more 4

goal &if@@jien}.more difficulxt tralnlng, less int:afteam

competitiveness, less apathy, less democrady, less“friction
. . . + . . .
and less disorganiiatfon thar were laowetr-skilled teams
' 5 ’ “ A
9 «

}‘ . [

(Table 21).

Interpensoral Team Environmernt:

Hypothesis 3 predicted no relationship between the way
players'perceived the behaviors of their coach, and the way
they perceived +the learning environment as defined by the

‘coach and other members of the team. In order to test this

\
\u
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220 o :
T

|

"t' i »"Su 2

.

hypothesis, average team scores on each of the SYCBDQ scales

ar@ 15 LPI scales were factor analyzed using principal

_‘7 compon@nts ana1y51s and varimax rotatlon ((Mulaik, 1972).%In

-

;otal 22 varlablbs‘(ccale qcores) ere analyzed over U4¢C

'

subjects (teams).~Tha tattor structure matrix shown in Eable
. {

! ) ) ~

-~

" é
The \fodfifaczot solution -accounted for 74.7% of the total

vari-nce anc =5 can be seen from the table, on 3 f the:

r
i TA &j l
1 DISCRIMINANT ANI\L QEINSUMMARY TABLE POR oo |
| .BB vs AA TE MS., N THE LFI "
b s = ' —
| Scale tame Scale Weight  Ont-Way F Discriminant F | .
i . ) 4
¥ X B N 1
| Cohesiveness -0.74 0.065 |
|. Diversity -1.59 0.116 |
| Formality 0.23 2.364 |
| Speed : 1.05 0.313 {
| Fnvironment ~1.93 7.864+ S
[ Friction 2.50 ‘ 0.883 g ‘ i
| Goal Direction 4.43 1.659 - i
{ Favoritism 1.77 -0.569 |
j Cliqueness -1.78. "0.020-~ i

. | Satisfaction - 1.74 v 0.260 {
| Dlsorganlzatlon 2.36 2 S 169 R {
{ Difficulty -4.B3 %22, 149+ R |
{ Apathy -2.90 o 0.3294 P |
{ Democratic 2.76 0.080 |
| Competitiveness 4.14 - 3,337 7, 2 i
b— v : |
{ Total , ' 4,057+ {
L - I ! B
¥ denotes significance at .01 level -

Pactprs mederate to high loadings were observed for both the.

CBPQ and LEI. The fourth factor was represented mainly by

T

loadings from the LEI.

'..E'Factof.1\included only one major positive _oading from\

YRS
AR

,AQ’\
oo

Ea e
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L 4 1
0 TABLF 22 |
+ 1
{FACTOR STRUCTURE MATRIX OF INTERPERSONAL TEAM ENVIRONMENT A"
t - - : i
‘] Scal ~ame - Comn Factor_ Names_and_Scale Loadings {
| Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 |
| Player- Coach- Goal- System- |
{ o Dominated Dominated Dominated Dominated |
' 3 1
L 1
| Teaching 787 0.446  ° 0.657 -.049  0.392 1
|ugpnsid— . ‘ ot t
| %ration .697 0.047 : -.085"° -.071 {
| Initiation .729 0.04Y 0.772 -.318 0.174 P
{ Pressurs 647 -,.350 - 0,236 -.643 0.233 | ’
| Represen- , " t
| tation L 784 0.13¢ 0.861 -.07% 0.139 B
p———— ‘ : — { o
. | Cohasive- ‘ lam
| ness -712 -.468 . £.106 0.681 0.135 i
| Diversity  .7¢1 0.507™  0.04% . '0.576 -.332 |
| Formality 846, +,008 -.574 0.537 0.478 [
| Speed .;£§~0.3§3. <185  -.067 -.797 ﬁ%? .
. { Envic ent .71 -.2% ¥~ 0403 0.682 0.162 5 .. . ‘ﬂ
T wﬁ Y .867 0.9?;5- ..0.086 S.162 - =L 096 9ukan ¥
‘| Goal SR S . .
| Directiér  .906 -.u462 <478 0.666 C.164 T
| Fadoritism .567 0.680 ° 0.303 -.075 -.086 N
i Cliqueness .79C 0.865 0.5 =047 -.127 |
| Satis- -, - o S i |
| faction .00 -.705 . -, 104 0.531 -.000 - |
. Disorgan-- o - ‘ T
| Mzation .905 0.571 -0 C.447 -.617 -.063 f
| Difficulty .€13 -.029 / =~.570  0.499, . 0.195. [
wiews | Apathy .789 0.591% 0.235 -.616 -.067 I
" | Democratic 692 -.772 -.223 -.012  0.216 {
| Competitive- s : { Ny 7
f ness . _, .542 0.73} © 0.054 < -,066 .7 0%0107, |
L : N\ i 4

x
.
\ L3

-the CBDQ, the Teaching scale. Strong'positive loadings fron -

o

-+

h

D

LEI included Friction, ‘Cliqueness, Competitiveness,
SRy Sy S B .y .. . . .-
tgjfawbriflsm, sDiverzaty;s Disorganization and Apathy. Negative

Aoadings were seen on the Task, Democratic, Satisfaction,
. _ ) p
Cohesiveness, and Goal Direction scales. The interpretation

ﬁ76f~fhis~faciarm!§§__jﬁat it represented an interpersonal

\ ——

environment in which the playets aiémdomingn;. The role of

=)
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the coach was perceived as bheing minor.

[ .

Kl

‘ Factor 2 with positive loadings on - Teaching,

it 4
. . CoS . . .
Consideration, Initiation, and Disorganizatiorn, suggesed an
A

environment in which the coach was perceived to be dominant.
This pattern was also associated with negétive loadings on
. N " o+

Formality, Envirdnment, Goal Direction and Difficulty; 'The

N
(9544

‘fnach in this type of environment, would be seen to provide]
: . ’ . X . . : -

‘
A,

P

all the strgcture and initiaridn; he would be perceived

as
: AL g @ e S L

. 'requiring 1little of his playerglln téerms of training, and
the total environmenpy'ﬁould be seen as being informal,

pooriy 2et UQ“indgerms of facilitieyu and equipment, and the
- ‘3 v.' . . . 7‘ . .
reted as suffering trom a lack of goal

) ,‘;dm .

. y g o
e ﬁwﬂ .

JERPRN 2 .

direction. e e By

teamvcould'beﬁin

The third: factor w: characterized by high posiiive
loadings on perceived Cohed®veness, Di#ersity, Formality,

Fnvironment, Goal Direction, Satisfaction and Difficulty:
hssoclated negative loadings Were on Pressure,

-

0\
Disorganization and Apathy. This dimeansion, associated
positively with such a number of large var‘ables ‘commonly

~thought of as ggglﬁ ‘in épo:te wqé éalled Goal-Dominated! 1
: : 4 y
Rgsponéibility toward the goals of team éqhégiveness,
Q;fi§%é¢tion of both team and individual player's‘néggs,
,aﬁéﬁé&te’ pﬁysidal fenviggiﬁézt aﬁa _wellxéefined ~ goal
dir€ctiph ‘appears to be undertaken by the coach and teanm
togéther.~, Y ; o

- Factor 4 appeared *to be related primarily tb -perceived
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team -environment and was called System—-dominated. There are

'Nposi*ive 1oadingsAfrom Formality and Teaching, and negative

3
'

3

1daaings' from Diversity and‘speed. In summary, this would
appear.to-be.ah‘intérpersdnal team environment devoted to

the maintenance of estabilch d S}$'ems§in hockey.
) @ * A

In summary, with - L@gard ,to-.uhe factor analysis

performedvhypo{hesis 3, "thrre dld appear to be relationships

. o N
< s .

befween soc1al/env1ronmpnt pcrcelved to be' associated’ witﬁpr4

\(’ : } o~ ) o T ' :
coachlng behavi f iand <oc1al onVLLonmont due behaviors of
ukl : S '
tuap membersr Four 1nterpr@table dlmen51ons of interpersonal

k +eam @nVlronment f0und i wth&s ,Study‘ were ~ called Player@‘

Domlnated ngoagh«Domlna$ed,’ Goal—DomihateH}' and System- .

Dominated.
¢

"

The question a's to how these environments are related

e

: \
; . ey q\

Ty : L ea

- t'oicoaching effectiveness is leftéto a subsequent ‘section.

