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Abstract: The present study aimed to examine collegiate student-athletes ' preferences of leadership behaviours in
strength and conditioning (S&C) coaching and evaluate differences between athletes preferred leadership
behaviours based on participants 'sex. 145 (male = 80, female = 65) National Collegiate Athletic Association
(NCAA) Division I and II student-athletes aged between 18-25 years, with a mean of 3 (SD = +1) strength and
conditioning sessions per week participated in the study. Participants completed an electronic questionnaire
involving the athletes’ preference version of the Revised Leadership Scale for Strength and Conditioning (RLSSC).
Summary statistics revealed that the most preferred behaviour was ‘training and instruction’, median of 4.5 (IQR
= 1.0), and the least preferred was 'autocratic’, median of 2.0 (IQR = 0.5). Similar results were observed for both
groups. Males preferred autocratic behaviour more than females (male = 2.5, female = 2.0). Statistically significant
difference was identified between groups for autocratic behaviour (p = .001). Effect sizes indicated that the
magnitude of differences between groups was small or moderate, with the highest value for autocratic behaviour
(d = 0.5). The observation of marginal statistically significant difference aligns with previous research, suggesting
sex-related differences. However, small and moderate effect sizes indicate that differences are not practically
significant enough to encourage distinct coaching approaches. This study sheds light on the preferences of
coaching behaviours among student-athletes in strength and conditioning coaching. The findings emphasise the
importance of positive psychosocial behaviours such as training and instruction, positive feedback, situational
considerations and social support. While there were slight differences between the sexes, results suggested that
both groups valued positive coaching behaviours. These findings provide implications for coaching practice and
offer a basis for further research to explore leadership coaching behaviours in strength and conditioning.
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1. Introduction biology, biomechanics, training science). This

development occurred organically and logically, as
multiple authors in strength and conditioning coaching
and other coaching disciplines identified how specialist
knowledge is required for specific coaching roles. For

The terms ‘coach’ and ‘strength and
conditioning ' are most frequently used in strength and
conditioning job titles. Deconstructing the job title
suggests that the strength and conditioning coaching

discipline combines broad areas of knowledge related
to strength, conditioning, and coaching. The
aforementioned job title is a relatively young discipline,
and since its recognition as a profession in 1978, when
the National Strength and Conditioning Association
was founded (Kraemer et a/.,, 2017), most studies have
been conducted on what can be referred to as the
profession's -ologies (e.g., anatomy, physiology,

instance, executive coaches may have a background in
business or social sciences (Brooks & Wright, 2007;
Salter & Gannon, 2015), most coaching psychologists
are qualified psychologists (Law, 2013; Salter &
Gannon, 2015), and sports coaches possess sport-
specific, pedagogical and scientific knowledge
(Abraham et al, 2006; Nash & Collins, 2008).
Therefore, strength and conditioning coaches are
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expected to know the aforementioned -ologies
(Hartshorn et al, 2016). Since all four disciplines
include 'coach' in their title, it raises the question of
whether there is a link between these coaching
disciplines or if they have inappropriately adopted the
term.

Although not free from limitations, coaching
can be defined as a human development process
involving focused interaction and strategies to foster
desirable and sustainable change for the benefit of the
coachee (Bachkirova et al, 2018). Consequently,
authors in executive coaching, coaching psychologists,
sports coaching, and strength and conditioning
coaching have suggested that in addition to specialist
knowledge, there are crossovers across disciplines,
where behaviours, interpersonal skills, and quality of
relationships may be valuable elements (Gilbert &
Trudel, 2004; Whybrow, 2008; Baron et al, 2011;
Boyce et al., 2010; Critchley, 2010; Passmore, 2010;
Berg & Karlsen, 2012, Gilbert & Baldis, 2014; Griffo et
al., 2019; Fraser et al., 2022).

The proposed commonalities across coaching
disciplines is further supported by the interconnections
reported between leadership, coaching effectiveness,
and coaching behaviour (Cummins ef al, 2018).
Cummins et al. (2018) suggested that the underlying
assumption of coaching effectiveness research is that
coaches' behaviour can significantly impact (either
positively or negatively) an athlete's performance and
psychological and emotional well-being, and most
importantly, coaching effectiveness relates to coaches'
leadership skills and behaviours. Therefore, because of
the links between coaching disciplines and between
leadership, coaching effectiveness, and coaching
behaviour, in the last 50 years of sports coaching
research, coaching behaviours and preferred
leadership styles for successful coaching are some of
the leading researched subjects (Gilbert & Trudel,
2004; Griffo et al, 2019), with over 300 studies
published between 1998 and 2015.

The evolution of research methods and
paradigms in strength and conditioning coaching
research, particularly concerning coaching behaviours,
has mirrored the trend observed in sports coaching.
Over time, there has been a transition from a
predominantly quantitative to a qualitative approach,
leading to a balance between the two. This pattern is
also reflected in the proportion of studies embracing
these different research avenues in strength and
conditioning coaching (Brooks et al, 2000; Fraser et
al, 2022). Nonetheless, despite the commonalities

between coaching disciplines and the amount of
attention dedicated to the study of coaching
behaviours and leadership styles in sports coaching
research, the number of studies devoted to the study
of coaching behaviours in strength and conditioning
coaching from 2000 to 2023 is limited indicating an
evident lack of strength and conditioning coaching
research concerning the study of these topics.

Historically, a good fit for studying leadership
behaviours in sports contexts has been the
multidimensional model of leadership (MDML)
(Chelladurai, 1978, as cited in Chelladurai & Saleh,
1980; Chelladurai, 1993, 2007). The MDML,
extensively used for the past 40 years (Arthur &
Bastardoz, 2020), was developed by incorporating
previous leadership theories that were prominent in
organisational and psychology literature (Fiedler et al,
1963; Fiedler, 1967, as cited in Chelladurai & Kim,
2023; Yukl, 1971). The MDML depicts a pathway that
indicates antecedents of behaviour (situational, leader,
and member characteristics), central mechanisms
(required, actual, and preferred leader behaviour), and
outcomes (satisfaction and performance). Central
mechanisms mediate the link between characteristics
and outcome, where the congruence between actual
leader behaviours and the followers' preferred and
required  behaviours  will determine  member
satisfaction and group performance (Chelladurai, 1993,
2007; Arthur & Bastardoz, 2020).

