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Abstract . v
This rcscarch examined thc leader{;) fole of the high s school basketball coach

ysing French and Raven's (1959) thcory of social power F'nench and Raven postulated that \

lcaders influence their followers usmg five basic forms of power: reward power, coercive B

power, expert power, legitimate powcr. and referent power. On the basxs of previous
rescarch it was hypothesmed in the present study that athlctcs w%ld perceive expert and
legmmatc power to be the ‘major sources of power of the coach followed in turn by .

: rcférent reward and cocrngc power, Addmonal hypotheses postulated positive &

relauonshxps bctwccn cxpert and referent powcr and the reported sausfacnon that athletes

- had wjth their sport, thqr coash, and thclr personal performance. It was hypothcsxzcd that

reward and legitimate power would be unrelgted to sport satisfaction, positively related to

coach satisfactioh and ncgativc]y related to ﬁcrformhnce satisfaction. Negative

relati nships were pi'edictcd between thc'i'cpoi‘tcd satisfactions and coercive power. ~
The scbjcct population for this study consisted of the'players fmm fifteen City of

': Edmonton high school male basketball teams. Pammpants from each team were tested as &'

group at their schoo‘l They completed a qucsuonnaxrc under controlled classroom

conditions. One hundred thirty of the 159 eligible players participated in the study,

- yielding an 81.8% responsé rate. , .

»
.

Two scts of scales were used to measure social power. Onc set am;ngcd singlc

ka dcscnptors of each form of power into a Thurstonian paired compansq mvcntory

The other set atranged mulnplc descriptive, statcmcnts of cach form of power in a Likert -
| scale format. In evaluating fhc first hypothcsxs, bot_h measures found expert powcr.to be
the major source of powefcmphasizcd by coaches. The Likert data, __}}ochcr, showed
reward power to be second overall, fbllcwcd in fum by legitimate, rcfcrcnt_ and coercive
power, while the 'I'hurstonc data showed lcéitfmatc power as being second, followed in
turn by rcfcrent, reward and coercive powcr ‘The lecrt measures of cxpcn reward, and

refercnt powcr were. posmvcly correlated with athlctcs rcponcd sansfacnon wnh the sport

C
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and with the coach. In addition, significant positive relationships were found between
legitimate poWer and satisfaction with the coach, and reward power and satisfaction with

personal performance.
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. have generated mconclusxve results, In partxcular studles that have apphed Fiedler's

: -~

| L P'Ian' of tl&e Stildy

A. Introduction

One of the most 1mportant leﬁders in orgamzed sport programs is the coach. In

i descnbmg coachmg behavxor, however most proposed typologtcs of coachmg styles are

-~ either based on individual profiles of successful professronal coaches (Curry &l mbu.

1984% thhener 1976; Tharp & Galhmore, 1976) or ar¢ largely heunsnc models (Martcns
Christina, Harvey, & Sharkey; 1981 Ogllwe & Tutko. 1966 Tutko & Rxchards, 1971).

Another approach for descnb1 coachlng behavior has been to make use of estabhshed

- leadership theory .A variety of theones of leadershxp are available, but none are without

e

’problems Ona srmplxstxc lev 1, one rmght begin to assess leadership on the basrs of who e

leaders are, what leaders do and how leaders act and mamtam their status (e. g., Bass,

1960; Cartwnght&Zander 1968a, Cohen, Fink, Gadon &Wllllts, 1980 Katz&Kahn. - s_

1978; Lassey & Sashkin, 1983; Wexley&Yukl 1977 Yukl, 1981). Howcver, when one

"' begms to detml the skills and tasks that are a necessary part of “leadership, it becomes

evident that "there are almost as many drfferent definitions [and approaches] of leadership

-as there are persons who have attempted to defme the concept" (Stogdxll 1974 .

Although general leadershlp models have been applied w1thm sport s1tuatlons.

empmcal studies on cffective leadershxp styles with respect to coachmg/sport srtuauons

o~

. - (1967) contmgency leadershxp model to sport have not demonstmtcd aclear relanonshnp

between a\cogch's leadershxp style and effective performance by the spon tcam (Damelson,

1974; Gordon, 1981 Horwood 1979 Incmng 1974 Naylor, 1976) The work in recept o
. years by Chelladurm and his associates on a mulu-dnnensronal sport lcadcrshxp model has

been more successful in detenmmng sxgmficant relauonshxps between coachmg style,

athleuc petformance and sport situations (Chelladural 1984a 1984b; Chelladural &

| Carron 1983; Chelladurar & Saleh 1978; 1980). Chelladuraxs research prescnts a



. ,valuable overview of ooachmg leadership. The present study is imended to extend that
| overview by examtmng specific leadership beha\dors ofselected high school coaches»

The limited’ development of knowledge on coacl'nn’g leadershlp behavior might be ! |
parually attnbuted to the tendency of researchers tmperﬁc1ally address many aspects of
leadership, rather than examxmng the concept from a more theoretmally grounded

- perspectwe - Onei 1mportant parameter within leadershlp theory is the relauonshtp that

: exists between a leader and his/her followers Although the leader isa plvotal factor in any

“study of the leadershxp process, "followers also are important .. because wlthout

: responsive followers there is no leadershtp" (Adams & Yoder, 1985, p. 37). This is

X certamly appltcable to formally orgamzed sport situations whex&some form of i mteracnon
exists between the coach and his/her athletes For many athletes,% coach is a

-: combtnauon of teacher, panental figure, role model and fnend (Hat‘rkon, 1983 Martens et
al., 1981; Rog, 1984; Westcott, 1979). As such the coach often has to decide carefully
lhow he or she will interact with the athletes. When studymg this lauonshrp _funher, it

wnicates, influences, and

becomes evident that the- manner in which a leader interacts,
: controls his/her followers may be viewed as a power-relati ship.
| The act of exerting mﬂuence Or power over others is perhaps one of the most
., important deﬁnmg elements of leadership (cf Adomo, Frenkel-Brunswik, I.evmson &
Sanford 1950 Back,. 1961; Bass, 1981; Cartwnght 1959a; 1959b Cohen gt al., 1980
Doob, 1983; French & Raven, 1959; French & Snyder, 1959; Weber 1971; Yukl 1981)
Some enjoy wxeldmg power' others do not. Some use it effecnvely, while others do rot.
Although 1ts presence is clearly evxdent within nelanonshxps between leaders and followers
. empirical i mvesuganon of social power remains an aspect of leadership behavior that is

) largely neglecwd by researchers (Cartwnght l959b Henderson, 1981; Klpms, 1976
Tedescht, Schlenker & Bonoma, 1973). Henderson (1981) surmised that this may,
pan be due to the "little’ consensus [that has] extsted concermng the conceptuahzauon of

social power, its place within the lmowledge structure of social psychology as well as other



* social science disciplines, or its utility in 'hclpihg solve the social problems of the‘da)k" (p.
5. S o | |
' Empmcal rescarch on the use of social power by sport coachcs has been qmtc

limited. It has mamly centered on wheth or not coaches in various skon settings are |
K authoritarian (Bain, 1972; Gordon, 1984 ; Horwood, 1979 Naylor. 1976; Sage, 1974a.

1974b). A person is viewed as being authegitarian if he/she is "cold, amoral and

possesses a dctachcd personal unresponsxvencss and a covertly aggressive willingness and
" ability to manipulate others" (Sage, 1974a, p. 1/90) The relevant sport studies, howcvcr,

* determined t.hat male soccer football and basketball coaches were not “ovcrly
'authontanan " Although the intent of these studxcs was limited to dctermmmg the extent of
‘ authontanamsm arnoﬂg coachcs, one can still qucsnon whether coaches use othcr forms of

power when i mtcractmg with athletes, particularly if authoritarian behavior was not a maJor

source of influence. v : : C

~ Although there hés only been limited empirical research on the use of social power

in interpersonal relauonshlps, several structured models #n social power have been

y,1959; Winter, 1973). One of the most enduring modcls is the typologrcal analysxq
by French and Raven (1959). Accordmg to this pcrspccuvc, leaders mfluencc



~B. “Statement of the Problem ,
a The purpose of this study was to examine the leadership role of the formal sports
coach in terms of social power theory. Because of the hxmted reserch on social power in )
sport, there are seveml questions that can be addressed. For i mstance, it is not known "
- whether coaches tend to rely on some forms of power more than others in their coaching.
- Further, it is not known how the use of different forms of social power by hlgh school
‘ coaches effects athletes within a sport settmg This study will address these questions by
‘ empmcally testing French and Raven's (1959) typology of soclal power within a particular
- high school sport setttng (basketball). ‘This ultimately will result in an%’xpanswn of ! |
knowledge on leadershlp in sport by providing i mformauo;ﬁn the ways that coaches |

interact with and mﬂuence

“C. Justification l_'or'the Study o ,

There are four primary reasons for undertaking this study. 'i'h'efirst centers on the
greater need for understaitdmg the role:of the coach in formal sport environments. Coaches
are teachers, soctahztng’hgehts and counsellors who provide i unportant gmdance and
feedback to athletes of alI eges (Alderman, 1974; Buckelew 1984 Gallon, 1980 Hamson
1983 Hart, 1972; Lombardo, 1984; Martens, 1982; Martens et al., 1981 Rog, 1984;

Tharp & Galhmore 1976; Westcott 1979). Although there is continued emphasxs on the
' tmponance of coaches, empmcal research on the methods used by coaches in
i atmg with or mﬂuencmg athletes is very hmxted (Gordon, 1986 Horne &

-

Current hteratme pertaining to power and ooachmg is extremely hmtted. For -
instance, power is often deptcted as bemg negative by sport writers, especially when B
. stetootyptcal 1mages of coaching styles are proposed (e.g., Daly, 1980; Martens ¢t al,

1981; Tutko & Richards, 1971). However, th1s conclusion is invalid, as it is the user orv
_ the use of power whlch is good or bad, not the form of power 1tself (Bass, 1981 Bumns,



1978; Cuming, 1981; 'McClellancl, 1970). Previous investigations of coaches have simply
indicated that coaohes are not overly authorltarian (Bain, 1973; Gordon, 1981; Hory/ood.
1979; Naylor, 1976; Sage, 1974).

. A second reason for undel’taldhg the present study was to contribute to the general
knowledge gn social power by eliminating some of the methodolog‘ioal weaknesses that
have pervaded previous research on the French and Raven social power typology.
Although French and Raven's theory is "perhaps the most wxdely quoted typology of
: power" (Mmtzberg, 1983, p. 25), crmcxsms have been noted concerning the methods used
to gather data on it. For.mstance, much of the research on social power has been
conducted‘q‘nder experimental conditiohs.usihg hypothetical situations with university
 students. There is a need to conduct more applied research with actual leaders and
* subordinates (e.g., Litman-Adizes etal., 1978 Podsakoff & Schneshelm 1985; Sheley &
Shaw, 1979). ) |

‘Much of the limited field researoh which has been conduoted util?zing French and
‘RaVen's typology has suffered from severe methodological problems (Podsakoff & ‘

Schriesheim, 1985; Schneshelm, Hinkin, & Podsakoff, 1985). On the basis of a recent
review of field studies uuhzmg thxs typology, Podsakoff and Schneshexm (1985)
concluded that a more adeéquate examination needs to be conducted and that much more
research is needed. In particular, they noted th!lt methodological problems within previous
' _ research have glven conﬂxctmg results in subordinates' reports on the i impact of various
forms of sdcial power: Many of the studxes reviewed by the authors "used single-item '
operationalizations of each of French and Raven s bases of power” (p. 392)‘ and "asked
subordinotes to rank order the five power bases accordmg to which was most important (1)
- through which was least i lmportant (5) in securing their com{)hance or cooperagjon with
requests from their superv1sors" (. 401) Such instruments preclude the establishment of

any measures of internal reliability, do not allow for independent asséssment of the

b
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ﬁrnpoﬁaxlce of the different power bases and restrict the type of statistical analyses that can
be performed. o | | |

‘ The third reason for undertaking this study was to make: a contribution to the

 ' general undcrstandmg of power in high school coachmg settings: In this regard, the study
| willj éXténd current literature on French and Raven's thedry by providing information on its
’applicadon in another leadership scmng Previous research has applied this thcory to:

. busmess (e.8., Busch 1980), famxly (c g.» Smith, 1970), mcdical (e.8., Fontame &
Beerman, 1977) and educational settings (€.g., Davis, 1979; Jamieson & Thomas, 1974).
This will be the first systematic application of tlic theory in a sport setting. Sukh an
cxﬁnsmn is consnstcnt with Podsakoff and Schriesheim's recommendation that more
attention be dxrected to applymg thc framdvcrk to different types of leadership situations.

- The fourth reason for undertaldng thls study was based on the inconsistency in the
literature with respect to the effects ochader s use of reward and coercive behayxors on
subordmate performancc and satisfaction. Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) noted that
lcadqsmp research within an applied behavior analysxs_ perspective has shown that the use
of reward and coercive behaviors éan cffecﬁvcly'modify subordinates’ behavior, yet
studies utili;.ing French and Raven's| (1959) typology "Qenerally show supervisory rewird
behavior to be unrelated, or negatively related, to subordinate outcome variabies" (p. 387).

- It is not known whether these fcported differences rcﬂcét basic underlying differences of -
whethier they might wflect some of the methodological broblems, noted above. Although
no pncyious social power research pertinent io the issue has been conducted in spdrt
settings, previous behévioral ooﬁching research is consistent with the lgadcmhip research in
indicating that reward and coercive behaviors can effectively be used to modify and
improve performance (c.g. Martin & Hrycaiko, 1983; Rushall, 1983; Tharp & Gallimore,
1976). In attempting to address sdme of the methodological limitations of previous social

' power research, it is hoped that this snidy may throw some light on the inconsistency



between the lead?'ship literature and the social power literatute

effectiveness of a leader's use of reward and coercive behavi"

l ‘ " : urpose was to develop a

y ‘. ‘hcs' use of social .

athlete satisfaction with the sport, with the coach and with personal performance, These
relationships were based on the athletes’ perceptions of their coaches use of different forms

of social power, as well as the athletes’ personal beliefs on aspects of satisfaction within
the sport setting.

»

In order to assess the power bases available to the coacf;”fhc first purpose of this

. study was to dcvelop an appropriate research i mstrumcnt As noted earlier, measurement of

social power has not been conducted in the ‘sport cnwronmcnt. Invcmoncs based on

French and Raven' s social power typology which have previously bccn dcvelopcd include:

The Attributed Power Inde)k CAPD), developed by Holzback (1974) and reﬁned by Lord

(1977) and Lord, Phllhps and Rush (1980) the Soclal Power Invcntory, dcvclopcd by

| Jamieson and Thomas ( 1974) and modxﬁcd by Davis (1979); and scales developed by
Bachman ¢t al., (1966), Studcnt (1968) and Thamhain and Gemmill (1974). It must be
noted, however, that the latter three scales are somewhat problematic in terms of content
validity (Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985; Schrieshcim, Hinkin, & Podsakoff, 1985) and
the validity and n:habxlxty of the former two scales are unknown. As nosatisfactory
instrument for assessing social power was available, a new research i instrument entitled the
Sport Asscssmcnt Survey (SAS) was specifically developed for this study to measure
social power within a sport environment. A major portion of this study has been to

" investigate the reliability and validity of the SAS. .



The second purpoxe addressed cpntnined two subpmblems The firs subproblcm* .
focused on to what extent athletes ﬁercclvc their coaches to possess the vanoui\xfomls of
social power. Previous research has detcmuned that designated lcadcrs wxll uuh\zc all ﬁvc
forms of power when commnmcaung with their subordinates (e. g Bachman. Bowcrs &
Marcus, 1968; Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Busch, 1980; Galmsky. Rosen & Thomas. 197 3
lvanccvxch 1970 Ivancevxch & Donnelly, 1970 Jamxeson & Thomas, 1974, Slocum,
1970; Student, 1968; Thamhain & ). Although thenc is llo agfeemem across studies whcn
French and Raven's five formsof powcr are rankcd many studies employing subordinate
reports in business settings have found that subordmatcs pcrcexved expert and legitimate
power to be the mqst important forms of power when complying to a supervisor's
requests, followed by referent, rcward and coercive power (Bachman gt gl., 1968; Burke &
Wilcox, 1971; Ivancevich, 1970 Ivancevich & Donnglly, 1970; Student, 1968). With the
exception of the Burke and Wilcox study, coercive power was consistently rated as the
least important form of power.

On the basis of these previous studies, the following hypothesis was proposed for
this sfudy: ’ /“

'Ho(l): Within the high school sport setting, athletcs will perceive expcrt
and legitimate power to be the major sources of power of the ,
coach, followed in tum by refergnt, reward and coercive power. N
- The second subproblem pertained to the rclationship that satisfaction and -
performance has with the use of power within the sport environment. Whereas
performance can be observed or recorded by others on the basis of such things as rankings,
‘win/less records or outcomes (c.g., Chelladurai, 1984a), satisfaction is not as easily
observed and is often based on a person's internal feelings related to his or her expectations
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975; Deci, 1975; 1980).( ‘

Although athletic sausfacumy sport has not been correlated with social power

variables befare, the general importance of other facets of leader behavior to athletic

satisfaction has been demonstrated in previous research (e.g., Chelladurai, 1984a; Gordon,‘

-
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1986; Scholten, 1978; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986). Much of the previous research on
. o

social power in other environments was designed to further the understanding of

subordinate satisfaction, Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) reviewed several studies

conducted in business and educational environments that correlated the five French and

- *

Raven power bases with job satisfaction, satisfaction with supervision and subordinate
satisfaction with perfoyﬁnce. Although there are some inconsistencies in the results of
these studjes, some relatively consistent tren@have emerged. In gen'eral. referent and
expert power were positively related to the three forms of satisfaction, while the use of
coercive p’owcr did not contribute to overall satisfaction. No consistent relationship was
found between the three forms of satisfaction and the use of legitimate and reward power.
In some cases, the use of these types of power enhanced satisfaction; in other cases, it was
assoclated with feelings of dissatisfaction. .

Based on pmvious research, tllc following hypotheses with respect to sport
+ satisfaction were postulated: | U

Ho(2): | There will be a negative relationship between an athlete's
perceptions of the coach's reliance on coercive power and the
" athlete's expressed satisfaction with his participation in sport
(Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Jamieson & Thomas, 1974; PodsakofT,
Todor, & Skov, 1982; Richmond & McCroskey, 1984;
Richmond, McCroskey, Davis, & Koontz, 1980; Slocum, 1970).

Ho(3): There will be a positive relationship between an athlete's
perceptions of the coach's reliance on referent power and the
athlete's expressed satisfaction with his participation in sport
(Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Dunne, Stahl, & Melhart, 1978;
Ivancevich, 1970; Richmond et al, 1980; Slocum, 1970).

Ho(4):» There will be a positive relationship between an athlete’s
perceptions of the coach's reliance on expert power and the
athlete’s expressed satisfaction with his participation in sport,,
(Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Cope, 1972; Ivancevich, 1970;
Richmond ¢t 3l., 1980; Slocum, 1970). ‘

Ho(5):  There will be no relationship between an athlete's perceptions of
/ the coach'’s reliance on reward power and the athlete's expressed
. satisfaction with his participation in sport (Bachman gt a..
1968; Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Cope, 1972; Dunne, et al., 1978;
Martin & Hunt; 1980; Slocum, 1970). ‘

P
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Ho(6): There will be no relationship between an nhlete'i&crceptions‘of
the coach's reliance on legitimate power and the athlete's
expressed satisfaction with his participation in sport
(Bachman, 1968; Bachman ¢t al., 1968; Burke & Wilcox, 1971;
Dunne, ¢t al., 1978; Slocum, 1970).

On the basis of previous findings in the literature on the relationship between power
- bases and leader satisfaction, the following hypotheses were postulated:

Ho(7): There will be a positive relationship between an aghlete's
perceptions of the coach's reliance on expert gower and the
athlete's expressed satisfaction with his coach (Bachman, 1968;
Bachman ¢( 3]., 1968; Bachman, Smith, & Slesinger, 1966;
Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Busch, 1980; Slocum, 1970).-

Ho(8): There will be a positive relationship between an athlete's
perceptions of the coach's reliance on referent power and the
P’ _ athlete's expressed satisfaction with his coach (Bachman, 1968;
Bachman gt al., 1966; Bachman ¢t al., 1968; Burke &
Wilcox, 1971; Busch, 1980; Slocum, 1970),

Ho(9): There will be a positive relationship between an athlete's -
perceptions of the coach'’s reliance on reward power and the
athlete's expressed satisfaction with his coach (Bachman ¢t al.,
1968; Busch, 1980). .

Ho(10): There will be a positive relationship betwden an athlete's
~ perceptions of the coach's reliance on legitimate power and the
athlete's expressed satisfaction with his coach (Bachman ¢t al.,
~1968; Busch, 1980). : , _
Ho(11): There will be a negative relationship between an athlete's ,
‘perceptions of the coach's reliance on coercive power and the
athlete’s expressed satisfaction with his coach (Bachman, 1968; _
Bachman ¢t al., 1966; Bachman gt al., 1968; Burke & ~
Wilcox, 1971; Busch, 1980). -

In the business literature, job satisfaction was based on overall personal feelings,
while perfonnaxice was appraised on the basis of preductivity or attainment of set goals
(Bachman-gt al., 1968; Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov, 1982; Student, 1968). I_n relation to
the previous research utilizing Q}c French and Raven power bases (Bachman gt al., 1968,
Ivancevich & Donnelly, 1970; Sheridan & Vredenburg, 1978; Slocum, 1970; Student,
1968; Thamhain & Gemmill, 1974), the following hypotheses with respect to power and

LY

performance were postulated:
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Ho(12): The athlete's perceptions of the coach's reliance on expert power
will be positively related to the athlete's expressed satisfaction
with his personal performance in the sport. ‘

Ho(13): The athlete's perceptions of the coach's reliance on referent power
will be positively related to the athlee's expressed satisfaction
with his personal performance in the sport.

- Ho(14): The athlete's perceptions of the coach's reliance on reward power

will be negative:{ related to the athlete's expressed satisfaction
* with his personal performance in the spon. ‘

4 . E

Ho(15): The athlete's perceptions of the coich:sgfefil;ncé on legitimate
power will be negatively related to the athlete's expressed
satisfaction wigp his personal performance in the sport, .
Ho(16): The athlete's perceptioris of the coach's reliance on coercive power
will be negatively related to the athlete's expressed satisfaction
with his personal performance in the sport. - ‘
E. Delimitations
There were two major delimitations imposed in this study. The first delimitation
was that the athletes selected for this study were drawn from hiéh schools throughout
Edmonton. The high school setting was selected qu‘t%q reasons. First, the se'tting
provided controlled opportunities for organized s;)on Aithough sport opportunities exist
in other orggnizcd envii-onments (e.g., clubs, associations, communit{ leagues), the high
school setting is often an attractive venue where many students can hone their athletic skills
and can achieve status and gain recoénition for pgrti-cipaii’m as representatives of their
school. Second, many of the studies conducted on coaching behavior have focused on
college/university teams (e.g., Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; Gardon, 1981; 1986; Horne &
- Carron, 1985; Horwood, 1979; Scholten, J978). Although there is no evidence to suggest
that college coaches think or perform differently.from high school coaches, the calibre of
- the average college athlete is superior to that of the average high school athlete. It is
possible that this may inﬂucn;c the way the coach interacts with the athletes, and the way
that athletes perceive the use of diffémnt power bases by the coach. However, any

comparisons between the college coach and the high school coach with respect to social
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~power vﬁll have to be left to a future study, asno college teams were exarmned in the

present study A L I o .

P
The second delux;lon was that»the populauon for the study consxsted of male

| City of Edmonton 'I'here have been no studxes conducted that have exarmned gender

- '.dtfferences w1th respect to perceptlons of socml power hence female basketball players s

O

'v&

- F Lmutatnons

. ‘ The study‘ was lnmted by potentlal volunteer btas on the pan of the partxc1pants

i Appmpnate steps were taken to get the best response rate possrble however some athletes

o falled to appear on the day of the testtng For that reason, it was unknown why certam

people cooperated whlle others d1d not. , :
¥ _
. Desptte careful preparanon the study was also hrmted by the subjects

¥ mterpretanon of the power bases in the ﬁnal mstrument As w1th the use of 2 anry

‘ "questlonnatre des1gned to measure atutudes the 1nstrument was hrmted by the accuracy of

responses by the athletes.

Ay

. | A thtrd hrmtatlon of the study resulted from the scheduhng of the testm{sessxons
thlun the Pubhc and Cathohc schools In order to meonvemence the school admrmstrauon
as lxttle as possxble, testmg sessxons were scheduled dunng the noon hour ona day |
deterrmned by each school Th1s meant»that students were on "their own tlme and were

_A not pulled from thetr regular classes Thxs placed the onus on the students for decrdmg

i whether or not thcy wrshed to pamcxpate in the study

A fourth potennal hmttauon of the study relates to the nme of scheduhng the tesung '
) 'sessxons The study was conducted after completxon of the basketball season hence, B

players were mqutred to reflect back on their season Itis possrble that players tmght have B .

P R
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- ‘players from senior boys” asketball teams from pubhc and cathohc h1gh schools in the: o
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| felt dtfferently about aspects of the sport had they completed the questronnatre dunng the

\

'leadtheteammgames o #

'G Deﬁmtlon ofTerms e o : N

,season rather than after 1t WQ,sMVer H

a. _&A
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RO hY

__ul_gg_tbaLnggh The desrgnated leﬁer appomted by the school to teach athletes B

_the rules; sk1lls, techmques and strategies of basketball and to conduct team practlces and o -

I&a_d_e_&agsfggm The degree of expressed satisfactton of an athlete with the
: g
Ieadershxp of his- coach In the present study, measurements that were. used mcluded the

T 1nd1v1dual's reported satlsfactxon with the way that the coach treated him; the mdmdual s

| reported satisfaction with the way that the coach handled * , @ a whole the

indrvtdual's reported satlsfactton w1th the decrsrons made by théigpoach; and the athlete s

reported assessment of how important the coach s overall mﬂuence ‘was to him. Neganve '

) wfeehngs dssocmted with the above factors would mdlcate perceptrons of dtssattsfacnon wnth

the coach. = |

9

_Q:fgL_amg_S_mg_g_Qg_ An overall descnptlon of an mdtvrdual's reported

8 nsfacuon with his performance based on his. perceptlon of h1s level of play i in companson’

to an overall personal standard An evaluauon of performance in the present study is based )
on personal assessment of skﬂl 1mprovement effort put mto the sport, and personal "
expectauons for achievement. - - ’

SmaLEqm A behavroral mlatlonshlp between at least two mdmduals and/or

' groups that, occurs when perSOn "A" has the ablhty or capacrty to alter person "B's" -

behav10r or acuons ina duectton deemed approprtate by A who possesses the power
(e g Bass, 1981; Burns, 1978 Cartwnght l959a, Dahl, 1969; de Charms, 1968 French
& Raven 1959; Henderson, 1981 Kotter, 1979; Loomis, 1960; Lukcs, 1974; Schopler, |

-1965; Wmter, 1973; Yukl 1981). French and Raven (1959) have derived five sourccs of

'social power. Based onthei mteracuo_n between the coach and the athlete, these include:
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Q.QLQL!.LEQAM:I This form of power is based on the athlete s percepuons*“

that he or she will be pumshed by the coach if he or she fails to conform to the
coach s wxshes )
R .

Emn_f_qwﬂ This form of power is based on the athlete s perceptmqs that

the coach possesses special talents or expertise. The athlete evaluates the
‘coach' s expertise in relation to his or her own k_nowledge as well as against

- other crfiteria; such as other coaches the,athlet'e has had or is aware of. .

| Lgmlmmg_P_ng_ 'I’hrs form of power is based on the athlete s mtemahzed».

perceptions that the coach has a legmmate right to mﬂuence the athlete and that
the athlete has. an obhgatron to comply with the coach si ence. The source
of legitimacy may be based on cultural values (such" as age mtelhgence,'
experrence), the coach's status in the: orgamzanon (e.g. posmon or office) or

"the desxgnauon of power by another authonty that the athlete has knowledge .

about

!

R:&LQDI_EO_GI This form of power ‘has its basis in tﬁe 1dent1ficatron that the'

athlete has with the coach. Thls identification can be based on feelmgs of
personal affectlon, loyalty and/or adrmratron of a coach by-an athlete

v =)

anx_d_Eg_v_v_ex This form of power is based on the athlete s perceptrons that
“he or she w111 be rewarded by the coach 1f he or she . coff®rms to the coach's

: wrshes ‘ : .

- The ﬁve forms of socral power will be operatxonahzed in the study by havmg athletes
provxde reports usmg both erert and Thurstone Paired Companson scales that"
1llustrate how the coach relies on the various forms of social power- when mteractm g

" with the athletes ’

Smn_ﬂm{ag_ﬁgn Posmve feehngs related to an mtyvrdual s percelved

' 'mterpretauon of aspects of the sport in nelatxon to an mdmdual's personal' frame of

i

o

Y

reference. This frame of reference is based on such thmgs as-personalexpectauons of the ‘

@
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sport and previous or related cxpcncnce in thc sport. (based on Smith, Kendall & Hohn s
(1969) definition of job satisfaction in busmcss setnngs) In the prescnt study,
measurements that' wcnc used mcludcd thc mdmdual s level of cxpmsscd hkmg for the.

sport; assessmcnt}f *the adcquacy of opportumtxes fof mvolvcment the mdmdual s

expressed feelmgs of accomphshment and the mcﬁndual s assessmcnt of their conmbuuon |
in the sport. Negative fcelmgs assocxated thh the abovc factors would mdlcatc perccpnons

of dxssausfacuon w1th the sport

6



"IL Review of the Literature |

This chapter provides an overview of the meaning and use of socinl power and its ~
effects on human behawor Itis d1v1ded into six major sections. The first section |
mtroduces the conceptuahzauon of socral power the second secuon presents some classwal
socro-pohncal mterpretatrons of social power. The thmd section examines soc1a1 power
froma socml-psychologlcal perspective and i mvesugates the various mogvauons Ehit ‘
mdrvnduals have for acquxnng, using and retammg power The fourth secuon exammes the -

usage and unpact of power in leadership situations. The ﬁfth section presents four specxﬁc

models of social power, and the sxxth sectmn is devoted to a detailed discussion of the

social power typology developed by French and Raven (1959)

A. Conceptuahzatlons of Social Power

Power isa perplexmg concept. On the one hand 1t isan ageless and dotmnaung
3
facet of human existence that individuals mtumvely understand. Yeti#n the other hand, it is

a form of behavior besieged with a multitude of deﬁmuons and interpretations whxch may

dlffer dramaucally from one theonst to the next In some people s mmds, power has been -

assoclated with emotional connotations that imply that itis "bad" or corrupt. " For

 instance, McClelland (1970) felt that i it was soclally acceptable to be concerned about dom g

things well or makmg fnends but it was reprehensrble to be concemed with havmg

_ influence over others, or in McClelland's termmology to have a need for | power.

Furthennore, he suggeswd that there were SO many condmons describing power that had "a
dlstmctly negative flavor - dommance : subrmssxon, competition, zero sum game (if I win,

you lose) [that] it is small wonder that Ppeople do not parucularly like bein g told they have a

high need for power" (p. 32) However, assocxaung power w1th negatlve descnptors isin

part makmg an assumpuon that power is an object or tanglble product, rather than thinking

of powerasabehavxoral process (eg Cummg, 1981 Dahl, 1969; Henderson, 1981; Ng,' -

s
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1980 Olsen, 1970 Schopler & Layton, 1974) Instead “Qne should Judge the actions of
power; even then, the.gudgment is based on an observer's mterpretauon of how power is
used i in a given relauonshtp A positive or negauve interpretation "will depend very much
upon the observer s point of " v1ew, his interests and habits of classxfymg. and perhaps the
¢ consequences to him and others of usmg any particular concept" (Wmter. 1973 p-D.
As a starting pomt many theorists believe that power exists as a relatxon among
human aggregates (e.g., Cartwnght 1959a, French & Raven, 1959 Olsen; 1970; -
}, Schopler 1965; Thlbaut & Kelrey, 1959) ‘These aggregates can be mdmduals groups,
and/or governments. Power cannot be categortzed asa phygrcal property, entityor
' possessron Instead power can be v1ewed "as a relatlonshtp in which two or more persons
tap motivational bases in one another and bring varying resources to bear in the process
Power is ubiquitous; it permeates human relatlonshtps It exxsts whether or notitis
'quested for" (Burns, 1978, p 15) A power relattonshxp is recogmzed when enttty "A"
has the abthty or capacrty to alter entity "B's" behavior or actions in a direction deemed
appropnate by entlty A, who possesses the power (e.g., Bass, 1981 Burns, 1978, |
~ Cartwright, 1959a; Dahi,_ 1969; de'Charms, 1968; French & Raven, 1959; chderson, '
'.X‘ | 1981 Kotter, 1979; Loomis, {960; Lukes, 1974; Schopler 1965 Winter, 1973; Yukl
X 1981). ‘ \
| ~ Itis when one attempts to further determme the charactensttcs of social power that
, .,deﬁmuonal problems arise. Fori mstance, terms such as mﬂuence, control persuasion,
force, threat authority, dependence and compltance have been used synonymously with -
social power (Bierstedt, 1970; Henderson, 1981; OISen, 1970). Thxs pracnce has had
proble&uc effects on research in the area. In parttcular, most of these terms suggest that
power is pnmanly used as a weapon to hurt another human betng ‘Although these terms
are vahd descriptions of some of the uses of power, relying primarily on these terms can
cause one to forget that power can also be used ina less vmlent or threatemng manner. For

instance, one could alter another’s behavmr on the basis of a logical explanatton or by

~ - G
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~of socxal mfluence ,,' ; 1al power, concluded that it was vmually 1mpossxble to

| 'dxstmgmsh between the terms. In a human mteracnon Henderson felt that one coild -

subtly. exert power over another or subtly mﬂuence another 'Either i mterpretatxon produces

the same outcome Tedeschi and Lindskold ( 1976) beheved that d1stmcuons between ;

social influence and social power were largely a matter of semantlcs Both terms refertoa

process of human i mteractxon ,
Aclear conceptuahzanon of power is often dependent ona partxcular situation,
relationshlp or settmg (Dahl 1969; Henderson, 1981; Ng, 1980; Winter, 1973) For

mstance, a power relationship between ﬁ1ends is estabhshed mformally when one person

proposes an evcmng s entertainment and the other comphes Other situations, howevcr

may demonstrate more. formalized power relanonshxps such as between teachers and
students, parents and children, and political leaders and members of their cabmets Even in

such situations, vaxymg power relationships mxght produce sxmﬂar outcomes. For

| example, a teacher who isa firm d1scxplmanan may be as suctessful in moldmg intelligent

: students asa teacher who achleves a snmlar goal by being less harsh (Tauber, 1985).

The study of socxal power has also had an impact on many different (and often

‘ seemmgly dxstmct) areas of study. For mstance areas of study such as anthropology (e.g;

Schermerhom 1965), phllosophy (e.g., Kaplan, 1977 Machlavellx, 1977; Russell 1938),
economlc, political and orgamzauonal theory (e.g., Crozler 1967; Dahl, 1969 H1ckson,
Hinings, Lee, &Schneck, 1971 Lukes, 1974 Mechamc, 1983; Weber, 1970) haveall

'presented pe_rspecuves of how social power can be used in human mteracuon, The next

A~
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portién of this chapter will discuss some classical)socio-economic perspectives of social
power that provxde the foundatmns for furthcr analysxs from a social- psychologxcal point of
vxew / '

P

B. Political and Organizational Theories of Social Power C

' The extent to which powcr can function to the bencﬁt of people is often depcndcnt
on whether the soclety is a democracy or a dxctatorshxp Ideally. ajemocracy is "a state in
wh1ch powcr is exercised for the common weal, the gcncral welfarg [while] despotisms are |
exploitative states, disproportionately benefitting certain segments of SOClety The
difference relates not only to the ends power is meant to serve but also to the qualny of the '
"means cmploycd" (Kaplan 1977, p. 467). Given a choice, most people prefer a
democracy over a @ctatorshxp, glvcnl such historical examplcs of the cxploitativc use of |
power during the Roman Empire, or more reccntly under the Nazi regime in Gcnnany
"during World War Two (Kaplan, 1977; Martin, 1977) Although the violent use of power
"is minimized to a much greater extent in a democratic society, power is not neccssanly
dmded equally among the masses. For i mstance, in a capitalistic democracy, power is
often associated with control over resources, particularly wcalth Those with little control
over resources, who Karl Marx defined as the proletariat, had considerably less power than
the bourgeoisie, defined as those mdmdualfs who controllcd the means of production
(Giddens, 1977). - |

Anqthe’r way of obscﬁihg power in acﬁon within modern democrs<#- . 5 -n to

examine bureaucratic institutions. Bureaucracies are most often associams itk indus

corporations, but their presence has also been prevalent (interalia) wit
governmental and religious streams in society (Chackerian & Abcarian, 19§
of where they are encountered, bureaucracies are forms of organizations noted for| ving

highly specialized positions, tasks and gdals that are based on firmly established rules.
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 The power structure within bureaucracies is based o: a hierarchical system of

authority:

- Each member or officer of an organization is to be held accountable to a
superior for his own decisions as well as for those of his subordinates. The
authority of the superior is based on expert knowledge and is sanctioned
and made legitimate by the ultimate source of authority -- the chief ofﬁcnal at
the top of the hierarchical pyramid. (Korman, 1971,p. 86)

Weber (1970) proposed that authority within burcaucmcxc; existed i in three ideal forms:
fiitionablegal, traditional and charismatic authority. Rational-legal authoﬁty;was based on
normative rules cstablishéd by the organization where individuals were elevated into
positions of authority and were given the right to issue commands. The basis of this form
of power is}hat aﬁthority is equated to an established office or title. As such, the person's
authority ovl:r others is limited to the members of the office during an established time
frame. Furthermore, it is held that the members of the office grouﬁ?in so far as‘they‘ obey
-a person in authority, do nbt owe this obedience to this individual outside of the office
environment (Weber, 1970). |
‘Traditional aufhority is based on beliefs established in the sanctity of traditions, or
precedents established in past times. "Whiereas the hierarchy of rational-legal authority is
defined in terms of offices, traditional authority is defined by a system of statuses” (Ng,
1980, p. 53). Both the strength and Wcakncss in interpreting this form of authority lie in
, the definition of "tradition” by the institution. For in&ncc. one institution might grant a
certain authority to a person on the basis of years of experience, while another mﬁght base
authority on the chronological age of the individual. It should be noted that there may not
be any cdnsistcnt guidelines across institutions for cstabliéhing traditions. In other words,
what‘is traditionally valued as a precedent in one organization may not be valued in anpther
(Martin, 1977). |
Rather than bciﬁg firmly established under a written set of guidelines, Weber's third

form of bureaucratic authority, chaﬁsmaﬁc authority, is based on behaviors emulating

from an individual's personality:

& "‘.T‘_v,... E
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[A charismatic individual] is set apart from ordinary‘mentand treated as
endowed with sufematuml. superhuman, or at least specifically exceptional
powers or qualities. . . . It is recognition on the part of those subject to
authority which is decisive for the validity of charisma. This is freel given
and guaranteed by what is held to be a "sign" or proof, originally always a
miragle, and consists in devotion to the correspondinf revelation, hero
worship, or absolute trust in the leader. . . If he is for long
. yunsuccessful, above all if his leadership fails to benefit his followers, it is
likely that his charismatic authority will disappear. (Weber, 1970, p. 38)
While all three of the above forms of authority may be found in a working
. bureaucracy, it is the rational-legal auihoﬁ;y that is most clearly evident and used most
frequently in the day-to-day interactions:
»

Charismatic authority islikely during periods of rapid social change, w.hcn
extraordinary qualities are required to deal with unusually disorienting

- co&d.itions. Legal-ratipnal .authority is characteristic of more stable or
predictably evolving societies, in which subordinates develop exchange
relations susceptible to rule. (Martin, 1977, p. 82) ‘

Although power in bureaucracies is classicﬂly depicted as existing on a vertical
hierarchy, it is possible for those at lower levels to gxhibit power in their own right. This
is theorized by Hickson, Hinings, Lee, Schncc;k and Pennings' (1971) strategic
contingencies theory. The "authors;fjproposed thatghe perceived power of an individual or
department in an organization increased when one could accounefor all possible
continggncies. Contingencies were de‘ﬁned by the authors as alternative events or courses
of action that could affect one's status or power within an organization. In this regard, the
~ authors suggested that those who could best cope with uncertainty, avoid substituta‘bilit)\l,
“and whose functiqns were gentral or pivotdl to others would be perceived as havin g ;Ereat

deal of power. / | |

' Uncertainty was sirhply defined as having a l{ck of information about future events,
whether it be in human relationships, mechanical operations or factors within the
environment. One can predict how people will react or how machines will work to a
certain dcgi'ec; however, one never knows when a breakdown Wiyl‘l’ occur. The authors
were quick to note that uncertainty does not give power; it is how one copes with the

situation that gives power. Substitutability was related to a person's or unit's particular



‘ . 2

skills, knowledge and replacability. The power of a person or unit was felt to increase on
the basis Q{ the difficulty one would have in obtaining a suitable substitute. Finally,
centrality \;ru deﬂnq(d in terms of how necessary and how essential the activities or
functions of the person or unit were to the rest of the organization. The greater the
centrality, the greater the power. Establishing power by controlling for contingencies is
only go;)d as long'as th&,ituadon remains rglatively stable. "As the goals, outputs,
technologies, and n@rkets‘bf organdzations change so, for each subunit, the values of the
independent variables chqnéé,iyd:yngtems of power change” (Hickson gt al., 1971, p.
227). | * o

Perhaps one of the grcam%t fmpacts that bureaucratic organizations have had on
modem society is recognizing that the average human being holding a position or office is
capable of possessing g’nd using power. Many histqri'cal events have suggested that power
is _form of energy re:ci'ved for elitist or exceptional individuals. What bureaucratic
organizations suggest is that it is possible to wofk up within an established hierarchical
structufe. and in the process, gain and exert power over others. Chackerian and Abcarian
(1984) believe that the concept of bureaucracy: '

Is found wherever such bureaucratic values as hierarchy, impcrsona,iity and

expertise are supported. This means that a wide variety of social roles can

express the bureaucratic values that underlie bureaucratic power. Some of

these values are found in work institutions; others.are found in nonwork
institutions such as the family, school, and political system" (p. 3).