‘It is, appropriate at +this = point to dotermlne‘ the

~

relafionships retween clasglflcatlon of coaches in ternms {f

4 . .
personal. factors (iTe. Experience,playing experience, and
L] : :

e o '
mo‘lvatlon) and classifica“ion of aches/win‘ termns  of

Yoo

perceivad factors (i.e{/Piéyer—dominifii, coach ldominated;
‘.v : : ’ :
goal-domirated and-.system-dominated). - )

E -
- \
Coac 1ng Cla551f1caflon and Interpersoral T"eam an1ronm nt
/ '

It will be obvious at this point that one of the basic

assumptions in +he Sfudy was that the coach is an important N

-
aspect of tﬁb fotal environment of an athletEc +eam. To this

*



.
U
\'}

N

point, 1t »h%i bcen shown that three unrelated personal
dimensions along which hocke¢y coaches can be classified are
in terms of a) their experience - a composite of age and
coaching experience, b) . their éf@ying experience and «c)
their motivation as defined by Fiedler's (1967)vLPC score.
HHockey teams, on the other hand, were seen to be
classifiable in +texrms of whether they perceived their team,ﬁ
to be player-domirated, coéch-dominated, goal—dqminated or

system-dominated.

It is outside the domain of the ©presgent study to

stipulate which oyJ%he two systems of classification /are
. o o ) e .
. . Ay 7 “;f"» ' . . o Coo N
" more valid in tREIRertral situation. Presumably if one were.
: PR :

¥

interested in the §uésfion from the athletes' point of view,“
th@ latter system would be more wapplicable, the. opposite
~being the case if one were interested in classifying coaches

irrespective of -their teams. It 1is Thowever, within the

domain of this study to investigate the relationships

between the two systems of ¢
. e ,' ' . - )

now be considered. RRRTI

’
TR

52 . :
\f tfor scores for each coach ‘on the three personal
o ! .
dimensions were comput«d as were factqQr .scores - for each -}
- . ./ k]

et -

coach's team on the interpersonal” team environment
dimensions. The seven factor scores were subjected to a
. $~ : ‘
. . . ‘ R . . .
principal <components analysis, and © the resulting matrix

rotated to a varimax criterion for simple structure. Table

23 chows the factor structure matrix.’
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The tour factors represented 56.06% of the total
r - - 1
I TABLE 23 |
¢ {
| FACTOR STRUCTURE MATRIX(@’ DIMENSIONS OF COACHING |
| CLASSIFICATION AND IN'TERIPERSONAL TEAM ENVIRONMENT |
b= < 1
| Variable Commnun- Factor Factor Factor {
| ' ality 1 2 3 _ [
- 2y 4
T ; 1
| Player-bDominatead o T ‘%§° |
| Environment . 1R2 -.u4009 - 112 -.050. |
| Coach-Dominated v i
| Fnvironment oL 6u1 0.611 -.240 0.457 I
| Goal-Dominated ‘ |
| Fnvironment ~ .612 c.036" 0.772 0.123 i
| System-Dominated , : {
| FEnvironment . 528 0.399 -.068 0,128 [ -
| Experience .678 . -.8C8 €.097 0.128 |
| Playing ) . |
] Fxperience . 625 0.217 0.072 0.757 |
| Mo*ivation . 660 -.0u5 0.810 . —. 044 |
[ N i
T 1
| Total 3.924 1.394 B 343 1.188 I
t 3

" variance of scores in the total métrix, and as such, some
“caution 1= warranted in generalization. Howe ver, ftéh Table
23 it can be seen that factor'1, which remains unnamed, is
represented My an environmént which is perceix as coach-
and system—dominated and a coach who has little . perwenp*.

In addﬂtvop, therp is very ll*tlL player domlnﬁtﬂon. Factor
N b .
- 1 * - >
Zvreorpqentcd a comblnﬁtlon of a goal dominatéed env1ronmont
PRt O ‘Q_
 ?nd>a relaplqnshlprorlentgd coach. ThlS flndlng in itself’ is

_ _ e ) . N
logic 1 jin the senso ‘haL goal dominated env1ronments are

A« *n@j_by? pe*colved team Coh951veqess, geoal direction,
nlzaulon, sathfactlon,ﬁ_favaréble training enwvironment .

and non-préssurlng-coach;ngp”

r -

S - . LN N . . .
N - [

| mhc lj t factor was agalp defﬁ ed by a coach-dominated
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I
“
AW

snvironmen* - but in combﬁ‘&$1on with more playing

experience, A less system-domination. Primary

/
-~

differf’fiafion between this factor and the first coach-

domina}ed factor, appeared to be that in this factor the
; 9

coach had average coaching experience but more playing

average playing experience,

In summary then, hypothesis 4 must be rejected in the
sense that incomplete principal components analysis provided

a means ¢f accounting for slightly over half of the total
; .

variance between coachking classifﬁcation‘based’ orn personal
Lt ‘ :
LA

data and classificah@q& base | on teéam-perceived data. In
. .-‘4‘7" .. i R

oAl A , )
practicaf terms there §§Q§§red to be r=lationships “between

coaches and the way their teams pérceive them. One such
relationship is that coa?pes with little experience tended

to be perceived by their teams as more dominating than did

~

coaches with more expeiiﬁaﬁe. Similarly, ccaches with-

motivation which was interpersw&yigyﬁpﬁ§ented, tended to be
53 e

associat=2d with, goal-oriented, satisfied tecammyr Lastly,

coaches with more than average playing 2xperierce tended to
.\j S . . *
be perceived as dominating in their teanms.
. . ) !
N s 7.
Hypothesi® 5 refers to whethsr or not coaches perceive
o . . :

the same interpersonal environmert. as do -athlet=$.
4 € _ . .

S
Specifically, if the 40 coaches were to bz divided into two

.

groups, omne with good coach-athlete relations as perceived

.

by the coach, the other with Roor relations; could these two

- . Fl

5
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groups be differentiated in terms of ‘the four dimensions of

interparsonal environment as perceived by the athletes?

In order to test this hypothesis, the two groups were
formed by dividing the teams at the medium score of the TA
scale. A ones-way analysis of variance was computed on the

factor scores for each te=am on the four variables. The

summary is given in Table 24,

N

As can be seen from the table no one dimension of

-,

e
-~

b e i e — e e e — ke - o

r hact — »
| TABLFE 24 _— ¥ /
. it
T T
| ANALYS®S OF VARIANCE SUMUARY,TABLE FQH QQACH Vs AiWIETES'_
i PERCEPJIONS OF THB-COACH-ATHLET®: KRFLATIONS ™ :
T » v PP 3 N 0 e

%’ ] . ' «l:l ‘jl'_r_‘ S w,’" z
{ variable ., SS af .., -k'%ﬁgs C by F
[R - ~ \T‘ .
T A
| Player-Dominated 3.29 1 3 3.51
|- Frror ) 5.7 38 C
| Coach-Dominated 2.57 1 2 2.68
| ErTor . 36,0 38 BN 0
| Goal-Dominated 0.12 1 0.8 C.737
( Frror 38.87 38 1. '

| System-Dominated 0.87 1 (] “f) 0.87
i Error _ 38012 38 1 .
L

¥ denotes SignifiéaQCe a* .05 level - . )

. L ! Y

gé!ceived team interpersonal enviﬁdnmen{ ~had values which
A . ~ :
gﬁlowed‘}it to discriminate between tedms witbépdor*vs gqod
' coach-athlete relationshiés:. The obvious' éonqlﬁsion must
théreforé be émade tﬁat cbaches‘ ard athletes perceive

7

different environments.
> ; -

Dalhousie Coach Observation Schédulg

v




" To this point all analyses have been based on: data
provided from either the team (CBDQ, LEI) or the coach (age,
STS, coaching exp@rience, playing - experience, and
motivation). One of the objects of the study was to conmpare
results obtained trom the above two data sources, with data
obtained from a sport-sp2cific observational instrument. The
DCOS «=cale provided theée data. Scale listings and

descriptions of DCOS cataegories ares, given in Appendix b.

Figure¢ 7 shows observer reliability and objectivity in
game and practioé& situations using tmgz method proposed by
( . o -

Rushall (1973). I+ <can be nated in +this figure that other:

3 .

il

than the first test session, ** all inter-observer
' X # B : h
reliabilities s were greater than 8Q per cent. This ‘figure is

- EA S &

within the bounds as suggested by Rushall “(1973: 3). With
regard *o reliability checks, the final session resulted in

inter-observar reliabilities of 81.2‘ber went for practice-

-~
. »
b

behavior ard 96.7 per cent for game b¢havior.

Hypothesi's 6 states that there are no relationships

>

among dimensions of observgd coaching behavsor in game or

1
.

practice situations. In order to test this, Pearson product -
v ‘ T, x,

moment correlation coefjécients Wwere calculated among. all .

seven scales for both practice and game behaviz;. Table 25

3 ) .
skows the lower +*riangular matrix of «cerrelations for

practice Ppesha¥iaor computed on 11 coaches.

PE
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FIGURLE 7 O
PATRED-OBSERVER PTRCENTAGLE /\GRI?]ZMIZNT ON
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.