Based on the MDML, Chelladurai and Saleh
(1980) developed the leadership scale for sport (LSS)
widely used in sports leadership research (Chelladurai
& Carron, 1981; Yenen et al, 2023); a 40-item scale
with five behavioural dimensions to measure
leadership behaviours in sports, including training and
instructions, democratic and autocratic behaviour,
social support, and positive feedback. Three scale
versions have been developed: athlete-reported coach
behaviour, athlete-reported preferred leader
behaviour, and leader self-reported behaviour.
However, according to Zhang et al. (1997), LSS lacks a
dimension for situational considerations. To address
this, they produced the revised leadership scale for
sport (RLSS), a 60-item scale with the same
quantification and measurement versions as the LSS
but with the additional dimension of situational
considerations.

Although strength and conditioning coaching is
under-researched, studies have adopted various
methodologies that reflect a shift in sports coaching
research, including the use of scales (Chesters, 2013;
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Lee et al,, 2013; Radcliffe et al., 2013; Eisner et al.,
2014; Greenslade & Willams, 2019; LaPlaca &
Schempp, 2020; Tiberi & Moody, 2020; Quartiroli et
al., 2022), observations (Massey et al,, 2002; Gallo &
DeMarco, 2008), reviews (Gilbert & Baldis, 2014;
Fraser et al, 2022; Jones & Newland, 2022),
interviews (Dorgo, 2009; Szedlak et al,, 2015; Gillham
et al,, 2016; Shuman & Appleby, 2016; Gillham et al.,
2017; Radcliffe et al, 2018; Foulds et al, 2019;
Gillham et al,, 2019; Szedlak et al., 2022), and original
methods (Szedlak et al, 2018), investigating both the
coaches' and athletes' perspectives of effective
strength and conditioning coaching behaviours.

Only two articles adopted the LSS and the
RLSS in strength and conditioning coaching research
(Brooks et al, 2000; Magnusen, 2010); however,
these studies had low internal consistency in the
modified version of the LSS used by Brooks et al.
(2000) and unvalidated language modifications in the
RLSS used by Magnusen (2010). Additionally, both
studies used the self-reported leader behaviour version
capturing coaches’ evaluations and not athletes’
preferences. These limitations were addressed by
Gearity (2003), who introduced the Revised Leadership
Scale for Strength and Conditioning (RLSSC).

Following the MDML pathway (Chelladurai
1993; Arthur & Bastardoz, 2020), it was indicated how
individual members' characteristics like sex,
personality, age and ability level, and situational
characteristics like sport type, organisational goals and
culture could determine preferred leadership
behaviours, and within sports coaching research,
Arthur and Bastardoz (2020) reported how, historically,
these variables have been studied to suggest
differences in preferred leadership behaviours. When
looking at individual members' characteristics as
determinants of preferred leadership behaviours,
although some strength and conditioning studies have
reported on the members' sex, it was either not of
primary interest (Chesters, 2013; Szedlak et al., 2015;
Foulds et al, 2019), or to address a different study
aim (Magnusen & Rhea, 2009; Eisner et al, 2014;
Shuman & Appleby, 2016), with two studies measuring
differences between sexes (Lee et al,, 2013; Tiberi &
Moody, 2020). However, none of the conducted
studies used the RLSSC to explore members'
preferences towards leadership behaviours in strength
and conditioning coaching nor assessed potential
variations between sexes using data from the
preference version of the RLSSC.

The present study aims to investigate
members' preferences of leadership behaviours in
strength and conditioning coaching using the
preference version of the RLSSC (Gearity, 2003).
Additionally, differences between members' preferred
leadership behaviours in strength and conditioning
coaching based on members' sex were examined for
each of the six behavioural dimensions of the RLSSC.

2. Methods
2.1 Participants

A total of 7 = 145 (male = 80, female = 65)
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division
I and II student-athletes participated in the study.
Participants represented a wide range of sports:
American football (n = 18), baseball (n=9), basketball
(n=12), bowling (n=1), cross country (n=3), fencing
(n=6), football (n=10), golf (n=1), hockey (n=1),
lacrosse (n=16), rowing (n=12), softball (n=8),
swimming (n=15), synchronised skating (n=2), tennis
(n=5), track and field (n=17), and volleyball (n=9).
The participants were between 18-25 years of age,
and average weekly strength and conditioning sessions
over one academic year (9 months) were 3 per week
(SD = =#1). There were three main criteria for
participant inclusion: i) each participant had to be an
NCAA DI or DII student-athlete; ii) each participant
had trained at least one academic year (9 months)
under the supervision of a strength and conditioning
coach; iii) each participant had trained on average at
least two times per week in that academic year to
ensure participants had sufficient experience. These
criteria reduced the original sample from 236 total
responses to 162, with 74 participants not meeting all
inclusion criteria. The sample was further reduced to
145 since 17 participants only provided partial
responses.

2.1 Ethical considerations

The Cardiff School of Sport & Health Sciences
approved the study. In line with recent ethical
considerations (Thomas et al, 2023), openness and
honesty were addressed by providing an information
sheet describing the voluntary nature of the study,
where participants had the right to withdraw at any
point during the survey completion. Contacted
institutions and participants were informed that
consent was provided by completing the questionnaire
and that collected data was strictly confidential and
anonymised. Furthermore, all data was stored on an
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encrypted cloud storage (OneDrive) and on a
password-protected computer to ensure data security.

2.2 Instrumentation

The current research used an online
questionnaire created on SurveyMonkey software
(Momentive); the questionnaire comprised
demographic and strength and conditioning questions
to confirm inclusion criteria and the athlete preference

version of the RLSCC (Gearity, 2003). The RLSCC is an
instrument based on the LSS and RLSS (Chelladurai &
Saleh, 1980; Zhang et al, 1997) developed and
validated to measure strength and conditioning
coaching leadership behaviours in sports contexts.
Three versions are available - athlete preference,
athlete perception, and coach self-evaluation. Given
the exploratory nature and aims of the present study,
the athlete preference version was used.

Table 1. Revised Leadership Scale for Strength and Conditioning Behaviour Dimensions

Coaching Sample item from the
Behaviour Behaviour aimed at RLSCC Preference Scale
Dimension
"I prefer my strength and
conditioning coach to...”
Autocratic Making independent decisions, stressing personal authority, using | Disregard athletes' fears
commands and punishment, acting without considering the | and/or dissatisfactions.
feelings and thinking of the athletes, and prescribing the ways to
get work done.
Democratic Allowing participation by the athlete in decisions about group | Let the athletes decide on
goals, practice methods and strategies, respecting and accepting | strength and conditioning
the athletes' rights, encouraging the athletes' involvement in | exercises to be used in a
personnel selection and performance evaluation, admitting | workout.
mistakes and confronting problems.
Positive Reinforcing the athletes by recognising and rewarding good | Express appreciation
Feedback performance, encouraging an athlete after making a mistake, | when the athlete performs
correcting the behaviour rather than blaming the athletes, and | well during workouts.
appropriately complimenting the athletes and using body
language.
Situational Considering situational factors, such as time, game, environment, | Adapt coaching style to

Considerations

individual, sex, skill level, and health condition, setting individual
goals and clarifying ways to reach the goals, differentiating
coaching methods at different maturity stages and skill levels.

suit the situation.

