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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to investigate coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching
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-
v

behaviors. Subjects included athletes (g=12),a_n‘q cogci}es ig?Z)_}fr?m af NQﬂPe§§tem
Division I intercollegiate varsity women’s volleyfgall’tsam"_.' ;A}qualjtgtiye )
phenomenological research design was utilized to assess athletes’ and coaches’
perceptions. Each athlete participated in a semi-structured interview examining her :
perceptions regarding coaching behaviors that were exhibited throughout the 1998-1999
competitive season. Each coach was then interviewed to analyze the extent of her
agreement with the athletes’ perceptions. Data were triangulated through researcher field
observation notes and coaches’ and athletes’ weekly journals. Results indicated that
coaches’ and athletes” perceptions of positive coaching behaviors were similar (i.e., 94%
agreement, coaches agreed with 16 out of the 17 positive behaviors identified by the
athletes) while coach-athlete perceptions of negative coaching behaviors were markedly
divergent (i.e., 33% agreement, coaches agreed with 5 out of 15 négative behaviors
identified by the athletes). Concerning negative behaviors, coaches tended to agree with
those behaviors that may have been beneficial to team success. For example, when a
behavior had a positive connotation (i.e., fostered team success) coaches’ and athletes’
perceptions were similar. However, for those behaviors that had a negative connotation

(i.e., hindered team success), coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions were divergent, with the

athletes perceiving the coaching behaviors more negatively than the coaches.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

What characteristics constitute an ideal and effective leader? Coaches are
continuously striving to answer this question. However, many cc?aches do not realize .that
their athletes may desire leadership qualities that they (coaches) do not possess. Further,
athletes’ perceptions of an ideal coach may be completely different from what the coach
believes constitutes an ideal leader. Often, a coach will engage in a behavior for one
reason, while an athlete perceivés that same coach’s behavior to mean somiething entirely

different. This difference between coaches’ and athletés perceptions. of leadership
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athletic performance (Chelladurai, 1984;-Yukl, 1971). ~Th{fs, thia 5fe;ent ;t:ﬁdy focused on
-conceptualizing the differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of leadérship-
behaviors.

Anshel (1997) discussed four types of leaders: (a) authoritarian, (b) behaviorist,
(c) humanist, and (d) democrat. The authoritarian leader is achievement-oriented, ;
extremely confident,-and procures a “tough love™ attitude toward athletes. This leader
takes complete control in a dictator fashion. The behaviorist uses rewards and |
consequences to mold each athlete’s behavior into what the leader believes it should be.
The humanistic leader is concerned with each athlete as an individual. This leader
attempts to know each athlete individually and how he or she is affected by his or her

environment to subsequently help meet each athlete’s needs. Finally, the democratic




leader allows the athletes to be more involved in team decision making processes. Thus,
decisions and conclusions are reached through coach-team communication and “team

votes”.. T . o

Many coaches attempt to display one or a ?ombir;lgti(?n of_t}}?g specific leadership
styles. However, it is the athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s leadership style that
*_ultimately determiines the type of leader and the effectiveness of the coach. Percival

* (1971) investigated coaching behavior perceﬁtions of 382 Canadian athletes and 66 of
their coaches. The majority of these athletes were competing at the elite level. Of the
coachies interviewed, 72% believed that they had a positive coaching style while only 32%
of the athletes indicated their coaches to be positive.' ‘Similarly, Bird (1977) found that
collegiate volleyball coaches perceived their lealdership style as socio-emotional, or
_ foctised on making sure each athlete’s needs were met. In contrast, the players indicated
that their coaches were more task-oriented; or focused on completing the task at hand,
which was usually winﬁing.

These studies (Bird, 1977, Percival, 1971) revealed that discrepancies exist
between coaches’ and athletes” perceptions of coaching behavidrs. The question thén
arises as to what specific behaviors coaches and athletes might disagree on. Anshel and
Straub (1991) conducted an investigation to answer this question. High school and .
collegiate football players and their coaches were interviewed over a two year time p;n'od.

These authors concentrated solely on those coaching behaviors that the athletes perceived

as undesirable. Data obtained from interviewing the athletes (n = 81) were categorized
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into seven undesirable coaching behaviors. The coaches (n = 22) were then asked to state
their agreeient or disagreement with the athletes’ perceptions pertaining to‘engaging in
those specific behaviors. Results indicated a significant disparity between the perceptions
of the coaches and athletes regarding undesirable coaching behaviors. Specifically, 5 of
the 22 coaches denied exhibiting any of the 7 identified behaviors. Of the remaining
coaches, 13 identified with 1 behavior'and only 5 identified with 2 behaviors. Not a single
coach identified with more than two of the undesirable behaviors identified by the athletes.

Previous research has primarily resulted in dichotomous (yes or no) answers to the
question of whether coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors are similar ’
(Home & Carron, 1985; Percival, 1971; Prapavessis & Gordon, 1991; Salminen &
Liukkonen, 1996; Salminen, Liukkonen, & Télama, 1992; Smith, Smoll; & Curtis; 1978).
All of these findings have indicated that coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching
i)ehaviOrs are divergent. However, there is limited research to explain spe'ciﬁc,percebtual
-differences between coaches and athletes. Thérefore, this study focused on .
conceptualizing the similarities and differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions

of coaching behaviors in regard to three behavioral dimensions: (a) desirable coaching,

behaviors; (b) undesirable coaching behaviors, and (c) ideal coaching behaviors.

Research Question

What are the similarities and differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of -

coaching behaviors?




Scope of the Study

This study was conducted with a Northeastern Division III intercollegiate women’s
varsity volleyball team. The participants included athletes (n = 12), their head coach -
6_1 = 1), and an assistant coach (n=1). The researcher kept field observation notes
throughout the sport season regarding the coaches’ behaviors during practices and
competitions. All athletes kept weekly journals regarding their percéptions of the
coaches’ behaviors that occurred the previous week. The coaches also kept weekly
journals in which they recorded their own'coaching behaviors that occurred tile previous
week. The primary data collection source was a semi-structured interview with each
participant (i.e., athletes and coaches) during the three-week period immediately fdllowing
the completion of the competitive season. A semi-structured interview guide was utilized
to maintain 'cdnsistency in the questions being asked to each participant. The) interviews
lasted between 30 and 90 minutes. All interviews ;NErc-fcape recorded and transcribed
verbatim. To ‘ensure dependability an'd credibiljty,‘datathré triaggi:lated by comb%hing
the researcher’s field observation notes, the weekly journals képt by each participant, and
the post-season interviews. Data analysis consisted of inductive content analyses.
Jackson (1995) described the induttive analysis process as:

...synthesize(ing) specific ideas expressed by individuals into meaningful themes

whichlink similar ideas into a set of integrated concepts. Guiding the process is a

search for patterns of similarity across the raw data themes...(p. 141).

This study was designed to identify specific similarities and differences between

coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors. By way of qualitative




methodologies, a detailed, thick description of each individual’s personal perceptions of
specific coaching behaviors was captured. This study is an exploratory attempt to better
describe coaches’ and athletes” perceptions of coaching behaviors, and as a result,

provides a solid foundation for future investigations in this area.

Delimitations
The present study included the following delimitations:
1. Only Northeastern Division III intercollegiate varsity. volleyball athletes and their

coaches were interviewed.

2. Participants were members of a single team.
3. Only female athletes and female coaches participated.

Limitations
Thé present study included the following limitations:
1. Results are generalizable only to Northeastern Division II intercollegiate female

varsity volleyball players and coaches.
2. Results are limited to the qualitative design employed in this study.

3. Results are limited by the truthfulness of the participants’ responses to the

interview questions.




Definitions of Terms

Coaching Behaviors - Any behavior of the coach (head and/or assistant) that was

exhibited during the course of the competitive season.

Inductive Content Analysis - A systematic data analysis that allows patterns,

themes, and categories to emerge from the raw data. Themes-emerge out
of the data rather than being decided prior to data collection and analysis
(Patton, 1987).

Informal Conversational Interview - An interview style that relies entirely on the

spontaneous generation of questions in the natural flow of an interaction, -
typically an interview that occurs as-part of ongoing participant observation
fieldwork (Patton, 1987). In the present study, the team’s athletic trainers
were interviewed using the informal, conversational style of interviewing. |

> The data obtained from the athletic trainers was incorporated and report;d
with the researcher’s field observation notes.

Interview Guide - A list of questions or issues that are to be explored during the

course of an interview (Patton, 1987). The guide is used to ensure that the
_ same questions are asked of all participants. A semi-structured interview
guide allows individuals to express their own pérspectives and experiences
(Patton, 1990).
Meaning Unit - A group of identified perceptions and behaviors that are similar.

This group is identified by a title or name that encompasses and exemplifies




all perceptions or behaviors within that group (Tesch, 1990).

-Member Checking - A form of cross-checking the data by allowing each

participant to check the accuracy and content of the information ta]ien from
her interview (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In the present study, the athletes
and coaches were allowed to look over their lists of identified behaviors to
correct any errors.

Peer Debriefer — A person who regularly challenges the researcher regarding the
analytical process and decisions made in order to hold the researcher
accountable for data'management @nd interpretations (Fackson, 1995).
Beth A. Howland, 2 Master’s'degrée candifiate“ihethe Ex]érc;se and Sports
Sciences Department (sport’ psy5h610g§ céhcen;ragon) at ithaca”Collpge
served as the peer debriefer for this investigation.

- Perception - One’s personal view or interpretation of a behavior, an event, or a

situation.

Phenomenology - A form of qualitative research that focuses on descriptions of
what people experience and how it is that they expérience what they:
experience. Phe'noménology asks the central question: What is the
structure and essence of an experience for these people (Patton, 1990).

Qualitative Data - Data that is detailed, thick in description, in depth, and

containing direct quotations capturing people’s personal perspectives and

experiences (Patton, 1990).



Raw Data - A quote obtained directly from a transcribed interview (Jackson, 1995).

Y4
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Rigor. - One’s discipline, adherence, and accuracy in identifying the problem,
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designing the research, and analyzing the data with attention to
dependability, credibility, and triangulation. It entails objectivity and
conciseness on the part of the researcher (Patton, 1990; Shelley, 1998).
Study Auditor - An external examiner concerned with the systematic review of the
study (Huberman & Miles, 1994). Greg A. Shelley, Ph.D., an‘assistant
professor in the Exercise and Sport Sciences Department at Ithaca College,
served as the study auditor for this research project.
Triangulation - A means of enhancing credibility by building checks and balances
into a design through multiple data collection strategies. Using more than
one data collection approach permits the researcher to strengthen the data
(Patton, 1987). In the présent tudy, triangulation of data was achieved
through participant intérviews, weekly journals kept by the participants,

and researcher field observation notes.




Chapter 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Coaching effectiveness is largely dependent upon successful communication
between the coach and the athlete. The leadership style of the coach emanates from the:
manner in which the coach communicates with his or her athletes. However, it is the way
athletes percéive, or view, the coach’s leadership style and communication techniques that
determines the effectiveness of the player-coach interactions and ultimately athletes’
satisfaction with their sport (Anshel & Straub, 1991; Chelladurai, 1984; Kenow & *
Williams, 1999; Yukelson, 1998; Yukl, 1971). Each athlete’s perceptions of his or her
coach’s behavior, as opposed to the coach’s actual behavior, determines that athleté’s
feelings and attitude toward the coach (Shaver, 1975).

Misunderstandings and miscommunications between the coach and his or her
athlefes can result in various interpersonal and relational problems. A coach’s leadership
behavioral intentions often do not correspond with his or her athletes” perceptions of those
same leadership behaviors (Salminen et al, 1992; Smith et al, 1978). These différing
perceptions regarding the coach’s behaviors often result in miscommunication, which can
be very detrimental to team performance. As a result, poor communication between
coaches and athletes adversely affects motivation, confidence, concentration, team

dynamics, and perceptions of coaching béhaviors (Yukelson, 1998).
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Perceptions of Coaching Behaviors

Several investigators have concluded that the ‘perceptions/ of coaches and athletes
regarding coaching behaviors are markedly divergent (Anshel & Straub, 1991; Horne &
Carron, 1985; Percival, 1971; Prapavessis & Gordon, 1991-; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1996,
Salminien et al., 1992). It seems logical to expect an increase in the similarity of coaches’
and athletes” perceptions with age because older athletes tend to analyze their coach more
as opposed to idolizing their coach (Salminen & Liukkonen, 1996). However, percéptual—
discrepancies between coaches and athlete$ have beéh found from youth spbrt (S;nlth et
al., 1978) to the elite sport levels (Percival, 1971). I\rot only havé 6erc%'pt,i'(§)ns of behavior
been fopnd to be divergent (Anshel & Straub, 1991; Horne & Carron, 1985; Percival,
1971; Pr#pavessis & Gordon, 1991; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1996; Salminen et al., 1992),
but perceptions regarding the causes of behavior have been found to contrast across
gender and levels of sport (Jones & Nisbett, 1972).

Jones and Nisbett (1972) discussed the perceptual differences between the person
who is performing the act (i.e., the actor, or coach) and the person who is observing the
act (i.e., the observer, or athlete), particularly when the act is generally undesirable or
negative. In these instances, the coach typically blames his or her negative actions on the
situation or environment in which the behavior occurred. On the contrary, athlet'es:t‘end to
blame the coach’s actions on the coach, claiming that the actions were part of the coach’s
personality. For example, a coach tirades through practice yelling at his athletes and

forcing them to do extraneous amounts of physical activity. Later that night, the coach
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may explain that his behavior was a result of a compinatigndf ;lle athletes’ Pgrfor;nances

the previous night and that he is dealing with a lot of administrative pressuie to win. The
coach may say, “I'don’t like to run them into the ground like that, but they are forcing me
to do it by the way they are playing”. On the other hand, the athletes may explain their -

coach’s behavior as a part of his personality. An athlete may.say, “That’s just coach.

'What a jerk. I can’t believé they still let him coach.” In essence, coaches tend to attribute

their undesirable, or negative, behaviors to situational 'requirementé, whereas athletes
attribute those same behaviors to the coach’s stable personal disposition (Jones & Nisbett,

1972).

High School and Collegiate Levels

As previously stated, Anshel and Straub (1991) hypothesized that there would be
significant différences in perceptions of coaching behaviors by athletes and their coaches.
These authors interviewed high school and collegiate football players (n = 81) and their
coaches (n = 22) over a two year time period. They concentrated solely on those
coaching behaviors that the athletes perceived as undesirable.

Athletes were interviewed immediately following each competitive season.
Interviews consisted of three questions: (1) “identify the speciﬁc behaviors of coaches, by
name, which you found unpleasant, undesirable, or ineffective”, (2) “provide an example
of each critical behavior”, and (3) “rank order the list of undesirable behaviors from most

offensive to least offensive for each coach you identified”. After categorizing the data
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obtained from the athletes’ interviews into seven components (i.e., list of undesirable
behaviors), the coaches were interviewed and asked to state their level of agreement with-
the athletes’ perceptions (i.e., the list of undesirable behaviors outlined by the researchers).

Results indicated a significant disparity between the perceptions of the coaches and the
athletes pertaining to undesirable coaching behaviors.

Of the 22 coaches that participated in the study, 5 (22.7%) denied engaging in any
of the 7 identified undesirable behaviors, 13 (59%) only agreed to engaging in 1 behavior,
and 4 (18%) agreed to two of the behaviors. None of the 22 coaches agreed to engaging
in more than 2 of the 7 listed behaviors. Therefore, it was concluded that the coaches’
perceptions of their own behaviors were markedly divergent from the perceptions of their -

players. Further, Anshel and Straub (1991) stated that acéurate pérceptions of athletes are

-

hd o« FEN
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often a necessary condition for successful coach-player interaction.

>
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Elite Level

Differing perceptions of coaches and-athletes have also been found at the elite level
of sport. Percival (1971) investigated perceptions of coaching behaviors of 382 Cana.dian'*
athletes and 66 coaches, most of whom were competing at the elite’level. The purpose
was to explore how athletes perceived their coaches compared to how the coaches
perceived themselves.

Of the coaches interviewed, 72% believed that they had a positive coaching style

while only 32% of the athlétes indicated that their coaches were positive. Percival had the -
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coaches and their athletes rank the coaches’ effectiveness on a 10-point rating scale. On

this scale, a"rating of 10 signified that, in the opinion of the athlete, the coach had no
- 4 "

. major faults'that spoiled his efficiency as a coach. The same scale applled to the coach’

X 4
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self-rating. Overall, coaches rated themselves an average rating “of 7 whereas athletes

$-r "\-‘ J.

rated their coaches an average rating of 4. Percival (197 1) stated that this study:
...indicates that perhaps we (coaches) have more of a problem than we are
aware of; that perhaps the image we have of ourselves and the way we are

being accepted by the athletés we coach, is not necessarily an accurate one
(p. 286).

In summary, these investigations have concluded that coaches” and athletes’
perceptions of coaehing behaviors can be significantly different. In order to understand
the underlying causes for these differences, an identification and analysis of actual

coaching behaviors is needed.

Actual Coaching Behaviors

While the previous studies have shown the disparity between athletes’ ahd
coaches’ perceptions regarding coaching behaviors, other researchers have used trained
observers and measurement instruments (e.g., Cheffers’ Adaptation of Flanders’
Interaction Analysis System [CAFIAS], the' Coachinig Behavior Assessment System
[CBAS], and the Coaching Behavior Assessment Inventory [CBAI)) to identify.actual
coaching behaviors (Fisher, Mancini, Hirsch, Proulx, & Staurowsky, 1982; Solomon,
Striegel, Eliot, Heo"n,‘ Maas, & Wayda, 1996, Wandzilak, Ansorge, & Potter, 1988).

These aiithors have concluded that athletes tend to have a more accurate perception of”-
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their coach’s actual behaviors than the coach (Solomon et al., 1996) and that, in general,
coaches” perceptions of their own behavior are significantly different than their actual
behavior as recorded on measuremeént. instruments by trained observers (Wandzilak et al.,
1988). However, it is quite common for the athlete to underestimate thé power of -
situational factors influencing the coach’s behavior (e.g., athletes being punished for a
poor performance the previous day) and overestimate the uniqueness of the behavior itself
(e.g., attributing the behavior to the coach’s personality) (Jones & Nisbett, 1972). On the
other hand, coaches often ignore the role of their own biases and dispositions when
responding to situations, thus resulting in a distortion or mispefception of reality (Fisher et
al., 1982; Jones & Nisbett, 1972; Percival, 1971).

Fisher .et al. (1982) utilized the CAFIAS (Cheffers, Amidon, & Rogers, 1974) with
50 high school basketball teams to assess the relationship bétweeq coach and athlete
interacﬁon patterns, team climates, and coach and athlete perceptions of team climates.
The CAf IAS allows for the observing and coding of both verbal and nonverbal coaching
behaviors. The Group Environment Scale (GES) was also employed to determine the

relationship between member satisfaction and group climate. Basketball practices were

1 5 |4
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videotaped and trained observers coded specific coaching behaviors using the CAFIAS.
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Results indicated that coachesperceived their current team climate as ideal.
Whereas, athletes reported that changes needed to be made regarding almost all aspects of
their team climate in order to make it ideal. Therefore, coaches perceived their team

climates more favorably than their athletes. Fisher et al. (1982) stated that this disparity
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could be based on the coachies’ perceptions of what they, as a coach, contribute to the
team, which could be a misperception of reality. It was concluded that, in order to better
understand teams dynamics and climate, c6aches need to assess more clearly their own,
actual behaviors.

Similarly, athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ feedback were examined by
Solomon et al. (1996). Division I basketball coaches (n = 8) and their players (n = 23)
were selected to participate in this study in order to assess and understand the relationship
between coaches’ behaviors and athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ behaviors. These
researchers used the CBAS (Smith, Smoll, & Hunt,§1§77)‘ to record each cdach’s

i

behaviors. The CBAS is a systematic obser\‘;a;ionttooi that consists of 12 cat'ego;ies by
which oné can categorize the observed coach’s behaviors. V,E'ight of :hese; categories |
represent the coach’s reactive behaviors (i.e., responses directly pertaining to players’
performances) while four categories represent extemporaneous behaviors

(i.e., spontaneous behaviors not generated as a result of players’ performances) of the
coach.

The athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ feedback were measured using the
Athlete Post-Observation Questionnaire, which was created for the purposes of this
investigation. This tool consists of seven questions directly pertaining to coaches’
feedback and expectations. Answers were recorded on a 5-point Likert scale. Ultimately,

this questionnaire was used to compare the athletes’ perceptions of feedback to the actual

feedback received (as was measured by the CBAS).
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The investigators found that athletes tendéd to peréeive coaching behavior
accurately. They also concluded that their ﬁndmgs provided evidence tlf:f:atihl:étes;':
perceptions of treatment influence their impressions and opinions of thfair coac;hes. -« For
example, if athletes perceive they are being treated fairly and in a positive manner by their

-coach, they are more apt to like their coach than if they perceive they are being treated in
. an unfair and negative manner.

In one final stidy, youth sport soccer coaches and their players were studied by
Wandzilak et al. (1988). The purpose of this study was two-fold: (a) to determine the
coaching behaviors of youth soceer coaches in game and practice settings and, (b) to
compare the perceived coaching behaviors of the coaches to the actual observed coaching

behaviors.

-Data were collected on 17 youth seccer coaches-(both males and females) by
utilizing the CBAIL. Coaching behaviors were observed and recorded by 32 trained
observers during a total of 60 games and 69 practices. During the final week of the
season,_coacl;es and players completed questionnaires designed specifically for this study
to measure perceptions of the coaches’ behaviers. Specifically, the coaches’ questionr:aire
measured their knowledge of soccer while each coach also rated his or her ability as a
coach and perceptions of his or hér ewn behaviors used in practices and games.. Athlete
questionnaires included an evaluatio;1 of the coach, as well as a rating of satisfaction with

their participation and team solidarity (based on a 7-point Likert scale). Coathes’ actual

behaviors, as recorded on the CBAI, were then compared with the coaches’ and athletes’
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answers provided on the questionnaires.

Significant differences were reported between the coaches’ perceptions of their
own behaviors and their actual observed behaviors. The investigators postulated that
coaches are only partially effective in perceiving their own behaviors accurately. For
example, coaches believed that they encouraged players t0 a greater dégree than what
actually occurred. These researchers-further stated that coaches bélieved that they were
more supportive of their players than what was actually observed and recorded on the
CBAL

In summary, athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors are often more accurate
than coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviors. These perceptual discrepancies may
result in poor coach-athlete communication and thus, negatively impact the coach-athlete

relationship. , . :

Coach-Athlete Relationship |

“Thé coach who consideérs the opinions and feelings of athletes seems to have the
best relationship with athletes” (Salminen & Liukkonen, 1996, p. 65). Both coaches and
athletes are responsible for the others’ behavior (Fisher et al., 1982; Smith et al., 1978).
Although coaches are in the leadership positidm some of their behaviors (e.g., praise, .
criticism, etc.) are a reaction to their athletes’ behaviors (Fisher et al., 1982).

Salminen and Liukkonen (1996) studied the relationship between 68 Finnish

coaches and their 400.y6uth athletes. Coach-athlete relationships were measured by
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comparing coaches’ and athletes’ responses toward coaches’ leadership styles as measured
by the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978, 1980). Coaches
completed the self-rating version (actual) of the LSS while athletes rated their coaches on
the traditional (perceived) LSS. Results revealed a significant difference between coaches’
and athletes’ ratings of the coaches’ leadefship'behavf()‘rs:- Similar to-Percival (1271)?
coaches tended to evaluate themselves more positively than did:their athletes. Also,
athletes tended to desire a more democratic style of leadership in contrast to the autocratic
behavior they perceived their coaches to exhibit. Salminen and Liukkonen (1996) stated
that peqple have a natural tendency to overestimate their socially desirable characteristics
and unde?estimate their socially undesirable ones. They also concluded that female
coaches tend to have a more realistic self-perception and, thus, may be better able to

éffectively communicate with their athletes.

Athlete Satisfaction
Sport satisfaction is largely influenced by the athlete’s perceived relationship with-
his or her coach. Those athletes who are more compatible with their coach generally
report a greater overall satisfaction-and pesitive experience with their sport (Horne &
Carron, 1985). "
Horne and Carron (1985) studied the compatibility between 74 coach-athlete
dyads from female intercollegiate Canadian teams (volleyball = 26 dyads, basketball = 19

dyads, track and field = 13 dyads, swimming = 16 dyads). They also compared coaches’
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and athletes’ perceptions of coaches’ behavior by using the LSS. Athletes completed the
“perceived” leader behavior versien of the LSS while coaches completed the “actual”

_ version. Perception discrepancies were calculated by the differences between the athletes’
scoresly on th'e “perceived” version and the coaches” scores on the “actual” version. The"
results revealed significant differences between coach-athlete perceptions. Specifically, on
fo.ur of the five dimensions of the LSS (i.e., training, democratic, social support, and
reward dimensions), coaches perceived themselves as exhibiting more of these behaviors
than was perceived by their athletes. This discrepancy of perceptions was linked to
athletes becoming less satisfied with their coaches’ leadership behaviors. Ultimately,
differing perceptions resulted in incompatible coach-athlete dyads and thus, dissatisfied
athletes.

A study conducted by Laughlin and Laughlin (1994) determined that students and
athletes whose perceptions of leader behaviors were similar to their teachers and coaches
évaluated thieir teachers and coaches more favorably than did students and athletes whose
perceptions were less similar. These authors studied 162 collegiate students and 12 of
their teachers as well a;, 125 collegiate athletes and 11 of their coaches. Perceptions of
leader behavior were examined using the LSS while teaching and coaching effectiveness
was-measured using modified versions-of the Instructor Opinion Questionnaire (I0Q).
Coaches and athletes answered questions on the I:§S‘and the IOQ ona S-pﬂqin.t Likert
scale (1 = always, 2 = often, 3 = occasionally, 4 = seldom, and 5 = never). Coaches’ and

athletes’ responses to the LSS and I0Q were then compared. Results indicated that when
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teachers” and students’ perceptions of leader behaviors were similar, students considered
their teachers to be more effective. Similarly, when coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of
the coaches’ leader behaviors were similar, athletes considered their coaches to be more -

effective. Therefore, according to these authors, coaches would be more effective if they

.modified their coaching methodologies based on the perceptions, preferences,. and néeds

" . oftheir athletes (Laughlin & Laughlin, 1994).

Schliesman (1987) examined whether athletes’ satisfaction with their coaches’
leadership was related to the discrepancy between their preferences for ideal leadership
behaviors and perceptions of actual leadership behaviors. Participants included 40
collegiate male track and field athletes. Four assessment instruments were utilized in this
study. Two forms of the LSS were includqfi_ - the preferred behavior forrh and the
perceived behavior forth. The preferred behavior formi vas’ée'sls"'_ed’ individual preferences for
specific leadership behaviors. The perceived behavior form measured the actual leadership
of the coach as perceived by the athlete. Two additional questionnaires were administered
to measure athletes’ satisfaction with coaches’ leadership. The first of these measures was
designed to determine satisfaction with leadership in gereral. It consisted of one question,
“How satisfied aré you with the leadership you received?”” This measure was accompanied
by a 7-point Likert scale (1 = very dissatisfied, 7 = very satisfied). The second measure
consisted of five-questions designed to assess each athlete’s degree of satisfaction with
specific leader behaviors. ‘This measure was accompanied by the same 7-point Likert scale

(1 = very dissatisfied, 7 = very satisfied).
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The results indicated that athletes’ general satisfaction with leadership was related
to actual scores of leadership behavior as opposed to preferred behavior scores. Thus,
athlete satisfactiori was derived from perceptions of their coaches’ actua.l‘;behavior‘isg. Once,
actual coaching behaviors started to reflect athlete preferences f‘o; ;coaching lzehaviors,
athlete satisfaction increased. This signifies the relevance of coaches’ behavior as

perceived f)y their athletes. Athletes who regard their coaches’ behaviors favorably are

‘more likely to experience an overall satisfaction with their sport.

In order to specify the manner in which coaches” responses affect the attitudes and
behaviors of their players, Smith et al. (197 é) evaluated coaches and players in little league
baseball. These investigators contended that little is known about how specific coaching:
behaviors effect the attitudes and behaviors of their players. For the purposes of this
study, the authors assumed that the players’ perceptions of their coaches’ behaviors
ultimately determined their reactions to their coaches’ behaviors.

A total of 51 male coaches and 542 players participated in this study. Several
measures were used in order to most accurately quantify coach and player vaﬁables. The
coach measures included: the CBAS (observation system that classifies coaching
behaviors), coach recall of behaviors, coaching goals, perceived behavioral
instrumentalities (self-report measures developed to assess coaches’ beliefs, attitudes, and
perceptions), and perception of players’ motives. Player. measures included: perception of
coach’s behaviors, attitudes toward coach and participation, attraction toward teammates

(how well the athlete got along with and liked teammates), general self-esteem (measured




22
by Coopersmith’s Self-Esteem Inventory), and athletic self-esteem.

Low correlations were found between the coaches’ and players’ ratings of the
coaches’ behaviors, which signified a discrepancy between coaches’ and players’
perceptions of the coaches” behaviors. A difference was also reported between the
coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviors and their behaviors as recorded on the CBAS.

The researchers stated that, “It is clear that the ability of coaches to give self-ratings of
their behaviors that correspond with the perceptions of 6thers is limited indeed” (Smith et
al., 1978, p. 187). It was also concluded that while coaches behave in certain manriers for
their own particular reasons, their rationality may not be understood by-their athletes.
Thus, athletes often perceive behaviors differently than their coaches.

Salminen et al. (1992) stated that the leader behavior of coaches is an impottant
factor that affects the emotional atmosphere of sport. -However, this emotional
atmosphere is more affected by the athletes’ perceptions of their leader’s behaviors.

Ofténtimes, coaches think they are behaving in & éertain manner, while their athletes

» .
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perceive their behavior differently. To study I‘these potential differences, Sélnﬁ;lén etal. -
(1992) compared athletes’ perceptions-of their coaches’ leader behaviors to the coaches™
perceptions of their own leader behaviors.

Ninety-seven coaches and 399 players (9-18 years old) were surveyed using the
LSS. These authors hypothesized that: (1) there would be differences in coaches’ and
athletes’ evaluations of leader behaviors, (2) the differences between coaches’ and

athletes’ perceptions would be greater for female coaches, and (3) differences between
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coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions would decrease with age and maturity of athletes.

Results supported the first hypothesis, showing that athletes’ and coaches’
perceptions of leadership behaviors were different. Specifically, coaches evaluated
theémselVes as more socially supportive and rewarding than did their athletes. Coaches
. also believed they were more informative and less autocratic than'was reported by their
athletes. However, the second hypothesis was not supported. No diﬂ'éren’cés‘“VgQre found-
betwéen‘ male head coachés and their athletes and female hiead coachies an'd their athletes.
The third hypothesis was only partially supported in that differences in coaches’ and
athletes’ perceptions did decrease with increasing age of athletes, but only in instruction
(i.e., athletes understood directions from their coaches better).

Salminen et al. (1992) concluded that coaches and athletes evaluate coaching
b‘ehaviofs differently. Similar to Percival (1971) and Salminen and Liukkonen (1996),
coaches felt they were more positive than did their athletes. It was speculated that this
might b(;, due to the f#ct that people in general overestimate their own socially desirable
features and underestimate undesirable features, which is supported by Salminen and
Liukkonen (1996). Another possible explanation was that athletes’ perceptions of their
coaches’ behaviors were narrow and restricted. The investigators concluded that if the
différences between coaches’ and athletes’ evaluations were dependent upon the athletes’
perceptions, then it could be expected that these differences would decrease with age and
sport maturity. An athlete’s age has been found to significantly affect his or her ’

expectations of a coach in that mature athletes expect less social interaction and more




24
instruction and training than novice athlétes (Chelladurai & Carron, 1983). However, as
noted earlier, perceptual differences of coaching behaviors have also been found among

elite athletes and their coaches (Percival, 1971).

Coach-Athlete Compatibility

Coach-player relationships in tennis were examined by Prapavessis and Gordon
(1991). The purpose of this study was to investigate those variables that best predicted
coach-athlete compatibility in the sport of tennis. In order to understand compatibility
factors, these authors measured the differences in coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of ‘
and preferences for leadership behaviors. The LSS was again used to assess coach and
athlete perceptions and preferences.

Fifty-three (32A males, 20 females) Canadian elite coach-player dyads partiéipated
in this study. Athletes ranged from 12 to 25 years of age (M = 16) while coaches ranged
from 25 to 40 years of age (l\_/[ = 27). After consent was obtained, the LSS was
administered. Discrepancy scores were then calculated by: (a) subtracting athletes’
preferences for coaching behaviors from the coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviors,
(b) subtracting coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviors from the athletes’ perceptions

of those behaviors, and (c) subtracting athletes’ preferences for coaching behaviors from
their perceptions of coaches’ behaviors. '

Al

The investigators postulated that there were marked differenices between how
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coaches perceived their own coaching behaviors and how athletes perceived their coaches’
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behaviors. There was a significant difference between athletes’ preferences for coaching
behaviors and coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviors. As results have indicated
from other studies, coaches and athletes whose perceptions of leader behaviors are more
similar téﬁd to be more compatible than those coacheé and athletes whose perceptions are
. less similar (Laughlin & Laughlin, 1994). In addition, the more compatible the coach-
athléte relationship, the more satisfaction the athlete experiences with his or her sport
experience (Horne & Carron, 1985; Laughlin & Laughlin, 1994; Schliesman, 1987).

Prapavessis and Gordon (1991) have suggested that future research include
measuring coach and athlete relationships by using interviewing techniques. By employing
a qualitative, interview design, future investigations might allow for a more descriptive
measure of the exact differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions. Because
investigators have found that sport satisfaction is partially derived from the coach-athlete
relationship and that relationships are dri'vé;l by peréeptions (Kenow & Willianis, 1599), it
behooves researchers to uncover the etiology of percep‘n.ml differences.

Kenow and Williams (1999) exarnined whether athletes’ perceptions and
evaluations of coaching behaviors were partiaily determined by coach-athlete
compatibility. Sixty-eight female collegiate basketball players’ perceptions and evaluations
of their coaches’ behaviors were assessed by using the Coaching Behavior Questionnaire
(CBQ; Kenow & Williams, 1992). The CBQ is a 28-item instrument with a 4-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree) that asks athletes to assess their coaches’

behaviors. In this study, compatibility was measured by asking athletes to rate how
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compaﬁble they thought they were with their coach (i.e., degree to which’ athl‘etef goals,
persoﬂalities, and beliefs were consistent with their coach’s) on a 9-point Likert scale

.(1 = not very compatible, 9 = highly compatible).

Results revealed that athletes who felt more compatible with their'coach’had more
favorable perceptions of their coach (i.e., ev;.luait’éi ‘théitr'coach’s Soﬁlmlir;iéai'ibn“skills
higher as Weil as felt more supported by the-coach)‘i:* Keniow an‘ciWnlI;a;rfs (1999) stated
that the way athletes perceive and evaluate their coaches’ behaviors appears to be one of

the best methods for predicting coach-athlete compatibility.

Preferences for Coaching Behaviors

Chelladurai, Haggerty, and Baxter (1989) studiéd the preferences of ceaches and
afhletes regarding leadership styles. A total of 99 male and female players'and 22 coaches
of univéi'sity basketball teams partiCipated in the study. -Each participant was shown 32
situations where they were asked to identify their pre:-ference for a particular leadership
style. Five léadérship styles were examined: (1) autocratic I - where the coach solves the
problem, (2) autocratic II - where the coach obtains the necessary information from
relevant players then makes the decision, (3) consultative I - where the coach consults the
players individually then makes the decision, (4) consultative II - where the coach ¢onsults
the players as a group and then makes the deeision, and (5) group - where the coach and
the players make a joint decision. The results revealed that coaches and athletes differed

in their preferences in only 8 of the 32 situations. Therefore, this study revealed
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considerable congruence among coaches and players in their decision style preferences.
This was the first study that found an appreciable similarity between coaches’ and athletes’
leadership style preferences. However, this study also assessed the preferences of
decision-making as opposed to overall coaching behaviors, which was the focus of the
majority of the aforementioned studies comparing the preferences of coaches and athletes.

Still, Chelladurai et al. (1989) reported specifically that both coaches and athletes most
preferred the autocratic I style, especially when a complex problem presented itself. When
a complex problem arises, it is easiest for athletes to trust that the coach will make the
decision. In this case, the coach solves the problem, whereby the athletes are freed fr9m
making the decision, which if required to do so, may cause a significant amount of a"nxiety.

U1timately, this anxiety may hinder the sport éxperience as athletes will not likely be able .
to make é 1'ma.nimous decision. This may lead to difficulties in team cohesion and.

performance.

Youth Level
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Bortoli, Robazza, and Giabardo (1%9§) foﬁ;ltfi signiﬁcant¢discrepancies in‘'what
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youth a}thletes perceived to be actual and ideal coaching li)jehav_iibrs;. A _questionnajre was
administered to 240 boys and girls between the ages of 10 and 17. The purpose of this
questionnaire was twofold: First, athletes were asked to evaluate their actual 'coaches’
verbal and nonverbal behaviors before-and during competifion. Second, athletes were

asked to identify how they would like the coach to behave before and during competition.
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Results revealed that athletes were generally dissatisfied with their coaches’ behaviors.
Athletes also would have liked to have had better behavior from their coaches than what
they experienced. However, potential reasons for this dissatisfaction and a definition of

“better behavior” was not provided.

Summary

It is clear from the literature that coachfes ‘and athletes have diver'ge,nt perceptions
of coaching behaviors. These differences hg.yc;bsepfoundb from youth sport (§qﬁth etal,
1978) to the elite sport levels (Percival, 1971). pr'g\'/ér; whiat is not clear from the
literature, are the specifics of these.percePtu'al differénces. What coaching behaviors do
coaches and athletes disagree with? With which coaching behaviors are coaches’ and
athletes’ berceptiom similar? Currently, there is a lack of information regarding the
speciﬁc; of the perceptual similarities and differences between coaches and athletes.

Bééause coach-athlete relationships ultimately affect athletes’ satisfaction with
their sport (Anshel & Straub, 1991; Chelladurai, 1984; Kenow & Williams, 1999,
Yukelsoné 1998; Yukl, 1971) and athletes frequently drop out of sport due to
dissatisfaction (Weinberg & Gould, 1999), it 'seems important to enhance coach-athlete
relationships. Several studies have shown that coach-player relationships are affected by
the differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions regarding coaching behaviors

(Anshel & Straub, 1991; Chelladurai, 1984; Kenow & Williams, 1999). Therefore, it is

important that researchers uncover the specific perceptual similatities and differences
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between coaches and athletes in order to enhance coach-athlete satisfaction and ultimately,
coach-athlete relationships.

Anshel and Stfaub (1991), Solomon et al. (1996), and several other investigators
declared that more and different research is needed-to assess athletes’ perc'eptibns‘ of
coaching behaviors. For example, new methedelegies for assessing these differences, as
well as continued research across genders and sport levels is warranted. New
methodologies should include qualitatix?e inquiry designed to better understand coach-
athlete perceptions. Qualitative résearch that focuses on describing what coaches and
athletes experience and perceive should be followed by comparing these experiences and
perceptions to uncover specific perceptual similarities and differences between coaches

and athletes.
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study was to conceptualize the similarities and differences
between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors. A qualitative
phenomenological research design was utilized to assess and compare the perceptions of
coaches (n =2) and athletes (n = 12) of a Northeastern Division III intercollegiate varsity
women’s volleyball tearh. The metliods and procedures used in this study with regard to
the (a) research design, (b) role of the pilot study, (c) selection of participants,

(d) instrumentation, (e) testing procedures, and (f) data analysis are outlined in this

chapter.

Research Design

[
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Anshel and Straub (1991) suggested that future investigations further
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conceptualize the relationship between coach and athlete perceptions. Coaches have the
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potential to be more effective leaders if their behaviors are accurately perceived arid
understood by their athletes. These same authors stated:
_..coaches and athletes need to be much more cognizant of each others

perceptions so that they may work more effectively together to achieve
mutual goals (p. 63).

