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ABSTRACT

The primary purpose of this study was to systematically examine theidrshaiv
a successful female and male high school coach of girls’ basketbadl éeamhtompare to
collegiate coach Pat Summitt. A secondary purpose of the study was to examine the
correlation between coaches’ behaviors and athlete expectancy status. Thrtughout
season both coaches’ verbal and nonverbal behaviors were video recorded over the
course of eight practices. A total of 553 minutes consisting of 3,141 of a femeltéscoa
practice behaviors and a total of 590 minutes consisting of 3,678 of the male coach’s
practice behaviors were coded using the Arizona State University of Olservat
Instrument. Both the female coach and male coach provided instruction more often
(female 35.5%n = 1114, male 29.2% = 1072) then any coaching behavior when the
categories of preinstruction, concurrent instruction, and postinstruction wereneainbi
Results indicated that the female coach exhibited management (27.9%haroany
other behavior category. The highest category for the male coach vges(@a1%).
The praise to scold ratio for male and female coaches exceeded a 2:1tratraigi
coach exhibiting more praise behaviors and the female coach exhibited less scold
behaviors than the male. A Pearson Product Correlation suggested that both coaches’

perceptions of athletes’ expectancy remained consistent from the beginriegetatof



the season. Contrary to predictions, a MANOVA revealed no differences in the quantity
or quality of the coaching behaviors that both the female and male coach dioaced t
high and low expectancy players in the given categories. The implicationshisodata
suggest that successful coaches treated athletes the same in terms cbtwhili})

behaviors and that coaches spend the majority of their time using instruction.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Regardless of sport or level of competition, successful coaches are dfien eas
identified but rarely understood. Why are some coaches consistently sulcc@gisat
factors contribute to coaches creating successful athletes and teamsnixtiira of
ability? Clearly, in the case of sport the end is easily discerned whieesiaeans to that
end are usually unknown or speculated upon. More often attention is directed toward the
game behaviors and results rather than the hundreds of practice hours and piteatesses t
preceded success. Although many see coaches’ behaviors on game day, the bleatviors t
happen on a more consistent basis during practices may be more predictive efathlet
team success. Because coaching behaviors during the workout are datatdly to the
quality of the workout, it is logical to assume that the practice behaviors of itie aisa
directly influence the quality of the athletic performance in competiGoatfy, 1989).

In general, coaches aim to maximize the performance of athletes, and some
coaches are known for their ability to achieve this desired outcome and besficces
Due to these known results, the study of successful coaches has become a focal point of
coaching research. The word “success” has been given various meaningsds teg
coaching. In order for researchers to study a successful coach and disemver
behaviors and processes, it is a prerequisite to establish what a succeskfid, tbas

leading to defining the concept of success relative to sport. Hansen, Gitioertamel



(2003) described successful coaches in terms of coaching experience, came®y wi
percentage, and awards won. Gallimore and Tharp (2004) qualified John Wooden as a
successful coach because of the 10 National Collegiate Athletic Asso¢HCAA)
championships his University of California Los Angeles (UCLA) basketbath$avon

with varying degrees of team talent. Pat Summitt has also been ressbgsia successful
coach since becoming the winningest coach in NCAA Division | basketball history
(1035-196). Claxton (1988) defined successful coaches as having career winmidg rec
of 70% or higher. Clearly, the criteria used to determine success in coachireghas b
defined in a multiplicity of ways-dowever, in today’s world, teams and coaches are not
considered successful unless they win and many coaches will stateettigyray to win,
thus the meaning of success usually has been related to win-loss records and
championships/titles won (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Lacy & Goldston, 1990; ,Selby
2009).

Although a specific recipe for building winning teams remains unknown, findings
do suggest that coaches’ behaviors influence and contribute to team performaass suc
(Coté, Salmela, Trudel, Baria, & Russell, 1995; Horn, 2008), and “the ultimate=fedlur
win must rest with the coach who creates the program and directs the game plan”
(Wooden, 2004, p. 114). Throughout history, some coaches have been recognized for
their unique ability to achieve success. Therefore, it could be deemed neagssary t
examine the behaviors of experienced, successful coaches to fully understand the
behaviors, which may have impacted their strategies that led them to sueogszsnd
Darst (1985) also suggested that to have a greater understanding of theestrategi

employed it would seem beneficial if coaching research were focused behééors of



winning coaches because coaching behaviors can be related to outcomes in the form of
wins and losses.

John Wooden, named the greatest college coach of the&tury by the
Entertainment and Sports Programming Network (ESPN), received attepnothie
general public and researchers for his coaching successes by cdpgstehicing
winning teams. Tharp and Gallimore (1976) conducted a study of John Wooden, then
basketball coach of the UCLA Bruins, with use of a 10-category system thegaiéwis
systematic observation in a teaching/coaching setting. Their purposanés sesearch
the practices of a master teacher whose credentials and accomplisivareatded a
claim of exemplary practice to generate new hypotheses and investigativesaileraye
& Darst, 1985). The researchers observed John Wooden for 30 hours during 15-practice
sessions spread over the 1974-1975 season. After analyzing the 2,326 coded coaching
behaviors of Wooden, the investigators reported that more than half (50.3%) of his
behaviors were in an instructional nature.

More recently, Pat Summitt, women'’s basketball coach at the University of
Tennessee, became the coach with the most wins in NCAA Division | baskettzad} his
and represents another coaching success with 34 winning seasons, 26 conference
championships, and 8 national titles. Through the use of the Arizona State University
Observation System (ASUOI), researchers were able to identify and @hgrar
coaching behaviors to those of John Wooden and other successful coaches. Consistent
with previous research on successful coaches, Coach Summitt provided insmargon
frequently (48%) than any other coaching behavior (Becker & Wrisberg, 200&nBI

Crumpton, & Anderson, 1999; Kahan, 1999; Lacy & Darst, 1985; Segrave & Ciancio,



1990; Solomon, Striegel et al., 1996; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976).

Virtually all of the research that has been conducted about coaching in sport
within the last three decades has been motivated by a desire to identifytitdgra
behaviors and leadership styles that are most effective (Chelladurai, 1984; Mar
Jackson, Richardson, & Weiller, 1999; Mondello & Janelle, 2001; Riemer & Chelladurai,
1998; Smith, Smoll, & Hunt, 1977). Although some systematic observation research has
been conducted in an attempt to identify behaviors, additional investigation is needed to
gain a greater and more in-depth understanding of this topic. Cusion and Jones (2001)
stated that the emergence and expansion of the use of descriptive analytreqlitssc
has led to the start of a coaching science (Mesquita, Sobrinho, Rosado, Pereira, &
Milistetd, 2008). Based on a review of the coaching literature, Gilbert amtkT{2004)
claimed that coaching, as in other fields, requires descriptive studies fmadice
understanding and accumulation of knowledge. Use of systematic observation of
coaching behaviors would allow for objective analysis and comparisons of coaching
behaviors to be made between successful male and female coaches wdlkathletes
at various competitive levels.

In addition, Cote’ and colleagues (1995) stressed the need to examine the
behaviors of successful coaches on a deeper level as a result of the growirggcoac
profession. The focus has been more on the behaviors of coaches rather than on the
knowledge behind the behaviors and instructional psychology (Gallimore & Tharp,
2004). Additional scientific analysis of the factors effecting successfahoua

behaviors could enhance the field of pedagogy and sport psychology. Although there has



been a recent increase in research dedicated to coaching behaviors, ahmuatda
literature exists on the function of gender and expectancy theory within coaching

One factor that studies have attributed specifically to coaches’ behaasobgén
the coaches’ gender. Early investigations were predominantly completegl®n m
coaches, which limited available understanding of coaching behaviors. Eitzeratind Pr
(1989) conducted a descriptive study of female basketball teams to investigdee ge
differences in coaching philosophy. They asserted that male and ferachesanay
differ behaviorally to some extent as a result of their gender, but their findohgated
that regardless of gender, the coaches’ philosophies’ remained similartiaress Lacy
and Goldston (1990) found only slight differences in analyzing the behaviors of male and
female coaches through the use of systematic observation. In examining tiedigeow
of high-performance gymnastic coaches, Cote et al. (1995) found that tmerciée
between male and female coaches were neither practically noicsyistignificant, but
were largely representative of individyles rather than being a result of gender.
Although these studies and other coaching research have shed valuable light on coaching
behaviors and gender, the existing literature is still substantially tackin

Another factor that has been suggested as contributing to coaching behaviors but
has inadequate research to date has been whether coaching behaviors acednfiye
the coaches’ perceptions of the players’ athletic abilities and skilis rélationship
between coach expectations and athlete performance, a theoretical drarkeown as
Expectancy Theory, has been described in the sport psychology literatuieuasstep
process (Horn, Lox, & Labrador, 2006; Solomon, 2001). In step one, the coach assesses

the athlete’s ability and skill, then establishes expectations for perioentesed on



three types of impression cues: personal, performance, and psychological. Wostép t
coaches’ expectations influence how they behave toward the athlete. Thislis usual
observed through the quantity and quality of feedback. In step three, the athletedoecom
aware of the coach’s treatment, which can then subsequently affect the'sathen self-
perceptions and behaviors. In step four, the athlete’s performance conforms to the
coach’s original expectations (e.g., high expectancy athletes typocaierform their

low expectancy counterparts). These performance outcomes reinfoomaties belief

that their initial assessment of the athlete’s ability was accurate.

Although limited research has directly examined coaching behaviors within the
framework of Expectancy Theory, a number of studies have suggested thas atfdete
clearly influenced by their coach’s feedback (Allen & Howe, 1998; Amorose &$Smi
2003; Black & Weiss, 1992; Bloom et al., 1999; Markland & Martinek, 1988; Summers,
1991; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976). Feedback has been shown to be one motivational tool
to help athletes strive for a specific goal (Magill, 1994; Smith, 2081)example,
athletes are more likely to experience feelings of success and conepetetthey are
provided with encouragement and instruction than when they are repeatedly driticize
(Black & Weiss, 1992; Smith, 20Q1)ikewise, research has revealed that youth athletes
preferred coaches who responded with feedback to mistakes using encouragement and
technical instruction (Smith, 2001; Smith & Smoll, 1990; Smoll, Smith, & Curtis, 1978;
Smith, Zane, Smoll, & Coppel, 1983). Results of one study indicated that female and
male varsity athletes who performed on coactive, mixed, and interactiveespo#g t
preferred feedback from coaches that was supportive and instructional, asidppose

nonresponses or negative responses (Kravig, 2003).



In an effort to help improve the pedagogical practice of coaching, it seems
beneficial for both coaches and researchers to examine the behaviors eschactt
contribute to successful coaché#sesearchers are to aid coaches in the practice of
effective coaching techniques, more must be learned about behaviors and tedaHattor
relate to coaches' exhibition of desirable behaviors found through systematizatibg.

Like any profession, coaches can adapt their behaviors to become more dffective
gaining an awareness of their behavioral patterns (Lacy & Darst, 198®ntiEHg,

more effective coaching may result from coaching research (Claxton, 188Bpugh

much research has been completed on teaching behaviors and student activities in the
physical education environment, only a limited number of studies have focused on the

athletic setting” (Lacy & Martin, 1994, p. 95).

Purposes of the Study

The first purpose of this study was to identify instructional and non-instructional
coaching behaviors of a successful male and female head coach of high séiool gir
basketball teams. The second purpose of this study was to investigate the theory of
Expectancy (Horn, 1984) by relating coaches’ expectancy status (high veflath)etes
to coaching behaviors for successful high school coaches in basketball teaoce practi
settings. This study replicated the purposes and investigation methods of arsRaty
Summitt, a successful collegiate female head coach of the women’s bddkathadt the

University of Tennessee (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008).



Research Questions and Hypotheses

This study attempted to answer the following research questions:
Research Question How frequently do successful coaches of female high school
basketball teams use instructional coaching behaviors in team practiogsSett
Hypothesis 1: Coaches will provide Instruction (preinstruction, concurrent
instruction, postinstruction) at a higher rate than any other coaching behavi
Research Question How does gender relate to coaching behaviors for successful girls’
basketball coaches at high school team practice settings?
Hypothesis 2: There will be no significant differences between male aradefe
coaches in terms of coaching behaviors at high school basketball practragssetti
Research Question Btow does a high school female and male coach differ from
a female college coach, specifically Pat Summitt, in terms of coacbhaylors
in basketball practice settings?
Hypothesis 3: It is hypothesized that coaching behaviors of an instructional
category demonstrated by the high school coaches will be slightly lower tha
those demonstrated by collegiate coach, Pat Summitt. Specificallycinstr
will be the most prominent coaching behavior but demonstrated at lower
frequency than demonstrated by Pat Summitt. It is also hypothesized that
coaching behaviors from the noninstructional categories will be demonstrated a
higher frequency than those demonstrated by Pat Summitt.
Research Question #How does the expectancy status of athletes compare from the
beginning of the basketball season to the end of the season for coaches at tHehigh sc

level?



Hypothesis 4: Based on the results of previous expectancy research, it is
hypothesized that both coaches’ perceptions of their players’ skills and abilitie
will remain consistent over the course of the season.

Research Question Blow does expectancy perceptions influence coaching behaviors,

specifically feedback, of successful coaches in a high school practing3et
Hypothesis 5: Coaches will provide differential treatment in the form of fekdbac
based on perceived athlete expectancy. High expectancy athletes at the high
school level will receive a greater quantity and quality of feedback than lower
expectancy athletes.

Research Question 6: Do female and male coaches differ in terms ofaagment of

low and high expectancy athletes?
Hypothesis 6: There will be no significant difference between gendensria t&
differential treatment of athletes for successful basketball coathesa

practice.

Delimitations
This study was delimited as follows:

1. The sample population selected for this study was delimited to coaches @& femal
high school basketball teams in the state of Utah. Female, as opposed to male
basketball teams, were selected based upon the protocol of a previous study
conducted with a collegiate female basketball team with Coach Pat Sunmaitt. T
sample does represent the nature of high school basketball teams and can be
generalized, in this respect, only to coaches of female high school basketball

teams.
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Participants were delimited to coaches at a 5A high school.
Participants were observed during drills, half-court work, and full-court work,
including observations of warm-ups, conditioning, and interpersonal interactions

during practices.

Limitations
The limitations of this study were as follows:
. The ability to generalize to the entire population of coaches of variousaggesr
from youth to professional is limited.
. The results of this study may not be generalized to coaches of male athletes
. This study was limited to an analysis of descriptive data, not to attach any
evaluative judgments. Any qualitative conclusions based on this reseaech wer
merely speculative.
Behaviors are limited to those exhibited in a team sport setting, spegificall

basketball, and may not apply to coaches of individual or other team sports.

Assumptions

The following assumptions served as the basis of conduct for this study:

1. Itis assumed that the participants were representative of population of
successful high school male and female coaches.

2. Itis assumed that the participants did not alter their normal behavior due to
the presence of video and voice recording equipment.

3. lItis assumed that all participants understood and answered all questionnaires

as honestly and accurately as they could.
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4. Itis assumed that sample practice behaviors are representativpratctitie

behaviors.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following terms had special meaning and were
defined:

Behaviors‘Observable verbal and nonverbal actions usually measured by commonly
accepted standards” (Dictionary.com, retrieved March 30, 2011 from
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/behaviors).

Coactive Sport teams with low interdependence, which denoted tasks performed by
members of the team require little interaction among athletes for su&eisiman,
Stockbauer, & McAuliffe, 1977). Coactive sports include bowling, golf, and wrestling

FeedbacK'Any procedures used to inform a learner whether an instructional response
is right or wrong” (Kepner, 1991, p. 141).

Interactive Sport teams with high interdependence, which signifies that the tasks
performed by members of the team require considerable interaction arhtetgsafor
success (Cox, 1990). Interactive sports are those such as basketball, soccer, and
volleyball.

Leadership Styld eadership has been defined as the attempt to influence the

behavior of an individual or group (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). Leadership styles in
sport refers to the actual, preferred, or type of coaching behaviors that ptiogluce
desired performance outcomes of athletes (Chelladurai, & Carron, 1983; Cheléadurai

Saleh, 1980).
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Sport PedagogyThe scientific study of teaching and coaching, and the content

of what was taught by those teachers and coaches” (Siedentop, 1990, p. 274).



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the relevant literature concerning the growing fieldaahing
science and the factors that have been applied to behaviors of coaching weredevie
The following review of literature is topically structured to include imfation to date in
several areas. The areas are related to behaviors demonstrated Isfidumashes
during practices and the factors affecting those behaviors. Thus, this revieimexam
relevant research on coaching behaviors, studies on expert and successful coaches,
gender effects on coaching behaviors, and coaching and Expectancy Theoryiéve re
began by establishing what has been done in the coaching field as it pertains tgyedag

and sport psychology.