Social Support

Providing the athletes with psychological support, which is
indirectly related to athletic training or competition, helping the
athletes with personal problems, providing for the welfare of the
athletes, establishing a friendship, positive group atmosphere,
and warm interpersonal relations with the athletes, making sports
part of the enjoyment of an athlete's life, protecting the athletes
from any outside harm.

Stay interested in the
personal well-being of the
athletes.

Training
Instruction

and

Improving the athlete's performance by emphasising and
facilitating hard and strenuous training, instructing the athletes in
the skills,

techniques of the sport, providing the athletes with facilities,
equipment, and practice methods that allow for the safety of the
athletes, planning training practices and evaluating the athlete's
performance, having knowledge and being responsible.

Possess good knowledge
of strength and
conditioning.

Int. J. Phys. Educ. Fit. Sports, 12(4) (2023), 23-35 | 26




Vol 12 Iss 4 Year 2023

Severiano Tiberi et.al, /2023

DOI: 10.54392 /ijpefs2343

Sixty leadership items in the RLSSC are
distributed randomly among six dimensions of
coaching leadership behaviour: autocratic (8),
democratic (12), positive feedback (12), situational
considerations (10), social support (8), and training
and instruction leader behaviour (10). Definitions and
examples are provided in Table 1. The individual items
contained in this 5-point Likert scale represent the
athletes' preferences of the frequencies of specific
behaviours that a strength and conditioning coach may
exhibit where 1 is 'never' 0% of the time, 2 is 'seldom’
25% of the time, 3 is 'occasionally' 50% of the time, 4
is 'often' 75% of the time, and 5 is 'always' 100% of
the time. Each item is preceded by the phrase 'I prefer
my strength and conditioning coach to...'

2.3 Procedures

Participants were recruited Vvia e-malil
communication. All NCAA institutions (Division I, II,
and III) were identified using the NCAA website (NCAA
Directory, 2023) and the e-mail addresses for the
Athletic  Directors, Compliance  Officers, and
Administrative Assistants were gained from each
institution's website. On occasion, only one of the e-
mail addresses was available on the institution's
website; however, 1,118 institutions were identified,
and 2,839 e-mails were sent. The e-mail requested
that the athletic department of each institution
disseminate the questionnaire on behalf of the
researcher to reach and protect student-athletes from
any potential power relationships with coaches and
safeguard their privacy while offering them the
opportunity to participate in the study. The e-mail
described the study and provided the information
sheet and a link to complete the questionnaire via
Survey Monkey. Reminder e-mails were sent every
week for four weeks. The survey was closed after the
fifth week. A multi-modal approach was selected by
contacting one, two or three people as intermediaries
at each institution to increase the likelihood of
dissemination and maximise participant response rate.
No Division III institutions were included due to a lack
of responses.

2.4 Data Analyses

Results from various sports and sexes were
pooled together to provide summary data. The non-
dependent variable was sex, with two independent
groups: 1) male and 2) female. The dependent
variables were the six dimensions of coaching
leadership behaviour: autocratic, democratic, positive

feedback, situational considerations, social support,
training and instruction. Summary statistics were used
to indicate the preferences concerning strength and
conditioning coaching leadership behaviours of the
total pool of student-athletes and describe differences
between the two independent groups (male and
female). Median scores, interquartile ranges (IQRs),
mean scores, standard deviations (SD) and effect sizes
were used in describing the data. For all participants,
preference scores were calculated by summing the
scores of all the items in a specific coaching dimension
and dividing by the number of items in that dimension
(Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Zhang et al., 1997;
Gearity, 2003). Because of the ordinal nature of the
RLSSC, median scores were used to estimate central
tendencies (excluding the calculation of effect sizes,
where means were used). We used Cohen's d as the
effect size statistic to indicate the practical significance
of group differences for each coaching dimension;
where d = x/s, xa = difference between the male
and female sample means, s, = the pooled SD =
VI(s2(m-1) + (82(m-1))/(m+m-2)], ss = SD for
males, s = SD for females, m = sample size for
males, and m = sample size for females (Cohen,
1988). To provide a more easily understood
framework, and given the study's exploratory nature,
median scores calculated for each participant were
categorised as either 'preferred’ or 'not preferred' and
interpreted according to values, where median scores
<2.59 indicated 'not preferred' behaviours (never and
seldom), and scores > 3.40 indicated 'preferred'
behaviours (often and always). While the response
'occasionally’ (median score between 2.60 to 3.39)
could be considered in either category, it was not
included in either of the two preference groups.
Because of the assumptions of comparing two
independent groups, and the ordinal nature of the
data, the median differences between groups (male
and female) were tested for each of the six dependent
variables (coaching leadership behaviour dimensions)
using a Mann-Whitney U test (Corder & Foreman,
2014; Abbott, 2017). The level of statistical
significance was accepted at p < .05 throughout the
analyses.

2.5 Validity and Reliability

The RLSSC underwent minor linguistic
adjustments by its author (Gearity, 2003) to enhance
its applicability to strength and conditioning coaching.
These alterations may have influenced tha scale’s
validity. However, Gearity (2003) submitted the
modified scale to review by Dr. Zhang, the lead author
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of the RLSS (Zhang et al, 1997), who affirmed that
changes made were deemed insignificant to
compromise the instrument 's validity.

The reliability of the RLSSC was considered
acceptable after Cronbach's alpha coefficients were
reported (Gearity, 2003). However, this widely used
measure of reliability for scales that describes the
inter-relatedness of the items within the test is a
property of the scores on a test from a specific sample
of testees (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Therefore,
within the present project, values of Cronbach's alpha
were calculated to address the reliability of each
coaching behaviour dimension, where values in the
range of 0.60 and 0.90 were considered acceptable
(Taber, 2018).