As  can. be seen in the fable, Questioning (Q) behavior

]

r -~ < -1
[ TABLF 25 )¢
' — - . 4
I CORRELATIONS OF DCOS SCALES -  PRACTICE BEHAVIOR (N=11) (
+ = - 4
| Scale _F=R C-P @ D-E-T M-A . M N A A
{ F-F 1.00 ' : ' [
|, C-p - ~.06 1.00 |
1 0 -.35 =.14 1.00 |
| D0-EBE-1. 0.12 -.19 -.58% 1,00 ‘ - s N
t - M-A. S Tel2 -, 07 -.18 -,18 1.00 . : |
{ ‘ =01 -,09 C.72+ -.68+ -.u9 - 1.00 {
| N A ~.11 0.06 0.63* ~,59x ~_,23  (,p1% 1.00° |
L . - s

* denotes sigr f% cance at .05 level
+ denotes sign t” ance at .01 level

X

is positively’ lated to Nandglng (M) and No Act1v1fy (NB)

‘%

0

behmvfors,. and ncqat1vely ‘Teldted to Dlrecflng Fxpla1n1ng~

N

Intorming . (D-E- I) behaviors., g

‘uhaVlOE is negatively-

relatead t@ D4E;I behaviors while NA i%® DOSltlvely r@lated to
Ayt A
Q and M, and “negatlvmly related to Q:E~I. Because(gf the

v g

"qmall number, of sub]ectq relatlve to the scales¢jhit s
‘1nappropriafé- to subject thé maﬁriyh to factor analysis,

hoWever, certain relationships can nonethéless be seen.

Managing, no activity and, ques*lonlng b@hav1or pattern< tend

to ‘occur toge@herd‘wgﬁh,gD—FfI:ybehavlopswﬁéing,notiqeably
LV I * 7 . R B cel 3 T /"/j 2 o
absent. o . : oM A
. ° i -ox L 4 o . , /‘—(\v [EATEIE
. B RN
. , T e e Yo
"Tdble 26 shows the Sam@“matrix .cf  inter- corzelatlons

-

computed - onLﬁ18‘Subjecfs in gama 51tuatlons. Here 1L can be

- Observed tha+t while féedback-reward ‘(F-R) tends to be
X . ‘ Coa ’ 4
accompanied by cor:ecting~prohibiting (C*P) b@hav1ors, 1t 1s

Dot ‘accompanied - by olther monltorﬂng atteialng (M- A) or. M

4

behaviors. Simpiy observing games (1ev 4-4° behaviors), and



béing‘ unassociated with either 'positivé or negative
behavior, are also inversely related wifh D;E—l behqviors.
The interpretation of this is reasonable on the groundé that
" while a .number of coaches were observed giving frequent’
response to action on the ice, others spent the majority of

the game simply observing the play.

Thus  with regard to hypothesis 5 it must be concluded

denotes significance at .C5 level -
denotes significance at .01 level

r - ]
[ TABLE 26 i
' : —
I CORRELATIONS OF DCOS SCORES - GAME BEHAVIOR (N=18) [
t 1
| Scale Name F+R C-P O D-E-I M-A N NA |
t S 1
| F-R 1.090 {
[ C-P 0.57+ 1.0C {
! Q0 C.12 -.23 1.00 |
| D-F-T 0.15 0.06 0.23 1.C0 - |
| M-A ~.69+ -.65+ -.07 . I
| . -.60+ 1.0C |
| M ‘ -1 -013 -.33 |
| 0.18 ~.08 1.90 |
| A -.19 -.25 -.08 -,39 0.12 0.30 1.CC |
L J
*

+

" that in practice Situations, D-E-I behaviors of coaches tend

to clusfer ap 1 from a constgllation of 0, M andﬁ NA
behaviors. This suggests +two quite opposing coaching
patterns —‘one iniolving a great deal of ©personal cqntrol
.o;er the players - the other involving. vefyf;iittle

structuring of th® environment. In game situations, the
. 5 ‘

personal contact -dimension was seen again in a tendancy

either to provide bggﬁAF—R and C-P or . be concerned with

M-A with little emphasis on D-E-I behaviors.

Naid
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) ' : .

aFiqur¢ 8 shows,avérage freque> (e Y behavior shown by
the coaches observed with kth‘ DT i gJame and practice
situations. S2ven coaches ﬁot ob: rved dv 1ng practice, are
Cincludad in the curve depicting game behavior frequegcy. The
-relationships among the Seven. DCOS categpries in both

situations provide a comparison of the proportion of time’

spent by ccaches on various observable behaviors.

I+ 1s readily apparent that the majority of timé for
hockey. coaches in both game and practice situations, .is
spent on observation of play on the ice. There are, however,
differences bétween categories when compared across the two
"situations. Corr=lations of behavior tafings on 11 coaches

across game and practice situations are given in Table 27.

»

There was therefaqre, within +he limitations of the

r i -1
| TABLE 27 |
t ‘ ‘ i
{ CORRELATION BETWEEN PRACTICE AND GAME BEHAVIOR |
l ' AS MEASURED BY THE DCOS !
[ W {
T i 1
| Behavior Category Corr. Between Game and Practice . = |
1 4
r 1
| Teedback-Reward 0.50 |
I Correcting-Prohibiting 0.21 |
f Questiorning 0.04 |
{ Directing-Explaining-Informing 0.02 {
| Monitoring-Attending 0.24 |
| Managing 0.49 |
| o Activity ‘ ) ~-.16 |
| ]

* derotes significance at .05 level ;
number of subjects used, no <correlation betwesﬂ*fobserved
coaching behavior in game- and practice situations.

Hypothesis 7 was not rejected. ’ ‘ .

Lo

Ny
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Coaching Ftfuectiveness

-

The ptemainder of *he analyses were concerned Wwith the

ovaluative - --.pect of the study. For all further analyses
concerned with effoctivensss, N . e percentage of total
poscipi. noints gained by <ach team was used as the

criterion.

This measure was obtained by <cdlculating the total
number of league-play points obtained by each team, and
dividing e figure by the total number of poinés which
could have been obtained had the team won all its dames. In
order to test the possibility that for some unknown reason

.qa. Sampling) a given league could have had a
significantly different percentage' total possible points
+har other 1leagues, a two-factor analysis 'of variance'
similar to those conducted on cocaches' personal data, was

conducted on percentage of total points. Table Z8 shows the

summary for this analysis.

Different leagues therefore, were not‘ represe: ted
disproportionately in terms of how successful they were,
when l=aqgue win—losé record was ﬁsed as a crit@fion. The
question was then addressed as to what this win-loss record

means to players.

Hypothesis 8 stated that there 1s no relationship
between interpersonal team environment as perceived by

athletes and -win-loss ratio. as measured above. In order to
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}
|
|
)

r )

| TABLE 28 i
+ - : - -
| ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE |
| tOR PERCENTAGE OF POINTS WON {
% - ‘ - - —md
{ Source of | US af ooMs o 3 |
| variation : ' {
t : ' {
{ Skill (BB-AR) 173.93 1 173.93 037 - |
| Age (B-M) 55C.0uU 1 550.04 - 0.9% |
{ Skill x Age 2.139. 1 2.139 0.00 |
| Frror 20419, 0 36 567.19 . {
! . * g
1 A
| Total 31145.109 39 |
L J
*denotes significarce at .05 lwovel

test this hypothesis, all 40 teams were divided at the

median into two groups, 2C teams which had an unsuccessful
season irn terms of league win-loss percentagdge, and 20 teams
which had a successful scason. These two groups were labeled

losing teams and winning teams respectively.

A one-way analysis of variance was performed on the two
groups using factor scores of each of the teams on the four
factcrs of Player-Dominated, Coach-Dominated, Goal-Domirated
and System—Domiﬁated environments. ~Table 29 shows this
summary alcng «itan the average percentage of total bossible

points.

he interesting finding appeared here tﬁat losin} teams
Séored above averagé on‘the Coachfdominated dimension and
below averags on the Goal;dominated dimension. The opposite
was true/ for winning téams. In summary of hypothesiS 8,

therefor=s it must be concluded that Successful teanm
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TABLE 29

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON.PERCENTAGE EOTAL POSSIBLE
POINTS AGAINST INTERPERSONAL TEAM ENVIRONMENT

Interpersonal Losing Team Winning Team F
Environment Average % Average %

Player R 0.26 =.26 . 2.87
Domirated ) . )

Coach N 0.37 ‘ -.37 6.19% -
Dominated -~ 7 . ,

Goal ~ -.49 0.u49 ' o 12,15+
Dominated ‘ O .
System 0.11 ‘ -.11 ‘ 0.55

Dominat ed

*denotes significahce at .05 level
+denotes significance at .01 level.

o e e e e e = e o = o g -
o e o e e e e e E— e e — s e - e e -

performance 1in ternms 01;7 win-loss rtecord was'nggatively
related to Coach-domination and  positively to  Goal+
doﬁination. Additionaily it  should be stressed that
also found to be effective coaching in térms of a fdctor
with high loadings on team géal-direction, cohe%iveness vana
satisfaction. It wéuld thefefore be valid torggglgé-win-losé
record as a ﬁeasurérof coachiné effectiveness. At this point
it may be. useful to restate that the ,Coéch—dominateﬁ
-dimension ié an environmsnt associated with a céach who' ié
pefceived to score highly on the CBDQ scéles;of Teaching,
Consideration, Initiation aﬁd Representation; ‘The- Goal-
'dominaéed dimension, on the other hand is represented mainly
on the CBDQ scales by a perceived non-préssuring stYle of

coaching. The results of this analysis show that a non-

pressuring style of coaching as_perceived by the players,

N
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was positively related with most of the commbnly accepted
criteria of successful coaching. Hypothesis 9 would

therefore he rejected.