On this basis, one can regularly observe power in action. Using an agreed upon set
of rules that are understood by all individuals, power relationships occur in-a variéty of
social situations. "Examples from everyday life include a father's power to punish his own
child, a court's power to cite an individual for contempt, a priest's power to grant
absolution, and 4 treasurer's power to collect dues from members of an association"”
(Schcrmerhoni. 1965, p. 36). However, power exchanges are not limited to established
situations. Rather, it can be seen that any relationship involving at least two people

"contains potentialities for the exercise of influence and for the induction of change in one
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or both of the participants .... It is evident that power could subsume such traditional
content areas as lcamihg. attitude change, leadership, conformity behavior, etc." (Schopler, .
1965, p. 178).

There are other forces at work in determining how a power relationship actually
works. For instance, most definitions of bureaucracies present a limited perspective on l
how relationships between designated leaders and followers are perceived by people inside
and outside organiz?tions. Often, much of the research conducted on leader-subordigate
interactions has assump!d' that the power relationship is disproportional, where the leader
~ has most of the powc;"while the subordinate has very little (e.g., Korman, 1971; Weber,
1970; Wamsley, 1970) . This is not necessarily the case. Podsakoff (1982) found several
studies that demonstrated that:

The behavior of subordinates is an important determinant of a leader's

behavior and that the nature of the influence process between supervisors

and subordinates is reciprocal; that is, not only do leader behaviors produce

changes in subordinate satisfaction and performance, but subordinate

behaviors also cause changes in leadership style” (p. 59).

Subordinates also possess power independent of a leader's actions. This becomes
evident when one considers the particular s%’lj. knowledge, as well as effort and personal
interest displayed by subordinates in work sitations in which higher ranking personnel are
often reluctant to participate (Mechanic, 1983). A classic example of the power of the
subordinate is providcd by Crozier (1967). An examination of work within a French
tobacco factory revealed the untapped power that éxistcd in the maintenance department,
whose primary task was to maintain and repair the machines. | In the event of a mechanical
‘ breakdown,ﬁthc factor_'y went into a standstill. In such cases, it was apparent that
producﬁon worRers, supervisors and administrative officers could potentia;llli be at the
mercy of the maintenance men, for it was this latter group that possessed the knowledge
and skills necessary to repair the machines and restore production in the factory. Wflile this

study-showed that subordinates can also have power, it was somewhat exceptional, as
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most research on the leader-subordinate relationship in terms of power has usually
cmphasi;ed the leader, not the subordinate.

Another organizational*pcrspcctivc was developed by Lukes (1974), who believed
that power was a multi-faceted phcnomenoﬁ and as such, should be analyzed multi-
di;ncnsionally on the basis of deciding precisely what people wish to lgnow about power.
His concept 6f power, based on an examination of p'oliticaJ conflict, was dependent on the
increased complexity that a situation offered, which he proposed could be axﬂayzed over
three intertwined dimensions. R

A one-dimensional view of power was\\.i.m.ited to investigating behavior "in the
making of d:gmnﬁ_qnnm over which there is an observable conflict of (subjective)
interests” (p. 15). A two-dimensional view of pbwer emerged when "one exercises power
in the manner the onc-dimgnsionalists favor, but also by oontrolling the agenda mobilizing
the bias of the system, determining which issues are 'key' issues, indeed which issues
come up for decision, and excludiné those which threaten the interests of the powerful"
(Lukes, 1986, ;; 9). The three-dimensional view of power is even more perplexing,
where it is suggested that the unconscipus inactivity of people can become a form of power
in and of itgclf.. This is where one can question why there'is political~ inactivity in certain = -
areas, why coaflict does not arise or why grievances are not forwarded. Lukes (1974) - |
contends thét making a decision not to.act is still a conscious decision. From a bchavio;‘él“
perspective, it is when one considers the unconscious motives that a third dimensional view
of power occurs. Lukes noted a number of ways of exhibiting unconscious actions. "One
may bc unaware of what is held to be the ‘real’ mjotive or meaning of one's action (as in
siandard Freudian cases). Or, second, one may be unaware of how others interpret an's
action. Or, third, one may be unaware of the consequences of one's action” (p. 51).

Lukes notion of power r;einforccs the necessity toward trying to more clcarly-\_t\'ormulatc

how power is viewed and used in modern society. - . aQ



28

When one examines power relationships beyond the constraints established by
organizational boupdaries and focuses on the potential impact on the human situation,
power can be intcri)i'cted to be a social psychological phenomcné that can account for much

of the interactive behavior that occurs between two or more people. This becomes

particularly evident when one begins to consider whether there are different forms of power .

that gan be used within an interpersonal relationship, both inside and outside bureaucratic
organizations. It is in the remainder of this chapter where the'muli-faceted forms of power

will be examined in more detail as it pertains to day-to-day interpersonal encounters among

people.

C. Social-PNs;ychological Perspectives of Social Power

There are many social-psychological theories developed that incorpogtc principles of

“ power in explaining interpersonal relationships among people. The interpretation of power
can be studied from a variety of social-psychological perspectives, including cognitive
theories, personality studies, Freudian and Neo-Freudian analysis as well as behavioral
investigations (Ng, 1980). The research presented in this section will focus on some of the
general motivational theori‘es which interpret uhaﬁorai patterns between individuals,
These include Heider's (1958) theory of interpersonal relations, as well as Thibaut and
Kelley's (1959) and Bld;‘_u's (1964) concepts of social exchange. In addition, overviews of
attribution theory and locus of control that pertain to principles of power will be presented.
Whenever possible, mléva:gt ;iotivational research conducted within sport situations will be

incorporated into the discussion.

Heider's:Theory of Interpersonal Relations
One approach to the understanding of how power is used in an interpersonal
relationship is to investigate a person's perceptions of the behavior of others. Hcidg:r's\__;

(1958) concept of "naive asalysis of action” attempted to explain the intricacies of

v

3
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intetperson'al behavior by using everyday language and by describing typical enco‘unters, : ’;{;r

~ Many theortsts believe that Hetder s approach wasa mtlestone m the early understandugg of:

DR

| . how mterpersonal relanonshxps funcnoned and that 1t prowded t'he foundatlon for latter
' 'developmcnts 1n attnbutlon research (e g., Jones & Daws, 1965 ththjOhn 1978 Ng,

1980; Seibold & Spitberg, 1982; Shaw & Costanzo, 1982). > “ |
7 ’I'he basw pre&se underlymg Helder s mvesngatton of mterpersonal relatxonshlps

: ‘1s that there must be some sort of cause or. acnon behtnd every type of human interaction.”
,‘ _.Accordmg to Helder one could attnbute events as resultmg from' elther personal or
’ ) lxmpersonal causes. An 1mpersonal cause was 1nterpreted as betng an act of nature oran.
| accrdent whxle personaf causes were based on human 1nteractxons, mshes and senumeﬁt,s

w “:'{‘,,’J e
e

Personal mtenuons can have posmve and negatlye consequences For mstance; "one

msm g_Qn_fem or g;_es a beneﬁt such asa gtft praise or help, but one mﬂ_tqts gmge_s

or: gg_mmm a harm, ‘such as an msult or mJury" (Hetder, 1958 p..262)
Hetder relied on two major factors to classxfy the meamng of’ power w:thm :
mterpersonal relattonshxps The first factor that one could use in estabhshtng the use of

Ry \

- pow;r was the dtsposmonal concept of "cah " Helder translated "can" as bemg a person 'S

7 ability, which in tum wasa reﬂectlon of a person S P°W°f "Ab‘hty' both mental and. .

\.

' phystcal plays a frequent,gpd SIgmﬁcant role in determmmg a person s power A person. o .
~ with strength and skill can row the boat further than one less favorably equxpped. A clever |
" man can do more thirigs than a stupld one" (p 93). - ' |

Once it has. been deterrmned that a person is capable of using’ power it 1s necessary
v'to make a ]udgment on the. persons mouvauon for usmg power To do thxs, Helder
_believed that it was necessary to 1dent1fy a person 's mtentxons as well as to measure the
| exeruon or effort behmd the mteracuons Th1s defined "trymg," the second factor that
B Hetder used i m deﬁmng power The presence of i 1ntentlon and exertibn were both B

necessary for "trymg" to have any tmpact on behavroral change Intentlon related to a

' ‘person s destre to uttltze hxs or her abthty Concurrently, it was 1mportant to consxder the L i

S
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effort that a person was wﬂhng to exert m accomphshtng a parucular action. ‘Hexder

skl ,'stressed that a wish does not necessanly produce "trymg " For mstance. a person may

" “wantto to influence another pcrson ina pamcular way, but may not exert any effort toward

'producmg that outcome. Regandless of the reasqn a lack of effort results in "trymg as

‘being equated to'zero,. since this lack of effort would not ltkely produce any mfluenual

" change. - , \\f.‘,
; .,, '\ Helder noted a number of addmonal elements whxch could influence

and "trymg" ‘factors underlyrng one's use of power wrthm a relauonshlp Wi

'

the "can"

gardtoa‘

’ person s ablhty, changlng mood states such as fattgue or frustrauon could temporanly alter

one's ability to do somethmg \One could also be restralned cither soc1ally or legally from

N ,usmg power For instance, a parent has the power (one &"can") to punish a chxld

However it may not be socrally or legally acceptable 10 pumsh the child i m tlte presence of

. others, since too much physrcal force could be construed as Chl)]d abuse (whrch is’ agamst

B the law and. contrary to certain soc1a1 norms)

One can also exar&xe variables that could mﬂuence the amount of exemon (or lack

. of 1t) put forward by a person using power Hetder proposed that in addmon to the

- assessment of a person's ablhty, the use of power w1th1n 1nterpersonal relattonshrps was

: very dependent on a person's value system The dermmants of a value system can be

' very mtncate and 1nclufe assessments of desrrc and pleasure, sentiments (hkmg. ot

.hlong), spec1ﬁc "oughts" and "values," requests and commands, and beneﬁts and harm.

As value systems are al to every 1nd1v1dual assumptlons are made as to why a

‘ partmular acuon sel ted and used from either the actor sor the observer s pomt of L

" view. This can result in rnany entmely dlffenent mterpretatrons of a set of acttons

Common “sense psychology leaves no doubt that ere are rmportant
 differences i in . ... cases of causal attribution and evaluative judgment. The

differences are recogmzed by such ordmary comments as: he tried to help

me but he didn't know how; he did it becausehe ham 1 refused his gift; -

~ ~he didn't mean to hurt me; his kind words are insin
. dtsgulse, his pnesent is really a bribe. (Hexder 1958 p- 253)

itis-a blessmg in



| Herder’s theortes also demonstrate the degree to whtch a person can attemﬂt to.
| vtnﬂuence or produce effects omheﬂhﬁzr of another Under the premise of a socral |
" ’power mteractxon, Hetder made reference to the vanauon between a request and command
and the implications for further mterpretatton of behavror within the relauonshrp The
parameters outhmng the differences’ between the -two forms of behavior are basedon

: factors in the ekternal environment combined wi‘th a person's value system. A request‘is‘
generally based -on sentiments: "When [p] asks o to do somethmg, he implies that he is
| dependent ono' 5 good wxll o should doit because of a posmve attttude toward p" (p

E - 247). Commands are more forceful and accordmg to Herder more accurately demonstrate

- the power of pto reward or pumsh 0 based ont the comphance to the command Heider
* noted tH

: p rson " asks otodo somethmg, it can have the meamng of commandmg, though it may

"there are no sharp boundaries between aslung and commandrng If a supenor

-not bc phrased asa command" (p 247). Such an mterpretauon would depend on extemal :
factors w1th1n the env1ronment, such as the: recognmon of a person's posmon of ofﬁce :

: thhin some formal orgamzattonal stmcture
: * L] " ’ K .

The Attributlon Process S

‘. ,-”

Heider's (1958) mtcrpretat10n of mterpersonal relatxonshrps have provrded the
foundatton for further undcrstandtng of the personal percepnons of human behavror 'I‘hts
is pamcularly evident when one mvesugates formal attribution theones In. order to
'understand human behavror, most attnbunon theo;-tes propose that there are cettam

processes that du'e&t aperson's ’nnon, ideas, and feelmgs toward events in the
. B o\

, envmonment

'l'he events which serve as obJects of percepnon mrght consist of the actions

of social others, one's own actions, and/or environmentally produced

_effects. Attribution theory is typtcally concerned with the processes and
- schema invoked by*the perceiver in assigning causes to these events. .

Through such causal analyses the perceiver arrives at inferences about the

. dtsposmons of other persons and htmself/herself as well as mferences



;ggut the stabrhty of ‘ehvironrhental entities. (Shaw & Gostanzo, 1982; p.

When analyzmg the use e of power w1th1n mterpersonal relauonshnps. one must not ) |
’ _thmk of power as some fomi of "obgect" that people use to control other people Rather.
~one should thmk of power asa force or parucular fonn of behavior that alters another s
‘behav1or or acuons As such vmually any attnbutton theory that exdrhines causes or
laltematrves of beha\(tor within social i mteractxon can be apphed when analyzrng a power
relatronshrp Understandmg the given snuatton is 1mportant though, t{s "many effects ona
‘person s decrsxons may have nothmg to do with the behav10r of other actors but may reflect
~ his internal states, natural events, the phys;_al— envuonment and soforth" (Gamson. 1974
p. 20). | | |
There are several attnbuuon theortes that mvesthate the meantngs behmd - hp -

mterpersonal mteracuon One of the most promment is Jones and Davrs (téss)

' correspondence mference theory which systematically exammes the validity of a

perceiver's inferences about what an actor was txymg to achieve by a particular acuon.

Y

. 'pnmanly based on what is known about the actor.. 'ke adequate assessments of

2

: behawor the perceiver must ﬂfst‘be able to observe an overt action of the person in
questlon. Second, the pencerver _shci)'?fld‘have some basrc understanding of th'e act’or's '
knowledge)and abrhty relative to the actton Jones and Davis proposed that the overall -

‘ result of the attribution process was to detenmne whether there lS a correspondence or
relattonshtp between the tnferred reasons behind an action and the underlymg
charactenstlcs of the actor The strength of the correspondence was dependent on the

' strength of the cornelauon between the charactensucs of the actor and the act 1tself/ When

analyzing parttcular actions performed by a person an observer derives hypotheses or

. explananons to deterrmne whether the the actlons that were observed were mtentlonal on
the part of the person, and that these actlons were logically based on what the observer i

knows about the person and about the social situation where the particular actions were

- observed. For e)tample, ifa coach was known to have a bad témper, a perceiver who

-
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observed the coach yelling at an athlete might infer that the action demonstrated the 'coach's -
nasuness The authors also noted, however, that personal racteristics can contributeto |

the assessment of an actton, but will not usually be the only»reason or explanation In the
above example, itis quite possxble that the coach's anger was also a result of the athlete
_ disobeying the coach's directmn . |

- _In derivmg a meamng for an action, it was: also suggested that the perceiver

consxder alternative actions that were avmlable but were not taken by the actor. Any given
~ action (or altemative actions) can have muluple consequences. "As perceivers of hction
we can only begin to understand the mouvcs prompting an act if we view the effects of the
act in the framework of effects that other-actions could have achieved" (Jones and Davis,

1965 p. 223). This not only helps define the intentions that underlie behavior, but also

enhances the desn'abiltty of one action pver another. Jones and Davis also noted *

o Judgmental differences that could result if personal involvement ex1sted between the actor

ahd the observer. l=or instance, if an actor was disliked by the observer, these feelings

could mﬂuence the observer's explanation of assessmg the intention$ and actions of the

* actor m‘a socxal situation. Although this theory is not devoted solely to power

relauonships, one can see the potennal of ustng Jones and Dav1s theory for such an

analysis. , A o "

' | Schopler and Layton's (1974) explanetion of interpersonal inﬂuence is an ‘
: application' of attribution theory to attempt to identify the vvays in which power can be

' attnbuted by observets or actors. The framework proposed by the authors places

| behavioral i mterartion on a time stream. Given an interaction between two lncuvxduals,

behawor change in one of the people was uuttally determmed on the basisof two

~ corresponding events, whene the first event xs denoted time 1, the second as ime 2. A

basic assumpuon in the framework was that exertion of power was not evxdent if behavior
assoctated w1th the second event appears to bea logical prognessxon fmm behavmr ‘

assocnated w:th the ﬁrst event As w1th most other attribuuon theories, acknowledgm ga
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power relationship between two .people whene one person's behavior has been altered
involves makmg a Judgment as to whether or not the other. person was responsible for. the B
: subsequent change of behavror ‘ -

Accordmg to the proposed framework Person A will atmbute power to

himself if his interactions with B lead to a change in B which was not

predictable from B's initial state but was predictable from A's interventions,
- The consequences of A's interactions ‘depend not only upon the
characteristics of his responses -- their strength and dirgction - but also
upon B's characteristics. (Schopler & Layton, 1974, p. 41) - '
As with the Jones and Davrs (1965) theory, making an accurate assessment of the
power relauonshrp may requme one to obtain addmonal information about the actors as well
as accounting for factors in the envuonment where the mteractxon occurned For tnstance a
common env1ronmental contmgency for assessmg the exeruon of power is knowmg
‘ whether the mﬂuencer occuptes a recognized position that gives him or her the nght to.
change anothers behavior. Other s1tuattonal factors may be influential in determtnmg how "
power is used _ m |

' Dependmg on the necessuy for mducrng a behavror change, many theonsts have
suggested that power can vary in degree and i 1ntens1ty (e.g., Btzioni, 1970 French &
Raveﬁb 1959 Kaplowitz, 1978; Kipnis, 1974, Olsen, 1970; Schopler, 1965) For
| mstance Kaplowrtz (1979) proposed that the dtfferences of interests between two pames
of equal stature may constitute a power struggler Ifa behavror change in one of the parties
~occurs, then one can attribute power to the | party receiving the most preferred outcome.

'The way power was exerted would be dependent on how far apart the i mtcrests or desues
of' two people were and how necessary it was for a change of behavior to occur.

Kaplowrtz felt that threatening strategies would be rnost effective when i mterests were
opposed. Rewardtng acuons would be more appropnate if the i mterests were mdependent
.whtle logical persuasron would be the best cause of action if interests were similar, . ¢
While behavroral patterns of the actors may be fhe result of exertion of power, it

rmght not be possrble to observe or assess prectsely how the change occumed (Helder,

.'3
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| 1958' Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1972; Seibald & Spitzberg, 1982). An example of
this is knowmg whether a person'’s self-rchance ;s ‘high or low. Individuals who strongly
believe that they have pcrsonal control over their own behavror will be mobre resistant m
believing that their behavioral change was the result of the mﬂucncc\of another persorr
(Rotter, 1966; Sohop.lcr & Layton, 1974). In order to deri\\;e this conclusion, an observer
' wou_ld‘ha_ve to have had previous knowledge of thc pcrsonaiitics of thc individuals involved .
in the interaction. | - ‘v - ”
- In assossixlg actions in sport,vit appcars that attribution rosearctr has foouscd on the

* achievement-orientation of sport rather than investigating the various interpersonal

.  relationships thiat exist. The primary reasoni for this is the assumption that the behavioral

actions in-sport are geared toward the wining/losing phcnomcnon or thc measurement of
success and failure in sport (Brawley & Roberts, 1984; Rejesln & Brawley, 1983; Weiner,
1975). Howevcr. itis b_ocouung apparent that limiting attribution rcsearch to the win/loss g.'
scenario ignoros much of the other actions and behaviors that occur in the sports setting.
Even if outcomc is still considcrod to be the driving factor in sport, "asoriptions could also
_ be made about outcomes conocmmg skill dcvclopmcnt. outcomes concemmg the
undcrstandmg of strategy, or outcomcs of the rappon bctwccn playcr and coach, athlete or
- family" (Brawley & Roberts 1984, p. 212)

Rejeski and Brawlcy (1983) have argued that the lack of research on all types of
: mterpersonal mlanonshxps in sport 1s a serious oversight. Fori instance, the authors
\suggestod that more work noeds to be done on the coach-athlctc relatmnshxp "One aspect of
." thq.xplauonshxp that needs to be examined is to see how power is used by the coach and

hi athletes react to the coach's USe of power. Some pmlimihary research has begun on

mcasunng athletc and coach pc;rccpnons of the coach's lcadcxslup capabilities (Homc &

Carron, 1985). but this approach by the authors' own admxssxon, is still in its mfancy
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Locus of Control ‘ w

In understandmg power relanonshxps between mdmduals, it is often necessary to -

be aware of what motivates people to either influence or be influenced by others. One A,
 theory that(was developed to assess this aspect of human behavior was Roiter's (1966) :
~ locus of control theory. By definition, locus of control is a personality variable that refers

to thc amount of personal control that mdmduals feel they have over what happens to them

ina given situation. Rotter (1966) oonceptuahzed that personal control could be viewed on

an 1nrcrnal-extemal contmuum. On_ the one extreme.‘an individual would be classiﬁed as
having a belief in iniemal control if, it was pereeived that he or-she had full control over
personal behavxor On the other extreme, ifa person consrstently attnbuted outcomes of

events as bemg due to extemal factors such as luck, chance, or under control of powcrful

others rather than personal behav1or, such a person would be classiﬁed as having a belief in

‘external control. For example, if an internally oriented person scored a point in a tennis

: match hxs or her behef in the outcomc would be that the scomd point was a result of

personal skill. On thc other hand an extemally oriented individual would be more likely to ‘

attnbute a pomt to luck (e 8 a lucky bounce, bad move by the opponcnt) rather than to
personal ability. These two examples demonstrate extreme ends of the contmuum Itis

probable that the majority of people beheve «in a cornbmauon of mtemal and external

comrol

Ani 1mportant consldemtmn for opcrauonahzmg locus of control theory isan

understandmg of the effects of remforcement on a person's perceived control over personal

behavior. Social leammg theonsts suggest that behavior or actions are Tollowed by some

’:

sort of neward or remforcement A person's desire (or wﬂlmgness) to repeat the behavror
is depcndent on thvtype of rcmforcement received. A positive remforcement promotes a
reoccurrence of behavwr whxle negauve reinforcement would dxscourage reoccurrence
(Shaw and Costﬁmo 1982) However, mdmduals might not have full control over:
whether or not they wish to- pursue a behavror (Lacey, 1979) With respect to
Q

!

y
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rcinforcqmcnt_, Rottef (19§6) suggested that if an individual feels in control of the situation,
then the reinfofcement received from the behavior wil be influential for the person to repeat
the behavior in the future, If the individual does not feel 'pcrsonal control ovcf his or her
behavior, then the reinforcement-received will not influence future performances (either
‘positively or negatively). |
In terms of understanding power rclationslijps, the locus of control concept has

only been used sparingly. Minton (1972) believed that feelings of powcr were very much
intaninéd with a personal belief structure. As such, one could cxbcct that those with a
strong internal locus of control would perceive themselves as powcrful while externals
would perceive themselves as powerless.

One should not conclude from this that thosc,wifh an external locus of control

~ orientation never achieve positions of power. The orientation may, however, be influential

in how that person behaves in power situations. In an experimental cnvironmcnt,'
FC‘ioodstadt and Hjelle (1973) found that the way one chose to influence another was
dependent on whether a person had an internal or external orientation. The authors found
that persons high in internal control inﬂuéncedi__:othcrs by géntle persuasion or promises,
while those high in external control made extensive use of threats @punishmcnts. It was
felt that the modes of behavior chosen were directly related to a person's self-confidence,

where thosg who lacked it personally believed that positive forms of influence would not

- succeed and thus relied on coercive power.

Social Exchange and Power—  — - -

Another intcrpersoﬁal theory that is useful for understanding power relationships is

- thatof social exchange. The basic premise of social exchange theory is that in any social

interaction, people will attempt to maximize the rewards obtained from the interaction and
minimize costs in order to obtain a profitable or worthwhile outcome. It is important to

note that social interaction with another in an exchange relationship is not necessarily
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eqmvalent to a zero-sum game in wluch the gams of some result in the losses of others.
"Quite the contrary, mdmduals associate with one another because they all profit from thelr A
, associanon But they do not ncccssanly all profit equally, nor do they share the cost of
providing the benefits equally" (Blau. 1964, p. 15). For example, many interactions are
mutually satisfying for bothparu?s, such as two friends who enjoy hiking together. It is
possible, however, that the diff'gq?lty of arike might result in one person enjoying the
activity more that mé other ! ' ‘ :
. Homans (1974) fdlt that there were two important reinforcement contingencies
undcrlymg social cxchx(ngg: behavior. The first of these was a personal evaluation of
sugccess, whcre acuot{s thrat result in a reward for a person would likely be repeated in the
future. Homans notcd however, that the value of the reward obtamcd for the action is also
assessed by the mdmdual While he believes that rewards obtamed from an action that are
valued by a pcrsdn will likely result in the individual repeating the action, the continuance

N

" of the action wolxld be dependent on the value placed on thc reward. For ins&tancc, not all
rewards are B,érceived as being of equal value, or a too freducnt administration of the same
reward ma‘yﬁevcntually décréasc the valuc. of that reward. Under the premise of social
exchange thcory, it was felt that an interaction that resulted in rewards exceeding costs
realized a pmﬁt for an indivié‘qal, and hence was valuable for that person. A second
conti‘hgcncy tﬁat one must consider when engaging in an intcrpersonal relaﬁoﬁghip is that 5\\, N
person is always confronted with a number of potential ways to behave. Homans ndted

) that ideally, an mdmdual needs to assess all possible courses of action and pick the one

that would result i m the best return.

Some menuon needs to be made as to what constitutes rewards and éosts for
individuals cngaged m interpersonal relationships. Blau (1964) suggested that rewards and
costs are vcry mdmduahsnc, in so far as a reward for one person might be interpteted as a
cost to anqthcr chcnhclcss, he believed that positive scnumcnts such as affection,

approval, tmst and respect derived from an interpersonal encounter were usually interpreted -



.

ufewuds.&'Com would usually be based on how much of a person's time, gffort and
resources were used in the interaction.

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) made a specific use of the theory of social exchange to
explain how power affected interpersonal relationships. Initially, the authors' ideas
followed the basic framework of social exchange, where people enter int?) iqtcrpcrsonal
rclaﬁonships in order to obtair; some personal goal, which can be (but does not have to be)
unique for each person in the relationship. Through the course of interaction, each person
weiéhs the rewards and costs that result from paﬁicipation in the relationship. Thibaut and
Kelley suggested that every individual entering a relationship with another has a personal
comparison level (CL), which was "a standard by which the person evaluates the rewards
and costs of a given relationship in terms of what he feels he 'deserves™ (p. 21).
Outcomes that fell above the person's CL would be satisfying and attractive for the person,

hile\the reverse would be true for outcomes that fell below the set standard. In any

Ip;-€ach person has a repertoire of possible behaviors that can be used.

However, the behavior of one person would be depéndcnt-on how the other person .

reacted. According to Thibaut and Kelley, this was an initial step in establishing an |

exchange of power or influence within a relationship. o Y
Thibaut and Kelley believed that in a dyadic relationship, each person was capable

of exercising power over the other. A pdwcr relationship was established when one person’

in the dyad becomes capable of contmlhng the rewards and costs of the other person As

such, the outcome of the interaction is under thc control of the person exercising power

over the other. The authors went on to suggest that power in a relationship could be

defined in tWo ways. The first form of power was denoted fate control, where person A,

by varying his/her behavior, could alter person B's bcfxavior, regardless of whah did. In

other words, A has absolute control over B's fate. One can see how this works by

analyzing the &ispmportionate power rel;nionship that existed in German internment camps

during the Second World War. Regardless of the way prisoners behaved, they were
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completely at the mercy of the Gestapo, who often enforced nonsensical rules which
originated from the whims of one or more of the guards (Frankl, 1977). ,
The second form of power was defined as behavior control. This occurred when
A, by varying his behavior, made it desirable for B to also vary his behavior, while
maintaining olutcomes that were desirable for A. ~ The amount of behavior control "wxll
depend upon the values to B of the various outcomes. A's behavior control is greater the
more B stands to gag) by adjustmg his behavior in accord with A's behavioral choices"
(Thibaut and Kelley, 1959, p. 103). Although the person being control.led is unable to alter .
the outcome under the parameters of behavior control, there is still a perceived belief that.' he
or she has a choice in the actions that will best gchieve the outcome.
A slightly diffcrept interpretation of power unger the parameters of social exchange
\9 put forward by Blau (1964). Within the thco;'y of social exchange, Blau's concept of
power was based on a relationship where one pcrsoh was asked to supply some sort of
unique commodity, service or need to anothér. Under these terms, a power relationship
was established when the strong pcrsdn (defined as the one with the service) was ina
position to barter with the weaker person (the one who required the service). On the basis
of a defined need, an individuai (A) who required the unique services of another (B) would
have up to four alternative courses of action. First, A could enter into a reciprocal
exchange with B if person A could provide somethin g in retum. Second, A could try to
obtain the needed service elsewhere. Third, A c‘t_)uld coerce B into providing the service,
but only if A was capable of such an act ¢in which case, A would have power ovcf B). The
g(\)urth alternative was that A could attempt to do withoutlthc'scrvicc, or determine whether
| some sort of substitute was available. If these four alternative forms of action were not
feasible, and person A decided that the services provided by B were necessary, then A and
B would enter a power relationship. "A person who commands services others need, and
who is independent of any at their commar;d, attains power over others by making the
satisfaction of their need contingent on their compliance” (Blau, 1964, p. 22). The
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mcdsurcment of the exchange was then dépendznt on each pcrson;s intcrph:tation of the
situatjan.

For e;ample, a girl with whom a boy is in love has power over him, since his
eagerness to spend time with her prompts him to make their time together especially
pleasant for her by succumbing to her wishes. There are a multitude of ways to interpret
this scenario; ncvénhelcss, one can surmise that both parties obtain rewards bht incur
costs. For the girl, her rewards include the successful excrtion of power in that the couple
are spending time together doing what she wants to do. The possible costs for the glrl are
not evident, though it is possible that her emotional attachment toward the boy are not as
strong as his are for her. She might, for example, be taking advantage of his fechngs
to&d her in order to do a particular activity. For the boy, his reward is that he gets to
spend time with the girl; his cost is that pahgcxpation in the activity may not be as enjoyable
for him. Both the boy and girl need to assess ﬂémcr the outcome (spending time fogcthcr
doing the chosen activity) was worthwhile. This again is dependent on whether each

person’s rewards was perceived as being greater than his/her costs.

D. Leadership Behavior and Power
There are countless behaviors associated with leadership. Of all the ddaycd

characteristics though many theorists have noted that power is one of the ':ent

behav1oral foundations for descnbmg how leaders act and maintain their status (e g Bass
1960; Cartwright & Zander, 1968a; Cohen A. 1980; Katz & Kahn, 1978; TCdCSChl
Schlcnkgr, & Bonoma, 1973; Wexley & Yukl, 1977; Yukl, 1981). Power is almost
always associated with a formalized lcadership position, regardless of whether or not the
individual in the position chooses to use it. "When people say 'X has the authority' to
enforce ‘panicularfl)ehaviors ... [they are rcferxing‘ to] the influence which is both prescribed
for the holder of an office in a social system and seen as his or her right to exert by the

-other members of it" (Cohen et al., 1980, p. 247). The use of power varies considerably

N
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amo'ng leaders. Fiedler (1967) stressed that leaders walk a fine line between using too

ks

much or too little power when dealing with subordinates. Some enjoy wiélding power;

others do not. Some use it appropriately, while others do not. Tedeschi, Schlenker and
Bonoma ‘(1973) felt that there were many factors that could affect a leader's methods of

altering a subordinate's behavior:

A person's value preferences, his habitual manner of biasing the
‘probabilities of receiving rewards or gunishments. and other personal
characteristics are important factors that affect how often he tries to
influence otherg, Among his personal charac(teristic_s are his self-
confidence, sta pertise, and prestige. (p. 97)

Power can v. W its form and its magnitude. For instance, several authors

believed that most 1 a formal setting would have position power. Position
poncr refers to power that one inherits when entering a particuiar job (Bass, 1960; Etzioni,
1961; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Yukl, 1981). Yuld (1981) felt that pésition power was
particularly uscful »\:hcn the leader "needs to influence subordinate coﬁrpliam!e with
unpopular rules or procedures” (p. 63). In addition, some leaders may a}so possess
personal power; ;his is often associated with the leader's potential to be charfsmatic,
According to Yukl, "the opportunity to use forms of influc.ncc Such as‘persuasion. rational

)\ Ll
faith and personal identification depends more on the characteristics of the leader than on

the attribut®s of the position" (p. 24). One must realize, however, that the use of personal

o power by the leader will also be very dependent on the interpersonal relationships that exist

between the leader and the followers. Personal power will quickly disappear if the’ ‘
followers fecl that ihcy are not being treated properly by the leader (Etzioni, 196i). ]
Leadership Styles and Power

One method of assessing how power is used by the leader is to examine the various
styles that leaders display in their intcra‘ctions with thcir\ subordinates. Initially, Lewin and
Lippit (;938) proposed that mcn; were two types of leadership behavior. On the one hand,

a leader could adopt an authoritarian style that placed a heavy emphasis on work or tasks,



. opportumty to make thel.r own demsrons

e socxal and physrcal envuonment Accordmg to commgcncy theory the reqmsrte attnbutes

the suuatlon ;,nto accoynt ’(Bass, 1981 cYukl 1981) The basrs of the model w‘ds that ' s

_ | scale called the LPC scale, where leaders were asked to rate their "least preferred co-
| worker“ (LPC) erdler suggested that leaders who' ob_
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Yﬂ Plﬂccd a mlmmal cmpha51s on personal relathnSthS Conversely, a leader could also (
“take on a democratxc sfyle Whlch placed miore. emphas1s on personal relauonshrps than on

-tasks. In alater study, Tannenbaum and Schrmdt (1958) elaborated on the vanous forms

. of leadershlp that could exrst between the two extremes oh the basxs of the amount of

decrston malungd’hat was. shared between the leader and the subordmates (see Flgure 1. It,

- canbe seen that a greater degree of trust exists between the leader and subordmates as one |

moves from an authontananmode to a democratlc fonn of leadershrp This does not mean -

“thata leader loses power over the subordmates in such a progressron Rather the leader

chooses not to overly dormnate the sgbordmates, and mstead gnres them o

- There have been many other models developed that define leadershxp style Oneof '
the most popular approacheshas been connngency theory whlch,descnbes the leader-

A subordmate relatxonshlp in terms of destgnated tasks, hurnan mteracuon and the parucular ,

Vv
for producnve leaderslnp are g_onnnggm on the external ,1tuatron, to be effecnve, a p‘erson s

' style of leadershlp may have to Shlft frorn one: srtuatton to anoth,er (Fledler, 1967 Hersey & ‘

LR

Blanchard 1977 House, 1971 Yukl 1981) Fledler 3 (1967) contmgency theory of
leadershrp effecnveness was the ﬁxst and probably the most w1dely known theory that took

- “The group's performance wfll be contlngent upon the appropnate matehmg T
of leadership Style and the degree of favorableness of the group situation for ™
the leader, that is, the degree to-which the situatiogprovides the leader with - -

~influence o;er his group members. | The' mo?’pl suggests that group

- performance gan, therefore, be 1mproved either by modifying tiye leader s.
style or by. odlfymg the group-task srtuanon (Fredler 1967 p. 1'51)

T |
The method that Fredler utthz.ed to assess

lectrvenss of a leader was a br-polar atutude

] ah?éh LPC: Score Would

show morertolerance and less personal blas tow hls or her subordmates than a leader! . ;:‘ :



Frgure 1 The Contmuum of Leadershlp Behav;or.
, A o o ongmally appeared in _
‘ Tannenbaum AS &Schrmdt WH (1958) How to choosea leadershtp pattem. _
| aggd 3usi ess ex;eﬂ 16 96, ‘
Thrs matenal has been removed because of the unavatlabthty of copyrtght permnsston :
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The ﬁgure has the followmg seven access pomts to descnbe how a leadershtp style

_f*_can move from an extreme authorttarran perspectlve to an extreme democratrc posmon

i Gomg from authontanan to democratlc, these are:
a

Cs Leader makes demsron and announces it (extreme authontanan/task onented)

L Leader presents problem gets 1deas and makes decision

- Leader defines hrmts, asks group to make decrsron

- Leader pemnts subordmates to functron w1thm limits deﬁned by superior (extreme -

democranc/persononented) B O ST I PR




| jwho obtamed a low LPC score Fredler went on to say that a leader who had a hrgh LPC
| score would be a relauon-onented type person, whrle the low LPC score leader would be a

A v :
ask-onented individual. o : ' : ..
| Whrle the LPC scores are useful for classrfymg the leader's feelings toward the
followers, Fredler (1967, 1971)” also noted that it was very 1mportant to categorrze the

- possible srtuattons that leaders could be faced w1th In addition to the»leader/follower

» ‘relatronshrp cnterra Fredler felt that the nature of the srtuauoh was dependent on two other

Ed

|  important. factors The ﬁrst faqpr centered on estabhshmg the degree to which the leader

. percerves a posrtron of power and/or mfluence over. the followers (both 1n a posmvc and

&

'- were engaged in (i.e., was it highly structured such that the leader could clearly d1rect the

j"ffollowers or was it more undefined and left open for the followers to interpret). Fredler felt

| that the applrcauon of the three factors for assessment of leadershrp behavior demonstrated

that dxff'erent types of groups requrred drfferent types of leaderslup For example, "A ," |
leader wrth one type of leadershrp style may perform very well ina group in whrch he .