3. Results

3.1 Coaching preferences of the total
pooled sample

Preferences of coaching behaviour of the total
pooled sample of student-athletes are reported in
Table 2. The participants' most preferred behaviour
was training and instruction, median = 4.5, followed
by situational considerations and positive feedback,
median = 4.0, social support behaviour, median = 3.5,
democratic behaviour, median = 3.0, and autocratic
behaviour, median = 2.0. The variability of responses
appears similar for the six coaching dimensions. The
highest variability, refelected by the SDs, was recorded
for positive feedback behaviour (SD = £0.6) and the
smallest variability was for situational considerations
behaviour (SD = +0.4), suggesting a small difference

in standard deviations for all six coaching dimensions.
The interquartile ranges also indicated a small to
moderate variability, with the highest being for positive
feedback behaviour (IQR = 1.5), and the smallest for
autocratic behaviour (IQR = 0.5).

3.2 Coaching preferences based on sex

The median scores for male and female
participants were similar (Table 3). Females and males
responded with the same preference for the six
coaching dimensions, expressing identical median
scores. Autocratic behaviour indicated a difference of
0.5 of a scale unit difference, where males preferred
this behaviour more so than females (female median =
2.0, male median = 2.5). Effect sizes indicated that the
magnitude of difference between the preference
scores of female and male participants was small or
moderately small for all six coaching behaviour
dimensions, where autocratic showed the highest
effect size (Table 3). The variability indicated by
interquartile ranges appears to be small to moderate
for both males and females, with positive feedback for
females showing the highest value of 1.5.

Table 4 reports the results of the comparative
analyses between females and males for coaching
leadership behaviours. The results show that there
were non-statistically significant differences between
groups for training and instruction (p = .482),
situational considerations (p = .647), social support (p
= .288), positive feedback (p = .145), and democratic
behaviour (p = .206). Statistically significant difference
was identified between groups for autocratic behaviour
(p=.001).

Table 2. Overall summary statistics for the coaching preferences of the total pool of athletes

Coaching Behaviour Dimension n Mean SD Medlian IQR
Training and Instruction Behaviour 145 4.3 04 |45 1.0
Positive Feedback Behaviour 145 | 3.9 0.6 |4.0 1.5
Situational Considerations Behaviour 145 | 3.9 0.4 |4.0 1.0
Social Support Behaviour 145 3.3 0.5 3.5 1.0
Democratic Behaviour 145 3.3 06 |3.0 1.0
Autocratic Behaviour 145 | 2.5 0.5 |20 0.5

1 = never; 2 = seldom; 3 = occasionally; 4 = often; 5 = always
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Table 3. Summary statistics and effect sizes for coaching preferences of the total pooled sample
grouped by athletes' sex.

Coaching Behaviour Dimension n | Mean | SD | Cohen'sd | Median IQR
Training and Instruction Behaviour

Female 65 | 4.3 0.4 0.1 4.5 1.0
Male 80 | 4.3 0.5 4.5 1.0
Positive Feedback Behaviour

Female 65 | 3.8 0.6 | 0.2 4.0 1.5
Male 80 | 3.9 0.6 4.0 1.0
Situational Considerations Behaviour

Female 65| 3.9 0.3]0.0 4.0 1.0
Male 80 | 3.9 0.4 4.0 0.5
Social Support Behaviour

Female 65| 3.2 0.5(0.2 3.5 1.0
Male 80 |34 0.5 3.5 1.0
Demacratic Behaviour

Female 65| 3.1 0.6 0.3 3.0 1.0
Male 80 |34 0.6 3.0 1.0
Autocratic Behaviour

Female 65| 2.3 0.5]0.5 2.0 0.5
Male 80 | 2.6 0.6 2.5 1.0

1 = never; 2 = seldom; 3 = occasionally; 4 = often; 5 = always
Cohen's d - small effect size 0.2 to 0.5; medium effect size 0.5 to 0.8; large effect size >0.8

Table 4. Differences between males and females in coaching leadership behaviour preferences

Coaching Behaviour Dimension Male Female
n Median | IQR | n Median | IQR p

Autocratic 80 2.5 1.0 | 65 2.0 0.5 | .001
Democratic 80 3.0 1.0 | 65 3.0 1.0 | .206
Positive Feedback 80 4.0 1.0 | 65 4.0 1.5 | .145
Social Support 80 35 1.0 | 65 35 1.0 | .288
Situational Considerations 80 4.0 0.5 | 65 4.0 1.0 | .647
Training and Instruction 80 4.5 1.0 | 65 4.5 1.0 .482

Statistical significance: p < .05

3.3 Reliability scores of the RLSCC

Table 5 reports Cronbach's alpha coefficients
for the current and previous studies measured for all
six coaching dimensions. Subscale scores were similar
to previous studies and indicated acceptable reliability
scores. Autocratic behaviour showed a higher value (@
= .74), and situational considerations reported a lower
value (g = .62) than previously used scales.

4. Discussion

The present study aimed to investigate
members' preferences of leadership behaviours in
strength and conditioning coaching using the
preference version of the RLSSC. Potential disparities
were explored in preferred leadership behaviours
based on members' sex across the six behavioural
coaching dimensions outlined in the RLSSC: autocratic
behaviour, democratic behaviour, positive feedback
behaviour, situational considerations, social support,
and training and instruction behaviour.
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Table 5. Cronbach’s alpha (aC) reliability test statistics of coaching behaviour dimensions of leadership scales for
the current and previous studies

LSS RLSS Zhang SCCLSS RLSSC RLSS RLSCC Tiberi
Coachin Chelladurai | et al. (1997) | Brooks et al. Gearity Magnusen et al. (2023)
B Ing and Saleh | Preference (2000) Self- (2003) (2010) Self- Preference
ehaviour ; ;
Di . (1980) evaluation Preference evaluation
imension
Preference
Cronbach'’s Alpha Coefficients (ac)
Autocratic (8) .45 .59 .56 .64 .52 74
Democratic (12) .75 .96 .48 .83 .81 .86
Positive Feedback .82 .89 43 .84 .81 .88
(12)
Social Support (8) .70 .88 .40 .75 72 71
Training and .83 .87 .45 .90 .83 .78
Instruction (10)
Situational na .84 na .76 74 .62
Considerations
(10)

Based on the MDML, which posits that
preferred leadership behaviours are influenced by
individual characteristics (Chelladurai 1993, 2007,
Arthur & Bastardoz, 2020), the hypothesis was that
sex-based differences were likely to emerge.

Existing research in strength and conditioning
aligns with the results, where training and instruction,
positive feedback, situational considerations, and social
support were classified as preferredbehaviours. having
a positive and approachable relationship with players
and staff.

