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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between coaches’ 
burnout, coaches’ behaviors, and levels of burnout and satisfaction experienced by college 
athletes. The secondary purposes were to examine how coaches’ levels of burnout were related 
to perceived coaching behavior, and to examine the link between athletes’ levels of burnout and 
satisfaction.  

Forty two male and female coaches employed at the 8 public universities in Jordan, and 
413 male and female college athletes participated in this study. The participants completed 
translated version of the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), Athlete 
Burnout Questionnaire (ABQ; Raedeke & Smith, 2001), Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire 
(ASQ; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998), and Maslach Burnout Inventory-Educators Survey 
(Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients, and stepwise regression.  

The results of this study suggest that there is a significant relationship between coaches’ 
leadership behaviors and burnout. It was discovered that personal accomplishment and emotional 
exhaustion to be significant predictors of the coaches’ leadership behaviors. Significant 
relationships were found between perceived coaching behaviors and athletes’ outcomes. Athletes 
who perceived their coaches as providing more training and instruction, social support, feedback, 
and exhibiting more democratic behavior and less autocratic behavior were more satisfied and 
less burned out.  In addition, significant negative relationships were found between athletes’ 
satisfaction and athletes’ burnout. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 
 

When individuals encounter dissatisfaction with their performance, are emotionally 
drained from the stress of their job, and eventually distance themselves from their clients or 
colleagues, they are considered to be professionally burned out (Arlotto, 2002). Burnout can, and 
does, affect a variety of people in a widely dispersed spectrum of professions (Pines & Aronson, 
1988). It is not limited to persons in any one occupation and there are not clearly defined and 
universally recognized characteristics that can be best identified with all those afflicted. 
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) wrote:  

“Burnout is a metaphor. It is a state of exhaustion similar to the 
smothering of a fire or the extinguishing of the candle. Where there 
used to be a vital spark and the flame of life was burning bright. It is 
now dark and chilly. The fuel has been used up and the energy backup 
is depleted” (p. 1). 

Burnout researchers do agree that persons in human service professions (e.g., teachers, 
nurses, social workers, physicians, police officers, etc.) appear to be at greater risk of becoming 
burned out because they spend careers focusing on the needs of others (Cherniss, 1995; Maslach, 
1993; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). This attention to the needs of others takes an emotional toll 
on the professional, which can lead to overwhelming exhaustion; feelings of frustration, anger, 
and cynicism; and a sense of ineffectiveness and failure (Leiter & Maslach, 2001).  

The problem of burnout is not new. In fact, it has been studied for many years from a 
physiological perspective, and it is only in the last few decades that burnout has been thoroughly 
investigated and discussed from a psychological perspective by scholars and researchers from 
diverse areas of study. Burnout is a type of prolonged response to chronic emotional and 
interpersonal stressors on the job (Schaufeli, Maslach, & Marek, 1993). As such, it has been an 
issue of particular concern for people-oriented occupations in which (a) the relationship between 
providers and recipients is central to the work, and (b) the provision of education, service, or 
treatment can be a highly emotional experience (Maslach, 1999). The first articles about burnout, 
which appeared in the mid 1970’s (Freudenberger, 1974; Maslach, 1976), provided an initial 
description of the burnout phenomenon, gave it the identifying name of “burnout,” and showed 
that it was not an abnormal response by a few deviant people but was actually quite common 
(Maslach, 1999). According to Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter (1996), “burnout is a state of 
exhaustion in which one is cynical about the value of one’s occupation and doubtful of one’s 
capacity to perform” (p. 20).   

It is important at this point to note that most of the systematic research on burnout during 
the 1980’s and early1990’s focused on people-oriented occupations such as human services, 
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health care, and education (Cordes & Doughtery, 1993). These occupations are considered 
“high-touch” in that they involve lots of face-to-face contact (Maslach & Leiter, 1997). Such 
jobs can be so emotionally and physically demanding that the risk for burnout is high. The 
dedication these jobs demand, the long hours and excessive workloads, are exhausting, as are 
potential conflicts with clients, patients, students, colleagues, or supervisors (Maslach & Leiter, 
1997).   

While the study of burnout is originated in the area of human service professions, the 
study of burnout is applicable to other areas (Graf, 1992). Many occupations not classified as 
helping professions may be vulnerable to the development of burnout because it is the nature of 
the interpersonal contacts in jobs that causes strain (Maslach & Jackson, 1984; Shirome, 1989). 
In the athletic community, burnout is a buzzword that has raised considerable concern among 
coaches, athletes, and sport psychologists (Raedeke, 1997; Raedeke, Lunney, & Venables, 2002). 
Most athletes, coaches, and sport psychologists have used the term “burnout” and most have 
probably also experienced burnout at some point of their lives (Vealey, Armstrong, Comar, & 
Greenleaf, 1998). Burnout is of great interest to sport researchers because it involves the 
psychological, emotional, and physical withdrawal from activities previously enjoyed and 
pursued vigorously by athletes, coaches, and officials (Smith, 1986). 

Studies in the exercise and sport sciences have identified burnout as an important issue 
related to athlete’s perseverance, as well as coaching longevity, and productivity (Raedeke, 
Granzyk, & Warren, 2000). Researchers have found evidence of stress and burnout in coaches 
(e.g., Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984; Capel, Sisley, & Desertrain, 1987; Collins, 2002; Dale & 
Weinberg, 1989; Graf, 1992; Kelley, 1994; Kelley, Eklund, & Ritter-Taylor, 1999; Price & 
Weiss, 2000; Raedeke et al., 2000), athletes (e.g., Cohn, 1990; Fender, 1989; Gould, Horn, & 
Spreeman, 1983; Gould, Tuffey, Udry, & Loehr, 1996a, 1997; Gould, Udry, Tuffey, & Loehr, 
1996b; Price & Weiss, 2000; Raedeke, 1997; Raedeke et al., 2002; Vealey et al., 1998), officials 
(e.g., Rainey, 1999; Rainey & Hardy, 1999; Taylor, Daniel, Leith, & Burke, 1990), teacher-
coaches (e.g.,  Drake & Hebert, 2002; Figone, 1986; Kelley, 1990; Kelley & Gill, 1993), athletic 
trainers (e.g., Campbell, Miller, & Robinson, 1985; Capel, 1986;  Gieck, Brown, & Shank, 
1982), and athletic directors (e.g., Copeland & Kirsch,1995; Martin, Kelley, & Dias,1999a; 
Martin,  Kelley, & Eklund, 1999b; Ryska, 2002).  

Application of the burnout concepts is evident throughout the sport domain (Price & 
Weiss, 2000). In terms of provider-recipient relationship in sports, coaches represent the provider 
and athletes represent the recipient. Coaches provide their athletes with feedback and 
reinforcement about performance that athletes use to correct, motivate, and reinforce skills and 
behaviors (Price & Weiss, 2000). The dynamics of the sport domain encourage frequent and 
intense interactions between coaches and athletes. Interactions with athletes are reported as one 
contributor to coach burnout (Dale & Weinberg, 1989; Kelley et al., 1999; Price & Weiss, 2000; 
Udry, Gould, Bridges, & Tuffey, 1997; Vealey et al., 1998). Similarly, athletes have identified 
their interactions with coaches as one potential source of feelings of burnout (Gould et al., 1996a, 
1997; Price & Weiss, 2000; Udry et al., 1997; Vealey et al., 1998). This interplay among 
coaches, athletes, and burnout may be effectively explained within the coaching behaviors and 
leadership style research (Price & Weiss, 2000). 

The coach-athlete relationship is an integral part of sport, and anecdotal evidence from 
many athletes indicates that this relationship is essential to the ultimate quality and perceived 
success of their competitive sport careers (Vealey et al., 1998). This importance of coaches in the 
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lives of their athletes deserves an investigation of the behavior of coaches as it may relate to 
burnout and satisfaction in athletes.  

Despite the growing body of literature on burnout in athletics, many questions remain 
unanswered. There is a need for more empirical support into the existence of athlete burnout in 
both individual and team sports. Links between coaching behaviors, level of coach burnout, and 
athlete outcomes (e.g., burnout and satisfaction) need to be investigated (Price & Weiss, 2000; 
Vealey et al., 1998). Moreover, factors contributing to the development of burnout need to be 
identified and studied (Collins, 2002; Graf, 1992; Vlahos, 1997). 

To date, minimal research has been conducted to investigate how various coach 
characteristics and behaviors relate to athletes’ psychological responses. In one of the few studies 
to do so, Price and Weiss (2000) examined the relationship among coach burnout, coach 
behaviors, and athletes’ psychological responses. Results from that study revealed that lower 
perceived competence and enjoyment, and higher anxiety and burnout were associated with 
coaches who exhibited less frequent training and instruction, social support, and positive 
feedback. Also, greater use of democratic and less use of autocratic style was associated with 
more positive and less negative psychological outcomes for athletes. Studies show that the 
burnout experienced by athletes and coaches has different antecedents and perhaps even different 
psychological, physiological, and behavioral consequences (Vealey, Udry, Zimmerman, & 
Soliday, 1992). Therefore, research in the area of athletics’ burnout seems to be warranted.  

 

 

 
Theoretical Framework and Conceptual Model 

 
In order to better understand the coach-athlete relationship, studies have been conducted 

and efforts have been made to develop the most reliable frameworks to measure the effects of 
coaching behaviors and leadership styles on athletes’ outcomes. This section will describe the 
most popular models that will be integrated in this study; they are: (a) The Multidimensional 
Model of Leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990), (b) Athlete Burnout Model (Raedeke & Smith, 
2001, (c) ) Athlete Satisfaction Model (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1997)), and (d) The Maslach 
Burnout Model (Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach et al., 1996). 
 

The Multidimensional Model of Leadership   

Coaches’ leadership behavior is an important factor affecting athletes’ psychological 
outcomes. The multidimensional model of leadership proposes that group performance and 
member satisfaction are functions of the congruence among three states of leader behavior: 
required, actual, and preferred behavior (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990, Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). 

 According to Chelladurai, effectiveness of coaching behaviors is a function of 
situational, member, and leader characteristics.  Situational characteristics (i.e., parameters of the 
organization and/or its environment, such as the goals of the team, the formal organizational 
structure of the team, social norms, and cultural values) would require that the coach behave in 
certain ways. Member characteristics (e.g., age, gender. ability) primarily influence athletes’ 
preferred coaching behaviors, while the coach’s personal characteristics (e.g., gender, age, 
personality characteristics, and years of experience) influence the coach’s actual behaviors 
(Chelladurai, 1980, 1990, 1999; Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998).   
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In order to test the multidimensional model of leadership, Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) 
developed the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS). It identified five dimensions of leader behavior 
that were especially relevant for coaches: training and instruction, democratic behavior, 
autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback. These coaching behaviors are 
predicted to affect athlete performance and satisfaction.  

The training and instruction dimension measures coaching behavior aimed at  
improving the athletes’ performance by emphasizing and facilitating hard and strenuous training; 
instructing them in the skills, techniques, and tactics of the sport; clarifying the relationship 
among he members; and structuring and coordinating the members’ activities. Democratic 

behavior includes coaching behavior, which allows greater participation by the athletes in 
decisions pertaining to group goals, practice methods, and game tactics and strategies. The 
autocratic behavior dimension refers to coaching behavior, which involves independent decision-
making and stresses personal behavior authority. Social support refers to coaching behavior 
characterized by a concern for the welfare of individual athletes, behavior positive group 
atmosphere, and warm interpersonal relations with members. Finally, the positive feedback 
dimension describes behaviors, which reinforces an athlete by recognizing and rewarding good 
performance (Chelladurai, 1996; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980).  

The LSS (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) has been by far the most widely used and 
researched scale in the sport leadership literature. Studies used the LSS indicated that leadership 
behavior was found significantly related to athletes satisfaction (e.g., Chelladurai & Arnott, 
1985; Chelladurai, Imamura, Yamaguchi, Oinuma, & Miyauchi, 1988; Horn, 1992; Riemer & 
Chelladurai, 1995; Riemer & Toon, 2001; Schliesman, 1987; Sriboon, 2001), and athlete’s 
burnout (e.g., Price & Weiss, 2000; Udry et al., 1997; Vealey et al., 1998). Research results also 
indicated that the five dimensions of leader behavior in sports model explains coaching behavior 
not only among different types or levels of sports but also among athletes from different cultures 
(Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986; Schubiger, 1993).  

According to the proposed model (see Figure 1), the specific behaviors of the coach are 
expected to influence the levels of burnout and satisfaction of the athletes. Therefore, the coach-
athlete relationship studied within the multidimensional model of leadership is an appropriate 
approach to studying the relationship among coach behaviors and athletes’ psychological 
outcomes. 
 

Athlete Burnout Model 

In the last few years, athlete burnout has drawn increasing interest from researchers and 
sport psychologists (e.g., Gould et al., 1996a, 1996b, 1997; Price & Weiss, 2000; Raedeke, 1997; 
Raedeke et al., 2002; Vealey et al., 1992, 1998; Vlahos, 1997). Raedeke and Smith (2001) 
proposed the conceptual framework and measure in sports in which athlete burnout has three 
dimensions namely emotional/physical exhaustion, reduced sense of accomplishment, and 
devaluation.   

The emotional/physical exhaustion dimension taps feelings associated with being 
emotionally and physically exhausted by the demands of training and competition. The reduced 
sense of accomplishment dimension assesses athletes’ feelings of personal growth and successful 
achievement through their sport participation. The devaluation dimension assesses athlete’s loss 
of interest in sport and their desire to withdrawal (Raedeke & Smith, 2001).  
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The proposed model (see Figure 1) indicates that coaches’ behaviors are expected to 
influence athletes’ levels of burnout directly. A review of the literature (e.g., Price & Weiss, 
2000; Raglin & Morgan, 1989; Udry et al., 1997; Vealey et al., 1998) clearly indicates that more 
than a few studies have found that coaches’ behaviors influence athletes’ levels of burnout. The 
significant results of these studies warrant their inclusion in the model. 
 

Athlete Satisfaction Model 

Satisfaction is an integral part of sport participation and enjoyment. Without satisfaction, 
athletes would turn to other sources for potential success and enjoyment (Maday, 2000). 
Satisfaction in sport has been studied extensively in combination with several variables, mostly 
leadership (Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Coffman, 1999; Dwyer & Fischer, 1990; 
Horne & Carron, 1985; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Riemer & Toon, 2001; Schliesman, 1987; 
Sriboon, 2001; Yusof, 1999). Several scholars in sport psychology have included athlete 
satisfaction as an antecedent or outcome variable in their work. For example, the 
multidimensional model of leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990) includes satisfaction as an 
outcome variable along with performance.  

Studies based on the multidimensional model of leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990) 
have been largely concerned with linking leadership dynamics with athlete satisfaction. 
Satisfaction as an outcome has been employed in different leadership studies based on the multi-
dimensional model of leadership (Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Dwyer & Fischer, 
1990; Eichas, 1992; Horne & Carron, 1985; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Riemer & Toon, 2001; 
Schliesman, 1987; Sriboon, 2001). In the multidimensional model (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990), 
leadership behaviors were suggested to be antecedents of member satisfaction. The model 
suggests that the discrepancy between athletes’ perceived and preferred leadership style would 
impact their level of satisfaction. 

In 1997, Chelladurai and Riemer proposed the model “A Classification of Facets of 
Athlete Satisfaction.” The purpose of the model was to study the needs, benefit, and treatment 
that were provided for intercollegiate athletics. Based on Chelladurai and Riemer’s (1997) 
classification of facets of athlete satisfaction, Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) developed, a 
multiple-item, multiple-dimension scale to measure athlete satisfaction, the Athlete Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (ASQ). The development of the ASQ resulted in a final scale with 15 facets, or 
subscales, and a total of 56 items on the scale.  
The format of the scale allows researchers to include those dimensions of satisfaction most 
salient for a particular situation (Riemer & Toon, 2001).  

In the proposed model (see Figure 1), satisfaction was evaluated using 4 of the ASQ’s 15 
subscales: training and instruction satisfaction, personal treatment satisfaction, team performance 
satisfaction, and individual performance satisfaction. The first two subscales concentrate on 
satisfaction with the process of coaching behavior, while the second two assess satisfaction with 
outcomes associated with the processes of leadership (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). Training 

and instruction satisfaction refers to satisfaction with the training and instruction provided by the 
coach. Personal treatment satisfaction refers to satisfaction with those coaching behaviors that 
directly affect the individual yet indirectly affect team development. It includes social support 
and positive feedback. Team performance satisfaction refers to athlete’s satisfaction with his or 
her team’s level of performance. Task performance includes absolute performance, goal 
achievement, and implies performance improvements. Finally, individual performance 
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satisfaction refers to athlete’s satisfaction with his or her own task performance. Task 
performance includes absolute performance, improvements in performance, and goal 
achievement (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). 
 
The Maslach Burnout Model  

Researchers do agree that persons in human service professions (e.g., teachers, nurses, 
social workers, physicians, and police officers) appear to be at greater risk of becoming burned 
out because they spend careers focusing on the needs of others (Cherniss, 1995; Maslach, 1993; 
Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). Coaches are included among those helping professionals who have 
been identified as having a high potential of burning out (Graf, 1992; Kelly, 1994). 

Maslach and Jackson (1981) developed the most widely accepted definition of burnout. 
Based on empirical evidence recorded from questionnaires and interviews of service providers, 
burnout was defined as “a psychological syndrome of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, 
and reduced personal accomplishment that can occur among individuals who work with people 
in some capacity” (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 4). Emotional exhaustion refers to feelings of being 
emotionally overextended and depleted of one’s emotional resources. Depersonalization refers to 
a negative, cynical or excessively detached response to other people at work. Reduced personal 
accomplishment refers to a decline in feelings of one’s competence and productivity at work 
(Maslach et al., 1996). 

Many studies have investigated burnout among coaches (e.g., Collins, 2002; Graf, 1992; 
Kelley et al., 1999; Kelley & Gill, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2000; Vealey et al., 1992). Researchers 
also tried to identify factors that contribute to burnout in coaches. One optional individual 
difference that could contribute to burnout is leadership behavior, since how a coach relates to 
his or her athletes can have a great impact on whether the coach becomes burned out (Dale & 
Weinberg, 1989; Kelley et al., 1999). 

Studies investigating the relationship between leadership styles and burnout have found 
strong relationships between burnout and coaches leadership behavior (e.g., Dale, 1987; Dale & 
Weinberg, 1989; Kelley et al., 1999; Price & Weiss, 2000; Vealey et al., 1998). The results of 
these studies indicate that burnout affects coaches’ behaviors. Therefore, the link between 
coaches’ levels of burnout and their leadership styles justify their inclusion in the model. In 
summary, burnout, which was initially recognized as a social problem, has developed into a 
prospering research area. The concept has successfully penetrated from practice into the realm of 
academic psychology, and some major achievements have been made.  

Coaches’ leadership behaviors have been found to highly associate with athletes’ burnout 
and satisfaction. Leadership behaviors are composed of certain behavioral characteristics and 
attributes regarding how the coach interacts with his or her athletes in terms of training and 
instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback. 
Coaches can make significant changes in the athletic environment and alleviate the impact of 
stressors by intervention strategy. Different leadership behaviors produce different impacts on 
the athletes’ psychological responses, dealing with their own stressors, and fulfilling their 
expectations.  

As described in this section, Figure 1 presents the model to be tested in this study. It 
proposes that coaches’ leadership behaviors may affect the outcomes of athletes (i.e., satisfaction 
and burnout). In addition the model proposes that coaches’ levels of burnout might affect their 
behaviors, and it tries to investigate the link between athletes’ burnout and satisfaction. 
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Figure 1.  The proposed model of the study. 
 
Note. Adapted from (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; ABQ; Raedeke & Smith, 2001; 

ASQ; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998; MBI; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). 
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Purpose of the Study 

 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between coaches’ 
burnout, coaches’ behaviors, and levels of burnout and satisfaction experienced by college 
athletes. This relationship is illustrated as Link 2 in the study model represented in Figure 1. The 
secondary purposes were to (a) examine how coaches’ levels of burnout were related to 
perceived coaching behavior, and (b) examine the link between athletes’ levels of burnout and 
satisfaction. These sub-purposes are represented as Link 1 and Link 3 respectively in the study 
model (see Figure 1).  

 
 

 

Hypotheses 

 
The following hypotheses were tested in this study: 

Hypothesis 1: The perceived level of coach burnout (emotional exhaustion, 
depersonalization, and reduced sense of accomplishment) will be negatively 
correlated with each of the following leadership behaviors: training and 
instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback, and 
positively correlated with autocratic behavior. 

Hypothesis 2a: athlete satisfaction with training and instruction will be positively correlated 
with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior. 

Hypothesis 2b:   athlete satisfaction with personal treatment will be positively correlated with 
the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior. 

Hypothesis 2c: athlete satisfaction with team performance will be positively correlated with 
the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior. 

Hypothesis 2d: athlete satisfaction with individual performance will be positively correlated 
with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior.  

Hypothesis 3a: athletes’ levels of devaluation will be negatively correlated with the perceived 
leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, social 
support, and positive feedback; and positively correlated with autocratic 
behavior. 

Hypothesis 3b: athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment will be negatively correlated with 
the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and positively correlated with 
autocratic behavior. 
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Hypothesis 3c:  athletes’ emotional/physical exhaustion will be negatively correlated with the 
perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and positively correlated with 
autocratic behavior. 

Hypothesis 4: athletes’ satisfaction (i.e., training and instruction satisfaction, personal 
treatment satisfaction, team performance satisfaction, and individual 
performance satisfaction) will be negatively correlated with athletes’ burnout 
(i.e., emotional/physical exhaustion, reduced sense of accomplishment, and 
devaluation). 

 
 
 

Pilot Study 

 
A pilot study was conducted in January of 2003 with a random-selecting sample size of 

39 male and female athletes and 4 head coaches. The main purpose of the study was to 
investigate the relationship between coaches’ burnout, coaches’ behaviors, and levels of burnout 
and satisfaction experienced by college athletes. The secondary purposes were to (a) examine 
how coaches’ levels of burnout are related to perceived coaching behavior, and (b) examine the 
link between athletes’ levels of burnout and satisfaction.  

Regression analysis, correlation coefficients, and descriptive statistics were employed to 
analyze the data. The Cronbach alpha revealed the internal consistency of the MBI factors in 
terms of emotional exhaustion (.72), depersonalization (.65), and reduced personal 
accomplishment (.74), the LSS factors in terms of training and instructions (.95), Democratic 
behavior (.78), Autocratic behavior (.45), Social support (.80), and Positive feedback (.84). 
Reliability coefficients for the Athlete Burnout Inventory were .76, .83, .82 for reduced sense of 
personal accomplishment, devaluation, and emotional/physical exhaustion respectively. Internal 
reliability for the four satisfaction subscales was .85 for training and instruction satisfaction, .93 
for personal treatment satisfaction, .75 for team performance satisfaction, and .82 for individual 
performance satisfaction. 

Results of the study showed that athlete’s burnout was related to perceived autocratic 
behavior of the coach. Democratic behavior was associated with greater levels of athlete 
satisfaction. Negative relationships were found between athlete satisfaction and athlete burnout. 
Finally, the coaches participated in this study reported low levels of emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization, and higher levels of personal accomplishment. 
 
 

 
Definition of Terms 

 
For the purposes of clarifications, the following terms were defined:  
Burnout. “A syndrome of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal 

accomplishment that can occur among individuals who work with people in some capacity” 
(Maslach et al., 1996, p. 4).   
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Emotional Exhaustion. Refers to feelings of being emotionally overextended and 
depleted of one’s emotional resources (Maslach et al., 1996). 

Depersonalization. Refers to a negative, cynical or excessively detached response to 
other people at work (Maslach et al., 1996). 

Reduced Personal Accomplishment. Refers to a decline in feelings of one’s competence 
and productivity at work (Maslach et al., 1996). 

Training and Instruction. Coaching behavior aimed at improving the athletes' performance 
by emphasizing and facilitating hard and strenuous training; instructing them in the skills, 
techniques and tactics of the sport; clarifying the relationship among the members; and by 
structuring and coordinating the members' activities (Chelladurai, 1996). 

Democratic Behavior. Coaching behavior, which allows greater participation by the 
athletes in decisions (Chelladurai, 1996). 

Autocratic Behavior. Coaching behavior, which involves independent decision-making 
and stresses personal behavior authority (Chelladurai, 1996). 

Social Support. Coaching behavior characterized by a concern for the welfare of 
individual athletes, behavior positive group atmosphere, and warm interpersonal relations with 
members (Chelladurai, 1996). 

Positive Feedback. Coaching behavior, which reinforces an athlete by recognizing and 
rewarding good (Rewarding Behavior) performance (Chelladurai, 1996). 

Training and Instruction Satisfaction. Refers to satisfaction with the training and 
instruction provided by the coach (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). 

 Personal Treatment Satisfaction.  Refers to satisfaction with those coaching behaviors 
that directly affect the individual yet indirectly affect team development. It includes social 
support and positive feedback (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). 

 Team Performance Satisfaction. Refers to athlete’s satisfaction with his or her team’s 
level of performance (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). 

Individual Performance Satisfaction. Refers to athlete’s satisfaction with his or her own 
task performance (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). 

Emotional/Physical Exhaustion. Refers to feelings associated with being emotionally and 
physically exhausted by the demands of training and competition (Raedeke & Smith, 2001). 

 Reduced Sense of Accomplishment.  Denotes athletes’ feelings of personal growth and 
successful achievement through their sport participation (Raedeke & Smith, 2001). 

Devaluation. Denotes athlete’s loss of interest in sport and their desire to withdrawal 
(Raedeke & Smith, 2001).  

 
 
 

Basic Assumptions 

 
In this study, the following assumptions were made: 

1. The participants in the study will be able to read and understand the instruments as 
administrated. 

2. The participants in the study will respond to the instruments’ questions honestly, 
consistently, and with genuine objectivity. 

3. The instruments used in the study are accurate, valid, and reliable. 
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4. The participants will be representative of the athletes and coaches in Jordan to evaluate coach 
behaviors, athlete and coach burnout, and athlete satisfaction. 

 
 
 

Limitations 

 
The following limitations were considered in this study: 

1. The translation of the surveys from English into Arabic language may have some limitations 
and may result in distortion of the exact meaning.  

2.  The willingness of athletes and coaches to complete the questionnaires for fear of the 
confidentiality of their results.  

3. The measurement of burnout, satisfaction, and coaches’ leadership behaviors relied on a 
well-known, self-reported measurement instruments. Self-reported information might have 
some limitations, such as social desirability, social responsibility, and consistency of 
responses. The data are based on the perceptions of the respondents thus; potential and 
intentionally false information is beyond the researcher’s control.  

4. This study will be restricted to athletes and coaches in public universities in Jordan. 
5. The findings of the study could be generalized only to coaches and athletes in the public 

universities in Jordan, excluding athletes and coaches in clubs and other sports 
organizations. 

6. The timing of the survey may have affected the responses of the participants. Surveys were 
distrusted and collected during the summer semester 2003, from July 1, 2003 to August 20, 
2003. This was after the competitive season ended (off-season). 

 
 
 

Significance of the Study 

 

It has been speculated that employees who suffer from burnout contribute less to the 
organization than those who do not. As complacency sets in, productivity and efficiency are 
reduced. This directly affects organizational productivity (Graf, 1992). As knowledge is 
increased and burnout is reduced, organizations should be able to function at a higher level of 
effectiveness.  

Due to the popularity of the term “burnout” in sport, much progress has been made on the 
empirical as well as on the conceptual level. However, much work remains to be done. There is 
still a great need for research that is theory-driven, and includes other than self-report measures. 
Moreover, valid tools for individual assessment have to be developed as well as specific-
organizational-interventions (Schaufeli & Bunnk, 1996).  

Coaches and athletes are highly dependent on one another, and this coach-athlete 
relationship is a crucial component of sport. Accordingly, research is needed to investigate how 
various coach characteristics and behaviors relate to athletes psychological responses and 
experiences (Price & Weiss, 2000). The study will add to the dearth of literature in the area of 
coaching leadership behaviors and their effects on athletes’ psychological outcomes by allowing 
the voice of the athlete to be heard. The relational nature of leadership, particularly the 
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importance of followers, is an important aspect in the present literature. According to Rost 
(1993), leadership is “an influence relationship among leaders and followers who intend real 
changes that reflect their mutual purposes” (p. 102). An enhanced coach athlete relationship 
allows for potential increases in communication, compatibility, and effectiveness. 

This study will also uncover meaningful relationships among levels of coach burnout, 
coaching behaviors, and athletes’ psychological responses (satisfaction and burnout) to sport 
experiences. In doing so further support for the multidimensional model of leadership will be 
provided as well as greater insight into the correlates of athletes burnout.  

In this study, many components of organizational management in sports, such as 
leadership behaviors and job burnout of coaches are examined in the context of their 
contributions to athletes’ satisfaction, performance, and well-being. These will hopefully be 
useful to coaches and administrators as they change their management and behaviors to reduce or 
eliminate those factors that manifest burnout in athletes.  

Benefiting from the study, athletic directors and administrators would be able to detect 
and imply the possibility of burnout prevention effectively and efficiently. Also, the data may be 
beneficial in suggesting relevant direction in which to develop intervention strategies and plans 
of action. The coaches may develop intervention strategies, alter organizational climates, modify 
their leadership styles, and implement reward strategies to reduce athlete burnout, improve 
working conditions, and create healthier environment. Finally, and most importantly, to date 
burnout has predominantly been studied among human services professionals. However, it 
becomes increasingly clear that workers from other occupational fields might suffer from the 
syndrome as well. Accordingly, our challenge for the coming years is to expand burnout research 
beyond the occupational area in which it first emerged (Schaufeli & Bunnk, 1996).  
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CHAPTER 2 

BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

 

This chapter presents a brief background about Jordan and a review of related literature 
relevant to the study. The first section presents brief information about Jordan, its educational 
system, and sports and athletics at the collegiate level. The following section deals with an 
overview of burnout. It focuses on the definitions of burnout and provides a review of major 
research conducted in sport especially with athletes and coaches. This is followed by a review to 
the concepts and definitions of the leadership behaviors, and exploring the theoretical approaches 
that have been proposed by the theorists. Next, this chapter spots light on the leadership theory in 
sport and explores the prevalent models of leadership and the work conducted in this area. 
Finally, this chapter ends with a comprehensive review of athletes’ satisfaction and how it relates 
to leadership behaviors. 

 
 
 

Background 

 
As I am going to do this study with college athletes in Jordan, it is essential to mention 

some information about the country, its educational system, and sport and athletes at collegiate 
level. Therefore, the following paragraphs describe Jordan, education in Jordan, and college 
athletics.  
 