According to Fiedler's model (1967)3 there is a
'curvilinear relation;hié between LPC score and group
performance, when the situation varies from being highly
favorable for. lecadership (high TA scores, highr Goal
Direction scores) to highly'unfavogable (low TA, 1low Goal
Direction) . The relationéhip is postulated to be in thé form
of an inverted U indicating that task-motivated lJeaders are
"more effective in both favorable and unfavorable situations
whilé relationship-motivated ieaders are mqfe effective 1in

situations of medium favorableness (see Figure 1).

In the present study two variableé were used to define
the situation - TA score for an indicant of the éoach-
athlete relations, .and LET goai’direction score (GD) for an
indicant o¢f the 'structuredness of ‘the task. In order to
apply (not Eest) Fiedler's model iﬁf a éoaching éituation,
’four equally numbsred groups wvere férmed on the bésis of. a)
EK score obtained from the coach, “and b) goal direction
score obtéined from the athletes., Within each of the four
groups, Spearman Trank-order «correlations wére. ,computed'
between the coaches' LPC scores and the win-loss record of
‘their teams. The same correlations were obtained between
co§ches' éoaching_ experience and win-loss rtrecord, and

‘a
coaches' playing experience and win-loss record.
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It will be recalled that the three independent
dimenSions7- of coachi g classification ‘resulting from
analysis 1, . were Experience, Playing ‘Experiencel‘ and
Motivation. In the‘ present ahalysis, rather +than using
factor scores for each coach{ raw scorés ‘on the -above
mentioned three variables were correlateg’agains% thg win-
loss record of the team. Figure 9 shows the correiations

between the three variables and the criterion, over four

octants of situation favorableness for leadership. ;

Oonly two of the 12 cdrrelations on Figure QL\wgre
significaﬁt, and neither accounted for more than 50% of the
common variance. It is nofeworthy, és weli, that they are
both positive between the LPC variable and win-loss. The
interpretation would be that in favorable and unfavorable
situations, the more _relationship-oriented the céach, the
greater is his effectiveness. This finding’ is 1in complete
contradiction to Fiedler's task model which postulates a

" negative correlation in both of these situations. Thus it

must be concluded- that hypothesis 9 must be rejected.

It will be recalled fhat one ofAﬁhe basic assumptions
made in the present study, was that groups in _sport (i.e.
Hockey) could be classad as task groups in which the group
‘goal is accomplishment of a designated task. 1In his 1971
Tevision of fhe Contingency model Fiedler noted that‘there
may not bé a curvilinear relat;?nship beﬁween LPC and group

performance in groups oriented toward training objecfives.

o
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summarizaing +this situation, Fiedl?x‘58§§§§that "thers midht
‘ R '

woll be a psythological ddifference !in leading a group for
' . s R TN ‘

the ipurpose of benefitimg the memgérs and lead :1:g a group

S Y

RPN

i t 4
for the purpose of bemefiting the organization ( Fiedler,

1971b: 145-46)."

Thus it would app=ar that either the initial assump+*ion
made here, that sport groups could be classified at:least in
part as task groups, could well have been in error. It could

also have been possible that the situation was poorly

-

defined. The former possibility seems the more 1likely and
leads to *the conclusion that the more relationship-oriented
the coach tends to bé, the greater "is the likelihood of his

"coaching being effective.

This was born out in a correlation of L3é¥_between LPC
écore'and coachiﬂg effectiveness over the énti:e 40 coaches
and 1is exceeded only by the correlation, again significant,
-between TA score and'coéching " effectiveness (-52+). While
these <correlations afe ‘lower they do give an idea of the
direction of éhe relationship. The 1latter correlation
howevgf, as Mitchell et al (1970) and Graen et al (1971)
havé suggestédT\iould well be inflated due to it; pést hoc
administration. - . -

The conclusion over the.entire issue of applying the
Contingency Model must be made that it,wouid not appear to
be applicable in situations involving hockey coaching. This,

if in fact +true, 1is a highly significant finding which



should aid considerably in setting future directions for

research in coaching.

“

Closely related +to hjpothesis 3, the last‘hypoth@sis
was concerned with the prédiction of.coaching effectiveness
usirg DCOS scores. Again, due to the small number of coaches
involved, correlations 'Qere performed - rather .than
discriminant analysis or analysis of variance between teams

i
with good win-loss records and those with poor win-loss

records. Table 30 shows 'the correlations between game and

practice DCOS categories and coaching effectiveness.

The only - significant. relationship was seen between

T 1
| TABLE 30 |
b —
| CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DCOS AND COACHING EFFECTIVENESS o
— —— : - 1
| Practice =~ hz. or (N=11) * Correlation with Fffectivenessl|
l ‘ F- " -, 59 {
[ C-F -.C2 [
| Q ' 0.5C |
| D-E-1I -.08 {
| M-A 0.09 N
{ | : 0.13 |
{ NA _ " 0.35 i
| Game Behavior (N=18) i
| F-R ' 4 -.06 ]
I c-p _ -.27 |
| Q ’ ' =10 |
{ D-E-T : -.15 |
| M-2 0.0¢C |
i M v 0.32 T
| NA ‘ 0.25 I
L . .
* denotes significance at .05 level

Practice F-R and win-loss ratio sug@estimé that increased
feadback-reward is associated with decreased win-loss ratio.

Apart from this correlation, none of '~the other DCOS

~
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categories correlated significontly with coaching

effectiveness as indﬁcat@d by win-loss points.

Tt secens highly iikely that th- DCdS categories were
not given an adéquat9 test in this h?pdthesis. The finding
that the only significant cérrelation between & behavioral
category and coaching effectiveness was in the feedback-
reward arca and was in fact negative, .,is 4 aiffigult finding
for reinforéement theory to kandle. It would therefore be
quité outsids the bounds of statis*tical riéor to genefalize
the present findings. They ére,. however, extremely
interesting and‘Suggest a number‘ofvalternativeé-for further
research. It should also be noteaathét one of the “stated

limitations of the study was that ohly one observation for

both game and practice behavior was colelcted.
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SUMMALRY YWL CONCLUSTONS

sumpary ' W
. . A .
The purpose of this study war  twofold: to describe

leaders=tip 1in coaching and to evaluate it. To this «<nd, H0b

athletes and 4C coaches constituting a representative sample!

of hockey teams in the city of Edmonton, wore investigated
. N : . - , . .

using a numbar ot research techniques and amethodologres,

One section of the2 study was.bas-d on descriptions of

erms of age (bantam vs midget teams),

ot

the t..ams involved in

SES and level of abilit{t(BB teams vs AR teams). Appropriate

one league

s

statistical techniques were usad to check *that ro
or comgination of leaques.was dispropor£ionately fépresented
in terms ot these variables. Similar analyses were performed
on the‘ag€s, SES, playing experisnce, coaching experiﬁn;e

and coaching motivation of *he U4C coaches.

~Coaching leadership was described in terms of

a) personal characteristics of the coach,

’

b) behavioral characteristics of the coach as perceived

by athietes, and

c) observed behavioral characteristics of the coach

-

using.a sport-specific observational instfument.
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Atter invest:jyating the properties of each type of
measurement separately, comparisons among the 3 approaches
were made. This procedure was undertaken in the objective of

alriving at a composite view of leadership as it exists in

hockey coaching at the present tinme.

With regard to the evaluation of coaching leadership a
number of criteria were used. The objective criterion of
team performance (i.e. Win-loss. ratio) was compared with

interpersonal criteria as perceived by athletes.

S0 as to evaluate the effectiveness of hockey coaches,
the objective <criterion was compared with coaches' scores
obtained from each of the 3 methodologies mentioned above.

Pelative merits of each methodology were discussed and a

composit ‘iew of coaching effectiveness was suggested.
T blems involved in the wuse T zach method were
explorsc wi*- particular reference to their use in sport.

Due to the complékity/af,the study, an attempt will be nmade

“here to summarize in point form the major findings.