- enjoys htgh posrtton power and very good leader—member relatrons, but he may fail i ina - '

- group i in whrch hrs posmon power is weak and hrs leaderinember relatrons are poor

‘ LPC leaders tended to perfonn bettai‘ 1h extneme srtuauons "when the quahty of leader ‘\

s

(Fredler, 1967 p 33) ,
Fredler (196?‘ 1977) conducted extensrve research relatmg leaders LPC scores to

task structu;'e and percepubn of posmonal power He found that the low (or task oriented)”

member.relauonshrps, the‘demf task structure and the posmon power of the leader
.

N
LA

, ?ier altogether hrghly favorable or altogether hi ghly unfavorable to the leader"

¢h :&

(Bess, 1981, p. 348)* High LPC leadiers tended to be most effective in the other sitdations

that were more rntermedrate 1n terms of: favorable control Gne explanatron for these

- ; drfferences was based on the leader s drfferences inp rims and secondary goals with .

i,
-

. “ negatrve fashron) The second factor was notmg the srrucmre of the task that the followers o

B NN

| _ ‘ srtuatron Inthe extrerne o P
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situations, the low LPC lcadcr is effectxvc because cmphasts is placed on the '
accomphshmcnt of thc task (thc mterpcrsonal mlauonshrps, though favorable in one
‘extreme, are nonetheless ummportant to the low LPC leader). The high LPC leader cannot

functron as well in the extreme sltuau,ons becausc the accomphshmcnt of the task is not a

pnmary motxve for this leader. The high LPC leader will funcuon better in the intermediate

4
sxtuauons l;ecause the§ sxtuauons demand that a certain amount of good mtcrpcrsonal

| relations'bc‘és sl j % j,p? nsure an effectxvc, condusive atmosphere erdlcr (1971)

'v".

concludcd that- one should not ¢liminate crther type of lcadcr rather both "task motivated as

\well as relanon motlvatcd typcs of leaders can be effecuve lcadcrs pmudgd_xmmm \

Alth_ gh Frodlcrs contmgcncy model has been utilized in sport lcadcrshrp

'

research, thosc studies that havc mcorporatod it havc not produccd very succcssf\jﬁ-lts
Inc10ng ( 1974 as'cited by Straub 1980) hypothesnwd that high LPC scores of basKetball

coaches. WOuld be positively correlated wnth pcrformancc effcctwcnss in moderately -

i favorablc s1tuanons and negahvely correlatcd in vcry favo:able and unfavorablc srtuatwns

Although the correlauons were m the hypothesrzed dmecnon, none were stansucally

-

s1gmﬁcant. Incrong concludod that leadershxp style was unrelated to team succcss in

. basketball Ina rmnor hockcy situation as well (participants aged 12-14), Damclson ( 1974)

did not find support for Fiedler's contmgcncy model. Rathcr Danielson found that in very

_ | "fav‘orable and unfavorable condmons, the more relauon oncntcd the coach, thc grcatcr is
h15 cffccnveness" (p 91). Thls fmdmg was in complctc contradrctxon to Fiedler's -

hypothcsxs Srmﬂarly, rcscarch by Naylor (1976), Hor,wood (1979) and Gordon (1981)

N
o found no support for Fwdlcr s hypothcsxs that hlgh LPC scores would corrclate posmvcl y

with coachmg effecuvencss (defined on thc basrs of wmmng pcrccntages and
champronshsps won) It should b& noted, howcvcr, that all of these studuffhad vcry httlc
ﬂextb:hty w1th nespect to situational parametcrs (1 ¢., teams from the same sport and lcvel

of competmdh were compared in cach study) In ordcr to be cffectlvc Flcdlcr s modcl .

1
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requires a variance in the situation, Chelladurai and Carron (1978) concludeduthat "u;‘tho« 7
- absence of differences in the sxtuattonal parameters, Fiedler's model cannot be’ adequately
tested“ (p 29). o ' . i 4‘ )
~ On the basrs of established leadershlp concepts, Che‘lladural (1984a, 1984b)

developed a conttngency model that pertamed spectﬁcally to sport (thure 2)
| Chelladurat s mBdel exarmnes the varytng degrees of leadershtp behavior w1th respect to
situational antecedents Under these parameters, the model is used to analyze the '
m'formance and sansfacnon outcomes of the followersJThe model nnphes that "member
, perfomtance fnd satxsfactton area funcnon of the congruence between actual leader ‘
. behavror and a members preference for such behavror" (Chelladural, 1984a, P. 28).
W Chelladurm proposed that the sports envmgnmnt dtmensmn of the model has three
: antecedents the sxtua.aona?charactensttcs of the env1ronment 1tself (e.g. actual =
competition, pracuce {?tc ) the charactensucs of the leader (coach) and the cltaractensucs
of the f%llowers (athléﬁes). In the model, "these srtuatronal vanables consrdered in
combmauon are wewgd as setting lrrmts or bounﬂanes for the set of behawors considered
appropriate for the leader Thus, the leader's behavror must broadly conﬁgm to prescnbed
norms which have evolved as a result of the impact of the various srtuauonal vanables" _
_(Chelladurat & Carron, 1978, p. 65) |

| ‘The second pomon of the model focuses on the behav10r of the leader. The
mmmm is dependent on the situational charactensttcs within thc sport

o " envu'onment For example, Chelladurax felt that coaches might have to drs;;lay different

: behavrors in game as opposed to pmcttce s1tuatrens BECMJ&M is v1ewed as being

a combmatton of s1tuattonal charactensncs of the environment and the athletes’ prefenences
as to how the coach shogld behave Chelladul'at noted that the Sxtuattonal charactensttcs

will also be mfluennal for thts type of behavror in as much as it will be the s1tuatton that

also shapes the percepnons of the athletes. The acnm_bg_hgﬂp_r_, while pnmanIy derived on |
' the basis of the personal charactensttcs and overall behavxor of the leader, also w1ll be

. . «
] . . »
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“influenced by the behavior dictated by the sittlation'as well asOy the -behavior th‘a‘t‘the
athletes would prefer the coach to dtsplay The actual behavior, however, is the pnme
determinant for the third dimension of the model, this bemg the measured performance and

' sausfac_tlon outcomes of the athletes themselVes. Chelladurar and Carron (1978) noted that

if the required, br’efer‘red and actual behaviors were all conéruent, an ideal. outcome would |

oceur, In most situations, however, there will be a dlscrepancy between what is ideal and

what at:tually occurs. | v

In accordance with the model, it was also felt that there were many dtmensrcms of
leader behavxor in sport that needed to be identified to derive an appropnate leadershrp style |

(Chelladurar 1984a; Chelladurai & Saleh 1978; 1980) Initiglly, 99 items that descnbed

leader behavior within athletic situations were identified. gh factor analysm, ﬁve

factors were' extracted. These \vene' training and instruction, democratic behavior, '
' autocrauc behavior, social support and positive feedback All of these factors were used
for assessmg the nature of the coach athlete relauonshrp

. " The first factor, training and instruction behavior, referred to the methods that allow

a parucrpant to develop and master skills, techmques and tactics of a sport. The second

’ _‘ factor, social support behavior, referred to the general feelings that can exist between a
coach and an athlete mdependent of the athlete's performance. Frlendshrp, mutual trust,
respect and warmth are descriptors;.of this behavior. The remaining factors were behaviors
that described the communication cpannels between a coach and his/her athletes. Positive
feedcback behavior was associated with the reinforcement a coach provided an athlete

| following a good pert‘ormanoe Democratic behavior occurred when a coach turned
decision making over to the athleses ‘:,We autocratic behavror on the other hand, was

displayed wheﬁ‘the coach.took an admvman stance and retained decrs1on makmg

- ‘authonty . »
B Using athletes from three sports (basketsall, wrestling, track and field) Chelladurai
(1984a) operauonahzeg lus model by companng personal perception for ideal leader

s

-
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dimensions of leader bohawor. he found that there was a discrepancy between the
bchawors that athletes would like the coach to have, compared to the actual displayed

behaviors. For each dimension of behavior, "the great perceptions relative to‘the

: pmferenceskin' Training and Instruction, Democratic ‘Behavior.‘ Social Support, and Positive |

Feedback, the lower thc perceptions relauve to the prcferenccs in Autocranc Behavior,

* the higher ::sﬁsfacuon with leadershlp" (p 36-37). Overall, parncxpants m basketball

were most sausﬁed with their coach's lcademhxp, followed by wrestlers and track and ﬁeld

participants. | o

There were xmxod results when personal satisfaction in sport was compamd wuh

| lcadcrshlp behavior. Nonc of the lcadcr behaviors influenced satisfaction wuh mdxvidual
performance.. Howcver, the leader behaviors of posmvc feedback enhanccd pamc:pants
satisfaction with team performance in basketball; lrmmng and instruction was particularly
important in track and ﬂeldﬁthletcs,'and training and instruction, democratic behavior and
social support enoou:ogeu‘ toom performance sausfacuon in wrestling, -A later study by
Weiss and Friedrichs (1986) asscsscd thc rclauOnsth between leader behaviors and athletic
sansfacnon and performance Usmg the methodology derived by Chelladurm (1984a), the
authors found that collchatc basketball players were more satisfied when coaches en gagcd

. in posmi feedback, socral support and democratic forms of behavior. From thcsc results,

one can

aathlcte S sausfacuon m sport

Authoritarian Behavnor : .

In assessing 1cadetsh1p behavior, itis 1mponax& have an undcrstandmg of both
authontanan and dcmocranc modes of behavior. When focusmg on power relations
though many theonsts havc pa1d pamoular attention to the effect of authoritarian behavxor
. onboth lcadcrs and subordinates (c.g., Chelladurax, 1984a; 1984b; Cratty, 1981; Flcdlcr,

nclude that ghere is some evidence to indicate that coaching styles can enhance an

K
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" 1967; Heddey & Blanchard, 1977; McGregor, 1960). Most of these theorists beliévc that
 leaders need to use authoritarian behavior at some poin;, though it is also felt that a reliance
| on such bchavior in the long run could be dct:imentél fdr maintainin_gl successful
rclationShips. According to Cratty (1981): | |
An authoritarian coach may be impeded ix‘l'the sensitivity and ﬂexibility he or
she can exhibit when attempting to understand and handle interpersonal
problems that arise on the team. Finally, this type of rigidity may prevent the
coach from examining and using new and potentially helpful practices
indicated by research in the biolpgical or behavioral sciences. (p. 26)
Extreme inémnccs of authoritarianism have been denoted vby some as Machiavell'iafn |
- behavidr._ Such people are cva'tcgorizec.l as displaying a iack of conventional rhor&lity and
lack of affect in interpersonal relationships. They geficrally have a mistrust in human
nature, and are not afraid to manipulate others in Qrder to achieve personal ends (Christie &
Geis, 1968; Drory & Gluskinos, 1980). - .
Authoritarianism and Mai:ﬁikvellianism are very similar co'xiccpts. Both concepts
ksharc similarities concerning interaction in personal relationships, particularly with respect
to who shoqld have power over Whom, why they should have power and how power
would be best used. There are, however, thre¢ important distinctions tha‘should be notcd.‘
The first difference is that authoritarianism is'thought of as a general, all encompassing
form of behavior._ The authoritarian personality has distincﬁve opinions on reli gion, war,
ideal society, human néture, cultural relationships and so on, which would be best' |
dcsc,ﬁ’bed asbcmg fasci'st (A.dornol et al., 1950). Machiavellian behavior i; less
encompassing and primarily limited to descriptions of how people deal with one another.
Any inferences about other aspects of 'society"}‘ can only be done indirectly (Robinson &
‘ Shaver, 1969). ] | | |
The second difference between the two lies in the form of questionnaire used to
) ineasnm each behaﬁor. Au_thpritaﬁan behavior is mcésm'ed with an F (for Fascism) scale
 that examines many facets of human behavior, including rigidity, intolerance of ambiguity,

racial gtitude, éggressiveness, and conformity. While the F scale was originally developed
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| by Adorno eul (“l 950), many Variations have been ereat\ed since then (see Robinson &
~ Shaver,.1969). Machiavellian behavior is measured with "Mach scales" specifically created
to examine ways in which 6ne might internct with other people (Christie & Geis, 1968),

- The third dtffcmnce between Authontanamsm and Machiavellianism lies in their
1deologtcal ortentatton Christie and Geis felt that those high in authoritarianism would
‘ tend to’evhluate others in moralistic terms such as suggesting what people "ought" to do,
thle“those hxgh in machiavellian behavior would evaluate an tnterpersonal situation in
opportumsnc terms, such as deterrmmng how one could manipulate or exploxt someone.
: Ch_r;stxe and Geis felt this dtffet'ence was substantiated when no significant correlation was |
| found between the Adorno ml F scale and the Mach scales.

~ Some effort has been qtade to study authoritarian behavior among coaches in the

sport environment. In part, rescarch in this area has been conducted to investigate the
validity of the stercotyptcal, ptcture of the sports coach. Often, the coach is depicted as "one

f pelentless and authoritarian, showing as much concem for the feelings and

welfare of h1s charges as a field marshall sending front line troops into battle” (Daly, 1980,
p- 3). Although media observation of patd professional coaches does little to eliminate the
stereotype (Curry & Jiobu, 1984; Hendry, 1972), some research indicates that not all

: conches act in this manner (Bain, 1973; Gordon, 1981; Horwood, 1979; Naylor, 1976;
Sage, 1974a; 1974b). For example, studies by Bain (1973) and Sagc!(l974a) also
compareti male sport coaches with' male teachers, college students, and businessmen in
terms of expressed authoritarian behavior. No differences between any of these aggregates
were found.

Although these findings demonstrate the fallacy of act:epting the stereotypical image
of the sports coach, one should not necessarily dismiss authontanan behavior from
coaching. For one thing, the snxdies by Bain, Gordon, P:N’a}»{lor and Sage all had cbaches do
a self-report on their own behavior, The problem with ’self-rcports is that individuals who
analyze themselves tend to report on how they think they act, rather than on how they
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actulllly behave (Mouly, 1978), This is imrticularly evident when comparisons are made

- between the w:y athletes perceive a coach's i)chavior as opposed to the way a coach
‘perceives his or her own behavior. In almost all instances, coaches believe that they
participate in more positive reinforcing behavior and less negative ‘or punitive behavior,
while athletes perceive the precise opposite trends (Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1979; Horne &
Carron, 1985). It is possible, howcvcr,‘that the differences between athlétcs and coaches
is due to the different emphasis that each group places on rcward’and coercive behavior. ‘
Nevertheless, if self-report mcashrcs are poSitively biased, it is possible that the éoachcs'r;n

the Bain, Gordon, Naylor and Sage studies might be more authoritarian than what was

reported.

Consequences of Power in Leader-Subordinate Relationships

~ The use of power to indﬁcc behavior change can have positive and negative effects
on the subordinates' actions in any given situation. For cxarhplc, external rewards and
“punishmcnts may be used to maintain control over subordinate action. Podsakpff and
Todor (1985) pointed out the value of rewarding subordinate performance, but also found
that punishment tactics had a positive effect on future behavior. They speculated that
“leaders who use contingent punishmcht convey to the individual being punished as well as
to other group members, that their. cxpcctationS were not met. This may lead to increased
~ goal setting at either the individual or group level, both of which have been shown to
influence the productivity of workers" (p. 70). Punishment tactics must be used carcfplly
though, as too much use of Qoércivc power may create resentment and cause retaliation
among the subordinates (Cartwright & Zander, 1968b; Sheley & Shaw, 1979; Thamhain &
Gemmill, 1974; Yukl, 1981).

The effectiveness of rewards may also be dependent on the work environment or

- task that an individual is doing. Many jobs, tasks or activities are seen as being
intrinsically motivating where the primary motivation is doing the activity itself. For.

b . »
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 instance, the expression of skills, doing interesting and challengingﬁ’work ‘M’Mnint a
sense of accomplishment from a successful performance can be adequate rewards for "

people (Deci, 1975; 1980; Katz & Kahn, 1978; O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1988?), Simi

intrinsic factors have also been found within sport environments (Gould, Feltz, Wei;ss. ﬁ&.
Petlichkoff, 1982; Robertson, 1981; Wankel & Kreisel, 1985a). If an activity or task is
perceived to be intrinsic, the administration of rewards must be done cgmfully; a body of
research COnducted‘in this areashas determined that the repeated administration of a reward
can undcrmme the intrinsic value of an activity (e.g“ Deci, 1971; Kruglanski, Friedman, & .
Zeevi, 1971; Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973). N

This does not mean that the use of external rewards should be avoided. Extcmal |

rewards can provide strong mccnnves or induce feelings of motivation in subordlnate if

thcy are used properly.  Katz and Kahn (1978) noted that there were three criteria
leaders should be aware of when considering the use of rewards. The first criterion is
the reward must be desirable to the individual. "waard is a general concept, but all people
donot ﬁnd the same things rewarding, and i it is the value of the reward to the mdmdual
that helps explain individual mouvanon" (p 336). The type of reward will be somewhat _
dependent on the social setnng in which rewards are given. For instance, in the business
environment, monetary pay (especially bonuses), promotion and advancement can be
positive motwators for some people (Hcrscy & Blanchard, 1977, Katz & Kahn, 1978;
O'Reilly & Caldwcll 1980; Podsakoff, 1982). The use of praise can also be an effective
form of reward or remforccmcnt; whllc praise can be used in the business setting, previous
research had determined that verbal and non-verbal encouragement is par_ticular_ly useful in'
sports and educational environments (Chelladurai, 1984a; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978;
1980; Katz & Kahn, 1978; RoWley & Keller, 1962; Rushall, 1983). In order to be fully
effective however, it is suggested that praise or approval from a leader be tied to =~
performance if the purpose o£ the reward is to increase produetivity (Galbaraith &
Cummings, 1967; Katz & Kahn, 1978)

.-
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The second criterion for the use of reward is that there be a clear linkage between
the task or performance and the reward in order for the reward to hemeamngful Katz and
Kahn further suggest that newards assocéjued with' g.xpamcu)lar behavxor be given
unmedxately The third criterion is that the reward must be adequate in relation to the effort
put into the task, if the leader wishes to obtain a similar effort from the worker inthe
future _

Some attemnpt has been made to observe interactive behaviors between coaches and {
athletes within sports settings. For instance, studies by Tharp and Galhmore (1976) and
Lacy and Darst (1985) systemancally examined the dxsplayed behaviors of winning coaches
in practlce situations. Tharp and Gallimore did an individual analysis of UCLA coach John
| Wooden, whtle Lacy and Darst observed 10 Pheonix Anzona high school football coaches.

In both studies, a varicty of behaviors were observed. pnmnnly in the ‘arehs of mstructlon,

verbal and non-verbal rewardmg actionis and verbal and non-verbai pumslrnent actlons

| reward behavior is far more ev1dent than punishment behaw ' “ i
Smoll; 1979; Danielson,. 1980' Lombardo, 1984). There h :
as to the value of pumshment and reward behavior. For i ins f’ e

believed that the anxiety level of an athlete was a factorin i 4 g theeffecuveness of . l
the two forms of behavior. Athletes who had low or high i ;lgvels weie more oy

favorably influenced by reward behavior and less by punis ¢ "&htle the reVerse way ;
true for those athletes experiencing moderate anxiety. Dg

meaning of these relauonshtps though other reseamhersﬁx rewardmg or

S
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 intensify feelings of fear and anxiety in individuals (Martin & Pear, 1978; Rushall &
Siedentop, 1972).
’ ‘Rcwards and punishments must be administered with care. Too much of either
‘ form of behavior can have damaging effects. Rewarciing behavior is primarily directed
toward reinforcing appropriate' behavior, but Martin and Pear felt that rewarding behavior
could also unknowingly strengthen undesirable behavior. The authors suggested that the
vast majority of undesirable activities of behaviorally deficient individuals was due to the
social attention that such B;haﬁor elicited from significant others. The anentio; received
was viewcd‘& a reward and as such, prompted indiv'iduals to repeat that behavior in the
future. An overuse of punishment@is also problematic. According to Rushall and
Siedentop:
. Punishment is effective in suppressing bcha'viors. but when it is ‘
overindulged it weakens exploratory and investigative b&haviors. ‘Stimuli
which are associated with the punishing contingency also become adverse.
An individual will leam tq stop rgsponding in the situation in generaty Such
behaviors characterize timid, he brtant persons. (p. 89)
In sport situations, Martin and Hrycz;iko (1983) believe that some neéativc feedback is
neécssary, though they suggest that optimal results will be obtained if the ratioiof positive
to negative feedback highly favors the positive at about a 4:1 ratio. Most of the observation
~ studies on coaches' use of reward and punishment behaviors show this proportion (e.g.,
Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1979; Lacy & Darst, 1985; Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1979). )
A leader's use’of power can also have personal effects on the leaders.themselves.
In some ways, it can be very bcneﬁeial. For example, having power can allow an
indi\{idual opportunities to initiate activities and have free movement in shaping the
behavior of others within an organizational setting (Cartwright & Zander, 1?68b). Power
can also contribute to a strengthening of a person'’s self-esteem. This can give the
mdmdual wnﬁdencc in undertaking new activities and dealing with other people (Cohen gt
al., 1980; Lippit, Polansky, w & Rosen, 1?68). Too much power, however, can also
. be chrimcntal to the leader’s behavior. Often, the phrase "power corrupts” can describe
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| people whose obse\sron w1th exertmg power over others takes precedence over any other
| \ form of reasonable mteracthe behavior (Cartwnght & Zander, 1968b Kotter, 1979 Yukl
' 1981) Too much dependence on power may also be damagmg, parttcularly if md.wrduals ‘
o f are in suuanons where the leadershrp posmon 1s only temporary. Cartwnght and Zander Pt
"(1968b) suggested that a person with such a dependence "who has tasted the frults of
| “ power 1s lrkely to be reluctant to relmqursh [1t and] . may even be prepared to resort to G
extreme measures to preserve 1t The possessron of power may hecome an end in 1tself
; rather than a means to an end" (p 230) e , | | o |
It should be noted that most. research conducted on leader-subordmate mteractrons ;”
has assumed that the power relduonshrp is drspropomonal where the leader has most of |
the power whrle the subordrnate has very lrttle As noted earher in th1s chapter thrs is not
) necessanly the case. (e g Crozrer‘ 1967 Hrckson et al., 1971 Mechal'uc, 1983

Podsakoff 1982) However, most research has assumed from a hxerarchrcal perspecuve "
that the leader has most of the récogmzed power overa subordmate : ', T /\

E Formal Conceptual Models of Social Power | | |
" The prevrous three secnons in tlus chapter have demonstratcd thc ways in which |
| various socral-psychologrcal theones of human behavxor can be used in the analysxs of
potenual or actual power relatronshxps There has also been a concerted effort to develop
conceptual frameworks and models enurely devoted to the understandmg of mterpersonal :
A 3 power in socrety In thrs secnon of the chapter, three promment models that explam the use
i ; of poWer in 1nterpersonal r'elauonshrps will be revrewed These are Cartwnght s (1959a)
’ ﬁeld concepnon of power, McClelland’s ( 1975) notron of the mdrvrdual power rnotlve, and | -
Kipms (1974) model on the process of power A fourth theory, French and Raven s
(1959) typology of social power wﬂl be given an expanded treatment in the néxt sectron of |
~ this dxssertauon, because of ns fundamental 1mportance in the analysrs of the results of thrs L

o -

: study



-

s

: approach was largely based on the work ol n (1951) who was mtensely tnterested and

concemed with understandmg all aspects'of human behavror SRS
‘ Lewm became: convmced that in’ rorder to understand behavror, it is
essential to put it in context; i.¢., in the surrounding field. The meaning of.
. behavior depends on the whole of whichitisa part. The whole is different
from the sum of its. parts, In essence, field theory is an attempt to describe
- the present situation (field) in which.a person or persons parttcnpate _
(behave) (Shaw & Costanzo 1982, P. 112) ‘

‘ Accordtng to Lewm, 1nteract10n among mdmduals could be vxewed as a balance

| '\‘-between the amount of force exerted by a person and the amount of resxstance one
:encountered in return Lewm beheved that there were three forms of force affecttng human
, behavror The first of these was one's "own" force, whrch was based on a pemson's own

. mtemal needs; the second was "1nduced" force, whxch onginated in. the will of some othcr

person while the third was "1mpersonal" force, whlch was denved from tmpersonal -

aspects in the external env1ronment Accordmg to Cartwnght _power was n‘ot assessed

o solely on the basis of the force. exerted instead, it was. esttmated accordmg to the maxtmum

d1fference between the fonce exerted and the re51stance encountered Total dommatton for
( N

, 'example would occur when the full force exerted was met with no resrstanCe In any

; srtuauon however a resultmg behavror or-action may be caused by a particularly stron g _

force, or may result froma combtnatton or sum of all the exerted and resrsted forces that

the md1v1dua1 encounters (Schopler 1965)

? ,
. In order to adequately undérstand the presence of power in mterpersonal

o 'relnttonshtps, Cartwnght beheved that one needed to clanfy and expand on the conceptxon |

of force He denved seven components that together contrtbuted to the succcssful exemon

of power Fust agents were the entmes (persons or groups) who etther produced effects

e.j

s or. suffered consequences Second the "act of an agent" referned to the tnmal eVent or
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. actton done by an agent The thlrd factor wasqt deﬁned "locus " whrch referred to the

‘posrtion or situation that the agent occupredq theume of the act The founh component

- person over another mtght extend j n vanous ways over vanous ethronments The ﬂfth

empirically tcsted (Henderson, 1981; Ng, 1980; Schopler, 1965).

. The Need for P«ower | R m N

= beheve that this was the only source or reason for behavror (de Charms, 1982 McClelland
- 1970; 1975) | | |

h" . .t-/‘ )
' o

was "direct j Jommg " Cartwnght noted that dtrect joining unphed that the power of one

{ ,
component of a forcewasa monve base." thts bemg the need, dnve or desrre that causes

one to exert force. 'I’he smh and seventh components of a force are the "magnltude A

whrch srmply referrcd to the strength of tHe act and the "txme " which was the durauon of

the Aact. ¥

e

Cartwnght ) ﬁeld theory has beef i nnportant in 1mt1ally charactenzmg the elements ‘J —— ;

o that consutute a psychologlcal exemon of power wrthm an mterpersonal relauonshlp Ng .

(1980) noted that thmlong of power "in terms of lnduced force, as drsunct from induced
\
change, makes it possrble to regard power as a continuous vanable rather than an all-or-

- none dtscrete factor” (p. 190) because of the continuous mterplay between exertion and

, resrstance However, Cartwnght s theory has not been dmectly used in the development of

'

3 hypotheses about the deterrmnants and consequences of. power and as such, has not been

t ‘t . . - _
i . " q

,'\

Unﬁe most of the power related theones prewously” dascussed McClelland'

h ‘(1975) analysrs of power in xndrvrduals has fot been dependent on mterpersonal |
N ‘ relanonshlps Instead McClelland's approach to understandmg human behavror was
'based on monvatlonal 1deology, in Wthh individuals have a personal need within their
“psychologlcal makeup, that when exposed to some form of sumuh prompted them to act in

a parncular manner Whrle McClelland abknowledged that the actions of other people could

bea sufﬁcxent cause for someone o actin aapartmular manner, he was not prepared to , ANRREE



Wlule much of McClelland's work on motivauonal behavror focused on
R ‘understandtng the need for achtevement (c.g., McClelland, l958a. 1958b 1961 |

‘McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell,,l953). he also tnvesugated‘ other mouvauons.

. partrcularly the need for power (nPower) and the need for affihagon (nAffihauon) The
nAfﬁhauon mouve centered ona person s desrre to belong orbe liked by others, whnle |
nPower was defined as a desrre to have some lmpact on the personal behawor of other
people ‘Thei impact can be shown in three ways: r‘ 'M _

B _(1) by strong actlon, such as assaults and aggression, by giving help by
influencing, persuading someone or trymg to impress soméone; 2) by
- ‘action that produces emotions.in others .. (3) by a concern for reputation
... aperson concerned about his reputahon is concerned about his i unpact in .
. the obvious sense. (McClelland 1975, P 8) o o -
‘} Orrgmally, these latter two monvatrons wére felt to be behavxors that had thetr ongm in
| achxevement, however he later felt f}lat nAchrevement, nAfﬁhauon and nPower
mot1vattons were mdependent of one another. Thrs became eV1dent when McClelland
began studymg people in busmess He found that in many 1nstances, "a salesman wrth
_ .hlgh nAchrevement does not necessanly make a good sales manager As a manager, hlS
' task rs not to sell but to mspu'e others tosell .. [In other words,] stlmulatmg achtevement o

mouvanon in others reqﬁlres a drfferent mouve anda dlfferent set of skills than wanting

| achJevement sausfacuon for oneself" (McClelland, 1970 p 30) McClelland detet‘mmed

. | thata w11hngness to\rnteract and be mﬂuentral over people wasa deﬁni’tiohal framework for

a hrgh nPower One does not necessanly have to have a hxgh need for afﬁh?Mn, ‘m fact _
McClelland and Burnham (197 6) found that "73% of the. better | managery had a stronger o
need for power than a need to be hked . 8§ compared w1th only 2% of the poorer

: managers" . 103) X "W ,ﬁ - . | A
o Although the concept of nv ‘ er can be very helpful in understandmg power
: relatlonshrps in bureaucracres and econonuc envuonments it is not lmuted to such

environments. Rather, McClelland (1975) belifeved that'the power mouv’ ‘ ‘smwd in all R

mdxvrduals, though some would have a grea?er need for power than others In order to

o
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. fully xllusuate the power mouve, McClelland developed a two dimensional class1ﬁcatlon L
‘scheme (thure 3). One of the dlmensrons was denoted the sgume of power, whxch éould .

- éither originate ln81d9 the self or outsxde the self The other dimension was the gbject of
power, whtch wg either dxrected to the self in order to feel stronger, or directed to others
in: order to mﬂue €. McClelland felt that each quadrant in the model could be used to C

explam poWer in terms ‘of behawor onented acnon In addmon power was 1ntexpreted

w1th respect to odcupauons, Freudtan stages of. devel ment, pathologlcal tendencms and 3

folk tale themes. For the purposes ‘of xllustrauon, eac quadrant will he bneﬂy defined -

. only in terms of p!havxma] onented actxohs

¥

@e first quadrant is deﬁned as "1t‘stmngthens me," where someone or somethmg |

kil

: 1n,;he envuonment causes a person to feel stronger mtemally The "rt," in th1s case, "is at.

ﬁrst a matter of another caretaker who gives emotional and phystcal support, even nulk at |

4 the breast whxch comes from the outside and. make!he mfant feel stronger ms1de"(p 13).

(\4

by

o sigmﬁcant others in order to buﬂd or mamtam ' confidence. The action correlate asismated

These feelings conunue throughout one's life, pameularly in mterpersonal relatxonshxps, S

where people draw strength,aemouona,l support and encouragement from friends’ or. S

%
_ w1th t}us quadrhnt is nepresented by power-onented readmg Accordmg to McClelland

(1975). rcadmg this sor; of matenal can glve one confidence, though he noted that such

- A readmg matenal d1d not nec ‘jsanly have wrdc appeal For mstance, magazmes that

focused on'sex and aggressron were conmdered power-onented though this matenal only

W gppealed to some men and not to women.

=
NN

- The second quadrant is charactenzed as "I strengthen myself." Here a person
rehes on feelmgs of self—assertweness and inner conﬁdence when i mtcracung wlthm the

envu'onment Thxs typer of person is awane of hlS/hCl‘ abtlmes and assesses them relanve to

a rhollanma’ Tha ccame cdmic il abe con s oo 2o .1 . '



Figu‘re 3 A Classification of Power Orientations o <
ongmally appeared on pagc 11 in
McClelland D. C (1975). Pdwer: The inner experience. New York Irvington

- This matcnal has bgcn removed because of the uﬁavallablhty of c.opynght permission.
, . : .
The figure was depicted as a fwé dimensional squa_fe diﬁdcd into four quadrants to =~
describé power r\ciationships. ‘Going clockwise from the top left quadrant, these forms of
~ power relationshi'p‘s are: D | | -
- Tt (the ohject of power) strengthens me
- I strengthen r"nysél‘f‘ - ' o E i
- Ihave impact onothers ‘

- It (the object of power) moves me to serve
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1975, p. 20). An cxample of behavroral acuon ag’socmtcd with wer in this quadrant is

.

r such as & epdrllac or housc While i nt is posslble thata person rmght want to have such
o po@ns asa means of dxsplaymg power, one must also "acccpt the srmple agt that

‘ someumcs he cnjoys being surrounded by his posscssxons and feeling the power they
’ convey to htm, even when others are not around to’ be 1mpresscd" (McClclland 1975 p.

7,

The third quadrant is deﬁucd as "I have impaot on othcrs " 'I‘His is the most
tradmonal mtcrpretatmn of p0wcr, where one's pcrsonal actions or behaviors influence the
behavror and actrons of others. The prcvrous relatlonshrp betwcen personalskills and
particular challcnges is also relevant herc, pamcularly if the challengc is m the form of
anothcr person, McClelland's example of the acuon correlate is competmve sports or
argumg, which he felt were classic examples of mdmdual confrontation, .

_ Thc fourth quadrant is defined as "It moves me to influence others," which

| descnbes how outsxdc societal fonccs such as laws, orgamzauonal hrerarchres, or rehgrous :

structures are the ranonale for a person's attempts to influence others For i mstance great E

' rclxgrous and pohucalxlcaders from J esus’ Chnst to Abraham Lincoln and. Malcolm X havc

felt that they were mstrumcnts of a hlgher power which is beyond the self" (McClelland

, bemg a mcmbcr of an orgamzatlon, where the mouvanon to i ﬂuence others 1s bascd upon E ’
serving or bcneﬂtmg the orgamzauon ‘For i instance, selhng raffle tickets to others is a.

| demonstration of mﬂuence, but the bencﬁcrary of the funds obtamed from the salc 1s the |

orgamzauon, not the §elf. - . A

Y

‘ McClelland's concepnon of nPower has bccn wcllvdocumcntcd in numemus studres

. that haveancstxgated ho,' power mouvates or dcﬁnes mdmdual behavror It has becn ' A




e (Klpms, 1974). | S f

Y

for power between the sexes (e.g., Stewart & Chester, 1982; Veroff 1982) The/se

\socxetal trends. For instance, McCteuand's theory has been used to differentiate theneed

authors found that both women and\men have a need forwwer. but that each gender ;
4::‘ ? expresses power in dtfferent ways. Wmter #973) did extensive research where a person S
§nPower onentauon wadmsu'umental in predlctmg what sports a person would parnupate
m He found that people*;gdth a hlgh need for power pametpated in strategtc "man/team
versus man/team"' sports such as football baseball or wnestltng “Those with a low need for
t power took part in spotts such as track or golf that while competitive, were more ofa .

"man against hm;se'lf ora demgnated standard

A Process Model of Power o .
' Power may be deplcted asa logtcal progressmn of methods by which one person

chooses to influence another in order to achteve an objecnve or accomphsh some sort pf

task. It should be noted that many models that v1ew power asa type of proress have been

. developed on the bas13 of some sort of estabhshed orgamzatxonal or political structure
- (e.g., Kelman, 1974 Kipnis, 1974 Lukes, 1974; Mmtzberg, 1979; Pfeffer, 1981). In this

'sectton, the power process will be examined from: the perspectwe of the influencing agent
v _ .
Kipnis believed that someone could be ldenttﬁed gs an mﬂuencmg agent if that

- person was perceived as having access to resources that were needed or valued by others.