General Information 

The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan is a small country located at the heart of the Middle 
East. It is situated in the Levant near the southeastern coast of the Mediterranean Sea. The unique 
location of Jordan has given it strategic and economic importance, making it a vital trading and 
communication link between east and west. The country shares borders with Syria to the north, 
Iraq to the east, Saudi Arabia to the east and south, while Palestinian National Authority and 
Israel lie to the west. The area of Jordan is about 92,300 square kilometers (57,354 square miles). 
Amman is the capital and largest city of Jordan (Microsoft Encarta Online Encyclopedia, 2003). 

The population of Jordan was estimated at 5.46 million in 2003, with approximately 40% 
of the population under the age of 15 and only 3.3% of the population over 64 years of age 
(Microsoft Encarta Online Encyclopedia, 2003). Ethnically it is estimated that 98% of the 
population is of Arab origin. The remaining 2% are divided between those of Circassian and 
Armenian descent. The great majority of the Jordanian people are Sunni Muslims, estimated at 
92% in 2001, with an additional 2% divided between Shi'a Muslims and Druze. The remainder 
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of the population consists of 6% Christians. Islam is the state religion and Arabic is the official 
language (The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, 2003). 
 

Education 

Jordan has made significant strides in education in recent decades. Starting from almost 
nothing in the early 1920’s, Jordan has forged a comprehensive, high-quality system to develop 
the human capital of its citizens. Today there are 2787 government schools, 1493 private 
schools, 48 community colleges, and 20 universities (Education in Jordan, 2003).  

Education in Jordan is free for all primary and secondary school students, and 
compulsory for all Jordanian children between the ages of 6 and 15. It is estimated that Jordan 
has achieved over 95% enrollment for its school age children, as compared with only 47% in 
1960. At the secondary level, about 80% of the male children and 78% of the female children go 
to school. Some 91% of the Jordanian population age 15 or older was literate in 2003. In the 
1998–1999 school year 706,198 pupils attended elementary schools in Jordan, another 579,400 
students attended secondary schools, and 142,200 students were enrolled in institutions of higher 
education (The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, 2003).  

In 1988, the Jordanian government launched on an ambitious ten-year, $1 billion plan, to 
improve the quality and relevance of education in the nation by restructuring the curricula to 
focus on developing students’ problem solving and critical thinking skills, and linking academic 
knowledge to real life. This was followed by another four-year plan ending in 2002 which 
focused on upgrading teachers’ skills, school administration, educational information systems, 
pre-school education and education for children with special needs (Education in Jordan, 2003).  

The history of higher education in Jordan is brief. After his coronation in 1953, late King 
Hussein created a Royal Education Commission to make recommendations to the Crown for the 
development of the education system. The commission's first priority was basic literacy. 
Education Law No. 20 of 1955 made education compulsory for six years; Education Law No. 16 
of 1964 extended the period to nine years. The resulting expansion of compulsory and secondary 
education created a college market for training teachers, with an increase in enrollment in teacher 
training institutes from 46 in 1952 to 7,000 in 1976. Since 1950, and even after higher education 
developed within the country, advanced study abroad was the principal technique used by the 
government to resolve shortages of educated personnel (Burke & Al-Waked, 1997).  

The country's first public university, the University of Jordan, was established in 1962, 
and the second, Yarmouk University, in 1976. In 1981, these were joined by Mu'ta University 
and in 1995 by Hashemite University and Al-Albayt University. The public institutions also 
comprise the Jordan University of Science and Technology, which was separated from Yarmouk 
University in the late 1980’s, Al-Balqa' Applied University, and King Hussein University, which 
was founded in 1999. 

In 1990, the first private university, Amman Private University, was opened with an 
enrollment of 1,324 students, and since that time the number of private universities increased 
enormously to reach 12 universities nowadays.   
 

Sports and Athletics in Jordan Universities 

The Jordanian society is a young one with about 75% of the total population below 35 
years of age. Accordingly, it is necessary and important to look after this large segment of the 
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society, to care for them, and to channel their energies and abilities toward serving and 
developing society (Burke & Al-Waked, 1997). 

Universities in Jordan are committed to enhance the physical side of their students, 
support them, and meet their needs. The universities provide different sports activities to the 
university students with a view to achieve harmony between the student's physical, intellectual, 
social, and emotional capacities.  

Through participation in sports, students can pursue personal development, ethical and 
responsible behavior, and can also develop a sense of leadership and strength of character.  By 
practicing sport and through effective participation, students can grow, learn, enjoy themselves, 
and develop their personal, physical and intellectual skills. They also can form new friendships, 
develop communication skills, and change their life style.  

Each university in Jordan has an athletic department embedded within the Faculty/ 
Deanship of Students Affairs. A general manager heads each athletic department. The 
departments have many functions and responsibilities, such as, forming university teams in the 
various sports, offering proper training for the students and university teams, managing and 
maintaining equipments and facilities in the university, organizing different competitions in 
different sports for the students and employees in the university. These sports include, but are not 
limited to, soccer, basketball, handball, volleyball, table tennis, squash, track and field, tae kwon 
do, karate, cycling, and gymnastics. Many universities have modern arenas and facilities. 
Qualified coaches in different sports have been hired and elite athletes are sent to different 
countries to improve their physical fitness and skills.  

Sports activities in public and private universities are governed by the Jordanian 
Universities’ Union, the highest governing body for sports in the universities. This union 
organizes annual competitions in different sports between the universities. It also arranges the 
participation in the national and international tournaments. In addition, it works with the 
Ministry of Youth, Jordan Olympic Committee, and national sports federations in selecting 
members to Jordan’s national sport teams. 

 

 

 

Burnout 

 

Burnout Defined 

Burnout is a well-known and prevalent phenomenon in the helping professions. This term 
has been popularized to worldwide attention (Maslach & Jackson, 1986; Maslach et al., 1996). 
Burnout was first investigated in the 1970’s as a crisis of overextended and disappointed human 
service workers. Early interpretations centered on the collapse of the professional mystique; 
people entering these sectors apparently had developed unrealistic expectations on the basis of 
their training and general cultural background (Huberman & Vandenberghe, 1999). Gradually, 
the problem was attributed more specifically to conflicts between caregivers’ values for 
enhancing the lives of their recipients and limitations in the structure and process of human 
service organizations. 

In 1974, Freudenberger popularized the term “burnout” when he referred to the reaction a 
person experiences as a result of excessive demands placed upon his/her energy, strength and 
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resources. Freudenberger based this definition on his own personal experience and on clinical 
cases he saw in his psychoanalytic practice (Vlahos, 1997). 

During the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, systematic empirical studies (e.g., Cherniss, 
1980, Iwanicki & Schwab, 1981; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Perlman & Hartman, 1982; Pines, 
Aronson, & Kafry, 1981) began to appear that more clearly conceptualized and defined the 
burnout construct. As more studies were conducted, the burnout phenomenon became associated 
with the specific feelings experienced by individuals whose jobs require repeated exposure to 
emotionally charged interpersonal situations (Maslach, 1978). Put simply, Pines and his 
associates defined burnout as a general experience of physical, emotional, and mental or 
attitudinal exhaustion (Pines, 1981; Pines, Aronson, & Kafry, 1981). 

Maslach and her colleagues have used a systematic line of research to clarify the 
components of burnout (e.g., Leiter & Maslach, 2001; Maslach, 1976, 1978, 1982, 1993, 1998; 
Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach et al., 1996; Maslach & Letier, 1997; Maslach, Schaufeli, & 
Leiter, 2001). Not only has this line of research provided scholars with a clearly, more fully 
developed conceptual model of burnout, but also a psychometrically sound instrument (the 
Maslach Burnout Inventory, 1981, 1986, 1996) by which to measure burnout.  Maslach and 
colleagues defined burnout as “a syndrome of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and 
reduced personal accomplishment that can occur among individuals who work with people in 
some capacity” (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 4).  

The popularity of this definition is due to the fact that the most widely used self-report 
questionnaire, the MBI, includes the three dimensions that are mentioned in this definition.  
Emotional exhaustion refers to feelings of being emotionally overextended and depleted of one’s 
emotional resources. This dimension was regarded as the basic individual stress component of 
the syndrome (Leiter & Maslach, 2001; Maslach, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001). Depersonalization 
refers to a negative, cynical or excessively detached response to other people at work. The 
depersonalization component represents the interpersonal dimension of burnout. Reduced 
personal accomplishment refers to a decline in feelings of one’s competence and productivity at 
work. This lowered sense of self-efficacy, represents the self-evaluation dimension of burnout 
(Leiter & Maslach, 2001; Maslach, 1998).  

The three dimensions were not deducted theoretically but resulted from labeling 
exploratory factor-analyzed items initially collected to reflect the range of experiences associated 
with the phenomenon of burnout (Maslach, 1998). Consequently, Maslach and her colleagues 
modified the original definition of the last two dimensions. Depersonalization was replaced by 
cynicism, referring to the same cluster of symptoms (Maslach et al., 2001). The new label for 
this dimension of the syndrome poses new problems. Cynicism is a rising concept in psychology 
and organizational behavior, used to refer to negative attitudes involving frustration from, 
disillusionment and distrust of organizations, persons, groups or objects (Andersson & Bateman, 
1997; Dean, Brandes, & Dharwadkar, 1998). Abraham (2000) has suggested that work cynicism 
tends to be closely related to burnout. The third dimension (reduced feeling of accomplishment) 
was re-labeled as reduced efficacy or ineffectiveness, depicted to include the self-assessments of 
low self-efficacy, lack of achievement, lack of productivity, and incompetence (Leiter & 
Maslach, 2001; Maslach et al., 2001). 

Pines and Aronson (1988) presented a somewhat broader definition of burnout. They 
described burnout as “a state of physical, emotional, and mental exhaustion caused by long-term 
involvement in situations that are emotionally demanding” (p. 9). Physical exhaustion is 
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characterized by low energy, chronic fatigue, weakness, and a wide variety of physical and 
psychosomatic complaints. Emotional exhaustion involves feelings of helplessness, hopelessness 
and entrapment. Finally, mental exhaustion refers to the development of negative attitudes 
towards one’s self, work and life itself (Schaufeli & Buunk, 1996). Finally, a less well-known 
but more precise definition of burnout has been proposed by Brill (1984, p. 15):  

“Burnout is an expectationally mediated, job-related, dysphoric and 
dysfunctional state in an individual without major psychopathology 
who has (1) functioned for a time at adequate performance and 
affective levels in the same job situation, and who (2) will not 
recover to previous levels without outside help or environmental 
rearrangement.” 

Consequently, distress from lay-off or economic hardship is not interpreted as burnout 
since it is not expectationally mediated. Moreover, burnout can occur in every type of job but not 
outside the occupational context. In addition, incompetent individuals are excluded as well as 
those who suffer from mental illness. Finally, individuals who either experience a temporary 
decrement in their performance or who are able to recover on their own are not considered 
burned-out (Schaufeli & Buunk, 1996). 

Although burnout has been defined in various ways, Dale and Weinberg (1990) identify 
several common characteristics of burnout represented in most definitions of the term. First, 
burnout involves feelings of exhaustion that take multiple forms such as physical, mental, and 
emotional. This exhaustion is often seen in individuals involved in tasks that demand a great deal 
of interpersonal interaction such as nursing, social work, coaching, and high level competitive 
sport. Second, this exhaustion leads to a negative change in an individual’s response to others 
such as cynicism, depersonalization, a lack of engagement, and a lack of empathy. Third, 
burnout is characterized by a lack of perceived accomplishment in terms of what one has 
accomplished and/or what one will accomplish. This perceived lack of personal accomplishment 
may then decrease performance level, which completes the vicious cycle to create low self-
esteem and a desire to withdraw from the activity. The fourth common element of most 
definitions is that burnout is a chronic response to ongoing prolonged stress as opposed to 
occasional reactions to acute stressors (Vealey et al., 1998). 
 

Symptoms of Burnout 

Several recognizable psychological and physiological symptoms are attributable to 
burnout (Graf, 1992). It is believed that early observation of the onset of these symptoms can 
lead to early detection of possible burnout. This is an important issue since early treatment can 
reduce the damage to the employee and the organization. Einsiedel and Tully (1981) listed 
eighty-four burnout symptoms with some overlap. Carroll and White (1982) listed forty-seven 
separate symptoms. Beemsterboer and Baum (1984) identified thirty-six symptoms of burnout in 
the health professions, collected from various sources. 

Justice, Gold, and Klein (1981) categorized the symptoms of burnout into four areas. One 
area included emotional signs, such as memory lapses and confusion. Impatience, overreaction, 
the inability to relax, and suicide are categorized as behavioral signs. A third category, somatic 
signs, included such symptoms as migraines, heart attacks, and weight loss. Finally, symptoms 
grouped as defensive signs included denial, blaming, and rationalizing.  
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Employee burnout can be identified through several recognizable behaviors. Employees 
work overtime to try to complete a job, which cannot be completed. A feeling of inadequacy and 
helplessness accompanies a feeling of reduced personal accomplishment (Maslach, 1982). 
Additionally, staff moral becomes lower as does efficiency, effectiveness, and quality of 
performance (Leiter & Maslach, 2001). An increase in job turnover, absenteeism and tardiness is 
also seen (Leiter & Maslach, 2001).  

Based on the examination of over one hundred empirical articles concerning symptoms of 
burnout in human service professionals, Kahill (1988) grouped the symptoms into five major 
categories: physical, emotional, behavioral, interpersonal, and attitudinal. Physical symptoms 
include: (a) fatigue and physical depletion or exhaustion, (b) sleep difficulties, and (c) specific 
somatic problems such as headaches, gastrointestinal disturbances, colds, and flu. The most 
common emotional complaints by burned-out workers include emotional depletion, irritability, 
anxiety, guilt, depression, and feelings of helplessness. Behavioral symptoms associated with 
burnout include primarily work-related behaviors and consumption behaviors. Work-related 
behaviors involve turnover, poor performance, absenteeism, tardiness, misuse of work breaks, 
and theft at work. Consumption behaviors investigated include the use of alcohol, drugs, and 
caffeine. In terms of interpersonal symptoms, burned-out workers: (a) communicate with clients 
in impersonal, stereotyped ways, (b) find it difficult to concentrate on clients, and (c) attempt to 
withdraw from clients. Finally, Kahill (1988) summarized negative attitudes that develop toward 
clients, work, oneself, and life in general. Burnout victims have been identified as demonstrating 
cynicism, callousness, pessimism, defensiveness, and intolerance toward their clients. Further, 
burned-out workers are apt to dehumanize clients by the use of jargon and intellectualization, 
and by thinking of their clients in stereotyped terms. In addition, burnout victims generally show 
loss of enjoyment at work and a resistance to going to work.  

Despite identification of all these symptoms, it is to be noticed that because of the general 
ambiguity and lack of conceptual clarity of the burnout field, these symptoms may include 
practically any sign of psychological distress experienced in work settings. Symptoms have yet 
to be sorted out by a valid criterion of separating symptoms of burnout from those of other 
similar constructs.  

 
 
 

Burnout in Sport 

 
Burnout is a prolonged response to chronic interpersonal stressors on the job. The three 

key dimensions of this response are an overwhelming exhaustion, feelings of cynicism and 
detachment from the job, and a sense of ineffectiveness and failure (Maslach, 1998). Many sport 
psychologists argue that athletic situations share many of the same features that have been 
identified in literature on burnout (Vlahos, 1997). 
The characteristics of burnout can readily be applied to the competitive sport environment in 
which physical and emotional exhaustion can occur due to the ongoing demands of a competitive 
season (Vealey et al., 1998).  For example, individuals within sport teams are forced to spend 
time together in extensive interpersonal interaction that is necessary for team cohesion and 
success. Also, personal accomplishment in competitive sport in the form of performance 
excellence is highly valued and publicly evaluated. Pargman (1998) indicated that burnout is 
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quite relevant to sport since it is often associated with dropping out or withdrawing from 
participation. Excessive pressure to succeed, lack of progress, insufficient fun, and frequent 
failure are factors that contribute to burnout. 

Originally, the investigation of burnout focused on a variety of people-oriented 
professions, such as nurses, physicians, lawyers, social workers, child care workers, police 
officers, counselors, and probation officers which were found to be inherently stressful (Dale & 
Weinberg, 1990). A common theme of subsequent research studies and articles revolved around 
teacher burnout (e.g., Adams, 1988; Austin, 1981; Cedoline, 1982; Figone, 1986). The work 
environment of teachers is typically characterized by long hours, excessive expenditure of 
mental and emotional energy, as well as expectations from principals and parents. These 
stressors are not that much different from those usually encountered by coaches and athletes in 
competitive sport. Long hours of practice that require a great deal of physical and mental energy 
along with the pressures to perform on game day make the situation ripe for potential burnout 
(Dale & Weinberg, 1990). This being said, it is important to note that a majority of the early 
research on burnout in sport psychology is with athletes and dual role teacher-coaches at the high 
school and collegiate level. Coaching, at a variety of levels, is inherently stressful. Often times 
upon entering the coaching profession, young men and women may not be aware of the stressors 
that come with the job. Additionally, young professionals may not be informed of the long hours, 
demanding schedules, and high-pressure situations that coaches deal with on a daily basis, 
regardless of the level (Collins, 2002). 
 

Burnout in Athletes 

In recent years, the term burnout has begun to appear with increasing frequency in 
athletics. Coaches at all levels have begun to discuss the dangers of burnout in their profession. 
Elite athletes have dropped out of sports at the peak of their careers, maintaining that they are 
‘burned out’ and that participation has become too aversive for them to continue (Smith, 1986). 
Reflecting its importance to athletic community, burnout has been addressed in numerous 
articles geared toward coaches, athletes, and participants in a variety of different sports (Raedeke 
et al., 2002). Despite the fact that burnout is often discussed in the sport community, the base of 
empirical data on athlete burnout is not well developed (Gould et al., 1996a, 1996b, 1997; Price 
& Weiss, 2000; Raedeke, 1997; Raedeke et al., 2002; Vealey et al., 1992, 1998; Vlahos, 1997). 
Consequently, athlete burnout is an important topic that is not yet well understood. 

It has been stated that the athlete may share some of the same personality traits attributed 
to those who have developed occupational burnout; for example, perfectionism, extreme 
dedication to his/her sport, a concern for others, and high energy (Gould et al., 1996b; Vlahos, 
1997). At the same time, the athlete may face the same demands, both within and outside the 
athletic environment, which have been found to be precursors to the development of burnout in 
organizational employees (Vlahos, 1997).  Athletes are often placed in situations where they 
must place excessive demands on themselves since so much is expected of them. These high 
expectations often put athletes under a great deal of pressure causing such reactions as fear of 
failure, anxiety, frustration with coaches, feelings of overwork, pressure to perform, and 
depression (Dale & Weinberg, 1990). 

Although there are some similarities between athletic situations and organizations, it 
should be noted that there are important differences too and that may make it inappropriate to 
compare the two fields (Fender, 1989; Vlahos, 1997). Vealey et al. (1992) stated that “burnout 
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experienced by athletes and coaches has different antecedents and perhaps even different 
psychological, physiological, and behavioral consequences than burnout experienced by 
individuals in organizations” (p. 56). Vlahos (1997) asserted that the athlete faces both extreme 
physical and psychological demands, whereas few organizational employees are subject to both 
types of pressures. These differences, and many others, make the athletic situation unique; as 
such, caution should be used when applying organizational variables to the study of athletic 
burnout.  

At this point in knowledge development, researchers have focused greater attention on 
providing conceptual models describing the causes of burnout than precisely defining what 
athlete burnout is (and is not). Theoreticians have linked burnout to stress, overtraining, social 
issues, and commitment/social exchange theory variables (Raedeke et al., 2002). Certainly, it is 
important to realize the causes of burnout and it is also critical to carefully distinguish the key 
signs and symptoms to adequately define burnout.  

Although Maslach and Jackson’s definition of burnout is widely accepted, it may not be 
applicable to athletes (Raedeke, 1997; Raedeke et al., 2002). Maslach and Schaufeli (1993) 
cautioned about overextending their definition outside human services and stated that the 
definition may need modification to fit a particular domain. Applied to athlete burnout, Maslach 
and Jackson’s definition needs modification to adjust for the contextual differences between the 
role of an athlete and that of a provider in the human services. Although the coach-athlete 
relationship is characterized by a provider-recipient relationship, athletes are on the receiving 
end of that relationship (Raedeke, 1997). Given that the athletes are not human service providers, 
Maslach and Jackson’s definition may require modification to fit the unique characteristics of 
sport training (Raedeke et al., 2002).  Applying Maslach and Jackson’s definition to the sport 
domain, Raedeke (1997) defined burnout as “a syndrome of physical/emotional exhaustion, sport 
devaluation, and reduced athletic accomplishment” (p. 398).  

Fender (1989) examined the definition of occupational burnout and the differences 
between athletics and organizations and developed a revised definition of burnout that is specific 
to the sport situation. She defined burnout as “a reaction to the stresses of athletic competition 
that can be characterized by feelings of emotional exhaustion, an impersonal attitude toward 
those the athlete associates with, and decreased athletic performance” (p.64). Vealey et al. (1998) 
defined burnout as “a multidimensional response to the ongoing stresses of competitive sport 
involvement, which is characterized by feelings of physical and emotional exhaustion, a lack of 
perceived accomplishment, and a depersonalized attitude in relation to others” (p. 298). On a 
theoretical level these definitions seem to precisely depict the burnout syndrome, make it specific 
to the athlete, and provide a testable operational definition. However, it is necessary to note that 
there has been no research to validate the accuracy of these definitions.  

Sources of stress and burnout in athletes. Researchers’ attempts to gain insight into the 
causes of burnout in athletes have been largely conceptual in nature because sports psychologists 
view athlete burnout as a reaction to chronic stress in competitive situations (Vlahos, 1997). 

Support and justifications for conceptual models have been based on empirical findings 
in the literature on competitive stress, as well as the literature on occupational burnout (Cohn, 
1990; Gould, Horn, & Spreeman, 1983; Gould, Jackson, & Finch, 1993; Rotella, Hanson, & 
Coop, 1991; Scanlan, Stein, & Ravizza, 1991). For example, Scanlan et al. (1991) found five 
major sources of stress in elite figure skaters: negative aspects of competition (e.g., worries about 
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the competition), negative significant-other relationships (e.g., interpersonal conflict, skating 
conflicts), demands/costs of skating (e.g., financial demands, time demands), personal struggles 
(e.g., physical/mental difficulties, self-doubts about talent), and traumatic experiences (e.g., 
family disturbances, death of a significant other). Gould et al.’s (1993) study of national 
champion figure skaters revealed similar sources of stress to those found by Scanlan et al. 
(1991). While studies that have examined sources of stress are valuable in that they encompass a 
wide spectrum of athletes’ stressful experiences, they often do not necessarily investigate the 
origins of these stressors.  

Sport psychologists agree that competition presents a stressful atmosphere (Graf, 1992). 
“Competitive stress is a process in which there is a perceived substantial imbalance between 
competitive demands and the athlete’s performance capabilities, under conditions where failure 
to meet the demands has important consequences and is responded to with increased levels of 
state anxiety” (Vlahos, 1997, p. 31). In a series of studies on competitive youth tennis players, 
Gould et al. (1996a, 1996b, 1997) found that interactions of personal and situational factors 
cause burnout. These studies, in addition to the studies of Cohn (1990) and Gould et al. (1983), 
provided the first evidence of empirical support for the existence of burnout in athletes. These 
studies have also provided empirical support for the roles that stress, interpersonal, situational, 
and individual variables play as antecedents to athlete burnout. 

Many situational factors as sources of stress and burnout for athletes have been identified. 
Some of these include low levels of success, high competitive demands, lack of autonomy, 
difficulties with coaches, and problems with leadership and supervisory support (Dale & 
Weinberg, 1990; Price & Weiss, 2000; Rotella et al., 1991; Vealey et al., 1998). Raglin and 
Morgan (1994), and Silva (1990) reported that most college athletes in their samples had ex-
perienced burnout at least once during their college career. The causes of burnout identified by 
these athletes included severe practice conditions, extreme physical fatigue, lack of recovery 
from competitive stress, boredom, and emotional exhaustion. Silva (1990) found that “burnout 
was experienced by 46.9% of the athletes with 81.3% of the respondents indicating that burnout 
is the worst response to training stress that the athlete can experience” (p.14).  

Symptoms of burnout. Some of the symptoms of athletic burnout include a loss of 
interest, no desire to play, physical and mental exhaustion, lack of caring, depression, increased 
anxiety, chronic fatigue, and declining performance (Silva, 1990; Weinberg & Gould, 1999).  
Graf (1992) cited that burnout could be indicated by the existence of injuries. When injuries are 
nonexistent or made to be more serious than they are, burnout can be indicated. An injured 
player is not expected to perform at high levels. Thus, the stress to perform well is reduced.  

Burnout could lead to withdrawal from a sport. Many victims of burnout do dropout of 
their sport participation. However, it is important to note that all young athletes who discontinue 
their involvement in sports do not do so as a result of burnout. In fact, research on youth sport 
attrition shows that changing or conflicting interests are by far the most common reasons 
children drop out of a sport (Rotella et al., 1991). Robinson and Carron (1982) examined the 
factors associated with the decision of high school football players to dropout of competitive 
sport or to continue as a participant. The factors were characterized as motivational (personal) or 
situational (environmental). Motivational (personal) factors examined were competitive trait 
anxiety, achievement motivation, effort, self-esteem, the difficulty of sport, ability, self-
motivation, and a number of attitudes toward athletics. Situational (environmental) factors 
included the influence of referent others, decision to get involved in sport, group cohesiveness, 
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and leader behavior. Those who dropped out of sport felt they were excluded from the team. 
They did not receive positive feedback from significant others for their performance. Dropouts 
exhibited a low sport competence. Dropouts received less support from their fathers than those 
who stay in sport. Athletic burnout is also characterized by variables such as training and 
competitive demands, poor player-coach relationships, and low levels of social support from 
peers (Graf, 1992). 

The research in athletics is consistent with the research involving other professions in 
determining that there is a relationship between burnout and stress. The pressure to win can 
cause stress, which causes the athlete to drop out of competitive athletics. While pressure and 
stress are major factors in athletes’ burnout, other influences such as time demands, dislike of the 
coach or the desire to participate in other activities can also be influential in the decision to drop 
out of athletics (Graf, 1992). 
 

Burnout in Coaches 

Research on burnout covers many helping professions, including teachers, nurses, social 
workers, doctors, and police officers. The definition of human services and helping professions 
covers numerous occupations and one of these that could be considered is coaching.  Coaches fit 
into the framework of the human service or helping professions and seem to be prime candidates 
for burnout (Dale & Weinberg, 1990; Weinberg & Gould, 1999). Studies on the burnout 
phenomenon indicate that coaches do experience burnout (Collins, 2002; Felder & Wishneitsky, 
1990; Graf, 1992; Kelley et al., 1999; Kelley & Gill, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2000; Vealey et al., 
1992). It is often the case that individuals who are most prone to burnout are the ones who 
perceive they are most strongly committed and invested, those who strive for excellence, and 
those that often give a great deal of themselves, with little in return (Collins, 2002). Individuals 
drawn to the coaching profession are usually dedicated, committed, highly motivated, and 
intense. These characteristics are also observed in people who are prone to burnout (Graf, 1992). 

Coaching is a challenging profession in which pressure and stress are constant (Caccese 
& Mayerberg, 1984; Graf, 1992; Kelley, 1994; Kelley et al., 1999). This occurs because of a 
wide variety of stressors unique to coaching which may contribute to coach burnout. These likely 
antecedents include pressure to win, administrative and parental interference or indifference, 
disciplinary problems, long hours spent planning, practicing, traveling and recruiting, continuous 
and often emotionally volatile interactions with players, and pressure from media coverage 
(Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984; Kelly & Gill, 1993; Weinberg & Gould, 1999). 

Dealing with people is a constant part of the coach’s responsibility. The ability to deal 
with personal relationships can affect success to a greater extent than knowledge of sport 
technique and strategy (Graf, 1992). A coach must deal with parents, boosters, administrators, 
staff, and athletes. He or she must function in the role of motivator, counselor, advisor, and 
parental substitute (Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984). Coaches at all levels are required to fulfill 
several different roles. The dual role responsibilities of being both teacher and coach may create 
considerable role conflict and ambiguity, which have also been linked to burnout (Capel et al., 
1987; Graf, 1992; Hunt, 1984). This being said, it is important to note that the majority of early 
research on burnout in sport psychology is with athletes and dual role teacher coaches at the high 
school and collegiate level (Collins, 2002). Teacher-coaches may experience interrole conflict as 
they attempt to satisfy the requirements of the different positions. Conflicts occur between 
coaching responsibilities and teaching responsibilities. The coach must prove competence in 
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terms of wins and losses. The teacher, however, is not held accountable when a student fails to 
learn the academic material (Figone, 1986). Individuals holding these positions often see 
coaching as their primary responsibility with winning as a major goal. Graf (1992) cited that the 
teacher/coach is often fired not due to poor performance in the classroom, but because of a losing 
record on the playing field. When one individual occupies the position of both teacher and coach, 
the time demands of both positions create a great deal of stress (Figone, 1986). Capel et al. 
(1987) found that role conflict and role ambiguity were the variables consistently related to 
burnout in high school coaches.  

Sources of stress and burnout in coaches. In attempting to avoid the burnout syndrome, 
it is important to determine which factors are related to this unfavorable phenomenon so as to 
address it appropriately. Researchers investigated many variables to determine if there is a 
relationship between them and coaches’ burnout. Earlier research on burnout in coaching has 
noted that burnout is related to demographic variables (e.g., gender, marital status, coaching 
experience), situational variables (e.g., role ambiguity, work overload, professional support), and 
personal variables (e.g., leadership style, trait anxiety) (Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984; Capel et al., 
1987; Dale & Weinberg, 1989; Hunt, 1984). Most of these early studies were overwhelmed by 
conceptual and methodological shortcomings, and so, their findings were often contradictory 
(Kelley et al., 1999). 

Caccese and Mayerberg (1984) were one of the first researchers to empirically study 
perceived burnout in coaches specifically focusing on the potential relationship between burnout 
and gender. The results showed that female coaches scored higher than male coaches on 
emotional exhaustion and lower on personal accomplishment on the Maslach Burnout Inventory. 
However, depersonalization did not differ significantly between the two genders. Pastore and 
Judd (1993) found similar results when examining the gender differences in burnout among 
coaches. The results indicated that female coaches reported significantly higher levels of 
emotional exhaustion than male coaches. Female coaches exhibited lower feelings of personal 
accomplishment than male coaches. In many studies, gender was found to be a factor of coaches’ 
burnout. Kelley et al. (1999) identified gender as a variable contributing to coaches’ burnout. 
Female coaches had a higher tendency than the men did to find coaching issues stressful. Female 
coaches experienced higher levels of stress and coaching problems than their counterparts (Capel 
et al., 1987; Kelley & Gill, 1993). A variety of explanations were given for the reasons why the 
females were more burned out than the males inc1uding fewer years experience, receiving less 
positive feedback, receiving fewer rewards and less attention, less time to learn to cope with 
stress, and in an indirect way they may be too idealistic and expecting too much (Caccese & 
Mayerberg, 1984). Dissimilar findings were found in Dale and Weinberg’s (1989) study. They 
indicated that male coaches scored significantly higher than female coaches did in both the 
frequency and intensity dimensions of the depersonalization subscales. 