Coaching Behaviors

Coaching an athletic team at any level has often been considered a teaching
experience (Selby, 2009). Coaches, like teachers, spend considerable amounts of time
with the challenge of conveying knowledge by teaching physical skills eatdges,
motivating effort, correcting errors, and developing confidence. Indeed likelzete
instruction has been considered to be the most significant aspect of a coach’s role
(Tinning, 1982). Several studies have offered interesting implications for the

understanding of the coaches’ role as a teacher. Cote’ and colleagues (1986gdxpl
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their qualitative study on gymnastic coaches, “like teachers, the sgabhs to transmit
and transform a collective body of knowledge and skills on a given subject in order to
help athletes acquire and use that knowledge in various situations” (p. 66). In a recent
study (Selby, 2009) one coach described his role in the following manner: “A soach i
just a teacher, and your responsibility is to teach the youngsters under yauissupe
how to take and execute to the best of their born ability....” (p. 81). John Wooden was
widely regarded as the greatest teacher of basketball at his retifet@ving the 1975
season. In the notable research on Wooden, Gallimore and Tharp (2004) and Tharp and
Gallimore (1976) described their purpose as an investigation of the pradtecesaster
teacher. During this investigation for educational purposes they realizatl doaien
took advantage of practically all situations as teaching opportunities. Woodeibe@scri
running a practice session as the same as teaching an English class... “I ktealed de
plan was necessary in teaching English, but it took a while before | understoochéhe sa
thing was necessary in sports. Otherwise, you waste an enormous amount dfdrime, e
and talent” (Wooden, 1997, p. 132). He felt that it was the teaching in practice that was
more valuable than the games and winning (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). Therefog, bein
a teacher was one of the defining roles of a coach, thereby making themsrekgpfor
transmitting to the athlete what to do, how to do it, and how to do it well (Hodges &
Frank, 2002; Selby, 2009).

Because the act of coaching has often been studied with respect to the act of
teaching, it has focused primarily on behaviors (Bloom et al., 1999; Claxton, 1988; Lacy
& Darst, 1985; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976). More and Franks (1996) suggested that the

discovery of how coaches facilitated learning for athletes, the centnaigbe of a
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coach’s instructional behavior, could be discovered through analysis of coaching
behaviors. Most of the investigations of coaching behaviors have been desarmiptive i

nature through the use of systematic observation developed from the educatidnal fiel

The use of systematic observation procedures has arguably contributed more to the
understanding of teacher effectiveness than any other single pedagogatapaeent

(Darst, Mancini, & Zakrasjek, 1983). Consequenthany of the observation systems
developed for teaching effectiveness have been used to learn how to develop and improve
coaching techniques.

Lacy and Darst (1985) suggested that when coaches have an awareness of their
own behavioral habits, they could adapt those behaviors to become more effective
coaches. In order to more clearly identify, understand, and analyze effezcrerg
behaviors, systematic observation instruments for collecting objective andfigbémti
data on coach behaviors were developed (Bloom et al., 1999; Darst et al., 1983). Bloom
and colleagues (1999) interpreted systematic observation as a method thatdallows
trained person following stated guidelines and procedures to observe, record, e ana
interactions with the assurance that others viewing the same sequeneptsfveauld
agree with his or her recorded data” (p. 157). This system has been accepted and used
throughout education including the field of physical education and more recently
coaching to objectively observe behaviors (Bloom et al., 1999; Claxton, 1988; Lacy &
Darst, 1985). Several researchers have developed models and instrumengaite thea
influence of coaching behaviors and leadership styles on athletes (Chelka@aiaih,

1978, 1980; Martin & Barnes, 1999; Smith et al., 1977). Despite some recent criticism in

favor of more qualitative approaches to investigate coaching behaviors, distema
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observation still has a very important role to play in developing representatiemnest
based guidelines to good practice (Potrac et al., 2007).

There are six steps in the process of systematic observation (Van defl 8&&s
First, the context and participants for observation must be chosen. Second, definitions
must be generated and agreed upon to describe observed behavior. Third, the researcher
must select the most appropriate observational method and/or tool. Fourth, training
procedures must be employed among the observers to establish adequate werobser
reliability. Fifth, observations of events are recorded. Finally, the obsandsdia
obtained were analyzed via statistical procedures (ASUOI, Lacy &,[18&4).

One of the earlier and most notable systematic observations came from the
investigation by Tharp and Gillmore in 1976, which has been used as the basis for
numerous coaching and teaching behavior research examinations using systemat
observation (Bloom et al., 1999; Claxton, 1988; Lacy & Darst, 1984). Tharp and
Gallimore (1976) intended to improve educational research, so they chose to sjstemic
observe the master teacher of basketball, John Wooden. They used a conventional
approach to classroom research, establishing categories that capturededents
behaviors and then refined them to the point that two people would independently assign
the same behavior to the same category (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). They tbartlsat
bleachers in Wooden'’s classroom and designed a system for coding his acts wfiteachi
The system devised for use, included 10 categories encompassing Wooden’s behaviors in
addition to an uncodabtategory. These categories consisted of the following: (a)

instructions, (b) hustles, (c) modeling-positive, (d) modeling-negative, (e) qréise
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scolds, (g) nonverbal punishment, (h) nonverbal reinstruction, (i) scold reinstruction, (j)
other, and (k) uncodable.

Coaching behaviors have been repeatedly evaluated using modified versions of
Tharp and Gallimore’s (1976) 10-category system for systematic olbearirat
teaching/coaching setting (Claxton, 1988; Lacy & Darst, 1985). Langsdorf (1979)
developed a modified version of the Tharp and Gallimore instrument (1976) with the
addition of two categories to objectively observe the behaviors of Frank Kush, head
football coach at Arizona State University. Langsdorf's observationaliment
included the addition of two descriptive categories to expand the means for sunmgnariz
and interpreting the data by different segments of practice (Dalgtajgek, & Mancini,
1989). Model (1983) completed a similar systematic observation study on six laging hi
school football coaches. Dodds and Rife (1981) completed a descriptive-anabjgic st
on a highly successful women's field hockey coach using an instrument based on the
work of Tharp and Gallimore. Lacy and Darst (1985) used an 11-category instrument
using a modified form of Tharp and Gallimore’s (1976) 10-category system based on the
Langsdorf instrument to research the behaviors of a group of 10 winning high school
head football coaches. They did not include an uncodable category; however, they added
two new categories called use of first name (using the first name or nickvizane
speaking directly to a player) and management (verbal statements related t
organizational details of a practice session not referring to stratedigsdamentals of
the game).

From the empirical research derived from Tharp and Gallimore’s (1976)

observation instrument of Wooden, Lacy and Darst (1985) developed the Arizona State
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University Observation Instrument, a systematic observation instrumeghe@si
specifically for practice settings versus games (ASUOI; Kahan, 19@9;& Darst,

1985). Because informative statements concerning the skills and strategies of the
particular sport are crucial to effective teaching in the athletic@mwient, the ASUOI

was expanded and modified to several behavior categories (instructional)¢ocacneare
sensitive tool capable of collecting more specific data on coaching beh#viockided

13 behavioral categories representing three general types of behaviorstiomstpre-
instruction, concurrent instruction, postinstruction, questioning, manual manipulation,
positive modeling, negative modeling), noninstructional (hustle, praise, scold,
management, other), and dual codes (statements that include the recipient's name
Because the ASUOI categories were specifically defined and obvielslgd to

coaching behaviors, face validity was apparent. Because a rationédel éaithe

selection of the behavior categories and those behaviors were represearitatiaching
behaviors as supported by previous research, the instrument also possessed content
validity. Interobserver reliability was established using both event and ihteceading
procedures. Whether event or interval recording was used, data derived from tBé ASU
provided quantitative information concerning behaviors exhibited during the observation
period.

Since the development of the ASUOI, numerous investigations have been
conducted using the instrument. Rupert and Buschner (1989) used ASUOI to compare the
teaching behaviors in physical education with the coaching behaviors of nine
teacher/baseball coaches. Claxton (1988) used the ASUOI to investigate high school

tennis coaches who were considered more and less successful. In his ingastigati
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Claxton used the ASUOI to observe nine coaches, using 14 categories instead of 10,
dividing the category of instruction into preinstruction, concurrent Instruction, and
postinstruction. Also the categories of questioning, manual manipulation, first name,
management, and silence were added. Additionally, he investigated teniiesaad
suggested that different sports might require slightly different catsgofibehaviors.
Regardless of the slight variations, through the utilization of the ASUOIgstudi
have endeavored to compare and contrast the instructional profiles of variousfsiicces
coaches of different sports. Furthermore, in order to establish a meaninghasaatd
coaching behaviors in a variety of sporting situations, it has been necessanyilar
methodologies and instrumentation to be used. If different instruments were used to
collect data, behavioral categories and coding techniques could be too digsimméke
meaningful comparisons and valid conclusions (Lacy & Goldston, 1990). Although
researchers have developed a variety of systematic observation instrtomeatsure
coaching behaviors it has been beneficial to study coaches using sisiéanatc
observation systems such as the ASUOI (Kravig, 2003; Lacy & Darst, 1984 &nait,

1977; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976).

Studies on Expert/Successful Coaches

The question has often been asked of how success has been determined and what
makes a successful coach. In reference to coaching, success has beéxesubje
according to various criteria that have been used from building character tesatble
winning games. Some coaches have been referred to as being successful béggtuse o
athlete graduation rates from school, or the athletes having a positive eepgoie

athletes having learned life-skills such as work ethic and teamwork, ohtbteat
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attained above average grade point averages. Chen, Jensen, and Mann (2004) offered that
success be viewed with regard to coach’s sport knowledge, leadership, communication
skills, and managerial ability. Coaches and others have offered the importance of
developing athletes instead of focusing on winning, thus having athletes who cdreplay t
game and also contribute in society (Selby, 2009). A coach offered the opinion in a

recent study that when a team reaches their potential that a coach cbloddvsrly

successful as a coach and not win a championship (Selby, 2009).

Perhaps helpful to determining how to define a successful coach, would be to
examine the differences between the terms of good, great, and succebsful. W
examining simple dictionary definitions of the following good, great, and suatassf
was more apparent how a successful coach may be defined. Good was defined as
satisfactory in quality, quantity, or degree and morally excellent (Dictarary 2011).

This definition may well describe a coach who teaches the athletes morallpsnand
life-skills along with sport skills. Whereas great was defined as unasgahsiderable

in degree, power, and a person who has achieved importance or distinctiondn a fiel
which would describe coaches who have become extremely popular for numerous
reasons usually due to either exceptional athlete performances and/or cahgai.
according to a dictionary definition success refers to someone who has succeeded or
gained a favorable or desired outcome, it also has referred to someone who has gained
wealth, favor, or eminence. From these terms it appeared that a sucasssfulvould

be someone who can achieve the desired outcome in sports, which by many standards,

though not limited to, would be winning.
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Although character building of athletes has been expressed as an important
element of being a successful coach, when the day has concluded the coaclitas/iewe
successful have been referred to those who win games and championships (Gallimore, &
Tharp, 2004; Selby, 2009). This perspective has been observed and understood even
within the coaching profession. One coach did not agree that success should have meant
winning, but expressed that was the way success has been determined (Selby, 2009):

Well, in this job, at this point in time, success is winningiomai
championships and having your players improve to the level for, basically
what they want to achieve with their talents. | think thatatlgtle bit of a
problem in college sports these days because success is notediakd by
having all your kids grow up, graduate from college, become betteregpeopl
and blah, blah, blah. | mean, those things are supposed to happen, but no one
hires you based on those things happening, and you certainly gewvired e
all those things happen, but you don’t win. So | think that's a real alitem
in college sports really, quite frankly. All those things aupposed to
happen as well as doing a certain amount of winning. (p. 110)
Another coach described his analysis of success as the following (Selby, 2009),
“Unfortunately, we are all held hostage to winning. | mean, you know, you look at a
coach’s winning percentage, and championships, and different things likéothit1).

In the research, successful coaches have also been defined in a myltiplicit
ways. Claxton (1988) defined successful coaches as having career winnialg mcor
70% or higher. Lacy and Goldston (1990) referred to past winning percentage end yea
of experience of the coaches to determine success. In 2003, Hansen and colleagues
described successful coaches in terms of coaching experience, careand/iasards
won. Gallimore and Tharp (2004) depicted John Wooden as successful due to his 10
NCAA championships. Pat Summitt has been expressed to be successful due to

becoming the winningest NCAA Division | coach in history (Becker & Wrigh2008).

Despite various definitions both in and outside of research, the predominant view of
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success has dealt with winning, and in today’s world most coaches will clairarthe
trying to do so (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Selby, 2009).

Successful coaches collectively involve various personalities, behanars,
instructional leadership styles (Mondello & Janelle, 2001). Bobby Knight was known for
his autocratic style (Robinson & Miller, 2003) and John Wooden for his focus on
character building (Tharp & Gallimore, 1976). In addition, Pat Summit, who cotube
women’s basketball team at the University of Tennessee, demonstrates tybes thlat
she cares about them; however, she still remains a tough disciplinarian ¢g@/ri989).

Although books, magazines, documentaries, and interviews provide insights into
the philosophies and techniques of many great and successful coaches) stadas
that systematically examine successful coaches’ behaviors and thre fatated to those
behaviors have been less common. A variety of research methods, coaching populations,
and variables have been examined to help identify differences betweessfucand
less successful coaches. A limited amount of research has been conductessfiduc
coaches including college basketball coach Jerry Tarkanian (Bloom et al., d8&de
football coach Frank Kush (Langsdorf, 1979); John Wooden (Tharp & Gallimore, 1976);
and Pat Summitt (Wrisberg, 1990) to observe and empirically evaluate. Ggpacia
teaching continue to be such complex processes that many different resegrettipess
have been and will be necessary to fully comprehend them (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004).

One of the landmark studies in coaching research was performed to investigate
the coaching methods of legendary John Wooden, who led his UCLA men’s basketball
team to an unprecedented 10 Division | basketball championships in a 12-year period

(Tharp & Gallimore, 1976). This noteworthy research was among the fiegpaot r
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systematic observational data through the use of the Tharp and Gallimoeceigedory
systematic observation system known as the Coaching Behavior Recording Fostn (Da
et al., 1989). Tharp and Gallimore (1976) gathered their data by sitting in theofroot r
bleachers at Wooden'’s practices, allowing them to see and hear most of his verbal
exchanges. Over the course of 30 hours of 15 practice sessions 2,326 of Wooden’s
behaviors were coded, which revealed that more than half (50.3%) of Coach Wooden's
behavior was in the instruction category, which was defined as verbal statetauts
what to do or how to do it. He also used hustles (12%), praise (7%), and scolds (6%). It
was also noted that Wooden rarely used scolds and most of his negative stateneents wer
followed up with instruction. In addition, nearly all of Wooden'’s statements wese bri
(shorter than 20 seconds in duration). In 2004 the same researchers reflected and
reanalyzed their previous study and had a personal interview with Wooden to gain a
different perspective of his coaching techniques. They noted that the “Hustiestged
to intensify the learning environment and also was a method of management. They found
that they were able to better understand his immense planning context of eagyfdet
every practice, which made possible his concise behavior, including the wayrhet@ust
his players in a brief and descriptive fashion (directed at what the played sloordther
than merely describing a player’s action). They also discovered whytdgooaof
praise (7%) might be considered low because John Wooden considered positive coaching
behaviors to come in the form of instruction rather than praise (Gallimore & Tharp,
2004).

Later, Williams (1978) employed a modified version of the Tharp and Gallimore

instrument to systematically observe a successful high school head baskestitia|
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during which he observed practices twice a week throughout the season and gathered da
using event-recording procedures. The results were compared to those of Tharp and
Gallimore's study on John Wooden. The findings indicated that the high school coach
emphasized instruction, as did Wooden, but used praise (25% of all behaviors) much
more frequently than Coach Wooden did. Williams suggested that the differences in
maturity, skill level, and motivation of players at the high school and college |lewéts ¢
possibly explain the variance in the use of praise (Lacy & Darst, 1985).

In 1979, Langsdorf followed up with a similar descriptive study of coaching
behaviors through observation of Frank Kush, the head football coach at Arizona State
University. Results of the study showed a variety of Kush’s behaviors coded during 18
spring football practices. Of Kush’s behaviors, 36% were in the instructiorocataad
hustles, scold/reinstruction, and praise being the next highest occurring behlavior
addition, 12% of behaviors were in the scold/instruction category (Landsdorf, 1979).