From a quantitative standpoint, Chesters
(2013) indicated how highly valued attributes for
strength and conditioning coaches include being
knowledgeable and Similarly, Tiberi and Moody (2020)

highlighted  how  attributes including  being
knowledgeable, communicative, providing positive
feedback, supportive, honest, organised, and

approachable were perceived as necessary by athletes.
Furthermore, Lee et al. (2013) reported how positive
psychosocial behaviours (supportive behaviours)
positively influenced the compatibility between
strength and conditioning coaches and athletes.
According to Greenslade and Williams (2019), student-
athletes value coaches who build trust and respect,
provide encouragement and support, offer constructive
feedback, possess strong communication skills, and
are motivational and inspirational while maintaining
high-performance expectations.

In qualitative research, comparable results
were proposed. Szedlak ef al (2015) indicated that
elite athletes viewed strength and conditioning
coaches as effective when they built solid relations
founded on trust and understanding. These coaches
were considered proficient in instructional and
communication abilities, maintaining high-performance
expectations, and inspiring and motivating athletes
through their confidence and passion. Shuman and
Appleby (2016) reported that most study participants
valued qualities like knowledge, personality,
professionalism, and support in their relationships with
their strength and conditioning coach, while Foulds et
al. (2019) indicated that athletes value coaches who
develop close relationships by building trust and
showing care and commitment through a positive
outlook that includes planning and mutual goal-setting,
display adaptability and role model traits, and adopt
effective communication through feedback and
openness and understanding of individual needs.

The current results on differences between
sexes are similar to previous studies where positive
behaviours were deemed relevant from both sexes
with only marginal differences (Lee et al, 2013;
Walack-Bista, 2019; Tiberi & Moody, 2020). Lee et al.
(2013) suggested that perceived positive coaching
behaviours positively affect the perceived compatibility
between strength and conditioning coaches and
athletes in male and female athletes, supported by our
findings, where positive behaviours were ranked as
preferred by both sexes with only small differences.
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Walack-Bista (2019) reported differences between
sexes in a sports coaching context. However, the
practical significance measured with effect size showed
that the identified differences were small. Additionally,
Tiberi and Moody (2020) reported that in strength and
conditioning coaching, there were no differences in
desirable  attributes between athletes' sexes.
Supporting the current findings, a recent review on
strength and conditioning coaching by Fraser et al.
(2022) highlighted the significance of positive
psychosocial behaviours, building trust, care, effective
teaching skills, and adapting leadership styles in
fostering positive coach-athlete relationships, which
contribute to athlete performance and well-being.
Arguably, this could be advocated for both sexes with
no emblematic difference in coaching leadership
behaviour preferences.

Given the lack of strength and conditioning
coaching research, the current findings offer valuable
insight,  suggesting  student-athletes' preferred
coaching behaviours, like training and instructions,
positive feedback, adaptability, and social support, and
least preferred coaching behaviours, like democratic
and autocratic. These align with existing research,
emphasising the importance of positive psychosocial
behaviours in strength and conditioning coaching
(Fraser et al, 2022). The slight gender-based
differences suggest that positive coaching traits are
valued across both sexes, arguably indicating the
importance of fostering strong coach-athlete
relationships. The ranking of preferred behaviours,
such as training and instruction, positive feedback,
situational considerations, and social support, provides
insight into the areas athletes value the most in their
coaching interactions.  Surprisingly, = democratic
behaviour ranked lower in preference and was not
classified as preferred using the proposed framework,
suggesting that athletes might not prioritise
participative decision-making from their coach.

Furthermore, autocratic behaviour ranked the
lowest, suggesting that athletes may not value
particularly authoritarian coaches. The observation of
marginal statistically significant difference between
male and female athletes' preferences supports the
hypothesis that there would be some sex-based
differences. However, results also highlight that this
moderate difference is not practically significant
enough to suggest distinct coaching approaches for
each sex. However, it must be acknowledged that the
true randomness of the sample size was challenging to
confirm due to potential bias from the survey recipient

or intermediary at each institution. Lastly, the study
only addressed one variable of members'
characteristics (sex) linked to one of the MDML central
mechanisms (preferred behaviours), where several
interactions, such as sport type, age, level of
competition, and personality dimensions, could be
further explored, quantitatively and qualitatively.

This study provides novel data on the
preferences of coaching behaviours from a group of
NCAA student-athletes in a strength and conditioning
coaching context. While the results might apply to
similar contexts, caution should be exercised when
generalising the findings to other coaching settings, as
behaviours are part of a dynamic process that may
depend on several other unique factors. The study's
findings have practical implications for strength and
conditioning coaches, who should be aware of the
preferences of their athletes about coaching
behaviours, particularly those related to training and
instruction, positive feedback, situational
considerations, and social support. These behaviours
can build positive coach-athlete relationships and
enhance athletic performance and well-being.
Understanding that male and female athletes might
value similar coaching behaviours could guide coaches
in creating strategies that adapt to all athletes' needs.
Based on the identified limitations, future research
could consider different ways of communicating with
participants for direct engagement without reliance on
an intermediary. Additionally, aiming to address the
considerable gap in strength and conditioning coaching
research, expanding beyond the athletes' sex, future
investigations should explore a wider array of athletes
and situational characteristics, allowing for a broader
exploration of the MDML applied to strength and
conditioning coaching.

5. Conclusions

This study presents preferences of coaching
behaviours among NCAA student-athletes in strength
and conditioning coaching. The results provide insights
into areas that athletes prioritise in their interactions
with strength and conditioning coaches. The findings
emphasise the importance of behaviours such as
training and instruction, positive feedback, situational
considerations, and social support, areas that coaches
may consider in creating strategies to interact with
their athletes to foster positive relationships and
enhance athletic performance and well-being.
Interestingly, democratic  behaviour was not
categorised as preferred, indicating that athletes may
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not value participative decision-making from their
strength and conditioning coach. Furthermore,
autocratic behaviour ranked the lowest, suggesting
that athletes may not value authoritarian coaches.

While slight differences existed between male
and female athletes' preferences, the study highlights
that these were small or moderate, not practically
significant, suggesting how there may be an
underlying common pattern of preferred strength and
conditioning coaching leadership behaviours where
both sexes value similar coaching leadership
dimensions.

These findings have potential implications for
coaching practice as strength and conditioning coaches
should consider preferences of coaching behaviours
with their athletes, specifically training and instruction,
positive feedback, situational considerations, and social
support. Furthermore, the awareness that both male
and female athletes may prioritise similar behaviour
dimensions could assist coaches in developing
strategies tailored to athletes’needs.

The present study’s aim was to contribute to
the current gap in strength and conditioning coaching
research to provide a basis for future investigations,
that might expand beyond the athletes’ sex, directing
the attention to other antecedents of behaviour; and,
consequently, to lead to the adoption of different
research avenues to investigate leadership behaviours
in strength and conditioning coaching.