Laughlin and Laughlin (1994) suggested that if coaches were able to determine the

perceptions and preferences of their athletes, they could modify their coaching styles to fit

30
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the needs of the athletes in order to produce maximum results. In response to such
statements, a qualitative phenomenological research design utilizing an in-depth, semi-
structured interview format was developed to further conceptualize the similarities and
differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors. ~
Phenomenology is the study of how individuals describe experiences'through their own

:

senses (Husserl, 1962). It is the study of the structure'and essence of some i)flenomenon
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for each individual that is investigated. The semi-structured interviéw ‘forfnat allowed
each athlete to describe her personal perceptions reg;lrding her experiences !w-i‘th her
ivolleyball coaches. This same inteérview format allowed the coaches to describe their own
perceptions of their coaching behaviors. This design was used to expose each
participant’s unique experiences and perceptions regarding the aforementioned ;esearch
‘questior.{. ,

To provide strength to the research design and ensure credibility and dependability,
data were triangulated. Triangulation is the use of multiple sources of information 'to
answer a research question so that the information gained can be trusted to provide a
comprehensive answer (Patton, 1990). Because each type and source of data has strengths
and ‘weaknesses, triangulation of data incréases validity of the investigation (i.e:, the
strengths of one approach can compensate for the weaknesses of another and vice versa)
(Patton, 1990). For example, one weakness of the interview portion of this study is the

limitations of human memory. Because the interviews took place post-season, athletes

and coaches may have had a difficult time remembering events that happened at the
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beginning of the season. Thus, the weekly journals compensated for this weakness in that
they were kept each week throughout the season and reflected early events as'well as later
events. Triangulation can also enhance the study’s generalizability by using multiple
sources of data to describe a phenomenon and more clearly answer the re;éarch question
(Marshall & Rossman, 1995). In the present study, triangulation was achieved through:
(a) the researcher’s field observation notes, (b) weekly journals képt by the participants
G.e., coaches and athletes), and (c) post-season, in-depth interviews with athletes and
coaches. | |

In answer to future research suggestions by Anshel and Straub (1991) and
Solomon et al. (1996), the present study employed a pheriomenological research design to
provide a description of the differences, as well as the similarities, between athletes’ and
coaches” perceptions of coaches’ behaviors. By comparing the descriptions from a'variety
of people who have a shared experience, one can attempt to truly grasp the essence of that
experience and interpret the reality (Patton, 1990).

"The phenomenological design‘used in the present study focused on conceptualizing’
the perceptual similarities and differences between coaches and athletes regarding the
phenomenon of coaching behaviors. Comparing the experiences of athletes and codaches

- -

led to answering the research question: “What are the similarities and differences between

9 .

coaches’ and athlétes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors?”
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Role of the Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted prior to the actual stady. The purposes of the pilot
study.were to: (a) examine the methodology and procedures and make any changes
deemed necessary, (b) assess and improve the researcher’s interviewing skills, (c) clarify
the interview guide questions and validate the accuracy for answering the research.
question, and (d) recognize any limitations of the study. In addition, following each pilot
study interview, participants were asked to express their thoughts and feelings regarding
the interview guide questions, the researcher’s interview style, and overall impressions of
the study. L A *

Pilot study participants were purposively chosen due to'tearh membérship;
availability to meet with the researcher (pilot study was 'Eo:iauéted on Surfimer break when
most students/athletes had left the area), and willingness to participate. Participants
included female intercollegiate varsity softball players (n = 3) and the assistant coach
(n = 1) from a Northeastern Division III school. The results of the pilot study are included
in Chapter 4.

Two changes in methodology were made as a result of the pilotstudy. First, the
order of the quéstions on the coaches’ interview guide were changed. Specifically, a
series of two questions concerning, “what characteristics constitute an ideal coach,” were
placed at the beginning of the interview. This was to ensure that spontaneous answers

were generated, which were not influenced by other questions asked throughout the:

interview. The second chiange was in response to suggestions made by two of the athletes
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to keep a journal to help remember feelings and events that happened throughout the
season. Thus, coaches’ and athletes’ weekly journals were added to the data collection

procedures.

Selection of Participants

The participants were female intércollegiate varsity volleyball players and coaches
from a Noﬁheastem Division I1I school. Athletes (n = 12) and coaches (n = 2) were
recruited-and provided a recruitment statement (Appendices A and B) prior to a practice
during the first week of the 1998-1999 season-and given a verbal explanation of the study
including what would be expected of them as participants. It was emphasized that
participation was completely voluntary, all information would remain confidential, and that
the participants were free to withdraw from partioipatipn at any time throughout the study
without penalty. Athletes and coaches desiring participation in the study were then
instructed to sign an informed consent form (Appendices C and D). The entire tearh

(n = 12) and both coaches (n = 2) agreed to participate.

Instrumentation

Researcher Field Observation Notes

Field observation notes weré kept by the researcher for the following reasons:
(a) to provide the researcher with an understanding of the context within which team

activities occurred, (b) to provide the researcher with firsthand experience to facilitate the
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inductive, discovery-oriented approach to answering the research question, (c).to provide
the researcher the opportunity to observe “things” that may escape conscious awareness

of the participants, and (d) to permit the researcher to move beyond the selective -

perception of each participant (Patton, 1987).

Weekly Journals

Athletes kept weekly journals regarding their feelings and perceptions of their
coaches’ behaviors (Appendix E). Similarly, coaches kept weekly journals regarding
descriptions of their own behaviors (Appendix F). Journals were completed ‘one day each
week designated by the head coach. Due to a variable game schedule, this day varied
from week to week. Journal day was decided upon by the head coach at the beginning of
each week. The purpose of the weekly journal was to.provide the participants with a.
concrete description of their thoughts, feelings, and perceptions of coaching behaviors that
occurred throughout the competitive season. Therefore, each participant had her own
written season-long account of coaching behaviors to review prior to her individual, post

ES

season interview. .

-~ ot ' oy

Interview Guide *

Two semi-structured interview guides, one for athletes (Appendix G) and one for
coaches (Appendix H), were used to explore the athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of

coaching behaviors. The interview guide gave the researcher an outline of questions




e Ry ARe

36
directly pertaining to the research question while allowing the researcher the freedom to
probe, explore, and ask follow-up questions that might help clarify the participant’s-
answers to the questions. An interview guide simply serves as a basic checklist during an
interview to make sure that all relevant topics are covered (Patton, 1987).

The interview guides used in this study were constructed from a combination of
(a) the pilot study, (b) a review of the existing literature pertaining directly to this subject
(specifically, Anshel & Straub, 1991), (c) feedback received from i0-athletés, 10 non-
athletes, and 6 coaches who reviewed the interview guides (t!iese individu;xlrs we;e |
acquaintances of the researcher and made suggestions based on clarity of wording),
(d) faculty consultations, (€) consultations with sport psychology consultants, researchers,

and graduate students, and (f) the researcher’s personal experience of being both a

collegiate athlete and coach.

Testing Procedures

Researcher Field Observation thes

The researcher attended as many practices and games as possible during the
competitive season (i.e., a total of 14 practices and 15 games)and kept a log of her

perceptions of the coaches’ behaviors. Coaches and athletes were unaware of the field

. observation notes taken by the researcher. The purpose of this discreteness regarding the

researcher field observation notes was to prevent the coaches from behaving in a more

socially acceptable manner when the researcher was present. It was explained to the
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participants that the researcher was spepdihg as much time as possible with the team in
order to develop individual trust and rapport. In order to maintain this covertness, the
researcher took notes immediately following contact with the participants in the privacy of
her own home or office.

In order to gain as much information as possible, the researcher also interviewed

_ the team’s athletic trainers concerning their perceptions of various coaching behaviors.

These interviews weéte conducted at random times throughout the season in an informal,
conversational style interview format (Patton, 1987). The information gained from these
interviews was noted in the researcher’s field observation notes.

In order to triangulate the researcher field observation notes, the information
gained was placed on one of four separate lists: (a) head coach positive behaviors,

(b) head coach negative behaviors, (c) assistant coach positive behaviors, or (d) assistant

- coach negative behaviors. These lists were then compared to the data obtained from the

weekly journals as well as thé post-season interviews.

Weekly Journals.

As stated, athletes kept weekly journals regarding their feelings and perceptions of
their coaches’ behaviors. Similarly, coaches kept weekly journals regarding descriptions

of their own behaviors. The athletes’ weekly journals consisted of four questions. Two

T
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questions regarding the head coach’s behaviors (one positive, one negative) and two
* -
questions regarding the assistant coach’s behaviors (one positive, one negative).
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- Specifically, the athletes’ journal questions were:
(1) List (the head coach’s) behaviors of this past week that you thought were
positive.
Give examples.
(2) List (the head coach’s) behaviors of this past week that you thought were
negative.
Give examples.
(3) List (the assistant coach’s) behaviors of this past week that you thought were
positive.

Give examples. N
L ] « ¥ Y

L]
(4) List (the assistant coach’s) behaviors of t;ﬁs past week that you thought were
s . f Ay - E v'q-‘ e

negative. . ° ‘ -

Give examples.

Coaches’ journals consisted of two questions. One asked them to identify. their
own positive coaching behaviors and one asked them to identify their own negative
coaching bqhaviors of the previous week. Specifically, the coaches’ journal questions
were:

(1) List your own coaching behaviors of this past week that you thought were
positive. .

Give examples.
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(2) List your own coaching beff;‘}iérs of this ﬁasz week that 'y(;u thought were
negative. )
Give examples. |

Journal writing took place at the end of orie practice each week desiénéted by the
head coach. The athletes, the assistant coach, and the researcher were notified of this day
at the beginning of each week. This day was determined in accordance with the team’s
game schedule. For example, one week the journal day would be oﬁ Thursday, but the
next week it would occur on Wednesday because the team schedule required them to
leave town early Thursday moming. Therefore, journal days were decided upon according
to the day each week that best fit the team’s playing schedule.

To help assure confidentiality, at the beginning of the study, each athlete chose an
identification number for her journal known only by her. Each week, part.icipants were
provided blank journals by the researcher. Upon completion of the journal, participants
would write their individual identification number on the top of the journal and give the
journal to the researcher. The researcher created a file for each identification number.
Each week, the newly completed journal was added to the numbered, confidential file.
Athletes and coaches were separated during journal writing to prevent the coaches’
presence from influencing an athlete’s honesty. - The aforementioned journal questions also
reflected similar questions that would be asked during the post-season interview with the
researcher. |

Individual journals were returned (i.e., journal files were placed on a table and

ol
£




40
athletes chose their journal according to the number they had chosen at the beginning of
the season) to the participants at the consllusiiop of the cor?-'ipe';ci}ive season, one week prior
to each athlete’s and coach’s individual interview. This gave the participants enough time’
to review journal comments and gather their season-long thoughts and feelings before
their post season interviews.

In order to triangulate the participants’ journals, the information gained was placed
| on one of four separate Iists: (a) head coach p'ositi\}e behaviors, (b) head coach negative
behaviors, (c) assistant coach positive behaviors, or (d) assistant coach negative behaviors.

Each behavior also had a number placed next to it that corresponded with the number of
athletes identifying that behavior. It was also noted when (i.e., the date) the behavior was

written in either of the coaches’ journals. These lists were then compared to the data

obtained from the researcher field observation notes as well as the post-season interviews.

Athlete Interviews

Each athlete gave informed consent for her interview to be tape recorded (audio)
and transcribed verbatim. All interviews took place in the three week period following the'
conclusion of the competitive volleyball season. Interviews occurred privately, involving
only the participant and the researcher. |

Due to the nature of the study and the méthodolog‘y, all athletes’ interviews were
completed, transcribéd, and analyzed befo_re the coach;as were inter'viewed‘ The

interviews ranged in length from 30 to 90 minutes. Each athlete was assured of complete
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confidentiality prior to the start of the interview. Interviews took place in a faculty office
at Ithaca Collegé in a quiet, closed-door, uninterrupted manner. A semi-structured
interview guide (Appendix G), consisting of eight questions, was utilized for each athlete’s
interview. Six questions directly pertained to the athlete’s perceptions of the head coach’s
behaviors and the assistant coach’s behaviors during the recently completed season. Three
of these six questions dealt with the athlete’s perceptions of coaching behaviors that they
perceived as positive, while the remaining three questions dealt with the athléte’s
perceptions of coaching behaviors that they perceived as negative. The two remaining
questions asked athletes to identify and rank-order those behaviors they believed an ideal
coach would display. |

Athletes were first asked to identify ‘specific head coaching behaviors that they
p:erceived as unf)léasant, undesirable, or ineffective (Question #1). Athletes were asked to
list each unpleasant, undesirable, or ineffective behavior. Member checks were then
peiformed to validate the accuracy of the data (i.e., each athlete was asked to look over
the list of identified behaviors é.r;d make any chariges deemed necessary). The second
question asked athletes to "give; specific examples of each identified behavior

-
(Question #2). After all negative behaviors had been identified and examples had been
provided, athletes were then asked to rank-order their negative behavior list-beginning"
with the most undesirable behavior (Question #3). The remaining three questions

followed the same pattern. However, these questions asked athletes to identify coaching

behaviors that they found to be pleasant,:desirable, or effective. After specific examples
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-were given of the identified positive behaviors, athletes were asked to rank-order that list
beginning with the most desirable behavior. These six questions were then repeated in
relation to the assistant coach.

A seventh question was asked that had athletes identify ideal coaching
characteristics. Again, member checks were performed to validate the accuracy of the
data. Finally, the eighth question asked each athlete to rank-érder the ideal characteristics
list beginning with the most desirable coaching characteristic.

An inductive content analysis was performed for each interview. Inductive
analysis is the “immersion in the details and specifics of the data to discover important
categories, dimensions, and interrelationships™ (Patton, 1990, p. 40). All athiete interview
data were combined (i.e., inductively analyzed) to ultimately produce two master coaching
behavior lists to be shown to each coach during her interview: a positive (desirable)

behavior list and a negative (undesirable) behavior list.

Coach Interviews

Both coaches gave informed consent for their intetviews to be tape recorded

(audio) and transcribed verbatim. The coaches wére also interviewed privately and

.
.

individually. Each coach’s interview guide consisted of seven qilestions (Appendix H).

4

-

First, each coach was'asked to identify and list those behavioral characteristics she
believed to be possessed by an ideal coach. After those characteristics were listed, a

member check was performed by that coach verifying her list of behaviors. Secorid, the
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coach was then asked to rank-order that list beginning with the most desirable behavior.
The third question asked what behavioral characteristics she believed her athletes would
desire'in an ideal coach. A member check was then performed to verify the ac<;uracy of
the data. The coach then rank-ordered that list beginning with the most desirable
behavior. The coach was then shown her own master negative behavior list that was
‘generated by the athletes’ interviews and asked if she had engaged in any of the behaviors
on that list in the recently completed competitive season. The list was not ideritified as
being a list of negative behaviors and-the coach was not told that the list came directly
from her athletes. Once the coach had agreed,w;t}l engaging in certain behaviors, she was
asked to rank-order those identified behaviofs with which she agreed, beginning vs:ith the
most undesirable behavior. Once this was completed, the coach was shown her own
mastér positive behavior list generated by the athletes’ interviews ar-ld asked if she had
engaged in any of the behaviors on that list in the recently completed competitive season’
As before, this list was not identified as being a list of positive behaviors and the coach
was not told that the list came directly from her athletes. Once the coach had agreed with
engaging in certain behaviors, she was asked to rank-order those identified behaviors with
which she agreed, beginning with the most desirable behavior.

Following the completion of each coach’s interview, the researcher explained the
study in detail, including how the coach’s master lists were derived. Coaches were given

ample opportunity to ask questions and discuss the methodology of the study as well as

any outlined behaviors and procedures.
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Data Analysis, -

Athletes’ interviews (n = ’f2), coaches’ 'intervigw_§ (n'=2); the'researcher’s field

observation notes, and the participants’ weekly journals werfe combined and analyzed.

Step'l

The first step in the triangulation process was to analyze the athletes’ interviews.
All of the athletes’ interviews were transcribed verbatim. The researcher then read and
reread each interview individually to get a feel for it. An'inductive content analysis was
performed on all ,atliletes" lists in order to produce one master positive behavior list and
one master negative behavior list for each coach. Inductive content analysis allows themes
and categories to emerge from the data as-opposed to being decided before the data
collection and analysis occurs (Patton, 1987).

Specifically, positive and negative rank-ordered lists were first extracted from each
athlete’s interview. Specific examples cited by the athlete to provide support for each
identified behavior were then examined. All athletes’ positive lists and all athletes’
negative lists were compared (i.e., across participants) and categorized into meaning units.

A meaning unit is a group of identified perceptions and behaviors that are similar. For
example, one athlete identified a negative behavior for the assistant coach as “quiet”, while
another athlete identified the assistant coach as “not speakirig up enough.” These two
behaviors, along with other similar behaviors, were combined to form the meaning unit,

“quiet.” In this case, the term “quiet™ was a term that emerged from the data (and picked
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by the researcher) that best summarized the athletes’ collective thoughts, feelings, and
perceptions about the assistant coach. The term “quiet” was then placed on the assistant
coach’s negative behavior master list.

Coaches’ master lists were derived directly from the meaning units. That is, if thrée
or more athletes (i.e., 25% of the athletes on the team) identified specific behaviors to
form a meaning unit, that meaning unit was considered significant (a behavior that affected
at least 25% of the team). That meaning unit name encompassed all behaviors identifiéd

within that meaning unit, and was placed on the coach’s negative or positive master list.

Step II

The second step in the triangulation process was to analyze the researcher field
observation notes. As previously stated, data obtained from these notes were placed on
'
one of four lists: (a) head coach positive behaviors, (b) head coach negative behaviors,

(c) assistant coach positive behaviors, or (d) assistant coach negative behaviors. These

. 2
&

four lists were then compared to the negative or positive mastelr lists (just described)

obtained from the athletes interviews. Those behaviors'that were noted in the researcher
i

field observation notes but were not indicated by at least 25% of the athletes during their

interviews, and thus not placed on the coaches’ master lists, were discarded and assumed

to have not been significant. Those behaviors that were on the coaches’ master lists

derived from the interviews but were not noted in the researcher field observation notes,

were further examined. Justifications for leaving particular behaviors on the coaches’

»
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master lists (i.e., derived from the interviews) were made for each behavior and are

outlined in the results and discussion sections.

Step 111

The third step in the triangulation process was to analyze the athletes’ journals. As
previously stated, data obtained from the athlete journals were placed on one of four lists:
(a) head coach positive behaviors, (b) head coach negative behaviors, (c) assistant coach
positive behaviors, or (d) assistant coach negative behaviors. These four lists were then"
compared to the negative or positive master lists obtained from the athletes’ intervie;avs.
Those behaviors that were noted in the athletes’ journals but were I;Ot indicated by at least
25% of the-athletes during their interviéws, and thus not placed on the coaches’ master |
lists, were discarded and assumed to have not been significant. Those behaviors that were
;)h the coaches” master lists derived from the interviews but were not noted in the athletes’
journals, were further examined: Justifications for leaving particular behaviors on the
coaches’ master lists (i.e., derived from the interviews) were made for each behavior and

are outlined in the results and discussion sections.

Step IV

The coaches’ interviews were then transcribed verbatim and comparisons were
made between coaches” and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors. This consisted of

comparing the master lists derived from the athletes” interviews with the agreement or
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disagreement of each behavior by the coach. ‘For example, on the head coach’s positive
master list, the athletes identified the behavior of “has confidence in players.” During her
interview, the head coach agreed with having engaged in that particular behavior.
Therefore, that behavior received a label of “agreement.” Percentages were diawn to
indicate the level of agreement (i.e., the_;)ercentage of behaviors with which thie h“eéd~or
assistant coach agreed) -and disagreement (i.e., the percentage of behaviors with which the
head or assistant codch disagreed) between coaches and athletes. Data obtained-fromi both
coaches’ individual journals were then compared to the statements each made during her
interview (i:e., the four lists [head coach positive, head coach negative, assistant coach”
positive, assistant coach negative] gained from the coaches journals were compared to
each coach’s agreement or disagreement with the positive or negative coaching behaviors
resulting from the coach’s interview). : .

* 3

An inductive ’conteiﬁ analysis (i.e., across subjects) generated a master list for
.athletes’ ideal coaching characteristics. This list~was then compared with the coaches’.
ideal lists (as identified during their individual initerviews). Inferences were drawn as to
the similarities and differences regarding what athletes and coaches desired in and
perceived to be an ideal coach. The outlined data analysis process led to quantitative
results based on percentages of agreement and disagreement on coaching behaviofs, as

well as qualitative results describing each identified behavior.