Lacy and Darst (1985) observed the behaviors of winning high school head
football coaches using a modified form of Tharp and Gallimore’s (1976) 10-categor
system. They did not include an Uncodable category; however, they added two new
categories; Use of First Name (using the first name or nickname whetrgpdirectly
to a player) and Management (verbal statements related to organizatiaralafet
practice session not referring to strategies or fundamentals of the. gahee)esearchers
recorded the behaviors of 10 coaches in three phases over the course of one selason. Eac
coach was observed once during pre-season, early season, and late season. Asquantitati
analysis was conducted using an analysis of variance with repeated meglatiorged

by a post hoc Tukey’s test. They discovered that coaches used a more intdmsg tea
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style during the first part of the year while focusing on basics and funddsieRtaise
was used over twice as much as scold, reinforcing the researchers’ opinicoattieds
can accomplish more using positive interactions rather than negative interattions.
addition, this study also supported the idea that informal feedback is necessarg to be a
effective coach or teacher (Lacy & Darst, 1985).

Claxton (1988) used the ASUOI to conduct a study to describe and analyze
systematically the coaching behaviors of more and less successful hightsnys)
tennis coaches during practice sessions. Successful coaches werézeat@gonaving
career winning percentages of at least 70%, and less successful coaehlebeled as
having records under 50%. In Claxton’s (1988) research, each coach was observed for
three 10-minute periods three times throughout the season (pre-season s
late season). The data were recorded according to specific events ame tach
behavior lasted. Using a Mann-Whitney Test, the researcher analyzacetitegecording
data, and the different groups were compared for each behavior using the pesaaintage
all intervals for interval recording analysis. Analysis of the data stiolag the more
successful coaches asked a significantly greater number of questrom®{iastruction)
of their players than did the less successful coaches. Of the 4,031 events recorded,
preinstruction, concurrent instruction, and postinstruction combined to account for 20.1%
of all behaviors, making Instruction the most observed category. Claxton concluded that
the less successful coaches used more instruction and praise, but questiohad less t
successful coaches. He also indicated that the more successful coadhgediispre
Silence and Management behaviors, but spent less time on them than the less successful

coaches.
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Lacy and Goldston (1990) conducted a study with the purpose to analyze the
behaviors of five male and five female varsity high-school girls' basketiathes
during preseason and in-season practice sessions. Each coach was obsertie@shree
during the preseason phase and three times in the in-season phase. Systematic
observation data were collected using event recording with 13 behavior cadegjdhe
ASUOI. Coaching behaviors were generally consistent across both phasesedson
for both genders. The dominant behavior of the coaches observed was verbal instruction.
Verbal behavior categories of an instructional nature (about 49.6 %) dominated the
observed practice sessions in both phases of the season. The highest individual behavior
category for the female coaches was postinstruction (21.3 %) whereas ¢r®ubjatts
employed concurrent instruction (21.8 %) the most often. A second major function was
giving encouragement by using the praise and hustle categories to motivetesdthl
maintain and intensify their efforts. These two behavior categorieseddt8l5% of all
behaviors used by the coaches. These "encouragement” behaviors weredesiighitg
more by the female coaches (20.1 %) than their male counterparts (17.1 %). Both ma
and female coaches used over twice as many praise behaviors as scold béthweviors
third major area that accounted for an important part of the coaching behaviors observed
was that of management. Management accounted for 15.3% of all behaviors for the total
season. As with the study conducted by Lacy and Darst (1985) this study indicated a
correlation between positive verbal feedback and coaching success.

Lacy and Martin’s (1994) purpose was to examine starter/nonstarter madtor-ski
engagement (MSE) and coaching behaviors in different segments of preseasogsprac

in collegiate women's volleyball. The participants were athletes@exches of eight
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volleyball teams. Segments of the practice were defined and coded as apyakil-

work, scrimmage, or conditioning. Coaching behaviors were coded with interval
recording procedures (5-second observe, 1-second code) using an expanded version of
the Arizona State University Observation Instrument (ASUOI). Thegpdesed that

slightly more behaviors were directed to individuals (26%) than the group (22.6%). Pre
instruction was primarily directed to the group, which demonstrated the tygachlimg
strategy of explanation and demonstration prior to activity. The only other categori
directed more to the group than to an individual were management and hustle.

Bloom et al. (1999) studied Fresno State men’s basketball coach, Jerry Tarkanian,
using systematic observation. They adapted the observation system utiliziearpyand
Gallimore (1976) to create the Revised Coaching Behavior Recording Form. The
changes to the original set of categories included Technical Instructiditalac
Instruction, General Instruction, and Humor. Two researchers conducted a prieitest
consisted of three 2-hour observations, prior to the behavior being formally ikcorde
Coach Tarkanian did not know he was being observed at the time of the study. During
the recording procedure, two observers sat independently of each other in an unobtrusive
place. Every observed behavior exhibited by the coach was recorded on the coding shee
Data were gathered throughout the whole regular season during practice$ loal
analysis of data involved combining the information from both observers and reaching a
average percentage. In addition, the coach and his assistant were both intenvibeved a
end of the season to confirm that the concluding results were congruent with Coach
Tarkanian’s actual methods. They also had a chance to ask any questions about the

study. In discussing the results, the researchers noted the importance nfdhadi
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Instruction behaviors into three separate categories for this study.calitelating the

total number of statements, the observers found Tactical Instruction wasesedst,

which was 29% of the coded behaviors. They concluded that elite level coaches have a
tendency to emphasize the cognitive or tactical aspects of their sport pikaatige.

They also indicated that Tarkanian, like Wooden, did not use physical or negative
punishment.

Butcher (2003) examined the leadership styles of female collegiatddekey
coaches. Sport researchers have generally accepted the idea thabthaipessand
leadership styles of coaches influence their teams and individual atfiletes (984).
Research in the sport leadership area has been conducted under the generabassumpti
that the type of leadership behavior exhibited by coaches will have a sighifigzact
on individual athletes and teams (Amorose & Horn, 2001; Martin, Dale, & Jackson,
2001; Vealey, Armstrong, Comar, & Greenleaf, 1998). This study examined veteran and
new coaches leadership behaviors of Training and Instruction, Autocratic, Social
Support, and Positive Reinforcement. The new coaches exhibited more training and
instruction, social support, and positive reinforcement than veteran coaches. bmadditi
the athletes rated the new coaches significantly higher in displayingrtiozideic
leadership style whereas they rated the veteran coaches as moreiautdfnan
comparing the leadership styles of successful and unsuccessful ¢@asigesficant
difference was found in training and instruction, social support, and positive
reinforcement. Successful coaches used more positive reinforcement andup@adl, s

and unsuccessful coaches used training and instruction more. Overall, training and



29

instruction and positive reinforcement were found to be the behaviors exhibited by most
coaches regardless of coaching experience.

Mesquita and colleagues (2008) conducted systematic observation using the
ASUOI of male youth volleyball coaches. They found the combined categories of
instruction (35.9%) accounted for the majority of recorded behaviors. However, they
showed a lower use of instructional and praise behaviors compared with resutés of el
level professional coaches. The data revealed a ratio of 3:1 of praise to scaitivelgpe
demonstrating the use of positive reinforcement as a teaching tool. Additiamally, t
findings on the use of first names, questioning, and negative/positive modeling, important
strategies used in teaching to promote active learning, were very limise.i

Recently Becker and Wrisberg (2008) observed Pat Summitt throughout the
2004-05 season for a total of 504 minutes consisting of 3,296 coded practice behaviors.
Few coaching researchers have used comparable research sttategigrast a highly
successful collegiate women’s basketball coach with one of the algteaé men’s
college basketball coach John Wooden. The purpose was to systematicallyeexa
Summitt’s practice behaviors comparing them to the results of the 30+ ye&audjads
John Wooden and to observe any differential treatment in the form of feedback to
athletes. Consistent with previous research on successful coaches, Sumnaigdprovi
instructionmore frequently (48%) than any other coaching behavior (Bloom et al., 1999;
Kahan, 1999; Lacy & Darst, 1985; Segrave & Ciancio, 1990; Solomon, Striegel et al.,
1996; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976). The most common form of instruction that Summitt
provided during practices was concurrent instruction. As players executed ‘asksis

she frequently provided them with technical and tactical information. Anothegstitey
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aspect of Summitt’s instructional behavior was the higher frequency of pueirstr
(before action) and lower frequency of postinstruction directed toward thelteta.
study, nearly half (45%) of Summitt's statements were directed towdnddual

players. The second most frequent type of feedback Coach Summitt provided during
practice sessions was pra{4®%). She directed hust¢atements toward the team as a
whole more often than toward individual athletes. Throughout the course of drills, she
utilized hustlestatements, which comprised 11% of her overall coaching behaviors,
which was similar to John Wooden. Therefore, the researchers concluded thatame fa
that might have contributed to the success of Summitt was the careful planning of
intense, game-like practices.

Feedback clearly has been an important component of the coaching process.
Despite slight differences and independent of study design or population, the current
body of literature gained from systematic observation suggests thatgutceaches
provide greater amounts of overall feedback in practice than less succeashds
(Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Bloom et al., 1999; Butcher, 2003; Lacy & Goldston, 1985;
Mesquita et al., 2008; Markland & Martinek, 1988; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976).
Furthermore, the results of these investigations have demonstrated the cattegory
‘instruction’ as one of the most observed behaviors of feedback for both male and female
coaches. Moreover, as Black and Weiss (1992) claim, effective coactids tidtivate
a more positive environment through the use of praise for their players thangseir le
effective counterparts. Potrac and colleagues (2007) verified the use ofoyrtope
level coaches as an instructional strategy to enhance self-effled@pafidence levels

of players, and as a valuable tool for reinforcing desired athlete behavior.
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The Effect of Gender on Coaching Behaviors

If coaching educators are to aid coaches in the practice of effectiverapachi
techniques, more must be learned about the factors that relate to coachdgrexihibi
desirable behaviors. Of these factors, gender may play a role in thedveltd\doaches.
Males may place more value on certain aspects of coaching more than fncialése
versa. Little research has been conducted regarding the differencasirbab@aviors of
male and female coaches. In addition, relating to female athletes aiiugréd male
athletes may require different methods of coaching.

Eitzen and Pratt (1989) focused on differences in the coaching philosophy of both
male and female coaches of female basketball teams. They used questitmicaitest
the data, which specified five areas of coaching philosophy: (a) the coalehis the
overall development of athletes, (b) conditions believed essential to maxiamze te
performance, (c) team rules used, (d) use of sport aphorisms, and (e) the iexigextat
the athletes. Six hundred questionnaires were sent to randomly selected high sshool girl
basketball teams, and 250 were used in the study. The significant differamcesviere
minimal. Only one comparison in the overall development of the athletes was
statistically different. The female coaches placed a greater iamgerbn helping the
athlete develop a positive self-image. In the second area, coachesuvetéd value
the same conditions essential to maximize performance, regardless af gertéam
rules, females tended to have rules focusing on academic performancee phactiay
before a game, good sportsmanship, and profanity; male coaches were mote likely

include curfews and enforce rules on punctuality relative to practices. femthe



32

differences that existed concerning sport aphorisms, the females gtaeéer
importance on the statements than the male coaches.

A rather unique characteristic of competitive girls’ basketball has beenatia
males and females serve as coaches. Using systematic obsenatipant Goldston
(1985) analyzed the behavior of male and female coaches in high school girlsbathsket
The participants included five female and five male coaches in Dallas- 6ot \Wexas.
Each coach was observed three times during the preseason and three timekeluring
season, using the ASUOI. Coaching behaviors were generally consistent adross bot
phases of the season for both genders. When analyzed separately, male cex@ches w
found to use concurrent instruction the most, and females exhibited more post instruction.
The biggest difference during this part of the season was observed in the Martageme
category, which was used more by the female coaches. When the data wereanalyze
across the whole season, concurrent instruction was used most frequently and post
instruction was ranked second. The greatest disparities between genddlrewere
categories of postinstruction, preinstruction, and management. It wastalgsiing to
note the variability of the genders across the phases in the use of firstatagwyc The
female subjects exhibited this behavior at a .97 RPM in the preseason and the male
coaches used first names from .50 RPM in the preseason. During the in season phase, the
first name usage was almost identical for both genders. Although therdliglete s
variations in behaviors, the gender differences of displayed behaviors were not
considered significant.

In the studies of Dubois (1981) and Millard (1990), the male coaches gave more

technical instruction and less encouragement than did the female coachegeiltvee
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gender differences noted in those studies might have been confounded by other related
factors. As an example, Sherman and Hassan (1986) reported that high-experience
coaches gave more technical instruction than did low-experience coaches. Indegd, ma
in the Millard study had over twice the years experience coaching as dahtakes and
they were significantly older. Thus, differences found by gender may a#eeted
differences in experience and/or age of the coaches. Another factor theateaioebe
gender related was the past athletic participation of coaches. In anvexstondy of high
school coaches in Oregon, Sisley and Capel (1986) found a greater percentage of the
males than females had been varsity collegiate athletes. In sumttreoygh differences
have been found in the frequency with which male and female coaches engage in
technical instruction and encouragement, years experience coaching, aget and pas
athletic participation have emerged as factors that could be contributing & gend
behavior differences of coaches. Yet, the degree to which gender contributed to’coaches
behaviors remained unclear.

In another study, Pratt and Eitzen (1989) examined the differences in philosophies
between male coaches of male and female basketball teams. Their purpasdetest t
any differences in the coaching philosophies of male coaches with athletéerentli
genders. Questionnaires, which focused on five specific areas of the ¢hatirésand
behaviors, were sent to the head coaches for boys and girls’ basketball. In the overa
development of the athlete, significant differences existed in six of theiteigist on the
guestionnaire. Male coaches of male teams attempted to influence thésalifdete
outside of sport much more than male coaches of female teams. Few diffeverees

found in the conditions essential to maximize performance. For example, mdie<oéc
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female teams tended to focus on the behaviors during practice. In comparing the
coaches’ expectations of their athletes, the coaches of male teamsptacgenportance
on the athletes’ self-discipline and control, and on regarding the team higher than
themselves then coaches of female teams. This study also found gender to not be a
significant factor and also suggested that differences in coaching oanthfemale
athletes have been due to personality and teaching style differenceshathas a result

of gender.

Coaching Behaviors and Expectancy Theory

Actions happen because of the expectations people hold for themselves and those
of others (Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 2002). The investigations of expectationmgffec
actions has developed into a theoretical framework known as Expectancy Theory that
evolved from the work of the Jecentury sociologist Robert Merton (1948) who coined
the synonymous term, the self-fulfilling prophecy. Merton utilized this corioept
explain various sociological phenomena. He found that when something is expected to
happen, the initial behavior actually caused the behavior to occur. The classic work in
education of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), Pygmalion in the Classroom, studied
teachers’ differential treatment of students. It demonstrated that childve were
expected to be high achievers improved significantly more then those who westedxpe
to achieve less. In a later study, Rosenthal (1974) determined that indiveyaided as
high achievers were awarded more beneficial treatment than those considered |
achievers in four ways. Termed the Four Factor Theory, Rosenthal (1974) showed that
high expectancy students were issued superior quality feedback in qreatants, were

afforded a warmer socio-emotional climate, were offered more oppogtifoti input
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(i.e., more challenging tasks), and were given additional output opportunities yee., gi
more time to respond to questions). This phenomenon of teachers treating students of
high ability/expectancy differently than those of lower ability/expentdoecame known
as Expectancy Theory (Cousineau & Luke, 1990; Horn, 1984; Markland & Marinek,
1988; Sinclair & Vealey, 1989). These studies prompted researchers to furthegatgest
the effects of expectations of educators towards students and later of doacirds
athletes.

Expectancy Theory suggests that through a series of phases coachgs directl
influence and impact athlete ability, skill, and performance. Current literatur
characterizes the relationship between coach expectations and athletegectoas a 4-
step process (Horn, 1984; Horn, Lox, & Labrador, 2006; Solomon, 2001). In the first
step, the coach develops expectations for athletes based on three types sfampres
cues: personal (i.e., race, gender, body size), performance (i.e., coordirpetent), s
agility), and psychological (i.e., confidence, motivation, anxiety). In the secqndiste
coach’s expectations are communicated to the athlete in verbal and nonverbad way
how s/he behaves toward the athlete (Horn et al., 2001; Martinek, 1989; Sinclair &
Vealey, 1989; Solomon, 2001; Solomon & Kosmitzki, 1996). The third step includes the
athlete becoming aware of the coach’s treatment and it consequenttingfthe
athlete’s own self-perceptions and behaviors. In the fourth step, the athlete résponds
this treatment and her/his behavior conforms to the original expectation, thustaognple
the expectancy cycle. This serves to reinforce to coaches that theialugigment of
the athlete’s ability and skill was accurdter the purposes of this reviehetexpectancy

cycle is not dictated by how players were rated against other playersgendel public,
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athletes’ perspectives, or their actual performance. Rather alepgesgiecifically
differential treatment, are based upon the assessments and perspectives chtése coa

A major limitation of previous expectancy research has been the lack of accurat
understanding and assessment of coach expectations of athlete ability ahdtblill
past, this theory and the vast majority of research on expectancy refretifyrion the
assumption that coaches’ used impressions of physical ability to assess athlet
expectancy level. Expectancy Theory suggested that two primary casegjorie
information were utilized for assessment: personal and performance cuésadsati
recently, psychological cues were not included in expectancy research and matrdpm
used in expectancy measuring tools.