References

Abbott, M. (2017). Independent sample T test. Using
statistics in the social and health sciences with
SPSS and Excel, Wiley, New Jersey. [DOI]

Abraham, A., Collins, D., & Martindale, R. (2006). The
coaching schematic: Validation through expert
coach consensus. Journal of Sports Sciences,
24(6), 549-564. [DOI] [PubMed]

Arthur, C.A., & Bastardoz, N. (2020). Leadership in
Sport. Handbook of Sport Psychology, Wiley,
New Jersey. [DOI]

Bachkirova, T., Cox, E., & Clutterbuck, D. (2018).
Introduction. 7he Complete Handbook of
Coaching, Sage. Thousand Oaks.

Baron, L., Morin, L., & Morin, D. (2011). Executive
coaching: The effect of working alliance
discrepancy on the development of coaches'
self-efficacy.  Journal  of  Management
Development, 30(9), 847-864. [DOI]

Berg, M.E., & Karlsen, T. (2012). An evaluation of
management training and coaching. Journal of
Workplace Learning, 24(3), 177-197. [DOI]

Boyce, L.A., Jackson, R.]., & Neal, L. (2010). Building
successful leadership coaching relationships:
Examining impact of matching criteria in a
leadership coaching program. Journal of
Management Development, 29(10), 914-931.
[DOI]

Brooks, D.D., Ziatz, D., Johnson, B., & Hollander, D.
(2000). Leadership behaviour and job
responsibilities of NCAA Division 1A strength
and conditioning coaches. Journal of Strength
and Conditioning Research, 14(4), 483-492.
[DOI]

Brooks, 1., & Wright, S. (2007). A Survey of Executive
Coaching Practice in New Zealand.

Chelladurai, P., Singer, R., Murphey, M., & Tennant, L.
(1993). Handbook of research on sport
psychology. Handbook of research on sport

psychology.

Chelladurai, P. (2007). Leadership in sports. Handbook
of Sport Psychology, Wiley, New Jersey. [DOI]

Chelladurai, P., & Carron, A.V. (1981). Applicability to
youth sports of the leadership scale for sports.
Perceptual and motor skills, 53(2), 361-362.
[DOI]

Chelladurai, P., & Kim, A. (2022). Leadership. Human
resource management in sport and recreation,
Human Kinetics.

Chelladurai, P., & Saleh, S.D. (1980). Dimensions of
leader behaviour in sports: development of a
leadership scale. Journal of Sport Psychology,
2(1), 34-45. [DOI]

Chesters, R. (2013). What Makes a Good Practitioner
in Strength and Conditioning 2. Routledge, 567.

[DOI]
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the
Behavioural Sciences, Hillsdale, Erlbaum

Associates. New Jersey.

Corder, G.W., & Foreman, D.I. (2014). Comparing two
unrelated samples: The Mann-Whitney U Test
and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two Sample
test. In G.W. Corder, & D.I. Foreman (Eds.),
Nonparametric ~ statistics: a  step-by-step
approach (2nd ed., pp. 98-129). Somerset:
Wiley.

Critchley, B. (2010). Relational coaching: taking the

coaching high road. Journal of Management
Development, 29(10), 851-863. [DOI]

Cummins, P., O'Boyle, I., & Cassidy, T. (2018).
Coaching effectiveness and leadership: a
theoretical perspective. Leadership in Sports

Int. J. Phys. Educ. Fit. Sports, 12(4) (2023), 23-35 | 32


https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119121077.ch8
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640410500189173
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/16611568/
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119568124.ch16
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621711111164330
https://doi.org/10.1108/13665621211209267
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621711011084231
https://doi.org/10.1519/00124278-200011000-00018
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118270011.ch5
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1981.53.2.361
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsp.2.1.34
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621711011084187

Vol 12 Iss 4 Year 2023

Severiano Tiberi et.al, /2023

DOI: 10.54392 /ijpefs2343

Coaching: A Social Identity Perspective,
Routledge. [DOI]

Dorgo, S. (2009). Unfolding the Practical Knowledge of
an Expert Strength and Conditioning
Coach. International journal of sports science
& coaching, 4(1), 17-30. [DOI]

Eisner, M.T., Elder, C., Elder, A.S., & Kelly, C. (2014).
Collegiate athletes’ perceptions on the
importance of strength and conditioning
coaches and their contribution to increased
athletic performance. Journal of Athletic
Enhancement, 3(2).

Fiedler, F.E., Osgood, C.E., Stolurow, L.M., & Triandis,
H.C. (1963). A Contingency model for the
prediction of leadership effectiveness.
University of Illinois.

Foulds, S.J., Hoffmann, S.M., Hinck, K., & Fraser, C.
(2019). The Coach—Athlete Relationship in
Strength and Conditioning: High Performance
Athletes' Perceptions. Sports (Basel), 7(12),
244. [DOI] [PubMed]

Fraser, C., Mackenzie, B., Foulds, S.J., Hinck, C., &
Hoffmann, S.M. (2022). Behaviours and
Actions of the Strength and Conditioning
Coach in Fostering a Positive Coach-Athlete
Relationship.  Journal  of  Strength &
Conditioning Research, 36(11), 3256-3263.
[DOI] [PubMed]

Gallo, G.J., & De Marco, G.M. (2008). Self-assessment
and modification of a Division I strength and
conditioning coach's instructional behaviour.
Journal of Strength and  Conditioning
Research, 22(4), 1228-1235. [DOI]

Gearity, B. (2003). The Revised leadership scale for
strength and conditioning. University of
Tennessee.

Gilbert, W., & Baldis, M. (2014). Becoming an Effective
Strength and Conditioning Coach. Strength
and Conditioning Journal, 36(1), 28-34. [DOI]

Gilbert, W., & Trudel, P. (2004). Analysis of Coaching
Science Research Published from 1970-2001.
Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport,
75(4), 388-399. [DOI]

Gillham, A., Doscher, M., Fitzgerald, C., Bennet, S.,
Davis, S., & Banwarth, A. (2017). Strength and
conditioning  roundtable:  Strength  and
conditioning coach evaluation. International
Journal of Sports Science and Coaching, 12(5),
635-646. [DOI]

Gillham, A., Doscher, M., Krumpos, J., Diltz, M. M.,
Moe, N., Allen, S., & Bridgeman, R. (2019). A
roundtable with college strength and
conditioning coaches: Working with sport
coaches. International Sport Coaching
Journal, 6(1), 98-109. [DOI]

Gillham, A., Schofield, G., Doscher, M., Dalrymple, M.,
& Kenn, J. (2016). Developing and
implementing coaching philosophy: Guidance
for award-winning strength and conditioning
coaches. International Sport Coaching Journal,
3(1), 54-64. [DOI]

Greenslade, A., & Williams, G. (2019). What Does
Good Coaching Look Like?': Youth Athlete
Perceptions of Effective Strength and
Conditioning Coaching in a Leading UK Talent
Development Environment. Millfield Institute of
Sport and Well-being.