In the description of coaching leadership the following
results were found:
1. There " appear=2d to be three unrelétéd dimensions of
classification of hockey coaches on -the basis of personal
data; namely in terms of experience, playing experience angd
motivation as measuredwby the . LPC ~score. These measurés,

with exception of LPC, were related to the level of ability



of the teams coached, with coaches of more experience and
playing experience being involved in the higher-skilled
. \ .

leaqgques. 1L1PC was féund to be unrelated to personal
variables, age'of,players coached or level of abi]ity of the
team coached. :

2. Use of the two questionnaifes of perceived coaching
behavior (CBDQ) and perceived learning~ environment (LEI),
provided -measures with acceptable’ internal cansistency.
Ind%vidually, both instruments were effective in
differentiating between BB teams and AA teans. Lower—skilled
teams tended to perceive their coaches as being more
critical and.pressuring than aid the more highiy skilled
teams. Discriminant analysis showed that the profile of'AA
teamé was significantly different from that of BB teams. with
the former being perceived as more difficult, _ less
disorganized, more satisfied, more goal-directed and having

a better physical environment in which- to play. When the two
. \ )

)

inventories were used together to categorize teams,- four

A —~

’ ) /
team interpersonal environments were found, named on the
basis of thighly 1loading subscales. They vwere Player-

dominated, Coach-dominated, Goal-dominated ar - System-

l

dominated. ‘ K

3. The [DCOS analysis, performed on only 11 (practice
behavior) éﬁd 18 (game behavior) of the 40 coaches involved
in the study, showed two major classes of observed behavior
in each case. bne was a class  of behaviors involving

(5N

interaction and interpersonal contact with the athletes, and
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the other was- a class of behaviors unrelated to this
interpersonal contaet. These classes, however, were defined
ronly by means of inspection of inter-category correldtion
matrices. - Regardiné the ggggggggx. of behaviors acréss
categories, hockey <coaches in Iboth game and practice
situatidns appearea to " spend é great deal of time in
monitoring-attending behaviors. Behavior in categories
observed in practice situations were not significantly
related to behavior in the same categories in game
situations. |

4. In comparing the three forms of descfiption, coaches with
less +than average experience Wwere seen to be related to

- environments perceived to be Coach-dominated, as were

coaches with 'gfeater thah average playing experience.
Coaches witﬁlmore that average experience were associated
wiﬁh' environments perceived to be Player-dominated. Coaches
withn greater tﬁan average interpersonal-motivation as
indicated by LPC score, were seen to be associated with

Goal-dominated environments.,

4 2
In the evaluation of coaching leadership, the following

results were obtained:

t. Win-loss ratio, an objective measure of coaching
effectiveness, was significantly related to perceived Goal-
dominated ‘and Coach-dominated interpefsonal environments.
The relationship was positive in the former and negative in’
the latter. Win-loss ratio was therefore used as an overall

S

measure of coaching effectiveness.
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2. Using win-loss ratio as +the measure of .coaching
effectiveness, coaches with high LPC scores or high TA
scoren were  found to be significantly more successful than
coaches with 1low =scores on iﬁhese variables. Coaching

experience, age and playing experience were found to be
unrelated to overall coaching effectiveness.

3. Coaching dimensions perceived to be related to Goai-‘
dominated interpersonal environments were nore effective
thar coachirng dimensions related to Coach-domrinated
‘environments.

.. When the leadership situation was partitiohed into four
situations of increasing favorableness for the <coach, the
oéposite correlation between LPC and team.performance was
seen in hockey using Fiedler's Contingency model. This was
interprgted ‘as indicating that a) hockey teams are not
examples of task groups as defined in Fiedler's Contingency
model (1967,1971b), or b) the situation was not partitioned
correctly. The former possibility seemed to be the more
logical wexplanation and suggests a new avenue for further
rTesearch. |

5. Obsetyéd coaching behavior, either in game or in practice,
situatiohs, was not significantly related to coachihg
effectiveness. This finding, howeveﬁ, was qualified due to
the small number of coaches observed and to the fact that
the DCOS was primarily designed for behavior change rather
than classification. Further work with this instrument using

procedures outlined by Rushéll (1973:8) is in order.

’
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Conclusions

Leadership theory and research methodologies are useful
in research on coaching. However there appear to be
moderating variables involved which preclude carte blanche

)

adoptioﬁs of theories presently available in psychology.

“ The results in this study supported the view that
perceived behavior 1is a fruitful avenue fér research on
coaching. Within the limitations of the study, the sane
conclusion could: not be drawn in the case of objective
behavior measurement. ﬁowever, as has been stated
praviously, the study was designed primarily for the
investigation of perceived behavior and un&oubtédly put the

behavioral methodology at a disadvantage.

Generally speaking, absence of preséure, interperspnél
concern and positive attitudes toward athletes appear to . be
much mpre effective in hoCkey coaching than do dominating,
impersoggl, prescriptive approaches. Howevet, this“statement
should not be construed as;supporting the currently popular
conception in sport that a *democratic' approach is-the
"best" and "only" way to coach. The relationship between the
coach and athlete, at least in the hockey situation, 1is
definitely influential in nature. That is to say, the coach
exerts some ﬁorm of control wﬁich this study has been not

able to fully measure. Also, the study was dealing with

entire teams and completely ignores the relationship between
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the coach and the individual athlete. Perhaps it is in this

area that further work is indicated.

Recommendations

"As a result of the work presented above, the following
proposals are in order:
1. More work should be done on the relationship between
individual athletes and their coaches.
2. The model of\’leadership effectiveness as used in this
study should be modified to account fnr training groups as

opposed* to task groups.

‘

2, Attention should be focussed on the LPC variable as it

related to other personal attributes of the coach, the
. \

situation and the influence relationship between the coach

and athletes,

4. Replication of studies similar to the above, should be

-
.

conducted on coaches in other ocgants.of the ‘model proposed
in Figure 1.

5. Further work must be done betweén fhe relationship
between perceived coaching behavior and observed coaching
behavior particularly with relevance to the improvement of

hockey coaching.

6. In comparing perceived behavior with observed behavior,

attention should be focussed on longitudinal studies.

,

7. In examining perceived behavior, more work should be

directed at how perceptions of athletes change over the

. {'-:.,.
Season. . Q
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APPENDIX 2

AVERAGE TEAM AGE, SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS AND PLAYING
EXPEKIENCE

LTAGUE TFAH AGEL SES PLAYING
EXPERIENCE

BANTAM - BB 1 13,67 33.52 5.25
2 13.80 34,12 2.90
3 13.44 49,01 h,67
4 13.50 39.59 5.25
5 12.75 Su.,43, 5.5C
6 13.83 80.16 3.33
7 13.40 42.70 3.80

8 13.92 4U1.25 6.54
9 14,30 57.99 6.10
10 14,29 uu .53 3.50
. Mean 13.79 3.73 4,68
BANTAM - AA 11 14.00 45.55 6.54
12 13.92 45,40 6.62
13 14,00 47.41 6.C0
14 13.77 52.69 6.08
15 13.93 40,31 7.71
16 14,26 . 55.95 7.R3
17 13.50 41.58 5.83
18 13.8C 47.98 6.93
19 14.25 u8.27 6.92
20 , 14.00 47.76 7.17
Mean 13,94 47.29 6.76
MIDGET - EB 21 15. 82 41.28. 8.36
‘ 22 15.93 36.67 u,ed4
23 15.22 34.90 6.00
24 15.47 53.70 5.53
25 15.90 52.23 71&Q
26 15.36 39.92 6.79
27 v 15.82 56.51 7.73
28 ’ 15,50 50.62 3.58
s 29 .20 40.356 7.00
30 o0 43.78 5.10
- Mean 15.¢3 44.99 6.25
MIDGET - AA 21 16.13 43.19 9.07
32 15.86 - 50.90 7.29
33 16.27 47,22 .55

34 15. 64 44.28 7.07 :

35 . 15. 87 45,52 8,12
36 16.15 53.03 8.15
37 ’ 15.93 46.52 7.21
38 ’ 15.85 39,53 7.62
39 15. 36 44.65 7.18
40 16.11 51.79 7.78
Mean 15.92 46.66 7.80

GRAND MEAN 14,82 45.67 €.38
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APPENDIX 3