Initially, researchers utilized a rank-order method to distinguish betthee
coach’s perceptions of high and low ability athletes (Sinclair & Vealey, 1988m®n,
DiMarco, Ohlson, & Reece, 1998; Solomon & Kosmitzki, 1996; Solomon Striegel et al.,
1996). This method required coaches to hierarchically rank athletes from most tsthe lea
skilled, resulting in rankings that were supposedly primarily based on athleysgaih
skills and abilities (Solomon, 2001). Those who have worked in any athletic capacity
know coaches use more information for assessment beyond athletes’ phystced abil
and skills.

Coaches use a multitude of sources for information, as well as physical
impressions, to assess the abilities and skills of their athletes whemidetgr
expectations. To address the issue Solomon (2001) conducted research that confirmed
that head coaches use psychological sources in order to assess overalbathtgtand

skill, specifically the psychological impression cue of confidence wasdadlalong
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with performance impressions, which extended Expectancy Theory to include
psychological cues as potential sources of expectancy information. Duerstasch,
the Expectancy Rating Scale (ERS) was created to overcome some of tigolsiof
the rank-order method (Solomon, 2001).

Additional research has continued to support the use of psychological cues by
coaches and the development of tools to measure those cues (Solomon, 2010). Interviews
conducted with 18 coaches of both individual and team sports revealed that coaches used
a multitude of factors and impressions to judge ability and skill including buinmted
to the traditional physical ability/performance (Solomon & Rhea, 2008). Fromeghks
of this study, the Solomon Expectancy Sources Scale (SESS; Solomon, 2003), a 30-item
survey, was developed to provide a more comprehensive report of the sources of
information used by coaches to evaluate athletes.

Further qualitative investigations using the SESS and other measures have
supported the concept of psychological cues being an important factor contributing to
coaches’ perceptions of athlete expectancy (Solomon, 2010; Solomon & Rhea, 2008). In
an investigation of 70 Division | head basketball coactesk Ethic, Receptivity to
Coaching, Willingness to Learn, Love of Sport, Willingness to Liateh,
Competitiveneswere the six characteristics that emerged from the SESS as the
predominant sources of information coaches used when assessing athldtes &Bec
Solomon, 2005)Another investigation on soccer coaches found that the coaches
perceived athletes attitudes to be a function of categorizing athéetéghaor low
expectancy (Wilson, Cushion, & Stephen, 2006). The previous investigation found that

coaches believed that attitude was an important element to developing theoosnditi
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necessary for advancement of an athlete. This could illustrate the magnitude of the
importance of knowing and understanding use of psychological cues by coaches. In
qualitative investigation of five male and female Division | head coachesrious

sports with at least 5 years of experience, they identified the chastcsetiiey sought in
athletes, especially when recruiting. Although all the coaches in theidertified

ability, at least three discussed other qualities they used to establisbsafisiasuccessful

for their teams, specifically the characteristic of competitiveaesl work ethic (Selby,
2009). These findings have assisted researchers in understanding and measuring how
coaches determine expectancy status of athletes.

Furthermore, understanding the first step of evaluation has been important
because coaches’ initial impression of an athlete is likely to remainibiéeover the
course of time, even when new information regarding athlete ability beceankshée
(Solomon, Golden, Ciapponi, & Martin, 1998; Solomon & Kosmitzki, 1996; Solomon &
Rhea, 2008; Wilson et al., 2006). Simply stated, first impressions were prevailing and
rarely did coaches re-evaluate their initial expectation of athlete\eerhent. Two
studies (Solomon & Kosmitzki, 1996; Solomon, Golden, et al., 1998) demonstrated that
coach expectations of athlete’s ability tended to be inflexible whereasdlf’s
perceived potential for athletic improvement was changeable. Resesaextamining
soccer coaches found that the coaches were willing to articulate to atidetésey
could change the coaches’ perceptions, however, the majority of the coachesdadmitt
that they usually did not, if ever, change their expectancy status of ae &lson et
al., 2006). In the study of Pat Summitt, a consistent athlete expectancy assedsrae

athletes was demonstrated from the beginning to the end of a basketball sealsein (Bec



39

& Wrisberg, 2008). Thus, as with the investigation by Rejeski, Darracott, and Hutsla
(1979), it appears that once coaches identify athletes as either high or l@targpe

they tend to retain those perceptions. This inflexibility of coach expectations
demonstrated how important the initial evaluation could be on an athlete’s development
and future performance.

This inflexibility has been important specifically when the second sté@in t
expectancy cycle was considered, specifically how coaches’ etipesthad the
potential to influence coaches’ behavior and athletes’ perceptions of their ditvesabi
and skills. Rejeski et al. (1979) extended the notion from education to a sport setting that
coaches’ feedback correlated to the perceived skill level of athletes. Isttiir they
coded coaching behaviors directed at high and low skilled athletes in a youth sports
basketball league. Consistent with findings reported in the classroom, the hityh abili
children were reinforced more than low-ability children. It was also foundtaahes
gave more general technical information to low ability than to the high athlitren.

This differential display of behavior became known as differential texatand
generally emerged through the form of quality and quantity of feedback givtndtesa
(Mavi & Sharpe, 2000) According to Solomon and Kosmitzki (1996), this process of
"feedback refers to the condition whereby coaches offer varying amounts afaitifom
to athletes based on perceptions of ability” (p. 165). Continued research using similar
methods has suggested that high expectancy athletes received a greaterapdhntity
quality of feedback than their low expectancy teammates (Sinclair & ¥/ e189;
Solomon, DiMarco, et al., 1998; Solomon & Kosmitzki, 1996; Solomon & Rhea, 2008;

Solomon, Striegal et al., 1996).
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This differential treatment caused by coaches’ expectations, can albyeaftect
athletes permanently depending on how coaches’ perceptions and treatment are
demonstrated. Because coaches tend to have inflexible perceptions of athéetes, it
possible that they may communicate an enduring high or low expectancy Gtiduels t
athletes (Solomon & Rhea, 2008). As a result, coaches could continue in the behaviors
they displayed toward those athletes. This may result in high expectancgsathlet
consistently receiving a greater quantity of relevant feedback than trexjmgtancy
athletes (Solomon, Golden et al., 1998).

Athletes’ perceptions of differential patterns of feedback from coachesdieg
on expectancy status have also been documented (Sinclair & Vealey, 1989). Athletes
feelings of competence appear to be related to the amount of praise and amsthagti
received from their coach in response to successful performance attAtgots(

Howe, 1998; Black & Weiss, 1992). Athletes interpreting the expectations ottaah

as low may be negatively affected because their enthusiasm for padicipati future
performance decreases. Conversely, if an athlete interprets theagpscdf the coach

to be high, their enthusiasm and performance may be heightened. In essencégerssearc
have suggested that athlete performance hinges on the continued conveyed expectati
of the coach (Martinek, 1981; Martinek, Crowe, & Rejeski, 1982).

It is important to note that some coaches’ behavior has not been congruent with
their expectations, thereby demonstrating that they do not engage in the expectancy
process. This was found when studying coach Pat Summitt who was found to give both
high and low expectancy athletes similar amounts of quantity and qualitydifaiek

(Becker & Wrisberg, 2008). Instead, she distributed an equitable proportion ofdeedba
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to both high and low expectancy players, this finding was not consistent with previous
expectancy literature (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Lacy & Martin, 1994; Madcké&
Martinek, 1988; Sinclair & Vealey, 1989; Solomon, DiMarco et al., 1998).

Results from Smith et al. (1977) indicated that athletes responded most favorably
to coaches who engaged in higher percentages of supportive and instructional ®ehavior
Furthermore, expectations may serve to reinforce an athletes’ congdtdrec
expectation is perceived, interpreted, and adopted. These findings areguérticul
important in light of the research suggesting that athletes with highes levabnfidence
are more likely to succeed than those lower in confidence (Gould, Guinan, Gregnleaf,
Chung, 2002; Weinberg, Grove, & Jackson, 1992). Knowing that differential treatment
relates to coach expectations and potentially affects athlete penfmemiareinforces the

importance of coaches’ being aware of the expectancy cycle and thawidrs.

Summary

Considering the ever-increasing rates of sport participation it igatie to
investigate the behaviors that may contribute to successful coaching estcBecause
coaching is often referred to as a teaching experience, systematicatibssrof
coaching behaviors have been developed and adapted from previous research in
education. To improve the quality and efficacy of behaviors specific to coachaficspe
observational tools have been created and employed throughout the literature. This
research has provided relevant information that can be used by both researchers and
coaches to improve coaching science. An investigation of past research hadraveal
tremendous amount of information relative to coaching. From this extensive body of

literature, the following themes have received significant attention: behesmols
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exhibited by successful coaches, the potential effects of gender on coaclanigitseh
and the impact of Expectancy Theory on coaches’ actions.

Through a variety of systematic observational studies, a multitude of coaching
behaviors have been categorically identified. Some of the more prevalentdoghavi
included instruction, praise, and hustle. The literature suggested various types of
instruction as the dominant behavior of successful coaches. Positive feedback, such as
praise, has also frequently been observed as a common coaching stretegynally,
highly successful coaches employ highly organized and structured praatise pl
Although differences have been observed relative to coaching experience, evidence
suggests that these behaviors seem to exist among coaches regardleypefahsport
or the gender of the coach.

With increasing levels of sport participation for both males and femalegi¢he r
of gender in coaching has been investigated. Surprisingly, the few signifidentmites
that have been observed relative to gender have been mild. The literature ghggests
regardless of the coaches’ or athletes’ gender, similar coaching belaeiotsserved.
Specifically, instruction remains the most prevalent strategy for bo#h anal female
coaches.

Another major tenant of coaching science has been the role of Expectancy
Theory. Expectancy Theory suggests that a coach’s expectation of an abiéte will
influence the behavior and subsequently the outcome for both parties’. Athletesewho ar
perceived as more skilled, and therefore expected to perform better, mag reoee
instruction and feedback from their coaches than their less skilled teamitases

phenomenon tends to remain salient throughout the course of the coach athlete
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relationship. Sadly, this behavior could prove detrimental to successful outcomes for

coaches and athletes alike. Interestingly, these findings may ledlridahe level of

experience and expertise of the coach and therefore not universally practiced.
Although a great deal of scholarship has been dedicated to coaching science, it

seems beneficial to study coaches using a similar observational instriiime®&SUIO

was used in this study to systematically record and then compare the bebfviors

successful high school girl's basketball coaches to a recent study ofyasugbéssful

collegiate women'’s basketball coach. These findings were also companaddo s

studies using the same observational instrument. In addition to coaching behaviors the

current study evaluated the effects of gender and Expectancy Theory to irbptiovke

theory and practice of coaching science.



CHAPTER 3

METHODS

The primary purpose of this study was to identify instructional and non-
instructional coaching behaviors of a successful male and female head coach of high
school girls’ basketball teams. The second purpose of this study was to inedbiggat
theory of expectancy (Horn, 1984) by relating coaches’ expectancy stafuy$. low)
of athletes to coaching behaviors, quantity and quality of feedback, for succedsful hig
school coaches in basketball team practice settings. This chapter deswipaditipant
selection criteria, instrumentation, methodological procedures, and sthasiatyses

that were used in this study.

Participants

Participants for this study were one male and one female successful high school
varsity girls' basketball head coaches in the mountain west area of ted Btates. Both
participants were head coaches at high schools classified as 5A, thecetssifor
schools with the largest enrollment. The participants were chosen due to the
qualifications that would most closely match the accomplishments of the dutcess
collegiate coach, Pat Summitt. Before participating in the research stogheted in
2005, Pat Summitt had completed 30+ years as a head coach, accumulated an .839

winning percentage (852-167), won 26 tournament and conference championships, and 8
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NCAA titles. Likewise, the participants in this study were selecteddas criteria that
closely matched Pat Summitt’s success including quality programscaoéar wins,
state tournament appearances, state championships, years of coachiegexpend
willingness to participate in the study. Success and inclusion critetadghes included
the following as a head coach: (a) coaching at 5A high school, (b) total canseatver
above 300, (c) 10 or more regional championships, (d) 10 or more state tournament
appearances, (e) 2 or more state championships, (f) 15 or more years of coaching
experience, and (g) willingness to participate.

The female coach had 17 years as head coach at her current school with 4 years
previous coaching experience. At the current high school she had coached with a
winning percentage of .754 (295-96) with teams winning 9 regional championships and 2
state titles. She had also coached teams to 17 state tournament appeatianeassi
going to the finals 4 times, placind*2wice. For the current season her team had gone
19-5 in their league, also winning the regional championship title. From all the teams
combined, 33 students have continued on to play basketball at a collegiate level.

The female coach’s team consisted of 10 varsity athletes with three ssdore
freshman. She did not consider any junior varsity athletes to be varsity @agars
though some of the junior varsity athletes were to have limited varsity gamegtime,
especially when a varsity player sustained an injury. The female coachnigéxr
designated 10 varsity players and 6 junior varsity players during gamesvé lseafiters
received the majority of the playing time with the other athletes subsgitgsparingly,
regardless of the competition. Of note one junior varsity athlete received rayirggpl

time then one of the varsity athletes. A typical practice was highly strdciace
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consisted of 2+ hours and a couple of Saturday practices. Her practicesdonisgsime
specific drills, usually timed. Practices often included junior varsity i@hlersus
varsity athletes for scrimmages. Practices were run using one othé&y aassstant coach
and two junior varsity assistant coaches. The freshman team practicededgpar
although the freshman coach would often assistant with varsity practicesenidle f
coach also used graduate students and professors from the local universist wwiths
monthly sport psychology consulting during practices. Periodically throughout the
season, auxiliary help would be brought in during practices for specializeiddrai
including but not limited to strength training, mental preparation, and technique of
shooting.

The male coach had 21 years as head coach plus coaching experience fa& 19 year
at a previous high school. He also became the second winningest basketball coach in the
state. He had a .831 winning percentage (409-83) with a 17-5 season record. His teams
had won 13 regional championships and 4 state tournament titles. His teams had also
made 21 consecutive state tournament appearances and made it to the final four. 12 times
From all these teams, 52 athletes have continued on to play basketball at various
collegiate levels.

The male coach considered 18 athletes to be part of the varsity team including
three seniors and two freshmen. These 18 athletes included all athletesyelgumsor
varsity. Of the 18 athletes, only 5 played strictly on varsity, whereas tlaéniag13
received playing time on varsity and junior varsity. The five starters/eztthe
majority of the game playing time, however, the male coach would frequentlytsigbst

multiplicity of athletes depending on the competition. The junior varsity andyarsit
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consistently practiced together and were separated for learning into postiisus

varsity playing level then combined for team scrimmaging. Practiees 2+ hours daily
and every Saturday except on game days, which usually consisted of two days of the
week. The practices were efficient and organized, using basic skilladrdigame play.
The two varsity assistant coaches were also the junior varsity sbathe two assistant
coaches taught and called the majority of the offense plays during preaatiggames.
There were athletic trainers who also assisted with athlete injhoegver, the auxiliary

assistance was limited from athletic trainers and other outside sources.

Measures

Demographic Information

Background information, including coaching experience and accomplishments, on
both coaches was obtained through personal interviews (see Appendix A). Background
information about the athletes was obtained from coaches (see Appendix Bhalidor
provided about the athletes included their grade in school, uniform numbers, and playing

time.