Chapter.4 -

RESULTS - *

The following research question was examined: “What are the similarities and
differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors?” The
results were derived from interviews with athletes (n = 12) and coaches (n = 2), researcher
field observation notes, and participants’ (i.€., athletes and coaches) journals. Interviews
with the athletes and coaches served as the primary data source. The researcher field
observation notes produced an account of the coaches’ behaviors throughout the séason
as perceived by the researcher. In order to achieve triangulation, these note‘s were
compiled into four lists that were compared to and incorporated with the data obtained
through the participants interviews. Information obtained from participants’ journals’ &
provided a description of each athlete’s and coach’s own perceptions of coaching
behaviors. Data obtained from the journals were also divided into four lists that were
compared to and incorporated with data obtained in the interviews, as well as data
obtained from the researcher field observation notes. Thus, data triangulation was
achieved through: participants’ interviews, researcher field observation notes, and

participants’ journals.

Pilo Resul
Three athletes (n = 3) and one coach (n = 1) participated in the pilot study. The

pilot study only consisted of participant interviews (no researcher observation notes were

48
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taken and participant journals were not kept). Therefore, data obtained in the pilot study
were not triangulated. The same interview methods were used as were used for the
present investigation. Because of the small number of athletés participating in the pilot
study, all behaviors identified by the athletes were placed on the coach’s master lists. A
total of eight positive and five negative behaviors were placed on the coach’s master lists.
Table 1 contains an account of the coach’s positive master list as well as the coach’s
indication of agreement with the behaviors ideritified by the athletes. Results revealed that
the coach agreed with 100% (i.e., 8 of 8) of the positive behaviors identified by the
athletes. .

Table 2 shows an account of the negative behaviors identified by the athletes and
the coach’s agreément or disagreement with those'behaviors. The coach agreed with 40%
" (i.e., 2 0f 5) of the negative behaviors identified by the athletes. Therefore, he disagreed

with 60% (i.e., 3 of 5) of the negative behaviors.

Head Coach Behavior Data
hletes’ and H h’s Interview
Positive Behaviors
A total of 71 positive head coaching behaviors emerged from the ath}etes’ ;

interviews. All identified positive behaviors were categorized into meaning units (a group
a R A
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of identified perceptions and behaviors that are similar). A 'total of 14 meaning units

&£ *

resulted. Seventeen identified behaviors did not fit into a meaning unit. That'is, 17

behavior§ were identified that did not correlate with any other identified behavior. These



Table 1.
Identified Positive Behavi the Athl d Coach
Coach’s
Agreement
‘ "Positi've Behaviors- Yes | No
1. Kept atmosphére light with humor X
2. Knowledge of game | X
3. Easy to get along with X
4. Did beyond what was required X
5. Was enthusiastic X
6. Conpﬁifted X
7. Respectful of players X
8. Responsible X
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Tible 2. 7
Identified Negative B iors by the Athl h-
Coach’s
Agreement
Negative Behaviors Yes | No
1. Talked behind piayel;s’ backs X
2. Had favorites and least favorites X
3. Took sarcasm too far X
4. Corrected players’ basic techniques X
5. Was too rough with players X
: 4o
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behaviors were discarded. Any meaning unit that had at least three athletes- (i.e.; 25% of
the team) identify behaviors within that meaning unit was considered-significant and
subsequently placed on the head coach’s master list. This resulted in nine meaning units
consisting of behaviors identified by three or more athletes. Table 3 represents the list of
the head coach’s 9 positive behaviors as were identified by at least three athletes during
their ifiterviews and the resulting'meaning units.

The master list of the head coach revealed nine positive meaning unit behaviors.
When asked during her interview if she had engaged in any of the behaviors on the list
during the recently completed competitive season, she agreed with nine out of nine, or
100%, of the identified positive behaviors. In other words, the head coach believed that
she engaged in every positive behavior on the list. Table 4 shows the master list™(list of
significant meaning units) of the head coach’s positive behaviors.. It also depicts the head
coach’s agreement with each behavior identified by the athletes.

Statistics regardiiig the number of aihlgt’é‘sidentifyingfeackgpositivel_ behavior,
average athlete rank-order of behaviors (i‘)‘aﬁéd?on f)erf:eiviédfil)rfpiﬁ"tanée;'t3’?11@f a{hleté‘s),

" and the head coach’s rank-order (based on perc&vedfnip‘bﬁmcé fo‘tﬁaﬁew are
presented in Table 5. The athlete rank-order was derived from the average rank-order of
all athletes identifying each behavior. That is, the highest average rank-order by the
athletes was given the rank-order of #1, the second highest average rank-order was given
the rank-order of 2, and so.on. Therefore, the higher the number, the more desirable the
behavior (i.e., the behavior rank-ordered as #1 was perceived by the athletes to be the

most desirable behavior). The head coach was-also asked to rank-order all nine of the




Table 3.
Identifi ,
He ch, Positive Behavior. A !

X ad 3 1 ::} ik

Identified Coaching Behaviors Positive Behaviors
(Meaning Unit) |

Promotes academics

Most of the time is flexible aboiit schoolwork; Cares about player
comes before volleyball problems outside of

Concerned personality off-court volleyball

Willing to help with outside problems

Cares ‘about players :

Always enthusiastic, loves volleyball, affects entire life
Has a love for the game and competition
Good intentions in coaching, likes to coach,
waits to have fun
Makes me laugh
Fun to talk to, not as a.coach

Conifortable to be around outside of volleyball, optimistic

‘|Has fun with team off the court
Dedicated to coaching

Positive when team was winning,
congratulates good play
Started giving more compliments after drills
(personal and team)
Very good at emphasizing the positive points after games

Picked up intensity level of practices
Intense drills .

Tough practices

Harder practices

Makes practices more intense

Harder practices midway through season
Tough love

Tough love, wake-up call

Has a love for the game
and competition and
wants to have fun_

Emphasizes positive
points of play

Holds intense practices
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Fights for the team, good motivator

Positive motivation

Horse-n-Buggy, motivating Motivates team
Tries to motivate team.

Shows she believes in team (Horse-n-Buggy)
High expectations, believes it

Could talk to her, she listens
Sometimes listens better Listens to players
Is able to communicate after emotions calm down

Has confidénce in me
Tells players things that boost confidence Has confidence in players
More freedom at end of year, confidence

Always trying to think of different things that would make

it work, make herself better Tries different approaches
Thinks of different angles to improve to make things work
Lots of good ideas for working on something specific
Inspirational video
Showed film, different approach
Explains her actions
Apologizes to players for her actions, words - Explains actions

Apologizes and explains herself in front of team .




Table 4. 7
Identified H ach’s Positive Behavior Athlete H h.
Coach’s -
Agreement
Head Coach - Positive Behaviors Yes | No
11 VC;ar;es about player probléms outside of volleyball . X
| 2. Has a love for the garne' and competition and wants to X
have fun
3. Emphasizes positive points of play X
4. “Holds intense pracﬁces | X
5. Motivates team X
6. Listens to players X
7. Has confidence in players X
8. Tries different approaches to make things work X
9. Ekplains actions | X-
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Table 5.
Athletes’

Athlete Rank-Order
('no. of athletes; avg.)

Coach

Rank-Order

1. Motivates team
(6 athletes; avg. 2.33)*

1. Has confidence in players

2. Has confidence in playérs
(3 athletes; avg2.33)*

2. Listens to players

3. Listens to players
(3 athletes; avg. 3.00)

3. Emphasizes positive points of
play

4. Holds intense practices
(8 athletes; avg. 3.25)

-4. Cares about player problems.r

outside of volleyball

5. Explains actions ]
(3 athletes; avg. 3.33)

5. Tries different approaches to
make things work

6. Tries different approaches to
miéke things work .
(4 athletes; avg. 3.40)

6. Motivates team

7. Cares about player problems
outside of volleybalt
(3 athletes; avg. 3.60)

7. Has a love for the game and

competition and wants to have-

fun‘

8. Has a love for the game and
competition and wants to have
fun

(4 athletes; avg. 4.75)

8. Holds intense practices

9. Emphasizes positive points of
play
(3 athletes; avg. 5.66)

19. Explainsacﬁoﬁs :

* Although “motivates team” and “has confidence in players” have the same

average rank-order, “motivates team” was rank-ordered higher (more destrable),

as number 1. This was due to the number of athlétes identifying each behavior.
“Motivates team” was perceived/identified by six players whereas “has confidence in

players” was perceived/identified by three athletes.
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behaviors (because she was in agreement with all behaviors) beginning with the most

desirable behavior (i.e., the-behavior rank-ordered as #1 was perceived by the head coach

to be the mosf desirable behavior).

Negative Behaviors

A total of 864negativ¢ head coaching behaviors emerged ﬁ'dtp the athletes’
int&views. All i:ientiﬂed negative behaviors were categorized into meaning units as
;;reyiousi;l discussed. A total of 19 meaning units resulted. Ten identified behaviors did
not fit into a meaning unit. This means that 10 behaviors were identified that did not
correlate with any other identified behavior. These 10 behaviors were discarded. Any
meaning unit that had at least three athletes (i.e., 25% of the team) identify behaviors
within that meaning unit was considered significant and subseguently placed on the head
coach’s master list. This resulted ‘in 12 meaning units consisting of behaviors identified by

3 or more athletes. Table 6 represents a list of thié héad coach’s negative behaviors as

were identified by at least three of the athletes during their interviews'and the resulting

‘ meaning units.

The negative master list of the head coach revealed 12 behaviors. When asked.
during her interview if shi¢ had engaged in any of the behaviors on the list dufing the
recently completed competitive season, she agreed with 4 out 'of 12, or 33%:3 of the
identified negative behaviors (see Table 7). Therefore, she disagreed with 8 ‘out of 12, or
67%, of the identified negative behaviors. Table 7 shows the master list (list of significant

meaning units) of the head coach’s negative behaviors. It also depicts the head coach’s




Table 6.
Identified Coachi fors ang
Head Coach, Negative Behaviors

58

Ideiitified Coaching Behaviors

Negative Behaviors V
(Meaning Units)

Not straightforward, manipulative, plays games
with players, not honest

Not being honest

Plays head games

Plays head games.

Not always honest with players

Different expectations for players
Doesn’ t treat players equally, different expectations
Doesn’ t demand the same things from everyone

Doesn’ t také others’ emotions into consideration

Oblivious to athlete’ s feelings and emotions -

Ignorant toward people’ s feclings

Not starting (a senior) on senior night

Called (a player) a “worthless piece of crap”;
‘devalue as a person

Not playing (a senior) during last game

Demeaning to players

|Uses a lot ' more negative reinforcement, demeaning,

called a’player “crap”

No sécond chances

Doesn’ t show confidence in individuals
Putls players for 1 or 2 mistakes

Some poor team pérformancedecisions

Not honest with players
and plays head games

Different expectations
- for players

Doesn ’ t take players’
emotions and feelings into

consideration

Doesn’t give Vglggers _
second chances
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|Lacks positive reififorcement, lets negative emotions out

Does not compose body language

Points out what was wrong without feedback to correct,
just points out mistakes, no constructive criticism

Dwells more on negatives

Uses a lot more negative reinfofcement, demeaning,
called a player “crap”

Criticism doesn” t seem as constructive, negative

“Oh really” statements, focuses on negatives

Focused on negatives at the beginning

Not a gobil ﬁwﬁvatorf does not démand respect

got 'oqnsisteéntlky iﬁotivatioryi‘l. .

Doesn’ t know ‘each of the players well enough to be
able to motivate *

Contradicts herself

‘IContradicting herself

Inconsistent in behavior

. |Not giving consistent information

Contradicts herself -
Contradictory
Contradicts herself
Contradicting
Contradicts herself

Doesn’t give good feedback as to her motives
Not explaining herself, her motives
Not explaining why she did tough love, motives

Not productive conversations, poor communication
Doesn’ t listen, selective hearing

Doesn’ t realize what she says

Bad interpersonal skills, absentmindednéss
Defensiveness

Dwells more on negatives

and lets negative
emotions out

Doesn’t know each of the’
players well enough to be
able to motivate them
consislently

Contradictory

Doesn’t explain motives

Defensive and has
selective hearing
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-| Talks behind players’ backs

Not confronting person she is worried about
‘ITalks behind peoples’ backs

Talks about other peoples’ business

Tells information about other players

Expectations afier sprints'in practice

Expectations too high, punishment when players

don’t reach them
Puts pressure on people
Puts pressure on players

Has favorite players
Labels individuals, negative
Plays favorites

Talks behind players’
backs

Has too high expectations
and puts pressure on_
plavers
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Table 7.
‘Identified Head

Coach’s
Agreement

| Head Coach - Negative Behaviors o , | Yes | No

1. Not honest with players and playé head games X

2. Different expectations for playérsv X

3. Doesn’t take players’ emotions and feélings into X

consideration

4. Doesn’t give players second chances X

5. Dwells more on negatives and lets negative emotions out X

1 6. Doesn’t know each of the players well enough to be able X
to motivate them consistently

7. Contradictory X

8. Docsn;t explain motives o X
9. ~Pefensive and has selective hearing - X
10. Talks behind players” backs* X
11. Has too high expectations and puts pressure on players X
12. Has favorite players | X

*The head coach asked to rephrase the wording of this behavior to read, “Goes to
teammates of player with problem to attempt to help them or solve problem without
violating coach-player trust.”
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agreement or disagreement with-each behavior identified by the athletes.

Statistics regarding the number of athletes identifying each negative behavior,
average athlete rank-order of behaviors (based on perceived importance to the athletes),
and head coach’s rank-order (based on perceived importance to the head coach) are
presented-in-Table 8. The *athlete rank-order was derived from the average rank-order of
-;511 eithletgs idéhtifyin'g each béhavior™ . That is, the highest average rank-order by tile
athletes was given the rank-order of number 1, the second highest average rank-order was
given the rank-order of 2, and so on. Therefore, the higher the number, the more
undesirable the behavior (i.e., the behaviorArank-ordered as #1 was perceived by the
athletes to be theé most undesirable behavior). The head coach was only asked to rank-
order those behaviors that she identified as her own from the previous season beginning
with the most undesirable behavior (i.e., the behavior rank-ordered as #1 was perceived by

the head coach to be the most undesirable behavior).

Researcher Fiel ion

Researcher field observation notes were kept throiighout the season. Notes were
recorded after each practice'and game attended by the researcher. The purpose of the
researcher observation notes was to gain an account of the coaches’ behaviors from the
perspective of an outside observer. The lists obtained from these notes were compared to
the data obtained from the participants’ interviews and the participants’ journals. This
allowed for another account of coaching behaviors that was compared to the information

obtained through the interviews and journals.




Athlete Rank—Order
[ . (# of athletes; avg.)

1 Coach
" Rank-Order

I. Different expectations for |
players
(3;.avg. 1.33)

(1. Dwells more on negatives and

lets negative emotions out

| 2. Dwells more on negatives and
lets negative emotions-out
(7; avg. 3.50)

| 2. Doesn’t know each of the

players well-enough to be able
to motivate them consistently

f 3. Doesn’t explain motives
(3; avg. 3.66)

3. Doesn’t explain motives

4. Doesn’t give blayers second

chances
(4; avg. 3.75)

4. Talks behind players’ backs

5. Doesn’t take players emotions .
and feelings into-consideration
(7,avg. 3.87)

| 6. Contradictory
(9; avg. 4.00)*

7.' Defensive and has selective
hearing ’
(4; avg. 4.00)*

8. Doesn’t know. each of the-

| players well enough to be able

to motivate them ‘consistently -
(3; avg. 5.00)**

8. Has favorite players
(3; avg. 5.00)**

'10. Has too high expectations and-
~ puts pressure on players
(4; avg. 5.25)

11. Not honest with players and
plays head games. .  *
(4 avg.540) +
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12. Talks behind players” backs
(5; avg. 5.60)
* Although “contradictory” and “defensive and has selective hearing” have the same
average rank-order, “contradictory” was rank-ordered higher (more undesirable), as
_number 6. This was due to the number of athletes identifying each behavior.
“Contradictory” was perceived/identified by nirie athletes whereas-“defensive and has
selective hearing” was perceived/identified by four athletes. -
**The two behaviors of $‘doesn’t know each of the players well enough to be able to
motivate thém consistently” and “has faverite players” tied at number eight. Both
‘bekiaviofs resulted in an' average'rank-order of 5.00 with three athletes identifying each.

& .




‘ 65
The researcher attended a total of 14 practic;es and 15 games from which the‘ﬁéld!
observation notes were taken. The researcher also attendéd team dinners, team activities,
and spent time with the team during road trips.

Several comparisons were made between the researcher’s observations and the
information (meaning units) gained from the interviews. Each of the outlined 9 positive
and 12 negative head coaching behaviors are listed and comparisons drawn in relation to
the researcher’s observations. Rationale for keeping certain behaviors on the coaches’
master lists even though the behaviors were not identified in the researcher field.

observation notes is outlined further in the discussion section (Chapter 5).

Positive Behaviors-

Cares about player problems outside of volleyball. This behavior was not noted
in the researcher field observation notes. Yet, because three athletes (i.e., 25% of the
team) identified this behavior, it was considered significant and placed on the head coach’s
positive master list.

Has a love for the game and comipetition and wants to have fun. It was clear from

. 1

the researcher field obsefvation notes that the head coach was happy to be at practice and
L

. o
i 3 7

showed an ‘enthusiasiri for the sport of volleyball. For example, one entry read, “(She)”

»

seemed in an overly good mood today. She laughed a lot and showed an enthusiasm to be
there (at practice) that appeared to rub off on players.” Another éntry in the researcher
field observation riotes stated, “(She had) everyone joking and laughing. Seemed to be a

general positive attitude of the group.”
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Emphasizes p0sitivé points of play. At several practices and on several occasions,
the head coach toak time in between drills to give the players'positive feedback
concerning their performances.

Holds intense practices. This particular behavior was not documented'in the
researcher field observation notes. Yet, there was no documentation in the researcher
field observation notes to refute this identified behavior. Therefore, this behavior was
seen as accurate (was identified by eight athletes [i.e., 67% of the team] dur;ng interviews)
and included on the hedd coach’s positive master list.

Motivates team. Twice during the season the researcher noted the head coach to
be motivational. In one of these instances, the head coach promised the team'she would’
do a specific drill involving vigorous physical activity if the team performed well. “The
team won the game and the head coach kept her promise the next day in practice. A
second notation of the head coach being motivational came at the end of practice the day-
before the team’s first home tournament  The. head coach gave a very motivational pré—
game speech and the team responded very positively. This was shown through the
enthusiasm of the players as they left the gym and was still evident before and during the
tournament the following day.

Listens to players. The researcher ﬁot’ed this behavior after the head coach
introduced a new drill into practice. It took the players time before truly understanding
and correctly executing the drill. However, the head coach remained patient and allowed
the players to work through the new situation. After the drill was completed, she broﬁght

the team together and asked for both positive and negative feedback. She listenéd and
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accepted all comments from the athletes and.took their comments into account when she

structured the same drill the following day in practice.

; Has confidence in players. On only one occasion did the researcher note the head
K coach showing con.ﬁdiénce\in her Blgy?rs. She held a team meeting where she explained
her reasons behind doing a partic}llar drill during practice one day. Although most of the
team had not respoﬁded positively to the drill, the head coach informed the team that her
‘reasons for incorporating the drill were because she believed and had confidénce in them
and their abilities.

Tries different approaches to mc;ke things work. The researcher noted on several
occasions that the head coach consistently tried new drills to help athletes develop their
sicills. One note stated, “(She) introduced a néw drill that (the team responded positively
to).” A sec<.)nd citation indicated, “(She) tried something new to motivate the players,
make them" cpmpetitors, and get them to have more ‘heart’.”

Explainis actions. This behavior was noted in the résearcher field observation
notes. At Q.'ne point during the season, the assistant coach brought it to the attention of
the head coach that many players on thie team had not understood the reasoning behind the
head coach’s use of a new coaching technique. The head 00th immediately called the
team tOgethér for a meeting and explained her rationale for her actions. She gave the team

the-opportﬁnity to ask questions and explained in further detail when asked about the

philosophies behind her new coaching technique.
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Negative Behaviors

Not honest with players and plays head games. Tliis particular behavior was not
noted in thé researcher field observation notes. The fact that four players.(i.e.,’33% of the
team) noted this behavior prompted it’s inclusion on the head coe;ch’s negative master list.