Capel (1986) investigated the situational variables of role conflict and role ambiguity, 
and their relationship to burnout. She studied the psychological and organizational factors related 
to burnout in athletic trainers. She found that high role conflict and high role ambiguity result in 
a higher frequency and intensity of burnout. Role conflict was the strongest predictor of all total 
burnout subscales, except personal accomplishment. Personal accomplishment was best 
predicted by role ambiguity. In a different study, Capel et al. (1987) found that higher role 
conflict was associated with higher emotional exhaustion, higher role ambiguity with higher 
depersonalization, and fewer years as head coach with low personal accomplishment. 
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With regard to personal variables, leadership style, coaching behaviors, and coaches’ trait 
anxiety have been previously linked with coaching burnout (Dale & Weinberg, 1989; Price & 
Weiss, 2000; Vealey et al., 1992, 1998). First, theories on leadership suggest that the leader must 
not only move his or her group toward a specified goal but must also mediate between two sets 
of equally important, and at times conflicting, forces-situational leadership demands and member 
preferences in leadership (Chelladurai, 1993). Coaches who are most concerned with 
interpersonal relationships and decision making by consensus might be more vulnerable to 
burnout because of the stress associated with being sensitive to the players’ leadership 
preferences while attempting to manage the leadership demands of the sport environment (Kelley 
et al., 1999). Preliminary evidence does suggest that coaches relying more on a consideration 
style of leadership were more likely to suffer from greater burnout in attempting to manage those 
demands than coaches placing more emphasis on an initiating (task-oriented) structure style of 
leadership were (Dale & Weinberg, 1989). 

Psychological responses to burnout have been investigated in examining the relationship 
of coach burnout to coaching behaviors (Price & Weiss, 2000; Vealey et al., 1998). For example, 
Price and Weiss (2000) found that high school coaches higher in emotional exhaustion were 
perceived by their team as providing less social support, instruction, and training. By examining 
soccer players and their coaches, Price and Weiss (2000) addressed how coaches varying levels 
of burnout impacted perceptions of behavior by their athletes as well as burnout related to 
athletes’ enjoyment, competence, anxiety and burnout. Using the Maslach Burnout Inventory for 
the coaching population, results indicated that coaches high in emotional exhaustion were 
perceived by their team as providing less training and instruction, less social support, and making 
fewer autocratic and more democratic decisions. The other coach burnout dimensions, 
depersonalization and reduced personal accomplishment, were not significantly related to 
coaching behaviors. Based on these findings, it is important to note that coaches higher in 
emotional exhaustion have different coaching behaviors, as perceived by the athletes. The 
researchers suggest these findings may be due to the “I don’t care” attitude adopted by the 
coaches who have reached this stage of emotional exhaustion (Price & Weiss, 2000, p. 404). 
This research is similar to other recent research on collegiate tennis coaches (Kelley et al., 1999), 
basketball coaches (Capel et al., 1987; Kelley & Gill, 1993), and burnout in women’s sports 
(Collins, 2002; Pastore & Judd, 1992, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2000). 

From a stress-mediation perspective, research has also linked coaches’ tendency to 
experience competitive anxiety with burnout among coaches (Vealey et al., 1992). Game settings 
subject coaches to a host of pressures such as having to make quick and correct decisions: 
constant assessments of those decisions by players, as well as spectators; and the need to project 
a controlled and confident image regardless of how one might actually feel (Kelley et al., 1999). 
With regard to situational variables, previous studies in this line of research have only examined 
team-sport coaches presiding over nonscholarship programs: NCAA Division III and NAIA 
(Kelley, 1994; Kelley & Gill, 1993). A search of the literature in the area of team-sport versus 
individual-sport coaches revealed a scarcity of research. Furthermore, findings from the two 
studies that examined differences in burnout between individual and team-sport coaches were 
equivocal. Specifically, whereas Hunt (1984) found no significant differences between team- and 
individual-sport coaches, Caccese (1982) reported that individual-sport coaches were higher in 
emotional exhaustion and lower in personal accomplishment than team-sport coaches were. 
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Recently, researchers addressed the conceptual shortcomings evident in earlier work by 
grounding research in the framework of current interactional concepts of the stress process 
advocated in social psychology, health psychology, and sport psychology (Kelley et al., 1999). 
To better understand the coach burnout, sport psychology researchers have introduced various 
theoretical frameworks (e.g., Kelley, 1990, 1994; Kelley & Gill, 1993; Kelley et al., 1999; 
Smith, 1986; Vealey et al., 1992), all of which emphasize the interactional nature of burnout as 
the result of complex relationships between intrapersonal (cognitions, personality dispositions) 
and environmental (nature of task, support and resources) factors.  

Smith (1986) is among the very few who have gone beyond empirical approaches and 
provided a conceptual model that clarifies its nature, causes, and consequences. These factors 
were derived from nonathletic populations, and were included in Smith’s cognitive-affective 
model. According to the model, burnout is a consequence of stress-induced costs. An activity 
that once provided satisfaction becomes so stressful that withdrawal becomes an attractive 
alternative. His model depicts the “parallel relationships assumed to exist among situational, 
cognitive, physiological and behavioral components of stress and burnout” (p. 40). Burnout is the 
consequence of their interrelations. Smith (1986) emphasized cognitive appraisal processes, the 
evaluative thoughts held by an athlete relative to his readiness to meet a particular challenge. 
According to Smith, the athlete’s emotions are contingent upon perceptions of the situation, its 
demands, evaluation of available personal resources for satisfying these demands, and 
understanding of the personal consequences involved in not meeting them. When an athlete 
misjudges his/her ability to meet task demands because he has low self-confidence or holds 
irrelevant or incorrect beliefs about the importance of meeting these demands, the stress response 
is activated. It is therefore important for athletes to have realistic views of their abilities, and to 
be able to identify their competency range for a variety of tasks. In addition, these elements 
interact with motivational and personality variables (Pargman, 1998). 

Vealey et al. (1992) examined several predictors of coaching burnout proposed in 
Smith’s (1986) stress-mediated burnout model among a sample of high school and college 
coaches. They found that trait anxiety was the strongest predictor of burnout in coaches. Their 
findings also supported the importance of cognitive appraisal in the development of burnout, as 
perceived lack of accomplishment, autonomy, and support were more predictive of burnout than 
the actual amounts of time coaches spent in work and leisure activities.  Similarly, Kelley and 
Gill (1993) found that stress appraisal related to coaching issues and problems was predictive of 
coaching burnout. Kelley and colleagues have also recognized the utility of Smith’s (1986) 
cognitive-affective model of stress and burnout in their investigations of burnout among coaches 
(Kelley, 1990, 1994; Kelley & Gill, 1993; Kelley et al., 1999). Kelley’s work has focused on a 
research model proposing relationships between personal/situational variables, perceived stress, 
and burnout among coaches and has addressed methodological shortcomings evident in earlier 
investigations (Kelley et al., 1999). First, coaches from a single sport or from multiple but 
comparable sports (e.g., baseball and softball) were sampled to provide greater consistency in 
coaching requirements. Second, data were collected at standardized stages of the season across 
the participant sample to minimize variability in stress level. Finally, burnout was assessed using 
a version of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Form ES; Maslach et al., 1996), developed 
specifically for helping professionals working in educational settings that were modified to be 
specific for coaches. 
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Kelley and Gill (1993) examined the role of stress appraisal as well as personal and 
situational variables and burnout in dual role collegiate teacher coaches based on Smith’s (1986) 
model of stress and burnout. By surveying 214 male and female teacher-head basketball coaches, 
the researchers found that social support, gender, and years of experience predict stress levels. 
Further, stress appraisal was predictive of burnout. Using the Maslach Burnout Inventory, A 
coaching issue survey, Perceived Stress Scale, Social Support Questionnaire, and Coaching 
Problems survey the researchers were able to establish that overall social support was the 
strongest predictor, followed by gender and experience. Further, stress appraisal was most 
predictive of the emotional exhaustion subscale of burnout. Findings indicate the need to further 
examine the impact of gender on burnout, specifically emotional exhaustion. 

Kelley’s first investigation (1990) with NCAA Division III and NAIA basketball teacher-
coaches evaluated a simple stress-mediation model for burnout among coaches. The preliminary 
model was largely supported in that less social support, fewer years of experience, and being a 
woman rather than a man predicted higher levels of perceived stress, coaching issues, and role 
conflict, which in turn predicted higher levels of burnout. The identified personal/situational 
variables, however, accounted for a disappointing portion of the variance (11%) in perceived 
stress. Further consideration of the conceptual nature of what the Coaching Issues Inventory 
measured (i.e., the tendency to appraise specific coaching issues as stressful) suggested that it 
should be placed in the personal/situational component of the model in subsequent investigations 
(Kelley, 1994). Finally, the basketball coaches in that study, in contrast to those in previous 
studies (Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984; Dale & Weinberg, 1989) reported moderate to high levels 
in all burnout components. 

Kelley’s second investigation (1994) examined an expanded model of stress and burnout 
in multiple-role NCAA division III and NAIA softball and baseball coaches at the start and end 
of the season. Path analyses were conducted to test the hypothesized model separately for males 
and females at the end of the season only, when the burnout was most prevalent. Results partially 
supported the model: both male and female coaches higher in coaching issues and lower in 
hardiness had higher level of perceived stress, and thus higher burnout and males lower in social 
support satisfaction were higher in perceived stress. Both male and female coaches’ stress 
appraisal was predictive of all burnout components. Winning percentage was not associated with 
perceived stress for either men or women. The male and female coaches in the sample suffered 
moderate to high levels of emotional exhaustion and low to moderate levels of depersonalization 
and personal accomplishment.    

Based on Kelley’s (1994) simple stress-mediation model, Kelley et al. (1999) developed 
a new model of stress and burnout in collegiate coaches. According to Kelley, a model of stress 
and burnout in collegiate coaches should include coaching issues and social support as personal/ 
situational variables. This model added several personal and situational variables previously 
linked to burnout among coaches that have not been considered in the stress-mediated model of 
1994. Leadership style and coach trait anxiety have been added, since these personal variables 
have been previously linked to coach burnout (Dale & Weinberg, 1989; Vealey et al., 1992, 
1998).  The model featured additional direct pathways to burnout from hardiness, coaching 
issues, coach trait anxiety, and leadership style variables.  

This model was of interest because it could be used to evaluate whether or not the simple 
stress-mediation model would adequately account for previously identified gender and 
competition level differences in burnout (Kelley, 1994; Kelley & Gill, 1993). To test their model 
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Kelley et al. (1999) surveyed a sample of men and women collegiate head tennis coaches from 
NCAA Divisions I, II, and III and NAIA. The results revealed that the tennis coaches were 
suffering from levels of burnout similar to those of other helping professionals working in higher 
education. The women had higher tendency than the men did to find the coaching issues 
stressful. Structural equation molding revealed that the stress-mediation model, also featuring 
direct effects of personality/dispositional variables on burnout, accounted for observed 
relationships in the data more adequately than other alternative models did. 

In general, Kelley’s initial studies supported the use of a simple stress-mediation model 
for understanding coaching burnout. Further evaluation of this notion is, however, warranted on 
several accounts. First, Smith (1986) argues that personality/motivational variables, in addition 
to the stress-mediated effects postulated in Kelley’s model, might have a direct impact on the 
burnout experience. There is a need to evaluate elaborations of Kelley’s simple stress-mediation 
model to evaluate this possibility. Second, there are several personal and situational variables 
previously linked to burnout among coaches that have not been considered in this line of stress-
mediated burnout research (e.g., Hunt, 1984).  
 

Summary 

Burnout is a syndrome of exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal 
accomplishment in contrast to engagement with work that is characterized by energy, 
involvement, and effectiveness. Burnout is often associated with professions that have a high 
level of stress. Those in the athletic realm are certainly exposed to stress and pressure. Several 
well-known coaches left their professions, and elite athletes dropped out at the peak of their 
careers, citing burnout as the reason.   

Burnout has been characterized by psychological and physiological symptom. Early 
recognition of the onset of burnout and the ability to recognize the factors that contribute to 
burnout can aid in reducing the negative impact of burnout. Early detection can prevent damage 
to an individual, a coach, a student-athlete, and /or the athletic program from occurring. 

 

 
 

Leadership Behaviors 

 
Leadership is probably one of the most extensively studied topics in industrial and 

organizational psychology. Leadership has drawn a great deal of attention from many researchers 
and has been investigated since the beginning of this century using different approaches and 
perspectives. Of particular interest to researchers are the types of behaviors that increase a 
leader’s effectiveness (Yusof, 1999). However, after studying the topic for nearly a century, 
researchers are still unsure of what exactly makes an individual an effective leader. 

Yukl (1998) noticed that the definitions of leadership are often confusing and unclear. 
This is because the term “leadership” is a common word used to describe complex behavioral 
phenomenon. Confusion arises when the term leadership is used in conjunction with other terms 
such as authority, power, management, administration, control and supervision (Yusof, 1999). 
Added to this confusion is the practice by researchers in defining leadership according to the 
researchers’ own perspective. Therefore, the term leadership has been defined differently by 
different researchers. For example, leadership as the exercise of influence was defined as “the 
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behavioral process of influencing individuals and groups toward set goals” (Barrow, 1977, p. 
232). As an art of inducing compliance, Tosi, Rizzo, and Carroll (1986) suggested, “leadership is 
interpersonal influence, which occurs when one person is able to gain compliance from another 
in the direction of organizationally desired goals” (p. 550). Johns (1988) implied the same thing: 
“Effective leadership involves exerting influence in a way that achieves the organization’s goals 
by enhancing the productivity and satisfaction of the work force” (p. 309). Yukl and Van Fleet 
(1992) provided a more elaborate definition, “leadership is a process that includes influencing 
the task objectives and strategies of a group or organization, influencing people in the or-
ganization to implement the strategies and achieve the objectives, influencing group maintenance 
and identification, and influencing the culture of organizations” (p. 149). Leadership can also be 
defined in terms of the focus for group process, personality and its effects, a behavior or act, a 
form of persuasion, an emerging effect of interaction, a differentiated role, and the initiation of 
structure (Bass, 1990). 

Despite the existence of several definitions of leadership, there is no single leadership 
definition broad enough to encompass the total leadership process. Bass (1990) advocates that it 
is useless to use only one definition of leadership, specifically, he stated that leadership should 
be defined by a researcher according to the specific aspects of the leadership phenomenon being 
investigated by that researcher. For example, a person who is interested in examining the impact 
of leadership should define leadership in terms of perceived influence, rather than defining 
leadership in terms of personality traits (Yusof, 1999). 

Chelladurai (1999) and Yukl (1998) noticed some common similarities among the 
different leadership definitions. Specifically, all definitions of leadership emphasize that it is a 
behavioral process aimed at influencing members to work toward achieving the group’s goals. 
However, Yukl (1998) noticed that the disagreement among the various definitions centers 
around the issue of who exerts leadership influence, how is leadership influence exerted, and 
why is leadership influence exerted.  

Having several different definitions of leadership can lead to different leadership 
phenomena being investigated by different people. Differences in leadership definition can also 
lead to the development of different approaches and methodologies of studying leadership 
(Yusof, 1999). Yukl (1989, 1998) categorized leadership research into four different approaches: 
(1) trait approach, (2) behavior approach, (3) power-influence approach, and (4) situational 
approach. Yukl noted that all modern leadership theories have origins or are related with the four 
leadership approaches. 

Trait Approach 

The trait approach was the earliest approach used for studying leadership. In the 1920’s 
researchers tried to determine what characteristics or personality traits were common to great 
leaders. They considered leadership traits to be relatively stable personality character, such as 
intelligence, assertiveness, independent and self-confidence. These researchers were proponents 
of the trait theory and argued that successful leaders have certain personality characteristics that 
make it likely for them to be leaders, no matter what situation they are in (as cited in Weinberg & 
Gould, 1999). This line of reasoning would support the notion that “great leaders are born and 
not made” (Diatelevi, 1997).  

Hundreds of trait studies were conducted during the 1930’s and 1940’s in order to 
discover the traits of natural leaders, but this massive research effort failed to find any traits that 
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would guarantee leadership success (Yukl, 1989, 1998). Many of these studies utilized small 
groups of people, where group members were asked to evaluate the leadership traits of 
themselves and of other members in the group. In many of these studies, an individual leadership 
scores were often correlated with individual’s personality traits (Yusof, 1999). The trait approach 
lost favor after World War II, when Stogdill (1948, 1974) reviewed more than a hundred trait-
theory studies of leadership conducted from 1904 to 1947. The results showed that leaders can be 
differentiated from non-leaders on the basis of the following traits: intelligence, insight into 
situations, verbal facility, sociability, alertness to the needs of others, understanding of the task, 
self-confidence, initiative, and persistence in dealing with problems. However, Stogdill (1948) 
could not find any study that would provide conclusive evidence to show that certain leadership 
traits would assure leadership success in different situations. Specifically, Stogdill (1948) noticed 
that trait studies could not explain why a leader with certain traits may be successful in one 
situation, and not be successful in a different situation.  Although certain traits might be helpful 
for a leader to have, they are certainly not essential; nor do they guarantee successful leadership 
(Weinberg & Gould, 1999).  

The trait approach to leadership has been examined in the athletic world as well. 
Research on coaches has clearly indicated that there are no consistent differences between the 
personality profiles of coaches compared to the general population (Walsh & Carron, 1977). 
Researchers also attempted to identify successful coaches according to the trait view. For 
example, Weinberg and Gould (1999) reported that  “one profile of typical coaches was tough-
minded, authoritarian, willing to bear the pressure of fans and the media, emotionally mature, 
independent in their thinking, and realistic in their perspective” (p.189). They, however, did not 
provide documented evidence to support this coaching profile. In fact, no particular set of traits 
seems to characterize effective sport leadership (Weinberg & Gould, 1999). Since an ideal lead-
ership style among coaches and athletes has not been found, little sport research today uses the 
trait approach to leadership theory. 

Behavioral Approach 

In the 1950’s researchers became discouraged with the trait approach and began to pay 
closer attention to the actual behaviors of leaders on the job; that is what leaders do rather than 
what leaders have, that make them effective leaders (Yukl, 1989, 1998). In this approach, studies 
focused on discovering universal behaviors of effective leaders. Behaviorists argued that anyone 
could be taught to become a leader by learning the behaviors of other effective leaders. Thus, 
unlike trait theory, the behavioral approach argues that leaders are made, not born (Weinberg & 
Gould, 1999). This notion at the time of the behavior approach resulted in an interest in training 
leaders and, in some parts of the research, in an investigation as to whether one kind of behavior 
was more efficient than the other (Bass 1990; Bryman 1996). 

In the crossing between the trait and the behavior approaches an important contribution 
was made by Hemphill and his colleagues, often referred to as “the Ohio State studies” 
(Hemphill & Coons, 1957).  Employees were asked to evaluate a battery of items about the 
behavior of their leader and indicate to which degree a specific statement reflected the behavior 
of their leader. Later, the different kinds of leader behaviors could be separated into two higher-
order factors termed “consideration” and “initiating structure”.  Consideration is “the degree to 
which a leader acts in a friendly and supportive manner, shows concern for subordinates, and 
looks out for their welfare” (Yukl, 1998, p. 47). Examples include doing personal favors for 
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subordinates, finding time to listen to subordinates’ problems, consulting with subordinates on 
important matters, being willing to accept subordinate’s suggestions, and treating a subordinate 
as an equal (Yukl, 1998). Initiating structure is “the degree to which a leader defines and 
structures his or her own role and the roles of subordinates toward attainment of the group’s 
formal goals” (Yukl, 1998, p. 47). Examples include criticizing poor work, emphasizing the 
importance of meeting deadlines, assigning subordinates to tasks, maintaining definite standards 
of performance, asking subordinates to follow standard procedures, offering new approaches to 
problems, and seeing that subordinates are working to capacity (Yukl, 1998). While the first 
style is relation oriented, the latter is task-oriented (Bryman 1996; Pierce & Newstorm, 1995). 
Early findings indicated that consideration was related to employee job satisfaction, while 
initiating structure was connected to group performance (Bryman 1996). In much of the 
following research, leader-behavior issues remained divided and recognized with many notions, 
for example, task-oriented and relationship-oriented, production-centered or employee-centered, 
and directive or participative leadership (Bryman 1996; Pierce & Newstorm, 1995; Yukl 1989). 

The behavioral approach assumes that leadership behavior lies on a continuum with 
people-oriented behavior at one end and task oriented-behavior at the other end. In addition, this 
approach assumes the existence of single ideal type of leadership behavior. However, Stogdill’s 
(1974) review of behavioral studies showed this assumption to be unrealistic. Specifically, 
Stogdill (1974) found no evidence that a single leadership behavior is effective across different 
situations. In other words, Stogdill could not find leadership behaviors that were related with 
leadership effectiveness across different situations. In the review, Stogdill noticed that situational 
factors might have moderated the effects of initiating structure or task-oriented and consideration 
or relationship-oriented behavior on group performance. Based on Stogdill’s review, it can be 
concluded that some situations might favor task-oriented or initiating structure leadership 
behavior, while relation-oriented or consideration leadership behaviors might work best in other 
situations. 

Power-influence Approach 

Power-influence research examines influence processes between leaders and other 
people. Much of the studies coming under this approach attempt to explain leadership 
effectiveness in terms of the amount of power possessed by a leader, the types of power, and 
how power is exercised (Yukl, 1989, 1998). Power is important not only for influencing 
subordinates, but also for influencing peers, superiors, and people outside the organization. 
Moreover, the power-influence research seeks to differentiate between the types of power used 
by effective and ineffective leaders. French and Raven (1995) classify different types and 
sources of leadership power: (1) referent power, which is associated with the loyalty of 
followers, (2) coercive power, which stems from the leader’s control of punishment, (3) reward 
power, which stems over the control of resources and rewards, (4) legitimate power, which is 
associated with the formal authority of the leader, and (5) expert power, which is associated with 
the expertise and knowledge of the leader. Research using French and Raven’s theory has 
examined the relationship between leader’s use of power with subordinates’ performance and 
satisfaction. However, research on this theory has obtained mixed results due to psychometric 
weaknesses of the instruments used to measure the foundations of power (Podsakoff & 
Schriesheim, 1985). 
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Situational Approach 

The situational approach, sometimes referred to as the contingency approach, arose in the 
beginning of the 1960’s as a result of the in-ability of earlier approaches to explain the many 
different aspects of leadership traits or behaviors. 

The situational approach emphasizes the importance of contextual factors such as the 
nature of the work performed by the leader’s unit, the nature of the external environment, and the 
characteristics of followers (Yukl, 1989, 1998). This approach has two major subcategories. One 
line of research treats leader behavior as a dependent variable, and researchers seek to discover 
how this behavior is influenced by aspects of the situation such as the type of organization or 
managerial positions. The other line of research seeks to identify aspects of the situation that 
moderate the relationship of leader behaviors (or traits) to leadership effectiveness (Yukl, 1989, 
1998). 

Unlike the behavioral and trait approaches, the assumption of this approach is that 
different behavior patterns (or trait patterns) will be effective in different situations, and that the 
same behavior pattern (or trait pattern) is not optimal in all situations (Yukl, 1998). With this 
assumption, the situational approach is much better than the other approaches mentioned earlier 
at explaining the conditions where certain leadership behavior may not be effective across 
different situations (Yusof, 1999). 

The situational leadership approach focuses on observable leader behaviors. On the basis 
of this approach, various models of effective leadership behaviors are constructed for different 
types of situations by observing how effective leaders behave in different situations. The 
situational approach provides a framework for examining the relationship between situational 
variables, leadership behaviors and leadership effectiveness. Furthermore, this approach 
identifies the situational factors in which a leader must pay attention to in order to be effective 
(Yusof, 1999). 

 

 
 

Leadership Theory in Sport 

 
Leadership has been studied extensively to determine which leadership style leads to the 

highest productivity, job satisfaction, group effectiveness, and goal achievement. Studies have 
also been concerned with identifying behaviors that are universally exhibited by leaders in 
different situations (Dale & Weinberg, 1989). The theories on leadership suggest that the leader 
must not only move his or her group toward a specified goal but must also mediate between two 
sets of equally important, and at times conflicting, forces-situational leadership demands and 
member preferences in leadership (Kelley et al., 1999). Studies of leadership behavior moved 
toward sport because of the definite structure of athletic teams. There is a leader (the coach) and 
followers (the athletes), and the coach exhibits a style of leadership behavior. Dale and Weinberg 
(1989) stated that the studies exploring leadership behavior and sport have investigated many 
factors such as preferred behavior and experience or ability of the athletes, size of team and 
nature of the task, along with nature of the sport itself.  

Over the past two decades leadership theories in sport have been developed, reducing the 
reliance on non-sport specific models. Of particular interest to the area of coaching research are 
the Multidimensional Model of Leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990), the Mediational Model of 
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Leadership (Smoll & Smith, 1989), and the recently developed Coaching Model (Côté, Samela, 
Trudel, Baria, & Russell, 1995). All three models propose similar theories of coaching designed 
to provide a framework for the examination of coaches’ behaviors. In addition, the proponents of 
each model have developed instruments to guide the research investigating the model. The 
direction of the research based on these instruments has differentiated each model and defined its 
contribution to the literature on coaching behaviors (Diatelevi, 1997). Each of these models had 
arisen from the belief that leadership effectiveness was a function of both situational and 
individual characteristics.  

The Multidimensional Model of Leadership (Chelladurai, 1980,1990,1993; Chelladurai 
& Riemer, 1998) was developed from previous leadership models such as the contingency theory 
(Fiedler, 1967), path-goal theory (House, 1971; House & Dressler, 1974; House & Mitchell, 
1974), and adaptive-reactive theory of leadership (Osborne & Hunt, 1975).  

The contingency theory of leadership that was first introduced in by Fiedler (1967) 
assumes that leadership effectiveness is dependent upon the fit between the leader’s style and the 
situational favorableness. The leader’s style (i.e., task orientation compared with employee or 
relations orientation) is a relatively stable personality characteristic.  In the path-goal theory 
(House, 1971), the central issue is motivation. The theory addresses the unique need of leaders to 
perform different leader styles in order to provide for general follower satisfaction, motivation 
and performance or as stated by the author: 

“The motivational functions of the leader consist of increasing the 
number and kinds of personal payoffs to subordinates for work-
goal attainment and making paths to these payoffs easier to travel 
by clarifying the paths, reducing road blocks and pitfalls, and 
increasing opportunities for personal satisfaction en route” (House 
1971, p. 323). 

The theory focused on needs and desires of the subordinates, proposing that the leader’s 
role was only supplemental to provide guidance and social support only if the subordinates need 
them. The adaptive-reactive theory, which was an extension of the path-goal theory, stated that 
the leader needed to react to the needs, desires, and pressures of the subordinates (Osborn & 
Hunt, 1975). These models provided the foundation for the sport-specific multidimensional 
model of leadership. 

The Multidimensional Model of Leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990, 1993; Chelladurai 
& Riemer, 1998) was a sport-specific synthesis of these pervious models. Incorporating concepts 
of the earlier models, this model proposes that group performance and member satisfaction are 
functions of the congruence among three states of leader behavior: required, preferred, and actual 
leader behavior (see figure 2). Characteristics of the situation, the leader, and the members are 
considered antecedents to these three facets of leader behavior. The demands and constraints 
created by situational characteristics (i.e., parameters of the organization and/or its environment, 
such as the goals of the team, the formal organizational structure of the team, the group task and 
associated technology, social norms, cultural values, and government regulations) would require 
that the leader behave in certain ways (from Box 1 to Box 4). In addition, characteristics of the 
groups defined by such factors as gender, age, and ability would also influence the required 
behavior (Box 3 to Box 4). The preferences members have for specific leader behaviors are 
considered a function of the individual difference factors, such as ability, traits, and needs (Box 3 
to Box 6). Further, to the extent individual members are aware of the situational demands and 
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constraints, their preferences are likely to be influenced by the situation (from Box 1 to box 6). 
Finally, a leader’s actual behavior (Box 5) is said to be influenced by (a) his or her personal 
characteristics of personality, ability, experience, etc. (Box 2); (b) the required behavior (Box 4); 
and (c) preferences of members (Box 6). The degree of congruence among the required, actual, 
and preferred leadership behavior (Boxes 4, 5, and 6) is said to determine the levels of perfor-
mance and satisfaction (Box 7). The final element in the model is the feedback loop that implies 
that actual leader behavior may also be influenced by group performance and satisfaction 
(Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). Figure 2, presents the latest version of the multidimensional 
model of leadership modified by Chelladurai (1999). 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research based on Chelladurai’s multidimensional model and on other general  

Situational leadership theories have proposed that the type of leadership behaviors that athletes 
prefer their coaches to exhibit vary as a function of certain characteristics of the athletes 
themselves (Horn, 1992). For example, when examining intercollegiate and intramural athletes, 
Erle (1981) found college athletes’ preferred greater training and instruction, greater social 
support, and less positive feedback and democratic behavior from their coaches than the 
intramural athletes. Similar findings were reported by Terry (1984) and Terry and Howe (1984), 
who found that athletes participating in interdependent sports showed greater preference for 
autocratic coaching style, and less preference for democratic coaching style than did athletes 
participating in independent sports. 
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Figure 2. The Multidimensional Model of Leadership. 
 
Adapted from: Chelladurai, P. (1999). Human resource management 

in sport and recreation. (p. 163). 
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Studies examining gender differences between male and female athletes have shown 
some differences. Terry and Howe (1984) did not find gender differences in preferred coaching 
style in their sample of 17- to 40-year-old athletes. However, many other researchers have 
reported quite consistent variation between male and female sport participants. Chelladurai and 
Saleh (1978) found that male physical education majors representing a variety of sports exhibited 
greater preference than their female peers for an autocratic coaching style, whereas the female 
participants indicated significantly greater performance than the males for a democratic coaching 
style. In addition, the male students in this study exceeded their female peers in preference for 
social support from their coaches. Terry (1984) found elite college male athletes to prefer 
significantly more autocratic leadership style than elite college female athletes. Chelladurai and 
Arnott (1985) also found differences in leadership style preferences of females and males in 
collegiate athletes. They reported that college basketball players preferred more autocratic than 
democratic style, and female intercollegiate basketball players preferred more democratic than 
autocratic leadership style. Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, and Bostrom (1996) found similar 
results in high school and junior college baseball and softball teams. Specifically, they found that 
female athletes perceived significantly more training and instruction, democratic behavior, 
positive feedback, and task cohesion than did their male counterparts. Males perceived their 
coaches as being significantly higher in autocratic behavior than females. Junior college athletes 
showed significantly higher perceptions of social support and social cohesion than high school 
athletes. 