Griffo, J.M., Jensen, M., Anthony, C.C., Baghurst, T., &
Kulinna, P.H. (2019). A decade of research
literature in  sport coaching (2005-
2015). International Journal of Sports Science
& Coaching, 14(2), 205-215. [DOI]

Hartshorn, M.D., Read, P.J., Bishop, C., & Turner, A.N.
(2016). Profile of a Strength and Conditioning
Coach: Backgrounds, Duties, and Perceptions.
Strength and Conditioning Journal, 38(6), 89-
94. [DOI]

D., & Newland, A. (2022). Implementing
effective coaching behaviours and pedagogical
practices into strength and conditioning.
Strength and Conditioning Journal, 44(3), 80-
87. [DOI]

Kraemer, W.].,, Ratamess, N.A., Flanagan, S.D.,
Shurley, J.P., Todd, 1.S., & Todd, T.C. (2017).
Understanding the science of resistance
training: An evolutionary perspective. Sports
medicine, 47, 2415-2435. [DOI] [PubMed]

D.A.,, & Schempp, P.G. (2020). The
Characteristics Differentiating Expert and
Competent  Strength  and  Conditioning
Coaches. Research Quarterly for Exercise and
Sport, 91(3), 488-499. [DOI] [PubMed]

Law, H. (2013). Definitions: coaching psychology,
coaching, mentoring and learning. Coaching
psychology: A practitioner guide. Wiley. [DOI]

Lee, W.O., Magnusen, M.J., & Cho, S. (2013). Strength
Coach-Athlete Compatibility: Roles of Coaching
Behaviours and Athlete Gender. International
Journal of Applied Sports Sciences, 25(1), 55-
67. [DOI]

Magnusen, M.J. (2010). Differences in strength and
conditioning coach  self-perception  of
leadership style behaviors at the National
Basketball Association, Division IA, and
Division II levels. The Journal of Strength &
Conditioning  Research, 24(6),  1440-1450.
[DOI] [PubMed]

Magnusen, M.].,, & Rhea, D.J. (2009). Division I
athletes' attitudes toward and preferences for
male and female strength and conditioning

Jones,

LaPlaca,

Int. J. Phys. Educ. Fit. Sports, 12(4) (2023), 23-35| 33


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315267005-2
https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.4.1.17
https://doi.org/10.3390/sports7120244
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31817157/
https://doi.org/10.1519/jsc.0000000000004073
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/34127611/
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e318173dae9
https://doi.org/10.1519/SSC.0000000000000026
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2004.10609172
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954117707484
https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2018-0047
https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2015-0007
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954118825058
https://doi.org/10.1519/SSC.0000000000000255
https://doi.org/10.1519/SSC.0000000000000671
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-017-0779-y
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28918566/
10.1080/02701367.2019.1686451
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31976818/
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118598399.ch4
https://doi.org/10.24985/ijass.2013.25.1.55
https://doi.org/10.1519/jsc.0b013e3181d321ec
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20453682/

Vol 12 Iss 4 Year 2023

Severiano Tiberi et.al, /2023

DOI: 10.54392 /ijpefs2343

coaches. Journal of Strength and Conditioning
Research, 23(4), 1084-1090. [DOI] [PubMed]

Massey, D.C., Maneval, M.W., Phillips, J., Vincent, J.,
White, G., & Zoeller, B. (2002). An analysis of
teaching and coaching behaviours of elite
strength and conditioning coaches. Journal of
Strength and Conditioning Research, 16(3),
456-460. [DOI] [PubMed]

Nash, C., & Collins, D. (2008). Tacit Knowledge in
Expert Coaching: Science or Art?. Quest
58(4), 465-477. [DOI] [PubMed]

National Collegiate Athletics Association (2023). NCAA
Directory.

Passmore, J. (2010). A grounded theory study of the
coachee experience: The implications for
training and practice in coaching psychology.
International Coaching Psychology Review,
5(1), 48-62. [DOI]

Quartiroli, A., Moore, EW.G., & Zakrajsek, R.A.
(2022). Strength and conditioning coaches'
perceptions of sport psychology strategies.
Journal of Strength and  Conditioning
Research, 36(5), 1327-1334. [DOI] [PubMed]

Radcliffe, J.N., Comfort, P., & Fawcett, T. (2013). The
perception of psychology and the frequency of
psychological strategies used by strength and
conditioning practitioners. Journal of Strength
and Conditioning Research, 27(4), 1136-1146.
[DOI] [PubMed]

Radcliffe, J.N., Comfort, P., & Fawcett, T. (2018). The
perceived psychological responsibilities of a
strength and conditioning coach. Journal of
Strength and Conditioning Research, 32(10),
2853-2862. [DOI] [PubMed]

Salter, T., & Gannon, J.M. (2015). Exploring shared
and distinctive aspects of coaching and
mentoring approaches through six disciplines.
European  Journal  of  Training  and
Development, 39(5), 373-392. [DOI]

Shuman, K.M., & Appleby, K.M. (2016). Gender
preference? National Collegiate Athletic
Association Division I Student-Athletes and
strength and conditioning coaches. Journal of
Strength and Conditioning Research, 30(10),
2924-2933. [DOI] [PubMed]

Szedlak, C., Batey, J., Smith, M.].,, & Church, M.
(2022). Examining experienced S&C coaches'
reflections on the effectiveness of psychosocial
behaviours in coaching. International Sport
Coaching Journal, 9, 1-9. [DOI]

Szedlak, C., Smith, M.J., Day, M., & Callary, B. (2018).
Using Vignettes to Analyse Potential Influences
of Effective Strength and Conditioning
Coaching on Athlete Development. 7he Sport
Psychologist, 32, 199-209. [DOI]

Szedlak, C., Smith, M.]., Day, M.C., & Greenlees, L.A.
(2015). Effective behaviours of strength and
conditioning coaches as perceived by athletes.
International Journal of Sports Science and
Coaching, 10(5), 967-984. [DOI]

Taber, K.S. (2018). The Use of Cronbach's Alpha When
Developing and Reporting Research
Instruments in Science Education. Research in

science education (Australasian  Science
Education Research Association), 48(6), 1273—
1296. [DOI]