Different expectations for players. This behavior was also not noted in the
researcher field observation notes. Still, because three athletes (i.e., 25% of the team)
noted this behaviof, it was placed on the head coach’s negative master list.

Doesn’t take players’ emotions and feelings into consideration. Tt was noted in
the researcher field observation notes that the head coach did not let one of the seniors
play during the last game of the seas;m, and thus her career, when it was evident that the
team would lose the match. Once the team lost, their season was over. The seiiior sat on
the end of the bench and attempted to remain positive for the rest of the team, but was
visibly upset over not getting to finish her senior year, and career, on the floor.

Doesn'’t give players second chdnces. This behavior was documented in that a
player had made an erfor near the beginnihg of one game by hitting the volleyball out of
bounds. The head coach pulled the player out of the game and made her sit on the bench
next to the head coach for the remainder of the match. This player was a starter and
ordinarily played the majority of each game.

Dwells more on negatives and lets negative emotions out. During one game in-
particular, two notations were made. Unfortunately, the researcher was sitting in a

. { " - . . :
location where she-could riot hear the verbal interactions between the coaches and the

players. However, the head coach’s nonverbal behaviors as well as the nonverbal
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reactions of the players were noted. In one instance, the head coach called a time-out and
. apparently said something in the huddle that resulted in six players (each player on the
floor. priof td the ﬁ}neigut) slufiiping their shoulders and bowing their heads. ‘A secorid

-

» & o o
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notation was recorded when a player missed a game-point serve. The head coach reacted

= ]

by throwiné het clipboa;d, bowirig her head into her hands, and shaking her head. Th;
player who missed the serve observed the head coach’s behaviors and then bowed:her
head.

Doesn’t know each of the players well enough to be able to motivate them
consistently. This behavior was not noted in the researcher field observation notes. -
However, there were no recordings to refute this behavior in the researcher field
observation notes. Therefore, because three athletes(i.e., 25% of the teain) identified this
behavior, it was plaéed on the head coach’s negative master list.

Contradictory. The researcher noted thé occurrence of this behavior on various
occasions. For example, the head coach'told the players they would get to play more in -
the game if they could accomplish specific goals in practice. At times players would
accomplish outlined goals, yet not receive more playing time.

Doesn’t explain motives. This was noted on one occasion when the head coach
introduced a new drill into practice. It was obvious to the researcher that the athletes did
not understand the meaning behind the drill and were getting irritated and frustrated. The
head coach did not explain her motives before, during, or after the drill.

Defensive and has selective hearing. The researcher noted this behavior during

one practice when a player aftempted to ask the head coach her reasoning for running a
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particular drill. The player did not think it was the most effective drill and requested that
the coach run a different one. The head coach did not appear to listen to the player or

take her reasoning into account. This was evident by the head coach simiply telling the

‘player that the drill had to be done and ending the conversation.

. Talks behind players’ backs. Although this behavior was not noted in the
researcher field observation notes, it was not refuted either. Because five athletes
(i.e., 42% of the team) identified this behavior, it was considered significant and placed on
the head coach’s negative master list.

Has too high expectations and puts pressure on players. Again, this behavior was.
not documented in the researcher field observation notes. However, because four athletes
(i.e., 33% of the team) identified this behavior, it was placed on the head coach’s negative
master list.

Has favorite players. The researcher did not note this behavior in the field
observation notes. However, no data was reported to contradict this behavior either.
Therefore, because*th{ee‘ztﬁlétes (i.e., 25% of the team) identified this behavior, it was

IéRt on thé head coach’s negative master list.

Athletic Trainer”

It was of particular interest to the researcher whether or not the head coach’s
behaviors changed due to the presence of the researcher. To better understand this
possibility, the team’s athletic trainer was interviewed by the researcher in an informal,

conversation style interview. According to the team’s athletic trainer, the researcher’s
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presence did not seem to have much effect on the head coach’s behaviors. The athletic
trainer indicated that the head coach’s behavior seemed to change most in accordance
with how well (win/loss recotd) the team was doing at that particular point in thé season.
Particularly if the team had won or lost the previous game. If they had won, the head
coach was very positive and upbeat. If the team had lost, the head coach was negative

and seemed annoyed during the niajority of the practices that_ followed.

Athletes’ and Head Coach’s Journals

Each of the 9 positive and 12 negative head coaching behaviors are listed and
comparisons drawn in relation to the athletes’ and coaches’ journals. Rationale for
keeping certain behaviors on the coaches” master lists even though the behaviors were not
identified in the participants’ journals is outlined further in the discussion section

(Chapter 5).

Positive Behaviors

Cares about player problems outside of volleyball. This behavior was referred to
by one of the athletes in her journal who stated, “Caring about how I feel and checking on
me.” Although the coach agreed w{th this behavior during her interview, she did not
record it in her journal.

Has a love for the game and competition and wants to have fun. Several athletes’
journals reflected this behavior. Examples included, “Has fun with us”, “Laughing with

us, interacting with us on our Iével”, and ”She was very upbeat in practice, which made it

PN
Ld
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seem more fun.” The coach agreed with this behavior during her interview, but she did
not conimient on erig%ging in this behavior in her journal.
E}npﬁbs'?zés posiiivé poinis-of play. This particular behavior was found in both the

' - . X I
athletes’ and the head coach’s journals. Athlete statements included, “Positive

reiriforcement duringdrills”, “She really emphasized the positive points of the game and

stressed the parts of our play that is [are] coming together.” The head coach remarked,

“[1] Stopped a drill to positively give feedback to two players” and “I’m gradually building

each player up with positive feedback for the last 1/4 of the season.”

Holds intense practices. Although this behavior was not recognized in the head
coach’§ journal, it was reflected in several athletes’ journals. Athlete statements included:
“Picking up intensity”, “Practices have been alot harder, but in a good sense. She is really
pushing us”, “The practices have been more intense”, and “She increasedthe intensity of
practices to make us work harder.” Although the head coach did not record this behavior
in her journal, she did agree to having intense practices during her post-season interview.

Motivates team. Data obtained froin several athletes’ journals supported this
behavior. For example, one athlete wrote, “Pre-game motivator.” Another quote from a
separate athlete’s journal read, “(She) set motivational goals for us this week and really
worked us hard in drills, which we needed.” Yet another player wrote, “She'is doing
things to motivate us, like tfying new drills.”

The head coach also addressed being motivational in her journal:

“I asked the players to give me ways to motivate them positively in

practice. Examples would be that when the players reached their goal in a
drill, thien we would do what they wanted. Their motivational tasks were
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that my assistant and T would do a sprint or wall sits or jump drills that we
have them do.”

Listens to players. Examples of this behavior quoted from athletes’ journals
incliided: “Asking us how we feel about...and listening to us”, “Giving us choices”, and
“(She is) listening better,-even if it takes awhile.” Although this behavior was identified by
athletes in their jou?nals, it was not reflected by any comments in the head coach’s journal.
However, the head coach did agree (during her interview) to engaging in this behavior
throughout the season.

Has confidence in players. This behavior was also identified in the journals by
several athletes as well as the head coach. Athlete statements included, “The confidence
of keeping me on the starting line-up for the ... tourney” and “Showed faith in our team
even when we were doubting ourselves.” The coach had written in her journal, “I told the
kids I believe in them.”

Tries different approaches to make things work. This behavior was recognized in
both the athletes’ and the head coach’s journals. One athlete stated, “She incorporated a
new drill into our warm-up.” The head coach’s journal read, “[I] Did the “Juanita’ (new
drill) exercise”, “I introduced a new player/c.oach into the team. The athletes like how I
use him with the team.”

Explains actioris. Again, this behavior was not found in the head coach’s journals,

¥
but it was recorded in athlete’s journals.. Specific statements from athletes regarding the
head coach éxplaining her actions were, “Explaining herself” and “T think that (she) is

telling us more of what we need to know, more of why she is doing what she is doing.”
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During her interview, the head coach agreed that she engaged in this behavior throughout
k., It gl . B

*

.the previous compe‘t‘iti've season.
' P K ’ ‘

+

:
Negative Behaviors

Not honest with players and piays head games. Several athletes identified this

. behavior in their journals. Examples of journal entries included, “She tells'me things all.
the time that seem to be positive and she takes them all away in the same sentence”,
“Lying to me and other players”, “Instead of télling us what we needed to know, she told
us what she thought we wanted to hear”, “Sends mixed messages about what she wants
and what she expects”, and “Lots of head games with the outside hitters.” Unlike the
athletes, the head coach did not record this behavior in her journal.

Different expectations fofplayers. Although the head coach did not recognize this
behavior in her journal, several athletes made notation of it in their journals. Specific
quotations included, “Allows certain people large room for error and others little or no
room for error”, “At one point she set a different goal for her non primary passers which I
didn’t agree with. We should all be given the same respect”, and “Having drastically
different expectations of certain people.” The head coach did not comment on this
behavior in her journal.

Doesn’t take players’ emotions and feelings into consideration. Contrary to.
several athletes, the head coach did not record this behavior ini her journal. Examples of
athlete’s journal entries were, “Called (a player) ‘crap’”, “(She) has to try and realize that

everyone’s level of mentality on the team is not the same and she criticizes girls of all ages
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the same way when the younger girls are a bit more sensitive”, and “Not starting'(a senior)
on senior night.”

Doesn'’t give players second chances. The following statements were recorded in
the athletes’ journals in support of this behavior,“She makes players hesitant and cautious
because if you make one mistake you’re out” and “Too quick to sub, doesn’t let
teanimates or person being subbed have the chance to pick up.” The head coach did not
comment on this behavior in her journal.

Dwells more on negatives and lets negative emotions out. This particular behavior
was found in both the athletes’ journals and the head coach’s journal. Several athletes
reported this behavior in their journals with the following statements: “Is very negative”,

“Slamming clipboard behind bench”, “She was very negative, yelling at everyone when

they did something wrong and took away their confidence”, ““She dwells too much on the

negative”, “Focuses too much on negatives and hdrdly ever the positives”, and “She made
. lo} of negative comments that hurt the team mentally.” Statements from the head
. coach’s journals included, “I got up from the bench in disgust after repeated position
errors were made during a match” and “I dropped my clipboard in disgust when we
missed game point serve.”

Doesn’t kiow each of the players well enough to be able to motivate them
consistently. Comments from the athletes’ journals included, “She tried to use her own
version of psychology on me, which often upsets me” and “She used a coaching technique

that I hated. She made us fear her to motivate us. It really bothered me a lot because she

picked on my person, not just on my abilities to play volleyball.” The coach did not




76
recount this behavior in her journal. Yet, she did agree to engaging in'this behavior during
her interview.

Contradictory. This behavior was recorded by more athletes in their journals than
any other behavior. Examples included, “Telling a player one thing and doing the other”,
“Telling me oné thing and then actually doing the opposite”, “I hate it when she
contradicts herself like a while ago she told us not to pay attention to the score and just
play, yet now the score is the most important thing”, “There was a lot of stuff from the
(tournament) weekend where she contradicts herself. At (another tournament) shé
expected nothing, now she expects everything”, and “Contradictory, tells people to have
fun and be pumped but when you are, she rudely questions why you’re happy.” Although
most athletes on the team identified this behdvior in their journals at some point during the

“season, the head coach did not make any referenc;e to engagirig in this behavior.

Doesn’t explain motives. Again, the head coach did not record this behavior in her
journal. However, many athletes perceived this behavior and made note of it in their
journals. Examples included, “Lack of inforrmation about me not playing”, “Kept me
guessing as to the reasons for not playing”, “She told me I did a good job, then sat me
out, ’m confused”, “She took me out of the games yesterday without explanation”, “She
needs to tell us stuff and éxplain actions, not just assume we understand.”

Defensive and has selective hearing. Athlete journals contained the following
quotes supporting the occurrence of this behavior: “Still needs to work on listening, some
things that were heard gretranslated wrong she insistéd were right”, “Not letting me

-explain things”, ““...when I tFried to tell you how it (what the coach had said) made me feel,

*
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"she thought I . was coﬁlplairging about-playing time.” The head coach did not record

engaging in this behavior ‘at any point during the season.
Talks behind players’ backs. Interestingly, this particular behavior was not
recorded in the head coach’s journal, nor was it found in any of the athletes’ journals.

However, with the stipulation of rewording the behavior to “Goes to teammates of player

. with problem to attempt to help them or solve problem without violating coach-player

trust”, the coach agreed to having exhibited this behavior during the season.

Has too high expectations and puts pressure on players. Only one atlilete
recorded this behavior in her journal by commenting, “Makes me feel as though everything
I do is wrong: She; puts too much pressure on us.” The head coach did not make any
statements in her journal concerning this behavior.

‘ Has fav.o'rite players. Similar to the previously reported behavior, only one athlete
entered this ‘behavior in her journal making the statement, “Pointing out specific people to

point out faults.” The head coach did not record engaging in this behavior in her journal.

Assistant Coach Behavior Data
Athletes’ and Assistant Coach’s Interviews
" Positive Behaviors
A total of 56 positive assistant coaching behaviors emerged from the athletes’
interviews. All identified positive behé.viors were categorized into meaning units (a group
of identified perceptions and behaviors that are similar). A total of 13 meaning units were

formed from the athletes’ identification of the assistant coach’s positive behaviors with
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fiveé behaviors not fitting into a meaning unit. This indicates that five behaviors weére
identified that did not correlate with any other identified behavior. These five behaviors
were dis_igarded. Any meaning unit that had at least three athletes (i.¢., 25% of the team)

¥

-identify t:)'ehaviors within that meaning unit was considered significant and subsequently

placed on the assistant coach’s master list. This resulted in eight meaning unit$ consisting
of behaviors identified by three or more athletes. Table 9 represents the list of the |
assistant ‘coach’s eight positive behaviors as were identified by at least three of the athletes
during tl%eir"interviews and the resulting meaning units.

The positive master list of the assistant coach revealed eight meaning unit
behaviors. When asked during her interview if she had engaged in any of the behaviors on
the list dlfn'-ing the recently completed competitive season, she agreed with seven out of
eight, or 88%, of the identified positive behaviors. Therefore, she disagreed with one out
of eight, or 13%, of the identified positive behaviors. Table 10 shows the master list (list
of significant meaniné units) of the assistant coach’s positive behaviors. It also depicts the
assistant coach’s agreement or disagreement with each behavior identified by the athletes.

* Statistics regarding the number of athletes identifying each positive behaviof,

i
average’ aj}blétp rank-order of behaviors (based on perceived importance to the athletes),

AN 7 )
‘and the assistant-coach’s rank-order (based on perceived importance to the assistant”
coach) are présentéd in Table 11. The athléte rank-order was derived from the average
rank-order of all athletes identifying each behavior.. That is, the highest average rank-

order by the athletes was given the rank-order of #1, the second highest average rank-

order was given the rank-order of 2, and so on. Therefore, the higher the number, the
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Identified Coaching Behaviors

Positive Behaviors
(Meaning Units)

-|Pride in the program, good motivator, role model
. |Motivational

On the oourt with team, notices mistakes more, motivating
Has'good thlngs to say, knows what motivates people
Shows shc; believed in team (horse-n-buggy)

Positive reinforcement
Speaks positively to.players -

|Supportive of players -

Value what she says, important
Doesn’t stress negatives, stresses positives
Good input

Keeps lines open for communication, trustworthy
Very approachablé

‘ Can talk to her

Easier to talk to at end of season
Approachable

Easy to talk to

Listens, uﬂderstood people more

Takes pressure off players, keeps the atmosphere fun
Has fun off the court

Able to joke around with

Fun 1

1Good mediator between’ players and coach

Explains [head coach’s] behaviors to team

Listens to players and takes their thoughts to fhead coach]

Explained iheaa coach’s] tough love practice
Acts as [head coach’s] translator

Talks to players on side and brings opinions to [head coach]

Motivates plavers

Positively reinforces and
is supportive layers

Approachable and easy to
talk to

Mediator between players
and head coach

P —
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Demands a lot from players
Brings up level of practice, expects a lot from players
High expectations of players

Started glvmg more feedback at end of season
tAlways very informative when players ask her
Coaches players, tells them what they needed to do -
Constructive criticism

|

|Great hustle, effort in practice

Leads by e‘xample hates to lose

Always ready to go, part1c1pates in practice,
wﬂlmgness to help

Comes to practice -happy to be there-

|Cheerful, cheers people up

Pushes everybody to work harder when she plays with team. -

of players

Constructively criticizes

Always ready to

leads by example

(1]
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Table 10.

Identified Assistant Coach’s Positive Behaviors by the Athletes and Assistant-Coach
Coach’é
Agreement
As‘sistailt Coach - Positive Behaviors Yes | No
1.- Motivates players ' | 1D ¢
2. Positively reinforces and is supportive of X
| players ,
| 3. Approachable and easy to tatk to X
4. Fun . ) X
-5. Mediator between players and head coach. X
6. Has hlgh expectations of players "X
7. Constructively criticizes "X
8. Always ready to go and leads by example X
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Table 11.

Athl

Athlete Rank-Order
(no. of athletes; avg.)

Coach
Rank-Order

1. Motivate's players
© (4; avg. 2.20)

1. Approachable and easy to talk

to

head coach
(6; avg. 2.50)*

2. Medlator between players and”

2. Mediator between players and
head coach.

3. Pos1t1vely reinforces and is
'supportwe of players
(5; avg. 2.50)*

3. Positively reinforces and is
supportive of players

4. Constructively criticizes
(4, avg. 2.75).

4. Constructively criticizes

o
5. Always ready to'go and leads

5. Motivates players

(7,:avg. 3.29)

by exarhple
(5;avg. 3.00) )
6. Approachable and easy to talk | 6. Always ready to go and leads
to by example

7. Has high expectations of
players
(4;avg. 4.25)

7- Has high expectations of
players.

-8. Fun
(4;avg. 5.25)

*Although “mediator between players and head coach™ and “positively remforces and is

82

supportlve of players” have the same average rank-order, “mediator between players and

head coach” was rank-ordered higher, as number 2. This was due to the number of
athletes 1dent1fymg each behavior. “Mediator between players and head coach” was
perceived by six players whereas “positively reinforces and is supportive of players” was

perceived by five athletes.
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more desirable the behavior (i.e., the behavior rank-ordered as #1 was perceived by the
athletes to be the most desirable behavior). The assistant coach was only asked to rank-
order those behaviors that she identified as her own from the previous season beginning
with the ltnost desirable behavior (i.e., the behavior rank-ordered as #1 was perceived by

the assistant coach to be the most desirable behavior).

Negative Behaviors.

Actotal of 47 negative assistant coaching behaviors emerged from thie athletes’
interviews. All identified negative behaviors were categorized into meaning units as
previousl? discussed. A total of three meaning units resulted. Five behaviors did not fit’
. into a meaning unit. This means that five beha;viors were identified that did not correlate

i
with any othér identified behavior. These five behaviors wére discarded. Any meaning
unit that hiad at least three athletes (i.e., 25% of the team) identify behaviors within that
meaning unit was considered significant and subsequently placed on the assistant coach’s

master list. This resulted in three meaning units consisting of behaviors identified by three
e " A ’ -

7

€ . 7 :
or more athletes. Table 12 represents a list of the assistant coach’s three negative
L s ) :?’ ;A e

beha:riors ‘as.were identified by at least three of the athletes during their interviews and the
resulting meaning units. |

The negative master list of the assistant coach revealed three meahing unit
behaviors." When asked during her interview if she had ‘engaged in any of the behaviors on

the list during the recently completed competitive season, she agreed with one out of

three, or 33%, of the identified negative behaviors. Therefore, she disagreed with two out

l
t




Table 12.
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Identified Coaching Behaviors and Resulting Meaning Units -

Assistant Coach, Negative Behaviors
ig

Identified Coaching Behaviors

Negative Behiaviors
(Meaning Units)

Quiet, keeps knowledge to herself
Not muich feedback
Doesn’t speak up enough
Doesn’t speak her mind
Passive in voice
Quiet
Doesn’t say anything when disagrees with [head coach]
Doesn’t speak up enough
Not talking enough
Has some great ideas but doesn’t speak up
Doesn’t talk enough
t
Fotuses on certain players
Didn’t feel she liked me at the béginning,
wasn’t as friendly toward me

.ot
Dedicates more of herself to setters

b
i

Brings outside influences on the court;

Focuses on and dedicates
more to certain players

takes it out on other people

Bad mood 1one practice Takes out bad mood on
Irritable when doesn’t work-out in mornings other people N ?
Brings bad attitude to practice

!