The studies conducted to test the age/maturity hypothesis indicate some support for the 
notion that increased age and/or athletic maturity affects the type of leadership behaviors 
preferred by athletes. However, these differences may be evident primarily in the earlier age 
ranges (Horn, 1992). Specifically, Terry and Howe (1984) administered the LSS to 160 athletes 
from a variety of sports ranging from 17 to 40 years of age. They found no age differences in 
regard to preferred coaching behavior. Similarly, Terry (1984) also found no age differences on 
the five factors of the LSS in a group of 160 athletes ranging in age from 17 to 28 years. In 
contrast, Chelladurai and Carron (1983), who used the LSS to measure preferred coaching 
behaviors among four groups of male basketball players (high school midget, high school junior, 
high school senior, and university level), did find some age differences. Specifically, the 
preference for coaches who show high levels of socially supportive behavior and who exhibit an 
autocratic leadership style linearly increased across the four age competitive levels. In regard to 
coaching behaviors associated with the training and instruction factor, Chelladurai and Carron 
reported that preference for this set of coaching behaviors decreased for athletes from midget to 
senior high school level, but then increased again at the university level. In general, research in 
this area has found that as athlete gains maturity he or she tends to prefer a more autocratic and 
socially supportive coach (Chelladurai & Carron, 1983; Erle, 1981). 

The international acceptance of the LSS (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978, 1980) has allowed 
for studies investigating cultural differences in leadership. Studies have shown that, not only 
must the compared cultures be markedly different in terms of their values to cause differences in 
leadership preferences, but the sport ideologies within the culture may cause differences as well 
(Diatelevi, 1997). In testing this aspect, three studies have compared athletes from different 
cultures in regard to their preferred coaching style. Terry (1984) administered the LSS to 160 
elite athletes from 10 different sports and from several different countries. He reported no 
differences in preferred coaching style as a function of nationality (United States, Great Britain, 
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and Canada). However, Chelladurai, Malloy, Imamura, and Yamaguchi (1987), and Chelladurai 
et al. (1988) found significant differences between Japanese and Canadian students on several 
factors from the LSS. Chelladurai et al. (1987) administered the preferred version of the LSS to 
Japanese and Canadian male physical education students. The Japanese students were further 
divided into athletes in traditional sports like judo and kendo, and athletes in modern sports like 
basketball and volleyball. The results showed that the Japanese in modern sports preferred more 
democratic behavior than the Canadian athletes; the Japanese in traditional sports preferred more 
autocratic behavior than the other two groups; both groups of Japanese athletes preferred higher 
levels of social support than the Canadian athletes; and the Canadian athletes preferred more 
positive feedback than the Japanese in traditional sports. It was concluded that the type of sport 
moderated the cultural influences.  

In a later study, Chelladurai et al. (1988) administered the preferred and perceived 
versions of the LSS, and a satisfaction scale that assessed member satisfactions with leadership 
and personal outcome to Japanese and Canadian university athletes. The results showed that (a) 
the Japanese athletes preferred more autocratic behavior and social support, while the Canadian 
athletes preferred significantly more training and instruction, and (b) the Japanese athletes 
perceived their coaches to be more autocratic while the Canadian athletes perceived their 
coaches to provide more training and instruction, and to be more democratic, and more 
rewarding. The results of these studies support the hypothesis that socio-cultural prescriptions 
can be identified and used to predict or explain differences between athletes from different 
cultures in regard to preferred coaching behaviors. However, as Chelladurai et al. (1987) found, 
the type of sport in which group members are involved may interact with culture to affect pre-
ferred coaching styles. 

Of greater relevance to the present study is the research that has examined the 
relationship between coaching behaviors and various athletes’ outcomes. Chelladurai (1984) 
demonstrated that greater congruency between perceived and preferred coaching behaviors were 
related to higher levels of satisfaction in college athletes. Similar findings were reported by 
Schliesman (1987) and Horne and Carron (1985) with the coaching behaviors of training and 
instruction, positive feedback, and social support most highly correlated with athlete satisfaction. 
Coffman (1999) reported that there was more congruence between female athletes and their 
coaches (males and females), than between male athletes and their (male) coaches. These 
findings support Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) central tenant of the multidimensional model of 
leadership, which states that the congruence of perceived and preferred leadership enhances 
member satisfaction. Weiss and Friedrichs (1986) suggested that specific coaching styles are 
associated with more satisfied athletes. They found that rewarding behaviors displayed by 
coaches were the best predictor of team satisfaction, and the use of social support style was 
closely linked to a team’s win-loss percentage. One surprising conclusion from their findings 
suggested that only 7.2% of athletes’ satisfaction was explained by their perceptions of coaches’ 
leadership. Serpa, Pataco, and Santos (1991) argued that the democratic style is the least desired 
and least used by coaches of elite athletes. In their analysis of perceptions, they found that suc-
cessful and nonsuccessful teams used different styles.   

Chelladurai et al. (1988) assessed satisfaction with leadership, and satisfaction with 
personal outcome in Japanese and Canadian university athletes. The results showed that the 
Canadian athletes were more satisfied with both leadership and personal outcome than the 
Japanese athletes. Furthermore, the perceived scores in all five dimensions of LSS were signifi-
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cantly correlated satisfaction with leadership in both sets of data. The higher the perceived score 
(except in autocratic behavior), the higher the satisfaction with leadership. In contrast, perceived 
leadership in all dimensions except positive feedback was correlated with personal outcome in 
the Japanese data while only perceived training and instruction was associated with the same 
criterion in the Canadian data. Because of these differences, Chelladurai et al. concluded that 
their results “were more supportive of the cultural-influence hypothesis than of the athletic-
influence hypothesis” (p. 374). 

A number of studies have addressed the impact success has on athletes’ perceptions of 
and preferences for their coaches’ leadership styles (Erle, 1981; Gordon, 1988; Schleisman, 
1987; Serpa et al., 1991; Terry, 1984; Terry & Howe, 1984; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986). For 
example, Gordon (1988) studied differences based on the levels of success a team achieved, by 
studying university soccer players. Successful teams perceived more training and instruction, 
social support, and positive feedback styles from their coaches than athletes from less successful 
teams.  

Another line of research investigated the relationship between leadership styles and 
negative psychological outcomes such as anxiety, stress, and burnout in both athletes and 
coaches. Many studies have indicated a strong relationship between leadership styles and 
burnout (e.g., Dale, 1987; Dale & Weinberg, 1989; Kelley et al., 1999; Price & Weiss, 2000; 
Udry et al., 1997; Vealey et al., 1998). Dale (1987) examined the relationship between leadership 
behavior and perceived burnout of coaches and head coaches. The results showed that coaches in 
the consideration group scored significantly higher in the frequency and intensity dimension of 
the emotional exhaustion and depersonalization subscales. Kelley et al. (1999) found that higher 
levels of initiating structure leadership were associated with lower perception of stress and 
burnout. Consideration leadership was unassociated with stress perceptions, but interestingly 
higher levels of this leadership style were associated with lower levels of burnout among a 
sample of collegiate tennis coaches. In contrast, Dale and Weinberg (1989) found that the 
consideration leadership style, but not the initiating structure leadership style, was associated 
with elevations in burnout among a sample of high school coaches. The coaches who displayed a 
consideration leadership style of leadership scored significant higher in frequency and intensity 
dimensions of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization subscales. Udry et al. (1997) provided 
support for the relationship between coaching behaviors and athlete burnout. They found that 
positive influence from coaches (i.e., providing support, empathy, belief in athletes, instructions) 
was related to lower levels of burnout in junior-elite tennis players. In contrast, negative coach 
influence (i.e., pressure, unrealistic expectations, conflicting ideas, lack of confidence in athlete) 
was related to higher levels of athlete burnout. 

In their study on burnout experienced by athletes and coaches, Vealey et al. (1998) 
examined the relationship among coach burnout, athletes’ perceptions of coaches’ behaviors, and 
athletes’ anxiety and burnout. A total of 12 coaches and 149 female college athletes participated 
in the study. Two main links in the model were tested: (a) coach burnout levels and athletes’ per-
ceived coaching behaviors, and (b) coaching behaviors and athletes’ psychological outcomes 
(i.e., anxiety and burnout). Support was found for the relation between coach burnout and 
perceived behaviors. Specifically, coaches who reported higher burnout displayed more of an 
autocratic decision-making style, gave less praise, and lacked empathy according to athletes’ 
perceptions. Results also provided support for the relationship between athletes’ perceptions of 
coaching behaviors and athlete burnout. Perceptions of less empathy and praise by the coach and 



 37

a greater emphasis on winning and an autocratic style were related to higher levels of athlete 
burnout.  

Price and Weiss (2000) examined the relationship among coach burnout, coach 
behaviors, and athletes’ well being. A sample of 193 female varsity soccer players and 15 head 
coaches (10 men & 5 women) of high school teams participated in this study. The results showed 
that the coaches who were higher in emotional exhaustion were perceived by their teams as 
given less training and instruction and social support and as making fewer autocratic and more 
democratic decisions. The burnout dimensions of depersonalization and reduced feeling of 
personal accomplishment were not significantly related to perceived coaching behaviors. The 
results also showed that lower perceived competence and enjoyment, and higher anxiety and 
burnout were associated with coaches who exhibited less frequent training and instruction, social 
support, and positive feedback. Also, greater use of democratic and less use of autocratic style 
was associated with more positive and less negative psychological outcomes for athletes.   

 
Summary 

The brief review of literature presented in this section suggests that the topic of 
leadership has attracted a great deal of interest from many researchers. Interest in the topic of 
leadership has resulted in many different definitions being used to describe the leadership 
phenomena. In addition, several different approaches have been used to study leadership. 
However, after nearly a century of research on leadership, and despite the existence of numerous 
leadership theories, the issue of what makes an individual an effective leader still remains 
unresolved. To date, researchers are still unclear with respect to the types of behaviors that 
increase a leader’s effectiveness. Thus, the identification and the search for effective leadership 
behavior continue. 

Interest in the study of leadership in sport has increased tremendously by the emergence 
of the multidimensional model of leadership proposed by Chelladurai in 1980. The 
multidimensional framework of the model has applications in the sport environment. It takes into 
consideration the interaction of the coach, athlete, and situation. The model focuses upon three 
states of leader behavior: actual leader behavior, required leader behavior, and leader behavior 
preferred by the athlete. Antecedents of situational, leader, and student-athlete characteristics 
may affect these coaching leadership behaviors. The multidimensional model of leadership 
suggests student-athlete performance and satisfaction are functions of the congruence between 
the three types of leader behavior. 

Researchers have examined the student-athletes’ preferences for leadership behavior of 
their coaches. Studies found that coaches’ leadership behaviors were highly associated with 
different athletes’ outcomes such as, performance, cohesion, enjoyment, anxiety, burnout, and 
satisfaction. Leadership behaviors are composed of certain behavioral characteristics and 
attributes regarding how the coach interacts with his or her athletes in terms of training and 
instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback. 
Coaches play an important role in the lives of athletes. They can make significant changes in the 
athletic environment and reduce the impact of stressors by intervention strategy. Different 
leadership behaviors produce different impact on the athletes’ attitudes in achieving their goals, 
dealing with their own stressors, and fulfilling their expectations. 
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Athlete Satisfaction 

 
Satisfaction is an integral part of sport participation and enjoyment. Without satisfaction, 

athletes would turn to other sources for potential success and enjoyment (Maday, 2000). The 
importance of satisfaction cannot be underestimated at any age. Chelladurai (1984) indicated that 
“the degree of satisfaction expressed by athletes in relation to their performance and that of the 
team taps the degree to which performance reached or failed to reach expected levels” (p. 31). 
Petlichkoff (1993) suggested that the level of satisfaction an athlete maintained during sport 
involvement also played a role in perception of performance.  

Athlete satisfaction is regarded as the quality of life or quality of the management in the 
organization as perceived by the athlete (Sriboon, 2001). It is a positive effect resulting from a 
complex evaluation of structure, processes, and outcome associated with the athletic experience. 
Satisfaction is “the difference between the perception of what the athletes received and what they 
want” (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1997, p. 135). Athlete satisfaction is derived from the physical, 
psychological, and environmental aspects that are associated with athletes. The level of 
satisfaction is an indicator of the athlete’s feelings about the sport team environments 
(Chelladurai & Riemer, 1997).  

Satisfaction in sport has been studied extensively in combination with several variables, 
mostly leadership (Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Coffman, 1999; Dwyer & 
Fischer, 1990; Horne & Carron, 1985; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Riemer & Toon, 2001; 
Schliesman, 1987; Sriboon, 2001; Yusof, 1999). Several scholars in sport psychology have 
included athlete satisfaction as an antecedent or outcome variable in their work. For example, the 
multidimensional model of leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990) includes satisfaction as an 
outcome variable along with performance. Athlete satisfaction has also been included in other 
theoretical frameworks. For instance, Carron (1982) included satisfaction as both an antecedent 
(i.e., personal factor) and outcome (i.e., individual outcome) in his model of cohesion. 
Satisfaction has also been considered a predicted outcome of a coach’s efficacy (Feltz, Chase, 
Hodge, Simensky, & Shi, 1996). It has also been used as a dependent variable in research on 
goal orientations (Hom, Duda, & Miller, 1993), coach and player goal orientation and 
motivational climate (Tammen, 1996), and coach-player compatibility (Horne & Carron, 1985). 

It must be noted that other conceptually contiguous constructs, such as commitment, 
enjoyment, and players’ evaluative reactions, have been included in various theoretical models in 
sport psychology. For example, Schmidt and Stein (1991), in their model of sport commitment, 
have included satisfaction as one of the antecedents that may be used in predicting the level of 
commitment and subsequent dropout. Scanlan, Simons, Carpenter, Schmidt, and Keeler (1993) 
have included sport enjoyment, a construct somewhat akin to and sometimes used interchange-
ably with satisfaction as an antecedent of sport commitment. Similarly, players’ evaluative 
reactions in Smoll, Smith, Curtis, and Hunt’s (1978) Mediational Model of Leadership focus on 
attitudes toward the coach, the teammates, themselves, and their playing experience. Most of the 
items in their scale eliciting these reactions refer to “liking” the above elements. That these 
constructs (satisfaction, enjoyment, commitment, and evaluative reactions) have all been defined 
as positive affective responses leads to the conclusion that athlete satisfaction is an outcome 
variable in its own right (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Scanlan et al., 1993; Smoll et al.,  
1978).  



 39

Satisfaction and Leadership 

The research based on the multidimensional model of leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 
1990) has been largely concerned with linking leadership dynamics with athlete satisfaction. 
Satisfaction as an outcome has been employed in different leadership studies based on the multi-
dimensional model of leadership (Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Dwyer & Fischer, 
1990; Eichas, 1992; Horne & Carron, 1985; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Riemer & Toon, 2001; 
Schliesman, 1987; Sriboon, 2001). In the multidimensional model (Chelladurai, 1980, 1990), 
leadership behaviors were suggested to be antecedents of member satisfaction. The model 
suggests that the discrepancy between athletes’ perceived and preferred leadership style would 
impact their level of satisfaction. Specifically, the congruence of perceived and preferred 
leadership enhances member satisfaction. Chelladurai (1984) and Schliesman (1987) examined 
the relationship between the preferred coach leadership behavior and athlete satisfaction. Both 
found that the preferred coach leadership behavior was significantly related to athlete 
satisfaction. Chelladurai (1984) found that discrepancy in coach leadership behavior for athletes 
in various sports was associated with three measures of satisfaction: satisfaction with 
performance, satisfaction with leadership, and satisfaction with overall involvement. Among 
basketball players, discrepancy scores in all dimensions were significantly related to satisfaction 
with leadership. The greater the perceptions of training and instruction, democratic behavior, 
social support, and positive feedback, and the lower the perceptions of autocratic behavior 
relative to the preferences, the greater the satisfaction. With wrestlers, the higher the perceptions 
relative to the preferences in training and instruction and in social support, the greater the 
satisfaction with leadership. Schliesman (1987) found that general satisfaction with leadership 
was related to actual scores in democratic behavior and in social support. Horne and Carron 
(1985) studied the compatibility in coach–athlete relationship in Canadian university volleyball, 
basketball, track and field, and swimming athletes. They found that athletes with lower 
discrepancies between perceived and preferred training and instruction, social support, and 
rewarding leadership behaviors had higher levels of satisfaction. Also, lower discrepancies 
between athletes’ perceived and preferred leadership behaviors led to increased success. These 
findings were important because success has been found to be associated with high athlete 
satisfaction (Berson, 1996; Williams & Hacker, 1982).  

Studies based on the multidimensional model of leadership have provided more 
information on which leadership styles were most closely associated with athlete satisfaction. 
Weiss and Friedrichs (1986) explored the influence of leader behaviors, coach attributes, and 
institutional variables on performance and satisfaction of collegiate basketball teams. They found 
that perceptions of all five-leader behavior dimensions were significantly predictive of team and 
individual satisfaction scores, with positive feedback serving as the best indicator for team 
satisfaction, and democratic behavior and social support being the best forecasters of individual 
satisfaction. In contrast to earlier findings, training and instruction was not among the best 
predictors of athlete or team satisfaction. Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) supported the findings 
of Weiss and Friedrichs (1986) in their study involving 201 male NCAA Division 1-AA football 
players. They found the congruence of preferred and perceived leadership in the dimension of 
social support was critical to enhancing member satisfaction. They also found that defensive 
players, whose tasks were more open, preferred higher amounts of democratic behavior and 
social support than offensive players with less variability in the play environment. Riemer and 
Chelladurai (1995) found little variance in the satisfaction scores possibly due to a single item 
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measure, and lack of a large sample. The satisfaction scores obtained were unusually high and 
testing on a greater number of teams with the multi-item measures needs to be performed before 
a meaningful conclusion can be determined. Chelladurai et al. (1988) found that higher 
perceptions of all leadership styles, except autocratic, were related to higher athlete satisfaction. 
Lower perceived autocratic leadership style, was associated with higher athlete satisfaction.  

In contrast, some studies have shown no relationship between satisfaction and leadership 
style (Dwyer & Fischer, 1990; Riemer & Toon, 2001). Dwyer and Fischer studied perception of 
wrestlers of coach leadership behaviors as predictors of satisfaction with leadership. They 
concluded that the athletes perceived coaches as high on ‘training and instruction’ and on 
‘positive feedback,’ but low on ‘autocratic behavior’ on the LSS (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). 
No specific perceived leadership style was found related to satisfaction.  Riemer and Toon’s 
study of 140 tennis players competing at the NCAA Division I and III Tennis Championship 
level indicated that athlete satisfaction was not dependent on the congruence between preferred 
and perceived leadership behavior.  
 

Summary 

Several studies in the area of athletic satisfaction have been completed, primarily with 
relation to leadership behaviors of coaches. The leadership behaviors of the coach play important 
roles in the determination of success and satisfaction of athletes. The ties between these variables 
are significant. Further research is necessary to the development of a theory of satisfaction in 
sport (Maday, 2000). A well-developed theory of satisfaction in sport will allow researchers who 
are interested in satisfaction to expand the knowledge base concerning this construct. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

 

 

This chapter presents the methods and procedures used in conducting this study. The 
chapter is divided into the following sections: (a) research design, (b) participants, (c) 
instruments utilized to collect the data, (d) data collection procedures, and (e) data analysis 
procedures. 

 
 
 

Research Design 

 
This study is quantitative in nature and was conducted using a survey methodology. A 

large majority of research conducted on leadership, satisfaction, and burnout utilizes 
surveys/questionnaires as the method for collecting the data (e.g., Chelladurai & Ogasawara, 
2003; Collins, 2002; Kelley et al., 1999; Price & Weiss, 2000; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; 
Riemer & Toon, 2001; Sriboon, 2001; Sullivan & Kent, 2003). According to Babbie (1998) 
survey research is “probably the best method available to the social scientist interested in 
collecting original data for describing a population too large to observe directly” (p. 256). The 
use of a survey/questionnaire method has some definite advantages over other methods of 
collecting data. The questionnaire requires less time, is less expensive, and permits collection of 
data from a much larger sample (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Questionnaires may be individually 
administered to each respondent, but for efficiency they are usually mailed or sent via electronic 
mail (Gay & Airasian, 2000). The nature of this study including a large sample size, the 
availability of funds, and time constrain supported the survey/ questionnaire method as most 
appropriate.  

 
 
 

Participants 

 
Participants in this study were coaches and athletes from the 8 public universities in 

Jordan. This sample was not a random sample but one of convenience based on volunteers.  Of 
the 55 coaches attended a meeting at the Hashemite University, 42 male and female coaches 
agreed to participate and returned usable surveys making the response rate 76.3%.  The majority 
of the coaches who responded were males (88.1%) while females were only 11.9%.  Coaches 
ranged in age from 26 to 50 years and their mean age was 36.38 years (SD = 6.35). The mean 
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number of years they had been coaching at the university was 8.39 years (SD = 4.82). Coaches in 
this study ranged in total experience from 5 to 31 yeas with a mean coaching experience of 13.83 
years (SD = 6.32). Further, 59.5% of the coaches indicated that a bachelor degree was their 
highest level of education.  31% indicated they obtained a masters degree, 4.8% diploma, and 
4.8% held a doctorate degree. As the sample was drawn from the collegiate level, the high level 
of academic achievement would be expected. Additional demographic information indicates that 
the majority of the coaches (73.8%) had responsibilities other than coaching such as field 
maintenance, fundraising, academic advising, refereeing, and so on. Eighteen of the coaches 
(42.9%) coached a second sport in addition to their major sport, and 24 coaches (57.1%) did not 
coach other sports. Tables 1 and 2 present the descriptive statistics for the coaches. 
 
 
 
Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges for Age, Years Coaching at University, Total Years 

Experience, and Contact Hours with Athletes (N = 42) 

Variable  Mean SD Range 

Age  36.38 6.35 26-50 

Years coaching at university  8.39 4.82 3-20 

Total years experience 13.83 6.32 5-31 

Contact hours with athletes per week 24.26 11.06 3-40 

 
 
 
Table 2  
Additional Demographic Variables Frequencies for Coaches (N = 42) 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Gender 
Male 
Female  

 
37 
5 

 
88.1 
11.9 

Highest degree completed 
Diploma 
Bachelor  
Master  
Doctorate  

 
2 

25 
13 
2 

 
4.8 

59.5 
                    31.0 

4.8 
Coaching more than one sport 

Yes  
No  

 
18 
24 

 
42.9 
57.1 

Have additional responsibilities 
Yes  
No  

 
31 
11 

 
73.8 
26.2 
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A total of 430 male and female athletes agreed to participate in this study. Of the 430 
prospective participants, 17 questionnaires were disqualified from the study because the 
participants responded to less than half of items, thus 413 were included in the study, for a 
response rate of 96%.  

  Athletes participated in this study included 297 males (71.9%) and 116 females 
(28.1%). Athletes ranged in age from 18 to 30 years (M = 20.55, SD = 1.60), had played an 
average of 2.32 years of varsity sports (SD = 1.08), and reported that they spent about of 10.5 
hours per week in participating in sport (M = 10.53, SD = 5.96). Many of the athletes had been 
involved in organized sports for about 6 years (M = 6.62, SD = 3.06). Additional demographic 
information indicated that 19.9% of the athletes were freshmen, 27.8% were sophomore, 30.5% 
were juniors, 20.6% were seniors, and 1.2% of the athletes did not did not provide information 
on this variable. Tables 3 and 4 provide the sample statistics for the athletes.  
 
 
 
Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics of Athletes (N = 413) 

Variable  Mean SD Range 

Age  20.55 1.60 18-30 

Years playing sport at university  2.32 1.08 1-6 

Years participating in organized sport 6.62 3.06 1-18 

Hours spent participating in sport 10.53 5.96 1-29 

 
 
 
 
Table 4 
Additional Demographic Variable Frequencies for Athletes (N = 413)  

Variable   Frequency  Percent  

Gender     

 Male  297 71.9 

 Female  116 28.1 

Education level      

 Freshmen   82 19.9 

 Sophomore  115 27.8 

 Junior  126 30.5 

 Senior  
Unknown  

  85 
    5 

20.6 
1.2 
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Instruments 

 
Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; see Appendices A & B). 

The LSS consists of 40 items representing different aspects of leadership behavior. The 
response for each item is on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). 
Each athlete rates how often his/her coach exhibits that leadership behavior, while each coach 
rates how often he/she displays these same behaviors. 

The LSS measures five dimensions of coaching behaviors including training and 
instruction (13 items), democratic behavior (9 items), autocratic behavior (5 items), social 
support (8 items), and positive feedback (5 items). Training and instruction is behavior aimed at 
improving the athletes’ performance by emphasizing and facilitating hard and strenuous training, 
instructing them in the skills, techniques and tactics of the sport, and clarifying the relationship 
among the members. Democratic behavior is a decision-making behavior, which reflects the 
extent to which the coach permits participation by the athletes in decision-making. Autocratic 
behavior is a decision-making behavior whereby the coach makes all decisions, keeps apart from 
the athletes, and demands obedience to his or her authority. Social support refers to the extent to 
which the coach is involved in satisfying the interpersonal needs of the athletes. Positive 
feedback is behavior, which is offered as a reward to an athlete for good performance.  

Adding scores for questions for each dimension and then dividing by the number of items 
produces scores for each of the five coaching behaviors. The scores are then interpreted as the 
perceived level of that specific leadership behavior by the coach on 5 (100%) to 1 (0%) rating.  

The LSS has three versions; the preference version prefaces all items with “I prefer my 
coach …” (e.g., I prefer my coach to emphasize hard, vigorous training to improve performance 
level). The perception version prefaces all items with “My coach …” (e.g., my coach does not 
explain his/her actions). The third version of the LSS is used to measure a coach's perception of 
his/her own leader behavior or to measure "ideal" leader behavior. It uses the precursor “In 
coaching, I …” (e.g., in coaching I help athletes with their personal problems). For the purposes 
of the study, the perception version of the LSS was used to assess athletes’ perceptions of their 
coaches’ behaviors (see Appendix A), and the coach’s version of the LSS was used to assess 
coaches’ perceptions of their coaching behaviors (see Appendix B).  

Validity and reliability for the LSS dimensions have been demonstrated through different 
studies (e.g., Chelladurai et al., 1988; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Dwyer & Fischer, 1988; Price 
& Weiss, 2000; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; Riemer & Toon, 2001). Chelladurai and Saleh 
(1980) reported internal consistency estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) for the perceived form of LSS 
of .93, .87, .79, .86, .92 for training and instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, 
social support, and positive feedback, respectively. In addition, the test-retest reliability was .71 
for social support, .82 for democratic behavior, .76 for autocratic behavior, .71 for social support, 
and .79 for positive feedback. Moreover, the psychometric properties for the coach’s version of 
the LSS have been demonstrated in previous research (e.g., Dwyer & Fischer, 1988, 1990; Horne 
& Carron, 1985; Sullivan & Kent, 2003).  

Few studies reported low internal consistency estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) for the 
autocratic behavior scale (e.g., Chelladurai et al., 1988; Dwyer & Fischer, 1988; Sullivan & 
Kent, 2003). Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) and Price and Weiss (2000) suggested that 
researchers include additional items to strengthen the reliability of the autocratic subscale. Price 
and Weiss (2000) added three items to the autocratic subscale in an attempt to improve its 
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reliability. They reported coefficient alpha of .71 for the autocratic subscale. Taking these 
suggestions into consideration, this study added the same three items recommended by Price and 
Weiss (2000) to the autocratic subscale in an attempt to improve its reliability. These items were 
“doesn’t take into account athletes’ suggestions when making decisions,” ‘controls what athletes 
can and cannot do,” and “makes decisions regardless of what athletes think.”  

With respect to validity of the LSS, Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) claimed content 
validity for the scale because each of the components extracted was meaningful. Chelladurai and 
Saleh (1980) also claimed factorial validity (i.e., construct validity) on the basis of the stability of 
the five-factor solution over three different data sets (preferences of physical education students, 
and preferences and perceptions of varsity level athletes). Chelladurai (1993) suggested that 
criterion-related validity can be inferred from the empirical support for the theoretical 
relationships between the five dimensions of leader behavior and selected criterion variables (a) 
athletes’ satisfaction (Chelladurai, 1984; Chelladurai et al., 1988; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1995; 
Schliesman, 1987; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986),  (b) performance (Friedrichs, 1984; Gordon, 1986; 
Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986), (c) drop out behavior or turnover in athletics (Robinson & Carron, 
1982), and (d) coach-athlete compatibility (Horne & Carron, 1985). 
 

Athlete Burnout Questionnaire (ABQ; Raedeke & Smith, 2001; see Appendix C).  
The ABQ is a 15-item multidimensional questionnaire that measures three components of 

burnout in athletes, emotional/physical exhaustion (E), reduced sense of accomplishment (RA), 
and devaluation (D). Each subscale consists of 5 items measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always). The emotional/physical exhaustion subscale 
taps feelings associated with being emotionally and physically exhausted by the demands 
of training and competition (e.g., I feel overly tired from my [sport] participation). The reduced 
sense of accomplishment subscale assesses athletes’ feelings of personal growth and successful 
achievement through their sport participation (e.g., it seems that no matter what I do, I don't 
perform as well as I should). The devaluation subscale assesses athlete’s loss of interest in sport 
and their desire to withdrawal (e.g., I feel less concerned about being successful in [sport] than I 
used to).   

The content and construct validity of the ABQ have been demonstrated by Raedeke and 
Smith (2001). In terms of reliability, Raedeke and Smith reported internal consistency estimates 
(Cronbach’s alpha) of .91 for emotional/physical exhaustion, .85 for reduced sense of 
accomplishment, and .90 for devaluation. Additionally, the test-retest reliability estimates 
derived from a sample of cross-country runners for the three subscales were .92 for 
emotional/physical exhaustion, .86 for reduced sense of accomplishment, and .92 for 
devaluation. A high score on the ABQ indicates greater degree of athlete burnout.  

 
Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ; Riemer and Chelladurai, 1998; Appendix D).  

The ASQ is a multidimensional scale developed by Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) to 
measure athlete satisfaction. The ASQ contains 56 items grouped into 15 subscales with 
respondents using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not satisfied at all) to 7 (extremely 
satisfied).  The ASQ includes important components of athletic satisfaction determined through 
the following subscales: individual performance, team performance, ability utilization, strategy, 
personal treatment, training and instruction, team/group task contribution, team/group social 
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contribution, team/group ethics, team/group integration, personal dedication, budget, medical 
personnel, academic support services, and external agents.  