\

Powerholders are special types of mﬂuencmg agents who haVe access to resources that are
: msntunona]ly grounded and take the form of things such as money, law, political favors
and mllxtary force. In hi§ explanauon of the process of pow f;thpms pays less attention

“to. md1v1dua.ls whose resources are based upon pcrsonal qu ttes, such as beauty, strength

) -ordma.ry of persons to extend thexr mfluence over others to a

for the same persons ‘acting. alon‘e" (p. 83)

1
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eight components (see Figure 4) Imually, there must be some motivation on the part of the

, powerholder. In his model, Kipnis felt that there were a number of ongms for the
motivation, ranging from an internal desire to satisfy an aroused need for mﬂuencmg others
*to an external necessity for directing the efforts of others in order to enhance one's own
work or position. The second component sxmply puts the motivation into action by
requestmg comphance from the target, this being the person that the powerholder w15hes to
mfluence If the target agrees immediately, the power process has essentxally ended (apart
from eva.luaung the consequences of the acuon) However, the power processis not
always smooth as the powerholder will often encounter some form of resistance from the

 target. Ttis on thts basis that the remammg components in the model are put mto action by
the powerholder, in order to try and gain compliance from the target. »

One way of obtaining compliance from another is to make use of one's personal or

" institutional resources. Kipnis felt that df:ciding what resources to draw on would depend

- ona combination of an assessment of the situation as well as a detenmnatlon of what

| " resources the power“der felt comfortable in usmg The powerholder must also consrder

o any mgbttory factors that rmght prevent him or ‘her from utxhzuig resources properly

Kipnis believed that there were numerous psychologtcal and sociological barriers thg%uld‘

inhibit a successful 1mplementatton ofa person s resources. Fori instance, powerholders

) rmght secnetly be i insecure and lack conﬁdence in using personal resources to mﬂuence

v others (Goodstadt & Hjelle, 1973 prms & Lane, 1962). Another factor rmght be the

:_.powerholder s assessment that thecosts of the action outweigh -,.’;’ £

-:'umﬂuence (Thxbaut & Kelley, 1959)." If the powerholder feels co

" ed by any of the

- fomes in this component, power is not exerted and the process itsel 1s terrmnated
>-r':( . B

» If one decxdes to exert power, the next step is to de%de how it will be done. As
: | noted in the model the powerholder can consnder Several courses of action. The precise -

: means that are used will be dependerit on the powerholder s personahty, style of mther;actrttt‘?*"”i
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Power Motivation
Ardused nced state
satisfied by appropriate *
behavior in others

Request for
Compliance

Resistance from
y Target

I |

¢

Resources,

\ o Personal
o Institutional

L]

T Region of Inhibition
'Physiological Sclf~confidence

Costs Culture

" Values Institutional Norms

Means of Power
. Persuasion Rewards

Threats Force
Promiscs

Ecological Control

A3

Response of Target )
Esteem of Powerholder
Sclf Esteem

Compliance _
Private Acceptance

™~

Target's Motivations
and Resources :

Changes in need state
Sclf-perccptions

Conse_quences for the Powerholder
Change in Values
Perception of target

(Kipnis, 1974)

Figure 4 The Power Act from the Powerholder's Perspective
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and possible asscsarhent of the situation. Once power has been enacteq, the next sicp is‘“m*‘
consider the target's response to the powerholder. Kipnis believed that there may be a
number of factors contributing to the target's reaction to the powerholder's request. It may
stem from the nature of the request and/or the method used in making the request. One
must also consider whether the target has particular motivations.and resources that
influence whether he or she complies or resists. For instance, the reﬁ;ucst and use of pchr
may be appropriate, with the result that the target responds happily. It is possible though,
that the target complies bec#uée he' or she feels that there is little choice in the matter. In an
institutional senihg, a rcfusal to comply could result in a demotion or lc’>ss of job and/or
status Though not illustrated in the model, Kipnis noted that contmucd rcsxstancc on the
part of the target can force the powcrholdcr to backtrack through the earlier stages of the '
model, if there is still the need or desire to successfully influence the target. Ttisup to the
powerholder "to diagnose the causes of the target's resistance. A wrong diagnosis may
incrcésc rather than decrease resistance" (Kipnis, 1974, p. 95).

" The last component in this model {s an evaluation of ‘thc process for the
powerholder. If the process was successful, the powerholder should experience
satisfac;ion. "By contrast, if his influence is resisted and his needs remain unfulfilled, the
powerholder should experience frustration and self-doubt" (p. 95). Both successful or -
unsuccessful attempts at inﬂﬁcnce can cause changes, such as a shift in internal values,

- confidence or, in the organizational structure, a change in personal status.

F. French and Raven's Typology of Social Power
One of the most popular and enduring models of social power has been the five

item typology developed by French and Raven (1959). The authors deveioped their theory

| on the basis of Lewin's (1951) ideas on forces exerted on people in the social environment,
Where power was defined as the resulting ratio of one person 's attempt to exert influence

on anothcr compared with the second person's forcc of resistance from being influenced.

e

3]
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. The authors also noted that both the exertion an;i resistance originated from the act of the

‘ influencing agent. French and Raven postulated five basic forms of power that one could
use to influence another's behavior: reward power, coercive power, legitimate power,
expert power and referent power. When théy originaﬂ’y“postulatcd this theory, French and
Raven felt that it would be an adequate description of ;ny iﬁtcrpersonal_mlutionship that
involved some form of influencing situation. The typology was not limited to Hcscﬁbing a
leader/follower relationship, though it is in this contcxt-thrc itis often used (e.g., .
Bachman, Bowers, & Marcus, 1968; Busch, 1980; Ivancevich & Donnelly, 1970; Student,
1968). For simplicity of explanation, each form of power will be described withikn the
context of a leader/subordinate relationship, where the leader is the one pcrccxvcd as thc
influencing agent while the subordinate is the target of thc influence.

The first two forms, reward power and coercive power, are dedv§d from a
subordipate's perceptions that a designated leader has the ability to either reward or punish
on the basis of the subordinate's actions or behavior. Reward and punishment behaviors
can often be somewhat reciprocal. For instance, reward power is based on an ability to |
administcr positive valences, but it is also a reward to decrease or rémqvc negative
valences. Conversely, when one uses punishment behaviors, negative valences are
-administered and/or positive valences are ﬁeduced or climinated. The exact forms of
rewards an:i punishments deemed appropriate will vary among different leaders and may be
dependent on factors such as leadership style, the situation or cnvironrﬁcnt, past
performances of the subordinates and the impact that the reward or punishment wil] have
on the subordinates' future behavior. ‘ !

' Legmmate power stems from both mtcrnal and external sources, where a
subordinate believes that the leader has a lcgmma?c& right to mﬂucncc the subordinate and
that the subordinate has an obhgauon to comply with the leader’s mﬂuengc. Externally,
this form of power may often be a reflection of the individual's status within an

organization or it may be a result of a designation by another legitimizing agent (Bass,

o
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1960; Yukl 1981). Momovcr, “the more lcgmmate one is perceived to bc\hc greatcuh;

' hkehhood of acceptance of one's attempts to influence, and the less resentment at going

ajong" (Cohcn et al., 1980, p. 253).

Expert power is derived from the spccxal talents or expertise that a subordxnatc
believes a lcadcr to possess. French and Raven proposed that the subordinate evaluates the -
leader's expertise in relation to both his or her own knowlcdgc as well as against an
absolute standard:‘ Yukl (1981) also ‘suggcsts that for expert power to be effective, the
subagflinate should perceive the leader to be a viable source for information and advice. In
the short run, "a new .lcadér- may be able to 'fake it' for a time by acting confident and
pretending to be an expert. However, over time as the leader's knowledge is put to the
test, subordinate pcrcepuons will become more accuratc" (p. 47).

Referent power has its basis in the identification that the subordinate has with the
leader. In other words, the subordinate makes an attitudinal Judgmcnt of the leadcr
Referent power is dependent "on a fegling of personal affection, loyalty, and admuanon by
a subordinate" (Yukl, 1981, p- 44). A leader with strong pcrsonal charismatic qualities
would be able to inﬂuencc‘ the followers using this form of power.

Although French and Raven's power bases can be viewed as distinct facets of
influential behavior, they are conceptually related. For instance, Busch (1980) cited
previous :tudics of manager-worker interactions which indicated that certain poWer'bascs '

were linked together. Raven (1974) felt that the situation surrounding the powerholder

4wo-uld( be an important factor for deciding on the most appropriate form of power.

» cherihcless, “the agent has some choice as to the bases he may utilize, and, if he is wise,

he wﬂl consndcr what power resources he has, which ones he will utilize, and in what
combmanon hc will utilize them" (p. 180).
- Some caution must be taken when using power because the use of one form of

power may undermine o eliminaté the effectiveness of another. Ideally, a leader would |

like tavstrike a balance between the forms of power. In reality though, this may not be

[ A
i
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possible, bed?use the use of some forms of power may render other forms of power less
O p .

» effective: ' : o

For example, a leader's use of coercive power is likely to reduce h § refarent

power if subordinates strongly resent the coercion. Likewi e, use of

reward power may be acceptable to subordinates if the leader has

a . considerable fpersonal power, but may be perceived as excessively

B manipulative if he does not. (Wexley & Yukl, 1977, p.131)p -

A few years after the introduction of the social power typology, Raven (1965,
1974) introduced a sixth power base known as informational power into the typology.
, Thxs m'n of power was based on mfonnauom)r content of a commumcauon sent from the

. u;ﬂueqcfng agent to the target. Accordmg to Raven (1974), the i impact of the message had

. a s:gmﬁcanumpact on the target to the point where a change in behavnor of the target was

E ewdent. Altﬁough Raven tried to emphasize the importance of informational power with

@ ngre excepuons, it is generally 1gnored in empmcal research using the typology. For the

‘mo§t part, no explanauon is given for,nts omission (Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985). One

( could prespm? thm many resea.&chcrs find it difficult to fully distinguish it from expert
; ,q pOWu' Foi' instagce, }ohnson(l976) unhzed informational power in her study on womed

r‘-?,'
]

'" o v-:r_' P and power and q:f?erenuated it from expert power by proposing that "the mﬂuencer does
: ;‘iy ' ‘not, Just say he or she kmws best but explams why" (p 105). Yet, most mterpretatxons of
jf’ 3 IJ':‘AQexpen power comend that some sort of demonstration through communication is requm:d
5 fto conﬁrm one %expemse (e.g., Bachman et al,, 1966; Student, 1968; Thamhain &
Gemrmll :1974). \Informanonal power is not utilized in this }hssertanon pnmanly because
" : ‘:,. -most other empirical research has.not accepted it as part of the typology. ~

3 i Frene&and Raven's typology has been empirically tested in many dxfferf"l\ocxal
s . settings, including the medical professmn, in families, m educational settings and in the
_business environment. No studies were upcovered that show an 1mplementauon of the
theory w1t}un the sports setting. The remainder of this chapter reviews the empirical
research done with the F;ench and Raven typology, speciﬂcaily showi:;g how the poa

bases compare with one another in different settings as well as réviewing the impact that the .



3 powcr basesghave had on persOnal SaﬂSfactlon. usmg constructs such;as JObS, acuvmes, L

: performance, supervrsory authonty, and $O on ‘ ‘ |

a

'Power in Famlly Life

It has long been recogmzed that parental mﬂuence is an 1mportant contnbutor to the N

oY shapfffg»of chtldren s beha\uors and attltudes toward soctety (e g Peterson Rolhns, &
Thomas 1985 Popenoe, 1977 Rolltns & 'Ihomas, 1975). 'l’rwo studtes utxhzmg French
B and Rave s (1959) typology have found that some forms of power used by parents are ‘

: more effecuve mode_;"j _' mﬂuence than otherss Stmth (1970) found that hlgh school and

' colleg\e male and female chtldren percetved thetr fathers as havmg good expert and referent | ‘
o »powers wrth reSpect to pl'ovrdtng good Judgment support and adv1ce in educauonal matters B |
o T: _ :as well as for the cluldren s mterpersonal relatlonshlps wrth other people. . e chxldren ‘ “ ) '

; ‘-_also percelved a hxgh degree of legmmate power in that they beheved that ' father hada

gitimate nght to mﬂuence them Cluldren also rccogmzed the parents ab111ty to reward or -
,;-fpumsh them, but tlus was percelved as bemg qess tmportant than the other forms of power |

j':}that parents could use.

In therr study of adolescent conformrty to. parental mﬂuence, Peterson, Rolhns ‘and o
| . "I'homas ( 1985) found dxfferences to exrst between the father and mOther S exemon of e N
Ll "'power In shapmg dpersonal v:lues, tl;e authors found that the adolescents pencetved the \\ o
b _' v_.mother but not the father to have s1gmﬁcant expert and legmmgte power ; Conversely, they L
o found that the father 'S abtht;sto reward them was conduswe in getttng ad:lescents to '

v ‘éonform to proper behavxor. although the mother s abrhty‘to rewardhad no effect on.
E behavrgr Coercrve actton by both parents was found to have a posmve ‘effect on L - .
imimi q '_ate‘:chat_i'g"e_ m extemallgehavror, butpmducedaneg tive'effect Oll, children's. - " ” =
aligec mtlus study . $ V N
The use of power is. n0t lumted to the parent-chxld relauonslup It can also be used‘ :‘ | ‘ ,\ o

o mternahzatton.of sbctet.al values Referent power 6&8 not utd i :

'“ mq‘: "plmnmg spbusal auonshlps In ane&plomtory study, Raven Centers and ]’)
R T e S
| - ‘\ 9 \ﬁ". H »
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- / Apphcauon of the Fre'

var}etxons in the use of powqr by‘teachers atgong three dtfferent levels of students The

. '; sxtuauons (Kearney, Plax, R1chmond & McCrosky 1984 1555 Mcerosky & chhmond

. . "
. . o o P . -

Rodrtgues (1975) found that husbands and w1ves try to exert poWer over one another m a

o -_ vanety of so‘clal srtﬂauons, but some forms of power are moxe mﬂuenual than others

Overall the authors found that referent expen and legltimatp power were pcrcetved as the
most promment sources of SpouSal power Both husbands and wives rarely rehed on*
: reward power or coercwe power In the mstances where reward power was used it tended
" to be percetved asa bnbe ‘while the use of coercwe power caused mantal stxess aqd
unpleasantness tn the relanonshtp Some vananop in th:sb pattem’occun"ed when one\ “
autlht‘s t:ompared ttfe,
'ergvasthe domtmﬁtt

behavxor mﬂuencmg the former, whtle expert power was thc predommant baS1s for the _

' . v . . o o I

Power in the Educattonal Settmg

compared soc1a1 sit auons or mantal values F&mstant:g, )hen y

decmon to, "vxsrt /n 'lattve" wrth "gomg to the doctor," legttimat

latterxdeelston

L L . : L "_. A , . . -

L : )
Y ’ '
Educauonal settmgs provide a convement setttt}g for exanumng power \

relatlonshlps All school settmgs have an estabhshed leadcr/subordmate reIatlonshxp as™

‘Y.; - _‘}fv

_ s@ﬁ in the te‘g d h1s/her students ’;mtere isa general acewtance ﬂtat teachers
e havethe abxhty andnght to mﬂuence and mold/ ,students behavror However, thts

9

»
relauonshtp only succeeds when the students percetve that the teacher has both the potenual
to exert mfluence as. well as the abthty to follow through with the mﬂuence l_g learmng

1983 Rouse, 1983 Tauber 1985) 7" T S v

s

d Raven typﬂlogy thhtn educauonal setttngs has
' &

shovmsome mterestmg trends_" ,. " mstancc, Jarmeson and Thomas ( 1974) noted

m found that hlgh school and undergraduatc untverstty students felt | :
‘legmmate and expcrt powcr were the pnmary fortns of powcr u\trl-rted bxatcac i 7
Umverstty graduate students agreed that expcn powcr was utth§ bttt &lt th&therm»as a

ut T

s S e .‘ ,:, . .~“ .
SRR T .':4 oy SR po e ”r ﬁa 5
\ . R : | : " oW L X LA .

'
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htgh degree of tnfonnauonal yt;wer and not very much coerctve power used by thetr
teachers Jamteson and Thomas tmphed that thts shtft in perceptton of power u"sage may

reflect the graduate students greater tnterest in the tnstructor 8 resourses, asthe experuse

. and tnformanon that teachers have i is often beneﬁctal to the student s concentrated graduate 1

stu@w ‘I‘he authors also beheved that the 1nereased responsweness b}r the student to the

teaeber ] expert and mformauonal power n‘lay have resulted in the teacher percetvmg that

. the use of coerctve tacucs was not required for this level of student In a vanatton of the -

. fteacher-student relatronshtp QVts (1979) found that hrgh school students perceptrons of

) _htgh school counsellors expert péWer and reward power we«ll.-, key components in" -

establtshmg a posmve relattonslup

\

hd >

McCroskey and thhmond (1983) found some evrdence to suggest that teachers

E and students have srmilar percepttons of the us@f power in the. classroom ’I’he authors ‘

~ found’ that teachers and students from Jumor high, semor high, and colleges all percetved

that the overwhelmtng propomon of power use stemmed from a teacli&ts reward, referent -

and expen bases. Both groups felt. these forms of power were used ina posmve and
‘us,

‘ construcuve manner, although the teachers perspecttves were more posrtl% than those of ,
- " the students In &related study, thhmond and McCroske;«(—lJ984) measured the effects of' :

Asoctal power on students learmng behavrors Both teachers and stttdents felt that a hi gh

. penceptton of referent power was posmvely related to Ie.armngw the students also felt that

percepttons o xpen power ﬁ'om the teaeher enhanced the students wrlltngness to leam

v " Although referent and expert power was found to be 1mportaﬁt these forms of power are

B valued only as long. as students peroetve the teacher to possess them Extenswe reliance on :

Sy
P

- coercxve and leglumate power was percerved as betng negattvely assoctated wrth leammg,

o htle reward power was unrelated to learmng thh respect to the lack of tmportance of -*

Ly re\ﬂard'power to learrung behavror. thhmcmd and McCroskey@oted the followmg

Q.;

.‘?Q’

’. s
'l‘hts lae{t of relattonshtp raises a stgn nt challenge to tlmse who' argue . ¢
- that'rewards should be employed to motivate students . . %[yet] the answer -

- does not seem to be a stmple "use it" or "don't use it" ... The 1mportance of - . l?'”(f -

,,e ol e ﬁé%
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- -reward power, it would appear arises’
expert.power. = At this point, one
- chosen, Since use of coercive: and;
outcomes, reward power beconj
actually increase learning, at l¢|

- power for a while may permit thite
- and/or expert power bases. (p 136).

en,%w feachﬂr lacks mferent or ,, BRI
e remlaun{n :Sses must be’
power clearly leads to negative
Foptidn of choice.” WhiMit may not

¥ does not retard it and using reward
acher sufﬁcemt time to buxld referent

' " ¢ R I . . L
Power in Business ' S : o el

R

. Much of the research utilizing French and Raven s typology has been conducted in U _
busmess settmgs As with the educatronal settmg, busmess envxronments have esmbllshed |
. srtuataons where there e leaders and i;ollowers. in tradmonal hrerarchrcal stmctures, lt 1s ‘:
usually the leader Who ls percexved as havmg power Much of the research mvesngatmg the

) use of | power in busmess settmgs has assessed whdt forms of powm‘ were percexved as

Bachman et al 1968,\Burke & Wllcox, 1971, Busch 1980; Dunne,
Stahl & Melhart, 1978 Ivancevich; 1970; Ivancevrch & Donnelly, 1970; Mamn & Hunt,
1980 Slocum 19’70 Student, 1968 Thamham&Gemrmll 1974).

'y ,
The ﬁve forms of power have been companed w1th one another in order to detenmne

why subordmates comply with s\[requests or suggesuons of the. supemsors (Bachman gf
_al 1968 Burke & Wllcox, 197

vancevrch 1970 Ivancewch & Donnelly, 19 O

terms of how the five forms of power were ranked it was generally found that sutbrdmates o
oL L3 ~ L
felt that the expert and legmmate powers of a lcader were most 1mportant in obtammg R

: _ comphance wnh a leader's request. Referent reward and coercive: power were fou-nd tobe
;N less cffecuve (Bachman e_tgl 1968 Burke& Wllcox, 1971 Ivancevxch 1970 Ivancevxch

. & Donnelly, 1970 Student, 1968) With the excepuon of the Burke and thcox (197 l)
B e _ : o

y S
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study, colmve power was conststently rated as the fonn of power whxch was least effecuve

in obtammg a subordma;e s compltance

L3

Percepuons of social power have also been shown to be related to vanous /
- measures of satxsfactlon 1n the busmess envnronn]ent. The most common factors include
“ “assessment of _]Ob sansfacuon, satlsfactlon with supervmon and sausfactloti‘wlﬁt personal
.‘ performance. o 3 !‘.‘ o " ;
L~ Although the premse items: assoc1ated w1th Job sausfacuon can vary from one study | o
) to the}’ﬁext, job. sausfacuon was deﬁned as "p.ryed.charactensucs of the JQb in re.latton to

an 1ﬂdmdual'§frames of‘ reference Altemanves available in gtven sxtuauons expectatibﬁs’ R

o 7and ex@-nence plaiy tmportant ol in prov1d1ng the relevant frame of reference" (Smxth
s --Kendall ﬁt Hulms 62, Was generally found that neward powe@achtmn g_t

~+ 8, 1968; Burke &'wllo}l 1971 Gope, 1972; Dunne Stahh& Melhart 1978’Mamn& L
y  Hunt,1980; Siocum, ,&970) and legmrqate pmﬁ (Bachman, 1968; Bachmanetﬂ 1968 - 4
o Dum} Stahl, &fMelhart, 1978; 81ocum,J970) e, not rela% job sausfacqon The- . e

Mo i S
lag:k of i 1mpact of reward power suggests that mdmdua]s attnbuto-]ob saus? uon moreto’ & éﬂj

-

" intrinsic valtres such 3s the work 1tself responsxblhty, and personal achxevement rather than

extemal values such as pers%nal recogmuon or. pratse from the leader (Hertzberg, 1963) " L \

B There was somie evrdence that the use of coercxve power would have negauve; ffeots on ~ 5 5? A
3 " employee j’ob sinsfacnon (Burke & thcox, i971 Jamieson & Thomas,\l974 Podsakoff \'\
o Toddr, & Skov, 1982 thhmond & Mchoskey, 1984 Richmond McCroskey, Daws, & e

i Koohtz/ 1980; Slocum, 1970) ‘Thesuse: of referent power was@und to be posmvely |
b relawd to ]Ob sausfacuon (Burke & thcox, 1971 Dunne, Stahl &Melhart, 1978 , |
: lIvancevxch 1970 Rlchmond eLaL 1980), as was the percexved use of € xpert power ) "
(Burke & Wllcox, 1971 Cope, 1972, Ivancewch 1'?0 mond et al,, 1980; Slocum, - I :

S 1970) Pre\nous gearch has suggested that leaders who are perCelved as bemg competent :
o m thetr skllls and can commumcate well wnh subordmates toward the accoﬁxphshmenrof )
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(Bachman, 1968; Dunie gt al, 1978; Ivancevich, 1970; Slocum, 1970), RichmondB3].

r ( 1980) ggdded that human i mteractron was a very tmportant part of many _]Obs and that in
some mstances, supenors are often also percexved as colleagues As such, overall feelibgs 4
of sansfactron on the jobr ;ay be in part deterrmned by how much one likes the leader as -
well as how much respec one grants the leader on the basis of expemse Sty

It should be noted that the trends noted in the aba ',e diggs may be a product of

% p

4

} were noted between the leadersuse of expert and refcrent power and subordtnate ‘
satwfacnoitwrth a leader (Bachman 1968 Bachman ¢t al., 1968; Bachman Sthith &
Slesmger, 1966 Burke & ercox, 1971 B 1980; Slocum 1970) A negatxve
relanonshrp was noted between subordlna&facuon and a leader s use of coercxve
power (Bachman 1968 Bachman g gl 19?8 Bachman, Srmth & Slesmger 1966,
Burke & thcox, 1971 Busch fQO) Podsakoff and Schneshetm ( 1985) noted that the s

f

‘ comelauon betWeen subordmate satrsfacuon wrth the leader and reward and legmmate v
@m, ’

po% was not clear because,of the vanauons in the use. of scales among. th{studtes
Studtes by Bachrnan (1968) Bachman gml (1966), Burke & thcox, (1971) and Slocum s
( 1970) used 1‘anked scales and obtained negauve results Subordmates felt that the leader § |
"use of reward and lemhm power reduced-the sausfactlon that' subordmates had wrth the

type scales -and found that subordmate satmfactlon w1th the lead’er»was enhanced through
" the subordmates perceptlons of the leader s use of reward and legmmate power

" e N B
" o
. . . . . N
. . N . - A - e Ly . ' .
o g o D T i ’ 8 ety EY | :
o = - \ . i R . C e _ o ﬁr,‘r‘.’,"’, g
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o " : mﬂuence of the power vanables on performan;e were m part a: reﬂecxm of drffenent

Percetved satlsfactton thh personal performance is another fdrt:x of subordmate
. My 0

. .\Wactton that 15 often correlated w;th socml power J’erformanee is mhérently”related )

“l p s
- satxsfactton, though no one is sure whrch factor mﬂuences the other For msta@e Lawler e

\ (1973) ls not bertam whet.her the two are necessanly by-products of theother' "If o , S ) )

- sausfacnomeauses perfonnance’then orga‘hlzauons should try 0 see. that thetr ertmloyees

" are sattsﬁed however, if perfo*nce causes satlsfactton, then hxgh satlsfactlon is not

% l
necessanly a goal but rather a by-product of an effecuVe orgamzanon" (p 64«65). Rather
’thhn extensive}y debate 85

?‘

pﬁormance on the basis ot‘ productmty or i ““'f'."nt of set goals (Bachman :l: gl 1968

+ "‘ ?

Podsakoff Todor, & Skov, 1982 $tud;nt ) Nevertheless 1t 1s pessrble that an

- mdtvrdual cah perform adequately accmdmg to set stﬁmdards *but sull not he personal.ly o

1sattsﬁed wrth hls or her own personal«performance (Cheuadurar, 1984b) . @

o ‘In relatron to the French and Raven power bases, the busmess!un has generally
ted

- Donnelly, 1970 Shendan &Vre‘denburgh 1978; Slocum, 1970; s
& Gemrmll 1974 ‘

“whité & expert and referent powet; are Do

to performance, R
iging y related (Bachian et al., '1968; Ivaricevich &
a ™Y

t«. 1968 Tha,mhaln

found that reward coercwe and: legrtimafe power are negatively:

38 It was thought that the positive and hegative tr’sassocxa-ted W1th the

: & petcepnons of leadershlp within an organization by the subordmates Ivancevrch and

Y Donnelly (1970) noted that reward m%er legltlmate power and coercwe POWer in the B

R LN

orgamzauonal setting werg related specrﬁcally o the leader‘s posmon 1n the organization

B hterarchy, whxch specrﬁes the amount in whroh theSe powers can be enercrsed It was felt

-~ 'that the«rsubordmetes resented a personal assessment of' performance based on the aboée’ Foe

L !closely assocrated wnth the techmcal behavroral and adnnmsuanvesﬁﬂlsagf each mdmdual

noted tmpersonal forms of poWer However the amotmt and range of a leader s referent

power and expen power was mdependent of the organézanonaﬁ@ystem and were more
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lﬁdcr ‘As such these were v1ewed as posmvc conmf)utors toward an ;ndmdual s
4 o
sansfactory performance : \*\éﬂ 4
PR ',":“ -, ‘. ! . . . . ,Nv .
’ J

. .
]

Rationale for the Frencl't and“ Raven ’l‘ypolog;?a

R There were thrce r&sons fof ch' ‘;smg thé French and Raven typology for a pmwcr -

_ analys,,xs of coaching behav1or in sport. e ﬁrst rcason is that the theory has been widely

#" "?%QQT i

Lve a

e . influence another (Bass, 1981; Mmtzbcrg, 1983 Podsaké

IRt S

ft the hteraturc as a solid, logxcal descrtptxon of the wayslby whtch one person can -

» Schoplcr, 1965) The second masoms that xt 1s a thcoryﬂvef powewh't hasbbac%mpmcahy
i - tested in a w&de variety oft-soctal settmgs The tlurd rcas’og as cxpla!ncd in thc opemng

chapter of this d1ssertatton is *t desplto its populanty, thcre havc been some scvgre a

methodolog1 : problems m testmg the typology (Podsakoff & Schneshetm 1985) Ity was

spo WIS reSoa would make a conmbunon to the gcncral knowlcdge on power by

overcommg many of the methodological hrmtatwns in prcvxous studtcs . S

N L . . - ) + R
. . ‘ .”'. ' : : - ES
G Conclusnon T : e . -9,

A ! - This chapter has shown that socxal power is a facet of human bchavxor that czﬁ’t be
| mterprcted undcr many dtffcrcnt ctrcumstanccs and s1tuatnon jthough the htstorlcal e

' o analysts in this chapter has pomted out that-powcr could mlte ona vancty of forms (sttch as
; » 25 B ’:v:ahﬁ posluon of authonty, armamcﬂts or glftcd mtcllagcncc), powcr was pnmanly a .

' : tool that was used by ommscxent ﬁgurcs such as kifgs or rehglous lcadcrs asa mcans of
A i

dommatmg,or mﬂucncmg others ;,c g Kaplan, 1977 Machtavcllt, 1977 Russcﬂ 938, °
Schexmerhqm, 1965). RN PR
e L It ts ewdent that power 1s not only cxclﬁswctoasclcctcd mmonty Rather itisa

R form of beha\nor that has been observed and analyzed in a vancty of ways. While powert L (
- i relattonshxps are typ:callxthought to be mtcrpr,tsonal, htcrature fmrp orgamzauonax and ) d

- o oW L :

. R ’ ’ . e ’ .
. " PR ’ . " - . . . A TR
\" . e = . . } ;"—V ) ;, E]
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_'-o e pe’sa* intemttons wrth others involved a varying degree of mﬂuence, comphancp and
Pl ‘m c§mw’nmg‘ Although Mccmn

P ¢ need for poweron thebasrs* of influencing anoth 's-behavior. On the other hand, other

16

political perspectrves determined that power exists beyond human relatronshrps
" Bureaucratic or polmcal orgamzatrons may be compared in'terms of power ; stmrlarly, units'
‘ or secttons within a bureaubracy may be percelved as hamngﬁmore power. than others
" within ¢ e same orginjzation (Chackerian & Abcanan, 1.984,, Crozier; 1967; Grddens,
: @ i'cﬂ'son iﬂml Weber 1970) The reasons for mlmcal conflict and the -
. ‘. randqpae Mmd’ma]nng or not tnaktng decrsrons can also be' mterpreted on tthrs of ﬁ

‘“A

.

(1975) believed thgk 4l individ alfhave some sort of

= .0 »
*s., nz:d for powér’.'he also felt that i need would vary wrdely among mdtvrduals on the’

basis of hew. *wer was deﬁned On the orie hand some mdtvrduals mrght deﬁne therr

) J.wo

e pe’op‘le‘lnl&ht be confént to exen‘power themselves in n

specrﬁcally‘ many theones of leadership have mcluded an examrnatron oﬂe power

\ relattonshrps in orgamzed settmgs that can exrst between rndtvrduals in the role of leaders
rnteractmg wrth others in the role of followers (e g Chelladurar l984a, Fiedler, 1967~,

| gy 197 gl 3chm1dt,\ 1958). " ¢ v({\) |

There have been a varlety of models developed that specrﬁcally examrne social

o

power.within hurnan relatronshrps, one of the most popular and endunng models has been

."

the five item | logy developed by Fgench and Raven (1959) The amaoﬁveness of this ~ -
P 4

theory was that power could be charactenzed in- ﬁve drffe 8 ways and that the typology

3 : ‘was not lrmrted to a specrfically deﬁned leader/follower relatronshtp, but tnstead could be



n

used to describe .any.intcrpersonal rclationship where one person was somehow influencing

_another. o ' ¢

;‘* Although thohterature has showh j power tobea pmvmhng aspect of interpersonal .

‘mlanonshtps and organfzational and leadcrshrp situauons, study of power in sport
p

S \ a
sr;uatrons has bcen very linBted. wus may bc due, in part, to the sparse t thcoretrcal

o cxammanon of leadcrshrp in sport, wrth the notnble cxccptlon of Chelladurm s rcscarch on

I :_ershxp (Chelladurar 1984a, Chclladurat, 1984b; Cheuadurai & Carron, 1983;

: Chelladm'ar & Salch 1978 Chelladurar & Saleh 1980). It was fclt that French and

Raven's (1959) theory could be transposed mto the sports scttmg rclattvely casily, as

previous hteraturc Qemonstratcd that the theory was useful in cxplmmng power

relationships wrthm drverse environments, including busrness educatlonal and famxly

. setttngs As such it was bossrblc that the typology rmght also work within the paramctcrs
\ w

. of orgamzcd sport Moreovcr previous tmplcmentauon of thc Frcnch and Raven typology :

had produced' some trends as to how the sources of power avarrabb 1% leadcrs were

perceived by followers wrth respect to aspects -of satisfaction. Sugh an inveNjgation mi ght
proyide additional ingjights as to the definition afd usefulness ower within the sports
t . o . - .

Set 2 g. N S X . .. ’ I *
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| Il. METHODS AND PROCEDURE ‘ v
- A, The lﬁstrument , | | | '
. In order 't:) determme how athletes felt about the yse of power by their coach,'a
prepared quesnonnalre, the Spert Assessment Survey (SAS), was developed This was
done for two reasons. First, while French and Raven's (1959) theory of social power has
been w1dely quoted, existing mstruments foi’ assessmg power have been found to suffer
from i 1mportant methodologlcal problems (Podsakoff &.S“chrxeshelm, 1985; Schriesheim,
'v ap Hmlnn. &»Podsakoﬁ',ODBS) In addmon, the sport environment is distinctive from a
| .o busmess or industrial environment. As such even if there was an appropnate ex1sﬁng
general questionnaire, items within it wou%ave to be reworded to properly suit aspects of -
' '1he sport environment. It therefore seemed more app: velop a new o
o quesnonnatre m%e used for the present study, than, to':xisting quesftonnaire that .
‘was already thought to bé somewhat' pﬁ)?lemanc ) - 5 e

In 1ts entnety, the questionnaire contained 87 1tems spread over sué sections (S '" M

Appendlx A): In the interests of clanty, all of the items in the SAS were clearly stated in
plhn everyday language Two set;nons centered on exam1mng the power relau nships
that existed between the coach and the athletes, based on the 5 i item typology pro sed by -
'French and Rav‘en (1959). The third secnon measured the athletes perceived personal
' sansfacnon wr[h the sport of basketball and the fourth section asked athlete\}s ‘Eor a brief

. sport profile. The other two secnons of the quesuonnalre contained items which o
\ J&mshtuted a "he" sc‘ ¢ unlwed y Eysenck and Eysenck (1968). R ~ y
v - ,
. The ﬁrst s stionnaire mcorporated French and Raven s five forng .
" of power intoa Tl

urstonisn au'ed companson inventory. The purpose of the palred e,
‘ oompansdn metwd is to provrde an unbiased ordering of attitudinal stimuli on an interval
scale \Emeasmement (Edwards, 1957; Oppénheim, 1966 Wankel & Kreisel, 1985b). In
the presenn%dy, thé five formsé{po er were against one another, producingten * - | (

v

-statements that ptured each of the possible sources of power wnh every other source of e,

78(
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power in turn. The descrlption of each form of power was modelled after the original L
defimnons of French and Raven (1959 An attempt was made to make the paimd choices | T‘ﬁ |
appear equally socially desn'able to respondents by wording the compared items as being
relied upon by "some coacncs" and "other coacl'ies"l (Harter, 1979; Kreisel, 1-985). To
further maintain the concept of equal dcsirability, all five forms of power were arranged so
that each power dcscnptor occurred first or second an equal‘numbcr of umcs in the item
“palrs on the quesnonna:re Through this method, an unbiased order of preferred use of
power among spon c?achcs was derived. . ‘ ’ o
| The second set of scales arrangcd multiple descriptors of the five forms of social -
powcr ina lecrt Scale formnt. Thxs was done for two rcasons First, Schncshcxm. .
'Hmkm, and Podsakoff (198'57 t‘elt that thc single-item format used in prewous studies was
"not brpad enough to adequately tap thc needed content domains" (p. 4 1nhcrcnt in each
form of powér. Secondly, the authors pointed ou; that the single-itemn nature of previous |
measures of tﬁe Frenéh and Raven typology (used by Bachman ¢t al., 1966, Student, 1968 |
 and Thamhain and Gemmill,1974) are "notoriously unreliable, and do not permit the
calcu'lation of internal oonsistcncy coefficients. As; a result #ationships between thn
power measures and, various dependent variables may be obscurcd due to undetect€d (and, _
with single item measures, undetectablc) measurement crmr" (Schncshclm, Hinkin, & |
Podsakoff 1958}5%5) On the basis of the prevmus literature utilizing the French and
e.g., Bachman et al., 1968; Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Holzback, 1974
Ivancvxch & Donnelly, 1970 Lord, 1977,»' \Q\Podsgkoff 1985'

_ Raven typol
'csheﬁl-hnlun,

followmg, contmnous ordcrv' Rcfe;cnt power (thms I 16, 21, 26, 31, 3 i 41,146),

reward power (items 2, 7, 12, 17, 22,27,32, 37, 42, 47), X Wgggwpr (iems 3,8, 13,

18, 28, 28, 33, 38, 43, 48), coercive power (items 4, 9, .14’ 19,

¥

and lcgitimatc'p&wer (items 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, SQ)\Each_ statement was

o



arranged ona ﬁve point Likert Scale (smongty agree strongly dxsagxee) to meas' g
R
respondem 8 perceived feelmg concerning the extent to which he felt hrs coach’ isg

form of power. |
'I‘he reason for the creation of the two new independent measures of sog wer

was based on recommendauons made by Podsakoff and Schriesheink 1985) a¥a result of

| afthexr re)/lew of previous mstruments used to asseSs soc;al power. Podsakoff and
Schriesheim noted that most prewhous attempts to measure social power used a smgle itent
ranlung approach where the items used were not independent of one anOther dn other’ -
o w <any single base of power can only be given prominente at the expense of the other
b‘a‘sg‘ . [Furtheﬂnore ] the ranking method used in obtaining the data makes it
lmpossxble for all five bases of power to be correlated in the same direction’ w1th any smgle

: cntenon vanable" (p. 404) Podsakoﬁ' and Schnesherm recornmended that a mulu-:tem

\'bed ina vanety of ways and that cach statement would be assessed mdependently by
the respondents Despite Podsakoff and Schneshelm s concerns with ipsative rankmg
pnocedures, the Thurstone pau'ed companson method was also used in the present study as -
a means for directly ¢ companng the bases of power witlr ape another 'I'hxs procedure had .
‘not been used in prevrous studles on sotial power and it was felt that the procedure for
respondents choosmg one iter from a pair of items would reduce the blas that was

L assocxated with mnkmg a group of i 1tems trom highest to lowest. = '

,..3;_';; lv L 'I‘he third set of scales nsed in the present srudy measured the overall satlsfactlon

oAt X . . -
’,r:,‘l*‘ {‘ -

3 raﬁlleteshadmd\elr*ipon’ m“f":&:," b

ot their peﬁormanoe 'I‘welve n&ns (four for cach measuxement of sausfacuon) were
PN

ptesented ig this pomon of the quesnonname Agam these rtems were of a ﬁve pomt

“Likert Scale format. There have beert a consxderable numb& of instruments developed that ‘

-

L4

a
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measure job satisfaction and performance. | Two of the major considerations for the use of
a particular scale were i%length and format of measurement; many of the scales considered )
were either too long, or were m a format that made it difficult to adequately oortelate the
scores with the kaert power sca1e In order to keep the length of the entire quéstionnaire -
masﬂably short, it was decided to make use of shorter scales that gave general
descriptions of satisfaction rather than lengthier scales that had more specific descnpuons
of job, leadership and performance satisfaction. -
The overall satisfaction in sport items were based ubon an intrinsic job fsatisfaction
index developed by Morse (1953). The items making up this scale were carefylly derived
by Morse on the basis of employee interviews and represented overall feelmgs of
satisfaction from an employer's perception of the job as a whole. The i items measunn g
sansfacnon with the coach were general descriptors of interaction that existed between the
leader and the follower, derived from the Minnesota satisfaction questionnaire previously
developed by Weiss, DaWis, England and Lofquist ¢ 1967) Finally, the ittms measuring
satisfaction with personal perfoxmance in sport were adapted from Gordon (1986). In all
instances, the wording of theitems was modified to reflect the current sport tﬂted in the
present study. » -/
The fourth seetxon of the questionnaire was a short sport aﬁd personal proﬁle
scc‘uon wluch asked athletes their current grade, year of birth, years of expenence 1p the
o spon and parucnpanon in other orgamzed sports, both msldc and outsxde the school

’ . -e
eqvxronment :

U e e

-

LA % ' *‘The other two éécﬁoins of the giestionnaire were presented 1o the subjects 43 '
; “personal profile" sections, whereby individuals were asked to respond in a yes/no manner

o ‘ . - - ﬁ. . . ) . :
to questions on everyg_iay events. In reality, the 9 1tems contained in these two sections

\
M,

1 Several jOb satisfaction scales have been collected in edited gvorks Collecuons that were
constlted in the development of the present questionnaire included Miller (1977) and
~ Robinson, Athansmu and Head (1969)

I

g

¢
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}consututed a "he" scale (L) whnch w denved from the Bysenck Personaltty lnventory -
F

Porm A (Eysenck & Eysenck. 1968) This scale was a measur&:ent of socnal desuablhty.