1

i

{

i

+ t hd L §
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of three, or 66% of the identified negative behaviors. Table 13 shows the master list (list
of significant mieaning units) of the assistant coach’s negative behaviors. It also depicts
the assistant ¢oach’s agreement or disagreement with each behavior identified by the
athletes.

Statistics regarding the number of athletes identifying each negétive behavior,
average athlete rank-order of behaviors, and assistant coach’s rank-order are pfesented in
Table 14. The athlete rank-order was derived from the average rank-order of all athletes
identifying each behavior. That is, the highest average rank-order by the athletes was
given the rank-order of #1, the second highest average rank-order was given the rank-
order of 2, apd 50, on. Therefore, the higher the number, the more undesirable the

*behavior gi.é., the l?ehavic;r, ranki-ordered as #1 was perceived By the athletes to be the
most unde;ifab'le behavior).: The assistant coach was only asked to rank-order those:
behaviors that she identified as her own from the previous season beginning with the most

‘undesirable behavior (i.e., the behavior rank-ordered as #1 was perceived by-the head

coach to be the most undesirable behavior).

Researcher Field Observation Notes

Several compatisons were made between the researcher’s field observation notes
and the information (meaning units) gained from the interviews. Each of the eight positive
and three negative assistant coaching behaviors are listed and comparisons drawn in
relation to the researcher’s observations. Rationale for keeping certain behaviors on the

coaches’ master lists even thotigh the behaviors were not identified in the researcher field




Table 13.

Identified Assistant Coach’s Negative Behaviors by the Athletes and Assistant Coach

Coach’s
Agreement
| Assistant Coach - Negative Behaviors Yes | No
1. Quiet X
2. Focuses on and dedicates more to certain X
~ players
3. Takes out bad mood on other people X

86




(11; avg. 1.18)

Table 14.
Athletes” and Assistant Coach’s Rank-Ordering of Négative Behaviors
Athlete Rank-Order Coach Ranic—Order ,
. (no. of athletes; avg.)
11: Quiet 1. Focuses on and dedicates more,

to certain players

1 2. Focuses on and dedicates more
to certain players
(3; avg. 1.67)

3. Takes out bad mood on other
people
(4; avg. 2.75)

87
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observation notes is outlined further in the discussion section (Chapter 5).

Motivates players. This behavior was noted in the researcher field observation
notes. In one particular instance, the assistant coach had promised the team that she-
would do a physical exercise that the team had to do in practice if the team performed
well. This served as a motivation force to the team who then performed very well. The:
assistant coach kept her promise and did the physical exercise in front of the team at
practice the following day.

Positively reinforces and is supportive of players. During one road trip, the team
had decided to do a: supportive team activity where they wrote positive.comments about
their teammates and gave those comments to that teammate. The purpose was to show
éach other support and gix;e each othet positive feedback. Although the coaches were not
asked to bekz{p'a.r't of this activity; the assistant coach took the initiative to write positive
icomment; aboﬁt each of tile players and see that they each got positive reinforcement
fromher.

Approachablé and easy to talk to. This was noted when several pl:fyer‘s on the
team went to the assistant coach to t;ﬂk about issues that were bothering them (i.e.,
playing time, head coaching decisions, etc.). A couple of the athletes- commented to the
researcher that the assistant coach was very open and easy to talk to.

Fun. At different times during the season, it was noticed that the players séemed

to have a lot of fun when they were with the assistant coach. The assistant coach seemed
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to be able to'laugh and enjoy the players, which encouraged the players to laugh and have
a good time as well.

Mediator between players and head coach. At one point during the season, the
team had a'problem with one of the head coach’s coaching decisions. They took this
matter to the assistant coach who then spoke with the head coach about the incident.

Has high expectations of players. This behavior was not recorded in the
researcher field observation notes. }iéwever, because four players (i.e., 33% of the team)
identified this behavior, it was considered significant and placed on the assistant coach’s
positive master list.

Constructively criticizes. This behavior was noted during one practice when the
assistant coach pulled a player aside and explained why that player’s particular techniques
were incorrect and how she could correct them.

Always ready to go and leads by example. The researcher noted that the assistant -
coach was always ready to jump into drills and scrimmages when the team needed an éxtra

player.

Negative Behaviors ‘

Quiet. This behavior was noted on three separate occasions in the researcheér field
observation notes. The assistant coach would often remain quiet without giving her
opinion during both practices and games. Often, she would take the physical position of
standing partly behind the head coach during team huddles and frequently, she would not

join the team huddles at all. It was noted that she would rarély speak without first being

3
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spoken to (either by the head coach or a player).

Focuses on arid dedicates more to certain players. This behavior was noted on
two separat;e occasions, both during game situations. In one instance, it was writtén that
the assistant coach didn’t talk to the team during time-outs. Instead, she pulled certain
‘.pléyers aside, and addressed them one-on-one. The players that received this individual
attention were always those players who played a specific position. The second situation
occirred duririg warm-ups when the assistant coach and the aforementioned specific

players seemed to have inside jokes that the rest of the players on the team were not privy

7 s R D
to. Certain comments were made and seemed to be understood only by the assistant

)

coach and these indiv}dual p?axers.
“ Takes out ba;1 mood on other people. This was noted at one practice during the
season. The assistant coach physically moved a player to' where she wanted her to be on
the court. Nothing was verbalized, the coach simply moved the player. During that same

practice, the assistant coach became uncharacteristically upset when shé got hit with a ball,

which was evident by her nonverbal actions (i.e., slamming balls, glaring at players, etc.).

Athletic Trainer

It was of particular interest to the researcher whether or not the assistant coach’s
behaviors changed in the presence of the researcher. To better understand this possibility,
the team’s athletic trainer was interviewed by the researcher in an informal, conversational
style interview. According to the team’s athletic trainer, the researcher’s presence did not

seem to have much effect on the assistant coach’s behaviors. In the perception of the
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team’s athletic trainer, the assistant coach’s demeanor rarely changed.

' hletes’ a istan ’

Several comparisons were made between the participants’ (athletes and assistant
coach) journals and the information gained from the interviews (meaning units). Each of
the outlined eight positive and three negative assistant coaching behaviors are listed and
comparisons drawn in relation to the wéekly journals. Rationale for keeping certain
behaviors on the coaches’ master lists even thouéh the behaviors were not identified in the

participants’ journals is outlined further in the discussion section (Chapter 5).

Motivates players. This behavior was noted by the assistant coach as well as
several of the athletes in their journals. The assistant coach wrote, “[I] participated in
.motivational drills for players ex: I ran as award (reward) for them to reach goal.”
Athletes’ comments were, “Motivation during practice”, “Able to motivate all quickly
and éﬁicigt}tly”,-‘fGood motivator”, “Motivation for the team”, “(She) worked to get
] everyone pumped upfor the weekénd tournament.”
“Positively reinforces and is supportive of players. This béhavior was also:
supported in the assistant coach’s and several athletes’ journals. Some of the assistant-
coach’s recordings included, “Individual feedback”, “Individual positive feédback

regarding specific performances”, “[I] Gave (a player) positive feedback/ideas on"how to

improve herself athlétically and let her know I believed in her and what she could
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acéomplish”, “Individual instruction and confidence builder with (a player).”” The athletes
wrote, “On the court, she would tell me what I was doing good”, “She told me after a
matéh that I did a great job”, “Positive reinforcement during drills”, “(She) was very
supportive for me personally this week. She helped give me confidence...”, “I know I can
count on her to always tell me when I am doing a good job”, “She always tells me when
I’'m doing well, and she’s always very serious when she says it”, “I think that she’s almost
always positive”, “She can focus on the positives”, “‘She gave compliments to everyone
and was very supportive.”

Approachable and easy to talk to. This behavior was also supported by the
assistant coach’s and several of the athletes’ journals. The assistant coach commented
that she, “Offered to listen if needed, individually.” Athléte comments included, “After
the game, she said that if any of us needed to talk to her, or needed a message to be
passed on, that she was there for us”, “I can go to her. Her advice and explanations are
great because it comes from an assistant coach and a past player of (our head coach).”

Fun. This behavior was noted in both the assistant coach’s and several of the
athletes’ journals. The assistant coach wrote, “[I] Make players laugh/lighten up when
things are stressful off the court.” Athlete comments included, “Joked around with me”,

“Good humor when there is tension”, “Very open and fun”, “Has fun with us”, “Intense
and fun as usual”, “She joked around with us when it was appropriate.” Although the

assistant coach noted this behavior in her journal, she disagreed with it during her

interview.
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Mediator between players and head coach. This behavior was also noted in the .
journals by the assistant coach and the players. The assistant coach wrote, “Damage
control at practice on Wednesday between (players) and (the head coach).” Some of the
athletes wrote, “Resource as to (the head coach’s) decisions”, “Listening to us and then
talking to (head coach)”, “Talking to us and explaining stuff about (head coach)”, “She
‘came to our room last night and explained a lot of (the head coach’s) behaviors.”

Has high expectations of players. This behavior was supported by the data
obtained from the assistant coach’s and the athletes’ journals. The assistant coach noted,
«pushed the athletes to bring more out of themselves.” Athlete comments included, ‘;She
has been pushing us in 4 good way and working us hard” and “She always pushes us to
work.”

,Cgrzsgrzfctively criticizes. This was noted in both the assistant coach’s and several
athletes’ journals. Tl_fe assistant coach reponited, “Individual feedback - constructive and
1-o6-1", “Loud and strong vetbal cues”, “Constructive feedback during games instead of
‘oh really” statements.” Athletes” reported, “On the court, she would tell me what I was
doing wrong, helping me out”, “She told me how to do something in a good way - like
advice - not “‘do this’ ”, “She gave me very constructive feedback, which helped me during
practice”, “(She) is really good at telling us what we are doing wrong in a positive manner
and a strict manner”, “Talkirig to us constructively”, “Telling me what I was doing good
and bad and how to fix it”, “She gave me lots of feedback and it helped me‘a lot. It \-avasn’t

like, ‘you do this wrong’, more like, “try it this way’.”
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Always ready to go and ledds by example. This behavior was also supported by
the assistant coach and several of the athletes. The assistant coach wrote, “Playing during
practice, I feel I contribute positively with attitude, hustle, and communication.” Athlete
comments included, “Demonstrated what I needed to do”, “High energy and enthusiasm”,
“She brought her energy into the gym™, “She always seems happy and brings good spirits

to the games and practices”, “Great hustle and energy.”

Negative Behaviors

Quiet. This behavior was not supported by the assistant coach. However, several
athletes made note of this by commenting, “She didn’t talk enough at one of the matches,
was silent”, “She needs to speak up and talk, I know she has great things to say, she needs
to say them”, “When she has something to say (it seems) she holds it back™, “She still
doesn’t speak her mind to the team™, “She doesn’t speak up when something is bothering
her, even though it might help us”, “Sometimes she is too quiet and doesn’t express when
we are doing something wrong”, “She needs to voice her opinion more often”, “Not.

speaking'up when [she] disagrees with (head coach)”, “Not adding her own opinions to
changes”, “Not speaking up at practice”, “Needs to give more input in practice and
games”, “She doesn’t really talk much”, “Needs to talk a little more”, “Not speaking up
sometimes”, “Sometimes it seems as if she has something to say, but doesn’t say it”,
“She’s quiet at times”, “(She’s) still rather quiet”, “She needs to talk more and give us her
opinion, she has géoq things'td say but doesn’t say them enough.”
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Focuses on and dedicates more to certain players. This behavior was not

documented in the assistant coach’s journal. The athletes, however, did make note of this
behavior by commenting, “I don’t think she likes me”, “She seems to spend a lot of time”
with (specific players according to their position)”, “Deals mainly with (specific players
according to their position)”, “I think she sometimes pays too much attention to (specific
players according to their position)”, “She appears to focus on and complimenf some
players more tha;n others for no apparent reason.”

& :Takes-out bai mood on other' peoplé. This behavior was supported by data
obtained from the asSistant coach’s as well as several athletes’ journals. The assistant
coach reported, “Pissy attitude [at] Tuesday practice.” Athlete comients included, “She
got pissed when someone hit her - not a good attitude”, “She was in a bad mood”, “I
didn’t like it on Tuesday when she brought her bad attitude to practice”, “Moodiness™,
“When it’s a bad mood day, it’s a bad mood day”, “Being cranky during practice, getting
mad at us when we didn’t deserve it”, “She took her bad day out on us and gc;t mad at
things we did that she normally wouldn’t care about.” Although the assistant coach

recorded this behavior in her journal, she denied engaging in this behavior during her

interview.
Ideal Coaching Behaviors
Athletes

Athletes’ ideal coaching behavior lists were also combined to produce a total of

102 reported behaviors. All'identified behaviors that were similar were categorized into
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méaning units. A total of seven meaning units resulted. Thirty-six behaviors were
identified that did not fit into any meaning unit. This indicates that 36 behaviors were
identified that did not correlate 'with any other identified behavior. These 36 beliaviors
were discarded. Any meaning unit that had at least three athletes (i.e., 25% of team)
identify behaviors within that meaning unit was considered significant and subsequently
placed on the ideal coaching behaviors master list. Table 15 represents the list of seven
ideal coaching behaviors as were identified by the athletes during their interviews a1'1d the
resulting meaning units.

Statistics for the athletes’ seven ideal coaching behaviors are compiled in Table 16.
The rank-order of each behavior was determined by the average of the athletes’ rank-
orders. ‘That is, the highest average was given the rank-order of #1, the second highest
average was given the rank-order of number 2, and so on. Therefore, the higher the
Enumber, the more desirable the behavior. Athletes rank-ordered ideal coaching behaviors
beginning with the most desirable behavior. Also included in Table 16 are the number of
athlétgs who identified each particular ideal coachirig behavior and the number of athietes
who identified that particular bePavior,as being the most desirable ideal coaching behavior
(i.e., the number of athletes who rank-ordered the behavior as #1).

Six athletes rank-ordered an ideal coaching behavior as #1, the most important.
behavior to them, that did not fit into any of the formulated meaning units. That is, tﬁree
athletes (i.e., 25% of the team) had to identify a behavior for that behavior to be placed on
the ideal coaching master list. Although the following listed behaviors were each

identified as the most important behaviors to one athlete (who ranked the behavior at #1),




Table 15.

Identi hing Behavior: Resulting Meaning Units -
Athletes’, Ideal Coaching Behaviors
Idéntified Coaching Behaviors Ideal Behaviors
(Meaning Units)
Authority that demands respect but also respects players
Have respect for Mutual respect between
Respect and have fun with them coach and athletes
Respect coach - fespects team
Demands a lot from you and pushes you to succeed
Demands that players work hard and settle for nothing less
Tough drills Demands hard work
Pushes team but knows players’ limits
Works players hard physically
Pushes people to limit all the time
Motivates you to push yourself
Finds ways to motivate team o
Always pushing players in their own positive ways Motivational
Motivational
Motivates players
|Knows how to motivate every player, intrinsically and extrinsically
Makes themselves approachable and easy to talk to - not defensive
Willing to'talk and listen to players
Can talk to them;; always has open door for players Approachable and easy to
Can talk to and understand easy ' talk to

Open for suggestions; Easy to talk to off court
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Knowledge of game

Knowledge of game; Experience (coaching and playing)

Played sport at some point

Knows the game

Communication - knows game and knows how to coach game
Kriows the sport - lots of drills

Really good knowledge of game - lots of player and coach experience
Know everything about sport

" | Shows you what you'need to do; Involved during practice
Able to play with players and show them skills
Knows how to teach it

Explains what they are doing
Has an answer for all questions
Explains everything that’s going on

Knowledge of the game

Teaches skills through
modeling

Explains actions




Table16.

Rank- Ideal Coaching Behaviors # of Athletes | # of Athletes
Order Identifying Rank-
(by avg.) Behavior Ordering at
#1
1 Mutual respect between coach 4 1
(avg. 3.25) | and athletes
: 2 Demiands hard work | 6 2
(avg. 4.33)
3 Motivational 6 2
(avg. 4.5)
4 Approachable and easy to talk 5 0
~ (avg.4.71) | to »
5 Knowledge of the game 8 1
(avg. 5.22)
6 Teaches skills through 3 0
(avg.5.25) | modeling
7 Explains actions 3 0
‘(avg. 9.66)
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they were not identified by at least two other athletes as being significant and thus, were
not placed on the coach’s master list. These behaviors were: (a) recognize
accomplishments and faults to helé you improve, (b) positive attitude, (c) enthusiastic
about the sport, (d) plays players for playing ability, (¢) dedicated, (f) gives you the feeling

that you are the only one who can take yourself off the court - gives players confidence.

.
Head Coach

The head coach was asked to develop two separate ideal coaching behavior lists.
One from her perspective as a coach (eight behaviors were identified) and one from what

she believed her athletes desired (five behaviors were identified) (see Table 17). Both lists

were rank-ordered by the coach beginning with the most desirable behavior.

Assistant Coach

The assistant coach was also asked to develop two ideal coaching behavior lists.
One list from her vper‘s'pective as an assistant coach (nine behaviors were identified) and the
other list from what she believed her athletes desired (ten behaviors were identified) |
(see Table 18) Both lists were rank-ordé(ed by the coach beginning with the most

desirable behavior.

Summary
Results from this study indicated that coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of

positive, or. desirable, coaching behaviors were similar. However, their perceptions of




Table 17.

- Head Coach Identified Ideal Coaching Behaviors

|

|

i

1 Ideal Coach -
Coach’s Perspective:

Ideal Coach - Coach’s Idea
of Athletes’ Desires

| 1. Empowering; caring . Motivational

2. Inspirational; motivational 2. Enthusiastic

| 3. Create léﬁnxing . Caring - empowering

envir_onment

| . Fun-loving yet a tough |
coach; hard on them

4. Create aﬁ»envir,onment
where athlétes can take
chances

Playful environment . Knowledgeable

o |

Giving 100% in effort

Enthusiastic

Tee | N

Aura of greatness
reflected onto players;
accepting nothing less

3

than100%, ~ .-

. . * .
e & ¢ . -
El W 3
L, -
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| Ideal Céach - | Ideal Coach - Coach’s Idea
‘Coach Perspective

e

" |1 "'Honest

12. Good communicator

13. Match piayers’ efforts and |

dedication to sport

4, éCoﬁsis’tent

. Reépectﬁﬂ (coaches- and
athletes)

5. Positive ‘majority. of tinie

. ?ushe‘s them to their
potential

5. Individual attention

6. ilealistiéally demandi}xg

7. Knows the game,
stratégy, and when to use it

7. Motivator

| "8. Know players

. Gives specific, useful
individually; be mentor or ||  feedback; constructive
supporter outside of
athletics

: 9. Energetic

119 Positive reinforcement

10. Good personality

1102




103

negative, or undesirable, coaching behaviors were markedly divergent. Furthermore, ideal
coaching characteristics as identified by coaches and athletes have similarities and

differences.

Degsirable Coaching Behaviors
When combined, the head coach’s and assistant coach’s positive master lists
-yielded a total of 17 meaning units (9 head, 8 assistant) as identified by the athletes. Of
these, the coaches colle_ctively agreed with having exhibited 16. This indicated a high
similarity (ie., 94% agreement) between the athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of the

coaches’ positive behaviors that occurred throughout the competitive season.
3

. o . . [ - > i *
Specifically, positive behaviors in agreement were: * *

Cares about player problems outside of volleyball
Has a love for the game and competition and wants to have fun
Empbhasizes positive points of play

Holds intense practices

Motivates team

Listens to players

Has confidence in players

Tries different approaches to make things work
Explains actions

10.  Motivates players

11.  Positively reinforces and is supportive of players
12.  Approachable and easy to talk to

13.  Mediator between players and head coach

14.  Has high expectations of players

15. Constructively criticizes

16.  Always ready to go and leads by example.

XN LN~

©°

The only positive behavior with which the athletes and a coach disagreed was:

1. Fun.
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Undesi hi Vior,

When combined, the head coach’s and assistant coach’s negative master lists
yielded a total of 15 meaning units (12 head, 3 assistant) as identified by the athletes. Of
tliese, the coaches collectively agreed with having exhibited 5. This indicated a high
difference (i.e., 67% disagreement) between the athletes” and coaches’ perceptions of the
coaches’ negative behaviors that occurred throughout the competitive season.