Arizona State University Observation Instrument

The Arizona State University Observation Instrument (ASUOI; Ladyagst,
1984) was used to assess coaching behaviors (see Appendix C). ASUOI was used in
order to analyze coaching behaviors with the same observation instrument usey in m
previous studies, thus making meaningful comparisons and valid conclusions (Darst &
Goldston, 1990). It is a widely used observational instrument in coaching research and

was created specifically to examine coaching behaviors during pracgerse(Kahan,
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1999). The behavioral categories of the ASUOI are based on the conceptual rdtatnale t
satisfy the criteria for both content and face validity (Lacy & Da%84). The use of this
observational system yielded the total number of times a particular behawaredcc

during a practice session. It is comprised of 13 behavioral categoriesaefing three
general types of behaviors: instructional (preinstruction, concurrent insiruct
postinstruction, questioning, manual manipulation, positive modeling, negative
modeling), non-instructional (hustle, praise, scold, management, other), and dsgal code
(statements that include the recipient’s name). For the purposes of the dudgainsl

to examine expectancy theory, the category of dual codes representedratateate

were specifically directed toward individual players. The coaches’ ube @articular
player’s first name with the statements fitting into another categasycaded as both

first name and the behavior category, then used to determine the quantity andbfuality
feedback provided to that particular player. It should be noted that coaches’ behaviors
toward individual players was established during the coding process through thescoache
use of the athletes’ first name, as well as coaches’ physical ptpxeye contact,

gestures, and use of gaining conscious attention of the athletes.

Modified Expectancy Rating Scale (MERS)

A major limitation of previous expectancy research has been the lack of a
complete assessment of coach expectations of athlete skill and abilitficaigc¢he
ability to measure coaches’ use of psychological cues. Initially, résranesed a rank-
order method to distinguish between the coach’s perceptions of high and low expectancy
athletes (Sinclair & Vealey, 1989; Solomon, DiMarco et al., 1998; Solomon &

Kosmitzki, 1996; Solomon, Striegel et al., 1996). However, it was left to the coaches to
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define skill when ranking athletes.

Solomon (1993) created the Expectancy Rating Scale (ERS) in an attempt to
scientifically define skill level. Unlike the rank-order method, the ERbistem
instrument that enables coaches to rate athletes independently of one another and g
equal ratings to athletes with similar skills and abilities. Like thk-caader method, the
ERS limitation was its lack of evaluation of other characteristics (iychp$ogical
skills/abilities) that coaches use when evaluating athletes, becapseniary emphasis
was an evaluation of physical abilities (Solomon, 2001). More recently, Solomon (2003)
created the Solomon Expectancy Sources Scale (SESS) to determine the muast com
characteristics that coaches use to evaluate athlete skill and. abhlig/30-item
instrument was used to assess the degree of importance coaches placed on various
physical and psychological characteristics. The investigation resgliested
psychological cues play an important part of coaches’ decisions concerpetacy
(Solomon, 2003, 2010; Solomon & Rhea; 2008).

More recently, Becker and Wrisberg adapted the ERS by adding threetdtem
create the Modified Expectancy Rating Scale (MERS; Becker &bafgs 2008;
Solomon, 2003; Solomon & Rhea, 2008). The MERS consists of 8-items (see Appendix
D for MERS) measuring both physical and psychological skills and abilitezshys
coaches to establish expectancy status of athletes (Becker & WyigbéB). Content
validity for the MERS was established by obtaining feedback and consensus from three
experts in the field of sport psychology in a previous study (Becker & Wgspe08).
The MERS provided a reliable tool to assess coaches’ assessment of kithbatd s

ability in a more comprehensive manner (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008).
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Procedures

After examining the past 5 years of the Utah 5A girls’ basketbad sta
tournament, select coaches were contacted for further interviewingreBeé start of
the girl’s basketball season, head girls’ high school basketball coaehesontacted
and interviewed via email and phone to determine if they fit the criteria fetubsg.
One male and one female coach were invited to participate and then a meeting was
scheduled to discuss the purposes and procedures of the study (i.e., only practices we
videotaped). The coaches were provided a description of the study and informed consent
was obtained. Institutional and school district approval were obtained to conduct the
investigation and informed consent statements were read and signed by each coach.
Athletes and their parents were also be given assent/permission forma wiitiaut
option.

Parts of the observed practices were defined as particular segments. The
definitions of these segments were: (a) warm-up: Any activity not usvagletball
during the practice, such as stretching, to prepare for the workout or préuiisiki]l
work: Any drill the purpose of which was to develop a particular skill or group of skills
necessary for game play; (c) scrimmage: Five players versus fixerpia a game-like
condition; and, (d) conditioning: Activity with the sole purpose of increasing thedéve
physical fitness in such areas as strength, enduranttexibility.

Over the course of the season, a total of 553 minutes of practice with the female
coach and 590 minutes of practice with the male coach (30 minutes to 2 hours per
practice) were video recorded at one to 2-week intervals depending on prelotidelss

(games, weekends, school vacations, High School Activities Association regsilati
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Observations took place during typical practices and started when pradgiacedrel
continued throughout the practice (i.e., warm-ups, drills, half-court work, fult-cour
work). To maximize the viewing perspective, the video camera was positionddide
or in the bleachers. This allowed the researcher to track the coaches msveeyfrom
one end of the court to the other. During all of the recorded sessions, coaches wore a
wireless microphone to ensure that all verbal communication was acquiretie€oare
allowed to turn off the microphone when talking to assistant coaches, parents,
administration, or athletes concerning topics that may be considered confi(tkrgtas
in the family, counseling, etc.) and not pertaining to coaching. The input receptue for t
wireless microphone was attached to the video camera. Therefore, all oflithaiad
visual data were simultaneously recorded onto the same digital videotape.

After the second week of practices, both coaches completed the MERS on all athletes
that were selected for the varsity team and placed them in a sealed enVelopeeeks
after the final game of the season, coaches completed the MERS a saeofwt #ach
athlete based on their perceptions of the athletes’ overall skill and abilitgh€nalso
rank-ordered all varsity team members according to the rank-ordleodr&fter the finish
of the season. Both coaches placed these evaluations in a sealed envelope. Taal play
time for all varsity athletes was also obtained from coaches as one ofithe f
components (preseason MERS, postseason MERS, average playing time, rgnio-order
determine high and low expectancy athletes.

Once all the data were collected, two or three observers watched the video footage

and coded the coaches’ behaviors using the ASUOI (Lacy & Darst, 1984). Observers

were trained by completing a manual that was specifically designedséarchers using
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this instrument (Solomon & Reece, 1995). Event recording provided a frequency count of
defined behaviors as observers coded each discrete behavior as it occurred. eThe sam
consensus building technique utilized by Becker and Wrisberg (2008) was edhgoye
determine the coding of all coaching behaviors. That process consisted of paesing t
videotape after each statement and observers independently coding the feedbagk. If t
agreed on the coding category, the data were entered. If they did not agreewleey

the segment again until there was consensus. No feedback statements were doded unti
consensus was attained. To minimize possible experimenter bias, coaclS'riiags

(both pre- and postseason) for each player were not viewed until all coding was

completed.

Data Analysis

Because this study was a field-based investigation, it was not possible t
standardize practice sessions. Thus, the length of practices, the selectiichof w
segments would be included in the practices, and the length of the segments were out of
the control of the researcher. Statistical analysis for all data in tiig wias conducted
on a personal computer using SPSS version 15.0 (SPSS, Chicago, IL, USA). All data
were entered into an Excel spreadsheet and checked by a researatt éssistdy the

correctness of data input prior to being imported into SPSS.

Coaching Behaviors

Data were coded and quantified for each behavior category for both the team and
individual athletes. Percentages and rate per minute (RPM) for each behaygorycate

was calculated and totaled. RPM was calculated by dividing the total of &adgoiy by
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the total number of minutes observed. Percentages were calculated by dividing the
frequency of each independent behavior category by the total frequency of all the
categories combined, then that number was multiplied by 100. It should be emphasized
that the resultant figure represented a percentage of total behaviors, notgogr o

time. By definition, the use of first name had to accompany another behavidigrinere

to calculate the percentage of each behavioral category, the use of firsvaame

excluded and the percentage of this category was considered separatstyndinfie was
analyzed as an independent category it would have decreased the values of other
behaviors and the true percentage of these behaviors would have been distorted (Lacy &

Goldston, 1990).

Designation of Consistent Expectancy Status

A Pearson Product Moment correlation was used to determine if the coaches’
perceptions of their athletes would remain consistent over the course of the $eason.
there were a high and a statistically significant correlation betéeecoaches’
preseason and postseason MERS ratings of athletes, there would be support for the

hypothesis that coaches’ perceptions remained relatively consistenh@season.

Designation of High and Low Expectancy Athletes

Coaches’ expectancy assessments (preseason MERS scores, postseason MERS
scores, ranking) along with each player’s average amount of playing tinine fentire
season was analyzed to see if average playing time, ranking, and MERSShasdes
predicted the same athletes as low expectancy and high expectancy.c&peafi

Pearson Product Moment correlation was calculated to determine the relationship
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between all four measures (preseason MERS, postseason MERS, ranking, and average
playing time).

Because the number of athletes varied on each team, the scores for bach of t
four measures were then converted to ranks and combined to establish a composite
expectancy score for each athlete. Lower values indicated a higher erpeétagh and
low expectancy was determined by partitioning athletes into halved saroptediag to
their composite expectancy score by designating athletes scoring @@ percentile
as high expectancy € 5,n = 9) and athletes scoring below thé"§@rcentile as low
expectancyr{=5,n=9).

Three different types of scores were computed for each athlete for freseuf
analyzing quantity and quality of feedback to athletes. The first frequeooy was an
individual behavior score, which was calculated by dividing the number of individual
behaviors received from the coach by the total number of individual behaviors given to
all the athletes on that particular team. The second frequency score evesalh
received behavior score, which was calculated by dividing the number of individual
behaviors received from the coach by the total number of individual and group behaviors
given to the teammates and the team in general.

Thirdly, for the purposes of analysis, all frequency counts for each category for
each athlete were converted to proportion scores. Eleven behavior type saeres w
calculated representing 11 of the 13 behavior categories used in the ASEiQiaiine
and other were excluded. Each feedback type was converted to a proportion by dividing
the number of individual received behaviors by the athlete in that categdrg tmtdl

number of individual behaviors received by that athlete. For example, an athdete’s s
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on postinstruction represents the proportion of postinstruction that athlete received in
relation to all of the individual behaviors she received from the coach.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to analyze
whether differences existed in both quantity and quality of feedback provided to high and
low expectancy players for each category represented on the ASUOI. Addepe
variables used for the MANOVA were the players’ expectancy status (highatahthe

dependent variables were the behavioral categories represented on the ASUOI.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to identify coaching behaviors of a successful male
and female head coach of high school girls’ basketball teams and deterthenéaitors
of gender and expectancy affected the coaches’ behaviors. The particighrgstudy
included one male and one female successful high school head basketball coash of girl
basketball teams. The remaining part of this chapter clarifies thiésrésat were found

in the current study and presents a discussion of those results.

Results

Primary Aim and Hypothesis

The primary aim of this study was to determine the instructional and non-
instructional coaching behaviors of a successful male and female head coach of high
school girls’ basketball teams. It was hypothesized that both the male aald ézrach
would provide instruction (preinstruction, concurrent instruction, postinstruction) at a
higher rate than any other coaching behavior. Also, there would be no significant
differences in terms of coaching behaviors between male and femates@adigh
school basketball practice settings. It was hypothesized that coaching behavior
demonstrated by the high school coaches would be similar to those demonstrated by

collegiate coach, Pat Summitt.
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Secondary Aim and Hypothesis

The secondary aim of this study was to investigate how the theory of expectancy
(Horn, 1984) correlated to coaches’ behaviors due to their expectancy status.(high vs
low) of athletes. Based on the results of previous expectancy research, it was
hypothesized that both coaches’ perceptions of their players’ skills and aliiied
remain consistent over the course of the season. Coaches would provide differential
treatment in the form of feedback based on perceived athlete expectancy. High
expectancy athletes at the high school level would receive a greateryqaadtguality
of feedback than lower expectancy athletes. There would be no significargrditfe
between genders in terms of differential treatment of athletes forssfigickasketball
coaches at team practice.

Throughout the 2009-2010 season at approximately two-week intervals a total of
553 minutes of practice time was observed, revealing 3,052 practice behaviors for the
female coach and a total of 590 minutes consisting of 3,610 practice behaviors were
coded for the male coach. Table 1 provides a summary of both coaches’ frequencies of
behavior towards combined team and individual basketball athletes including the total
number of behaviors observed, percentage, and RPM for each defined category of the
ASUOI. Table 2 provides a breakdown of the behaviors from Table 1 into both coaches’
behaviors toward individual basketball athletes and the team.

When examining Table 1, the behavior used most often by both coaches in the
instructional categories was concurrent instruction (female 13.1%, @&\ followed
closely by postinstruction (12.1%) by the male coach and preinstruction (11.4%4g for

female coach. Interestingly, the two coaches’ overall most exhibitedibehas in the
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non-instructional category. Of the noninstructional behaviors and overall, the female
coach exhibited management (28.0%) more than any other behavior category. The
highest category for the male coach was praise (22.1%), also a noninstructi@avabhe
The praise to scold ratio for the male was approximately 3:1 with the femalbétiexgha
higher ratio of praise to scold of 6:1. The greatest differences in behaégoeas were
use of first name (female 33.2% to male 19.8%), preinstruction (female 11.1% to male
4.5%), hustle (female 6.5% to male 12.0%), praise (female 11.6% to male 22.1%), and
management (female 28.0% to male 11.9%). The total RPM for all behaviorswilas si
for both coaches, the male coach showing a slightly higher rate (6.23) then thee fema
coach (5.51). Inspection of Table 1 shows that both the female coach and male coach
provided instruction more often (female 35.296; 1114, male 29.5% = 1065) than

any coaching behavior when the categories of preinstruction, concurrent instraati
postinstruction were combined.

Coaching behaviors were distinguished between behaviors that were directed towar
the team and individual players in Table 2 from the totals in Table 1. Resulteceveal
that both coaches were almost identical in their feedback behaviors to the team and
individuals overall with 54.16 %n(= 1653) of the female coach'’s total behaviors were
toward the team (including small groups) and the male coach directed 5% 7#32014)
towards the team. Likewise the female coach directed 45.84% of behaviors toward
individual athletes, as the male coach was similar with 44.21%

As Table 2 illustrates, the female coach’s most frequent behavior to the team
(29.3%) and individuals was management (26.4%). The male coach’s most frequent

behavior to the team (20.9%) and individuals (23.6%) was praise. The female coach
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demonstrated a higher frequency of preinstruction 241) towards the team than to
individuals @ = 108). The opposite was true for postinstruction whereby more statements
were directed toward individual players<£ 218) than toward the team £ 109). Also

the female and male coach directed hustle statements toward the teaterife 154,

malen = 358) more often than individuals (femates 45, malen = 76). Of note, the

lowest coaching behavior categories for both team and individuals were physica
assistancen(< 35), sometimes referred to as manual manipulation, and negative

modeling (6 < 13).

Expectancy Patterns

The second purpose of the study was to examine coaches’ differential patterns of
behavior to high and low expectancy athletes. Each one of the coaches’ expectancy
assessments (preseason MERS, postseason MERS, and postseason ranks) abuwig with e
player’s average playing time for the entire season were analyz@a@ble 3 the
correlation between the assessments was calculated using a Pearson Poatkrdt M
correlation. The most significant correlation existed between coachk&sigarand
average playing time (femate= .851,p = .005; male = .777,p = .005).

To assess the consistency of coaches’ expectations, the Pearson Product Moment
correlation was also used to compare coaches rankings of their playgrthesin
preseason MERS and postseason MERS. The results of this correlation andilyaied
there was consistency of expectancy from the beginning to the end of the sedsen for
female ( = .758) and male coach#£ .706) withp < .001. These correlations were likely
underestimated due to using a Pearson Product Correlation versus an Intraclass

Correlation, which would have been a more appropriate test to run on the pre- and post



Table 3

62

Correlation Between Pre- and Post MERS, Coach Rank, and Average Playing

Time for the Male and Female Coach

Post- Playing
Pre MERS MERS Time  Coach rank
Pre Female 3 758 339 349
MERS Male .706* .069 448
Post- Female _ .569** .630*
MERS Male A481** 723*
Playing Female 3 851"
Time Male N

*p < .05, **p < .01
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MERS, though not suited for testing the use of average playing time and coathes ra
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation was also used to be able to make comparisons
with the study of Pat Summitt, which used the same statistical analysis.

Composite expectancy scores were established for each athletecoRipalsite
scores ranged from 4 to 40 for the female coach and 4 to 72 for the athletes of the male
coach. The top 50% of the scores represented the high expectancy athletes wieer
bottom 50% represented the lower expectancy athletes, respectivelyHaoagh.
Halved samples were used to replicate previous research and also due to teamspiall
size of the teams running statistical analysis would have been difficult usirglarsm
portion of each team. The mean for the high expectancy group for the female ceach wa
14.8 SD = 6.46) and for the male coach 243D(= 10.97), whereas the mean for the low
expectancy group for the female coach was 288+ 4.32) and the mean for the male

coach was 523D = 8.89).