‘~or the degree to Whtchan mdmdual was. "fakmg good" on the quesuonnau'e. and ‘has been - |

found to be rehable and vahdm its measurement, Rehabthg and validity checks of this

- scale were reported by Gibson (1962) He found that the i 1tems tn ‘the scale dxsplayed good .

, face vahdrty, as subjects g’enerall.y answered the i 1tems "m accord thh tmprobable moml

perfectlon" (p. 19) A spht‘half rehabtlty of the lie scale usmg Guttman s formula was

fotind tober-66 SN

T~

L

\

To prevent(dubjects from suspecttng the: true nature of these questtons. the lie scale _

was spht mto two secuons that appeared near the begmmng and eniof the quesnonnam:

From the 9 1tems, a score "of 4 or 5 would be cons1dered to constttute the cutttng pomt

- Where 1nventory answers ceased to be acceptagle" (Eysenck & Eysenck 1968 p 20)

Smce Eysenck and Eysenck did not elaborate further on thts, it was decrded to use scores

of § or greater as the indicator of srgmﬁcant "fakmg" w1thm the sample in the present

\ study Using that cntcnon, 15 md1v1duals attamed a score of 5 or greater and as a result,

were ehmmated from further analysis. The deletlon of these resp’ondents was based on the

, assumptron underlymg the "fakmg good" concept that s someone who attempted to make ’

‘ hunself look. goodon th1s scale may have gtvcn false responses on the other scales

’ only about 9% of the nonfakers" (p 389)

’Pre-Testin'g and Reliability’Checks of the ‘I’nstrument .

- Accordmg to: Norman (1967), establtshed lie detecudﬁ/ ales provrde tight control over the
o problem of fakmg, and wﬂl "1dent1fy about 91% of the fakers ata cost of mtsclass1fy1ng

Pnor to the mam 1mplementauon of the i mstrument a pre-test was conducted in

: 'order to check on the understanding of the 1tems as Well as to 1dent1fy any potenual

problems 1nvolved in the admxmstrauon of the quesuonnaxre Nme members from a local

hlgh Schml watﬁm'n team nmm’l tn cnriinlete the nn.chnnnnn-. [ 73N ) P

A nm Aftaw anlinl:



, of one week On the ﬁrst occasron, the athletes were. asked

practtce All sectrons of the questtpnnarre were answered by the athletes with the excepuon
of the Eysenck and Eysenck (19§8) ‘Lie Scale whrch was not added until after the pilot..

| testtng, The athletes on’ thrs team were all between the ages of 16 and 18, the same age of

. parbcrpants requtred for the a°ctual sample No problems were encount;red, erther in the

. §
' admrmstratron of the quesnt/)nnalre or in the athletes understandmg of the 1tcms The

quesuonnatre took the athletes between 10 and 15 rmnutes to complete e
: / o
"The rehabrhty/of [a] scale 1s an mdex of the extent to whréh repeated measurements ‘

yield similar results"/ (Green 1967 - 729) In order to, estabhsh rehabrhty, 1terns

| contatned wrthm e/ch set \o 1kert subscales (for measurmg power and forms of

sWon) W / correlated with one another in order to establish the "coefﬁcrent of \_ =

- equivalence, 0}/ the parallel-form rellabrhty It measures the extent to whrch the scale is
specific to the parucular 1tems used" (Green, 1967, p. 730). For the Likert Scale data,

split-half re/lrabthty measures Were obtamed. The overall Spearman Brown reliab{li
B t:oefﬁcr/ent for the erert power scale wasr = 0.89." For the sport sausfacuon, leader
satisfaétiOn and perfOrmance satisfaction Likert scales, the derived Spearman Brown -
: rehabrhty coefﬁcrents werer=0.86,r = 0 85 and r= O 76, respectlvely Reliability
measures in this range are comacceptable for thrs kmd ofsocral psychologlcal
/.research and all of the deriv fficients were statistically srgmficant (p < 001) (e. g "
Cronbach 1984 Ferguson, 1976 Lemke & Wtersma 1976) ; ‘
. For checlcmg the rehablhty of the Thurstoman Parred éomparrson Inventory, a test- -
retest prooedune was employed with the span of nme betwee the sessions being a penod
{o complete this section along
. with all other parts of the quesnonname On the I'C'ttCSt the athleteswere only asked to -
complete the palred companson poruon of the questxonnmre and in the same manner 1n

. 'whrch they complewd it prewously 'I'he reltabrhty coefﬁcrent obtained for the pmred

- companson items was 0.90, which was statistically sxgmﬁcant (p < .001) (Ferguson, A

hl 3
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1976) A spht-half reliability test was not appmpnaxc for this scale bccause the items could

~

" not bc loglca.lly split i mto two dxstmct groups '

N -
Validity of the Instrument . - S

In the construction of any psychologxcal instrument, it rs 1mportant to cstabhsh

- some form of vahdxty, whereby "a test measuﬁes what it is supposed to mcasure" (Lemke

“ 2 Wiersma, 1976 p. 111). The valldny assoclatcd with thc Eyscnck and Eyscnck Lie

‘ Scale was, prewously dlscussed .

| One of the mos( important forrns of vahdlty that one can establish within an -

_ mstrument is construct validity (e.g., Cronbach & Mcchl 1967 Loevmgcr. 1967). "The -

hnes of ev1dence whlch together cstabhsh thc é'onstruct validity of a tcst refer to its contcnt

< its mtemal .structure, and relation to outs1de vanables" (Loevmgcr 1967 p. 119). Twoof »

the three sets of satlsfacnon sca]es that were dcvcloped pnor to the prcscnt study rcportcd
validity checks, The overall sahsfacuon with sport scale was orlgmally dcvclopcd by |
Morse (1953) as an intrinsic job sansfacuon scale. Construct vahdlty was cstabhshcd asa
result of obtaining significant mtcrcorrelanons of the items that were included in the scale. |
The averagc mtercorrclauon of thc items reported by Morse was r =.50. /{ the present
study, it was found that all four i 1tcms were. s1gmﬁcantly intercorrelated (mtcrcorrclauons

‘ranged from r= 44 tor= T2, p < 001) with the average mtcrcomlatxon of thcsc xtcms
being = . 57 (p<.001). '

‘ Concurrent vahdxty had bccn prcvmusly cstabhshed for :

" coach (leadcr) scale (Welss etal, 1967) The authors found that

s scaie corrclated
'51gmﬁcantly w1th other scales within the anesota satxsfacnon qucsuonnau'c that
purported to measure satisfaction wnhm a work environment. Construct validity was also
established in the present study by obtammg sxgmﬁcant intercorrelations of themcms that

}wcre mcluded in the scale In the present study, it was found that all four items were

-



'(mtercorrelatlyged fromr=.37 tor =51, p <.001), with the average

sxgmﬁcantly mtercorrelated (intercorrelatxons ranged from r= S6wr= 71, p < 001),
wnh the average mtercorrelauon of these items being r = .63 (p < .001).

No prewous validi tests were noted by Gordon (1986) in his development“ of the b

satisfaction with performance scale. In the present study, however, construct validity of

the scale was established as aAreSult of invesﬁgating the intercorrelations of the four items

o

that compnse the scale. It was found that all four items were significantly 1ntercorre1ated
-

intercorrelatio®of the items bemg r=.45 (p <.001). The remaining portlon of this section

~ will focus on the twq sets of scales that were developed to assess the athletes' percepuons

of their basketball coaches unhzauon of the ﬁve forms of power. Several forms of validity |
were considered in the development of the Thurstoninan and Likert power base scales.
In the present study, the content of the Thurstone and leert power scales was

deterrmned th.rcs.lgh investigation of the wording and multlple descnptors of the French and

‘ Raven power bases used in other prewously developed 1nstruments Accord,mg to ¢

Horrocks (1964), “the content must be relevant to the @mpose of the 1nstrum4!:nt; the items

selected must be representative, sufficiently complete [and) uncontaxninated with other

- content” (p. 57). Cronbach and Meeh] also suggested that the use of c_ retest reliability

score is also relevant to construct validity In the present study, the obtained score of 0.90 |

vdemonstrated acceptable stablhty in the athletes'; responses to the Thurstone paired

companson items.
Al of the scales demonstrated a degree of face validity, that identifies "whether a

test agreed with a subject s 1deas of what the content of the test ought to. be" (Horrocks

1964, p. 61). Pnor to the actual adtmmstrauon of the questlonnmre the i 1tems and fon'nat

| . ofthei mstrument were exammed and found aoceptable by six other people, all of whom

had expertise in the aréa of quesuonnane des1gn as well as appropnate background

_ knowledge in coachmg behawor ‘ , *
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The p‘urpose of the Thurstomar{ paxred companson method.was to produce an

unblased ordering of the power base i items; to do tlus, statements must be presented such '
’that all itemns have an equal chance of bemg selected (Messxck 1967, ’I'hurstone. 1967). In
“the present study, this was done in two ways First, each form of soclal power was stated
as bemg 1mportant to "some coaches" or other coaches " Accordmg to Harter (1979), the
‘useof a reference group (charactenzed by the terms some" and "other") effecuvely
legmrmzes etther chorce Second, in the presentatron of the stdtements, each form ef social
power appeared” twrce on the left hand side of the page (assoctated with "some coaches")
_and twice on the nght hand side of the page (associated with "other coaches")

¥ Other advantages of the parred comparison method have also been noted. Flsher
(1980) suggested that the Thurstoman method srmplrﬁes the rankmg process Thus,
mstead of ordering a large composrte list, individuals are only presented wrth two items at
any one time and required to select the more favorable of the parr Fmally, Mrller (1977)
concluded that "the ordenng by paired compansons isa relauvely rapid process for
securing a precise and relauve positioning along a contmuum Comparauve ordenng
= genera.lly increases relrabrhty and validity over arbltrary rating methods" (p. 94).

The Likert method demonstrates face validity through its strnphcxty (Edwards &
Kenney, 1967; Jahoda, Deutsch, & Cook, 1951) For a gwen rtem the Likert scale is
useful in that "persons do differquantitatively in their atntudes some bemg more toward
one extreme, some more toward the other" (Likert, 1967, p. 91). In other words, amtudes
toward a given item will vary to the extent that it becomes useful to measure peOple s
reactions on an establrshed continuum, because the niethod of scoring varies accordmg to
the i mtensrty expressed by mdrvrduals respondlng to a given statement (Miller, 1977).
Miller also noted that tlus type of scale "is highly reliable when it comes to a rough ordenng
- of people with regard toa parucular attitude or atntude complex"” (p. 89)

In measunng the mtemal structure of the instrument, factor analysxs was used to
deterrmne whether the i 1tems contained in the entire socral power subscale were relatcd to

’/
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oi{: another According to Cronbach and Meehl (1967), if one uses a series of i ncms to

: dcscnbe some form of trait or bchavxor, then i it would appcar that the sclectcd items should

| be u‘;tcrcorrelated to.some dcgrce On the basis of the magnitude of factor loadmgs, this

resulted in certain items wnhm the Likert scalc bemg grouped togcther in terms of the
pamcular forms of power. This tcchmquc also pinpointed items that wére not adequatc br
unique dcscnptors of the particular forms-of powcr, either becausc their factdt loadmgs |
- were low, or because i 1tcms had hxgh factor loadmgs on more than one form of power.
Itcms from the lecrt scale that were not unique or adequate dcscnptors of social power
were glumnated from further analysis.

- The validity of an instrument may be negatively affectcd by the language and
présentation o_f the ite/ms thét are to be mgasu;ed (Jahoda, Dcutscl{, & Cook, 1951). Since
the present study was measu;ing{eenag'e aihlctes' attitudes toward a coach's use of power

in Sport, all wording in the questionnaire was geared toward this age group's level of

undcrstandlng The pre-tcst was uscful in checking the clanty and understandmg of the,

items in thc qucsuonnau'c In addmon, the readablhty of the questionnaire was chccked

with a computer spelhng and grammaucal pnogram E"'Thundcr' The Wnter s Assxstant"),

- which suggested that the instrument was appropmate for the age group used i in the study.

B'.Subjects‘ - B S

" The subject populatlon for this study were all male basketball players from the

 “senior boys" division of the high school basketball league in the City of Edmonton. In

ondcr to provide more equal parnapauon among schools on the Basis of ablhty and

challenge. the schools are divided into two leagucs the Premier Conference and thc Cxty

- Conference. Each league maintains its own rcgular season, playoffs and championships.

There is no interaction between the two conferences, with the exception of exhibiﬂa

L

games and ;odmaments‘ which exist outside of the fixed schedule. There were a total of 15

senior boys teams \registcmd- for league play during the 1986-87 season. Nine of these '/
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were registered in the Premier Confqr;ri’ce, with the remaining six.mgistcfed in the City
Confet;nce. As this was a relatively small number of ieams'. it was felt that all teams could
be contgcted and tcsted. Morcovci', the usé olf all teams would 'ensure equal representation
from all areas of the city. . N
Basketball was sclccted for two reasons. Fxrst it is a popular spon in high school.
fSccond, bccause of its relanvcly small roster (10 12 players on a team), it was a spon that
gave thc athletcs and coach ample opponumty to communicate and gct to know one another |
" over the course of the season. A total of 159 players were eligible to take part in the study. .
| . | of thesc 130 complctcd thc questmnnalrc. representing a rcspons‘c rate of 81.8%. After
_eliminating the I?respondcnts who scored‘hxgh on the Eyscnck and Eysenck Lle Scalc. lhc
final sample used in the data analys:s was 115 basketball players.
, As seen in T}ble 1, the majonty of participants were in gradcs L1 and 12, In Table
2, it can be seen that the participants-had a considerable amount of cxperience in the sport,
as the averagc numbcr of seasons spent playing in organized baskctball was 4, 6 seasons.’
Over 50% of the respondents indicated that thcy playcd orgamzed basketball for at least
four seasons. . . .

It appcare;d that the lscE of participation by the 29 nom-respondents was lafgcly due
to the scheduled testirig sessions for administration of the questionnaire. It was pn:vmusly
dccxded to administer the qucstlonnau'e during each school's lunch hour in ordcr o
minimize c any disruption of the students' regular class time. ,Thisimeant, howcvcr, that
there was a mc\volumecr blas on the part of thé participants, as lunch hour is "free

) time" for students. Lunch hour is also a time where multiple activities occur (such as
clubs, intramural sports, etc.). the day of the testing at each school, an announcement
was made over the P.A. system at the commencement of thc lunch hour rcmmdmg
baskctball players about the questionnaire session. chcrthclcss, it was likely tha,tSomc
potential participants "forgot" about the testing session (or did not hear the rcminfkcs '

anriouncemcnt) and left the school during this time or were involved in other recreation or



Tablg1
School Grdde of Basketball Respondents
v‘h

Né; | Grade r | N ' % of Sample
T 78 -
11 ' 287 |

12 @ I”ui |

. 4 s

Total . 115 *100.0

Table 2

Seasons of Basketball Experience of Respondents
(Including Current Season)

. . . ’ B .

’

Seasons : N % of Sample
1 S 6 52
2 ;. 0 . © 87,
3 19 16,5 A
4 C 23 | 200 °
5 24 20.9
6 15 : 13.0 .
7 10 87
8 2 .7
9 or more ‘ ‘ 6 5.2

- Total o 115 100.0
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- school commitments within the school that they felt were fhore important to them. There °
were also ins;.tanccs in some schools where potential participants were absent from school
on the day of the testing session or were no longer'a':tending school. Only 4 of the 1S
schools had all team members present for the completion of Z- questionnaire; the non-

pammpants were randomly dispersed among the remaining I schools.

.- C. Collection of the Data

| In order to obtain permission to administer thc questionnaire to high school
basketball players, a series of steps was undertaken. First, the quesuonnau'e was reviewed
‘and approved by the chairman of the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Physical Education
and Recreation. Next, the questionnaire was submitted to The Univcrsity of Alberta's
Field Services Office, where it was again reviewed and then sent to the Research sections
of the Edmonton Public and Edmonton Catholic School Boards. The study was granted
approval from the school boards noted above in early April, 1987.

After receiving permission from the research sections of the various school boards,
thc principals from the 15 high schools were contacted by tclephonc After a brief
explanation of the study, a personal meeting was arranged. This was donc in order to fully
explain the nature and dcnlxands' of the study, as well as to show the questionnaire to the
principals. In addition, this meeting was used to schedule a suitable time for the collection
. of the data. All 15 principals agrecd to have ;hcir schools take part in the study. It was
decided that the principal and/or the coach would inform rhe athlctcs of thc study and
arrange for the athletes to be present at the prean'anged tcstmg time. With the cxccpuon of
. one school (wherc students were in a "fmc pcnod" in thc carly afternoon), thc data
collecnon took place at the beginning of the school lunch period. It was felt that this time
period was the least dismptiv% to the students’ school schedules. This was also a time

where a classroom could gasily be obtained for administration of the questionnaire.



®
Because ot' the simﬂanty in scheduled lunch b aks between schools, the tesnng was
usually limited to one school per day. '
. The data collection occurred during April sAd May, 1987, A this point in time, the
' | high school basketball season was finished, which meant that the players from all teams
were reflecting back on their-season. This was somewhat advantageouﬁndce player' were
| | assessmg their overall season and would not be unduly affected by individual events which
occurred at specific points in the season. The major disadvantage in testing teams }t the
conclusron of a scason was that the passage of time might have clouded everts that
occurred during the season, | S ‘
Each team was teste.d’as a group at their school. At the beginning of each testing
_ session, all players were informed that their team was one of those chosen to have its
' pl;yers express their views on how they felt the coach communicated and led the athletes
| during the past season. They were also told that their conttibution in the study would result
in further knowle'dge about how coaches interacted with their athletes. To put the players at.
ease, they were dien,inforrned that diere were no right or wrong answers in the
Questionnaire, that their names were not required and that all information obtained was
strictly confidential, ' a
! In all schools, the questionnaire was administered to the athletes by the same
nesearcher undercontrolled classroom conditions. All sections of the questionnaire were
then bneﬂy explained to the participants before they were asked to complete it This
ensured that the questionnaire was completed properly, yet also gave particrpants the
opportunity to complete the entire questionnaire at their own speed. All individuals were
| asked to complete the qumnonname on their own without influence from their peers and

were rermnded that it was their personal input that the researcher was interested in, rather

than a group opinion. Afteri mstrucuons were given, the quesuonnmre took approximately

q

15 minutes for the athletes to complete Upon completion of the questionnaire, the athletes’

were thanked for thelr cooperation and allowed to leave. &
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D. Anilys'es of the Data
Testing The Flrst Hypothesis
Two sets of scales-from the questionnaire were utilized in testing the first -
hypothesis. First, through the use of the Division of Educational Research Services
- (DERS) program SCALOI the paired comparison scales were used to ordcr the five f\orms
of social power on the basis of standardized scores. This program produced proportion
matrices, z value matrices and scale \va:lues (standardized scores) for each form ot‘ power, -
The scale values were then ranked in descending order of imponancc. Coefﬁciém? of
agreement for each of the rankings were also calculated using Kendall's U statistic and chi- :
" square. This was done to determine if there was significant agreement amo‘ng the
respondents in the rankmgs of the Thurstonian items (Edwards 1957)
The second method of testing this hypothcsns was to use the mean scores from the
ﬁfty item Likert scale pomon of the questionnaire. As noted earlier, Schriesheim, Hinkin,
& Podsakoff (1985) have described the shortcomings of previous research in relying on
single item descriptors of Frcnch and Raven's social power typology. The Likert scales /
, overcome this by having ten dcscﬁptors for ca;:h form of social power. 'Throﬁgh the use of
the SPSSx stgtistical package, a series of factor analysis tests using a principal components
exﬁcﬁon“with varimax rotation were performed on the data in order to eliminate those -
items that did not adequately represent the various forms of social power. Two statistical
tests, Bartlett's test of sphericity and the Kaiscr-Mcycr-Qlkin measure of sampling‘ |
adequacy, were used to confirm the appropriateness of the data for a factor analysis
proccdurc; Listwise deletion? of missing data was used with this analys{s:. Overall mean
scores were then computed for those Likert items that were best associated with each form

of social power, then ranked in descending order of importance. In order to determine

2 In listwise deletion, only respondents who answcred all 50 items were included in the
analysis. - v
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| A\‘whethcr the means for the different forms of social power were significantly different, an
| .analysis of variance with a repeated masUNs'pmoeduré, along with Scheffe post hoc tests
was conducted on the data, using the UANOVA procedure from SPSSx.

.Sir‘\ce two different scales were used in the testing of this hypothesis, a series of "
statistical tests were used to determine whether there wei‘ any significant relationships. A
Pearson product moment correlation procedure was initially conducted to examine the
‘relationships between the power items'in the Thurstone dnd Likert .séalc's3 . A Kengdall
rank order correlation analysis and ;h Wilcoxon matched-paired tést were also performed to
compare the ranks of each of tf\.c fi;re power items from the Thurstone scale with their
counterparts from the Likert sc‘.itlcf(e.g., Thurstonian reward power Was cofnp.arcd with
Likert reward power, ;w.). Both the Kendall and Wilcoxon procedures were done in order

10 detemﬁng whether the ranking of the five sources of power were similar for the two

procedures,

Testing Hypotheses Two Through Sixteen _
| Through the use of SPSSx, correlation analyses were conducted between the five
power bases (using the mean averages derived from the appropriate 'itcngs from the 50
item Likert power scale) and the following Likert scales: The 'items‘ pertinent to éport
satisfaction were used in testing Hypotheses 2 through 6; those items associated with
leadership satisfaction were used to test Hypotheses 7' through 11; and ﬁné.lly, those
items representing satisfaction with performance were used to test Hypotheses 12

through 16. Pairwise deletion® of missing data was used with this program. Overall

3In doing this procedure, the Thurstonian data was transformed into an equal appearing
interval scale with values ranging from 0 to 4. A score of zero for a particular form of
power meant that the item was never selected by a respondent; a score of four meant that
the item was always selected whenever the respondent had an opportunity to do so.

~

4 In pairwise deletion, a case is omitted from the statistical calculationsif the value for one
of the pair of variables being analyzed contains a designated missing value.
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mean scores were cdmputed Yor each set of satisfaction scales to derive single scores that -

best repfcsented satisfaction with sport, satisfaction with coaching leadcrship'and

r
satisfaction with personal performance.
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. Results and Discussion .
_This chapter contams the results and the mterpretatlow)f the ﬁndmgs pcrtalmng to

the 16 hypotheses estabhshed in thls study “This is presented m four. secuons The first
sectlon outhnes the results and unphcatmns in terms of the. forms of social power
N percetved by the athletes, to,be most relied upon by thexr coaches The second sectxon
exammes the forms of socxal power affectmg the 1ndw1duals percepttons of personal '
sattsfactmn thh the sport of basketball The tlurd secuon presents the relauonshlps
" between the forms of socxal power and the athletes percetved sattsfactton w1th thelr
‘ 'coach s leadership. The fourth section deals with the effects that social power had on an
' ln‘dmdual s percelved satlsfacnon thh his personal perfomrance ;n h\lgh school basketball
- A, Thg Rellance on Perceived So;ial Power by Coaches
' ‘Thurstoman Scale Analysns T :

Table 3 presents the data deptctmg the relattve 1mporta§ée of the ﬁve

Thurstoman power 1terns in the testmg of the first hypothesm

_ Ho(l) thhtn the htgh school sports settxng, athletes will percetv vexpert B
- " and legitimate power to be the major sources of- ‘power of the
- coach fdllowed in turn by mferent,ueward and coercwe power

: -v"The scaltng of the items was accomphshed through the use of z scores that were adjusted

by the removal of all negatlve scale values5, Kendall's U statlsth was used to. measure the :

| coeffictergof agreement, whtch md:cates whether there was agneement among the

responden\ts concermng the rank order of the 1tems A posmve U value mdlcates a degree ’

-5 Acoordtng to Edwards (1957), ina Thurstone pamed companson mventory, negauve
scale values are judged to be: less.favorable respondents while positive scale values are -

“seen to be more favorable to respondents. In order to eliminate this psychological bias, a
constant is added to all the standard scores to make them all positive, This constant does

_not change the distance between anyof the scale values. The most logical constanttobe = |

added is the scale value of the scale item with the largest negative value. Asa result, this
. .Score becomes zero, while all of the other scale values become posmve o __

N

o~



CTable3 “ s

Z Score Values and Rank Orders of Athletes' Perceptions of their Coaches / '
Rehance on Five Forms of Soclal ‘Power o

FORMOF ' | SGALE
POWER - ' VALUE
Expert Power L o 2.95.
- L.egitirﬁate Powér , - L80~
 Referent Power | | AR 1.68
. Reward Power 1076
Coereive Power - _-; R ,a,O OO
Kendalls U 4009
”.Chl-squarc | MR 347.86* .
n=t15 | IR Y
*Significantatp <.001 L/
.Constant added =144 _ e /
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&greement among the judges (Edwards 1957) The significance of Kendall's U was
.then dcnved based upon the chl-Square dtstnbutron It was found that there wasa
. l sxgmﬁcant agreement among the basketball pamcrpants as to the rank order of the five

.‘

socral power items (x2=341.86, p <.001). ‘.
The results i in Table 3 support the ﬁ_rst hypothesis. Expert power was perceived by
the respondents as being the most relied upon, w1th the adjusted z score being 2.95. The
second ranked form of power was lcgrumate power (z = 1.80), Wthh was closely
' -followed by the thrrd ranked referent power (z= 1 68) Reward power was ranked fourth
on the basis of its. z score (z=0. 76) and did not, appear to be overly relied | upon, while

coercrve power was percexved as being: the least rehed upon form of power (z=0. 00)

The summary of data obtamed from the bask tball partxc1pants has prov1ded some

fairly consrstent trends. Expert power was ] _ ing the-pnmary fonn of power
Whlch the coaches rehed upon when mtera ting Wlth the_basketball players ‘This is not

surprrsrng, as one of the most fundamentél ro es “the coach 1s to teach or pass on the

the sport to thc athletes (Chelladurax 1984a,

) k

Martens ctal., 1981; Tharp & Ga.lhmonc, 1976) In: an observanon analysrs of college
' basketball coach John Wooden Tharp and Galhmore ( 1976) noted that behavrors

: nccessary skrlls, techmques and strategres of

a3 assocrated wrth the coach s expemse accounted for 67. 4% of all forms of behavior.
: Snmlarly; Lacy and Darst (1985) foind that wmmng hrghv;ool football coaches
~ emphasized their experuse of the sport more often than any other form of Behavror (62 8%
- of the time over the comse of the season) ' |
| | The results of the pnesent study whereln legmmate power was ranked second in
" 1mportance and referent powet was ranked thll'd is consrstent with prevrous research The
v rmportance of legmmate power suggests that athletes recognize that the coach has a right to
mﬂuence and gurde them in the pursult of the sport because "he i is the coach.” The
legmmacy of the coach's posmon “as the coach" has only been sporadxcally examined in .

previous sport studies and has often been linked with coercive/authoritarian actions. For
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mstance. Cheuadurm and Saleh ( 1980) state that a coach's desire to "not explaln his ttctton"
-and "to speak in a manner not tobe questtoned" were defimng elements of a coach's
autocranc behavior.’ Stmtlarly, Sage (1974a) noted that there i 1s an underlymg
‘ understandmg that "whcn an athlete comimits htmself to a sports team, he commtts htmself
to the will of the coach of that team on all matters whlch the coach thmks are 1mportunt " (p
187) Sage also mdtcated that the legmmate posmon of the coach granted the coach the .
right to con'ect athletic behavxor m any manner that he felt was appropnate Often, lhlS
\ resulted in the coach utthzmg vananons of coercwe behavrors ’
| A recognmon of the unportanée of the legmmate power of a leader as percetved by
subordmates was also noted by studtes conducted within busmess enwronments |
Nevertheless, prevrous research from the busmess literdture suggested that a leader wxll be

- more effective if he uses expert and referent power to strengthen the relationship between
hlmself and those in hJS/her charge, rather than. contxnumg to rely primarily on legtttmate

- power Although subordmates acknowledged the presence of legmmate power of a leader,

they tended to be more satlsﬁed w1th leaders who demonstrated how they earned their .

_status and how their skills could atd subordinates in pursumg their jobs (Bachman gul
1966 Bachman gt_gl 1968 SlOCIII 1970; Stul‘ient, 1968) The z scores derived in the
present study that emphasrze the greater 1mporta.nce of expert power, and the similar
magmtude of the z scores associated with legmmate and referent power also seem to
support this conclusmn ‘ ' . | | o

‘Referent power is a way of deﬁnmg the mterpersonal relatlonshtp that exists

between a leader and his or her followers . It is not necessarily a form of power that
leaders consclously:tttempt to use when mfluencmg their followers, although Student
(1968) believed that efforts by the leader to be fnendly‘ would be posmvely acknowledged

.‘ by the followers The impact of this form of ‘power is very dependent on the degree that
genume feehngs of trust, admiration and respect for the leader are expressed by the B

| _ followers (Burke‘&'Wilcox, 1971). In sport environments, referent power depends upona : ,
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coach being fncndly, trusting, suppomve and compassmnate in his or her i mteracttons with

the athletes (Harrison, 1983; Homq:@ Carson, 1985; Martens et al., 1981; Westcott,
1979). | ’ ¥
, NI .
The athletes percexved that the reliance on reward power by coaches was not

- - extensive, when dxrectly compared with expert, legl_umate and referent power. This trend

was also found in the business setting (Bachman,gt a]., 1968' Burke & Wilcox, 1971:
Busch, 1980; Gahnsky, Rosen & Thomas, 1973; Ivancevich, 1970 Jarmeson & 'I‘homas

A\

e 1974 Slocum, 1970) "

.In the sports setting, there is some debate concemning the i unportance of rewardmg
athletes for good or appropnate behawor assocxatﬁ w1th participation in the sport
Although there has been only a limited number of stqq,les conducted in the sport setting that |
compares different. forms of coaching behavufr (Chelhglurm 1984a; Lacy & Darst, 1985;

Tharp & Galhmore, 1976), all of these studles found that a coach relied on his experuse o
a much greater extent than he dxd on reward behavi Nevenheless, there a.re those who
ling actions on the part of the c‘otich

ip and Hrycmko, 1983; Rushall 1983)

{
believe that a variety of verbal and non-verbal re

There are two possxble reasons explaining why reward power was not percelved by
the athletes as bemg a form of power relied upon extenswely by the ooaches One possible
reason is that it may not be soc1a11y desirable Ly rely cxtenswely on rewardmg behavior as a
form of influence unless it is associated with a partlcular action. .In the questionnaire, the
item‘was generally worded as "a reliance on the promise of rewards" and was not placed
~ within a particular t:ontexf (e.g. soc_h as "rewzifds following a good perfomtance"). In the
_' business setting, Bac‘hman etal (1966) noted that rewards may prov1de motivational
tncennves but that i 1t was also posstble that in certain situations, “rewards may also be
- perceived as bribes, payoffs, favormsm and thc hke The phrase used [by Bachman etal.
(1966) was] 'He can gwe special help and beneﬁts to those who cooperate thh him' may
. ~have implied the latter type of reward" (p. 135). In the pnesent study,.the athletes may have



similarly mterpreted the wordmg of- the "promise of rewards" statement as. bemg abribe |
rather than an acceptable type of i incentive. : - \
Related to this, another possible explanatton for the low ranking of this power
vanable is that the rewardmg of behavior is usually done by coaches followmg a particular :
event or action done by the athlete (Chelladurai, 1984a; Martm and Hrycaiko, 1983). In

order to be effective, the re ‘

d.must have value to the athlete Research has suggested
that rewardmg someone a long time after a parncularly g@od behavxor occurred reduces the
significance of the reward as a form of motivation (Martm and Hrycatko 1983; Katz &
Kahn 1978). _ ,

Coercwe power. was ranked as the form of power least rehed upon by the coaches 7
.As in other studies, these ﬁndmgs do not support the STereotyptcal image of the coach being
a strict disciplinarian (Bain, 1973; Gordon, 1981; Horwood, 1979; Naylor, 1976; Sage,
1974a; 1974b). Although previous research has indicated that coaches can us_e p'unisltme’nt
. or coercive behavior when interacting with theirbathletes tlus form. of behavior d’;s not
‘ 'appear to be used ektensively by t:oaehes r instance, 'I‘harp and Gallimore (1976) found
that in comparison to other forms of belavior, only 14.6% of Wooden's behavmr could be
mterpreted as coercive. Other studies reported even smaller pementages Lacy and. Darst ' '_.' '

n "-

‘ (1985) found at coercive actions of high school football coaches accOuntcd foronl;g& 6%
e ". :

of the1r total : havior over the course of an enttre season, Ina companson between ~‘; ‘

Y
v

i Lombardo (1984) found that the latter form of behavior was observed only Sporadxcally
Cums Sml , and Smoll (1979) also found that punitive behavmr accounted for only 3%
of the coaching behavior observed in thtle League baseball. Despite this low occurrence,
the auth added that "players seemed especxally sensitive to punitiveness in their
perceptigns of a coach” (p. 398)



Likert Scale Analysis
As noted in Chapter 3 Schneshetm, Hmkm & Podsakoff (1985) mdrcated that
there are drawbacks to relymg pnmanly on single item descriptors of the five forms of
social power. In order to see whethcr the first hypothe51s was supponed using multiple
descrlptors of social power, the 50 items contamed in the Likert scale section of the
: questionnaire were also used to test the first hypothesxs The first step in the analysis was
to determine which of the items best descnbed each form of social power. In order to do
’ thrs, factor analysrs was performed on the 50 ltems using a pnncrpal components extraction
with a varimax rotauon to obtain a specified five factor solution. This procedure was donc "
in order to eliminate any of the Likert i items that%d not adequately ineasure the forms of *
| soc1al power originally derived by French and Raven ‘The communalities of the leert
items, along with the size of the factor loadmgs in the rotated factor mamx were examined
and those items that did not load hrgh (less than .35) 1 in the initial solution were ehrmnated
}(Norus1s, 1985) In addition, 1tems that had high factor loadrngs (:35 or greater) on ‘more
than one factor were eliminated from further analysxs These procedures resulted in the
deletion ofdl of the original items. -
| A factoranalysrs procedure (again specxfymg a five factor soluuon) was then

R 1)

conducted on the remaining 29 Likert scale itemns. In. conﬁrmmg the appropnateness ofthe -

factor analysis model, two statistical tests suggested by Norusxs were perfoxmed on the
correlation matrix used in the final soluuon The first statistic, Bartlett s test of sphericity,
was used to determine whether the correlauon matnx was an identity matrix. Accordmg to
“Norusrs, "if the hypothesis that the population correlation matrix is an identity cannot be
nejected because the observed srgmﬁcance level is large, you should reconsider the use of
the factor modcl" (p. 128). The value obtained for the Bartlett test in the the present study
was 1516. 74 wrth a significance of p < 001 Since the value of the test was large and the
sxgmﬁcance was small, the correlation matrix could not be oonsrdered an .identity matrix,

and as such was suitable for factor analysis. o
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The second test pcrfonncd on the correlationatrix was the Kaiser-Méyer-Olkin

skl

(KMO) measure of sampling adcquacy': .

© [This statistic compared] the magnitudes of the observed correlation
coefficjents to the magnitude of the partial correlation coefficients . . .. .
Small values for the KMO measure indicate that a factor analysis of the
variables may not be a good idea, since correlations between pairs of
variables cannot be explained by the other variables.. Kaiser (1974)
characterizes measures in the 0.90's as marvelous, in the 0.80's as
meritorious, in the 0.70's as middling, in the 0.60's as mediocre, in the

‘ 0.2590's as miserable and below 0.50 as unacceptable. (Norusis, 1985, p. -
129) . , _ _

In the present sfudy, the KMO value was 0.775 which was con'sidcfed.igbc adequate for
proceeding w1th the factor analysis. v R

| On the basis of a pﬁncipal components exﬁ'abtion with a varimax rotatidn. the ,
specified five factor solution accounted for 56.7% of the variance. The factor structure and |
- item loadings are displayed in Tablc 46. For this Solution, a minimum ldading of 35 was - -
also used for\,inc{lusion of an item on a particular factor. Usiflg this ériterion, none of the
items :loaded on'more than onc.factor. The ifcms7 associated with each factor will be :
discussed in tenﬁs of the original definitions of each form of s?‘cial power postulated by
_ French and Raven (1959) and other related literature. | | T
Referent power was the first factor derived by the factor solution. Six items w.‘cré
 associated with this factor. Thre o%thcsc are statements on the athletes' admiration,
respect and liking of their coach. The remaining three items reflect the 'atl_lletcs' desire to
share their coach’s ideals and philosophy of the sport and to model thcir,bchavior’ after the.
coac_:h; Frcncﬁ and Raven originally postulated that there would be a linear correlation

between the amount of referent power a leader had and the extent by which a subordiqatc

- o _ | . .
6 A complete display of all the loadings for each of the five factors can be found in Table
18 in Appendix B. : : ,

7 Descriptive statistics and further explanations for these items can be found in Appendix
C . ’ ‘ - . : P

)

o

“a
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%
Table 4

Factor Analytic Solution of trhe 29 Likert Power Items

: E ~ -1 24 3 4 5 Total

» Factors

1 Referent Power o
Admire coach - .83 B

Respect coach as a person : 85 .
Like coach . 84

Share coach's sport ideals 83 .