The format of this questionnaire allows researchers to include those dimensions of 
satisfaction most salient for a particular situation (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998; Riemer & Toon, 
2001). For this study, satisfaction was assessed using four of the ASQ’s 15 subscales: training 
and instruction satisfaction (3 items), personal treatment satisfaction (5 items), team performance 
satisfaction (3 items), and individual performance satisfaction (3 items). The first two subscales 
concentrate on satisfaction with the process of coaching behavior, while the second two assess 
satisfaction with outcomes associated with the processes of leadership (Riemer & Chelladurai, 
1998). 

Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) reported internal consistency estimates  
(Cronbach’s alpha) ranging from .78 to .95 (mean = .88).  Riemer and Chelladurai also provided 
initial evidence of construct validity for the ASQ. They used confirmatory factor analyses and 
the item-to-total correlations to confirm the construct validity of the scale. Correlations between 
the ASQ (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998) subscales and the subscales measuring the constructs of 
“Desire to Quit” and “Team Commitment” (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1997) and the Negative 
Affective Scale (Levin & Stockes, 1989) provide evidence for the criterion-related validity. 
 

Maslach Burnout Inventory - Educators Survey (Maslach et al., 1996; see Appendix E).  
 The MBI Form ES is the widely used version of the original Maslach Burnout Inventory 
(MBI; Maslach et al., 1996) modified for use with populations working in educational settings. 
The only modification of items in the MBI-ES has been to change the word “recipient” to 
“student.” The 22-item MBI Form ES consists of three subscales measuring emotional 
exhaustion, depersonalization and lack of personal accomplishment.  

The 9-item emotional exhaustion subscale assesses feelings of being emotionally 
overextended and exhausted by one’s work. The five items in the depersonalization subscale 
describe an unfeeling and impersonal response toward recipients of one’s care, service, 
treatment, or instruction. The subscale of personal accomplishment contains eight items that 
assess feelings of competence and successful achievement in one’s work with people.  All three 
subscales use a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (occurring every day) to 
measure the frequency of experiencing feelings of burnout.  
Burnout is conceptualized as a continuous variable, ranging from low to moderate to high 
degrees of experienced feeling. It is not viewed as a dichotomous variable, which is either 
present or absent. A high degree of burnout is reflected in high scores on the emotional 
exhaustion and depersonalization subscales and in low scores on the personal accomplishment 
subscale. An average degree of burnout is reflected in averages scores on the three subscales. 
Finally, a low degree of burnout is reflected in low scores on the emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization subscales and in high scores on the personal accomplishment subscale. 

At present, scores are considered high if they are in the upper third of the normative 
distribution, average if they are in the middle third and low if they are in the lower third. 
Furthermore, the scores for each subscale are considered separately and are not combined into a 
single, total score. Thus, three scores are computed for each respondent.  

Validity for the MBI was demonstrated by several ways. The MBI scores were correlated 
with behavioral ratings, presence of certain job characteristics, and with measures of outcomes 
hypothesized to be related to burnout. The reliability coefficients for the MBI subscales are 
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reported to be .90 for Emotional exhaustion, .79 for Depersonalization, and .71 for Personal 
Accomplishment (Maslach et al., 1996). Also validity and reliability have been well documented 
for coaches (e.g., Kelley, 1994; Kelley et al., 1999; Kelley & Gill, 1993; Vealey et al., 1992).  
This inventory was modified to increase face validity for coaches by changing “students” to 
“students/athletes” and “work” to “coaching”. Earlier research has shown that this change in 
wording had no effect on the psychometric properties of the scales (Kelley, 1994; Kelley et al., 
1999; Kelley & Gill, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2000; Vealey et al., 1992, 1998).   
 

Demographic Questionnaires   

The researcher developed two demographic questionnaires to collect general background 
information about the participants. Athletes was requested to provide general background 
information regarding their gender, age, type of sport played, years playing and participating in 
organized sports, and hours spent weekly in practice and play (see Appendix F). The coaches 
was asked to provide general information about their age, coaching status (i.e., volunteer, 
paid/full-time, or paid/part. time, number of weeks per year engaged in coaching, and number of 
years of coaching experience (see Appendix G). 
The following tables summarize the internal consistency estimates for the instruments utilized in 
this study (see Tables 5 through 8).  
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Table 5 
Internal Consistency Estimates for the LSS Dimensions 

Dimensions Measure Study Sample 

TI DB AB SS PF 

LSS Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) Canadian athletes .93 .87 .79 .86 .92 
 Dwyer and Fischer (1988) Canadian wrestlers .86 .81 .52 .77 .82 
 Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) NCAA football players .89 .85 .61 .83 .84 
 Price and Weiss (2000) Female soccer players .88 .83 .71 .80 .88 
 Riemer and Toon (2001) 

Sullivan and Kent (2003) 
College tennis players 
American and Canadian 
intercollegiate coaches 

.88 

.83 
.86 
.79 

.57 

.34 
.78 
.51 

.87 

.83 

Note. TI = Training and Instruction; DB = Democratic Behavior; AB = Autocratic Behavior; SS = Social Support;  
          PF = Positive Feedback. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6  
Internal Consistency Estimates and Test Re-test Coefficients for the ABQ Dimensions 

Dimensions Measure Study Sample 

EPE RPA DEV 

.91a .85 .90 ABQ Raedeke and Smith (2001) Senior swimmers and  
college athletes .92b .86 .92 

Note. EPE = Emotional/Physical Exhaustion; RPA = Reduced Sense of Accomplishment; DEV = Devaluation. 
a = Cronbach alpha coefficients. 
b = Test re-test coefficients.  
 
 
 

4
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Table 7 
Internal Consistency Estimates for the ASQ Dimensions 

Dimensions Measure Study Sample 

Individual 
Performance 

Team 
Performance 

Training and 
Instruction 

Personal 
Treatment 

ASQ Riemer and 
Chelladurai (1998) 

American and Canadian 
university athletes 
 

.85 .95 .88 .92 

 Riemer and 
Toon (2001) 

NCAA tennis players .92 .91 .90 .93 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 8 
Internal Consistency Estimates for the MBI Dimensions  

Dimensions Measure Study Sample 

EE DP PA 
MBI Iwanicki and Schwab (1981) Teachers .90 .76 .76 

 Maslach et al. (1996)  .90 .79 .71 

 Vealey et al. (1998) Coaches .72 .75 .77 

 Kelley et al. (1999) Coaches .89 .72 .79 

 Price and Weiss (2000) Coaches .88 .70 .85 

Note. EE = Emotional Exhaustion; DP = Depersonalization; PA = Reduced Sense of Personal Accomplishment. 
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Translation of Surveys 

 The five major instruments, LSS (coach’s and perception versions), ABQ, ASQ, and 
MBI-ES, were translated from English into Arabic language after getting the required 
permissions from the original authors and/or publishers (see Appendices H, I). A standard three-
step protocol reported by Blaschko and Burlingame (2002) was used when translating the 
questionnaires. First, the instruments were translated from English into Arabic language by a 
professional scholar who is fluent in both English and Arabic languages. Second, the instruments 
were translated back from Arabic into English language by a second scholar who is also 
competent in both English and Arabic languages. In the final step, a third professional scholar, 
fluent in both English and Arabic languages compared and evaluated the original English and the 
translated-back copies in order to verify the accuracy and validity of translation (see Appendix J 
for the letters of translation verification). 

Reliability of Arabic translation surveys. In order to assure the psychometric properties 
of the translated questionnaires, internal consistency measures of reliability were computed for 
all instruments used in this study by calculating Cronbach’s (1951) alpha coefficients. The 
results of the analyses can be seen in Tables 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13.  As shown in the tables, all 
coefficients were judged to be acceptable based on Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) criterion of 
alpha being greater than .70. 

 
 
 

Table 9 
Reliability Coefficients for Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) 

Factor  Alpha No. of Items 

Emotional Exhaustion .83 9 

Depersonalization .87 5 

Personal Accomplishment .85 8 

 
 
 
 
Table 10 
Reliability Coefficients for Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS – Coaches’ Perceptions) 

Factor  Alpha No. of Items 

Training and Instruction .81 13 

Democratic Behavior .83 9 

Autocratic Behavior .73 8 

Social Support .81 8 

Positive Feedback .80 5 
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Table 11 
Reliability Coefficients for Athlete Burnout Inventory (ABI) 

Factor  Alpha No. of Items 

Reduced Sense of Personal Accomplishment .81 5 
Devaluation .77 5 
Emotional/Physical Exhaustion .82 5 

 
 
 
 
Table 12 
Reliability Coefficients for Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ) 

Factor  Alpha No. of Items 

Training and Instruction Satisfaction .82 3 
Personal Treatment Satisfaction .86 5 
Team Performance Satisfaction .81 3 
Individual Performance Satisfaction .84 3 

 
 
 
 
Table 13 
Reliability Coefficients for Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS – Athletes’ Perceptions) 

Factor  Alpha No. of Items 

Training and Instruction .84 13 
Democratic Behavior .80 9 
Autocratic Behavior .71 8 
Social support .75 8 
Positive Feedback .75 5 

 
 
 

Procedure 

 
The researcher contacted the authors and copyright holders of the instruments used in this 

study and got their permissions to use and translate the instruments (see Appendices K, L, M, 
and N). The instruments then were submitted to the Human Subjects Committee at Florida State 
University and were approved (see Appendix O).  

In June 2003, the researcher traveled to Jordan in order to start the data-collection 
process. Before distributing the questionnaires, letters of recommendation to facilitate the 
implementation of the study, written by the researcher’s advisor, were hand-delivered to the 
office of each university president of the 8 public universities in Jordan (see Appendix P for a 
sample letter). Telephone calls were also made to the appropriate Dean of Students' Affairs 
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and/or Athletic Manager in the universities. The purpose of these calls was to provide a brief 
description of the study and to obtain the permission to conduct the study.  

Once permission was granted, the researcher attended a meeting for the coaches held in 
the Hashemite University from July 14-15, 2003. In this meeting, the researcher provided a brief 
description of the study, means to insure confidentiality and anonymity, and attempted to elicit 
participation.  After that each coach received a survey packet including: a cover letter (see 
Appendix Q), a demographic questionnaire (Appendix G), Maslach Burnout Inventory Form ES 
(Appendix E), the Leadership Scale for Sports – coach’s perceptions version (Appendix A), and 
an envelope. The coaches were asked to volunteer to fill the questionnaires. They were told to 
seal the questionnaires in the provided envelop and return them to the researcher after the 
meeting.  

Coaches who completed the questionnaires and agreed to allow their teams to participate 
in the study were then asked to schedule an appointment with the researcher to meet with their 
athletes. At the meeting, which typically occurred before practice or at team meetings, the 
athletes were given a verbal and written explanation of the study being conducted.  Athletes then 
were given the opportunity to voluntarily participate in the study. Athletes who agreed to 
participate were given a survey packet containing: a cover letter (Appendix R), a demographic 
questionnaire (Appendix F), Athlete Burnout Questionnaire (Appendix C), the Leadership Scale 
for Sports (Appendix B), Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (Appendix D), and an envelope.  

Participants were given as much time as they needed to complete the questionnaires and 
were assured that their answers would remain confidential. To further ensure confidentiality and 
anonymity, the athletes did not put their names on the forms and returned them directly to the 
researcher. In addition, coaches were asked to leave the area during the administration of the 
questionnaires.   

 
 
 

Data Analysis 

 
Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS) version11 

software. Data analysis was preceded by first examining scales’ reliabilities, correlations among 
variables, and means and standard deviations for all questionnaires used in this study. The 
assumption of normality was examined by calculating and inspecting the skewness and kurtosis 
values for all of the study variables. The level of significance for all statistical tests was set at 
.05. This level of significance was selected based on its extensive use in the literature. 

To test hypothesis one, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients (PPMC) were 
calculated for the purpose of determining the relationship between coaches’ perceived levels of 
burnout (emotional exhaustion, personal accomplishment, and depersonalization) and leadership 
behaviors (training and instruction, autocratic behavior, democratic behavior, social support, and 
positive feedback). Correlation coefficients are used to allow us to compare the strength and 
direction of association between different pairs of variables (Gay & Airasian, 2000; Glass & 
Hopkins, 1996). For example, correlation near +1 has a high size and positive direction of 
relationship. In this line, correlations in the range of .60 - .80 are considered moderate to high, 
correlations between .40 - .60 are considered moderate, between .20 - .40 are low and 
correlations under .20 are considered very low (Gay & Airasian, 2000). The Pearson product-
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moment correlation coefficient was chosen because it is the most common correlation technique 
among correlation coefficients to be used in research, appears to be simple, and gives 
straightforward indices of relationship (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). Moreover, “the Pearson 
r is used when both variables to be correlated are expressed as continuous such as ration or 
interval data” (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 329) which fits the situation in this study. Next, linear 
regression analyses and stepwise regression analyses were conducted using the three burnout 
variables (emotional exhaustion, personal accomplishment, and depersonalization) as predictor 
variables (IVs), and the five coaching behaviors of training and instruction, autocratic behavior, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback as criterion variables (DVs).  

For hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2c, and 2d, PPMC coefficients were first calculated to determine 
the correlations between the five variables of coaching behaviors (training and instruction, 
autocratic behavior, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback) and the four 
variables of athlete satisfaction (training and instruction satisfaction, personal treatment 
satisfaction, team performance satisfaction, and individual performance satisfaction). Then, four 
separate linear regression analyses and stepwise regression analyses were conducted using the 
five coaching behaviors of training and instruction, autocratic behavior, democratic behavior, 
social support, and positive feedback as predictor variables (IVs), and training and instruction 
satisfaction, personal treatment satisfaction, team performance satisfaction, and individual 
performance satisfaction as the criterion variables (DVs).  

For hypotheses 3a, 3b, and 3c, the same procedures, as mentioned in the second 
hypothesis, were used. First the PPMC coefficients were calculated and then, three separate 
linear regression analyses and stepwise regression analyses were conducted. The coaches’ 
behaviors variables of training and instruction, autocratic behavior, democratic behavior, social 
support, and positive feedback were used as predictor variables (IVs), and athletes’ 
emotional/physical exhaustion, reduced sense of accomplishment, and devaluation as the 
criterion variables (DVs).  

To test the fourth hypothesis, PPMC coefficients were computed in order to determine 
the magnitude and direction of the relationship between athletes’ perceived levels of burnout 
(emotional/physical exhaustion, reduced sense of accomplishment, and devaluation) and 
satisfaction (training and instruction satisfaction, personal treatment satisfaction, team 
performance satisfaction, and individual performance satisfaction). 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 
 
 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis procedures conducted for this study. 
The presentation of the results is divided into two main sections. The first section describes the 
procedures undertaken to examine the data for missing subjects, missing data, outliers, and the 
assumption of normality testing. The second section presents the results of the analyses of this 
study’s hypotheses.  

 
 

 

Preliminary Analyses 

 

The purpose of the preliminary analyses was to evaluate the accuracy of data entry, 
normality, and missing subjects and data. The data collected from all participants were coded and 
entered to the SPSS spreadsheet. Descriptive statistics of all the variables in this study were 
examined by using SPSS frequencies. The minimum and maximum values of each variable were 
examined for the accuracy of data entry by inspecting for “out of range” values. An examination 
of these values showed that no “out of range” values were entered. In addition, missing subjects 
were not detected either.  

It was noticed that few variables have cases with missing data. Missing data can produce 
a crippling reduction in the statistical power of data analysis (Tate, 1998). Tabachnick and Fidell 
(1996) discussed that the seriousness of missing data depends on several factors: size of data set, 
random versus nonrandom missing data, and number of missing data points. The examination of 
these missing cases showed that for each variable, the number of missing data was small. 
Specifically, none of the variables has missing data which exceeded 2.4% of the total sample 
size. Further examination of these cases showed that the missing values were distributed in a 
random pattern throughout the sample. Thus, it was concluded that the limited number of 
missing data would not represent a problem in terms of interpreting the results of this study. 
Further, it was decided to replace variables with missing data with the mean value of that 
variable for the entire sample; “the obvious strength of this strategy is that there is no loss of 
sample size and statistical power” (Tate, 1998, p. 47).  

With respect to the potential outliers, Tate (1998) suggested identifying potential outliers 
by examining the studentized residuals which behaves approximately like a standardized residual 
with absolute values of approximately 2.5 or 3 and larger reflecting possible outlier observations. 
Examination of the studentized residuals in this study showed that no cases exceeding +/-2.5 or 
3. Thus, no outliers were detected in this study.  
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The assumption of normality was examined by inspecting the kurtosis and skewness 
values for each of the variables (see Table 14 and Table 15). The variables’ skewness values for 
the coaches ranged from -.96 to .96, and kurtosis values ranged from -.54 to .18. With regard to 
the athletes, the variables’ skewness values ranged from -.98 to .65, and kurtosis values ranged 
from -.98 to .83. As shown in Tables 14 and 15, the kurtosis and skewness values for all of the 
variables were different from zero, indicating that none of the distributions was perfectly normal. 
Further examination of the normality values presented in the tables show that all of the values 

were within ±1 from zero, indicating no substantial departure from normality. Tables 14 and 15 
show the means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis for all variables in the study. 
 
 
 
Table 14 
Summary Statistics for Coaches’ Leadership Behaviors and Burnout Variables 

Variable    Mean    SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Training  and Instruction 4.14 .59 -.96 -.34 
Democratic  Behavior 3.59 .76 -.46 -.32 
Autocratic  Behavior 2.84 .75 .29 -.34 
Social  Support 3.84 .67 -.57 -.44 
Feedback 4.05 .71 -.75 -.54 
Emotional Exhaustion 12.10 4.97 .38 .02 
Depersonalization  5.61 4.90 .96 .18 
Personal  Accomplishment 39.88 5.91 -.69 -.29 

 
 
 
 
Table 15 
Summary Statistics for Athletes Satisfaction, Athletes Burnout, and Athletes Perceptions of 

Coaches’ Leadership Behaviors  

Variable Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Training  and Instruction Satisfaction 5.02 1.22 -.67 -.98 
Personal Treatment Satisfaction 5.29 .94 -.48 -.83 
Team Performance Satisfaction 5.29 .95 -.59 -.67 
Individual Performance Satisfaction  5.01 1.19 -.56 -.91 
Devaluation  2.36 .81 .46 -.28 
Reduced Sense of Accomplishment 2.41 .78 .60 -.48 
Emotional/Physical Exhaustion 2.4 .81 .65 -.33 
Training and Instruction 3.95 .78 -.98 .82 
Democratic Behavior 3.58 .82 .41 -.75 
Autocratic Behavior 2.63 .59 -.28 .83 
Social Support 3.77 .75 -.20 -.10 
Feedback  4.09 .64 -.85 .19 

 



 56

Testing of the Study Hypotheses 

 

The first hypothesis stated that the perceived level of coach burnout (emotional 
exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced sense of accomplishment) would be negatively 
correlated with each of the following leadership behaviors: training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and positively correlated with autocratic 
behavior.  

To test this hypothesis, PPMC coefficients were computed to examine the hypothesized 
relationships among coaches’ perceived levels of burnout and leadership behaviors. The results 
presented in Table 16 indicate significant moderate to strong correlations between coaches’ 
leadership behaviors and burnout.  

The correlations among emotional exhaustion and training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and feedback were significant (p < .01) and ranged from -.40 to -.70. 
The correlation between emotional exhaustion and autocratic behavior was moderate, negative 
and significant (r = .47; p < .01). These results support the direction and magnitude of the 
correlations assumed in the first hypothesis. 

The correlations among personal accomplishment and training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and feedback were positive and significant (p < .01). These 
correlations ranged from .57 to .80. Emotional exhaustion was negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior (r = -.45; p < .01). These results support the direction and magnitude of the 
correlations assumed in the first hypothesis. 

The correlations among depersonalization and the five variables of coaching behaviors 
depicted in Table 16 ranged from -.21 to .20. These correlations were weak and not significant; 
however, the relationships between depersonalization and training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, positive feedback, and autocratic behavior were in the direction 
hypothesized. 
 
 
 
Table 16 
Correlations between Coaches Leadership Behaviors and Burnout 

 Emotional 
Exhaustion 

Depersonalization Personal 
Accomplishment 

Training and Instruction -.70** -.21 .80** 
Democratic Behavior -.40** -.19 .57** 
Autocratic Behavior .47** .20 -.45** 
Social Support -.59** -.21 .79** 
Feedback  -.57** -.16 .77** 

** p < .01, 2-tailed. 
 
 
 

To further elaborate on the correlational findings and to better understand the significant 
relationships observed between the burnout variables and coaching behaviors’ variables, five 
separate regression analyses were conducted using the three burnout variables (emotional 
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exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment) as the predictor variables, and each 
leadership behavior variable as the criterion variable. The results of these analyses are presented 
in Tables 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21.  

The results presented in Table 17 indicate that personal accomplishment was the most 
significant predictor of coaches’ training and instruction behavior and accounted for 63% of the 
variance in coaches’ leadership behavior of training and instruction followed by emotional 
exhaustion which accounted for 5% of the coaches’ training and instruction behavior variance. 
The two-variable prediction model was statistically significant, F(2, 39) = 41.58, p < .0001, and 
accounted for 68% of the variance in coaches’ leadership behavior of training and instruction.  

A second regression analysis was conducted where all burnout variables (i.e., emotional 
exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment) were entered together into the 
regression model.  Results of this analysis (see Table 17) were similar to those found in the 
stepwise regression analysis. The three variables of coach burnout were found to be significant 
predictors of the training and instruction behavior, F(3, 38) = 29.75, p < .0001. Examination of 

the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) showed that personal accomplishment had the 
strongest regression coefficient, and thus, the main predictor of the coaches’ leadership behavior 

of training and instruction (β = .62, p < .01) followed by emotional exhaustion (β = -. 35, p < 

.01), whereas, depersonalization did not impact coaches’ training and instruction behavior (β = 

.16). 
 
 
 

Table 17 
Linear Regression with Coach Burnout (Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, Personal 

Accomplishment) as Predictors and Coach Training and Instruction Behavior as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2 ∆F Overall 
 F 

p 

Personal Accomplishment .59 4.82** .80 .63 .63 68.76** 
Emotional Exhaustion -.30 -2.44** .83 .68 .05   5.93** 

41.58 .0001

         
Emotional Exhaustion -.35 -2.79**       
Depersonalization .16   1.62         
Personal Accomplishment .62  5.10**       
   .84 .70 .70 29.75** 29.75 .0001

** p < .01  
 
 
 
Results of the stepwise regression analysis, presented in Table 18, show that personal 

accomplishment was the only significant predictor of coaches’ democratic behavior, F(1, 40) = 
18.78, p < .001, and accounted for 32% of the variance in coaches’ democratic behavior.  

In a second regression analysis, all burnout variables were entered together. The 
regression results were similar to those found in the stepwise regression analysis and revealed 
that burnout variables were found to be significant predictors of coaches’ democratic behavior, 
F(3, 38) = 5.97, p < .01, and accounted for 32% of the democratic behavior variance. 
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Examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) showed that personal 

accomplishment was a significant predictor of coaches’ democratic behavior (β = .55, p < .01). 
Emotional exhaustion and depersonalization were not significant predictors of the democratic 
behaviors and failed to add any accounted variance in the regression equation. 

 
 
 

Table 18 
Linear Regression with Coach Burnout (Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, Personal 

Accomplishment) as Predictors and Coach Democratic Behavior as Criterion  

Variable     β 
 

   t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Personal Accomplishment .57 4.33** .57 .32 .32 18.78** 18.78 .0001 
         
Emotional Exhaustion -.03 -.16       
Depersonalization .03 .19       
Personal Accomplishment .55 3.02**       
   .57 .32 .32 5.97** 5.97 .002 

** p <  .01  
 

 
 
Stepwise regression was also conducted using emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, 

and personal accomplishment to account for coach autocratic behavior. The results of this 
analysis are presented in Table 19. Emotional exhaustion was the only significant predictor of 
coaches’ autocratic behavior and accounted for 22% of the variance in coaches’ autocratic 
behavior, and was significant (p < .01).  
 
 
 
Table 19 
Linear Regression with Coach Burnout (Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, Personal 

Accomplishment) as Predictors and Coach Autocratic Behavior as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Emotional Exhaustion .47 3.38** .47 .22 .22 11.45** 11.45 .002 
         
Emotional Exhaustion .31 1.59       
Depersonalization -.02 -.12       
Personal Accomplishment -.25 -1.30       
   .51 .26 .26 4.35** 4.35 .01 

** p < .01 
 
 



 59

In a second regression analysis, the three variables of coach burnout were entered 
together. These variables were found to be significant predictors of coaches’ autocratic behavior, 
F(3, 38) = 4.35, p < .01, and accounted for 26% of the variance in coaches’ autocratic behavior. 
Although none of the standardized regression coefficients was significant, this regression was 
significant at p < .01.  

Results for the stepwise regression analysis with coaches’ social support behavior as the 
dependent variable are presented in Table 20. The regression results revealed that personal 

accomplishment was a significant predictor of social support behavior (β = .79, p < .01). The 
prediction model was statistically significant, F(1, 40) = 66.20, p < .001, and accounted for 62% 
of the variance of coaches’ social support behavior.  

In a second regression analysis, all three variables of coach burnout were entered 
together.  These variables significantly predicted coaches’ social support behavior, F(3, 38) = 
22.58, p < .001. They accounted for 64% of the variance of coaches’ social support behavior, 

but, examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) revealed that personal 

accomplishment was the single significant predictor of the coaches’ social support behavior (β = 
.74; p < .01). The other two predictors (i.e., emotional exhaustion and depersonalization) added 
only 2% accounted variance to that of personal accomplishment.  

 
 
 

Table 20 
Linear Regression with Coach Burnout (Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, Personal 

Accomplishment) as Predictors and Coach Social Support Behavior as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Personal Accomplishment .79 8.14** .79 .62 .62 66.20** 66.20 .0001 
         
Emotional Exhaustion -.14 -1.00       
Depersonalization .12 1.11       
Personal Accomplishment .74    5.56**       
   .80 .64 .64 22.58** 22.58 .0001 

** p < .01 
 
 

 
Results for the stepwise regression analysis with positive feedback behavior as the 

dependent variable are presented in Table 21. The regression results revealed that personal 

accomplishment was a significant predictor of positive feedback behavior (β = .77, p < .01), and 
accounted for 59% of the variance of coaches positive feedback behavior. 

In a second regression analysis, all three variables of burnout were entered together.  
Although the regression significantly predicted coaches’ positive feedback behavior, F(3, 38) = 
20.97, p < .001, and accounted for 62% of the coaches’ positive feedback behavior, examination 

of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) showed that personal accomplishment was the 

only significant predictor of the coaches’ positive feedback behavior (β = .74, p < .01). The other 
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two predictors (i.e., emotional exhaustion and depersonalization) added only 3% to the 
accounted variance and were not significant. 
 
 
 
Table 21 
Linear Regression with Coach Burnout (Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, Personal 

Accomplishment) as Predictors and Coach Positive Feedback Behavior as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Personal Accomplishment .77 7.65** .77 .59 .59 58.52** 58.52 .0001 
         
Emotional Exhaustion -.14 -1.00       
Depersonalization .18 1.60       
Personal Accomplishment .74 5.43**       
   .79 .62 .62 20.97** 20.97 .0001 

** p < .01 
 
 
 
To test hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2c, and 2d, PPMC coefficients between the perceived 

leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social 
support, and positive feedback, and the variables of athletes’ satisfaction (training and instruction 
satisfaction, personal treatment satisfaction, team performance satisfaction, and individual 
performance satisfaction) were computed. These PPMCs are presented in Table 22. 

As the results in Table 22 show, moderate to moderately high, positive, and significant 
correlations were found between all athlete satisfaction variables and coaching behaviors of 
training and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback (r’s = .38 to 
.66). The correlations among the four variables of athlete satisfaction and autocratic behavior 
were moderate, negative, and significant (r’s = -.35 to -.49). 

 
 
 

Table 22 
Correlations between Perceived Coaches Leadership Behaviors and Athletes Satisfaction 

Variable  TIS PTS TPS IPS 

Training and Instruction .59** .53** .38* .51** 
Democratic Behavior .66** .65** .56** .63** 

Autocratic Behavior -.49** -.44** -.41** -.35* 
Social Support .60** .56** .48** .52** 
Feedback .61** .63** .48** .59** 

Note.  TIS = Training and Instruction Satisfaction; PTS = Personal Treatment Satisfaction; TPS 
= Team Performance Satisfaction; IPS= Individual Performance Satisfaction. 
** p < .01, 2-tailed. 
 * p <  .05, 2-tailed.  
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Hypothesis 2a stated that athlete satisfaction with training and instruction would be 
positively correlated with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior.  The PPMC coefficients reported in Table 22 show that the correlations 
between athlete’s training and instruction satisfaction and coaching behaviors of  training and 
instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback were moderate to 
moderately high, positive, and significant (r’s = .59 to .66, p < .01). Autocratic behavior was 
moderately, negatively, and significantly correlated with athlete’s training and instruction 
satisfaction (r = -.49; p < .01).  This result supports the relationship hypothesized in hypothesis 
2a.  

To expand upon these correlational findings and the significant relationships observed 
between coaching behaviors and athletes’ training and instruction satisfaction, a stepwise 
regression analysis was conducted with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and 
instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback as 
predictor variables, and athlete’s training and instruction satisfaction as dependent variable. The 
results of stepwise regression analysis presented in Table 23 show that coaches’ training and 
instruction behavior accounted for 57% of the variance in athletes’ training and instruction 
satisfaction, and was significant (p < .01). Democratic behavior added 4% accounted variance to 
reach 61% accounted variance in athletes’ training and instruction satisfaction. The two-variable 
prediction model was statistically significant, F (2, 410) = 316.36, p < .001. 
 
 
 
Table 23 
Linear Regression with Coach Behaviors (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, 

Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback) as Predictors and Athletes 

Training and Instruction Satisfaction as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Training and Instruction .65 17.97** .76 .57 .57 546.54** 316.36 .0001
Democratic Behavior .22 6.13** .78 .61 .04 37.56**   
        
Training and Instruction .63 15.59**      
Democratic Behavior .15 2.54**      
Autocratic Behavior -.06 -1.63      
Social Support .08 1.27      
Positive Feedback -.03 -.79      
   .78 .61 .61 127.94** 127.94 .0001

** p < .01 
 
 
 
In a second regression analysis, all five variables of perceived leadership behavior were 

entered together in the regression model. Results of this analysis (see Table 23) were similar to 
those found in the stepwise regression analysis. The five variables of coaches’ behaviors resulted 
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in a significant model predicting athletes’ training and instruction satisfaction, F(5, 407) = 
127.94, p < .0001, and accounted for 61% of the variance in athletes’ training and instruction 

satisfaction. Examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) revealed that only 
training and instruction behavior and democratic behavior were significant predictors of athletes’ 

training and instruction satisfaction (β = .63 and .15 respectively, p < .01). The other three 
predictors (i.e., autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback) failed to add any 
accounted variance of athletes’ training and instruction satisfaction.  