COACHES*' DATA

TEAM AGE SES PLAYING COACHING LPC TA
' EXPERIENCEEXPERIENCE
'BANTAM - BB :
1 30 37.40 15 2 59 39
2. 39 . 33.80 0 1 us 32
3 19 39.55 9 2 73 58
u 4?2 41.60 0 2 82 76
5 4 75.42 0 3 73 53
6 39 28.22 0 6 78 75
7 32 42.98 0 1 60 72
8 2 31.30 0 5 88 60
9 43 62.0U 10 4 79 64
10 2 54.75 6 1 60 60
Mean 33.80 44,68 4.00 2.70 69.70 58.90
BANTAM - AR
11 21 70.14 10 3 62 70
12 48 55.22 9 it 85 63
13 4c 34, 38 25 8 69 65
14 36 55.19 24 8 63 65
15 28 37.00 10 2 79 .52
16 31 33.49 6 12 65 65
17 29 . 45,05 18 7 74 64
18 33 33.49 5 7 78 68
10 4e 4y, 82 10 5 T 62 71
20 43 45.05 . 2 10 60 56
Mean 35.50 u5, 38 11.90 6.60 69.7063.90
MIDGET - EB '
21 32 26.71 3 5 80 75
22 36 52.07 ¢ 20 46 46
23 27 37.14 6 R E 54 55
24 25 ‘ 53.29 15 1 54 47
25 27 - .29.26 10 6 75 74
26 31 : 54,54 . 10 3 60 58
27 27 , 70.14 10 3 60 67
28 31, 59,20 5 6 97 . 58
29 27 37.14 16 2 - 78 80
30 37 - 37.14 - 15 8 62 50
Mean 30.00 45,66 9.00 5.50. 66.6061.00
NIDGET - AR ' :
31 3€ " 67.50 3 8 76 80
32 3€ 46.75 10 10 96 46
33 by 30,52 10 5 - 80 79
3w 27 40,68 2 1 83 49
35 29 42,98 12 8 99 65
36 37 52.07 . 16 10 94 80
37 42 35.05 10 9 26 65
38 33 45,05 6 8 42 - 75
3¢ 26 70.14 8 2 69 48
40 31 67.50 12 3 71 69
Mean 34.10 49,82 8.90 6.00 ,

73.6065.6C
f
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APPENDIX 4
COACH EEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE SUBSCALES

ggﬁggggg - refers to a behavioral style centered around the
concept of providing players with an educational experience
in sport. Also refers to democratic approach to problems and

interpersonal interaction.

Ttems:
He uses constructive criticism.
He makes team members feel at ease when talki with him.

He 1sts team members know how they are doing.

He gets +eam approval on important matters before going
ahead.

He explains his reasons for criticisnms.

He is willing to make changes.

He criticizes a specific act rather than a person.

He shows team members how each respon31b111ty fits into the
total picture.

He treats all team members as his equals.

CONSIDERATION - refers to a behavioral style centered around
"the consideration of players working under the coach

ITems:

He speaks in public in the name of the tean. ’
He encourages the team to organize social activities.

He provides for team members to communicate with each other.
He contacts important peaople in an effort to help the tean.
He helps members of the team settle their conflwcts.

HE ATTENDS SOCIAL EVENTS OF THE TEAM

He has team members share in making ‘decisions.

He calls the team together to talk things ovc:

He sees +to it that team members have tL -~ _.uipment they
nead.
INITIATION - refers to a behavioral style centered around

the ‘organization and 1n1t1atlon of team activities.
Items: .

He coaches without a plan. (reverse)

He figures ahead on.what should be done.

He plans his practices in deta’il.

He stresses consistent methods of ‘training.

He schedules the work to be done. .
He suggests new approaches to problems.)J He decides in
detail what should be done and how it should be done.
He emphasizes the quality of training.

" He is first in getting things started.

PRESSURE - refers to a behavioral style centered ..around
criticism as a motivational device.
Items:

He criticizes a team member in front of others.
He criticizes poor performance. °*

He "needles" team members toward greater effort.
He lets the team set its own goals. (reverse)



He criticizes team members for small mistakes.

He asks for sacrifices from individuals for the good of the
team. ‘

He lets team members work at their own speed. (reverse)

He maintains definite standards of performance.

He invites criticism of his acts. (reverse)

"REPRESENTATION - refers to a behavioral style centered
around the representation of the team in its dealings with
outsiders.
TTems:
He puts team welfare above the welfare of any individual
member.
He is spokesman for the tean.
He defends the team against criticism.
He takes the blame when outsiders criticize the team.
He stresses the importance of high morale on the team.
He looks out for the personal welfare of individual team
members. \
He uses his influence with outsiders in the interest of the
team. 1
He sees that a team member is rewarded for a job well-ddne.
He stands up for the team even if it makes him unpopular.

. t

b
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APPENDIX 5

LEARNING ENVIRONMENT INVENTORY SUBSCALFES

COHESIVENESS - feeling of intimacy or oneness developed in a
team.

Items: :

1. Members of the team dp favors for one another. A
2. A player has the chance to g=t to know all other players

on the teanm.

32. Members of the team are personal friends.

56. All players know each other very well.

58. Players are not in close enorgh contact to develop likes
or dislikes for one another. (reverse) _
71. The team is made up of individuals who do not know each
other well. (reverse)

91, Fach player knows the other members of the team by their
first names. .

DIVERSITY - extent to which the team provides for a
dlver51ty of player interests and activities.
Items:

4. The team has players with many different interests.

11. Interests vary greatly within the tean.

34. Some players are interested in completely different
things than other players.

37.. In practice team members' have time to work on their
specialty skilis.

. 72. The team divides its efforts among several purposes.

86, Team members are working toward different goals.

95; Different players vary a great deal regarding which
aspect of the practices they are interested in.

FORMALITY - the extent to which behavior within the team is
guided by formal rules.
Itemns:

7. Players who break the tean rulcs are penalized.

16. The team has rules to guide its activities.

48, Players are asked to fullow strict team rules.

59, Practices are rather informal and few rules are imposed.
(reverse)

61. There is a recognized right and wrong way of going about
team activities during practices.

68. All practice procedures are well-establlshed.

81. There is a set of team rules for team members to follow.

27. The pace of the practice is rushed.

73. The team has plenty of time +to prepare for dJgames.
(reverse)

75. Players do not have to rush during specialty drills.
(reverse)

85. There is 1little time for day-dreaming.

87. Many players feel the coach goes too quickly.



93. Some players have difficulty keeping up with others.
102. Game fundamentals are covered quickly.

ENVIRONMENT - physical environment in which practices and
games take place.
Items:

2. The equipment players need or want 1s easily available to
them in the teamroonm.

12. There are mwmany items of spare equipment and other
sultable coaching aids. o
26. \The players are proud of their teanm uniforms.

36, /The practice area 1is properly maintained.

5%, There are diagrams around the teamroom.

57. Each player has his own equipment locker.

af., There are enough coaches for both individual and group
work. :

FRICTION - lack of interpersonal harmony on the team.

Ttems:

8. There is constant bickering among team members.

30. Certain players have no respect for other players.

44. There are tensions among certain groups of players that
tend to interfere with team activities. ‘

69. Certain players of the team are responsible for petty
quarrel - » ‘

82. Cer+.in players do not like other players.

88. Certain players are considered uncooperative.

103. There is an undercurrent of feeling among players that
tends to pull the team apart.

GOAL DIRECTION - recognition of goals and their subsequent
acceptance by the group.

Itenms:

10. The team knows exactly what it has to get done during a
practice.

23. In practice the objectives of the team are not clearly
recognized. (reverse) ‘ -

60. Players have little idea of what the teanm is attemptfgé
to accomplish during practice sessions. (reverse) :
65. The objectives of the practice are specific.

67. Each player knows the goals of the team.

83. The team realizes exactly how much work it 1is required
to do during each practice.

96. _Each player on the team has a clear idea of the teanm
goals. : ’

FAVORITISM - benefits shared unequally among members.

9, The better players' gquestions are more sympathetically
answered than those of the average players.

14, Every member of the team enjoys the same privileges.
(reverse) )

22. The better players are granted.special privileges.

24, Good players are osmetimes exempted from parts of
practice. - '
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49. The team is controlled by the actions of a few members
who are favored.

74, Players who have past histories of letting the teah down
are discriminated against. : -
98. Certain players are favored more than the rest.

CLIQUENESS - subgroups, or cliques within the tean.

Ttems: ’ .

5. Certain players work only with their close. friends.

20. Players cooperate equally with all teanm members.
(reverse)

28. Some players refuse to mix with the rest of the team.
31. Some groups of players work together regardless of what
the rest of the team is.doing.

76. Certain groups of friends tend to sit together in the
teamroom. :
97. Most players cooperate equally with other teanm playars.
- (reverse)

100. Certain players stick together in small groups.

SATISFACTION - how much the players 1like +the team, the
activity or the coach. '

Ttems: . . .

6. Theplayers enjoy their work during pracitce.

17. crsonal dissatisfaction with the team is too small to
b&~g problem. '

21. Many players are dissatisfied with much that the tean
does during practice. (reverse)

38. There 1is considerable dissatisfaction with the work of
the team. (reverse)

52. The players look forward to coming to team practices.
63. After a practice, the students have a sense of
satisfaction.

79. Players are well-satisfied with the work of the team.

DISORGANIZATION - extent to which players perceive the teanm.
as disorganized. . ’

Itenms: )

3. There are 1long periods during which the team does
nothing.

19. In practice +the work of the <%eam is frequently

interrupted when some players have nothing to do.

33. The team is well organized. (reverse)

4C. The team is disorganized.

45. The team is well-organized and efficient. (reverse)

7C. Many team members are confused by what goes on in
practices.. '

94. There 1is a great deal of confusion during practices.

o

IFFICULTY - perceived difficulty of training.