Share coach's sport philosophy .82 -

Model behavior after coach .63

2 Coercive Power s
Athletes punished when mistakes
. made when playing/petforming .76
Athletes punished when they .
don't pay attention e : 72
Harsh disciplinarian tactics used : 71
Athletes punished when they ‘
don't follow directions .68 o
Coach rules with force . .66
Coach is strict .63
Athletes punished by, receiving
undesirable assignments 47
Athletes prohibited from playing *
- when coach feels it warranted ‘ 36

3 Reward Power * .

Good athletic performance
rewarded .82

Athletic achievement :
acknowledged ' : 72

Credit given where creditdue .68

Positive verbal feedback given .62

Athletes rewarded by getting
chances to participate in sport 58

Rewards offered to athletes who
play the sport - .52

Athletes rewarded by getting ‘
change of status after good ’ \
performantes , .44



Factors

4 Expert Power
Coach physically skilled in sport
- Coach proficiently performs
physical skills of sport
Coach has experience in sport as
an athlete o
Coach demonstrates skills
associated with sport

§ Legitimate Power ,
Coaching decisions not explained

to athletes . . 72

h is a school representative LT

Coach is authorized by school ‘ .60
Coach is justified in telling :

athletes what to do . 42

Eigenvalue 6.65 350 246 209 1.74

% Variance -22.90 12.10 8.50 7.20 6.00 56.70
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wu\attncied to the léader; they did not, however, offer any prec\tgc syggestions as to how
"attractiveness” could be measured, although they did note that reé;rent powerHad its basis
in the identification that a subordinate had with the leadcr. "Thus, se‘Qrcral items associated

- -

with identification were theorized for the 'préscn't‘study. T was felt that identification in
sport could, in part, be conceptualized if athletes were aware of the coach's sport ideals and
philosophy and incorporated these into theu' own ;d,:e‘ﬂpjﬂgns of sport. Id%\als and personal
philosophy are central to many Mle's personal value system, and are offen a motivational
cxpldnation of an individual"s desire to inﬁucpce or direct 'another's behavior (Heider,
1958). Modelling s another behavior that is based on identification or admiration of an
individual (Shaw & Cdstanio, 1982). Other measurements of attractiveness of a person,
including admiration, respect, and hkmg were dcﬁved from prcVi‘ous instruments of social
power developed by Holzback (1974) and Schriesheim, Hinkin, and Podsakoff (1985).
~ Similar dcscriptofs were also used by Chelladurai (1984a; 1984b) for the "social support”
factor of his conception of sport lcadcyship. |
The second extracted factor was made up of 8 items that defined coercive power.
Coercive powe£ often the basis for the traditional pcrc;pﬁons that people have about
power - this being the ability to punish those who do not comply with requests or
procedures (Bierstedt. 1970; Henderson, 1981; Olsen, 1970). Coercive pd\&‘f is often a
description of authoritarian behavior; a person who is authoritarian is often characterized as
being " a tough disciplinarian,” "rclcntlcés," or "strict” (e.g., Chelladurai, 1984a; Daly,

1980; Sage, 1974a) This is a form of power that is almost always perceived as being

LA

negative, even though some studies have shown that punishment can have a positive effect '
.

on future behavior (¢.g., Martin & Hrjocaiko, 1983; Podsakoff & Todor, 1985; Tharp &

warrant punishment, as wejl as forms of behavior that the coach could exhabit in his

interaction with the athletes.

\

\

Gallimore, 1976). The items mﬁéng up this factor pertained to particular actions that might \"\\

‘\

\

\
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Reward powe:"was the third factor derived; seven items were found to be
associated with this factor. Four of the items described instances where the co'ach provides
. feedback to the athletes with respect t;) tﬁcir performance. The other three items focused on ™
specific rewards that the coaches might administer to their athletes. French and Raven did
not originally elaborate on the actual form rewards could take, although they implied that in
organized settings, rewards wopd often be tangible (sucl"}gs pa& incentives for exceptional'
work). French and Raven also ndied that the removal of a punishment could also be
considcrea areward. The conceptualiizﬁon of reward in the present study was quite broad
in light of the amount of literature on how rewards could be administered to people. In
sport situations, rewards could be given in the form of positive feedback that was both
verbal and non-verbal (e.g., Chelladurai 1984a; Cheiladurai & Saleh, 1978; ~1980' Lacy &
Darst, 1985; Martin & Hrycalko 1983; Tharp & Galhmorc, 1976). Although several
examples of verbal fcedback were part of the factor solution, the athletes in the prescnt
study did not perceive "non-verbal feedback" as being a strong unique indicator of rcward‘
~ power. This item was part of the original Likert scale found in the questionnaire, and while
it initially loaded somewhat high on the reward factor, it also loaded high on referent
power. In pr:icr to minimize confusion over the item, it was eliminated from the final

’”
factor solution.

- Expert power was ihc fourth factor extracted in the analysis. Four itcr;s made up
the expert power factor - all of them describe the coach's physical Cchrﬁse in the sport.
When French and Raven originally conceived this form of power, they specifically defined
it in terms of the perceived knowledge that a subordinate feels a leader had with respect to a

particular area, or job. However, this is not a form of power that i.: necessarily restricted to
| one whoisina designatcd position of authority. Previous research in organizational
behavior has sh)own that particular sections or subordinates within an organization which
had particular talents could wield trcmcndous s power under certain cxrcumstanccs where
production within the orgamzanon was threatcncd (Crozier, 1967; Hickson ¢t al., 197 1
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Mechanic, 1983). In sport situatibns. coaches are often required to display physical talent
in a sport, as well as have good instructional and technical knowledge of a particular sport
(Chelladurai, 1984a; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; 1980; Lacy & Darst, 1985; , Tharp &
Galhmore. 1976). On (hxs basis, several statements that focused on the techmcal -
knowlcdgc and on the physical qualifications of the coach were derived for the present
study; however, none of the items centering on the coach's knowledge of the spart loaded
high cnough or cleanly on this particular factor.

' Thefifth factor in the analysis was legitimate power. Four items were associated

with this factor. Two of these items defined the coach'’s position relative to the school.’

g

("

The other two items described the position of authority that the coach had over the athletes.
French and Raven originally noted that there were several ways-of.cha;actcﬁzing legitimate
power. chmmate power could be based on cultural values, such as the right to power
because of supcnor age or intelligence. It could be defined as the right to power based on a
designated position, or because a person or orgamzatxon that is in a position of authonty '
| granted the power of posmon to a particular individual. chardlcss of the way legitimate
power is granted, it was noted that "the notion of legitimacy involves some sort of code or
standard, accepted by the mdx’vxdual [the one who docs not have "the power"], by:virtue of
which the external agent can assert his power" (Fncnch & Raven, 1959, p. 159). This
csscnnally places one in a position of authority and can in fact be further defined in'terms of
~ the "rights" of the individual to influence other people. For instance, a personin a
 legitimate position of power might have the right to use other forms of power (notably |
ncward or coercive power) when i mtcragnng with those with less authonty Many theoncs .

of leadership havc noted that leaders in a posmon of authority have the "right" to make
| decisions on behalf of others without consulting anyonc else (c.g., Chelladurai, 1984a;
Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Lewin & Lippit, 1938; Tannenbaum & Schmids, 1958).

In order to confirm thpt thé items associated with each social power factor were

associated with one another, an internal consistency check of the items was conducted

.~
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using Cronbach's (1951) alpha reliability technique. Previous research in sport
psychology has generally accepted an alpha score of approximately o =60 as indicating
adequate internal consistency of a scale (ﬁighlen & Bennett, 1983; Weiss, Bredemeier &
Shewchuk, 1985; Weiss and Friedrichs, 1986)."In the current study, four of the five
power scales were found to exceed this level of reliability. The respective alpha
cocfﬁciént.é were: referent power (o -.92§, éxpén Edwcr (a =.84), coercive power
\ (a=.79) and reward power (& =.77). The alpha score for lcgixin;ate power (a. =.57) was
\eonsidcrably lower than the alpha coefficients obtained for the other“four forms of power,
though the score still approached the .60 criterion level. Although the legitimate powé; )
results will still be used for further analysis, the lower alpha,_’score suggests that some
caution must be exercised in interpreting and acccptir;g them. -

In order to\qcst the ﬁrst,hypothr:sis using the Likert data, an overall mean score was
computed for each form of powgr using /xh.q%tcms associated with the five factor solution8.
The results of this procedure are picsamed in Table 5, where a high mean score indicated a
highér perception by the athletes of a coach's reliance on a particular form of social power
than a low mean score. A repeated measures a{lysis of variance procedure, together with

*a Scheffe post hoc test was also performed tq assess whether there were significant

. differences among the power subscale values. In this analysis, the overall influence of the ‘
various forms of social power was found to be significant, F(4,448) = 48.57, p< .001. As
indigatcd in Table 6, the Scheffe post hoc tests confirmed that coercive power scored
significantly lower than the or.ﬁcr four forms of power. As well, expert power was )

significantly higher than legitﬁnatc and referent power while reward power was

significantly higher than referent power. 4

8 For instance, the single mean score for referent power was calculated by adding the
scores for each of the six items associated with this form of power, then averaging this
total. A similar procedure was done for the other four forms of power, using the items
derived from the factor analysis solution. - /
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'Mean Scores, Standard Dévia,tion"sf and Rank Orders of Five ‘F*orms f‘_‘Socia'l -
PongfrA\‘ea'ﬂ_able to Coaches (Based on the Likert Power Items)
. A @v - - ‘ . ) . . ] . 5 )

FORMOF .. -~ *  MEAN ST,
__POWER .~ " SCORE _ DEV.

. Expe"nbowe_r - . 398 - “0s4 .1
v (R ardPower 3757 059 2

. LegiimacPower . 361, 064 3
o ‘Rt‘:f_cfef“'PdWér‘:L o B 346 097 4 Ca
Ty Coercive gpwgr _ i 293 0.67 5

.
¥. o
°

n=115 |
| Table 6"

S Sumfnary of Ahaly,sis of'Vafia’hce,and,S’c’héffé_.Post Hoc Testé on Five Forms of
~*_ . Social Power Available to Coaches (Based on the Likert Power Subscales)

TSourCe-'ofVaria‘tiOn ~SS g Dms ¢ F

Power - 9320 .. 4 2330 4g57es
o Atees 10642 147 003 1.95%*
Compcot T et |

| Scheffe Post Hoc Results

.Formof Power _ Expet Reward Legitimate Referent  Coercive
: Rt ¢ Mo : . : o

_ Rewad - 022 .

 Legimate 03 o014 -

Referent . -051*  029* 014 - o

Coefive ~  ~ 120*  097* 083*  069* -

' "'p < .05, based on Scheffe's post hoc test (required difference = 0.29 minimum)
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It can be seen that the first hypothe81s xs not fully supported using the Ltkert data
fAlthou _@errt power is still v1ewed by the Athletes as bemg the fonn of power most
relied u&;\;oum b@ the coach M=3. 98), reward power takes on a greater prominence, rankmg
second overall (M=3 75). This is followed closely by legmmate power (M=3.61) and
_referent power(M_3 46& The mcan assoctated wrth coerctve power was consnderably
lower than the other four forms of social power (M-Z 98), and was ranked. fifth overall
| Stattsttcally, expertgtpower was found to be Stgmﬁcantly htgher than all of %he otheriforms
~ of power, w1th the excepnon of reward power Thts meant that from the athletes'
S perspecttve the coach s expert power and reward power were percetved o be parttcularly
pertinent means for mﬂuencmg behavior, in comparison to the other forms of power that
the coaches could potentrally rely on’ . ,
A comparison between the Thurst% scale and the Likert scale results for the five

forms of social power is presented in Table 7. Itis important to note that there is no

A absolute zero point established between the Ltkert and Thurstone scales. As such it ts not .

: meamngful to directly compare a\751ngle score from the Ltkert scale to another score from
the Thurstone scale At best, one can compare the scale mterval patterns that ¢ exxst within
each set of scales One:can see that with the exceptton of reward power the order of the

o remalmng four fonns of powerare prectsely the same If reward power was removed from‘
the order of both scales, one can see, that eXpert power had the largest scale value, followed
by legmmate power, referent power and coercwe power Sumlar patterns also CXISt when
the interval spreads betwecn certam forms of power are exatmned For i mstance, there is a
~small deference in magnitude between lcgmmate power and referent power that is ev:dent
in both the Likert scale and the. Thurstone scale data, | .

~_ Some common relauonshrps were cstabhshed between the two sets of scales using
a Pearion product moment correlatton procedure. As seen ln Table 8, strong relationships

were seen between the two scales for refercnt power and coercive power subscales

Smaller though still posmve relanonshlps were also seen for expert and reward power A



Table7 DR

Comparative Analysls between the Thurstone Data and the Likert Data for the
' \ Five Forms of Soclal Power Avallable to Coaches

FORM OF e '~ THURSTONE LIKERT
POWER o - SCORES! . SCORES?
Expert Power - . 295 105
Legitimate Power - ; ‘ 1.80 ~ 0.68
Referent Power 168 10.53
Reward Power 076 - 0.82
. Coercive Power | ~ 000 - 0.00

.

~ IThis data is also prcsc':nied separately in Table 3.

2For the Likert data, the constant added to each score was -2.93. Itis importaht to note
- that there is  no absolutc zero pomt established betwecn the Likert and Thurstone scales,

Table 8

Likert Bases of Socml Power Correlated with Thurstoman Bases of Social
Power

e

Power Bases o . Pearsn
A r
Referent o 041“'*"( =
- Coercive 0.39%%x | RS
Legitimate - 0.24%* .
SR 0.22%*
Reward - . _0.17* o

Note: Values prcsentcd are Pcarson product-momcnt corrclatlons

*p <0.05, one-tmled.
 wp <00l  one-tailed.
***p <0.001, - one-tailed.
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. 'negativ‘e relationship between the Thurstone and Likert scales was found for legitimate |

- power. Two non- parametnc tests were also performed to compare the relauve rankxngs of ,

| the five forms of power for the two scales In making compansons between the 'I‘hurstone
and erert subscales, these tests produced results that were similar to those achneved v
through the pearson comelatlon procedure The first non-parimetric test produced Kendall
tau-b correlauon coefﬁcxents for each form of power. The results are found in Table 9.

. Stgmﬁcant posmve relatronshtps wege found between the Thurstone and Likert sclles for

refereqt, coercive and expert power A srgmﬁcant positive nelatmnshlp between the two

scales was also seen for reward power, although the magnitude of the Kendall correlation

coefficient wﬁs’consxderably smaller Although posmve. this suggests that the two scales

may not be measunng the same attnbute with respect to reward power A negative, inverse
4' l'elathIlSth was found between the Thurstone and leert scales for legitimate power,
Contrary to expectanons, the two measures of legmmate power were negatlvely rather than

posmvely related. This suggests that there is a relauonshlp between the two scales. but that

' the meanmg associated with the Thurstoman statement was perhaps mterpreted differently

by the respondents than the kaen 1tems that represented legmmate power

According to French and Raven (1959), legitimate power was, m their opinion, the
most complex form of social power to deﬁne One of the reasons for its complextty was
" the percerved feelmgs of "oughtness" that is usually assocxated with legmmacy, many

.people will accept th%leader has a legmmate nght to mﬂuence others ‘though they may or |

. may not be happy with thls form of power “In other words, dependm g on onc's views

toward the person who has legitimate power, such power can potentially be positively or
' negatlvely percelvcd by others. 'I'he way legmmacy is perceived may also be influential,

n For mstance French and Raven noted that cultural characteristics such as age and '

A mtelhgence consntuted one parameter for establishing legitimate power. In the sport

setting, a coach's degree of expertise, while defined as a separate form of social _power,'



may nevertheless be a way of positlvcly defining a coach's legimte right to influence an
i athlete, particularly if the athletes perceive that the coach is an expert in the sport. This may
' have been the way the athletes mterpreted the Likert statement of the "coach being Jusuﬁedﬂ
in tellmg athletes what to do." Power by authonzanon from a higher source was also(\
noted by French and Raven as other basis for legmmate power. This i is percctved tobe -
posmve if the followers perceive that the higher authonty appomted the leaderin a logtcal
. and understandable manner, and if the followers have respect for: the{lﬁgher authority, In .
the prcsent smdy, the athletes perceived the school itself to be a higher authority; if they
 believe that the school has their best i interests at heart when appomtlng a coach chances are
that they will view the dec1s1on asa favorable one. _ o o
| Itis when one tries to define a range for legitimacy that one might question the |
A appropriaumess of legitimate power. In particular, while one might have "the right" to act
ina parncular manner because of one's posmon tlns still does not mean that such
| behavxors are appropnate, or will be vrewed ina posmmﬁnanner by others. In other
~words, havmg a "right" to control others does not necessarily mean/that people wﬂl be -
happy when one exerts his or her rights In the present study, legitimate power was
| described in the Thurstonian scale as the coach as bemg "ina posmon of authonty " The
term authonty" may have been negattvely pencexved by the athletes and associated more _ |
with coercwe measures that were avatlable to a coach, and were within hlS  "rights" to use.
Although they have this. knowledge and could accept that the coach has "authomy" over
them. nevertheless they may not be happy w1th this perspecnve of the coach. The
descnpnve statements of legitimate power in the Likert scale tended to be more positively
worded, and were either associated with a coach's eitp'ertise or with a logical higher and
‘respected authonty (the school) rather than with coercwe images.
. {hc relatxonshxps of scores using the Thurstone and LiKert scales for the five forms

of power were also mvesngated through a series of Wilcoxon matched-pan's s1gned ranks
tests This procedure takes into account the magmtude of the dlfﬁerences between rankmgsv

£
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) of the scales in the Thurstone and Likert distributions (leluu'ng‘> 1979) and tests anull

- hypothesis that thene will be no difference in the overall rankings bctween the Thurstone
power 1tem3v> and Likett power items. It can be scen from Table 10 that there was no
slgmﬁcant difference found betwcen the Thurstone and Likert scales for coercive power,

. refcrent power and expert power, while significant dxffenenccs in the magnitude of the |

ranks were noted for legmmatc power and reward power.

' Table 9

~ Kendall Rank Order Correlation of the Thurstoman Social Power Items with the
" Likert Soclal Power Items

- Kendall's

Power Bases g Tau-b
- Referent : : 0.37%*
~+ Coercive » ' . 0.28%*
Expert o o 0.22%*
Legitimate ' T 0.2
Reward : o 0.14*

*p\?;< 0.05
**p < 0.01

14 5 .
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Table 10

Wllcoxon YA Scores and Rank Comparisons of Thurstoman and leert Power
' Items _

f

. . -
; .
. 1 ) - . '

Power Base . Mean Rank Casesl:2 -+ ZScore
Coercive - 3587 . " 31 .Ranks -0.27 .
3282 36  +Ranks
48 ‘Ties
" Expert 3351 - 35 -Ranks = -0.41 .
g ' : 3749 - 35 © '+Ranks
_ ‘ , 45 Ties '
Referent 3947 46 -Ranks  -0.73
' - 43,01 735 +Ranks
N AT 34 “Ties
Legitimate 35,87 43 - Ranks - -2.03*
: | 5431 47  +Ranks ‘
< ’ - 25 Ties
Reward 49.94 | 18 -Ranks  -4.93%
' 46.29 : 75 . +Ranks . .
: 22 Ties
*p <0.05
- **p <0.001

1'The ncgatwe (-) ranks refer to instances where the ranking of the Likert power item was
lower than the ranking of the Thurstone power item. : :

2 The positive (+) ranks refer to instances where the rankmg of the Likert power item was
higher than the ranking of the Thurstone power item. -

.\.
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A drscrepancy was also found with respect to how the ranking of reward power
varied between the two scales Whrle the Kendall test showed that there is only a weak
relationship between the two scales. it can be seen in Table 10 that the lecoxon test results
showed thit there were considerably more mstances where the subjects ranked reward
power from the Likert scale hlgher than they drd in the Thurstone scale.

There are two possible explanauons for the greater importance attached to reward

-power in the Likert data than in the Thurstone data Flm the Likert data gave more
descriptive information as to how a coach could rewardxathletes than the Thurstonian data,
which only had a single descriptor. The multiple statements may have made the athletes
more cogmzant of the coach's ability to reward their behavror and as such, , may have
increased the value placed on this form of power.

The second explanauon 1s that the wordmg of the reward power statement from the
Thurstone scale may have been perceiVed in a more negative fashion than the reward power
staternenfs contained in the Likert scale. Previous research has found that the
administration of rewards can have both positive and negative effects, dependmg on the
circumstances in whmh rewards are admm1stered For i mstance, studxes measunng the
impact of rewards on intrinsic mouvauon have found that rewards perceived as forms of d
control can undenmne the i mtrmsw value of an activity (e£., Deci, 1971; Kruglanskr,
Friedman, & Zeevi, 1971; Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973). However, the use of

‘rewards cari have positive effeets as well, partieularly as a meang«:* nroviding information
as to how an individual is progressing in'a particular activity. B+ oA posirive. |

rewards have been found to be important incentives for =g Motivaiun for

engagmg m a particular activity or task within a vanety of
& Kahn, 1978; Rowley & Keller 1962; Rushall, 1983) Previowg as also
indicated that the use of rewards by coaches can produce posmve motxvanons in athletic
behavror (Chelladurar, 1984a; Chelladurai & Saleh 1978; 1980; Curtis, Smith, & Smoll,
1979; Lacy & Darst, 1985; Lombardo, 1984 Martin & Hrycaiko, 1983).
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As noted in the previous section, the w%rding of the Thurstonian reward power '

statemcnt was that "some coaches rely on the promise of rewards" which might have been

| mterprctzd by some athletes as false promises or bnbcry, rathcr than as a genuine, positive
form of motivation. The items in the Likert scale, however, described situations where the
coach provided somé form of positive feedback to the athletes follqwing athletic .
performances. As such, it is possible that the variation in the rankings of reward power
between the two scales may have been the result of the Thurstone reward power statement
being negatively interpreted while the reward items from thc Likert scale were positively
interpreted. '

It appears that the acccpthncé or rejeétion of the first hypothesis is; dependent on
what scales are used. The p ose of- the first hypothesis was to dcx:ivc an unbiased order
of what forms of social power were felt to be relied upon by the basketball coach;:s. In
tcrrﬁs of mcthodoldgy, the Likcrt’ approach provides multiple descriptors for each form of
socxal power. The assessmenf of each statement of social power was independent of the
other statements. The Thurstonian approach was limited to one descriptive statement for
each forfn of social power. However, the Thurstonian tcchniQuc coniparcd' all of the social
power statements against one another and forced respondents to ch(;ose one form ot; social
power over aﬁothcr. : | | |
| A further distinétion that should be _noted between the Thurstone and Likert scales is
their defined method of measurement. The Thurstone paired comparison method produces
scale values that can be considered to be on an interval level scale. Edwards (1957) noted
that each item, whcn compamd against every other item, has an equal chance of bcmg
selected (or not being sclecwd) The scale values produced by this technique are-
mprescntauve figures of the dcgme by which a particular item was favored over the other
items. - ) / ,

Likert scales, on the other hand, produce equal appcaring intervals. Whilc such
scales are generally viewed as interval level scales, they in fact are really ordinal scales
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(Oppenheim, 1966). While Likert items have people place themselves on an attitudinal ,
continuum (ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree"), there is no clear
agreement that the difference between a score of § for “strongly agree" and a score of 4 for
"agree" is equal to the diffcrcncc between a score of 2 for "disagree" and a score of 1 for
“strongly disagree" (Oppenheim, 1966; Williams, 1979). Oppenheim also suggested that
the neutral point noted on Likert scales "is Jot necessarily the midpoint betweea two .

* eXtreme scale scores; moreover, scores in the middle region could be due to lukewarm
response, lack of knowledge, or lack of attitude in the respondent” (p. 141),

When comparing the Thurstone and Likcn ‘techniqucs with respect to scaling

Ypotential alone, the *hurstonian approach is superior because the measurement has an ,
established equidistant value that cohsistcntly distinguishes the magnitude of thc‘diffcrencc;
between each form of power. On the other hand, it is open to question whether the results
produced by the Thurstonian procedure would be altered significantly if the reward power
statement was worded differently. As such, it is felt Mt this hypothesis cannot be fully
accepted until this disci‘%pancy is examined in further research.

B. Determination of Overall Suitability of the Satisfaction Subscales

The purpose of this section is to confirm the suitability of the Likert items used to
measurg respondent satisfaction w1th thc sport overall, with the coach, and with the
athlete's perceptions of satisfaction thh personal performance. As noted in Chapter 3, the
items in each of these three subscales were derived from scales previously developed by
Morse (1953), Weiss et al., (1967) and Gordon (1986). A number of procedures were
conducted to determine whether the items coﬁtained in the subscales were appropriate and
unique measurements of afhlctic satisfaction.

In order to confirm that the i items associated with each form of sausfacnon were

associated with one anothcr, an intemal consistency check of the items was conducted
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using Cronbach's (1951) alpha reliability technique. As noted earlier, previous research in
sport psychology has generally accepted an alpha score of approximately o =.60 to be an
acceplable score for measuring internal consistency of a scale. In the current study, all
three satisfaction subscales were found to exéeed this level of reliébility. The respective
alpha coefficients were: satisfaction with spo}n (o =.84), satisfaction with the coach
(0m=.87), :&d ;aﬁsfacdon with personal performance (o =.76).

‘ Four ulms \m'e used to assess the athletes' expressed satisfaction in the sport of
basketball for thé 1986-87 season. As seen in Table ll the athletes generally enjoyed
participating m dlc spon during the past season (M= 4. 18) The athletes believed that they
made an unportam conmbunon to thc team over the course of the season (M=3.84). They
also felt that they were given a chance to do things throughout the sedson (M= 3.67).and
were able Ip obtain feelings of accomplishment (M= 3.63} All four qf ;hesc items were
indicators of intrinsic elements within sport; previous research has also identified these as
factors that contribute toward an individual's positive feelings of sbort (e.g., Gould et al.,
1982; Robertson, 1981; Wankcl & Kreisel, 1985a). An ovcrall mean score rcprcscnung
the athletes' satisfaction thh the sport was calculatcd for use in further analysis (M=4.00).

Satisfaction mtl} the coach was measured using four items. As can be seen in
Table 12, the means of these items indicate that the athletes were generally satisfied with
their coach. The respondents generally believed that the coach was fairin l}is overall
treatment of team mmbés (M= 3.44) and they felt that they themselves werc treated well
by the coach (M= 3.70) . The athletes also bblieved that the coach successfully exerted
influence over them (M= 3.84), and were generally satisfied with the coaching decisions
made that affected the tearﬁ as a whole (M= 3.68). On the basis of these rcs?lts, an overall
mean score of M=4.01 was calculated as a representative measure of satisfaction with the
coach, for use in further analysis. o
Four items were used to assess satisfaction with personal performance. The

means, standard deviations and percentages of agreement expressed by the athletes toward
_ v .
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these items can be seen in Table 13. The athletes seemed to be satisfied with the effort that
they put into the sport during‘thc past season (M= 4.18) and with specific skill
improvement (M= 3.97). There was also a positive feeling expressed by the athletes

. Table il

Means, Standard Deviations and Percentages of Agreenient
' - for Likert Sport Satisfaction Items ' Y

Percentage of Agreement

. St. Very  Some- Not ' Def.
-Items Mean Dev. Much what Neutral Really Not
Liked playing .

~ basketball this season 418 099 48.7 304 122 7.8 09

 Felt that contribution . :

. to team was important 0384 112 330 .383 113 14.8 2.6
Got a chance to do things 367 1.18 26.1 43.5 4.3 23.5 2.6
Got feelings of acco.mplish- . -
ment from participation 363 1.25 304 286 223 10.7 8.0

Overall mean score 400 0.76

d
.
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Table 12

Means, Standard Deviations and Percentages of Agreement
for Likert Satisfaction with Coach Items ‘

®

Pércentage of Agreement

: St.  Very Some- ’ Not  Def.
Ttems Mean Dev. Much what Neutral Really Not
Felt that coach had g
influence over athlete 384 1.17 38;% 27.8’ 16.5 14.8 2.6
Satisfied with coach's
treatment with athlete 370 1.26 330 322 +139 13.9 7.0 -
Satisfied with coach's
team decisions 368 1.19 29.6 32.2‘ 20.9 11.3 6.1
Satisfied with coach's treat- ’
ment of team members 344 131 27.0 28.7 13.9 22.6 7.8
Overall mean score 401 0.65
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Tp)ble 13

Méans, Standard Deviations and Percentages of Agreement
for Satl§factlon with Personal Performance Items

Percentage of Aﬁree'me’nt

St.  Very  Some- Not - Def.
Items Mean Dev. Much what Neutral . Really " Not
Satisfied with effort ]
put into the sport 4.18 0.80 36.5 40.4 8.7 35 0.9
Satisfied with specific | ‘
skill improvement . 397 101 339 426 - 10.4 12.2 0.9
Satisfied with overall e |
performance 354 118 202 421 167 13.2 7.9
Satisfied with:
performance in relation
to personal expectations 287 1.19 12.3 17.5 254 342 10.5
Overall mean score 373 073 - 5 )
S
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concermng therr overall performance (M- 3. 54), in genral there were not many who felt :

! that therr actual performance was lower than w&at they anucrpated for the. Season (M- g
I8 2. 87) For further analysxs, an overall mean score, based,on these four peximmance 1tems.

was calculated to be M—B 73

"4' ..

It was 1mportant to detenmne how all of the satxsfacuon items related to one
another. It was felt that all of the items would be related to so# degree, as they were all:
measunng aspects of sausfactron It was felt however ‘that those 1tems assqcrated with
| sausfactron with sport" would correlate higher with the overall mean. score for sahsfactron
wrth sport than for the other measures of satlsfactlon Srrmar expectauons were anncrpated
- with.re ﬁpect LY the items associated with "satrsfacuon with the coachf' and "satlsfactron with
| " personal performancer" ThlS was confirmed by perfonmng a serxes 'bf ;tem-to-subtotal |
o correlatmns between the means of the mdmdual items and the three sausfacuon subscale '
'mean scores. As seen in Table 14, the only excepuons were w1th the "hked playmg
| basketball this season" nem which' was, strongly related to the sansfachon w1th the coach
;\ composrte score as well as with the satrsfacuon wrth sport composrte score, and the
| sahsﬁed wrth overall performance" 1tern, wh1ch had the same score for the sausfactlon |
with sport and the sansfacuon thh personal performance compostte factors On the bas1s E
‘of these comelauons, there was. enough eonﬁdence to use the i 1tems ongmally ass001ated

N | "w1th each set of subscales and calculate overall mean scores for use in further analysrs 9

C. The Relatlonshlp of Percelved Soclal Power wrth Exprossed Satlsfactlon in
Spoat g t :

'Xm -

3 , o _ ,
’I‘lus secuon presents the results and i mterpretatxon of the conelauons between the ‘

athletes perceived sahsfacnon w1th their sport and the five forms of social | power It was

hypothesrzed that there would be a posmve conelau,on between sport satrsfactron and a

"]

9 The details of each set of subscales w1ll be prOVided in the remaining sections of this
chapter SRS . s : | :

1
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Table 14

L Correlatlons between Individual Satlsfaetio‘h Items and Satlsl‘actlon Subscale
g  Totals for Each Set of Sport Satisfaction Subscales

Subscale Totals

C PR | ‘ f R Satisfaction
o ‘ Satisfaction Satigfaction with Personal
hray Individual Items ‘ with Sport itliloach  Performance
| | | Sﬁtlsfactnoﬁ with Sport ’ ‘
. Liked playmg basketball this season 60 - L5717 44
Felt that contnbuuon toteamwas | ’ ' ,
-, important | 80 ST 44
L Gotachancé to do ﬂlings _ 4' ._6_1 .45 .50
Got feelmgs of accomphshment : v
from participation 69 37! ) .50
Satlsfactlon with Coach o |
- Felt that coach had mﬂuenc%ver -
athlete 39 67 19
T Sausﬁcd with coach's treatment L :
~ with athlete S . .64 12 .32
Satisﬁcd With coach's team decisions . 35 A g4 .19
‘Satisfied with coach's treau?cnt of o ! | » ;-‘
team members .53 .18 ‘ 28 °
Satisfaction with Personal | :
- Performarnce _ -
‘ A , : ]
Satisfied with effort pu )a‘t/o the sport j_Z - .28 57
Satlsﬁcd w1th spemﬁc Skﬂl lmprovcmenf 47 A 26 62
 Satisfied with overall performance 39 oS S0
o Sausﬁed with performancemrelauon ‘ S B
- o personal expectauons _ .41 .18 26
o e
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_coach's reliance on' referent and expert pchr, a negatwe correlation between sport
’satisfactton and a Ww on coercive power, and no correlation between sport:
 satisfaction and a coach’s reliance on legmmate and reward power -

In order to determine the relatlonslup between sport satisfaction and the bases of |
soetal power, athletes scores on the sport sansfactton subscales were correlated with their
scores on each form of socral power as assessed by the Likert power scales The Ltkert
data was favored over the Thurstone data because the muluple descnptors used in the
former measure for denvmg of the socral power factors was felt to be more reflective of the

, way each form of social power could be mterpreted especrally in hght of the problems
- assocrated w1th the Thurstone reward power item. Secondly, because the various modes of
ﬁ sausfacnon were, measured using a Likert scale format; it was felt that the correlauons -
obtalned would be more meamngful because all of the data was operattonahzed ina srrmlar
manner (Babbie, 1979). The derived cornelatron coefficients are presented in Table 15.
The results from this table supported three of the ﬁve hypotheses, the hypotheses not
supported were those w1th nespect to coercive power and reward power.

There was vutually no correlatton between sports satisfaction and coercive power _
- This suggests that coercxve power was either not used extensively or was not overly |
threatenmg to the athletes to negauvefly atffect their. sausfacuon with the spon of basketball. .

- This may be an indication that coaches donot have to use ceercive tactics as a means of
1nﬂuencrng athletes or choose not to use them:. For i mstance, Lorhbardo (1984) found

| through observanon that coercrve or nggauve forms of behavror used by youth and high
school %port coache urmd very mfrequently This may be w1se as previous research
on youth coaches who regularly dSed coercive tattics resulted i inr athletes\not enJoymg their
pametpauon in sport as much as athletes who were not subjected to coercive tactics (Curus

Smrth & Smoll 1979)
g
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Table 1§

Bases of 'Social Power Correlated with Satisféctio_n with Sport

"

Power Bases . ‘ ' Satisfaction
- With Sport
Reward 044w ‘
Referent - 0.32%* '
Expert . - 0.25%
Legitimate ‘ ' 0,13 -
Coercive -0.02

*

Note: Values presented are Pearson product-moment correlations.

. *p<0.01, onec-tailed. . . . - ‘
- **p <0.001, one-tailed. ‘ | _ -

i
B .
4
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It was also hypothesized that there would be no relationship bctweén an athlete's
satisfaction with sport and the athlete's perceptigns of a co’ach's reliance on reward power.
The results instead indicated that a signiﬁcé:itly positiyc relatib;iship existed between the

two scores, which suggested that the athletes felt that their coach's ability to reward is an

~ important contributing factor toward thcnifbe’iﬁ’g satisfied with their sport!0. This finding

‘may emphasize how the sport environment differs from other social environments,

particularly when it penaiﬁ‘s‘to different interpretations of reward power. For instance, one
of the predominant features of the spo'rt‘ environment is the ongoing desire and diéplay of

excellence by athletes, which c’an occur when leémihg new skills of the sport and

- displaying those skills in practice and game situations. Rewards are a means of

- acknowledging these achievements and are often necessary in order to keep athletes

~ unique to sport is w,ihning.’ Although winning is often downplayed in minor sport

competition, for many atlﬂetés, ldsing does'nbt have many positive qualties. For most,
"losing is punishing and, because competition is zero suni, one party must end up being
punishcd.' . . . Zero-sum competition demands - indeed i‘s defined by - wins and losses,
ﬁnduin most ’societics, the winners gét the lion's silarc of the rewards: fame, money,
praise, and ego gratification. With pcrhaps a few exceptions, it is much better to win than.
to lose" (Curry & Jiobu, 1984, p. 45).

l Rcwafds do not ha\}c to ne'cess,arHy be based on winning. Fof instance,
achievement can often be mcastircd by how much an athlete personally improves over a

season. Coaches who help athletes set realistic personal goals can create situations where
E , . o R

 the athletes inevitably experience more success and feel more competent (Martens et al.,

1981). This also gich the coach__informatibn as to when rewards are appropriate,

10 It should be noted that the Likert reward power,measufc gave extensive information on
the way a coach could réward his athletes. A different correlation might have resulted if
sport satisfaction was compared to the Thurstone measure of reward, which implied control -

o bribery on the part of the coach.
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- pamoularly if the coach has a number of athletes who are in dtfferent levels of skill

development and sport knowledge. Complementmg an athlete for suecessfully dribbling a -

- ball up the couft will be percexved as more rewarding by one who is Just leammg the sport

~ as opposed to one who has mastered this skill in prevrous years.

There are a numbet of i mterpretauons that one can put forward concermng the
importance of rewards on overall satisfaction in spon For example, some prev10us
research conducted in the business setting noted a lmk between the rewarding behaviors

exhibited by a lead®r and subordinate satisfaction with the job. In his study of personal

' relauonshlps between managers and agents m an American insurance company, Ivancevich

(1970) found a positive correlation between a manager's use of reward power and the
subordinates' expressed satisfaction w1th thetr JOb The manager s willingness to reward
the subordmates through posmve feedback was mterpreted as a positive incentive which in
turn gave the subordinates addruonal motivation to do their job well and enjoy what they
were doing. Slmxlar feelings can easﬂy be derived within sport settings; for instance, -
praise from the coach after a good play can do wonders for an athlete's conﬁdence and
desu'e to continue to perform well (Martm & Hrycatko, 1983 Rushall 1983)

Previous research has also noted that rewards that are contmgent on performance ]
give information about competence wluch would lead to mmnsxc mterest satisfaction and -
enjoyment (Dec1, 1975 1980; Katz & Kahn, 1978) Katz and Kahn (1978) also suggested
that it was partxcularly perunent that feedback was glven immediately and at appropnate

times, usually following a good performance by the subordmate Martin and Hrycaiko .