Specifically, negative behaviors whicl; the athletes and a“coach disagreed with were:

Not honest with players and plays head games

Different expectations for players

Doesn’t take players’ emotions and feelings into consideration
Doesn’t give players second chances

‘Contradictory

Defensive and has selective hearing

Has too high expectations and puts pressure on players

Has favorite players '

Quiet

Takes out bad mood on other people

oy
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Negative behaviors with which the athletes and a coach agreed were:

1. Dwells more on negatives and lets negative €motions out
Doesn’t know each of the players well enough to be able to
motivate them consistently

3. Doesn’t explain motives

4, Talks behind players’ backs

5. Focuses on and dedicates more to certain players
Ideal Coaching Behavior.

Athletes’ ideal coaching behavior list revealed seven behaviors. Collectively, the
coaches’ lists (i.e., head and assistant) produced 17 ideal coaching behaviors while their

combined lists from what they believed their athletes desired produced 15 behaviors. The
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_ following list of four ideal coaching characteristics was noted by both the athletes and one -

. or both of the coaches:

1. Athletes: Mutual respect between coach and athlétes
Assistant Coach: Respectful (coaches and athletes)
2. Atbhletes: Demands hard work
-Assistant Coach: Pushes them to their potential
3. Athletes: Motivational
Head Coach: Inspirational, motivational
Assistant Coach: - Motivator
4, Athletes: Knowledge of the game
Head Coach: Knowledgeable
Assistant Coach: Knows the game, strategy, and when to use it

Three ideal coaching behaviors were noted by athletes but not by the coaches.

These behaviors were:

1. Apbrdachable and easy to talk to
2. Teaches skills through modeling
3. Explains actions

Because the coaches identified four of the seven (i.e., 57%) ideal céaching

behaviors that were listed by the athletes, it was concluded that athletes’ and coaches’

perceptions of ideal coaching behaviors were somewhat similar.
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Re ion
The research question to be answered through this investigation was, “What are
the similarities and differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching

behaviors?”
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Similaritie
Similarities between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors

appeared to lie in those behaviors that were perceived as desirable, or positive, by both the

~

‘coaclwl and the athlétes. If one party (typically the athlete) viewed the act as undesirable, it

%

was$ 'gzl?ikely thatico'aches’ and athiétes’ ;;erceptions of the behavior would differ. In the
present study, there was a 94% agreement between coaches’ and athletes’ on those
behaviors perceived as desirable by both parties. Specifically, these behaviors dealt with- |
the constructs of:

Caring about, listening to, and supporting the players
Loving the game and leading by example

Emphasizing the positive; yet using constructive criticism
Having intense practices and high éxpectations of players
Motivating the team

Having confidence in the players

Trying different approaches to make things work
Explaining actions.

BN A WN -

Also, similarities between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of what constitutes

an ideal coach include the following concepts:

1. Mutual respect

2. Demanding hard work

3. Being motivational

4. Having a knowledge of the game

Of these four ideal coaching characteristics, the coaches in this study were identified as

possessing two: demanding hard work and being motivational.
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Differences

Differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors
appeared to lie in those behaviors that were perceived as undesirable, or negative, by the
athletes. If one party (typically the athlete) viewed the act as undesirable, it was likely that |
coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of the behavior would differ. In the present study,
there was a 67% disagreement between coaches’ and athletes’ on those behaviors
perceived as undesirable by the athletes. The negative behaviors on which the athletes
and coaches disagreed all had negative corinotations and were likely also perceived by-
coaches as negative. Therefore, coaches’ and-athletes’ perceptions differed on those
behaviors that were likely perceivgd by both coaches and athletes as negative. These

behaviors were:

1. Not honest with players and plays head games
2. Different expectations for players
3. Doesn’t take players’ emotions and feelings into consideration
4. ~ Doesn’t give players second chances
5. Contradictory
< 6. Defensive and has selective hearing
7. ' Has too high expectations and puts pressure on players
8. Has favorite players '
9. Quiet
10.  Takes out bad mood on other people.

However, those behaviors that were perceived as negative by the athletes but which the
coaches’ agreed to engaging in, could have been perceived as positive by the coaches.
These behaviors may have had a negative connotation to the athletes and a positive
connotation to the coaches:

1. Dwells more on negatives and lets negative emotions out
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2. Doesn’t know each of the players well enough to be able to
motivate them consistently

3. Doesn’t explain motives

4, Talks behind players’ backs

5. Focuses on and dedicates more to certain players.

In summary, coaches and athletes tended to agree with those behaviors that were
viewed as positive by both the coaches and the athletes. Also, they agreed with those.
behaviors whose connotation may have been negative to the athlete, but positive to the
coach. On the other hand, coaches and athletes tended to disagree with those behaviors

that both the coaches and athletes perceived as negative.
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. ‘DISCUSSION

Previous research has primarily resulted in dichotomous answers (yes or no) to the
question of whether coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors are similar
(Anshel & Straub, 1991; Horne & Carron, 1985; Percival, 1971; Prapavessis & Gordon,
1991; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1996; Salminen at al., 1992). The majority of these
findings indicated that coaches” and athletes’. perceptions of coaching behaviors are :
divergent. However, limited research has been conducted to explain specific perceptual
similarities and discrepancies between coaches and athletes. Therefore, this study focused
on conceptualizing the similarities and differences between coaches’ and athletes’
perceptions of coaching behaviors in regard to three behavioral dimensions: (a) desirable
coaching behaviors, (b) undesirable coaching behaviors, and (c) ideal coaching behaviors. |
Specifically, the research question to be answered was: “What are the similarities and
differences between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors?” Several
noteworthy comparisons emerged from this study and are discussed in this chapter.

Results from this study indicate that coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of positive,
or desirable coaching behaviors are similar. However, their perceptions of negative, or
undesirable coaching behaviors are markedly divergent. Also, what coaches and athletes
believe to be ideal coaching characteristics were found to be somewhat similar. Although
coaches often think they know what behaviors their athletes prefer in a coach, research

indicates that may not always be the case- (Percival, 1971; Salminen et al., 1992; Smith et
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al,, 1978; Wandzilak et al., 1988). In fact, athletes may desire entirely different behaviors

in a coach than whiat the codch believes his or her athletes desire.

Desirable Coaching Behaviors
Three behaviors (two for the head coach and one for the assistant coach) were left
on the coaches’ positive master lists although not listed in either the participants’ journals
or the researcher field observation notes. Rationale for including these behaviors follows.
In relation to desirable behaviors of the head coach:

" 1. Cares about player probléms outside of volleyball. This behavior was not
rioted in the researcher field observation notes. However, rarely did the researcher spend
time with the team outside of the volleyball arena (i.e., practices and games). Therefore,
the researcher was not exposed to the athletes’ outside problems and how the coach may
‘fla‘\i/e deazitj"vvitﬁ thiGse problems off thie volleyball court. Also, this behavior ki.e., caring)
may hz;Ve loiccurred more on a orie-to-one basis between the head coach and each player
that identified the behavior. Usually, outside problems are discussed outside of the sport
arena and in the coach’s office or another private location. Thus, the researcher was not
privy to such conversations. Yet, because three athletes (i.e., 25% of the team) identified
this behavior, it was considered significant and included on the head coach’s positive
master list.

2. Holds intense practices. This particular behavior was not documented in the

researcher field observation notés. However, because the researcher did not participate

with the team and did not attend every practice during the course of the season, the
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fluctuations in intensity levels at practices were difficult to assess. Yet, there was no
‘documentation in the researcher field observation notes to refute this identified behavior.
Therefore, “intense practices” was included on the head coach’s positive master list.
In relation to the desifable behaviors of the assistant coach:
3. Has high expectations of players. This behavior of the assistant coach was not.
listed in the researcher field observation notes. It might be that this behavior was noticed
more by individual players than by an outside observer. The expectations that each athlete
perceived are difficult to speculate.
When assessing positive, or desirable coaching behaviors, athletes’ and'coaches’
perceptions were strikingly similar (i.e., 94% agreement). The head coach agreed with
nine out of nine of her desirable behaviors that were identified by the athletes while the
assistant coach agreéed with seven out of eiglit of her desirable behaviors (she disagreed
with being “fun”). During her interview, the assistant-coach explained her perceptions of
hiér own personality, which could also explain why she disagreed with being “fun” the
previous season.
It’s prqbably just my mannerism and sometimes just being quiet. But also
just being intense at some points. I just think that certain personalities
know how to joke with me and can get me to lighten up and talk to me and
other people are either too nervous to tiy to do that or don’t care to try to
do that. Ijust think it’s a general, I don’t know, aura I give out.

The pilot study coach also agreed with eight out of eight of his desirable behaviors that

were identified by the pilot study athletes. Salminen et al. (1992) and Salminen and

Liukkonen (1996) declared that, in general, people tend to overestimate their socially

ﬂl“j‘ «
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desirable characteristics. When presented with a list of positive, or s‘ociallNdeesirable
behaviors and asked whether or not oné possesses those qualities, it would be more
desirable and socially acceptable for most people to say that they do. Not only does tvhat.
make the person feel good about him or herself (increases self-confidence), it also makes
him or her look good-to others (increases self-image). Also, the behaviors listed on the
coaches’ positive master lists all have a positive connotation. Therefore, if the coaches’
intentions are to benefit the team, which is likely the case, the coach will engage in

behaviors that he or she perceives to be helpful to the team, which encompasses the

behaviors on the coaches’ positive master lists.

Undesirable Coaching Behaviors

Six behavioi's were left on the head coach’s negative master list although not

. *Tisted iﬁ"ei;h‘ér the participants>jourrials or the researcher field observation notes. All
negiative Beliaviors Of the assistant coach were documented in either the participa;lts’
journals or the researcher field observation notes. Rationale for including the six negative
behaviors on the head coach’s master list follows. *

1. Talks behind players backs. This was the only behavior that was not identified
in the participants’ journals nor in the researcher field observation notes. This behavior
was believed to have effected those individuals who were “talked about™ or “talked to” by
the head coach. In fact, when reviewing the interviews, the athletes who identified this
behavior gave examples of specific times when the head coach talked about or to them on

an individual basis. Thus, the researcher was not there to witness the interaction, which
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resulted in the behavior not being documented in the researcher field observation notes.
Speculation behind why this behavior was not listed in the journals is due to the timing of
journal writing. Journals were completed at the end of a practice. What was most likely
fresh in the athletes’ minds was actual practice time as opposed to situations they may
have encountered off the court. 1t is difficult to believe that the coach talked behind a
players’ back to another player in the presence of othér téam members. Al‘sc:, this
behavior may have occurred in the period 'l;etween the last journal collection anii the
athletes’ post season interviews (approximately ﬁ\}e weeks). Becaus; iive athletes
(i.e., 42% of the team) identified this behavior during their interviews, it was considered
significant and placed on the head coach’s negative master list.

2. Not honest with players and plays head games. This particular behavior was
not noted in the researcher field observation notes. However, it is believed that the:
researcher would need to actually be a member of the team, and thus be involved directly,
in order to grasp the occurrence of this behavior. The fact that four players (i.’e,, 33% of
the team) noted this beilavior.prompted its inclusion on the head coach’s negative master
list.

3. Different expectations for players. This behavior was also not noted in the
researcher field observation notes. Again, it is believed that the researcher would need to
be a member of the team in order to grasp this behavior. Still, because three athletes

(i.e., 25% of the team) noted this behavior, it was placed on the head coach’s négative

master list.
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4. Doesn’t know each of the players well enough to be able to motivate them
consistently. This behavior was not noted in tﬁe researcher field observation notes. It is
. believed that this is a behavior that effects each individual separately and is based on
individual preferencés. Those athletes who were not motivated by the coach probably
identified this behavior as being significant during their interviews. This included three
athletes (i.e., 25% o_f the team) and therefore was placed on the head coach’s negative
master list.

5. Has too high expectations and puts pressure on players. This behavior was
not documented in the researcher field observation notes. This is a behavior that is
considered individual and is likely perceived differently by each individual. Itis difficult to
speculate how each individual player might perceive the head coach’s expectations and/or
“pressure.” However, because four athletes (i.e., 33% of team) identified this behavior
during their interviews, it was placed on the head coach’s negative master list.

6. Has favorite players. The researcher did not note this behavior in the field -
observation notes. This behavior is believed to be experienced by those who do.not see

themselves as the coach’s “favorite player.” Because three athletes (i.e., 25% of the team)

t 5
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identified this behavior during their intervié&s, it was left on the head coach’s negative
master list. ] |

When assesﬁng negative, or undesirable coaching behaviors, athletes’ and
coaches’ perceptions were found to be markedly divergent (i.e., 67% disagreement). This

supports the findings of several investigators (Anshel & Straub, 1991; Horne & Carron,

1985; Percival, 1971; Prapavessis & Gordon, 1991; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1996;
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Salminen et al., 1992) who have pointed out that perceptions of coaches and athletes
regarding coaching behaviors conflict.

Anshel and Straub (1991) investigated perceptual differences between high school

and collegiate coaches and athletes regarding undesirable coaching behaviors. Of the 7
undesirable, or negative, coaching behaviors identified by athletes (n = 81), none of the 22
coaches agreed to engaging in more than 2, and 5 coaches denied affiliation with any of
the listed undesirable coaching behaviors. As a result, these investigators concluded that

coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors (undesirable) were mar}(edly
i

divergent. £

~

- In the present study, the head coach only aggreed with 4 out of 12 (i:e., 33%)
n'egative behaviors, thus disagreeing with 8 of 12 (i.e., 67%). The assistant coach agreed
with one out of three (i.e., 33%) negative behaviors, thus disagreeing with two out of

_three (i'e., 66%). Specifically, the negativé behaviors with which either the head coach or

the assistant coach disagreed were:

Not honest with players and plays head games

Different expectations for players

Doesn’t take players’ emotions and feelings into consideration
Doesn’t give players second chances

Contradictory

Defensive and has selective hearing

Has too high expectations and puts pressure on players

Has favorite players '

Quiet

0.  Takes out bad mood on other people
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The negative behaviors with which either the head coach or the assistant coach

agreed were:

o

Dwells more on negatives and.lets negative emotions out
2. Doesn’t know each of the players well enough to be able to
motivate them consistently

3. Doesn’t explain motives
4. Talks behind players’ backs
5. Focuses on and dedicates more to certain players

When the coaches were initially presented their negative master lists, they were not
told that their master list came from their athletes nor were they told that the list consisted
of negative characteristics. They were simply asked whether or not they had engaged in
any of the behaviors on the list during the previously completed competitive season.
Therefore, the coaches may not have perceived every behavior on the list to have a
negative, or harmful, corinotation. For example, the assistant coach agreed with the
negative behavior of, “focuses on and dedicates more to certain players.” During her
interview, when this particular behavior was presented, she made the comment that her job
was to be the ‘setter coach.” Therefore she tended to work more with the setters.. She"
perceived this to be positive and beneficial to the team while not realizing that other
playérs may have felt rejected due to their position on the team. Still, when examining the
list of negative behaviors that the coaches disagreed with, it appears that their implied
meanings would likely be perceived as negative. When the coaches were asked whether
or not they had engaged in these behaviors, they could have perceived some of these
behaviors to be behaviors that may potentially be harmful to the team. For example, the

head coach disagreed with the behavior ofd“contrjidic':‘t'ory.”e A coach sending

s
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contradictory messages to his or her team will likely have a very confused and frustrated
team that hears something one day (e.g., a promise to start the next game) and gets an
entirely different message the next day (e.g., being told they will sit the bench the entire
game). Coaches, as well as leaders in general, are usually not prepared to admit they may
have done something destructive toward their subordinates, as harming the team is
frequently not the intent of the coach.

On the other hand, when viewing the list of negative behaviors the coaches agreed
with, it could be that these behaviors were not perceived as negative or harmful to the
team. In fact, some of these behaviors may be perceived by a coach to be helpful té the
team when engaged in at the proper time. Therefore, the coaches may have engaged in
these behaviors for “the good of the team.” For example, the head coach was presented
with the behavior of; “talks behind players’ backs.” She admitted to engaging in this
behavior only if she could reword it to appropriately reflect what she believed she had
done. Her reworded behavior was, “Goesth teammates of pla;yer,with prob!em to attempt
to help ther or solve problem without violating coach-player trust.” The head coach’s
intentions when performing this behavior was to help the individual player, which would
ultimately help the team. However, as reported in the literature, a coach’s leadership
behavioral intentions often do not cqrrespond with his or her athletes’ perceptions of those
same leadership behaviors (Salminen et al., 1992; Smith et al., 1978).

Interestingly, the same behavior of “talks behind players” backs™ was also on the
pilot study coach’s negative master list. This coach also agreed with engaging in that

behavior, but made it clear to the researcher that, although that phrase had a negative
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connotation, he did not perceive it as a negative beliavior and his intent when engaging in
that behavior was to help, or benefit, the players on the team.

The results from the pilot study also supported the contention that behaviors on
the coach’s negative master list may have been perceived as beneficial to the team from
the coach’s perspectivé. The coach in the pilot study was presented a negative master list

of five behaviors. This coach disagreed with three of the behaviors (i.e., 60%

disagreement) and agreed with two (i.e., 40% agreement). Specificaily, the negative

behaviors the coach disagreed with were:  _, - = i vis
1. Has favorites and least favorites - 1t &
2. Takes sarcasm too far
3. Is too rough with players.

The negative behaviors the coach agreed with were:

1. Talks behind players” backs
2. Corrects players’ basic techniques.

The three negative behaviors the coach disagreed with all likely have negative
connotations that have the potential to harm the'team. However, the two negative
behaviors the coach agreed with could be perceived as beneficial to the team.. In fact,
comments made by the pilot study coach during his interview included:

(In response to “talking behind players’ backs™)

I don’t, this is not the way I would phrase it but as coaches we would talk *

about players. So, I would say I exhibited that behavior, but not in the
negative sense.
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(In response to “corrected players’ basic techniques™)

Yeah, I believe I tried to do that as much as possible. On a very high level
a lot of athletes had bad techniques that I saw that had to be corrected.

Therefore, in the pilot study, it becomes clear that this ¢coach’s intentions for
exhibiting these negative behaviors was to benefit the team. However, it is apparent that
athletes did not have this same perception regarding these behaviors, seeing them as
negative, or undesirable.

Some explanations for the discrepancies between athletes’ and coaches’

-perceptions of negative behaviors have been provided by previous investigators. Jones

and Nisbett (1972) described the differing perceptions of the person who is committing the

act (e.g., coach) and those who-are witnessing the act (e.g., athletes). When the act is

generally undesirable, or negative, there tend to be perceptual discrepancies. Salminen et

al. (1992) and Salminen and Liukkoﬁe‘n (1996) defined this phenomenon in more detail,

stating that people generally tend to underestimate their own socially undesirable

characteristics. As in the present study, when presented with a list of negative behaviors,

it would be socially unacceptable to admit to exhibiting many, if any, of these beLhayiors. ,
Due to the large number of negative behaviors that were perceived by the athletes

' o > 4 n. * i_ Tag gy "
with which the coaches disagreed, it appears that the athlétes viewed the coaches more
N
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negatively than the coaches viewed themselves. This conclusion’is similar to that found by
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Salminen and Liukkonen (1996) and Percival (1971).
Researchers have found that athletes with lower state self-confidence perceive and

evaluate their coaches’ behaviors (Kenow & Williams, 1992), teammates, and sport
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(Smith et al., 1978) more negatively than those athletes with a high state self:confidence.
It may be that the athletes in this study generally had a low state self-confidence at the
time of their interviews. The post-season interviews took place within three weeks
following the completion of the competitive season. The last game of the season' was a
devastating loss to the team’s biggest rival. During their individual interviews, many
athletes expressed regret and feelings of inadequacy regarding their level of play during
that last game and desired a second chance at.playing the last game. Therefore, their state
self-confidence may have been lower, thus leading them to evaluate their coaches more
negatively. This negati.vity may have been targeted more toward the head Coach because .
she was the one who primarily made the dééigiéﬁS"e;S'fhr af§ who Was pfa;llng, \’a;lfat plays
" were called, etc. This may have also led some athfetegzto l;la;n‘;e the héad coach for that-

" loss, which would have led them to feel more negatively toward her. This may partially
explain why the head coach’s master lists contained more negative behaviors than positive
behaviors.