13. The work of the team is difficult.

46. Players are constantly challenged. :

53. Any person who tries out can make the team. (reverse)
6€6. Players find practices hard.
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78. The «coaching points presented are too elementary for
many players. (reverse)
101. Most players consider the tean - practices too easy.

(reverse) . . .
104. Many students in the school would have difficulty

making the teanm.

APATHY - indicates whether players feel no affinity with
team activities, . .

ITtems: : .

39. Failure of the team would mean little to individual

mambers.
5C. Players don't care about the future of the team as a

group.
S54. Members of the team don't care what the team does during
practice.

B84. Players share a common concern for the success of ‘the

team. (reverse) .

89. Most students sincerely want the team to be a success.
(reverse) .
92. Failure of the team would mean nothing to most team

members. A )
99. Players have a great concern for the progress of the
team. (reverse) " . :

25. Team decisions tend to be made. by all the players.

29, Decisions affecting the team tend to be nade
democratically.

35. Certain players have more influence on +the team than
others. (reverse)

42. Certain players impose their wishes on the whole team.
(reverse)

51. Each member of the tean has as much influence as any
other member.

62. What the team does is determined by all the players.

80. A few members of the team have much greater 1nfluence

than the other members. (reverse)

COMPFTITIVENESS - amount of 1ntrateam rlvalry.

Ttems:

15. Most players want to perform better than their friends
perforam.

41. Players compete to see who can do the best job.

43, A few of the team members always try to do better than
the others.

47. Players want to compete with their teammates during
practices. ' .

64. Most players cooperate rather than compete with one
another. (reverse) : : )

77. There is a great deal of competition on the team.

105. Players seldom compete with one another. ({reverse)
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APPENDIX 6
DALHOUSIE COACH OBSERVATION SCHEDULE CATEGORY DESCRIPTIONS

FEEDBACK-RFWARD (F-R})

1. Feedback: The coach provides information in order to tell
the athlete that his performance was satisfactory.

2, Reward: The coach demonstrates pleasure with the behavior
of an athlete, ‘

CORRECTING-PROHIBITING (C-P) .

1. Correcting: The coach provides information in order to
tell the . athlete that his performance was not satisfactory
and how it must be altered to continue further.

2. Prohibiting: The coach disciplines or openly displays
displeasure with the behavior of an athlete, group or tean.

QUESTIONING (Q)
1. Questioning: The coach ‘asks a question related to the

subject matter.

DIRECTING-EXPLAINING-INFORMING (D-E-I)

1. Directing: The coach directs an athlete, group or class
to do something directly related to the subject matter.

2. Explaining: The coach explains, elaborates, or summarizes
previous matesrial or paraphrases a statement that was not
understood previously.

3. Informing: The coach answers an athlete's question.

) |
MONITORING-ATTENDING (M~-1)
1. Monitoring: The coach surveys the activity) environment
without focusing on a particular individual.
2. Attending: The coach listens or pays attention to what a
student or group is doing or saying. ' -

MANAGING (M) _

1. Managing: The coach engages in behaviors which lead up to
but are not directly related to a learning situation or the
subject matter.

NO ACTIVITY (N-A)
1. No Activity: The coach is not involved in verbal or non-
‘verbal activity relevant to the class or subject matter.

an



APPENDIX 7 COACHES QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS

Corches Jifter in the ways they think about athletvs with whom they work., This
may be dmportant in working with others. Please give your immediate, tir'st reaction
to the 1tems on this paje.

delow, are listed pairs of words which are opposite in meaning, such  as  Very
Neat and Not Neat. Yon ar» asked to describe an athlete you have Coached by placing
an "X'" in one ot the eight spaces on the line botween the two words,

Fach  space  represents how  well the adjective tits  the athlete you are
describing, as 1t 1t were written:

Very Neat e —-i- : : m—— - Neat,
A 7 tr b ) 3 < 1
Very  Quite Some  Sli- s5li- Some Quite Very
Nvat  Neat  what ghtly-jhtly what UntidyUntidy
Jeatr Neat  UntidyOntidy ,

‘For example: [t you were to describe tns athlete with whom Y Sie nle to
vork least well, and you ordinarily think of him as being juite ron o 1d put
an "X" in the second space trom the words Very Neat, like this:

X
very Neat I e : : -: : : Not Neat
A 7 t 5 4 3 2 1
Very Quite Some 31i- Sli- Some Quite Very

Neat Neat what ghtly ghtly what UntidyUntidy
Neat  Neat  UntidyUntidy

If you ordinarily tnink ot the athlete with whom you can work least well as
being only slightly noat, you would put your "X" as tollows:

X
Very Neat : H - i H : : : - Not Neat
3] 7 5] v 5 ) 3 2 1
VeTy Quite Some | $Sli- Sli- Some Quite Vory

Neat  Neat  what  ghtly ghtly what UntidyUntidy
Neat Neat UntidyUntidy

If you would think ot’unim as being very untidy, you would use the space
nearest the words Not Neat,

X
Vory Neat ] - : : : : o -: Not Neuat
N
R 7 ¢ 5 4 3 2 RN
Vvery  Quite Some 51i- 0 Sli-  Some  Quite Very

Keat  Neat  wha*  ghtly ghtly what UntidyUntidy
Neas  Neat UntidyUntidy

Look at the words at both ends of the line before you put your "X." Please
remember that ther= are no right or wronyg_ answers. Work rapidly; your first answer
is likely to be the best. Please do not omit any items, and mark each itea once.

v
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Lpc
‘

NANE ¢ _— '

TEAM + e — —

DATE t t

SPOKT - - +

Now think ot the athlote with vhom}gou Can_work_least well. He may be someone

you coach now, or ho may be someone you cdached in the past. He does not have to be
the athlete you like least well, but should be the person witn  whom  you had  the
most ditticulty in obtaining maximal athletic performance. bescribe this athlete as
he appears to you. . -~
Pleasant e e e e e e e : Unpleasant
Fricmlily P HE e et : - : e : Unfriendly
Pejecting ———— e : ————-: Accepting
Helptul Il : : - Frustrating
UnenthusiasticCi———: —e—l——— : ———:————: Enthusiastic
Tense ——— e L : : : Relaxed
Distant Ll ———— _— : -2 Close
Cold : : - —-: Warm
Cooperdtive e e T e : —: Uncooperative
_iuppor:tiw— ————— e s - H H -1 Unsupportive
Yoriny —_———le— -t : : : Interesting
Quarrnlsome l————le—— : : : .  Harmonious
Self-Assured - : —-: Hesitant
Etficient : - - : : ~: Inefficient
Gloomy ——— : - Cheerful
Open : -1 - : -: Guarded e
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JAPHERE _SCALK

H_ATH

NAME S P

TEAM b e e e e = |

DATL e e e ,

SPORT oo e

Oeacr1lbe the 1smospher ol yout toam by checking the tollowing 1tems.

Fraonaly P R L i ————: Ontriendly
ACCo Py L m I L e ———— e : Pejecting
Satlotylng Im———— e ittt L it Sttt L ———— Frustrating

Fothuslastic [ D R R ettt ettt D mm—— : Uuenthusiastic

Productive e i : = : H H : Nonproductive

warm P—— EH : : et =1 Cold

Cooperative [P S JERS S A ittt Unﬁoopwritivm

Supporting P — : - : et ————: Hostile

Tnte gostiryg e : : - : -1 Boring

suceesstul RN S e e [ L — L L Unsuccesstul

Thank you very much tor your time and consideration.
21:96.07 1,452 FC=C



APPENDIX 8

RAW TEAM SUBSCALE SCORES ON THE CBDQ

TEAM 1

1 19.3,
2 2d9.35
3 19.4
i 16.44
5 22.83
L 2U.Uv
7 19.5v
8 15.80
y 106.5v
1y 2u.Uu
14 17.1/
1z i .7
15 16.35
14 20.71
1o 19.75
10 18.74
1/ 14.75
1 19.7.
19 16.12
20 17.85
21 19,0v
22 20.12
253 25.uU
4 23.57
y0) 16.07
20 21.35
27 i9.14
20 18.12
49 1h . ovu
34 21.37
34 15.75
P 2d.57
35 io. 47
o4 Z1.50
35 ClL.oU
3u 21,00
3/ 17.00
30 17.60
"33 LU.5/

1y.

by

SUBSCALE

2
25.17
24, u0
24 ,uJ
19.vuU
24 .47
24.40
25.50
i/7.45
22.50
22.75
24,17
2u.uv
22.03
24 .00

22.50

24,00
20,45
25.0V
22.02
17.63
23.57
20,00
23.00
27.13
2U.17
22,83
LD, 43
19.5U
ib.ul
27.02
19.357
24.44
2iJul
2U.359
24,00
1.35
i 8
19.43

ERTE

23 .40

21,00

20,00

19.41
16.6¢
21.6:
20,60
23.0¢
18.8¢L

16,82

L0071
15,014
40.04

119,33

21.0€
2U.87
id.71
21.75
i7.7.