( 1983) and Rushall (1983) have noted that the effectiveness of feedback by acoachin

sport may be dependent on a number oﬂ factors For i mstance when a new or unfamiliar

behavior is performed by an athlete, unmedrate posmVe feedback by the coq:h can indicate

*an approval of the adequacy of that behavioy- 1o the athlete. However, one can reduce the
rewarding of famniliar behav10rs in favor of the athlete doing self-evaluations. 90aches

‘might also consider rewardjng good behavior under different circumstances, such as during |
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a league compe:ition rather than durmg ateam 'pfaéﬁcé (Rushall, 1983). Nevertheless, it

* appears that athletes in the present study valued the rewards received frofi the coach, as‘th'e‘

rewards probably make the athletes feel good about themselves, and as Such, may help
them in deriving positive feelings about theiriccofnplishrpenn Positjve feelings of this type

may also contribute toward them fcéling satisfied about thcifparticipation in the spoit

(Wankel & Kreisel, 1985a).

K]

One can approach the importance of rewards and saﬁsfacﬁon from a more general
perspective. For iﬁstance, the concept of social exchange sugges;ts that people are
constantly seeking some sort of rewa;d resulting from interactions with others and that the
intcracdonymugt be satisfying for the individual to repeat it in the future (Blau, 1964;
Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Méreovcf, qdmmon sense suggests that there are very few
ipdividuﬁls who do not find rewards given in ~thc pur..{u.it of a job to be.satisfying,
especially when these rewards are given by someone who is in a position of authdrity. ’

It is also possible that the positive relatibnship derived between reward power and
sport sétisfaction‘ wﬁs due to the rhethodological differenccs bctwecn the scales uSed in the
present study and the scales used in previous research that found no relationship between

reward and job satisfaction. Five of the studiés ihat found no relationship between reward

- and job satisfaction used a single item to operationalize each of Frénch and Raven_'s’f forms

| of social power (Bachman gt a]., 1968; Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Cope, 1972; Duﬁne, etal.,
o . B

1978; Slocum, 1970). Schriegliéim, Hinkin, and Podsakoff (1985) noted that there ar;: _
niethodological drawbacks to the sihgle_ item ranking procedure, especially when forms of
powé_r are compared with other measures of subordi_naté/lcader behavior. Under the

ranking procedure:

One power base can be given a high value only at the expense . of the others
(which must consequently be ranked lower). As a result, empirical
relationships among the power bases are forced to be negative. These
negative intercorrelations are strongly at odds with theory, which would
suggest that some of the power bases (e.g., reward, coercive, and expert) ’
?hogl)d be positively rather than negatively correlated in work organizations.
p. 4). , - : :
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Schncshctm. Hinkinyand Podsakoff (1985) also nOted that smgle item descriptot’s
used to measure each power base may ot be descnpnve cnough to adequately define all of
the aspects originally postulatcd by French and Raven, and if that is the case, may
undcrcstimatc rclatmnshtps between forms of power and other measures of
subordmate/leader behavxor The prescnt study used multiple items arrangcd in a Likert

LY

scale format to operauonahze the forms of power. _ .

The positive correlations bctwecn the sport saﬁsfactiort score and oxpcrt and
referent power were trends that were also noted in prcvnous research A leader's-use of
these forms of power was particularly pertinent to a subordinate's positive feclings of
| sausfactton in the job in s1tuauons where a sxgmﬁcant portion of thc job requu'ed the
subordinates to interact closely with the leader. Previous research from the business
~ literature has' suggestcd that leaders who are perceived as being compctont in their skills tmd
who can communicate cffectively with subordinates to enhance accomplishment of tasks
associated with the _]Ob will make the overall jOb a more satisfying expcncncc (Bachman,
1968; Dunne QLal 1978; Ivancevich, 1970 thhmond et al., 1980; Slocum, 1970). |
Similarly, in sport,‘x;,the way a coaclt interacts with the athletes can be an important |
contributing féctot in the athletes' perceiving positive feelings of satisfaction and enjoyment
of the sport (Home & Carron, 1985; Lamting, 1979; Mattens et al., 1981). In the present
study; the relativély strong aSsociation of the use of referent and reward power with athlct‘c.
satlsfacuon is ponsxstent with-the view that the use of these types of power by a coach
rmght play a vaotal role in thc athlete's enjoyment and satisfaction of the sporL Most of’

the sport andicoahc sausfactton scales used in this study 1mply that thc coach's degree of
expemse 1s inﬂuenual in guxdmg the athlctes eﬁ'ccuvcly and teaching them proper skills of
the spom Thc coach s dcgrec of cxpcmsc may also help in a proper assessment of the
practlce and playmg ume that an athlctc mcetvcs A coach who communicates well w1th
athletéjs will be ablc to make them understand the logic behind his decisions (Tharp &
Gallimore, 1976). : The bchawor of the coach, in turn, will be a factor in the athlete's
_ _ o ‘

A
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personal assessment of whether his contribution to the team was important as well as his
[;ssessmcnt of whether he accomplishcd‘ somefhing as a result of his participation.

" Legitimate power was not related to sport satisfaction, paralleling results uncovered
- in previous research in the business literature (Bachman, 1968; Burke & Wilcox, 1971;
* Dunne gt al,, 1978; Slocum, 1970). Although it has been determined that athletes
a‘é‘knowlcdée the coach as a pcrsdn who has_authority over them, this aspect of the coach -
athlete relationship is not inﬂ’uential (either positively or negatively) on the degree to which.
an athlete is satisfied with the sport. This suggests that the coach, by virtue of his position,
has legitimate power which is not qucstloncd whether the athletes find the sport satxsfactory ,

or not.

LY

D. The Relatlonshlp of Perceived Soclal Power with Expressed Satisfaction with
the Coach ‘ _

This section presents the rcsults and interpretation of the correlations between the ™’
five forms of social power and thc athletes’ percclvcd satisfaction with their coaches during
the 1986-87 season. An overall mean score (M-ﬁ’ 01) was computed on the bas1s of the
four Likert items used to assess satisfaction with the coach and then correlated thh the five
forms of social po“;er from the Likert data to test the ollowing relationships. It was
hypothesized that thcfe would be a negative felationship between an athlete's satisfaction
with the coach and a coach's reliance on coercive power and positive relauonshxps between
an athlete's satisfaction thh the coach and a coach's reliance on the other four forms of
social power. The results are presented in Table 16. With the exccpuon of the projected
negative rclationship between cocrcive power and-satisfaction with the coach, all of these
hypotheses were supponed Thcre was no relauonshxp between coercwe power and .
,sathfacnon w1th the coach. As noted carlier, thlS is probably because the athletes believed

that thexr coaches did not employ coercive tactics in coach-athlete interactions or did not
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perceive that the oercive power used by coaches wﬁs threatening enough to detract from

their overall satisfaction wtih the coach, A

~ Table 16

Bases of Social Power Correlated with Satisfaction with Leadership

! Power Bases ’ “Satisfaction
- o With Leadership
S
. Referent (A - 0.69%+
Reward woy . 0.52%#
Expert - . | 0.44%+
Legitimate 0.23+

Coercive , ' -0.02

oy

Note: Values presented dre Pearson product-moment correlations.

*p <001, one-tailed. 4 -
**p < 0.001, one-tailed. :

A Y
T 3

4
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There are several implications with respect to the positive relationships found
between the other forms of social power and satisfaction with the coach. In assessing
leader satisfaction, previous research within business settingsKas also found that the |
various forms of social power are somewhat related to one another. In particular,xscveral
studies have found that an cffectivq use of referent power puts subordinates more at ease in
the work cnvfronment and provides a foundation for the leader to build on the relatiqnship
by employing éxpcrtisc and, to a lesser extent, for them to also rcly on legitimate power
(Bachman ¢t al., 1966; Bachman gt a]., 1968; Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Busch, 1980;
Richmond gt a]., 1980; Slocum, 1970; Studcnt, 1968).

The positive relationship that exists between expert power and perceived
satisfaction with the coach suggests that the athletes value the coach's expertise in the sport.
- As indicated in previous research, a leader's expertise in the job is one of the most
important defining elements of effective leadership (Kearney ¢t al., 1985; Slocum, 1970).
AS noted in the previous section, a;thlctcs may consicicr the coach to be a pivotal figure in
* their overall satisfaction with the sport. The coach; through his expertise, provides much
of the training, guidance and instruction necessary for athletes to effectively participate in

A ]
the sport (Chelladurai, 1984a; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; 1980; Lacy & Darst, 1985;
Tharp & Gallimore, 1976) In the present study, the expertise of a coach is a cmcna of that

" with coaches who do not havc appropriate expertise in their sport. ,

. The effective use of reward power has been found to be very dependent on the
environment that establishes the hclation’%hip that exists between the leader and the
subordinate (Podsakoff, 1982). In the business environment, some previous research has
implied that the reward power of a supérior is tied in with the position that the supervisor .
oocixpies in the‘hieramhy of an organization. This means that those in highcf positions can
offer more lucrative tangible rewards than those in lower positions (Kipnis, 1974;

Mechanic, 1983; Rausch, 1978). Although this would appear to be positive and satisfying,
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many subordinates may be dissatisfied in circumstances where rewards granted to them
came from superiors who do not know them as individuals, and instead relied only on
guidelines established by the organization. If this is the case, then the administration of
rewards by a leader either had no impact on their satisfaction with the leader or was
négativcly correlated with leadership satisfaction by the subordinates. For instance,
Slocum (1970) found that the reward power of supervisors was ineffective for those who
depended’entirely on their position in the hierarchy. Instead, Slocum suggested that
subordinates would be more satisfied with the rewards from leaders who took the time to
interact with the subordinates on an interpersc;nal level. Bachman et g (1966) surmised
- that rewards granted from an impcxsonal. administrative perspective might be perceived as
a bribe, and would not enhance one's §at¥fa€tion with a superior.

The findings from the present study, however, indicated a very strong positive
relationship between reward power and overall satisfaction with the coach. There are
several explanation}for this relationship. First, on.thc basis of the prcvioqs discussion,
the coach is not an impersonal, faceless individual. Instead, he is consmnﬂy i.ntcracting,
with the athletes and nbting situations where a reward is going to be effective.
Furthermore,-most coaches are limited in the type of rewards that can be granted to the
athletes. Most coaches do not give r)cﬁards solely on the basis of pre-established |
guidelines11. The high school coach cannot, for cthplc, offer monetary incentives to
athletes, nor can he grant them time off from school as a'rcward for a good performance.
However, the coach will offer rewards in the form of praise or non-verbal actions that will

make th?\ athlcte feel good about the sport and about the coach.

N

e

11 Coaches can give ratings to athletes that may be put toward athletic rewards. For
example, coaches at Strathcona Composite High School rated athletes on a § point
numerical system. Through this system, athletes could accumulate points that would award
them the "school letter” and provided ari opportunity to purchase a school athletic jacket.



W

It should be noted that the athletes particularly valued reward behavior from the
coach when it was given under appropriate circumstances, such as following a good
performance by the athlete. Research by Katz and Kahn (1978) and Podsakoff. Todor and
Skov (1982) has also suggestcd that there is a strong correlation between a leader's reward
behavior and the subordinate's satisfaction with the leader when rewards were administered
in a logical fashion shortly after the subordinate performed well in his job. According to
this research, the rewards were valued by the subordinates as acknowledgement of a job
well done and subsequently provided additional motivation for the worker to continue to
perform well in the job. A similar pattern can be seen in the sport cn'virdn'mcnt where an
appropriate reward gich to the athlete providcs éncouragemcnt and an added incentive for
the ~athlct§ to continue to perform well (Curtis, Smith & Smoll, 1979; Martin & Hrycaiko,
1983; Lacy & Darst, 1985; Rush,all, _1980). Such a reward can provide confirmation that
the athlete's own perceptions conbe;x';ihg performance are legitimate, particularly from a
person who the athlete admires and/or pcmci;/cs is an expert. Moreover, because the
rewards are gi‘ecn as appropriate reinforcers following a.good play or performance, it is |
possible that the coach is viewed as a competent individual who rewards for a parﬁcular

purpose, rather than one who rewards for the sake of rewarding. Feelings of competency

. would be positively related to an athlete's feelings of satisfaction with the coach.

The legitimate power of the coaches was seen as being significi

athletes’ overall satisfaction with thelg coaches, although the correlation was not as high as
the previously noted correlations with referent powcr, reward powcr’and expert power. .
Similar t'rends‘ in the business environment were-reported by Busch (1980) and Bachman gt
al. (1968). Previ9us research has suggestéd that a subdrdingte's perceptions of a leader's
legitimate power may be very dcpendcnf on the subordinates understanding of the
organizatioﬁ that grants the leadeg power. For instance, Slocum (1970) and Ivancevich
(1970) felt that leaders who overl.y emphasized their statﬁs relative to the organization were

. v .

insecure about their expertise or referent power. This resulted iri the subo;dinates 'hziving
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reduced feelings of sansfaction with the leader (Bachman sul 1966; Burke & Wilcox,
1971; Slocum, 1970) Rxchmond st al, (1980) added that the established line of
communication between a leader and the subordinate may also be a factor in determining
how important legitimate power is and how these feelings can in tumn influence a
subordinate's overall feelings of sxitisfaction with the leader. According to the authors,
situations where the organizational hierarchy clearly places the leaders in a superior position

from the subordinates will enhance the i unportance of legitimate power. In the present

study, most o thletes were aware that the coach was authorized by the school and was
also a teac hool (in most cases). These may have been contributing factors
toward their ssessment of the satisfaction with the coach, but nonetheless were

measures that were not asﬂimportant as perceptions of the cox;ch's expertise and the rapport

that existed between the coach and the atl;lctc.

E. The .Relationshlp of Perceived Social Povrer with Expressed Satisfaction with
Personal Performance ’

This section presents the results and interpretation of the cbn'clations between the
five forms of social power ar;d the athletes' perceived satisfaction with their personal ‘ |
performance As was the case wrth the other satisfaction measures, an overall mean score
(M 3.75) was computed using four Likert items which asscssed personal pcrformancc
This was then correlated with the mean scares derived from the Likert data representing

each form of social power. o ‘

»

It was hypothesized that the coach's reliance on reward power, coercive power and
legitimate power would be ncgativcly correlated with the athlete's expressed satisfaction
with personal performance. It was also hypothesized that positive relationships would
exist between this variable and referent and expert powcr. Howc)rcr, none of these

.+ hypotheses were supported by the data. As seen in Table 17, virtually no relationships

Lwd
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v,:'OXlSted between the coaches' rchance on any form of social power and the athletes |

' - assessmcms of personal performanc:e The only stausucally sxgmficant corrclatlon found

Table17. i

Bases of Soclal Power Correlated mth Satrsfactnon w:th Personal Performance»
Rh - in Sport

.PowerBases = . - . Satisfaction With 5
Reward . .
-Referent -~~~ - 0.09 | e
Coercive S 007 . - CT
_Expert - 0.05 L

" Note: Valucs prcsented are. Pearson product-moment corrclat:ons

< 0 05 One-tallcd

R
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- was with reward power, and this was a posmve relanonshtp rather than the predtcted
: r:e;atwe relanonshrp S e e
- The lack of relatronshlp between assessment of personal performance and the
poyver. of a coach may bé,‘“important One i mterpretauon of tlus is that the personal
perfonnance of athletes is mdependent of other forms of mfluence lnstead of solely
? relymg on the optmons and directions of another person, the athletes may be mature and
= mdependent enough to rationally evaluate their abthty and make personal decnsnons as to
their strengths in the sport as well as reahsncally decrde on the areas where they can :
 improve. | | |
Another possrble explanatlon for the lack of support for these hypotheses may be
due to the methodologlcal weaknesses w1th the performance scales It was noted earlter
- that this scale had the lowest average 1nter-1tem correlat10n score of the three satisfaction
scales Thus, itis possxble that the 1tems used to assess performance in the present study
may not have been the most appropnate measures Another possxble explanation for the .
,‘ lack of relatlonshlp is that the'i 1tems measunng socan power were more team onented in |
L contrast to the mdrvxdually specific performance measures ‘ S _
B It is alsq possxble that the proposed dtrecuons of the hypotheses stated for
performance were not appmpnate for a sports envuonment It was prevrously noted that
t; the hypotheses denved for this study were based on ﬁndmgs from busmess settmgs. where :
' the bulk of. prevrous research on power had been done It was perhaps mvahd to assume .
that a work environment was equlvalent to a sports env1ronment parucularly with respect -
‘ to an assessment of subordmate performance In the busmess settmg, subordmate
" performance is often measured by an orgamzauon on the basns of pre—estabhshed

gmdehnes, rather than on the basls of self-reports by the subordmates themselves |
(Bachman e_t_al 1966 Bachman e_t_al 1968 Ivancevrch & Donnelly, 1970 Studem

1968) . - p | , | ; IM»,»-_ R Q ‘ ,,.




In the sport envrronment, extemal standards estabhshed by an orgamzauon may be
used as a means of assessing performance, however, an athlete's self-reports are very
1mportant Whthextemal standards may be one basis used in the personal evaluauon, in
many mstances thcse ‘may:not be relevant means for the assessment of performance for
some athletes becauSe the standards are unrealistic or unobtamable Instead personal
assessment of one's performance may be base‘d on mte:nalyalues that may vary
dramancally from one athlete to the next. Fori msiance, one rmght dtscover that the

' performances of two athletes | may, from an observer's perspecuve, appear to be similar .-
These same perfonnances may be mterpreted dtfferently by each athlete, dependmg onthe
. mtema] standards that each athlete uses to evaluate the petformance (Chelladurat, 1984a; .
N l984b) Furthermore, if mtemal values pertamlng to an athlete ) expressed sausfacuon
.‘wrth performance are firmly estabhshed then itis possrble that a coach’s relianceon . . )
various forms of social power may not be. mﬂuenual in altering these mtemal standards )
| It can be seen from Table 17 that a small though stansucally significant nelauonshrp o

- '©  wasfound between the coach's rel1ance on reward power and the athletes' satxsfacuon with

- | performance AIthough one should mterpret this relattonshrp with some caution because of o

the low correlatton coefficient, tlus ﬁndrng may bea result of the athlete percexvmg the
, ‘reward as an appropnate reactton to‘a -good performance Most of the Likert power 1tems
placed the use of rewards wuhm a context that was conhected to one's md1v1dual
| performance It has been prevxously estabhshed in the literature that people wrll continue to
éngage macnwues that axe va]ued by them: and provxdes them W1th some sort of |
- retnforcement (Blau, 1964 Homans 1974; Thrbaut & Kelley, 1959) In the present study,
' 1 a,,tthe rers gi(ren by coaches were forms of posmve feedback or opportumues for funher

t ‘" pamcxpatmn in terms of assesstng personal performance though, bemg gmnted an

L opportumty to parucrpate oould be mterpreted as an 1ntnns1c reward in and of itself (Wankel
& Knetsel 1985a), while posmve feedback wrth respect to pamcrpauon can glve athletes

the conﬁdence to connnue pamcrpanng@ perforrmng Itis through the "playing time"

Mew e
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that athletes can test their abilities against othcrs and agamst their own personal standards.
Even other motives, such as béing on the team, wmmng attention from others and R
expcncncmg the excitement of the gamc are goxng_to be dependent on gctting an
‘ opportumty to participate m thc sport ’

~ Rushall (1983) pomts out that the coach’s use of a variety of key words. variation
in voxée modulanon, physxcal contact and other non-verbal forms of rcmforcemcnt can all
; 'conﬁ'i'buv i *: Mwaﬁng a positive, motivating atmospherc for the athletes. Positive

§ : '%';‘#)'ﬂ k" :
» wtm the. athlctc a posmve incentive to maintain or bettcr his performance in thc

"spon, but only when such rewards were given under appropriate circumstances, such as -
in_imc:#xatcly followmg a performance (Bachman etal., 1968; Curm, Smith, & Smoll,
1979) Horne & Carron, 1985; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Martin & Hrycaika, 1983; Podsakoff
- 1982; Podsakoff Todor, & Skov, 1982). In an educational setting, studx&:s by Rowley

and Keller (1962) and Keamcy ;;_31 (1984) both noted that rewards gw B students

followmg good performanccs had posmvc cffccts ona student s future pcrformancc
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V. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations -

A, Summary of the Study " . . .
- The purpose of this study was to determine how athletes percexved a coachto
utilize soclal power when mteracung thh athletes in a sport envrronment “and to see
whether the use of socml power by the coach affected the sausfacuon that an athlete had
" w1th the sport with the coach and thh the athlete's personal performance The theory of
. _socxal power used in the study was ongmally developed by French and Raven (1959), who

| proposed that leaders mﬂuence thetr followers usmg five basrc fomﬁ of power: Teward

power coercxve power, legmmate power, expert power and referent pqwer This was the -

first systematic apphcatton of the theory'in a sports setting, although the French and Raven
typology had. beetwrevrously used to mvestlgate the relauonslup between leaders and

subordmates p avartety of other setttngs, such as busmess, educatronal and farmly settmgs

. (e.g., Baehm’hnmL 1968 Burke & theox, 1971 Jamleson & Thomas, 1971 Raven et _

al., 1975; Rlchmofall & McCroskey, 1984 Slocum 1970; Smlth 1970)
| A cor*nprehenswe review of the@ﬁerature was conducted to determine how the use.
of power had been interpreted within interpersonal relauonshlps:?nd to see how French and
Raven' s social power typology had been used in other social settings. Although there are

- ~ some vanatlons between studies, the literature has suggested that leaders are percerved by. .

their followers as favonng expert and legmmate power when mteractmg w1th their

followers, and rely toa lesser extent on referent reward and coercive power (e g

‘Bachman ml,, 1968; Burke & Wllcox, 1971 Ivancevrch 1970' Ivancevich & Donnelly, ,

1970 Student 1968) Prevrous research also suggested that the followers percepttons of
a leader s use of referent and expen power favorably contnbuted toa follower s
sausfacuon wrth the work envuonment, w1th the leader and with personal performance A
leader s use of coerc,tve power tended to erode subordmate sausfacuon (e.g., Bachman et
al., 1968: Burke '& Wilcox, 1971 Iyancev!ich; 1970;] Slocum, l97l)). The effects of

141
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‘legitiméte power,gr?d reward power on subordinate satisfaction were not-as.clear cut,

Based on> past ﬁsearch, the general consensds was that these forms of power either did not
- influence a subordinate's feelings of satisfaction toward aspects of the job, or had negative
effects (e.g., Bachman, 1968' Bachman ¢t g],, 1966; Burke & Wilcox, l97l° Slocum.
1970). However Ivancevxch (1970) found that the use of reward power by a leader
resulted in the subordmates increasing their motlvatron and as a result was favorably
related to job satisfaction. '

On the bas1s of the review of the hterature sixteen hypotheses were derived to

, ‘exarmne the way a coach's reliance on social power was perceived by the athletes. A new
'questlonnmre was developed speclfically for thxs study to determme how socxal power was '
used within a sports environment. Although questlonnmres mcorporatmg the French and

_ Raven typology had been previously developed, the rehablhty and vahdlty of past

' mstruments was somewhat problematic (Podsakoff & Schneshelm, 198S; Schnesherm. :
Hinkin, & Podsakoff, 1985). There was also the need to hate an instrument that described
the use of social power within the sports' environment; most of the previous instruments
described situations within business environments.

Social power was assessed by respondents in two ways. .In one section of the
questionnaire, the five forrhs of power were presented in a Thurstonian paired cotnpan'son
format. This technique paired sxngle-ltem descnptors of the five forms of power agamst
one another producing ten umque pau'ed statements. For each pair of i nems. respondents
were required to choose one form of power that they believed was relied upon by their
coach. This method produced an unbiased order of percexved use of power by spon

‘coaches. The second portion of the quesuonnmre arrangcd multiple descriptors of the ﬁve

- forms of social power in a ﬁve pomt Likert scale format in order to measure the

reSpondents perceptrons of Lhelr coaches use of social power in the sports settmg
' The rema.mmg poruon of the quesuonnaxre measured the respondent s percexved
feelings of satisfaction with the sport overall, with the coach and with personal ‘
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' 'perfonﬁancc." 'Four statements wére associatcd with &ich form of satisfaction and were
arranged ina five point Ltkcrt scale format. The quesnonnalre also contained a lie scale and
some open-ended questions about sport involvement. _

‘After pilot testing the instrument and assessing its reliability and validity, the
questionnaire was administéred to the sport population under controlled ciassroorn ‘
conditions All Edmonton high school l;asketball teams in the "senior boys division"
rcglstercd dunng the 1986-87 season took part in the study. A total of 130 basketball
players of the 159 cltgtble players cotnpleted the quesuonnaxre, representmg a response rate
of 81.8%. I

~ The first hypothcsns of the study proposed thgt

_ coach relied prtmarily on expert and legitimate pow‘&% When_intcracting with the athletes and
rely to u ksser extent on refcrent,r reward and coercive power. The Thurstonian paired
companson data fully supponed this hypothesrs while the Ltkcrt scale approach gave partial
) support For the latter set of scales, ‘expert power was significantly higher than legitimate,
referent and coercive e power, but not reward power, which was found to be a close second
‘overall. Reward power was also found to be srgmﬁcantly higher than referent and coercive
power, but not from legmmatc power, whxch was a close third after reward power
Legitimate power and referent power)were sxgmﬁcantly rated higher than coercive power v
by the athletcs. _ i | A‘ |
Although the Thursgone technitruc scaled socral power ueing an interval level of
, mcasurcment, it was limited because it only had one descnptwe statement for each form of
socxal power.- The Likert scale, on the other hand, had multiple descriptive st:tements for
each form of power, which #ould potentially havc resulted in the respondents obtaining a
better understanding of the inmng for each form of pOwer Podsakoff and Schriésheim
) -« 1985) believed that the mul -dcscnptwp format was a neccssuy for adequately dcﬁmng
"French and Raven s typology of power, becausc the original definitions for each form of
o power were rrptltr-faoetod. The results of the study also found a rnaJor dxscrepency '

-
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‘ between the Thurstone and Likert scales regarding the way reward power was mterpreted
In a comparison among the five forms of power in terms of magnitude, the value of the
Thurstonian reward power item was fourth overall whtle within the Likert scale, the value
for reward power was second overall.

“In the Thurstone scale, it was thought that the reward power statement might have
been neganvely petcerved by the respondents because of the way it was worded in contrast
to the leert reward po\wer statements, which were worded more favorably. As such, it
was possible that the results produced by the Thurstone procedure might have been
different if the reward power statement had been worded differently. Based on mse
results, and the descriptive limitations of the Thurstone procedure, it was felt that the Ltkert
technique was.a more viable means for assessrng socral power in this particular study

In the present stu!y, the use of multi-item descnptors for cach form of socral power

~ gave the respondents more flexibility in judgmg each form of social power. Moreover,

. since eachi 1}em was assessed individually, a favorable weighing of one form of power did™™

ll"‘"

not ndcessdtﬂy reduce the weighing of another form of soctal power. In other words, cach

form of social power was assessed independently, and as such gave a more intricate ptcture |

of a coach s use of social power.
| It was also possible that the reason that the derived ordermg of the five forms of -
social power drffcred from prevrous research because of dtfferences in methodology
_ between the present study and previous research Many of the previous studies that
assessed the importance of one form of social power over another used smgle-xtem
| operauonahzauons of each form of social power and asked respondents to numerically rank
| order each ltem from most important to least important (Bachman et al., 1968; Bu:;te &
: thcox 1971 Ivancevrch 1970, Ivancevr&&z Donnelly, 1970; Student 1968)
Accordmg to Podsakoﬁ’ and Schneshelm (1985), this latter form of measurement is very
limited and unrehable, especrally when one compares this type of measurement with the

multl-descnptxve erert scale format.
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b The r@dng hypothéscs formulated for this study examined the relationship
between the reliance on social power and various measures of satisfaction in sport us'ir;g the
items from the Likert power scale. The hypotheses concerning expert, referent and
legitimate power were sgpported by the data 6btained for the ;tudy. It was found that a
coach's reliance on'expert and refcrctjt power was positively correlated with the athletes'
pcrcciycd feelings of satisfaction wnh overall aspects of vthe sport. These results indica;cd
that athfctcs believed that their sports experience was enhanced by a coach who had
cxperﬁée in thc sport and who could commuhicafc with the athletes in a fricﬁdly,
encouraﬂg manner. Furthermore, a coaoh's rchancc on legitimate powcr did not
mﬂucncc the athletc s feelings of sausfacnon toward the sport.
- The projected. hypothescs dctmlmg the relationship between sport satmfacuon and a .
coach'’s reliance on cocrcwc and reward power were not supportcd by the data. It was o
predicted that coercive powcr would be negatively correlated with feelings of sport
satisfaction and that the use of reward power would not be influential. However, the ’
results indicated a very strong positivc relationship between reward. power and athleté's'
fcchngs of sport sausfactmn, while no sxgmﬁcant relauonshxp Yas found between sport
satisfaction and coercive power. In the case of coercive power, it was felt that thJS
pamcula; form of power was either not used extensively by coaches or was not overly
threatening to the athletes to detract from achieving feelings of sadsfacﬁ;n from tﬁc_-sport.
With m‘spect'td ré‘wam powef, it was felt that the results attained in the present study were
‘due to the different methodology used in the present study (the multi-itemed Likert forn{at)
cémpmd to the single item operationalizations used in previous research. It was also
possible that the positivyev relationship betw_ecn.rcward power and satisfaction with sport
~was due to the sbeciﬁc wording of some of the items, c_speclially those reward items that
were directly related to how one pcrfo:med in the sport. For many athletes, recciving some
sort of reward from the coach could make them feel good about themselves, Wthh in turn

o could provide them with feelings of satisfaction in participating in the sport.



146

Hypotheses were zalso formulated to see whether there were significant relationships

- between the coach's reliance on social power and the athletes' perceived satisfacticn with
. their coach. It was postulated that coercive power would be negatively associated with
~ satisfaction with the coach; however, the results indicated that no significant relationship
\‘ cxistcd. As noted earlier, this is probably becaﬁsc the athletes believed that their coaches

" did not employ coercive tactics in coach-athlete interactions or did not perceive ihat the .
coercxve power used by coaches was threatening enough to dctract from their overall
satlsfacnon with the coach It was also hypothesized that the coach s reliance on the other -
four foxms of social powcr would be positively associated with pcrcelved satisfaction with
the coach. All four of these hypotheses were supportcd by the data. “Thls suggests that
thcre are a variety of ways that a coach can positively influence athletes and contribute to,
the athletes' overall s;dsfacdon with the coach. The coach's expertise in a Sport is

impx rtant, particulary with respect to his abilities to adequately tegch aspccts of the sport.

Ref‘s&nt power can also be influential in communicating with the athletes. Reward power
was also associated with coach satisfaction, especially when it was administered from an
interpersonal cncouritcr‘, rather than from an established set of guidelines; coaches who are
able to use techniques that encourage positive participation in the sport would generate
feelings of satisfaction in athletes. ‘

The remaining five hypotheses tested the correlations between the athletes'
perceived feelings of satisfaction with personal performance and the five forms of social
power available to thc coach. It was predicted that the coach’s reliance on coercive, reward
and legitimate power would undermine an athlete's Satisfaction with performance and that a

coach'’s reliance on expert and referent power would enhance these feelings conccming

found that no s1gmﬁcant relationship existed bctwecn pcrformancc sausfacnon and cxpert

referent, legitimate and coercive power. A wcak yet posmvc relationship was found

-
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betv:qeen a coach'’s reliance on reward power and the a'dxlctc's perceived satisfaction with
performance. )

_The lack of support for these hypothéses may have been due to the methodological
weaknesses with the performance scales. Of the three sets of satisfactioh scales, the
performance scales had the lowest average inter-item correlation score. This pattern may
also be a result of the way performance was defined in previous studies that tcgcd th§,
relationship between social power and satisfaction (within the business cnv1ronmcnt)
compared to the way performance is pacelved in the(pons environment. Inﬂae work

_ environment, performance is often assessed on the basis of pre-determined guidelines such
as measures of produgtivity. where the results of one's work performance benefit the
business. In the sport environment, prc-dctcrmincd standards may be used, but often,
personal performance is assessed on the basis of internal standards that the athlete bchcves
are viable. Moreover, the efforts put into performance benefit the athlete as well as the
team. In other words, it was perhaps invalid to assume that a work environment was

equivalent to an athletic environment with respect to perceptions of performance.

| B. Conclusions |
The following conclusions are made bascd on the results of the study:

1. On the basis of the athletes' perceptions, it was apparent that the coaches relied on a
variety of forms of social power when interacting with the athletes. When all five
forms of social power available to the coach were compared, the Thurstonian and
Likert data indicated that athletes consider cxperuse to be the predommant form of

- power employed by coachcs ;

2. Legitimate power was perceived by the athletes as being a relatively impbnant form

of power that coaches tended to rely on. It was ranked second on the Thurstone

scales, while it ranked third on the Likert data. The importance of legitimate-power
o . > &
™~
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suggests that athletes recognize that the coach has a right to influence and guide
them in the pursuit of the sport because "he is the cdac%‘?}n a comi

scale values of the other forms of power, legitimate power was
magnitude with referent power (on the basis of the Thurstonidn data); using tﬁc
Likert data, the mean score derived for legitimate power was of the same order as

reward power and referent power.

_ The data obtained from the study indicated that the referent power of the coach was
also important; this defines the rapport and trust that exish between the athlete and
the coach, although it is primarily the coach’s actions that set the parameters for

rapport. Both the Thurstone and Likert scale scores for referent were close

Y

in magnitude to the scores obtained for legitimate power.

A coach's uéc of reward power can be very important, both in establishing a good
relationship with the athletes and as a means of providing positi&e motivation for
the athlete to :achicve and enjoy his participation in the sport. However, there was a
discrepancy in the way reward power was interpreted using the Thurstone scale
cgmpared with the Likert scale. The Likert data, through its use of multiple
statements, gave specific examples of how a coach could posin'vciy reward athlétic
performance. Coxpi;a;ed to the other forms of power, it ranked second overall,
though the mean|average scores weré close to the mean average scores derived for
legitimate power ah{rechm power. .

The Thurstone Yata were based on single descriptive statements for each

e

-3 . ) ,
form of power. The rew. wer statement may have been negatively interpreted
by the respondents because of its wording. In the questionnaire, athletes responded

. N
to a reward power statement that suggested that some coaches relied "on the

‘promise of rcwgfds." Itis possible that this wording might have been interpreted

o
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of the extgnt that coaches relied on reward ¢ 8

¥ .
by some athletes as false promises or bribery, rather than as a gcn’uinc. positive
form of motivation. In a comparison with the other forms of socnal power, the
Thurstonian rcward p(ﬂlcr stateméjnt ranked fourth overall; only coercive power
ranked lower. : -~

; It appears that coercive power was not used extensively by the coaches in this

study, at least not as perceived by the players. It was definitely viewed as the form
of power least relied upon in contrast to P;hc other forms of power available to
coaches. |

Thc hypotheses tcsted in this study were derived ﬁ'om prewous rcscanch conducted
in business settings, pnmanly becausé thxs is whcrc mc bulk of rcsearch on social

power has been done The obscrved results mdlcated ?mg sm%‘aques wnh and . ﬁ

Pt %%

e-"‘

some differences from previous studxes Thcrc are tWo &“ﬁlan;gonﬁ@r

previous results from business were ewdcnt ¢ith

#’
“'c POWCI‘@ In mebumncss

. 2 C‘ T . .
in moﬁvatmg a subordmatc because the fonrz:’ﬁfm%rards ?dnd sancnons) werc o

»

subordmates (Bachman, 1968; Ivanccwch ‘-‘Q; §locum 1970 Student, 1968)
In thc spon setting however, the use of ngr |

to the coach, rather than on the basis of { .

,.‘ -

?-s;

¥
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Furthermore, although o"rganiutional hierarchies in business Settings may
predetermine (or strongly suggest) how leaders are to interact with the
subordinates, a coach's relationship with the athletes is primarily based on the
parameters ggnced upon by the coa.ch and the athletes, rather than on parameters
suggested by the school itself.

"Second, it is also poss1ble that differences between the results of this study
and prevxous research on social power were due to the methodologxcal diffcrencc%
betweon the scales used in the present study and the scales used in previous

research. Previous studies utilizing the French and Raven typology have used

single-item operationalizations of each of French and Raven's forms of social e
power that were ranked by the respondents. This approach ié very limited in t M
one cannot assess the imponancc of the different power bases indepcnﬁcndy .b
Such.a procedure rrught arnﬁcmlly raduce one measure of..;oclal power through

forced scaling relatw&; to other sources of social power. Moreover, the use of

single item descriptors may not adequately capture the essence of the factors

originally postulated by French and Raven, and as such, may underestimate

relationships between forms of power and other measures of subordinate/leader

behavmr The present study used multiple item operationalizations of each form of
power arranged in a Likert scale format. Given the limitations of the alternative
forms of measurement used in previous research, it is quite possible that different
results may be 6l@ained for the relationship of power with other measures of
satisfaction.

‘ It is impossible to definitely make a decision at this time as to which of the

two explanations is more valid. Further research is required which utilizes ° ‘
appropriate mcthodblogy when examining the use of power in sport and other
social settirfgs. |
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7. An athlete;s feeling\of sattsfacuon wrth the sport and w1th the coach were

. ,posmvely mfluenced byh,a coach s effecuve use of expert, referent and rcward

L “ power The basketball players percetved the coach to be an 1mportant part of their
sport. expenence ‘Thus, a coach who has experttse in his sport understands .
:methods of usmg posmve rewards and establtshes effect1ve rapport wxll make the

sport expenence morerewardmg and enJoyable for the athletes

o e
o,

N The only form of social power relled upon by the coach that,_‘nhanced an athlete s

: feehngs of sansfacuon with pemonal performance m the present study was reward

: "based on only one. level of one sport one tmght COnclude that an mdrvrdual' 1

‘Tsausfacuon w1th personal performance is pnmanly based on the athlete S tntemal

 values: rather than the behavror of the coach The use of reward power however, g

'may setve as external remforceJnent for the athlete that help§ assess h1s performance -

wrth the personal goals that the athlete has set for htmself Ttis, also possrble that

: b,‘reward power correlated srgmﬁcantly with the personal performance 1tems because ~

Y.