Tavakol, M., & Dennick, R. (2011). Making sense of
Cronbach's Alpha. International Journal of
Medical Education, 2, 53-55. [DOI]

Thomas, J.R., Martin, P.E., Etnier, J.L., & Silverman,
S.J. (2023). Ethical issues in research and
scholarship. Research Method in Physical
Activity, Champaign, Human Kinetics, IL, USA

Tiberi, S., & Moody, J. (2020). An analysis of desirable
attributes for strength and conditioning
coaches as perceived by male and female
population of collegiate athletes. International
of Physical Education, Fitness and Sports, 9(2),
16-29. [DOI]

Walack-Bista, Z.M. (2019). What do we want and what
do we get from the coach? Preferred and
perceived leadership in male and female team
sports. Human Movement, 20(3), 38-47. [DOI]

Whybrow, A. (2008). Coaching Psychology: Coming of
Age?. International Coaching Psychology
Review, 3(3), 227-240. [DOI]

Yenen, E., Atamturk, H., & Atamturk, N. (2023).
Exploring leadership behaviours of the coaches
of champion teams. Frontiers in psychology,
13. [DOI] [PubMed]

Yukl, G. (1971). Toward a behavioural theory of
leadership.  Organisational behaviour and
human performance, 6, 414-440. [DOI]

Zhang, J1.J., Jensen, B.E., & Mann, B.L. (1997).
Modification and revision of the leadership
scale for sport. Journal of Sport Behaviour,
20(1), 105-122.

Author Biographies

Mr Severiano Tiberi, MSc, CSCS, is pursuing a PhD
in Strength and Conditioning Coaching at Cardiff
Metropolitan University. He is a Certified Strength and
Conditioning Specialist of the NSCA and a Basketball
England Certified Coach. He combines his research
with industry-based practical roles. Currently, he
serves as an assistant basketball coach for WBBL at
Cardiff Met Archers, also being actively engaged with
the men’s BUCS setup. Additionally, he oversees

2 EFS

Int. J. Phys. Educ. Fit. Sports, 12(4) (2023), 23-35 | 34


https://doi.org/10.1519/jsc.0b013e318199d8c4
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19528851/
https://doi.org/10.1519/00124278-200208000-00019
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/12173963/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.2006.10491894
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00336297.2006.10491894
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpsicpr.2010.5.1.48
https://doi.org/10.1519/jsc.0000000000003651
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32483062/
https://doi.org/10.1519/jsc.0b013e3182606ddc
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22706577/
https://doi.org/10.1519/jsc.0000000000001656
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27669186/
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-02-2015-0014
https://doi.org/10.1519/jsc.0000000000001384
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26918278/
https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2020-0092
https://doi.org/10.1123/tsp.2017-0060
https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.10.5.967
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9602-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.5116/ijme.4dfb.8dfd
https://doi.org/10.34256/ijpefs2023
https://doi.org/10.5114/hm.2019.79734
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpsicpr.2008.3.3.227
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1091703
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/36687939/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(71)90026-2

Vol 12 Iss 4 Year 2023

Severiano Tiberi et.al, /2023

DOI: 10.54392 /ijpefs2343

strength and conditioning at St
Basketball Academy.

David’s College

Dr. Jeremy Moody is a Reader in Applied Strength
and Conditioning and Programme Director for the
MSc/MRes in Strength and Conditioning at Cardiff
Metropolitan University, and an Adjunct Professor in
Human Performance at Nisantasi University, Istanbul.
Industry based roles have included Regional Lead at
the English Institute of Sport, Performance Manager at
UK Athletics, Performance Director for the Great Britain
Wheelchair Rugby Association, Performance Director
and Chief Operations Officer at Welsh Judo. Jeremy
has consulted to Sport Wales, Sport England, UK
Sport, various National Governing Bodies and
professional sports teams. A member of the UKSCA
Board of Directors on a number of occasions and
Chairman during 2010 — 2012, Jeremy was one of the
inaugural groups to establish the current UKSCA
accreditation procedure (ASCC).

Dr. Joseph I. Esformes, MSc, PhD, CSCS, has
been a full-time university lecturer since 2005 and is
currently a Senior Lecturer in Strength and
Conditioning at Cardiff Metropolitan University and a
lecturer for Functional Movement Systems (FMS, USA),
delivering courses on the Functional Movement Screen
and corrective exercise. He is on the advisory board for
FMS Schools and the board of directors for the
International Association of Strength and Conditioning
(IASC). Previously, Joseph taught Exercise Physiology
at the University of Leeds and Sports Conditioning at
Hartpury University. His research is in strength and
conditioning and cardiovascular physiology, and he
supervises several applied research PhD students. He
has published in peer-reviewed journals and presented
at international conferences in North America and
Europe.

Dr. George Jennings is Senior Lecturer in Sport
Sociology at Cardiff Metropolitan University, where he
leads the MA Sport, Ethics and Society course and the
MRes Critical Social Science of Sport, Health and
Education pathway. George is a social scientist and
qualitative researcher with interests in martial arts and
combat sports, alternative physical culture, native
games and human movement for health and
wellbeing.

Professor Steve Cooper is a Professor of Applied
Biostatistics and a sport scientist with broad teaching
and research interests and expertise in sport
performance, physical fitness, Physical Education,
physical literacy, coaching, measurement issues,
research design, applied biostatistics and data analysis.

He is an elected Fellow of the Royal Statistical Society,
an elected Fellow of the National Centre for Excellence
in the Teaching of Mathematics, and he is a Fellow of
the Higher Education Academy.

Acknowledgments
The author(s) thank all individuals who partook in the
study.

Author Contributions

Mr. Severiano Tiberi - Methodology, Data curation,
Formal analysis, Validation, Writing — original draft,
Writing — review & editing; Dr. Jeremy Moody, Dr.
Joseph 1. Esformes, and Dr. George Jenning -
Study's design, Writing — review & editing. Dr. Steve
Cooper - Selection of statistics. All the authors read
and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Funding Information
No funding was received to produce this manuscript

Ethics Approval

Before the study commencement, the Ethics
Committee of the Cardiff School of Sport & Health
Sciences at Cardiff Metropolitan University approved
the research procedure

Informed Consent
All participants provided informed consent

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted
in the absence of any commercial or financial
relationships that could be construed as a potential
conflict of interest.

Does this article pass screening for similarity?
Yes

About the License

© The Authors 2023. The text of this article is open
access and licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License.

Int. J. Phys. Educ. Fit. Sports, 12(4) (2023), 23-35| 35