To test hypothesis 2b stating that athlete satisfaction with personal treatment would be 
positively correlated with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior, PPMC coefficients were computed (see Table 22). The correlations between 
athlete personal treatment satisfaction and coaching behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback were moderate to moderately high, 
positive, and significant (r’s = .59 to .66, p < .01) were moderate to moderately high and 
significant (r’s = .53 to .65, p < .01). The correlation between autocratic behavior and athlete 
personal treatment satisfaction was moderate, negative, and significant (r = -.44, p < .01). This 
result supports the relationship hypothesized in hypothesis 2b.  

To expand upon these correlational findings and depicting the relationships observed 
between coaching behaviors and athletes’ personal treatment satisfaction, a stepwise regression 
analysis was conducted with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback as predictor 
variables, and athlete’s personal treatment satisfaction as dependent variable. The results of 
stepwise regression analysis presented in Table 24 revealed that training and instruction behavior 
accounted for 52% of the personal treatment satisfaction variance, and was significant ( p < .01). 

The standardized regression coefficient of training and instruction (β = .58) was significant (p 
< .01). Social support was added second to training and instruction model, adding 4% of the 
explained personal treatment satisfaction variance. The standardized regression coefficient of 

social support (β = .58) was significant (p < .01). In the third step, autocratic behavior was added 
as a predictor to the training and instruction and social support model. The accumulated 
explained variance reached 57%, adding 1% to the personal treatment satisfaction accounted 

variance. The standardized regression coefficient of autocratic behavior (β = -.09) was 
significant (p < .05) and in the expected negative direction.  The three-variable prediction model 
was statistically significant, F(3, 409) = 176.87, p < .001.  

In a second regression analysis, all five variables of perceived leadership behaviors were 
entered together in the regression model. Results of this analysis (see Table 24) were similar to 
those found in the stepwise regression analysis. The five variables of coaches’ behaviors resulted 
in a significant regression predicting athletes’ personal treatment satisfaction, F(5, 407) = 
106.37, p < .001, and accounted for 57% of the variance in athletes’ personal treatment 

satisfaction. However, examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) revealed that 
training and instruction behavior , social support, and autocratic behavior were significant 

predictors of athletes’ personal treatment satisfaction (β = .58, .15, -.09 respectively, p < .05). 
The other two coaching behaviors (i.e., democratic behavior and positive feedback) failed to 
contribute any accounted variance in athletes’ personal treatment satisfaction.  
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Table 24 
Linear Regression with Coach Behaviors (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, 

Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback) as Predictors and Athletes 

Personal Treatment Satisfaction as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Training and Instruction .58 14.45** .722 .52 .52 448.14** 176.87 .0001
Social Support .21    5.33** .747 .56 .04 33.87** 
Autocratic Behavior 
 

-.09 -2.49* .751 .57 .01 6.22* 

Training and Instruction .58 13.43**     
Democratic Behavior .08 1.27     
Autocratic Behavior -.09 -2.39*     
Social Support .15  2.19*     
Positive Feedback -.01 -.14     
   .753 .57 .57 106.37** 106.37 .0001

** p < .01 
 * p < .05 
 

 
 
To test hypothesis 2c, stated that athlete satisfaction with team performance would be 

positively correlated with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior, PPMC coefficients were computed (see Table 22). The correlations between 
team performance satisfaction and coaching behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback were moderate, positive, and significant (r’s 
= .38 to .56, p < .01). The correlation between autocratic behavior and athlete team performance 
satisfaction was moderate, negative, and significant (r = -.41, p < .01).  

To expand upon these correlational findings and the relationships observed between 
coaching behaviors and team performance satisfaction, a stepwise regression analysis was 
conducted with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback as predictor variables, and 
team performance satisfaction as dependent variable. The results of stepwise regression analysis 
presented in Table 25 show that training and instruction behavior accounted for 47% of the 
variance in team performance satisfaction, and was significant (p < .01). The standardized 

regression coefficient of training and instruction (β = .58) was significant (p < .01). Democratic 
behavior added 3% to the accounted variance of team performance satisfaction. The standardized 

regression coefficient of democratic behavior (β = -.21) was also significant (p < .01).  The two-
variable prediction model was statistically significant, F(2, 410) = 179.20, p < .001, and 
accounted for 50% of the variance in team performance satisfaction.  

In a second regression analysis, all five variables of perceived leadership behaviors were 
entered together in the regression model. Results of this analysis (see Table 25) were similar to 
those found in the stepwise regression analysis. The five variables of coaches’ behaviors resulted 
in a significant regression equation predicting team performance satisfaction, F(5, 407) = 71.90, 
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p < .001, and accounted for 51% of the variance in athletes’ team performance satisfaction. 

Examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) revealed that training and 

instruction behavior was a significant predictor of team performance satisfaction (β = .60, p 

< .01) followed by democratic behavior (β = .19, p < .01). Although, the other three predictors 
add together 1% of the accounted variance, they were not significant (p > .05). 

 
 

 
Table 25 
Linear Regression with Coach Behaviors (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, 

Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback) as Predictors and Team 

Performance Satisfaction as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Training and Instruction .58 14.47** .69 .47 .47 367.58**179.20 .0001 
Democratic Behavior .21 5.11** .71 .50 .03 26.07**   
        
Training and Instruction .60 13.10**      
Democratic Behavior .19 2.82**      
Autocratic Behavior -.00 -.10      
Social Support .03  .43      
Positive Feedback -.05 -1.12      
   .71 .51 .51 83.13** 71.90 .0001 

** p < .01 
 
 
 

Hypothesis 2d stated that athlete satisfaction with individual performance would be 
positively correlated with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior.  

To test this hypothesis, PPMC coefficients were computed (see Table 22). The 
correlations between athlete’s individual performance satisfaction and the five coaching 
behaviors were moderate to moderately high and significant (r’s = = -.35 to .63, p < .05). The 
PPMC coefficients reported in Table 22 show that the correlations between athlete’s individual 
performance satisfaction and coaching behaviors of  training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback were moderate to moderately high, positive, and 
significant (r’s = .51 to .63, p < .01). Autocratic behavior was moderately, negatively, and 
significantly correlated with athlete’s individual performance satisfaction (r = -.35, p < .01).  
This result supports the relationship hypothesized in hypothesis 2d. 

Furthermore, a stepwise regression analysis was conducted using the perceived 
leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social 
support, and positive feedback as predictor variables, and individual performance satisfaction as 
dependent variable. The results of stepwise regression analysis presented in Table 26 show that 
coaches’ training and instruction behavior accounted for 38% of the variance in individual 
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performance satisfaction, and was significant (p < .01). The standardized regression coefficient 

of training and instruction (β = .55) was also significant (p < .01). Democratic behavior added 
5% accounted variance to reach 43% of the variance accounted for individual performance 

satisfaction. The standardized regression coefficient of democratic behavior (β = .28) was also 
significant (p < .01). Positive feedback added addition 1% to the accumulated variance to reach 
44% of the individual performance satisfaction accounted variance. The standardized regression 

coefficient of positive feedback (β = -.14) was significant (p < .01).  The three-variable 
prediction model was statistically significant, F(3, 409) = 106.33, p < .001, and accounted for 
44% of the variance explained in individual performance satisfaction.  

In a second regression analysis, all five variables of perceived leadership behaviors were 
entered together in the regression model. Results of this analysis (see Table 26) were similar to 
those found in the stepwise regression analysis. The five variables of coaches’ behaviors were 
found to produce a significant regression predicting individual performance satisfaction, F(5, 
407) = 64.15, p < .001, and accounted for 44% of the variance in individual performance 

satisfaction. However, examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) revealed that 
training and instruction behavior, democratic behavior, and positive feedback were significant 

predictors of individual performance satisfaction (β = .56, .34, -.12 respectively, p < .01). The 
other two coaching behaviors (i.e., autocratic behavior and social support) failed to contribute to 
the accounted variance in individual performance satisfaction, and produced nonsignificant (p 
> .05) regression coefficients.  

 
 

 
Table 26 
Linear Regression with Coach Behaviors (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, 

Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback) as Predictors and Individual 

Performance Satisfaction as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Training and Instruction .55 11.57** .62 .38 .38 250.53** 106.33 .0001 
Democratic Behavior .28 6.38** .65 .43 .05 33.83**   
Positive Feedback -.14 -2.97** .66 .44 .01 8.82**   
       
Training and Instruction .56 11.57**      
Democratic Behavior .34 4.65**      
Autocratic Behavior .04 1.05      
Social Support -.06 -.83      
Positive Feedback -.12 -2.66**      
  .66 .44 .44 64.15** 64.15 .0001 

** p < .01 
 
 
 
To test hypotheses 3a, 3b, and 3c, PPMC coefficients between the perceived leadership 

behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, 
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and positive feedback, and the variables of athletes’ burnout (devaluation, reduced sense of 
accomplishment, and emotional/physical exhaustion) were computed. These PPMCs are 
presented in Table 27.  

The results presented in Table 27 show that significant, negative, and moderate to 
moderately high correlations were found between all athlete burnout variables and coaches’ 
leadership behavior of training and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive 
feedback (r’s = -.58 to -.70). The correlations between autocratic behavior and the three variables 
of athlete burnout ranged from .47 to .56. These correlations were moderate, positive, and 
significant. 

 
 
 

Table 27 
Correlations between Perceived Coaches Leadership Behaviors and Athletes Burnout 

Variable  DEV   RSA   EPE 

Training and Instruction -.60** -.63** -.58** 
Democratic Behavior -.66** -.69** -.64** 
Autocratic Behavior .47** .56** .52** 
Social Support -.66** -.70** -.63** 
feedback -.70** -.65** -.65** 

Note. DEV = Devaluation; RSA = Reduced Sense of Accomplishment; EPE = Emotional/ 
Physical Exhaustion 
** p < .01 
 
 

 
Hypothesis 3a athletes’ levels of devaluation would be negatively correlated with the 

perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, 
and positive feedback; and positively correlated with autocratic behavior. 

The PPMC coefficients were computed to test this hypothesis and the results presented in 
Table 27 revealed that the correlations between athlete’s levels of devaluation and coaching 
behaviors of  training and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback 
were moderately high, negative, and significant (r’s = -.60 to -.70, p < .01). Autocratic behavior 
was moderately, positively, and significantly correlated with athlete’s training and instruction 
satisfaction (r = -.49; p < .01).  This result supports the relationships hypothesized in hypothesis 
3a.  

To further expand upon these correlational findings depicting the relationships observed 
between athlete devaluation and coaching behaviors, a stepwise regression analysis was 
conducted using the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback as the predictor variables, 
and athletes’ devaluation as the dependant variable. The results of stepwise regression analysis 
presented in Table 28 revealed that coach autocratic behavior accounted for 18% of the 
devaluation variance, and was significant (p < .01). The standardized regression coefficient of 

autocratic behavior (β = .32) was also significant (p < .01). Training and instruction behavior 
added 8% to the accounted variance of athlete devaluation. The standardized regression 
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coefficient of training and instruction (β = .30) was significant (p < .01).The two-variable 
prediction model was statistically significant, F(2, 410) = 44.79, p < .001, and accounted for 
26% of the variance in athletes’ devaluation.  

A second regression analysis was conducted where the five variables of perceived 
leadership behavior were entered collectively in the regression model. The results of this analysis 
were similar to the results found in the stepwise regression analysis (see Table 28). The five 
variables of coaches’ behaviors resulted in a significant regression equation predicting athlete 
devaluation, F(5, 407) = 29.23, p < .001, and accounted for 26% of the variance in athletes’ 

devaluation. Nevertheless, examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) revealed 
that autocratic behavior and training and instruction behavior were the only significant predictors 

of athletes’ devaluation (β = .33, -.33 respectively, p < .01). The other three coaching behaviors 
(i.e., democratic behavior, social support, and feedback) failed to contribute to the accounted 
variance of athletes’ devaluation, and produced nonsignificant regression coefficients (p > .05).  
 
 
 
Table 28 
Linear Regression with Coach Behaviors (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, 

Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback) as Predictors and Devaluation as 

Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Autocratic Behavior .32 6.97** .42 .18 .18 89.20** 44.79 .0001
Training and Instruction -.30 -6.63** .51 .26 .08 43.97**

      
Training and Instruction -.33 -5.99**    
Democratic Behavior .10 1.19    
Autocratic Behavior .33 7.09**    
Social Support -.10 -1.19    
Positive Feedback .08  1.48    
   .51 .26 .26 29.23** 29.23 .0001

** p < .01 
 
 
 

To test hypothesis 3b, which stated that athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment would 
be negatively correlated with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and positively correlated with 
autocratic behavior, PPMC coefficients were committed (see Table 27).  

The PPMC coefficients reported in Table 27 show that the correlations between athlete’s 
athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment and coaching behaviors of  training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback were moderately high, negative, and 
significant (r’s = -.63 to -.70; p < .01). Autocratic behavior was moderately, negatively, and 
significantly correlated with athlete’s training and instruction satisfaction (r = -.56; p < .01).  
This result supports the relationship hypothesized in hypothesis 3b.  
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Moreover, a stepwise regression analysis was conducted using the perceived leadership 
behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, 
and positive feedback as the predictor variables, and athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment 
as the dependant variable. The results of stepwise regression analysis presented in Table 29 show 
that training and instruction behavior accounted for 33% of the variance in athlete reduced sense 
of accomplishment, and was significant (p < .01). The standardized regression coefficient of 

training and instruction (β = -.46) was also significant (p < .01). Autocratic behavior added 2% 
accounted variance to reach 35% of the variance accounted for athlete reduced sense of 
accomplishment. Democratic behavior added 1% to the accumulated variance to reach 36% of 
the athlete reduced sense of accomplishment accounted variance.  The standardized regression 

coefficient of democratic behavior ((β = -.13) was significant ((p < .01).  The three-variable 
prediction model was statistically significant, F(3, 409) = 76.36, p < .001, and accounted for 
36% of the variance in athletes reduced sense of accomplishment.  
 
 
 
Table 29 
Linear Regression with Coach Behaviors (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, 

Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback) as Predictors and Reduced Sense 

of Accomplishment as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Training and Instruction -.46 -9.68** .57 .33 .33 197.91** 76.36 .0001
Autocratic Behavior .13 3.03** .59 .35 .02 13.00**

Democratic Behavior 
 

-.13 -2.91** .60 .36 .01 8.45**

Training and Instruction -.47 -9.02**    
Democratic Behavior -.20 -2.54*    
Autocratic Behavior .13 3.07**    
Social Support .08 .95    
Positive Feedback .00 .08    
   .60 .36 .36 45.90** 45.90 .0001

** p < .01 
*   p < .05  
 
 
 

In a second regression analysis, all five variables of perceived leadership behaviors were 
entered together into the regression model. Results of this analysis (see Table 29) were similar to 
those found in the stepwise regression analysis. The five variables of coaches’ behaviors resulted 
in a significant regression equation predicting athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment, F(5, 
407) = 45.90, p < .001, and accounted for 36% of the variance in athletes’ reduced sense of 

accomplishment. Examination of the standardized regression coefficients (β’s) revealed that 
training and instruction behavior, autocratic behavior, and democratic behavior were significant 

predictors of athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment (β = -.47, .13, -.20 respectively). The 
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other two coaching behaviors (i.e., social support and positive feedback) failed to contribute to 
the accounted variance in athlete reduced sense of accomplishment, and produced nonsignificant 
(p > .05) regression coefficients.  

Hypothesis 3c, athletes’ emotional/physical exhaustion would be negatively correlated 
with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, social 
support, and positive feedback; and positively correlated with autocratic behavior.  

The PPMC coefficients were computed to test this hypothesis and the results presented in 
Table 27 revealed that the correlations between athlete’s emotional/physical exhaustion and 
coaching behaviors of  training and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive 
feedback were moderate to moderately high, negative, and significant (r’s  ranged from -.58 to -
.65, p < .01). The correlation between athlete’s emotional/physical exhaustion and autocratic 
behavior was moderate, positive, and significant (r = .52, p < .01).  This result supports the 
relationships hypothesized in hypothesis 3c.  

To further elaborate on these correlational findings, a stepwise regression analysis was 
conducted using the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, autocratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback as predictor variables, and 
athletes’ emotional/physical exhaustion as the criterion variable. The results of stepwise 
regression analysis presented in Table 30 indicate that training and instruction was the most 
significant predictor of athletes’ emotional/physical exhaustion and accounted for 19% of the 
variance in athlete emotional/physical exhaustion followed by autocratic behavior which 
accounted for additional 9% of the variance in athlete emotional/physical exhaustion. The two-
variable prediction model was statistically significant, F(2, 410) = 78.69, p < .001, and 
accounted for 28% of the variance in athletes emotional/physical exhaustion.  
 
 
 
Table 30 
Linear Regression with Coach Behaviors (Training and Instruction, Democratic Behavior, 

Autocratic Behavior, Social Support, and Positive Feedback) as Predictors and 

Emotional/Physical Exhaustion as Criterion  

Variable β 
 

t R R2 ∆R2  ∆F  Overall 
F 

p 

Training and Instruction -.33 -7.29** .44 .19 .19 96.85** 78.69 .0001 
Autocratic Behavior 
 

.31 7.01** .53 .28 .09 49.14**   

Training and Instruction -.36 -6.46**      
Democratic Behavior .10 1.17      
Autocratic Behavior .32 7.05**      
Social Support -.08 -.97      
Positive Feedback .05 1.03      
   .53 .28 .28 31.90** 31.90 .0001 

** p < .01 
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A second regression analysis was conducted where all five variables of perceived 
leadership behaviors were entered together into the regression model. Results of this analysis 
(see Table 30) were similar to those found in the stepwise regression analysis. The five variables 
of coaches’ behaviors resulted in a significant regression equation predicting athletes’ 
emotional/physical exhaustion, F(5, 407) = 31.90, p < .001, and accounted for 28% of the 
variance in athletes’ emotional/physical exhaustion. Examination of the standardized regression 

coefficients (β’s) revealed that training and instruction behavior and autocratic behavior were the 

only significant predictors of athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment (β = -.36, .32 
respectively; p < .01). The other three coaching behaviors (i.e., democratic behavior, social 
support, and positive feedback) failed to contribute to the accounted variance in athletes’ 
emotional/physical exhaustion, and produced nonsignificant (p > .05) regression coefficients.  

The fourth hypothesis stated that athletes’ satisfaction (i.e., training and instruction 
satisfaction, personal treatment satisfaction, team performance satisfaction, and individual 
performance satisfaction) would be negatively correlated with athletes’ burnout (i.e., 
emotional/physical exhaustion, reduced sense of accomplishment, and devaluation).  

To examine the hypothesized relationships, PPMC coefficients were computed. These 
PPMCs are presented in Table 31. The correlations among athletes’ devaluation and the four 
factors of athlete satisfaction ranged from r = -.63 to r = -.69. These correlations were 
moderately high and significant at the .01 level. The correlations among the four factors of 
athlete satisfaction and athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment depicted in Table 31 were 
negative, moderately high to strong, and significant ( r’s = -.66 to - .74). Finally, the correlations 
among athletes emotional/physical exhaustion and the four factors of athlete satisfaction were 
moderately high, significant at .01 level, and ranged from r = -.61 to r = -.70. Furthermore, the 
resulting correlations went in the direction hypothesized, and so, these results support the 
relationships postulated in the fourth hypothesis.   
 
 
 
Table 31 
Correlations between Athletes Satisfaction and Burnout Scales 

Scale  DEV RSA EPE 

Training and Instruction Satisfaction -.69** -.74** -.70** 
Personal Treatment satisfaction -.69** -.72** -.67** 
Team Performance Satisfaction -.63** -.71** -.67** 
Individual Performance Satisfaction -.63** -.66** -.61** 

Note. DEV = Devaluation; RSA = Reduced Sense of Accomplishment; EPE = Emotional/ 
Physical Exhaustion 
** p < .01 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

 

Burnout among active and highly successful people in professional positions has been 
recognized as a serious problem confronting organizations. Freudenberger (1980) indicated that 
burnout is experienced across a broad range of professions and that there is some commonality in 
the burnout phenomenon across individuals. Highly motivated professionals spend great amounts 
of energy and emotional resources on the job. If those resources are not replenished, either the 
job or through creative coping skills, the individual becomes through prime candidate for 
burnout.  

In recent years, the term burnout has begun to appear with increasing frequency in the 
athletic community (e.g., Capel et al., 1987; Collins, 2002; Dale & Weinberg, 1989; Graf, 1992; 
Kelley, 1994; Kelley et al., 1999; Price & Weiss, 2000; Raedeke, 1997, Raedeke et al., 2000, 
2002; Vealey et al., 1992, 1998). Coaches at all levels have begun to discuss the dangers of 
burnout in their profession. Elite athletes have dropped-out of sports at the peak of their careers, 
maintaining that they are “burned out” and that participation has become too aversive for them to 
continue (Smith, 1986). Given the coach as a central and important social agent in a majority of 
sport contexts (Brusted, Babkes, & Smith, 2001), the process of how coach behaviors influence 
athletes behaviors is of interest. 

The dynamics of the sport domain encourage frequent and intense interactions between 
coaches and athletes. Interactions with athletes are reported as one contributor to coach burnout 
(Dale & Weinberg, 1989; Kelley et al., 1999; Price & Weiss, 2000; Udry, Gould, Bridges, & 
Tuffey, 1997; Vealey et al., 1998). Similarly, athletes have identified their interactions with 
coaches as one potential source of feelings of burnout (Gould et al., 1996a, 1997; Price & Weiss, 
2000; Udry et al., 1997; Vealey et al., 1998). This interaction among coaches, athletes, and 
burnout may be effectively explained within the coaching behaviors and leadership style research 
(Price & Weiss, 2000).  

A feasible model from which to understand the coach- athlete relationship is the 
Multidimensional Model of Leadership (Chelladurai, 1980, 1999). According to Chelladurai, 
effectiveness of coaching behaviors is a function of situational, member, and leader 
characteristics. Situational characteristics (e.g., sport type, program structure) vary according to 
the specific context and influence the appropriateness of coaching behaviors. Member 
characteristics (e.g., age, gender, psychological characteristics) primarily influence athletes’ 
preferred coaching behaviors, while the coach’s personal characteristics (e.g., gender, age, years 
of experience, psychological characteristics) influence the coach’s actual behaviors. Coaching 
behaviors are described in terms of training and instruction, decision-making styles (democratic, 
autocratic), social support, and positive feedback. These coaching behaviors are predicted to 
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influence athlete performance and satisfaction. Within Chelladurai’s (1980, 1999) model, the 
linkage between coach behaviors, and athlete outcomes has received little attention (Horn, 1992, 
Price & Weiss, 2000). Based on theory and research, it is possible that coaches who show higher 
levels of burnout may lead them to behave in certain ways (Price & Weiss, 2000). For example, 
burned-out coaches who are emotionally and physically exhausted, feel withdrawn from or 
negative toward athletes, and experience feelings of inadequacy may provide less training and 
instruction, positive feedback, and social support and bend toward a decision-making style that is 
easier to implement (i.e., autocratic). Since the coach-athlete relationship is dynamic and 
interactive, these behaviors are likely to affect athletes’ psychological outcomes such as self-
confidence, motivation, anxiety, satisfaction, and burnout (Price & Weiss, 2000). Therefore, the 
coach-athlete relationship studied within the multidimensional model of leadership is an 
appropriate approach to studying the relationship among coach behaviors and athletes’ 
psychological outcomes. The main purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship 
between coaches’ burnout, coaches’ behaviors, and levels of burnout and satisfaction 
experienced by college athletes. This study also examined the links between coach burnout and 
perceived leadership behaviors as well as the relationship between athlete’s satisfaction and 
burnout. 

 
 
 

Discussion of Findings 

 

Based on the purposes of this study, a set of four main hypotheses was developed and 
examined using data collected from 42 coaches and 413 male and female college athletes from 8 
public universities in Jordan. Five questionnaires were first translated into Arabic language and 
then distributed to the coaches and athletes to fill. 

To answer the four main hypotheses: first, PPMCs were computed to examine the 
correlations between the study’s variables and second, linear regressions and stepwise 
regressions were employed to estimate the unique and accumulated variance in each dependent 
variable accounted for by the independent variables, according to the study hypotheses. 
 
Coaches’ Leadership Behaviors and Perceived Burnout 

The first hypothesis stated that the perceived level of coach burnout (emotional 
exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced sense of accomplishment) would be negatively 
correlated with each of the following leadership behaviors: training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback, and positively correlated with autocratic 
behavior.  

The findings of the present study showed partial support for this hypothesis. Leadership 
behaviors correlated significantly and in the hypothesized direction with emotional exhaustion 
and personal accomplishment. The correlation between depersonalization and coaches’ 
leadership behaviors were low and not significant, though, were in the hypothesized direction. 
Specifically, emotional exhaustion was significantly and negatively correlated with coaches’ 
behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback 
(r = -.70, -.40, -.59, -.57 respectively), and positively correlated with autocratic behavior (r = 
.47). Coaches who felt emotionally exhausted were perceived as providing less training and 
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instruction, less social support, and less feedback to their athletes. These results are similar to 
those reported by Price and Weiss (2000) and Vealey et al. (1998). Price and Weiss (2000) found 
that coaches who felt emotionally depleted and worn-out were seen as providing less teaching of 
skills and techniques, showing less concern for their teams, and withdrawing from athletes’ 
interactions. Vealey et al. (1998) reported that emotionally exhausted coaches used less praise 
and displayed less empathy and communication ability with their athletes.  

The results also showed that emotionally exhausted coaches were perceived as exhibiting 
more autocratic and less democratic behaviors. This result is similar to the results reported by 
Vealey et al. (1998). Although Vealey et al. did not use the LSS as a measure of coaches’ 
leadership behaviors; they did assess autocratic decision making style. They found that coaches 
who were higher in emotional exhaustion made more autocratic decisions. In contrast, Price and 
Weiss (2000) found that emotionally exhausted coaches demonstrated less autocratic behaviors. 
According to Price and Weiss, “emotionally exhausted coaches could have adopted an “I don’t 
care” attitude, thus relinquishing control and allowing athlete more inputs into important team 
matters” (p. 404). Emotional exhaustion refers to the feelings of being emotionally overextended 
and having depleted emotional resources (Leiter & Maslach, 2001). Emotionally exhausted 
people feel drained and used-up, without any source of replacement. They lack enough energy to 
face another day or another person in need. Exhaustion prompts people to distance themselves 
emotionally and cognitively from their work and their clients (Leiter & Maslach, 2001; Maslach 
et al. 2001). This could be a possible explanation to the results found in this study. Coaches 
higher in emotional exhaustion may try to separate themselves from their work by showing less 
care and concern for their teams, withdrawing from athlete interactions, providing less teaching 
of skills and techniques, less feedback, and exhibiting more autocratic behaviors.  

Depersonalization was not significantly correlated with coaching behaviors. This result 
may be not surprising given the centrality of emotional exhaustion in the burnout phenomenon 
Leiter & Maslach, 2001; Maslach et al. 2001).  According to Maslach et al. (2001), “exhaustion 
is the central quality of burnout and the most obvious manifestation of this complex syndrome” 
(p. 402). When people describe themselves or others as experiencing burnout, they are most 
often referring to the experience of exhaustion. 

With regard to personal accomplishment, the results of this study revealed that personal 
accomplishment was significantly and positively correlated with coaches’ behaviors of training 
and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback ( r = .80, .57, .79, .77 
respectively), and negatively correlated with autocratic behavior (r = -.45). Coaches with strong 
feelings of personal accomplishment were perceived as providing more training and instruction, 
more social support, and more feedback to their athletes. Additionally, they were perceived as 
showing more care and concern for their athletes, allowing athletes participation in decision 
making, and asking for athletes’ opinions on important team matters. These results were in line 
with the findings of Vealey et al. (1998) who reported that coaches with stronger feelings of 
personal accomplishment were perceived by their athletes as having greater tendency to use 
praise, communicate effectively, and display empathy and fewer tendencies to use dispraise and 
an autocratic coaching style. The findings are however, different from those reported by Dale 
and Weinberg (1989) and Price and Weiss (2000). Price and Weiss (2000), for example, found 
no relationships between personal accomplishment and coaches leadership behaviors. 
Explanation for the discrepancy in results in the different studies might be a result of the use of 
different instruments, competitive levels, and units of analysis. Using different instruments to 
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measure the same phenomenon in the different studies may lead to discrepant findings and 
interpretations. In the current study, the LSS was utilized to assess athletes’ perceptions of 
coaching behaviors, Dale and Weinberg (1989) used the Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire (LBDQ) to measure leadership behaviors, whereas, Vealey et al. (1998) used the 
Coaching Behavior Inventory (CBHI) in assessing athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors. 
Methodological issues such as using different sample sizes and using individuals or teams as the 
unit of analyses may also lead to different findings. The levels of competition could account for 
the discrepant findings in the different studies. The demands and pressures on coaches may differ 
across divisions and levels of competitions. For example, hunt (1983) found that Division I 
coaches experienced more burnout than their Division III counterparts did. In contrast, Graf 
(1992) and Kelley et al. (1999) found no differences between NCAA Division I coaches and 
those working at other levels. 

In addition to the correlational findings, an examination of the relative contributions of 
coaches’ burnout (i.e., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment) 
to coaches’ leadership behaviors (i.e., training and instruction, democratic behavior, autocratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback) accounted variance was carried out. The results 
from this analysis revealed that the three burnout variables accounted for 70% of the variance in 
training and instruction behavior, with personal accomplishment accounting the most (63%). The 
burnout variables accounted for 32% and 26% of the variance in democratic and autocratic 
behaviors respectively. Moreover, the three burnout variables accounted for 64% of the social 
support variance and 62% of positive feedback variance, with personal accomplishment being 
the most significant predictor accounting for 62% and 59% of the accounted variance 
respectively. 

In conclusion, it appears that coaches in this study were not burnout and have high levels 
of personal accomplishment. This may led the coaches to exhibit more democratic and less 
autocratic behaviors, provide more training and instruction, more social support, and more 
feedback to their athletes. Another possible explanation of the findings of this study could be the 
time of the year the data were collected. For this study, data were collected during the summer 
semester after the competitive season ended (off-season), and perhaps this is when coaches show 
the lowest levels of burnout. Coaches most likely go through degrees of burnout, dependent upon 
time of the year. Some months they are not burned out, while in other months they may be at 
their limit of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced feelings of personal 
accomplishment (Collins, 2002). A final explanation could be that the nature of sport and 
coaching profession especially at the collegiate level in Jordan, which provides greater prestige 
for college coaches, cause the coaches to feel less burned-out and in turn exhibit more 
democratic behavior and show more care and concern for their athletes. 