'_both sets of scales were onented toward mdwtdual achrevement The L 1kert power

- o tterns gave many examples of how reward behavrors of the coach could beneﬁt the
tndmdual athlete tlus may have been compauble to the mdmdua.l based

t pert‘omance sattsfachon measures

C Recommendattons for Sport Admtmstrators and Coaches R z
The ﬁndmgs from thrs study are consrstent ‘with the v1ew that the sausfactmn with
one' s sport mvolvement lS assocrated w1th the percetved use of certam types of socral

. _power by the coach Whrle beanng in tfnnd that the cument results were rust based upon

v the male htgh school basketball envu'onment, the followlng recommendatrons ane offered tof ‘

: sport orgamzers and coaches

- powet; Although tlus findmg must be tnterpreted cauttously because the results are R

o
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fiifms the tmportance of technical expemse n; aoachtng In the htgh
. school settmg, athle . e that coaches wﬂl be able to properly teach them |
techniques-and skill . i port Coaches should be willing and able to . »

demonstrate that eagperttse to their athletes

2.0 The referent power of a coach is also very important. There are several ways by
whxch athletes can 1denttfy with the coach Whrle itis beneﬁcral for the coach to be
\lrked adxmred and respected 1t is recommended that coaches share thetr sport

e phllosopy and sport 1deals thh thetr athletes. This might ard m estabhshmg a

common frame of reference thhm which the coach and the athlete can nelate to each‘ |

. 4

- other.
- ,- 3. = Although legmmate power is also i 1mpottant, itis recommended that once itis - |
v, estabhshed coaches should de-emphasrze 1t in favor 0 /other forms of power. It is
unportant that the athletes understand that the coach has a nght to be "the coach "
and that he is enntled to certam prlv1leges because of his status as the coach Most
1f not all of the athletes understand who makes cuts /and dec1des on playtng time.
However legmmate power was not an mﬂuenual form of power thh respect to an
athlete attaining sausfacuon from the sport or from his performance in the sport,
' aﬁd was only moderately correlated with the satlsfactton that athletes had with the

coach hxmself

4. It is tecommended that a coach use reward power when tnteracnng with the athlet

- I where the rewand provrdes an mcenuve ora conﬁrmatory measure that encourages

»

the athlete to "onunue to perform well Rewards glven for no apparent reason may v '

S !’"o'-.,-' ’. ; . . . ’
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' be percetved by athletes s brxbes, payoffs or favontlsm that may underrmne future
g performance dnd sattsfactioﬁ {tr’the sport, rather than enhance it '

D. Suggestions for Methodologtcal Improvements o
| ~ Oneof the pnmary p&rposes of thts research was to develop an appropnatc

3 mstrument for measuring soctahpower Based on the findings from the present study, and

- .in an effort to improve the relmbxhty and val”drty of the instrument, the followmg

recommendattons are proposed

A

T

10 Two sets of scales measurmg socral pyower were used m the present study The
‘f'ust set, of scales utilized a Thurstoman  paired companson approach where each. of
~ the ﬁve forms of socral power were compared against one another in a series of

paired statements. The advantage to thrs technique is that through this paired

g comparlson cantbe conmdered to be on an mterval level scale of measurement.
o ~_There are several major drawbacks tothis techmque, however The pnmary
drawback of Thurstone scalggis that each form of power is limited to one
mde‘scnpuve statement Thls« assumes tha: uxe statement selected adequately
describes the behavror and will be mterpreted in the same manner by all respondents
* (Podsakoff and Schriesheim, 1985, & R
L . The second setof scalés were multlple descnptors of each of the five forms
| . '?of power an'anged ina leert type format. The advantage of this techmque was that

. ¥
a vanety of descnpuons,for each form of social power could be generated which

\ | 'overcame the htmtatrons of relymg solely on smgle item descnptors Hence, the_ . -

mulu-ttem Ltken scale had- greater ﬂexrbxhty than the smgle 1tem 'I'hurstone scale.-‘ :

o L R

= companson, an unbtased order of the items can be denved because each item is j

g

~ « compared with every other i item. Furthermore, the z scores that are produced by the . N
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Unltke the Thurstone procedure though erert scales are really at the ofdinal level
" of measurement, although the data is commonly analyzed as mterval level data.
Given the advantages and dtsadvantages of each technique, it is |
. recommended that the erert scales be the pnmary means for assessmg the
‘ 1mportance of the ﬂve forms of soctal power, as well as utilized for correlanon with
, pther behavroral 1fems in the sport envrronment, including measures of satrsfacnon
‘
Itis desrrable to have more than one measure of the various forms of social power
(Schrresherm Hmkm & Podsakoff 1985) The Thurstonian paired companson
: _method has the potenttal to supplement erert scale meaures of socral power ln the
present study, four of the five Thurstonian power statements appear to have been
worded adequatoly However, it is recommended that the wordrng of the "reward
power statement be altered to better deprct the use of tlus form of power within the
, sport environment. It appears that the wordmg of the Thurstone reward power
‘statement in the present study made the use of rewards seem more like a bribe. it is
1 recommended that tlus item be reworded to rndrcate an emphasrs on grvrng reward

" as ameans of i incentive or acknowledgment by the coach.

| | . j'"‘\{ T

* Podsakoff, and Schneshetm (1985) state that the erert approax:h would be useful
for research usmg the French and Raven typology because rtawou'ld allow fora
mulu-rtem format, however, the authors did not specryfy how many rtems would ‘
adequately descnbe each form of power The present studybegan with ten 1tems :

_foreach formpf pow *A factor analysis procedure was then done to determme |

.....

which items besﬁscmbed each form of social power. Whtle there was some

' variation in'the %ﬂnal number of erert items that were assocmted wrth each form of o

power in the present study;m appears that each form qf. soctal power could be _

adequately charactenzed by @e umque items, fl'hus, it is recommended that the » o
. p g

~ |
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Likert power items contained in the original instrument be reduced from 50 items to

25 items.

4. As noted‘above, factor analytic procedure was successful in deriving a smaller.
| number of i items fo% measunng each form of socral power Intcmal consrstency
checks of the items ;gsocrated with each form of power were done to conﬁrm the |
T appropnateness of the itcms It was noted, however, that the alpha coefficient for .
’leg'inmate power was considerably lower than those for the other four forms of
. ' socral power Therefore, it is recommended that new erert 1tems be derived to
3, better measure the legmmate power of a coach -
: p
S. B The items contamed in the "satisfaction with perfonnance" scales did not support ‘
any of the hypotheses assocnated ‘h it It is possrble that the ﬁndmgs from the |
| ‘present st;udy demonstrate that, with the exceptron of reward power, there isno
relanonshrp between a coach's use of power and the athlete's sausfacuon with
5 'personal sport performance Iti is also possrble that this lack of rﬁanonshrp
occurned because of the drffercnt degree of specrﬁcxty in the pgwer and

ity

performance measures. The perfomance measures did assessments based on the h
mdmdual With the exceptmn of the reward power items, the other forrns of
.power wcre based on how the use of power affected the team, not JUSt the -
tndrvrdual This may have resulted in incompatible drfferences between thc two
- forms of. measurements In addition, the items connected with the performance
’vscale were only used one ume pnor to the present study, and at that time were not
subjectcd to any vahdlty or relrabtlrty checks 'In the, present study, some constmct
’ " ,valrdtty was estabhshed although the mtemorrelanons within this scale were lower
- than the mtercorrelanon measures of the other two satxsfactron scales As such, itis

: recommend_ed that the i 1tems contained in thls scale be revised in a further search for
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a relauonshrp between a coach's use of power and an athlete s satisfaction with

personal performance.

‘E. Suggestions for Future Research “

| . Al ough there has been some previous investigation concerning the use of social
power, the majority of research has been camed out within business settings. The present ‘
rstudy represents thc first instance in which the use of social powcr has been examined
within a sports setting. The results of this study were prormsmg, and on this basis, can .
provide a foundation for further research on the exencxse and the effects of social power in

: ? ‘
sport. The following recommendatxons for future research are proposed o

1. The populauon used in this study was lumtcd to male high school basketball o
partrcrpants In contrast to the broad spectrum of sport this was a relatively small
sample and as such, precludes any broad generaltzauons regarding the use of social
power by coaches i in'sport setungs Further testing should be done usmg a variety

“of sports that have a designated. coach to see whether the type of sport has a bearing

“on the forms of social p_ower relied upon by the coach. Comparisons could also be -
\made between age levels within particular sports as well as between ability le\;els‘
wrthm sport (i.e., secondary school varsity sport compared w'lth umvcrsrty vassity

SPOI't and/or professional sport). ' o :

2. Research on the use of social power in sport should be extended to a companson
' ﬂbetwcen male and female, sport participants. It is possible d%here may be gendcr '
differences with respect to whether certam forms of social power are more effective
* for motivating or contributing toward satisfaction i in sport for fcmales as opposed to

males.

156
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3, Although thcre has been some de-emphasis on- the nmponance of wmmng inrecent

gt

§ years (particularly for young parncxpants .e.g., Curtis et al.; *‘?979 Gould, Fcltz,
T Weiss, & Pethchkoff, 1982; Robertson, 1981; Wankel & Kreisel, 1985a), the win-
: loss records of teams and coaches are still attributed considerable importance (Lacy

& Darst, 1985; Lombardo, 1984). Future research could be conducted to determine

.

‘whether coaches with winning records empbhasize different forms of social power

v 5 than cbachcs with losing records. " |

. 4. ~ Like much of thc research previously conducted on social powcr, the present study
sohcxtc;i assessinents of the coach's use of social power from the athletes rather . '
than from the coachcs themselvcs Although self-report measurement on personal
behavxor has some problcms, future research should obtain information from the’

coach as wcll as the athletes. This could ﬂlusuatc the similarities and dxfferences -
between athlctcs and coaches thh respect to the perceived use of power within the

sports environment.
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SPORT ASSESSMENT-QURVEY g

There are 6 parts to this Sport assessment survey. Two ‘sections center on examining

the important role the coach plays in guiding and leading athletes. The third secatié_h

* We a’re"iﬂtéreét'ed in YOUR FEELINGS concerning the sport that you are involved in.
- Asyou go through this questionnaire: i ’ | »

\ N a - T
: » - BEMEMBER, - -
D @ A ; .

o

. o
5

S'ince' we akre i’nteregted in your‘"’bersohal feelings about'your spont, it is lnip'ortant that” ¢

you D while answering the
questions. | Co g
[ ] ’ ' ' . ' ¢ : ’ " ,z&(:"'
.- oy ' B
. It you have any questions about the questionnaire, please ask the researcher. Ha.will
be happy to answer any questions that you might have. » s . -

w N "

~ Your cooperation in thig study will assist us in learnin ‘mQre about sport ieadershi “# Y S
. g g p { .

we can learn more about how athletes and coaches gornmunicate with one another, -
we may gain greater insight into how sport might be made a mo?\positive experienge
for everyone. ' c ' : . :

K

All infoPhation obfainéd from this qh'estionnaire is stricti confidential. No names of S
any-of theparticipants, &or the.names of individual schools or teams will Wppear i{w‘fthe
results @r write-up. R S : \\

~ B TN . ) '

‘ S MMBJ_QHB_C_QQEEBAM ‘
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. 1
SECTION A- mrénn;nsoml.‘mnueuce INVENTORY
4 *  INSTRUCTIONS

'.;3‘,“ [y ) - ) . . ’
- On the following page you will find 10 statements detailing how coaches might behave when dealing with
athletes. Yoy will see that each statement consists of a pair of items. You are asked to select the item from
each statemet that best describes your coach. For example, look at the sample statements below:

.

+

SAMPLE STATEMENTS . . _ B )

Most Like , - L . Most Like
My Coach : . ) My Coach
a " Some coaches are involved in sport Other coaches are involved
v “because they like to teach new skills. © BUT - because'they like to win.
b. Same coaches are involved inspot Other coaches are involved
because they like the excitement of". because they like to win. v
. thegame. . v . ' - . ' .
- ‘ ; ’ 4 .;COQQOQQ;QOQOQOQQ LXITT 0'. > ..‘.'Q..Q..QQ...Q.Q;Q. -QQ. . "
) o.ﬁﬁo.to»:to.oon.toootoot.:n.&% o foo * .—‘“ ﬁﬂ *. &
1L : . ‘”%Vu > guar - "’i“!{px,fﬁ'“'ﬁ' Ay ;1"f‘ . &) '

For statement "a*, the item on the left ("teach new~skills") was picked over the item on the right ("winning").
For statemént *b*, the item on the right ("winning") was picked over thé item on the left (“excitement of the

qame ). | | , ” v | p .
You will notice that the item ("like to win") appeared in both'sample statements. You will find that the items
in the following section will appear more than once. i ique pairing - in other
words, no two pairs of statements are brecisely the same. : s T s
! > I ’ ’ ot 4 '

“®For each of tlh‘e followingéiatements;

tems. Even it both ftems seem appropriate, please only pick the one item that most characterizes your

8oach. , ‘ Even if both items do not seem very
\ apptieable, please ghck the one item that best describes your coach. ™S I ]
, THERE -ARE N RIGHT OH WRONG ANSWERS. ‘,» " ..

K L ! & .

Your sponta s and honé‘t% responses are important for the success of the stud_y.

. . ‘ ‘4 . A
~ . ‘ -~
. « < PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 2

T



My Coach

1.

-

10.

When influencing and guiding athletes; -

"(knowledge and/or skill) in the sport.

! S0me coaches rely on the view that they
“are in a position of authority.

N\

When influencing and guiding athletes,
some coaches rely on the promise of
rewards,

When influencing and guiding athletes, ‘
Some coaches rely on their expertise
(knowledge and/or skill) in the sport.

When influencing and guiding athletes,
some coaches rely on the view that they
argina Position of authority,

BUT

When influencing arid guiding athletes,
Some coaches rely on the athletes'
admiration and rgspect for them.

| T

" BUT

When influencing and guiding athletes,
Some coaches rely on the threat of
punishment. + -

- BUT

»

Some coaches rely on the promise of
rewards. :

] When influenging and guiding athletes, - ,
. Some coaches rely on the athietes’

| BUT
admiration and respect for them. .

'Y
1 influencing and guiding athletes,
seme coaches rely on their expertise

. /
When influencing 3nHl guiding athletes,
some coaches rely dn ihe thireat of
punishment, - oo o

PR A )
R P

oA
- B

When influencing.and guiding athlete:

BUT

BUT

BUT‘

BUT

BUT

VozmEE

When influencing and guiding -

athletes, other coaches relyon

their expertise (knowledge
and/or skill) in the spont.

When influencing and guiding

athletes, other coaches rely on

the athletes' admiration and
respect for them.

‘When influencing and guiding
athleteS siher coaches rely on+

the threat o unishment.

ing and guiding

athletes, other coaches rely on
the promise of rewards. :

‘ When influencing and guiding
. athletes, other cdaches rely on

their expertise (knowledge
and/or skill) in the sport.

- When influencing and guiding-
athletes, other coaches rely on

W view that they ate in a position of

.authority. - -

Ly F

" When influencing and guiding
athletes, other coaches rely on

the threat of punishment. -

hen Infitncing and guiding
hletes, other coaches rely on

that they are in a posit
. ty, o . . —‘

au o,
. e .

" Wheg influenaiig
athigles, other coa

‘promise of re\fgri!sq,;
. * ’1 '/

ionof

respect for them. -
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SECTION B. PERSONAL PROFILE (A) -
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please circle aither yes or no for each statement, and do iFls L
statements. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWEF
. * * | ~
~N1- [l you say you will do something, do you always keep No
) your promige, no matter how inconvenient it might be to do so? ‘
/] 2 Qnce in a while, do you lose your temper and get angry? o Yes’ No
| 3" Bo you occasionally have thoughts and ideas that you would - .. Yes  No
- notlike other people/to knqw about? - _ ) T _-
%4 Are all your habits good and desirable ones? . Yes  ’No
+ |'&* Do you sometimes gossip? , ' ‘ . Yes  No
. k i *"": '~ | ,
" SECTION C. COACHING ATTITUDES TOWARDllNFLUENCING ATHLETES
N \ . 0, ,
s INSTRUCTIONS L '

(a) Strongly Agree -
- (b) Agree _ Ve
(¢)  Undecided ,
(d) Disagree * )
(6)" Strongly Disagree 7y

.

. F3lea'§a ci{cle only one letter per statement, and do this for all of the staternents.
' _ . S -
THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.

- . - .
Your spontaneous and honest respofises are impartant for the success of the study.
. . 4+ K e

L
» : L e _ ' BRI '
- \n‘ o P . 4/’:1‘,?\?’:” : » »"‘P‘“:’,; . .n‘ ’g\'rj.-a P ;’:? E v.' - N Q’i‘-’ ’)‘:.
. [Our coach Invitgs the’ a(hlete‘s.pv,emorkfs home. = . a b ¢ d ‘
v 'Q0.00.Q’Q."" 6.'»Q@..‘.tg...tQ.Q.0.0"..g.....i..t'_‘....‘;tt‘.'..'t.t...'
T you decided to circle "e" , then you strarigly disagreed with this statement. »
F A . i .
. - . L\ N

A

-

~ For each of the "tollov'ving statements listed on the
“agreement or disagreement by cirpling the dppropriate letter.

. - '.,.4,,""*':&“« -, PLEASE ¥ '?OfRAGE4 ’

oo o g et
R :-4 \w . - ) :&;‘.gsay
b 2 PR

ot

following pages, please indicate your degree‘ of .



(b aasusln’qﬁ}‘bur basketball coach, | belleve, that;

Strangly
Agma

10.
11.

12..

K
13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

e

(9

.

The athletes on this team have ad%lrauon for
the coach.

Our coach.gives credit where credit is due.
Our coach is physically skilled in this spont.
Our coach rules with force.

Athletes have an obligation to accept the
coach's orders. ‘

The athletes on this team accept and share
the coach's ideals of the sport.

Our coach acknowledges athletic achievement,

Our coach has had experience In this
sport as an athlete. .

Our coach uses punishment when
athletes do not follqw his’her direction.

- In the pursuit of the sport, the athletes must

obey the coach.

-The athletes on this team have respect for
the coach as a person.

Our coach changes an athlete's status within the

sport after good performances (e.g. make the

-]

[

athlete a starter, make the athlete a team captain).

 Gur coach is qualified in this sport.

Our coach criticizes poor athletic
performance. - :

ur eogeh is justified i teling athletes what
they should be doing. o
Our coach is friendly toward athletes.

Our coach rewatds gaod, athletic performance.

Our coach proficiently performs the

- Physical skills inthis sport.

a3
?

Agree  Nautral Disagres, Sxmng&

b

o o o o

c

d

Qa a a a

178
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N
. ln assesslng our basketball coach. l belleve that. . R
| s Lo . | o flaanraa |
v g, Ourcoach uses punushment when athletes & b ¢ - 4 e
SN make rntstakes in playing or perlormlng N~ 5 @&3 S o
‘ ‘ ‘]20," -Our coach has the authority to get athletes ... a b ¢ g e
y tochange their behavuor LR | :
. . . - N . M . . ’. ’
21.. The athletes on this team mode! Lhelr . a- b . ¢ . .4 e
- behavroralterthecoach -~ ' o
22. Ourcoach: gives posmve verbal feedback o a b ¢ d o
. athletes N ' ’ ‘ 3
23. Our coach us knowledgeable in this spont. ¢y a -b B ¢ od e
. 24, Ouredach uses harsh disciplinarian tactics : a b. ¢ T4 e
. on the athletes. . S o R TN
4 25. Our coach is entitied to direct the athletes . a b ¢ e e
- acttons Lo : : EE ‘ _
© 28 AThe athletes on this team Iike the coach - a b c d e
L , B o
27.  Our coach ollers rewards to athletes . v a b c - d - ]
who paﬂtcupate inthe sport. = ° o, S <
T 28. Our coach has previous coaching _ a . b c  d e
) expenence in this spor. ' o S '
- 23 Ourcoach»lsstrlct o - a b ¢ d e
30. . Our coach doesn't have to explain his/her 0 a b [ - d )
‘«g  coaching decrslons tothe athletes
< The athletes on thts team accept and share - a, | b . ¢ d e
S ‘the coachsphtlosophy of the ‘sport.. : : ) '
32.  Our coach downplays mistakes o o a b c a8
made by athletes in the pursuit of the sport ,
33. . Our coach is aware of newtechmques .oa b ‘ ¢ d_ '_ e
“in the sport as they come along, o T LT
.34, Qur coach. Jpunishes athletes whodo not ‘_ . a b ¢ - d e
o pay attention to the coach I : :
- 35. Ourcoach -has a right to gmde athletes because  a b ¢ d b_

- he/she is a school representatlve T - . . .



'ln anesslng our basketball coach I bellevi lhat.

ot [ ] : , .. > ) ; //' , i “ R ' R
: ,36 Our coachsactlone help lnsplre lhe oA b -d e
R perlormances ol the'athletes onthis leam IR AAN " ' : o
Gt . o
. e/ . . .
g 37.; ' ,Qur coach qlves posltlve non-ver‘bal leedback cals b e " d e
S 'to athletes (eg smlles, patomlhe back) Y ' o ot
38, Our coach.shows the athletes newways : j" S ,/ a b c d e
e to do lhlngs tn the sporl L S C
39, Ourcoach removes athleteslmmthe teern S at b ¢ d .. e
R :‘that he/she feels are uncoogeratlve*\ S N Lo
o Pl LLhe 4 . . . 4 Y ue - ’
40, Ourcoach has the authority to make declslons/ .a . b . ¢ T d e
e ‘orlbehall otthe athletes., ) ‘ﬁ NI ;‘, : E B
- L r -t : ~ “. '/‘ _» i N X 4 .
”_“?4"l.-*' Ourcbat:h lsanlceperson CTRE / ~ a b. ¢ d e
/?//Our coach encourages athletes -&..’ BV - a b c d. e
- / i . . e ‘
- ,‘4-3.'- .‘Our coach ﬁrovldes good advlce fo // L a ) c d e
AT ;theathletes opthls team ,,./ -‘ B B
s / N / ) ] o
44, "Our coach punlshes athletes by glvlng them a b e, d e
S0 undeslrable asslgnments / . Lo : :
- '45. Ourcoach expects athletes to cat‘ry out a b c o d e
-.* his/her wlshes DR / ‘ o .
46. Ouir coach ls somaone that the athletes can a b - ¢ g e e
trust o . / : o - .
47. OQur coach rewards athletds by gwmg them . a = b e d e
opportunltles for sport pdrtlclpatlon o :
48, Our coach demonstrales the necessary ' - a | b - c d . e
. skills associated wlth/lhe spon : /«
© 49, Ourcoach prehlbrts/ athletes lrom B a / b c d e
L partlclpatlng inthe sport whenever he/she / :
~ feels such actions warranted ' o / .
50. The athletes aéaware that the coach is - a . b .‘ [ d e
- 51, a b c. d e
'/'/ | J - .
/ ' l . PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 7



nal Opinion inventory. - o

\

+ Sectlon C. Petso

Please circle your most appropriate response for gach of the following stataments. Pleass circle ohly one
* letter per statement. Please"(respond‘tq all Q(ﬂthvase‘ st‘a’t;emveqts,.; L L e e emy e

¥ ~alrongly |\
1. How well did you like playing basketball : a b e d . e
__onthis team this season? - = -- S C <, : S
. R ) IS DN N . .
' Yary —Somewhal’ Neutral Noi - Delinfaly
o | Much So .7 ' Bealy  Not
2. 'Didyou get a chance to do the thlhgs'you  ' ‘a b ¢ . - d | ‘e
| -felt you did best this'season? = ' . .
) . ",, p ~_ f) ‘
3. Didyou get any feeling of accomplishment from  a - b ., . C d -}
- Your participation in basitball this season? L .. - o
> . C ' - ' . R ' .
4.. How did you feel about your participation? a’ b ¢. 4 e
,+ Did you feelyour contribution was ~ ‘
important this season? : "
. Men Somewhal Newal Nal Dainimy
5. Howsaiisfied were you_With the way the a. b . ¢ d | ° ;\ ,
*. coach handled te m members this season? : '
6. How satisfied were you with the way the a b ¢ d e
coach handled.you this season? ’ ' S
7. Hdw satisfied were yoy with thé coach's - a- b . c d - e
decisions with respect to the team this season? '
" 8. How important was the coach’s influence v a b c d )
overyou this seasgn? p 5 o ‘
9. How satisfied were you with your overal—
performance this season? ¢ . - |
10. How satisfiéd were you wnh'ép‘e'ciﬂé skilt . a b e .d e
~ improvement this season? ' S R
11._How salisfied were you with the effort .~ a . b ¢ d e
you put into the sport this season? ~ ~  , .. : S




112 -Wnatis your assessrment of your peformance ™~ @ b ¢ - d o
in relation to what you had expected to achieve. S : ’

* this season? . , _ (S ‘ :

— - . rd

. ; 'R

"

. . -#
SECTION E. PERSONAL PROFILE (B). -

INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle ither yos o ne for eaci statement, and do this for ailof the
statements. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.

1. Would you aiways declare everything at the customs, aven o Yes No

if you knew that you could hever be found out? o :
2. Have you ever been late for an ‘appoint ' X0 ‘school?;.' ‘ Yes - No
3. o va‘l»l the people you know, aré there some who you definitely ~ Yes No

do not like?

4, ‘, Db you sometimes talk about things you know nothing about? | Yes No

. SECTION F. SPORT PROFILE
- Instructions: \ C 5
 Please answér each of the following statements. -
. YearofBith __° |
-2 Ple_a§e indicate ybur-cufrent Grade: O Grade 10 OGrade*ﬁ O Grade 12
3. Seasons of éxperiencg ’a's'an athlete in this sport (inclhding current‘]eason)
4. Doyou parllcipate in any other school sponsoréd sports (do not include intramurals):

ONo O VYes

It yes, please list these sports:

—
g

5.- Do you participate in orgamzed sport outside the school (e.g., Track & Field Club, Soccer,
etc.): : .
- ONo O Yes

0t yes, plgas'e list these,sports:

‘ Thank you for your cooperation. Please return this booklet to the researcher.

©
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Table 18

Factor Analytic Solutlon of the 29 leert Power Items

184, "

- performances

A7

A (All Factor Scores Shown)
/ : . N .
. Factors -~ T~ 2 3 4 8 Total
1 Referent Power N , o /
Admiré coach ‘ 85 -04 .18, .15 .14
Respect coach as aperson .85 -10 .07 .21 .08
" Like coach .84 -13 .16 .13 .14 - ;
Share coach's sport ideals .83 -04 .13 .11 .03
Share coach's sport philosophy .82 .00 .19 .07 .20
Model behavior after coach .63 .13 .13 .04 .06
Coercivg Power , >
e8 punished when mxstakes L f '
en plying/performing -13 .76 .00 -05 -04
Athlctes pumshed when they , . :
don't pay attenuon o -13° .72 .01 *.12 "-.06
Harsh disciplinagian tact¢cs used A3 .71 -03 -21 -24
Athletes punishéd when they o
don't follow directions .-.16 .68 .07 .08 .05°
Coach rules with force 19 66 -12- 01 .20
Coach is strict - 31 .63 .03 -16 .15
Athletes pumshed by recexvmg - . .
undesirable assignments -14 47 -27 -02 -.29
Athletes pmhxblwd from pldying :
when coach fccls it warranted -12 36" -.18 .20 .26
3 Reward Power _ A
Good athletic performance ) - '
rewarded .07 -03 .82 .12 .05
Athletic achievement _ ‘
- _acknowledged . 9 .00 .72 .19 | -.02
Credit given where credit due 33 .14 68 .12 -10
Positive verbal feedback given 33 -17 .62 .01 .01
Athletes rewarded by getting R : .
thances to participate in sport .21 -22 .58 .10 .29
Rewards offered to athletes who S -
play the sport -12 -08 .52 -01 .08
" Athletes rewarded by getting - :
change of status after good ’
: 25 44 14 .10
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£ 185
. . . B - 'M:%’( ‘ ‘ &
© .0t b Table'18:(Con't), % (
- Factors A — 132
4 Expert Power | - ‘ oLt : ’
Coach physically skilledinsport  ~ .23 .034:.10 .85 .05
Coach proficiently performs =~ - - S0
physicgl skills of sport o 03 .11 .18 .82 .08
Coach has experience in sport as - S
\ : .
an athlete A5 -09 .04 76 -07
- Coach demonstrates skills : o
" associated with sport v .19 -08 24 74 . A3
5 Legitimate Power )
-+ Coaching decisions not explained . . ‘
. toathletes S A2 11 .01 02 .72 T
. Coach is a school representative . 05 .05 .03 -12 .71
+ Coach is authorized by schiool - , 20 -07 -04 .17 .60
Coach is justified in telling o
athletes whattodo * -3 .12 30 12 42
Eigenvalue T 685 330 248 209 1A
% Variance , 2290 12.10 8.50 7.20. 6.00 56.7
: Y o ,

e’
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A Ireakdoyyn of the means, standard devigtions and pefcemages of agreement of |
-each of the 29 items ueed in the factor analytic solution can be found in Table 19. The (
means for each of the items ranged from a low of 2.16 to a high of 4.21 (on a 5 point *

/scale) A full breakdown of the pemdntage of respondents indicatmg each of the five -

possible responses for each of the i items is also presented in this table. In addition to she

' use of mean scores as well as the summed total of the percentages of respondents in ating
cither agIeement or strong agreement with the Likert items, d;e rationale of the kazrrttems
used in the ﬁnal soluuon will be discussed in terms of the original deﬁnmons of each form
of social power postulated by French and Raven (1959) and other telated literatute.

The first factor, referent power, contains six items. “Three of these are statements
on the athlete.s' admiration, respect and liking of .their coach. The rexfminix;g three items
reflect the athletes' desire to share their coach's 1deals and philosophy of the sport and to
model their behavior after. the coach. In Table 19, it can be seen that a good pmpomon of
‘the athletes felt that their coaches had refererit power. With the exception of the "modelling
behavior" itemn, all of the other variables associated with referent power had high mean
scores (above 3.00)} and percentages of agreement over 50%. In contrast, only 20.8% of
the msﬁogidents = 2.68) agreed that they modelle& their behavior after the coach. The
athletes felt it was quite important to respect, ﬁke and admire the coach. Moreover, they

-had positive feelings ;dward sh#ring sport philosophy and sport ideals with the coach. If
donecarefully, it is possible that coaches who share their philosopy and ideals with the
athletes might use lthis in establishing a conducive learning atmosphere between the coach
and the athleres. ' _

Overall, there were mixed feelings among the respond_ents in the present study with
respect to the extent that their coach relied on coereive power. Four of these items pertain
to particular actions that might warrant punishment. The data in Table*l9 indicates that just
ove; one third of the respondents agreed that the coach would punish athletes who%ﬂ not -

P

pay attention (37.4% agreement; M= 3.1 1) or who did not follow the coach's directions

B



\ L 3 “ Table 19 *

. Meani\ Standard Devlatlom and Percentages of Agreemen’of Likert Power
Items used in the Factor Analytic Solution.

L , . - Pexcemage of A mem
- Items . Mean ° St Dev. [)1 :
e -
- 1. Referent Power
Admire coach 3.64 1.27 322 296 139 183 6.1
Respect coach aé C
_aperson 3.84 1.17 348 339 174 78 6.1 -
Like coach \ 373 < 118 322 287 226 130 35
Share coach's sport: - _ X
ideals g 3.54 1.16 19.1 452 122 174 6.1
Share coach's sport . -
philosophy ; 3.40 1.11 148 409 183 21.7 43
Model behavior after S .
coach 268 . °'1.03 .43 165 339 330 122
2. Coercive Power
Punished when S :
mistakes made 2.73 1.07 5.2 183 339 296 13.0
Punished when not -
l’&’symg attention 3.11 1.08 104 270 322 243 6.1
h disciplinarian ‘ .
tactics used . 218, 1.02 09 132 16.7 412 28.1
Punished when
directions not followed 2.94 1.17 87 270 26.1 26.1 122
Rules with force 2.73 1.05 52 165 374 278 13.0
Coach is strict 3.05. 117 104 287 270 235 104
Punished by receiving .
undesirable assign. . 216 , 1.00 1.7 104 165 443 27.0
Pasticipation prohibited ' '
when coach feels it . .
warranted 341 0.85 7.0 425 357 139 0.0
3. Reward Power '
Rewards good athletic . -
performance 3.81 080 175 518 246 6.1 00
Acknowledges athletic . .
achievement- 3.97 0.87 27.2 500 158 6.1 09

Credit given whehdue 406 090 348 452 113 87 0.0
Positive verbal fi

. 188

__given 3.94 - 0.79 226 539 183 52 0.0



Table 19 (Con't) \ )

N |
. A Percentage of Agreemen
Items / Mean  St.Dev. S.A. A, Ng‘mc. D. S8.D.
3. Reward Power — ) |
Rewarded by opportuaity

for sport participation 3.84 0.88 219 482 237 44 18
Rewards given to those

participating in sport 3.09 1.04 6.1 313 365 174 &7

Status changed after

good performances 3.61 1.13 21.7 417 174 139 52
4. Expert Power

Coach physically skilled 3.86 1.15 365 313 183 96 43

Coach proficiently '

performs skills 3.79 0.99 230 478 159 115 1.8

Coach has experience

as an athlete 421 1.05 522 287 96 10 2.6

Coach demonstrates :

skills of the sport 407 . 091 348 470 87 96 00
5. Legitimate Power

Coach doesn't have to .

explain coaching :

decisions to athletes 3.00 1.15 . 80 319 2211 283 97

Coach is a school : ‘

representative 3.31 1.06 96 417 252 174 6.1

Coach authorized by \ »

school 3.95 0.90 252 539 139 43 26

Coach justified in telling

athletes what to do 4.19 0.73 32 S44 79 35 00
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(35.7% lamen:ent; M= 2.94). Ag'reemem w;s lower, however, with respect to a coach
punishing athletes who made mistakes when playing/performing (23.5% aMeng; M—
273)ora coact; punishing athletes byﬁgivin‘g them undcsirat'a’lc 'a.ssignments (12.1%
\ ‘agreement; M- 2.16). , \ .

The other four items are descriptors of general coercive beha\;ior that the coach
could exhibit in his interaction with the athletes.. Even here, the aghletes felt that the coach
was not overly punitive with the athletes. For instance, very few athletes believed that the °
coach used hmh disciplinarian tactics (14.1% agreement; Mw= 2.18) or "ruled with force”
(21.7% agreement; M= 2.73); however, a larger percentage of respondents felt that their-
coach was strict (39.1% agreement; M= 3.05) or that he prohibited athletes from '
participati;lg in tiu_: sport when he felt such action was waxrantcd (49.6% agrcen')e.m; M=
3.41). ! | S |
" Inthe present study, four of the sevén items derived for the re\'{d factor describe
instances where“ the.coach provides feedback to the athletes with respect to their
performance. In Table 19, it can be seen that 76.5% of the respondents (M= 3.94) felt that
thé cogch.gavc positive verbal feedback to them as they participated in the sport. Similar
percentages of agreement were noted for a coach giving Mt to the athletes where credit is
. due (80% agreement; M= 3.94) acknowledging athletic achicvcmcqt"(77.2% agrecment;r
M=3.97), and rewarding good athletic performance (69.3% agreement; M= 3.81).

T}\ro of the remaining three items detailed specific types of reward that coaches
might administer to their athletes. The agreement with these forms of rewarding behaviors.
were generally positive, though somewhat lower than the athlctc#' agreement with the more
general forms of rewarding behavior. For instance, a coach granting a reward in the form .
of an opportunity for sport participation was acknowledged by 70.1% of the respondents .
(M= 3.84), while a reward in the form of a change of athletic status after a gbod
performance was agreed.upon by 63.4% of the respondents QM= 3.61). The last Likert

item associated with reward power was a general statement suggesting thai rewards be
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gwen\those who participate in the spomThis was the lowest rated of all the Likert
reward items - only 37. 4% of the nespondents = 3.09) believed tha;‘dt couﬁch acted in
this manner. - o - |

< Four items made up the expert power factor - all of them describe.the coach's
physical expertise in the sport. Table 19 shows that the means and Vpetccntages of
agreement associated with these items were all very high. In terms of perc;mnge 67.8%
of the athlctcs (M= 3.86) believed that their coach was physically skilled in the spon.
80.8% (M-B?Q)nowdthnd\econcltpmﬂcmdy performed the sldllsofthe sport; 80.9%
(M= 4.21) indicated that the coach had experience as an athldte in the sport; and 81.8% of
the msi:éndcms M=4.07) iﬁdicated that their coach demonstrated the necessary skills
assocjated with the gport, '

* Four items were associated with this factor. Two of t}\\éQ items defined the coach's
position relative to the school. Although ¥9.1% (M= 3.95) were aware that thocoaéh was
authorized by the sghool only 51.3% of the respondents (M= 3.31) saw the coach as a
school represcntanvc The other two items described the posmon of authority that thc
coach had over the athlctcs Thc agreement expressed by the respondents was somcwhat.
mixed. There was an orvcrwhelmmg agreement (88.6%; M= 4.19) that the coach was
justified in telling athletes what they should be doing. This may be somewhat related to the
athletes’ overall belief ir; the expertise that their coaches have in the sport. However, only
39.9% of{hc athletes ma= 3.00) agreed that t.hcirzcoach did not have to explain coaching
decisions to them. This may be an example of athletes trying to distinguish between the
legitimate "right" that the coach has to take an autocratic position from other, more .

dcmocranc courses of action available to the coach. For instance, some studies have noted
the positive experiences gma from allowing followers to share in the decision-making
(Sh/c}ladurai, 1984a; .1'984b; Tannenbaum' & b:chmidt, 1958; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986).

Gordon (1985), however, found that Canagian university soccer coaches did not like
relinquishing the power of decision-making, and felt that they should retain this authority

2
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'because they*had more experience with thc dcmand§ of teams playcrs and cpmpetiﬁon |

n
sxtuanons Gordon added that the: legmmacy of coaches o make the demslons 1s almost a

) glvcn, and that it unght even be unreasonablc to assumc that athletes would expect and/or '

.’ prcfcr anythmg else from thclr soccer coach becausc tmdlnonally the 'boss usually

: commands and dtrccts bothteam and individual aﬁ'mrs" (p 92) ¢
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March4,1988

‘Dr. DavidKipnis

Department of Psychology * -

Temple University IR o : o

Broad and Montgomery - Lo : . '
Phnadelphta PA19122 . . L

‘DearDr Ktpnts- . Lo I | o : o

1 amagraduate student in Physctel Edcuation and Sport Studies et the Untverstty of Alberta Al the .
present time, | am currently completing my doctoral dissertation bn the use of power in & sport
~environment. The fegson that | am wrl}tng toyou is thet | would:like your permlsston to. .-
reproduce one of your models of Jeadership in my thesis, this beirig the "The power act from the .
- powerhalder’s perspective” which appesred in your article "The Powerholder,” from J.T, /
‘Tedeschi's edited boqk Perspectwes on: Sogal Power (1974): A copy of the model is enctosed with /
this letter. A . . /
#
our F acutty of Graduate Stuches has & requtrement that students ustng prevmusly copyr ighted . 4
meterial in their thesis must include, with their thesis, a letter of permission from the persén: -
holdmg the copyright This letter must accompany the tnesis when final copies are presented to ;
- the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research. My deadline for submlssmn of tht° thesvs 15 Ap -
15, 1988 for our umver51ty sspring convocatlon

- |'would appreciate 1t if you would gwe me wrltten permission to repr‘odttcg.this mod / -
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