Expectancy and Quality of Coaching Behaviors

A review of the raw data between the groups was done as noted in Table 4. The
totals of the high and low expectancy athletes combined for each category ddatot ma
the individual totals on Table 2 due to other athletes participating in practice (i.e
freshman athletes) being included in Table 2 and the totals for Table 4 wethg stri
limited to high/low athletes. Totals without the other category were dréatsause the
category of other consisted of behaviors that were not of a teaching nature.

Statistical analyses for homogeneity of group variance were run on theitbtaut
the other category athlete scores of the high and low expectancy groups of both the

female and male coach. The female coach’s low expectancy group mean fyasfuenc
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Table 4
Coaching Behaviors for Male and Female Coach towards High and Low
Expectancy Athletes
Athlete Expectancy
Female Male
Coaching Behavior High (5) Low (5) High (9) Low (9)
Pre-Inst. 61 32 19 19
Con.-Inst. 65 67 53 58
Post-Inst. 66 70 149 125
Question 44 29 52 59
Phy. Assist. 4 7 9 16
+ Model 12 11 9 16
- Model 1 5 4 3
Hustle 13 15 32 36
Praise 94 64 176 169
Scold 16 13 64 71
Management 152 121 56 33
Other 20 18 111 53
Total 548 452 734 658
Total w/o other 528 434 623 605

Note Coaching Behavior totals for high/low athletes differed from
individual totals on Table 1 due to other athletes not ranked as high or low
receiving communications during practices being included in Table 1.
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coaching behaviors was 91800= 37.202) and the high expectancy group mean was
115.4 6D=13.939)F (1,8) = 1.886p = .207. The Shapiro-Wilk for the low expectancy
group was .90 and for the high expectancy group .79, so the groups were normally
distributed. For the male coach the low expectancy group mean was $D.3311.39)

and the high expectancy mean was 6943« 27.56)F (1, 16),p = 1.0. The Shapiro-
Wilk for the low expectancy group was .93 and for the high expectancy group was .92,
respectively.

In all behavior categories except management and other, the male coaayedispl
approximately the same amount of behaviors to both high and low expectancy athletes.
Of note, the other category had a large difference betweenrhnighi1) and lowrf =
53) expectancy athletes from the male coach, however, this category did not count
towards teaching feedback. When comparing the male coach to the female coach, som
differences were noticed between the frequencies of the behaviors inatperies of
pre-instruction, post instruction, hustle, praise, scold, management, and other.

For the female coach, the behaviors were recorded for an additional group of
athletes, as viewed in Table 5, which were unrated as high or low expectancy, but
practiced consistently with those athletes grouped as such. In addition, xhesetd
athletes had varsity game playing time, and in fact, one of the unrated athtkbesrka
average playing time then a few of the lower ability athletes, however, was not
considered high or low, or as being on varsity, or ranked by the coach. The featde co
provided approximately equal amounts in the behavior categories of concurrent
instruction, physical assistance, positive/negative modeling, hustle, andoo#fidhtee

groups of athletes. When considering the unrated athletes, the female caaphegav
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Table 5

Coaching Behaviors for Female Coach towards High and Low and Other
Expectancy Athletes

Athlete Expectancy

Female
Coaching High (5) Low (5) Unrated (6)
Behavior
Pre-Inst. 61 32 15
Con.-Inst. 65 67 60
Post-Inst. 66 70 82
Question 44 29 35
Phy. Assist. 4 7 7
+ Model 12 11 10
- Model 1 5 2
Hustle 13 15 17
Praise 94 64 48
Scold 16 13 8
Management 152 121 91
Other 20 18 18
Total 548 452 393
Total w/o other 528 434 375

Note Unrated athletes were athletes that had limited varsity playing time and

were part of varsity practices, but were not rated by coach as beingwhih/I|
varsity.
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instruction from the least to greatest amount from the unrated ) to low ( = 32) to

high (h = 61) ability and skilled athletes. This trend was also seen in the categbri
guestioning, praise, scold, and management. The only category where the unrated
players received a higher amount of behaviors was in the category of postinstruction
(highn = 66, lown = 70, unratech = 82). Overall total coach behaviors also displayed

high expectancy athletes receiving more behaviors then the low expedtaetysathen

the unrated athletes receiving slightly less then the low expectancy. Wherriogmpa

each group, the high expectancy received 39%, the low expectancy received 32%, and the
unranked group received 28% of the total overall individual behavigrsl393) for

these three groups.

Statistical analysis was similar to the statistical processapleted during the study
of Pat Summitt in order to make comparisons. However, in the Summitt study instruct
was grouped together instead of being broken down into pre-, concurrent, and
postinstruction. However, for this statistical analysis pre-, concurrent, atidsprogtion
were analyzed separately to attain a specific analysis of each tiostalitehavior of the
coaches towards the athletes. A category of Total without Other wasccbesiause this
category had little impact on the actual teaching of basketball. The variou©MAN
were run using the total minus the other category. The rationale used was thatsthe
any behavior coded that did not apply to the teaching of basketball (i.e., team items
school topics, family situations, etc.), therefore this category seemedapapp when
examining quantity and quality of feedback to athletes.

Two MANOVA's were conducted to analyze the differences between high and

low expectancy athletes in relation to the quantity of behaviors each group rdoaved
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their coach. The dependent variables included in the analyses were individuabbehavi
score and overall received behavior scores. The individual behavior score wést@alc

by dividing the number of individual behaviors received from the coach by the total
number of individual behaviors given to all the athletes on that particular team. The
overall received behavior score was calculated by dividing the number of individual
behaviors received from the coach by the total number of individual and group behaviors
given to teammates and the team in general.

For the female coach no significant multivariate effect was found fierelifces in
guantity of behavior between expectancy groups, defined by split samplesgiozricy
of individual behaviors and overall behaviors received from coaches. For the halved
sample § = 5), analyses of the female coach indicated that high expectancysafilete
.107,SD = .018) received the same individual feedback behaviors (based on individual
behavior received score) as low expectancy athlbtes .089,SD=.042). Also high
expectancy athleted/(= .043,SD = .008) received the same quantity of individual
feedback (based on overall behavior received) as low expectancy atlllete834,SD
= .015).

No significant multivariate effect was found for differences in quantityebflsiors
between expectancy groups, also defined by the split samples, for freqfiémaiyidual
behaviors and overall behaviors received from the male coach. For the halved sample (
= 9), analyses of the male coach indicated that high expectancy athlete8%5,SD =
.021) received the same individual feedback behaviors (based on individual behavior
received score) as low expectancy athldws (055,SD=.033). Also high expectancy

athletes 1 = .022,SD = .008) received the same quantity of individual feedback (based
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on overall behavior received) as low expectancy athldtes 022,SD= .013).

Tests of normality were conducted to assess differences between high and low
expectancy athletes in relation to the type or quality of coaching behathtetes
received as illustrated in Table 6. All of the type scores representingali@tie
behavior categories from the ASUOI were included as dependent variablpstarce
variables for both coaches of manual manipulation, positive modeling, and negative
modeling because they did not appear to be contributing variables due to low frequency
counts ( < 20). The category of other was not used due to its lack of contributing to
actual feedback. A Shapiro-Wilk test was conducted to assess the normdlay of t
remaining eight behavior categories for both coaches. Categories withieoSNak
statistic value greater than .90 were considered normally distributekie{B&&Vrisberg,
2008). Homogeneity of variance was found among three categories for the ¢eandie
and 6 for the male coach. For the female coach with 10 athletes, the behavioral
categories of post instruction, questioning, praise, scold, and management felihaelow
.90 range of normal distribution. The MANOVA revealed no significant differeimces
the quality of feedback in the behavioral categories of preinstruction, centurr
instruction, and hustle. For the male coach with 18 athletes, the behavior catefjorie
preinstruction, concurrent instruction, and postinstruction fell below the value of .90. The
MANOVA revealed no significant differences in the quality of feedback beiviee
expectancy groups for the categories of questioning, hustle, praise, hadtleasd

management.
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Table 6

Shapiro-Wilks of Female and Male Coach

Tests of Normality

Female Male

Expect Statistic  Sig. Expect Statistic Sig.
Prelnstruction | ow 980 932 Prelnstruction Low 864 106

High 902 423 High 942 .602
Concurrent | ow 922 546 Concurrent | ow 892 208
Instruction _ Instruction _

High 931 .606 High 933 514
Post- Low 831  .141 Post Low 733 .003
Instruction _ Instruction .

High .888 348 High .860 .095
Questioning Low 896 389 Questioning [ow 982 975

High 906 443 High 957 770
Hustle Low 907 449 Hustle Low .984 .982

High .949 727 High .889 196
Praise Low 784  .0s0 Praise Low 965 851

High 891 362 High 944 623
Scold Low 766  .041 Scold Low 947 658

High 958 793 High 944 624
Manage Low 978 925 Manage Low 962 .820

High 885 333 High 942 .606

Note. Expect stands for Expectancy group
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Discussion

The present study contributed to the existing literature by providing pli@seri
data pertaining to the behaviors of two high school girls’ basketball coaches aysisanal
of factors contributing to those behaviors such as gender and coach expectancy. The
methodology used in this study (as with the study previously conducted on Pat $ummitt
allowed for a more in-depth analysis of behaviors and added to the growing database
descriptive information concerning practice behaviors of successful high sclacbks.

In the past research with Wooden, Summitt, and many other successful coaches,
instruction was frequently researched and found to be the chief behavior of coaches
(Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Lacy & Goldston, 1990; Tharp & Gillmore, 1976). A
dominant function of the coaches in this study was also giving instruction. Ovettitiee e
season for the period sampled, the behavioral categories classifieduagiorsl
(preinstruction, concurrent instruction, postinstruction, questioning, modeling, physical
assistance) accounted for 46.6% for the female and 38.0% for the male totatcoache
behaviors. Across both genders, the functions of instruction (pre-, concurrent, and
postinstruction) accounted for a large percentage of the behaviors (female 35.28 to m
29.5%). These behaviors accounted for approximately one-third of all behaviors for both
genders.

Both coaches exhibited a higher frequency of preinstruction for team (female
14.6%, male 6.1%) compared to individuals (female 7.7%, male 2.4) and more behaviors
of postinstruction for individuals then to the team, similar to Pat Summitt. Thesmpat
seemed logical considering it was probably more effective to commumitthtthe

whole team when introducing skills or drills and then individual athletes were provided
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with performance relevant feedback. As Becker and Wrisberg (2008) suljdgeiste
possible that instruction given during or after the action may promote glesat@ng

when individualized. This finding also paralleled the results of Wooden, which revealed
his feedback to be individualized according to each athlete’s level of perfmanc
(Gallimore & Tharp, 2004).

When comparing total preinstruction the female coach had a higher peragintage
behaviors (11.4%) then the male coach at 4.5%. This was opposite of previous research
done on basketball coaches where the largest difference in the independent behavior
categories occurred in the preinstruction category with male coadhégiag this
behavior 14.7% whereas female coaches used this category 8.8% (Lacy &fGolds
1990). Percentages were decisively higher for both the female and maiesoathe
categories of concurrent and postinstruction in the Lacy and Goldston (1990) study of
high school basketball coaches. The highest category for their male caashes
concurrent instruction (21.2%). Their female coaches exhibited postinstruizii@¥4)
more than any other behavior category. In the current study, both the male ard femal
coach gave concurrent (female 13.1%, male 12.9%) and postinstruction (female 10.7%,
male 12.1%) at a similar rate to each other. Also both coaches used similar ashounts
total concurrent (female 13.1, male 12.9%) to total postinstruction to athletete(fema
10.7%, male 12.1%).

Similar to Summitt, however, the most common form of total instruction to team
and individuals by the female and male coach was the use of concurrent instruction. As
athletes of both coaches executed various tasks, they were provided with teasiohical

tactical information, allowing athletes to adjust and make corrections duerfipw of
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action. Of interest was the use of concurrent instruction between the coachdésmalee
coach communicated concurrent instruction almost identically to both team and
individuals (team 51.9%, individuals 48.1%), whereas the male coach used it
considerably more when communicating with the team versus individuals (team 70.8%,
individuals 29.2%). This variation for the male coach may be explained by the lack of
pre-instruction, where more general instruction was being given during the rarfiingy
drills. Another explanation of the variation was the result of his opportunity to inatruct
smaller group of athletes due to portions of practices being broken down during drills.

Therefore, the behavioral data in this study supported the hypothesis thatrthe mai
coaching behavior, regardless of gender, was instruction. Chelladurai and Saleh (1980)
reported that team sport athletes (e.g., basketball, volleyball) prefeiradd and
instruction more than individual sport athletes (e.g., golf, wrestling). Likewsse sports
interdependent tasks (i.e., team sports vs. independent sports) increase, the need for
training and instruction increases (Chelladurai, 1993). In other words, teamtbjmigsa
(e.g., basketball) prefer coaches who provide training and instruction mordhiletesa
participating in individual sports (Kravig, 2003).

Gender was suggested as a possible factor for differences in coachivigiseha
the past literature. As noted in this earlier research, most differenceaching were
attributed to different individual teaching styles (Millard, 1990; Pratt &dfif 1989). In
this study, the behavior categories of preinstruction, hustle, management, aadcadi
noticeable differences between the male and female coach, which may suggeential
gender influence for the behaviors.

One major difference in coaching behaviors was the use of praise, white@ssi
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athletes in maintaining their effort. Praise represented positive eatarthat were
designed to reward players for good effort and technique. Similar to the Lacy and
Goldston (1990) study of 10 male and female athletes, the praise to scold ratio for the
male coach was similar to the male and female coaches in their studycadmapely

2:1. However, when in light of the praise to scold ratio of 5:1, the female coach had a
higher praise ratio. Scolds may have also been low for the female coach due fwenor
instruction for athletes, as well as increased management behaviors, swah@s ha
athletes redo a drill versus scolding. This type of feedback helped to reinfoasgooeh
and techniques that the coaches expected from their players.

In addition as indicated by previous research, positive, rewarding feedback give
as a result of a good effort or specific instruction on how to correct a mistadimizes
the potential positive experience of athletes, especially athletesowitbelf-esteem
(Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992). Additional research foatidetes were more likely to
experience feelings of success and competence when they were provided with
encouragement and instruction than when they were repeatedly criticized (Black &
Weiss, 1992).

Another major area that accounted for a significant difference in cgachin
behaviors between the female and male coach observed was that of management. The
male coach used this behavior category less (11.8%) than the female coach. (7h€%)
use of preinstruction and hustle behaviors may have affected each other wheniognsider
the differences between the male and female coach in those behavior cat@gories
possible explanation for the high frequency of management displayed by the female

coach was her use of preinstruction and management intertwined together assigning
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athletes to positions while explaining drills. The female coach differesidemably from

the male coach in preinstruction (female 11.4% to male 4.5%). Although the one element
for the male coach that may be responsible for the differentiation was tb&husstles

as a component of managing athletes. The behavior of hustle was demonstrated at a
higher rate by the male coach at 12.0% compared to the female coach’s use at 6.5%
There could be some explanation for the disparity of hustle statements by é#ie fe

coach due to the expectation she placed on her athletes during the preinstrucéorifphas
athletes did not perform the drill or play at the speed desired, she would restait the dr
and sometimes review the preinstructions.

Another explanation that could have been possible for the difference in
management behaviors was the use of assistant coaches for running dridglamihg
plays. The male coach broke his athletes into groups according to positions for portions
of practice then would bring all the athletes back together. Such a practideesalito
eliminate some management behaviors due to the break up of athletes and assistant
coaches assisting with the role of coaching/managing athletes duriegottrosds of
time. Along with an increased use of assistant coaches, the senior atlitetesne
experience set examples and were assigned by the coach to lead out with vdisous ski
drills, and plays.

Although gender differences may have been a factor in the differences tound, i
may also be explained by the extremely different teaching styleablatoeach
demonstrated. The female coach ran a very structured, high intensity, driddpans
head coach directed practice. She would often stop play to correct sevena playece

or correct the running of a complete drill. In contrast, the male coach raic@racin
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efficient, skill focused manner within scrimmages, and routinely delegated
responsibilities of teaching to assistant coaches. More research would need totiee done
gain insight into aspects of teaching styles being connected to gendéstlyrcitie to
different personalities and individual styles.