 
Perceived Coach Behaviors and Athlete Satisfaction  

The second set of hypotheses (2a – 2d) stated that athletes’ satisfaction would be 
positively correlated with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and negatively correlated with 
autocratic behavior. 

The resulting correlations (see Table 22) supported this hypothesis. All coaches’ 
leadership behaviors were found to be significantly correlated with all athlete satisfaction 
variables. The correlations between athletes’ training and instruction satisfaction and coaching 



 75

behaviors of training and instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback 
were moderately high, positive, and significant ( r’s = .59 to .66). Personal treatment satisfaction 
was positively and significantly correlated with training and instruction (r = .53), democratic 
behavior (r = .65), social support (r = .56), and positive feedback (r = .63). The correlations 
between team performance satisfaction and coaching behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback ranged from .38 to .56. These 
correlations were also significant.  Autocratic behavior correlated negatively and significantly 
with all athlete satisfaction variables (r’s = -.35 to -.49). 

The regression analyses also demonstrated unique contributions of coaching behaviors to 
the variance explained in athletes’ satisfaction. Coaching behavior of training and instruction 
was found to be the most important contributor to athlete satisfaction. It accounted for 57% of 
the variance in athlete satisfaction with training and instruction, 52% of the variance in personal 
treatment satisfaction, 47% of the variance in satisfaction with team performance, and 38% of 
the variance in individual performance satisfaction. It looks obvious that training and instruction 
was identified as the leader behavior that contributed most to the relationship with athletes’ 
satisfaction. Training and instruction is coaching behavior aimed at improving the athletes’ 
performance by emphasizing and facilitating hard and strenuous training; instructing them in the 
skills, techniques, and tactics of the sport, and structuring and coordinating the members’ 
activities (Chelladurai, 1996). It seems that college athletes in Jordan appreciate such a behavior 
exhibited by their coaches to improve their abilities and performance. 

Democratic behavior was also identified as a significant predictor of athlete satisfaction. 
The results indicated that democratic behavior accounted for 5% of the variance in satisfaction 
with individual performance, 4% of the variance in satisfaction with training and instruction, and 
3% of the variance in satisfaction with team performance. According to Chelladurai (1996), 
democratic coaches allow greater participation by the athletes in decisions pertaining to group 
goals, practice methods, and game tactics and strategies.  It is not surprising that college athletes 
in Jordan desire and appreciate more involvement in the decisions pertaining to group goals, 
practice methods, and game tactics and strategies. Since the athletes’ success or failure depends 
mostly on themselves, they may feel the need to be involved in the training process, and they 
seem to prefer coaches who let them express their ideas and set their own goals. 

In addition to the training and instruction and democratic behaviors, the results also 
revealed that certain coaching behaviors were predictive of some athlete satisfaction subscales. A 
coach’s social support behavior was predictive of athlete satisfaction with personal treatment 
accounting for 4% of the variance. Perhaps the coach’s care and concern for the welfare of 
athletes, and the efforts made to produce positive group atmosphere generate this positive feeling 
among athletes. Although positive feedback accounted only for 1% of the variance in individual 
performance satisfaction, it was a significant predictor of individual performance satisfaction. It 
might be that the complements, recognition, and rewards athlete receive from his/her coach for 
good performance led to this feeling of satisfaction. Finally, autocratic behavior was found to be 
predictive of athletes’ satisfaction with personal treatment. Since this behavior was correlated 
negatively with personal treatment satisfaction, it could be said that avoiding behaviors likely to 
be perceived as autocratic may increase athlete satisfaction. 

The results of this study are consistent with the findings from Chelladurai (1984) and 
Chelladurai et al. (1988). Chelladurai et al. (1988), for example, assessed member satisfaction 
with leadership and satisfaction with personal outcome in Japanese and Canadian university 
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athletes. The results showed that high perceptions on four leadership behaviors (i.e., training and 
instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback) and low perceptions on 
autocratic behavior were related to high satisfaction with leadership. The leadership variables 
jointly explained 41% and 57% of the variance in the Japanese and Canadian data, respectively. 
However, only the unique contributions of training and instruction and autocratic behavior in the 
Japanese data, and those of training and instruction and positive feedback in the Canadian data, 
were significant. Chelladurai (1984) found that satisfaction with leadership for basketball players 
produced significant relationships with training and instruction, democratic behavior, social 
support, and positive feedback. The greater the perceptions of the actual behaviors in these four 
dimensions relative to the athletes’ preference, the higher was satisfaction with leadership. 
Analysis of the dimension of autocratic behavior indicated the opposite results, that is, the 
greater the perceptions of actual behaviors, the lower the satisfaction with leadership. Significant 
relationships were also found with wrestlers in the dimensions of training and instruction, and 
social support. An increase in the perception of these behaviors was related to an increase in the 
level of satisfaction with leadership. Finally, track and field players showed significance in only 
two dimensions, training and instruction and autocratic behavior.    

However, the results of this study are somewhat at odds with the findings from Dwyer 
and Fischer (1990) research on wrestlers, Schliesman (1987) research on university track and 
field athletes, Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) research on college football players, and Weiss and 
Friedrichs (1986) research on basketball players. Dwyer and Fischer (1990) found that wrestlers’ 
perceptions of positive feedback, training and instruction, and autocratic behavior were the best 
predictors of satisfaction with leadership. Dwyer and Fischer explained that wrestlers who 
perceived coaches as high on positive feedback, high on training and instruction,  and low on 
autocratic behavior exhibited higher levels of satisfaction with coach’s leadership behavior. 
Schliesman (1987) reported that only high perceptions of democratic behavior and social support 
were positively related to general satisfaction with leadership. Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) 
found that perceptions were significantly correlated with leadership satisfaction only in the cases 
of training and instruction and positive feedback. 

In the present study, the percent of the variance in athlete’s satisfaction accounted for by 
their perceptions of their coaches’ leadership behaviors is comparable to Chelladurai, et al.’s 
(1988) findings that this variable accounted for 41% and 57% of the variance in the satisfaction 
with leadership among Japanese and Canadian athletes, respectively. However, Weiss and 
Friedrichs (1986) found that only 7.2% of basketball players’ satisfaction was explained by their 
perceptions of their coaches’ leadership behaviors. Also, Schliesman (1987) reported that 18% 
and 17% of the accounted variance in track and field athletes’ satisfaction with leadership was 
explained by democratic behavior and social support, respectively. The above comparisons 
should be viewed in light of the difficulty in comparing results across studies. For example, 
researchers have assessed satisfaction differently. Chelladurai (1984), Schliesman (1987), Dwyer 
and Fischer (1990), and Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) used a single item; Chelladurai et al. 
(1988) used a satisfaction scale that they developed themselves; Weiss and Friedrichs (1986) 
used a modified version of the Industrial Organization Recreations Scale; and the current study 
used the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ), a sports-specific scale developed by Riemer 
and Chelladurai (1998), to assess athletes’ satisfaction. This questionnaire has high internal 
consistency and perhaps will be used in future research. This would facilitate comparing findings 
across studies. Future research must examine the extent to which the leadership-satisfaction 
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relationship is a function of instrumentation (Dwyer & Fischer, 1990). In conclusion, to enhance 
athletes’ satisfaction, coaches should focus on giving more training and instruction, rewarding 
good performances and allowing greater participation in decisions pertaining to group goals, 
practice methods, and game tactics and strategies. In addition, coaches should avoid behaviors 
likely to be perceived as autocratic. 
 
Perceived Coach Behaviors and Athlete Burnout 

The third set of hypotheses (3a – 3c) stated that athletes’ levels of burnout would be 
negatively correlated with the perceived leadership behaviors of training and instruction, 
democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback; and positively correlated with 
autocratic behavior. 

The resulting correlations (see Table 27) supported this hypothesis. All coaches’ 
leadership behaviors were found to be significantly correlated with all athlete burnout variables. 
The correlations between athletes’ devaluation and coaching behaviors of training and 
instruction, democratic behavior, social support, and positive feedback were moderately high, 
negative, and significant ( r’s = -.60 to -.70). Reduced sense of accomplishment was negatively 
and significantly correlated with training and instruction (r = -.63), democratic behavior (r = -
.69), social support (r = -.70), and positive feedback (r = -.65). The correlations between 
emotional/physical exhaustion and coaching behaviors of training and instruction, democratic 
behavior, social support, and positive feedback ranged from -.58 to -.65. These correlations were 
also significant. Autocratic behavior correlated positively and significantly with all athlete 
burnout variables (r’s = .47 to .56). 

In addition to the correlational findings, the regression analyses demonstrated unique 
contributions of coaching behaviors to the accounted variance in athletes’ burnout. Specifically, 
the perceived coaching behavior of training and instruction was found to be the most important 
contributor to athlete burnout. It accounted for 33% of the variance in athlete reduced sense of 
accomplishment, 19% of the variance in emotional/physical exhaustion, and 8% of the variance 
in devaluation. Recall that training and instruction is coaching behavior aimed at improving the 
athletes’ performance by emphasizing and facilitating hard and strenuous training, instructing 
them in the skills, techniques, and tactics of the sport, and structuring and coordinating the 
members’ activities (Chelladurai, 1996). It seems that having a coach who provided more 
training and instruction could possibly reduce athletes’ levels of burnout. 

Perceived autocratic behavior was also found to be a significant contributor to all 
dimensions of athlete burnout; accounting for 18% of the variance in devaluation, 9% of the 
variance in athletes’ emotional/physical exhaustion, and only 2% of the variance in athletes’ 
reduced sense of accomplishment. In particular, autocratic behavior, which refers to coaching 
behavior that involves independent decision-making and stresses personal behavior authority 
(Chelladurai, 1996), was positively associated with athlete burnout, meaning that having a coach 
who controls all potentials of the athletes, makes decisions without asking for athletes’ opinions, 
and monitors athletes’ performance in order to detect mistakes could possibly help generate 
increased levels of burnout among athletes. 

Democratic behavior was only identified as a significant predictor of athlete reduced 
sense of accomplishment and accounted for only 1% of the variance in reduced sense of 
accomplishment. Although the contribution of the perceived democratic behavior to the variance 
explained in athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment was small, this variable was of practical 



 78

importance according to the criteria established by Tate (1998) that a standardized coefficient of 
.01 or greater may be of practical importance.  Therefore, one can say that coaches who 
exhibited a democratic behavior style and allow athletes participation in decision-making process 
may possibly help reduce athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment. In other words, athletes 
increased involvement in team decision-making appears to allow them to feel more liberated and 
more accomplished. Price and Weiss (2000) stated that “athletes liked playing, felt more 
proficient, and felt less burned-out when their coaches allowed them to determine their own 
goals, participate in team decisions, and provide input into training sessions” (p. 404).  

 The link between perceived coaches’ behaviors and athletes’ burnout found in this study 
supports previous research that found strong relationships among coaches’ behaviors and 
athletes’ burnout (e.g., Price & Weiss, 2000; Udry et al., 1997; Vealey et al., 1998). Udry et al. 
(1997) conducted in-depth retrospective interviews with athletes who experienced burnout or 
season-ending injuries. They found that positive influence from coaches (i.e., providing support, 
empathy, belief in athletes, instructions) was related to lower levels of burnout in junior-elite 
tennis players. In contrast, negative coach influence (i.e., pressure, unrealistic expectations, 
conflicting ideas, lack of confidence in athlete) was related to higher levels of athlete burnout. 
Price and Weiss (2000) found that coaches who were perceived as making fewer democratic and 
more autocratic decisions and giving less training and instruction, less social support, and less 
positive feedback were associated with athletes who reported higher levels of burnout and 
anxiety. Vealey et al. (1998) found that coaches with stronger feelings of personal 
accomplishment were perceived as having greater tendency to use praise, communicate 
effectively, and display empathy, and fewer tendencies to use dispraise and an autocratic 
coaching style. Also, coaches higher in emotional exhaustion gave less praise and more dispraise 
as well as made more autocratic decisions according to their athletes. Moreover, the relationship 
between athletes’ burnout and coaches’ leadership behaviors supports previous research that 
reported severe practice conditions as a main cause of burnout for college athletes (e.g., Raglin & 
Morgan, 1994; Silva, 1990).  The perceived coaching behaviors found to be related to athlete 
burnout in the present study (e.g., autocratic behavior, less training and instruction) seem quite 
likely to contribute to athletes’ perceptions of  severe practice conditions. 

The link between perceived coaching behaviors and athlete burnout expanded 
Chelladurai’s (1980, 1999) theoretical model, which only specifies outcomes of athlete 
satisfaction and performance. Our results showed that coaching behaviors are associated with 
feelings of athletes’ burnout, which is an important contributor to an athlete’s continued 
involvement in sport. These results also support Horn’s (1992) argument that coaching behaviors 
within Chelladurai’s model should have an effect on athlete outcomes other than just 
performance and satisfaction. Understanding how coaching behaviors influence the 
psychological well-being of athletes will enable coaches and coach educators to perform and 
conduct themselves in a manner that maximizes athletes’ sporting experiences (Price & Weiss, 
2000). Overall, the findings from this study appear to support a relationship between perceived 
coaching behaviors and athletes’ burnout. The results indicate that the coach plays an important 
role in influencing the levels of burnout felt by their athletes. A greater understanding of the 
mechanisms that influence burnout and satisfaction in athletes could facilitate the development 
of more effective coaching methods. In addition, recognizing the influence and importance of 
coaches in the lives of their athletes could help create strategies and interventions that may 
decrease negative outcomes such as stress, dropout, and burnout while increasing positive  
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outcomes such as enjoyment and satisfaction.  
 
The Relationship between Athletes’ Burnout and Satisfaction  

The fourth hypothesis stated that athletes’ satisfaction (i.e., training and instruction 
satisfaction, personal treatment satisfaction, team performance satisfaction, and individual 
performance satisfaction) would be negatively correlated with athletes’ burnout (i.e., 
emotional/physical exhaustion, reduced sense of accomplishment, and devaluation). 

The resulting correlations (see Table 31) supported this hypothesis. All four athlete 
satisfaction variables correlated negatively and significantly with all athlete burnout variables. 
Devaluation correlated negatively and significantly with all athlete satisfaction variables (r’s = -
.63 to -.69). The correlations between athletes’ reduced sense of accomplishment and athlete 
satisfaction variables were moderately high to strong and significant (r’s = -.66 to -.74), and 
emotional/physical exhaustion correlated negatively and significantly with all athlete satisfaction 
variables (r’s = -.61 to -.70).  

Satisfaction has been found to be strongly related to burnout in the professional and 
educational literature; with dissatisfied employees more likely to report high levels of burnout 
than those who are satisfied (e.g., Abu-Bader, 2000; Lee & Ashford, 1993). For example, Abu-
Bader (2000) found strong relationships between work satisfaction and burnout. Similarly, Lee 
and Ashford (1993) reported a negative relationship between satisfaction and emotional 
exhaustion compared with depersonalization or personal accomplishment.  

In the sport literature, very little research could be found relating to the relationship 
between athletes’ satisfaction and burnout. In fact, and to the best knowledge of the researcher, 
no studies have examined the link between athletes’ satisfaction and burnout; therefore, one 
should be cautious when interpreting these results because the coexistence of burnout and 
satisfaction is not unusual (Onyett, Pillinger, & Muijen, 1997). Indeed, high levels of work 
commitment are considered by some theorists as a prerequisite to burnout, and are more likely to 
occur with relatively high levels of job satisfaction (Onyett et al., 1997). It is, however, important 
that future research measures burnout and satisfaction in both athletes and coaches in order to 
gain a more complete assessment. 

Although no research was uncovered that empirically addressed this relationship in 
athletes, probably due to the indirect logical link between these variables, it seems to make sense 
that low levels of burnout would lead to higher levels of satisfaction among athletes. It is more 
likely that satisfied athletes to report lower levels of burnout than those who were dissatisfied. 
Athletes in this study reported being satisfied with coaches who provided more training and 
instructions, generous social support and feedback, and exhibited more democratic and less 
autocratic behaviors. This is possibly led to the feelings of being satisfied and less burned out. 
The prestige and recognition of being in a varsity team in the university could possibly be 
another explanation to the feelings of satisfaction and less burned out among athletes.      

 

 

 

Conclusions 

 

Based on the results of this study, the following conclusions were made: 
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1. There were significant relationships between coaches’ leadership behaviors and coaches’ 
burnout.  

2. Among the burnout variables, personal accomplishment was the most important predictor 
of the coaches’ leadership behaviors followed by emotional exhaustion. 

3. There were significant relationships between perceived coaching behaviors and athletes 
satisfaction. 

4. Among the coaches’ leadership behaviors, training and instruction was the most 
important predictor of athletes satisfaction followed by democratic behavior, social 
support, autocratic behavior, and positive feedback. 

5. There were significant relationships between perceived coaching behaviors and athletes 
burnout. 

6. Among the coaches’ leadership behaviors, training and instruction and autocratic 
behaviors were found to be important predictors of athlete burnout. 

7. There were significant negative relationships between athletes’ satisfaction and athletes’ 
burnout. 

 

 

 

Implications for Coaches 

  

The findings of this study suggest that coaches should provide more training and 
instruction, feedback, and social support for their athletes, and allow athletes’ to participate in 
the formulation of team goals, practice methods, and game strategies in order to increase the 
levels of satisfaction and decrease the levels of burnout among athletes. Moreover, a greater 
understanding of the mechanisms that influence burnout and satisfaction in athletes could help 
develop more effective coaching methods (Baker et al., 2000). The results of this study indicate 
that the coach plays an important role in influencing the athlete psychological responses (i.e., 
burnout and satisfaction). By recognizing the effects of the coach in athlete burnout and 
satisfaction, strategies and interventions can be created which may decrease negative outcomes 
such as stress, anxiety, and burnout while increasing positive outcomes such as satisfaction and 
enjoyment. Finally, recognizing the symptoms of burnout and understanding its process will 
enable the coaches and the athletes to effectively adapt for the changing environment. Hence, 
programs that help detect burnout while still in the early stages need to be introduced.  

 
 
 

Recommendations for Future Research  

 

Based on the literature review and the findings of this study, the following 
recommendations are presented:  
1. This study involved only head coaches; however, athletes’ relationships with other members 

of the coaching staff (e.g., assistant coaches, personal coaches, and other athletes) may play 
an equally important role in the dynamics of coach-athlete relationship. Gardner et al., (1996)  
reported that athletes' perceptions of head and assistant coach leadership differ in predictable 
ways and these distinctions deserve further attention in future research.  
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2. This study was conducted at a single point in time. Data gathered at several times during the 
competitive season may provide a more representative picture of coaches’ and athletes’ 
burnout throughout the year. Coaches and athletes may be burned out at certain times of the 
season. Therefore, longitudinal studies should be conducted to determine the onset of burnout 
overtime and to see if the behaviors change as the burnout changes.  

3. Qualitative studies should also be implemented. Interviews with coaches, athletes, and 
managers may yield a more in-depth understanding of the burnout phenomenon. 

4. Future research should study former coaches. These coaches may be the ones who were truly 
burned out. Their reasons for leaving the profession may be very different from those 
currently employed in coaching positions. 

5. Future research should study the effect of athletes’ burnout on athletes’ performance. 
6. Previous research (e.g., Price & Weiss, 2000; Vealey et al., 1998) was limited to female 

athletes and it is conceivable that the coach leadership behaviors-athlete outcomes links may 
vary depending on athletes’ gender, age and competitive level. Therefore, future research 
should take these variables into consideration.  

7. Future research should attempt to examine the relationship between coaches’ leadership 
behaviors and athlete psychological outcomes in different sports. Each of these sports may 
have unique characteristics that could affect the leader-athlete relationship. 

8. The lack of valid measurement instrumentation to assess burnout in athletes may be a major 
reason for the lack of research in this area. The Athlete Burnout Questionnaire (ABQ; 
Raedeke & Smith, 2001) demonstrated adequate validity and reliability in this study; 
however, research is needed to further examine the psychometric properties of the ABQ.  In 
addition, the use of the recent developed Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ; Riemer & 
Chelladurai, 1998) will allow for further in-depth research of satisfaction in sport. 

9. Comparative studies or cross-cultural studies between athletes and coaches from different 
cultural backgrounds should be conducted to determine the similarities and differences of 
characteristics of coaches and athletes in different nations.   

10.  Future research should examine the situational and personal demands of both individual and 
team sports to determine how the demands of particular sports contribute to athlete burnout. 

11. Future research should consider Price and Weiss (2000) modification of the autocratic 
behavior scale of the LSS which yielded adequate internal consistency. Price and Weiss 
added three items to the autocratic behavior scale and managed to increase the internal 
consistency of this scale.  

 

 

 

A Final Comment  

 

The coach-athlete relationship is a crucial part of sport, and anecdotal evidence of many 
athletes indicates that this relationship is central to the ultimate quality and perceived success of 
their competitive sport careers (Vealey et al., 1998).  This importance of coaches in the lives of 
their athletes motivated the present study to employing Chelladurai’s and Saleh’s (1980, 1990) 
multidimensional model of leadership to investigate the relationship between coaches’ burnout, 
coaches’ behaviors, and athletes’ psychological outcomes (burnout and satisfaction).     
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The results from this study revealed meaningful relationships among levels of coach 
burnout, coach leadership behaviors, and athletes’ psychological responses (burnout and 
satisfaction). In doing so, further support for the multidimensional model of leadership was 
provided as well as greater insight into the correlates of athlete burnout and satisfaction. In 
considering the coach and athlete together within the same study design, direct linkages could be 
identified for supporting the conceptual model and proposing practical implications concerning 
the promotion of positive experiences for both coaches and athletes in the sport context (Price & 
Weiss, 2000).  

In conclusion, there is still much to be learned about burnout with athletes. The costs of 
burnout are great not only to the athletes but to the people around them and their athletic 
programs. Hopefully, the current study opens the doors for future research regarding additional 
factors that may be a source of stress and burnout among coaches and athletes. Finally, it is 
important to remember that it is through empirical validation of conceptual/theoretical models 
that progress can be made and effective programs to prevent burnout can be designed. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORTS 

(COACH'S PERCEPTION OF OWN BEHAVIOR) 
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Leadership Scale for Sports 

(Coach's Perception of Own Behavior) 
Chelladurai & Saleh (1980) 

 
Directions: 

Each of the following statements describes a specific behavior that a coach may exhibit.  
For each statement there are five alternatives: 5 mean (always), 4 (often), 3 (occasionally), 2 
(seldom), and 1 (never).  

You are requested to indicate your characteristic behavior by circling the appropriate 
number.  There is no right or wrong answers.  Your spontaneous and honest response is 
important for the success of the study. 
  

- In coaching, I… 

 

1. See to it that athletes work to capacity. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Ask for the opinion of the athletes on strategies  
for specific competitions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Help athletes with their personal problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Compliment an athlete for good performance in  
front of others.  

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Explain to each athlete the techniques and tactics  
of the sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Plan relatively independent of the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Help members of the group settle their conflicts. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Pay special attention to correcting athletes' mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Get group approval on important matters before  
going ahead. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Tell an athlete when the athlete does a particularly  
good job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11 Make sure that the coach's function in the team  
is understood by all athletes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Do not explain my actions. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Look out for the personal welfare of the athletes.   1 2 3 4 5 

14. Instruct every athlete individually in the skills of the 
sport.  

1 2 3 4 5 

15. Let the athletes share in decision making.  1 2 3 4 5 

16. See that an athlete is rewarded for a good performance.
 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. Figure ahead on what should be done. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Encourage athletes to make suggestions for ways to 
conduct practices. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. Do personal favors for the athletes.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. Explain to every athlete what should be done and what 
should not be done. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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21. Let the athletes set their own goals. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Express any affection felt for the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Expect every athlete to carry out one's assignment to 
the last detail.  

1 2 3 4 5 

24. Let the athletes try their own way even if they make 
mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. Encourage the athlete to confide in the coach. 1 2 3 4 5 

26. Point out each athlete's strengths and weaknesses. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Refuse to compromise on a point. 1 2 3 4 5 

28. Express appreciation when an athlete performs well.  1 2 3 4 5 

29. Give specific instructions to each athlete on what 
should be done in every situation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

30. Ask for the opinion of the athletes on important 
coaching matters.  

1 2 3 4 5 

31. Encourage close and informal relations with athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. See to it that the athletes' efforts are coordinated. 1 2 3 4 5 

33. Let the athletes work at their own speed. 1 2 3 4 5 

34. Keep aloof from the athletes.  1 2 3 4 5 

35. Explain how each athlete's contribution fits into  
the total picture. 

1 2 3 4 5 

36. Invite the athletes home. 1 2 3 4 5 

37. Give credit when it is due. 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Specify in detail what is expected of athletes.  1 2 3 4 5 

39. Let the athletes decide on plays to be used in a game. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. Speak in a manner which discourages questions. 1 2 3 4 5 

41. Don’t take into account athletes’ suggestions when 
making decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. Control what athletes can and cannot do. 1 2 3 4 5 

43. Make decisions regardless of what athletes think. 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 

 

LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORTS 

(ATHLETE'S PERCEPTION OF COACH'S BEHAVIOR) 
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Leadership Scale for Sports 

(Athlete's Perception of Coach's Behavior) 
Chelladurai & Saleh (1980) 

 
Directions:  

      Each of the following statements describes a specific behavior that a coach may exhibit. For 
each statement there are five alternatives, as follows: 5 mean (always), 4 (often), 3 (occasionally), 
2 (seldom), and 1 (never).  
 Please indicate your coach's actual behavior by circling the appropriate number.  Answer 
all items even if you are unsure of any.  Please note that you are rating your present coach. 
 

 
My coach: 

1. Sees to it that athletes work to capacity. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Asks for the opinion of the athletes on strategies for 
specific competitions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Helps athletes with their personal problems.  1 2 3 4 5 

4 Compliments an athlete for good performance in front of 
others.  

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Explains to each athlete the techniques and tactics of the 
sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Plans relatively independent of the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Helps members of the group settle their conflicts.  1 2 3 4 5 

8. Pays special attention to correcting athletes' mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Gets group approval on important matters before going 
ahead.  

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Tells an athlete when the athlete does a particularly good 
job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. Makes sure that the coach's function in the team is 
understood by all athletes.  

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Does not explain his/her actions.  1 2 3 4 5 

13. Looks out for the personal welfare of the athletes.  1 2 3 4 5 

14. Instructs every athlete individually in the skills  
of the sport. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. Lets the athletes share in decision-making. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Sees that an athlete is rewarded for a good performance. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Figures ahead on what should be done.  1 2 3 4 5 

18. Encourages athletes to make suggestions for ways to 
conduct practices. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. Does personal favors for the athletes.  1 2 3 4 5 

20. Explains to every athlete what should be done and what 
should not be done. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. Lets the athletes set their own goals. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Expresses any affection felt for the athletes.  1 2 3 4 5 
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23. Expects every athlete to carry out one's assignment  
to the last detail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. Lets the athletes try their own way even if they make 
mistakes.  

1 2 3 4 5 

25. Encourages the athlete to confide in the coach.  1 2 3 4 5 

26. Points out each athlete's strengths and weaknesses. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Refuses to compromise on a point. 1 2 3 4 5 

28. Expresses appreciation when an athlete performs well. 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Gives specific instructions to each athlete on what  
should be done in every situation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

30. Asks for the opinion of the athletes on important  
coaching matters.  

1 2 3 4 5 

31. Encourages close and informal relations with athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Sees to it that the athletes' efforts are coordinated. 1 2 3 4 5 

33. Lets the athletes work at their own speed. 1 2 3 4 5 

34. Keeps aloof from the athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

35. Explains how each athlete's contribution fits into  
the total picture.  

1 2 3 4 5 

36. Invites the athletes home. 1 2 3 4 5 

37. Gives credit when it is due. 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Specifies in detail what is expected of athletes. 1 2 3 4 5 

39. Lets the athletes decide on plays to be used in a game. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. Speaks in a manner which discourages questions.  1 2 3 4 5 

41. Don’t take into account athletes’ suggestions when making 
decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. Control what athletes can and cannot do. 1 2 3 4 5 

43. Make decisions regardless of what athletes think. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Athlete Burnout Questionnaire 

Thomas Raedeke and Alan Smith (2001) 
 

 

Directions:  

 

Please read each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your 
current sport participation. Your current sport participation includes all the training you have 
completed during this season. Please indicate how often you have had this feeling by circling a 
number 1 to 5, where 1 means, "I almost never feel this way" and 5 means, "I feel that way most 
of the time."  There are no rights or wrong answers, so please answer each question as honestly 
as you can. Please make sure you answer all items. If you have any questions, feel free to ask. 
 

 How often do you feel this way? 

 

Almost 

Never 

Rarely 

 

Some 

times 

Freque

ntly 

Almost 

Always 

1. I'm accomplishing many worthwhile 
things in [sport]. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I feel so tired from my training that I 
have trouble finding energy to do other 
things. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. The effort I spend in [sport] would be 
better spent doing other things. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I feel overly tired from my [sport] 
participation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I am not achieving much in [sport]. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I don't care as much about my [sport] 
performance as I used to. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I am not performing up to my ability in 
[sport]. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I feel "wiped out" from [sport]. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I'm not into [sport] like I used to be. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I feel physically worn out from [sport]. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I feel less concerned about being 
successful in [sport] than I used to . 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. I am exhausted by the mental and 
physical demands of [sport]. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. It seems that no matter what I do, I don't 
perform as well as I should.  

1 2 3 4 5 

14. I feel successful at [sport]. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I have negative feelings toward [sport] 1 2 3 4 5 
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Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire  

 Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) 
 

Directions:   
 

In this section, several items related to athletic participation are listed.  Against each item, 
a response format ranging from 1 (not at all satisfied) to 7 (extremely satisfied) is provided. 
Please indicate how satisfied you are with each of the following aspects of your sport. Your 
honest and spontaneous response to each and every item is vital to the success of the study. Do 
not think about any one item for too long.   

  

 I am satisfied with Not at all 

Satisfied 

Moderately 

Satisfied 

Extremely 

Satisfied 

1. how the team works (worked) to be the best  1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

2. the team’s overall the performance this season. 1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

3. the extent to which the team is meeting (has met) its 

goals for the season. 

1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

4. the recognition I receive (received) from my coach. 1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

5. the friendliness of the coach towards me. 1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

6. the level of appreciation my coach shows (showed) 

when I do (did) well. 

1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

7. my coach’s loyalty towards me. 1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

8. the extent to which the coach is (was) behind me. 1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

9. the training I receive (received) from the coach during 

the season. 

1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

10. the instruction I have received from the coach this 

season. 

1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

11. the coach’s teaching of the tactics and techniques of 

my position. 

1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

12. the degree to which I  have reached (reached) my 

performance goals during the season. 