Salminen and Liukkonen (1996) compared coaches’ and athletes’ responses .
(i.e., regarding coaches’ leadership) using the LSS. As a whole, coaches tended to
evaluate themselves more positively than did their athletes. Percival (1971) found that
72% of coaches interviewed believed they had a positive coaching style whéréqs only 32%
of their athletes believed they were positiV;. Also, on a 10-point rating scale, with 10’
being the most positive, these same coaches rated themselvesa 7 while their athletes rated

them a 4.

Furthermore, Percival (1971) stated that, regardless of the coach’s intentions, his

-
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. or her behaviors could be perceived entirely different by his or her athletés. As in the
present stuciy, the coaches often did not recognize that many of their behaviors were
perceived as negative by their athletes, regardless of their intentions. When reading the list
of negative behaviors, a coach may have perceived specific behaviors to be helpful to the
team, not realizing that her athletes had listed them as negative behaviors. Coaches
frequently have a misperception of reality concerning what they actually contribufe to the
team (Fisher et al., 1982; Wandzilak et al., 1988).

Anshel and Straub (1991) stated the importance of coaches and athietes to be
aware of each dthers’ perceptions. Without this awareness, effectiveness in building
competent coach-athlete relationships will be, at best, difficult to attain. Kenow and 5
Williams (1999) stated that coaches should make a conscious effort to improve their
individual relationships with each of their athletes. These researchers found that coach-
athlete compatibility is one of the best predictors of how athletes will perceive their
coaches’ behavior. From thgse two studies (Anshel & Straub, 1991; Kenow & Williams,
1999) it appears that perceptions of coaching behaviors and coach-athlete compatibility
form a cyclic relationship. The better the relationship between the coach and the athlete,
the more favorable that athlete will view his or her coach, which will in turn enhailcc the

coach-athlete relationship, and so on.

Ideal Coaching Behaviors

Athletes identified 7 ideal coaching behaviors that they would desire in a coach.

The head coach identified 8 ideal coaching behaviors and 5 behaviors that she believed her

¥
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athletes would desire. The assistant coach identified 9 ideal coaching behaviors and 10
behaviors she believed her athletes would desire. Of these 39 behaviors, only 4 were

identified as ideal coaching behaviors by both the athletes and the coaches. The 4 ideal

coaching behaviors were:

1. Mutual respect

2. Demands hard work
3. Motivational

4. Knowledge.

These behaviors are similar to the leader characteristics identified by Anshel (1997)
who stated having mutual respect with players, being able t6 motivate players, and
possessing a working knowledge of the game to be crucial componénts for effective
leadership. Athletes and coaches in the present study also identified “demands hard work”
as an ideal coaching behavior. This too is supported by Anshel’s (1997) description of
" effective coaching behaviors. Specifically, hard work can be viewed as d precurser, as
well as a stable component, of long term commitment and a desire to reach gc;als.

Therefore, all four ideal coaching béhaviors identified in thls study, by both the athletes

and the coaches, reflect and support the existing literature i in the a area of eﬁ'ectlve “and ideal

3
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coaching behaviors.

Other identified ideal coaching behaviors were based on individual preferences and
did not reflect the wishes of the group as a whole. Because coaches were not given the
opportunity to refute ideal coaching behaviors identified by the athletes, only comparisons

of agreement (and not disagreement) on ideal coaching behaviors were made between the
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athletes and coaches.

The results of this study indicate that coaches’ and é.thletes’ perceptions of
coaching behaviors are strikingly similar regarding positive coaching behaviors. However,
there exists many differences regarding coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of negative
coaching behaviors. Coaches tended to evaluate themselves more positively than did their
athletes. Also, coaches may think they are engaging in a behavior that will benefit the
team while athletes perceive the coaches’ behavior as negative, which could‘potentially be
detrimental to team performance. Ultimateiy, it i$ the athletes’ view, or perception, of the
coaches’ behavior that will determine the effect arid'effectiveness <;f the codches” behavior
(Shaver, 1975; Smoll & Smith, 1989).

This investigation revealed that coaches and athletes tend to agree with those
behaviors that are perceived as positive by both the coach and the athletes. Also, coachés
and athletes appear to;agree with those behaviors perceived as negative to the athlete, but:
positive to the coach. On the other hand, both coaches and athletes tend to disagree with

those behaviors that are perceived as negative.




Chapter 6

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to-conceptualize the similarities and differences
betv:'/een coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching.behaviors in regard to three
behavioral dimensions: (a) desirable coaching behaviors, (b) undesirable coaching
behaviors, and (c) ideal coaching behaviors. Specifically, the research question to be

answered through this investigation was, “What are the similarities and differences

between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors?”

Summary

The results of this study were derived from interviews with athletes (n = 12),Va,nd
coaches (n = 2) from a Northwestern, Division ITI women’s volleyball team, researcher
field observation notes, and participants’ (i.e., athletes and coaches) journals. Interviews
with the athletes and coaches served as the primary data source. In orderto achieve
triangulation, data obtained from the participants” interviews, researcher field observation
notes, and participants’ journals were compared.

The positive master list of the head coach consisted of nine behaviors while the
positive master list of the assistant coach consisted of eight behaviors. Of the 17 identified
positive behaviors, the coaches agreed with having engaged in:16, or 94% (thus,
disagreeing with 1 of 17 behaviors, or 6%):. This indicatesa high degree of agli'eeiment

between the coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of the pésitive coaching behaviors that
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were exhibited by the coaches throughout the competitive season.

The negative master list of the head coach consisted of 12 behaviors while the
negative master list of the assistant coach consisted of 3 behaviors. Of the 15 identified
- negative bghaviors, the coaches agreed with having engaged in 5, or 33% (thus,
disagreeing with 10 of 15 behaviors, or 67%). This indicates a high degree of
disagreemient between the coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of the negative coaching
behaviors that were exhibited by the coaches throughout the competitive season.

In regard to ideal coaching behaviors, the coaches and athletes in the present
investigatioﬂagreed on four ideal coaching behaviors. Speciﬁcally, a coach should:

(a) develop mutual respect with his or her athletes, (b) demand hard work, (c) be

motivational, and (d) have knowledge of the game. !
1 g ' L P
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Conclusions

This investigation revealed that coaches and athletés_ tend to agree with those
coaching béhayiors that are perceived as positive by both tpe,qgach and the athléetes. Alsg,
coaches and athletes appear to agree with those behaviors perceived as negative to the
athlete, bu_; positiye to the coach. On the other hand, both coaches and athletes tend to
disagree witﬁ those coaching behaviors that are perceived as negativé.

The athletes in this investigation viewed the coaches more -hegatively than the
coaches vircWe'd themselves. This conclusion is'similar to that found by Salminen and
Liukkonen (1996) and Percival (1971). This may be explained in that people (in this case,

the coaches) generally tend to underestimate their own socially undesirable characteristics
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(Salminen et al., 1992; Salminen & Liukkonen, 1996). Therefore, the coaches may have
underestimated their own negative behaviors.

The fact that the athletes viewed the coaches more negatively may also be
explained in that athletes with lower state self-confidence often perceive and. evaluate their
coaches behaviors more negdtively (Kenow & Williams, 1992). The athletes in this study
were interviewed after a dévastating season-ending loss, which may have adversely ]
affected their state self-confidence. As a result, the athletes” perceptions and evaluations
of their coaches may have been more negative than if they were interviewed following a
season-ending win.

The four ideal coaching behaviors identified by athletes and coaches were:

(a) mutual respect, (b) demands hard work, (c) motivational, and (d) knowledge. These
behaviors are similar to the leader characteristics identified by Anshel (1997) who stated
having mutual respect with players, being able to motivate players, and possessing a
working knO\va.vledge of the game to be crucial components for effective leadership.
Athletes and coaches in the present study also identified “demands hard work™ as an ideal
coaching behavior. This too is suppoited by Anshel’s (1997) description of effective
coaching behaviors. Specifically, hard work can be viewed as a precurser, as well as a
stable component, of long term commitment and a desire to reach goals. Therefore, .all
four ideal coaching behaviors identified in this study, by both the athletes and the coaches,
reflect and support the existing literature in the area of effective and ideal coaching

behaviors..
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Recommendations for Future Research

An interesting follow-up to this investigation would be to take the undesirable -
(i.e., negative) master coaching lists generated in the present study and survey a number of
coaches across all levels of sport as to whether or not each behavior on the list is
perceived as a positive or a negative behavior. This could either provide strength for or
refute the results found in the present study. If future studies found coaching behaviors
i)erceived by athletes as negative and coaches as positive, to be generally viewed by
coaches as positive, or helpful to team success (as was perceived by the coaches in this
study), then the results of the current study would be supported. However, if those same
behaviors were found to be perceived by coaches as negative, or hindering team success
(as was perceived by the athletes in this study), then the results of the current stud$' would
be refuted.

- Salminen and'Liukkonen (1996) concluded that female coaches tended to have a
more realistic self perception and, thus, may be better able to communicate with their.
athletes. However, the present study only investigated female athletes and female
coaches. As a result, across gender comparisons were not examined. Therefore, it is
recommended that this investigation be replicated with more collegiate quj't-teams and
across genders (i.e., male coaches with male athletes, female coacties with female athletes,
female codches with male athletes, and male coachies with femalé athletes) > Replication
would provide a greater understanding of the influence of gender (i.e., both coaches and
athletes) on perceptions of coaching behaviors as discussed by Salminen and Liukkonen

(1996).
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a

Tt would also be of interest to assess perceptual similarities and differences of
coaching behaviors across levels of sport (e.g., youth, high'school, collegiate, elite) and
specific sports (i.e., both individual and team sports). Previous studies have shown that
perceptual differenices exist from youth sport (Smith et al., 1978) to the elite sport levels
(Percival, 1971). However, these studies have yielded dichotomous (yes or no) answers.
A conceptualization of these differences is warranted to further understand the unique
coach-athlete relationship..

According to Laughlin and Léuéhlin'(l994)f dthletes are more satisfied with their

5
sport experience and consider their coachers’ to be moré effective if their coaches are
willing to modify their coaching meth&di;logiés based on the pélt'(':éptions, preferences, and
needs of the athletes. Future investigations targeting athletes’ perceptions, preferences,
and needs could provide coaches with valuable information. Future'research in this area
may include replication of the present study, focusing on defining the specific perceptions
of athletes and coaches. Also, this study could be replicated focusing on athlete
preferences or needs. Most athletes are unwilling to have a true heart-to-heart talk with
their coach about their particular preferences or needs for fear of losing playing time.
However, when given the opportunity to discuss such preferences and remain anonymous,
athletes are likely to provide such information’ A starting point would be to administer
questionnaires to teams asking for coaching behavior preferences in particular coaching
situations. Thése preferences could then become a foundation for future research in this
area.

The more research conducted in the area of coach-athlete perceptions and
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preferences of ¢oaching behaviors, the more coaches and sport psychology consultants
will understand athletes’ perceptions, preferences, and needs. The end result may be
enhanced athlete satisfaction with sport. With enhanced sport satisfaction may come
enhaiiced sport performance. The more that is learned ﬁom athletes, the better coaches

and consultants can facilitate consistent peak performances.
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Appendix A
RECRUITMENT STATEMENT (ATHLETES)

The purpése of this study is to compare coaches’ and athletes’ pérceptions
regarding coaching behaviors. I will conduct an interview consisting of questions
regarding your-perceptions of your coaches’ behaviors. The interview will consist of
open-ended questions and will take between 20-30 minutes to complete. Résponses will
be tape recorded. The researcher and Dr. Greg A. Shelley will be the only pérsons to have
access to these tapes. All tapes will be kept under lock and key and will be destroyed at
the end of the study. Your participation will be kept confidential and your narm;s will not
be used at any time throughout the study. Your coaches will also be interviewed
concerning their perceptions of their own coaching behaviors. By agreeing to participate,
you acknowledge that you are 18 years of age or older. If }hg;e ar%any\questtiqhsL, please
feel free to contact' Nicole J. Detling at (607)274-1 275, (60?7)272-109’0'0(0ﬂices):
(607)256-8012 (hoine), or ndetlin1@i¢3.ithaca.edu. You may keep this sheet for your

own personal records.
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. Appendix B
RECRUITMENT STATEMENT (COACHES)

The purpose of this study is to compare coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions
regarding coaching behaviors. I will conduct an interview consisting of questions
regarding your perceptions of your own coaching behaviors. 'I"he interview will consist of
open-ended questions and will take between 20-30 minutes to complete. Responses will
be tape recorded. The researcher and Dr. Greg A. Shelley will be the only persons to have
access to these tapes. All tapes will be kept under lock and key and will be destroyed at
the end of the study. Your participation will be kept confidential and your name will not
be used at any time throughout the study: Your athletes will also be interviewed
concerning their perceptions of your coaching behaviors. If there are any questions,
please feel free to contact Nicole J. Detling at (607)274-1275, (607)272-0900 (offices),
(607)256-8012 (home), or ndetlinl@jc3.ithaca.edu. You may keep this'sheet for your

own personal records.

] ( - g | (-
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Appendix C
INFORMED CONSENT FORM - ATHLETES

aches’ Athletes’ Perceptions of hing Behavior

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this investigation is to compare coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions
of coaching behaviors exhibited throughout the competitive season. This study

will be conducted with the (school name) women’s volleyball team.

Benefits of th
The coaches and athletes involved in this study will benefit by the knowledge

gained about the similarities and differences between coaches’ and athletes’
perceptions of coaches’ behaviors. The coaches will be able to gain an awareness-
of how their particular coaching style is perceived by their athletes. Information_
gained from this study may also be used by the coaches to enhance coaching
effectiveness. Athletes will benefit by the coaches using the information obtained
to be more sensitive to the athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ behaviors. This
may ultimately enhance the coach-athlete communication and relationship. This
study will also benefit researchers in the field of sport psychology by fulfilling the
need for more qualitative studies examining the relationship betweén coaches’ and
athletes’ perceptions.

t Y il B ked To D
You will be asked to participate in one interview with the researcher at the end of
the season. The interview will consist of open-ended questions and will take 20-30
minutes to complete. The interview will be tape recorded.and transcribed
following the interview. All tapes will be kept under lock and key and destroyed at

-~

the completion of the study.- _ y

You X Happen as a'Result of Your Participation in Thi
You may gain a better understanding of your coaches and your relationship with
them. There are no foreseeable risks of discomforts to you as a participant. This
- study does not present any physical or psychological risks to you, your teammates,
or your coaches.

If Y 1d Like Mor rmation A h

If you have any questions before, during, or after the study, you can contact Nicole
J. Detling at (607)274-1275, (607)272-0900 (offices), (607)256-8012 (home), or
ndetlin]l @jic3.ithaca.edu.
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6. Withdrawal from the Study

Participants of this study are free to withdraw consent and to discontinue
participation in this study at any time. This includes the right to refuse an answer
toany question that makes you feel uncomfortable. Participation is voluntary. If
"you desire to withidraw from the study at anytime, you should notify the researcher

immediately. .
7. How the Data Will Be Maintained in Confidence

Interview responses will be kept confidential. Pseudonyms will be used in place of
your real name. The interviews will be tape recorded and transcribed without the
use of names. The researcher and-Dr. Greg A. Shelley will be the only persons to
have access to these tapes. The tapes will be kept under lock and key and will be:
destroyed at the end of the study.

I have read the above and I understand its contents. I agree to participate in the study. I
acknowledge that I am 18 years of age or older.

Print or Type Name

A

. Signature E Date

I uniderstand and consent to my interview being tape recorded.

-~Print or Type Name

Signature Date
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Appendix D

INFORMED CONSENT FORM - COACHES

Coaches’ and Athletes’ Perceptions of Coaching Behaviors

fth
The purpose of this investigation is to ‘compare coaches’ and athletes’ ‘perceptions
of coaching behaviors exhibited throughout the competitive season. This study
will be conducted with the (school name) women’s volleyball team.

Benefits of the Study

The coaches and athletes involved in this study will benefit by the knowledge
gained about the similarities and differences between coaches” and athletes’
perceptions of coaches’ behaviors. The coaches will be able to gain an awareness
of how their particular coaching style is perceived by their athletes. Information
gained from this study may also be used by the coaches to enhance coaching
éffectiveness. Athletes will benefit by the coaches using the information obtained
to be more sensitive to the athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ behaviors. This
may ultimately enhance the coach—athlete commumcatlon and relationship. This
study will also benefit researchers’in the field of sport psychology by fulfilling the
need for more qualitative studles exannmng the relationship between coaches’ and
athletes’ perceptions.

t You Will Be Asked To D
You will be“asked to participate in one interview with the researcher at the end of
the season. The interview will consist of open-ended questions and will take 20-30
minutes to complete. The interview will be tape recorded and ‘transcribed
following the interview. All tapes will be kept under lock and key and destroyed at
the completion of the study.

Ex Happen as a Result of Your Participation in Thi
You may gain a better understanding of your athletes and your relationship with
them. There are nG foreseeable risks or discomforts to you as a participant. This
study does not present any physical or psychological risks to you'or your athletes.

If You Would Like More Information About the Study

If you have any questions before, during, or after the study, you'can contact Nicole
J. Detling at (607)274-1275, (607)272-0900 (offices), (607)256-8012 (home), or
ndetlin1@ic3 .ithaca.edu.
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6.  Withdrawal from the Study

Participants of this study are free to withdraw consent and to discontinue
participation in this study at any time. This includes the right to refuse an answer
to any question that makes you feel uncomfortable. Participation is voluntary. If
you desire to withdraw from the study at anytime, you should notify the researcher
immediately.

7. How the D i Maintained in Confidenc
Interview responses will be kept confidential. Pseudonyms will be used in place of
your real name. The interviews will be tape recorded and transcribed without the '
use of names. The researcher and Dr. Greg A. Shelley will be the only persons to
have access to these tapes. The tapes will be kept under lock and key and will be
destroyed at the end of the study.

I have read the above and I understand its contents. I agree to participate in the study.

Print or Type Name P i g *

Signature Date

I'understand and consent to my interview being tape recorded.

Print or Type Name

Signature - : Date
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Appendix E

ATHLETE JOURNAL

Date ID#

1. List (the head coach’s) behaviors this past week that you thought were positive.
Give examples.

2. List (the head coach’s) behaviors this past week that you thought were negative.
Give examples.
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3. List (the assistant coach’s) behaviors this past week that you thought were positive.
Give examples.

4. List (the assistant coach's) behaviors this past week that you thouglit were negative. ..
Give examples. 2
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Appendix F

COACH JOURNAL

Date Coach__.

" 1. List your own coaching behaviors this past week that you thought were positive.
Give examples.

2. List your wn coaching behaviors this past week that you thought were negative.
Give examples.
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6.
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Appendix G
INTERVIEW GUIDE - ATHLETES

Identify specific behaviors of (thé head coach) that you found unpleasant,
undesirable, or ineffective.

Provide an example of each of these behaviors.
Pl;aase rank-order these behaviors beginning with the most undesirable.

Identify specific behaviors of (the head coach) that you found pleasant, desirable,
or effective.

Provide an example of each of these behaviors.

Please rank-order these behaviors beginning with the most desirable.

Questions 1 - 6 repeated regarding the assistant coach.

7.

8.

Identify specific coaching characteristics that your “ideal coach” would possess.

Please rank-order these ideal characteristics beginning with the most desirable.

3
'

¥
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Appendix H
INTERVIEW GUIDE - COACHES

L. Identify specific coaching characteristics that you feel an “ideal coach” would
possess.

2. Rank-order that list beginning with the most desirable characteristic.

3. Identify specific coaching characteristics that you feel your athletes would desire in
an “ideal coach”.

4. Rank-order that list beginning with what you think is the most desirable .
characteristic for your athletes.

(The following questions pertain to the master lists derived from athletes).

5. Did you exhibit any of these behaviors during this past season?

6. Give me specific examples of those behaviors thaf_ you identified as displaying this
past season. ' " ’

7. Rank-order the identified behaviors beginning with the most undesirable.

Questions 5 - 7 repeated pertaining to the coach’s positive master list.
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