Table 7 displays that are similarities and differences between ¢hgblsand
collegiate coaches’ behaviors, which could be due to a variety of reasons.ntitees
that the coding instrument used to code Wooden was slightly different but would still be
considered beneficial for use of this comparison. Besides just individual ddés;eone
possible explanation for differences in some of the categories could have béenhdue
differences between high school and college athletic environments. Althoughhal! of
categories could have been affected by the factor of differences in ensimsfour of
the categories displayed the largest disparities possibly due to this,tinstrpcaise,
management, and other.

High school coaches have been known for having an array of responsibilities
included as part of their coaching duties, which could have essentially afteeteskt of
all three behaviors. This has included the scheduling of games and tournaments,
arranging for buses, checking eligibility of athletes, providing equipment anatamye
of equipment, fostering booster clubs, advertising, recruiting students to ttycket
sales and fund raising, administrative paperwork for schools and districts, holding pa
meetings, finding and selecting assistant coaches with little to no bucgeting a
budget, ordering uniforms, supervising or teaching strength and conditioning césgthlet
and other various duties usually related to a teaching job while also planning and

facilitating regular team practices. Due to the range of respotisthikiuring practices at
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Table 7
Summary Comparison of Coaching Behaviors: High School Coaches and Collegiate

Coaches

Behavior Categories Percent of Percentof Percentof Percent of

Total Total Total Total
Female Male Pat Summitt John
Wooden
Total Instruction 35.2 29.5 48.1 50.3
Questioning 8.5 5.2 4.6 Not coded
Manual Manipulation .6 1 0.1 Not coded
Pos. Modeling 1.9 1.9 2.1 2.8
Neg. Modeling 4 4 0.6 1.6
Hustle 6.5 12.0 10.6 12.7
Praise 11.6 22.1 145 9.1
Scold 2.0 8.3 6.8 6.6
Management 28.0 11.9 9.3 Not Coded
Other 4.9 7.7 3.2 2.4
Uncodable - - - 6.6
Nonverbal reward Included in Praise Category 7.2
Nonverbal punishment Included in Scold Category 2.5

Note The - in Uncodable category meant all communications could be heard and
reviewed due to use of microphone and video.
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both high schools it was common to have students, parents, other sport coaches, and
administrators come into practices to speak with the head coaches briefiyg these
times either assistant coaches would be assigned to run drills and pratiedead

coach would briefly stop the feedback to athletes to speak with the various other
individuals. In addition, coaches would also speak to their assistant coaches during
practices concerning the running of drills and plays, temporarily taking dlagy from
giving feedback to athletes. Also both coaches would engage in conversations with
athletes on topics outside of basketball, although usually related, such as séjor nig
injuries, grades, et cetera.

At the collegiate level, the main job of a coach has been coaching alone, focusing
on getting athletes and teams to succeed. One of the first and foremoshdégewould
be the difference in job description, most high school coaches have their “real” job and
coach, in contrast, for collegiate coaches their job has been solely a coaching.posi
Although they also have certain administrative and recruiting duties, cadlagiate
coaches have paid assistant coaches, team managers, athletic personaguand var
trainers who handle the various responsibilities to assist the head coach. rijoleexa
most collegiate programs strength trainers, not head coaches, usuallsairang times
with athletes outside of their normal practice times. Also some coaches haterdhke
assistance of sport psychologists to provide athletes with mental traingigdeooit actual
practice times.

Perhaps one of the key factors has been that during practices, collegiaitesduave
personnel, team managers, or assistant coaches to assist with equipmehiavengus

athletes spending time to move or retrieve items. In reference to his usetafgtime
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with assistant coaches and managers, Wooden stated (Wooden, 1997), “My coaches and
managers also had three-by-five cards each day so that they knew-to thaiexse:

when we could need two basketballs at one end of the court for a drill, or five basketball
at mid-court for a different drill, or three players against two playeascattain place

and time, or the dozens and dozens of variations | devised” (pp. 132-133). In this like
manner, head coaches at the collegiate level can focus more time on instruttion a
teaching strategies and skills of the sport due to the assistance of varivitkiaisl
Furthermore, in most cases, practices are also considered closed, meamitividaals
must have permission to sit in, view, or have access to a practice. This closed-door
policy for practices has allowed for uninterrupted practice settingssiineted of both
Wooden and Summitt that practices were run very efficiently and quicklyinyaistie

time with concerns outside of the game of basketball during practice timese(Ee
Wrisberg, 2008; Tharp & Gallimore, 2004).

Some coaches find it difficult to get athletes to consistently play attiesity at
which they play during games. Summitt was known for the intensity of her athletes
during practice by use of a time clock during drills and her use of hustle stédeme
which consisted of 10.6% of her overall behaviors (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008). Like
Summitt, the female coach made use of a time clock during the majoritjloadd
practice in general, however, she used a lower frequency of hustles at 6.5%r tBimil
Summitt, Wooden'’s hustle statements represented 12.7% of his total practice
communications (Tharp & Gallimore, 1976). Comparable to the collegiate codehes, t
male coach displayed hustle statements at 12%. There could be some explandteon for t

disparity of hustle statements by the female coach due to the expectatmacgteon
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her athletes during the pre-instruction phase. If athletes did not performiitioe play
at the speed desired, she would restart the drill and sometimes review ithe mpictions
if needed.

When looking at the behavior categories separately, praise was argatbgre
differences were demonstrated between the two high school coaches andteolleg
coaches. Summitt used praise 14.5% and stated, “I try to use a lot more positivekfeedba
with my players, praising them for the things they do correctly” (Wrisd€90, p. 182).

In comparison to the female coach and the collegiate coaches in Table 7, ticeaunhle
verbalized comments that energized, praised, or corrected his playersool(2®2i1%)

at a higher frequency distributed almost evenly between both thenead?() and
individuals @ = 376). The praise to scold ratio for the male coach was approximately 3:1.
He also had a much higher rate of scolding athletes; however, he also had alofh rat
concurrent and post instruction. This may have been similar to Wooden, who exhibited a
pattern of behavior (scolds followed by instruction) so frequently that Tharp and
Gallimore (1976) categorized them as “Wooden’s.” Although the male coach’s ratio of
praise to scold may be considered low at 3:1, Wooden contended that positive coaching
behaviors often come in the form of instruction rather than praise (GallimoregTha
2004).

The female coach had a higher ratio of praise to scold of approximately 6:1 but
used less praise overall (11.6%) then the male coach, but scolded her play@re%gss (
This was lower thaummitt's 6.8% of total coaching behaviors that involved signs of
displeasureqcold. Both coaches’ results of the use of praise supported other studies on

coaches at all levels, with the one exception being Tharp and Gallimore’s (L8696
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Wooden (Mequita et al., 2008). Results from the study of Wooden indicated he rarely
used praise during practices (9.1%), instead focusing on teaching the fundaofentals
basketball (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). Several studies have also found that youth
coaches’ behaviors included praise and encouragement significantly mothdsa
identified in the Wooden study or coaches training elite-level athleteguiddeet al.,

2008; Smith et al., 1983). No reasons were given to explain the differences although it
was suggested that it might relate to the competitive level and maturity of tbtestkthe
nature of the sport, or coaches’ individual characteristics.

The category of other was higher for the male coach (7.7%) than for the female
coach (4.9%) and either of the collegiate coaches of Summitt (3.2%) and Wooden
(2.4%). The category of other included any behaviors that did not fit into the other
categories, which focused on instructional and noninstructional behaviors of teaching
basketball. Many of the statements from both high school coaches included coongrsati
concerning the well-being of the athletes (i.e., inquiry about injuries, greaigal
school events). The two coaches spent time during practice to ensure the building of
positive relationships with their athletes as part of their coaching, albmgeaching the
game.

This practice of having a responsibility to teach athletes more than tleeajam
basketball was also demonstrated by Wooden. After Wooden'’s retirement, nraay fo
athletes and students, regularly said that he taught about life as well etbalhséften
having private sessions with individuals to discuss personal issues, roles @mthartd
other matters important to those he taught (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). Wooden himself

felt the importance of studying, analyzing, and becoming familiar witletathto
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understand how each athlete ticked. Wooden expressed the belief that coaches needed to
know the individuals they were working with in order to be able to build a team

(Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). It could be suggested that successful coakbdkddime to

get to know their athletes in relation to basketball but also in other areas soytlzatrthe

more effectively teach the athlete and build a successful team. Tleeretmuld be

suggested that some of the behaviors considered in the other category mayctake pla
during or around practice for high school, whereas for collegiate coaches akpay t

place more often outside practice. It may be possible that the differenaehdtve high

school and collegiate coaches other category may have been due to the different
environments as well as individual teaching style.

One similarity between both high school coaches and the expert coaches of
Wooden and Summit, as noted in Table 7, was the lack of physical or negative
punishment, negative modeling, and physical assistance also referred twas ma
manipulation (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Bloom, Crumpton, & Anderson, 1999; Tharp &
Gallimore, 1976). Mequita and colleagues also (2008) conducted systematic otaservati
using the ASUOI of male youth volleyball coaches. Additionally, the findings on ée us
of negative modeling were very limited. This may suggest that coacheékdepbsitive
demonstrations and reinforcement were more powerful teaching strategie® tadive
strategies.

Similar to the collegiate coaches, instruction was the dominant behavibefor
high school coaches. As hypothesized, the high school coaches used instruction at a
lower frequency then the collegiate coaches, possibly due to the factaigseateusly.

Coaching behaviors from the non-instructional categories were demonstratednbgle
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coach at a higher frequency than those demonstrated by Pat Summitt. Hdveever, t
female coach demonstrated lower frequencies in the non-instructionalreadef

hustle, praise, and scold, opposite of what was hypothesized. For both the female and
male coach, the categories of management and other were both demonstrateceat a high
frequency then either Summitt or Wooden.

The second purpose of the current investigation was to determine if coaches’
behaviors would be influenced by perceptions of athletes’ abilities and $€dtsed on
previous expectancy research, it was hypothesized that both the female and male
coaches’ perceptions of player ability would remain consistent over the cdunse
season. Inspection of Table 3 indicates support for this prediction with a significant
correlation between the coaches’ pre- and postseason MERS ratings of ylezs’ pla
skills and abilities (female=.758, male = .706,p < .01). Therefore, it appears that
both coaches’ perceptions of their players’ skills and abilities remaindregtasimilar
from the beginning to the end of the season. Interestingly, despite the diffaretiees
length of seasons between high school and college, there were similar findimgs wit
Summitt who was found to have a significant correlation between pre- and postseas
MERS ¢ =.77,p > .01).

Of note was the difference between the pre- and post MERS scores compared
with the playing time and coaches rank. Upon further examination it was noted that
between average playing time and coaches’ rank for both coaches therbiglas a
correlation (female = .851, p > .05, male=.777,p > .01). A similar high correlation
between rank and playing time was also noted in the study of Summi8T,p < .05).

From this it would appear that playing time, which has not been used in most of the
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expectancy research, was an indicator of coaches’ perceptions of thesadiddls and
abilities. This would seem fairly logical because the majority of coaatreesompetitive
level would play athletes they perceived as most capable and skilled, who caatlthassi
team in scoring, during games.

Both the male and female coach displayed a low correlation between pre MERS
and the average playing time (femake .339, male = .069), as well as a moderate
correlation between post MERS and average playing time (fermal®69, male =
481). This was in contrast to Summitt who was found to have a moderate and high
correlation between pre € .75) and post MERS € .62) and average playing time.

Some explanation may be due to younger players, who were perceived as highly
skilled and high ability, but not receiving much playing time due to older athletes
receiving the majority of playing time. This may have been espeaiadlyiftcoaches’
were competing against more difficult teams. During highly competgames the
starters, also usually the high expectancy athletes would play the gnajdhe time and
thus receive greater playing time. The younger players would usually getpdaymg
time when playing less skilled teams, brief substituting, or when losingfgry a
large margin. This also may be different at a high school level versus aatelliegiel,
because both high school coaches had 4-12 athletes who also could play at a junior
varsity (JV) level, so they may have had more playing time in the lowerdaues.

Both coaches expressed confidence in their younger athletes; however, thigy wiajor
those with less playing time during varsity games received more glame during
practices with the more experienced athletes or at a JV level. Alsoemnentito

consider was athletes who were injured. These few individuals were ranked high by
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coaches and on the MERS but had limited playing time due to injuries.

Research on expectancy theory suggests that coaches provide differential
treatment to high and low expectancy athletes in the form of the quantity and gtiality
feedback (Lacy & Martin, 1994; Markland & Martinek, 1988; Sinclair & Vealey, 1989;
Solomon, Dimarco et al., 1998; Solomon, Striegel et al., 1996). An explanation of this
phenomenon may be a result of increased pressure on coaches to produce winning teams
as the level of competition increases. This would suggest the possibilityatiba b
was provided on whether coaches’ believed the athletes had the ability to comribute
games and to a winning team. This could potentially hinder athlete development and
participation, especially at the youth levels (Solomon, Golden et al., 1998; Solomon &
Kosmitzki, 1996).

The results from the majority of previous studies illustrated an expedia@sin
sport whereby high expectancy athletes received different treatorapticed to low
expectancy athletes (Solomon, 2010, Solomon; Streigel et al., 1996). Specifidally hig
expectancy athletes received more feedback from the coach (Sinclaal&y\/&989)It
was also hypothesized that both the female and male coach would provide differential
treatment to players based on their perceptions of their abilities.

However, the results differed in that both coaches showed equal quality of
behavior to both their high and low expectancy athletes in the categories of pre- and
concurrent instruction and hustle for the female coach and questioning, husté, prais
scold, and management behaviors for the male coach. This differed from past findings
which have indicated that low expectancy athletes received lower quality

communications such as instruction and praise (Solomon, Striegel et al., 1996). Although
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the results differed from the majority of past research, the results wela $o the
findings of Summitt. Summitt was found to have no difference in the quality of fdedbac
she gave to her athletes (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008). It was suggeste@yhie rone of
the reasons for Summitt’s success and the same suggestion may also be spplied a
explanation for the high school coaches’ continual success. Past research has found
differential treatment has been common at both the high school and collegiatgssetti
due to a lack of research in this area, additional research would be needed to be able to
understand and know if differences exist between the two levels concerningaaxye
of athletes (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008; Markland & Martinek, 1988; Solomon, Golden et
al., 1998; Solomon & Rea, 2008).

In review of the expectancy raw data by category, there are a ajuy@ms to
note that may have affected and explained the statistical analysis ofléheoaeh.
During practices the athletes would be divided into positions (posts, guards) to work with
him or an assistant coach. This led to the one group of that particular position receiving
larger amounts of feedback from the male coach then the other group that worked with
the assistant coach. This practice therefore led to large differerteehethletes of
both high and low expectancy receiving relatively the same amounts of feedback. |
other words the data revealed athletes of a particular position, regardésgedfancy,
received the majority of feedback overall from the male coach. This routine getup f
practices could be the reason for the same quality and quantity of coaching tsetoavior
both expectancy groups.

The female coach data suggested the high expectancy group each readyved fa

similar amounts or quantity of feedback. There were some differences in the lower
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expectancy groum(= 5), which may have been a cause for a lack of normality in many
of the instruction categories caused by two of the athletes receivin@jbetynof the
feedback. This may have been a result of the female coach using two athileées as
dominant substitutes for the high expectancy athletes. This could imply that among the
low expectancy athletes there was a split in expectancy, three athlegsdesidered
the lowest expectancy of the five athletes. Also athletes who were injuiad dur
practices had more management behaviors displayed towards them then thoseewho wer
free of injury. This particular trend would suggest that due to the nature of the injury,
athletes who were unable to perform to full capacity were given tasks sticte asock
and various other duties.

It was noticed that there were a group of six athletes who consisteatticpd
with the varsity, had varsity playing time, but were unrated as high or lohelfgmale
coach. Interestingly one of the unrated athletes had more game playingamanée of
the athletes rated as low expectancy. It was noted that even the unratesirplesiged
similar behaviors as the low and high expectancy groups from the female moach i
concurrent instruction, questioning, physical assistance, positive and negative modeling
hustle, and other. Whereas post instruction (high66, lown = 70, unratesh = 82) was
the only category where the unrated players received more behaviors from the coac
However, the unrated players received significantly less of preinstruatmd, and
management behaviors from the coach. Of interest in those three categarscthe
gave the high rated athletes the most, low rated athletes a moderate amotnat) dimel t
unrated players the least of these behaviors.