20,56

16.07°
20.34
17.75
30.0uU
25,338
i8.5u
49,065
23.57
14,75
18.24,
25.U0U

oAb o

i8.74
Lo.Uuy
Z41.uu
20,20
+7.0u
i9.74
iv.23
AU 43
20.b4U

4

22.33
2,.01
23.040
19.0U
22,17
24.040
27.50
2v.71
Zh .07
ch.ud
20,47
12,33
142,33
1w .4l
"25.u0
L2043
19.25

L1537 .

1Zb. 00
ld.ul
24,75
£2.02
2b.80
21.57
22,54
25.07
24.0d
21,02
43,00
cl.u2
24,25
l¢.uU
25.9d
£o.ul
24,00
lo.o3
e oo
22,00
24.57
25,4V

(N=40)

22.17
22.33
122.20
1L6.00
22.07
122.00
1c1.00
47,29
'18.d3
23.00
19.07
18.07
L9.0U
21.71
120.03
'19.80
21.25
18.37
i7.47
20, 0U
21.4638
19,37
23.00
£8.34d
18.33
22.17
¢2.71
19.487
L5.uu
22.13
20.0v

19.z29 -

18.0/
21.75
22.5v
2U.Ul
13.57
21.29
451
20,44
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APPENDIX 9

RAW TEAM SUBSCALE SCORES ON THE LEI (N=40)

1 2

20.17
21.75
do.vv
22.55
19.14
20.20
13.25
0,43
20,035
19.86
19.4/
19.15
20,uy
19.71
21,04
iU.d/
Jl,uU
19,2,
i9.0v
LU, db
1.7,

2u.50
lo.00
2.0
i1.67
24,01
20.00
20,75
22,9V
20,83
24.14
19.67
16,75
19,57
21,49
21,4y
25.00
25.67
1.0
22.0LU
24,14
25.50
20,71 2u,00
21.6Ul8.2V
22,00 20,25

24,00 18.60

2u.4L4 19,50
240.4018,060
21,07 19,63
22,1719.50
21,00 22,04
W37 20,25
24,62 21,00
240.3318.5u
20,00 20,29
2L .3020,40
25.,0021.0¢
21 .v01l6./70
24,00 19,43
22.4021.40
20.4020,0U

SUBSCALE

3 - b

15.03 18.17
17.v2 17.37
luo.b0 16.0v
2u.b7 19,35
lo,29 17.57
19.50 13.37
lo.ou 17,25
17.49 138.14
1,.35 16,07
l6.43 17.43
20.12 15,467
lé.ou 10,3/
1,137 17.67
17.57 18.i4
19.006 16.86
19.,0%17.35
15,00 18,0V
16.62 17.75
lo.bv 1b,80
14%.71 19,74
19.0uU 1lo.5u
20.71 17.29
19.u0 14,40
14,02 7,45
21,20 1lv.0v
d4.,07 17.0U
15,00 17.04
19,63 13.50
19.353 i6.07
iv.33 17.0v
25.u0 1b.12
19.57 1s5.50
1¢.33 17.00
lo.14 15.29
16.bU 16.00
21,02 L7.25
le 2 17.07
19 7 16.45
21,60 1s.4v
id.vu i7.2v

N
—~

5

15,50
17.12
17.00
1ly.55
id.43
17.04
13,75
19.14
lo.>U
16,00
17.02
19.50
17.50
lo.u43
13.44
lo.o3
20,35
lo.od
15,00
19.44
21,5V
le.07
lo.40
15.37
20.40
16.89
14,00
16..0
20.17
15,53
20,12
log.o8
l19.0v7
lo.ul
19,40
21,45

L7.54

20,006
19.¢v
lQ.UU

6 7

1b.07
17.:4%
19.40
Z4 .00
l7.00b
19.U00
106,45
VAVITRY
18.17
lo.29
20,25
19,15
i7.358
L8.006
19.43
2U.5u
dU. 07
«d.ul
<0.ul
i9./71
22,25
19,0606
ld.00
15,57
22,20
16.53
17.060
20,47
2¢.47
15,53
20,75
19.:45
20,53
15,57
17.00
Z1.75
lao./5
45,80 25,00
L5,00 24,40
21,001/7.00

19.33
21.7>
17.20
43.04
19.57
18.217
19.04
ig.14
18.383
18.5u
17.00
16.7>
20,00
1b.960
18.57
+3.00U
13.07
145.75
14,20
¢0,71
15.0u
19,71
47,4y
17.6/
11,00
20,00
i45,0U0
20.00
13,067
¢3.33
16.04
20,12
+43.53
19.uvy
25.29
16,75
1s.u2

8

19.50
ib, 75
i3.20
45.35
1b.71
18.25
45,50
15.14
17 .0V
17.49
14,02
13,0«
i5.25
15.80
13.14
16.67 .
i3.00
+7.00
i2.uU
45.71
13,00
15.71
i5.06v
10,12
11,40
15,22
i3,400
L4, uv
+h,83
48.33
13,00
17,62

11,00

lo,43
18,40

a5.25

15,12
12,43
16.00
i7.20
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TEAM

CCl~C U Vv r -

9

1s.00
24 .42
do.ul
25.40
LU, uU
13.50
lb.uu
18.,v0
17.03
lo.43
1¥.uu
lv.o7
2,12
15,57
lag.i4
lu..L]
1v.353
ly.cb
18.20
19./1
15.v0
lo.iy
i7.2yU
17,00
13,00
¢0.11
16.00
19,03
l1o,50
LU.53
17.58
19.,0
14,03
lo.ob
20,40
le.37
i7.42
1/.14
RGNV
19.,uv

10

15,50
16,37
20,uv
L7.33
10,006
16.87
15,59
18.71
17,04
17.14
17.01
L8.063
10,2y
1.k
19.42%
17.07
¢Q.u7
~9.15
L6.80
i7.29
«l.vV
18.43
i7.40
lb.67
<1.20
13.00
18.20
17.53
¢1.53
17.35
<U.12
15.02
19.83
14,57
14 .40
19.:5
15,75
24,43
+9.40
45,400

SUBSCALE

11

17

13.
15.
i2.
lo.
i6.
20.
i5.
lb.
lu.
15,
14,
18.
14,

i4

1o,
22,
14,

L2

15,
id.

15

io.

2\

il.

iy
15
ib
10
lo
12
15
11
13
18
1l
17
11
12
ib

33

37
bu
>3
vl
2o
5
14
3>
27
vl
(VIV4
Ld
43
.27
ud
33
L2
, LU
49
vu
Sl
U
.8
Ly
o7
Lol
.3
.17
.07
.5v
.00
L7
.0L
LUl
Lol
.00
JUU
LUl
. <0

12

28,00
17,245
19.8v
18.33
i9.43
1/7.ud
17,00
186,71
1/.17
15.71
¢4 ,40
149.75
19,20
19.57
149.71
¢0.5y
149,55
<0.uu
LY .,ul
<2.,U0
19,59
48,43
17 .0y
i5.,87
149,00
17,07
lo.dV
<1.33
49,07
17.v0
Z1.75
20.50
49.uv7
ls.u0
<0.00
41,12
19,75
19.57
PRV Y
L¥.0U

13

14,53
1/.12
11.4y
13.33
L4.43
1,02
16./5
12,06
le,o3
15,14
12.67
15,25
17.u0
14,57
12.71
le,o3
12.53
le.b67
12.u0
15.71
9.0uv
lj.uD
Y|
ib,u?
10.60
18,05
14,20
13,00
11.17
16.33
12.12
15.12
11.00
16,453
13,40
lz.02
.57
10.00
iL.uU
l‘).uU

14

+5.35
14,50
17.ud
L7,0U
15,43
16.75
i8.0v
16.0U
45,0/
16.71
17.12
17.25
16.0/
i17.453
10.80
i7.uv
L8.,L/
1/7.12
i8.44
luv.1l4
lo.v0
17.43
1y.uU
i5.b2
21,60
16.389
i8.2v
147,33
L7.03
14.,.ul
148.02
15,12
18.17
17.14
Lh.uy
16,75
ib .75
lo.80
16,44
45,00V

15

lo.
22,
20
.33

138
21

21.
17.
19.
13.
20,
18.
148.
1¢0.
LU,
17.
las.
18,
17.
lo.
19.
1G.
16.
17.
20.
19.
17.
20,
13.
0.
17.
22.
19.
<0,
17.
1ls,
19.
20,
0.
17.
17.
19,

20
uo

43
>0
uu
71
50
29
08
5U
ol
<5
27
33
uu
uu
go
L3
75
db
v
50
40
39
L0
50
>U
00
25
38
17
/1
uo
75

1z

L3
<0
uu