1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

13. the improvement in my performance over the 

previous season. 

1      2     3     4      5      6      7 

14. the improvement in my skill level. 1      2     3     4      5      6      7 
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Maslach Burnout Inventory 

Maslach, Jackson, and Schwab (1996) 
 

The purpose of this survey is to discover how educators view their job and the people 
with whom they work closely. 

On the following page there are 22 statements of job-related feelings. Please read each 
statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If you have never had 
this feeling, write a “0” (zero) in the space before the statement. If you have had this feeling, 
indicate how often you feel it by writing the number (from 1 to 6) that best describes how 
frequently you feel that way. An example is shown below. 
 
Example: 

 

HOW OFTEN: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Never A few 

times 
a year 
or less 

Once a 
month 
or less 

A few 
times a 
month 
or less 

Once a 
week 

A few 
times a 
week 

Every 
day 

HOW OFTEN 

0-6 
Statement: 
I feel depressed at work. 

 
 

If you never feel depressed at work, you would write the number “0” (zero) under the 
heading “HOW OFTEN.” If you rarely feel depressed at work (a few times a year or less), you 
would write the number “1”. If your feelings of depression are fairly frequent (a few times a 
week, but not daily) you would write a “5.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Published by: 
Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc. (CPP). 
3803 E. Bayshore Road,  
Palo Alto, California 94303. 
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Maslach Burnout Inventory - Educators Survey 

HOW 

OFTEN: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Never A few 
times 
 a year  
or less 

Once a 
month  
or less 

A few 
times a 
month  
or less 

Once a 
week 

A few 
times a 
week 

Every 
day 

 

HOW 

OFTEN 

 

0 – 6 Statements: 

1………… I feel emotionally drained from coaching. 

2………… I feel used up at the end of the workday. 

3………… I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face 

another day on the job. 

4………… I can easily understand how my students/athletes feel about things. 

5………… I feel I treat some students/athletes as if they were impersonal objects. 

6………… Working with people all day is really a strain for me. 

7………… I deal very effectively with the problems of my students/athletes. 

8………… I feel burned out from coaching. 

9………… I feel I’m positively influencing other people’s lives through coaching. 

10……….. I’ve become more callous toward people since I took this job. 

11……….. I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally. 

12……….. I feel very energetic. 

13……….. I feel frustrated by coaching. 

14……….. I feel I’m working too hard on coaching. 

15……….. I don’t really care what happens to some students/athletes. 

16……….. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me. 

17……….. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my students/athletes. 

18……….. I feel exhilarated after working closely with my students/athletes. 

19……….. I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job. 

20……….. I feel like I’m at the end of my rope. 

21……….. In coaching, I deal with emotional problems very calmly. 

22……….. I feel students/athletes blame me for some of their problems. 
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Demographic Questionnaire for Athletes 

 

 

Please answer the following questions. 

1. University:  ___________________________ 

2. Gender:      Male   Female. 

3. Age:   ________ years. 

4. Please indicate your sport: ________________ 

5. Please indicate how long you have been in this sport: _______ Years. 

6. Please indicate the number of years that you have participated in any type of organized 

sport: _________________years. 

7. Are you?    Freshman     Sophomore    Junior    Senior. 

8. On the average, how many hours per week do you spend on your sport (include meetings, 

games, and workouts): ________________hours. 

9. Do you participate in more than one sport?  Yes    No  

     If yes, specify ____________________________________   

 

 

 

 
 

Thank you for your help 
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Demographic Questionnaire for Coaches 

 

 

Please answer the following questions.  

1. University:  ___________________________ 

2. Gender:         Male          Female. 

3. Age:   ________ years. 

4. What sport you coach? ____________________ 

5. Years coaching at university: _______________ years. 

6. Total years in coaching: ________________ years. 

7. Highest degree of education: 

 Community college degree   Bachelor degree 

 Masters degree    Doctorate degree 

       Other 

8. Average hours per week that you are in direct contact with your athletes: 

_______________________ 

9. Do you coach more than one sport at university?        Yes    No 

If yes, please specify ________________________ 

10. Do you have other responsibilities other than coaching?     Yes       No 

      If yes, what are these responsibilities? 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
Thank you for your help 
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يم ر م ا ر  سم االله ا

مدرب ةي ازیز/ زیزي ا  مدر

د ، ة و  ية طي

دآتورا ا ا ر ا   ة،  حا اد  ا ا ز دا ةأ ور ة  ة و ا ة،    ك ر تحدة ا ات ا و زء وآ  ا

روحة داد أ إ وم  ا أ ر ات ا ت ى ةدآتورا   درب  ادي  وك ا س س وا حتراق ا ر ا ى تأ رف  ت هدف ا  

ات ا ةستو ا ات ا تخ د ا  ا س  حتراق ا ا وا  . ر

ة ز ات ا ا ات وا و ة  ا ان آوس ست داد هذا ا د ت إ ك  تح ذ ك ان تساه  .  و و  ر وا

شارآة  ى ا ة  وا ا ك  ح وذ اح هذا ا ئة إ ةوت ا ست ة ا ر ادتها  ا ، وا  وا اء اح ك ا او ك ت اذ اشكر 

أ ك  ئ و ان ا ر ا  ح ا س راض ا ة و تستخدم إ لأ ة تا سر ا  ها سوف ت ت  ت س ات ا ا ن  ا

ت ا وس تها  آ ا رد  ك آ ة إشارة  اك أ كون ه ام و  شك  ا   .  إحصائ

اح  ا تصال  ى ا ر ات  و د  ا كترو  أو)7279562/02( ى هاتز د الإ ر ى ا  

com.saifziad@yahoo   ، ا كآ دآتور  و شرف ا الأستاذ ا تصال  ىأو ا ت  كترو ري آ د الإ ر   ا

edu.fsu.kent@coe   

   

كم شاآراً  او س   كم 

امة ومات   م

ية ا ة ا سئ ى ا ة  جا ا كرم   :یرجى ا

ة  .1 ا  ____________________ا

س      .2 ى ذآر        ا   أ

ر  .3 ة_________ ا  س

ها  .4 تدر وم  ت ت ة ا وع ا  _____________ 

ة  .5 ا رة  ا خ وات ا دد س  ___________ 

رة  .6 خ وات ا دد س ام    __________شك 

ؤه ا         .7 وم       ا وس        د ور كا ر     ست ا   أخرى دآتوراة     

ا  .8 و تصال  ا اس ها  ا ت ت ات ا سا تدر (دد ا ات وا ار ك ا ا  ذ

ات ا ت  _________ ...) وا

تخ .9 ستوى ا ى  ة  ر   ا     ه تدرب اآ                                                                        ا

ة  اء حدد ا ة  ، ر ا ت ا  ___________________ اذا آا

تدر     .10 ر ا ات أخرى  سؤو ك  د                                                                       ه 

اء حدد  ة  ، ر ا ت ا  _______________________________اذا آا
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قياديمقياس وك ا س   ا

  

يمات  -:ا

ة تا ارات ا ارة  ا درب   تصآ  ارس ا ك ان  وآاً  ارة  ص أ را.  س ى آ  دى ا  أي 

ارس ةت ك ا وارد  ت وك ا س و  . ا ر و إشارة وا رة  ى آ  ات   ) x(ك ان تست  تحت إحدى در

ارة ا آ  ى  ود إ و تدر ا اس ا  . ا

ك تص - حظة ا ة   ى  الأسئ ة  ا اء الإ ر وآكا درب  س ـ.آ دأ  رة ت حظة ان آ  ى  ر ا و   آ

تدر         ( ا  ا  ..)أ

ر ارةا اً ا اً دائ اً ا ا ا  ادراً أح
 

دری  ي ا ا   ..          أ

درتأرى 1 ون آ حس  ان ا         

ستراتأ 2 ة   رأي ا  ا ت ات ا
حددة ات   .سا

     

واأ 3 د ا   ةهةسا شخص ه ا شاآ  .      

ى ا لأدأ 4 ام اائ  د أ       خر ا

ح أ 5 ةو ة  خ ة وا واح ا       .ك  ا

اً  اأ 6 س ست  شك         .خ 

اتهأ 7 زا ر  ح  اء ا د أ         .سا

حاً  تصأ 8 اً وا ا حدي اهت اء اح       . أخ

ةأ 9 ه ور ا ر  ا اء ا ة ا وا ى    حص 
ذا ت ا   ا د  . 

     

دأ 10 أداء   وم  ا  د ر ا        . خ

ان دورأ 11 هوم    يتأآد  ح و ر وا   ا
ر راد ا   .ا

     

ا أ 12 ح أ       ر و

ة  13 شخص ح ا صا ا        أهت 

رد أ 14 شك  ا آ   خاصة  هارات ا       ةى ا

رارأ 15 شارآة  ص ا ا ح         س

كاأ 16 ى  كون أداأة  ا  د زاًؤ ا         

ً أ 17 ست ا          خ 

تراحاته حول أ 18 د ا ى ت رق اش ا 
ة   ستخد سا ا تدروا  ا

     

ة   أ  19 ات شخص د خد ت       وم 

ا    أ 20 ا   و ك   ح        و

سه تركأ 21 أ ه  ون أهدا       ا 

ورأ 22 ا اي ر  ش ة ت ا ا   
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ر ارةا اً ا اً دائ اً ا ا ا  ادراً أح
 

دری            ي ا ا   ...أ

ة اأ 23 ه ز ا شك وتو  آ  ان  ة ا  آ
 .آا

     

خاصة أدع 24 ته ا ر ات  ه ذ ا ون ت حاو  ا 
و و ارتك اءاحتى   .  الأخ

     

دربا 25 ا ة  ى ا       ش ا 

وة واأ 26 اط ا ى  ر ا دش        آ  

ةأ 27 سأ ى  ة  ساو ا/ ر ا       ة 

اأ 28 رر  إ د كون أداء ا ي  وت ا  د  
داً  ا 

     

ا   أ 29 خصوص  ك   حددة  ات   ت
و  . آ 

     

ةأ 30 ه ة ا تدر ور ا       . رأي ا  الأ

ة أ 31 ا ة  اش إ ر رس ة و       .ات ح

رأ 32 هود ا  ا س  ى ت  .      

خاصة 33 ته ا ون حس سر       ادع ا 

زل  اا 34 ظاً او  تح       .ى 

ام أ 35 ار ا ءم  الإ ة آ  تت ساه ح آ ان  و
ة(  ك صورة ا ر ا   ( 

     

ارأ 36 ز و ا  تت د       .  ا

أةح أ 37 كا ا ا        تستحد

تو  اأ 38 ا هو  ص  ت ا       حدد 

اراةأ 39 ة ا  ا ر ررون        .دع ا 

ةث  حدتأ 40 رح الأسئ ى  ش  وب         .أس

ت 41 د اتخاذ  آخذ  ا تراحات ا  ار ا
رارات  .ا

     

ك   42 ا  ى  ر        .أس

ظ ا 43 ا  ظر  رارات  ا       . أتخذ 
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سي راق ا  مقياس ا

  

ى  س  ة) 22(حتوي هذا ا ت حرص  ارة  ارة  راءة آ  ى  ر تك،  ه حو  ورك  ا ش ر  ر ، وت ا ت وا

ها هذا  ك  تا ت ا رات ا دد ا ى  دل  ذي  ر ا و دائرة حول ا ك  ، وذ ك أم  حو  ور  ش ت تح هذا ا إذا آ

ت تتدرج   ور وا ش ر( ا  ). 6 -ص

ا حظة  ى  ر اس  ام  ا ة الأر د ة  س ا  -:و

ر  - ر(ان ا ا ) ص ك  ت اً ا ور  ش  .  ا

ر  - ة) 1(ان ا س ل ا ة خ رات  تكرر  ور  ش  . ان ا

ر - رة واحدة او ا  ) 2(ان ا تكرر  ور  ش  . شهرا ان ا

ر  - شهر) 3(ان ا ل ا ة خ رات  تكرر  ور  ش  .  ان ا

ر  - وع) 4(ان ا رة  آ أس تكرر  ور  ش  .  ان ا

ر  - وع) 5(ان ا ل الأس ة خ رات  تكرر  ور  ش  . ان ا

ر  - وم) 6(ان ا تكرر آ  ور  ش  .  ان ا

 

ة ا ة الإ ى آ ال  ك   : وا

ر ارة ا تكرار ا  ا

شاط * ة وا و ح ا ر   6 ,5 ,4 ,3 ,2 ,1 ,0 اش

 

اً ت دائرة حول ر  شاط  ة وا و ح ا ر  ر(إذا  تش ت دائرة وإ) ص رار  است شاط  ة وا و ح ا رت  ذا ش

 .وهكذا) 6(حول ر 

 

 

 

 

 

Translated and reproduced by special permission of the publisher, CPP, Inc., Palo Alto, CA 

94303 from Maslach Burnout Inventory-ES by Christina Maslach, Susan E. Jackson, and 

Richard Schwab. Copyright 1986 by CPP, Inc. All rights reserved. Further reproduction is 

prohibited without the Publisher’s written consent 
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ر 1 2 3 4 5 6  ص

وم ة  آ  رات 
وع ل الأس  خ

رة  
وع آ أس

ة  رات 
شهر ل ا  خ

رة او ا 
  آ شهر

ة  رات 
ل  سخ  ةا

ا    ت
اً ور  ش  ا

    

ر ارةا ور ا ش  تكرار ا

تدر 1 ة ا ه ارسة  راء  اً   ا زف ا ست أ  ر   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .اش

وم 2 ة  ها ذة   ست ت  ا ر ان   0 1 2 3 4 5 6   . ااش

د  3 د وم   هة  وا رف ان   و وا ظ   ا است د
ر الإرهاقاش  . 

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

ر  4 شا ه  ةا/ أست ان ا سهو اء  حو الأش  . 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

ا  5 أ أت ر  ة اش اء  ا/ ا ه أش  وآأ
 .شر

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

ا  6 ت اً، ان ا هاد  اح س  الإ وم ا  وال   
ت  .وا

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

شاآ  7 ة   ا ة  ا ا   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 . ا/ ات

ة 8 ه هذ ا ارست  س   حتراق ا ا ر   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .اش

ل  9 اس  خ ر  ا اة آ ا  ح ا ر إ ر أ أؤ اش
تدر ة ا ه  .ارست 

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

ة ت 10 سوة وص ر  حت اآ ةأص ه هذ ا تحا  د ا اس   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .ا ا

وا 11 سوة  س   كون  هو ا  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .أخشى ان 

شاط 12 ة وا و ح ا ر   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .اش

تدر 13 ة ا ه ارست  اط   الإح ر   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .اش

ر 14 هاد آ إ ة  ه ر أ ا  هذ ا  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .اش

ح 15 ا  ة،  اهت او اآترث    ا/ ث  دح
 .شاآ

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

دة 16 اً شد و و   اس  اشر  ا شك   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .ان ا 

حاً   17 ر اً  س وا  ة ان اخ  ك سهو / أست 
 ً.ا

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

ا 18 ر  رب  اش د ا   راحة  ادة وا  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .ا/ س

ة 19 ه ة  هذ ا ة وأه رة ذات  اء آ زت أش  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .د أ

ة 20 ه هذ ا ارست  ة   هاو ة ا ى حا ر وآأ   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 .اش

ا 21 ة وا ا شاآ ا ك هدوء  ا ا  ارست أت اء  ة أ
ة ه  . هذ ا

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

ة 22 ان ا ر  ها/ اش شاآ ى   و  و  . 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
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يم ر م ا ر  سم االله ا

 

 ة ايیزز/ ازیزي 

د ، ة و  ية طي

دآتورا ا ا ر ا   ة،  حا اد  ا ا ز دا ةأ ور ة  ة و ا ة،    ك ر تحدة ا ات ا و زء وآ  ا

روحة داد أ إ وم  ا أ ر ات ا ت ى ةدآتورا   درب  ادي  وك ا س س وا حتراق ا ر ا ى تأ رف  ت هدف ا  

ةستو ا ات ا تخ د ا  ا س  حتراق ا ا وا ر  . ات ا

ة ز ات ا ا ات وا و ة  ا ان آوس ست داد هذا ا د ت إ ك  تح ذ ك ان تساه  .  و و  ر وا

شارآة  ى ا ة  وا ا ك  ح وذ اح هذا ا ئة إ ةوت ا ست ة ا ر ادتها  ا ،  وا اء اح ك ا او ك ت وا اذ اشكر 

أ ك  ئ و ان ا ر ا  ح ا س راض ا ة و تستخدم إ لأ ة تا سر ا  ها سوف ت ت  ت س ات ا ا ن  ا

ت ا وس تها  آ ا رد  ك آ ة إشارة  اك أ كون ه ام و  شك  ا   .  إحصائ

ا تصال  ى ا ر ات  و د  ا ى هاتز كترو  أو)7279562/02( اح  د الإ ر ى ا  

com.saifziad@yahoo   ، ا كآ دآتور  و شرف ا الأستاذ ا تصال  ىأو ا ت  كترو ري آ د الإ ر   ا

edu.fsu.kent@coe   

كمشاآر او س  كم   اً 

 

امة ومات   م

ية ا ة ا سئ ى ا ة  جا ا كرم   :یرجى ا

ة  .1 ا  ____________________ا

س      .2 ى ذآر        ا   أ

ر  .3 ة _________ ا  س

ارسها  .4 ت ت ة ا وع ا  ___________________________ 

ة  .5 ا ة  ا ارستك  وات  دد س  __________________ 

ام  .6 شك  ة  ارستك  وات  دد س  ___________________ 

دراس         .7 ستوى ا ى       ا ة        او ا ة        ا ة    را

ا  .8 و تك اس ارسة  ها   ت ت ات ا سا ات(دد ا ا ت تدر وا ات وا ار ك ا ) ا  ذ

_______________________________________________ _ 

ا     .9 تخ ا ستوى ا ى  ة  ر   ارس اآ           ه ت

ة  اء حدد ا ة  ، ر ا ت ا  _______________________                اذا آا
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قياديمقياس وك ا س   ا

  

يمات  -:ا

ة تا ارات ا ارة  ا ارس تصآ  ك ان  وآاً  درب   س ارة  ص أ را.  ا ى آ  ارس ا دى   أي 

ة ك ا وارد  ت وك ا س ك ا و إشارة  .در رة  ى آ  ك ان تست  و  ر اس  ) x(وا ات  ا تحت إحدى در

ارة ا آ  ى  ود إ و تدر ا  . ا

ك تص - حظة ا ة   ى  الأسئ ة  ا اء الإ ر وا حاك س ك ا در  . 

 

ر ارةا اً ا اً دائ اً ا ا   ا ادراً أح
 

ي            ي/ مدر   ...مدر

درت 1 ون آ حس  ان ا        رى 

سترات 2 ة   رأي ا  ا ت ات ا
حددة ات   .سا

     

وا 3 د ا   شخصهةسا ه ا شاآ       ة 

ى ا لأد 4 خرائ  ام ا د أ        ا

ح  5 ةو ة  خ ة وا واح ا       ك  ا

اً  ا  6 س ست  شك        خ 

اته   7 زا ر  ح  اء ا د أ       سا

حاً  تص 8 اً وا ا حدي اهت اء اح        أخ

ة  حص 9 ه ور ا ر  ا اء ا ة ا وا ى   
ذا ت ا   ا د  . 

     

د 10 أداء   وم  ا  د ر ا        . خ

هوم     11 ح و ر وا ان دور  ا تأآد 
ر  راد ا  ا

     

ا 12 ح أ و  ر  
 

     

ة  13 شخص ح ا صا ا   هت 
 

     

ا 14 خاصة  هارات ا ى ا رد  شك        ة آ  

رار 15 شارآة  ص ا ا ح    س
 

     

كا 16 ى  كون أداأة  ا  د زاؤ ا    
ً 

     

17 ً ست ا     خ 
  

     

تراحاته  18 د ا ى ت رق احول ش ا 
ة   ستخد سا ا تدروا  ا

     

ة   19 ات شخص د خد ت  .وم 
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ر ارةا اً ا اً دائ اً ا ا ا  ادراً أح
 

ي             ي/ مدر   ...مدر

ا     20 ا   و ك   ح        و

ون أهد ترك 21 سها  أ ه        ا

ور 22 ا ا  ر  ش ة ت ا ا        

ة ا 23 ه ز ا شك وتو  آ  ان  ة ا  آ
 .آا

     

خاصة دع 24 ته ا ر ات  ه ذ ا ون ت حاو  ا 
و و ارتك اءاحتى   .  الأخ

     

درب 25 ا ة  ى ا       ش ا 

وة وا 26 اط ا ى  ر ا دش        آ  

ة 27 سأ ى  ة  ساو ا/ ر ا       ة 

ر 28 د ا وت كون أداء ا  ر  إ ا  د  
داً  ا 

     

ا    29 خصوص  ك   حددة  ات   ت
و  . آ 

     

ة رأي ا   30 ه ة ا تدر ور ا       .الأ

ة  ا 31 ر رس ة و ات ح ة  ا       .ش إ

ر 32 هود ا  ا س  ى ت  .      

خاصة 33 ته ا ون حس سر       دع ا 

زل  ا 34 ظاً او  تح       .ى 

ة آ  35 ساه ح آ ان  ام و ار ا ءم  الإ  تت
ة(  ك صورة ا ر ا   ( 

     

ار 36 ز و ا  تت د       .  ا

أةح  37 كا د تستحا        

تو  ا 38 ا هو  ص  ت ا       حدد 

اراة 39 ة ا  ا ر ررون        .دع ا 

شث  حدت 40 وب   ةأس رح الأسئ ى   .      

د اتخاذ  41 تراحات ا  ار ا ت أخذ  ا  
رارات  .ا

     

ك   42 ا  ى  ر        .س

ظ ا 43 ا  ظر  رارات  ا       . تخذ 
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ریاضيي د ا سي  راق ا  مقياس ا

 يمات

ص ان  ست ارةهذا ا شرة  س  ى خ شت  ا و ر دى ا س  حتراق ا ات ا ستو ى  رف  ت اء .   ر ا

ة  ا ة  تا ارات ا ارة  ا تك تحت )X( إشارة  راءة آ  حا اس  كان ا اس   ا ات ا  إحدى در

ارة ا آ  ى  ود ا و تدر ا  . ا

ة  حظة ان آ ى  ریاضةر ارسهاا ت ت ة ا ى ا ر ا ارات تش واردة  ا د ، ا حظة ا  تو ى  ر ا و  آ

ئة حة او خا ارات صح اك     .ه

ر ارة ا اً ا اً دائ اً ا ا ا  ادراً اح

 

ام   1 هت ا رة  د اء ا د  الأش د ا أح ا ا

ة( ا ر  )ا

     

را 2 د   شد ت ا ا ر  د أش ح أ  أ تدر  ء ا

ال أخرى  ة أ أ ام  ة   ا

     

ذ   3 ذي أ هد ا ة ( ا ا ر ت ) ا ذ و  كون ا  س

اء أخرى     أش

     

شارآت   4 راء  د   إرهاق شد ر  ة( أش ا ر       )ا

ر   5 ك ا  أح ا ة( ا ا ر       )ا

أد 6 را  ا أهت آ ر ساائ ا تادا  ا ت  ا آ        آ

ة ( أدائ   7 ا ر ة) ا ح درات ا       أ  

أ  8 ر  ة( ) ح ( أش ا ر        )ا

ا  أن أآون   9 ست آ ا  ة(أ ا ر        )ا

ا  10 سد هك  أ  ر  ارسةأش ة(   ا ر        )ا

أ أ اهت 11 ر  اح  أش ا ا  ة(ا ا ر ت )ا ا آ  

ا   سا

     

ات ا 12 ت هك  ا ا  ة أ ت ة ا د ة(ة وا ا ر       )ا

كون 13 ا  أن  س آ ان أدائ  ت ،  ا  ه       دو أ 

اح  14 ا ر  حا  / أش ا دو  ة(أ ا ر       )ا

ا  15 ة ت ر س شا ر(دي  ةا        )ا
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ریاضيي د ا رضا   مقياس ا

 يمات

شا ة  رت ارات ا دد  ا اك  زء ه اس ر هذا ا ارات  ارة  ا ام آ  اه وأ دى ر  ا و
ق  ( 1درج   ى الإ ى ) ر را  ا ( 7إ ا  ) .را ت

ك أ و  ر ة  وا ا رة  رأ آ  رة ت  ن ت اك  ا دى ر ى  ر إ ش ذي  ر ا  .و دائرة حول ا
ئة حة وأخرى خا ات صح ا اك إ د ه حظة أ  تو رورة  اس   ى ا صدق  ة  ا اء الإ ر ى .ا ر ا و  آ

ارة  دأ  رة  ت ا راضٍ(حظة ان آ   )… ا

 

 را
ا ا   ت

شك  را 
توس   

ى  ر را 
ق ر الإ  ارةـــــــــــــاا

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

1 

ا راضٍ  … ا

كون الأ ر  ة  ا   .آ

       

وسدا 2 ر هذا ا ام          .اء ا

ر  تح أهدا 3 ذي وص ا ا دى ا  ا

وس   .هذا ا

       

ا  4 ذي أ ر ا د ت در) ت( ا  .        

حويصد 5 درب  ة ا         .ا

حوي  6 درب  د ا ذي  ر ا د ت ستوى ا

د وم   ا أ  .د

       

ص 7 اه/دى إخ درب ت ء ا         . و

و ورائ 8 درب  وو         .دى د ا

ا  9 ذي أت تدر ا ت( ا درب  ) ت  ا

وس   هذا ا

       

ات وا 10 ت درب ا تها  ا ت ت هات ا تو

وس   . هذا ا

       

ة  11 هارات ا درب  وب ت ا أس

رآزي  ا ة  ت ة ا خ  .وا

       

ها أدائ  تح  12 ت وص إ ة ا در ا

وس  .الأهداف هذا ا

       

تحس  أدائ  13 لا ساخ وس ا          . ا

ذي وصت ا 14 هاري ا ستواي ا تحس  
 .  ا
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APPENDIX J  

 

TRANSLATION VERIFICATION LETTERS  
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APPENDIX K  

 

AUTHORIZATION TO USE LEADERSHIP SCALE FOR SPORTS 
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APPENDIX L 

 

AUTHORIZATION TO USE ATHLETE BURNOUT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX M 

 

AUTHORIZATION TO USE ATHLETE SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX N 

 

AUTHORIZATION TO USE MASLACH BURNOUT INVENTORY 
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APPENDIX O 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX P 

 
SAMPLE RECOMMENDATION LETTER 
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APPENDIX Q 

 
COVER LETTER FOR COACHES 
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Dear coach: 

My name is Ziad Al-Tahayneh. I am a graduate student under the direction of Dr. Aubrey Kent 
in the Department of Sport Management, Recreation Management and Physical Education at 
Florida State University. As part of my doctoral studies, I am investigating the influence of 
coaching behaviors and coaching burnout on Athletes’ burnout and satisfaction  

I am requesting your participation, which will involve completion of two short paper and pencil 
surveys, one related to coaching behaviors entitled Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) and the 
other related to coaches’ burnout entitled Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI), in addition to a 
short demographic questionnaire concerning age, experience, marital status…Completion of 
these surveys will take approximately 15 minutes and will be conducted in one session. 

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may refuse to participate and/or 
withdraw from participation at any time without prejudice or penalty. Full confidentiality to the 
extent allowed by law is insured. The anonymity of your responses is guaranteed. No 
information will be shared with anyone associated with the team, including administrators, 
colleagues, and athletes. In addition, your position will not be affected as a result of your (non) 
participation or responses.  

Furthermore, you will be assigned an anonymous code number and your identity will remain 
confidential. The responses will be evaluated collectively and then reported in a form of doctoral 
dissertation, a partial requirement for my doctoral degree. The final results may be published in a 
journal, however confidentiality will remain. The data will be only available to the principal 
investigator and his major advisor. A copy of the findings will be sent to you if you wish.   

Although there may be no direct benefit to you, the possible benefits are identifying areas that 
are of concern to both athletes and coaches, gaining insight into factors that have a positive and 
negative effect on the athletes’ sport experience, and assisting athletic directors in the planning 
of avoidance strategies and reducing or eliminating those factors that manifest burnout in 
coaches and athletes at the collegiate level. 

If you have any questions concerning the research study, please call me any time at   (850) 443-
9861, or e-mail me at zla4013@garnet.acns.fsu.edu. Also, you can call Dr. Aubrey Kent at (850) 
644-7174 or e-mail him at kent@coe.fsu.edu 

Return of the questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate. Thank you very 

much for participating in this study.  

 
Sincerely yours, 
Ziad Al-Tahayneh 
189 Crenshaw Ct. # 6 
Tallahassee, FL 32310 
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COVER LETTER FOR ATHLETES 
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Dear Athlete: 

My name is Ziad Al-Tahayneh. I am a graduate student under the direction of Dr. Aubrey Kent 
in the Department of Sport Management, Recreation Management and Physical Education at 
Florida State University. As part of my doctoral studies, I am investigating the influence of 
coaching behaviors and coaching burnout on Athletes’ burnout and satisfaction.  

If you decided to participate, you will be asked to complete a version of the questionnaire 
entitled Leadership Scale For Sports assessing your perceptions of your coach’s leadership 
behaviors. In addition, you will be asked to complete a short survey called the Athlete Burnout 
Inventory and a survey called Athletes Satisfaction Questionnaire. The completion of the surveys 
will take approximately 30 minutes and will be conducted in one session. 

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may refuse to participate and/or 
withdraw from participation at any time without prejudice or penalty. Full confidentiality to the 
extent allowed by law is insured. The anonymity of your responses is guaranteed. No 
information will be shared with your coach or fellow teammates. In addition, your position on 
the team will not be jeopardized or affected as a result of your (non) participation or responses.  

Furthermore, you will be assigned an anonymous code number and your identity will remain 
confidential. The responses will be evaluated collectively and then reported in a form of doctoral 
dissertation, a partial requirement for my doctoral degree. The final results may be published in a 
journal, however confidentiality will remain. The data will be only available to the principal 
investigator and his major advisor. A copy of the findings will be sent to you if you wish.   

Although there may be no direct benefit to you, the possible benefits are identifying areas that 
are of concern to both athletes and coaches, gaining insight into factors that have a positive and 
negative effect on the athletes’ sport experience, and assisting athletic directors in the planning 
of avoidance strategies and reducing or eliminating those factors that manifest burnout in 
coaches and athletes at the collegiate level. 

If you have any questions concerning the research study, please call me any time at   (850) 443-
9861, or e-mail me at zla4013@garnet.acns.fsu.edu. Also, you can call Dr. Aubrey Kent at (850) 
644-7174 or e-mail him at kent@coe.fsu.edu 

Return of the questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate. Thank you very 

much for participating in this study.  

 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Ziad Al-Tahayneh 
189 Crenshaw Ct. # 6 
Tallahassee, FL 32310 
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