While unable to give definite conclusions, it could be speculated that besides
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individual style, this trend may have to do with progressing younger players ty varsi
level. Due to the nature of high school athletics where players startlasdmeshen
work up to varsity over the 4 year period, it could be possible that the female coach gave
all her JV and varsity players feedback regardless of ability to ensurawhBuccess
throughout the season and years. She may have been fine-tuning and playing the older
athletes while teaching and preparing the younger players to be able to playimar
case of injury and for the following years. This could suggest the female coach
demonstrated a progression of building athletes versus playing the high abiétgst
until they graduate then starting over with a completely new bunch of athldtiss. T
could possibly explain the higher rates of preinstruction and management to the higher
skilled and ability athletes who may have been more experienced and used to
demonstrate the drills and skills correctly and accurately according todbk’s desires.
This could also explain the higher rate of post instruction demonstrated to the unrated
group because the coach may have felt younger athletes with less expeeeded
more feedback to learn the skills and plays.

Although not included as part of the actual teaching process of basketball, the
category of other had some differences between the expectancy growpsréhat
interest. The other category consisted of behaviors and statements that diohtaot fi
any of the other categories but were still recorded. According to Talble #nhale
coach gave similar amounts of statements to both the low expectancy and high
expectancy group (high= 32, lown = 30). Of interest was the difference between the
amounts given to the two groups for the male coach. The high expectancyrgroup (

126) received close to double the amount of statements than the lower expectancy group
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(n=65). From this it appears that there could be differential treatment feratidstes

in the high expectancy group in a form other than the actual teaching and manalgeng of t
team. This difference may have also been due to the tradition of having the sashiors a
starters on the team lead team meetings and other team social eveats utticlear as to

the complete understanding of how this particular category would be considered
differential treatment of expectancy groups.

The results from the current study revealed several practical innutisdbr sport
coaches. In particularsaessing athlete ability was an inherent component of the
coaching process. However, coaches should be aware of how their assessipents m
affect their communication patterns. Research suggests that coacb#sratmaware of
the behaviors they exhibit toward athletes in practice (De Marco, Mancini,s&, \AM97;
Krane, Eklund, & McDermott, 1991; Wandzilak, Ansorge, & Potter, 1988). Many
coaches, as suggested by the results, do not have to be “Pygmalion prone” and thus do
not allow their expectations to affect their feedback behaviors. Such variation among
coaches implies that those who are aware of and understand the expectancgrecycl
avoid becoming Pygmalion-type coachiesaddition to the negative effects that coach’s
biased instructional behavior has on an athlete’s rate of learning and level of
achievement, such behavior could also affect the athlete’s psychologicah gieedent
research in sport psychology has demonstrated that the type of instructional Isednavior
coach exhibits in games and practices have been correlated with, and cliy cise,
changes in athletes’ self-concept and perceived competence (Allen & Howe, 1998;

Barnett et al., 1992).



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE

RESEARCH

The following chapter summarized the current study and findings, presents
conclusions, and discusses recommendations for future research based on the present

study.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to identify instructional and non-instructional
coaching behaviors of a successful male and female head coach of high séiool gir
basketball teams. A second purpose of this study was to investigate the theory of
expectancy by examining the relationship of coaches’ perceptions of ex|yestiaios of
athletes to coaching behaviors. To ascertain the specific behaviors of bothdlada
female coach, 590 and 533 minutes, respectively, was filmed and coded using the
ASUOI. To evaluate the role of expectancy theory, each coach complete&Rfe M
after the second week of the season and again 2 weeks after the conclusion obthe seas
Both coaches also rank ordered their athletes, as well as athletesplangnwhich was
obtained at season’s end. Using the ASUOI, a team of researchers individdatly c

each observed behavior until consistency was achieved. These data weredaralyze
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recorded based on the observed frequencies of each behavior. A statistica avesy
also completed using SPSS version 15 (SPSS, Inc., Chicago, IL) to evaluate the
secondary purpose. A Shapiro-Wilk test was conducted to assess the norntléty of
frequency of behaviors on the ASUOI. A MANOVA was employed to analyze
differences between high and low expectancy athletes for the remaigit behavior

categories for the male coach and seven categories for the female coach.

Findings

A total of 553 minutes consisting of 3,052 of a female coach’s practice behaviors
and a total of 590 minutes consisting of 3,610 of the male coach’s practice behaviors
were coded. Both the female coach and male coach provided instruction more often
(female 35.2%, male 29.5%) then any coaching behavior when the categories of pre-
instruction, concurrent instruction, and postinstruction were combined. Results indicated
that the female coach exhibited management behaviors (28.0%) more than aduyahdivi
behavior category. The highest category for the male coach was praise)(Zh&%
praise to scold ratio for male and female coaches was approximatelyasi@with the
male coach exhibiting more overall praise but the female had a higloeofrataise to
scold then the male coach. The female exhibited much higher management behaviors
then the male coach, which could have been attributed to gender or possibly teaching
style differences. There were some differences in coaching behaviongy m the
areas of preinstruction, hustle, praise, and management.

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation suggested that both coaches’ perceptions
of athletes’ expectancy remained consistent from the beginning to the endeasioa.

Contrary to predictions, a MANOVA revealed no differences in the quantityadityjaf
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the coaching behaviors that both the female and male coach directed toward hagh and |

expectancy players in the given categories.

Conclusions

The present study attempted to determine coaching behaviors of a successf
female and male head coach of girls’ high school basketball teams. Overall, the
successful coaches compared in this study were similar in their codeiagiors and
the coaching behaviors and expectancy was not affected by gender, level of campetit
or skill and ability expectations. The results revealed that overall, itistiupraise, and
management were the greatest coaching behaviors demonstrated to atliietes. W
comparing both collegiate and high school coaches, instruction clearly was one of the
most demonstrated and important behaviors to the coaches. Although there were
differences in how much instructional behaviors were demonstrated between the high
school and collegiate coaches, for all coaches instructional behaviors weogrinant
behavior. It would appear that instructional behaviors were an important elentieat t
success of these coaches regardless of the level of competition.

There were some differences among the behavior categories for eelctanda
gender may have been a factor for differences in coaches’ behavidne. l@haviors
coded, the noninstructional categories had the largest variance between thadnale
female coach. When comparing both Summitt and Wooden, the demonstrated coaching
behaviors were similar, particularly in the instructional behaviors. Lilethis female
and male coach had similar trends of demonstrated coaching behaviors as boitt Summ
and Wooden. Although there were some small variations in individual behaviors of the

high school coaches from each other and Summitt and Wooden, these differences could



93

have been affected by contextual factors (e.g., support staff, number o§playel of
competition, etc.), individual teaching style, or sampling variability (e.gctiges
selected). It was difficult to determine if differences in the behavidveea® the high
school coaches were due to gender or other factors, more research would need to be done
in this area.

In reflection of the expectancy cycle, the results suggested that coached fin
expectation of athletes’ performance level and held a consistent exgettatiughout
the season. Findings indicated that the quality of feedback in the given categudes
given equally to both low and high expectancy athletes. High expectancy athiletes di
receive differential treatment in the form of the quantity of communicatioaiviag the
same amount of feedback from the coaches. Gender did not make a difference in terms
of differential treatment of athletes, because both the female and raalegave similar
guantity and quality of feedback to their athletes. Overall, it appearecbtmates do
form an expectation of athletes; however, successful coaches do not appear to give

differential treatment to athletes based on expectancy.

Limitations
Several limitations of the current study may have impacted the results and
influenced the conclusions drawn from the data. For one limitation of the ASEDI m
have been deciphering the value of instructional behaviors. A high rate of instalicti
behaviors does not guarantee that the instructions given were of value. Coaches’
feedback of instruction may be varied in the amount of corrective, technicalticaltac
value given to athletes. Although some of the categories (i.e., instructior) praie

been specified as a higher quality behavior than other behaviors (scold, managament), t
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value of feedback specific to instruction may have been limited. In addition, low
expectancy athletes may be receiving the same amount of instruction, howavee, a
detailed value of the type of instruction was not able to be determined. This coube als
applied to praise, in that it was not possible to know if the praise given to athlstes wa
specific (i.e., way to look inside for the pass) or general (i.e., good job).
A third limitation of the study was the small number of coaches and athlatgs be
investigated. Due to the small number of athletes, statistics for arpgdacked power
and had too small of a sample to overcome distribution issues and possibly explain lack
of significance. It was also difficult to ascertain if differencesansecause of gender due
to only two coaches being observed. Also because this investigation was descriptive in
nature, no qualitative judgments could be made concerning the coded behaviors.
Another limitation of the study was due to the different number of players and the
portion of time spent in various elements of practices. Depending on the day, thecoache
spent practice time in conditioning, drills, half-court, or full court drills anosoage.
This could have affected coaches quantity of demonstrated behaviors based on the
activity athletes were practicing. Also the number of athletes each caddobld

change how they were able to communicate to each athlete.

Recommendations for Future Research

This investigation presented a number of possible future directions for developing
and expanding the knowledge base for sport pedagogy and sport psychology.
Understanding what makes coaches more effective can be explored inpdicitylaf
ways. In retrospect, Gallimore and Tharp (2004) said that they would have conducted

their investigation differently if they had the opportunity to conduct their studg.aga
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From a methodological perspective, the MERS requires further reseancinetasie the
value of the instrument. Also, as part of assessing behaviors, it is recommended that a
category for coach interaction with assistants be added to provide a bettgtidescf
coaching activities and also to help avoid inflating another category. From aitedore
perspective assessing both coaches’ expectations and the athletesiqgreatept
differential treatment could extend the existing body of research. Gnhetid coaches’
expectations were examined; therefore, exploration of assistant s@aglestancy may
provide additional information. To enhance understanding of effective coaching
behaviors, further research could also examine player variables, such & piraet in
an attempt to determine the relationship of these variables with coachingdsehaiso,
an investigation of coaching behaviors is needed to examine whether it is ma or le
effective for feedback behaviors to remain consistent across the diffeesgspof a
season. It would appear that future studies should also continue to look more in-depth at
the type and value of feedback given to the players so that coaches can use the
information to become more successful teachers of their sport.

The purpose of this investigation was to analyze descriptively the coaching
behaviors of high school girls’ basketball coaches, not to attach any evaludgwagnts
to them. It must be cautioned that the results cannot be generalized beyond these two
coaches and players. Also any qualitative conclusions based on these data can be no more
than speculation. Tharp and Gallimore (1976) studied John Wooden using a quantitative
observational method, on which they elaborated years later after an interdelmin
2004. The researchers discovered in 2004 that their original study would have revealed

more if they had gained the perspective of the players, of the assistant coaches, and of



96

Coach Wooden himself (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). By assessing the behaviors of
successful coaches with only quantitative measures, a vast amount of whxaietite e

can offer would be overlooked. Towards this end, the qualitative aspects of feedback
could be investigated to understand the appropriateness of feedback given to athletes, in
addition to the frequency and type of coaching feedback. Qualitative research in
conjunction with systematic observation could be important to fully comprehend

guantitative observations and the rationale behind the exhibition of those behaviors.

Recommendations for Coaches

The need to improve the pedagogical and psychological aspects of coaching has
recently been acknowledged and “there is no doubt that a thorough understanding of the
coaching process and its practical application is a vital area of ngaelnid perhaps one
that will see dramatic improvement” (Wooden, 1997, p. 10). The practical implications
from this study may provide coaches and athletes with valuable information.

It appears from the literature and this study that coaches, regardigssief or
sport type, use impression cues when evaluating athlete skill and abilityr Badke
Solomon (2005) found that successful and unsuccessful coaches prioritized expectancy
sources in a similar manner. Interestingly, athletes of more sugicesathes were
aware of how they were being evaluated; the athletes of less succeashéxhad not
received communications and were not aware of how they were being evaluated.
Although the actual development of expectations may not influence team success,
coaches should learn to openly communicate their expectations to fapiithdemance.
Therefore, what is most essential is that athletes become aware wietha their

coaches are using to evaluate ability and skill. Communication of expectiatomiges a
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means for understanding the psychology of coach-athlete relationships ahteaul
tool for effective coach-athlete relationships. Also it should be addressed In coac
education and training programs that there is a need for coaches to convey this
information directly to their athletes.

It has been suggested that coaches would be able to adapt more effective coaching
behaviors if they were aware of their coaching behaviors. Some strdtggieaches to
heighten self-awareness of their behaviors have been suggested, mamtsithose
used in teaching for teachers. Coaches could include keeping a practice Jmatrnal t
highlights coach-player interaction, videotaping practices and regexdeo footage of
practice sessions, have an assistant coach or another individual conduct periodic
evaluations of practice feedback, and use systematic observation to monitockesmutba
other coaching behaviors.

In addition, coaches might consider monitoring each player’s level of
improvement over the course of a season so that they can adjust their coachirgdehavi
accordingly. By accommodating individual needs, coaches can facilitate the
development and performance of all athletes.

To provide athletes with information that is detailed, accurate, and relevant, it
would be important for coaches to continue to develop themselves and their knowledge
of the sport that they coach. To accomplish this task, coaches might attend coaching
clinics, read relevant books and articles, observe other great coaches, andidah&alk t

athletes who play for them.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
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Interview Guide
1. Did you play basketball as an athlete at any level? If so, for how long?
2. How many total years of experience coaching basketball have you had?
3. How many years have you coached basketball at (name of school) high sch@ol (HS)
4. How many of those years were as an assistant coach?
5. How many years as a head coach?

6. How many teams have made state appearances over your career atf (s&melp
HS as head coach?

7. How many state championships have your teams won when you were head coach?

8. How many regional titles have your teams won during your career at (name of
school) HS as a head coach?

9. What is your total career wins as head coach? Total wins from this HSdas hea
coach?

10. What was your win/loss record for the past 2 years?

11. What is your winning percentage as head coach



APPENDIX B

ATHLETE INFORMATION



Name:

Athlete Information

Grade in School:

Playing Status:

Position:

9

starter

10

11

nonstarter

12

Playing Time:
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APPENDIX C

DEFINITIONS, CATEGORIES, AND CODING
FORMS OF ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY

OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
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Date: Coach: Observer: Time

begin:

Time end: Event:

Categories Team Group athletathlete | athlete| athlete| athlete| athlete| athlete
3 10 11 13 14 15 21

Dual: First N/A N/A

Name

Pre-instruction

Concurrent
Instruction

Post
instruction

Questioning

Physical
Assistance

Positive
Modeling

Negative
Modeling

Hustle

Praise

Scold

Management

Other

Comments
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Behavior Categories and Definition of the ASUOI

Coding Example Definition

Category

Pre- “l want you to look for Initial information given to player(s)

Instruction | Athlete X cutting down on preceding the desired action to be
this inbounds play. executed.

Concurrent | “ Cut inside now” Cues or reminders given during the actual

Instruction execution of the skill or play

Post “When the guard comes | Correction, re-explanation, or instructional

Instruction | around the screen, make | feedback given after the execution of the
sure you step out first thepskill or play
post.”

Questioning | “If your defender is here, Any question to play(s) concerning
where should you be?” | strategies, techniques, assignments, etg.

associated with the sport.

Phys. Assist.| Physically moving a Physical moving the player's body to the
player’'s arm to ensure proper position or through the correct
correct position range of motion of a skill.

Positive Demonstrating where a | A demonstration of correct performance

modeling player should cut and of a skill or playing technique.
where hands should be

Negative Demonstrating how a A demonstration of incorrect performance

modeling player posted incorrectly | of a skill or technique.

Hustle “Come on, let’'s go! Move Verbal statements intended to intensify the
it!” efforts of the player(s)

Praise “Way to read the defendelerbal or nonverbal compliments,

Nice finish!” statements, or signs of acceptance.

Scold “That was terrible defensgyerbal or nonverbal behaviors of
what was that?” displeasure.

Management, “Alright, switch teams. | | Verbal statements related to organizatignal
would like AthleteX up details of practice sessions not referring to
top.” strategies or fundamentals.

Other “How’s your ankle?” Statements that did not fall into any of the

previous categories
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Modified Expectancy Rating Scale (MERYS)
Directions: Please rate each of your athletes on each item from 1 (nobttue) t
(very true) by comparing them to other athletes at their competitive level.

Name and Number of Athlete

Not True Very True

1. This athlete possesses sound basketball fundamentals. 1 2 3 4 5

2. This athlete has the aptitude to become an exceptional 1 2 3 45
basketball player.

3. This athlete possesses the natural physical attributes 12345
necessary to become an exceptional basketball player.

4, This athlete is receptive to coaching. * 1 2 3 45

5. This athlete is a hard worker. * 12345

6. This athlete possesses a high level of competitiveness. 1 4

7. This athlete is willing to listen and learn. 1234

8. Overall, this athlete will be an exceptionally successful 1 2 3 4 5

basketball player at this level of competition. *

*ltems added to the original Expectancy Scale (Solomon, 1993).
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